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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This study draws mostly on archival sources in Tashkent and Moscow. In
Uzbekistan, I used collections of the Uzbek SSR branch of the State Plan-
ning Agency, the Uzbek Writers and Architects Unions, the Plenipotentiary
of the Evacuation of the Sovnarkom of the Uzbek SSR, and other republic-
level organizations from the Central State Archive of the Republic of Uz-
bekistan (O’zZRMDA). At the Tashkent City Archive (TShDA), I used col-
lections from the Tashkent City Council (Gorispolkom), the archives of
various Tashkent industrial factories, and the City Architectural Bureau.
Documents from Tashkent Oblast Archive (TVDA) concern Tashkent
Oblast Council (Oblispolkom) documents, while the Ministry of Health
and urban planning agencies were the focus of my work at the Central
State Archive for Scientific-Technical and Medical Documentation of the
Republic of Uzbekistan (O’zZRI-TTHMDA). Party-level documents in the
manuscript are mostly from Russian archives, as scholars cannot gain ac-
cess to the Presidential Archives of the Republic of Uzbekistan. In Moscow,
material from the following institutions was incorporated into this study:
the Russian State Archive of Social and Political History (RGASPI) and the
Russian State Archive of Contemporary History (RGANI) for documents
from the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
the Russian State Archive of Art and Literature (RGALI) for materials for
union-level organizations of art, literature, and architecture, and the Rus-
sian State Archive (GARF) for information from the Procurator General
(Office of the Public Prosecutor) of the Soviet Union, the NKVD, GULAG
special settlements, and the Supreme Soviet. Additional information on ur-
ban planning and statistics came from the Russian State Archive of Eco-
nomics (RGAE). In the United States, I consulted collections at the Hoover

vii
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Institution, the New York Public Library, and the Library of Congress. The
majority of archival sources for this period of Tashkent history are in Rus-
sian, with some limited Uzbek-language material. When it existed, however,
Uzbek-language material most often came from the Tashkent City Archive.
Information from published Uzbek-language sources—newspapers, travel
guides, Uzbek-language publications of the era, and current monographs—
has also been incorporated into this study.

Party communiqués, NKVD reports, and documents from the Procu-
rator General add insights into the general mood of the population and the
difficulties that officials had in implementing state and Party decrees or in
sculpting new identities across the Soviet Union. However, I read these re-
ports largely as documents that were produced by elite officials for specific
purposes. The authorities who wrote to Party and state security organiza-
tions had precise concerns that they sought to highlight, often revealing in-
stitutional agendas or personal biases against Soviet ethno-national groups
or social classes. In addition, these documents often concentrate on what
went wrong in the Soviet state, not necessarily on the successes of specific
policies or proposals. So, while some documents convey instances of large-
scale resistance to Soviet initiatives, others show how, for better or worse,
local residents began to accommodate and adapt the new urban infrastruc-
ture of Tashkent to their own lives, even if some of their actions did not
always seem ideologically correct. On the other hand, newspapers clearly
conveyed the official interpretation of Soviet achievements; they helped to
create the image of the type of society and city that Soviet leaders envisioned
for Tashkent. Hence, they, too, are vital for improving our understanding of
how the Soviet regime strove to fashion urban areas and modern citizens.
Newspaper articles occasionally attacked the Sovietization process in Uz-
bekistan but almost exclusively focused on the inability of city leaders or
local institutions to bring about social change. Therefore, while it celebrated
Soviet Tashkent, the official press also exposed a great deal of information
on the difficulties that the state encountered in forging this socialist city
and new Soviet identities for its residents.

Memoir sources have been interwoven into the text of this story. While
memoirs are problematic sources due to the passage of time between the
events and writing, they add to our understanding of daily life during a
time of tremendous difficulty for the Soviet people. They also provide a
glimpse into the reality of life that Party documents do not. Many more
Russian-language memoirs have been preserved. As a result, these sources
often reveal Russo-centric biases, particularly in their orientalist descrip-
tions of the Central Asian lifestyle and culture, but they nonetheless pro-
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vide a sense of the collective mood and societal fears of the time. They also
expose basic assumptions about the social status and ethnic hierarchies of
various groups within the Soviet state.

For practical purposes I have chosen to use common English spellings
for all place names to avoid the political and nationalistic implications of us-
ing either Uzbek or Russian spellings. While I recognize that most of the En-
glish place names have been derived from the Russian, not the Uzbek, they
are more commonly recognized as places in Central Asia by the English-
reading public. I considered using both Uzbek and Russian spellings but
decided against this approach as it was cumbersome and did not suit the
topic of creating Soviet spaces, a process that attempted to create a common
identity, not a dual one. For simplicity, I usually refer to prominent Uzbeks
with the common English-language spelling of their names. With three al-
phabet changes in the Uzbek language in the past one hundred years, there
simply are too many transliterations from which to choose. I decided that
the most commonly used English-language variants would provide the text
with more consistency, although I have provided a list of currently accepted
Uzbek-language equivalents for many of the names that appear in the text.
At times, I also differentiate Tashkent residents by race or ethnicity. To
denote Muslim (or formerly Muslim) residents, I most often use the term
“Uzbek Tashkenter.” I also use the terms “indigenous resident,” “Central
Asian Tashkenter,” or “Central Asian Soviet citizen.” These latter usages at
times can connote residents of other Central Asian ethnic groups (mostly
Kazakhs or Tajiks), although I do identify Kazakhs, Tajiks, or Turkmen as
such when these distinctions are important. Distinct ethnic groups in the
region, such as the Bukharan Jews or Soviet Korean population, are usu-
ally identified as such. For the sake of clarity, Russian, Ashkenazi Jewish,
Ukrainian, and other Tashkenters of European background usually be-
come “Russian Tashkenters” or “Russian-speaking Tashkenters.” When
necessary, however, I differentiate between Russians, Ukrainians, Ashke-
nazi Jews, Poles, Tatars, or ethnic Germans in Tashkent in order to high-
light ethnic dynamics, nationality politics, and social hierarchies in the city.

Many people and institutions assisted me in completing this manuscript.
I am grateful for the support I received from the History Department and
the Center for Russian, East European, and Eurasian Studies (CREEES) at
Stanford, which provided me with funding throughout my graduate stud-
ies. I also received funding for overseas research from the Research Scholar
Exchange Program (RSEP) through the American Councils for Interna-
tional Education (ACTR/ACCELS), the National Security Education Pro-
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gram (NSEP) David L. Boren Graduate International Fellowship, and the
Graduate Research Opportunity (GRO) Fellowship through the Stanford
University School of Humanities and Sciences.

My graduate school advisor, Amir Weiner, allowed me to focus on
the non-Russian regions of the Soviet Union and remained supportive
throughout. Norman Naimark, an inspiring scholar and teacher, offered
advice and encouragement both during and after graduate school. Terence
Emmons helped me conceive of this project, and Robert Crews took over
for him and provided close readings, perceptive comments, and support.
Doug Northrop of the University of Michigan and an anonymous reader
provided valuable insights and guidance that helped me refine the manu-
script. Adeeb Khalid provided tremendous guidance as I figured out how
to conduct archival research in Uzbekistan. Likewise, Michael Share of the
University of Hong Kong listened to my arguments and provided helpful
research assistance in both Moscow and Hong Kong.

Molly Molloy, Linda Wheeler, and the staff of the Hoover Institution
Library at Stanford tracked down obscure primary sources, and Irina
Barnes, Mary Dakin, and the late Rosemary Schnoor provided invaluable
assistance and friendship at CREEES. In Uzbekistan, Dilorom Alimova and
Dono Ziiaeva of the Institute of History provided me with institutional sup-
port. Mirzohid Rahimov of the Institute of History and Manzura Umurza-
qova, formerly of ACTR/ACCELS, consistently helped me cut bureaucratic
red tape. The staffs of the Uzbek Central State Archive, Tashkent City Ar-
chive, and Tashkent Oblast Archive, the Uzbek Central State Archive for
Documentation of Medical and Scientific Institutes, and the Navoi Library
assisted me in many ways, as did the numerous intellectually supportive
individuals I encountered in Tashkent. Of course, any errors or misinter-
pretations in this work are my responsibility, not theirs.

In Moscow, the archivists and librarians of the State Archive of the Rus-
sian Federation, the Russian State Archive of Art and Literature, the Rus-
sian State Archive for Social and Political History, the Russian State Archive
of Economics, the Russian State Archive of Contemporary History, and
the Moscow Historical Library provided valuable help. Marina Nestyeva,
Yuri and Sveta Grigoriev, and “Tyota Nina” and Vera Gelman opened their
homes to me and offered valuable insights on the Soviet experience. In
Tashkent, the Niyazov and Anvar families were most hospitable. Matluba
Anvar encouraged me to delve into gender in my study and shared her own
work to pique my interest. Beth Kolko, Alanna Shaikh, Dave Hunsicker,
Kevin Dean, Mamura Azizova, and Munira Azzout provided camaraderie
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and intellectual debates. Alanna Shaikh deserves special mention for read-
ing and editing this entire project at various stages. Dave Hunsicker and
Mamura Azizova provided essential assistance with the Uzbek language.

I am also grateful to Caitlin Murdoch, Ann Livschiz, Steve Barnes,
Andy Jenks, Mikolaj Kunicki, and Kim Warren, all fellow graduates of
Stanford, who provided me with an intellectual home and good friendships
for many years. In Hong Kong, Dawn Schrepel, Shawn Baxter, Angie Baker,
Ed Howard, Matthew Tyson, Dale Kreisher, and Adam Murray provided
diversion and interesting political debate. Laura and Patrick Ellsworth
helped me tighten the manuscript. Now, in Washington, DC, they continue
to play similar roles, as do Dan Flaherty, Erin Crowe, Susan Feinberg, Rob-
ert Krikorian, Matthew Ouimet, and others in the Office of Russian and
Eurasian Analysis. I particularly appreciate John Parker’s help in both fin-
ishing this project and figuring out the clearance process for this book. Be-
cause I now work for the Department of State, I also want to make clear that
the views expressed in this book are my own and do not reflect those of the
U.S. Department of State or the U.S. government.

I would also like to acknowledge the influence of Suzi Novak, an ex-
cellent high school teacher, and of Marcia Morris and David Andrews at
Georgetown University. I am also grateful to Jim Smith, of the American
International Health Alliance, who sent me on an extended trip to Cen-
tral Asia in 1995, when I became intrigued about how socialism had trans-
formed the region.

Finally, my brothers, James and Neil Stronski, and their families—The-
resa, Patty, Emily, Keelin, Isabel, Patrick, Luke and Caroline—always pro-
vided me with a refuge. My grandmother, Bea Dwyer, unfortunately did
not live to see me complete this project but she would have read every word.
My parents, Victor and Margaret Stronski, let me get on a plane to Central
Asia shortly after September 11, 2001. I apologize for putting them through
that, but I hope they are happy with the results. It is to them that I dedicate
this book.
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Frequently Used Uzbek Names

Common English Spelling

Hujum Abdullah-Khojaeva
Bakhri Akhmedova
Yuldash Akhunbabaev
Tashpulat Aslankulov
Abdullah Babakhanov
Gafur Gulom

Akmal Ikramov
Tulkinoi Kadyrova
Tamara Khanum
Fayzullah Khojaev
Sodik Khusainov
Nureddin Mukhitdinov
Usta-Shirin Muradov
Alisher Navoi

Khamid Olimjon
Khanifa Pulatova

Sobir Rakhimov

Sharaf Rashidov
Shaakhmed Shamakhmudov
Fatima Yuldashbaeva
Usman Yusupov
Halema Yusupova

Contemporary Uzbek Variant

Hujum Abdulloh-Xo’jayeva
Bahri Ahmadova
Yo’ldosh Oxunboboyev
Toshpo’lat Aslonqulov
Abdulloh Boboxonov
Gofur Gulom

Akmal Tkromov
To’lginoy Qodirova
Tamara Xonum
Fayzulla Xo’jayev
Sodiq Husaynov
Nuriddin Muhiddinov
Usta-Shirin Murodov
Alisher Navoiy

Hamid Olimjon
Hanifa Po’latova

Sobir Rahimov

Sharof Rashidov
Shoahmad Shomahmudov
Fatima Yo’ldoshboyeva
Usmon Yusupov
Halima Yusupova

Xiii
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Central Asian and Soviet Acronyms and Terms

Amir Timur (Tamerlane): fourteenth-century conqueror of Central Asia
and founder of the Timurid Empire

Anders Army: the Polish armed forces that regrouped outside of Tashkent.
Under the command of Wladyslaw Anders, this army-in-exile consisted
largely of Polish citizens who were released from the gulag and
eventually made their way through Central Asia and into Persia, where
they joined British forces in the Middle East.

Ankhor: the canal that divided the Central Asian and European sections
of Tashkent

arba: a traditional donkey cart

aryk: a small irrigation canal

Basmachi: indigenous Central Asian rebels who fought against Soviet rule

bey: a wealthy or landowning peasant

blat: a system of personal connections in the Soviet Union that allowed
one special privileges

byt Russian word for traditional cultures and ways of life

evakopunkt: evacuation point or registration area for Soviet wartime
evacuees

fabkom: Communist Party committee for a factory

GKO: Russian acronym for the Soviet wartime State Defense Committee
Gorispolkom: the executive committee of a city soviet

Gorkom: a city Communist Party committee

Gosplan: the state economic planning agency of the Soviet Union

GULAG: Russian acronym for the Main Administration of Corrective
Labor Camps; also (in lowercase) a generic term for a Soviet forced
labor camp

hauz: a traditional Central Asian water collection pond that also functions
as a meeting place

hovle: traditional single-story private house with an enclosed courtyard

hujum: the campaign in Central Asia for women’s liberation and
unveiling; literally means “attack”

ichkari: women’s section of a traditional home

Informburo: Information Bureau of the Communist Party

ispolkom: executive committee of a soviet

Jadids: late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century Muslim reformers
khanate: a political entity ruled by a khan

kibitka: derogatory Russian word for an Uzbek mud-brick home
kishlak: an Uzbek village
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kolkhoz: collective farm
kombinat: an industrial or factory complex
Komsomol: Communist Youth League

kul’turnost’: the Soviet concept of being highly cultured and possessing
proper manners

madrasa: Islamic secondary school

mahalla: traditional Central Asian community neighborhood

Mosoblproekt: Moscow Oblast Planning Organization, a prominent urban
planning agency

Navoi: a fifteenth-century Central Asian poet

nikoh: a religious wedding ceremony

NKVD: People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs, the precursor to the
KGB

Obkom: the oblast Communist Party committee

oblast’ province or country

paranji: veil worn by Uzbek women

Pravda Vostoka: main Russian-language newspaper of the Uzbek SSR
Qizil O’zbekiston: main Uzbek-language newspaper of the Uzbek SSR
raikom: district-level Communist Party committee

Sovnarkom: Council of the People’s Commissars

Stakhanovite: elite Soviet worker who set records in fulfilling production
plans

sunnat toi: traditional circumcision ceremony

tabib: traditional healer

tashkari: men’s section of a traditional home
Tashgorproekt: Tashkent City Planning Organization
Tashselmash: Tashkent Agricultural Machinery Factory
Uzplanproekt: Uzbek SSR planning organization
Uzpromproekt: Uzbek SSR industrial planning organization
Uzselproekt: Uzbek SSR agricultural planning organization

voenkomat: the office that drafted men for service, organized military
reserves, and performed military functions at the local level

voentorg: a trade supply organization/store for the military and their
families

vozhd’: the supreme leader, a common term that usually referred to Stalin
ZAGS: acronym for the Soviet bureau that registered marriages
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INTRODUCTION

Collapsing houses, torture chambers, open-pit fires, dampness, bitter
winter cold, and an unenviable downtrodden life—that is the path

of our enemies. New, well-equipped homes, ovens, wooden floors,
phonographs, beds with springs, and electricity—this is the path of the
Communist Party.

—Usman Yusupov, November 1938

On September 17, 1939, Pravda Vostoka declared that the construction of
the Great Fergana Canal fulfilled the “centuries-long” dream of supplying
the people of Central Asia with water. The Soviet government’s investment
in the region, the expansion of the local transportation infrastructure, and
the “voluntary” and “heroic” efforts of thousands of ordinary Uzbek Soviet
citizens transformed a former Russian colony into a “flowering garden” and
the center of Soviet life in Asia. According to Usman Yusupov, first sec-
retary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Uzbekistan,
the canal presaged the future prosperity of the region: “Each Soviet village
will no longer have a hauz, from which people drink water with worms,
but proper drainage canals will now flow to make [the entire region] flour-
ish.” The new canal exemplified the Stalinist state’s abiding concern for its
Central Asian citizens and its ability to guide them into the modern age and
to socialism. Officially, Soviet power had removed water, the source of life,
from the hands of the “feudal-bey landlords,” who previously had forced
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Asians into poverty, hunger, and flight. The revolution reorganized social
and economic relations in Central Asia, and all citizens of the region—Uz-
beks in particular—gained from the abundant harvests of fruits, vegetables,
and cotton that this new Soviet infrastructure produced.

The centerpiece of this “flourishing garden” was to be the modern city
of Tashkent. The Uzbek capital, the largest urban area in Central Asia, also
received water in the summer of 1939 as a result of the construction of Kom-
somol Lake, which was in the center of the city and fed by a canal. Located
in the newly established Stalin Park of Culture, the lake was built by the
“voluntary” efforts of Tashkent’s Komsomol members. The park replaced
a purportedly ramshackle, dusty, and barren Uzbek mahalla (traditional
neighborhood) with a monument to Soviet progress. The desert city’s work-
ers gained a lakeside resort complete with wide sandy beaches, clean wa-
ter, cascading fountains, and competitive swimming and boating areas. Its
grand opening in June 1939 was a much-touted Soviet holiday for Tashkent
residents.? By all published accounts, the Soviet state was rapidly trans-
forming the physical environment of the city for the benefit of its residents.
Tashkent in official Soviet discourse was becoming the center of Soviet Asia
and a symbol of the prosperity, abundance, and progress that the socialist
system provided to the region.

A little more than a decade later, Russian writer Viktor Vitkovich de-
scribed an even more impressive vision of the city as a budding urban me-
tropolis with Soviet cars racing up and down brand-new asphalt streets as
trams and trolleybuses delivered Central Asian commuters to multistory
office blocks and factories. He saw Tashkent as “so advanced” that it was no
longer uniquely Central Asian, that it instead resembled numerous other
state-of-the-art urban centers across the globe with its new schools, hos-
pitals, industrial enterprises, and suburban areas. He portrayed Tashkent’s
main thoroughfare, Navoi Street, as a clean and boisterous place where “of-
fice workers carry portfolios; school boys hop along, textbooks tucked un-
der their belts; ice-cream vendors push handcarts. A truck waters the street
and a momentary rainbow comes into being in the sunlight. There is as
much pulsating life as in any Soviet capital.” In Vitkovich’s account, Soviet
Central Asia is depicted as well on its way toward modernity, with the tech-
nological achievement of Tashkent—paved roads, automobiles, and mecha-
nized public transportation—all helping the Uzbek people ride toward the
future of communism. Soviet propagandists and Party officials argued that
Uzbekistan, under the leadership of the Communist Party, was transition-
ing from a backward Asian colony into a twentieth-century industrial state
with new urban spaces that showcased the “liberation” and “prosperity” of
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the Uzbek people under socialism. Tashkent had become both the “flower”
and the “factory” of Soviet Uzbekistan—a model urban center that con-
tained all the important markers of economic development that socialism
would spur across all of Asia in the years to come. The Sovietization model
of Tashkent reportedly had universal applications, and the new Uzbek capi-
tal soon would help spark a global revolution to bring socialism to towns
and cities across Uzbekistan, Central Asia, and beyond.

In this regional study, the transformation of the social and physical
landscape of Central Asia and the Soviet Union is viewed through the prism
of the city of Tashkent, the multiethnic capital of the former Uzbek Soviet
Socialist Republic (Uzbek SSR) and now of independent Uzbekistan. Such a
view addresses two topics largely overlooked in existing literature of Soviet
history: urbanism and the Central Asian experience during the 1930s to the
1960s, the middle period of Soviet power.* Tashkent provides an interest-
ing focus because it is outside the core Slavic republics of the Soviet Union
and because Soviet officials—Party leaders in Moscow and Tashkent, city
planners, architects, and factory directors—embarked on a massive effort
to create a socialist urban center in Asia at a time of revolutionary change.
This effort had a significant impact on the everyday lives of Tashkent resi-
dents, primarily Uzbeks and Russians, but also Kazakh, Tajik, Jewish, Tatar,
and countless other ethno-national groups that either lived in the region or
arrived there during the Soviet era. As material from local, national, and
Communist Party archives as well as extensive published sources show, the
drive to make Central Asia “socialist” was part of a broader campaign of
rebuilding cities to create a new socialist society and to transform an ethni-
cally diverse population into “new Soviet men and women.” Communist
Party leaders in Moscow and city officials in Tashkent sought to create a
carefully planned urban space by destroying public reminders of the non-
Soviet past (e.g., mosques, single-family houses, and traditionally narrow
streets) and replacing them with architecturally elaborate theaters, apart-
ment buildings, modern factories, and hospitals—all allegedly built for
the benefit of the people of Uzbekistan. The residents of the city responded
in multiple ways, with some resisting the destruction of their hometown,
others actively accepting the new urban areas, and the majority gradually
adapting to the changing environment of the new Soviet Central Asia in
which they lived, often trying to fuse some traditional practices or customs
with the new Soviet culture that was taking root in Tashkent.

While transforming the Uzbek capital was outwardly about city devel-
opment, Soviet urban renewal campaigns had a much more important pur-
pose, namely, bringing about the breakdown of traditional social relations
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and increasing the state’s ability to monitor its citizens. Building a “Soviet
city” was not the end goal in itself but the means to change the society it
housed. New socialist cities were to provide Soviet Uzbek citizens with
unique urban areas that the state deemed superior to those anywhere else in
the world, particularly in the colonial and postcolonial societies of Asia and
the Middle East, allegedly because of socialism’s ability to plan and moni-
tor the development of all sectors of the economy, from industry and agri-
culture to urban growth and population migration. In turn, this extensive
planning would create the optimal environment for building ideologically
and physically healthy citizens of the Soviet state, who could participate in
socially productive labor, appreciate high culture, and willingly lay down
their lives for socialism. Creating an ideal modern capital for the Uzbek
SSR was as much about creating a vision of the new Uzbek Soviet national
identity as it was about building streets, establishing new schools, install-
ing plumbing, or improving the living standards of this distant outpost of
socialism in Asia, which grew into one of the larger and more important
urban centers in the Soviet Union over the course of the twentieth century.

Creating Uzbekistan

Soviet officials created or, to use Benedict Anderson’s term, “imagined” Uz-
bekistan, just as they imagined and then created a variety of other ethnic
and national groups.® Sovietization in Central Asia, whether it concerned
Soviet-style education, public health campaigns in the Uzbek capital, or the
construction of an apartment building, was meant to “modernize,” “civi-
lize,” and “free” the Uzbek people from the allegedly negative aspects of
their past and push them into a happy Soviet future. Architects and urban
planners sought to create a new city and, in the process, a new Soviet Uz-
bek national identity. This project included the creation of an urban center
that combined twentieth-century building designs with purported local
and ethno-national architectural details. In a time of global decolonization,
these efforts in Central Asia underscored the fact that the Soviet regime
strove to “solve” ethnic discrimination by providing formerly colonized mi-
norities with cities that mirrored the prosperity of Russia, but with minor
allowances for cultural differences. In short, political and cultural leaders
in Moscow and Tashkent developed their views of Uzbek national identity
and tied this identity closely to the image of a prosperous Soviet state. To
show that the Soviet Union had moved beyond colonial oppression and was
heading toward communism, Soviet officials were determined to build the
modern urban infrastructure that was needed to establish a socialist society
and create ideologically sound Soviet citizens in the Central Asian desert.
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However, the socialist experience in Central Asia remains an under-
studied topic. Until recently, scholars focused on the ability of Central
Asians to resist Sovietization and paid less attention to how Central Asian
identities changed under Soviet rule, a surprising oversight considering
that the Uzbek SSR and its four Central Asian neighbors supported the So-
viet state to its very end, long after anti-Soviet independence movements
had developed in the Caucasus region, the Baltics, and even in Russia it-
self.® In fact, the multiethnic population of Tashkent reacted to, adapted,
and ultimately helped to shape these efforts during times of intense turmoil
in Soviet history as the state experienced rapid industrialization, World
War II, postwar Stalinism, de-Stalinization, and the dawn of the Brezh-
nev era. A variety of themes runs through this history, ranging from city
planning, migration, industry, education, health care, and cultural affairs,
demonstrating that the effort to create new cities touched a wide variety of
daily activities. The Soviet system gradually gained a support base in the
region, particularly during times when the top-down pressure of Stalinism
decreased—temporarily during World War II and more noticeably in the
late 1950s, after Stalin’s death, when Uzbeks interacted more closely with the
Soviet institutions that had taken root in the city.

In 1924, Soviet officials divided Central Asia into individual republics
and established a territory called the Uzbek Soviet Socialist Republic. As
Francine Hirsch has shown, they created images of the new Uzbek ethnos,
declared the language that local residents spoke to be “Uzbek,” and then
revised the Uzbek alphabet three times in the first three decades of Soviet
rule—from Arabic to Latin and finally to Cyrillic.” Simultaneously, Soviet
historians—initially, most of them Russian—began to create an Uzbek
historical narrative to fill in the region’s “national content.” Party officials
initiated a campaign to transform Navoi, a fifteenth-century Central Asian
poet who wrote in both Turkic and Persian, into the Uzbek national literary
figure.® Soviet propaganda in Uzbekistan frequently included mention of
the heroism of the struggle against the Basmachis, the anti-Soviet Central
Asian rebels who were finally defeated in the mountains of Central Asia
in 1931. Concurrently, public health specialists and Party leaders criticized
pre-existing Central Asian cultural or historical traditions, particularly the
purported low status of women, high illiteracy rates, poor health standards,
the strong influence of Islam, and “barbaric” local customs—polygamy,
underage marriage, and circumcision. All of these “backward” traits were
eventually to be overcome through rational Soviet science, the creation of
modern health-care and education systems, and productive factory labor.
While in some ways this creation of new national groups began as a top-
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down process initiated by Party leaders in Moscow, recent archivally based
studies indicate that new national identities and cultural traditions were
much more the result of a complex negotiation between indigenous resi-
dents on the ground in Central Asia and top Party ideologists sent out from
Russia to help construct socialism in the region.’

In creating the Uzbek SSR, Soviet officials also selected a capital city and
began to conceive of what “Soviet Uzbek” architecture should look like. Ar-
chitects and artists studied the building traditions of Central Asia, declared
most of them “backward,” and then postulated how they could “improve”
local building designs with modern Soviet technology. In categorizing Uz-
bek cities, Soviet urban planners painted a picture of traditional Central
Asian towns as primitive, unhealthy, and uncomfortable, echoing senti-
ments expressed by European officials across colonized Asia. In fact, Soviet
architects and city officials spoke negatively of the disorder of the winding
streets of the Old Town sections of Tashkent to such an extent that the dust
in these streets and the one-story “mud” homes along them became the de-
fining characteristics of historic Central Asian urban centers. Propaganda
portrayed these traditional homes with their enclosed courtyards as prisons
for women. Soviet officials also decreed the community hauz to be a breed-
ing ground for disease. By the early 1930s, the Soviet regime celebrated a
few achievements of Uzbek history—Navoi and the defeat of the Basmachi
rebels—but was busy belittling almost everything else. Party officials iden-
tified negative traditions that were to be excised from Soviet life in Central
Asia, while simultaneously inventing new ones that would help create a new
socialist identity for the region.

Although Soviet policies introduced to Central Asia a number of fea-
tures unique to socialist societies, in many ways they continued the project
launched by the tsarist regimes, which also viewed traditional Central Asian
society as stagnant and resistant to change. Soviet leaders in Uzbekistan de-
creed that the revolution liberated Central Asians from colonial oppression
and imperialism, but their efforts to “enlighten” the local population, their
goals of creating a modern European-style urban environment in Central
Asia, and their propagandistic use of the region’s transformation to show-
case state power remind one of similar programs of late-nineteenth-century
Russian administrators in the newly conquered territories of Turkestan. In
Central Asia and the Russian Empire as a whole, these similarities show
that certain ideas about cities, urban life, and the means of ruling urban
spaces spanned the revolutionary divide, despite the clear ideological break
of 1917.

Furthermore, in “inventing” Soviet Uzbekistan, government bureau-
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crats, Party leaders, and architects put much effort into reconstructing
Tashkent so that it would fit their ideologically inspired images of what a
“capital city” needed to look like, just as their imperial predecessors had
emphasized the need for a European-style urban center in Central Asia."
As the focal point of the Soviet system in Asia, Tashkent was to be like Mos-
cow—an immensely powerful political, economic, and cultural center that
could act as the “capital” for international socialism. As a result, state of-
ficials, city planners, and mapmakers closely followed the Moscow example
throughout the Soviet era in the way in which they built the socialist system
in Central Asia. They needed Tashkent to look like a contemporary capital
city of the “liberated” Uzbek SSR, just as the Soviet capital was the political
and symbolic heart of socialism for the entire “liberated” working class of
the former tsarist empire and beyond.

Tashkent was of particular importance to the Soviet regime as a sym-
bol of socialism and a beacon of hope for Asian peoples who lived under
Western colonial domination. In many ways, Tashkent, the largest city in
Central Asia, was to become Moscow’s “shining star” in the East and an
example of the adaptability of Soviet-style socialism. With the new city of
“Soviet Tashkent,” Moscow was hoping to show Asia and the Middle East
the “light” of socialism and help spread its revolutionary ideology around
the globe. This creation of a model socialist city in Asia was an important
goal of all Soviet leaders immediately upon the establishment of the Uzbek
SSR in 1924, but it grew in importance during the cold war, when the Soviet
Union and United States competed intensely for influence in the decolo-
nizing world. It is thus appropriate to examine the transformation of this
multiethnic Central Asian city in a broad context of twentieth-century Eu-
ropean, colonial, and postcolonial trends in the planning of both cities and
societies and the distinct path laid out under this authoritarian socialist
system. This transformation included European socialists’ efforts to bring
“enlightenment” to oppressed classes and peoples of the world, which was
one aspect of broader twentieth-century attempts to create ideal citizens in
modern states. Tashkent was effectively a city situated at the crossroads of
colonialism and an ultra-centralized socialist state. Given this situation, it
was a rapidly changing place that was both Central Asian and Soviet (i.e.,
“modern”), even when Party leaders did not always identify it as such or
when local residents tried to preserve some aspect of their family or com-
munity customs in their new Soviet lives, often using the state’s own laws
and regulations. This history of Sovietization in Central Asia is neither a
simple case of a Soviet identity being imposed on the region from Moscow
through Russification nor simply an example of popular resistance to this
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process from the residents of Tashkent. Through urban planning, among
other programs, the multiethnic Soviet state sought to create common
identities for Central Asia’s diverse inhabitants and, at the same time, to
concentrate power and decision making around Moscow. With great diffi-
culty, that regime over time successfully fused Soviet and regional identities
through the gradual interaction—both positive and negative—of the popu-
lation with political and cultural institutions of the city, even if the ultimate
creation of a Soviet Uzbek identity was not exactly what Soviet planners
originally had in mind. However, since Uzbeks were among the most stal-
wart supporters of the Soviet regime during the late glasnost’ era, Soviet
cultural mentalities and allegiances certainly took root in the region and
proved to endure for a long time.

The utopian ideals of the Soviet regime promised enormous benefits:
improved standards of living, racial and ethnic equality, liberation from
colonial oppression, economic prosperity, industrial growth, expansion
of water resources, and educational or socioeconomic opportunities for
individual citizens. However, the regime’s ideological stress on industrial
development, its uncompromising faith in Marxist theories of develop-
ment, its desire for total control over the population, and its bureaucratic
inefliciency complicated efforts to build an ideal capital city. Exploring the
ways in which Soviet officials sought to transform Central Asian urban so-
ciety and the level of success they achieved also invites an evaluation of the
success of this epic campaign, particularly because these utopian ideals of
socialist urbanization led to a tremendous displacement of the Tashkent
population and a reordering of urban space, thus introducing stresses into
urban life, including hunger, disease, overcrowding, and deteriorating sani-
tary conditions. Furthermore, in promoting a socialist vision for Central
Asian cities, Soviet officials—many of whom were based in Russia—aimed
to reorient traditional community structures toward new Soviet ideals but
often ignored the importance of the home, causing many residents—and
even some city officials and urban designers in Moscow—to view the urban
transformation plans as assaults on local neighborhoods and cultures or, to
use the term coined by J. Douglas Porteous and Sandra Smith, as a form of
“domicide,” all in the name of building for the public good and the Soviet
future."

Tashkent in Pre-Soviet History

Thousands of miles from Moscow, Uzbekistan is situated in the middle of
the Kyzyl Kum (Red Sand) desert. The region experiences a continental cli-
mate, with long, hot summers and shorter but frequently cold and rainy
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or snowy winters. Two main rivers, the Syr Darya and Amu Darya, run
through the region to the Aral Sea. Central Asia bore religious and cul-
tural influences from Buddhism, shamanism, and Zoroastrianism until the
Arab conquest in the seventh and eighth centuries led to the conversion of
the region’s inhabitants to Islam. Pre-Islamic influences remain important
aspects of popular religious belief and practices in Central Asia. Genghis
Khan and the Mongol Empire seized much of Central Asia in the thirteenth
century before the Mongol invasion of Russia. These conquests began a
pattern of constant migration into and across Central Asia. Although Uz-
bekistan has a predominantly Sunni Muslim population, trade routes (as
well as tsarist and Soviet migration policies that brought in deportees and
voluntary migrants) led a variety of other ethnic and religious groups, in-
cluding Jews, Orthodox Christians, Poles, Koreans, Armenians, Tatars, and
Germans, to Tashkent.

For much of Central Asia’s history, the cities of Bukhara and Samar-
kand, now in independent Uzbekistan, dominated the region, while Tash-
kent was a minor commercial town. Bukhara was an important site of
Islamic learning, and Samarkand was a political, economic, and cultural
center on the Silk Road trade route. Samarkand also served as the seat of
the Timurid Empire, ruled at the peak of its power by Amir Timur (or Tam-
erlane, 1369-1405). Both Samarkand and Bukhara have strong Persian in-
fluences in language, culture, and ethnic makeup, a fact that is reflected in
their Soviet and post-Soviet populations. The Islamic architecture of the
region, particularly in Samarkand, with its main square (Registan), the as-
tronomer Ulug Beg’s observatory, and madrasas on the Registan, became
symbols of the Timurid Empire’s power and scientific achievements. Sa-
markand later served as an important comparison point for Soviet artists
and building designers when creating “Soviet-Uzbek” architecture. From
the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries, the region was dominated by three
local powers: the emirate of Bukhara, the khanate of Khiva, and the khan-
ate of Kokand.” Russian perceptions of cruel and repressive rulers in these
cities grew in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, but the symbolism of
glorious Samarkand and Bukhara, two of the Islamic world’s greatest cities,
lingered the Soviet era.

For most of the pre-Soviet modern period, Tashkent was a small trading
center. The Russian conquest of Turkestan in 1865 spurred the growth of the
city, as Jeftf Sahadeo has shown.” Russian armies seized the town from the
Kokand khanate in that year, making it the center of the tsarist regime in
Central Asia and reorienting the region toward Moscow and thus to Euro-
pean culture, philosophies, and ideologies. Imperial administrators quickly



0= INTRODUCTION

set up a military fortress, and the region grew in political and economic
importance to become the de facto capital of Russian Central Asia. This
growth brought in large numbers of migrants from Russia—exiles, peas-
ants, soldiers, railroad and textile workers, and government bureaucrats—
who lived in European-style settlements built alongside the traditional
Central Asian ethnic city. From Tashkent, Russian armies gradually moved
on Samarkand, Kokand, Bukhara, and Khiva, the latter two becoming pro-
tectorates of the tsarist state. The establishment of Russian Central Asia was
accomplished in ten years and was undertaken largely for economic and
foreign policy reasons to demonstrate Russia’s status as an imperial power."
Robert Crews has examined how the tsarist regime successfully penetrated
Muslim communities in the region, showing that the state used Islam to
build support among the local population and involved them more ac-
tively in the mechanisms of empire. As such, he also explores the ways in
which the indigenous population in Central Asian in turn used the state
to solve local disputes, settle religious disagreements, and shore up family
relationships.”

Russian influences likewise brought Western political ideas to the re-
gion, including revolutionary ideologies. Until recently, Western scholars
largely viewed the communist revolutionary era in Tashkent as a European
affair, with railway workers and soldiers fighting for Soviet power and re-
forms. However, historians have argued that there was considerable sup-
port for a revolutionary change among indigenous peoples, specifically
among the Jadids, a group of intellectuals who attempted to bring about
Muslim cultural reform, as Adeeb Khalid has shown.! The revolution and
the subsequent Russian civil war brought chaos to Central Asia, with an
out-migration of some Russian settlers, followed by an influx of refugees to
Tashkent because of the war and the famine that was ravaging some areas
of Russia. After the Bolsheviks won the civil war and after the creation of
national borders in Central Asia in 1924, Tashkent lost some of its symbolic
importance, particularly after Soviet officials designated the historically
Central Asian Samarkand, not the more Russian city of Tashkent, as the
first capital city of the newly established Uzbek SSR. In the first ten years of
Bolshevik rule, the state largely held off making a direct assault on the city
of Tashkent and on many local cultural or social institutions. By 1930, how-
ever, re-imagining Uzbek cities took central stage when the more modern
and industrial Tashkent regained its official claim as the political center of
the republic, a symbol of the Soviet Union’s march toward the future and
toward communism and a sign that attitudes toward Uzbekistan and its in-
habitants were changing quickly.
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The study of Central Asia is a relatively new field in the West. Until re-
cently, scholarship focused largely on the cultural and literary traditions of
Uzbekistan and Central Asia or on the influence and, at times, the “threat”
of Islam to the Soviet state. Little attention was paid to the topic of Soviet-
ization, except to show how it was a form of Russian/Soviet domination and
Russification of the region.” Furthermore, some Western scholarship fo-
cuses too specifically on individual Central Asian peoples and makes little
effort to place the socialist experience in Central Asia in the broader con-
text of Soviet and world history. This problem continues, with post-Soviet
nationalist historiography in Uzbekistan too often dwelling on the victim-
ization of Uzbeks in the Soviet era but not on their role in the creation and
functioning of the Soviet system, the establishment of Soviet-Uzbek identi-
ties, and the participation of Uzbeks in some of the darkest crimes of social-
ism in the twentieth century.® On the other hand, Soviet literature often
simply reiterates the “achievements” of the Soviet era but adds little to our
understanding of the difficulties of bringing about major transformations,
the hardship caused by such rapid changes, or the ways in which local and
state officials interacted to create the new Soviet society in the region.”

In the subfield of Soviet Central Asian studies, Gregory Massell argued
in the 1970s that Marxist-Leninist ideology was particularly important to
the Soviet regime in Central Asia but that it needed adaptation to suit the lo-
cal environment. Massell explains that because the region lacked an indig-
enous working class that could support socialism, Soviet leaders attempted
to build support for the Soviet project among women, the “surrogate pro-
letariat,” who, like the workers of Europe in Marxist ideology, possessed
the lowest status in Central Asian cultural and economic life. Through a
forced and violent female unveiling campaign, called hujum (which means
“attack” in Uzbek), Central Asian women were to gain liberation from the
traditional family and Islamic social structure and become the building
blocks upon which a new Soviet culture would be created.” This campaign
was an attempt to destroy traditional social norms and to replace them with
a new and “modern” Soviet society, an early example of the regime’s efforts
at social engineering. Two recent studies using newly accessible archival
data have picked up on Massell’s arguments. Marianne Kamp focuses on
the policies toward and perceptions of Central Asian women mostly before
the direct assault on the veil in the late 1920s, while Douglas Northrop fol-
lows the women’s liberation movement and popular resistance to the hujum
campaign through the 1930s to show how violence became a critical com-
ponent of Stalinist rule in the region.” He notes high levels of resistance at
the height of Stalinist violence but a more gradual accommodation to So-
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viet norms over time, particularly during World War II. In many ways, the
war years helped solidify allegiances and a sense of loyalty between Uzbeks
and the Soviet state, no matter whether one was fighting on the front lines,
working in a Soviet factory, or trying to relieve the hunger and suffering
of so many desperate war evacuees and refugees who found themselves in
the Tashkent region. With the all-encompassing effort to defend the Soviet
Union against the Nazis, Central Asian and Soviet identities began to merge
more tightly and Soviet citizens in Tashkent gradually gained a greater un-
derstanding of socialism and a bigger stake in the success and longevity of
the Soviet project in the region, even if its policies and bureaucratic inef-
ficiencies contributed to the tremendous suffering.

Shoshana Keller has concentrated on Soviet attempts to eradicate Islam,
and she places these efforts in a local as well as in a broader context of Soviet
antireligious campaigns.? Other studies have looked at Soviet attempts to
“modernize” Central Asia and other less “developed” regions of the Soviet
Union, either through bringing “Soviet” (i.e., European)-style health care
to Central Asia, constructing the Turksib railroad through the region, or
building socialism through various projects in the arctic north, all of which
were part of the general campaign at transforming indigenous peoples by
replacing traditional cultures with “modern” Soviet ones. These studies,
however, generally focus on the early years of Soviet rule without thorough
examination of World War II, a cataclysmic global event that fundamen-
tally transformed this region, as it did much of the world.?

The topic of urbanism in Soviet history has also gained momentum re-
cently, with historians beginning to look beyond high culture, elite poli-
tics, the terror, collectivization, and industrialization. The traditional ne-
glect of this topic is surprising considering that urbanization was a natural
outcome of Stalin’s policies of modernizing and eradicating Islam and that
Soviet officials used economic and social planning to control urban life.
Stephen Kotkin’s study of the city of Magnitogorsk demonstrates how the
Soviet experiment was an exercise aimed toward an overall enlightenment
and explores how Party leaders, factory workers, and local officials went
about building a new Soviet culture in the city through industrialization.*
However, Magnitogorsk, a city that was built from scratch in the Soviet era,
was not representative of most Soviet urban environments that had pre-
existing cultures and infrastructures with which Soviet power had to con-
tend. Although the city had many non-Russian workers, it was still located
in an ethnically Slavic region, so Kotkin’s study thus gives little indication
of how Sovietization occurred in an ethnic republic and of the cultural dis-
location it caused in a minority region, particularly one that was not pre-
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dominantly Orthodox Christian.”® Also, Kotkin does not follow the story
of Magnitogorsk through the trauma of World War II, when men went off
to the front to die for socialism and women and children moved in greater
numbers onto the factory floor, thereby transforming gender and family
dynamics, a process that can be seen as a fundamental turning point in the
solidification of Soviet values and identities in Central Asia as a whole.?

Indeed, archival research on Tashkent indicates that city planning was
an ever-changing interaction between central authorities, republic-level of-
ficials, and local Tashkent planners to develop images of both the Soviet
state and Uzbekistan that were “modern” and “progressive.”” Building So-
viet Tashkent was neither a strictly “top-down” nor “bottom-up” process.
Local officials and residents themselves participated in this effort to shape
local identities and the urban environment, often responding to events ei-
ther on the ground in Tashkent or in distant parts of the Soviet Union that
could indicate fundamental changes in the direction of society. Soviet plan-
ners also gradually had to acknowledge the importance of city residents,
who, despite Soviet ideology’s belief in the transformative power of ratio-
nal planning, were not always rational beings and did not necessarily act
as Soviet urban planners and Party officials believed they would or should.
Moreover, residents’ actions, complaints, and innovative responses to the
problems that arose in this major Soviet city at times hampered official at-
tempts to create a model multiethnic socialist urban space in Central Asia
as Tashkenters themselves tried to put their own stamp onto this massive
redevelopment project.

Urban studies must look beyond the conventional boundaries of Soviet
history, particularly the revolution, World War II, the Stalin-Khrushchev
break, and the cold war. These arbitrary divisions limit our ability to see the
continuities, particularly in Central Asia, between these periods of Soviet
history.?® In fact, examining the history of Soviet Central Asia by studying
Tashkent shows that Stalinism was a central component of both the Uzbek
Soviet experience in the twentieth century and the urban planning appara-
tus, just it was throughout the Soviet world. The Stalinist system lasted well
beyond the death of Stalin. Although the Stalinist stress on building grand
public structures lost influence during the Khrushchev and Brezhnev eras,
the construction of model cities, with beautiful city centers, ethno-national
motifs, and, in Tashkent, maximum decorative use of water, continued to
the end of the Soviet era and beyond, as did the authorities’ strong desire
to mold, shape, monitor, and control the lives and habits of Soviet citizens.

Although Tashkent was never touched by German bombs, World War I
had a tremendous influence on the Sovietization process in the Uzbek capi-
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tal. Its urban layout and ethnic makeup were fundamentally altered by the
millions of refugees who came through the city during the war years. While
Stalingrad, Kiev, and Minsk were all completely destroyed, the Soviet cit-
ies of Central Asia and Siberia experienced rapid industrial, economic, and
population growth during these years. Studying how this city managed its
unexpected wartime development is essential to our understanding of how
local governing structures and planning agencies responded to the conflict.
Instead of rational planning—the mantra of Soviet urban design—city of-
ficials responded to crisis after crisis to guarantee the survival of the Soviet
Union, even if its clumsy response to the war across the board could not
guarantee the survival of scores of Soviet citizens. In Central Asia, the rapid
wartime industrialization exposed the uneven prewar economic develop-
ment of the Soviet Union because the region lacked the infrastructure (both
physical infrastructure and trained employees) for military industrial pro-
duction. Unable to handle all the city’s needs, Party officials decreed which
institutions and people were useful enough to the war effort to assist and
left the majority to fend for themselves, silently showing that Soviet officials
had created hierarchies of importance among institutions, cultures, politi-
cal priorities, and socioeconomic and ethnic groups.

An awareness of the impact of the war on urban societies is likewise
necessary for understanding the social and economic development of the
Soviet Union during the cold war. Scholars must examine how Soviet cit-
ies on the home front both incorporated this growth and regularized
these four years of unprecedented industrial development. In many ways,
the early postwar liberalization and sheer necessity enabled city planners
to reinterpret traditional Uzbek architecture, neighborhoods (mahallas),
and local lifestyles, ultimately calling for the adaptation—not the destruc-
tion—of Central Asian towns. However, the more open interpretations of
Soviet cultural norms fell victim to the rise of late-Stalinist architecture at
the end of the 1940s. Because of constantly changing decrees from Moscow,
construction was delayed or executed in an uncoordinated—perhaps even
chaotic—fashion. As a result, the Soviet citizens of Tashkent, who identified
much more closely with the socialist system after the war and desperately
hoped for a higher standard of living after the Nazi-Soviet conflict, did not
see much improvement in their lives in the early postwar years, despite the
sacrifices they had made between 1941 and 1945.

It is important to consider how urban planners in the Khrushchev and
Brezhnev eras promoted the idealized image of a victorious multiethnic
state while concurrently dealing with the pressing problems of postwar So-
viet life, a time of extreme economic hardship. Central Asian cities were fast
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becoming symbols of the Soviet Union’s global aspirations, with Tashkent,
the largest urban center in the region, serving as de facto ambassador to the
postcolonial world. The earthquake that hit Tashkent in 1966 caused a slight
delay in the push to display the city as a model of postcolonial socialism.
That natural disaster damaged large parts of the city but conveniently pro-
vided planners with the blank slate that would allow them to transform the
Uzbek capital into a truly “high modern” city that would showcase social-
ism in Asia. They went on to create the contemporary urban landscape that
forms the backbone of Tashkent today. In doing so, planners gave birth to a
new myth of Tashkent as a socialist “city reborn,” one that persisted for the
remainder of the cold war—and beyond.



A CITY T0 BE TRANSFORMED

The city consisted of “two parts [which] are so distinct and so unlike that
a visitor may sometimes walk a considerable distance without meeting a
Russian in one or a native in the other. European Taskend (Tashkent) is

but of yesterday—Asiatic Tashkend of more than a thousand summers.”

—Henry Lansdell, 1887

In the early 1930s, European and American writers, artists, and journalists
traveled across Soviet Central Asia to chronicle the tremendous economic
and social transformations that were occurring in the region—from the
vast campaigns to divert Central Asian rivers to the efforts to transform
the landscapes of towns and cities across the region. One of these visi-
tors, Joshua Kunitz, later wrote of the dynamism of Soviet Central Asia in
contrast to its alleged backwardness. For Kunitz, Central Asia was a place
where people had “lived for centuries in unchanging primitive conditions,
[where] the only means of locomotion was the ass or the camel,” and where
the traditional “Central Asian village was a symbol of darkness, filth, and
disease.” In stark orientalist language, this visitor—who clearly was posi-
tively inclined toward the Soviet project—underscored common percep-
tions in the European mindset of the “primitive” East, a place where local
inhabitants were in desperate need of European knowledge, technology,
and even social, economic, political, and ideological structures.

16
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Although he often used the rhetoric of colonialism in his writings,
Kunitz was not an advocate of this traditional European form of domina-
tion in Asia but a staunch defender of socialist ideology and its universal-
ity. Like so many others—Russians, Westerners, and even some Central
Asians—Kunitz had deep faith in the adaptability of socialism to reach
beyond its European origins to help jump-start entire societies along the
path of Soviet-style progress and move away from imperial models of gov-
ernance. He argued that the revolutionary changes in Central Asia during
the 1920s and 1930s were leading to a full-blown renaissance of local cul-
tures and lifestyles, with indigenous residents being the primary beneficia-
ries of socialist rule. Having been liberated from the oppressive regimes of
Central Asian emirs and tsarist rulers by the revolution, the Uzbeks—and
other ethnic groups across the region—were quickly advancing toward mo-
dernity under the guidance of the Communist Party, through the help of
the Russian people and with the assistance of Soviet innovation. Using the
imagery of socialist modernization, he described the magnetic force that
Soviet technology reportedly held for the residents of Central Asia:

One can well imagine the tremendous fascination that a tractor, a motor truck,
an airplane, a hydro-electric plant, or a locomotive holds for the Central Asian
peasant. He is awed by it, but he is drawn to it. He is suspicious of its novelty, but
lured by the advantages it offers. All the Bolshevik had to do was to bring these
things to the attention of the peasant and they spoke for themselves. All that
was necessary was to organize a couple of modern state farms, several machine
and tractor stations, and to electrify a few villages, and no amount of political
bungling could counteract the power of such propaganda.

Kunitz saw Soviet technology and rationality as having the transformative
power to pull indigenous residents out of their allegedly backward past and
push them toward the socialist future and ultimately to communism. For
this traveler to Uzbekistan, the Sovietization of Central Asia was a sym-
bol of progress, a reaction to European colonialism, and part of the natural
course of history. In the early 1930s, however, Soviet Uzbekistan was still
very much a work in progress, with a society in turmoil and Central Asians
just beginning to take more active roles in the socialist modernization proj-
ects that were occurring in their cities, towns, villages, and collective farms.

But if Kunitz’s depiction of Tashkent was the public image of the city
in the 1930s, what was the reality of life in Central Asia that residents faced
in these early years of socialist power? What was unique about this Central
Asian urban space and what were its major flaws that Soviet power sought
to change? The following portrayal provides an overview of Tashkent be-
fore its Stalinist transformation, addresses these questions, and explores
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how Soviet officials initially attempted to transform the city in the early
years of Soviet power. It does so by looking at the volumes of literature that
were published by Russian imperial and Soviet administrators, residents,
and European travelers who visited Tashkent and Central Asia in the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. These accounts—government reports,
academic articles, and travel accounts written by tsarist bureaucrats, city
planners, and others in pre-revolutionary Central Asia—colored Russian
perceptions of the region, many of which spanned the revolutionary and
colonial divides and survived long into the Soviet era. Soviet responses to
these views often used similar language and voiced similar perceptions, de-
spite the official change in ideology.

Furthermore, by examining relevant architectural journals and second-
ary literature, it is possible to trace the development of the city from its early
days as a military outpost to the tsarist regime’s efforts to remake it into a
European-style urban space. By tracing that development, we can also de-
termine the extent to which Soviet urban renewal projects in Central Asia
were founded upon the pre-revolutionary and Russian imperial endeavor
of creating “Europe” in the distant desert, even though post-revolutionary
administrators and urban planners in fact had much larger goals. This pre-
history of Stalinist Tashkent demonstrates that the Russian imperial and
Soviet urban renewal projects were parts of a common European endeavor
to promote modernity and enlightenment, and it provides critical back-
ground for understanding the city that Soviet officials attempted to craft
into a model socialist urban space, from the height of Stalinism to the dawn
of the Brezhnev era.

Images and Realities of Pre-Soviet Tashkent

Tashkent traditionally was—and in many ways still is—the center of Rus-
sian life in Central Asia. Conquered by the Russians in 1865, the city served
as a military, political, and economic center for Russian Turkestan.’ Under
continuous military administration, the city drew large numbers of eth-
nic Russians and Russian speakers from the European parts of the empire,
starting with military officers and tsarist administrators, as Jeff Sahadeo
has shown.* Economic, political, and religious migrants eventually fol-
lowed, especially after the construction of the railroad at the turn of the
twentieth century. By the time of the Russian revolution, the city included
Russian political and economic elites, soldiers, political and religious ex-
iles, railroad workers, merchant traders, peasant migrants, and refugees
who had fled famine and war.’ All of these migrant groups lived alongside a
larger population of indigenous Central Asians, many of whom were drawn
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to the increasingly magnetic city of Tashkent in the hope of gaining eco-
nomic opportunities. By 1917, Tashkent was rapidly becoming an island of
European migrants within a large sea of indigenous Central Asians.

After Russian forces captured the Central Asian town of Tashkent from
the Kokand khanate, Russian imperial administrators sought to build a
European-style urban space on the eastern edge of the existing Muslim
settlement. This new Russian city began as a military outpost and became
the most important administrative, trading, and transportation center of
Central Asia and quite possibly of the entire Russian East. The newly ac-
quired territories in Central Asia had economic and military importance
for the tsarist state, largely due to their role in reducing Russia’s dependency
on foreign cotton. Central Asia increased the economic independence of
the tsarist state, whose textile industry had been badly hurt by the U.S. civil
war and the resulting global shortage of cotton. Most importantly, however,
these new Central Asian lands transformed the Russian state into a true
European-style empire with a vast and diverse Asian possession of its own.
Acquiring such an empire was part of the tsarist effort to be considered an
equal to Britain and France in the late-nineteenth-century international
arena.

In an effort to play the nineteenth-century “empire game,” the tsarist
regime strove to bring European civilization to Central Asia, just like its
Western European counterparts had done in Africa, India, and Indochina.®
But, as scholars have shown, this process did not initially include active
Russification or the conversion of locals to Christianity. Instead, General
Konstantin von Kaufman, the first governor-general of Turkestan, initi-
ated a policy of noninterference in local Muslim and traditional life, while
Russian officials built a European-style city for themselves.” Russia was cer-
tainly not as strong or as rich as Britain in terms of its ability to conquer,
administer, and transform distant lands. As a result, tsarist administrators
initially were willing to leave Central Asian urban areas largely untouched.
This move seemed logical to Russian generals and imperial-era officials,
who believed that the Muslim residents of these territories would quickly
recognize the “superiority” of Russian rule and follow Russian colonizers
into “modernity” after seeing European technology and culture on display
in the new city of Tashkent. Russian imperial bureaucrats, following their
British and French counterparts in Asia, emphasized the power of ratio-
nally arranged spaces to remake and “civilize” the population at large. As
Robert Crews and Jeft Sahadeo have shown, urban planning was an im-
portant component of this project. In the imperial era, Russian officials in
Central Asia perceived rationally planned streets and urban spaces as signs
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of the superiority of Russian/European culture, which stood in contrast to
the reportedly chaotic urban spaces of the Muslim world. As a result, Rus-
sian administrators went on a building spree in Tashkent, designing and
constructing schools, a library, Christian churches, medical facilities, mu-
seums, and Western-style gardens in the new “Russian” section of the city,
all to showcase the Russian/Western lifestyle for the indigenous popula-
tion.® Tsarist bureaucrats argued that these construction projects reordered
the desert landscape of Tashkent and would impress local residents—Rus-
sian and Muslim—with the power and scientific advancement of the tsar-
ist state.” This perception of a rationally planned urban environment influ-
enced the creation and administration of Russian Tashkent for much of the
imperial period, laying the historical groundwork for a subsequent Soviet
belief that orderly and modern urban spaces had the power to transform
the residents who lived and worked in them.

Instead of transforming the Muslim residents of Central Asia imme-
diately, Russian administrators and urban planners chose to construct
their new society, “Russian Central Asia,” on empty land alongside the pre-
existing city. One reason for this decision was that it was easier, cheaper,
and less problematic to build next to the existing settlement rather than on
top of it, which would have forced the eviction of indigenous residents—a
task that Soviet planners would later struggle to carry out over a period of
many years. In the strict racialist order of nineteenth-century colonialism,
building on top of or among the old neighborhoods also would have put
Russians and Central Asian Tashkenters in considerable proximity to each
other, a concern voiced by many European travelers and residents in nine-
teenth-century Central Asia. The idea of instead creating a spatial separa-
tion between ethnic and racial groups within colonial cities was an impor-
tant tool of imperial rule in the region and elsewhere in the colonial world,
as Paul Rabinow and Gwendolyn Wright have shown for cities of the French
empire. This spatial separation allowed for constant comparisons between
local (“inferior”) and Russian (“advanced”) cultures. Consequently, Tash-
kent developed into a “dual city,” with a modern European area growing
near a traditional Asian town and a canal, the Ankhor, as the all-important
symbolic border that separated the two communities. Tashkent’s two cities
subsequently developed alongside each other, with each major ethnic group
living in insular sections of the town, a trend that again mirrored other co-
lonial urbanization projects in Asia and Africa.”” In creating imperial Tash-
kent, arguably one of the first “colonial™style cities of the tsarist empire,
Russian officials clearly looked to established European models of empire
building and administration.
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In the popular mindset of many nineteenth-century Russian residents
(again mimicking typical European conceptions of colonial spaces), Tash-
kent was also a city that lacked modern conveniences. Central Asians were
portrayed in travel literature and memoirs as primitive and unchanging
in comparison to Europeans, with whom the Russians in Tashkent iden-
tified themselves. This European self-perception allowed many Russian
Tashkenters to view their new town as an isolated European settlement
surrounded by “uncivilized” Asia and “backward” Asians. Memoir ac-
counts from this era convey the feeling that Russian administrators and
residents sensed they were in danger from hostile native inhabitants, the
harsh climate, infectious diseases, or the sheer distance from the metro-
pole, despite the fact that there was no clear geographic division—such as
an ocean or large mountain range—between where the Russian state ended
and the Russian Empire began. One memoir by Count Konstantin Pahlen,
for example, noted the monotony of the journey from Russia to Turkestan
and the delays travelers endured due to mechanical problems with trains
and railroad tracks. Unlike traditional memoirs of the Western European
colonial experience, which included long sea journeys, the Russian trek
to Central Asia appeared more like the American narratives of westward
expansion, with their common themes of long and occasionally gruesome
journeys across a harsh terrain and, at times, less-than-friendly encounters
with indigenous residents. Nonetheless, these Russian travelers gradually
moved through the Eurasian landmass toward Tashkent to help expand the
Russian state’s hold on new territory and push modern Russian/European
civilization across the continent.

A common theme of this memoir literature was Tashkent’s geographic
distance from the core of the Russian Empire. However, upon entering the
safety and comfort of urban Tashkent, memoirists often viewed the city as a
welcome refuge of civilization but one whose position was unstable because
of the unpredictable indigenous population nearby. Pahlen wrote that the
train station was “packed tight with a surging crowd of natives from every
Asiatic tribe and race. . . . No limitations were placed on the numbers on the
platform and the whole seething mass of humanity spills over the lines.”" In
his memoir, one can identify an underlying fear of the indigenous popula-
tion and the fact that Central Asians surrounded the “cultured” Russian
city of Tashkent. This theme of Europeans being at the mercy of and pos-
sibly overcome by “Asian masses” proliferated in published accounts of the
period and was reinforced in the art and literature of the time. Asia was
a “dangerous” and “primitive” continent with a threatening culture and
potentially hostile natives. Russians—due to the unique geographic posi-
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tion of their country as a Eurasian landmass bordering both Germany and
China—expressed this threat very sharply, as exemplified in Alexander
Blok’s famous poem, The Scythians (1918).” Russia, as the bridge between
Europe and Asia, was presented as pivotal for defending European cul-
ture and Europeans from the perceived barbarism, disease, and instability
that Asia could inflict on the West. In the late tsarist period, Tashkent was
viewed as an important outpost in Russia’s effort to quell the Asian threat,
an effort that allowed Russians to perceive their country as an important
player in Europe’s increasingly globalized role. Russians, like westward-
bound Americans and European colonists, justified the eastward expan-
sion of the state as part of their fate—necessary to protect Russia’s core as
well as to bring enlightened culture to the region. With such a teleological
viewpoint, the move into Central Asia was part of the course and destiny of
European—including Russian—history.

This expansionist mission often was complicated by the physical ill-
nesses that struck many imperial Russian and European visitors, who later
recalled fighting off exotic disease-carrying insects and enduring extreme
temperatures in both summer and winter. Fears of the local environment,
local diseases, and local residents were frequent tropes in memoirs of the
Russian imperial project in Central Asia."” In this manner, as Edward Said
has demonstrated for Western European perceptions of the Asian “other,”
the Russian memoir and travel literature of Central Asia highlighted dif-
ferences between the modern Russian and backward Muslim areas to un-
derscore Russian dominance and superiority in its relationship to Central
Asia and to justify tsarist rule in the region." Life might have been harsh,
uncomfortable, and even dangerous in Tashkent, but the Russians, as rep-
resentatives of European culture, perceived themselves as having the capac-
ity and moral imperative to improve Asia, even if the Asian residents of
Turkestan did not desire, recognize the need for, or, in the end, derive much
positive impact from this intervention. This coexistence between European
culture in the Russian city and Asian traditions in the Muslim quarter also
allowed Russian administrators, ethnographers, and memoirists to create a
hierarchy of civilizations in Tashkent in which Russian culture took prece-
dence over local traditions. Thus, promoters of Russian culture were on an
equal footing with other European cultures that were attempting to domi-
nate Asia, Africa, and other parts of the colonial world and also with the
United States, which was concluding its transcontinental march toward the
Pacific.” This hierarchy of cultures and lifestyles would remain an impor-
tant factor in Tashkent throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

In fact, Russian imperial accounts of visits to the region frequently
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implied that Russian civilization was in a constant battle with indigenous
cultures and the local geography. Tsarist officials and their Soviet succes-
sors lamented the disorder of Central Asian settlements. They focused their
criticisms on narrow streets, crooked alleyways, and dead-end pathways.
For Europeans, the Old City was an incomprehensible maze that was dif-
ficult to navigate and could easily lead one to become lost and disoriented.’
Furthermore, making comparisons to a supposedly clean and healthy Eu-
ropean environment, visitors described traditional Central Asian regions
of the city as having piles of rotting garbage, frequent dust storms, extreme
temperatures, and dirty water, as if such conditions somehow did not exist
in the rapidly industrializing cities of nineteenth-century Russia. Accord-
ing to one Russian administrator, the Asian “population of Tashkent . . .
lives in unthinkable filth. . . . The houses consist of mud huts, without stoves
or windows, and are barely held together by handfuls of clay. They wash
down their food with repulsive water from the canals on the street.”” Henry
Lansdell, another visitor, remarked on the prevalence of guinea worms in
the water supply of Central Asian cities and on local residents’ propensity
to drink from stagnant pools.” Treatment of those infected by the worm
consisted of having a “native specialist, usually barbers, insert a needle un-
der the worm and one end is drawn out by the fingers of the right hand,
whilst those of the left press the affected part, the operation lasting from
one to five minutes. Russian medical men wind off the animal on a reel . . .
till the whole [worm,] commonly three, but sometimes (according to one
physician) seven feet in lengthl,] is extracted.”” As Usman Yusupov’s com-
ment in 1938 suggests (see chapter 1’s epigraph), this image of filthy water
and waterborne parasitic illness was imprinted in the minds of Europeans
and Russians in the region. It became a literary mechanism through which
they viewed Central Asian society, and it was one that lasted well into the
Soviet era.”

In the imperial period, however, these reports indicated to the reading
public that the problem with Central Asians was not only their ignorance of
waterborne diseases but also the fact that their treatment for such illnesses
was itself unsanitary and usually performed by barbers or other individuals
with no medical training. What the region required for its improvement
was technology and education, which Russian rule, at least rhetorically, was
to provide.”» Memoirists disdained local health-care traditions, which they
identified as arising from the backwardness of local Muslims, who looked
to Islam and local healers (tabibs), not to medical science, for health care.??
In the eyes of many Russian or European residents, Central Asian inhabit-
ants of Tashkent suffered from poor health care and a lack of knowledge
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about basic sanitation and were in need of help, or so many memoirists
implied. This image of unsanitary conditions and health care provided by
untrained specialists became an important tool for explaining how indige-
nous Central Asians could work to “improve” themselves for years to come.
In addition, it justified the Russian role in Central Asia, once again provid-
ing imperial administrators with the belief that they could help the local
residents along the teleological march toward modern (i.e., European) life.

The Tashkent Russian Model

In contrast, Russian travel accounts speak of the European sections of
Tashkent as clean and sanitary, with adequate water supplies—circum-
stances that were allegedly the direct result of technological innovation and
modern urban design. Gardens with flowers and fruit trees were established
throughout the new sections of the city for the pleasure, relaxation, and
health of the Tashkent Russian elite.”” These areas were intended to trans-
form the harsh climate of the region and improve the ability of Russian resi-
dents to withstand the extremely hot Central Asian summer. In fact, city
construction plans for tsarist Tashkent followed general Western European
norms, with the gardens and rest areas designed to maximize fresh air—
uncontaminated by Asian residents—for the city’s European population. At
the same time, urban renewal projects belittled locals for their supposed
inability to create a healthy urban environment.**

Imperial planners quickly moved to create a miniature version of a Eu-
ropean city in the distant desert. The streets of the Russian section of Tash-
kent were designed along a radial grid to bring European order to “less de-
veloped” Asia. Imperial Tashkent’s symmetrical layout was typical of newly
built Russian cities of the era, such as Vernyi (later known as Alma-Ata
and now Almaty), and even resembled the plan of the Russian city of Tver,
which served as a model in Russian urban planning books of the nineteenth
century.” New Tashkent was developed around Cathedral Square, with the
Cathedral of the Transfiguration of the Savior at its center. The cathedral
and its bell tower—built in Byzantine style and designed by Petersburg-
trained architects A. I. Razanov and Wilhelm Geintsel'man—reportedly
dominated the skyline in a city that consisted largely of one-story mud-
brick structures. The “White House,” the home of the governor-general,
complemented the cathedral, creating a square that was the administrative
and spiritual heart of the city.*® The square formed a major meeting point
for the New City and was a prominent site on military parade routes be-
cause it was a symbol of Russian power in Central Asia.”” Near the square,
planners located classical/neoclassical-style buildings, including the palace
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of the exiled Prince Nikolai Konstantinovich and a women’s gymnasium.*

A secondary center of the new Russian city revolved around a circu-
lar park, from which Tashkent’s new streets radiated outward. This site,
Konstantinov Square, included a monument to Governor-General von
Kaufman. The park was surrounded by a teachers” academy, the Tashkent
branch of the state bank, and other European-style structures, all of which
resembled prominent buildings of nineteenth-century Moscow.? An ob-
servatory, Catholic and Protestant churches, a Western-style market, and a
tram system were built along the streets of the city to make Russian Tash-
kent a symbol of progress in the desert, complete with markers of the po-
litical, spiritual, commercial, and scientific power of the tsarist state.’*® The
architectural styles of the Russian buildings—Byzantine, classical, and
Gothic (the Catholic cathedral)—evoked mighty empires and eras of the
European past and allowed imperial planners to co-opt the entire European
experience in designing and then constructing their outpost in the Central
Asian desert. Planners began with Greece and Rome but included Byzan-
tium (the Orthodox cathedral), the Enlightenment (an observatory), capi-
talism (banks), and the rise of technology (trams) in their design for impe-
rial Tashkent. The belief that societies were advancing toward something
called “modernity” was clearly evident in the symbols of Russian power and
in the way in which imperial planners recreated the history of European
development through architecture, with Russia being a prominent part of
that broad European vision. This urban design theoretically permitted resi-
dents to travel from the “darkness” of the old Tashkent to the “light” of the
new city all in one day, enticing the local population to make the rapid jump
from the past into the future.

Since indigenous residents were portrayed in literature and govern-
ment documents as incapable of moving toward modernity on their own,
imperial rule was seen by urban planners and administrators as capable of
speeding up the development of Central Asia. Russians were deemed able
to transform the local physical environment, or at least the parts of Central
Asia where they lived, while indigenous residents were not. In tsarist Tash-
kent, Central Asian residents allegedly were stuck in the past, while the new
European inhabitants were marching toward the future of the Russian Em-
pire, according to the Russian bureaucratic mindset. But, in the imperial
period, it was these Russian officials who decided what was modern and it
was Slavs who went about bringing this modernity to Tashkent. Little effort
was put forth and little desire was even expressed to involve locals in this
process, with the state largely content to leave indigenous Tashkenters on
the sidelines of this rapid modernization scheme. With the mixture of ar-
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chitectural styles, Russian Tashkent became a city of symbols in which the
physical space of the “new city” sought to demonstrate Russian superiority
and dominance to local residents, to Russian bureaucrats, and to Russia’s
rivals in Europe.

Despots and Deviancy

Tsarist administrators argued that imperial rule not only brought civiliza-
tion to the region but also liberated local residents from the harsh rule of
Central Asian despots. In the late 1800s, Europeans of all stripes learned
from newspapers and published travel narratives about the torture inflicted
on British servicemen during expeditions to Central Asia.”’ Russians heard
similar orientalist stories of cruelty against both travelers and the indig-
enous population of Bukhara and Khiva. Count Pahlen informed the Rus-
sian reading public of the “frightened appearance of Bukharan natives,”
who met horrible ends in the underground dungeons of Bukhara.?? Russian
intellectuals learned that Central Asian ruling elites, whether they were
khans, mullahs, or wealthy beys (landlords), used their power to enslave and
impoverish Muslims. Officially, Russian rule in Turkestan was supposed to
end the slave trade in the region and banish extreme forms of punishment.
This “liberation” from Central Asian despotism enabled the tsarist state to
present itself as an enlightened European power.” Interestingly, only a short
time after Russia freed its own serfs, emancipation in Central Asia became
a primary motif in the justification of Russia’s presence in the region, and it
was promoted to both domestic and foreign audiences.*

Furthermore, visitors frequently disdained local cultural traditions, in-
cluding early marriage and polygamy, as proof of the superiority of Russian
and European values. The early marriage of girls, often before the onset of
puberty, was identified as leading to disease, infertility, and birth defects
among indigenous Central Asians.” Negative perceptions of Central Asian
lives also existed in the Russian mindset due to published accounts of de-
generate behavior among native inhabitants of the region. Russians and Eu-
ropeans read stories of not only underage marriage but also rampant drug
use and young boys who danced for the rich in teahouses and at palaces of
the Central Asian elite, thereby underscoring orientalist conceptions of de-
viant cultural and social practices among Central Asians.*® Russian travel-
ers presented Central Asian society as combining despotic, unhygienic, and
immoral behavior, a descriptive pattern that dated from the tsarist era but
would persist long after the demise of the Romanov dynasty. Concurrently,
travelers projected these images against the purported civilizing project of
Russian rule, conveniently represented by the modern and clean sections
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of Russian Tashkent—a technique that was used throughout the colonized
world to justify the expansion of European states into Asia or Africa.”

Once again, these efforts to promote a Slavic environment in Tashkent
were more about portraying Russian power and superiority to fellow Rus-
sians and other Europeans than about improving the daily lives of Central
Asian Tashkenters. However, the Russian state did not ignore the indig-
enous population. In fact, as Robert Crews has demonstrated, the tsarist
regime successfully penetrated Muslim communities across the Russian
Empire and used Islam to help buttress support for the regime among its
diverse Muslim population. Through engagement with Central Asian elites
and the preservation of Islamic law, the Russian state became intrinsically
involved in many local Central Asian issues, disputes, and rivalries in its ef-
fort to build, secure, and expand its empire in Central Asia.*®

Nevertheless, despite using Islam to gain the support of Muslim pop-
ulations and criticizing local traditions that they deemed primitive, some
Russian administrators in the region admitted knowing little about Central
Asian social norms or customs. They blamed their lack of knowledge on
the fact that it was difficult for them to break out of the European environ-
ment of the new Tashkent. Such people instead depended largely on local
elites who functioned in both worlds to help translate and interpret custom-
ary Central Asian life for them. In fact, life in the indigenous settlements
of Central Asia was mysterious to all outsiders, as seen from an American
diplomat-adventurer’s trip across the Ankhor Canal. To visit a Muslim
home in the Old Town of Tashkent, this diplomat walked through a laby-
rinth of narrow streets. He noted that his destination consisted of a drab
wall with a small door that opened to the street, underscoring the notion
of Central Asian urban spaces as desolate, barren, and closed off to outside
influences. After entering, he remarked that the home itself was a maze. He
claimed that he had to traverse two courtyards before arriving at the tash-
kari or men’s section of the house. The women’s quarters, or ichkari, which
he did not see, were through yet another narrow passageway.”® Clearly,
Western accounts of Central Asian lives created the impression that the in-
ner sanctum of the Central Asian family was far removed from modern
society and, therefore, hard for outsiders to explore, understand, or trans-
form. Even to those who ventured across the Ankhor Canal to the other
world of Tashkent, Central Asian lives were off limits, with houses hidden
on narrow and barren streets and with Muslim women allegedly isolated
inside the home and out of touch with the larger world around them—no-
tions of the Central Asian city that persisted well into the twentieth century.
Many memoirists believed that civilization and modernity were clearly



28 = ACITYTOBE TRANSFORMED

what Central Asia needed. At the same time, however, their works revealed
that they did not have enough knowledge of local conditions or the needs
and desires of local residents to help bring about these changes.

While Russian Tashkent was deemed superior to the Central Asian sec-
tion of the city, it also had its negative side. It was a beautiful and easily
mapped urban space, with straight avenues, efficient transportation, and
modern standards of sanitation. But, as Russian Tashkent grew, so did its
social problems. Famine in the 1890s accelerated migration to Tashkent,
with hungry Russian peasants arriving in the Tashkent region in search of
a better life. The railroad brought workers to Central Asia, as did burgeon-
ing cotton processing plants and alcohol distilleries. These new residents
were not the model Russians that the colonial project sought to highlight
but members of the underclass of that society. The arrival of political ex-
iles and of a non-Russian European population, particularly Polish political
prisoners and soldiers, also caused concern for the city’s administrators as
class, ethnic, and religious fissures developed in opposition to the image of
Tashkent as a unified and cultured colonial city.* Tashkent was no longer
a city of elite generals and Russian imperial administrators; it was experi-
encing a massive in-migration of peasants and others—some from distant
parts of the empire—a process that was repeated in countless cities across
late-nineteenth-century Russia and Europe.

As Sahadeo has shown, one example of the resulting increase in social
problems was the evolution of the Voskresenskii Market, established a short
distance from Cathedral Square. The market was meant to provide goods
to the Russian population in a cleaner environment than that of the typi-
cal Central Asian bazaar. This Russian-style shopping arcade was European
Tashkent’s answer to the bustle, haggling, and dirt of the Central Asian
marketplace. However, it quickly devolved into a place for drinking, prosti-
tution, robbery, and violence. No longer a model of European cleanliness, it
grew into a shantytown for poor and criminal elements in the center of the
Russian city. Its orderly and sanitary trading conditions deteriorated into
urban squalor.*! The Russian modernization campaign in Turkestan, meant
to “civilize” Muslims and showcase the power of the tsarist regime, could,
and often did, produce unintended consequences. By the early twentieth
century, Tashkent was not simply an ideal colonial Russian city; instead, it
was beginning to resemble many other urban areas across Russia itself.

As imperial power collapsed, Tashkent’s problems only increased. The
Central Asian uprising in 1916, the strains of World War I, and an increas-
ing shortage of food further undermined support for the autocracy. When
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the February Revolution and October Revolution swept away the tsarist re-
gime, the region was pushed into even more chaos.’> War refugees sought
safety in Central Asia, causing the city to become a haven for an odd array of
foreign diplomats, starving Austrian prisoners of war, and the desperately
poor, many of whom arrived in Central Asia with visions of Tashkent as the
“City of Bread,” a place with ample food supplies.** Their hopes were in vain.
The imperial attempt to create a model Russian city in Asia quickly ended
with the Bolshevik revolution and the Russian civil war, which brought fur-
ther upheaval to Central Asia as well as the entire Russian Empire.

The Revolution and Early Soviet Plans for Tashkent

Defending their hold on power during the revolution, the Bolsheviks im-
mediately grasped the importance of altering the symbols of rule in Cen-
tral Asia. Due to a lack of resources, however, the initial efforts at remak-
ing “Bolshevik Tashkent” consisted of smashing the monuments to tsarist
autocratic rule. Konstantinov Square, the secondary center of Tashkent,
was renamed Revolution Square, and the statue of Governor-General von
Kaufman was replaced with a simple obelisk to the fallen Bolsheviks of the
revolution.* In the initial years of Soviet rule, before the transformation of
Cathedral Square into Red (also known as Lenin) Square, this newly named
Revolution Square served as a site for Tashkent citizens to celebrate the new
regime. Furthermore, Soviet power was not content to leave the Old City
without symbols of the revolution. As a result, a monument to the leader
of the Russian revolution was placed in Old Dzhuva Square, a prominent
gathering area in the Central Asian section of the city, to mark the death
of Lenin in 1924.* The Lenin Monument put a public stamp of Sovietness
on Tashkent’s Old City, an early and clear indication that the new regime
would not be content to leave the native settlement and its residents as they
were.

After the revolution, with the British intervention, the Russian civil
war, the Basmachi revolt, and a tenuous alliance with the cultural reform-
ist Jadids, Tashkent’s new rulers struggled to consolidate their hold on the
region and delayed a direct attack against Islam and local traditions. By the
mid-1920s, and after the establishment of the Uzbek SSR in 1924, the cam-
paign against traditional mores (byt’) intensified, as did efforts to create an
Uzbek national identity.** However, attempts to decrease the impact of Is-
lam and transform native traditions met with difficulty, as Central Asia’s
local communists often remained unaware of the goals of the Soviet trans-
formation and frequently tried to combine their identities as both Muslims
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and communists, a phenomenon that would prove lasting. Creating a new
mindset among Tashkenters—Russian and Central Asian alike—clearly
was more difficult than seizing power."” State-sponsored violence remained
a constant presence in these efforts to solidify power, forge new identities,
and create new social norms in the early years of Soviet power.

In the late 1920s, Soviet rule shut down most religious and non-Soviet
educational institutions and converted mosques, churches, and madrasas
to secular use. The Cathedral of the Transfiguration of the Savior served
as a museum until its demolition in 1932. An unfinished Catholic cathe-
dral—built to serve the city’s pre-revolutionary Polish migrant popula-
tion—survived physical destruction by becoming a medical training school
and then a storage facility. Mosques in the Old City were converted into
workers’ clubs, women’s centers, or “red teahouses.” Madrasas commonly
became Soviet schools, although Soviet propaganda noted that the conver-
sion of these buildings demanded much effort to make them “clean” and
“sanitary”—again a holdover in the conceptions of unhygienic Central
Asian physical spaces. This image of traditional buildings in Central Asia as
“being filthy” persisted over the revolutionary divide, while the European-
style palace of Prince Nikolai Konstantinovich notably survived the violent
onslaughts against symbols of the past. Converted into a pioneer youth
club, it in fact outlasted the Soviet era.*® However, the majority of these early
efforts at making a post-revolutionary Tashkent consisted of the small-scale
transformation of individual buildings, not an all-out campaign to destroy
the old and remake the urban landscape of the city.

As the Soviet Union consolidated its hold on power, it had neither the
time nor the resources for elaborate urban development plans. For most of
the first two decades of Soviet rule, large-scale reconstruction projects for
Tashkent remained on paper. In 1924, planners developed the initial Soviet
urban renewal proposal for the city: the “Plan for the regulation of part of
the New City of Tashkent.” This project, drafted by G. M. Svaricheskii and
G. P. Bauer, left the pre-Soviet city center as it was and focused instead on
transforming “shantytown” worker areas on the edges of the New City. In
this sense, transforming urban space did not differ much from the imperial-
era city plans that focused on building up the newer and more Russian
sections of the city. Housing complexes for industrial workers were to be a
main aspect of this new vision of the city.*” The workers, for whom the revo-
lution was fought, were to be the prime beneficiaries of this plan, not the
Uzbek residents of the city, whom the revolution officially liberated from
colonial oppression. The Svaricheskii/Bauer project, however, was never
implemented because the focus on transforming Soviet Central Asian cities
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shifted to Samarkand, which was designated the first capital of the Uzbek
SSR in 1924.

For Tashkent at this time, much of the urban planning effort remained
focused on individual factory buildings and attempts to expand the elec-
tricity grid around the city. Planning for and constructing hydroelectric
plants throughout the Tashkent region were important elements in the ef-
fort to transform urban life. Samarkand in the 1920s was to be the political
and social center for the new Uzbek SSR, while Tashkent continued on its
path toward becoming the most industrialized city in the region. Although
far from the industrial heartland of the Soviet Union, Uzbekistan was by no
means excluded from the large-scale Soviet electrification programs of the
late 1920s, which gained priority over the creation of idealized urban spaces.
Furthermore, with efforts to rapidly increase cotton production in Central
Asia, much effort was put to developing irrigation infrastructure and estab-
lishing agricultural machinery production and repair facilities in the re-
gion, the first of which opened in 1931 as the Tashkent Agricultural Machin-
ery Factory (Tashselmash).’® The Soviet regime clearly pushed to develop
new factories in Tashkent at this time. Still, as the economic resources it
chose to develop suggest, Soviet planners from the start focused the Uzbek
SSR’s economy on agriculture or industries that were tied directly to agri-
culture, such as cotton or food processing. Tashkent, although the “mod-
ern” center of Uzbekistan, clearly was not envisioned as a prime industrial
engine of the larger Soviet state but was destined to play a supporting role in
providing and processing the raw materials that the super-industrial social-
ist state would need.

Tashkent’s reconstruction increased in importance in the following de-
cade, with urban planning resuming at a fast pace in Tashkent once the
city regained its status as the Uzbek capital in 1930. To respond to rapid
urbanization, the Central Asian Construction Institute was established in
the city in 1930, staffed by professors trained in Moscow, Leningrad, and
Kiev. Abdullah Babakhanov, who in 1934 was one of the first to graduate
from this institute, became a prominent Uzbek architect, serving as head
architect of the Tashkent City Planning Agency from 1938 to 1944 and
chair of the Uzbek Architects’ Union at various times from the 1940s to the
1960s.”! He was one of the early beneficiaries of the Stalinist revolution and
quickly rose to a position of power during the purges, when the original
Soviet Uzbek guard was swept away. To help facilitate urban planning in
Uzbekistan, four new planning organizations (Uzplanproekt, Uzprompro-
ekt, Uzselproekt, and the Architectural Planning Department of Tashkent)
were established in 1934, as was the Uzbek branch of the Architects’ Union.
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While these new agencies planned for all of Uzbekistan, they were based in
Tashkent and used Tashkent as their primary drawing board for imagining
the future of socialism in Central Asia.

Furthermore, shortly before Tashkent regained its status as the capital
and most important urban center in Central Asia, the city’s two main re-
gions, the Russian quarter (the New City) and the Uzbek settlement (the
Old City), were unified politically and administratively into one large ur-
ban center.” Colonialism, with the political, social, and economic inequali-
ties that the city’s geographic segregation implied, had allegedly come to
an end with this symbolic urban unification. There was no longer a “Rus-
sian Tashkent” and a “Central Asian Tashkent.” There was simply a “So-
viet Tashkent.” At this time, Soviet officials also changed course and de-
manded greater participation of all groups in Tashkent society. The Central
Asian part of the city—and the Uzbek population of Tashkent—could no
longer be left out of the urban redevelopment plan. The mandate to incor-
porate everyone into the new Tashkent became even more evident when
Soviet officials began working to promote female liberation and counter
the dominant Islamic culture in the early 1930s, as Douglas Northrop and
Marianne Kamp have each shown in their studies of the hujum, the cam-
paign to force the women of Central Asia to take off their veils.> To help
create a new plan that would focus on the Asian sections of the city, the
Uzbek Central Committee of the Communist Party organized the Bureau
for the Replanning of Central Asian Cities, led by a Moscow-trained en-
gineer, Alexander Sil’chenkov. This bureau was tasked with designing an
urban space that would not only break down the symbolic barriers in a still
largely segregated city but also bring about fundamental changes to the
ways in which local residents lived and interacted with each other and with
the organs of the Soviet state. Reflecting trends of his time, Sil’chenkov de-
signed an experimental and modernist urban center that supposedly would
bring together Old and New Tashkent into one socialist whole. Although
the plan was vague as to the manner in which this symbolic unity was to be
achieved, Sil’chenkov’s declared goal was to transform the Uzbek capital’s
distinct neighborhoods to support modern industry, help improve public
health, and give all residents access to the cultural, educational, and politi-
cal institutions of socialism. If successful, this plan would then be adopted
for Samarkand, Bukhara, Fergana, and a whole slew of smaller cities and
towns throughout the region.

Equally important, however, was the fact that Sil’chenkov’s design re-
flected broader planning trends in the Soviet Union in the late 1920s, a time
when the debates over utopian architecture created an active intellectual
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atmosphere among city planners throughout the country. These debates
suggest that Tashkent urbanism should not be seen in a vacuum and must
be placed in the context of broader Soviet—and even international—trends
in urban design. Sil’chenkov’s design for Tashkent reflected the early So-
viet trend toward modernism. Like other experimental city planners,
Sil’chenkov saw his mission as that of transforming both the urban land-
scape and the structure of life in the Uzbek capital.”® Building new cities
was not the prime goal of these early urban renewal efforts, but changing
the society within them certainly was.*® Soviet planners began to praise
the introduction of rationally ordered spaces in the refashioning of exist-
ing cities and the building of new ones. The “evolutionary” nature of most
cities was deemed not applicable to a socialist society, which, lacking pri-
vate property, gave the state enormous power over urban development. On
the other hand, socialist planning also would allow for the creation of ideal
urban environments with strict controls over population and industrial
growth in order to forge a socialist society of the future. These new types
of cities and the residents who lived within them would not be dependent
on market influences or religious beliefs as they had in the past. They now
would depend solely on socialist ideology. Soviet planners aimed to use cit-
ies to reorder social relations, foster economic development, and provide for
the needs of residents—food, housing, and recreation space—whether they
were located in Soviet Europe or Soviet Asia.

These renovated urban spaces would be places where industry and
technology officially could be used for the benefit of the state and its peo-
ple. Therefore, these early urban plans and architectural designs focused
on making technological advances in construction and on showcasing
the scientific achievements in the city. The architecture of the past—Byz-
antine, Greek, and Roman designs as well as the dilapidated homes of the
oppressed classes—were to be removed and replaced by modern struc-
tures that stressed functionality, efficiency, and modernity, hence the raz-
ing of the Cathedral of the Transfiguration of the Savior and the residence
of the former governor-general.” Tashkent in the early 1930s remained a
city of symbols, but these symbols now had to be thoroughly modern and
industrial.

These debates raged on in Tashkent, as they did elsewhere in the Soviet
Union. And, once again, the Uzbek settlements of the region were deni-
grated for being the epitome of nonrational spaces, with the official conver-
sation often reviving the arguments of the tsarist period about the “back-
wardness” of winding streets and the dark interiors of enclosed homes.
Soviet scholars and administrators of the time equated such structures with
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the primitive nature of the pre-Soviet past of the Asian republics. Having
visited Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, the Soviet ethnographer P. Pavlenko
reiterated pre-revolutionary complaints that Central Asian settlements
grew up in random fashion and lacked order.”® In his 1933 book, Puteshestvie
v Turkmenistane (Travels in Turkmenistan), Pavlenko remarked that the
pre-revolutionary state did nothing to improve the conditions of life for na-
tive inhabitants of Central Asia because the tsarist state was not interested
in the “outskirts” of the empire. Instead, he accused the previous regime
of focusing exclusively on ethnic Russian areas. He particularly criticized
imperial urban planners for creating “new cities” for Russian colonizers in
Central Asia, while leaving their Central Asian subjects untouched by mo-
dernity. Pavlenko held that the socialist state now possessed the power and
the desire to transform all areas of Central Asian society.” Having liberated
the region from colonial and local forms of oppression, the Soviet Union
now needed to showcase the development and advancement of these former
colonial areas as equal members in the Soviet Union. Party officials argued
that Tashkent (and the Uzbek SSR) could not be left as a “half-modern/
half-premodern” space with its residents stuck somewhere between the two.
They now argued that reconstruction plans had to change every sector of
society and every region of Central Asia in order to symbolize and help
bring about the bright Soviet future in Asia. This was a significant develop-
ment from pre-Soviet urbanism, with its symbolic focus on building up the
image of Russian modernity in Asia.

In the early 1930s, a variety of urban planners, ethnographers, and po-
litical figures attempted to implement this Soviet transformation by bring-
ing “modern” urban infrastructure into Uzbekistan. Sil’chenkov’s vision for
the Uzbek capital was clearly that of an experimental city, one that sought
to transform every resident’s way of life. Sil’chenkov foresaw moving the
city center from the traditionally Russian section toward the Old City. Like
his imperial predecessor, he believed the Old City was a region where crime,
disease, and traditional cultural norms festered. But, unlike tsarist admin-
istrators, he proposed completely depopulating the area and destroying the
existing Uzbek settlements, replacing them with a large urban park—a sym-
bol of fresh air, modernity, and cleanliness. By expanding the Bozsu irriga-
tion canal, Soviet technology would help supply this park on the western
side of the city with ample supplies of water. The dry and dusty wasteland of
Old Tashkent was to be turned into a lush “green” area; Soviet power would
give Uzbek Tashkenters the gardens that previously only the Russian elite
possessed.® Furthermore, Sil’chenkov proposed moving the administrative
center to the former Old City, symbolically transferring the reins of power
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from the traditionally Russian quarter to the Central Asian section of the
city. Officials of the Soviet regime reacted to their perceptions of imperial-
era discrimination that allegedly had led to the neglect of the Central Asian
residents of Turkestan. However, while focusing on creating a large park
and administrative center to transform the Old City and the lives of its
residents, Sil’chenkov’s proposal did not address the pressing problem of
where they could relocate the thousands of people who would be displaced.
Creating a park—a Soviet symbol of light, fresh air, and rejuvenation—was
presented as a panacea to alleged Central Asian backwardness and the past
colonial oppression that the revolution had purportedly reversed. However,
practical solutions for housing large extended Uzbek families—who would
be forced from their old homes—were not discussed, a common oversight
during the Soviet era as planners busily developed and adapted their uto-
pian designs for Central Asian urban spaces.

Leading city planners of the time were actively proposing new forms of
housing in Russia and elsewhere that would transform family and gender
relations through communal living.®" Following these trends, Sil’chenkov
proposed incorporating the communal lifestyle into the housing structure
of his New Tashkent. He collaborated closely with Stepan Nikolaevich Po-
lupanov, an architect of constructivist buildings who arrived in Uzbekistan
in the late 1920s. A graduate of the Kharkov Artistic-Construction Insti-
tute, Polupanov enjoyed a long career in Tashkent city planning, although
he had begun his career designing “Soviet Kharkov,” then the capital of
Soviet Ukraine, before moving to Central Asia. As a planner of the capi-
tal of Ukraine, the second most important republic in the Soviet Union,
Polupanov was thoroughly steeped in the Soviet architectural movements,
particularly the constructivist movement, and he came to Tashkent to rep-
licate it. Like many other technical and industrial experts of the 1930s, he
moved to Uzbekistan with a mission to build modernity and expand social-
ism to the distant reaches of the Soviet Union. Seeking to bring the latest
theories of urbanization to the region and aiming to create a constructiv-
ist city in Central Asia, he helped tie Tashkent’s urbanization to broader
visions of twentieth-century city planning. He proposed that new housing
communes be essential parts of Uzbekistan’s future, just as they were to be
necessary components of the cities of Russia and Ukraine.®> As an Archi-
tects’ Union member and professor of architecture in Tashkent, Polupanov
designed these model communes for Tashkent and Samarkand based on
those planned for Moscow and other Russian cities. All of these structures
stressed the importance of functionality and new visions of gender and
family relationships. Tashkent was at the forefront of official efforts to adapt
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the utopian ideologies of socialism to everyday life, a particularly challeng-
ing task for those in the non-European republics of the Soviet Union.

Polupanov proposed that in these new housing structures the tasks of
daily life (cooking, cleaning, and laundry) would be performed commu-
nally, thereby symbolically liberating women from domestic chores and en-
abling them to participate in society on a broader scale. On-site children’s
nurseries were envisioned to promote female participation in the work-
place, thereby increasing state control over the rearing of young citizens
and over family life, although Polupanov’s design did not take into account
the need for expanding nursery facilities to accommodate the large number
of children Uzbek families had. The vision of the new Soviet Uzbek family
structure was clearly evident in Polupanov’s design, but the building blocks
for achieving it were largely neglected, a situation that foreshadowed some
of the problems that Soviet architects and urban planners would face for
years to come. However, since reordering the housing structures was meant
to transform the Soviet family and limit the influence of pre-Soviet, tradi-
tional, or religious beliefs in the socialist society, Polupanov’s housing com-
munes were described as the wave of the Uzbek future, particularly because
they would help free Uzbek women from the confines of the ichkari.®® In this
sense, the commune proposal can be viewed as a supplement to the forced
unveiling campaign, the hujum. Taking oft the veil was to be the initial pub-
lic break from traditional Central Asian society that a woman could make;
moving into a new type of housing structure would constitute the next level
of women’s liberation. Both physically and symbolically, destroying the tra-
ditional Central Asian home was part of the campaign to transform Uzbek
women and the Uzbek family and to solidify state control over the lives of
Tashkenters, particularly the city’s Central Asian inhabitants. Polupanov’s
proposal for alternative housing received early support in the effort to alter
the physical and social environment of Tashkent because it made the city
less specifically Asian—dark, dirty, and oppressive to women—and more
uniformly Soviet—light, liberating, and transformative.*

However, with Uzbek society in such turmoil over the hujum cam-
paign, it proved difficult to get residents, particularly indigenous Central
Asians, to move into such revolutionary structures. The new housing com-
plexes that were constructed remained inhabited by the Russian popula-
tion, many of whom had migrated to the region and had thus already been
detached from their traditional homes, families, and community support
networks and therefore more urgently needed places to live. This tendency
of Russian and other migrants to move willingly into new housing com-
pounds was repeated numerous times throughout the Soviet era as planners
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struggled to create a vision for Soviet housing—and then implement it in
an orderly fashion—and finally entice Uzbeks to make the jump from tra-
ditional neighborhoods. However, the fact that Uzbek homes were subject
to bulldozing while Russian migrants had little to lose from the destruction
of Tashkent’s existing settlements naturally meant that the city’s Russians
supported and received the benefits of the urban transformation program
more often than their Uzbek neighbors.

Beyond housing, the Sil'’chenkov plan for Soviet Tashkent preserved
the radial grid of the Russian section of the city and incorporated the tra-
ditional European-style urban center. Sil’chenkov envisioned connecting
the Russian town to the new park in the former Old City by expanding
and widening the existing Shaikhtanur Street, which was briefly renamed
Ikramov Street after Akmal Ikramov, the first secretary of the Uzbek Com-
munist Party until his death in the 1937 purges. It was later named Navoi
Street after the fifteenth-century Central Asian poet, the name it holds to
this day. This broad avenue would become the main thoroughfare of the
Uzbek capital, replacing the native settlement’s narrow streets and wind-
ing pathways, which had been deemed unsuitable for modern life. A circu-
lar street pattern was proposed to radiate from the new park, which would
serve as a parade ground for pageantry that would symbolize and glorify
Soviet power.”® A constructivist’s dream, Sil’chenkov’s Tashkent was a mod-
ern city of geometric forms. His proposal sought to replace the “premodern”
section with an ultra-contemporary space. In effect, Sil’chenkov’s proposal
aimed to build a large garden space to symbolize a break with the supposed
poverty and famine of the past. This new Tashkent “garden” would enable
Central Asians to “escape” the squalid environment of traditional Central
Asian settlements and would provide them with a “clean” and “sanitary”
space, like Russian settlers purportedly possessed in the tsarist period, in
which to begin their march toward socialism and modernity.

While Sil’chenkov was the principal planner of this design, Polupanov’s
role in creating Soviet Uzbek cities became tremendously important, par-
ticularly in filling in the details of how individual streets and buildings were
to be planned and constructed. In addition to the housing communes, Polu-
panov designed the constructivist Gosbank building in the city of Andijan
and the “Government House” for Tashkent’s Red Square in 1930—build-
ings that were important parts of the early effort to Sovietize Central Asia.
His project for the administrative center of the Uzbek capital transformed
the existing Cathedral Square, a mark of imperial rule, into a constructiv-
ist monument to Soviet power. The cathedral was razed, while portions of
the White House, the former residence of the governor-general of Turke-



38 = ACITYTOBE TRANSFORMED

stan, were incorporated into the new construction, which was considerably
larger and extended the length of the newly named Red Square.*® The clas-
sical design of the original White House was subsumed into the modernist
vision for the new building, which was striking in its simplicity. Its basic
concept consisted of a long corridor to which offices and meeting rooms
were attached, but on only one side of the building. It was a functional
structure that served a specific purpose: government administration. Simi-
lar to general movements in construction and architecture, Polupanov’s de-
sign for the Government House had little aesthetic detail, instead focusing
on technological and scientific achievement to reflect the future of an ultra-
modern and industrial Soviet society. The facility also included a meeting
hall for a thousand people, again with little decorative detail. In 1933, the
complex was completed with the addition of a monument to Lenin and two
“tribunal-type” stages for use on official holidays and celebrations.

Unfortunately for Polupanov, these projects were completed just as con-
structivist ideas were purged from Soviet architecture. In fact, by the mid-
1930s, modernist structures that celebrated functionality and the advance-
ments of technology were no longer perceived as the future of Soviet urban
design. Instead, the Soviet state began to embrace the symbolic traditions
of the recent Russian past, particularly classicism, to evoke the greatness
and promise of Soviet society. Just as its imperial predecessor had done, the
Stalinist state began to co-opt the symbolic legacy of Greece and Rome and
deemed that the functional designs of the 1920s no longer suited the desired
image of socialism.” Polupanov quickly altered the outer appearance of his
newly constructed building in Tashkent’s Red Square. In 1935, he was forced
to change its fagcade by adding columns to its front to make it more “mon-
umental.” Along the Ankhor Canal, located just behind the building, an
existing narrow street was widened to set the building apart from the sur-
rounding area. A granite pedestal was placed under the Lenin Monument
to make it more imposing to spectators on the square.®® These additions to
Tashkent’s Red Square purportedly enhanced the beauty of the city’s main
administrative building, one of the tallest (three stories) and most signifi-
cant structures in Tashkent. Most importantly, the complex was located at
the site where military or athletic parades—the Soviet version of royal pag-
eantry—would culminate. Creating the proper architectural look for this
building was politically vital for the Soviet regime.

In this sense, one sees that Polupanov was adept at quickly recognizing
and responding to new ideological trends in Soviet urban design, an ability
that would serve him well for the next twenty years. His architectural—and
political—skills allowed him to become a frequent contributor and survi-
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vor of the Tashkent urban scene for years to come, continually adapting his
buildings and architectural plans to go alongside the ever-changing visions
proposed for Soviet Tashkent.

One of those later plans, proposed in 1933, called for the architectural
“unification” of the Old and New Cities, although this new redevelopment
plan again lacked detail showing how this unification would occur. N. N.
Semenov, the designer of this proposal, called for an increase in parkland
and an expansion of irrigation canals to improve the health of city residents
and to showcase the power of Soviet technology to transform a barren des-
ert into a lush landscape. Structures near the former Voskresenskii Market
in the earlier New City area were to be removed, and a small park, named
Theater Square, would take their place, although a theater was not com-
pleted until 1948.% This and other green spaces symbolically liberated the
city from the squalor of pre-revolutionary capitalism and colonialism. The
Old City was to benefit most from this plan, at least on paper. The Semenov
proposal envisioned moving the administrative center of Tashkent west-
ward along Ikramov Street (i.e., Navoi Street) toward the Old Town, which
would not be depopulated to make way for a garden, as Sil’chenkov wanted,
but was to be developed with industry and educational institutions. Se-
menov developed this plan during the height of the industrialization cam-
paign; he knew that Central Asian Tashkenters needed more than flowers
to bring about their transformation into modern Soviet citizens. Industrial
institutions, interspersed with gardens, were necessary to help create the
machines and the people the Soviet Union wanted to build socialism. Thus,
he included factories in the development plans for the traditionally Uzbek
sections of the city to facilitate the movement of indigenous residents into
socially productive industrial labor and, ultimately, into Soviet society.

The introduction of modern industry and other symbols of Soviet prog-
ress into the Old Town was seen as having a transformative effect on the
region. It was easier to build up the area than it was to depopulate it, as
Sil’chenkov had proposed. Also, by placing industry in the midst of the lo-
cal population, the state symbolically gave residents the key to modern so-
cialist life and the possibility of gaining greater status in Soviet society by
becoming workers. If the socialist revolution liberated Uzbeks from colo-
nialism and provided them with their own Soviet republic, they would also
need markers of industry to help propel them into the communist future
and thus serve as the symbol of socialism’s hope on the Asian continent.
Semenov’s proposal conveyed the notion that Uzbeks were no longer just
distant imperial subjects; the presence of industry in the Old Town of Tash-
kent symbolized that Soviet power now provided them and other minority
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ethnic groups with equal economic and social opportunities. Despite these
plans for the industrialization of the Old City, however, the actual construc-
tion in the city at the time occurred elsewhere. Slightly to the east, in what
was the Russian town, the Tashselmash factory went up, and to the south,
the Tashkent Textile Kombinat appeared, along with its socialist village,
which included housing, schools, and public health facilities. These struc-
tures were all located much closer to the newer sections of the city than
to the center of Old Tashkent. Despite calls for transforming the formerly
Muslim section of Tashkent, innovative buildings, industrial expansion,
and the establishment of educational institutions—all Soviet markers of
progress—developed much more rapidly on the Russian side of the city.”
The Soviet Union created impressive programs to transform the region and
wanted to implement them quickly. However, the need for fast results man-
dated that the new symbols of Soviet industry be placed in areas containing
the infrastructure needed to support modern production (electricity, water,
public transportation) or on empty land, where such infrastructure could
be installed quickly. This lack of major investment in the Uzbek quarter
would haunt Soviet urbanization campaigns in Tashkent for years to come;
the pronouncement of reconstruction plans in Moscow and actual con-
struction in Tashkent often proceeded in opposite directions.

Moscow's Ambassador in the East

Soviet propaganda hailed Tashkent as the “beacon” of Soviet power in the
East that would light the socialist path to prosperity for neighboring peo-
ples of Asia. Urban planners and Party officials recognized that Tashkent,
the largest city in Central Asia, would become a model city for the entire
region. Like Moscow, it was a “laboratory” where Soviet urban designers
were poised to conduct some of their most valuable experiments on the
Soviet population. If successful, the building of Soviet Tashkent would be
replicated across Central Asia in Bukhara, Samarkand, Namangan, Andi-
jan, and, if possible, Beijing, Kabul, or Tehran. The public image of post-
revolutionary Tashkent was vitally important to the Soviet state, which held
that the Uzbeks had been liberated from colonial subjugation by the revolu-
tion and now were building a just society. They, not a wealthy khan or the
distant tsar, were officially in charge. Tashkent, in the words of Yusupov,
needed to become Moscow’s shining star in Asia to reflect these changes
and to call the “oppressed peoples” of the colonial world to follow their So-
viet Uzbek brothers and sisters on the road to socialism.”

Yet planners changed course once again and decreed in the late 1930s
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that Tashkent’s reconstruction should follow closely the example of Mos-
cow. The Moscow ideal was itself undergoing a fundamental transformation
at this time, however, with wide new boulevards, monumental architecture,
and a metro system that was both efficient and beautiful. Urban planners
in the Soviet Union viewed pre-revolutionary Moscow—epitomized by the
winding “labyrinth” of streets in the Kitai Gorod section of the city—as
the opposite of a rationally arranged and modern Soviet capital. In fact, al-
though Tashkent’s Old City was seen as the embodiment of backwardness,
the arguments against Kitai Gorod, one of the oldest sections of Moscow,
were remarkably similar to those used against the traditionally Muslim
sections of the Uzbek capital. Lazar Kaganovich, who spearheaded the re-
construction efforts in the Soviet capital, criticized Moscow’s historical city
center for its lack of order and the haphazard placement of houses, which
allegedly resulted from private owners’ desire to place buildings wherever
they saw fit.”> Soviet reconstruction efforts, in effect, removed this prob-
lem because architects no longer needed to accommodate their designs to
private interests and urban planners in the Soviet Union knew they had
only one official customer to please—the state. Socialism theoretically pro-
vided architects with a blank slate upon which to build new cities. Soviet
power nationalized the land and gave state planners the ability to refashion
the entire urban area, not just small parts of it, as was the case before the
revolution.

For the Stalinist reconstruction of Moscow, Kaganovich determined
that the main streets of the capital should be both straightened and wid-
ened. He also mandated the removal of one-story wooden buildings that
interfered with the “unified vision” of the city.”> Main avenues of the city
were to be at least forty meters wide, ostensibly to improve “circulation” or
traffic flow.” At the plenum of the Architects’ Union in 1938, Professor A.
E. Stramentov stated that wide streets also were necessary to protect the
population because the fire brigade could neither travel to nor fight fires
effectively on narrow roads. Furthermore, Stramentov noted the need to
create avenues that would allow for demonstrations and public parades
without causing traffic delays or blocking the flow of goods and people
throughout the city.”” Using biological analogies of roads serving as veins
and traffic and people being the lifeblood of the urban environment, So-
viet planners referred to cities as “living organisms.””® All “blockages” in a
city’s artery system had to be eliminated for aesthetic, safety, and economic
reasons. While these ideas originated in Moscow, they were intended to be
replicated across the Soviet Union. By knocking down pre-Soviet buildings,
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straightening streets, and creating large urban spaces with structures of
neoclassical design, the regime made symbolic moves away from the past to
create an “open” and “healthy” environment for the Soviet people.

Furthermore, single-family homes, commercial centers, and other
buildings that represented the old regime were to be removed from Moscow,
often with the claim that they did not fit into or even that they impeded the
new architectural unity of the socialist urban environment. As such, plan-
ners spoke of the need to design entire “city ensembles,” not just individual
buildings. If planners had not done so already, markers of the past had to
be removed from the urban body as if they were cancerous growths that
threatened the survival of Soviet cities. Symbols of the previous regime—
whether they were GUM (the shopping arcade along Red Square that Kaga-
novich condemned), private palaces, or the enclosed homes of Tashkent—
became prime candidates for demolition across the Soviet Union.”

Modern public transportation was also seen as a central aspect of a
city’s development, and the city’s transport systems shifted from the streets
to underground tunnels or to the rivers and canals. In Tashkent, the contin-
ued reliance on animal-drawn transportation, with all of its inefficiencies
and sanitary problems, was a blot on the Uzbek capital. Vasili Stribezhev, a
construction worker who arrived in Tashkent from provincial Voronezh in
the late 1930s, recalls being shocked at the wide use of camel caravans and
wooden donkey carts as transportation in the city. Trucks to carry equip-
ment, construction supplies, and produce throughout the city were in short
supply, leaving animal transport as a vital method for moving goods around
the capital of the Uzbek SSR. Although writing his account for the archives
in 1991, he and other Russians mockingly referred to Tashkent in the 1930s
as a city of “asses,” certainly not the image of modernity that socialist rule
was to bring.”® Nevertheless, these words convey negative stereotypes of the
city and its residents as well as a sense of the pressing need to install mod-
ern infrastructure in Soviet cities to support the economic and industrial
growth that the regime promised and to meet the needs of an increasingly
large urban population.

As aresult, Soviet newspapers in Uzbekistan documented the construc-
tion of public transportation systems across the Soviet Union with a spe-
cific focus on the new Moscow metro. Tashkent newspapers celebrated the
opening of each station, as they did for the Soviet capital’s new river port,
airport, bus depots, and train stations. Moscow had become the transporta-
tion hub of the Soviet Union in addition to serving as the heart of the social-
ist system. At the plenum of the Architects’ Union in 1938, the Soviet capital
was compared to London, Paris, and New York because all had subway sys-



ACITYTO BE TRANSFORMED = 43

tems. Attendees proposed constructing underground public transit in other
large Soviet cities, particularly Kiev and Leningrad, to allow these cities to
become true republic or regional centers, while special bus or trolleybus
lines would modernize the traffic flow in other areas so as to “overtake” Eu-
rope and America in urban improvement.”” For Tashkent, this trend would
lead to the expansion of mechanized transportation (in this case, the tram)
as an important feature in all subsequent urban renewal plans. Just like the
Moscow metro, the Tashkent tram, then the trolleybus, and finally a metro
system became symbols of the Uzbek capital’s progress under socialism and
a solution to the increasing population concentration in the Tashkent re-
gion. During the height of the industrialization campaign, as Andrew Jenks
has shown, urban designers attempted to highlight modern machinery and
Soviet technology in their designs.®® Proposals to bring public transport to
all sections of the Uzbek capital served as an important reminder of the
“progressive nature” of the Soviet project particularly because the transpor-
tation system under tsarist rule focused on the Russian parts of the city. For
these reasons, transportation lines in Tashkent were to be run through the
Uzbek neighborhoods, ostensibly to connect them to the rest of the city and
to provide Central Asian Tashkenters with a vehicle to take them on the
ride toward socialist prosperity.

Pravda, Qizil Ozbekiston, Pravda Vostoka, and numerous other Soviet
publications covered the tremendous changes that were occurring in Mos-
cow and in cities across the Soviet Union. The transformation of Moscow
also was featured in films (Volga-Volga and Circus), poetry, and the vi-
sual arts so that distant regions would become aware of the monumental
changes that were occurring at the center of the Soviet Union and would
thus get a preview of the future of socialism.* Soviet propaganda declared
that Moscow was becoming more beautiful by the day. In a state where
power was so centralized, the remaking of the Soviet capital clearly gave a
glimpse of how Soviet planning would occur in the periphery, even if the
final decision to reproduce the Moscow model in regional and republican
centers had not yet been made public.

By 1937, Tashkent was officially viewed as a city with a bright future. Uz-
beks theoretically had taken control of their own fortunes and were trying
to remodel their capital, soon to be just as modern as any other Soviet city.
This transformation of Tashkent was an important task for the Stalinist re-
gime. Soviet administrators, like their predecessors, continued to view the
traditional Asian city negatively, but they also noted that the Soviet trans-
formation of the city was much more progressive than what had come be-
fore because it would alter the conditions of life for all residents of the city,
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not just the Russian elite. However, while there were similarities between
imperial and early Soviet rule in Tashkent, a fundamental difference be-
tween the two regimes was evident in the extent to which they sought to
transform Central Asian urban spaces.

Russian imperial planners sculpted a new European city in the Central
Asian desert and hoped that this achievement would entice Muslim Central
Asians to join the “modern world.” Those who did not become convinced
of European superiority could be left behind in the premodern conditions
of Old Tashkent. After 1924, however, Soviet officials did not want to leave
anything to chance and sought to take more active and coercive roles in
the transformation of its citizens in Uzbekistan, as they were doing with
the population throughout the Soviet Union. The Uzbeks were no longer
just distant colonial subjects of the tsar but members of the Soviet state.
Although some colonial methodologies remained, the official division be-
tween “colony” and “metropole” had been broken down. The Soviet regime,
with its authoritarian aspiration for complete control over society, believed
it was necessary to change all regions of the city, all areas of the Soviet
Union, and all inhabitants of Soviet territory. The state found the “dual
city” and segregated layout of imperial Tashkent to be unacceptable by the
1930s because it had the potential to help some Soviet citizens of Central
Asia remain outside of Soviet society and state control, as many tried to do
during the hujum campaigns of a few years before. By the end of the decade
and after the initiation of the “socialist renovation” of Moscow, Party of-
ficials were determined to make fundamental changes to the cities in the
Soviet periphery to tie these spaces and their inhabitants much more closely
to the state and its ideology. They would soon declare that Tashkent needed
to be remade in the image of the Soviet metropolis, just like the capitals of
Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Georgia, or even the regional centers of Russia.

With the replication of the Moscow model across the Soviet Union,
each republic soon received a showcase city to demonstrate how the Soviet
project equalized traditional ethnic, gender, social, and class relationships.
In this manner, Soviet officials were cognizant of the need to ensure that the
former tsarist empire resembled a new type of state where no community
was left untouched by Soviet modernity and ideology. In reproducing simi-
lar urban spaces across the Soviet Union, the state aimed to build uniform
environments that could fashion a new and uniform Soviet culture. The
goal of urban planning in Uzbekistan in the Stalinist period no longer was
simply to awe local residents into believing in the superiority of the Soviet
system, although altering physical spaces certainly remained an important
component of the socialist urban renewal programs. In rebuilding socialist
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Tashkent, the transformation of social norms, the sculpting of new citizens,
and the enhancement of the state’s ability to monitor and manage the resi-
dents of the city—both Uzbek and Russian speakers—became the primary
concerns of the Soviet government. The creation of Soviet Tashkent was a
part of an all-union state-building process, one that sought to pull every
citizen and every city more closely to the Soviet center. In 1937, with the
purges in full swing, Moscow decided that local officials could no longer
be trusted to implement urban renewal in Central Asia and determined to
tie Tashkent planning closer to the center as well. The leadership in Mos-
cow sent direct representatives from Russia—many of whom were Central
Asians who had been trained in new Stalinist institutions—to jump-start
socialist urbanization programs across the Soviet Union. In 1937, the center
took direct control of the campaign to make Soviet cities “socialist” and
kept a tight rein on the Uzbek capital for years to come.
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On December 3, 1937, Pravda Vostoka profiled Mavjuda Abdurakhmanova,
a young Stakhanovite, which was someone belonging to an elite category of
Soviet worker who set records in fulfilling factory production quotas. An
orphan, she was adopted by “progressive” Uzbek parents, who were deter-
mined to provide their new daughter with an education. This young So-
viet girl would “never wear a paranji [veil], but would be equal with men
and become literate,” declared her father. After completing the fifth grade
in 1934, Mavjuda enrolled in the training school of the Textile Kombinat,
where she finished her education, and became a quilter, a popular profes-
sion for women according to worker biographies of the time. Mavjuda
joined the Komsomol, quickly became a model employee, and served as a
propaganda agitator and teacher of literacy. She later enjoyed helping other
Uzbek women move from the confines of the home into the workplace and
even received awards from the Central Committee of the Uzbek Commu-
nist Party." Her journey to fame in Tashkent was described as a typical rise
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of the new Soviet person who grew into a skilled and socially active citi-
zen under Stalinist rule. With people like Mavjuda, Tashkent was breaking
away from its past.

Usman Yusupov, the newly appointed first secretary of the Uzbek Com-
munist Party, echoed this sentiment that same year by comparing the suc-
cesses of Soviet Uzbekistan to the oppression of its colonial predecessor.
Presenting Soviet power as ending inequality and moving Soviet Uzbeks
into a “happy life,” Yusupov explained that the reforms of the revolutionary
era enabled Uzbekistan to build an industrial base of its own, with the Tash-
kent Textile Kombinat being its most important achievement. According to
Yusupov, “Uzbekistan had become the beacon that showed the way to free-
dom and happiness to all workers of the Colonial East, who still languished
under colonial rule.” The Party official remarked that the Uzbek people suc-
cessfully severed the chains of colonial oppression and, with the help of the
Russian people and under the leadership of the Communist Party, were cre-
ating a cultured urban environment in the Central Asian desert.? Tashkent,
Yusupov concluded, was becoming a model city of the socialist future.

During that same year of 1937, at the height of the purges and one of the
bloodiest periods in Soviet history, the Soviet Union embarked on a project
of building planned, orderly, beautiful urban spaces to inspire its population
with the promises of socialism. These new cities—Tashkent among them—
were to showcase Soviet innovation and technology, and their reinvention
would involve diverting rivers, erecting tall buildings, and transforming
urban ghettos into beautiful city parks, all to show that the revolution had
transformed the Russian Empire into the Soviet Union and that this new
state strove to move beyond its “backward” past so criticized by Europe-
ans. So, while the secret police physically removed ideologically undesirable
citizens from Soviet society, construction workers tore up undesirable nar-
row city streets to install wide avenues, allowing light to penetrate formerly
dark inner regions of cities and clean air to reach the working class that
lived and labored in these spaces.’ The urbanization project launched by the
Soviet Union in 1937 was unprecedented in scope and in its elaborate vision
for new Soviet cities, towns, and even villages. No part of the Soviet Union
and no citizen of the country, regardless of ethnic background, would re-
main untouched by this massive urban renewal campaign. In short, while
the NKVD rounded up scores of undesirable citizens and sent them to their
deaths, the Party led others on a happy march toward the future—to urban
modernity and communism.

What did this project mean for Central Asia and Central Asians? In the
Uzbek SSR, the newly installed post-purge leadership, on cue from Moscow,
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decided that the Uzbek capital needed to speed up its transformation and
make a definitive break with its cultural and architectural past. The revolu-
tion had officially liberated the region from colonialism, but the city and its
residents—still struggling with the hujum campaign—had not yet met the
idealized image of a socialist urban center.* The subsequent reconstruction
plan for the Uzbek capital sought to create a European-style cityscape ut-
terly unlike the Central Asian town.’ This city would help sculpt new Soviet
Central Asian citizens, who would reflect the highest ideals of Soviet ideol-
ogy as productive, cultured laborers who were almost European in outlook
but still possessed a local aura. Socialist Tashkent was to be a unified urban
space in which every ethnic group enjoyed equal rights and opportunities
but also possessed equal responsibilities to the state itself.

To realize this project, the Tashkent Gorispolkom, the executive com-
mittee of the city soviet, signed a contract in April 1937 with Mosoblproekt,
the Moscow Oblast Planning Organization, to develop a general plan for
the reconstruction of Tashkent. This agreement was part of the all-union
project of building planned cities across the Soviet space. While local plan-
ners in Tashkent had tried to transform the city into a “modern” socialist
space in the first two decades of Soviet rule, Moscow-based officials deemed
these efforts inadequate and took over city planning in the Uzbek capital, as
they did elsewhere in the Soviet Union. These Soviet urban experts aimed
to provide local construction organizations with the technical assistance
necessary to sculpt the city into an ideal Soviet environment—one that re-
flected the future of socialism, awed competing international powers, and
instilled socialist culture in Central Asia. In this manner, the Soviet Union
embarked on a large-scale enlightenment project to bring “modernity” and
“order” to what Soviet planners (and their imperial predecessors) perceived
as chaotic spaces, this time with Moscow holding a tighter rein than it ever
had before.

To be completed by December 1938, the Mosoblproekt proposal sought
to transform Tashkent through “rationally planned growth.”™ Tashkent, the
largest city of Central Asia, was to contain one-half of the urban popula-
tion of the republic and approximately 10 percent of the entire population of
the Uzbek SSR.” However, creating a Soviet city was not only about moving
the population into urban spaces. Tashkent also needed public parks and
squares where the city’s multiethnic communities could come together for
cultural events, military parades, and other public demonstrations of Soviet
rule. These interactions were envisioned as having transformative powers,
almost as if traditional Uzbeks would enter one end of a parade square but
emerge on the other side as strong Soviet citizens. The premier Soviet city
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in Asia likewise required model industrial factories with associated mod-
ern apartment buildings to transform local city residents into socially pro-
ductive factory laborers. Soviet officials believed that if Tashkenters lived
in modern conditions and worked in industrial institutions, city residents
eventually would become modern Soviet people. Creating Soviet cities in
the late 1930s was not only about erecting new buildings but, more impor-
tantly, was a means of transforming the region’s residents into model Soviet
citizens.

Creating an Uzbek Working Class

In the first twenty years after the revolution, Central Asia and Tashkent
in particular witnessed a tremendous increase in population. By 1939,
Tashkent’s population had doubled from its 1924 figure, to approximately
600,000 residents.® Migration to the region showed few signs of slowing,
with reportedly 188,168 people moving into the Uzbek SSR in 1938 and 1939
alone.” The majority of these migrants, including textile workers, irrigation
specialists, medical doctors, engineers, and construction workers, came
from Russia.'” Many volunteered to come to the region and help build so-
cialism, but others, after completing technical training or higher education,
were sent to transform Central Asians. A few came seeking opportunity
and advancement, while Soviet Koreans, the first set of ethnic deportees,
were transferred in horrific conditions from their distant border area of the
Soviet Union to the rural areas of Tashkent oblast. The consequences were
devastating for large numbers of Soviet Koreans, who had been identified
by the state as an untrustworthy border population that would collaborate
with the enemy during a war between the Soviet Union and Japan. Thou-
sands of Koreans died in squalid railway boxcars along the way or upon ar-
rival in the outskirts of the Uzbek capital. When they arrived, local officials
had made few preparations for them. Dumped in the unfamiliar Central
Asian desert without local language skills, the new Korean population of
Uzbekistan was left to fend for itself." However, whether migration to the
Tashkent region was voluntary or forced, it led to a diversification of ethnic
groups, with peoples from all parts of the Soviet Union represented in the
Uzbek capital region.”” The Uzbek capital was becoming much more mul-
tiethnic in the 1930s, with numerous new Soviet minority groups moving
into the region and bringing a new level of diversity to the traditionally dual
Russian/Uzbek city.

Many of the migrants to Central Asia complained of harsh living condi-
tions and difficulties in adjusting to their new environment. Those from the
north had particular difficulty adjusting to the hot desert climate and the
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exotic nature of the city. A group of textile spinners from Moscow oblast,
for example, voiced bitter dissatisfaction upon their arrival. The workers
allegedly came to the city thinking they would build socialism and train the
new Uzbek working class in textile production. They viewed themselves as
the Russian “elder siblings” who hoped to show the path of revolutionary
prosperity to the native Uzbeks. Back at home, they almost certainly were
not the most skilled workers, but they nevertheless expected to be in posi-
tions of privilege in the upper echelons of Tashkent society because textile
production was the leading industry in the region. They certainly did not
anticipate being housed in the Old City among Uzbeks rather than in the
modern urban spaces of the Russian sections of the city. They expressed
dislike of their lives among Asian peoples about whom they knew little,
and they frequently complained about the unclean and uncultured condi-
tions of the Uzbek parts of city. One migrant worker, Pulatov, protested be-
ing housed in an Uzbek kibitka (mud hovel), where he and his family lived
without windows, doors, or sinks. To his dismay, he had to fetch water from
the nearby irrigation ditch and live just like his Uzbek neighbors in what he
described as an unhealthy environment. Pulatov concluded his complaint
by noting that Russian women and children could not withstand such harsh
surroundings and needed to be moved immediately from these conditions.
Only single men without families, he believed, could be expected to live in
such squalor.” However, since the majority of workers at the Textile Kom-
binat were women, advocating that only men live in this section of the city
was tantamount to demanding that no Russian workers live there. In mak-
ing his complaint, Pulatov identified Uzbeks as completely different and in-
ferior to Russians, who allegedly were accustomed to higher standards of
living. Even though he and others came to help “train” the Uzbeks, Pulatov
and others like him wanted little to do with their new Uzbek neighbors and
preferred to live a segregated lifestyle, as did the generation of Russian mi-
grants before him. So, despite the ethnic diversification that was occurring
in the Uzbek capital in the 1930s, Tashkent, traditionally a “dual city” with
separate Russian and Uzbek sections, remained as such in the early Soviet
era because city residents—Uzbeks and Russian—did not necessarily want
to live together.

Furthermore, most migrant workers had to be resourceful to improve
their difficult living conditions. Liudmila Frolova, a textile worker at the
Tashkent Textile Kombinat, lived on the street for months because the Kom-
binat lacked enough housing to settle the new cadre of workers it hoped to
attract. Tashkent, like cities across the Soviet Union, had a severe housing
crisis, and those who had recently arrived from the countryside or from a
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different republic were at the greatest disadvantage. Yet it was the Russians
of Tashkent who complained the loudest about housing shortages and poor
living conditions because they—not the Uzbeks of the city—lacked local
community and family structures that could provide them with assistance
that the state often could not. In an ironic footnote, many of these Soviet-
era Slavic migrants lived in worse physical conditions than the Uzbek
neighbors whose lives they had intended to “improve”; the Soviet system
could not meet the needs of the increasing number of new residents in the
city, while longtime residents remained in traditional homes and neighbor-
hoods where their families had lived for generations. Water pumps, public
baths, and other essentials of life might not have been “modern” in these
traditionally Uzbek areas, but at least they existed, which was not necessar-
ily true in the new Soviet sections of the city. Thus, the standard of living for
many Uzbek families in the Old City was in some ways superior, a notion
that Party officials and urban planners had difficulty acknowledging.

Fears over the rise of homelessness, especially of young children who
spent their days hawking cigarettes or alcohol in the city’s bazaars, also
reinforced Tashkent’s pre-revolutionary reputation as the crime capital of
Central Asia." Fitzroy MacLean, a Moscow-based British diplomat, stated
that residents of Uzbekistan were obsessed with rising crime rates in the re-
public’s capital in 1937-1938. Upon his arrival at the train station in the Uz-
bek capital, other travelers told him not to fall asleep outdoors in Tashkent
because “anything might happen to you.”” While Liudmila Frolova, the
textile worker, was living on the streets, all of her belongings were stolen.
Tashkent was not an ideal socialist city, with harmonious relations between
ethnic and social groups, as depicted in Soviet propaganda of the time.
However, the region’s bazaars and rising crime rates became useful tools for
Party propagandists to illustrate the supposed backwardness of traditional
society. While collective farm markets proliferated across the Soviet Union
and served as an important food source, in Tashkent, they represented both
the chaos of capitalism and the primitiveness of the Central Asian past. In
the mindset of many local Russian officials, the Central Asian bazaar was
worse than the more developed capitalist department store or the small
private shop that Soviet trade institutions replaced in Russia, Ukraine, and
elsewhere.

Newspaper reports described the Central Asian market as a filthy
place where prices were unregulated and extremely high. Sellers often were
“criminals” who cheated both the state and their customers. In the Uzbek
SSR, where the majority of Russians lived in the cities and Uzbeks were ru-
ral collective farmers, class, racial, and ethnic antagonisms converged in



32 = IMAGINING A "CULTURED" TASHKENT

the Central Asian marketplace. The bazaar was not bad just because it was
a remnant of the capitalist past. The Slavic residents—mostly new arrivals
and factory workers—depended on the bazaar to a greater extent than did
their Central Asian counterparts, who often had courtyard gardens and
extended families near the city who could help secure food. Ideologues,
city officials, and some residents viewed the market negatively because it
remained a symbol of capitalism and of lingering Uzbek power in a region
where Central Asians had long controlled the food supply and where they
allegedly still made life in the socialist state more difficult.”

The Purges and the Reinvigoration of Tashkent Planning

The general dissatisfaction of the public with living standards, food short-
ages, and poor working conditions continued to simmer throughout the
late 1930s. However, city officials in 1937 found easy scapegoats for these ur-
ban problems in Tashkent, as they did elsewhere, by identifying disloyal
government figures and criminals who allegedly sabotaged the steady ur-
banization of Tashkent and kept the city from becoming the “forepost”
of the Soviet East. Enemies of the Soviet state and specifically the Uzbek
people were identified as promoting ethnic animosities throughout Central
Asia and fostering rapidly declining standards of living and food shortages.
Party officials accused “wreckers” of corruption and halting the provision
of basic services to the people of Tashkent with the goal of fomenting dis-
content among the population. The Stalinist purges hit the Uzbek Com-
munist Party particularly hard in 1938, with 70.8 percent of Party officials
in district Party committees removed and a drastic decrease in ethnic Uz-
bek membership in the Communist Party.” The share of Uzbeks who were
Party members or candidates fell from 58.1 percent in 1936 to 47 percent
by 1939."® Overall Party membership in Uzbekistan declined drastically in
the mid-1930s, from 81,612 members in 1933 to a low of 28,458 in 1936 and
29,934 in 1937. Membership rose to 35,087 in 1939 but had not yet returned
to 1933 levels before World War I1.” During the purges in Uzbekistan, the
most prominent people to fall were Fayzullah Khojaev, chair of the Uzbek
Sovnarkom (Council of the People’s Commissars), and Akmal Ikramov,
first secretary of the Uzbek Communist Party, who were relieved of their
duties in June and September 1937, respectively. Found guilty as enemies of
the people along with Bukharin and Yagoda and other “Old Bolsheviks” at
an infamous show trial, Stalin had them executed in 1938.2°

Khojaev and Tkramov’s collaborators in Tashkent were accused of de-
stroying the economy of and the food supply chain into Tashkent, as well
as slowing down the “beautification” of the city.* The lack of road mainte-
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nance (or even construction) left gaping holes in the streets, while the tram
system had been neither repaired nor expanded, thereby impeding travel
within the city center and between the center and the outskirts.?? The news-
paper Pravda Vostoka identified Yulchi Igamberdy, secretary of the Tash-
kent Oblast Yangi-Yol district committee, as especially dangerous, accus-
ing him of organizing a band of eleven men who “ignited” ethnic conflict
between recent settlers in Tashkent oblast and local residents.” Tashkent
was said to be encircled by “wreckers,” most of whom were identified as
Uzbeks who actively fostered animosity in the city, in the countryside, and
between the city and rural areas. At the height of the purges, the Tashkent
region was described as being at war with Uzbek “bourgeois nationalists”
and the enemy elements that surrounded the city, destroyed its transporta-
tion network, and controlled the region’s food supply.?* The purge of these
men symbolized the end to the lingering pre-Stalinist power base of Uzbek
Party leaders—many of whom were raised in the pre-Soviet Jadid tradition.
Equally important, it brought about a new leadership in Tashkent that was
much more closely tied to Moscow and the Stalin revolution, not to any
potential local Communist Party power broker.

Pravda Vostoka and Qizil O’zbekiston, the Uzbek-language daily news-
paper, were silent about the change in leadership in 1937. Usman Yusupov
simply appeared as the first secretary of the Communist Party of Uzbeki-
stan in October 1937. New leaders were immediately presented as loyal,
well-trained communists who would lead Tashkent toward true socialist
construction without the delays and inconveniences that their predecessors
supposedly caused. Yusupov, a loyal follower of Stalin, was a typical prod-
uct of the Stalinist political system. Born in 1900 in the Fergana Valley, he
joined the Communist Party in 1926 while working at a cotton-processing
factory. He quickly became a secretary in the Tashkent Party organization
in 1927 and then received a promotion to the position of third secretary of
the Uzbek Communist Party in 1929. Lacking formal education until 1934,
he moved to Moscow to study Marxism-Leninism, only to return to Tash-
kent in late 1936.2° Abduzhabar Abdurakhmanov, the new chair of the Uz-
bek Sovnarkom, followed a similar path to Russia before returning to the
highest levels of the Uzbek Communist Party. A Tashkenter, he entered the
party as a twenty-one-year-old factory worker in 1928. From 1935 to 1938, he
studied at the Ivanov Industrial Institute and then returned to Uzbekistan
to take up his new post.*®

These men epitomized the new Soviet Uzbek citizen, who “decisively”
struggled against enemies of the past. They were not tied to the pre-
revolutionary political or cultural reform struggles and therefore depended
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on Moscow for their rise to positions of power. They also were more closely
identified with the center and its ideal of creating a modern Tashkent, with
specific Russian notions of modernity receiving greater emphasis. Mostly
from humble backgrounds, the members of this new generation of Party
leaders were products of the Soviet education system in the 1930s, with its
values of Soviet/European kul’turnost’* In effect, the purges and the rise of
these new men told Soviet citizens that socialism had not caused Tashkent’s
infrastructure problems. Former Party leaders, closely tied to Tashkent’s
feudal, capitalistic, or religious past, had allegedly caused the harsh living
and working conditions in the city.

After ousting republic-level leaders in Uzbekistan, the Stalinist system
then took aim at officials on the city and district level. Local architects Ste-
pan Polupanov, F. I. Dolgov, and A. I. Pavlov were singled out for failing
to develop socialist Uzbek national architecture and for causing the dete-
rioration of living standards for Uzbeks in the city.® The designers of the
previous two plans for the reconstruction of Tashkent came under attack in
1938. Alexander Sil’chenkov, who had proposed creating a large urban park
on the site of the Old City in the 1929 reconstruction plan, was accused of
wasting “hundreds of thousands of rubles” in an unrealistic urban plan that
called for the eviction of “tens of thousands” of workers from their homes
in the Old City.* N. N. Semenov, who wrote the plan for 1933-1937, was criti-
cized for his vision of Tashkent. His plan called for creating a utopian “Nar-
komat Prospekt,” a street containing only government buildings, and for
placing the headquarters of administrative organizations and republic-level
ministries of Uzbekistan along Navoi Street, the central artery that was
expanded in the 1929 plan to connect Tashkent’s Red Square with the Old
City. According to Semenov’s critics, this plan was enormously expensive
and called for the demolition of existing housing in a city already experi-
encing a terrible housing shortage.*

At a conference of the Uzbek Architects’ Union in 1937, Aleksandr
Kuznetsov, who would soon head the Mosoblproekt design team to develop
the new Tashkent city plan, highlighted the fact that previous planners had
all aimed to tear down the Old City, which not only compounded housing
shortages but also destroyed the traditional neighborhoods and local cus-
toms. This approach, he claimed, was not the purpose of socialist urbaniza-
tion, which aimed instead to transform the region and its traditions for the
benefit of its local inhabitants, not to bring destruction to them. He argued
that the failure to consider the needs or desires of the population had im-
peded all previous efforts to transform the city into a modern urban space
and had the potential to turn residents against urban development pro-
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grams from which they did not see any near-term benefits. Consequently,
Kuznetsov and others declared that local residents must be included in the
planning and design process, which would give them a greater stake in ur-
ban reconstruction and in Soviet life in general.

The criticisms leveled against these previous planners prompted Polu-
panov, who had survived the purges relatively intact, to propose renovations
to his existing buildings in Tashkent. As described earlier, Polupanov, a
constructivist architect from Kharkov, designed the Tashkent Government
House on the Uzbek capital’s Red Square in the early 1930s. To the modern-
ist design of the original building he had already added columns, a double
tribunal for holiday demonstrations, and a granite pedestal for its Lenin
statue. These changes had been undertaken to make the building seem
“monumental,” and in many ways they mirrored the architectural forms
that had been sanctioned during the socialist reconstruction of Moscow.
Experimentation in urban design in the late 1930s was no longer a compo-
nent of city planning, as it had been earlier in the decade. However, with the
well-publicized reconstruction of Moscow in the mid-1930s and the publicly
declared need to take local norms into consideration, in 1940 Polupanov re-
vised the Government House yet again by transforming the interior of the
building into a celebrated work of Soviet Uzbek national architecture. Writ-
ing in the journal Arkhitektura SSSR, Polupanov stated that architects in
Uzbekistan needed to study traditional examples of Uzbek ornamentation
and incorporate them into the mainstream of Soviet architecture.

In applying this technique to the Government House, Polupanov de-
creed that, with its stress on neoclassicism, the basic form of the redesigned
building was “socialist” but that its decorations sprang from the “progres-
sive” Uzbek past, an indication that Islamic decorative details had no place
in this new architecture. In achieving this merger of socialist (universal)
and Uzbek (particularistic) architecture, Polupanov focused on the trans-
formation of the interior of the building, not on the exterior, as he had
done a few years earlier. He added a second-floor balcony with pillars un-
derneath and placed additional columns throughout the room to recall the
neoclassical designs of Moscow. To make the room “Uzbek,” he decorated
the walls, ceilings, and columns with rosettes, signifying the importance of
agriculture to Uzbekistan. Detailed carvings of cotton bolls, cotton stems,
and cotton leaves covered the walls.” Thus, despite decrees to promote in-
dustrialization in the Uzbek region, the symbols adorning the new Soviet
administrative offices in the republic remained tied firmly to agriculture.

With the cotton designs, Polupanov came up with a clear “recipe” for
Uzbek national architecture. Polupanov, under severe criticism for his con-
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structivist past, converted the Government House into a model of Soviet
Uzbek architecture. He followed this achievement with the Uzbek pavil-
ion, “a juxtaposition of delicate regional patterns and massive classical el-
ements,” built for the Moscow All-Union Agricultural Exhibition.*> With
these designs, Polupanov created a standardized format for Uzbek national
architecture that lasted for years. Suddenly, architects from across the Soviet
Union could easily design buildings for Uzbekistan even if they had never
set foot in Central Asia. Ethnic Uzbeks remained rare in design bureaus
and even at architecture training institutes at this time, so Soviet Uzbek ar-
chitecture of the late 1930s was based on what central planners in (or from)
Russia viewed as the Uzbek past. Although the revolution purportedly had
“liberated” Uzbeks from colonial rule, Russians continued to develop the
image of the new Uzbek capital just as they had in the tsarist period. And,
it was largely Russian academics—anthropologists, sociologists, and histo-
rians—who helped determine what constituted Uzbek cultural character-
istics. Even as they employed anticolonial rhetoric, Soviet planners in fact
designed cityscapes similar to those that French and British designers had
conceived for the urban areas of Egypt, India, and Algeria.*® They also repli-
cated some colonial methodologies across the Soviet landscape in the ways
they went about designing these revolutionary urban spaces. The difference,
however, is that it was not just Uzbek cities that were undergoing this pro-
cess; diverse parts of Russia, too, were being transformed along the same
ideological lines.

The Mosoblproekt Proposal

In developing an urban design for Central Asia, delegates to the Uzbek Ar-
chitects” Union congress in 1938 declared that Tashkent lacked buildings
of historical significance. Unlike Samarkand or Bukhara, with their long
and established roles as major Silk Road cities and distinguished structures
such as Samarkand’s Registan, Tashkent was considered a city of mud-brick
buildings with little character or importance. This declaration provided
planners with a free hand in transforming the city. According to the resolu-
tion of the congress, the Architects’ Union collectively agreed that Tash-
kent lagged behind most Soviet cities in its level of “modern development.”
They described Tashkent as a “backward” place that did not resemble a
capital city at all but looked more like the typical Uzbek kishlak, or rural
village. Formerly a provincial town with sections that were directly from
the “Middle Ages,” Tashkent had mud-and-straw structures in its Old City
that would need to be removed immediately if the Uzbek capital was going
to become a city of monumental architecture and industrialized construc-
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tion.** Construction plans focused on the Old City, and these plans could, if
implemented correctly, transform the lives of the city’s residents not just by
providing a new environment but also by making model socialist men and
women of the city’s diverse population.

The agreement between the Tashkent Gorispolkom and Mosoblproekt
set the budget for developing the reconstruction plan at just under 1.2 mil-
lion rubles. A needs analysis for the city, the development of a new plan, and
the approval process were to be completed by December 1938.% Like other
Soviet cities, Tashkent required “planned” growth; therefore, the project
included a proposed breakdown by social origin and profession of future
migrants to Tashkent. The target was for 52 percent of Tashkenters to be
involved in industry and transportation, 9 percent were to be employees
of political and economic institutions, 19 percent were to work in cultural
or scientific professions, 9 percent were to be involved in construction, and
11 percent would be working in other professions.*® With these population
caps, Tashkent would no longer suffer from unforeseen population in-
creases resulting from the migration of unskilled groups or peasants fleeing
rural poverty. Planners tried to manage Tashkent’s population to create a
pool of residents that represented the most modern and advanced profes-
sions of the twentieth century. Professions such as garbage collectors, cus-
todians, or plumbers—important jobs in a modern city—were not listed be-
cause they did not fit the image of an educated and elite urban population,
while vague professions, such as “scientific workers” or “cultural figures,”
were prominent among the future population estimates. These guidelines
had more than symbolic significance because they were geared to provide
city officials with the ability to manage and monitor the urban population.
With such detailed specifications for Tashkent’s future residents, refashion-
ing urban spaces not only concerned architecture and physical places but
also gave officials the ability to decide who should live in the city, what they
would do in the city, and where they would reside in the Uzbek capital.

The Mosoblproekt project also created industrial zoning regulations,
with machine building and metallurgical operations to be located in north-
ern Tashkent. The traditionally Uzbek section of the city was earmarked as
an area for the production of agricultural equipment. Steam-engine repair
facilities were to be located near the railroad, while the Tashkent Textile
Kombinat anchored the textile-producing area to the southwest.” Tashkent
needed to have certain types of factories, those that would mark its entrance
into the modern age of the twentieth century. Interestingly, the production
of agricultural equipment was placed in the traditionally Uzbek area of the
city, silently reinforcing the image of Uzbeks as being occupied primarily
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with agriculture, while Russians labored in metallurgy, textile production,
transportation, and heavy industry in the European sections of the city.*®
These traditional associations between ethnic groups and primary activities
in the public imagination continued despite efforts to expand Uzbek par-
ticipation in industrial labor. The state declared the liberation of the Uzbek
people and the creation of an Uzbek working class but advanced policies
that reinforced the opposite impression. Despite the declared goal of creat-
ing an anticolonial, modern, and multiethnic city, urban planners’ perhaps
subconscious pigeonholing of Uzbek society placed immediate barriers to
the realization of this goal of social unity.

In addition, Mosoblproekt decreed that the development of Navoi
Street, the major thoroughfare that ran from the administrative center into
the Old City, would constitute the first phase of the reconstruction proj-
ect. The Gorispolkom wanted quick construction of four-story apartment
buildings on this street in order to house those who worked in the impor-
tant industries and organizations of Tashkent.* In reviewing a detailed
three-year plan for the street’s growth, G. Berlichev of the Uzbek Architects’
Union proposed the construction of a mixture of housing and administra-
tive buildings for both republic- and union-level institutions.** To become
the Uzbek equivalent of Moscow’s Gorky Street, the Soviet version of New
York’s Fifth Avenue or Paris’s Champs-Elysées, Tashkent’s main avenue
needed high-caliber occupants in impressive buildings to contrast with its
existing modest architecture. However, Berlichev did not see his proposal
as similar to the condemned “Narkomat Prospekt” because it combined a
mixture of residential and administrative buildings, ostensibly to allow Uz-
beks to live among some of the most prestigious government institutions of
the city. He also argued that the reconstruction of Navoi became the first at-
tempt to break down the byt (way of life) of the Uzbek residents and entice
them into the Soviet city."

Unfortunately, except for the plan to demolish traditional Uzbek houses,
it was never determined how this transformation of the Uzbek way of life
would occur, especially since Uzbeks were not highly represented among
employees in the institutions that planned to build on Navoi Street. None-
theless, there was a general agreement that if one lived among “cultured”
buildings one would automatically become “cultured.” Soviet urban plan-
ners believed that transforming Tashkent into a modern European-Russian
urban space itself would give sufficient incentive to Uzbeks to undergo per-
sonal conversions into modern citizens with Soviet rather than traditional
(Islamic, feudal, or capitalistic) values.

However, although Tashkent was the center of Soviet Central Asia, its
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residents, especially Uzbeks, were not necessarily the focus of the social-
ist city. Mosoblproekt delegates rarely entertained Uzbeks’ desires or com-
plaints, despite Kuznetsov’s specific instructions to do so. Planners from
Moscow came to investigate the geology, geography, and economy of the
region but not the need to house large Central Asian families, how Uzbeks
used domestic space, or how Central Asians themselves constructed build-
ings. This failure to involve the city’s population was not unique to Tash-
kent. The Russian residents of Moscow also had little say in how their city
was being transformed. However, the difference was that the Mosoblproekt
planners were designing for a city and culture with which they were not
necessarily familiar, while Muscovites could more easily fit into the new
vision for Soviet Moscow. The need to adapt Soviet construction to local
norms in fact was not considered because the new Tashkent supposedly
would transcend regional peculiarities rather than be controlled by them.
Soviet planners had strong faith that transforming physical spaces would
lead to the transformation of society. Therefore, urban designers neither de-
sired nor recognized the need to study local cultural traditions.

Transforming Housing

Recognizing the low standard of living in the city, the Mosoblproekt plan
also addressed the housing crisis by calling for large-scale apartment con-
struction that would combine industrialized methods, local supplies, and
Uzbek decorative motifs.*> Although they made some alterations because
of differences in climate and geography, Moscow-based planners generally
used standard housing designs from other regions of the Soviet Union in
construction along the main arteries of Tashkent, particularly along Navoi
Street, which would serve as a main parade route from the Old City to Red
Square and the main administrative districts of Tashkent. These new apart-
ment buildings were largely three- or four-story neoclassical structures
similar in appearance to those going up along Moscow’s Gorky Street, the
Soviet capital’s main thoroughfare. Despite complaints that multistory
buildings were unsuitable for the hot Central Asian climate and the city’s
location in an earthquake zone, Mosoblproekt declared that Tashkent
was to be a city of four-story apartment buildings and noted that multi-
story buildings were needed to curb the city’s sprawling growth. Kuznetsov
and others argued that with the current population growth and the rising
number of single-family homes, Tashkent threatened to cover an enormous
geographic area unless decisive action was taken immediately.*’ Tall build-
ings would allow the city to install basic municipal services (transportation,
water, electricity) more easily and cost effectively because planners could
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concentrate these resources in a small geographic area and not attempt to
spread them across a dispersed urban space. Without overtly admitting the
difficulty of outfitting a growing city during rapid industrialization in the
19308, Mosoblproekt indicated that “enemy infiltration” was perhaps not
the sole reason for Tashkent’s cramped and filthy environment. Tashkent
was simply expanding outward and doing so too quickly.

The Gorispolkom resolved that Tashkent was to be a compact urban
center, not a spread-out “urban village” of chaotically arranged mud-brick
homes. Tall buildings would make the city look like a European urban
space and provide Tashkenters with easy access to Soviet institutions of cul-
tural enlightenment. For example, planners decreed that an enormous city
of one-story homes would make it impossible to build a “cultured” urban
space in Central Asia because residents would have to travel twenty kilome-
ters to the closest drama theater, an essential component of this new Soviet
culture.** By building multistory apartment structures in the Uzbek capi-
tal, Soviet planners hoped to “modernize” the Uzbeks, although they could
never quite explain why such buildings were “modern.” However, the move
toward increasing height clearly was a response to the fear that Soviet cit-
ies, particularly Central Asian ones, were less advanced than their Western
European counterparts and, in some ways, had become even less modern in
the twentieth century. Marxist-Leninist theory was based on a teleological
course of history whereby societies went through successive stages of devel-
opment before arriving at socialism and eventually communism. Urban life
was considered more advanced than rural life, and the future establishment
of communism was tied to urbanism.* Time and effort could not be wasted
in the campaign to transform Central Asians into modern urbanites.

Four-story apartment buildings—tall structures for the region at the
time—Ilikewise were important because most modern twentieth-century
urban areas had multistory buildings. After all, Moscow had tall structures
and, as an Architects’ Union resolution decreed, Tashkent needed to fol-
low the Moscow model.*® In a report to the Gorispolkom, Kuznetsov antici-
pated that Soviet planning would enable 78 percent of city residents to live
in multistory apartment buildings by 1953, while 22 percent of Tashkenters
would remain in two-story apartment buildings or single-family homes. In
this manner, urban planning would facilitate a “fundamental break” with
the housing practices of the past and a transformation in how Tashkenters
lived their lives, with the Uzbek extended family diminishing to more of a
Soviet nuclear one.” In addition, with the construction of taller buildings,
new schools, and hospitals along the main streets of the Old Town, the Uz-
bek and Russian sections of the city soon would be similar in appearance,
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thereby signifying the unification of a bifurcated Eurasian city into a single
Soviet urban space. In promoting tall apartment buildings, the Tashkent
reconstruction plan attempted to banish the mud-brick home that impe-
rial and Soviet administrators, ethnographers, and even tourists had deni-
grated since Russian soldiers entered the city in 1865.

In Soviet Tashkent, there also would be no distinction between Rus-
sians and Uzbeks in the type of housing they received or in the location
of their housing unit. All residents of the “unified” Soviet capital of Uz-
bekistan were to live in similar spaces without distinction.*® This ideal of
apartment units housing small families underscored the basic Marxist-
Leninist notion that history had led humans from feudalism to capitalism
and then to socialism, before finally reaching communism. Just as Russians
were described as more advanced than Uzbeks in this progression through
history, Russian-style apartments for small nuclear families were seen as
more advanced than Central Asian mud-brick homes. As the vanguard of
the revolutionary state, the Russian people and the Communist Party of-
ficially provided assistance to the “lesser-developed” peoples of the Soviet
Union to achieve communism. Urbanization was a central part of this So-
viet transformation project, one no less important than industrialization or
collectivization.

However, a shortage of construction materials severely hampered the
building of “modern” homes, whether they were individual structures or
apartment buildings. The Architects’ Union complained that Uzbekistan
depended on Russia for steel, cement, wood, trucks, and other supplies,
causing the Uzbek branch of Gosplan and the Tashkent Gorispolkom to
propose developing a construction material trust to serve the city.*” In the
meantime, materials for “mass” construction were also in short supply,
while the scarcity of paper even interrupted the design of individual build-
ings. Tashkent officials attempted to create a new modern image for the city
but lacked the basic infrastructure needed for implementing this plan. Such
a large urbanization project required massive investment in the region’s
transportation and construction industries, which was still years away.

In 1940, Mitkhat Bulatov, the newly appointed Tashkent city architect
at the Gorispolkom, was criticized for not “forcing” the construction of tall
buildings on the city’s main streets. Interestingly, Bulatov was a Tatar, not
an Uzbek or a Russian, indicating that the Soviet regime followed the impe-
rial Russian practice of installing Tatar bureaucrats as intermediaries be-
tween the state and the local Central Asian population. In Soviet Tashkent,
it was a Tatar, an ethnic group traditionally more Russianized and secular
than most Uzbeks, who helped to control and refashion Uzbek cities and
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society, as had his predecessors in the imperial bureaucracy.® Furthermore,
Bulatov, like Yusupov, was a man of the “class of 1938,” who rose up through
Soviet educational institutions—in Bulatov’s case, the Leningrad Civil En-
gineering Institute—and came to power after the purges.” Nonetheless,
despite Bulatov’s Soviet background and prominence, a local architect ac-
cused him of not monitoring the “eviction” process along Tashkent’s recon-
structed streets, noting that Uzbek residents were indeed moved from the
vicinity of Navoi Street but often to plots on which they built new one-story
mud-brick homes.*

Barely a year after the general plan had become the official “law” of ur-
ban development in Tashkent and Bulatov was put in charge of its imple-
mentation, this displeased architect called for its revision because no one
followed the plan. The tremendous need to house a growing population and
to find shelter for evicted residents clearly compounded the difficulties of
transforming the Old City. Frantic appeals by Bulatov and the Gorispolkom
to planning agencies, commissariats, and factories to adhere strictly to the
plan went unmet, and these institutions built housing and factories wher-
ever it was in their interest to do so. Sometimes they built unsanctioned
production spaces right in the city center, where schools or parks had been
planned. At other times, they just gave plots of land away for workers to
build their own houses. Soviet construction bureaus clearly could not han-
dle all of the tasks associated with the urban renewal. The 1937-1939 “Gen-
eral Plan for the Reconstruction of Tashkent” created a non-Soviet urban
space with squalid shantytowns, polluting textile plants, and winding nar-
row pathways within the borders of the city as an unintended by-product of
the effort to create a model socialist city environment with its classical-style
buildings, wide avenues, and beautiful parks. As a result, although they
had a plan for socialist reconstruction and the city was supposedly becom-
ing “more Soviet,” the lives of Tashkent citizens did not necessarily get any
better.

Forging a “Cultured City"

Party officials commonly expressed frustration at the difficulties of mak-
ing Tashkent into a “cultured” city.” Despite citywide hygiene education
and propaganda campaigns in factories, neighborhoods, and schools,
many people remained unable to wash their clothes or clean their living
spaces with fresh water. Most residents had access only to contaminated
irrigation ditches, and pollution increased as urban growth intensified.*
The Gorispolkom also proved powerless to remove urban waste (human,
industrial, and animal) from the city center.”® With its filthy workers’ bar-
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racks, mounds of rotting garbage, and continued reliance on animal-drawn
transport, Tashkent was far from an ideal urban space.”® The rates of pre-
ventable and infectious diseases reached high levels, with malaria, tuber-
culosis, dysentery, and diphtheria as major causes of death in the city.”
The Tashkent state sanitation inspector singled out food-processing plants,
especially meat-packing facilities, where unhygienic practices and factory
waste caused serious illness in the city.”® If planners believed that a model
Navoi Street would positively transform the “way of life” of Uzbek residents,
would living in urban squalor have the opposite effect?

Planners wanted to make Tashkent into a “cultured” city as part of the
Soviet effort to transform workers or peasants into the new Soviet man and
woman, who would be strong, hardworking, athletic citizens with good
manners. Cultured Tashkenters were its Stakhanovite workers, exemplar
students or healthy soldiers who were willing to destroy the enemies of
the Soviet Union but also enjoyed evenings of opera and theater. On the
other hand, uncultured citizens faced criticism for possessing no desire to
improve and educate themselves, thereby remaining outside of Soviet so-
ciety. Russian urban planners particularly identified Uzbeks for failing to
live up to this “cultured” ideal. Russian delegates to the Architects’ Union
congress in Tashkent in April 1937 attacked the traditional Uzbek teahouse
for playing too large a role in the Central Asian lifestyle, occasionally even
comparing teahouses to brothels. Rude habits and bad manners, such as
spitting, were equated with traditional “Uzbek” behaviors, such as eating
with one’s hands and relaxing on the floor. All three purportedly thrived
in the teahouse environment.” Official discourse commonly described old-
style teahouses as filled with stufty air and smoky fumes; visitors “lounged”
away their time and employees engaged in illegal trade.®® Delegates argued
that Uzbeks would no longer accept such conditions if they became familiar
with the more “healthy” environment of the Tashkent workers’ clubs, which
the city’s Russian-speaking population purportedly visited. Such criticism
of native cultures recalls imperial Russian visions of the region and West-
ern European attitudes toward local customs in the colonial world, indicat-
ing that negative Soviet interpretations of Asian areas were part of a pan-
European perception of Asians and others.” It reflected Soviet ideology’s
place in the history of European thought and tradition.

However, Soviet architects and agitators believed that they could over-
come this problem of segregated areas for relaxation if they incorporated
nonreligious Uzbek decorations into the clubs, thereby fusing the So-
viet workers’ club with traditional community institutions to create “red
teahouses.”™? These institutions were attached to factories and seen as ideal
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places to adapt Uzbek traditions to the Soviet era.®® The red teahouse at the
Kaganovich factory was built as a “proper” place for Uzbeks to relax. It was
clean, contained newspapers, and showed films, which reportedly were
popular among the workers and residents of the adjacent mahalla, or Uzbek
neighborhood. A red teahouse in Tashkent’s Oktiabr district was described
as an example of proper Soviet “culture,” with musical instruments, clean
rugs, and a “red corner,” where Soviet literature was available. However,
despite their existence and Party activists’ celebration of Uzbeks frequent-
ing such places, officials expressed frustration that Central Asians wanted
only to drink tea and relax there but not participate in programs that would
help them better understand Soviet ideology. Naturally, members of Tash-
kent’s various ethnic groups at times wanted rest without agitation, but Uz-
beks came under particular attack for spending too much time in leisure at
teahouses, while Russian workers were seen as more disciplined and effi-
cient. Officials clearly were dissatisfied with Uzbeks who were just entering
into the new Soviet institutions of Tashkent. Instead, they wanted the full
participation of all in the cultural life of these Soviet Uzbek spaces, which
would speed up the transformation of Central Asians into Soviet people.
Furthermore, changing Uzbek habits did not simply involve the Russifi-
cation of Uzbek culture, although that certainly was a part of it. Soviet offi-
cials had hallowed images of the ideal Soviet citizen, and all groups—ethnic
and social—were supposed to strive to achieve this ideal at least to some ex-
tent. “Being Uzbek” was not necessarily the problem in itself. The dilemma
was that certain Uzbek cultural traits were defined as backward and were
seen as impediments to the modernization of Soviet Central Asian society.
Newly arrived urban workers from the Russian countryside, many of them
former peasants, also were “backward” and needed to repudiate provincial
cultural norms—such as not bathing or remaining under the influence of
religion—which Soviet agitators, health workers, and educators identified
as uncultured. All provincial traits needed to be excised from the Tashkent
urban working class, regardless of whether they were backward Russian,
Uzbek, or other customs. In this process, however, Uzbek citizens of the So-
viet Union needed to become less particularly Asian in their habits because
these Asian markers of uniqueness signified their supposed lack of devel-
opment and identified them as provincial. If Uzbek residents of Tashkent
moved out of their traditional homes, changed their manner of dress, and
began to enjoy theater and other forms of high urban culture—just like the
Russian workers eventually would—Uzbeks too could advance along the
course of history to a higher level of cultural development. Consequently,
“modernizing” the Uzbeks was part of a general campaign in the Soviet
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Union to refashion humans to meet the idealized view of the citizen of a
socialist state and to help all inhabitants of the Soviet Union move closer to
realizing communism. Urban Russian workers were at the top of the hier-
archy of Soviet society and were closest to this image of “cultured” Soviet
citizens, while Russian peasants and “backward” Central Asians occupied
inferior positions. This Soviet hierarchical structure dictated that newly ar-
rived workers needed to be less peasantlike, that Siberian peoples needed to
be less provincial or “stagnant,” and that Uzbeks needed to be less “particu-
lar” in order to meet the ideal image of the Soviet citizen. The Soviet state
ran an all-encompassing campaign to modernize every area of and each
person within the Soviet Union.** Creating a model Tashkent was just one
part of this project.

A Unified “Park” City

One of the long-standing Soviet goals in Tashkent was the unification of
the Uzbek and Russian sections of the city. Planners argued that unifica-
tion would occur if the reconstruction project erased the physical differ-
ences between the two communities. Massive construction that incorpo-
rated industrial methods would replace Old Tashkent, an agglomeration
of one-story homes. Streets needed widening and lengthening, and, where
possible, sections of the Old City were to be connected directly by tram to
the major factories of Tashkent.®® Even if industry had yet to be built in the
Old City, Mosoblproekt wanted Uzbek residents to be more closely tied to
the technologically advanced areas of Tashkent through main avenues and
public transportation systems that gave residents direct access to the mo-
dernity that was nearby.

The Architects’ Union continued to criticize Western European colo-
nial systems for not adapting and improving conditions for the indigenous
residents of colonial cities.® For its part, the Party leadership in Moscow
wanted all Tashkenters to be touched by the reconstruction project and de-
sired maximum participation of Tashkent’s Uzbek residents in the rebuild-
ing process. After all, the Soviet state was creating the new Soviet city for
their benefit. However, since officials believed that many Tashkenters did
not understand this altruistic aspect of the reconstruction effort, Moso-
blproekt proposed that Tashkent follow the example of Moscow, Leningrad,
and Kiev, which, “according to the conditions of the reconstruction, pos-
sessed the right to evict residents from main streets that were under renova-
tion without providing them with new apartments or paying compensation
except for the loss of their personal [and immovable] property.”” Rebuild-
ing the central areas of the Old City was a top priority, and nothing would
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be allowed to impede this effort, especially those residents who did not
want to live in this refashioned Soviet capital of Uzbekistan. Even so, since
the project would focus on Navoi and a few other main streets and would
not provide housing or compensation for evicted residents, one could argue
that the much-criticized Western European colonial construction was, in
fact, exactly the same approach that Soviet planners took. In creating the
Stalinist city, they built a new urban space that did not touch everyone in a
positive way.

Given Tashkent’s location in the desert, the expansion of irrigation
canals and the establishment of gardens took on enormous importance.
Studying and subsequently altering the city’s “micro-climate” became an
essential component of the reconstruction plan. This effort showed that the
Stalinist state cared for its citizens’ health by reducing the impact of sum-
mer heat and, more importantly, that it had the power to alter the forces
of nature. The general plan for reconstruction of the city called for the ex-
pansion of city parkland to make Tashkent one of the “greenest” cities in
the entire world.®® Tashkent’s squares and parks would serve as multiethnic
meeting points and public areas for demonstrations of Soviet power. Flow-
ing fountains of water were essential for showcasing Soviet technology’s ir-
rigation projects as well as for providing an oasis of coolness in the Central
Asian heat. Parkland served distinct propaganda purposes in promoting in-
terethnic ties and showcasing Soviet achievement in controlling the desert.

Bulatov early on had criticized Mosoblproekt’s program for its lack of a
large “Soviet-style park.” He thought that Red Square, the symbolic center
of power, needed to dominate the city. However, during public holidays, its
small size limited the number of military units that could march, while the
Government House, a three-story building, was not large enough to serve
as the administrative center of the Uzbek SSR.® Bulatov also disapproved of
Mosoblproekt’s failure to incorporate enough greenery and water into the
central administrative area of the city.”” Water needed to flow from foun-
tains, canals, and pools to reflect the beauty of the newly reconstructed city.
Describing water as a “mirror” that could both isolate Red Square from the
urban bustle and convey its importance as the center of the city, Bulatov
called on Mosoblproekt to rework its (largely unchanged) vision of this
area.”! He argued that Red Square did not dominate the city but was domi-
nated by it.”2

Bulatov’s solution to the problem of parkland was to design Komso-
mol Lake in the newly established Stalin Park of Culture. This well-ordered
European-style park, complete with artificial lake (fed by a canal), created a
common recreation area for all nationalities of Tashkent. Importantly, the
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park bordered the traditional Central Asian Besh Agach region on one side
and swept toward the Ankhor Canal and the newer Russian part of the city
on the other. The complex replaced a dusty, dry, and “haphazardly” con-
structed settlement of mud houses, shops, and bazaars. As such, the new
complex was celebrated in the Soviet Uzbek press as an important step-
ping stone toward the transformation of Tashkent into a unified, rational,
and industrial city, worthy of its status as a republican capital of the Soviet
Union. However, once again, the Soviet planners reacted to the practice of
building park spaces in the colonial cities of Africa and Asia. As Anthony
King has noted, parks and recreation areas in colonial cities were geared to
separate populations and to create a barrier between the European sections
of the colonial city and the supposed filth of the native quarters. These areas
set the ancient apart from the modern. They were designed to awe indig-
enous residents (and the colonizers) into recognizing the achievement of
European societies.”” In Tashkent, however, officials made a specific effort
to note that Komsomol Park was not a division between the two sections of
the city but a place where the two communities could come together. Co-
lonial cities divided the urban population into a strict hierarchy, but Soviet
planners claimed that socialist cities in Asia, purported to be the epitome
of anticolonialism, would unite the region’s diverse people into one urban
population. In Tashkent’s Komsomol Park, sports and recreation facili-
ties were intended to improve the physical health of all Tashkenters, while
cultural institutions would help mold their minds. In addition to the lake,
with its swimming areas, boats, and bridges, the park included a seventeen-
hundred-meter railroad for children. Its trains, except for their small size,
were replicas of modern Soviet steam engines and cars; older children
served as the railway’s conductors, demonstrating that they too could par-
ticipate in socially useful labor and train for future careers. As Soviet tech-
nology transported children around the perimeter of the park, their parents
could stroll along tree-shaded paths, climb artificial hills, or watch films
in outdoor cinemas.” Officially, Komsomol Lake represented great Soviet
technological achievement and its potential to reorder nature. It created a
desegregated urban area for the rest and relaxation of the multiethnic Tash-
kent population, all in the name of showing care for the mental and physi-
cal health of the Soviet citizen.

In spite of the mantra for industrial construction, Komsomol members
used shovels and their hands to create a water park in the center of Tash-
kent.”” The Uzbek press celebrated the achievement of these enthusiastic
“hero builders,” who removed rocks, dug canals, and constructed a lake in
the middle of the desert. Using Soviet hydrotechnology and the initiative
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of its individual members, the Komsomol implemented the first large-scale
and most visible aspect of Tashkent’s reconstruction plan in record time.”
Soviet publications and Party officials described these Komsomol mem-
bers as having been transformed by their work. Altering the urban space
purportedly led to personal transformations, but having residents partici-
pate in the city’s rebirth was viewed as a faster track toward such conver-
sions. Planners believed that residents would, by directly participating in
the construction of “modern Tashkent,” raise their consciousness and be-
gin to understand the importance of the city’s renovation.”” Elite city plan-
ners guided the residents in renovating their city and showed Tashkenters
how such modern spaces would affect their lives. The underlying belief was
that the more Tashkenters understood about the goals of the city’s renova-
tion, the more involved in it they would become. And, the more active they
became in transforming the city, the faster their personal transformations
would take place.

Final Observations on the Mosoblproekt Proposal

The final reconstruction plan was published in Arkhitektura SSSR in 1939.7
Newspapers and journals subsequently published detailed reconstruction
plans for specific years and regions so that residents could understand that
fundamental changes were occurring, even if those changes had net yet
come to their specific neighborhood. Continuous propaganda on Tashkent’s
reconstruction plans served to involve the population in the rebuilding of
the city and the changing way of life (byt’) of the Uzbek capital. Newspaper
articles highlighted the abject poverty, the lack of health-care institutions,
and the differences between the Old and New Cities before the revolution
to provide reasons for the city’s continuing problems and to publicize the
enormous difficulties that the city allegedly was overcoming.” If one only
read the newspaper and never stepped outside, one might have thought that
Mosoblproekt had already created the socialist city.

The 1939 plan set general rules for reconstruction, called for the estab-
lishment of parks and theaters, and declared that the city should provide
basic urban services, but it did not include any details on how to implement
these changes. The initial phase of the reconstruction was to be completed
within five to seven years, but Mosoblproekt did not provide a detailed
roadmap of how to proceed in the first few years of socialist reconstruc-
tion.® The lack of a clear implementation program for the Mosoblproekt
proposal and a shortage of qualified architects, engineers, and builders (es-
pecially Uzbeks) impeded the realization of the plan. The delayed arrival of
material and construction workers from other regions of the Soviet Union
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also complicated the urban renewal project.® The Uzbek people were get-
ting their “own” capital city to showcase their equality in the Stalin era,
but it was designed and built by people from outside of Central Asia using
labor, equipment, and technology that was imported from Russia. Despite
its much-celebrated liberation from imperial Russian colonialism, the capi-
tal of Uzbekistan still greatly depended on the metropole for its continued
development and modernization.

The Architects’ Union also criticized Bulatov for being preoccupied
with other tasks. In addition to overseeing the reconstruction of Tashkent,
he was involved in the Sovietization of Samarkand and Bukhara, the build-
ing of the new Tashkent oblast city of Chirchik, and the construction of the
Great Fergana Canal.®* Indeed, Bulatov had too much work to do to super-
vise the details of what was being built in each individual region. The cen-
tralized structure of the reconstruction plan, in which a single architect and
a single bureau of the Gorispolkom were together responsible for the plan’s
implementation, complicated the realization of the project. Moreover, the
fact that Kuznetsov and the Mosoblproekt planning team lived and worked
in Moscow made the enactment of the plan more challenging. Kuznetsov
appeared in the city occasionally to promote the project before the Gorkom,
Gorispolkom, Central Committee, or Architects’ Union. Union members
particularly resented his absence in Tashkent because Kuznetsov called on
them not to “plan for paper” but to be actively involved in the construction
of their designs.®* Kuznetsov’s construction site was the entire city of Tash-
kent, but he too created a plan on paper and then moved back to Moscow to
work on other projects. The centralized system of urban planning in the So-
viet Union, in which central design agencies planned cities in regions with
which they had limited experience, complicated the reconstruction process.
Local architects, who had good knowledge of the region and of the difficul-
ties of creating an urban environment in the city, had reduced roles in the
development process. Instead, they struggled to understand the guidelines
of the general plan and to figure out how they could alter existing buildings
to conform to it.%

Construction also was impeded by the heavy population concentration
of this region, which consisted mostly of Uzbeks; all of the current residents
had to be moved before new streets could be built. In addition, the majority
of Tashkent’s prominent organizations categorically refused to move into
the reconstructed Old City, saying that building there was either too dif-
ficult or that they did not want to lose their “ties” to the rest of the city.*®
The Old Town did not possess the “comforts” or “culture” of the New City,
and the heads of Tashkent’s prominent organizations, staffed largely by
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Russians, preferred not to work or live in the formerly Muslim section of
the city. The language of their complaints implied a fear of being “exiled”
to a distant province, not simply across the city. The reconstruction plan,
ostensibly created to eliminate personal interests in urban development,
could not overcome the collective desires of individual industries and orga-
nizations. When called to act, few organizations were willing to make the
move across the Ankhor Canal, the traditional division between the Old
and the New City. Despite appeals to break down the division between the
Uzbek and Russian sections, ethnic segregation persisted. Tashkent plan-
ners wanted to unify the city, but residents preferred separate lives, at least
at the start of the city’s reconstruction effort. However, if Uzbeks were being
pushed out of this area during the reconstruction process and Russians did
not want to move into a formerly Uzbek area, for whom was this Stalinist
city being built? That question was on the minds of many residents but was
not publicly voiced for most of the next twenty years.

Finally, Mosoblproekt and the Architects’ Union proposed building an
outdoor museum devoted to Tashkent’s reconstruction; its purpose would
be to publicize the goals of the project and make institutions and others un-
derstand how they were supposed to participate in the urban renewal effort.
Although newspapers covered the fundamental changes that occurred in
Tashkent, planners believed that visitors should see actual models of pro-
jected streets, factories, and parks. If people understood that the Old City
would possess all the comforts of Soviet life, no one would hesitate to move
there. Exhibitions on the new Uzbek capital were to be shown throughout
the city, but planners were unsure what exactly could be contained in this
propaganda. Kuznetzov feared that the city’s security would be jeopardized
if too much information were disseminated. The need for open information
to involve and inform the population collided with the Soviet desire for se-
crecy. Planners wanted to share the plan with residents but were uncertain
of what they should tell them; it was a problem that undermined the over-
all goal of actively involving city residents in the transformation of urban
space and society.

Others believed that preserving Old City structures in an outdoor ex-
hibition would help ideologues explain how the Stalinist city elevated its
residents’ way of life. As the Uzbek quarter was being rebuilt, certain areas
would not be destroyed but instead moved to a central location where an
“Old Town model” would be reconstructed.® Old Tashkent was to become
a museum exhibition, with Soviet officials deciding which aspects of tra-
ditional Central Asian life would be put on display. Future generations of
Tashkenters then could compare the Old City, with its lack of modern con-
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veniences, to the ideal city of the Stalinist era. The exhibit would explain
the status of women, the poor education system, and the lack of health-care
institutions in pre-revolutionary Uzbekistan so that visitors could under-
stand how socialist reconstruction improved the city. The museum would
allow Tashkent to be totally transformed into a twentieth-century urban
space but would still provide residents with a foil against which they could
compare the achievements of the Soviet era. Tashkent needed to be mod-
ern, but many argued that its new look would be much more impressive if
parts of “pre-modern” Tashkent were preserved for comparison. However,
the Gorispolkom, represented by Bulatov, opposed the “open-air” museum
idea, stating that Tashkent, as a model city, needed to become a fully con-
temporary urban space in order to transform its residents into new Soviet
men and women. If this transformation were to succeed, residents did not
need reminders of the past in their everyday environment. If Tashkenters
wanted to see how Uzbeks lived before the revolution, they could simply go
to Bukhara, argued Bulatov.*” Tashkent’s physical space would need to con-
vey its complete modernity in order to refashion Soviet life in Central Asia.
Bulatov clearly had faith in the ability of idealized urban areas to transform
society. This tension between the desire to preserve parts of the Old Town
and the wish to do away with traditional Central Asian life in the capital of
the Uzbek SSR continued throughout the Soviet era.

In the end, the debate over the museum was moot. If one wanted to see
the conditions and way of life of Old Tashkent, one could just walk beyond
the main thoroughfares, which themselves did not yet resemble model so-
cialist avenues. Tashkent was supposed to follow Moscow’s example as the
“laboratory for urban planning” for Central Asia, but the experiment was
faltering. Despite criticism that Bulatov, the Gorispolkom, and the Archi-
tects’ Union had failed to implement the general plan, they had neither the
time, nor the money, nor the power to force factories and individual orga-
nizations to follow Mosoblproekt’s guidelines—until World War II trans-
formed Tashkent in an unforeseen way. The Nazi invasion of the Soviet
Union temporarily ended the socialist reconstruction of the Uzbek capital.
The onslaught on Tashkent did not come from the German army but from
Soviet evacuees and refugees who “invaded” Tashkent from Moscow, Len-
ingrad, Kiev, and Minsk. The general reconstruction plan did not foresee
the need to cope with this tremendous influx of refugees or the evacuation
of the defense industry to the Uzbek capital. The only solution for these new
problems was simple: put the general reconstruction plan back on the shelf
and start again from scratch.



WAR AND EVACUATION

World War Il brought about a demographic and social catastrophe for all
peoples of the Soviet Union, whether they were located near the front lines
or on the home front a great distance from actual combat. After a disas-
trous start, the Soviet Union ultimately won the war, but its economy, land,
and people were devastated. When Hitler’s armies invaded on June 22, 1941,
they swiftly overcame front-line defenses and marched toward the interior
of the country. Soviet cities fell in rapid succession: Riga and Minsk in late
June, Smolensk in July, and Kiev in September. German and Finnish troops
encircled Leningrad in late summer and early autumn, beginning a nine-
hundred-day blockade of the city on September 26 and causing years of
mass starvation, disease, and death in the second-largest city of the Soviet
Union.' The Soviet capital itself was threatened in October 1941. The orderly
socialist state, with its planned towns, planned growth, and planned mili-
tary defenses, embarked on a five-year period of disarray that included tre-
mendous military and civilian population losses—an estimated 26.6 mil-
lion deaths during the war.?

1
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The entire Soviet economy was mobilized for the war effort. On June
22, 1941, an emergency labor draft went into effect.’ Starting in December
1941, defense industry employees were considered to be “mobilized” for the
duration of the war.* Shirking one’s labor obligations, even for a few hours,
was a criminal offense across the Soviet Union. Factory work, agriculture,
education, medical care, and a plethora of other fields were militarized to
a previously unknown extent. As the situation on the front deteriorated in
the fall of 1941, Soviet workers dismantled defense factories and put them
on eastbound trains headed to such distant cities as Kuibyshev, Chkalov,
Stalingrad, Alma-Ata, Novosibirsk, Tomsk, and Tashkent.’ Intellectuals,
artists, families of high-level Party officials, and other members of the So-
viet elite departed front-line cities for the relative safety of the home front.
In late 1941 and early 1942, Tashkent saw the arrival of prominent literary,
theater, and academic figures, including Anna Akhmatova, Nadezhda
Mandel’stam, Kornei Chukovskii, Aleksei Tolstoi, and Solomon Mikhoels,
as well as industrial workers from airplane, bomb, and tank factories. More
than 157,803 people moved to the Uzbek capital in 1941 alone, causing enor-
mous strain on the city’s urban infrastructure.® Wartime Tashkent suddenly
possessed both a “cultured” citizenry and the skilled working class that it
previously lacked, but the region tried in vain to absorb this increased pop-
ulation and more diversified economy. Its prewar urban plan for rational
growth quickly went by the wayside as the city struggled to respond to its
new wartime role as a vital industrial center with tens of thousands of refu-
gees trying to survive in a hungry, disease-ridden, and overcrowded city.
In short, the war fundamentally changed the course of Tashkent’s urban
development, and Soviet “rational” planning played almost no part in this
transformation.

Preparing Tashkent for Invasion

Memoirs and historical accounts of Tashkent at war evoke hardship and
discomfort.” Native Tashkenters and those new to the city recall difficult—
at times atrocious—living conditions, with people crowded into dirty and
damp apartments, mud structures, schools, factory buildings, and stables.
Weakened by an inadequate supply of food, the population lived under the
constant threat of disease and death. Even so, the fate of Tashkenters was
much better than that of the residents in the European cities of the Soviet
Union, who were subjected to brutal occupation, ethnic cleansing, mass
starvation, forced labor in Nazi camps, executions, and constant bombard-
ment.® Furthermore, in the Uzbek capital, thousands of kilometers from the
battlefield, the war had little direct impact on the city in 1941. At an Uzbek
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Central Committee meeting in October 1941, Butov, a Party secretary in
Uzbekistan, expressed worry that the distant conflict had not yet changed
the attitudes of the city’s residents. He remarked that few “signs” of war
existed in Tashkent and that officials needed to better rally the populace
for the war effort: “walk through Tashkent and you can see that there are
few war posters, and slogans are almost nonexistent with the exception of a
few [on] individual windows.” Other Party leaders concurred that “the war
in Tashkent is not being felt much” and that residents failed to understand
that the Soviet Union was in a “life or death” situation.” According to Party
documents, Tashkenters complained about petty issues, such as late trams
and a poor supply of bread, while their compatriots in Ukraine and Rus-
sia experienced the horror of the front lines. Party officials clearly worried
that Tashkenters, particularly those with few personal ties to regions under
direct threat—in other words the city’s Central Asian population—simply
viewed the war as a distant problem with little impact on their daily lives.
Soviet officials initially identified Central Asians as a weak link in the Soviet
home front’s defenses. In a time of peril for the Soviet project, would Tash-
kent’s Uzbeks fight for the Soviet Union? This question was on the minds of
local officials who embarked on an all-out campaign to tie the war directly
to the residents of Uzbekistan in any way that they could.

However, Party officials frequently found themselves in the difficult po-
sition of explaining the poor progress of the war to a population that had
little first-hand knowledge of the conflict. At the same time, local leaders
were cautious about spreading alarm among the population over the disas-
trous Soviet response to the invasion. One Tashkenter’s complaints illus-
trated this dilemma that faced Soviet propaganda officials in Central Asia
and caused concern in the summer of 1941. This city resident noted that
the Informburo had announced the need for a twelve-hour workday but
doubted that it would ever announce the actual number of German soldiers
killed or wounded. Another man’s question caused concern for Party pro-
pagandists when he asked why, if the war was going according to plan, the
Red Army just gave away “city after city” to the Nazis." Tashkenters, unsure
of the information that the state provided, were left to the mercy of rumors,
including panicked reports of an imminent attack on Uzbekistan to trans-
form it into a British colony. Tashkent was in an information vacuum, with
no one knowing what actually was happening to the Soviet Union."” The
Soviet obsession with secrecy, compounded by the war situation, clashed
with the importance of telling the population what was occurring in the
distant border regions and of building up popular support for the war. Be-
cause German bombs were not falling inside Tashkent’s city limits, Party
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officials believed that local residents did not have the same understanding
of the threat as did Kievans, Muscovites, Leningraders, or Odessans, but
they also failed to provide the basic information many residents wanted and
even needed to know.”

Nonetheless, despite these difficulties, the Uzbek Central Committee
reported to Moscow on June 30, 1941, that outpourings of support for the
Red Army were under way in Uzbekistan, especially in Tashkent and Sa-
markand oblasts. In the first week of the war, Tashkent oblast alone had 932
volunteers for the Red Army." By July 2, the city of Tashkent had received
3,000 applications from local residents, including women, to join the army,
while almost 1,500 people studied urban defense in the initial days of the
conflict. Tashkent women also created sanitation brigades and organized
study circles and inspection teams to ensure personal hygiene and urban
cleanliness in wartime.” With men going to the front, women were expected
to take on greater responsibilities to guarantee that the city of Tashkent
continued to function. Likewise, women in Samarkand demanded that fac-
tories begin training courses to enable them to replace their husbands and
brothers on the factory floor. By August 1941, more than 11,000 Samarkand
women—Uzbeks and Tajiks included—had reportedly completed courses
in metalworking, lathe operation, and tractor driving, all previously male-
dominated professions.”® This movement of women into productive labor
was seen as an early victory for a Central Asia at war. In this regard, Uz-
bekistan was not much different from regions that were closer to the front
lines. Popular outpourings of support for the state occurred throughout the
Soviet Union, with thousands of citizens, regardless of age, ethnicity, race,
or gender, volunteering for service on the front or the home front.”

And so, despite complaints of Party officials that Central Asians had
failed to respond to the invasion, many residents—Uzbek and Russian,
male and female—expressed their loyalty and patriotism to the state
through public actions and displays of support for the Red Army. They ral-
lied around the Soviet state and offered themselves or their children to fight
and shed blood in the defense of socialism.”® Alarmingly for local officials,
however, was the fact that the “heroic support” in response to the war came
mostly from two oblasts—Samarkand and Tashkent. Fergana and Andijan
looked particularly troublesome to the Party and the NKVD, as did other
provincial areas. Residents of these regions reportedly had not answered the
call to arms in numbers as high as propagandists believed they should have,
indicating that feelings of allegiance to the Soviet state were less strong out-
side the two largest—and most “Soviet”—cities of the republic.

Officials also expressed concern that the invasion brought out anti-
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Soviet elements in these distant regions of the Uzbek SSR, with kulaks, Ger-
man sympathizers, spies, counterrevolutionaries, Basmachis, and White
Guardists suddenly appearing again with the ultimate goal of defeating the
Red Army from the rear. The state began to look for enemies in its midst
and, with its intense focus on uncovering such ideologically incorrect senti-
ments, it could undoubtedly find instances of anti-Soviet hostility when it
actively sought it out. As a result, indications that people—especially those
outside the two main cities of the republic—would not fight for the Soviet
state appear to have proliferated between June and September 1941, accord-
ing to Party reports.”” And yet, by “uncovering” the presence of enemies in
Central Asia, propagandists also underscored the ideological belief that the
Soviet Union faced danger from all sides and that the Uzbek SSR’s distance
from Germany would not necessarily save Tashkent from the hostilities.
By raising the threat level in the region, officials were not only expressing
doubt about the “Sovietness” of some residents of Uzbekistan but also try-
ing to firm up the patriotism of others.

Furthermore, although Party communiqués described Tashkent as re-
sponding “better” than other Uzbek regions, its show of loyalty still was not
strong enough for many Soviet officials. There were reports of residents gos-
siping about the strength of the German army and the weakness of the So-
viet military. Soviet officials expressed concern about “defeatist” attitudes
among the urban population. Two Russian hydroelectric station engineers
from Tashkent, for example, were caught stating in July 1941 that Germany
would win the war because the “German army is strong—it consists of one
nation, of pureblood Germans, but the Red Army is weaker because it is
multinational”® These engineers believed that lacking any common bonds
beyond socialism, the numerous ethno-national groups of the Soviet Union
could not come together to fight the enemy. The two men were subsequently
arrested for their comment, but their nationality indicates that Uzbeks were
not the only ones whose loyalty may have been in doubt. The much-touted
“unification” of the Uzbek capital, a dual Russian/Uzbek city, into a har-
monious urban space clearly had not yet occurred. Forging a “Soviet city,”
for both Uzbeks and Russians, took more effort than merely rearranging
geographic space.

NKVD and city officials actively looked for and reported on numer-
ous cases of “defeatism” and avoidance of Red Army mobilization among
Tashkent residents, usually focusing on Uzbeks.” In fairness, this tendency
to shirk military service was not an ethnically Uzbek phenomenon; it even
engulfed Moscow, where many Russians avoided the draft or hid their con-
nections to the Party in the early days of the war.?? But, in Tashkent, Party
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reports highlighted Uzbeks for avoiding the military draft, indicating that
there was particular concern that Central Asians did not understand the
need to defend the Soviet Union’s distant borders and that Uzbeks could
be a weak link in the Soviet Union’s defense.”® Officials thus began to speak
of the importance of explaining that Red Army service was mandatory for
all male Soviet citizens, regardless of ethnic background and the increasing
war propaganda among Uzbek residents of the city. Officials also turned
their attention to Uzbek women, urging them to enter the factory, not
necessarily because of Soviet ideology but to help protect the lives of their
men, who were destined for the front. In the past, Soviet ideology struggled
against traditional Central Asian culture and the extended Uzbek family
structure. Now, it aimed to use that family structure and the sense of re-
sponsibility to one’s relatives to pull local women out of the home and into
Soviet wartime activity.

This constant monitoring of the Tashkent population certainly enabled
officials to express concern that harsh critics of the regime lived in their
midst. Still, the fact that the state actively looked for expressions of defeat-
ism or anti-Soviet sentiments once again contributed to the perception that
Tashkenters had not yet realized the peril of the conflict and likely contrib-
uted to this sense that Uzbeks were yet not trusted citizens of the Soviet
Union. A group of Uzbek men, for example, faced criticism for volunteering
for the Red Army after they explained their decision to do so by claiming
they were “starving” in Tashkent and had nothing to lose since Party of-
ficials would let the city starve to ensure the survival of Slavic regions of
the Soviet state.* German forces were far from the city, but Party leaders
worried that such statements—even when Uzbeks made the correct deci-
sions for the wrong ideological reasons—indicated city residents’ failure to
comprehend the Nazi threat properly. The state then redoubled its efforts to
build support for the war effort with a specific focus on tying a European
war to a distant Asian population.

In the early days of the war in Tashkent, central Party officials built
war propaganda on images of Russian nationalism and Russian historical
figures—particularly the great military victories of Alexander Nevsky and
Mikhail Kutuzov, who had defeated two previous invaders of Russia—the
Teutonic Knights and Napoleon, respectively.”” In many ways, these early
propaganda campaigns mirrored the urban planning projects of the 1930s
in that both were run by officials from the center and made little effort to
adapt the basic program to the non-Russian regions. Still, like many of the
urban planners, wartime propagandists in Tashkent quickly found them-
selves in a difficult bind because the centralized propaganda did not meet



78 = WARANDEVACUATION

the needs of the local culture. Tashkent propagandists feared that Central
Asians would not relate to such images and might not fight for Russia alone.
In closed Party meetings, Uzbek officials questioned the effectiveness of us-
ing Russian nationalism to inspire martial feelings in a multiethnic popula-
tion, especially when many of its ethnic groups did not always get along.*
Moreover, for a population that lacked first-hand knowledge of the conflict,
local Party officials argued that propaganda needed to reinforce the impor-
tance of Russia’s survival to Central Asia and not just repeat the same mo-
tifs that were used in Soviet war speeches elsewhere.

Wartime propaganda in Tashkent soon began to underscore the idea
that Uzbeks, as free and equal citizens of the Soviet Union, had the same
responsibilities to the Soviet state as other nationalities and that fighting the
Nazi threat thousands of miles from Tashkent was necessary to defend the
new-found independence of the Uzbek people and their capital city. News-
paper articles also focused on the brutality Nazi forces would inflict on
Central Asians if they successfully captured Moscow and sent their forces
into Uzbekistan. The Soviet capital was seen as the last defense of Tashkent.
If Moscow fell, it would be only a short time before the Nazi armies swept
through Central Asia. Public speeches by Party leaders presented the Slavic
core of the Soviet Union as the barrier that protected the Uzbek people
from Nazi barbarity. Uzbeks learned that the “Russian home is your home,
the Belorussian home is the Uzbek home. Your street begins in Belorus-
sia and your mahalla begins in Ukraine.”” The German path to Tashkent,
Samarkand, and Bukhara traversed Minsk, Kiev, and Moscow, and Uzbek
participation in the battles for these cities was essential to keep German
“paws” out of Central Asia’s historic cities and abundant cotton fields.” In
defending Russian cities, Uzbeks learned they would be protecting their
own homeland, history, and culture.

To underscore the threat against the Uzbek people, newspapers chroni-
cled the horrific actions of “fascist cannibals,” who murdered and tortured
Soviet children, raped girls in front of their families, and buried or burned
wounded soldiers alive. A published “Letter of the Uzbek people to Uzbek
soldiers” reminded all Central Asians that “Hitlerite bandits long to de-
file the honor of our wives and daughters” and that it was imperative to
“chop off the bloody paw of the monster that also is reaching toward Uz-
bekistan.”” Efforts to promote fear of a ferocious and dehumanized enemy
remained prominent throughout the war and gradually focused more on
Uzbek themes.* In propaganda geared to Uzbekistan, writers made it clear
that the enemy would not be satisfied solely with capturing Russian land or
raping Ukrainian women. In building up a threat to Uzbek women, Soviet
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ideologists again tried to tie traditional notions of gender and the Uzbek
family, which they had attempted to undermine only a few short years be-
fore, to the Soviet Union as a whole. Soviet patriotism, pride in Soviet Uzbek
achievement, and the real fear of what Nazi rule would inflict on the Uzbek
people were merged together to urge Uzbeks to fight for the Soviet Union.

Soviet war propagandists also attempted to localize the war through the
use of specific Central Asian historical motifs, which was very similar to
their use of Russian historical examples of expelling invaders from the So-
viet Union at large. In discussing the need to create Uzbek national army
units (which, in turn, supposedly provided an important propaganda tool),
delegates to a Tashkent Obkom meeting in 1941 spoke of the need to use
historical models of Uzbek military heroism, especially Timur Malik, an
“Uzbek warrior” who defended Central Asians against the Mongol inva-
sion for eleven years.” As the war dragged on, Uzbek authors, cinematogra-
phers, and dramatists produced works on the historical defense of Central
Asia against “Arab or Mongol conquerors,” on the life of the Central Asian
poet Navoi, and on the successful campaigns against the Basmachis, all in
an effort to combine Soviet and pre-Soviet motifs.*? Propaganda speeches
also popularized the architectural past of Uzbekistan. Soviet publications
began to celebrate the “centuries-old” traditions of Central Asian construc-
tion and architecture, despite the recent history of the Tashkent reconstruc-
tion plan, which attempted to banish such structures from within the city
limits.* Propaganda still declared Amir Timur (Tamerlane) or the emirs of
Bukhara to be the historical oppressors of the Uzbek people, but it began
to acknowledge the importance of safeguarding the historic cities and ar-
chitectural monuments that these men had created. The new propaganda
glorified and defended Central Asian cities’ pre-Soviet traits, a remarkable
change from the prewar era.

Attacks from the Air

Local leaders also sought to increase awareness of the Nazi threat in Tash-
kent by publicizing the dangers of air attacks and spies who had infiltrated
the “deep home front” of the Soviet Union. On the purely functional level,
air raid drills and civilian defense training increased security in the city
and made each resident aware of his or her responsibilities in the defense
of Tashkent. In addition to preparing residents for an attack, defense pre-
paredness training had important propaganda purposes in raising public
acknowledgment of the Nazi danger to the Soviet state. These drills empha-
sized that Tashkent easily could become a front-line city in the new condi-
tions of twentieth-century air warfare. In the fall of 1942, with the front’s



80 = WARANDEVACUATION

eastward approach into the Caucasus and the Kuban, Soviet officials an-
nounced that Tashkent’s distance from the battlefield no longer guaranteed
its safety and that both the state and the citizens had responsibilities to pro-
tect the city and its infrastructure and economic resources from attack.*
Tashkent’s canals, transportation arteries, and factories—particularly those
built under Soviet power—were described as particularly likely targets of
German air forces or terrorist acts.® The technological achievements of So-
viet Tashkent—like the historic monuments of the region—were coveted
by the enemy and thus in danger. By merging the modern urban spaces of
Tashkent with the traditional ones of Central Asia, officials hoped that city
residents would respond to the threat.

Civil defense training programs initially were geared to males born in
1923 and 1924 and provided future soldiers with basic military skills. These
courses trained Tashkenters with real machine guns, tanks, or grenades to
simulate war conditions and create a heightened alert in the region.* The
general assumption was that if residents understood and experienced real-
life military training, they would be better prepared for military service
and appreciate what their relatives did (or were about to do) on the battle-
field, making the danger of war more personal. Propagandists constantly
paraded the heroism of Uzbek soldiers on the front lines, believing that if
residents of Uzbekistan knew of the sacrifices that Central Asians had al-
ready made, they too would support the war effort more actively and work
that much harder on the factory floor or collective farm field.”” These de-
fense training courses and propaganda on Uzbek Red Army heroes sought
to inspire residents to preserve scarce resources, increase military produc-
tion, and make other sacrifices, just as soldiers did on daily basis at the front
lines.

As time went on, though, city leaders moved to actively involve more
women in these programs in an effort to pull them out of their homes and
put them to work in productive wartime activities. They again tied these
messages to a sense of family and community obligation to help support
Uzbek fighters on the front lines. Uzbek newspapers frequently chronicled
the exploits of Uzbek fighters to highlight the fact that Uzbek lives were in
danger. In 1943, Qizil O’zbekiston profiled Rahima Olimova, a Komsomol
member from Bukhara who was trained as a nurse in Uzbekistan and went
off to the Ukrainian front to provide medical care to Soviet soldiers. The
article describes the human suffering and sacrifice that she saw in war and
the extraordinary actions she, an Uzbek woman, took to care for wounded
military men. If Rahima Olimova could take care of the wounded on the
front, the women of Tashkent, it was hoped, would follow her example and
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enter into productive labor at one of the numerous military hospitals in the
region. This plea was tied to traditional notions of female labor in the hope
that Uzbek women would adapt their role as caretakers of their own fami-
lies to caretakers of the extended Soviet family, thereby entering modern
Soviet institutions during the war. Soviet war propaganda was multileveled
and complex, stating that if one was not inspired to fight for the Soviet sys-
tem or against a threat to Central Asia or Russia, one certainly could be-
come motivated to support a brother, father, or son whose life was in danger
on the battlefield.

With its able-bodied men at the front, the Soviet state also expected
women to make up for the loss of male employees in all sectors of the econ-
omy. However, in Uzbekistan, this campaign to involve women in the war
effort was complicated by traditional Uzbek cultural, religious, and family
traditions and by the difficulty of communicating across language and cul-
tural barriers. Workers from the Tashkent Textile Kombinat played an im-
portant role in setting the example for women of the city to become trained
factory workers, participate in socially productive labor, and exceed pro-
duction quotas.*® Muhabbat Nasyrova, a female Stakhanovite from the Tex-
tile Kombinat, spoke at a meeting of six thousand workers on the kombinat
grounds in early July 1941, declaring that “we, women and girls of Uzbeki-
stan, will defend our Motherland with all measures and, if it demands, take
arms into our hands. Sacredly we will fulfill the order of Comrade Stalin to
work selflessly to overfulfill the . . . plan and to give all our power to help
the valiant Red Army to destroy the fascist bandits.”** Elderly housewives
and young girls were called to participate in the war effort through the sew-
ing and collection of warm clothing, blankets, and other supplies that sol-
diers (and soldiers’ families, especially refugees or evacuees in Tashkent)
needed.”” Prominent women made pleas to their Uzbek sisters to care for
wounded soldiers and orphaned refugees in addition to, not in place of, en-
tering the industrial labor force.*

Despite claims that thousands of women had answered the call to work
in the factories, private Party communiqués show that many Uzbek women
preferred to take part in the war effort through traditionally gender-specific
tasks, such as caring for orphaned children, knitting articles of clothing,
and gathering supplies for the troops. The Tashkent Obkom reported on
October 20, 1941, that the percentage of new female Uzbek factory workers
remained low. At the Tashselmash factory, only 10 out of 1,353 female work-
ers hired since the start of the war were Uzbek.*? Three years later, a Central
Committee report noted that the percentage of Uzbeks in heavy industry
had increased, but their share was still too small in the defense industry,
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where only 10 percent of the workers were of ethnic Uzbek background.*
High levels of labor turnover in Tashkent complicated recruitment efforts.
In 1943, 21,037 new workers joined the defense industry of Tashkent, but
22,649 defense workers (almost one-half the total number of defense work-
ers) left factories that year alone—a statistic blamed on both supposedly ir-
responsible Uzbeks with poor labor discipline and irresponsible factory di-
rectors who did not improve worker living conditions or help Central Asian
workers rise above entry-level positions.** Calls to defend the “equality of
Soviet women” and Uzbek female “liberation” by becoming defense work-
ers or tractor drivers were not always effective because most Uzbeks were
simply used as unskilled laborers, while those of other ethnic groups—usu-
ally Russians, Ukrainians, or Jews—climbed the ranks of the factory hier-
archy.”® Every Soviet citizen had a role in the war, but that role often was
determined by location, age, gender, or ethnicity.

Furthermore, not all Central Asian women wanted this wartime lib-
eration or were comfortable with the new roles that the state demanded of
them.*® Many entered productive work temporarily out of urgent financial
or familial necessity. They stopped working when they got the medicine or
food their family needed or they switched factories in search of better con-
ditions or access to scarce wartime commodities, such as flour, clothing,
and soap. But, for some, entering into productive labor remained a danger-
ous act. In the Tashkent satellite city of Yangi-Yol, a husband attempted to
stab his wife after she tried to attend a tractor-driving course, and another
tried to murder his wife when she refused to drop out of a similar training
program.” Central Asian women remained in a precarious position—they
attracted criticism and potential punishment from the state for not partici-
pating fully in essential wartime labor obligations. Some suffered psycho-
logical distress if they did not “do something” while their male relatives
fought and died on the front. However, they could face even harsher ret-
ribution from family members if they complied with the state and entered
into socially productive labor outside the home against the wishes of their
husbands, fathers, or fathers-in-law.** Wartime Uzbek women were caught
between a polity that no longer just demanded but now urgently needed
their active participation in society and a conservative culture that strove to
preserve traditional roles. Unlike the situation in the 1930s, however, it was
not just Soviet ideology that was breaking down traditional cultural barri-
ers but also wartime exigencies, economic desperation, and external threats
that state officials and Central Asian families both recognized.

Despite being in this bifurcated role, many prominent female Uzbek
Stakhanovites and Komsomol workers remained public figures and served
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as models of sacrifice and devotion to the war effort. They proudly showed
their loyalty through long hours of factory work, training new Soviet work-
ers, learning nursing skills, and even traveling to the front to meet with
Uzbek soldiers. Muhabbat Nasyrova, the Stakhanovite worker from the
Textile Kombinat, participated in one of the official Uzbek delegations that
traveled to meet with soldiers on the battlefield, brought them presents, and
demonstrated the unity between those on the front and their fellow citizens
who labored diligently at home in Central Asia. Nasyrova, R. Hamidova,
a Kirov district Komsomol secretary from Tashkent, and B. Mirbabaeva,
the first female Uzbek locomotive driver—all symbolic positions that illus-
trated the achievement of the women’s liberation movement in the Soviet
Union—journeyed with a group of male Stakhanovites and Party leaders
to the western front in December 1941. In addition to delivering food and
warm clothes, Nasyrova spoke to both male and female soldiers and de-
scribed how the entire Soviet people had been united together behind the
Red Army to defeat the Nazi threat. She and others in the delegation wit-
nessed the horrors that the German army inflicted on the Soviet people—
rape, torture, murder, and the physical destruction of Soviet cities, and re-
counted this first-hand experience in print.*” An underlying goal of these
trips was to show that if Nasyrova and other women could handle the dan-
gers in the front-line areas, as soldiers did on a daily basis, then the home-
front population, particularly nonworking Uzbek women, could certainly
contribute to the war effort in less dramatic ways. In doing so, they were not
simply defending modern “Soviet” society but also helping to preserve their
own city and community.

Yuldash Akhunbabaeyv, chair of the Uzbek Sovnarkom, underscored the
importance of Uzbek participation in the war effort, which included Uzbek
workers who “fought” in the factories of Tashkent so that Uzbek soldiers on
the front would be better armed than the enemy.*® All efforts, especially in
the early years of the war, were made to tie Uzbekistan closely to the battle-
field. In return, newspapers published “thank-you letters” from soldiers on
the front who wanted to express gratitude to the workers in Uzbekistan for
their hard work. The message was clear—to win the war, the state had to be
completely mobilized and unified. For the Uzbek capital, this meant that
Tashkenters fought on the front, visited the front, and worked for the front.
Lectures, newspaper articles, and posters constantly reminded workers that
the war was not a distant conflict and that Uzbeks had intrinsic interests in
what occurred on the battlefield.

A “Letter of the Uzbek people to Uzbek soldiers,” published in Pravda,
Pravda Vostoka, and Qizil O’zbekiston in the second year of the war,
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summed up most of the propaganda motifs that existed in wartime Uz-
bekistan. It reminded Uzbek soldiers and the residents of Uzbekistan of the
horrors that the German army continually inflicted on Soviet citizens in
Russia, Ukraine, and the Caucasus region. It informed Tashkenters of the
mass rape and murder that would occur if Nazi forces were able to approach
the city, and it reminded Uzbeks of the industrial and agricultural achieve-
ments that the Third Reich hoped to steal from them. The war against fas-
cism was not simply a matter of the life and death of the Soviet Union but
also of the very existence of Uzbekistan and the Uzbek people. The letter
stated that the German army was

attempting to transform our Motherland into a slave market, to sell the Uzbeks
like animals. They are trying to re-establish the power of khans and emirs and
do all so that in place of water, the blood and tears of innocent orphans will

flow through the great canals that we built with our hands. They want to erase
Samarkand, the place where the Great Uzbek poet Navoi and the Uzbek scientist
Ulug Beg worked, from the face of the earth; they want to lay waste to Fergana,
where Mukhimi composed his inspirational poetry; and to set fire to Bukhara,
on the walls of which the great Uzbek hero, Tarabi, struggled for freedom against
the Mongol invaders. . . . Hitler intends to destroy our literature, our art, our
songs, and our national culture.”

Propaganda attempted to persuade Uzbeks that the struggle against the
Nazis was not just a war in the defense of socialism. It was a war to pro-
tect humanity from the horrific crimes of a dehumanized invader; it was
a conflict with an enemy that, if left unchecked, was determined to cleanse
Uzbekistan of its people, cities, history, and culture. Central Asia’s past, and
its bright present and future under socialism and alongside Russia, came
together in this effort to mobilize the population. Soviet agitators and pro-
pagandists urgently attempted to particularize the war for Central Asians.
Informing them of the heroism of their “ethnic brothers” in battle and re-
minding them of the ferocious German opponent, who wanted to extin-
guish the “bright” lives of all Soviet peoples—particularly Uzbeks—and
ravage all Soviet cities, were the primary means of highlighting the war’s
direct importance to the people of the Central Asian home front.

The War Arrives in Tashkent

By the winter of 1941-1942, propaganda was no longer the principal way
that distant Central Asians were experiencing war. With the evacuation
crisis, declining food resources, and rising disease rates, the war suddenly
arrived at Tashkent’s doorstep, even if German tanks never got anywhere
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near the Uzbek capital. One of the main reasons for the victory of the So-
viet Union over Nazi Germany was the ability of Soviet industry to produce
tanks, guns, planes, and ammunition in greater numbers than its German
counterpart could. This was a remarkable fact considering that the vast ma-
jority of defense-related enterprises originally were located in the more in-
dustrialized areas of the European Soviet Union, where the harshest battles
of the war took place. Although the human costs of the evacuation were
tremendous, with large numbers of Soviet citizens left behind or dying of
infectious diseases, one of the early success stories of the Soviet war effort
was the rapid transportation of industrial enterprises from regions near the
front lines to the Urals, Central Asia, and Siberia. By moving entire indus-
trial facilities and parts of their workforces from the European front lines to
the rear, the Soviet Union was able not only to sustain but also eventually to
increase production levels for defense materiel and, in the process, build a
base of heavy industry in the distant, mostly agricultural areas of the Soviet
east. In the western regions of the Soviet Union, the war brought devasta-
tion, while in Siberia and Central Asia, the conflict brought opportunities
for unprecedented industrial growth.

After the Nazi invasion and the disastrous Soviet response, the Central
Committee and Sovnarkom quickly recognized the need to move valuable
industrial assets away from the advancing German army. On June 24, 1941,
they set up the Evacuation Council to prioritize and direct the evacuation
of industrial enterprises, skilled labor, and prominent citizens of the So-
viet Union. Initially chaired by Lazar Kaganovich (until July 16, 1941, when
he was replaced by N. M. Shvernik), the Evacuation Council consisted of
eighty to eighty-five representatives from the Central Committee, Sovnar-
kom, Gosplan, and republic-level Sovnarkoms. The State Defense Com-
mittee (GKO), established on June 30, 1941, with Stalin and his principal
lieutenants Molotov, Malenkov, Beria, and Voroshilov as members, oversaw
the work of the Evacuation Council.** Together, the council and the GKO
coordinated the evacuation of more than fifteen hundred factories from
front-line cities to the eastern regions of the Soviet Union in 1941. In Au-
gust 1941, Tashkent acquired its first evacuated factory, Leningrad’s Vulkan
agricultural machine production plant, which had resumed production in
the Uzbek capital by the end of October.’* The main rush of evacuated in-
dustry into the Uzbek SSR occurred in two phases—autumn 1941 to spring
1942 and again in the late summer and fall of 1942.%° Local officials from
the Tashkent Gorispolkom and Gosplan UzSSR had the task of developing
plans for receiving factories and their workers, identifying sites for reestab-
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lishing industries, allocating cars, trucks, and horses to transport industrial
equipment from the train depot, coordinating a plan for housing and feed-
ing evacuated workers, and identifying potential local labor pools.

The loss of large numbers of qualified local administrators and skilled
male workers to the Red Army complicated the implementation of the
evacuation. The Evacuation Council took overall responsibility for decid-
ing which factories to transport, the number of railway cars needed, and
where the factory would be relocated. Then, it turned the evacuation over
to the Sovnarkom that had control over each enterprise and to the repub-
lic-level Sovnarkoms or central committees from which and to which the
evacuated institution was transferred. The responsibility for implementing
the evacuation was parceled out to a variety of local and union-level in-
stitutions (Commissariats of Trade, of Health, and of various industries).*®
However, many district Party leaders, new to their jobs, were unfamiliar
with their responsibilities, which grew and changed as decrees and deci-
sions were passed down from various agencies. The multiplicity of organi-
zations involved on the central, republic, region, and city levels, combined
with the rapidity of the German advances, meant that the state was unable
to develop a large-scale union-wide evacuation plan. Consequently, despite
the fact that GKO decisions took precedence over all others, the evacuation
proceeded in an unpredictable manner.

Most of the research and cultural institutions evacuated to Uzbekistan
were resettled in the capital, the city with the most modern infrastructure
and the best-educated population in the republic. Similarly, the Uzbek
capital received the vast majority of evacuated heavy industries—machine
building, aviation, and train car construction—that were needed for defense
work. Secondary cities of the Uzbek SSR, such as Namangan or Margilan,
received the majority of light industry, such as food processing and textiles,
indicating that the capital was and would remain the most economically
advanced city during this period of intense industrialization.”

However, since decisions on where to place individual factories were fre-
quently changed, local officials often were unable to identify locations and
to prepare sites in advance for the reestablishment of evacuated enterprises.
There were severe communication problems between the central state of-
ficials directing the evacuation and those in the regions into which evac-
uees and equipment were sent. Tashkent officials repeatedly complained
throughout 1941 and early 1942 of the unexpected arrival of equipment
from factories that they did not expect and often wondered what had hap-
pened to institutions that were destined for Tashkent but never arrived.
The prewar notion of rational urban planning quickly became difficult to
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implement as officials in Uzbekistan reacted to the continuously changing
circumstances of war.

In November 1941, Gosplan UzSSR asked the Evacuation Council for
detailed information on each evacuated institution destined for Uzbekistan
so that it, republic-level commissariats, and the Gorispolkom could prepare
for these new institutions.” This information ideally would allow factory
directors and district officials to identify the number of square meters of
production or storage space that could be used for evacuated enterprises,
whether local structures could handle the demands of heavy industry,
which potential sites contained heating, electricity, or water, and how close
the facilities were to tram stops and the railroad. Gosplan attempted to de-
velop a rational city plan for implementing the evacuation of industry into
Tashkent—an action that occurred only five months into the war, after fac-
tories already had begun to arrive.®® However, Gosplan relied on sporadic
information and lacked time to prepare for the new arrivals. Planning for
Tashkent’s wartime industrialization quickly became impossible. Instead,
Party officials, architects, and engineers had to show personal initiative in
their response to the often unexpected arrival of important military facto-
ries, cultural institutions, and prominent citizens.®!

The primary goal of the evacuation was to preserve the defense industry
and the economic resources of the Soviet state; scant attention was paid to
the safety or survival of people. This fact is underscored in the history of
Moscow Aviation Factory no. 84, an airplane production facility. Its direc-
tor explained in December 1941 that he could evacuate only 50 percent of
his factory’s employees from Moscow in mid-October, when the outlook
for the Soviet capital looked particularly bleak. Of these evacuees, 5 percent
never arrived in Tashkent and were presumably lost along the way either
by being left behind at train stops or dying in transit. Nonetheless, his was
considered a somewhat “successful” evacuation because much of the equip-
ment needed to produce planes had made it to Tashkent and not fallen into
Nazi hands. However, the failure to take enough skilled industrial workers
soon complicated the resumption of production in Tashkent. The evacu-
ation “saved” this factory from physical devastation, but it then had less
than half the trained workforce necessary to produce the planes the Soviet
Union so desperately needed.®

The need to evacuate plants near the front in great haste also meant that
the disassembling of factories and the loading of equipment onto trains
occurred in a disorganized manner. The hurried evacuation caused valu-
able machines to arrive in Tashkent broken or with missing parts. Other
times, critical components were put onto the wrong train cars and did not
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arrive in Tashkent because they were lost, delayed, or diverted to another
city along the way. These problems also impeded the reconstruction efforts
and the commencement of military production in Central Asia. Aviation
Factory no. 84 never received one hundred train cars of equipment despite
its evacuation experience having been considered relatively good.®® The
Vulkan factory, the first one from Leningrad, arrived on August 22, 1941,
but it also lacked the essential equipment needed to restart its mechanical
workshop. Three months later, its director still had no idea of the where-
abouts of its machinery.** The evacuation was as much about guarantee-
ing that equipment did not fall into German hands as it was about making
sure it arrived in working order on the distant home front. The evacuation
solved an immediate need, but the way in which it was carried out had long-
term consequences that Tashkent, a city with few resources of its own and a
spotty urban infrastructure, had to resolve.

In addition, although the Evacuation Council preserved vital industrial
resources by transporting them out of harm’s way in the first six months
of the war, the history of uneven Soviet industrialization in the 1930s com-
plicated the ability of the Soviet state to restart production in Uzbekistan,
a cotton-growing region with limited, mostly light, industry. A factory di-
rector from Kharkov complained that his new Tashkent production area
was 30 percent smaller than the Kharkov facility and that the local adobe
brick buildings could not withstand the heat of industrial production. He
demanded construction of new buildings with “modern technology,” a re-
quest that Tashkent officials had difficulty meeting.® Problems with inad-
equate fuel and water supplies and the lack of semifinished industrial prod-
ucts remained vexing issues for Uzbekistan, which, in the past, either did
not need such resources or could import them from other regions of the
Soviet Union, most of which were suddenly under Nazi occupation or were
the sites of brutal fighting. Since the 1920s, Tashkent had been a secondary
player in the Soviet industrialization project, with the Uzbek’s SSR focus
having been on agriculture, textiles, and agricultural machinery. This un-
equal prewar distribution of economic and industrial resources across the
Soviet Union, combined with transportation difficulties and the wartime
losses of the sources of raw materials (especially coal and oil from Ukraine
and the Caucasus), complicated the evacuation, industrial development,
and urban growth of the wartime city.

Factories that did not bring their own road vehicles to the Uzbek capital
also faced great problems because the existing transportation facilities of the
city were inadequate to deal with the tremendous need to move equipment,
goods, supplies, and people throughout the region. The Elektrostanok fac-
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tory from Kharkov had six of its seven factory vehicles requisitioned by the
Red Army even before it left Ukraine. The seventh, evacuated to Tashkent,
did not work and could not be fixed because of a wartime shortage of rub-
ber. The factory instead turned to “local animal-drawn” transportation that
“absolutely did not meet even the minimal needs of the factory at the pres-
ent moment.” Elektrostanok requested four new “gas-powered” vehicles to
use within the city and fifty thousand rubles so that it could purchase eight
horses, plus harnesses and carts, to supply such things as food for the caf-
eteria and fuel to operate the plant equipment. Other transportation prob-
lems included overcrowded and inefficient public trams that forced workers
to make multiple connections and walk great distances between home and
work. The evacuation of industry and the enormous influx of people had
stretched Tashkent’s transportation structure beyond its limits. Animal
transit returned as an important source of intra-city transportation, even in
the “modern” sections of Tashkent. Donkeys, camels, and horses delivered
raw materials and workers to one end of Tashkent’s new factories so that
tanks, engines, and planes could roll out the other.® Wartime Tashkent was
a place where high Soviet technology merged with the city’s low-tech urban
infrastructure. This combination symbolized the fundamental dilemma of
Tashkent after the revolution—a symbolic city that had entered Soviet mo-
dernity but remained stuck in the pre-Soviet traditional past.

Hierarchies of Evacuation

The evacuation process also revealed hierarchies of the Soviet social and
economic system. As noted earlier, the movement of factories from the
front lines was geared to preserve the economic potential and industrial
might of the Soviet state, not to save the local population from German oc-
cupation. But, when evacuating people, the Soviet government focused on
elite groups—industrial workers, defense workers, Party officials, and in-
tellectuals; the peasantry, unskilled laborers, the sick, and the elderly were
abandoned. If they did escape, they usually fled on their own. The swift
movement of the Nazi armies also mandated that factories load their equip-
ment and most important workers first, leaving thousands of loyal Soviet
citizens behind to face the Nazi onslaught as the essential machinery of So-
viet industry moved toward Tashkent.

Similarly, once in Tashkent, intellectuals and the highly trained—those
capable of working in heavy or defense industries—received priority in ac-
quiring official housing in the city. Many women and children were sent off
to distant rural regions to work on collective farms. In this sense, one’s po-
sition in the state and the skills one offered to the state largely determined
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whether one would be left to face the Nazis in the European areas of the So-
viet Union or evacuated safely. Once evacuated, however, one’s status also
determined whether one was allowed to remain in the urban environment
of the Uzbek capital or be banished outside the city limits.” In this light, it
was not surprising that the children of Party and administrative officials,
evacuated from the front without their parents, had the best chance of being
placed in orphanages in the Uzbek capital. The oftspring of industrial work-
ers were given less priority in relocation assignments, although they had
better chances of being placed in a city than did the few sons and daughters
of peasants who had somehow made it safely to Tashkent.*® The supposedly
classless Soviet society exhibited strong notions of class whereby the posi-
tion of one’s parents in the Soviet hierarchy often determined where a child
would spend the war.

Similarly, Tashkent institutions not deemed essential to the war effort
were closed down, moved to other cities, or transformed to serve differ-
ent purposes. Despite the need to educate a local workforce and increase
wartime propaganda campaigns, institutions of public enlightenment—
schools, libraries, teahouses, theaters, and movie halls—suffered almost
immediately, as their buildings were converted into factories, military
hospitals, or housing for the city’s burgeoning population. The need for in-
dustrial production space frequently clashed with the desire to create an
educated, healthy, and “civilized” workforce in Uzbekistan, but the more
immediate problem of reconstructing factories won out over the long-term
need for well-rounded citizens. Moscow Aviation Factory no. 84 was espe-
cially privileged after its evacuation to the Uzbek capital, where it remains
to this day. Upon arrival, it acquired the housing and production space
of many pre-existing Tashkent institutions. For example, it took over the
Technical School of Light Industry facilities in order to house evacuated
workers. It then located its production facilities in a civil aviation repair
workshop and printing plant. The reconfiguration of these institutions to
defense production indicates that high-technology military needs took
precedence over civilian ones, like education, transportation, information
distribution, and publishing.® Furthermore, with much of their machin-
ery still missing, evacuated factories easily expropriated the training equip-
ment, tools, and supplies from technical schools, food processing plants,
and other institutions of light industry. Again, these expropriations solved
immediate problems but had serious consequences for the health and well-
being of Tashkenters.

The aviation factory director noted that many workers were housed
in schools, which meant that students were displaced from the education
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system that provided basic skills—literacy and knowledge of Russian and
math—needed for factory production and long-term success in Soviet so-
ciety. Schools also served as a social safety net for urban children whose
parents would be more productive on the factory floor if they were assured
that their children were cared for in school and thus were resuming a rela-
tively normal child’s life during the horror of war. The director stated that
“schools are needed both for the population of the city and for our staff.
Many children, who were torn away from their homes, have not studied
already for three months. Workers bring up the issue that we must educate
our children. We consider it incorrect to take over schools to use as dor-
mitories.””® The lack of a safe place to put children also complicated efforts
to bring Uzbek women into the factory. The recent hujum campaign had
led some women to take the radical step of working outside the home, but
without a safe school environment for their children, many women would
be even more reluctant to take outside employment. Uzbek Central Com-
mittee reports and decrees from 1943 note that more Uzbeks were needed in
the wartime factory workforce and that providing them and their children
with a social safety net, basic education, and technical skills was essential to
making them part of productive society in the 1940s.”" Both female evacuees
and Uzbek mothers agreed that the city needed more schools and child-
care institutions if they were to become and remain productive wartime
factory workers.

Nevertheless, educational institutions virtually vanished from the
Tashkent urban landscape, a problem for a polity that needed more trained
Uzbeks to take on industrial roles. Schools were being transformed not only
for industrial use but also to house more important institutions of higher
education. General education schools were the first to be evicted, largely be-
cause they were less crucial for the immediate war effort than were research
institutions that could provide important defense work or factory training
schools that instilled production knowledge for the defense industry. El-
ementary schools, technical training institutes, or “palaces of culture” were
also transformed into military hospitals or polyclinics that treated wounded
soldiers, disabled veterans, and ill evacuees.”> Health care was pitted against
education and cultural work, and, once again, the most pressing needs for
the short term—returning soldiers to the front lines or workers to the fac-
tory—took precedence over educating future workers, even those who were
about to enter into socially productive factory labor during the war years.
Such an immediate emphasis on military production occurred across the
Soviet Union and, in fact, in most other countries during the war. However,
in Uzbekistan, despite the fact that “enlightening Tashkenters,” expanding
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literacy, and teaching Russian constituted important parts of the prewar ef-
fort to create a “cultured” Soviet city in formerly “backward” Central Asia,
local cultural institutions—the official markers of Soviet progress and Uz-
bek achievement—suftered disproportionally. Tashkent’s educational in-
stitutions, theaters, and research institutes, which had been responsible for
creating this “culture” in the prewar era, all lost positions of prominence in
the city in the wartime crunch for space. Long-term planning was not on
the minds of wartime officials, even if the immediate decisions administra-
tors made created additional problems that needed to be addressed in the
near future.

Other Tashkent facilities were disbanded outright during the evacua-
tion, their functions often replaced by more prestigious institutions that ar-
rived in the city from Russia or Ukraine in the fall and winter of 1941-1942.
The Moscow Textile Institute took over the training school at the Tashkent
Textile Institute as well as thirty rooms in the Textile Kombinat housing
complex in order to house its faculty.” Privileged Muscovite academics
had preference over local workers, teachers, and students in housing. Simi-
larly, the Tashkent Conservatory lost its concert and training facilities to
the Leningrad Conservatory.” The arrival of the Leningrad Conservatory
began a sort of “musical chairs” scenario in the city because the celebrated
Khiva movie theater of the 1930s no longer served its primary cultural/
propaganda function when it was transformed into a concert hall for the
Uzbek State Philharmonic, presumably pushed out of the old conservatory
building upon the arrival of the Leningrad musicologists.” Large public
film screenings—necessary forms of wartime propaganda—were then held
in outdoor parks, a suitable venue in summer but less than ideal in the win-
ter months. The pressing needs of the war again took precedence over the
ultimate goals of transforming urban space, local society, and city residents.

Local higher education institutions suffered as well. The prestigious
Tashkent Institute of Agriculture and Mechanized Irrigation, an important
research center for Uzbekistan’s agricultural economy, lost its building in
October 1941 to the Moscow Academy for Metallic Machinery named after
Stalin. The students of the Tashkent institute were sent out of the Uzbek
capital to work on collective farms.” Residents of the Tashkent Pedagogical
Institute dormitory were evicted so that evacuated members of the Union
of Soviet Writers, prominent Moscow workers, and professors from the
Frunze Military Academy could move in.”” Tashkent also received numer-
ous other evacuated educational and research institutions, including the
Pulkovskaia Astronomical Observatory from Leningrad, the Leningrad
Ethnography Institute, the Moscow Architectural Institute, the Seismology
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Institute, the Odessa Institute of Engineers of Water Transport, the Mos-
cow Theater of the Revolution, the Kiev Industrial Institute, the Kharkov
Operetta Theater, and the Odessa Pharmaceutical Institute.”® Again, these
European institutions pushed local facilities out of the city or “merged”
with them, which usually meant gaining the upper hand in any joint opera-
tions.” Likewise, the Soviet intelligentsia of Tashkent—formerly the leading
sector of Central Asian Soviet society—suddenly found itself playing sup-
porting roles in wartime society, while people like Anna Akhmatova, Alek-
sei Tolstoi, and Kornei Chukovskii—all evacuees to Tashkent—recreated
literary salons and continued their intellectual work.*® Tashkent’s former
cultural elite were provincial players in their own city or were themselves
sent out to the Uzbek provinces to resume their work. Suddenly, the upper
echelon of Tashkent’s cultural prewar Soviet society was no longer viewed
as important enough to live in the Uzbek capital itself.

As is clearly evident, the wartime transformation of Tashkent built up
the city’s industrial, economic, and cultural base and brought thousands
of talented Soviet citizens to the region. In many ways, this evacuation of
industry and important Soviet institutions succeeded in preserving these
assets from destruction by the Nazis. However, the economic costs were tre-
mendous. The wartime industrialization of the Uzbek capital expanded the
region’s potential and diversified its economy while simultaneously devas-
tating its prewar urban infrastructure to the detriment of the city’s perma-
nent residents. In fact, between 1941 and 1945, the stress on creating heavy
industry in Tashkent at the expense of light industry and local cultural
institutions caused enormous hardship. The Soviet Union needed defense
factories and talented scientists on the home front for the war effort, but
the Soviet citizens of Central Asia also needed education for their children
and light industry to provide them with clothing, pharmaceuticals, hous-
ing, and food if they were to survive the war and be productive workers. In
this sense, the hierarchies of the evacuation, with certain industries, insti-
tutions, and peoples deemed more important than others, helped to guar-
antee the survival of the Soviet system but led to tremendous inequality,
suffering, and even death in the “safety” of the Soviet home front.

Furthermore, there also appears to have been a hierarchy in the des-
tination cities in which evacuees desired to be resettled. Cities in Siberia,
with their more Russian environments, were the most sought-after loca-
tions at the start of the war. Some institutions did not wish to be evacuated
to Tashkent in the summer of 1941, believing it to be a distant, foreign, and
“uncivilized” city. However, as the confusion of the evacuation increased
and the need to escape cities on the front lines became a pressing reality,
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evacuees became less particular about where they or their institution would
be resettled. In a letter on June 30, 1941, to Aleksei Kosygin, deputy chair of
the Council of People’s Commissars, the head of the Academy of Sciences
proposed that its Leningrad branch be moved to a large city with a pre-
existing infrastructure of research institutes and laboratories that would
enable its members to restart their work with minimal delays. The Academy
of Sciences proposed Kazan, Saratov, Sverdlovsk, Tomsk, or Novosibirsk as
the most preferable resettlement sites; there was no mention of any city in
Central Asia. However, by July 24, 1941, with the front quickly moving to-
ward Leningrad, the academy added Tashkent, Samarkand, and Alma-Ata
as possible evacuation sites if the previous five were unfeasible. The pres-
ident of the Belorussian Academy of Sciences also proposed that its sur-
viving members, who no longer had institutional affiliations after the fall
of Minsk, be sent to Kazan or Saratov as members of a Belorussian Acad-
emy of Sciences in these cities. On July 31, 1941, however, these academics
“settled” for Tashkent, where they would “work in local institutes of higher
education and in scientific institutions.”

Nonetheless, when faced with the choice of Tashkent, Osh (Kyrgyz
SSR), or Leninabad (Tajik SSR), most of the Slavic and Jewish evacuees
preferred the Uzbek capital, one of the more “European” cities in Central
Asia. Many evacuees, concerned about cultural differences or survival in
smaller Central Asian towns, requested permission to move to Tashkent,
where they believed food and clean water were more plentiful or where they
hoped to gain employment in fields in which they had been trained. The
loss of the right to live in Tashkent remained a terrifying prospect for many
Uzbek residents as well. People with criminal records or convictions for
counterrevolutionary crimes, those who did not participate in socially pro-
ductive labor, or those related to people with criminal records lost Tashkent
registration during the war, as did the families of legal Tashkent residents
who had been sent to another Uzbek city for long-term employment.*? Uz-
beks suddenly found themselves in danger of losing the right to live in their
own capital city and of being sent to distant villages and towns, many of
which lacked the community structures so necessary for survival during a
time of war.

Likewise, a group of Moscow State University professors protested ve-
hemently against being transferred from Tashkent to Ashgabat at the height
of the evacuation. Evidently, two hundred professors and their families ar-
rived in Tashkent, while five hundred of their colleagues and students ar-
rived in Ashgabat, the capital of the Turkmen SSR, a clear indication of the
confusion that had split this group in two. The professors clearly preferred
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Tashkent because it already had an infrastructure that would enable the
professors to work in their professions; they did not want to join their col-
leagues in the Turkmen SSR. Meanwhile, in Ashgabat, the university had an
incompletely constructed building with no water pipes or electricity, mak-
ing laboratory work impossible. In fact, the situation with working, living,
and food conditions was so poor in Ashgabat that the academics “rebelled”
and demanded re-evacuation in early May 1942.% Clearly, Uzbekistan was
not at the bottom of the Soviet hierarchy because there was always some-
place worse.

In fact, Tashkent was one of the preferred places in the region to spend
the war. Among Central Asian cities, Alma-Ata, the capital of the Kazakh
SSR, appears to have been the only other city in the region for which evac-
uees expressed a clear preference. Evacuees wanted a “modern” city with
a European-style infrastructure and residents who spoke Russian at some
basic level. These war migrants preferred Tashkent and Alma-Ata because
they thought they could at least have a semblance of the life that they had
enjoyed before the war. When given a choice, most evacuees preferred an
urban environment over a rural area—largely because the majority of the
Slavic and Jewish refugees were urban workers. If Tashkent was not a possi-
bility for Uzbekistan’s new residents, other major cities of the republic, most
often Samarkand or the satellite cities of Tashkent oblast, were desired.

When evacuation to these locations was not possible, refugees seem to
have preferred living in agricultural regions near the Uzbek capital and thus
with proximity to the more Soviet urban environment that they understood.
Almost no one desired to live in the distant rural regions of Central Asia.
Many of those who lived in rural Bukhara, Kashkadarya, or Namangan
oblasts often expressed a fervent desire for re-evacuation toward the front
lines or even traveled unsanctioned in search of better or more familiar liv-
ing or working conditions in or near the capital.®* This desire for “modern”
or “cultured” areas led to a constant movement of people throughout Cen-
tral Asia. The living conditions in other parts of Central Asia, particularly
in remote villages where evacuees received little assistance from collective
farms, were deemed so poor that refugees continued to arrive in the Uzbek
capital, no longer fleeing the Nazis but escaping the inhospitable environ-
ment of the remote Central Asian desert.*” The Tashkent metropolitan area
became a revolving door for wartime residents of Central Asia who were
seeking survival. Many Party officials had long criticized Tashkent for not
being “Soviet” enough, but, in comparison with some other urban areas in
the region, the Uzbek capital was the “most Soviet” and by far one of the
most preferable cities in Central Asia in which to spend the war. Wartime
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Tashkent had finally become a “socialist” city. It was the magnet of oppor-
tunity and survival for the increasingly large population of Soviet citizens
in wartime Central Asia, but the reality of life in the city was dismal.

Urban Planning

The evacuation and the desire to live in the Uzbek capital caused a tremen-
dous population increase, with city officials unable to control the numbers
of people living in or transiting the city, despite numerous efforts to put a
population cap in place. In June 1942, the city’s population was estimated
at between 700,000 and 750,000 people, up from approximately 600,000
residents before the war.*® By 1944, Yusupov stated that the city’s popula-
tion was approaching a million residents.®” A migration of this magnitude
strained the existing infrastructure of the city, and the prewar “Plan for the
Reconstruction of Tashkent” could not keep up with the new Tashkent. In
the 1930s, Mitkhat Bulatov, Aleksandr Kuznetsov, Stepan Polupanov, and
others had planned a Central Asian socialist city of the future with ornate
buildings, modern sewers, multistory apartments, and gardenlike parks.
However, the war deprived them of the time and resources to implement
their redevelopment projects. Once the conflict started, they no longer en-
joyed the luxury of rational planning because hundreds of thousands of
desperate and hungry Soviet citizens began streaming into the city. By the
fall of 1941 and with winter approaching, Tashkent needed immediate solu-
tions and had no use for idealistic paper proposals.

In 1942, the Sovnarkom created the Committee of Architectural Affairs
under which it placed the prestigious Academy of Architecture, the main
academic research institution for urban planning in the Soviet Union. Dur-
ing the war, the academy was evacuated from Moscow to Chimkent, Ka-
zakhstan, a city near Tashkent. As will be discussed in later chapters, the
period of their evacuation gave many prominent Soviet architects first-hand
experience with the climatic, geographic, and supply issues of constructing
cities in Central Asia, something that Aleksandr Kuznetsov and members
of the original Mosoblproekt planning brigade lacked when they developed
the 1937-1939 plan. The presence of the academy in Central Asia also pro-
vided local architects with contacts and opportunities for collaboration
with some of the most experienced Soviet designers so that, as Kiev, Minsk,
and Stalingrad were leveled by bombs, Tashkent ironically underwent un-
precedented development.® The war also provided local Tashkent architects
and planners with important practical expertise and offered them new op-
portunities to demonstrate local initiative now that the Gorispolkom could
no longer rely on distant urban planners for help.
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In March 1942, the Uzbek Sovnarkom organized its own “architectural
construction committee” to approve construction projects for evacuated in-
dustries, to develop proposals for war-related “corrections” to the prewar
reconstruction plans, and to provide an organizational framework for the
planning and construction of all housing, hospital, and public buildings.
The republic-level committee consisted of representatives of the Uzbek
Sovnarkom, professors from the Moscow Architectural and the Central
Asian Industrial Institutes, and members of the Academy of Architecture,
indicating that while the committee was an “Uzbek” organization, Musco-
vites still controlled urban planning in the periphery.* The main difference
was that Muscovites now lived in this periphery. However, the organiza-
tion of this committee occurred late, after the majority of evacuated institu-
tions had already arrived and been reestablished. Therefore, the committee
had great difficulty in overseeing or regulating the reestablishment of these
industries on the home front and in helping urban planners develop city
projects proactively. Instead of anticipating the needs of Tashkent’s wartime
industrialization, planners used their own initiative and reacted to unfore-
seen problems. Yet these Tashkent planners—whether old or new to the
city—should not be faulted for their failure to anticipate these tremendous
changes because no one expected such a disastrous Soviet response to the
Nazi invasion. The Soviet state as a whole lacked adequate plans for defend-
ing the union during the war, largely because of the belief that the Red Army
would win a swift war on enemy territory. This lack of military preparation
was a dereliction of duty that caused the deaths of millions on and near the
front lines. However, the idea that a war in Europe would bring devastation
to Tashkent was unfathomable when the original reconstruction plans were
proposed in 1937. Preparing for such an event was just beyond the scope of
prewar imagination.

One of the main tasks of the Committee of Architectural Affairs in
Uzbekistan was to stabilize the evacuation-era urban growth. On March
24, 1942, Mitkhat Bulatov, the Tashkent city architect, appeared before
the Committee of Architectural Affairs in Uzbekistan to answer ques-
tions on the extent to which the evacuation was hampering the Tashkent
reconstruction project, a pressing concern of the committee. Members
complained that Bulatov failed to coordinate the evacuation with the fun-
damental principles of the prewar “General Plan,” the most important com-
ponent of which was the elimination of the dual nature of the city, with its
strict division of the Uzbek and Russian sections along the Ankhor Canal.
Bulatov responded that coordinating the evacuation with the reconstruc-
tion plan had been accomplished successfully in the first few months of the
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evacuation, before the large-scale arrival of industry into the city. He im-
plied that the capital had successfully absorbed the initial trickle of refugees
and evacuated institutions, but, when migrants began flooding the city, the
Gorispolkom could not abide by the dictates of the reconstruction project
and transform the city’s economy for war at the same time.”® The job had
simply become too overwhelming, and the city lacked the infrastructure
and human resources to handle such a titanic task.

The city architect subsequently admitted that serious violations of the
reconstruction plan had occurred, with factories being placed in parks,
along the Salar Canal, and in the Tashkent art museum, a former depart-
ment store, and a former prison.” These facilities were never far away from
areas that were zoned for industry and were in regions that were geared for
growth, but perhaps not for the industries that they received. Tashkent was
becoming more industrial, an important marker of successful Soviet urban
planning, but, as noted earlier, its own cultural institutions and “green ar-
eas” were sorely neglected and often destroyed, a problem for a polity that
still aimed to inculcate new social norms among Central Asians and still
needed such places for conducting wartime propaganda campaigns.

Furthermore, while state officials praised this industrial development,
the new factories were located in heavily populated areas, thereby en-
dangering public health.”* In a few short months, Tashkent had become a
“modern” city, with all the important symbols of Soviet heavy industry—
chemical factories, electro-cable production, and airplane manufacture.
Wartime industrial growth was viewed as a positive development, but the
distribution of this industry was lopsided, with too much of it in the already
built-up regions that had the basic infrastructure to support it. Other areas,
namely the traditionally Central Asian sections of the city, were left out of
this war-related industrialization and the infrastructure improvements it
would have brought.”” The belief that rapid industrialization would elimi-
nate the ethnic division and create a unified Tashkent was not being real-
ized during this time of intense urban growth.

In fact, instead of serving as the “iron law” of urban development, as
originally envisioned, the reconstruction plan was adapted to suit the needs
of the evacuation. The city population was constantly in flux, and the plan
clearly needed to be changed to reflect this unforeseen growth. However, the
Tashkent Gorispolkom and the Sovnarkom approved changes to industrial
zoning regulations after the fact to reflect the reality of newly concentrated
industrial centers in the city. The immediate needs of industry once again
took precedence over rational urban planning. Industrial institutions, par-
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ticularly evacuated ones, successfully ignored, overlooked, or got around
state regulations. After admitting that water pollution levels recently had
increased because evacuated factories were dumping waste into the city’s
canal irrigation (aryk) system, Bulatov noted that the Gorispolkom had dif-
ficulty solving this problem because it lacked information on how much
toxic waste was being pumped into the city’s canals. The city government
ordered all factories to report the amount and nature of the pollutants that
they expelled but received responses from only two institutions.” Although
officially in charge of controlling urban growth, the city government and
the city architect did not even have the power to force commissariats or
military industrial factories to answer their inquiries. The Central Asian
model city had finally gained an industrial base that was not simply sym-
bolic, but this real industry hampered Tashkent’s ability to develop into the
idealized symbol of socialism in Asia. Soviet bureaucracy, which was disor-
ganized and inefficient before the war, could not keep up with the chaos of
the evacuation crisis.

Furthermore, a major problem for urban development during the evac-
uation was the complexity of industrial construction in wartime. In the
prewar period, implementation of the “General Plan for the Reconstruction
of Tashkent” was slow because the project depended on heavy-duty con-
struction materials that had to be imported from the western regions of the
Soviet Union. However, once these regions fell to the Nazis, Central Asia
lost its source of supply for these materials altogether and had to stream-
line all construction efforts. In World War II, Soviet construction needed
to be quick, simple, and efficient. The Uzbek Sovnarkom issued a decree
in 1942 that all “construction of new housing needed to go along the lines
of maximal simplicity (including dirt dugouts and semi-dirt buildings).”*
Wartime urban planners of the “industrializing” Uzbek capital now needed
to use nonindustrial methods and locally produced materials to speed up
construction. Simplicity of design—not monumental structures with elabo-
rate decorations—became the mantra of wartime city planning.

Adobe bricks, criticized two years earlier as unsuitable for a modern
Soviet city, were now used to build the defense factories that were needed
to save the Soviet Union from the Nazis. In fact, another Sovnarkom decree
prohibited construction with building materials that had to be imported
from other regions of the Soviet Union because transportation or construc-
tion delays would impede the shift of the economy toward military produc-
tion.” This move away from industrial construction methods and materials
toward the use of locally produced supplies fostered a reinterpretation of
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traditional building methods. City planners ceased denigrating traditional
Uzbek homes; traditional Central Asian-style buildings suddenly were de-
scribed as models for wartime construction because they were better suited
to the climate and used local resources. After years of attempting to foster
“progressive” European construction techniques, planners began to speak
of the importance of learning traditional Central Asian construction meth-
ods—adobe brick-making, layouts designed for maximum ventilation and
natural light, and mud-and-straw roofs—and of introducing into Soviet-
style construction the local architectural forms that had existed in the re-
gion “for centuries.”” Just as Soviet propaganda celebrated traditional Cen-
tral Asian culture and history during the war and tried to use traditional
notions of family and community obligation to pull Uzbek women into the
factory, indigenous urban planning techniques were promoted as widely as
necessary for the survival of the city and to meet the pressing need to build
factory space and housing.

Some of Moscow’s most prominent engineers and architects, along with
their evacuated institutes, spent the duration of the war in Central Asia, and
many developed building designs for the Uzbek capital while in the region.
They recognized that they too lacked the local expertise needed to trans-
form a Central Asian city at war and likewise spoke of the need to learn
construction techniques from local Uzbek artisans, a reversal of the tradi-
tional hierarchy in the transmission of Soviet expertise. At a meeting of the
Architects’ Union in December 1942, one delegate demanded the incorpo-
ration of a wide variety of local construction methods into Soviet building
technology to get around the supply shortage. Suddenly, the formerly “stag-
nant” and “particular” customs of Central Asia became useful again. The
delegate stated that, “before the warl[,] interest in local masters for the most
part concerned the study of their architectural and artistic creativity. If, be-
fore the war, masters were used as artists or [artistic] designers, now interest
appears from another angle—interest in national construction technology.
... [Local] masters now are used on the construction of housing, which
are being placed in the oblasts of the republic, [local] masters direct large
construction projects. Local masters are invited to the construction of the
metallurgical Kombinat, of baths and on other construction projects.”® He
reminded his colleagues that “local masters” often were acquainted with
both Soviet and traditional construction methods and, with proper support
and guidance, could easily fuse the two traditions. On the other hand, Rus-
sian or Ukrainian-trained “Soviet” architects relied too much on modern
industrial methods that were no longer suitable for Tashkent. In a time of
war, Soviet ideology merged with local traditions at multiple levels in an
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effort to shore up the Soviet Union’s strength and its ability to defeat the
Nazis.

In 1942, Arkhitektura SSSR published plans for new “evacuated indus-
trial villages” to be reproduced across Central Asia using basic construc-
tion equipment and supplies—dirt bricks, mud for the roofs, and less use of
wood. The author of the published piece, V. N. Semenov, reminded planners
that the traditional orientation to the south and the extensive use of green-
ery, particularly pyramid-shaped poplar trees, were essential for offering
some protection from the extreme temperatures in the region. He proposed
that wartime buildings for evacuated industries and housing be square or
rectangular structures with “simple roofs without any decorations or addi-
tions.”® These designs would make construction easier, especially consider-
ing the wartime shortage of trained construction engineers and workers.

Semenov also proposed placing irrigation canals away from buildings
so that water would not seep from the canals into building foundations;
lining the irrigation system was not a priority during the war. He argued
that irrigation should be established using traditional methods rather than
large-scale Soviet endeavors. He even suggested using the traditional Cen-
tral Asian water reservoir, the hauz, as decoration and taking advantage of
its natural cooling capability. Soviet fountains, sewage systems, and water
pipes supposedly had replaced the traditional hauz, the square water col-
lection pool that Soviet and Russian colonial administrators had once de-
scribed as a breeding ground for disease. After 1941, however, Soviet officials
could see the hauz as a convenient way to collect water for urban residents
since Soviet technology could not do the job effectively. Soviet officials rein-
terpreted their prewar views of traditional Central Asian urban planning,
and some even proposed that only traditional solutions, not modern Soviet
counterparts, were suitable in Central Asia’s unique geography and climate.
Two architects, G. Zakharov and Z. Charnysheva, even argued in Arkhitek-
tura SSSR that the “Old Towns” of Central Asia, with their winding streets,
inner courtyards, lack of windows along the street, and aryk drainage ca-
nals, all examples of “Eastern exoticism” to Europeans, actually suited local
conditions, particularly during the Soviet-German confrontation, when the
state could not invest money in urban infrastructures. As such, wartime
urban planners argued a novel idea—that Soviet architects actually could
learn from the architectural past of Central Asia and that local construc-
tion methods could help Soviet planners better respond to wartime exigen-
cies.!” For the moment, Uzbek architects were better able to create Soviet
cities than were their Russian and Ukrainian colleagues.
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Envisioning Victory

The Soviet state was founded on the need for a constant mobilization of the
population and a continuous militarization of society. During the war, the
Soviet Union was thus theoretically in its natural state. However, a close
examination of urbanism on the Central Asian home front reveals a funda-
mental weakness of the Soviet system, namely, its inefficient bureaucracy,
which had difficulty responding to wartime conditions. During the war,
the state hoped to maintain tight control over its population, the movement
of evacuees and equipment, the resettlement of institutions, and the devel-
opment of home-front cities, but this task proved impossible. Individual
resourcefulness—not guidance from the state—kept the system function-
ing and facilitated survival on the Central Asian home front. A prominent
example of this trend concerned the wartime reinterpretation of Central
Asian architecture and construction traditions, which enabled the wartime
state to provide the population with a few basic services. Although Tash-
kent experienced tremendous hardship and deprivation, the city survived
and even supported the war effort. This success was largely because of an
unexpected flexibility within the Soviet polity and the adaptability of its
residents, city planners, and factory officials, who were able to respond to
years of continual crises and hardship.

By 1944, with the war finally proceeding in the Soviet Union’s favor,
Gosplan UzSSR turned its attention away from guaranteeing the city’s (and
the union’s) immediate survival and toward planning for the future. It pro-
posed the construction of fifty new multistory apartment complexes to help
house some of the urban residents who lived in harsh wartime conditions.
Internal transportation—road improvements, the paving of streets, and the
arrival of new tram cars—plus the installation of sewage systems and the
construction of hotels all grew in public importance. After “solving” the
initial problems of developing an infrastructure to support the evacuated
industries, Tashkent went on a building spree to solve the immediate is-
sues of daily life—water, energy, and schools.'”> However, city administra-
tors still urged the conservation of energy, the improvement of irrigation
construction, and greater economy regarding heating fuel.

Having witnessed the problems of supplying an industrialized urban
center in the middle of the Central Asian desert, administrators also pro-
posed searching for new sources of raw materials for the rapidly growing
city.!”® As a result, a large metallurgy complex was established at Begovat,
a small town to which Soviet deportees and Japanese prisoners of war were
sent, to provide the defense industry with iron and steel to make planes



WAR AND EVACUATION = 103

and tanks. A coal-producing project was put in place at Angren, near Tash-
kent, to supply the newly industrializing Uzbek SSR with new sources of
energy and heat. In addition, water reservoirs and hydroelectric stations
were created along Central Asian rivers and canals to provide Tashkent, Sa-
markand, and other areas with electricity and water to allow for maximum
production in their new factories.'*

These newly established facilities remained in the region after the war,
as did the Chkalov airplane production facility (formerly Aviation Factory
no. 84), a parachute factory, the expanded Tashkent Textile Kombinat, and
a few other industrial enterprises. However, most wartime cultural institu-
tions, with the exception of the Uzbek Academy of Sciences (created with
the help of evacuees during the war), quickly returned to their cities of ori-
gin. Elite Soviet workers and intellectuals also departed Central Asia in the
later years of the war, while average refugees and non-elite laborers were left
behind, often in poorly constructed wartime barracks or mud structures."”®
Tashkent became an industrial and cultured city in the war, but many of the
notable evacuated institutions and enterprises quickly left the Uzbek capi-
tal after the Red Army liberated cities in the European parts of the Soviet
Union. This Central Asian city had been transformed into a wartime center
for Soviet industry and intellectual life, but it was only a temporary change.
As the Nazi threat decreased, the European cities of the Soviet Union took
back this prominent role.

Still, despite the hardship and confusion of the war, city planners never
forgot about the importance of building a model city in Soviet Central Asia.
In 1942, the Sovnarkom ordered the resumption of construction on the
Tashkent Opera and Ballet Theater (the Navoi Theater), originally designed
in 1934 by Aleksei Shchusev but put on hold with the outbreak of war; large-
scale construction in the city, however, resumed only with the end of the
conflict and the arrival of Japanese prisoner-of-war labor in the region.'
The year that was the turning point in the war, 1943, saw the construction
of the Mukhimi (Tashsoviet) Theater, an 850-seat facility for Uzbek com-
edy and drama. The decision to build the theater came on June 30, 1943;
one month and ten days later, the construction site had been prepared and
workers assembled. In less than six months, construction was completed
by replacing “deficit” construction supplies (wood and steel) with locally
produced bricks."”” In spite of the pressing need for housing and health-care
institutions, the building of public structures once again took precedence
over the construction of living space. Throughout the war and evacuation
crisis, not all proposals were simply reactions to military imperatives. As
the city began to recover from the confusion of the evacuation, officials
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urged the resumption of rational urban planning for the postwar era. At the
first opportunity, Yusupov, Bulatov, and Sodik Khusainov, the Gorispolkom
chairman, revived the idea of building a beautiful and communist Tashkent
of the future, with large and elaborate public structures, even though they
could not yet meet the demands of the wartime present.



The Ankhor Canal, spring 2000. Photograph by the author
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Chilanzar construction site, late 1950s or early 1960s. Courtesy Russian State
Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

Plaster model of the proposed Tashkent Administrative Center. From T. F.
Kadyrova, Arkhitektura sovetskogo Uzbekistana
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Tashkent tramvai, crossing Ankhor Canal in central Tashkent, circa 1940s.
Courtesy Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

Street scene outside Tashkent’s Pedagogical Institute. Courtesy Russian Collection,
Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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Above, Navoi Monu-
ment, in front of Dom
Sovetov along Navoi
Street, mid-twentieth
century. Courtesy Rus-
sian State Archive of
Film and Photodocu-
ments, Krasnogorsk,
Russia

Left, Close-up of

Navoi Street housing
construction from
mid-1930s. From T. F.
Kadyrova, Arkhitektura
sovetskogo Uzbekistana



Newly constructed “khrushcheby” (standardized Khruschev-era buildings) and
movie theater, near Chilanzar. Note the lack of greenery in the new planned
environment. Courtesy Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments,
Krasnogorsk, Russia

Navoi Street housing and retail construction with newly strung electric lines, mid-
twentieth century. Courtesy Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments,
Krasnogorsk, Russia
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Prefabricated housing construction in Tashkent, late 1950s or early 1960s. Note the
lack of balconies on this multilevel housing. Courtesy Russian State Archive of
Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

Uzbek-Soviet architecture in central Tashkent, featuring lancet arches as well as
light-colored stucco to deflect sunlight. Courtesy Russian State Archive of Film
and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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New Khrushchev-era housing, park, and bus stop. Courtesy Russian State Archive
of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

The new, postwar
Tashkent urban
environment, with
increased options

for transportation.
Courtesy Russian
State Archive of Film
and Photodocuments,
Krasnogorsk, Russia
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Old Tashkent, circa 1930s, with people wearing traditional Uzbek clothing.
Courtesy Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

The ideal Soviet Tashkent. Courtesy Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocu-
ments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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Old Tashkent mahalla with electric utility lines, circa 1950s. Courtesy Russian
State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

A street in Old Tashkent. Note how the narrow roadway and trees provide shade
for pedestrians, something many Soviet buildings did not do. Courtesy Russian
State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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Post-Soviet fagade remodeling of Brezhnev-era construction, 2002. Photograph by
the author
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Students arriving at Tashkent’s Pedagogical Institute, built in 1938. Courtesy
Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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Construction site in Tashkent’s New City area. Courtesy Russian State Archive of
Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

Tashkent transportation via tram. Courtesy Russian State Archive of Film and
Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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Navoi Street intersection where Uzbek-Soviet architecture can be seen. Courtesy
Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

Central Tashkent transportation via automobile. Courtesy Russian State Archive
of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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The newly constructed Vatan/Rodina theater, 1930s. Courtesy Russian State
Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia

Administrative building, central Tashkent, mid-twentieth century. Courtesy
Russian State Archive of Film and Photodocuments, Krasnogorsk, Russia
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One of the starved travelers from our train, who stole a boiled beetroot
from a stall, barely saved his life by running faster than the half dozen
Uzbeks who pursued him with their knives drawn. There is no doubt

in my mind that they would have killed him if he had not managed to
lose himself in the innards of our train. The angry Uzbeks kept walking
around the train for a long time waiting for him to emerge. It now seems
unreal that anybody would kill a man for stealing a boiled beetroot, but
at that time we thought the Uzbeks’ reaction normal and even justified.

—Aleksander Topolski, 1999

The mechanics of the Soviet state’s response to the war, from the efforts to
mobilize the Tashkent population to the creation of a wartime industrial
center in the Uzbek capital, are only one aspect of the wartime situation
that unfolded in Soviet Central Asia. For a fuller understanding of what
transpired, one must also investigate how the residents of the city—Uzbeks,
long-term Russian Tashkenters, and the recent arrivals who had escaped
the brutality of the front lines—experienced the war years. While Tashkent
certainly provided refuge from the battlefield horrors of the Nazi-Soviet
conflagration, survival in the Uzbek capital was by no means guaranteed.
Fear, outrage, patriotism, and despair were all emotions that surfaced on
the Central Asian home front. Initially, however, the Nazi invasion and re-
ports of the fall of Soviet cities in rapid succession caused panic to spread
throughout the region. Rumors of the impending arrival of German forces
in Central Asia, exaggerated accounts of up to 5 million people dead in the
battle of Kiev, and the evacuation of thousands of wounded soldiers to the

13
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Uzbek capital fueled speculation that the Soviet experiment was nearing a
disastrous conclusion.! Defeatist attitudes, such as the comments of a Tash-
kent shoe factory worker who claimed that the Soviet Union had “100 Red
Army men standing behind one machine gun,” occasionally gave way to
outright anti-Soviet statements that, at best, showed little attachment to
the Soviet system or, at worst, cheered on the enemy.” One Textile Kom-
binat worker, Shkaev, refused to help the war effort, stating that he would
not work “for swine [svolochi] and would not work” for the duration of the
war.” A Russian construction worker believed that “Hitler would make red
meat out of the Red Army,” while an Uzbek Tashkenter, who was mobilized
into the army, stated that he “would go fight for the kulaks” instead.* These
statements create a complicated picture of the mood of Soviet Tashkent at
war. While Soviet officials expressed concern that Tashkent residents were
detached from the war effort at the start, comments like these by both Rus-
sians and Uzbeks indicate that parts of the multiethnic Tashkent popula-
tion were overtly hostile to Soviet rule.

During the war, there was a constant tension between the confidence
of state propaganda and a sense of insecurity within Soviet society. Offi-
cially, the Soviet people were unified for victory over the Nazi threat, but
many residents of the home front were unsure of the outcome of the war
and thus prepared for all contingencies. The attempts of Party and state offi-
cials to forge a unified community in the wartime socialist city clashed with
the reality of life in Uzbekistan, a place where hunger, poverty, and disease
ravaged the population. These hardships on the home front were exacer-
bated by the evacuation crisis, which opened up deep ethno-national divi-
sions among the region’s diverse population. Various ethnic groups from
across the Soviet Union suddenly had to live together, and they immediately
viewed each other as competitors for the region’s scarce resources, particu-
larly food, medicine, clothing, and shelter. These shortages increased the
sense of instability and vulnerability among the wartime population of Uz-
bekistan. Few people felt comfortable or at home in Tashkent, a city that was
out of harm’s way and to which countless Soviet citizens fled. Instead, many
found Central Asia’s reported safety to be illusory, causing residents—Uz-
bek, Russian, Jewish, Korean, Polish, and countless other groups—to rely
only on themselves, not on the state, the city, or their neighbors, for sur-
vival. The recollections of the city’s wartime residents demonstrate that
the gulf between the public image of a Soviet people united for victory and
the struggles of home-front life—characterized by desperation, starvation,
and disease—grew tremendously large, with devastating consequences for
many city residents.
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Images of the “Other” in Tashkent

As noted earlier, the poor military defense of Soviet territory led to a rise in
anti-Soviet sentiment among some sectors of the population. Many Tash-
kent residents, unclear of the future of their region as Soviet territory, an-
ticipated a regime change in which Soviet power pulled out due to either a
collapse of the government in Moscow or the capitulation of Central Asia to
the Nazis. In the initial months of war, publicized pronouncements on the
loyalty and heroism of Soviet citizens on the battlefield conflicted with ru-
mors of tremendous defeats on the front lines. Some residents of Tashkent
began to prepare for a future that might not include Soviet rule. At first,
the Russians of Central Asia expressed immediate concern about their fu-
ture in the region if Soviet power dissolved. As Natalia Gromova has noted,
the Russians of Tashkent panicked in 1941 as Nazi troops moved toward
Moscow and rumors persisted of a joint British-American attack from In-
dia that would transform Uzbekistan from a Soviet republic into an Anglo-
American colony. She paraphrased the sentiment of the time: “What would
happen then? How would Uzbeks relate to the avalanche of refugees from
Russia? The mood was somber.” Tashkent and the entire Central Asian re-
gion had, in the past, been a refuge from World War I and the Russian civil
war. Suddenly, however, with the enormity of the Soviet military catastro-
phe, the region’s “safety” from German bombs was negated by the potential
for angry reactions of Central Asians against Soviet/Russian rule if the so-
cialist system collapsed. In the minds of local residents, the Soviet Union
was under attack from the West (Germany) but also was threatened from
within, namely from non-Russians who were not yet completely “civilized”
Soviet citizens.

Aleksander Wat, a Polish intellectual and former deportee, has chron-
icled his travels through the region.® He notes that Europeans feared that
Uzbeks were “preparing for an uprising. The Russians, the Jews, the fugi-
tives, the refugees—everybody was expecting a bloodbath.” Party commu-
niqués reported that Europeans were getting ready to flee from the region
should the Soviet system collapse. One local Russian evidently stated that
“Russians were sending their wives and children to Russia because all the
Uzbeks will slit [pererezhut] Russian throats” during a time of war.® In fact,
as Leningrad’s workforce packed up their factories for evacuation to the
safety of Tashkent, some Russians in Central Asia ironically began to send
their families to what they believed was the safety of European Russia be-
cause they feared that angry Uzbek mobs might take revenge on them. The
fear of wild and uncivilized Eastern peoples whom Soviet power had not
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yet “tamed” returned, recalling years of negative perceptions of Muslims
and Asians in the Russian mindset.” Moreover, many Russian, Jewish, and
other migrants to the region escaped death at the hands of the Nazis but
felt threatened by their new Asian environment. These Russian residents
of Tashkent dehumanized their Uzbek neighbors, creating (or recreating)
an image of Central Asians as primitive or barbaric.!’ Their critiques and
ethnic slurs focused on the sharpness and size of Uzbek knives and on
the Uzbeks’ willingness to use them against migrants. In fact, in a time of
purported Soviet unity against the Nazis, many of these critiques were re-
markably similar to the memoir literature of the pre-revolutionary period
in which European travelers portrayed Central Asian emirs and khans as
brutal barbarians because of their treatment of locals and foreigners alike.
Furthermore, this wartime language recalls that used in the anti-German
propaganda that was published in Soviet newspapers of the time, indicat-
ing that residents both internalized and at times inverted state language to
solidify pre-existing ethnic prejudices.

However, it was not just the Russians who helped raise the level of fear
and turmoil in the region. Uzbeks at times uttered equally harsh statements
against the Russians. An Uzbek Komsomol member—supposedly a model
Soviet worker—told a Russian colleague that “if Hitler or Germany goes
and takes Russia, then we will crush all of you here and we will speak to you
very differently.”" In some cases, Uzbeks used almost the same language as
Russians in describing how Central Asians would threaten Russians once
Soviet power dissolved. Hotheads in both groups came to a general agree-
ment that the future of the region would not be pleasant if the Nazis (or
British) got any where close to Central Asia or if the Soviet system collapsed
from within. One man, called Dadabaev, told his Russian co-workers that
“soon, we will slice you all up.”"* In Tashkent, an officially decreed “unified”
city, people saw the war as an opportunity for change, and many began to
envision a city where Soviet power was no longer present, even if the details
of the post-Soviet city remained indefinite and fluid.” Even so, for many
Tashkenters, that imagined future was as frightening as the Nazi hordes
sweeping through the steppe toward the Central Asian home front.

Not all ethnic insults concerned Russians or Uzbeks, however. In many,
these two dominant ethnic groups came to agreement in their dislike of a
more recent arrival: the scores of Jews who arrived in the region after flee-
ing Hitler’s forces. One man, Kulakov, after hearing rumors of the deporta-
tion of Jews from Germany and occupied Europe, stated that “they got what
they deserved.” " Dorit Bader Whiteman notes that Uzbeks insulted Jews
who stood in bread lines and occasionally even stole their food or pushed
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them out of line. Misha Raitzin, a child evacuee from Ukraine, wrote that
the Russian and Uzbek children in his mixed Tashkent neighborhood used
to call him a “kike” (zhid) and beat him up simply for being a Jew.” Fur-
thermore, Party reports cite residents’ complaints that “Tashkent had be-
come filled with Jews.”" Residents at times expressed anger at the recent
arrivals, particularly as their own relatives went off to the front, under-
scoring a common Soviet wartime and postwar prejudice that Soviet Jews
shirked their front-line military responsibilities to work in the institutions
of the home front.

While Jews in Tashkent might have encountered ethnic slurs, anti-
Semitic attacks were much harsher in the rural regions surrounding the city.
Local collective farmers allegedly raped Jewish evacuees, who did not have
any adult male relatives to protect them. One collective farm administrator
stated, “It’s time to kick out all the Jews,” while others refused to accept Jews
as workers, even though there were labor shortages.” Some collective farm-
ers complained that Jewish evacuees—many of them urbanites—lacked
skills and were of little help in the Uzbek countryside. According to local
collective farmers, the Jewish evacuees offered them almost nothing of use
but soaked up scarce resources. Some collective farm directors defied Soviet
government decrees outright and refused to provide medical care, housing,
or food to the evacuees who were placed in their midst, presumably so that
evacuees would move to a different location. Such situations led to a large
out-migration of evacuees from the countryside into towns and factories,
where Jews and others believed they would have more control over their
futures. This type of treatment led to the mass movement of hungry, ill, and
desperate war migrants across the region and exacerbated the problem of
overcrowding in Tashkent, Samarkand, and other major urban centers in
Central Asia, where the majority of war refugees converged.

Although anti-Semitism existed in the Tashkent region before the war,
the increase in attacks against Jews likely was a wartime phenomenon that
was directed primarily at Ashkenazi Jews, those who arrived by the thou-
sands in 1941 and 1942 from the European areas of the Soviet Union. No
large numbers of verbal or physical assaults against Bukharan Jews, who
often spoke Uzbek and Tajik, were well acquainted with the local lifestyle,
and had a traditional place within Central Asian society, were noted in
Party documents. Furthermore, although Misha Raitzin describes being
bullied because of his Jewish background, he notes that practicing Muslims
in Tashkent often were friendly and helpful to practicing Jews. In fact, his
parents got along well with their Uzbek neighbors because, he believes, they
kept kosher and his mother always covered her hair. These actions under-
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scored for many local Uzbeks that the Raitzins were a traditional family
rather than a modern Soviet one.” Evidence suggests that Jews were not at-
tacked simply because they were Jewish. While their ethnic and religious
origins certainly played a role in their persecution, many Jewish evacuees
possibly were singled out for being outsiders whom Central Asians identi-
fied closely with the Soviet system that had brought so much upheaval and
suffering to the region. With the war and evacuation, the harsh reality of
Soviet life in Tashkent simply got worse. Still, many Uzbeks tolerated those
local Jews who clearly did not represent the Soviet state but who suffered,
like many Central Asians, from the state’s antireligious ideology and its
continual attempts to transform traditional cultures.

Wartime Images of Tashkent

Central Asian residents clearly did not care for the masses of refugees that
invaded their cities and villages. As discussed above, many Uzbeks dem-
onstrated tremendous hostility toward refugees because they arrived unex-
pectedly in their communities and caused shortages of food, housing, and
medicine. In return, the migrant Jews, Russians, and other Slavs frequently
had negative impressions of the indigenous Central Asians, often colored
by orientalist views of Eastern peoples. War memoirs and many archival
reports provide a sense of the animosity felt toward Uzbeks because of their
alleged wealth and the abundance of food they had at their disposal, al-
though Party communiqués indicate that most Uzbeks remained as hun-
gry as their non-Uzbek neighbors during the war years.”” Animosity toward
Central Asians increased because many Slavic city residents and new mi-
grants to the city believed that the indigenous population controlled the
sources of food and took advantage of the war situation to sell goods at the
bazaar at high prices.*® While traveling to Tashkent, the writer Nadezhda
Mandel’stam was temporarily placed in a Kazakh collective farm where,
she believed, local peasants were “well fed” and lived well but did not share
their riches with outsiders.” Urban residents, especially evacuees, had a dif-
ficult time acquiring the basic necessities of life because they often lacked
extended family and community structures in the region that could help
them find additional food supplies. Tashkent once again was seen as a Eu-
ropean city, surrounded by a sea of Central Asians, with the Central Asian
population in control of the city’s lifeline. This dependence of urbanites on
another ethnic group was clearly resented by many, particularly during this
time of deprivation.

Europeans also were wary of Tashkent as a city, seeing it as a completely
foreign environment compared to the Soviet towns they knew. Memoir
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descriptions of the Uzbek capital depict a city of a different time and cul-
ture or, as Kornei Chukovskii wrote, a different “planet.”** Wartime visi-
tors overlooked its similarities to other Soviet cities and saw it only as a
distant place of desert exile, with exotic trees, animals, and people. Like
visitors before the revolution, Europeans who arrived during the war re-
marked on the drab and enclosed atmosphere of the Central Asian home.
Speaking of rural Uzbekistan, Wat noted that the “natives lived a life apart.
Their clay homesteads were surrounded by walls, like those in Morocco—
they reminded me of the films about Morocco I'd seen. The homes had in-
terior courtyards completely hidden from sight. The married women wore
veils made of horsehair.”* Other memoirs mention the strange lifestyle, the
camels on the streets, women in paranjis, and the arba or donkey cart, the
“vehicle of Central Asia which has changed little over the millennia,” as if
animal-drawn carts were not present in Russia, or elsewhere.?* For many,
Tashkent, the “city of bread,” had become a distant place of confusion, mis-
ery, and decay, not the city of plenty they had anticipated. Although air-
planes and trains made possible relatively rapid travel between Tashkent
and Russia, wartime residents still spoke of Tashkent as a faraway place of
exile and a city with few redeeming qualities. The region was cut off from
the central parts of the Soviet Union that were being devastated by the war.
Memoirs and archival reports present the migrant-filled Uzbek capital as
a lonely place in a desolate desert in a country that was threatened by real
and potential enemies. These sentiments of despair were similar to those
expressed by nineteenth-century memoirists and travel writers in Russian
Turkestan, although the urgency of despair was certainly increased in the
wartime environment and by the knowledge that the Central Asian home
front had become one of the few remaining lifelines for the entire Soviet
Union.

Despite these grim reminders of suffering, some residents attempted to
make the best of their wartime lives. Many attempted to adapt the city to
their needs by creating tiny communities of high culture—little Moscows
or Leningrads—in the Central Asian desert. With so many prominent liter-
ary, artistic, and theatrical figures in the city, wartime residents could en-
joy a rather vibrant cultural life for a Soviet city during World War II. The
home of the poet Anna Akhmatova, which was located in a region of the
city that had many prominent evacuated writers and intellectuals, became a
veritable literary salon.”” Some memoirs recall vibrant discussions at restau-
rants, concerts performed by musicians evacuated from Moscow, and com-
edy and drama performances by some of the Soviet Union’s most famous
actors. Soviet writer Aleksei Tolstoi even compared the Uzbek capital to one
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of the great cities of exile, noting that “Tashkent was the Istanbul for the
poor.”? For Tolstoi and other prominent figures in the arts, Tashkent, like
the metropolis in Turkey, was a place where European intellectuals could
escape the harsh reality of war, live in relative comfort, and even continue
their cultural pursuits. Such important Soviet evacuees migrated thousands
of kilometers from the center of European Russia during World War II and
created parallels between their lives and those of prominent non-Soviet in-
tellectuals in forced exile. Still, their lives were vastly different from those of
average wartime refugees, industrial workers, or local Uzbek residents, who
lacked the time, the energy, or the resources to visit restaurants and cultural
events. These less fortunate residents of Tashkent simply were too busy with
the more mundane tasks of survival.

Evacuating Humans

Many intellectuals and Party members traveled to Tashkent in relatively
comfortable conditions, but the evacuation process for the majority of Tash-
kent’s new arrivals was harsh. Most wartime evacuees came to the region in
crowded trains that lacked heat, had sporadic supplies of food or water, and
little space for personal belongings.” Deportees, whether they were Kore-
ans, Poles, Japanese POWs, Soviet Germans, or Crimean Tatars who were
exiled to the region during the war, complained of atrocious transportation
conditions in squalid boxcars or cattle cars without heat, water, or toilets.”
Death rates among these groups were extraordinarily high. Many evacu-
ees—and even more deportees—were lost along the way, either as casual-
ties of German bombs, victims of disease and hunger, or simply by becom-
ing separated from family members while in transit. Aleksander Topolski,
a Polish citizen and deportee who, after the GULAG freed him, traveled
across Central Asia to join the Polish Anders Army at Yangi-Yol (Tashkent
oblast), wrote that Central Asian train cars epitomized “human misery on
the move—grey-faced men, women and children sitting on benches or on
the floor between benches. Any space not occupied by people was filled
with bundles, bags, and suitcases. There was a pervading stench of cheap
tobacco, unwashed human bodies, excrement, and the vomit of wailing
babies.” The lack of toilets, bathing facilities, and clean water along the
way led to unsanitary conditions and illness. While the evacuation initially
saved enormous numbers of people, the subsequent spread of infectious
diseases across Central Asia devastated migrants and Central Asians alike.
Dysentery, malaria, cholera, tuberculosis, and typhus rates skyrocketed in
the early 1940s because there were not enough drugs or doctors to help treat
the sick.*® In an ironic twist of fate, it was the migration of Soviet Europe-
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ans into the Tashkent region, not the long-criticized unsanitary conditions
of local Uzbek culture, that led to mass outbreaks of disease in wartime
Uzbekistan.

When evacuees arrived in the city, they were met by a flurry of bureau-
crats who attempted in vain to bring order to the overcrowded Tashkent
train station. Workers of the Tashkent evakopunkt checked travel docu-
ments of evacuees to ascertain who had traveled to Tashkent on an official
basis. Official evacuees were those whose transportation to the Uzbek capi-
tal had been sanctioned by the Soviet state through their place of employ-
ment, usually a factory or cultural/educational institution that had been
evacuated from the front. Those without official travel documents for Tash-
kent (refugees and people destined for other Central Asian cities) and those
who could not work were sent out of the city as soon as possible, as were
many members of deported ethnic groups, who were often sent to isolated
areas of Tashkent oblast to fend for themselves. To ease the population ex-
plosion in Tashkent, officials also decreed in December 1941 that seriously
ill evacuees and their families be removed from trains before they arrived
in Tashkent to avoid becoming burdens on an already strained city infra-
structure and to prevent further outbreaks of disease among city residents,
particularly among workers at Tashkent’s new military industrial factories.
Similarly, single women and disabled soldiers who lacked family ties in
Tashkent were to be sent elsewhere in the Uzbek SSR because officials feared
that their presence in the capital might entice their relatives to make their
own journeys to the city.”

The Tashkent evakopunkt, like others across the Soviet home front,
had varied functions. It conducted the registration of all evacuees—offi-
cially within three days of arrival—and provided them with food, medi-
cal care, and a place to stay either permanently or temporarily. In theory,
evakopunkt doctors examined evacuees to identify those with infectious
diseases, isolate the ill, and provide others with vaccines and preventive
care. The entire evakopunkt was zoned off from the surrounding area of
the city, and NKVD officers guarded it to prevent potentially infectious ar-
rivals from mixing with the permanent population. The evakopunkt recep-
tion area was located on the main grounds of the Tashkent railroad station
and could serve up to two thousand people at a time.*? Despite efforts to
bring organization to the evacuation in Tashkent, the multiplicity of agen-
cies involved in the receiving, registering, and settling of the evacuees led to
chaos. Trains would arrive, dumping passengers off even when there was no
room left at the evakopunkt to receive them. Those who arrived in the eve-
ning often found the evakopunkt closed, with no working canteen, no bread
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available, and occasionally no kipiatok (hot water that had been boiled to
make it potable), the only beverage available to travelers. Evakopunkt of-
ficials complained that they often lacked information on the number of
trains arriving, the time of arrival, the number of people entering the city,
or the number of passengers who needed transport beyond Tashkent. This
confusion led to situations in which the evakopunkt temporarily lacked
the staff to process large numbers of unexpected travelers or the means
to send transit passengers to their final destination. Hungry migrants
camped out at the railroad station for extended periods of time not know-
ing when, how, or to what place they would eventually move.*® One refu-
gee wrote of his fellow migrants that “hundreds, perhaps thousands of
people lay on the sidewalk and street in front of the train station. Some
rested against little bundles, but for many, their only pillow was their fist.
I caught sight of open sores oozing on swollen legs. Lice crawled over their
bodies and clung to their hair. I had never seen such filth. The stench from
sweat and waste was sickening. I listened to the sporadic outbursts of hack-
ing coughs and to the deeper, rattling sounds of the very ill, who lay, al-
most prostrate[,] on the ground.”** Many evacuees, disoriented and sick
after their arduous trip to Central Asia and having seen fellow travelers get
mugged in daylight at the Tashkent railway station, became wary of letting
go of their belongings, travel documents, or food even for a few seconds
during registration or medical checks. Others—the ill or weak—lay on the
ground, waiting for medical help, registration, instructions on how they
could receive employment or housing, or information on where they would
be sent. With continually arriving trains, evakopunkt, militia, and NKVD
officials could not process passengers fast enough. Even if they could, the
city did not have shelter for such large numbers of evacuees, particularly in
the rush period between December 1941 and March 1942. The Soviet polity
had once aimed for absolute control over the lives, movements, and even
thoughts of its citizens. In wartime, reaching this goal was no longer even
remotely possible.

To ensure that refugees/evacuees washed themselves and to decrease
the threat of infectious diseases, the Tashkent Gorispolkom turned over
to the evakopunkt the banyas (Russian bathhouses) located near the rail-
road station.” However, these facilities were overcrowded and lacked soap,
towels, and a stable water supply, making it difficult for travelers to clean
themselves. Theft also was a major problem at these facilities, and it forced
evacuees to guard their belongings because leaving them under the super-
vision of attendants did not guarantee their safety. The head of the Bukhara
evakopunkt traveled to Tashkent and used one of the municipal banyas near
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the railroad station. He witnessed the way that attendants returned laun-
dered clothing to bathers: the attendants simply threw the packets of clean
clothes into a corner, thus forcing naked patrons to scuffle with one another
to regain their belongings.*® As archival documents and memoir accounts
attest, losing one’s shirt, pants, underwear, or shoes was a major problem
because clothing was in short supply and often irreplaceable.” The battle to
preserve one’s belongings while bathing became as important for survival
as the bath itself. Chaos reigned in the institutions that were supposed to
supply basic necessities to and guarantee the health of the new residents of
Tashkent.

Individual factories in Tashkent—pre-existing facilities and evacuated
plants—were expected to take part in the registration process by assisting
the Gorispolkom in finding space in the city to house recent arrivals and by
transporting them to their new homes. After all, the new arrivals would be
their workers who had been evacuated or other evacuees soon to join them
on the production floor. Considering the shortage of industrial labor in the
region, Tashkent factories had incentives to help out the “unorganized” mi-
grants, the healthiest and most skilled of whom they quickly recruited as
workers. Even so, finding them housing remained difficult. This predica-
ment resulted in lengthy delays in settling and employing evacuees and in
continual complaints by evacuees and native Tashkenters who suddenly
found themselves either living in ever more crowded buildings or banished
from the city limits altogether.® In ten years, Soviet housing plans went
from Stepan Polupanov’s model housing commune to model four-story
apartments and then to official instructions to convert into housing various
structures that had never been imagined for use as human shelter, includ-
ing bathrooms, underground dugouts, stables, storage sheds, outdoor tents,
schools, and clubs.”

While some Tashkenters were evicted from the city and others lived in
overcrowded buildings, officials and residents alike complained about the
endless numbers of migrants who managed to work their way into Tashkent
by bribing militia or evakopunkt officials for Tashkent registration or by
having factory administrators, often personal acquaintances, put them on
factory staff lists even if they lacked appropriate skills. Officially, access to
Tashkent was strictly controlled, but as Maria Belkina has remarked, those
with money, jewelry, or other valuables could settle in the city after bribing
local officials.*® It became clear that wealth or privilege gave certain evacu-
ees power to maneuver their way through the evacuation and to survive
the war years. In fact, the procurator (chief prosecutor) of the Uzbek SSR
criticized those who had large sums of cash or expensive jewelry or used
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blat (personal connections) because doing so gave evacuees as a group a bad
reputation among the local population.” In a classless society, markers of
class and ethnic privilege determined where one spent the war—under Ger-
man occupation, in endangered cities, in the relative safety of home-front
urban centers, or in the distant Central Asian countryside.

Workers' Lives in Central Asia

Throughout the war years, newspaper articles publicized the need to keep
Tashkent clean—both to lower disease rates and to create a “cultured” en-
vironment. Even in wartime, the Soviet state did not completely cease its
effort to create model citizens and ideal urban spaces, at least in its rhetoric.
However, the pressing dilemma of controlling infections eventually took
precedence over “civilizing” campaigns in propaganda for urban cleanli-
ness. To create “clean” and “cultured” wartime spaces, city officials man-
dated that construction workers speed up housing construction and urban
beautification projects, install sewers and water pipes, and enclose or build
linings for the city’s filthy drainage canals.*> In 1942, a physician from the
Tashkent Textile Kombinat health service spoke of the need to conduct an
anti-cholera campaign among workers of the textile factory, with the man-
datory vaccination of all employees and their families in the factory’s hous-
ing areas. Nonetheless, the kombinat’s workers noted that the campaign
for cleanliness in the factory largely failed. With all employees involved in
production, the wartime workshop lacked cleaning staff to conduct disin-
fection work, resulting in a dangerously dirty working environment. The
lack of glass on windows, a shortage of shoes for workers, and the arrival
of winter caused a flu epidemic at the factory.* The inability to take simple
precautions increased illness rates and contributed to high rates of factory
turnover—and employee death—during the war.

Party officials in Tashkent recognized that inferior health standards,
food shortages, and the poor living conditions of urban residents—native
Tashkenters, Russian residents, and recently arrived evacuees alike—all
contributed to falling industrial output. In 1942, the Central Committee
and Sovnarkom ordered the construction of the Northern Tashkent Canal
in order to expand the area of arable agricultural land in the region, which,
it was hoped, would eventually help to satisfy the needs of the city popula-
tion and to provide food for those on the front lines.** Factories created gar-
dens to provide additional produce for workers, while most of the open land
in the city was converted to vegetable plots, although the urban residents,
many of them new to the Central Asian climate, were not always adept at
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keeping plants and animals alive.*” Petty and violent crime increased in the
wartime city as residents pilfered food and supplies from their workplaces
and from each other. One memoirist recalls an evening when thieves came
into his home, slaughtered his goat, and took the carcass, leaving behind
only the bloody remains and depriving the family of a vital food source.*¢
V. S. Turman, an evacuated Textile Kombinat employee, was murdered by
colleagues at a factory storage room. Her assailants stabbed her eighteen
times before stealing the cloth and leather that she was guarding. Evacuees
spoke of Turman as an honest Soviet worker who had been saved from Hit-
ler’s bombs in Kiev, only to be killed by “bandit hands” on the home front;
they demanded harsh punishment for her murderers.”’ Daily life in Tash-
kent’s industrial workplaces became increasingly unruly and dangerous as
employees competed for scarce food and other resources they could use to
trade on the black market. Bartering, whether of family heirlooms or stolen
goods, was so prevalent that most people had sold all their possessions by
the end of the war. To survive, many Tashkenters were forced to commit
theft.

Fighting crime, preventing disease, and monitoring the conditions of
housing were seen as necessary to show “concern” for the workers in their
homes. Fabkom oflicials declared that meeting these needs was an essen-
tial factor in stabilizing the workforce. Desertion rates continued to rise
throughout the war, especially among Uzbeks, indicating that even in the
later years of the war, the military conflict had not yet created a stable urban
workforce with a large indigenous Central Asian representation. In 1944,
for example, some Tashkent factories experienced extremely high turnover
rates—almost 100 percent—among Uzbek employees.”® An Uzbek Central
Committee report identified four main reasons for this high turnover rate
among native Central Asians. The first was the lack of “care” for Uzbek
workers, likened to the failure to provide for the needs of all workers in the
city. Second, training programs were poorly organized and not conducted
in Uzbek, thereby preventing many labor recruits from fully understanding
their jobs. Third, the majority of Tashkent’s newly recruited Uzbek work-
ers came from the countryside, where their families remained, and where
many believed food was slightly more plentiful; the village thus drew many
of these workers to return. Finally, the Central Committee report noted that
officials in Namangan and other cities simply rounded up people at bazaars
or train stations and sent them to the capital to work. These “railroad-” and
“bazaar-” recruited workers were not the most reliable Soviet citizens, often
had infectious diseases, and did not necessarily want to move to the Uz-
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bek capital.* They deserted the factory in large numbers and attempted to
return home. Fighting desertion under these circumstances remained an
enormous challenge, even when deserters were put on trial.*

However, one should not think that the problem of keeping Uzbeks at
work in factory production indicates that they were not tied to the Soviet
state or did not have feelings of allegiance to the socialist polity. For evi-
dence to the contrary, one need only look at how many Uzbeks became in-
fused with Soviet propaganda and notions of Soviet patriotism during the
war years, as was evident in their treatment of ethno-national groups that
the Soviet state identified as wartime internal enemies. By the middle of
the conflict, many Uzbeks expressed resentment toward Tashkent’s small
ethnic German population as well as outright hostility toward the Crimean
Tatar deportees, who arrived in the Tashkent region in 1944. Uzbeks, whose
patriotism had been doubted at numerous times by the state and who were
considered harder to keep in factory jobs, certainly showed their loyalty to
the state in their harsh treatment of these outsiders, whom they considered
to be actively anti-Soviet and the cause of their years of wartime suffering.

In the spring of 1944, with the Nazi armies finally in retreat and the
Soviet Union recovering lands that had been under occupation, Soviet lead-
ers and security officials—Stalin and NKVD chief Beria foremost among
them—identified ethnic groups that they considered to have been disloyal
to the Soviet cause during Nazi occupation. The Crimean Tatar population
of the Black Sea region—along with a variety of other ethnic groups, such as
the Chechens, Meshketian Turks, Volga Germans, and Ingush—was identi-
fied as having collaborated with the Nazi occupiers, although there is no
overwhelming evidence that their cooperation with the Germans was much
more extensive than that of other Soviet groups.” Nonetheless, having been
identified as internal Soviet enemies, the Crimean Tatars were deported
en masse to the distant home front, with Uzbekistan and Tashkent oblast
in particular receiving the bulk of them.”? Upon the arrival of deportees,
Uzbeks did not welcome any who had reportedly assisted the Nazis. In
most cases, having heard three years of war propaganda that demonized
fascists and having made enormous wartime sacrifices of their own, with
Uzbek family members dying on the front in great numbers, local Uzbeks
treated the Crimean Tatars as true enemies of the state. Some Tashkent
oblast villagers stoned the deportees—even children—upon their arrival in
the Tashkent region.”® Other Uzbeks expressed anger that they, loyal Soviet
citizens, suddenly had to live alongside internal Soviet enemies, and they
questioned why Uzbekistan became the “dumping ground” for such trai-



CENTRAL ASIANLIVES ATWAR = 133

tors. One Uzbek man complained that the Crimean Tatars should not have
been “sent to a good place like Uzbekistan, they at least should have been
sent to a place in Siberia for their crime against the Motherland,” a clear
indication that he identified with the Soviet project and the larger Soviet
state.”* Others reacted violently toward the forced migrants, even murder-
ing the deportees in punishment for the destruction they supposedly had
brought to the Soviet people.” These actions are telling because Uzbeks had
little contact with Crimean Tatars (who were also Muslims) before 1944, yet
they conveyed a sense of Soviet identity, solidified by the war, and took re-
prisals against outsiders who had allegedly allied themselves with the Ger-
mans during the Nazi-Soviet conflict. Uzbeks might not always have acted
as Party leaders had hoped and might have been more difficult to entice
and keep in factory production, but these residents certainly demonstrated
their allegiance to the Soviet Union in their mistreatment of the region’s
new Crimean Tatar population.

Uzbek collective farmers outside the city punished these deportees
both for their alleged collaboration as well as for their presence in Uzbeki-
stan. One Uzbek village brigade leader was arrested for beating up a young
Crimean Tatar boy whose special settler parents allowed the child to come
to the cotton field. The brigade leader threw the young boy into an irrigation
canal after the attack, and documents suggest that the child might not have
survived. Another brigade leader attacked and killed a female Crimean Ta-
tar special settler in March 1945.%° Local residents of Uzbekistan expressed
both anger at the deportees and fear over what the deportations meant to
them. Rumors proliferated across the Uzbek countryside that the Crimean
Tatars had hidden German spies in their midst and planned to poison the
food and water supplies of the region.” Some local residents even feared
that the deportation of the Tatars was only a start and that Uzbeks and Rus-
sians soon would be forcibly removed from certain parts of Uzbekistan.
Once again, mixed messages from the state regarding Crimean Tatar de-
portations helped to spread wild rumors around the Uzbek SSR as resi-
dents tried to understand why the state had sent to live among them people
whom they were told had contributed to their years of wartime deprivation
and had helped the Nazis kill their sons and brothers on the front lines.
In the war years, Soviet identity clearly gained ground among the Uzbeks,
who lashed out much more harshly against these deportees than they had
against previous migrants, such as the prewar Korean deportees, to whom
many Uzbeks were simply indifferent.
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Extreme Hardship

Despite attempts to curb high desertion rates, contain infectious diseases,
and lessen the strain of hunger, city officials made little headway in ad-
dressing residents’ concerns, although Party organs carefully documented
Tashkenters’ complaints and the declining living standards in the Uzbek
capital. Gorispolkom files from the Tashkent City Archive in fact contain
excerpts of intercepted letters and telegrams from city residents to their rel-
atives in the Red Army. These letters chronicle the harsh conditions of life
for average Tashkenters—both Uzbek and Russian—who lacked the privi-
leges and connections that some of the more prominent evacuees and local
Party members possessed. Just as in other cities across the Soviet Union,
the Tashkent Gorispolkom attempted to investigate and ameliorate the
truly desperate cases of hardship in the city, especially because the state ex-
pended so much time and effort in propagandizing the fact that the families
of Soviet soldiers were treated well on the distant home front. Even so, the
families of active duty military personnel clearly felt neglected and angry
over their fate. Many blamed the state and frequently lashed out at local bu-
reaucrats and factory administrators who took little interest in their lives on
the home front while their husbands, fathers, brothers, and sons shed their
blood for the Soviet state. Tashkent families of all ethnic groups wanted
and expected more for their sacrifices, but the city rarely delivered or did
so only after it was too late. In this sense, looking at Tashkent provides an
important case study of how residents of home-front cities interacted with
local, state, and Party institutions during the war.

In March 1943, E. A. Chentsova, a teacher, wrote to her husband that
his family was “freezing and starving” in Tashkent. She lacked food for the
children and had sold all of the household belongings except for one bicycle.
Malnourished and suffering from sclerosis, she could barely take care of
her two children, her only reason for living. She complained that she did
not receive enough help from the school, local officials, or the voenkomat,
the military district office that conducted the draft and performed military
functions at the local level. The director of the school

even told me, “What more help do you want? Do we really not give you much
help? We give [your family] three meals, we brought heating fuel, I also added
two boxes of matches and an electric lamp.” The Commissar began to yell at
me, saying that I should not talk to my boss that way. I started to cry and told
him that I will not come to him for anything, even if that means we die from
starvation. . . . The director turns out to be an asshole and tries to make my life
horrible at every step.”
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When residents on the home front could not get local officials to respond
with the help that they thought they deserved, they often turned to the mil-
itary. They pressured voenkomat officials in the Uzbek capital to provide
financial assistance and relief from the wartime tax burden for soldier fam-
ilies. However, citizens without documentation that their relatives served
in the military had no proof of army service and, therefore, experienced
difficulty in getting exemptions or aid. Uzbek Tashkenters also understood
that military service provided important benefits from the state and lobbied
the city for assistance. Tashkenters of all nationalities contacted their rela-
tives in the army to have them use whatever military connections they had
to improve the conditions of life on the home front.®

G. I. Dergacheyv, for example, asked his brother on the front to enlist the
assistance of his commander in relieving the “family of a Red Army sol-
dier” from military taxes. The Dergachev family was in a horrible financial
situation and survived mainly from of the sale of their mother’s blood. He
wrote, “Mom has become so bad and weak and we tell her she must stop
giving blood, but she says that if she stops, we will all get weak.™" Lacking
help from the state or from the military, many women across the Soviet
home front, like Dergachev’s mother, were forced to endanger their lives
in a desperate attempt to keep their children alive. A. M. Vergun similarly
wrote to her husband on the front, saying that she had sold almost every-
thing at the market, thus leaving their son home alone “in tears and hun-
ger,” and that the only thing she had left to sell was her blood, which would
get her an eight-hundred-gram bread ration card.* These are letters of des-
peration. The families writing them mention little about the ideology of the
war or about the heroism of their relatives in the Soviet military, as contem-
porary propaganda articles described. Instead, these residents were unbear-
ably anxious about their ability to survive the war, even though they were
experiencing no direct physical danger from the enemy. The Uzbek capital
was far from the front, considered a “safe city,” and did not experience the
same level of starvation and destruction as did Leningrad, Minsk, or Stal-
ingrad, but survival on the Soviet home front was by no means guaranteed.
Tashkenters of all ethnic groups suffered tremendously and feared for the
future of their families, especially for their children.

Another woman wrote to a relative on the front that her family found
themselves in “nightmarish” conditions in the Uzbek capital. They received
a telegram telling them to “move immediately,” and their belongings were
quickly thrown out on the street, although it is unclear why they were
evicted from their home: “We haven’t had a word from you. We are stuck
in the most nightmarish conditions in a basement on cement and without
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anything. . . . [I] only need to wait until the spring, yes it’s true that we
will receive [relief] in the spring, but in the spring they will lay me out in a
grave.”®> More fortunate evacuees lived above ground in apartments, but as
N. V. Puchkova of the Tashkent satellite town of Chirchik noted, apartment
conditions also were far from ideal with chunks of concrete falling off of
her building onto the street. She complained that while some residents had
been given land for individual gardens, she received nothing: “In general, I
have not seen such heartless treatment of families of military service men
anywhere.”* She does not ask for direct help from the city, military, or her
relative. She simply complains about her life and criticizes the callous na-
ture of the Soviet system for its mistreatment of soldiers’ families.®®

Others complained that blat (connections) was the key to survival and
that, without it, they would see no improvement in their lives. Puchkova
most likely falls into this category with her anger over being overlooked
for a garden plot. Officially, having a family member in the army provided
one with better access to state aid, but having money and knowing the right
people offered better guarantees for attaining a slightly higher standard
of living. L. M. Bogomolskaia wrote to her brother that “I can’t get settled
anywhere, there are no possibilities, everywhere you need blat, but I have
none of it, and I am not one of those types of peoples. You, of course, know
me best. . .. One needs a lot of money and I have nothing, as you yourself
know.”® Another Russian woman complained that she was evicted from
her home but was uncertain of what rights she had because the documents
she was given by the landlord were in Uzbek, without a Russian transla-
tion. She felt discriminated against and was particularly angry that, despite
her son’s service in war, the landlord could simply throw her belongings
on the street. Many of Tashkent’s Russians (both permanent residents and
evacuees), officially the leading national group in Soviet society, felt like
second-rate citizens in wartime Uzbekistan, even if they had privileges that
other groups did not—such as access to closed cafeterias or polyclinics that
served the workers of individual factories or cultural institutions.” None-
theless, this Russian woman, not knowing what recourse she could take,
complained that she had little faith in the law in Uzbekistan because “ev-
erything here is done for money.”® This woman, however, lashed out at the
Uzbek nature of the city and Uzbek greed as the cause of her suffering. In
the wartime socialist city, money—the marker of the capitalist system of the
past—remained the key to survival, but once again, the complaints of Rus-
sians took on ethnic undertones.

The lives of some were clearly confounded by ethnic prejudice, as the
discussion of Uzbeks’ anger at the Tatar deportees has shown. Their harsh
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reaction clearly was an indication of anger against an “enemy” group be-
ing dumped into their midst. Tashkent’s own ethnic German population
suffered as well, even though they were so far from the front lines that
they could not have provided active assistance to the Nazis. Some ethnic
Germans were banished from the city itself, while others were dismissed
from their jobs in Tashkent factories, a frightening prospect since employ-
ment was the prime means of securing food and housing. One ethnic Ger-
man woman, a native of Tashkent, suspected that her nationality was the
reason for losing her job, despite the fact that she believed herself to be a
loyal Soviet citizen, one whose son and two brothers had died while serv-
ing in the Red Army on the front.®” Even people with German-sounding
last names were exiled from the Uzbek capital with little regard for their
status as “loyal” workers in the Soviet Union or proof of real connections
with Germany. One woman protested her expulsion in a letter to the Tash-
kent Gorispolkom on February s, 1942. She claimed that both she and her
husband were Russians, did not know how they came to have a German
surname, and did not identify with Germany in any way. Nonetheless, she
was expelled from the city; similarly, another Russian woman, married to
a Soviet German, protested her expulsion, stating that “my tragedy, the
tragedy of my life is that I am a Russian, Soviet woman, kicked out of my
nat