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"Thisisa Public Matter:" Mobilizing Obshchestvennost'
in the Anti-Hooligan Campaign, 1953-1964

INTRODUCTION: DEFINING HOOLIGANISM

The concept of hodiganism, as crimindogist A. A. Gertsenzon nded, has been the
subjed "of frequent and fundamental" change.* Basic comporents of its definition, such as what
type of crime it was and who were its victims, were @ntested subjeds of renegotiation,
reconceptuali zation and category-shifting. The canonzation d hodiganism as a"crime ajainst
social order" only occurred in 1960and was the end state of along anteceadent processof
imagining and reimagining who the Soviet hodigan was and what he did. Reviewing
hodiganism' s various redefinitions reveds the many ways it was imagined in Soviet law prior to
its canonization as a aime against social order.

Hodliganism (article 176), was first categorized, in the 1924RSFR Criminal Code, as a
"crime against the individual" (prestuplenie protiv lichnosti).” Punishable by aterm of corredive
labor nat excealding one month or by afine of 50 rubles, hodiganism was defined, in 1924 as
"the mmmisson d mischievous ads, acoompanied by explicit disresped for society."? The 1924
definition, whil e differing from such pre-Soviet formulations as Vladimir Dal' s by attributing a

mischievous psychoogicd comporent (ozorstvo) to hodigan adions, envisioned hodiganism as

'A. A. Gertsenzon, Kriminologiia, (Moscow, 1966), p. 443

*Ugolovnyi kodeks RSFSR, (Moscow, 1924), p. 42.



direded against a person and orly "ac@ompanied" by social disresped.® The 1934edition d the
Bol'shaia sovetskaia entsiklopedia, emphasizing hodiganism's configuration as a aime against
individuals, stated that "hodiganism isa aime ajainst a person, defined by mischievousnessand
acaompanied by motivelessdisresped for individual citi zens or for society."*

In 1937 however, the legal configuration d hodiganism shifted, causing are-
conceptuali zation nd of what hodiganism was but of who its victims were. Now numbered
article 74, hodiganism, in the 1937RSFXR Criminal Code, was recdegorized uncer sedionll,
"crimes against administrative order” (prestupleniia protiv poriadka upravieniia). The caegory
shifting of hodiganism implied are-conceptuali zation d who a what hodigans were harming
with their crime. Instead of imagining the victims of hodiganism as concrete individual persons,
hodiganism's victim, circa 1937, was envisioned as a supra-human governmental entity denoted
by the multivalent word "upravienie" (defined as "authority, administration, government,
management”).

Whil e hodiganism was gill defined as "mischievousnessacaompanied by explicit
(iavnyi) disresped for society," its victim was transposed from particular individuals to the
general organization and operation d authority. Excising any sense of individual victimization
from the sense of hodiganism, D. N. Ushakov, for example, defined hodiganism's victims in
institutional and moral terms, stating "hodiganism is extremely excessve mndwct acompanied
by explicit disresped for society and for the dignity of man."®

In addition, new qualifiers were included in the 1937 afinitionin order to dstinguish a

more severe type of hodiganism.® For example, alonger term of confinement, 5 yeas, was

*seeTolkovyi slovar' zhivogo Velikorusskogoiazyka, (Moscow, 1909, Vol. IV, p. 1244
“Bol'shaia sovetskaia entsiklopedia, (Moscow, 1934, Vol. 60, p. 277.

°D. N. Ushakov, Tolkowyi slovar' ruskogoiazyka, (Moscow, 1940, Vol. IV, p. 1198 Ushakov's
dictionary also contains the two intriguing verbs khuligant' and khuligarstvovat' .
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Minister of Defense Klim Voroshilov's 1935 aemand for increasing severity in the anti-hodigan



mandated for "hodiganistic" adivities exhibiting one of the foll owing aggravating condtions;
exhibition d "rowdyness' (buistvo) or "excess' (beschinstvo); for repea off enders; for adivities
"stubbanly continued despite warnings from the militi a to stop; and for adions "distinguished
by exceptional cynicism or audadty (derzost').’

Y et whil e hodiganism was clasdfied as a aime ajainst authority onthe repullican level,
it was dill caegorized onthe federal level, in Article 21 d the Law of Judicial Construction,
acording to its ealier classficaionas a aime aainst the person.® These wntradictory
clasgficaions persisted urtil the 1960Criminal Code Reform when bah were changed to reflea
the latest legal redefinition d hodiganism.

With the reform of the Criminal Code in 196Q hodiganism was dhifted yet again and its
developing definition as a aime against society, rather than against persons or against authority,
was establi shed. Hoadli ganism, renumbered as article 206, was relocaed to sedion X of the
RSFXR Criminal Code, "Crimes against Social Seaurity, Social Order and the Hedth of the
Popuation," and redefined as a aime against social order (obshchestvennyi pariaddk).® Again,
caegory shifting changed the notion d who hodi ganism's victims were. Instead of
governmental authority or individual persons, hodiganism becane canonized as a aime direded

against the coommunal or pullic order of the wlledive.

campaign and the Draconian April 1935Politburo deaee”On measures of strugge with crime
among minors" surely had an impad on the dedsion to increase the severity of punshments
defined in the 1937RSFR UK andin the configuration d that code's st of aggravating
circumstances. For information onV oroshil ov's demand, the 1935anti-hodigan campaign and
the 1935Poalitburo deaeeg seePeter H. Solomon, Jr. Soviet Criminal Justice Under Salin,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1996, pp. 201-202, and Sheil a Fitzpatrick, Everyday
Salinism: Ordinary Life in Extraordinary Times, (Oxford: Oxford University Press 1999, pp.
151-152
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The 1960 RSFSR Criminal Code also redefined what hooliganism was, dropping the
equation of hooliganism with "mischievousness,” and instead defining it as an "intentional action
violating public order in a coarse manner and expressing explicit disrespect for society."'® Rather
than envisioning social disrespect or disruption as "accompanying” or resulting from the criminal
activity of the hooligan, social disrespect and disruption became the actual crime itself.

The post-1960 Criminal Code reconfigured hooliganism into the triad "ordinary”
[prostoe] hooliganism, malicious hooliganism and "petty” [melkoe] hooliganism. Differential
punishments were allocated to each member as well as defined domains of behavior and
characteristics. Ordinary hooliganism was defined in the 1965 RSFSR Criminal Code as an
"intentional action violating public order in a coarse manner and expressing an explicit disrespect
toward society." The punishment for ordinary hooliganism was set at "deprivation of freedom for
a period not to exceed one year, or by correctional |abor for the same term or by a fine not
exceeding 50 rubles or by "social censure” [sotsialnoe poritsanie]." Malicious hooliganism was
defined as "the same action committed by a person previously convicted of hooliganism, or
while resisting a representative of authority, or an act distinguished in its content by exceptional
cynicism or audacity.” The corresponding punishment for malicious hooliganism was given as
"deprivation of freedom" for aterm not exceeding 5 years. Petty hooliganism was defined as
"committed by a person to whom measures of social or administrative influence had been
applied twice in the course of ayear." Punishment for petty hooliganism was listed as " corrective
labor for aterm not exceeding one year or by afine not exceeding 50 rubles."*

The canonization of hooliganism in 1960 as a crime against social order created atension
between the individual offender (lichnast’) and the social collective (obshchestvennost') and
between the private and the public. This tension and opposition is revealed in the legal

commentaries discussion of the main trope of hooliganism; "explicit disrespect for society."

“lbid.
"lbid.



"Explicit disresped for society" was defined by the 1960RSFIR Criminal Code's Commentary
as a"scornful relationship with Soviet law, norms of sociali st morality, rules of socialist
communal living and the striving to oppae the person[lichnast'] to the mlledive..."*? The 1962
RSFXR Criminal Code Commentary, also conceiving hodiganism as an oppdaition ketween the
individual/private and the social/pulic/colledive, defined "explicit disresped” as adions "which
involve oppasing the personal/private (lichnyi)..motives of the hodigans to social/pulic
(obshchestvennye) interests."** Hoali ganism can therefore be seen as an oppaition ketween the
individual and the private world of his interests and the social world o the olledive with its
"rules of communal living" and canon d "socialist morality.” The next two sedions will explore
these tensions between pullic and pivate and between the @lledive and the individual in the

legal and press discourse on hodi ganism.

HOOLIGANISM: PUBLIC OR PRIVATE?

Parall el to the evolution d hodiganism as a social crime, the spaces where hodiganism
could or could na occur were being defined in a series of RSFR and USSR Supreme Court
Resolutions. Because obshchestvennast' denotes both the "social” and the "pullic,” imagining
hodiganism as a aime ajainst obshchestvennost' entail ed identifying what a pullic spacewas
and where it was located. Whil e schdars have asserted that hodiganism was a"pulic aime
aseerted in apubic space"” they have overlooked the mnstructed, contested and fluid nature of

pubic space adits shifting redefinition and reconfigurationin judicia pradice.* Soviet courts

2Joprosy osobenna chasti sovetskogo ugdovnogo pava v UK RSFSR 1960 goda(Moscow,
1962, p. 173

*omentarii ugdovnogokodeksa RSFSR, (Moscow, 1962, p. 205

“Joan Neuberger, Hodliganism: Crime, Culture andPower in S. Petersburg, 19001914
(Berkeley, CA: The University of California Press 1993, p. 46.



showed special sensitivity to the question of where hooliganism could validly occur, a question
that involved, often very ambiguously, defining where the public stage ended and the private
space began.

The first attempt to correlate hooliganism with a set of public locations and to construct a
sense of what was public was given in a29 April 1939 USSR Supreme Court Resolution. Trying
to contain the widespread misapplication of hooliganism by judges and prosecutors, the Court
ruled that aggravated hooliganism should be applied "only under the presence of...certain
established conditions.” In the 1939 resolution the Court identified a set of locations in which
aggravated hooliganism could be committed, ruling that aggravated hooliganism was an "activity
that is connected with violence [nasilie], damage or destruction of property and other things...
that are committed in a club, in a theater or in other public places."*

The correlation of hooliganism with a constructed set of public locations was extended to
both ordinary and aggravated hooliganism in an decree of the RSFSR Supreme Court dated 17
August 1940. The 1940 decree identified a set of specific sites, "enterprises, institutions and
public places,” where hooliganism could be committed. However, the open-ended nature of these
constructed public sites left room for contestation over public and private boundariesin judicial
practice (a subject we shall examine in depth below).*

The post-1960 RSFSR Criminal Code definition of hooliganism differed from the 1940
RSFSR Supreme Court decree by removing the list of "public places" in which hooliganism
could be committed. The 1940 decree had imagined a linkage between hooliganism as a public
crime and a set of public spaces to which it was limited. However, the 1960 reconfiguration of
hooliganism severed this link. Hooliganism, as alegal commentary on the 1960 RSFSR Criminal
Code noted, was now to be understood not as being limited to specific public sites but rather as

"any activity that is rudely disruptive of social order and expresses explicit disrespect for society

“Ugolovnyi kodeks RSFSR, (Moscow, 1957), p. 179.

| bid, p. 45,



regardless of the place of its commission."*” Ambiguity over pulic/private boundriesin the
understanding of hodiganism, already evident before 196Q was intensified after 196Q leading to
contestation over boundaries between public and private spaces and marked by discursive
conflations of the pulic with the private.

The tensions and ambiguities in defining pullic as oppased to private spaces and the
growing encroachment and overlap between boundries of pulic and private were widely
deployed in the discourse surroundng " apartment hodiganism.” Given the large number of
communal apartments in the chronic housing shortage environment of Soviet cities, the
apartment hodigan emboded, for many urban dwell ers, a potent chall enge to the wlledivist
"rules of socialist communal living."*® However, the status of the gartment as a private or pulic
spacewas a subjed of contestation. Literaturnaia gazeta in 1955(while the 1940 ceaeelimiting
hodigan adivity to spedfic puldic siteswas 4ill i n force) devoted along article to the
phenomena of "anti-social” behavior in communal apartments. Hinting at an uncerlying
diff erence over the definition d pullic space the aticle presented a cnflict between legal
workers, who were strictly applying the 1940 ceaeg and the opinion d the paper that the
boundries separating the pulic from the private must be rethought in cases of moral deviancy.
Describing the assaults on tenants, "shous,” "noise," and "hysterics" caused by a pair of

apartment hodigans, Literaturnaia gazeta asked

Why was the unworthy and anti-social condtct of Sh. and P. not brought
before the murt? Certainly no ore can dispute that their condLct is anti-
social. But, you seg it takes placein the gpartment, and in the ideas of
some jurists, the goartment is not a puldic place ad therefore Sh. and P.
canna be proseauted for hodiganism...

"\oprosy osobennoi chaste sovetskogo ugolovnogo prava v UK RSFSR 1960 goda, (M oscow,
1962, pp. 173-174(italics mine).

¥Despite the Khrushchev regime's large-scd e housing construction program, crowded living
conditions persisted. In 1959the USR's mean per-cgpita housing spacewas a mere 4.97 sq.
meters. The minimum per cgpita space onsidered sanitary was, by contrast, 9 sq. meters. See
Timothy Sosnovy, "The Soviet Housing Situation Today," Soviet Studies 11 (1959, p. 18.



Literaturnaia gaezeta, ill ustrating the encroachment of the pulic onto the private and the
shifting of pullic and private boundxries in the discourse on hodi ganism, advocaed overturning
the distinction between pulbic and private spaces and opening the private sphere to coll edive

puldic intervention.

The time has come when instances of unworthy and anti-social condtct
in everyday living shoud be considered cases nat for personal but for
public acasation...We ae ajainst petty supervision, against the tadless
interference of puldic organizations in the private life of the members of
their colledives. But it is also impassble to separate work from everyday
life by a Chinese wall, and frequently norrinterferencein everyday life

is an encouragement for unrulinessand hodi ganism...Cases of personal
suit must beaome cases of pulic acasation. *°

Krokodl in 1955also pubished an article devoted to the goartment hodigan which
repeded the cdl to redefine private space & puldic andto reconfigure the private ads of
"apartment troud emakers'against fell ow tenants as hodigan assaults on social order at large.
According to Krokodil, Nina Parakhina had driven 4 families out of the communal apartment in
which she lived, was the subjed of 5 proseautorial requests for trial denied by the peopl€e's court
and hed been the focus of dozens of commissons during the past 17 yeas. Parakhina, Krokodil
explained, was committed to terrorizing her fell ow tenants through such adivities as plaang
"floor sweepings' in their milk, stomping on their laundy with dirty galoshes, booby trapping
their closet with a"nail -studded bcard,” splashing tenants with badli ng water, putting razor
blades in the soap, and leaving the gas jet on when she exited the gartment in the hope that
"perhaps her neighba will suffocae.”

Like the Literaturnaia gazeta article, the Krokodil writer asked city proseautors "Why

haven't you dore anything abou her?" Krokodil's conclusion mirrored Literaturnaia gazeta's,

“Literaturnaia gaeeta, Aug. 11, 1955 p.2.



cdling for an opening of private spaces to pubi c sanctions and the redefinition d individual
adions as pulic concerns. Setting up a distinction ketween the proseautor's belief, derived from
the 1940 aeaeg that hodiganism could na be legally applied to private spaces and the paper's
opinionthat hodigans shoud be punshed regardliessof the site in which they committed their

adas, Krokodil lamented that

...intherare caesin which a people's court does dedde to evict
some hodigan, the dty court unfaili ngly reverses the dedsion. The
reasonis aways the same: the hodigan adivity has not occurred in a
pubic placebut in an apartment, behind closed doas...But thisis
strange reasoning. If Parakhinawere to hit somebody in the facewith
adirty rag on the stree she would immediately be sentenced...Y et
apparently at home you can fight as much as you want...

A few days ago the dty proseautor made one more atempt
to punsh Parakhina. He sent her case to court again. But it was dore
withou any hope of success "You undrstand,” said the proseautor
with embarrassment, "[it happened] behind closed doas"....
True, it was behind closed doas. Then let us throw this doa wide open
in order to clea the ar once andfor all of the poison spread by apartment

hodigans"*°

The tension between pullic and pivate spaces in the debate cncerning apartment
hodiganism was part of alarger societal discourse on"Communist morality.” The Communist
morality discourse amed at overturning the distinction between puldic matters and private dfairs
by redefining the private & a spacefor puldic intervention and control and by conflating
private/individual interests with pulbic/colledive ones. Articlesin the central pressfrequently
condemned na only adulterers and child abusers but also their coworkers and reighbars who,
based onthe false belief that their neighba or coworker's behavior was "nore of their business”
failed to intervene in or corred their immoral behavior. The pulic/private tensionin the
discourse on apartment hodiganism echoed alarger moral discourse that sought to configure

private domestic mattersin pulbic terms andto look for pullic help in deding with personal

*Krokodil, May 20, 1955 no.20, p.5.
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problems.?

The discourse on Communist morality was vital to the Khrushchev regime's legitimacy
and performance. In order to cut badk on state terror and at the same time to achieve the
harmonious =if-regulating society he ewisioned, Khrushchev, scholars sich as Debra Field and
Oleg Kharkhodn have suggested, relied onincreasing the social control of the wlledive over
the individual and deploying a heightened discourse on morality in order to legitimatize it.?? The
discourse of communist morality, with its gresson the mlledive sanctioning of norm-deviating
individuals and on hanogenization arounda cre set of values, appropriated hodiganism as a
symbal of the ultimate outsider, a personified representation d atavistic values and as a
discursive red flag legitimi zing coll edive pulic intervention into private redms. In this moral
crusade, the goartment became the ultimate stage and the hodigan the ador in the exploration o
the pubic/private and coll edive/individual tensions of Communist morality.

The common groundfor both Communist morality and hodi ganism was the trope,
derived from article 120 d the 1937 Constitution, of the "rules of socialist communal living."
Displaying the conflation d the social with the individual in Khrushchev's morality discourse, a
19541 zvestiia editorial defined the rules of socialist communal living as "subardinating one's
ads, deads and condct to the interests of society.” Underlining the fallacy of the distinction
between the pulic and the private because of the cmmonality of social and private interests, the

editorial bemoaned

Still nat eliminated are atempts to separate everyday life from pulic life
to dedare it a"private matter" presumably unrelated to an individual's
social conduct. If an individual carries out his duties at work, what he does

“Seefor example, lzvestiia, Jan. 8, 1954 p. 3, lzvestiia, July 23, 1955 p. 2, lzvestiia, Aug. 12,
1955 p. 2, Kosomolskaia pravda, April 12, 1955 p. 1.

“Debra Field, "Irreconcil able Differences: Divorce and Conceptions of Private Lifein the
Khrushchev Era," The Russian Review 57 (Oct. 1998, pp. 600-603 and Oleg Kharkhodn, The
Collective and the Individual in Russia: A Sudy of Practices, (Berkeley, CA: The University of
Cdlifornia Press 1999, pp. 279282



on hisown time, how he cndicts himself in pubdic places or in the family —
these, they say, concern no ore. A profoundy mistaken and harmful ided?®

After overturning the distinction between areas of puldic and private wnduct, the
editorial appropriated the hodigan as a symbadl of individual deviationfrom the olledivist

norms of communal living in order to legitimize pulic intervention in the private sphere.

Strict and prease observance of the rules of socialist communal living

by inhabitants of communal apartments is highly important...It only takes
one petty, unsociable individual [the hodigan] to be housed in an

apartment and everything is turned upside down..arguments flare

up and people write complaints against ead ather. The strongest and

most dedsive ation— adive pubic intervention — is what is needed here.**

Hodliganism, from a aime that was originally defined as pulic and limited to a defined
set of "pulic places® was increasingly projeded orto the stage of the private. Refleding the
growing consensus that hodiganism could be committed in private & well as pulic sites, the
word "domestic [bytovoi] hodigan" was coined in the mid-19605in arder to describe
hodiganism occurring in single family and communal apartments.” It was also increasingly
adknowledged that alarge anourt of hodigan adivity occurred na in public places, like streds,
but in "living quarters.?®

The demand for puldic intervention in the anti-hodigan struggle dso began expanding
into the domestic sphere. After ridiculing the "antiquated precept, my homeis my castle,” L. F.
[I'ichev, at a June 1964 Central Committee meding, reported that the domestic sphere was the

placewhere "hodiganism and dher survivals of the past flourish most fredy.” In his eed he

S zvestiia, July 29, 1954 p. 1.
#1bid.

N. D'iachkov and N. Kuznetsova, "O chem govoriat oboksheniia sudebna praktiki po delam
khuligantsvo," Sovetskoe iustitsiia, no.1, 1964 p. 9.
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cdled for further pullic intervention and social control over the domestic environment: "it is
time to expand the wide front for the struggd e to strengthen and develop communist normsin
domestic life, to run afresh breeze into the badk all eys of domestic life."?

The anbiguity over whether to proseaute private adions direded against individuals as
pubic cimes against society, with its necessary entailment of redefining private spaces as pullic
locations and victims as representatives of the social colledive, was nat limited to the mid-
19505. A letter by amilitia cagtain, written in 1965 demonstrated that the puldic/private tension
in the discourse on hodi ganism continued into the 19605. Respondng to a letter written by a

boy seeking help in escaping his alcohdic and abusive father, Captain D. Y ermakov wrote

A few yeas go there was a aontroversy over thisisaue...Some propaosed
that the gpartment rowdy be judged as a hodigan — that is, that he be
judged as aviolator of puldic order...The alvocaes of this position logicaly
pointed ou that if aman pronourtes an ungintable word onthe stred, his
adion hes violated social order. And if adrunkard torments his wife and
children for hous and gives his neighbas no peace andif his children have
to spend the night on the stred, there is no reason why this shoud be qualified
differently.

The oppasing view came down to the following: there ae nosigns
of hodiganism in the adion d this type of person since his behavior is based
on "personal interrelationships’ with his family and therefore the entire
businessis a matter for individual suit. In this fashion, they altogether
separate society from the interests of the individual and the interests of
the small est social unit, the family.?®

Alcohdic and abusive husbands, in this discourse, are liable for hodiganism because the
individual, the familial and the social are conflated and the interests of all three ae held to be
common. The family, as a people's judge from Ivanovo wrote, "is a microcosm of society and

thase who mock their families must be judged as malicious hodigans."#

“quaed in "Usilit' bar'bu s khuliganstvom," Sovetskoe iustitsiia, no. 7, 1964 p. 13.
%% zvestiia, June 23, 1965 p. 4.

#|zvestiia, Nov. 12, 1965 p. 3.



Private intra-familial behavior was increasingly imagined as a puldic aime of social
disruptionin Soviet judicial pradice & well asin the print discourse on apartment hodi ganism.
Gertsenzon's figures ow, for example, that 66% of hodigans knew their victims and that they
victimized their wives more than any other category grouping.® The disgdent intell ecual Andrei
Amalrik also estimated that half of the people cnvicted for hodi ganism were sentenced, nat for
disruptive behavior in pubic sites, but for spousal abuse.** Althowgh hodiganism in private
spaces was being proseauted, significant asymmetries persisted between the judicial treament of
domestic and pubic hodigans. People's Judge K. Belskii, for instance, bemoaned the fad that
apartment hodigans receved li ghter sentences than hodigans committing crimesin public
places, served their sentences in lesssevere "general regime" colonies and were usually paroled
after serving only half of their sentence.®

Domestic misbehavior, rather than being a private matter, began to be proseauted as
hodiganism, or, in ather words, as a puldic aime direded against society. In 1965
crimindogists, for instance, estimated that 50% of all those mnvicted for hodiganism
committed their crime in apartments rather than in "pubi ¢ sites."** High apartment hodiganism
levels are consistent with figures reported for 1966 as well. Analyzing figures from the second
half of that year, A.A. Gertsenzon reported that 41% of hodiganism occurred in "living

guarters,” almost doule the amourt that occurred in "streds and courtyards”, and he noted that

¥A. A. Gertsenzon, Ugolovnoe pravo i sotsiologiia, (Moscow, 1970, p. 92

$Andrei Amalrik, Involuntary Journey to Sberia, Manya Harari and Max Hayward trans., (New
Y ork; Harcourt BraceJovanovich, Inc., 1970, p. 74.

¥ zvestiia, Nov. 12, 1965 p. 3. During the Khrushchev regime there were four levels of labor
colonies. general, enforced, strict and spedal regime. General regime alonies were the most
lenient and were compased of first-time petty off enders and all women, not clasdfied as
"espedally dangerous reddivists." See George Feifer, Justice in Moscow, (New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1964, p. 351

¥Gertsenzon, Kriminologiia, (Moscow, 1966), p. 443
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every third ad of malicious hodiganism took dacein a communal apartment.®

Althowgh hodiganism was defined as a pullic aime, the distinction between puldic
spaces and private spheres becane increasingly ambiguous due to constant definiti on shifts and
the overlapping of pulic and private in the discourse of communist morality. Hodli ganism, from
a aime limited to pubic spaces, was gradually "domesticated” as pulic interventionin private
worlds obscured the boundiries between them both. Domestic hodi ganism evolved from, in
1955 aprivate dfair "behind closed doas" to, in 1964 a pullic concern that was being tried asa

crime ajainst social order.

THE RELATIONSHIPSAND MOTIVES OF HOOLIGANISM

Anather significant areaof debate in the Soviet legal lit erature on hodi ganism was
whether crimes that occurred between parties in a personal relationship could be considered as
hodiganism. Like the spacein which the a¢ was committed, the type of relationship that existed
between criminal and victim was, for Soviet legal workers, vital to determining if a aiminal ad
was hodiganism. Soviet judges and roseautors were therefore sensitive to defining nat only the
spaces but also the relationship types in which hodiganism could or could na occur. Like the
link between pubic sites and hodi ganism, significant ambiguiti es were dso introduced duing
the Khrushchev period over the arrelation ketween hodiganism and personal relationships.

Several resolutions were passed during the thirties which were designed to guide
proseautors and judges in applying hodiganism corredly in legal pradice The People's
Commissariat of Justice[Nakomiust], in July 1932 continued this processof shaping the domain
and identity of hodiganism by identifying classes of adions nat liable to proseaution as

hodiganism. According to the Narkomiust resolution, adions "arising in everyday [bytovye]

¥Gertsenzon, Ugolovnoe pravo i sotsiologiia, p. 92
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condtions or family interrelationships shoud na be cnsidered as hodiganism."**

The 1939USR Supreme Court deaee &so concerned itself with further limiting the
domain o hodiganism and reducing its misapplication by identifying the types of relationships
in which hodiganism could na occur. According to the deaeg crimes, such as "bedings"
[nanesenie poboev] and "insults" [oskorblenie], could be prosecuted as hodiganism only if their
"goal" wasto "display explicit disresped for society and nd when their motives [were]
conreded with the personal interrelationship of the guilty party and the victim."*® Like adsin
private spaces, adsin private relationships that did na have the motive of disrupting and
disrespeding socia order were denied consideration as hodiganism.

However, the USSR Supreme Court issued ancther resolution on 20March 1953which
threw the question d whether hodiganism could or could na occur between partiesin a
personal relationship into douli. The 1953 ceaeedropped the last part of the 1939 ceaeés
explanation d what hodigan ads were. As we have seen, the 1939 ceaeeruled that ads such as
rendering insults or inflicting blows "shoud orly be proseauted [as hodiganism] if their motive
[was] to display explicit disresped for society and nd when their motives [were] conreded with
the personal interrelationship of the guilty party with the victim." All referenceto motives,
personal or otherwise, were excised from the 1953 ceaee Instead of being informed abou the
types of relationships in which hodiganism could or could na occur, judges were simply
informed that "crimes can be proseauted [as hodiganism] if their motive isto display explicit
disresped for society."*’

Because of this constant shifting and excision fundamental ambiguity was creaed over
whether crimes against an individual, that occurred within a personal or family relationship,

could be mnsidered as a aime against social order (hodiganism). A paradoxicd body of judicial

*Ugolovnnyi kodeks RSFSR, (Moscow, 1937, p. 156,
*Ugolovnyi kodeks RSFSR, (Moscow, 1957), p. 179 (italics mine)

¥’Komentarii ugolovnogo kodeksa RSFSR, (Moscow, 1962, p. 207



pradicewas generated in which some adions gsemming from personal relationships were
punished as hodiganism and some were not. For example, aman, Vakhidov, was convicted for
hodiganism for cursing at his former wife, striking her several times and causing slight physicd
injury. The aime occurred in amovie theder and had been started when Vakhidov's former wife
began questioning him abou aimony payments. The Uzbekistan Supreme Court however
overruled the lower court's verdict, stating that Vakhidov's crime could na be hodiganism
because its motive was conneded to problems arising from the cuge's personal relationship.
The aime shoud therefore, the Uzbek Court ruled, be identified as "intentional assault causing
minor bodly injury” [a aime ajainst the person]. Overruling yet again, the USSR Supreme
Court ruled that the Uzbekistan Supreme Court had "underestimated the social damage caised by
Vakhidov's crime which in its content had gone beyondthe limits for applying physica injury
and presented amalicious disruption d social order, accompanied by explicit disresped for the
elementary rules of socialist living." Vakhidov, the USSR Supreme Court determined, had
indeed committed hodiganism.®®

Writing onthe pradicd difficulty courts facein dff erentiating hodiganism from "crimes
against the person” and generalizing onthe USSR Supreme Court's verdict in the Vakhidov case,
legal schaars|. I. Solodkin and I. F. Filanovskiii concluded that

in cases when the guilty person renders bodly harm to another in a social place
by blows, bedings, insults etc., such adivities, although they may

originate from a personal relationship, inevitably lead to adisruption

of social order. It is suppased therefore that the dired motive to

commit a aime against the person [lichnost'] develops into

adired motive to disrupt social order.*

Under certain circumstances and past certain limits, the Vakhidov ruling and Solodkin

% Qudebnaia prakhtika Verkhovnogo Suda SSSR, no. 10, 1954 pp 1819.

¥, 1. Solodkin, I. G. Filanovskii, "Osnovye voprosy bor'by s khuligantsvom" Sovetskoe
gosudarstvo i pravo, no.3, 1956 p. 109,
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and Filanovskii's thesis suggested, the victim of a puldic aime switches from an individual to
society in general. Both judicial pradice and the print discourse on hodiganism tended to
redefine the victim in social rather than individual terms and conflated individual victimization
with social damage and dsruption. Displaying this pattern of conflation between the individual
andthe social colledive, an Izvestiia editorial stated that in cases of hodiganism it is "not only
the victim but society as awhale [that] suffers."*°

However the condtions under which crimes against an individual transform into crimes
against social order remained urclea. A case similar to Vakhidov's showed the continuing
difficulty courts faced in dfferentiating whether a puldic aime was direded at an individual or
against society. At a People's Court sesson held to purish him for failure to pay alimony,
Lelekin, a Dnepropetrovsk worker, struck his wife. Lelekin, after grabbing his child and
attempting to walk out of the curt with him, then struck a dtizen whotried to detain hm. For
these adions, Lelekin was convicted of hodiganism. At thetrial, Lelekin claimed that he bea his
wife because she had beaen his mother, who lived with them. The General Procurator, upon
reviewing the verdict, sent the case to the Ukrainian Supreme Court in order to determine
whether Lelekin's adions might better be dasdfied as "intentional rendering of bodly harm” [a
crime against the person] rather than as hodiganism [a aime ajainst social order]. The
Ukrainian Court rejeded the Procurator's protest claiming, in line with Solodkin and
Filanovskii's thesis, that sincethe aime occurred in a puldic placeLelekin's adions devel oped,
from a aime with personal motives, into hodi ganism.

Uponfurther review by the USSR Supreme Court, Lelekin's crime was changed from
hodiganism to "intentional rendering of bodly harm." Annourting the verdict, the court claimed
"Lelekin had personal motives, conneded with the immoral condct of his wife towards his

mother."* Reversing the anclusion they had readed in the Vakhidov case, the Court ruled that

9 zvestiia, Oct. 23, 1964 p. 4.

“Qudebnaia prakhtika Verkhovnogo Suda SSSR, no. 4, 1957, pp. 16-17.
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Lelekin's adion, even though it involved the use of physica violencein apullic place was not
hodiganism because its motive derived from afamilial relationship.

This problem of differentiating hodiganism from "crimes against the person” was
frequently debated in the pages of Soviet legal texts andjournals. Legal scholars Mochalov,
Solodkin and Filanovskii argued that what diff erentiated hodi ganism from other crimes was the
"diredionality” [napravienncst'] of its motive or, in ather words, whether it was direded against
an individual or against socia order. However, under certain circumstances the motive to cause
harm to an individual, they continued, could transform itself into an intent to disrupt social order.
"If," they argued, "the [criminal's] goal was to cause damage to a person, and socially dangerous
adions were committed in a pulic place ad caused adisruption d social order, then it shoud
be considered that such a motive developed into hodiganistic adivities and criminal
resporsibility for them shoud be judged as hodiganism.” In conclusion, they argued that
hodiganism could be committed by either dired [priamoi] motives to disrupt social order or
indired [kosvennyi] motives which, although they were primarily direded towards the
individual, could developinto a aime against social order under certain circumstances.*?

Many legal schalars however rgjeded the validity of "indired" hodigan motives, arguing
that if such motives were dlowed then all crimes occurring within a pullic context would have
to be considered hodiganism. Instead, M. I.. Bazhanov and V. |. Tkadhenko argued that what
distinguished hodiganism was its "mischievous' [ozorstvo] nature. Crimes committed in pubic
places with motives of revenge or jedousy, but withou mischievousness shoud not, they
argued, be considered as hodiganism. Bazhanov and Tkadhenko even went so far as to suggest
that ads which resulted in "the disruption o social order” and dsplayed "disresped for society”
(the very definition d hodiganism given in the Criminal Code) but which dd na have

mischievous motives could na be mnsidered as hodiganism. However sincetheir equation o

“P, Mochalov, I. Solodkin, I. Filanovskii, " Ser'eznye nedaostatki v bor'be s khuligantsvom,
"Sotsialitsicheskaia zakonngst', no. 11, 1955 pp. 26-27.



hodiganism with mischievousnessrelied onan ealier definition d hodiganism that had been
replacel by the 1940USSR Supreme Court resolution, Bazhanov and Tkadhenko's thesis was
rejeced by most legal workers.*®

The dominant approacdh in the legal lit erature for diff erentiating hodiganism from crimes
against the individual, like the other two, was also motive-based. Denying the validity of indirea
hodiganism, these legal scholars merely repeaed the April 1939USR Supreme Court
resolution that only motives "displaying explicit disresped for society” could be considered as
hodiganism. This conclusion, though some tried to fador severity of bodly injury into the
diagnaosis of hodiganism, brought the debate badk to its garting point withou adding any

clarificaion to the vexing problem of how to distinguish hodiganism from other crimes.

Hodliganism, culminating in the Khrushchev period, becane increasingly generali zed
and stripped o spedfic content. Early attemptsto define the content and damain of hodiganism,
to limit the spaces it could occur in, to predude personal relationships from consideration and to
crede abasis for diff erentiating hodiganism from other crimes were rethought. This creaed
fundamental ambiguity abou how to apply hodiganism, where to apply it and whoto apply it to.

The inability to solve these issues creaed dfficulties for Khrushchev's anti-hodigan
campaign, difficulties which were amplified by the growing use of scarcdy trained voluntee'sin
the anti-hodigan strugge. Whipped into enthusiasm by mohili zation appeds broadcast in the
pressand empowered by a broad and intrusive ideaof what hodiganism was, voluntees,

conflating hodiganism with departure from conventional norms of behavior or dress began to

“M. |. Bazhanov, B. I. Tkachenko, "Kvalifikatsii a khuliganstva po sovetskomu ugolovnomu
pravu,” Sovetskoe gosudarstvo i pravo, no. 6, June 1958 pp. 133138 In 1958 oty Georgia and
Uzbekistan retained the definition d hodiganism as mischievousness After 196Q only Armenia
continued to use this definition d hodiganism in their Criminal Code. For repulican definitions
of hodiganism, seeUgalovnoe zakonodael'stvo soiuza SR i soiuznykh respulik vdvukh
tomakh, (Moscow, 1963.
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seehodiganism in misdemeanors and in displays of cultural difference Volunteas, armed with
broad ideas of what hodiganism was and where it could be found began to terrorize and intrude

uponthe very society whose order they were mohili zed to proted.

SECTION I

MOBILIZING OBSHCHESTVENNOST'

In the Khrushchev period legal lit erature two trends were emergent; the canonzation o
hodiganism as a aime ajainst society, creding atension ketween the individual and the
colledive/socia/pubic, and the redefinition d the private & a puldic spacedemanding social
intervention and control. Parall el to thislegal debate over the meaning and extension o
hodiganism, a discourse was broadcast in the print media which also redefined hodiganism as a
matter of puldic concern demanding coll edive social intervention and control.

This discourse sought to encourage individuals to intervene in hodigan social order
violations by redefining the dichotomy between pulic/social and private/individual interests. A
1955Izvestiia feuill eton, lamenting the brazennessof unchedked hodiganism, cdled for the
mohili zation d individual intervention by reimagining the boundries between private dfairs
and matters of pulic interest demanding the inpu of the entire social coll edive. Written in the

sensationali stic prose typicd of the hodigan discourse, the feuill eton began

"l am trouded to the depths of my soul! | canna speak camly abou
any of thisl Give me alight. | need a smoke. Well, listen. Today | went
to the park. The weaher was beautiful, the sunset was perfed and there were
many people. Suddenly, | see adrunken hodigan come out of a side stree
and go upto agirl. There ae quite hedthy and strong men sitting on
the benches and walking around..Not one of them tried to help this girl. |
looked at these indiff erent people with annoyance. Not one person — nat
one! — got up from his place”

"And hav abou you?" we asked this disturbed and most agreedle man.
"Who, me? What did | have to dowith it? Why shoud | interfere? It
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wasn't any businessof mine."...
There ae still many people who do na like "incidents." Hodligans value
people who say it is nore of their business**

Individual failure to chedk hodigan behavior, the aticle implied, was caused by fea of
intervening as well as by afail ure to identify the pubic nature of hodigan dfenses. The duty to
intervene, moreover, was of vital importance because the failure to doso motivated hodigans to
cause greaer mayhem. A people'sjudge, for instance, wrote: "From my own court pradice, | can
say that a hodigan feds himself to be a'’hero’ when he is not chedked. People have only to trea
him as he deserves and he will stop. A hodigan isa coward by nature."*

The pressdiscourse highlighted the universality of its mohili zation cdl by seleding as
interveners adors who subverted conventional expedations of who the hero shoud be. For
example, the person who finally confronted the hodigans in the | zvestiia feuill eton was not a
man ("...several men dd walk by. They all |ooked as if they were hurrying and saw nathing."),
but awoman, reversing traditional gender role expedations. By juxtaposing the bravery of
women to male mwardice, the anti-hodigan dscourse subverted conventional gender
stereotypes of masculine amurage and female passvity, shamed the males who fail ed to intervene
and undabrlined the message that all citizens, regardlessof sex or physicd condtion, must
intervene to pu an end to the pullic menaceof hodiganism. A 1955Komsomolskaia pravda
article, showing the arrelation between pulblic cowardice and hodi gan courage, also cdebrated

the female hero and the necessty of coll edive intervention in the anti-hodigan struggle.

Many [young people] were dancing in a brightly lighted hall. Then,
suddenly — a noise. Two youths burst into the hall and kegan to

push the dancers and use obscene language. Vaentin Kochetkov,

afairly strong man, turned pale, looked away from the hodigans and,

as he walked ou of the aowd, whispered to his friends: "A littl e

farther, alittl e farther away. It is dangerous to become involved with them.

“lzvestiia, Sept. 4, 1955 p.2.

“*Komsomolskaia pravda, May 29, 1955 p. 4.
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They will bed you up.." Some of the young people foll owed Kochetkov...
Sensing the embarrasgnent, the hodigans began to use their fists.

Suddenly ayourg grl came forward. She shoued angrily: "Why
be draid of them! Let's throw the scoundels out of the dub!"*°

The discourse centered aroundintervention mobhili zation developed from afocus on
individual oppasition to hodigans to an increasing concentration onthe duties of the social

colledive in the fight against deviance. The intervention mohili zation dscourse "appropriated"

the language of communist morality in order to redefine the boundxries between bah private and

pubic spaces and individual and social interestsin order to legitimize the mlledive sanctioning
of norm-deviants. The discourse on hodi ganism, through charging the individual/private with
colledive/socia significance, aimed at mohili zing obshchestvennast' against hodigans and
individuals breging conventional norms.

A 19561 zvestii a article underlined the discursive shift from individual oppasition to the
colledive social confrontation against deviants. After describing how a hodigan terrorized a
woman in atrolley, |1zvestiia dedared: "If the bully does med resistance, it is only from brave
individuals with whom he finds it easy to cope, rather than from all pedestrians, all the
passengers in the stredcar, or all the spedators at the movie theaer, against whose united
resistancethe hodigan is helpless” In conclusion, the writer advocated coll edive social
intervention against hodigans, dedaring that hodigans "must be surrounded with the wrath of
the pullic/society (obshchestvennast').*™

Khrushchev, in his 20" Party Congress peed to the Central Committee, delivered the
iconic statement concerning obshchestvennaost' mohili zation. Legitimizing the mlledive
sanctioning of individuals deviating from communal norms, Khrushchev visuali zed the anti-
hodigan campaign in terms of an lichnost/obshchestvennast' oppasition andthe aedion d a

morali zed pulbic sphere in which deviancy would nolonger be socialy tolerated.

**Komsomolskaia Pravda, May 29, 1955 p.4.

“zvestiia, Jan. 22, 1956 p.3.
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One car med..individuals [lichnosti] who maliciously violate the

the rules of socialist communal living. It isimpaossble to stamp ou

these ugly manifestations merely by administrative measures, withou

the participation o society [obshchestvennast']. In this matter, pullic
opinion [obshchestvennce mnenig] plays agred role. It is necessary

to creae such an atmosphere that individuals who violate the standards of
behavior and grinciples of Soviet morality will fed that the whole of society
[obshchestvo] condemns their adions.*

Khrushchev's pulic cdl for the mobhili zation d obshchestvenncst' in the anti-hodigan
campaign was quickly echoed in the Soviet press Sovetskaia Latviia proclaimed that "in the
struggle against [hodiganism], society/the pulic [obshchestvennast'] plays the main role."*
Komnunist Tadzhikistanalikewise aanourced that "the strugge against hodiganism must
include nat only the organs of the proseautor, the courts and the militi a but, more importantly,
the social coll edive/the pulic [obshchestvennast'] as well ."*°

Y et what did Khrushchev intend to mobhili ze by appeding to obshchestvennost'? More
importantly, what kinds of wegpors could obshchestvennast' bring to the struggle with
hodiganism? And, in addition, what were the diff erences between his usage of the term and the

usage of the term in the legal lit erature?

DEFINING OBSHCHESTVENNOST'

Aswe have seen in the first sedion d this paper, the problems jurists and journali sts

experienced in defining what hodiganism was and where it could occur were, in part, caused by

problems linked to obshchestvennosts dual conndation as bath "social" and "pulic." As"the

“*Pravda, Feb. 15, 1956 p. 8.
9" Po stranitsam respubi kanskikh gazet," Sdsialitsicheskaia zakonngst', no. 7, 1957, p. 106.

Ipid., p. 106
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pubic,” jurists ought to define obshchestvennast' by identifying the boundaries of puldic space
aprocessthat led to the increasing conflation d pulic worlds with private spheres and
redefinitions of private interests in social terms. As "the social," obshchestvennast' had to be
defined by juristsin order to deade whether the victim of a aime was either "social order”
[obshchestvennyi poriaddk] or the individual [lichnost'], resulting in the conflation d the
individual with the social and the redefinition d individual suffering in terms of social disorder.
Understanding Khrushchev's use of obshchestvenncst' in the anti-hodigan campaign also
involves understanding the ways and senses in which he was using this multi valent concept.
Khrushchev's paradigmatic statement and the obshchestvennacst' campaign that sprang out of it
made use of to two dfferent conndations of obshchestvenncst'; as "social adivism" and as
"pubic opinion.”

In ore sense, obshchestvennast' signifies "the total number of people who take an adive
interest in social life" or what D. N. Ushakov termed "socia temperament or the inclination for
social work."*" Instead of referring to everyone within a particular society, obshchestvennost'
refers to those people who choase to involve themselves in voluntee social work projeds or
social adivists ( i.e. an obshchestvennik or obshchestvennitsa). Khrushchev's plan to form militia
asgstance brigades, such as the druzhina, (who we shall discussin detail below), signaled his
intent to mohili ze obshchestvennost' by encouraging social adivism and the formation o

voluntary massorgani zations.

51Bol'shaia sovetskaia entsiklopedia, 2™ ed., (Moscow, 1954, vol. 30, p. 418 Ushakov, val. I,
pp. 728729, Catriona Kelly and Vadim Volkov, "Obshchestvenncst', Sobanost': Colledive
Identities,” in Catriona Kelly and David Shepherd, Constructing Russan Culture in the Age of
Rewolution: 1881-194Q (London Oxford University Press 1998, pp. 26-27.

*?Therefore obshchestvennast' signifies, in the adjedival form (obshchestvennyi) and with the
appropriate nouncomplement (poriaddk), the objed that hodigans disrupt and attadk in their
criminal behavior. But obshchestvennast' also, in the nominative form, refersto the wlledive
group d social adivists who, in the druzhina case, are fighting to eradicate deviancy. In a
paradoxicd way then obshchestvenncst' can be mnceptualized as bath the victim and the
vanquisher of the hodigan.
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However, Khrushchev's peed also made referenceto the definition d obshchestvennost’
as "pubic opinion" (obshchestvennoe mnenie).>®* According to Ushakov, pulic opinionis "the
judgement of society [obshchestvo] about something or someone."** Rather than referring to the
total set of socialy engaged adivists, such a definition d obshchestvennast' signifies a moral
stance or evaluation which society has toward a person, event, trend, or adion. When
Khrushchev, in his eed, referred to the aedion d an "atmosphere” in which "individuals who
violate standards of behavior...will fed that the whole of society condemns them,” he was
mobili zing an alternative form of obshchestvennost' conceved in terms of "puldic opinion”
rather than increased "socia adivism."

Khrushchev's cdl for the utili zation o obshchestvenncst' (as pulic opinion) in the anti-
hodigan strugdle edoed ealier newspaper demands for the aedion d a society-wide
"atmosphere of intolerance’ against hodigans. Criticizing the "indugent” treament and
"lenient” attitude many sedors of society (family, work unit, schod, Komsomol) displayed
towards hodiganism, | zvestiia dedared that "pulic opinion" must be changed so that "in every
colledive — be it afadory, a @lledive farm or an institution — an atmosphere of the strictest
condemnation d individuals, who refuse to live by the cmmmonly acceted nams of
behavior,..[can be] established."** Implicit in bah Khrushchev's cdl and the |zvestiia editorial
was the beli ef that existing puldic opinion was too tolerant and permisgve of deviancy and
needed to be dhanged from "an atmosphere of cooperation, of pity and sometimes even o kind
sympathy," to an "atmosphere of intolerance"*®

The mobili zation d obshchestvennost' in the anti-hodigan campaign therefore involved

utili zing two dstinct wegpors, social adivism (adivated through the formation d the Druzhina)

¥ bid.
*Ushakov, val. I, p. 232
*lzvestiia, Jan. 6, 1954 p. 1.

*lzvestiia, Dec. 17, 1955 p. 2.



and pubic opinion (creaing a social sphere of intolerance and condemnation).
Obshchestvennast' as social adivism was mohili zed and channeled through the aedion d
voluntary social organizations designed to asgst the militi ain combating deviancy. The

utili zation d obshchestvennost' as pullic opinion entail ed expaosing the hodigan to the gaze and
condemnation d the wlledive via shaming devices, such as the puldic display of the hodigan's
phao or caricaure, forced pulbic labor or the use of "open” trials enaded before the presence of

the offender's assembled coll edive.

THE CONTEXT OF OBSHCHESTVENNOST': LENIENT COURTS, INCOMPETENT
MILITIA AND THE POST-STALIN CRIME WAV E

Severa schdars, focusing on Khrushchev's popuist, pro-mohili zation leadership style,
have interpreted the reauitment of voluntary massorganizations (the mohili zation o
obshchestvennast' as ocial adivism) as a medianism for increasing popuar, participatory inpu
into governmental affairs.”” Instead, Kharkhodn has interpreted the development of groups such
as the Druzhina as part of aprocess instituted under the Khrushchev regime, designed to
increase socia self-padlicing, mass sirveill ance and regime social control cgpabiliti es.*® Y et while
Khrushchev's mohili zation d obshchestvennacst' as ocial adivism and public opinion dd result
in mass participation, and the increased surveill ance and social control of norm-deviants, these
phenomena were the dfeds of this palicy shift rather than the reasons for its implementation.

What these interpretations overlook is a key contextual fador surrounding Khrushchev's

*'see Jerry Hough and Merle Fainsod, How the Saviet Union is Governed, (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press 1979, 297, 301-302 George W. Breslauer, Khrushchevand Brezhnev
as Leaders: Building Authority in Saviet Politi cs, (London George Allen and Unwin, 1982, pp.
13,75 271

8K harkhodn, 279283
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mobili zation apped: the enormous growth o crimein the yeas foll owing Stalin's deah and the
popuar presaures for change that it produced.

Using newly opened archives, the historian V. A. Kozlov has demonstrated that there was
an increase in crime (including hodiganism) in the period from 1953to 1960 In 1944 for
example, only 70,000 persons were convicted of hodiganism in the RSFR. By 1953 hodigan
conviction numbersroseto 128000and in 1956to nealy 200,000 convictions, figures nealy
doulde andtriple the 1946 lase rate. With convictions for petty hodiganism fadored in, but
excluding rates of apartment and damestic hodi ganism (whase prominence was becming
increasingly reaognized throughou this period, as we have seen), Kozlov estimates that there
were nealy 1.5 milli on convictions for hodiganism in 1957 These figures remained steady
throughou the late 19505, dropping slightly to atotal RSFSR conviction level of 1.4 millionfor
1959(yielding a hodigan convictionrate of 11 per 1,000 citizens given the 1959RSFR
popuation d 117,534,000).*°

Soviet law enforcement structures proved incgpable of stoppng this rising "hodigan
terror." Widespread popuar criticism, refleded in the press blamed urresporsive wurt and
militi a agencies for surging locd hodigan rates and demanded that the government institute
changes aimed at addressng rising crime and deviancy levels. Situated within the context of
increased rates of hodiganism and popuiar criticism of court and militi aincompetence,
Khrushchev's apped to obshchestvenncst' shoud be seen as a resporse designed to address
popuar discontent and growing pressure, from below, to reform court and militi a work.
Moreover, by tying discontented adivists into subardinate massparticipatory organizations (the
militi a asgstance brigades or druzhina), Khrushchev's apped to obshchestvenncst' aded as a
safety valve, defusing, co-opting and controlli ng a potentially destructive stream of popuar

social discontent that may otherwise have been focused onthe regime's ineff edivenessin

V. A. Kozlov, Massovyebesporiadki v SSR pri Khrushchevei Brezhneve (Novosibirsk,
1999, pp 185186. For popuation figures, seeNarodnae koziaistvo SSK v 1960 godu
statisticheskii ezhegodrik, (Moscow, 1967), p. 8.
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stopping criminal adivity.

The cdl to mohili ze obshchestvenncst' was promulgated amid widespread pressattention
and popuiar anxiety over crime and the inability of law enforcement bodesto ded with it
effedively. The militi a's poar performancein the anti-hodigan campaign was a key staple of this
part of the hodigan dscourse. Realers of |zvestiia, for example, suggested that locd Soviets
evaluate militi a performance diredly ontheir ability to safeguard pubi c order and cited "quite a
few instances when militi amen stee clea of hodigans."® Ciriti cizing the militi a for ignoring the
growing problem of hodiganism, an lzvestiia article similarly complained that the militi a
"simply closes its eyes to the fad of hodiganism."**

Cartoors printed in Krokodil also ill ustrated the militi aman as unconcerned with helping
avictimized popuacefight against hodigans and leaving hodigan-prone neighbarhoods and
strees unproteded.®? As in the discourse on mohili zing intervention, the refusal of militia
personrel to chedk hodigan behavior was interpreted in the pressas tadt accetance

encouraging further violent misbehavior.

I wish, Comrades Fedoseyenko and Nagaitsev, to remind you d how
this all happened. Y ou stood on dty...A few drunken hodigans passed
us. They shoued all the way down the stred. They hurled the vil est
abuse & the men, women and children passng by.

Y ou, Fedoseyenko and Nagaitsev, two militiamen, looked at the
hodigans indiff erently, listened and smiled...Shame on you, Fedoseyenko
and Nagaitsev, defending namecadl ers and dunks!...

Isn't this why such bad apples grow among us? Isn't this why some
sinister persons have dedded that they are permitted everything??

Militi amen were dso presented as unconcerned with hodi ganism because of its relative

®lzvestiia, Jan. 6, 1957, p. 1.
® zvestiia, Oct. 23, 1954 p. 4.
*2Krokodil, no. 20, 1956 p. 13, Krokodil, no. 24, 1956 p. 9.

®¥ zvestiia, Dec 8, 1955 p.3.



ladk of severity compared with ather crimes and because of their confusion abou which adions
constituted hodigan behavior. A Pravda feuill eton, telli ng the story of a pair of hodigans who
bea agirl whorefused to dance with them and threw her in a pond lampoored the image of the

confused and urconcerned militi aman.

The girls friends ran to the militi aman Skvortsov, but he only asked:

"And so, did your friend down?"

"No, she swam out."

Well, that's too bad. If there was no downing, that means there
was no hodiganism. And ore does not proseaute people for mischief.”
[Later, aworker trying to proted the girl is gabbed by the hodigans.
His friends rush to report the incident to the militi aman, who responds

"But did they kill him?"

"No."

The militi aman immediately lost interest in the matter.

"A one-sided beding," he said. "For thiswe do nd take a
person into court, but merely impose afine of 50to 200rubles.”

"A fine? And what abou the blow with the knife?"

"Oh, well, it wasn't such abig knife! If they had struck him with a
hurting knife | would make a e¢iminal charge, but a pen-knife — that is
nothing.®*

Excesgve leniency in the sentencing and treament of hodigans was also deaied in the
pressas arefusal to use the "strong measures' needed to end hodigan tirades. A 1956 Trud
article complained that "the first and foremost duty of the militiais obviously to prevent
crimes...nat to give ledures to drunken hodigans or attempt to persuade them when stronger
measures are needed."®® The typicd form of this pressjeremiad over custodial |eniency depicted
a softly-treaed hodigan becoming overly brazen and committing worse aimes following

relesse.

A drunken hodigan had caused a scene in a pullic place there were
baoth casualties and witnesses. All that remained was to arraign the

“Pravda, Aug. 12, 1956 p. 4.

®*Trud, Dec 15, 1956 p. 4.
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culprit...and let the law take its course. But that is not the way things
worked ou! Yaremchuk, the militia cgtain on duy, gave Kupriyenko

[the hodigan] along ledure. When he thought the arested man was

realy to apaogize, Yaremchuk quetly fill ed ou a charge shed onthe
disturbance of pubic order and let the hodigan go. And here is the result:
the hodigan and threeof his pals waited urtil the militiaman on duy started
home done and krutally murdered him.®

The reputation d the court system was also suff ering under increasing attadk from both
pressand reader during this period. Letters to the pressrefleded growing puldic darm at
increased hodiganism rates and the inability of the @urts to effedively stop surging deviancy
levels. A 1956letter puldished in Trud by aresident of Lipetsk told plainly of the "grea ded of
alarm" hodigans were caising the dty's popuation and Hamed the courts' "apathy" for faili ng to
addressthe problem.®” Anather letter, written by a group d Moscow residents, also refleced
popuar awarenessand alarm over growing rates of hodiganism and frustration at the inability of

locd law enforcement organs to stop rising levels of hodigan misbehavior.

It shoud be said Huntly that hodigans are causing alot of anxiety

not only to the residents of Molchanovka Stree but also to all the residents
of Moscow. And many Soviet citi zens are asking the exad same question:
Why do ou agencies of public order, the proseautors and the courts adopt
such aliberal and lenient attitude toward hodigans.®®

Denurciations of court leniency developed into a central theme of the presscriti que of
court incompetence. In a period of rising popuar concern over crime, the inability of courts to
bring hodigans to justice was treaed in the presswith scorn and amazement. Describing how a

hodigan gang in Orel andits leader, nicknamed "the dty mayor [gorodskoi golova],” had

%lbid.
*Trud, Jan. 13, 1956 p. 2.

®Trud, Dec 3, 1955 p. 4.



escaped punishment for a series of brutal "gang fights," a Literaturnaia gazeta article aiticized
not only the dty's courts for being too lenient in their struggle with this "hodigan sultan,” but
acased the entire dvic law enforcement infrastructure of foll owing a palicy of nonresistenceto
evil.

When | studied this case | had the impresson that everyone, the

investigator, the proseautor's office, the courts at the various levels

and even the workers' colledives had been seized by a Christian feding

of all-forgiveness Not humanism, not adesire to help individuals who hed

strayed for the first time, but an all-forgivenessthat can lead to nahing but
harm in the fight against crime.®

When courts did sentence hodi gans the sentences were denourced in the pressas overly
"soft." Criticizing the widespread undersentencing of hodigans, |1zvestiia observed that "in some
of our courts youwill nat find even ore curt sentencethat gives a hooligan what he deserves."”
A 19561 zvestiia feuill eton likewise commented that in many cases of hodiganism "the reports
arereal, the drunks' pranks are marveled over; sometimes grown men are given scoldings as if
they were littl e chil dren and there the matter ends.""* Overly lenient court sentences, acording to
the Soviet pressdiscourse, eroded the law's power to deter hodigans from misbehavior.
Exploring the negative mrrelation ketween sentence severity and rates of hodigan adivity,

|zvestiia complained that

Kudelin, Y akimovich [hodigans] and ahers like them think like this:

"Well, | go onadrinking spree get wild and engage in alittl e fight.

What is 2 terrible dou that? At the most they will write out a report

and send a naticeto my placeof work. But | will say that | am sorry and
that | was nat thinking corredly and that | will never doit again. There ae
tenderheated people aoundand they will believe me. If the cae goesto the

*Literaturnaia gazeta, July 23, 196Q p. 6.
"l zvestiia, Dec 8, 1955 p. 3.

“zvestiia, Oct. 23, 1956 p. 2.
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people's court there will naot be any troule there ather. The judge is hardly
ever strict with people like us. They give you a suspended sentence and you are
freed."™

The legal lit erature on hodiganism during this period was unanimous as well in
denourcing the lenient sentences given to hodigans. An incensed jurist recdled heaiing an
asgstant proseautor conclude his closing statement with the following addressto the court: "I
demand that the court find Zhgent guilty of paragraph 2article 75 d the Georgian Criminal Code
(malicious hodiganism) and that he be given the punishment correspondng to this article. If you
want, then placehim under arrest or if you prefer, dont."”® Frequently, locd judges gave
mali cious hodigans, Sapozhnikov noted, sentences below the legal norm, creaing a paradoxica
situation in which ardinary hodigans were receving longer terms than mali cious hodigans.”

The terms of punishment were dso overlooked, increasing perceptions of leniency in the
treament of hodigans. The requirement that convicted hodigans gend their sentence
performing labor was frequently disregarded because of locd governments' inability to finance
corvict labor projeds. Dnepropetrovsk's militi a cgtain, arguing that the lenient treatment of
hodigans would na serve & a deterent to deviancy, protested the ladk of work projeds caused

by a shortage of city fundng.

The deaeerequires that hodigans be used to perform manual |abor,
but now they do nahing for days, live & the state's expense and "rest.”
In Dnepropetrovsk more than 45000rubles in state funds have been
spent just for feading them. And all this time they are not doing any
work...Such purishment is hardly a burden and will hardly remove the
wild boys' desire to misbehave.”™

?|zvestiia, Dec. 8, 1955, p. 3.

4. Sapozhnikov, "Usilit" bar'bu s khuliganstvom,” Sdsiali sticheskaia zakonngst', no. 12, 1955
p. 16.

“Ibid., p. 13

| zvestiia, Nov. 2, 1958 p. 3.
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Furthermore, Jurist V. Baskov estimated that only athird of those arrested for petty
hooliganism were put to work. "The rest eat free bread...and do not suffer any remorse. Arrest for
them isakind of vacation." When work projects were available problems still arose. Bashkov
reported that hooligans placed in the custody of work unitsin order to perform corrective labor
often failed to report to work, got drunk instead and committed " dangerous crimes" while they
were supposedly serving their sentences.™

Callsfor greater severity in the judicial treatment of hooligans became more frequent in
the press as rates of hooliganism climbed in the mid-fifties. An Izvestiia article announced "we
have been too indulgent toward hooligans for too long...our humaneness towards criminals has
reached alimit at which it can become cruelty toward society."”” A letter from a mother whose
runaway son had "started to drink, engage in brawls and insult people”" complained of inattentive
and incompetent law enforcement, proclaiming "how relieved the citizens of Leningrad would be
if..hooligans were dealt with more severely."™

However, letters to the press not only complained of alack of severity but also called for
changes to the Criminal Code in order to achieve them. A 1956 review of readers letters to Trud,
for example, bluntly stated "all the letters demand that sterner measures be applied to malicious
hooligans...and if existing legislation prevents such measures, they demand the amending of

certain articles in the Criminal Code."”™ Moscow residents likewise wrote to Trud in 1955

We do not understand why the hooligans cannot be arrested. Are Soviet
laws really powerless against them? If thisis so, then perhaps the laws
should be changed so that violators of social order will not get into the

®lzvestiia, April 1, 1965, p. 3.
“lzvestiia, Oct. 23, 1954, p. 4.
®lzvestiia, Oct. 20, 1955, p. 2.

“Trud, Jan. 13, 1956, p. 2.
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habit of preventing citizens from living and working peacéully..."*

A 1955|etter from the workers of the Nikolaev Cotton Clothe Combine, printed in
lzvestiia, also edhoed the themes of increasing severity and reform: "It istime to curb
hodiganism...Thaose aticles of the Criminal Code that artificially compli cate the gpprehension d
mali cious hodigans or prevent severity in judging them must be anended."®

Publi shed letters to the pressduring the period 19551956indicae popular unrest with
crime, intolerance of court and militia malpradice and cals for reforms. A content comparison
of these pressletters with citi zens' |etters forwarded to the Central Committee(TsK KPSS,
during the same period, provides partial verificaion for the authenticity and representativeness
of their complaints. A February 1954letter, recently publdished by Kozlov, from agroup d
workers living in Molotov contains al the motifs (anxiety over growing crime rates, incompetent
and ineffedive court and militiabodes andthe cdl for reform) exhibited in the letters puli shed

in the press

We dl beg youto place arequest before the Government of the Soviet

Unionin order to change some aticles of the Criminal Code...In particular,
those deding with punshments...The cause for this request is the unprecedented
growth of criminal elements here in Molotov...We @nsider the cause of this

to be...theidlenessof the dty proseautor...and the excessvely lenient
punishments given to criminals.*

By the summer of 1955 the Central Committeg acwrding to Kozlov, had receved
similar letters of complaint from residents of Cherepovets. Engel's, Baku, Voronezh, Rovenek
and from the Piatigorskii state farm.

Kozlov contends that Khrushchev and the central leadership were concerned with

8Trud, Dec 3, 1955 p. 4.
#Trud, Dec 5, 1955 p. 2.

82Kozlov, 191
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addressng popuar criticism abou rising crime rates and perceptions of law enforcement
breekdown, such as those mntained in the Molotov workers' letter and those printed in the
press® Khrushchev's Osobaa pagka also shows that he was kept regularly informed, by the
MVD, of hodigan adivities throughou 1955 including reports on such trivia & individual cases
and sentences.® The frequency and cetail of MVD reports on hodi ganism suggest that the topic
was of vital interest to Khrushchev. Letters and reports indicaing popuar discontent over the
growth in crime and deviancy resulted in Khrushchev's personal intervention into anti-hodigan
palicy and his porsorship of obshchestvennast' mobili zation.

Khrushchev, in resporse to increased criminal adivity in Moscow, issued a personal
instruction to the MVD in the spring of 1955 adering the aedaion d spedal unitsto proted city
streds during evening and righttime hous. In addition to the MVD garrison assgned to the task,
anumber of speaal operational groups were formed and staff ed mainly with Komsomol
members and youth volunteeass. This pil ot program was then instituted in several other cities.®®
Therefore 1955can be identified as the point in which Khrushchev, in resporse to increasing
crime rates and the popuar outcry they generated, personally intervened in the aedion d anti-
hodigan pdicy in favor of mohili zing voluntee social adivists (obshchestvenncst') and forming
militi a asgstance brigades. Khrushchev's 1955 personal instruction appeasto be the official
birth of the anti-hodigan obshchestvennast' mohili zation campaign that was pubdicdly
annourced at the 20" Party Congressin 1956and dficially launched with the aeaion o the
druzhina movement in 1959

Khrushchev's intervention in anti-hodigan pdicy in favor of obshchestvennast', or the

mobili zation o social adivism, predated the 20" Party Congressand was a response both to

8Kozlov, 192193

#Arkhiv noveishei istorii Rosdi, Tomlll: "Osobaa pagka" N. S Krushcheva (19541956 gg):
perepiska MVD SSR s TsK KPSSiz materialov Sekretariat MVD SSR 19541959 gg,
(Moscow, 1995, pp. 93, 112, 116, 120, 123 141, 142, 155, 156, 173

8Kozlov, 191-192



rising crime rates and to popuar criticism. The canpaign to mobhili ze obshchestvennacst’ must be
understoodwithin the context of the huge growth in crime following Stalin's deah and
increasingly criticd popuar resporses to the legal infrastructure's inability to control it. The cdl
to mohili ze obshchestvennacst' was intended nd just to increase popuar participationin
government aff airs as Hough and Breslauer contend, but to creae asafer social spherein
resporse to the from-below criti cism of urban residents' and the redty of escdating crime.
Moreover, by working in cooperation with the militi a, the obshchestvennost'/social adivism
campaign supdemented and extended the read of an ineffedive militi a, and defused popuar
frustration by co-opting and institutionali zing energetic social adivists within a (theoreticaly)

controll able Party-subardinate organization.

ACTIVISM EMPOWERED

Khrushchev's 1955 pivate instruction and His public gpped, at the 20" Party Congress to
utili ze obshchestvennost' in the lledive intervention and control of deviants was designed to
generate social adivism, change pullic opinion, and addressthe militi a's and court's inability to
control hodiganism. The 20" Party Congresss pubic cdl was broadcast in the midde of a
pressdriven dscourse on hodiganism that redefined hodiganism as a pullic, social concern,
cdled for colledive sanctioning and expased the militi a's and court's leniency, incompetence and
inattentive dtitude regarding hodigan behavior. Obshchestvenncst' (as ocial adivism) was
mobhili zed and channeled in the anti-hodigan campaign duing the Khrushchev period through
the formation and development of the People's Voluntea Regiments (DND), commonly known
asthe Druzhina

Asthe 1959Centra CommitteeResolution dficially authorizing the development of the
Druzhina stated, the Druzhina were aeded onthe basis of "existing locd initiatives' and

"revolutionary tradition." According to a history of the movement, the first revolutionary
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detachments were formed duing 1905and kecane adive following the revolution. After
growing stagnant during the NEP period, pulic detadhments were reformed under the name
Osodmil (society for the esgstance of the militi @) and later renamed Brigadmil (militi aasgstance
brigades) in 1932 Although inadive &ter 1946 Khrushchev's order for the formation d patrol
detachments in 1955resulted in the adive formation d trial units prior to the official birth of the
Druzhina movement in 1959%

The Druzhina were officially organized by a2 March 1959Central Committeeresolution
as avoluntee body of "workers, employees, coll edive farmers, students, pupls and pensioners"
charged with "proteding pubdic order and socialist legality.” Citizens over 18 who hed gained the
recommendation d the olledive where they worked, studied or resided were digible to join the
Druzhina. Uponacceptance, new members recaved "a cetificate, chest badge, and people's
guard booket in which the duties and rights of a people's guard are set forth, as well as the basic
provisions of law relating to pubic order."®’

The growth and size of the voluntea movement during the Khrushchev period was
immense. In July 196Q littl e more than ayea after the resolution establi shing their existence
was annourced, 80,000 people's patrols totaling 2.5 million members were reported to be
involved in the Druzhina. By July 1965 this number had grown to the incredible figure of
130000 mtrols and 4.5 milli on members.®® These figures, however, are highly susped.
Membership in the druzhina, though naninally voluntary, was, in pradice, forced upon
unwilli ng members of the mlledive. An lzvestiia article from 1961ridiculed the nonvoluntary
druzhinnik reauitment pradices often exercised by colledives and reported the foll owing

comment of adiredor to his subardinates

¥N.V. Dement'ev, Trudiashchiesia na strazhe obshchestvennogo poriadka, (Moscow, 1959, 12-
16.

#lbid.
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Right...everybody must participate in the druzhina."
"But it is voluntary."
"So what, shoud we leave things to themselves?"®

In pradice, the Druzhinawere dharged with everything from fighting hodiganism,
drunkenness speaulation, juvenil e delinquency, the theft of socialist and personal property, and
violations of Soviet trade to "explaining the rules of motor traffic." In order to acamplish these
diverse tasks, a druzhina's main wegponagainst off enders of the rules of socialist morality was
"first and foremost persuasion and warnings." Serious off enders who were resistant to moral
lecduring were to be escorted to the militia or Druzhina headquarters for processng and
punishment. In addition, the Druzhina were dharged with contading the norm violators work
unit and daceof residence of their off ense so that the mlledive could hdd medings to dscuss
his transgresson and pradice further forms of on-site shaming, such as puldic confesson and
display of contrition.*®

Ancther main Druzhinawegonin the strugge with hodi ganism was the use of puldic
shaming techniques or the mohili zation d obshchestvennast' as pulic opinion a social
evaluation and condemnation. The Druzhina exposed hodigans to the gaze and judgement of the
asembled coll edive through satiricd cartoons, wall newspapers and the public display of
offenders’ phaos Being pulicdly labelled as hodigan onadruzhinawall newspaper or display,
adeviant was digmatized in the mlledive court of puldic opinion, or obshchestvennast', and
exposed to the ridicule of his colledive. The stigmatization and humiliation public shaming

pradices produced was vividly communicated in 1958Komsomolskaia pravda article

The komosomolets was deeoly ashamed when he saw his own picture
in the regular issue of the Komsomol Patrol, read the satiricd verses
abou his unseanly behavior and heard the laughter and indignant words

¥ zvestiia, April 3, 1963 p.4.

“Dement'ev, 17-22.
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of those standing nea. It seamed to him that even as he walked dowvn the
stred fingers pointed at him: There heis, the hodigan student®

The display of offenders phaographs like other Druzhina shaming techniques was
intended na only to stigmatize the deviant in the lledive's puldic opinion bu to promote
rehabilit ation. Giving an example of pulic shaming's rehabilit ative power, a Soviet jurist

recouned

The Druzhina puldish a satiricd newspaper cdled Do Not Pass By

[Ne prokhodite mimo] . The paper is posted at a disorderly person's
placeof residence or employment. The January isue caried a
caicaure of Oganezov...Theissue was put at the placeof residence

of this violator of the rules of communal living. The next day all the
residents knew of Oganezov's drunken exploits. Oganezov's condict
drew universal censure and contempt, and so grea was the force of this
pubic opinion [obshchestvennoe mnenie] that Oganezov came to the
headquarters sveral times to request that the caicature be taken down,
plealding that the settlement dwell ers "would na leave him alone." Soon
after, Oganezov founda job and nolonger disturbs the peace His companions
have foll owed his example.®

Druzhina shaming pradices also took more imaginative forms of pulic display and
stigmatization. For example, a problem drinker and frequent hodigan was forced to receve his
pay from afair boah shaped like abattle of Osobaia moskovskaia (a popuar brand d vodka), a
technique a cetain Comrade Kotov claimed would cause the off ender to become "embarrassed
and forsake boaze."** Another hodigan named Gagarin was finally scared into rehabilit ation by
the olledive of the Minsk Plywoodand Match Combine dter they threaened to change his last

9Komsomolskaia pravda, Aug. 15, 1958 p. 2.

A.1. Makarov, "Obschestvennast' K uibyshevskogo raionag. Moskvy v bor'be s narushenii ami
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name (Gagarin had presumably been claiming himself as arelative of the famous cosmonaut).®*
The mobili zation d obshchestvennost', however, took dacein an atmosphere of extreme
ambiguity and tension over what constituted hodiganism and what constituted a separable pulic
spaceduring atime when strict dichotomies of puldic and grivate and individual and colledive
were being contested. The e@osion d hodiganism's gedfic content during the Khrushchev
period resulted in adilution and kroadening of its meaning. Complaining of the vaguenessof the
current definition d hodiganism in relationto prior formulations, G. Anashkin, Chairman of the
Criminal Cases Coll egium of the USSR Supreme Court, wrote that the ill -defined nature of

hodi ganism jeopardized the successand the legality of the anti-hodigan campaign.

In order to succesgully combat hodiganism, it is necessary to clealy

define what this law violationis...the law defines this crime in very general
terms. It does not even contain definitions such as "violent adions," scandalous
aaions," "mischievous and goal-lessadions" etc., which were contained in the
criminal codes of the ealy yeas of Soviet rule...A corred definitionis very
important for handing down just sentences. However, certain militi a officials,
proseautors and judges interpret the concept of hodiganism very broadly...

and, hence, [are waging the "the strugge against lawbreaking in everyday life"]
by aniill egal intensification o court represson.®

A. A. Gertsenzon attributed the expanding broadnessof hodiganism to shifting
definitions, the difficulty of diff erentiating hodiganism from a wide variety of misdemeanors

and the enthusiasm caused hy anti-hodigan campaigning.

The dynamic of hodiganism, more than any other crime, is distinguished
by irregularity. The main cause of the fluctuating levels of hodiganism
isdueto the fad that the legislation determining criminal resporsibility
for hodiganism frequently and fundamentally changes. The sphere of
criminal resporsibility for hodiganism expands and rarrows...the other
cause [for this fluctuation] is that hodiganism diredly borders on awide
range of misdemeanors conneded with disruptions of social order. A

*lzvestiia, Nov. 27, 1962 p. 3.

%®lzvestiia, March 3, 1964 p. 3.



significant problem is diff erentiating hodiganism from these misdemeanors.
Because of this confusion every strengthening of the strugge against
hodiganism is frequently acampanied by enthusiasm for bringing to
criminal resporsibility those whase adions would ealier have been
considered as misdemeanors.*®

Hodli ganism's broadnessand ambiguity as a distinct criminal caegory had drastic effeds
onvoluntees ability to identify exadly who was a hodigan and what behaviors were
hodiganistic. Empowered by a discourse of mohili zation and diven by an environment of fear
over rising crime levels yet ladking a dea ideaof what hodiganism was, druzhinniki identified
hodigans through alinking technique that Stuart Hall has termed a "significaion spiral."

The main significaion spiral process acording to Hall, is"convergence" During
cornvergence phases, two dstinct adivities are linked together based onan assumed shared
attribute. New socia problems are therefore understoodthrough being placel in the cntext of
familiar social problems.®” Druzhina proseaution patterns for hodiganism eff eded a convergence
between hodiganism (norm breaking behavior that results in the aiminal disruption d and
disresped for society) and deviation from establi shed social conventions (diff erencein the
common dessor behavioral style of a particular culture). In ather words, hodiganism was
understood as anything that was culturally out of the ordinary or that subverted conventional
moral norms whether they were socially disruptive or nat.

The legal concept of hodiganism was applied broadly by voluntees to signify any
adivity that violated moral sensibiliti es or visually displayed cultural difference (for example
unconventional dance or dress syles). Via mnvergencelinking, volunteas labeled as
hodi ganism such trivial norm-breging adions as walking outside the designated path in a

park,® discarding cigarette butts on the stree or sidewalk,*® "disturbing pulic order while

*A.A. Gertsenzon, Kriminologiia, 441-442

"Stuart Hall, Policing the Crisis: Mugging the Sate, and Law and Order, (New York:
MadMill an PressLtd., 1978, pp. 223224

“Makarov, p. 54.

41



entering ataxi [presumably cutting in front of the line & ataxi stand],"*® going out in pubic dad
in a bathrobe or pajamas [a trying problem in Sochi],*** cruelty to cats,** and sending insulting
|etters through the mail .13

The most striking example of significaion spiral in druzhina perseaution petterns was the
labeling of cultural diff erence & hodiganism. A 1963Komsomolskaia pravda letter told the
story of awoman who was labeled ahodigan, had her phao dsplayed in the satire windowv and
was kicked ou of the Komsomol for dancing the " Charleston." When the newspaper's editors
cdled the locd Komsomol first seaetary to inquire dou why she had been punshed as a
hodigan the first seaetary responced

-- "Sheis quite strange, you knaw."

—"Strange? But how?"

—"WEéll, she hasn't bought a bed, for one thing; she thinks one would crowd the
room. And everyone has white aurtains hanging in the windows, but she hangs
red ores."'*

Individual displays of difference and stylistic pluralism in nams of fashion attracted
frequent intervention and sanctioning by the Druzhina as pulic violations of socia order. One
|zvestiia reader wrote aletter complaining that his 17 yea old daughter was brought to the
militi a station along with "drunken hodigans" because "her scarf had been tied around her head
ina cetain way." The alitor responcded angrily that voluntee patrols needed more educaion on

what their acdual resporsibiliti es in maintaining puldic order were and dedared that "the girl's

) zvestiia, April 3, 1963 p. 4.

199 zvestiia, June 23, 196Q p. 6.

10K omsomolskaia pravda, Dec 13, 1961, p 2

197 zvestiia, Oct. 4, 1959 p. 3.

103/ alery Chalidze, Ugolovnaia Rossiia, (New York: Khronika Press 1977, p. 87.

1% omsomol skaia pravda, June 29, 1962 p. 2.
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manner of dresswas hardly more flirtatious than that of any other girl."**

Sochi was particularly infamous for sanctioning individuals deviating from fashion
norms. The conflation d hodiganism and cultural differencein druzhina proseaution patterns
was exemplified in the Sochi druzhina's pradice of |abeling displays of difference, such as men
weaing narrow pants or bright shirts, as examples of hodiganism. Dyed red and Had shirts,
acording to locd volunteas, were worn by hodigans "who annoy girls when drunk and start
fights on the dancefloor."” Based onthis gurious correlation, volunteea's reasoned
metonymicdly (identifying a whole by one of its constitutive parts) that " consequently, when
you see aperson who is distinguished from others by the wlor of his sirt, do nd exped good d
him. "%

The voluntee's imagining of the ambiguous legal caegory of hodiganism, via
signification spiral linking, in terms of deviations from standardized cultural conventionsin loca
dress syleswas subjed to growing presscriti cism. Exhibiting the link Gertsenzon pasited
between the enthusiasm inherent in anti-hodi gan campaigning and the ill egitimate extension d
hodiganism to nonrrcriminal ads, Komsomolskaia pravda responced criticaly to a druzhina

leaders confesson that

"Perhaps we overdid things a bit...Sometimes the fell ows were caried
away by their enthusiasm and detained worthy persons becaise they
were dressed somewhat out of the ordinary [the catain said]."

To fight parasites, hodigans and aher harmful elementsisanole

and recessary task...But can ore anfuse such chaff with working
people whase only sinis that they dressed dff erently from the standard
and in away that some Sochi komsomol members were not
acaistomed to.'”’

%9 zvestiia, March 31, 1961, p. 3.
%% omsomol skaia pravda, Dec. 13, 1961, p. 2.
97 bid.
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The mobili zation d obshchestvenncst' as a olledive devicefor sanctioning hodigan
deviancy and promoting conformity to a core set of ambiguous values resulted in the aedion o
an atmosphere of intolerance not only toward hodiganism but also toward any deviation from
locd cultural parameters. Simultaneously, the signification spiral-type convergence or confusion
between misdemeanor, stylistic difference and hodi ganism in druzhina sanctioning pradices
resulted in the extension d the types of adions considered as hodiganism as well asin the dass
of people identified as hodigans.

The aedion d a sphere of intolerancein which the slightest deviation (wrong scarf knat,
improper curtain color, norrordinary shirt pattern) from convention was labeled as aviolation o
social order creaed na an arderly pullic sphere but pulic resentment. In addition, the diffusion
and poliferation d rules of puldic condwct through pamphlets, posters and ledures made
citizens fed self-conscious of multi plying condct rules and the ever-present possbility of being

labeled as a hodigan for breaking one. A 19590gorekarticle, for instance, complained that

..indead comrades, haven't too many "rules" and "obligatory regulations”
appeaed in ou life? As oonas you leave the gartment you are no longer
an ardinary citizen bu a potential rule breaker and hodigan. You are
admonished by annourcements, posters and appeds that you are athug and
that in general you do nd know how to behave in decent society.'®®

The increasingly broad applicaion d hodiganism to increasing numbers of people based
on ambiguous conduct rules prompted Komsomolskaia pravdato olserve that "the druzhina see
pradicdly everyone @ a hodigan. They degrade andinsult people for noreason at all"**°

Broad definitions of hodiganism nat only aff eded the convergence strategies that
volunteea's used to identify hodigans, but also where they looked for hodiganism. Just as private

adionsin private spaces (apartment hodigans and wife beaing, for example) were being

1%0gorek Oct. 1959 no. 41, p. 55.

9% omsomolskaia pravda, Oct. 6, 196Q p. 2.
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reconfigured as ads with pulic significancein the legal sphere, volunteas identified pubic
hodigan disruptionsin bah the private world of the domestic andin individual expressons of
style and taste. However, pulic/private contestation became increasingly prevalent as
volunteas' intrusion into damestic spaces and their investment of individual style with puldic
(socia order-disrupting) significancewas courtered by victims' claims that domestic spaces and

individual expresgon (in dressand music) were private matters of choice and autonamy.

THE DEFENSE OF THE PRIVATE

Voluntees perseaution d cultural difference a hodiganism was aimed at promoting
value homogenization by limiti ng individual behavior and choiceto the mnventions of locd
culture. However, the aedion d a sphere of intoleranceto dversity andits projedion orto
private aeas of individual expresson resulted in a badlash against an increasingly intrusive
druzhina. Attading the legitimacy of druzhina perseaution, individual displays of diff erence
were defended in the print discourse by being phrased in the rhetoric of privacy andindividual
choice Actors defended their displays of stylistic plurality by configuring the world of fashion
and art as a private, autonamous Pace ¢osed to pulbic intervention.

A music patrol creaed by the druzhina "in arder to fight against banality and to teat
goodmusicd taste" prompted an anonymous letter from Kiev's dudents. In the letter, the
students defended stylistic plurality by using the rhetoric of individual choicein arder to
challenge the legitimacy of pulic interference in matters of personal taste: "Our anger is beyond
al bound! What are you [the music patrol] trying to tell us? We ourselves can tell which music
is good and which is bad."**° In ancther instance, a woman, manipulating a rhetoric of privagy,
defended stylistic plurality by appeding to a personal spacebeyond pulhic intervention and

control. Confronted by a druzhina patrol for weaing pants and informed that her "indecent”

"% omsomolskaia pravda, Dec. 25, 196Q p. 4.
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attire was cialy disruptive, "Nina S., instead of candidly repenting her adion and giving up the
pants becane angry. She went so far as to asert that weaing pants was drictly a private
matter."***

Druzhina brigades, empowered with a broad, intrusive definition d hodiganism and
understanding the private & open to public intervention, showed an increasingly intrusive
interest in monitoring domestic spaces. Such intrusive interventionin private spacewas viewed
as alegitimate prophyladic measure amed at preventing future social-order violations. A
sympathetic legal journal article stated that "...by intruding into individuals' "personal lives' the
druzhina have in effed saved them from committing crimes and helped them to embark uponan
horest life of labor."*? However the legitimacy of redefining the private sphere & a key site for
preventative druzhinaintervention was contested in the press Writing on a natorious Nikolaev
brigade, Komsomolskaia pravda, for example, criticized the druzhina's domestic surveill ance
pradices and intimated that there were some private spaces in which the pullic gaze was
unwelcome. For the Nikolaer druzhina, Komsomolskaia pravda complained, the "the most
important task....isto pe& into athers bedrooms and to savor the detail s of their personal
relations.”'*®

Actors, fadng aggressve druzhinaintrusions into spaces of individual choice and
privagy, reasserted the separation d private life from puldic intervention. In aletter to Izvestiia a
72 yea old pensioner told of apair of druzhinniki wholived next to her. The druzhinniki,
acwrding to the woman, regularly listened at her doar and reported private adiviti es which took
placein her apartment to the locad comrades' court, cdli ng her weekly family gatherings
"binges," and "orgies," and reporting that her son was her lover. | zvestiia's editorial resporse to

this case agued that the duty of social organizations to control and intervene in the private

] zvestiia, Oct. 12, 196Q p. 6.
2\ akarov, p. 56.

¥ omsomolskaia pravda, Oct. 6, 196Q p. 2.
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spaces of individuals, though it was necessary for sanctioning and preventing hooliganism, was

also an invasion of privacy when applied to "good" non-deviant actors.

Society [obshchestvennost'] will rightly be interested in how a person
behaves, [and] will rebuff hooligans...But this has nothing in common
with crude interference in the personal lives of good people, with secretive
peeping into keyholes.**

A press that in the apartment hooligan discourse blurred and conflated notions of public
and private and social and individual by advocating "throwing open” the doors of the private to
public control now advocated shutting the door linking the public world to the private sphere of
theindividual. Instead of generating greater social-mindedness, intrusive druzhina practices such
as persecuting individual choice and engaging in domestic surveillance generated instead a
concern with protecting and separating the private and domestic realms from unwarranted public
intrusion. An unexpected consequence of the obshchestvennast' campaign was a partial
reassertion of the private, the individual and the domestic in the face of a public/social

(obshchestvennast') movement gone too far.

CONCLUSION: WHO EXACTLY ARE THE BAD GUY S? DRUZHINNIKI ASHOOLIGANS
AND HOOLIGANS AS DRUZHINNIKI

Though widely celebrated, the druzhina, barely ayear after their creation, were also the
subject of growing press criticism. The extension of hooliganism to include misdemeanors and
displays of cultural difference was attacked as arbitrary and incorrect. Druzhinaintervention into
the personal spheres of taste, choice and domesticity were rebuked as unwarranted invasions.
[ronically, the druzhina were, at times, described as terrorizing the very society they were

mobilized to protect and violating the laws they were organized to enforce. A 1963 | zvestiia

M zvestiia, June 1, 1963, p. 4.



article, for example, detaili ng the brutal methods a Leningrad druzhina brigade used to enforce

pulic order, complained of growing druzhinalawlessess

Not only in Leningrad bu also in Moscow, Kiev and Minsk, the druzhina

at times ad out of a wnviction that in the struggle against violators al means
arefair. Therefore, they interpret the law very loosely...He [the druzhinnik]

has been told that he can tred the law lightly. He dready accepts the old saying:
"the law is what you make it" as the guide to his adions.**®

With the growing awarenessof many druzhinniki's use of ill egal tadicsin the anti-
hodigan campaign, the distinction ketween druzhinnik and hodi gan becane blurred. A letter
pubished in Komsomolskaia pravda, complaining abou the brutal tadics of a Kuibyshev
voluntea brigade, made the linkage explicit, proclaiming "this [the druzhina's condict] is not
combating bad taste, it isout and ou hodiganism."**® The prominent trial of Nikolaes druzhina
cgptain Arkadi Mednik. and his "gang of hodigans and thugs' further underlined the redity of
druzhina hodiganism and the aimes ( ranging from murder and rape to requiring locd girlsto
get written permisson from druzhina headquartersin arder to go ou on a date) they sometimes
committed in the defense of pubic order.**’

Druzhinareauitment pradices were dso being attadked in the press Originally
constructed as a site for social adivism and the instantiation o obshchestvennast', the druzhina
were identified as attrading "the dishorest and the petty, people with warped egos who are
anxious to display their 'power' and even ordinary hodigans."**® These reauitment errors further

eroded dstinctions between hodigan and druzhinnik.

9 zvestiia, April 3, 1963 p. 4. See &so, Komsomolskaia pravda, Nov. 19, 1959 p. 2, and
Komsomolskaia pravda, Oct 5, 1965 p. 2.
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Because of ill egal tadics, the Druzhinniki were becoming hodigans and hodi gans were,
because of bad reauitment pradices, becoming druzhinniki. The cdl to mohili ze
obshchestvennast' had resulted in the mobili zation o obshchestvennast''s enemy. Ironicdly, the
druzhinawere fourd to be composed, to some extent, of the aiminals that they had been formed
to fight.

Hodliganism, during the Khrushchev period, became denuded o its geadfic content
through definition change and excision. The prior legal consensus defining the meaning of
hodi ganism and spedfying the spaces and relationships it could and could nad occur within was
abandored. Fundamental ambiguity, contestation and inconsistent judicial pradiceresulted as
basic questions, such as how to apply hodiganism, where to apply it, whoto apply it to and hawv
to dfferentiate it from other crimes, became harder to answer.

Hodliganism, during this period, also becane increasingly projeded orto private spaces.
In the "apartment hodiganism" debate, the press viathe language and dscourse of communist
morality, redefined hodigan ads committed in private spacesin pulic (socia order-disrupting)
terms, blurring the distinction between private dfairs and pubic matters and legitimizing
colledive social/pulic intervention into private spheres. A judiciary, initialy reluctant to apply
hodiganism to private redms, also began to proseaute "domestic hodigans' in large numbers as
the legal resolutions restricting hodiganism to ads in public places were annuled. Originally
imagined as a puldic aime enaded in pubic places, hodiganism, during the Khrushchev period,
was rethought in private terms and correlated to damestic, as well as pulic, sites.

During this same period, a pressdiscourse alvocaing coll edive social
(obshchestvennast') interventionin the fight against deviancy and redefining hodiganism as a
pubic matter (obshchestvennce delo) was broadcast in the press Khrushchev, respondng to a
growing wave of crime and hodi ganism, popuar criticism of militia and court incompetence,

and grasgoats appeds for reform, appropriated, instituted and dficially sporsored the press
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discourse on obshchestvennost' mohili zation. Understanding obshchestvenncst' as bath
increasing social adivism and pubic opinion, Khrushchev sought to instantiate
obshchestvennast' through the aedion d voluntary, massparticipatory organizations, the
druzhina, and by fostering an "atmosphere of intolerance' towards hodigans.

The domestication and content-stripping of hodiganism though had significant effeds on
the anti-hodigan campaign's ability to identify who was a hodiganism and where hodi ganism
occurred. Whipped into enthusiasm by a discourse of massmobhili zation and yet lacking a dea
ideaof what hodiganism was, the druzhinalinked hodiganism with departure from
conventional norms of behavior and identified misdemeanors and dsplays of cultural difference
as hodiganism. The druzhina, empowered with a broad and damesticated ideaof hodiganism,
also showed an increasingly intrusive interest in damestic surveillance and in pdicing individual
matters of taste and choice. As we have seen, such druzhina overtures were met with resistance
asindividuals defended stylistic plurality and damestic autonamy by reasserting the, once

conflated, barriers between public spaces and private spheres.
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