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Articles and Statements

Causes of Death of Inhabitants of Greenland: Age and Gender Dimension
Timur M. Khusyainov 2.b"

aNational Research University "Higher School of Economics", Russian Federation
bLobachevsky State University, Russian Federation

Abstract

The subject of this article is to examine the mortality statistics among the inhabitants of
Greenland. According to the World Bank, life expectancy Greenlanders in 2012 amounted to
71.31years. In his article the author makes an attempt to analyze the reasons because of which
came the natural (non-violent), or forced on the statistics for 2013. Special attention is paid to
gender and age aspect, the author highlights the cases of death, which are most typical of which is
aged or sex group. As the main method of research is the statistical analysis of the data StatBank
Greenland, and also used the modern scientific literature on health issues. As a result,
consideration of the causes of death among the inhabitants of Greenland, the author found that
82.46 % in the case of natural death occurs, and only a small number of cases violent. The paper
examined the disease that caused the death and the number of deaths, as well as the reasons for the
onset of a violent death: accident and accidents, homicide and suicide. We select the most striking
features of gender and age.

Keywords: mortality, population of Greenland, mortality rate, cause of death, natural
death, violent death, not violent death, suicide, murder, accident.

1. BBegeHnue

B GOJIBIIIMHCTBE CTpaH MHpPa BEAETCSA MOCTOSHHBINA yUeT POKAAEMOCTH U CMEPTHOCTH, IIPH
5TOM IIpU cOOPE CTATUCTUKH O CMEPTHU IPaKAaH YUHUTHIBAIOTCS TaKKe BOIIPOCHI, KAK BO3PACT U II0JI
YMEPIIEero, IpUYMHBI CMEPTH, a TaK:Ke MECTO CMEPTH U HEKOTOPbIE AOIOJHHUTEJbHbIE JAaHHBIE.
ITo cocrosiHUIO Ha 2013 TOJ HacejeHHe ['peHJIaHUM COCTABJISLIIO 56370 UYEOBEK, U3 KOTOPBIX
20838 Myx4yuH U 26532 KeHIIUHBI. [Ipd 3TOM ypOBeHBb POKIAAEMOCTH B 2013 TOJYy COCTaBHJI
821 HOBOPOJK/IEHHBIN, a YHCJIO0 YMEPIIHUX 439 uejaoBeK. HecMOTpss Ha IIpeBBIIIIEHHE YHCIIA
HOBOPOXKJIEHHBIX HaJl YHCJIOM YMEPIIHX, Ha OCTPOBe HAOJII0/IaeTCsI OTPUIATEIbHBIH ITPHPOCT
HaceJIEHHs, YTO CBSI3aHO ¢ BBICOKUM urcyioM aMmurpanToB (Befolkningens bevagelser, 2013).

Kak y»ke ObLJIO OTMEUEHO, BCETO B 2013 rojly Ha OCTpoBe I'peHstaHaus yMepJio 439 YeI0BeK.
Kak mbI BuauM u3 ga"HHbIX (Tabauma 1 u Tabauma 2) (Statbank Greenland), cpemm Hux 0BLIO
262 My>KUMH U 177 KeHIIUH. B nmanHHON pabore MBI paccMOTpuM 0o0jiee MOJAPOOHO NPUYMHBI
BBI3BABIIIE HACTYILJIEHUE JIETAJILHOTO UCXO/1A.
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2. MaTepuaJbl 1 METOAbI

1. OCHOBHBIM UCTOYHHKOM IIPU HAITUCAHUH JAHHOW PabOTHI CTAIM CTaTUCTUUYECKHE JaHHBIE
cTaTUCTHYecKOW ciaykObl I'pernanmum  (StatBank Greenland), a Takke cOBpeMeHHbIE
HccyIeIoBaHUs B 00J1aCTH JleMorpaduu, CONMOJIOTHN U METUIIHHBI.

2. B Xoze HaIIero uccjeoBaHusa OBLIM HCIIOJIb30BAHbl TAKME METOJbl KaK CTAaTHCTHUYECKHIH
aHaJIN3, CUCTEMHBIN U CPaBHUTEJILHBIN aHAIU3 JaHHBIX. BEIOOp MeTOMOB OBLI ciejlaH Ha OCHOBE
MPUHITUIIOB HAYYHOU OOBEKTUBHOCTU, CHCTEMHOCTH, U OOYCJIOBJIEH OOBEKTOM, IIPEIMETOM, a
TaK’Ke IeJIbI0 U 33/la4aMHU, IIOCTaBJIEHHBIMU B PaMKaX JaHHOTO UCCIe0OBAHUS.

3. O0cy:xaeHNe U pe3yJabTaThl

EcrecrBeHHaa cMepTh

EcrecTBeHHass cMepTh BKJIIOYAeT B ceOA Bce BUABI CMEPTH, HE CBSA3aHHBIE C HACHJIHEM,
aBapued, CTUXUHHBIM Oe/icTBUEM U T.7. (KpuMuHamucTHIecKas SHIIMKIJIONEINA, 2000: 46). Takum
ob6pa3oM, ecTeCTBEHHasi CMePTh BKJIIOUYAET B cebs IMpeKpallleHne XKU3He[eATeIbHOCTH OpraHu3Ma
10 IPUYMHE OOJIE3HU WIH yTacaHUe 110 IPUYIHE CTAaPOCTH.

Ta6smna 1. [IpuduHel CMEPTH CPeIU MY>KYUH B 2013 TOAY

EcrectBenHas | CmepTh CamoybuiictBo | YouiicTBO HewusBecrHas Bcero
CMePTb BCJI€CTBUE IIpuYrHa
aBapuu

710 4 6 (o} 0 1 2 9
59 o o] 0 o (o] 0]
10-14 0 o} 0 0 o] 0
15-19 o 2 5 0 1 8
20-24 o] 1 9 0 0 10
25-29 0 o} 4 1 o] 5
30-34 1 o 3 0 o 4
35-39 1 0 2 0 0 3
40-44 3 o 3 o o 6
45-49 10 1 4 o 2 17
50-54 15 1 3 1 (o) 20
55-59 27 5 (o o] 1 33
60-64 27 o} 1 0 0 28
65-69 25 2 0 0 o 27
70-74 29 o 0 0 0 29
75-79 38 1 ) 0 ) 39
80-84 18 0 0 0 0 18
85-89 5 (o} 0 0 o 5
90+ 1 o} 0 0 0 1
Bcero 206 13 34 3 6 262
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Tao6auna 2. [I[puauHbI CMEPTH CPEU JKEHIITUH B 2013 TOY

EcrectBenH | CmepTh Camoy6buiictBo | YouiicTBO HewusBectHas Bcero
as cMepTh BCJIEZICTBHE IIpUYrHA
aBapuu

0 4 4 1 0] o (o] 5
59 0 (o) 0] o (o] 0
10-14 2 0] 0] o] o] 2
15-19 0 o 6 0 1 7
20-24 0 0] 1 o] o] 1
25-29 o o o] o] o o]
30-34 0 0] 2 o] o] 2
35-39 1 1 1 o] 0 3
40-44 3 Y 1 Y Y 4
45-49 3 1 0 1 o 5
50-54 9 o Y Y Y 9
55-59 7 1 o (o] (o] 8
60-64 10 1 0 0 0 11
65-69 21 2 o (¢} o 23
70-74 24 o] o] o] 0] 24
7579 28 (o) o] o] (o] 28
80-84 23 0 0 0 0 23
85-89 16 1 0 0 0o 17
90+ 5 0] (o) o] (o] 5
Bcero 156 8 11 1 1 177

[To maHHBIM CTAaTHCTHKHA B 2013 TOJy €CTeCTBeHHas cMepTh ObLia 3adUKCHUpOBaHA B 362
cIydasx, T.e. 82,46 % oT ob1iero yncsa cMepTen.

11 MJIaJIEHIIEB YMEPJIO B 2013 ToAy. YPOBEHb MJIaJIEHUECKON CMEPTHOCTH HA TEPPUTOPHUU
Ipertanauu cocrapisier — 9,63 (146 mecto B mupe) o manubiM I1[PY (The World Factbook).
[Ipu 53TOM B JlaHWM 3TOT MOKA3aTEh COCTABIISLN 4,14 (197 Mecto B mupe). I[To ganupiM BeemupHoTro
OaHKa CpeJIHSAS MPOJOJIKUTETLHOCTD KU3HH TPEHJIAH/IIEB Ha 2012 IO/l COCTaBUJI 71,31, B TO BpeMs
KaK CpeJiH JIaTuyaH 3TOT IMMOKa3aTesb COCTaBUI 80,5.

Ecnu 110 44 Jj1eT y My>KYHH U 49 JIET y KEHIIUH CJIy9al eCTECTBEHHOH CMEPTH €IMHUYHBI, TO
yXKe C 45 U 50 JIET COOTBETCTBEHHO, BHUJIEH CYIIIECTBEHHBIH POCT CMEPTEH IO €CTECTBEHHBIM
MIpUYHUHAM.

PaccmatpuBasi ecTecTBeHHbIE NPUYMHBI, MbI VAEJIUM BHHUMaHHE OOJIE3HSM, BCJIEJICTBHE
KOTOPBIX HacTynusa cMepTh (Tabsuma 3).
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Taosmma 3. CMePTHOCTD BCJIE/ICTBHE 3200/ IeBAHUH

3aboneBaHusA Pacopocrpanénnocts, | PacnpocrpanéHHocTs, %
KOJI-BO CJIy4aeB

NudeknuronHuple 3a00JieBaHUs, BKJIOYas 22 6,36

mapasyuTHbIE

Pax 105 30,35

Jpyrue onyxosn 7 2,02

Bonesnu SH/IOKPUHHOU CHCTEMEI, 11 3,18

paccTpoicTBa MUTAaHUA U OOMeHa BEIEeCTB

[Tcuxuueckue paccTpoucTBa 11 3,18

PaccrporicTBo HEpBHOM CUCTEMBI, OPTaHOB 8 2,31

3peHus U cIIyxa

Cepneunble 3a00JIeBaHUSA 55 15,9

lpyrue 3a60J/1€BaHUSA KPOBEHOCHOU 34 9,83

CHCTEMBI

Bose3Hu apIxaTeIbHOM CHCTEMBI 30 8,67

Bosie3Hu nuieBapuUTEIbHON CUCTEMBI 17 4,91

Bosie3HM KOXKH 1 ITOAKOKHOH KJIeTYaTKU 1 0,29

Bose3HM KOCTHO-MBIIIEYHOH CHCTEMBI H 1 0,29

COEIMHUTEIbHOU TKaHU

BoJjie3HI MOYEn0JIOBOIH CHCTEMBI 4 1,16

BepemeHHOCTh, POABI W TOCJIEPOIOBOU 0 0]

TIEPUO/T

OTnenpHbIE COCTOSIHMS, BO3HHKAIOIINE B 11 3,18

MepUHATAJIFHOM IEPHO/IE

BpoxkneHHble  IIOpOKH  pPa3BUTHA | 0 0]

XPOMOCOMHBIE aHOMAJINHU

CumMnToMbl, TIPU3HAKU U OTKJIOHEHUS OT 29 8,38

HODMBI, HE OTHECEHHblE K JPyTrUM

KaTeropusm

Kak mbl BuzinM, HauboJsiee pacIpoCTPaHEHHBIMU MPUUYHUHAME €CTECTBEHHON CMEPTU CPEIH
3abosieBaHuN sBIsieTcs pak (30,35 %) u cepaeuyHble 3aboseBanHusA (15,9 %), a TakKe Jpyrve
3a00J1eBaHUs KPOBEHOCHOU cucTeMbI (9,83 %) U /ibIxaTeIbHOU cucTeMbl (8,67 %).

CmepThb OT MH(}EKIIMOHHBIX 3a00JIeBaHUI U MMapa3uUTOB 110 JAHHBIM CTATHCTHUKHU HACTYIIAeT C
BO3PACTHOH TIpymIibl 35-39 JjieT. Tak:ke Kak U pak, OHAKO, €CJIA CIy4aud CMEPTH OT HHMEKITMOHHBIX
3a00JIeBaHUI MeHee paclpoCTpaHeHbl 1 PABHOMEPHO PaCIPOCTPAaHEHbI 10 BO3PACTHBIM IPYIIIIaM, TO
CMEepPTh OT OHKOJIOTUYECKUX 3a00JIeBaHUM CTAHOBATCA C BO3pacToM 0OoJiee YacThIMH OT 1 B
BO3pacCTHOM TpyImiIe 35-39 JIET, 10 19 B Bo3pacTe 70-74 rojia. J[pyrue oImyxoJii KaK IIPUYHHBI CMEPTU
MeHee PacIpOCTPaHEHbI 1 B OCHOBHOM ITOZI00HBIE CJTydau MPUXOIATCS HA JIFOAEH OT 70 JIET.

BosiedaHn 5HAOKPUHHON CHCTEMBI, PACCTPONCTBA MUTAHUSA U OOMEHA BEIIECTB IO JIAHHBIM
CTATUCTUKHU CTAaHOBUTCSA IIPUYMHON CMEPTHU TOJIBLKO C 55 JIET.

[Icuxonornyeckue 3a00/IeBaHUS KaK IMIPUYMHA CMEPTH CPeAU T'PEHJIAHIIEB PACIIPOCTPAHEHBI
JIMIID B 3,18 % ciydaeB, IIPH 3TOM CPeAU MYKUHH 5TO IIPOUWCXOAUT B paHblie (C 45 JIeT), YeM C
JKeHIIUHaMU (¢ 75 Jj1eT). JIeTaabHbIA UCXO/ BCIECTBHE PACCTPONICTBA HEPBHOU CHCTEMBI, OPTaHOB
3peHHs U CIyXa BCTPEUaroTCsA B 2,5 pasa Jalle cpeau MyKUnH. 3a00JIeBaHus cepAlla KaK MPUYMHa
CMEpPTH TakK)ke 0oJiee pacIpOCTpPaHEHBbI CPEIU MY:KYUH 40 CIy4aeB IPOTUB 15 CPEIM KEHIIHH.
ATO K€ OTHOCUTCSI M K JPYrUM 3a00JIeBaHHUSAM KPOBEHOCHOW CHCTEMBI — MYKUHHBI OoJiee
TIO/IBEPKEHBI ATUM 3a00JIEBAHUSIM.
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Kak /eMOHCTPUPYIOT CTaTUCTHYECKUEe JaHHble, CpeAu MYKUMH B OOJBIIEH CTelneHn
IPDUYMHAMHU CMEpPTH CTaHOBATCA Takue 3abosieBaHUs KakK pak, 3abosieBaHUA cepAla H
KPDOBEHOCHOU CHCTEMBI, B TO BpeMsd, KaK CpeQu KEHIIUH O0oJiee paCIpPOCTPAHEHBI TaKue
3a00JIeBaHMA, KakK pa3JIN4YHble BUJbI OmyxoJjell (KpoMe paKOBBbIX), a Takxke O0Je3HH
IUIE€BAPUTEIIEHON CUCTEMBI.

CMepTh BCJIEICTBHE aBAPUH WJIN HECYACTHOTO CIydast

ITo JaHHBIM CTAaTHUCTUKU B 2013 TO/Ty BCJIEACTBHE aBAPUU MOTUOJIO 21 YEJIOBEK WIH 4,78 % OT
obmrero uncia cmeptelt (tabauna 4). Hanbosee pacmpocTpaHEHHONW MPUYUHOU IIPU 3TOM CTaJIO
majieHre u yromieHue. Ilpu 3TomM mepBoe Haubosiee pACIPOCTPAHEHO Cped IMEHCHOHEPOB, a
YTOIUIEHHE CPEAM JIUIl CPeIHEr0 Bo3pacra. lIlepBble, BEPOATHO, B CHJIy BO3pPACTa HCIBITHIBAIOT
Ipo0JIeMBbI B IIepe/IBUKEHIH, 4 BTOPbIE BeAyT 00jiee aKTUBHBIA 00pa3 KU3HU, IIO3TOMY B YCJIOBUAX
J)KU3HH Ha OCTPOBe, I/ie DBIOHAsA JIOBJIA SBJISETCS BAJKHOM OTPAC/bI0 XO3SAKCTBA, a BOJHBIN
TPAHCIOPT IIO3BOJISET JOOUpPAThCA MEXAY HACEIEHHBIMHU IIyHKTaMU, B YCJIOBUSAX OTCYTCTBUSA
JIOPOT.

ITIpu sTOM, B 2013 TOAy He CJIy4aysoch CMepTed IO MPUYHUHE JOPOKHO-TPAHCIOPTHBIX
IIPOVCIIECTBUN ¥ IIPOUCIIECTBUI HA BOJIHOM TPAHCIIOPTE, a TaKXKe II0 MPUYMHE CIYIaHHOTO
BBICTpEJIA.

Taosuia 4. CMEPTHOCTD BCJIEACTBHIE aBAPUU WJIN HECUYACTHBIX CIyYaeB

Bupa npouciecrsusa KosimyecTBO mpouciiecTBui
J1OpOKHO-TPAHCIIOPTHEIE IIPOUCIIECTBUA 0]
ABapus Ha BOJHOM TPAHCIIOPTE 0]
Ilagenue 3
IToxap 1
IleperpeBanue 1
YTomieHue 3
CiyqaliHbIi BBICTpEIT 0
HApyroe 13

CamoyOouiicTBo

Yucmo camoyOuiictB B I'peHJIaHIMM Pe3KO BO3POCIO B KOHIlE 1970-X TOJOB, U OHO
MIPOJIOJIKAJIO pacTu 70 1986 roma. B 1986 roay, camoyOMICTBO SIBJISIOCH BeAyIeld MPUYHHON
CMepTH B HECKOJIbKUX ropozax, Hanpumep Capdannryak. Ilo cocrosgruio Ha 1987 roa, yacrora
caMOyOHUICTB cocTaBiisiyia 128,4 Ha 100000 uesoBek (Bjorkstén et al., 2009).

Bcero, B 2013 roay B I'peHyiaHIMK TIPOU3OIILIO 45 CAMOYOHMCTB JIMI] B BO3pacTe OT 15 JI0
64 5eT. 34 caMOyOHICTBA U3 HUX COBEPIIMIN MY>KUUHBI U 11 KEHIITUHBI.

Haubosblllee pacmpocTpaHeHUWE CYHUIMABI IIOJIYYHJIA CPEIN CTapIIuX IIOAPOCTKOB H
MOJIOZIEIKH, Ha KOTOPBIX IMIPUXOAUTCS IMOYTH IOJIOBHHA BCEX CIIyYaeB: 15-19 JIeT — 11 YeJIOBEK; 20-
24 roja — 10 4esioBeK. IIpu 3TOM cpely MYKUMH CYWIHJ] HanboJiee pacIpoCTpaHEH B OoJiee
cTapllleM BO3pacTe, B 20-24 roja (9 4eJjoBEeK), B TO BpeMs KaK CpPeIU >KEHIWH B 15-1Q JIeT
(6 uesnoBek). Ilpu 5TOM, eciM Cpelu JKEHIMWH caMoe II03/Hee IO BO3PacTy caMOyOUICTBO
MPOM30IIIO B TPYIIIE 45-49 JIET, TO Y MY>KIUH 60-64 JIeT.

Takum o6pas3oM, MBI BHUJAHM, UYTO CaMOyOUIHCTBO, KaK IPUYMHA CMEPTU IKUTeIeU
I'pennanguu, cocraBiaseT 10,25% OT o0Iero uwciaa cmepred. Haumbosiee wacTto paHHas
MIPUYHHA BBISIBJISIETCS CPEU MOJIOIBIX JIIOJIEN: Y IEBYIIEK OT 15 /10 19 JIET, U Y TTapHEH OT 20 10
24 JIET.
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VpoBenb camoybuiicTB B I'peHIaHAMU SBJISAETCS OJHUM M3 CaMbIX BBICOKHX B MHDE.
CrenmMajgucTbl CBA3BIBAIOT 3TO C€ HECKOJbBKMMH Ba)KHBIMM IPUYHUHAMM: aJIKOTOJIU3M,
Jenpeccus, 6eIHOCTb, TPYAHOE JETCTBO, a TAKXKe HEpaBHOMEPHOE pacIpeeIeHne COTHEYHOTOo
cBeTa B ro/ly, KPOMe TOTO CpeIH KOPEHHOI'O HACeJeHHs — HHYHUTOB, CAMOYOMIICTBA MOIYT OBIThH
CBA3aHBI CO CTOJKHOBEHHUEM C €BPOIEMCKOM KyJIbTYPOW M KYJIBTYPHBIM IIOKOM, BO3HHUKIIHM
BCJIeJICTBYE IOJMUTUKM G60, KOrja OHH IOABEPIVINCh ypOaHM3alUMWH, a HX KU3Hb U OBIT
mozepuusanuu (Bjorkstén et al., 2009; Bjerregaard, Curtis, 2002; Leineweber, 2000;
Bjorkstén et al., 2009).

YouiicTBo

Bcero B 2013 roay B I'peHsianzauu OBLIO COBepIeHO 4 yoOuiictBa. IIpu sTOM OBLIO
COBEpIIIEHO OJTHO yAylleHHe (pebeHOK JI0 4 JIeT), OHO yAap TYIbIM IpeaMeToM (My:KYMHA 25 -
29 Jj1eT), ABa yOUicTBa OBLJIO COBEPIIEHO YZAapOM OCTPBIM IpeaMeToM (My:KUYWMHa 25-29 JIET U
JKeHIUHA 45-49 JjeT). Takum o6pa3om, Mbl BUJHM, YTO KOJTUYECTBO KPUMUHAIBHBIX CMepTeH
Ha OCTPOBe O4YeHb Mayio. CTOUT OTMETUTH, UTO €Ié B 1990 IOy YUCJIO YOUHCTB COCTABJISIIO
24 ciiydasi, HO Y2Ke K cepeZliHe 1990-X UX YHCJIO COKPATUJIOCh BIBOE.

HeusBecTHas NPUYHHA CMEPTH

KpOMe BCeX O603Ha‘{eHHI)IX BbIII€ IIPUYHUH, B CTATUCTUYECKUX AAaHHBIX FpeHﬂaHILHH €CThb
nHGOPMAITUS O CEMU CIy4asX, KOr/ia He OblIa YCTaHOBJIEHA MPUYHUHA CMePTH. [Ipu 5TOM 11ecTs U3
HUX Cpeau MYXXYHUH OT MJIQZICHYECKOI'0 BO3pacra 1 /10 59 J1eT, 1 JIUIIb OAUH Y AEBOYKHU-IIOAPOCTKA
(15-19 s1eT).

4. 3axaoueHue

[IpoaHa/IM3UpPOBAB JaHHbIE CTATUCTHKU II0 NMPUYMHAM CMEDPTH CPEeAu >KUTeJIEH OCTpoBa
'perytanaus, Mbl BUJUM, UTO B OOJIBIIIMHCTBE CJIydasX 3TO €CTECTBEHHbIE CMEPTHU, BCJIEJCTBUE
3abosieBaHUl WU crapoct (82,46 %), Takke, cpeli IPUYMH MOKHO Ha3BaTh CaMOYOHICTBO
(10,25 %), cMepTh Beiie/icTBUE aBapuM (4,78 %), a Takyke KPpUMHUHAJIbHbIE CMEPTH — YOHHCTBA
(0,91 %). JIumib B HEOOJIBIIIOM YHCJIE CJIydaeB He ObLIa yCTaHOBJIEHA PUYMHA CMEPTH.

Kak MbI BusiiM, HauboJIbIlIee YKCJIO CMEPTEN MPOUCXOAAINX B ['peHIaHUN IPOUCXOUT OT
€CTECTBEHHBIX MPHUYHH, B TO BpeMsl KakK Trubesib BCJIEJCTBHE aBapHUM, HECUACTHOTO CIydasl WU
youiicTBa 0BOJIBHO pemku. OFHAKO, YpPOBEHb caMOyOHMCTBAa JOBOJIBHO dYacTas MNpHYWHA U
OTMEYaeTcss B KaXKIOM jecaToM ciaydae. Cpenu 3abosieBaHHI MBI BBIZIEJIUM T€, KOTOPbIE CTaJIH
MIPUYNHON HAUOOJIBIIIET0 KOJIMYECTBA CMEpTeli: pak, 00JIe3HH cepAla U KPOBEHOCHOH CHCTEMBI,
00JIe3HH JbIXaTEILHON CHUCTEMBI.

IMonyuenHas uHbOpPMAIUA MOXKET OBITh MOJIe3HA MPHU (GOPMUPOBAHUN OCHOBHBIX 3a7[ay U
ompesiesIeHUH HanboJiee 3HAUNMBIX HAIIPABJIEHUH CAHUTAPHO-MEUITTHCKOHN U ITPOCBETUTETbCKOU
paboTsl B I'pensianinu, a Takke U B Ipyrux CeBepHbIX PETHOHAX.
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IIpuuuHBI cMepTH KUTeIed ' peHIaHaAn: TOJIOBO3PACTHOH ACIIEKT
Tumyp MaparoBud XycauHOB 20"

a HaruoHa/IbHBIN UCC/IEI0BATEIbCKUI YHUBEPCUTET "BhICIIas IIKOJIa SKOHOMHKH ',
Poccuiickas ®eneparus

b Huxeropozickuii rocyaaperBeHHbIN yHuBepeurteT uM. H.W. JobaueBckoro,
Poccuiickas ®eneparus

AnHoTamu#A. [IpeaMeToM TaHHOU CTaThU SBJISIETCS PACCMOTPEHHE CTATUCTUKU CMEPTHOCTU
cpenu kuTesnern  octpoBa I'pennampus. Ilo gamHbpiM  BcemupHoro 6GaHka — cpemHss
IIPO/IOJIKUTEIHHOCTD KU3HM TPEHJIAH/IIIEB HAa 2012 IO/l COCTaBIII 71,31 To/. B cBoeii cTaThe aBTOP
JleJlaeT IOTMBITKY aHaInu3a MPUYHH, H3-3a KOTOPHIX HACTyIIajla ecTecTBeHHast (HEHACH/IbCTBEHHAsT)
WIM HACWIbCTBEHHAsA II0 CTATHCTUYECKHM JAaHHBIM Ha 2013 r. Ocoboe BHHUMaHHE B CTaTbhe
y/IeJISIeTCsT TI0JIOBO3PACTHOMY ACIIEKTY, aBTOP BBIJIEJIAET T CJIyYau JIETAJIBHOTO MCXOJa, KOTOPhIE
HanboJiee TUIHUYHBI /I KaKOH-TO BO3PACTHON WMJIM IIOJIOBOH TIpYyIbl. B KauecTBe OCHOBHOTO
MeTo/ia UCCIeOBAaHMS BBICTYIIAeT CTaTUCTUYECKUN aHaIN3 JaHHbIX StatBank Greenland, a takike
HCITOJIb3YeTCS COBPEMEHHas Hay4dHasi JIUTeEpaTypa II0 BOIpocaM 37paBooxXpaHeHus. B pesysbrare
paccMOTpeHUs] TPUYUH HACTYIUIEHHS CMEPTH CPeAu KHUTesed ocTpoBa I'peHJIaHAMA, aBTOP

* KoppecnnoHAUPYIOLIUHI aBTOP
Anpeca 31eKTpoHHOH mouThl: timur@husyainov.ru (T.M. XycsuHoB)
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ompenenaua, 4ro B 82,46 % ciyuae HacTylmaeT eCTeCTBEHHAs CMepPTh, W JIMIIb B HEOOJIHIIIOM
KOJINYECTBE CJIy4aeB HACWIbCTBEHHas. B paboTe ObLIM paccMOTpPeHbI 3a00JIEBAHUSA, CTABIIHE
IPUYUHON CMEPTH U YKUCIEHHOCTh YMEPIIUX, a TaKKe MPUYUHBI HACTYILJIEHUS HACHIbCTBEHHON
CMEPTH: aBapUM M HecuacTHbIE cIydyau, yOMICTBa U camoybuiictBa. BoiziesieHbl Hanbosee sipKue
I10JIOBO3PACTHbIE OCOOEHHOCTH.

KiioueBble cJ10Ba: CMEPTHOCTh, HaceJeHne ['peHIaH/Iny, YyPOBEHb CMEPTHOCTH, IIPUYUNHBI
CMEpPTH, €eCcTeCTBEHHas CMepTb, HACHUJIbCTBEHHAs CMepTb, HEHACHJIbCTBEHHAsI CMEPTh,
caMOyOHICTBO, YOMHCTBO, HECUYACTHBIHN CITyJdai.
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The Social Policy in the USSR (1945 -1953 years) in the Field of Protection
of Motherhood and Childhood

Ol'ga V. Natolochnaya -~
aInternational Network Center for Fundamental and Applied Research, Washington, USA

Abstract

The article deals with social policy in the field of motherhood and childhood in the USSR in
the postwar period (1945-1953).

The source base of the work were, first of all, the statistical yearbooks "National economy of
the RSFSR" and reference publication of the Committee on statistics of the Russian Federation
"Population of Russia for 100 years. 1897-1997". It contains the valuable statistical information of a
general nature about the birth rate, mortality and marriage of the russian population. All-union
population censuses of 1939 and 1959 are of exceptional value for the study of this topic.

The traditional scientific principles in research of problems of social development were used
in work: the principle of historicism, the principle of systematicity, the principle of objectivity.

The author concludes that during the recovery period, despite the difficult terms of the post-
war period, a number of constructive measures were taken in the field of demographic policy that
ensured, as far as it was possible then, the protection of motherhood and childhood, the social
protection of street children, which ultimately contributed to a noticeable increase in the birth rate,
including through the so-called effective birth rate (i.e., taking into account only surviving infants).
A considerable role in this belonged to the soviet medicine.

Keywords: social policy, the USSR, motherhood, childhood, state protection.

1. BBegeHnue

AXTyaJIbHOCTh JJAHHOTO WCCJIEIOBAHUSA OIIPEJIeisieTcss HEOOXOAUMOCTHI0 PaCCMOTPEHHUS
COIIMAJIbHOM MOJIMTHKHU B 00J1aCTH OXpaHbl MAaTEPUHCTBA U JIETCTBA B IIOCJIEBOEHHBIN IEPUO/, TO
eCTb B 1945—1953 TIT. BcecTOpOHHUII HaydHBIM aHAIN3 COLMAIBHON IIOJUTHUKU COBETCKOTO
rocy/IapcTBa B 1945—1953 IT. IIPEJICTABJISAETCSA NMEPCIEKTUBHON TEMOM HCC/IEIOBAHMS, B KOHTEKCTE
WU3yYEHUS TOCTEBOEHHBIX MEPOIPUSITUI HAIIPABJIEHHBIX Ha YJIydIlIEHHE TOCYJapCTBEHHOU OMEKHU
JIeTeH.

2. MarepuaJjbl 1 METOAbI

HcrounukoBeauecKkyro 0a3y pabOThI COCTaBWJIM, TIPEXK/IE€ BCEro, CTAaTHCTUYECKHUe
exxeronHuku «HaposHoe xo3saiictBo PCOCP» u cipaBouHoe usnanue Komurera no cratucruke PO
«Hacenenue Poccum 3a 100 seT. 1897-1997». 31ech coAep:KaTcA IIeHHBIE CTaTUCTUYECKHE
CBeJIeHUs OOIIEero xapakrepa O POKIaeEMOCTH, CMEPTHOCTH, OPAYHOCTH POCCHUUCKOTO HaceJIeHU
(Hacenenune Poccum, 1999). [y umcciaeqoBaHUs JTAHHOW TeMbI HCKJIIOUUTENIPHYIO I€HHOCTH

* Corresponding author
E-mail addresses: natolochnaia@yandex.ru (O.V. Natolochnaya)
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TIPEJICTABJISIOT Bcecoro3Hble mepenucy HaceJaeHusa 1939 u 1959 IT. (Bcecoros3Has mepenuch, 1992;
BcecorosHas nmepenich, 1999; Mtoru Beecoros3Holi mepenuc, 1963).

B paboTte ObLIHM HCHOJB30BAaHBI TPAAUIMOHHBIE HAy4YHbIE IPUHIUIIBI B HCCIEJOBAHUHU
po0ieM OOIIECTBEHHOTO Pa3BUTUA: IPUHIUII HCTOPU3MA, IPUHIMII CHUCTEMHOCTH, IIPUHIIHII
00'BEKTUBHOCTH.

3. PegyasTaTsl

B cioxusBmeiica jgemorpaduueckodl CUTyallid Ha IIPABUTEJILCTBEHHOM YPOBHE ObLIH
pa3paboTaHbl Mepbl COIUATBHO-AeMOTpadUUecKOT0 XapaKTepa IO CJIEAYIOIIUM OCHOBHBIM
HaIpaBJIEHUAM.

1. MarepuasapHOE 1 MOPJIBHOE CTUMYJIIPOBAHHE POXKAAEMOCTH.

2. OxpaHa 3/10pOBb KEHITUHBI B JIOPOJOBOU U ITOCJIEPOJOBOH IIEPHOIHI.

3. bopnba 3a ykperieHue 3710pOBbSA JAeTel.

4. ConnanpHas 3aIIUTa CUPOT U 6ECIIPU30PHBIX JIeTel.

1. Mepb rocypapcTBeHHONW NONUTMUKW NO OXpaHe MarTeée

B 1enAx BOCHOJIHEHUSA JIIOJCKUX IIOTEPh IPABUTEIBCTBO CTPEMUJIOCH 00€CIIeUYUTh BBICOKUU
YPOBEHDb POXKIAEMOCTH B CTpaHe. Y2Ke B KOHIIE BOHHBI, B 1944 T., ObLT U3/]aH CIENUATbHBIN YKa3
IIpesuguyma BepxoBHoro CoBera CCCP «O6 yBeJlWYeHUH TOCYAApCTBEHHOW TMOMOIIHU
OepeMeHHBIM KEHIIIMHAM, MHOTOJIETHBIM U OJUHOKUM MaTepsM, yCHWIEHNU OXpPaHbl MAaTEPHUHCTBA
U JIeTCTBA, YCTAHOBJIEHWH IIOYETHOTO 3BaHUS '"MaTb-repouHsA" € YUPEXKIAEHHU OpJieHa
"MatepuHcKkas ciaBa” u Meaanu "Measib MaTEpUHCTBA ' ».

B sTHx xe 1esAax yka3 1935 T. 0 3aIpelieHnl abOPTOB OTMEHATH HE CIENINJIN, PACCUNTHIBAS,
YTO OH CHITPAET CBOIO MOJIOXKUTEJIBHYIO POJIb. YKa3 MPOIOJIKAJI JIEUCTBOBATH /10 23 HOSIOPS 1955 T.
(ormenen ykaszom IIpesusuyma BepxoBHoro CoBera CCCP «O6 oTmeHe 3ampereHust abOpPTOB»)
(CoopHUK 3aKOHOB, 1968: 423).

ITo pemieHnI0 NpaBUTENIBCTBA C 1 AHBAPA 1948 . eIMHOBPEMEHHO BBIIJIAYUBAIUCH MAaTEPM,
MMEIOIINM /IBYX JIeTel, IIPU POKJIEHUH TPeThero pebeHka 200 py0Jiel, 4eTBEPTOro — 650 pyoJIei,
nsaToro — 850 py6Jei, 1mecToro — 1000 pybJieH, ceZIbMOTO M BOCBMOTO — 1250 py0JIeH, /IeBATOTO —
1750 pyOJiel, IpU POXKIEHNHU KaXKJ0T0 MoCeAyIomero pebeHka — 2500 pyoOsiei.

Ocobas 3abora ObLIa MPOSIBJIEHA O MAaTepAX-OAWHOYKAX, JIMOO HHUKOTZA HE BCTYHABIIUX B
Opak, b0 ocraBIuxcsa 6e3 perucrpanuu Opaka Mo ykasy 1944 T., B TOM CJIy4dae, ecjid uX (dak-
TUYEeCKHe MYyXbd TOTHOMM Ha ¢poHTax Benmkoit OrTeyecTBEHHOW BOUMHBI, HE YCIIEB
3aperucTPUPOBaTh Opak, U He 3aXOTEIU STOTO C/IeJIaTh IO BO3BPAIEHUHU ¢ BOUHBI. [IeTH B 3THX
CJIyJasx OCTaBaIUCh 0e3 BCSAKOM MaTepHaIbHON IMOMOIIU, ITIEHCHH 34 OTIIOB HE BHIIIAYNBAIHCH.
B cBsA3U ¢ 3TUM OAWHOKUM MaTepsIM, He COCTOSIIMM B Opake, BBIIABAJIUCH TOCYJAAapPCTBEHHbBIE
mocoOus Ha co/iep:KaHUe W BOCIIUTAHHE JIETEH: HAa OJTHOTO pebeHKa 50 py0. B MecsAIl], HA JBYX —
75 pyoJieii, Ha Tpex u OoJiee eTed — 100 pyOIei.

B momomp MarepsaM-oguHOYKAM ObLIA CHIPKEHA Ha 50 % IUlaTa 3a COZep:KaHue JleTed B
JIeTCKUX fACIAX U cazax. Ho aTa sprora npeiocrasssiach JULIIb OAUHOKUM MaTepsiM, UMeOIUM
3apaboTOK, He IPEBBIIIAIINI 600 pybJel B MecIl.

MarepsM, UMEIOIINM JIeTeN B BO3pacTe JI0 OJHOTO rofia, a Takke OepeMeHHBIM (C MOMeHTa
yCTaHOBJIEHUS OepEMEHHOCTH) JKEHIIMHAM-PAa0OTHUIIAM U CJIyKAIllUM IPEJOCTABJISIOCH ITPABO
mepexo/ia Ha JAPYrylo paboTy IO MECTy >KUTEJIbCTBA C COXpPaHEHHWEM 3a HUMH HENPEPHIBHOTO
TpyztoBoro craxka (COOpHUK 3aKOHOB, 1968: 419).

[IpaBuUTENBCTBY yAQIOCh YBEJIUUHUTH Pacxoabl W3 rocygapcrBeHHoro 6Owojpkera CCCP Ha
BBIIUIATY TTOCOOMI OMHOKUM M MHOTOZIETHBIM MaTepsAM. Ecyii B 1940 T. 3TH pacXobl COCTaBIISIIN
123 MJIH pyOJiei, TO B 1950 T. - 366, B 1960 T. - 496 MJIH pPyOJiel, T. €. B 1950 T. I10 OTHOIIIEHUIO K
1940 T. OHH YBEJIMYWINCH Ha 33,6 %, a B 1960 T. 110 OTHOIIEHHIO K 1950 T. — Ha 73,8 %. [Tocobus mo
OepeMeHHOCTH U pojlaM, a TaK»Ke Ha IPeAMEeTHI yX0/la 3a peOEHKOM BBIPOCJIM COOTBETCTBEHHO HA
31,8 u 34,6 %. Pacxoapl Ha 0OC/Iy’KUBaHUE JileTed B JETCKHUX CaflaxX, SICJIAX, MMOHEPCKUX JIarepsx,
JIETCKUX JIOMaX U YIPeXKJAEeHUAX M0 BHEIIKOJIbHON paboTe ¢ JeThbMU YBEJIMUWIUCh HA 33 U 74,4 %
(CoopHHK 3aKOHOB, 1968: 420).

OnHako 3Ta MaTepUasibHas IOMOIIb ObLIA MUHUMAJIbHOW, IIOCKOJIBKY MaTepHaJIbHbIE
3aTpaThl Ha COJlep:KaHHe JeTeld MOCTOsTHHO pociu. ITo mopcueram A.fl. KBamm, exxemecsdHbIE
pacxoApl Ha BOCHUTAaHHE OJHOTO pebeHka Ha pybexe 1940-1950-X TO/I0B COCTaBJISIN
IpUOJIU3UTETBHO 50 % OT CpelHEMEeCAYHOU 3apIUiaThl JKEHINWHBbI. [la’ke B IIOJTHON ceMbe

12




Population Processes, 2017, 2(1)

cojiep;KaHue BTOPOro pebeHKa ObLJIO CI0KHBIM, YIUTHIBAsl, YTO MY?KUYNHbI, BEDHYBIIIHECS C BOHHBI,
He BCErJa II0 COCTOSTHHUIO 37I0POBbsI MOIJIH COJIEPKaTh CEMbIO M pab0OTaTh B IMOJIHYIO CILTY.

YTo ke KacaeTcs OCOOHM Ha TPEThEro, YeTBEPTOTO, IATOrO M T.A. pebeHKa, TO OHU ObLIH
ennHoBpeMeHHBIMH. K ToMy ke B PCOCP y ci1aBSHCKHX U HEKOTOPBIX yTPOMOUHCKUX HAPOJAOB 3TH
TPETbU, UETBEpPThIe, ISATblE U IIEeCTble JETHU BPAJ JIM POXKAAINCH, CEMbS ObLIa MaJIOJETHOM.
MHOTO/IETHbIE CEMbH BCTPEYAINCh, KAaK MPaBWJIO, yV TIOPKCKUX HAPOJOB, IMpPUUEM dalle y
nposxkuBaroinux 3a npezgenamu PCOCP.

Takum 06pa3oM, BBIIJIATHI €IMHOBPEMEHHBIX ITOCOOUU B CBA3U C POK/IEHNEM peOeHKa B TOM
BHUJIe, B KAKOM OHU mpezJiarajauchk, B PCOCP mmoutu He JOCTUTATH TI€JTH.

[TockoyIbKy Ha pe3KOe YBEeJTMUEHUE POXKIAEMOCTH B CBSI3H C IOTEPEN MY;KCKOTO HaceJIeHUs
OBLIIO TPYZHO PACCYUTHIBATH, TO YCHJIUS IPABUTEIHCTBA B 00JIACTH MEIUITMHBI ObLIM HATIPABJIEHBI
Ha COKpallleHWe MJIaJIeHYeCKOl CMEepPTHOCTH, ypoBeHb KoTopoii B PC®CP mnpojomkan OBITH
BBICOKHM.

BhicoKkasi cMepTHOCTh MJIAJIEHIIEB OT BPOKAEHHOM €1a0OCTH U IIOPOKOB BHYTPHYTPOOHOIO
pa3BUTHsA ObLIa TAXKEJIBIM CJIEICTBIEM BOMHBI.

B PCO®CP B 1945 I. poauoch KUBBIMU 784,5 ThIC. MJIaJieHIIEB, U3 HUX HEAOHOIIEHHBIMU —
37,5 ThIC., WIH 4,8 %. MepTBOPOK/IEHHBIX ObLIO IOYTH 18 ThHIC., 14 THIC. JIETEH yMEpJIH BCKOpE
IOCJIe POXKAEHUsI, Cpeld HUX Mpeobsazaiu HeJIOHOIIEHHbIE — 9 ThIC., Wiu 64 %. Kpome Toro,
ITocJIe BOMHBI ObLIa BBICOKAS JIETCKAs CMEPTHOCTD U TTOUTH 11% JieTell yMupasio, He I03KUB 710 To/1a.

B aTHX yC10BUAX OBLI MPEATPUHAT P MeP 0 OXpPaHe 37J0POBbsI JKEHIITUHBI B JIOPOJOBON U
MOCJIEPOIOBOM Tiepuoabl. B mocranoBiennu mpaButrenbctBa PCOPCP ot 26 sHBaps 1946 T.
oTMeuasiach HeOOXOAUMOCTh PACIIMPEHUs CETH POJOBCIIOMOTATEIbHBIX U JETCKUX YUPEIKIEHU.

B 1950-e rozpl OBLIM BBEZIEHBI MAacCOBbIe MPOGUIAKTUUYECKHE OCMOTPHI 1-2 pasza B TOJI
JKEHIMUH Bcex Bo3pactoB. C 1952 T. HA KPYHHBIX MOPEANPUATHAX CTaJI CO371aBAThCs
THHEKOJIOTUYECKHE KaOWMHEThl W KEHCKHE KOHCYJIbTaluu®. KOJIMYecTBO >KEHCKUX U JETCKUX
KOHCYJIbTAIlNH, MOJUKJINHUK U JIUCIIAaHCEPOB OBLIO YBEJIUYEHO B cTpaHe ¢ 8,6 ThIC. B 1940 T. JI0
16,4 TBIC. B 1960 T., T. €. Ha 52,4 %. UHCJI0 ’KeHCKUX U JETCKUX KOHCYJIBTAIIHA BEIPOCJIO B TOPOAAX C
2,2 THIC. B 1945 I. 10 3 ThIC. B 1950 TI., a B ceJie, COOTBETCTBEHHO, ¢ 1,7 10 2,8 Thic. (Hacenenue
Poccun, 2005: 206). YBETHUHIOCH M YHCJIO POJAIOMOB.

OnHaKoO JOBOEHHYIO CETh POAWJIBHBIX JJOMOB HE y/IaJI0Ch BOCCTAHOBHUTH JaKe B IEPBOU
TIOJIOBUHE 1950-X TOJIOB, XOTA ObLJIO U3/IaHO CIIEITUAIbHOE IOCTAHOBJIEHNE IIPABUTEIbCTBA. B UIOHE
1949 .

Bospiioe BHUMaHWE YAESIJIOCh POJOBCIIOMOXKEeHUI0. Ilpuuem crapajiuich OXBaTHTh
TPaMOTHBIM MEJIUITMHCKUM POJIOBCIIOMOKEHHEM KaK TOPOJICKOe, TaK U CeJIbCKoe HacesieHue. (s
3TOTO B CEJIbCKOM MECTHOCTH KpOMeE POJJA0OMOB Pa3BOPAUYHBAIN CBOIO JEATEIBHOCTh aKyIIIEPCKIUE
IIYHKTHI, OOJIBHUITBI, TAO0pATOPUH

ITocste HEOOJIBIIIOTO YMEHBIIEHHUs KOJIMYECTBA COIEPIKAIIUXCS B ACIAX AeTeN B Hauasie 1950-
X TOJIOB BHOBb YBEJIMYMBAETCS YUCJIO sICJIEH W HaOJIIOaeTcsl HAIUIBIB JleTell B HUX. Tak, B 1957 T.
HACUYHUTBHIBAJIOCH 13,4 THIC. SCJeH, U3 HUX B cejie — 6,9 Thic. [leTell B HUX OBLIIO COOTBETCTBEHHO
609,7 TBIC., B TOM YHCJIE B cejie — 157 ThIC.

OnHako MUHYCOM sicjiell ObLIa BBICOKAasl JIETCKas 3a00JieBaeMOCTh, OCOOEHHO JieTeil 10
OJIHOTO Tojia. Mekly TeM MMEHHO MJIAJIEHIIbI 0 OJHOTO rojia OYeHb aKTHBHO OOC/IYKUBAJIUChH
SICAAMU. DTa CUTyanus ObLIa YCTOWYHMBOHM B CBA3U C MaJIbIM Pa3MEPOM JIEKPETHBIX OTIIYCKOB B
ropoJilax U OTCYTCTBHEM HX B JlepeBHE. B epeBHe 0cOOEHHO ObLIM TOIYJISAPHBI CE30HHBIE SICIIH,
KyJla MaTepy OTAaBaIv JeTel B JIETHUH IIEPUOI.

B mocneBoeHHBIe TO/BI HaOIOZAach dYacTass 3a00JeBaeMOCTb JeTell TyOepKyJie3om,
paxuToM, ITHEBMOHUWeH, Tpaxomoin. CoxpaHsJics BBICOKHH YPOBEHb pACHpPOCTPAHEHUS Cpeau
MJIAJIEHIIEB BOCIIAJIEHUs JIETKHUX U JKeJIyZIOUHO-KUIIIeUHbIX 3a00eBanuii. B ropogax PCOCP B koH-
1le 1940-X TO/IOB 32,9 % MJIaJIeHIIeB YMEPJIO OT BOCIIaJIEHHA JIETKUX U 28,6 % — oT OoJie3Hel
JKeJTyIOUHO-KHUIIIEYHOTO TPAKTA.

Oco0eHHO aKTHUBHO MIPOBOJWJIMCH MEPOIPHUATHA 10 CHIDKEHHIO 3a00JIeBaEMOCTH
TyOepKyJIe30M: YHCJIO OOJIBHBIX JIeTeN JepKaIoch Ha JOBOJBHO BBICOKOM YPOBHE — 7 THIC. B TOZI.
[Tuk xe mpulesncsa Ha 1949 T. - 8 Toic. [luk 3TOT HE ciyuyaedH. Ha jieTsax 7osblie CKa3bIBAIOTCA
TOCJIEICTBUS TIEPEKUTOTO T'0JI0/Ia Y HEPBHBIX CTPECCOB, U BJUSAHUE 3TO OMacHee. 3aTeM Hadasics
cIaji: B 1950 I. Ha0/II04a/10Ch 6 ThIC. 00JIbHBIX JETEH.
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B 1945 r. B IeTCKHUX TyOEpKYJI€3HBIX O0JIBHUIAX CO/IEPIKATIOCH 5,2 THIC. OOJIBHBIX. XOTS B 3TOT
IIepUO/, IITaT METUIIUHCKOTO IEepPCOHasia OOJILHMIL M CaHATOPHUEB ObLI JaJIeKO HE IOJTHOCTHIO
YKOMILJIEKTOBAaH, B JETCKHX TyOepKyJIe3HbIX OOJIbHUIAX OH OBLI YKOMIUIEKTOBAaH Ha 90%
(MuHHCTpPHI 3/IpaBOOXPaHEHU, 1099: 281-282).

Boprba ¢ Tybepkysie3oM He ociabeBasia Bce 1950-€ ToAbl. K KOHITY AeCATHUIETUS] B AETCKUX
TyOepKyJIE3HBIX OOJIBHUIAX JIETHUIIOCH 4,6 THIC. JIETEMN, B IETCKUX TyOEPKYJIE3HBIX KPYTJIOTOIMYHBIX
CaHATOPUAX — 97 ThIC. (B TOJI).

Ocoboit mpobsemoit ObLTH JleTcKHe WH(MEKIHNH, ¢ KOTOPhIMU MeAWIIMHA Bejia YIIOPHYIO
00pb0y. JleTckre MHMEKITMOHHbIE KITUHUKH 00CITy;KUBAJIA €3KETOTHO COTHU THICSAY JieTed (B 1946 T.
— 96 ThIC., B 1947 T. Ha MOPAAOK OOJIbIIE — 113 ThIC., B 1948 T. — 119 ThIC.). 3/1eCh CKa3aJIHCh
MIOCJIEZICTBUSA TOJIO/IA, TAK KaK HAPSAY C PACIPOCTPAHEHHEM >KETYAOYHO-KUIIEYHBIX HHQPEKITUN
JleTed ompeaessyii B OOJMbHHUIBI B CBA3H C TOJIOJHBIM HCTOIIEHHEM, B YaCTHOCTH C TaK
Ha3bIBAEMBIMU T'OJIOAHBIMU ITOHOcaMu (PKupomckasi, 2009: 112).

Ha pybOexxe 1950-X TOZOB CHCTEMA JETCKMX HHMEKIIMOHHBIX OOJBHUIL IPOJOJIKaIa
pacCIHIuPATLCA W O0CIY>KUBATh OYEHBb OOJIBIIIOE YKCIIO AeTel (B 1950 I. — 137 Thic.). IlocaencTBus
BOMHBI U T0OJIOAA, OCOOEHHO JIIMTEJIBHOTO U JIATEHTHOTO, IMPUBOJAAT K OCIA0JIEHUIO U CHUKEHUIO
COIIPOTHBJIAEMOCTH OPTraHU3Ma, K €ro MOJABEPKEHHOCTH Pa3INYHbIM HHPeKnuaM. Takue geTcKkue
3a001eBaHMsA, KaK KOpb, CKapJaTWUHA, HPUXOJUIOCH JIEYUTh CTAallMOHApHO. Y JeTed C
ocy1abJIEHHBIM OT HeZOeTaHUs W HEPBHOTO CTPECca 3/I0POBhEM YacTO HAOJIIOIATUCH OCIOKHEHUS
Ha IeYeHb, IOYKU, 3PEHHE, CITyX.

B Havase 1950-X ro/10B MMPUBUBKAMU OBLIIO OXBAaUEHO CBHIIIE 9O % JeTel.

MeaUIIUHCKUM YYpEXKAEeHUsIM, KakKk ¥ BO BpeMsA BOWHBI, yAaJ0Ch He JIOIyCTHTH
pacmpocTpaHeHuUsI MaCCOBBIX JETCKUX SITHAEMHUI.

B Oopebe 3a cHmwkeHue 3a00JIeBaeMOCTH  JieTell  OOJIBIIYI0O  POJIb  WUrpaju
CIIeIUAJIN3UPOBAHHBIE JIETCKHE CcaHaTOpuu. MBI yKe VIOMUHAJIH O CyIeCTBOBAHUH
CIEUAIM3UPOBAHHBIX JIETCKUX IIPOTUBOTYOEPKYJIEBHBIX CAHATOPHEB, MAHEBHBIX U HOYHBIX,
KPYTJIOTOAUYHBIX ¥ CE30HHBIX, /i€ 3a IOl IIPOXO/IMJIN JIeUeHHE ThICIUM JIETEN.

Oco00 Ba’KHYIO POJIb ChITPAJIM HavyaBIIHe QYHKIIMOHUPOBATh C 1947 I. caHATOPHUH OOIIEro
TUIA IS AeTel 10 3 jieT. CoOupaBIIre U JIEUHBIIIHE IIPEXK/IE BCETO 0CIa0IEeHHBIX U UCTOIEHHBIX
JleTell, OHU BHECJIM HEMAaJIyl0 JIENTy B IPEOJOJIEHHE JKEeIYAOUHBIX U HEPBHBIX 3a00JeBaHUM,
Pa3pYIIUTETHHBIX B MJIQJIEHYECKOM U PAHHEM JIETCKOM BO3paCTe.

XOTs OCyIIECTBIISIIACH MTOJIUTHUKA 110 PACIIUPEHHUIO CETHU CAaHATOPHEB (B KOHIE 1950-X TOJIOB
U TOCOIO/PKETHBIX, U XO03PACUETHBIX JETCKUX CAHATOPHUEB HACYUTHIBAJIOCh 542), UX BCE PABHO
KaTacTpo(pUUECKH He XBATaJIO U MOIACTh B HUX OBLIIO HEIIPOCTO, OYepeb HHOT/A I/THIaCh TOTaMH.

Ocoboe BHUMaHHE OBLIIO O0paIlleHO Ha MEIUITMHCKOE 00CTy;KUBaHUE JIETEH C Pa3TUUYHBIMH
yBeubsiMu. OCTpO cTosiia mpobsieMa JieTed-UHBaIUIOB. JJIA HHUX CO37]aBaINCh CIIEIUaIbHBIE
nHBauAHbIe foMa. B PCOCP mo okoHYaHUN BOWHBI OBLIO 64 AETCKUX MHBAJUIHBIX IOMa, B HUX
COJIEPKAJIOCh 4,3 THIC. JIeT€, B TOM UHCJE 1,7 ThIC. JleBOoUueK. JleTAM-MHBaIUIaM OKa3bIBaJIach
MEIUIMHCKAsT ITOMOIIb, OCYIIECTBJISIJIOCHh ITPOTE3UPOBAHUE, BEJICA YUET HYKIAIOIIUXCA B HEM,
IIPOBOJUJIOCH UX OOyUEHHE.

[IpuHATHIE MepPBHI CIIOCOOCTBOBAIM VJYYIIEHHWIO K KOHI[y 1950-X TOZOB BO BCEX
BO3PACTHOIOJIOBBIX TpYIIax JieTeid mokazaTesnell ¢usudeckoro pasputusa. B CCCP noscemecTHO
BEC JIeTel IPU POXKAEHUU OBbLI BBIIIE, YEM JI0 BOUHBI, B CPETHEM OH COCTaBJISI 3,5-3,7 Kr. Poct
JleTedl K OJTHOMY TOJy JIOCTUTAJI 75 CM, BeC - 10-11 KT, K IByM rojiaM — COOTBETCTBEHHO 12-13 KT U
86 cMm (50 J1eT coBeTCKOro, 1967: 118).

Bruio ycuseHO BHHUMaHHWE K MEIUIMHCKOMY OOCTYKHMBAHUIO YUYAIUXCA-TIOAPOCTKOB B
IIIKOJIaX pabouell M CceIbCKON MOJIOJIEXKH. B KOHIIE 1940-X TOZ0B K STUM IIIKOJIaM HMPUKPEIUISINCH
Bpayu WIN PaOOTHUKHU CPETHETO MEAUITTHCKOTO IIEPCOHAIA.

ITox HabIOIEHYE MEAUKOB OBLIH B3SITHI yJalllHecs Ko (pabpUIHO-3aBOICKOTO O0yUeHUsT
(®30) u peMecJIeHHBIX YUHJIUIN. B OCHOBHOM 3TO ObLyla MOJIOAEKDH B BO3PACTHBIX IPYIIAX 14-
20 sieT. B MockBe, HanipuMep, yKe B Hauasie 1946 . MEAUIITHCKUM OCMOTPOM OBLITH OXBadyeHbI 62
870 monpoctkoB (96,7%). OMHOBPEMEHHO OCYIIECTBIISJICA KOMIUIEKC O3/IOPOBHUTEIBHBIX MeEp:
3aHATHUSA C TOAPOCTKAMU (PU3KYIHTYPOH U CIIOPTOM, HallpaBJIEHWE B TMOHEPCKUE Jlarepsi, JeUeHne
B CAHATOpHAX, CIeNuaJbHOe nuTaHue u T. 4. C 1951 TI. B JIeueOHO-TPODUIAKTHIECKUX
YUIPERAEHUAX HadaJl MPUMEHSITHCS AUCIIAHCEPHBIN METOJT 00C/TyKUBaHUs ydamuxcs mkoa @30 u
peMecIIeHHBIX YUUJINI2!
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Takum 00pa3oM, B IOCJIEBOEHHBIA IEPHOJT aKTHBHU3UPOBAJIUCh MeEPHI JAeMOTpadHUIECKON
MIOJTUTUKHY, HAIPaBJIEHHbIE HA MOBBIIIEHNE POXKJAeMOCTH, U MPEK/E BCETO CO3/IaBaJIUCh YCJIOBUS
JUTSI TIOBBITIIEHHS KU3HECITOCOOHOCTH MJIQJIEHIIEB U IIPEOJIOJIEHHS MTOJIYUYHUBIITHUX PACIIPOCTPAHEHTE
BCJIEZICTBIE BOWHBI MEPTBOPOK/IEHHH, IMMOPOKOB BHYTPUYTPOOHOTO pAa3BUTHS U BPOKIAEHHOU
c1ab0CTU HOBOPOIKIEHHBIX.

ITocnencrBueM BOUWHBI OBLIO  pacmpocTpaHeHme 6 € 3 0T L, O B WU H bl cMporTcC"
6ecnpwun3 o pbi paaboiee TOKETONU cUTyallid, OCOOEHHO IIOCJIE€ JIMKBUAAIIMU HHCTUTYTA
(akTuueckoro Opaka B WHJe 1944 T., OKa3aJIMCh CEMbU C JETbMH, POXKIEHHBIMH B
He3aperucTpUPOBAaHHOM Opake, YbHM OTIIBI He BepHyJuch ¢ (ponrta. Takum obpazom mdeTu,
POIUBIIIMECS 0 BOWHBI WM B CAMOM €€ Hadajie B CYMTABIIEHCSA IO TeM BpeMeHaM 3aKOHHOM,
MIOJTHON ceMbe, IPU COBMECTHOM ITPOKUBAHUHM OOOUX POJIUTEJIEH, YbU OTLHI YIIUTH Ha (PPOHT U
NI CMEPTHIO XpaOpbIX, a MaTepu IMPEJAHHO KA UX U He JIOKAAIUCh, JETH, MePeKUBIINE
W3BECTHE O THOEJTH OTIIa, BAPYT OKa3aJINCh WJIETUTUMHBIMU, HETIOJTHOIIEHHBIMU 110 CPAaBHEHHIO CO
CBEPCTHUKAMM, YbHM DOAUTENH ObLIN «pacnucaHbl» B 3AI'Cax u cesbcoBeTax. BepHyBinecs c
BOWHBI MYKUHHBI, COCTOSIBIIIE MPeEKIe B (pakTHUecKoM Opake, PETMCTPUPOBAIN OTHOIIEHUS CO
cBOUMH (hpaKTUUYECKUMH KEHaMHU, TEM CaMbIM y3aKOHUBas COOCTBEHHBIX JeTed. Ho morubiive Ha
dpoHTax Takoil BO3MOKHOCTH He HMeJIM. VX CBHIHOBBSI M JIoUepH ObLIM JIMIIEHBI IIpaBa Ha
3aKOHHOE IIPOUCXO’K/IEHUEe, OKa3aJuch 0e3 OTIIOBCKOTO WMeHU, IEeHCHH, Jake 0e3 IIpaBa Ha
«CBETJIYI0 IaMATh». OTHOIIIEHHE K TaKUM JEeTAM M WX MaTepsIM CO CTOPOHBI OKPYIKAIOIUX HUX
JIIO/Iel, BKJIFOYAsi U POJICTBEHHUKOB, HEPEJIKO CTAHOBIJIOCH PE3KO OTPHUIIATETLHBIM U YHIKAIOIITNUM
HX YeJIOBEUYECKOEe IOCTOMHCTBO. IToCIeCTBUAMU 3TOTO SABJIEHHUS YacTO ObLIM HEPBHO-TICUXHYECKIE
3a00JIeBaHUA JETEN U MMOAPOCTKOB, AJIKOTOJIU3M, ITPECTYITHOCTD.

ITocste BOMHBI UHMC/IO MaTepel-OAMHOUYEK, HUKOTZIA He COCTOSABINMX B Opake, roj OT rojaa
BO3pACTayIo, M B 1946 T. OT HUX POAWIOCH 26 % Bcex mereli. MHOTHe M3 HUX ObLIU HE B COCTOSTHUH
cojieprKaTh pebeHKa M yXa)KUBaTh 3a HUM. B 1944 1. 6bL1 u3zaH ykas Ilpe3uguyma BepxoBHOTO
CoBera PCOCP, mo KOTOpOMYy JieTel, POKIEHHBIX BHe Opaka, paspeliajioch NMPUHUMATh Ha
rocyzjapcTBeHHoe obecnieyeHue B /loma pebGeHka u jerckue joMa. B 1946 r. B Jloma pebGeHka B
PC®CP noctymuio 25 ThIC. JleTel, IOJIOBUHA U3 HUX B BO3PACTe JI0 OJTHOTO rozia. M3 mocTymuBIIuX
JleTel 4 ThIC. ObLIU KPYIVIBIMU CUPOTaMH, 12 ThIC. POXKAEHBI OT MaTepPeH-0JNHOYEK, a OCTAIbHBIE -
MTOKH/IBIIIH, TOXKE, KaK IMPaBWIO, OT MaTepel-OuHOYEK, HO He3aperucTpupoBaHHble. B 1947 T.
MIOCTYTIHJIO OT MaTePeH-0IMHOYEK 18 ThIC. IeTeH U MOAKHUIBIIIEN - 14 ThIC. (3e3UHa, 1999: 42-43).

B 1esiom ke B 1947 T. 3aUKCUPOBAHO HEBUJIAHHO OOJIBIIIOE YHMCJIO IMOCTYIUBIIHUX B Jloma
pebeHKa JieTell — 42 ThIC., U3 HUX MOUYTH IOJIOBHHA B BO3PACTe /10 OJHOTO Tofia. DTO CBSA3aHO B
3HAUYNTEJbHON CTENEeHU C BBIHYXKJAEHHOW M aKTUBHOU MUTpAIied W3 TOJIOJAIONIUX PalOHOB.
B cTpajaromux OT roso/la paloHaX MUTPAHTHI YacTO OT/AABAJIA JeTel, 0OCOOEHHO MJIA/IEHIIEB, B
Jloma pebeHKa, HaflesACh, UTO TaM Y HUX Oy/ieT OOJIbIIle IIIAaHCOB BBIKUTDH, YEM B ITyTH U HA HOBOM
MecTe.

B 1950-e roapl yacTh JleTedl MOAOpAChIBAIA MaTEPHU-aJIKOTOJIUYKH, YacCTh — MOJIOJbIE
He3aMYy’KHHE KEeHINUHBI. B cepenriHe 1950-X TOZ0B B ATUX JIOMaX COJIEPIKAJIOCH 25-26 THIC. IETEH,
KaK TOJIbKO UTO OT/JQHHBIX, TaK U IMOCTYIIUBIINX Ty/la paHee.

Cynp0Obl OT/IAaHHBIX JIETeH CKJIAJIBIBAJIUCh IO-Pa3HOMY. SHAUHUTEIbHASA WX YacTh B IEPBBIE
MIOCJIEBOEHHbIE, 0COOEHHO B TOJIOJIHBIE, TOABI ObLIa B3siTa POAHBIMU WU POAUTENAMHU. B 19046 T.
TaKUX JieTeld OBbLIO 7,5 ThIC., B 1947 T. — 10,5 ThIC., B 1948 T. — 0K0JI0 9 ThIc. HO ¥ B 1945 T. 3abpayu
UX JIOBOJIbHO MHOTO — 6,6 ThIC. [I0UTH 11O 2 THIC. €3KETOTHO YCHIHOBJISIJIUCH, TI0 HECKOJIBKY COTEH
ompeziesIsIINCh Ha maTpoHar. IloMelnenue gereld B 3T roAsl B Jloma pebeHKa ObLIO BO MHOTOM
CBSA3aHO C YKOHOMHUYECKOW M OBITOBOM HEYCTPOEHHOCTHIO, U, KaK TOJIPKO y/IaBaJIOCh OoJiee MU
MeHee HaJIaJUTh KU3Hb, POJUTETH WIH POJIHbIE (B CJlydae CMEPTU POAUTE IeH) 3a0upan pebeHKa.
B mepBBIli ITOCIIEBOEHHBIH TO, €Ile J0 Hayajia ToJIo[a, YacTO POJICTBEHHUKU HAXOJWIH U
3abupasi pebeHKa ITOru0IINX Ha BOMHE POJAUTE e, YChIHOBJIEHHE TAKXKe aKTHBHO BEJIOCH BCE 3TU
rogel. Ha pyOeske 1950-X TOA0B HAOTIOaeTcs CTabMIN3aIusa cocTaBa JeTCKUX IOMOB. Te, KTo Bpe-
MEHHO OCTaBJIsI peOeHKa, a TaKKe Te, KTO HCKaJl MAaJIOJIETHETO POJCTBEHHUKA WU XOTeI
YCBIHOBUTB XOTsI OBbI Uy>KOT0 pebeHKa, yKe 3TO CesIalu.

Kpome /lomoB pebeHka cyumiectBoBain Jloma marepu u pebeHka. OHU IpesHA3HAYAIUCH
IJIABHBIM 00pa3oM /sl MaTepel-uHBIH/OB. bosiee Bcero moctynuso Tyzaa feteil B 1947 1. I'oson
Jlasl 0 cebe 3HATh U 3/1eCh, YXYJAIUB HPU3NUECKOE COCTOSTHUE U DKOHOMUYECKYI0 00eCrIe4eHHOCTh
MaTepel-uHBaINI0B. Kpome TOro, OHM HE MOIJIM MUTPHUPOBATh U CTAPaJIMCh YCTPOUTHCS B
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OOJIBHUIIBI WJIM B TaKHWe yUpeXKAeHHs, rae ObL1 obecredeH XOTs Obl MUHHUMAJIBHBIA YPOBEHD
nuTanusA. BrocsesncrBuu Ha GoHE HSKOHOMUUECKOW HOpMAaIM3AIUU JIeTel 1 MaTepel B 5TH JloMa
HAIIpaBJIsJIOCh BCe MEHBIIE, TaK, B 1958 I. B HUX IO Bcel Poccuu copeprkanoch Bcero 35 JieTeit
(Hacenenune Poccun, 2005: 219).

ITo moacueram M.P. 3esunoii, 3a 9 mecsanes 1945 r. B PCOCP 6bL/I0 BBIABIEHO 256 THIC.
OecIpU30pHBIX JieTell. B 00s1acTsx, moABEPIITUXCA OKKyTaluU, UX ObLI0 Topasao 6osbire. Yucro
OeCcIIpU30PHBIX, IO ee HAOJTIOZEHHUAM, ITOC/Ie BOMHBI IMPOJIOJI?KAIO0 pacT. B 1947-1948 rT. B leTcKux
npueMHUuKax-pacnpeaenutesax ([AIIP) 6puto 3aduKCHUpOBAaHO TMOYTH NOJMWUIMOHA JIeTeH.
[IpoIeHT CUPOT Cpe/iv HUX YBETUYIUIICA C 46 % B 1945 T. 710 53 % B 1947 T. A B 1948 1. YUCJIEHHOCTD
JleTeH, TOTePSBIINX POAUTENEH U IMOAJIEKABIINX ydeTy B LleHTpasibHOM ajpecHO-CIIPaBOYHOM
JIETCKOM CTOJIE, COCTaBJIsIA 2,5 MJTH (3e3uHa, 1999: 44-45).

Yucso 6ecripru30pHBIX MOTOJHSIOCH HE TOJIBKO 3a CYET JIETeH, POJIUTEH KOTOPBIX ITOTHOJIHN
B BOWHY. CUpOTaMM CTaJIN JIETH, NTOTEPSBIINE POAUTENIEH B CBA3U C TOJIOAOM 1946-1947 rT. Ciozia
JKe OTHOCHJIUCH JIETH, OpOIIIeHHbIe MaTePSMHU-OMHOYKAMU, KaK IPaBUIO, POJK/IeHHbIEe BHe Opaka,
a Takke JleTu — OeKeHIbI W3 OOHUINABIIUX HWIA HeOJaromoydHbIX ceMed. 3 pailoHOB,
OXBAaueHHBIX TOJIOJIOM, OelKaJld JEeTH, HaXOJUWBIIHECS IO/ ONEKOW WIN IOIEYUTETbCTBOM B
npueMHbIX ceMbsix (Natolochnaya, 2015). /3-3a 1jI0XOro mMUTaHUS YBEJIUYHJIOCH YHCIIO JIETEH-
OersieroB M3 JIETCKUX JIOMOB, PpEMeECJIeHHBbIX VYWIMIN, MecT TpyjoycrporcrtBa. Cpemu
0eCcITpU30PHUKOB OKA3bIBAJIMCH U JETH PEIIPECCUPOBAHHBIX POAUTEEH. [eTn JINIl, HaXOAAIINXCs B
3aKJIIOYEHUHN KaK 110 TOJTUTUYECKUM, TaK U 110 YTOJIOBHBIM CTaThsM, IIO/JIEKAIN OT/IaYe B AETAOMA
u Jloma pebenka. OgHako n3-3a HEXBATKU MecT B Jlomax peOeHKa IMPU apecTe MaTepu JeTed /10
4 JIET CTaJIN OTIPaBJIATH BMECTE C HEW B MecTa 3akyaioueHus. [1o TaHHBIM Ha 1 aBrycTa 1948 T., B
JlarepsiX W TIOPbMax HaXOJWIOCh 24 369 JKEHINWH ¢ JAeThbMH U OepeMeHHBIX. B jlarepsx Takike
cymectBoBaim Jloma wmuazeHnia. B 1949 r1. jeTed JKeHNIIWH-3aKIIOYEHHBIX, JOCTUTIIHX
JIByXJIETHETO BO3pacTa, IPEeAINHCHIBAIOCH IepefaBaTh POJCTBEHHUKAM WM B JETCKUE J0Ma.
OpHaKo YUCIIO JIeTell B MecTax 3aKJII0UeHUs MO-TIPEKHEMY OCTaBaIOCh 3HAUUTENbHBIM. K BecHe
1953 T. YHCJIO 3aKJIIOYEHHBIX-JKEHII[UH, UMEBIIUX MpU cebe JeTel /10 /IByX JieT U OepeMeHHBIX,
COCTABJIAIIO 41 79123.

YerpoiicTBOM 6eCIpU30PHBIX JIeTeld 3aHUMAJIHCH CIIelHaIbHble KOMUCCHH PAHHCIIOJIKOMOB,
co3/laHHBIE ellle B 1942 T. OTzen mo 60prOe ¢ eTCKoW 6ecrpU30pPHOCThI0O U 6€3HAa/I30PHOCTHIO
Bxoauia B coctaB HKB/I. B nnpuemMHble ceMbu [eTU NOCTYIIAJI HA YCIOBUAX OIEKHU, IIaTpoHATa U
YCBIHOBJIEHUS.

Hossa omeku OblIa OYeHb BBICOKOIM. B 1945 T. oHa cocTasiisia 6oJee 40 %, a B 1953 T. — OKOJIO
50 % OT umciaa BceX MPUEMHBIX ceMel. B aTmx ciaydasx peOeHKy HasHavajach MEHCUS WU
CTpaxoBKa IOCJie cMepTU poautesiedi. Eciim moapocTok paboTanm WIM YYHWJICA, OH UMeJT JIMOO
JIMYHBIN 3apaboToK, 60 ctuneH 0. OMeKyH jKe HUKAKOTO M0COOHs He IOJIydall, [I03TOMY UMU
Yale BCEro CTAaHOBUJIUCH POJCTBEHHUKH pebeHKa.

[TaTpoHar gelicTBoBas HEMOJTO. B 1945 T. oyt 50 % JleTeil ObUIM B3STHI HA MATPOHAT.
Kak co BpeMeHeM BBISICHIJIOCH, €T0 IIeJIbI0 ObLIa BBITLJIaTa ceMbe Tocoous (3e3uHa, 1999: 46-47).

YChIHOBJIEHUH OBLII0O HEMHOTO, Beero 10 %. B PCOCP K 1945 I. TaKUX JeTell HaCUUTHIBAIOCHh
308 Thic. CeMbsi, YCHIHOBUBINIAsA peOeHKa, He IMOJydyasia HUKAaKOH MaTepUATIBbHOU MOIIEPIKKH CO
CTOPOHBI TocyzlapcTBa. Kak mpaBuiio, Ha YChIHOBJIEHHE NI POJCTBEHHUKH JIeTeH WJIN POJIUTENH,
TIOTEPSABIIINE B BOMHY CBOUX JIETEH M He UMEIOIIE Y>Ke BO3MOKHOCTHU 110 BO3PACTY UJIU COCTOSTHUIO
37I0POBbsI POJIUTH CHOBA COOCTBEHHOTO PeOEHKA.

BectipuzopHbIe IeTH, IEpeJaHHbIe B IETCKHE 0Ma, II0IaIajik B pa3Hble YCI0BUA. B 1946 1. B
CCCP dyHKIIMOHHPOBAJIO 5390 JETCKHUX JIOMOB Ha 560 ThIC. 4eJoBeK, B ToM uucjie B PCOCP —
3700 JIETCKUX IOMOB Ha 375 Thic. uesioBek (Hacemenue Poccun, 2005: 225).

B syumnx ycjaoBHUAX OKa3bIBAJKMCH JIETH, IOIABIINE B IIPUBHJIETHPOBAHHbBIE JIETCKHE I0MA,
HampuMep /Ui JeTed oduiepoB apMuu U ¢ora, morubmmx Ha ¢poHTe (r. BockpeceHck
MockoBcko# 0bJ1acTh).

Cy1iecTBOBaJIM TaK)Ke CIENHaIbHbIE JETCKUE JioMa /i JleTedl (DPOHTOBUKOB M IAapTHU3aH
Benmukoit OreuecTBEHHOW BOUMHBI. JTH JI0Ma COJIEPXKINCh HE TOJBKO Ha OHJKeTHbIE
roCy/IapCTBEHHBIE CPEJICTBA, WX TOJJEPKUBAIN TaKue OOIIeCTBEHHbIE OpTaHU3aIlUuH, Kak
podcoro3bl U KOMCOMOJI. BbLIM Takike JIeTCKHUe JoMa I JIeTeld WHocTpaHieB. Heckosbko
CIIENMAJIbHBIX JAETCKHX JIoMOB Haxoawiaoch B Bemenuu BIICIIC. B stux momax cHaOkeHue ObLIO
JIydiile, TOMeI[eHHs XOPOIIo 060PYI0BaHbL, IETU O/I€THI U OOYTHI.
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Opnako OoJsibllIast YacTh JETCKHX JIOMOB COZEeprKaiach Ha CPEACTBA MECTHBIX OHO/IZKETOB.
Xopoliio, ecyiv AETAOM UMeJI MOACO0HOEe X03SIKWCTBO WM IOMOIIb ImedoB. Yalle BCEro JIeTH 3TH
HCITBITBIBAJIN HY?K/Iy U B IIPOJIyKTaxX IMHUTaHUs, U B ojie3kie. KpoMe TOro, 0ueHb MHOTO XHUIIEHUH U
3JI0yNOTpeOJIEeHUH OBbLJI0 3apETMCTPUPOBAHO B JETCKUX JOMaxX CO CTOPOHBI COTPYAHUKOB U
IperoiaBaTesieH.

HaumnHast ¢ 1948 1. opraHusyooTcs crenraabHble CAHATOPUH JIJIsI BOCIIUTAHHUKOB JIET/IOMOB
Ha 657 OOJILHBIX U 77,9 THIC. KOUKO-THEU. A B 1949 TI. KPOME€ CAaHATOPHUEB MOSBJIAIOTCA J0Ma
oTbIxa 71 AeTaoMoBIEeB (MUHUCTPHI 3/[paBOOXPaHEHUs], 1999: 224, 232).

HecMoTpsi Ha JiMIlIeHHs,, KOTOPbIE€ WCIBITHIBAIH JIETAOMOBIIBI, M HEIOCTAaTKH B paboTe
JIETCKUX JIOMOB OTH JIETCKHE VUPEXKIAEHUS WMEIU IeJbI0 ITOATOTOBUTH BOCIUTAHHUKOB K
KBUIN(UIUPOBAHHON TPYAOBOU JleATebHOCTU. OHU MOJIyYaiu 371eCh MIKOJIbHOE 00pa3oBaHUe, a
3aTeM HaIIpaBJISJINCh B peMeceHHble yuuanina U mkoJbl @30, r7ie ux o0yJaniu onpeeeHHOH
npodeccur. B 0CHOBHOM 3TO ObLIHM paboure CIEIUaIbHOCTU, XOTS IIOJIHOE CPefHee U BBICIIee
oOpaszoBaHUe IJI1 BOCIIHMTAHHUKOB OBLIO BIIOJIHE peaJbHbIM. B 1947 T. OBUIO NPHUHATO
nmoctaHoiaenne Cosera MunucrtpoB CCCP, koTtopoe mpeaycMaTpUBAJIO CO3/IaHUE ISt
JIETTOMOBIIEB CIIEIIUAIbHBIX YI€OHBIX 3aBeZIeHUI. B CBA3H C 3TUM IIOCTAHOBJIEHHEM OBLIIO OTKPBITO
15 TaKUX YYWIHIL. B 1949 r. ObLIO 3aIpelleHO OTIPAaBJATh BOCIUTAHHHKOB JETAOMOB Ha
npeanpusaTs 6e3 ux MpeBapUTEILHOTO 00YyUeHHS B PEMECIIEHHBIX WJIH CEJThCKOXO3SIHCTBEHHBIX
yumaumax. YTo KacaeTcs CpeaHEro CIenuajJbHOro 00pa3oBaHUs, TO CHPOTHI, OKOHUMBIIIHE B
JIETCKUX JIOMax IIKOJIy-CEMUJIETKY Ha «OTJIMYHO», IPUHUMAINCh Ha IIOJIHOE TOCYAAapCTBEHHOE
obecrieueHue 1 MPOAoKeHUs obpaszoBaHus (1950 1.). K cepenrHe 1950-X TOZ0B CO/IEPIKAHUE
JIETCKHUX JTOMOB YJIy4IlIaeTcs ¥ B HUX HaslaskuBaeTcs nutanue (Cucrematuueckoe cobpanue, 1967:
343).

4. 3axjaoueHue

WTak, B BOCCTAaHOBUTEJIbHBIN NEPHOJI, HECMOTPS Ha TsKeJble YCJIOBUA IOCJIEBOEHHOTO
BpeMeHH, B 00JsiacTu AeMorpaduieckor MOJUTUKHI ObLT IPEANPUHAT PAJ KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX Mep,
obecreunBaBIINX, HACKOJIBKO 3TO OBLJIO TOTZA BO3MOXKHO, OXpPaHy MAaTEPHUHCTBA U JIETCTBA,
COIMAJIBHYIO 3aIIUTy OECIIPU30PHBIX JETEH, UTO B UTOTE CIIOCOOCTBOBAJIO 3aMETHOMY ITOBBIIIIEHUIO
pPO’KIa€MOCTH, B TOM UMCJIe 32 cUeT TaK Ha3biBaeMou 3(pdeKTUBHON pokAaeMOCTH (T. €. C yIeTOM
TOJIPKO BBIKUBIIINX MJIaJIeHIIeB). Hemasias posib B 3TOM IPUHAJJIEKATIA U COBETCKOU MEeUITUHE.
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ComuaspHasa moautuka B CCCP (1945—1953 IT.) B 00J1aCTH OXpPAaHbI MAaTEPUHCTBA
M IeTCTBA

Osiera Bacuibesua Hatosiounad 2 °

a MeK/TlyHapOIHbIH ceTeBOH IeHTp GyHAaMEHTATBHBIX U MIPUKJIAIHBIX UCCIE0BAHUM,
Bamunrros, CIIIA

AnHoTamu#A. B craThe paccMaTpuBaeTcs COIMaIbHAs MOJUTHKA B 00J1aCTH MaTEPUHCTBA U
nerctBa B CCCP B mocieBoeHHbBIH 1epuos (1945—1953 IT.).

HcrounukoBeaueckylo 0a3y pabOThl COCTaBUJIM, TIpeXKJe BCero, CTaTHUCTUYeCKue
exxeronHuku «Hapoanoe xo3saiictBo PCOCP» u cipaBouHoe uzaanue Komurera no cratructuke PO
«Hacenenue Poccum 3a 100 seT. 1897-1997». 31ech coAep;KaTcA IIeHHBbIE CTaTUCTUYECKHE
cBeZieHUs OOIIEero xapakTrepa O POXK/IaeMOCTH, CMEPTHOCTH, OPAYHOCTH POCCUMCKOTO HACEJIEHMUS.
I uccienoBaHUs JAaHHOM TeMbl HCKJIIOUUTEIBHYIO II€HHOCTh NPEACTABJIAIOT Bcecoio3Hble
Iepenyrcu HaceJeHus 1939 U 1959 IT.

B pabGore ObLIM HCHOJIB30BAHBI TPAAUIMOHHBIE HAyYHbIE IPUHIIUIBI B HCCJIEIOBAHUU
1pobJieM OOIIEeCTBEHHOTO PAa3BUTHA: NMPUHIUI HCTOPU3MA, NMPUHLIUI CUCTEMHOCTH, IPUHIUIL
00'BEKTUBHOCTH.

* KoppecIoHAUPYIOMHUii aBTOP
Anpeca 371eKTpOHHOU mouThl: natolochnaia@yandex.ru (O.B. HaTonounas)
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B 3axsroueHUH aBTOp MPUXOAUT K BBIBOJTY, YTO B BOCCTAHOBUTEJIHHBIHA IIEPHO/T, HECMOTPS Ha
TsDKeJIble YCJIOBUSI IIOCJIEBOEHHOTO BpeMeHHU, B oOJiacth AeMorpadpuuecKod TIOJTUTHKH ObLT
MPEAIPUHAT PsI/i KOHCTPYKTUBHBIX Mep, 00eCIIeYnBaBIIHX, HACKOJIBKO 3TO OBLJIO TOT/Ia BO3MOKHO,
OXpaHy MAaTE€pUHCTBA M JIETCTBA, CONHMAJIbHYIO B3allUTy OeCIpU30PHBIX JIeTeH, YTO B HTOTe
CII0COOCTBOBAJIO 3aMETHOMY IOBBIIIEHUIO POK/IA€MOCTH, B TOM UHKCJIE 32 CUYET TaK Ha3bIBaeMOU
3¢bGEKTUBHON POXKAaeMOCTH (T.e. ¢ YyUeTOM TOJIPKO BBDKHUBIIUX MuazieHIeB). Hemasnass posib B
5TOM MPUHA/JIEKAIA K COBETCKOU METUIIIHE.

KiaroueBble cjgoBa: conuasbHas  nonutuka, CCCP, wMaTepwuHCTBO, JI€TCTBO,
rocy/lapcTBeHHas OXpaHa.
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Gypsies in the Russian Empire (during the 18th and first half of the 19th century)
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Abstract

In the late 20th and early 21st centuries, historians continued to focus much attention on the
history of minor ethnic groups, but the state of this body of knowledge is quite varied. Russian
historical gypsiology is in its early stages of development. Progress is being slowed by limits of
known written archives. So, one of the key objectives is to identify archival documents that will
make it possible to set and address research goals. In this paper, we will introduce the options that
were put forward for acting on and reacting to the situation of the Gypsies during the Russian
Empire, both theorized on as well as put into practice between the 1780s and the 1850s.
The situation of the Gypsies here refers to the relations between the Russian Empire, represented
by the emperor and his bureaucratic organization, and the Gypsies who found themselves in its
territory. The solution for the issues from the Gypsies’ point of view involved their rejection of
traditional lifestyles and of integration into economic and social institutions during a particular
historical period. Our study makes use of various legal acts issued in the 1780s-1850s. The region-
specific variants of the scenarios which addressed the situation of the Gypsies are described from
written archival sources from the central and regional archives of the Russian Federation,
uncovered by the author during archival investigation and introduced for the first time.
The integrated use of various research methods enabled a reconstruction of previously unknown
pages in the history of the Gypsies in Russia.

Keywords: the Gypsies of Russia, migration of the Gypsies, integration of the Gypsies, state
policy, the situation of the Gypsies, Russian Empire.

1. Introduction

As part of the European community of nations, Russia encountered Gypsies and started to
develop policies towards them later than did other countries. Ukraine, which became part of Russia
in the mid-17th century, saw the Gypsies in its territory as early as 1428 (Crowe, 2007: 151). With
the accession of the Polish Ukraine in the late 17th century, Russia received a permanent Gypsy
population (the Servi group). The number of the Gypsies grew in the Russian Empire as a result of
the inclusion of new territories in the second half of the 18th century and the first quarter of the
19th century. In addition, territories in the Caucasus and Central Asia, which became part of
Russia, were historically inhabited by authentic Gypsy groups, such as the Bosha in Armenia, the
Karachi in Azerbaijan, and the Lyuli (Djugi) and Mazang in Central Asia. Nomadic practices
contributed to the formation of local Gypsy groups in different regions across the Russian Empire.

* Corresponding author
E-mail addresses: s-w-n@mail.ru (V.N. Shaidurov)
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By the end of the 19th century, the Gypsy population in Russia numbered 44.5 thousand people.
It is likely that the actual figure was even higher.

Between the second half of the 18th and the first half of the 19th century, the Russian Empire
went through the process of shaping its state policy towards the Gypsies. Unlike other European
countries, Russia pursued a policy aimed to integrate the Gypsies into its national organism.
By that time, the Russian bureaucratic organization had already gained some experience with the
nomadic peoples of the Volga and Siberia, who had shifted to semi-nomadic or sedentary lifestyles
by the mid-19th century. Authorities were able to influence stockbreeders through economic
incentives, by limiting access to grazing lands. At its heart, the Gypsy economy was based on
various handicrafts and trades, which did not tie them to a permanent place of residence. This type
of economy pre-set the conditions for governing the length of the program set to stop vagrancy
among the Gypsy population and bring it into a sedentary way of life in Russia.

2. Sources and Methods

In this paper, we aim to introduce the activities of the Tsarist administration designed to
integrate the Gypsies into the Russian Empire between the 1780s and 1850s. These activities
implied that the Gypsies should abandon their traditional life practices by further integration into
the economic and social institutions of a particular historical period. To deliver a solution for the
research problem, we need to compare Russian legislation, which was in force for the different
periods of rule of the Russian emperors, in regard to all groups of the Gypsy population as well as
the practical enforcement of this legislation in regions where Gypsies lived. This will make it
possible to trace the development of these issues in terms of regulatory and legal dimensions, as
well as reveal the mechanisms of state policies devised to address the situation in which the
Gypsies lived in the Russian Empire, during the periods under consideration. It will also make
possible the determination of how effectively they were put into operation for specific historical
conditions.

One of the key issues faced by a researcher of the history of the Gypsy people is the lack of
written archival sources. The value of the documents that are uncovered is enhanced and makes it
possible to restore various aspects of the past of the Gypsies in Russia and in certain specific
Russian regions.

In the course of our research, a range of published and written archival sources became
available. The former comprise the legal acts and codes of laws, adopted in the 1730-1850s,
included in the first and second editions of the Complete Code of Laws of the Russian Empire and
the Code of Laws of the Russian Empire. They are instrumental in reconstructing the vision
outlined by Russia's political elite for ideal solutions for issues related to the Gypsies.

Significant importance for studying the history of the Gypsies can be attached to documents
stored in central and regional archives. They are essential in understanding the practice of applying
various legal norms of the Tsar's manifestos and edicts in specific historical contexts. For example,
some archival fonds of the Russian State Historical Archives managed to preserve documents that
are relevant to the history of the Russian Gypsies. The fonds of the Binding (State) Council (1801—
1810) preserved materials that preceded the issue of some decrees and edicts concerning the
Gypsies. By comparing the drafts and the final text of the manifesto, it is possible to identify trends
prevailing in the government regarding ways of dealing with issues related to the Gypsies.

For example, the orders passed by the Committee of Ministers in the early 19th century
repeatedly highlight information on the resettlement of Gypsies in Siberia. The Governing Senate
also addressed the topic of the Gypsies. In particular, its fonds still possesses a number of
documents describing efforts to ensure the adoption of sedentary lifestyles by the Gypsies in 1808-
1809. The documents also mention the draft edict prepared by the Ministry of Justice in 1809 on
sentencing Gypsies to exile to Siberia for vicious behaviour. Individual references to the Gypsies in
the Russian regions are found in the documents executed by the Office of the Prosecutor General of
the Senate, the First Siberian Committee and other state institutions.

The files of the fonds managed by the Police Department accountable to the Ministry of
Internal Affairs contain documents on the Gypsies residing in various governorates of the Russian
Empire in the first half of the 19th century. They permit us to reveal the position taken by the
governorate authorities towards the Gypsies, and identify the areas where Gypsy communities
lived, their sizes and, in some cases, the list of names of family members.
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The most valuable demographic and economic information on the Gypsy population in
specific Russian regions is stored in the fonds of the Ministry of State Property, which launched a
package of measures starting in 1839 aiming at shifting all Gypsies to sedentary lifestyles and
integrating them into rural and urban communities. Reports submitted by the governorate treasury
chambers in 1840-1841 provide data on the Gypsy population, including the total number of
Gypsies, registered name (family) lists of sedentary Gypsies, and places of residence and economic
activities. Some documents supply information on Gypsies in different governorates in the late 18th
and early 19th century.

The fonds of regional archives have accumulated documents that are helpful in defining local
practices used to handle the situation of the Gypsies. For example, records of the early 1790s, kept
by the Tobolsk vicegeral government, enable the restoration of one of the earliest episodes in the
history of the Siberian Gypsies, associated with their migration from European Russia, including
lists of names of camp members. Materials from the first half of the 19th century from the Tobolsk
and Tomsk Prikazes (administrative departments in the 18th century Russia) for Exiles provide
some idea of whom the Gypsies were who moved to Siberia within the penitentiary system
(previous places of residence, natures of offenses, terms of punishment and locations of the
correctional facilities).

The published sources include accounts provided by foreigners, which mention the Gypsies
in different regions. For example, the Gypsies in Siberia were seen by John Bell in the Tobolsk
governorate in the 1720s, about which he made a corresponding entry (Bell, 1763: 157-158). In the
late 19th century, Siberian Gypsies caught the eye of an Englishman, Martin Sauer, when members
of the Billings-Sarychev expedition passed through Tobolsk (Sauer, 1802: 396). These sources,
written by contemporaries, are important for dating the appearance of Gypsies in the Russian
governorate.

The Russian archives preserved numerous record keeping and statistical sources.
The integrated use of archival and published documents allow for an objective review of the history
of the Gypsies in Russia.

The methodological foundation for this study is provided through an integrated approach.
We can explore the history of the Gypsies using several theoretical approaches. For example, the
theory of modernization can assist in analysing the process of “modernizing” Gypsies over the first
half of the 19th century. The theory of adaptation delivers tools for determining the ability of the
Gypsy people to adapt to new environmental, climatic, social and economic conditions while
preserving or losing their own identity.

Our study makes use of a variety of methods. The comparative method was utilized as a tool
for finding out about general regularities and distinctive features of the group’s social and
economic development. The chronological technique is instrumental in breaking down the subject
into a number of specific issues to be dealt with in chronological order. The statistical analysis
makes it possible to locate required information and generalize data from statistical sources.
Methods of historical geography help link historical, economic and demographic phenomena with a
specific area.

3. Discussion

A specific feature characterizing historiography is the fact that it lacks consistency in the
study of the Gypsy population in Russia. A review of the few bibliographic indexes (German, 1930)
shows that pre-revolutionary Gypsy studies prioritized ethnographic, linguistic and cultural
aspects. As for works on historical subjects, they were like gold dust, pieces few and far between
and extremely difficult to find.

Regarding the Russian pre-revolutionary historiography, a reference should be made to the
article by a prominent lawyer, I.N. Danilovich, titled “Historical and ethnographic newsletter on
the Gypsies” (Istoricheskoye i etnograficheskoye izvestiye o tsyganakh) published by the Severny
Arkhiv journal in a series of issues for 1826 (Danilovich, 1826). After delivering an overview of the
history of the Gypsies in Europe, Danilovich dedicated one of the sections in his article to a brief
review of the Russian laws on the Gypsies (from 1784 to 1811). According to Danilovich, “the
Russian legislation will forever leave a mark in the history because it never oppressed the Gypsies
by persecution, but from the very beginning it was committed to making them useful citizens of the
state” (Danilovich, 1826: 184). Fragmentary historical references to the Gypsies can be found in
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works on the history of Novorossia' and Bessarabia, written in the period between the 19th and
early 20th century (Skalkovsky, 1850).

A historical and ethnographic essay on the Gypsies in Ukraine is presented in the monograph
by M.M. Plokhinsky “Foreigners in Old Malorossiya” (Inozemtsy v Staroy Malorossii) (1905), which
was created on basis of the dissertation. The author can be praised for the wide use of materials
from the Kharkov Historical Archive of the Collegium of Little Russia. Comparing the situation of
the Gypsies in Western Europe and Russia, Plokhinsky, along with his predecessors, stressed the
absence of discriminatory regulations in Russian laws and the government's failure to “merge them
with other inhabitants and turn them into farmers” (Plokhinsky, 1905: 202-203).

In the USSR in the second half of the 20th century, Gypsy studies progressed in the
ethnographic framework. Few academic papers on Gypsy-related subjects also focus on historical
aspects. We should specifically highlight articles by V.I. Sanarov, published in Soviet and foreign
journals, which feature the Siberian Gypsies (Sanarov, 1970: 126-136). The author introduces into
research a number of documents from the Tobolsk archives as well as the notes of foreign
travellers, which enable him to pinpoint the dates of the first reference to Siberian Gypsies in
written sources — in 1721 (Sanarov, 1970: 126).

The end of the 20th and beginning of the 21ht century is characterized in Russian
historiography by a large number of new studies on the history of individuals living in the Russian
Empire (Ukrainians, Jews, Germans, Poles, Finns, Estonians, etc.) both at the national and
regional levels (Gorizontov, 1999; Engman, 2008; Shaidurov, 2016).

It seems that a major advancement in historiography was to be achieved by a collective
monograph “History of the Gypsies: a New Look” (Bessonov et al., 2000), which devotes one of the
chapters to Russia in the 19th and 20th centuries. However, it practically contains no history, but
mainly presents ethnographic sketches and the history of the Gypsy culture. This fact can be
explained by the sources used. The basis for the study is mainly formed by newspaper material and
journalistic magazine articles that are of a subjective nature. We can fully attribute the critical
statement expressed in the study to these materials: the authors were extremely biased and only
dimly aware of the actual situation and could not separate those matters that were seeming from
those that were real (Bessonov et al., 2000).

Most researchers of Gypsy history in the Russian Empire ignore archival sources. This is
confirmed more than once by some of the papers by M.V. Smirnova-Seslavinskaya (Smirnova-
Seslavinskaya 2013, 2014, 2016, 2017). Neglecting archival sources prevents the author from fully
elaborating on the subject. Thus, a researcher who turned to the analysis of Russian law-making
practices with regard to Gypsy-related issues, examines only the texts of decrees taken from the
Complete Code of Laws of the Russian Empire (Smirnova-Seslavinskaya, 2017: 1-21). But their
study only allows us to reconstruct a vision of the problem and ways to deal with it that were put to
paper. Without resorting to the documents stored in central and regional archives, it is impossible
to develop an understanding of the procedure for implementing a particular legal regulation.

Academic significance is attached to the paper by D.N. Denisov — “Orenburg Gypsies in the
60s of the 18th — early 20th century” (Denisov, 2013), which considered an episode in the regional
history of the Gypsy community. The author can be praised as he employed not published materials
but actively used materials from the regional archive.

One study made in the early 21st century that is worth spotlighting is a monograph by David
M. Crowe titled “A history of the Gypsies of Eastern Europe and Russia,” which ran through several
editions. The part of the work of particular interest is dedicated to the history of the Gypsies in the
Russian Empire (Crowe, 2007: 151-161). Like the overwhelming majority of researchers, this author
looks at the problem through the legal prism, confining himself to a superficial and fragmentary
review of Russian laws of the 18th and 19th centuries. The published documents he uses cannot
give a complete and objective picture of the life of the Gypsies in Imperial Russia.

A review paper “Gypsies as a litmus test for rational, tolerant rule: Fin-de-siecle Russian
ethnographers confront the comparative history of the Gypsies in Europe” by O’Keeffe introduces
studies by Russian ethnographers in the late 19th and early 20th century. According to the author,

1 Novorossia (New Russia) is a historical and cultural region in the Northern Black Sea coastal area, included
in the Russian Empire following the Russo-Turkish wars in the second half of the 18th century.
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these works can have a significant role in the discussion on the ways of integrating Gypsies in
different countries (O’Keeffe, 2014: 109-131).

These works, as well as several other publications, can be regarded as an attempt to stir up
interest within the academic community for Gypsy history in Russia. We agree with the opinion of
V.I. Sanarov, which was expressed back in 1971, that “the study of the Gypsies is interesting not
only in terms of the discovery of the ethnic history of the people but also from the point of view of
the general problem of relations built and influences caused by vagrant foreign groups and local
settled population” (Sanarov, 1971: 67). The few studies introduced above made it possible to
identify the range of sources that have already been reviewed by scholars and the topics that were
highlighted by authors. The existing gaps in historiography create a range of promising research
topics, such as identifying sources on the history of the Gypsies in Russia, their analysis and
introduction into research; the Gypsies of the Russian Empire from the perspective of effective
legislation at the time and existing practices of law enforcement at the national and regional levels;
the dynamics of Gypsy migrations and the position of central and local authorities regarding the
process, with confirmations from official statistics; government policies encouraging Gypsies to
adopt sedentary lifestyles; the place and role of Gypsies in the economic life of Russian regions.

4. Legislative measures for Gypsy sedentarization

The lands, which became part of the Russian Empire in the 18th century, saw Gypsies
arriving between the 16th and first half of the 17th century as a result of migration. They migrated
to the lands of the Polish Ukraine from the interior regions of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth or from Wallachia (Plokhinsky, 1905: 165-196).

Already by the first half of the 18th century, Ukrainian lands, which went to Russia under the
Treaty of Perpetual Peace in 1686, witnessed nomadic Gypsies at their marketplaces and fairs.
On the other hand, Plokhinsky noted that some sotnias* were inhabited by sedentary Gypsies who
acted as guarantors for their fellow tribesmen (Plokhinsky, 1905: 196). In the first half of the 18th
century, the number of sedentary Gypsies officially increased because many of them were
registered on census lists and assigned to settlements.

First references to Gypsies in the legal acts of the Russian Empire date back to the reign of
Empress Anna Ioannovna (1730-1740). Active foreign policies in the mid-1730s required creating
new regiments. Since the era of Peter the Great, regiment recruitment and maintenance was a
responsibility of the population in the governorates to which the regiments were assigned. In 1733,
five new regiments were formed from Ukrainian Cossacks. The edict dated June 7, 1733, ordered
that funds, which were collected from the Gypsies in Little Russia (the Hetmanate territory) and
Sloboda Ukraine?, should be spent for stationary expenses in 5 new sloboda regiments (PSZ RI-I.
Vol. 9. No. 6430). It also speaks of both the registered and unregistered (stray) Gypsies.
The challenging task of collecting taxes from the Gypsies was mentioned by Prince Shakhovsky in
his report to Empress Anna Ioannovna, pointing out that “Gypsies are not recorded in the census,
and it is impossible to record them as they do not live in households” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 9. No. 6454).

An important milestone was the year 1733, when the personal free status of the Gypsies in
Russia was actually acknowledged. By a Senate decree dated September 13, the Gypsies were
recognized as people born in Ingermanlands (it refers to the Finnish Gypsies who were evicted to
these lands by the Swedish authorities in the period of repression against the Gypsies). They were
granted a right to live in the St. Petersburg governorate and trade horses “until further orders.”
At the same time, they were included in the system of general taxation: The St. Petersburg Chief of
Police's Office was to include them in the poll tax list at the next census and take them into account
in payment expenses for the horse guards regiment. At the same time, the decree allowed the

t Sotnia is an administrative and military unit of Hetman Ukraine in the 17th and first half of the 18th
century.

2 Sloboda Ukraine is a historical region that was partially located on the territories of the modern Russian
Belgorod, Kursk, Voronezh, Orel and Lipetsk regions and Ukrainian Kharkov, Sumy, Poltava, Donetsk and
Lugansk regions.

3 Ingermanland is a historical region in modern north-western Russia. From the 12th century to the 1580s, it
belonged to the Novgorod Republic and Muscovite State, and from the late 16th century to 1721 was part of
Sweden. After the signing of the Treaty of Nystad, it became part of the St. Petersburg Governorate.
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Gypsies to reside in the places “in which they wish to live” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 9. No. 6481). With their
legal status, they were positioned closely to state peasants and lower middle class commoners.

In the reign of Empress Elizaveta Petrovna (1741-1761), the overwhelming majority of the
Gypsies lived in Sloboda Ukraine. The surviving principles of the particular law, which were in
force on the Ukrainian lands, were automatically extended to the Gypsies. Granting privileges to
colonels of Sloboda regiments and to the Cossack Starshina (administrative and military office of
the Zaporozhian Host) in 1743, Empress Elizaveta retained the Gypsy tax, introduced by Anna
Ioannovna, to pay to regimental offices (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 11. No. 8809). But as part of the customs
reform of 1754-1755, it was cancelled along with other internal charges in Little Russia (PSZ RI-I.
Vol. 14. No. 10386).

In 1759, Empress Elizaveta had to deal with the Gypsies in St. Petersburg suburbs. This was
followed by a written ban on Gypsies living and temporarily staying in St. Petersburg and its
surrounding neighbourhoods, such as Peterhof, Oranienbaum and Tsarskoe Selo. Violation of the
ban was regarded as an administrative offense that entailed the “irrevocable fine” (PSZ RI-I. Vol.
15. No. 10981). This measure affected, above all, the Ingermanland Gypsies. We should point out
an essential aspect: this ban had a limited scope and did not apply to other settlements in the St.
Petersburg governorate. This fact suggests the repeated recognition of the Ingermanland Gypsies
as the indigenous population of these areas. In comparison, we can point to Empress Elizaveta’s
position regarding Jews: in 1742, she ordered them sent away from the Russian Empire (PSZ RI-I.
Vol. 11. No. 8673), and in 1744, prohibited their short visits to Russia, even on business matters
(PSZ RI-1. Vol. 12. No. 8867).

Hence, the position of the Gypsies in Russia until the mid-18th century was regulated from
the standpoint of the particular law, which was effective in the territory where they predominantly
lived — Sloboda Ukraine. Unlike Jews, they attracted no specific attention from the ruling
monarchs. Special decrees and edicts on the Gypsies were sporadic and were not an element of
policy towards this ethnic minority. But their nomadic and semi-nomadic lifestyle caused the
government to adopt various special regulations, some of which were restrictive.

In the reign of Empress Catherine II (1762-1796), many issues were approached using the
conceptual framework of enlightened absolutism and pragmatism. This can fully describe activities
related to the Gypsies. In October 1767, as part of the effort to implement the Senate Decree on
“Including the Raznochintsy of the Sloboda Ukraine Governorate into the Poll Taxation,” the
authorities continued a campaign for abolishing remaining Cossack liberties and extending the
national Russian tax system to the Ukrainian lands. The local Gypsy population was first
mentioned as belonging to the Raznochintsy (literally, people of miscellaneous ranks) (PSZ RI-I.
Vol. 18. No. 12987). The same decree exempted the Gypsies from the poll tax, but the Chief of
Police's Office had to submit information on their number to the Senate. Such steps were to lead to
the adoption of new legal norms.

The matter of the situation in which the Gypsies lived, was raised in the address of Orenburg
Governor Prince A. Putyatin dated December 10, 1767, at a meeting of the Ulozheniye Commission*
in Moscow. In his speech, he asked for the adoption of appropriate laws whereby “they [the Gypsies
— V.Sh.] would live in one and the same place and moving from place to place was not allowed both
with their families and alone” (Putyatin, 1871: 431). At the same time, the address also put forward
a proposal to restrict their economic activities by denying them access to fairs and auctions.
However, these suggestions were not taken into account by the Empress and senior officials in the
1760s — 1770s.

In the first half of the 1780s, the ruling elite looked at the situation of the Gypsies in the
Russian Empire from a new angle. Starting in 1783, the government defined measures for handling
the situation of the Gypsies, which entailed, first of all, a campaign to combat Gypsy vagrancy. Its
start was marked by the Senate’s decree addressed to the Voronezh Treasury Chamberz dated
December 31, which stipulated that Gypsies should be endowed with land and “did not loiter idly”
(PSZ RI-1. Vol. 21. No. 15898). By the same act, legislators equalized Gypsies in terms of fiscal

1 The Ulozheniye Commission of 1767-1768 was convened by Empress Catherine II to create a new Code of Laws
of the Russian Empire. Deputies representing various social estates took part in its work. At the Commission
meetings, the deputies presented mandates that reflected local issues and ways of dealing with them.

2 The Governorate Treasury Chamber is a collegiate body managing state property and construction projects.
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rights with state peasants, entrusting the decision of all related issues to the director of household
management in the provincial Treasury Chamber. Thus, legal regulations determined the legal
status of the majority of Gypsies in the Russian Empire, recognizing them as personally free
subjects, on whom the corresponding duties were imposed.

The consistency in the implementation of the policy adopted by the Senate to bind the
Gypsies to the land was embodied in a decree “On the expulsion of the Gypsies from Livonia” dated
January 24, 1784 (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 22. No. 15912). The pretext for its issue was provided by
complaints from the local governor-general, Count Yu. Browne to the Senate on the influx of
Gypsies from neighbouring provinces. The Senate ordered treating them according to the law,
which meant delivering the Gypsies found in Livonia, under police escort, to the provinces where
they were registered for taxation and transferring them to the care of local authorities. Whether the
execution of this decree by Browne was successful is unknown.

In November 1784, another step was made to end the semi-nomadic lifestyle of the Gypsies
in Russia. The attempt was initiated by Moscow Governor-General Count James Bruce (1732-1791).
On his order, which was confirmed by a Senate decree, all Gypsies who stayed in Moscow and the
Moscow governorate, should surrender their passports and be evicted to the places where they
were registered in the last census (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 22. No. 16088). By this time, officials realized the
need to introduce administrative supervision over the constant presence of the Gypsies in places of
registration. To this end, further control over the Gypsies was given to town governors and
Zemstvo police chiefs throughout the country.

However, the measures taken failed to put an end to the Gypsy migrations in Russia.
For example, in 1792, in the Tobolsk governorate?, local authorities found a 113-strong Gypsy camp
led by elder Eustathy Martynov, aged 84 (GUTO GAT. F. I341. Op. 1. D. 145. L. 8-9 ob.). Based on
the investigation's findings, it became clear that these families of “Belarus Gypsies” were registered
for the Colonel of the Ingermanland Regiment, Aleksey Melgunov (GUTO GAT. F. I341. Op. 1. D.
145. L. 20). Over many years, they roamed across the Novgorod governorate, engaged in the
exchange of horses and other small goods (GUTO GAT. F. I341. Op. 1. D. 145. L. 27 ob.). It was also
found out that as they had no permanent place of residence, they were not included in the census
list and therefore paid no taxes and duties. Initially, it was planned to deport Gypsies to the
Kostroma governorate. The reason for this was the initiative of the Kostroma Treasury Chamber to
track down fugitive Gypsies. However, Martynov managed to prove that they were not runaways.
The Tobolsk authorities decided to settle the Gypsies in the Tarski okrug, which was enacted
through the appropriate order to the Turin Lower Zemstvo Court2. The entire procedure was
carried out in accordance with the provisions of the decree dated November 4, 1784. According to
the accounts by M. Sauer, who was in Tobolsk for a short visit, Governor A.V. Alyabyev planned to
found a special settlement for them, but he had to lodge them with separate families. No success
was achieved by his attempt to turn the Gypsies into farmers either. The Gypsies did not cultivate
the land they received but led their traditional lives. Their basic activities still included begging,
blacksmithing and veterinary medicine (Sauer, 1802: 331).

As we can see, the prohibitive regulations against the vagrant Gypsy practices failed to lead to
the desired results. The Gypsies could easily travel from the Novgorod governorate to Siberia, never
having any documents on them. A small cash bribe to the local manager allowed them to move on.
Similar cases were not probably uncommon. This suggestion is offered by the content of the decree
issued by the Senate on July 16, 1800, which summed up the disappointing results of the years-
long campaign to bind the Gypsies to the land. The text, in particular, points out that “many of the
Gypsies... have not come to their governorates, and those who came to the places, assigned to them,
have not accepted the land for further cultivation due to the lack of knowledge and habit, and soon

t The Tobolsk governorate in the late 18th century included part of the Northern Urals, and Western and
Central Siberia.

2 The Lower Zemstvo Court is a judicial and administrative body in the Russian Empire (1775-1862).
The powers of the Lower Zemstvo Court included the duty of controlling orders in an uezd (district),
monitoring the condition of roads and bridges, and enforcing orders of the governmental authorities.
In addition, the Lower Zemstvo Court functioned as the trade police, took measures to prevent against
epidemics, considered cases related to the performance of duties, took fire precautions, dealt with food
security issues, monitored beggars, conducted trials on petty crimes and took decisions on minor claims.
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they again left for unknown places” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 26. No. 19,484). Most of the Gypsies “are idly
loitering everywhere, and according to the checks done, turned out to have been registered
nowhere” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 26. No. 19484). The main culprits of the failure of the action undertaken
were announced to the landlords who sold Gypsies temporary tickets which enabled them to move
within the borders of the uezd or governorate for a year. In the context of military and police
absolutism in the reign of Emperor Paul I (1796-1801), this situation was tolerated. As a result, it
was prescribed that the identified idle Gypsies should be immediately registered for the poll tax
and allocated land in the governorate in which they would be caught without documents.

Considering the dreadful financial hardships of most Gypsies, the many thousands of debts
for the payment of the poll tax and other levies and future expenses required to settle in a new
place of residence, the authorities decided to write off the arrears of cash taxes for them. It should
be stressed that such a step was a novelty in the government's activity. For example, since the
second half of the 1760s, foreign colonists already received various tax preferences from the
authorities, including the exemption from conscription “in perpetuity,” when settling in rural
areas'.

At the turn of the 19th century, the issues related to the situation of the Gypsies attracted the
attention of not just Russian officials. Private individuals also expressed their proposals.
For example, on February 9, 1801, the Senate Prosecutor General Petr Obolyaninov, a favourite of
Emperor Paul I, was approached by Count von der Pahlen, who proposed a radical project to
address the situation of the Gypsies. According to him, the Gypsies of the male gender, fit for
military service, should be “taken to soldiers, assigned to regiments located in remote areas and
others should be sent to the south of Siberia to settle there on available empty land, which is in
abundance there, where it could be possible by holding them under supervision to set them to work
and payment of taxes to the treasury” (RGIA. F. 1347. Op. 4. L. 58. L. 2). The practical
implementation of such a project under the conditions of that time, was only viable for the first
part (the military service of the Gypsies), while the resettlement of several thousand Gypsies in
Siberia was unrealistic for a number of reasons. First, to fulfil this, it was necessary to allocate
travel and meal allowances from the Treasury and provide police escort (deportation) of the Gypsies.
At the place of new residence, the settlers were to be provided with working livestock, implements,
seeds, timber to construct housing and farm buildings and, to ensure that they did not scatter
throughout the steppe, it was necessary to arrange for the local police to provide continuous controls
over the settlers. The Treasury had no available money for this, and local authorities did not have this
large a police force. Realization of the first, quite realistic part of Pahlen's proposal was impeded by
the coup d'état of March 1801, and the elimination of the political elite of Paul I's era.

Starting in 1767, the authorities tried to register the existing Gypsy population.
This challenging job was assigned to governorate administrations. To date, we have no accurate
information on the number and distribution of the Gypsies across the governorates of the Russian
Empire in the second half of the 18th century. The first incomplete statistical data refers to the
early 19th century.

In the reign of Emperor Alexander I (1801-1825), the measures targeted at the situation of
the Gypsies became part of the general imperial policy towards ethnic minorities. In June 1803, the
authorities once again endeavoured to handle the issue of vagrancy of both personally free Gypsies
and those who were registered with landlords by the census. To achieve this, in the summer of
1803, civil governors were ordered “to immediately submit the information to the Senate on how
many [Gypsies] are registered, with which landowners or in which state-owned settlements they
are registered, [and] whether they carry on any economic activities” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 27. No. 20802).
By the spring of 1805, this information was sent to the Senate by most of the governorates. Many
governors indicated in their reports that the Gypsies were not present in the territory of the

t Since 1764, foreign colonists (Germans, Swedes, Swiss, Mennonites, etc.) began to come to Russia to create
exemplary agricultural businesses, invited by Catherine II. The immigrants were offered to find special
settlements (colonies) in the Volga region, Novorossia, St. Petersburg, Voronezh and Novgorod governorates.
The colonists received free land, construction timber, money loans to purchase equipment and seeds.
The government introduced different grace periods for different groups of colonists to pay taxes. In the late
18t and first half of the 19th centuries, the colonists accumulated debts to the state on overdue loans and
current taxes. Occasionally, the government wrote off, in part or in full, these debts to the colonists.
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governorates entrusted to them. We discovered that the reports, submitted by 27 governors (in the
late 18th century, Russia was divided into 50 governorates-general and governorates, and one
oblast), contain inconsistent information on the numbers of the Gypsies. It is helpful in roughly
reconstructing the geography of the Gypsy resettlement and their approximate numbers in the
early 19th century (RGIA. F. 1285. Op. 3. D. 41).

The Caucasus; 173
The Volga region; 215

Siberia; 81

North-Western
province; 589

Belarusian-Lithuanian
provinces; 893

Fig. 1. The number and distribution of the Gypsies in the Russian Empire in 1803—-1805

Unfortunately, the documents provide no information on the Pskov, Novgorod, Irkutsk and
other governorates in which the Gypsies also lived. Based on the above data, we can determine that
the approximate size of the Gypsy population in the Russian Empire at the beginning of Alexander
I's reign amounted to 14.5 thousand people. Importantly, we speak only of those Gypsies who were
already registered in state-owned settlements or with landlords.

Based on the obtained statistical data, we can say that in the early 19th century, 3/4 of the
Gypsies lived in the territory of Ukraine and Novorossia. The largest Gypsy communities were
recorded in the Poltava and Podolsk governorates, with the percentage reaching almost 40 % of the
registered Gypsies. Since the time of the Crimean Khanate, the Gypsy community preserved its
significant size in Novorossia, including the Crimea (almost 30 % of the registered Gypsies).
The abundance of the Gypsies in these regions is explained by the history of their settlement in
Eastern Europe and in the Black Sea region. For example, the Left-Bank Ukraine turned out to
become home for the Gypsies who fled from persecution in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.
The Northern Black Sea region was inhabited by the Gypsies who moved there in the 15th century
from the territory of the former Byzantine Empire. Continuous migration of the Gypsies across the
Russian Empire in the 18th century contributed to their official registration in more than half of
the governorates-general and governorates.
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Data, collected by civil governors, show that the Gypsies belonged to various estates in the
early 19th century. The largest share of the Gypsy population was assigned to the peasant class in
the Russian Empire. About 20 % of the Gypsies were listed with landlords. In the Poltava
governorate, 2,559 Gypsies (more than 80 % of the Gypsies in the governorate or almost 18 % of
the Empire's registered Gypsies) lived in landowner lands (RGIA. F. 1285. Op. 3. D. 41. L. 80-85
ob.). The overwhelming share of Gypsies were registered as state peasants.

In the early 19th century, registering them in merchant guilds became a widespread practice.
We should say that the registration in the merchant class (as a rule, in the third guild) became
commonplace for the Gypsies. The legislation, which was in force during the reign of Emperor
Alexander I, retained a simplified entry procedure into the merchant class. Paying a small guild fee
allowed the Gypsies to receive a third guild certificate that gave its holder greater freedom to move
around the governorate. For example, out of 69 Gypsies in the Ryazan governorate, 13 were
registered as merchants (RGIA. F. 1285. Op. 3. D. 41. L. 17 ob.). According to information provided
by the Moscow civil governor dated August 10, 1803, 208 Gypsies with family members were
registered in Moscow in merchant guilds (RGIA. F. 1285. Op. 3. D. 41. L. 26-26 ob.). The Gypsy
merchants were in the Tambov (Lebedyan), Voronezh (Boguchar), Vitebsk (Gorodets) governorates
and other provinces.

The small number of lower middle class Gypsies (Meshchane) is explained by the difficulties
of registering in urban societies. Harsher police controls over the urban population discouraged the
Gypsies from becoming part of this estate. For example, of the Moscow Gypsies, only 10 were
registered as Meshchane (RGIA. F. 1285. Op. 3. D. 41. L. 26-26 ob.).

There were also cases of registering Gypsies as Cossacks. For example, the Poltava
governorate reported 354 Gypsies registered in Cossack ranks (RGIA. F. 1285. Op. 3. D. 41. L. 80-
85 0b.).

A new step towards integrating Gypsies in Russia was the edict of His Imperial Majesty
Emperor Alexander I, dated April 20, 1809 (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 30. No. 23597). Until 1809, authorities
struggled to turn Gypsies into an agricultural population by giving them land. But these actions
failed to bring the desired result, and this fact was indicated in Paul I's edict dated July 16, 1800
(PSZ RI-I. Vol. 26. No. 19484). The 1809 edict outlined a new vision of the Gypsies’ place in Russia
(RGIA. F. 1146. Op. 1. D. 29. L. 114). On the one hand, it confirmed the government's commitment
to sedentarize the Gypsies. It was the first time when specific penalties were imposed on
landowners and town/rural communities which provided Gypsies with passports: for each Gypsy
man or woman who was away from their family, it was specified that one ruble was to be collected
from the persons who issued the tickets and money was to be handed to local Orders for Public
Charity (governorate institutions responsible for public schools, hospitals, shelters, orphanages).
It was at the expense of the same landlords and communities that the Gypsies were returned to
their initial place of residence.

Seeing the futile attempts to engage Gypsies in agricultural production, in 1809, the Tsarist
administration mounted a bid for the resettlement of the personally free Gypsies in cities and
towns by giving them an opportunity to be ranked among the lower classes or townspeople
(Meshchane) as craftsmen and workers. According to the law, they were to carry on “legitimate
business,” such as trade, crafts and other economic activities. Governorate officials were given one
year to enforce the Tsarist edict.

A significant aspect should be highlighted regarding the 1809 edict, namely its clause 5, in
which the authorities turned to the problem of Gypsy serfs for the first time. Here, the authorities
proposed landowners “to return freedom to all the Gypsies registered against them, whom they
wished,” or “alternatively assign them... to towns” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 30. No. 23597). This approach to
the issue was explained by the fact that landlords, according to the authorities, not only benefited
from the Gypsies, but were also burdened with state taxes that they had to pay to the state. “It is
unlikely that this would have been the case. Landlords had an unstable source of income in the
Gypsies, yet it was till a source. For example, the Gypsies paid for passports required for search of
work and they paid their landlords a quitrent.

It should be noted that the final version of the decree was somewhat different from the draft
submitted by the Senate and the Ministry of Interior to the Binding (State) Council for
consideration. In particular, it reflected the above proposal of Von der Pahlen. For example, the
Senate offered to take into custody and deport the Gypsies if “they will live in vagrancy...” for a
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certain period of time: those who were healthy and fit for service should be conscripted with
entrance trials, those who were physically unfit for military service should be sent to mining plants;
women, widows and girls should be sent to Siberia for resettlement, and the cripples, elderly and
children should be provided with shelter at institutions of the Chambers of Public Charity” (RGIA.
F. 1146. Op. 1. D. 29. L. 115). It prescribed sending those Gypsies to Siberia for settlement, who
were be deemed “unfit for” cities and towns (RGIA. F. 1146. Op. 1. D. 29. L. 115 ob.). However,
these measures were not included in the final version. The punishment for violating this decree was
to proceed “according to general state laws” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 30. No. 23597).

Hence, in 1809, the government endeavoured to put into operation a new approach to the
issues related to the Gypsies, by focusing on their resettlement in cities and engaging Gypsies in
more familiar economic activities: crafts and trade. However, as the history of the early 19th
century shows, this step could lead to an even greater impoverishment of Gypsy families.
A sufficient reminder is the campaign to relocate Jews from towns to cities in the Pale of
Settlement; in the end it brought about the oversupply of offers in the economic sphere traditional
for Jews in Belarus and Lithuanian cities, which led to further ruin of the Jews (Shaidurov, 2015:
209).

Practice showed that the 1809 edict was not put into operation. This is confirmed by the
subsequent legal acts on the Gypsies. As early as September 28, 1811, His Imperial Majesty’s edict
was issued to once again register Gypsies in towns and villages (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 31. No. 24795).
The preamble acknowledges the fact that previous regulatory acts were implemented without due
efficiency, which was confirmed by reports from governors.

The new edict not only affirmed the intention of the authorities to settle the Gypsies in cities
and towns, but also detailed the procedure itself. From this point, the inclusion of Gypsies in urban
communities was carried out by the decision of the governor and took place without the consent of
the city community (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 31. No. 24795). However, some Gypsies retained the right to live
in villages. But this only applied to those “who, according to the last census, were assigned to state-
owned settlements and had a farming business” (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 31. No. 24795).

Earlier documents primarily made the Gypsies themselves responsible for putting the newly
introduced regulations into practice. In rare cases, they determined Zemstvo and city police as
controlling authorities. The legislator placed direct responsibility for enforcing the edict
throughout the Russian Empire on the Minister of Police and on governors in governorates that
were entrusted to them (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 31. No. 24795).

The challenging assignment of implementing the next campaign to end vagrancy was given
by Alexander I to the Minister of Police to be carried out in the shortest possible term — in the
European part of the Empire by January 1, 1812 and in Siberia by July 1, 1812 (PSZ RI-I. Vol. 31.
No. 24795). However, the completion of the campaign activities took several years. So, the
Simbirsk governorate accomplished them only by 1814, and as a result, 12 Gypsy families were
registered in 11 local cities (RGIA. F. 1286. Op. 2. 1812. D. 241. L. 5-7). In the Crimea, this process
lasted until 1819.

In 1812, according to the Treaty of Bucharest, Bessarabia was included into Russia, where
state (crown) and landlord Gypsies lived. According to Soviet historians, only the number of state
Gypsies is known — approx. 1,700 people (Zelenchuk, 1979: 60).

The first years of the reign of Emperor Nicholas I (1825 — 1855) saw new territories included
in the Russian Empire. This led to a serious growth in the Gypsy population in the Russia. Before
1839, authorities focused their attention on the Gypsies in this region.

Another campaign to settle the Gypsies in cities or state settlements for permanent residence
was implemented in the late 1820s. It was initiated by Emperor Nicholas I, who “personally saw
roaming Gipsy caravans” in his trip across South Russia (RGIA. F. 381. Op. 46. D. 6. L. 61 ob.).
This fact provided the basis for the order to Governor General of Novorossia and Bessarabian
Count Vorontsov to settle the affairs of the landlords and personally free Gypsies.

In 1828, Vorontsov submitted to the Ministry of Internal Affairs and the Ministry of Finance
his proposed solution for the issues related to the situation of the Gypsies in the governorate
entrusted to him. The first part dealt with landlord Gypsies. According to Vorontsov, it was
necessary “to impose a moderate tax on them” (RGIA. F. 1152. Op. 1. 1828. D. 140. L. 9 ob.).
However, he did not write what tax amount he considered to be “moderate.” Landlords were to be
responsible “for keeping these people at their homes and for installing unnecessary ones on their
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lands, but to not let them roam at will” (RGIA. F. 1152. Op. 1. 1828. D. 140. L. 9 ob.). A progressive
proposal was to prohibit the separation of Gypsy families in sale.

The second part of the project contained proposals to settle the matters of the personally free
Gypsies in Novorossia and Bessarabia. There is little doubt that officials, who prepared documents
for Vorontsov, reviewed the unsuccessful local efforts undertaken in previous years. Based upon
these, they formulated compromise solutions for the State Council. The dominating idea of
sedentary life was retained, but it was offered in place of abandoning the plan to settle the Gypsies
only in state settlements or cities. In addition, Gypsies were enabled to found a new settlement on
free lands (RGIA. F. 1152. Op. 1. 1828. D. 140. L. 9 ob.). To add attractiveness to this process,
Vorontsov proposed to exempt them from taxes and duties for 15 years (RGIA. F. 1152. Op. 1. 1828.
D. 140. L. 9 ob. — 10).

Proposals put forward by Vorontsov, comments by Minister of Finance Kankrin and the view
expressed by Minister of Internal Affairs Zakrevsky provide a foundation for the opinion of the
State Council, which was made law February 8, 1829. Its content suggests that the government
implemented a “pilot project,” and its outcome would seal the fate of Gypsies in Russia.

We can see a change in rhetoric as early as in the preamble, which indicated a turn in the
government's policy. Law-makers used new wording to determine the solution for issues related to
the situation of the Gypsies, such as “encourage,” “take care,” or “provide some benefits” (PSZ RI-
IL. Vol. 4. No. 2665). This confirms that to achieve its goal, the bureaucracy rejected the forceful
police measures that had been applied in previous years, and employed “soft power.” This shift was
linked, among other things, to the fact that new officials came to power who had completed
training, including rhetoric courses, in Russian institutions of higher education (Shchukina et. al.,
2017, 376-384).

The 1829 law was primarily focused on the foundation of rural Gypsy settlements. Each
family was to be given a 30-dessiatine land plot. It was the first time that the government declared
the allocation of funds from the state budget in the amount of 23 rubles 50 kopecks per family to
construct houses (PSZ RI-II. Vol. 4. No. 2665). The same sum was given to Russian peasants who
moved to the Bessarabian oblast from interior governorates. To sow their plots, the Gypsies were
supplied gratuitously by the state with “2 chetverts! of various kinds of grain,” such as wheat, barley
and oats (PSZ RI-II. Vol. 4. No. 2665).

The 1829 campaign is reminiscent of the efforts of Alexander I and his officials to relocate
Jews from overpopulated cities and villages in the Pale of Settlement to South Russia to set up
agricultural colonies. As was the case in the early 19th century, measures regarding the state
Gypsies in Bessarabia ended in total failure.

In the 1830s, Emperor Nicholas I paid much attention to the issue of ethnic minorities.
For example, he initiated another attempt to handle issues related to the Jews between 1835 and
1837. It envisioned a plan to start numerous Jewish agricultural colonies in Siberia (Shaidurov
2014: 240).

The core of the campaign, which was launched March 13, 1839, was again formed by military
and police methods. This evidence is revealed by a phrase, which defines the nature of the events in
many ways: “to take decisive steps to eradicate this disorder” (RGIA. F. 381. Op. 46. D. 6. L. 61 ob.).
The task of dealing with the challenge was assigned to the Ministry of State Property and its head
Count P.D. Kiselyov.

By January 27, 1841, Kiselyov submitted a report to Nicholas I on the work that had been
done. According to the partial information provided by the governorates, more than 11 thousand
Gypsies were registered in urban and rural communities, but only 3 thousand of them had led a
sedentary lifestyle and were engaged in agriculture, crafts or trade by that time (RGIA. F. 383. Op.
2. D. 1413-30. L. 164 ob.).

The most significant concern for officials on site were Gypsies who were registered in this or
that locality but were away someplace else; local authorities identified more than 8 thousand such
absentees. Of these, approx. 3 thousand were found in different governorates, while more than
5 thousand Gypsies “have gone away to unknown places without passports,” Kiselyov wrote (RGIA.
F. 383. Op. 2. D. 1413-30. L. 165).

t Chetvert is a Russian measure of granular materials, = 57.3 kg
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Throughout the 1840s, officials unsuccessfully tried to find solutions for the challenges posed
to them. On October 7, 1842, the decision of the Senate empowered the Minister of the Internal
Affairs to impose administrative punishments up to exile to Siberia on the Gypsies, who continued
to live as nomads after registration (RGIA. F. 1263. Op. 1. D. 1799. L. 509 ob. — 510). But this was
also not harsh enough to compel the Gypsies to refuse their traditional lifestyle. The minutes of the
State Council's meetings in 1846 said that “vagabond Gypsies do not cease to turn up in various
governorates, calling themselves natives of Poland and Prussia” (RGIA. F. 1263. Op. 1. D. 1799.
L. 510 ob.).

The failure to address the issues related to the situation of the Gypsies in the 1840s and 1850s
should be explained only by the government's inability to ensure total control over the Gypsies.
A marked effect was exerted by disagreements between departments that were involved in project
implementation.

The Ministry of State Property, represented by its head, Count Pavel Kiselyov, took a hard-
line stance on this issue, which was voiced, for example, at a meeting of the State Council in 1846.
He believed, “the vagrancy of the Gypsies will never cease to exist if they continue trying to settle
them, regardless on the expired term” (RGIA. F. 1263. Op. 1. D. 1799. L. 510 ob.). Practical
adoption of this approach would mean the end of the campaign and the shift to repression against
the unregistered Gypsies.

A different position in this dispute was taken by the Minister of Internal Affairs, Count Lev
Perovsky, who insisted on extending the time of the campaign and, simultaneously, recognized as
vagrants and prosecuted under law only those Gypsies who were already assigned to some
community, but were outside their places of registration and had no passports on them (RGIA.
F. 1263. Op. 1. D. 1799. L. 511 ob.).

In this situation, the State Council sided with the Ministry of Internal Affairs. This approach
was also supported by Nicholas I. As a result, the campaign continued for another year.

In 1854, the State Council again had to review the issue of Gypsies. The reason was a
presentation by the Minister of Justice, Viktor Panin, which reported the appearance of 39 Gypsies
in the Arkhangelsk governorate. Again, a dispute between the ministries took a turn for the worse.
For example, Kiselyov said that a proposal by the Minister of Internal Affairs to extend the term of
registration for another year was unlikely to produce the desired result, because a similar measure
was adopted in 1846 and failed to achieve the desired result (RGIA. F. 1330. Op. 6. D. 1237. L. 10).
It was the introduction of repressive measures, in his opinion, that would do away with the
situation of the Gypsies. Repressive measures were defined as prosecuting persons who lodged
vagabonds and punishing police authorities that failed to prosecute those who had no passport;
stimulating the detention of Gypsies who had no documents, and submitting their files to local
chiefs; sentencing to penal settlements in Siberia. But this approach did not show the desired
results either.

Nevertheless, the government managed to take a step forward in resolving this issue in the
reign of Nicholas I. The positive effect can be clearly seen in statistical data. For example, according
to incomplete information from the Ministry of State Property, more than 1,600 families with a
total number of over 11 thousand Gypsies lived in state villages in 31 governorates by 1866 (RGIA.
F. 1291. Op. 66. 1866. D. 97. L. 3 ob. — 14).

5. Conclusion

The Russian Empire in the first half of the 19th century had a small Gypsy community
accounting for approx. 0.4 % of the country's population. It was unevenly distributed in the
governorates, a fact resulting from the history of the Gypsy resettlement in Eastern Europe. Yet,
Gypsies lived almost everywhere. Personal freedom and the liberal laws of Catherine II, which were
in force at the time, allowed Gypsies to be included in the unprivileged (lower middle class, state
peasants) and semi-privileged estates (merchants, Cossacks). The early period of the 19th century,
saw the integration of Gypsies into the economic life of the Russian Empire, where they occupied
traditional professional niches (metal processing, footwear manufacture, trade).

Starting in the 18th century, the Russian Empire’s governmental bodies faced the need to
adopt an approach to the Gypsy population which had grown in the second half of the 18th century
— the first quarter of the 19th century, following the accession of new territories (Crimea,
Bessarabia, former territories of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth).
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Until the middle of the 18th century, the position of the Gypsies in Russia was regulated from
the standpoint of particular law, which was effective in the territory where they predominantly
lived — Sloboda, Ukraine. Unlike Jews, they attracted no specific attention of the ruling monarchs.
Special decrees and edicts concerning the Gypsies were sporadic and were not an element of the
policy towards the ethnic minority. But their nomadic and semi-nomadic lifestyles made the
government adopt various special regulations, some of which were restrictive.

The Russian government tried to handle the issues related to the Gypsies, using principles of
enlightened absolutism, as early as the 1780s. From this starting point, repeated efforts were made
in the 1780s — in the 1810s to encourage Gypsies to engage in farming, handicrafts and trade, by
settling them in cities and state-owned settlements and by providing tax preferences. There were
also severe punishments imposed for vagrancy, the harshest of which might be exile to Siberia.
The campaigns, which were carried out in the reign of Alexander I and Nicholas I, were not very
effective. The surviving statistics show that only few Gypsy families abandoned their traditional
lifestyles and switched to a sedentary life. The overwhelming majority of Gypsies continued
to maintain nomadic or semi-nomadic practices throughout the 19th and early 20th century.
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Abstract

The liberation of Czechoslovakia and the end of World War II did not mean the end of Jewish
suffering in Slovakia, although several members of the Slovak Jewish minority virtually (and
naively) expected it. On the contrary, a number of problems began, and the negative impacting of
the post-war reality through their re-emergence in society was immediately activated. The post-war
period as a period of social, political and moral crises was reflected in full, and the Jews faced
hostility once again. Anti-Semitic unrest in Slovakia that broke out in the first days and months
after World War II and was one of characteristic features of post-war development in
Czechoslovakia, fit into the overall situation as existed on European territory.

The heuristic basis of the study includes archival materials from central Slovak National
Archives in Bratislava and regional archives of the Slovak Republic. Besides these sources, Slovak
and foreign scientific publications dedicated to given issues publicated in recent years have been
used.

Methodologic base of the research involves principles of objectivism and historism that
enable objective and factual approach towards analysis of researched issues, critical evaluation of
sources (through analytic, progressive and comparative method, direct and indirect method) and
summarisation of knowledge as a result of analysis of the summary of facts. It also allows depiction
of facts in the course and context of historical situation.

Finally, the author notes, post-war anti-Semitism undoubtedly emerged or grew out of
Holocaust and several years of anti-Jewish propaganda in Slovakia (1939 - 1945), immediate war as
well as post-war experiences, although it is impossible to neglect also the older “traditional” anti-
Jewish attitudes of Slovak population (already present in the time of the interwar Czechoslovakia
and Hungarian period of History). As the main reasons of the growing anti-Semitism in Slovakia
(1939 — 1945) we can consider the Jewish efforts to their reintegration into civil society and issues
of rehabilitation and of property rights — concerning former Jewish property, which was still in the
hands of the former “arizators”, citizens (of lower social classes as well) or under national
administration (paradoxically, often as a reward for participating in the resistance) — closely
related to them and delays in the issue of its restitution. After all, the inaction of state
administration representatives, “benevolent” penalties and mostly vague attitude and inconsistent
approach of political leaders of the Republic on the issue (support of Jewish organizations and
Jewish refugees versus the issue of restitution, contradictory statements and expressions) did not
contribute to the normalization of relations. An unmistakable feature of the tensions between
Jewish and non-Jewish population was also the condition of the post-war society in Slovakia itself,
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not excluding the Jews. Anti-Semitic motives, which eventually resulted in many cases in racially
motivated attacks were primarily purely personal or, rather, primarily economically and socially
conditioned. Postwar common people’s antisemitism was also one of important factors influencing
the decision of the major part of Slovak Jewish citizens to emigrate from the country. Under the
influence of at that time still positive international situation and hidden (but active) support of
Czechoslovak offices, the major part of the Jews left (mainly in 1948 and at the beginning of 1949)
Slovakia, emigrating mainly to Israel and western countries, i.e. overseas.

Keywords: anti-Semitism, common people’s anti-Semitism in Slovakia, anti-Jewish moods,
performances and pogroms, anti-Jewish riots in Bratislava, post-war period (1945-1948), Slovakia,
Czechoslovakia.

1. Introduction

The liberation of Czechoslovakia and the end of World War II did not mean the end of Jewish
suffering in Slovakia, although several members of the Slovak Jewish minority virtually (and
naively) expected it. On the contrary, a number of problems began, and the negative impacting of
the post-war reality through their re-emergence in society were immediately activated. The post-
war period as a period of social, political and moral crises was reflected in full, and the Jews faced
hostility once again. Anti-Semitic unrest in Slovakia that broke out in the first days and months
after World War II and was one of characteristic features of post-war development in
Czechoslovakia, fit into the overall situation as existed on European territory. The wave of post-war
anti-Semitism significantly impacted all the neighbouring states, much more than in
Czechoslovakia or in Slovakia — here, in comparison with the Czech lands, its physical
manifestations were stronger, more unrestrained, due to differences in the causes themselves.
The authorities and the general public were not happy about the presence of refugees (from
Poland, Hungary, Romania, Ukraine), and in general, the Jews had difficulty adapting to the post-
war society, which was characterized by post-war psychosis, administrative chaos and various
problems related to the rebirth of the republic. Efforts to remove legislative and administrative
barriers imposed on Jewish citizens preventing their full inclusion into society were compounded
by manifestations “from the bottom”, motivated by the subjective incentives of the civilian
population, taking “justice” into their own hands. The so-called “common people’s anti-Semitism”
was manifested.

2. Materials and methods

The heuristic basis of the study includes archival materials from central Slovak National
Archives in Bratislava and regional archives of the Slovak Republic. Besides these sources, Slovak and
foreign scientific publications dedicated to given issues publicated in recent years have been used.

Methodologic base of the research involves principles of objectivism and historism that
enable objective and factual approach towards analysis of researched issues, critical evaluation of
sources (through analytic, progressive and comparative method, direct and indirect method) and
summarisation of knowledge as a result of analysis of the summary of facts. It also allows depiction
of facts in the course and context of historical situation.

3. Discussion

Despite the relatively positive light abroad, the actual position of the Jewish population in
Czechoslovakia or, more precisely, in Slovakia during the first post-war years 1945-1948, cannot be
characterized as smooth and safe. The status of Jews was directly influenced by an internal political
development and by an overall social situation in the country passing through a period of social,
political, moral as well as post-war crisis, while the first post-war years marked a period when the
consequences of the Nazi occupation in the Czech lands and fascist influence in Slovakia were
fading away. The Jews who returned from concentration camps and emigration, or survived the
cruelties of the Holocaust in hiding in Slovakia, were not welcomed everywhere (sometimes rather
unwelcome). Their nationality and national reliability were questioned, as well as property claims,
as they demanded back the confiscated movable and immovable property, which was once theirs
(see also: Svobodova, 1999: 194). In many cases, they persistently and tenaciously demanded
restitution and restoration of their former property rights, but on the other side also some sort of
compensation and certain (special) benefits arising from the survival of suffering. This is what
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caused the gradual tension in relations with the majority population of Slovakia and led to several
anti-Semitic manifestations.

The post-war period opened a new chapter of Slovak-Jewish relations in the country, which
can be described as "the Jewish question in Slovakia" (1945-1953). It had several phases:
repatriation period (1945 — 1946), a so called common people’s anti-Semitism (1945 — 1948),
emigration (1948 — 1949) and, finally, a so called political anti-Semitism (1949 — 1953). This study,
however, aims to further clarify the impact of post-war common people’s anti-Semitism on the
status of the Jewish population in Slovakia, while narrowing its focus on anti-Semitic
manifestations among resistance forces in society and examining their implications and impacts on
the Jewish question in the post-war years of 1945 — 1948.

4. Results

The post-war manifestations of anti-Semitism in Slovakia between 1945 and 1948 (the period
of “common people’s anti-Semitism”) are obviously continuous, but at the same time, waves of
their increased occurrence can also be profiled:

- the first major wave (the period of increasing anti -Semitism) took place in the first months
after the end of the war (July-September/December 1945),

- the second (the peak period of the anti-Jewish appearances in Slovakia) — in the summer
months of 1946,

- the third (the period of lingering anti -Semitism) in the first half of 1947 (connected with
the ongoing trial with Jozef Tiso and his subsequent execution) and again in August 1948 in
Bratislava (as the last appearance of a common people’s character in Slovakia).

Appearing anti-Semitically tuned manifestations were essentially aimed at intimidating the
people of Jewish origin and religion or attempting to cause confusion, uncertainty in their ranks,
possibly to force them to leave or move out of a certain location, or to emigrate. In form — they
were mostly leaflet operations, distribution of alarming hoaxes, minor incidents, although
Slovakia was not spared from the public manifestations of anti-Jewish actions of mass character
during this period.

4.1. The period of increasing anti-Semitism

As it turned out, the regrets of non-Jewish population of Slovakia about the Jewish hardships
during wartime clearly passed quickly and difficulties of early post-war months, the returns of the
Jews to the towns of their original residence and the subsequent effort to return the lost properties
into Jewish ownership, or the fear of losing the property in the eyes of the majority, became one of
the main reasons of sprouting anti-Jewish moods in certain segments of society and regions, as
reflected in the number of reporting period. Due to turbulent post-war situation, persistent
“revolutionary” moods and, perhaps, also some frustrations with unfulfilled expectations, the wave
of anti-Semitism gradually infiltrated the resistance organizations as well. These cases were not
isolated and many inadaptable people, mainly former guerrilla members, incidentally still armed,
were during first post-war years a menace not only to Slovak Jews, but also to other inhabitants of
the country. They committed riots that worried the competent authorities, at several places in
Slovakia. “ T h e -Jawish fnoods that are caused by both fascist elements and some acts of Jews
spread across the population. It is clear that this movement finds a fertile soil within a population
affected by fascism and t hr e &t keadof the@ djvisionwof thent o | .
Main Headquarters of National Security (HVNB) warned already in the report of the beginning of
July 1945 (SNA-1) and was not far from the truth.

A situation in eastern Slovakia had a particularly difficult development in first post-war
years. For example, a worsening of relations and series of conflicts between Jewish and non-Jewish
population of the city occurred in Bardejov in the beginning of June 1945. The relations were
additionally complicated by “confident” manifestations of former resistance fighters from Bardejov
(members of a guerrilla group “Lipa”). There also occurred one of the first post-war anti-Semitic
events of mass character — in a form of manifestations of the Bardejov region partisans (led by
Capt. Andrej PalSa, an official of partisan association in KoSice), joined by the local population
(number of manifesting people is estimated to 1000). The crowd shouted slogans like “Jews out!”,
“Jews go work on bridges!” and other anti-Semitic statements and the partisans carried out some
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house searches at the local Jews’ in order to find out whether they own weapons and scarce goods.
“During all this time, indi viduals — partisans committed several missteps ” — stated the regional
commander of NB in Bardejov (SAP-B; SNA-2).

The anti-Jewish demonstration in PreSov immediately after the one in Bardejov had a similar
nature. Regional press reported on the events that took place in the town on the 26% and 28 of
July 1945 mainly as “hooliganism carried out in typically fascist manner”. A crowd joined the
morning demonstration of women in PreSov — demanding increase in rationing and pointing out
the better supplying of local Jews — and riots began to occur on the streets. Crowd attacked,
plundered and demolished the kitchen of the Repatriation office where the Jews of Presov ate.
The Presov synagogue was also robbed and the Jews in it were insulted. At the same time, insults
on Jewish citizens occurred on the streets of the town as well as an attack on a station of National
Security (NB) in the city. Evening manifestation (about 2, 000 people) turned into an anti-state
demonstration and the crowd was shouting anti-state and anti-Jewish slogans (Hlas 'udu, 1945: 1).
Further investigation of the riots in PreSov showed that a similar anti-Jewish demonstration had
been planned in KoSice as well (SNA-3). Similar moods among the population were recorded in other
eastern towns (Levoca, Michalovce) and other regions of Slovakia in the following period (SNA-4).

Events occurring in eastern Slovakia during summer months of 1945 clearly pointed out the
reality of escalating post-war anti-Semitism, but the attention of the whole country was attracted to
this issue and the urgent need of dealing with it was strongly emphasized among the highest
government circles only after the case of anti-Jewish riots in Topol¢ianky — sometimes called a
pogrom — of 24t September 1945. It was a specific mass anti-Jewish demonstration in Slovakia
regarding its extent and nature, greatly unsettling the Jewish population of the country and
reflecting on their emigration tendencies (Kamenec, 2000; SiSjakova, 2007). Anti-Jewish
demonstration in Topol¢ianky showed the clear limits of anti-Semitic manifestations among the
population in Slovakia, including the burning question of restitution of Jewish property and
persistent anti-Jewish tendencies among the military, security and resistance forces. At the same
time, the statements of Slovak politicians fully covered the entire range of views, from the
statements that the whole situationis “ a f i gh't of response, whi c

h i nd

g 0V er n toehe stdtementthat* t hey ar e t hus tTakksaboiithhs existédncebth e pa

anti-Jewish underground movement spreading discontent among people were starting (SNA-5).
While the murder cases of communists and Jews in the villages of Snina region — Novéa Sedlica,
Uli¢ and Kolbasov (in the late November to December 1945; 16 Jews were murdered) went almost
unnoticed in the eyes of the public. These events were attributed to illegal armed groups from the
Polish borders, or rather members of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army operating in south-eastern
Poland (Smigel, 2007).

4.2. The peak period of the anti-Jewish appearances in Slovakia

Anti-Semitism among the former resistance forces, its escalation, and particularly its climax
in the summer of 1946 is a specific episode of the issue. The persistent resentment of Jews in the
ranks of former partisans was confirmed in August 1945 by Major GS Jan Stanek (before the
pogrom in Topol¢ianky), who stated in a report to the Deputy Chairman of the Slovak National
Council (SNR) Karol Smidke that: “ | t is necessary to resolve
today's peace [...] Jews in Slovakia are enrtr
the Slovak people, who, at the time of Slovak National Uprising and unde rground activities,
brought the biggest sacrifices [...] The blood in veins of the nation boil against the Jews. They are
not the echoes of fascism or, perhaps, Hitlerism, but of the patriots who fought against the
Germans and for the destruction of Hitler ism and fascism. [...]It is therefore a danger that nation

wi || have had enough, c o n v e r($utajp 2po2t 108-1mp Ftanek thwis
indirectly warned about the “tension” in the ranks of Slovak resistance members.
Similarly, other reports of security authorities warned: “ . . . -Jeaish maad tcan be

spotted among partisans, whose origin is that most Jews, although with less merit than partisans
of Czechoslovakia or mostly without any merit for the state, have better position in both o ffices,
as well as in trade and industry. Due to this dissatisfaction more and more voices can be heard
from the ranks of partisans that they Whileitwas
stated that: * Among t he popul at iise of amifSen®itnoiyv geheralyy notidedble,
which is mainly distributed by reactive elements, but, as previously mentioned, by partisans as
well, and the cause of this is also a too seltconfident behaviour of the citizens of Jewish faith, a
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disproportio nate enrichment in short period of time, while not getting involved in constructional
and beneficial work, their disproportionate placement in public life, as well as their
di sproportionate possessi orfSNAb). companies and
In this sense, a series of attacks on Jews had been occurring from the beginning of 1946 in
Bytéa. They were attacks on Jewish homes and businesses, which — as it turned out — were
performed by two former partisans Jozef Gallo and FrantiSek Hanu$§ (SNA-7). They were
uncovered and convicted of these activities in July 1946. They justified their action during
investigation by arguing that Jews “ di d not participate in any

busi

C 0N Es

anything but business, getting r (Si§jdkeva, 20ac d53).t hus

Incidents between Jews and former partisans from Velka Lomnica (KeZmarok district) with similar
content were reported to the NB (SAL).

As the above mentioned cases (not rare) testify, the property aspect became the fundamental
cause of the increase in anti-Semitism in post-war Slovak society as the aryanised Jewish property
had still been owned by former aryanizators, or had been under national trusteeship (often former
partisans and other members of the resistance), and at the same time was the subject of interest of
the returned original owners or their relatives. Therefore, in this respect, quite logically, there
occurred very frequent clashes and conflicts. It was particularly reflected by the adoption of
restitution law no. 128/1946 Coll. of Laws and Regulations (of 16t May 1946), which became one of
the main causes of the riots in the summer of 1946 in Slovakia, when, in the beginning of August
1946, despite some security measures (as well as reports on the upcoming anti-Jewish operation
and strong anti-Jewish campaign through seditious pamphlets), riots and anti-Jewish
manifestations of ordinary members of resistance branches occurred in Bratislava and other places
of Slovakia.

The situation is very clearly described in the report of the Regional Headquarters of National

Security (OVNB) in Trnava: * Recent | vy, we can see an indignatio

among population, especially among working people. Population had not adopted this law with
enthusiasm, because many poor people will lose different furniture equipment that had, at a time,
been bought by under the Act on public auctions. This is increased by the fact that the people of
Jewish religion do not wait until a transfer regulation is attached to this Act, but are alr  eady
personally seeking a repayment of the purchased things without giving any compensation for
them. [...] After finishing the Restitution Law and its transfer regulation are made in effect, anti -
Jewi sh reprisals can be e x(BNAe8). Dapitathe clean sighats sl
also multiplying conflicts in various regions, the ruling power left the situation as it was, in a slope.

Since June 1946, anti-Jewish moods intensified on the whole territory of Slovakia. Anti-
Semitic leaflets calling for the eviction of the Jews from the country were scattered in Trnava.
Leaflets with similar themes had also appeared in KeZmarok, PreSov and Piestany. An incident
between Jews and a group of partisans took place in Humenné in July 1946. Leaflets “Jews out!”
were distributed in Nové Zamky and a group of brawlers tried to provoke anti-Jewish riots in
Trencianske Teplice at the end of July. Leaflets titled “We, the Slovak partisans, are calling!” were
distributed in Zlaté Moravce, Levice and Zvolen in the beginning of August containing ten anti-
Semitically oriented articles and ending with a greeting “Death to the fascists! Honour the
partisans! Kill him!”. At the same time, leaflets “Now or never, away with Jews!” appeared in Zilina.
There was a reasonable suspicion the mentioned activities were coordinated, since leaflets with
similar nature appeared on various location in Slovakia. An increased anti-Jewish mood among the
population was detected throughout the country (Smigel, 2011: 258-259).

It did not miss Bratislava, where small riots, incitement and spreading anti-Jewish moods
were happening almost on a daily basis from mid-July 1946. Small groups raided Jews in the city
especially in the evening. Leaflets with an appeal “Beat the Jews!” appeared lying on the streets.
These misconducts were marked by an Association of racially persecuted by fascist regime (SRP) as
the root of other anti -Jewish public demonstrat i ons, e v e(BNApY and agains it was not
far from the truth.

Given information in possession of Slovak NB clearly indicated that something larger is about
to happen and its epicentre might just be the 1t Nationwide Congress of Partisans in Slovakia
arranged on the occasion of the 2 anniversary of Slovak National Uprising (SNP), summoned in
Bratislava during the first days of August 1946. In addition, in sufficient time before the
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convention, competent government posts were sufficiently well informed about the upcoming anti-
Jewish events in Bratislava as well (Bumova, 2007: 18). Union of Slovak partisans (ZSP), which
urged its district branches and ordinary members to remain disciplined during the Congress and to
prevent the activities of “reactionary elements” regarding the Jews through internal circulars, had

also information about the upcoming anti-Jewish incidents in the city (SNA-10). At the same, the
partisan central office reported on the situation of the SRP while assuring that it had earmarked
thousand reliable partisan members who would ensure order and security to the Jewish population

in the city. However, as stated in article Journal of Jewish Religious Communities (ZNO) called
"What happened in Slovakia", which captures the overall condition before the Congress, that “ . . . i
the connection with the upcoming congress of partisans, there will be anti -Jewish demonstrations

and disturbances as every child in Slovakia already knew. Uncovered agitation was happening

on trains, at stations and in pubs. [...] Slovak security authorities and the organizers of the
Congress were made aware of the danger and pointed it themselves out in warning. Of course,

the management of the partisans not only did not have anything to do with these wrongful
incidents, but on the contrary, it worked against them. But everything [...] was half -heart ed”
(Ceskoslovensko a Izrael, 1993: 45).

Slovak security authorities undoubtedly committed a strategic error when they planned the
strictest measures for the period from the evening of August the 34 1946 till August the 5% 1946
morning, when the mass arrival of partisans was expected (on 2" and 3 August 1946 only the
General Assembly of delegates of the ZSP branches was held, numbering about 250 to 300 people,
and the public manifestation was planned on August the 4t 1946). “Surprisingly” however, 2 000 —
3 000 resistance members already arrived in Bratislava on 24 August (their overall number on the
Congress is estimated at about 15 thousand). The NB’s regional headquarters in Bratislava
therefore ordered NB stations an enhanced alert, the emergency squad of NB from Ludenec was
called, a school of NB and member of HVNB were available, patrols in the Jewish quarter were
reinforced and the local military garrison was in alert as well. SRP has set up a permanent
telephone and observational service in Jewish quarter, which immediately informed the NB in the
case of any incident occurrence. The waiting was not long and reports on incidents aimed against
Jews as well as ordinary fights and riots under the influence of alcohol had been received from
different parts of Bratislava (SNA-11).

As early as the night from 15t to 2n a burglary in the Jewish street was reported, an ambush in
a Jewish apartment happened at Kupeckého Street and the owner was insulted and robbed.
The next night hand grenades were thrown on Jewish homes; there had been several attempts by
partisans and local civilians to break into the Jewish quarter and to provoke incidents, especially
near the soup kitchen. They were, however, prevented by the members of the NB and the gathered
crowd managed to be dispersed.

On 3 August 1946 a number of incidents and constant insults of Jewish pedestrians had
been reported. A soup kitchen on Zamocka Street had been invaded and vandalized. In the
afternoon, the clusters of drunken and armed partisans and civilians (crowd reportedly increased
up to a thousand people) tried to break into the Jewish Street while shouting anti-Jewish slogans.
In the evening, however, smaller groups raided Jewish citizens and their homes (while also looting)
at more places in Bratislava.

On August the 4™ 1946, anti-Semitic slogans were being shouted again during a
manifestation assembly and celebratory march of partisans in front of the tribune for government
officials and guests. Partisans from the ZSP branches in Topol¢any, Zilina, Spisska Nova Ves and
Zlaté Moravce acted most actively in this regard. In the morning there were also some disturbances
in front of the Slovak National Theatre, mainly by the partisans from eastern Slovakia. In addition
to raiding and looting of Jewish flats and torturing their owners on 5t August 1946, an attack on a
Jewish girls’ boarding school was even ventured on Srajberova Street and a Jewish soup kitchen
was demolished again (on Zamocka Street) while several people were (some also heavily) injured.
In addition to the above mentioned events, other minor incidents, which the affected Jews did not
report to NB, happened elsewhere in Bratislava (Smigel, 2011: 259-263).

The situation in Bratislava considering the safety aspects was clearly managed poorly. In case
of larger interventions, the NB members feared more violence. According to information the
President of SRP Vojtech Winterstein had: * T h e p mides ratleer late, arresting people, but
setting them free in a short time and these people then return to assault, again. This is not a
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pogr om, no noise is hear d, no |l arge masses
The overall statistics of the disturbances were probably much greater than the declared 19 seriously
injured citizens of Bratislava (4 of the injured heavily). The number of slightly harmed had not
been found (Ceskoslovensko aIzrael, 1993: 43). 31 rioters had been detained (most of them
remained unpunished and several cases were later brushed off).

Anti-Jewish riots (in connection with the departure of partisans from Bratislava to the places
of their residence) were subsequently extended to almost the whole of Slovakia. Incidents and
turmoil took place in Nové Zamky, Zilina, Rajecké Teplice, Zbehy, Leopoldov, Nitra, Surany,
Levice, Cadca, Topol¢any, Banska Bystrica, Trnava, Komarno and Zeliezovce. Anti-Semitic leaflets
appeared again in several places in Slovakia. The total statistics of these riots were again not
quantified (NB declared only a few detainees) (Smigel, 2011: 263-264).

Two official communiqués on the events came out on the 6% August 1946. Slovak News
Agency (SAS) denied the information on the anti-Jewish riots in Slovakia (which were also received

t her

abroad) in its report: “ I n some of our and foreign newspapers

participants of the partisan congress in Bratislava were guilty of rioting and demonstrations.
Commission of the Interior officially an nounces that these reports are not based on truth but on
misconceptions and incorrect information. Participants of the Congress had not committed any
riots or demonstrations and the attempts of reactionary fascist elements to disturb the
seriousness and dignity of the course of celebration were destroyed on the spot and a dignified

progress of the f est i vThe offieial vebsiord of theeGzech NewseAgercy,v e d .

however, admitted that the riots occurred in Slovakia, but did not considered partisans to be

responsible for them, but“ bad el ements and provocateurs from t
the Hlinka Guard and the HWwlohkali p.j{tétdownasdme Bfthe pl e’ s
participants of the Congress to act violently agains tpeopl e of J ewhiledthwasmoti gi n”

supposed to remain in Bratislava, but the riots were supposed to be caused in some other smaller
towns on the occasion of the return of partisans home. Apparently after the publication of the
above mentioned, SAS had released a new report the following day, according to which the
Commission of the Interior had information that seditious leaflets of anti-Jewish and anti-state
nature had been handed out before the Congress at different places of Slovakia, and, especially, on
trains by which partisans had been arriving to Bratislava. It was happening through illegal groups

allegedly linked with foreign countries and influential groups (?), which “ have occupi ed

positions i n (Ceskeslovpnukb & Izrael, 1993:f4@-41). As suggested by the mentioned
statements, an attempt to hide the participation of resistance members on these anti-Jewish acts
was apparent.

At the initiative of Jewish organizations, the issue of anti-Jewish riots in Slovakia started to
be dealt with by the central authorities in Prague (Bumova, 2007: 18-22). On August 7" 1946, an
official commission had gone from Bratislava to Prague to discuss the situation in Slovakia with the
Ministry of Interior. Words of condemnation were raised against some of Slovak newspapers which
shaped “anti-Jewish public opinion” in Slovakia, accusations fell on security forces, but the
criticism also fell on Slovak authorities who did not condemn anti-Jewish moods clearly and did
not punish the perpetrators enough. In addition, the government authorities took the situation
reluctantly and tried to somehow get rid of the responsibility that was exaggeratedly and
calculatingly attributed to “domestic response” or to an influence from abroad, mainly Poland and
Hungary (see also: Ceskoslovensko a Izrael, 1993: 43; Mlynarik, 2005; Kmef — Ottmarova, 2010).

Anti-Semitic riots in Bratislava and manifestations in other locations in Slovakia related to
them, however, raised concerns at state authorities with regard to the upcoming celebrations of the
second anniversary of the Slovak National Uprising on the 29%* August 1946 and to reports on
upcoming nationwide pogroms against Jews in Slovakia, that resulted in the increased security
measures and transfers of several hundred State Security members from the Czech lands to
Slovakia (Pesek, 1999: 19).

At the same time, HVNB in Bratislava informed through its circular its subordinated security
structures of the Regulation by Commission of the Interior of 19t August 1946, which imposed
maintaining public order and preventing anti-Jewish manifestations in Slovakia. “Recently, there
have been some unfortunate anti-Jewish riots in Slovakia. After conducting an investigation of
individual cases, it has been found that they were always provoked by reactional elements, which
tried to bring a wave of anti -Semitism into the resistance organizations as well. Individuals
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deceived to believe in the seditious tactics and, in their blindness, not realizing the impact of their
actions when committing anti -Jewish riots, have also been found in these organizations “(SNA-12).

Subsequently, a strict attention had been ordered to the heads of the district national
committees and district administrative committees and chairmen of these offices to prevent similar
infringements of order and public security in their districts. NB members and regional security
officers were literally warned that the most stringent sanctions will be drawn if they do not
intervene decisively and energetically against any anti-Jewish, anti-state or other riots with all
seriousness. The Commission of the Interior ordered all the officials of the resistance organization
branches in Slovakia to make an effort to suppress any spread of anti-Semitism among its own
membership base at an early stage (SNA-12).

The Commission of the Interior issued a special "security" circular to celebrate the SNP on
the 215t August 1946. It strongly appealed to the local government components (ONV and MNV),
the structures of NB and the regional security departments and, ultimately, the resistance
organizations and trade unions to maintain the celebrations of the SNP dignified (SABB-Z).
Celebrations of the second anniversary of the SNP in Slovakia ultimately bypassed without major
incidents (anti-Jewish moods were expressed mainly in the form of leaflets).

Anti-Semitic manifestations in Bratislava, which subsequently spread to several cities in
Slovakia, can be considered a culminating point of the issue. The significance of these events lay in
the fact that the overall political direction of the Slovak national representation had begun to take
different direction while dealing with the issue of “the Jewish problem”. While after the events in
Topol¢any (September 1945), the Government considered the accelerated passing of Restitution
Law, it now announced that the law would not be carried out in Slovakia until instructions would
be issued to its design. The anti-Jewish act of resistance members thus achieved its effect and,
clearly, there was a concession, just not in favour of Jews (see also: Krejcova, 1993: 169). The effort
to maintain the status quo, however, rightly mobilized the leaders of Jewish organizations in
Slovakia and in the Czech lands. On 11t September 1946, the representatives of the SRP and the
Central Union of the ZNO handed a “Memorandum on the Jewish Question”, which declared the
problem of the Jewish minority in Slovakia, over to the Office of the President of the Republic.
It mainly focused on the issues of the safety of the community and the restitution of Jewish
property (SNA-13). However, no shift in the solution of the Jewish question occurred in fact or,
better, the waiting game of the governmental authorities brought “fruits” in a form of changing
Jewish names of the Jewish citizens to Slovak, a mass internal migration of Jews (from villages to
urban environment, from Slovakia to the Czech Lands) and their emigration from Czechoslovakia
(to eastern Europe, overseas, Palestine, or Israel).

4.3. The period of lingering anti-Semitism

By the end of year 1946 and during 1947 anti-Semitic manifestations reached another level
related to process taking place at the National Court in Bratislava with former Slovak State
president Jozef Tiso. It was obvious that course of proceedings together with handing down a death
sentence were politically motivated and, of course, the ,real” culprit was a thorn in the side of
supporters and followers of the former regime and J. Tiso personality, seeing him anywhere and in
anybody. Often uncritically and regarding previous facts (i.e. solution of the Jewish question
during the existence of the Slovak State 1939 — 1945) he was found in many cases in the Jews,
alternatively in cooperation of the Jews with the Czechs or the communists (Sigjakova — Smigel,
2008: 216).

During years 1946 — 1947, antisemitism became one of the quite important points within
power-political struggle between the Communist Party of Slovakia (KSS) and the Democratic Party
(DS). Although both political parties have officially condemned any form of antisemitism, they
have accused each other of direct responsibility for it. This was not rare in the press as well, it
gradually published clear anti-Semitic statements of representatives of these parties. Involving of
this question in power-political conflict between KSS and DS (as one of demagogic means of
gradual discrediting of DS in years 1946 — 1947 in internal politics sphere) has even deepened the
crisis between Jewishness and majority society and shifted it from lower class to position of
political perception. At the same time, a phenomenon of so-called Jewish Bolshevism came alive
due to which political orientation shifted ,to the left“. These tendencies appeared particularly in the
major part of the Jewish citizens who acted in this way not only under the influence of resistance
activites during the former regime but they also regarded orientation on the Communist Party as
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guarantee against possible repeating of fascist practice and ,progressive internacionalism
(sobering up from these illusions came soon) (compare: Salner, 2008: 58-62). As historian Ivica
Bumovi stated: , Jews with their effort t o reach ci
internal -political conflicts and struggle for power “ (Bumova, 2007: 16).

Generally speaking, the Czechoslovak government and other authorities at a higher state level
formally condemned any anti-Semitic attacks on Jewish citizens and advocated for their severe
punishment (as indicated by a number of contemporary regulations and circulars) (SNA-14).
Despite the increased security measures in this issue, the mere situation had been soothing too
slowly, as illustrated by other anti-Semitic acts even with the participation of military members (for
example in Michalovce in mid-September 1946) (Vychodoslovenska pravda, 1946: 1) and resistance
components (in Bytca (see also: SiSjakova, 2006: 154-155) and Bardejov (SNA-15) during the
second half of 1946 and in 1947). After all, other anti-Jewish riots in Bratislava in August 1948 —
though not so extensive as in August 1946 — are the clear testimony of that.

These had roots in rather banal reason, however, they indicated persisting anti-Semitic
tendencies in the country even after the change of the regime, including Bratislava. The case had
started on a marketplace in the early morning on 20™ August 1948 where two women had an
argument — Jewess and pregnant Slovak. The conflict allegedly started due to jumping the queue
of Jewess Alica Frankova in stand with apples, where pregnant Slovak woman accused a clerk that
»she gives goods more promptly to stinky Jewesses®. Frankova answered Prasilova ,You guard,
SS, we are not in year 1942 anymore, these times when the Jews were treated this way are
g 0 n eWohen laced into each other and other standing Bratislava women shouted ,Beat that
stinky Jewess up, beat her” and ,Jewess is beating pregnant woman!“ (SNA-16). Although this
clash was quickly suppressed after market watchman intervention (later with members of Security)
it had caught attention of curious people from the whole market and people had spread news that
Jewess beat Christian woman who immediately had a misscarriage and fought for her life in
a hospital.

Angry mob (cca 600 persons) supposed that the Sbor narodni bezpec¢nosti (SNB) protects
guilty Jewess and blocked activity of SNB members, shouting anti-Semitic mottos. Attacked and
injured were also other Jewesses from the market who had to be protected by order services. Then
the mass of protesters moved in front of Bratislava City Hall and near the streets (the number of
persons increased to 1300) that could not have been prevented by afew SNB guards.
Demonstrators tempestuously shouted ,Down with Jews“, ,Kill Jews®, ,,We had not fight for Jews®,
~Jews to Palestine“ etc. Agitators spread entirely mindless news about the pregnant Slovak woman
which had caused even bigger antisemitism and increased number of demonstrators. Only when
more Security members with LtCol Sedmik arrived about 1 p.m., it was possible to push
demonstrators out of Primate’s Square into sideways streets (rocks, apples and tomatoes had been
throwing from the crowd shouting mottos ,,Ugh, SNB protects Jews®, Shame on SNB“ etc.) and
gradually separated them (22 persons were placed in detention by Security) (SNA-17).

Morning anti-Semitic demonstration had a strong response in ranks of Bratislava citizens.
After 4 p.m., groups of citizens discussing previous events began assemble, about 100 persons,
mostly women shouting anti-Semitic mottos, assembled near the marketplace. Although these
manifestations had also been pacified and a strict emergency of SNB divisions was ordered,
incidents intensified and continued until late night hours. After 8 p.m. the Security had been
pacifying about 600 demonstrators at the Stalin Square, however, at that time other groups on
Kapucinska, Zidovska, Zamocka, Sulekova and Panensk4 Street and on Palisady were formed,
shouting anti-Semitic mottos, breaking windows (estimated at hundreds of windows) in Jewish
houses and buildings. Persons of Jewish religion had been attacked in some places. There
happened a demolition of Jewish canteen on Zamocka Street, throwing bricks into windows of
Jewish hospital on Sulekova Street, demolition of offices and show windows of Jewish trade
company in Suché Myto and breaking windows in some Jewish institutions — Jewish old people’s
house and a building of Jewish society of girls‘ orphans on Markovi¢ova and Podjavorinska Street.
According to information by the Security, it was mostly young people, students, workers and a lot
of women that participated in night riots (another 15 persons were arrested) (SNA-18; SNA-19).

Attempt to provoke anti-Semitic demonstration took place the following day, on 215t August
1948 when several hundreds of citizens spreading anti-Semitic appeals assembled in morning
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hours in front of marketplace on the Stalin Square. This manifestation was (contrary to previous
day) quickly eliminated by strict intervention of the Security (SNA-20).

Slovak Jewish organisations characterized Bratislava events during 20t — 215t August 1948 as
an ,act of fascism“ which ,is absolutely not suppressed in Slovakia and supposed to be strong

enough to develop into an att ack satgbteimosent (e pl e’ s

20). Political elites and government adopted similar rhetoric and the incident was evaluated as
a political attack against themselves (i.e. anti-state character), not as an act followed from
antisemitism in society (Sisjakova, 2010: 44-47; see also: Balaz, 2010: 44-47). In contrary to stated
announcements, the Country Headquarter SNB in Bratislava declared that the cause of riots is
persisting anti-Semitic atmosphere in the city. More specifically, the issue was characteristic
negatives reproached the Jews in first post-war years in other places in Slovakia as well, i.e.
inadequately huge percentage of representation of Jews in offices, national companies and well
paid posts; demonstration of material sufficiency (the way of dressing, wearing jewellery, sitting in
cafes, using of recreation etc.); demanding priority rights in several spheres (as it was in Bratislava
marketplace); absence from honest working, black marketeer affairs etc. ,, And what is the most
important, even today they speak Hungarian or languages of other western n ations and
generally symphatize with the West, where a lot of them goes. Learning English is a common
thing for them . [...] Thus it may be said that the incident which happened on 20 * August 1948 on
marketplace in Bratislava had not began from some violen t racial hatred to citizens of Jewish
origin. Its roots are in some presumption and feeling of exploitation of majority of citizens with
adequate living standard of the working, minority of citizens with higher living standard and
those who does not work, a t | east n o tFinaliyh thes Gountryt Hexdquarter SNB in
Bratislava also warned of other incidents (SNA-21).

During riots in Bratislava and shortly after them (in the process of investigation), there were
about 130 persons in detention and 40 out of them sentenced and sent to work camps in Ilava and
Ticha Dolina — RuZomberok district (others got smaller punishments) (SNA-22; SNA-23). There
also came to purge among members of Bratislava Regional and District Headquarter of SNB and
some city stations (accused of inconsequent doing official duties). Some of commanding staff was
suspended, part of the members of the Security punished by redeployment and some of them
(according to documents — twenty six ) were brought a charge (SNA-24; SNA-25).

5. Conclusion

The post-war anti-Semitism undoubtedly emerged or grew out of Holocaust and several years
of anti-Jewish propaganda in Slovakia (1939 — 1945), immediate war as well as post-war
experiences, although it is impossible to neglect also the older “traditional” anti-Jewish attitudes of
Slovak population (already present in the time of the interwar Czechoslovakia and Hungarian
period of History). As the main reasons of the growing anti-Semitism in Slovakia (1939 — 1945) we
can consider the Jewish efforts to their reintegration into civil society and issues of rehabilitation
and of property rights — concerning former Jewish property, which was still in the hands of the
former “arizators”, citizens (of lower social classes as well) or under national administration
(paradoxically, often as a reward for participating in the resistance) (Jelinek, 2009: 377) — closely
related to them and delays in the issue of its restitution. It subsequently unwound questioning of
Jewish participation in the SNP, the state-national reliability and verification of participation in the
Germanization and Magyarization as well as fear of inflow of Jews from abroad and so on. After all,
the inaction of state administration representatives, “benevolent” penalties and mostly vague
attitude and inconsistent approach of political leaders of the Republic on the issue (support of
Jewish organizations and Jewish refugees versus the issue of restitution, contradictory statements
and expressions) did not contribute to the normalization of relations. An unmistakable feature of
the tensions between Jewish and non-Jewish population was also the condition of the post-war
society in Slovakia itself, not excluding the Jews. Anti-Semitic motives, which eventually resulted in
many cases in racially motivated attacks were primarily purely personal or, rather, primarily
economically and socially conditioned. So a “culprit” and “problem” often became a person who
was somehow different, which in some cases was true on both sides, and it was no longer only
about the individuals, but the community as a whole.

Growing anti-Semitism in Slovak society, including the resistance forces, during the first
years after World War II, was a reflection of social climate and the actual social situation in the
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country, experiencing moral crisis and the effects of post-war psychosis. Compared to other
population strata, the resistance forces in Slovakia were a relevant factor and had “stronger voice”,
which, so to speak, was not possible to overhear or ignore. Although anti-Jewish attitudes of Slovak
resistance members are not possible to generalize (certainly there were many who rejected anti-
Semitism and did not identify with it), they were still eloquent enough and had strong political
undertone. They broadcasted a clear message retroactively demonstrating the social environment
in Slovakia during the period of “common people’s anti-Semitism” (1945 — 1948), which was
subsequently — in late 40s and 50s — replaced by a period of “political anti-Semitism” (1949 —
1953). In other words — antisemitism in Slovakia did not disappeared after the change of regime in
February 1948, however, its form has been altered to some extent. Many cases were withheld,
became ,,open secret or exemplary presented in political processes in the 50’s (,,Czechoslovak
Rajko“ chasing, process with Rudolf Slansky and ,bourgeois nationalists“). As a result,
antisemitism has been transformed into the form of “condemnation of Zionism, Cosmopolitism”
and its supporters (see also: Sromovsky, 2015).

Postwar common people’s antisemitism was also one of important factors influencing the
decision of the major part of Slovak Jewish citizens to emigrate from the country. Under the
influence of at that time still positive international situation and hidden (but active) support of
Czechoslovak offices, the major part of the Jews left (mainly in 1948 and at the beginning of 1949)
Slovakia, emigrating mainly to Israel and western countries, i.e. overseas (see also: Jankech, 2015).
Gradual assimilation, fear of own identity and not very happy future in totalitarian state waited for
those who decided to stay from any reasons.
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Abstract

In Slovakia, the concept of ethnicity was historically tied to two fundamental population
attributes — language and community membership. While the statistical practice of the second half
of 19th century and the first two decades of the 20th century favored language as the primary
criterion for determing a person’s ethnicity, Czechoslovak statisticians assigned a larger role to a
person’s self-reported membership in a community. The two characteristics of the ethnic
composition of the country — the former objective, the latter subjective — were among the most
contentious subjects of debate in the preparatory meetings of every census commission. This paper
examines some of the logistical and methodological issues related to the issue of ethnicity and
language that the census commissions in three censuses: 1919, 1921 and 1930 were confronted
with, seeking to place them in a large historical and geographical context.

Keywords: Czechoslovakia, Slovakia, ethnicity, language, censuses, 1919—1930.

1. Introduction

Population censuses constitute a valuable source of knowledge to any historian as they
capture a snapshot of the population and its characteristics at a point in time and space.
The quantitative data they provide is invaluable in offering more insight into the society and its
development, putting a human face on it and offering a platform for estimates, interpretations and
contextual valuations of the society’s many facets relating to its structure, reproductive behavior
and various social processes. In Slovak history, such sources of data are available from the 15t
century onwards. In the oldest censuses, the primary goal was to create a regional or local tax payer
registry which was then later supplemented with muster rolls. This was reflected in the nature of
the data collected, and thus the earliest surveys only collected the total numbers of tax-paying units
(e.g. farmholds) and later names of heads of households on which the tax would be levied, muster
rolls expanded its focus on the male population as a whole, recording their age, but also
employment status. The 18t century sees a qualitative shift in the way population data is collected
when the Regnicolaris census (Acsady, 1896) surveyed the actual number of taxpayers and thus set
the stage for the first realistic estimates of the population size in the Kingdom of Hungary and thus
Slovakia as well. The end of the 18t century then marks the first general population census ordered
by Joseph II to assess the military potential of the country (Thirring, 1938; Acsadi, 1957). The next
shift in population surveys takes place in the early years of the second half of the 19t century
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(1850/1851 and 1857) with the so-called Bach censuses which for the first time in the Kingdom’s
history seek to gather data that would be useful in the administration of the country (Az 1850...
1993; Hiredetés... 1856; Mikusova, 2014). The first truly modern census which collected data for
the purposes of public administration and scholarly enquiry and which affected the territory of
modern-day Slovakia took place in 1869. This census also marks the beginning of the practice of
conducting decennial censuses that survived the Austro-Hungarian Empire and continued largely
unchanged in its successor states, including Czechoslovakia. And finally, in terms of the types of
data collected, the 1880 census marks another important milestone: while the previous censuses
did not collect comprehensive data on ethnicity (at most, local surveys would record which
language was predominantly used in which settlements), the 1880 census was the first to ask the
respondents about their native language. In this paper, we examine how this practice (which
continued unchanged until the last census conducted in the Kingdom of Hungary in 1910) affected
the way ethnicity was conceptualized in the censuses conducted in Czechoslovakia before World
War I1.

2. Data and Methods
The main primary sources are archival sources of Slovak and Czech state archives and their
historical analysis.

3. Discussion and Results

3.1. Creation of a new statistical service in Czechoslovakia

As a product of the break up of Austria-Hungary, Czechoslovakia incorporated territory from
both constituent parts of the Empire with all their differences and idiosyncracies which included
among other things legislation and public administration (Tisliar, 2013a: 9), but also different
population trends which came about as a result of the different population climate in both parts of
the Empire (Tisliar 2013b).

The first steps towards the creation of a statistical service in Czechoslovakia were taken in the
immediate aftermath of the new country’s formation using the rich tradition of Austro-Hungarian
statistics. But even here, there were significant differences between the constituent parts of
Czechoslovakia which continued to shape the way statistics and population research were managed
in Czechoslovakia as a whole.

In Slovakia, the dissolution of the Empire and the formation of a new nation and its
administration created a void where a centralized statistical agency would be. In the western part of
Czechoslovakia, however, the former National Statistical Office of the Kingdom of Bohemia
(Zemska statisticka kancelar kralovstvi Ceského) (NACR-1) continued its work by transforming
into the new nation-wide State Statistics Bureau of the Czechoslovak Republic (Statny trad
Statisticky Ceskoslovenskej republiky) in early 1919 (Tisliar, 2009: 8-9; NACR-3). This new agency
began to issue directives governing the collection, analysis and publication of statistical data on the
territory of the new nation. As such, it not only acted as an arm of the government by organizing
censuses, analyzing their data obtained in them and converting them into information vital for the
administration of the country, but it should also be viewed through the scientific work and
scholarly contribution of its individual members and associates. This included not only population
statistics, but also statistics relating to nearly all facets of public life, especially economy, social
affairs and public administration. In addition to providing a framework for the day to day activities
of the statistical service, one of the major roles of the Czechoslovak State Statistical Administration
was to conduct the decennial censuses, process and publish the census data and provide expert
input during the creation of statistica legislation and statistical terminology.

As a successor to the National Statistical Office of the Kingdom of Bohemia, the new
Czechoslovak statistical administration was founded on the rich tradition of Austrian statistics, but
faced with the challenges resulting from the incorporation of the territory of Slovakia and
Subcarpathian Ruthenia, it was compelled to introduce compromise statistical procedures and
methods, in order to facilitate temporal and spatial comparability of data obtained in the eastern
parts of the country before 1918. This simple fact ultimately came to play a large role in the
methodological decisions made during the preparatory phases of each census, especially when it
comes to the way ethnicity would be surveyed and analyzed.
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Said population census were the largest undertakings in the pre-WWII existence of the
Czechoslovak State Statistical Administration. In practical terms, they were intimately tied with the
public administration of the country and its large apparatus which was employed in the collection
of the data in the field. During the interwar period, two regular nation-wide censuses were
conducted in 1921 and 1930 which continued the decennial censuses introduced in by the Austro-
Hungarian statistical practice. In Slovakia, two additional census took place in the same period
(in 1919 and 1938) without the direct involvement of the State Statistical Administration. Both
were conducted by the country’s administration, the Czechoslovak Ministry Plenipotentiary for the
Administration of Slovakia in 1919 and by the Ministry of the Interior of the Slovak Region in 1938
(Tisliar, 2014).

3.2. The extraordinary Srobar census of 1919 in Slovakia and its lessons on
ethnic survey

The incorporation of Slovakia into the newly formed Czechoslovak Republic was far from a
one-time straightforward administrative affair and at one point, it involved military action and
international assistance. To the Hungarian political elite, the break-up of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire, especially its Hungarian part, resulting from the loss in The Great War was first and
foremost a national tragedy. The outcome of The Great War was to be formalized during the Paris
Peace Conference in 1919 which was to provide the international guarantees for the new order in
Europe. It was that conference that prompted the Slovak political leadership to map the ethnic
make-up of Slovakia and use those data to improve the position of Czechoslovakia at the
negotiation table in Paris (SNA-1; NACR-4). The Czechoslovak government agreed and Vavro
Srobar as the Minister Plenipotentiary for the Administration of Slovakia was tasked with the
practical realization of the idea which resulted in the extraordinary census of 1919 that would then
bear his name (Tisliar, 2007).

The first stage of the preparatory work was guided by Josef Mréz, an employee of what what
was then still the National Statistical Office of the Kingdom of Bohemia who was assigned to the
preparatory committee in Zilina as an advisor (NACR-2; NACR-4; NACR-5). The committee began
meeting in January 1919 and, understandably, the issue of ethnicity and how it was to be surveyed
played the most prominent role in the discussions (SNA-2; NACR-4). Much was said on the subject
of what ethnicity is, what the principles of surveying ethnicity should be and how to conceptualize
ethnicity as one of the population characteristics. Ultimately, the committee focused on two ways in
which ethnicity could be surveyed. The first of them was a person’s native language which was a
category used in the Hungarian censuses since 1880 and adopting it would enable a historical
comparison. In fact, the first draft of the census questionnaire that Vavro Srobar sent to the
ministerial committee in Prague in December 1918 for approval did contain this question (SNA-1;
NACR-2). However, in subsequent meetings of the preparatory committee in Zilina, a decision was
made not to collect data on native language. It had been pointed out that the instructions for
census takers in the last Hungarian census of 1910 defined a ‘native language’ as not only the
language a person reports as their native or preferred (spoken at home), but also allowed for
scenarios where a child spoke a language different from the one spoken by their mother, such as a
language typically acquired at school (SNA-2; NACR-2; NACR-4). This was naturally unacceptable
for the purposes of the census. The committee concluded that this way of surveying language use
resulted in the artificial statistical increase in the total number for the Magyar ethnic group in the
territory of Slovakia, since the Magyar language was not only the official language of the Kingdom
of Hungary, but also the primary education vehicle. As such, the language use / ethnicity data
collected in the 1910 census and the way they were collected were both deemed utterly useless.
The preparatory committee therefore decided to use self-identification as the foundation for the
survey of the ethnic make-up of Slovakia.

In general terms, ‘ethnicity’ was defined as free and direct identification based on the
personal conviction of the respondent, much in the same way religious data had been collected in
previous Hungarian censuses (SNA-2).

In strict methodological terms, the 1919 instructions for census takers defined ethnicity as
“an ethnic and political conviction of mentally sane individuals aged 15 years or more based on
tribal affiliation with a specific nation state or ethnic group” (SAK-1; SAB-1; SNA-2; NACR-2).
Since Slovakia was home to a large Jewish community, the question arose as to whether they
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should be given the option of self-identifying as members of a Jewish nation. Ultimately, the
conclusion was made that no one could be prevented from self-identifying as such, as long as this is
the person’s true personal conviction (SNA-2). However, the instructions for census takers did not
directly metion the Jewish ethnic group as an option (SAK-1; SAB-2; SNA-2). This was because the
preparatory committee decided not to include it in the list of official (or ‘recommended’) ethnic
groups, only to allow it as a write-in option when the respondent selected “other ethnic group ”.
When filling out the questionnaire, the respondent had the option of identifying as a member of
one of the “special ethnic groups” or selecting “other ethnic group ” (SNA-2). The “special ethnic
groups” only included the major ethnic groups: Slovak and Czech (a single column under the
heading ‘Czechoslovak’), German, Hungarian and Ruthenian (SAK-1; SAB-1; SNA-2; NACR-2;
NACR-4). The broad category “other ethnic group ” was defined as comprising all ethnic groups
excluding the four above. When this option was selected, the respondent was required to write the
specific ethnic group (either in full or using an abbreviation) in the space provided.

The instructions on how to collect ethnicity data provided to the censuse takers in 1919 were
far from clear. This affected various categories of respondents, such as children, i.e. all persons
aged 14 and younger. Their ethnicity was to be determined based on the ethnicity of their parents
or, in case of orphans, the ethnicity their parents would “most likely ” (!) have self-identified as had
they been alive (SAK-1; SAB-1; SNA-2; NACR-2). Making matters worse, the instructions failed to
consider a quite common scenario where both parents identified with different ethnic groups.
The questionnaires show that in the majority of such cases, the children were assigned ethnicity
based on their father, but it is also quite common to see them included in the same ethnic group as
their mother (SAN-1). And finally, there was the issue of mentally challenged persons where the
census takers were advised to determine (!) their ethnicity based on the language they spoke (SAK-
1; SAB-1; SNA-2) while disregarding the opinion of their caretaker. All of this naturally raises a
number of questions and issues, especially about the reliability and quality of the collected data.

In spite of all the efforts and planning on the part of the administration, they did not succeed
in conducting the census at the originally planned date in March 1919. This delay was caused by the
political upheavals related to the proclamation of the Slovak Soviet Republic, but also by errors
made during the preparatory and methodological phases (NACR-4; SNA-2). Not only did printing
the requisite number of census questionnaires turn out to be more difficult than envisioned, but it
was also equally difficult to find and train a sufficient number of census takers. The actual census
had to be postponed and due to the lack of trained census takers (a number of whom had to be
recruited from the Czech parts of Czechoslovakia), in some areas, data collection continued well
into December of 1919 (Mraz, 1921: 23; NACR-6). This was one of the reasons why the data from
the census was never used by the Czechoslovak delegation at the Paris peace talks.

The data on the ethnic make-up of Slovakia was then made public after a long delay in 1921 in
the topographic settlements lexicon published by the Ministry Plenipotentiary for the
Administration of Slovakia (Soznam miest..., 1920). However, only the data sets for the four special
ethnic groups (Czechoslovak, German, Hungarian and Ruthenian) and for the ‘other ethnic groups’
category were published. Interestingly, the latter mostly included persons who identified as
members of the Jewish nation, as Vavro Srobar himself pointed out on October 14, 1919, at which
time the final results had not yet been tabulated (NACR-6).

The nascent Czechoslovak statistical service took a great amount of interest in the 1919
census, both its preparation and data collection, as well as its practical aspects like questionnaire
design. The Statistics Bureau saw the Srobar census as both a valuable source of data on the
population of Slovakia and as a trial run of sorts for the first regular census planned for the final
months of 1920. This was doubly true of the ethnic make-up of the country and so beginning in
September 1919, the Statistics Bureau began to demand that the Ministry of the Interior and the
Office of the Prime Minister ensure that the Slovak administration send them all materials relating
to the census, especially the questionnaires and the records documenting the entire preparatory
phase and the process of data collection.

The Office of the Prime Minister forwarded those requests to the Minister Plenipotentiary on
November 13, 1919, but his office did not respond. For the Minister Plenipotentiary, the goal of
the census was not only to collect data (first preliminary and then comprehensive) on the ethnic
make-up of Slovakia, but also to compile an official lexicon of settlements for the territory of
Slovakia, the absence of which was felt to be one of the major problems facing the new
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administration. For this reason, the Minister Plenipotentiary agreed with the proposal to combine
the creation of such a registry with the 1919 census data (Tisliar, 2015) even though in early 1919,
one of the departments had already started working on a lexicon of settlements, ultimately
published in 1920, which would come to be known by the name of his editor-in-chief as the Bezdék
settlement survey (Bezd€k, 1920). The reason for these duplicate efforts can most likely be found in
the simple fact that the 1919 census was a costly affair, both in financial as well as in logistical and
material terms, but due to the significant delays in its execution, the data it provided became all but
unusable.

In the fall of 1920, the Statistics Bureau once again requested that it be sent the census
materials in order to use them and the experience gained during the upcoming nation-wide census,
but the more the Slovak administration tarried, the less usable and relevant these materials became
(NACR-7). The Statistics Bureau finally managed to acquire the basic documentation, but the
Slovak administration was not able to provide the full set of material, including the questionnaires,
until early 1923 (NACR-8). This was to be used after processing and analysis for the purposes of
comparison, but this never came to be. After nearly three decades, all the material was — largely
thanks to no interest on the part of the Slovak administration — scrapped and recycled in 1950
(NACR-9).

3.3 The ethnic survey in the 1921 census

As the first regularly schedule population census designed to continue the Austro-Hungarian
practice of decennial censuses, the nation-wide 1921 census, originally planned for the end of 1920,
was much more detailed than the extraordinary census of 1919 (NACR-10). It sought to survey the
entire territory of Czechoslovakia and as such, it was managed by the Statistics Bureau and
authorized by appropriate legislation. The government originally planned to establish a five-year
cycle of follow-up censuses, but this proved to be unrealistic largely for financial reasons (Sprocha,
Tisliar, 2009: 12; C-SDPL-2). The Statistics Bureau would also go on to process and analyze the
collected data and publish them in detail in a series of volumes of the editon Ce s k os| ovens |
statistika (Ceskoslovenska statistika, No. 9, 22, 23 a 37). All these efforts were spearheaded by the
eminent statistician and demographer Antonin Boh4¢ (NACR-11) who was also the first to publish a
detailed evaluation of the census and its results (Boh4c, 1924).

Originally, the Statistics Bureau considered not including the territory of Slovakia in the
census and using thevdata collected in the 1919 extraordinary census. In the end, however, those
who considered the Srobar census data incomplete and insufficient prevailed and ensured that
Slovakia would be covered by the 1921 census. One of the key arguments here that swayed the
general opinion was the lack of data on the economic activity of the population which the Srobar
census did not collect in any form.

The ethnic survey in the census of February 15t 1921 assumed ethnicity to be a tribal
affiliation, with the native language as a common outward sign thereof (NACR-11), whereby the
official methodology strictly forbade the indentification of tribal affiliation with territory. The only
exception to this definition was the Jewish population of Czechoslovakia which was not defined as
tied to either language or membership in a religious community or any other outward
manifestation of said affiliation. This definition was the result of a vote taken by the State
Statistical Council, a political body charged with outlining the major methodological aspects of the
census. It passed by a single vote, 8 to 7, and would become a source of tensions especially in the
western-most parts of Czechoslovakia which was inhabited by a large German minority (Bohac,
1930: 3; NACR-12).

Originally, there were two proposal for the definition of ethnicity. The first one, tabled by the
representatives of the Statistics Bureau on the Stater Statistics Council, sought to use a person’s
native language as the primary sign of their ethnicity in an effort to implement a more objective
criterion for the ethnic survey of the country. The aforementioned Antonin Bohag, as the leader in
the field of population studies and the person behind the methodology of the interwar censuses in
the Czechoslovakia, was the primary proponent of this proposal, as was Jan Auerhan, the director
of the Czechoslovak State Statistics Bureau (NACR-11). The other proposal favored direct self-
identification as the main criterion in determining the persons ethnicity. Despite the actual
wording of the definition (which was the result of a compromise), it was the latter proposal that
finally prevailed and a person’s native language was not used to directly determine their ethnicity.
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An alternative proposal to collect data on both ethnicity and native language did not gain much
currency (Boh&¢, 1930: 4). The position that the Slovak members of the Population Statistics
Subcommittee of the State Statistical Council took is particularly interesting: they supported the
first proposal, i.e. native language as the primary criterion in determing membership in an ethnic
group (NACR-13). The surviving records indicate that preferred native language as an objective
criterion over self-identification “for specifically Slovak national and political reasons ”. One can
only assume that this was due to the experience with the 1919 census, the issue of fluidity in ethnic
and national self-identification (see below) and the possibility of misuse of the census for political
manipulation.

The issue of ethnic survey was an international problem which individual nations approached
in different ways, from the total denial of the existence of any minorities to more enlightened
attempts to find reliable subjective and objective criteria which were then occasionally swapped
during individual population censuses. The first International Statistical Congress in Brussels in
1853 devoted some time to the question and recommend that a person’s main or home language be
used as a facultative criterion in the survey of a nation’s ethnic make-up. At the 1872 Congress in
Saint Petersburg, the issue was raised again and three members were tasked with the preparation
of written opinions on the issue. All three were from Austria-Hungary, a noted multiethnic state
where the question of surveying the ethnic composition was a fundamental issue in everyday
statistical practice. Ignaz Eduard Glatter of the Statistical Bureau in Vienna viewed ethnicity from
the racial (i.e. biological) standpoint and recommended the use of physical and mental attributes
for the purposes of surveying ethnicity. Adolph Ficker favored the native or main language as the
primary outward sign of membership in an ethnic group arguing that there exist no objective signs
thereof. And finally, Karoly Keleti, a prominent Hungarian statistician, outlined his view of
ethnicity as a form of group consciousness and sense of belonging to a community based on shared
history and shared interests. Keleti himself, however, denied the existence of any outward signs of
ethnicity and therefore recommended not surveying it at all. The Saint Petersburg Congress thus
ultimately only confirmed the recommendations of the Brussels Congress and so for much of the
rest of the 19t century, language remained the primary data point in all population censuses.
In most countries except Austria and Belgium, a person’s native language was considered an
objective outward sign of their ethnicity where it was defined quite straightforwardly as the
language the child learned from their mother or their family. The only exception, as noted above,
was Hungary, where in addition to this common-sense definition, the statistical practice allowed a
scenario where a language which child had learned in kindergarten or at school and which was
different from that learned from their mother or spoken at home was recorded as the child’s native
language. This is was a blatant attempt by the Magyar political leadership to artificially inflate the
numbers of speakers of Magyar and thus the population numbers of the Magyar ethnic group
(Holec, 2010).

Austria and Belgium remained the only countries where main language, i.e. the language
most often used in the contact with other people or the language of the community a person lived
in (langue parlé ero b ¢ o v a c in Slgvakzoptkmporary parlance), rather than native language
was used as the primary data point. A person’s native language was viewed as a personal attribute,
whereas main language was considered an attribute of communities or social groups (NACR-13).
In Austria, this data was then used as a basis for the analysis of the ethnic composition of the
country.

One major argument against surveying ethnicity directly is the vagueness of the concept itself
and the answers to the question in the questionnaire and the related fluidity of self-identification
where a person might claim to be a member of one ethnic group in one census, but identify as a
member of a different group in the next. The first country which collected data on both ethnicity
and language was Bulgarian in 1900. However, as Bohac notes, that in Bulgaria, ethnicity was not a
national and political concept, but rather an ethnographic one and, interestingly, the results for
both categories differed only minimally. In the interwar period, both language and ethnicity war
surveyed in Russia, Latvia and Poland with the ethnicity considered a national and political
category. Along with Lithuania, Czechoslovakia thus remained one of the two countries which only
surveyed ethnicity.

During the preparation of the 1921 census, one of the major issues that arose in connection
with the ethnic survey of the country was the absence of a clear definition of the crucial terms such
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» «

as “néd r & (nation”, “ethnic group”) and “n & r o d”’r(“etknfcity”, but also “ethnic minority”),* but
a lack of a clear and binding definition of what a language is in terms of applicable legislation.
The 1920 Constitution guaranteed all citizens the right to self-identify as a member of an ethnic
group regardless of race, language or religion (C-SDPL-3). However, the Language Act of 1920 which
established the conditions for the use minority languages in Czechoslovakia did not differentiate
between languages and ethnic groups when it established an ethnic threshold for the use of a
minority language in government business in a particular locality (C-SDPL-4). In this context, Boha¢
also notes the Opinion no. 109 of the Supreme Administrative Court of the Czechoslovak Republic
dated January 7% 1925 which confirms that the Language Act explicitly uses membership in a
language community and membership in an ethnic group as synonyms (NACR-11).

Immediately after the State Statistical Council voted to use self-identification as the primary
criterion for a person’s membership in an ethnic group in the 1921 census, several members of the
Population Statistics Subcommittee protested and on October 8t 1920 they filed a written petition
objecting to the decision not to use a strictly linguistic criterion (NACR-13). They argued that the
adopted solution would lead to problems when using the census data in connection with the
administration’s rights and duties as set forth by the Language Act. Additionally, they used the 1919
census which also used self-identification when surveying ethnicity as an example of possible
political manipulation. Pointing out that the Language Act required a detailed linguistic survey of
the country, they also considered the concept of a Jewish ethnic group a seriously flawed one.
And while their concerns regarding the execution of the government’s duties under the Language
Act were ultimately proven to be unfounded, the protesters were certainly correct when it comes to
the Jewish ethnic group which, after all, did not conform to the definition of an ethnic group by
either of the two sets of criteria.

The apparent paradox disappears when we view the issue of the Jewish minority through the
prism of the ethnic policy of the Czechoslovak government. By giving Czechoslovakia’s Jews the
option of self-identifying as members of the Jewish nation, the government created a transparent
and legal way of reducing the numbers for the two largest ethnic minorities, the Germans and the
Magyars, since the previous censuses conducted by Austrian and Hungarian statisticians had
consistently shown that the Jewish population of Austria-Hungary spoke either German or Magyar.
Whether this made sense is an open question — after all, it is just as likely that in the same
censuses, those who were recorded as speaking German and Hungarian (and thus counted as
members of those ethnic groups) were actually Jews and would now self-identify as such. This,
however, could be determined from the actual census data.

All of this clearly shows one of major problems with the first regular nation-wide census
conducted by the Czechoslovak government in 1921: an almost crippling inability to agree on clear
rules. Consequently, the definition of ethnicity which was intended to be a compromise between
two competing factions actually turned out to favor one of them, the one that preferred native
language as a determining outward sign of ethnicity. This is evidenced by the census questionnaire
where the ethnicity column bore the title “ethnicity (native language) > (“n d&r odnost (
jazyk)”). On the other hand, the vote taken by the State Statistical Council said otherwise and,
more importantly, the instructions for census takers and in the government decree which governed
the 1920 census both of which implemented said vote contained a number of rules which made it
clear that self-identification, not language, was to be used as the primary criterion in determining a
person’s ethnicity. According to the government decree, when filling out the questionnaires, it was
the duty of the head of the household to write down the ethnicity of all persons who were not
members of his household as they themselves professed it to be Much in the same way, the head of
the household was obligated to write down the ethnicity of all underaged persons and all mentally
uncapable persons. All mentally sane adults, however, were supposed to report their ethnicity
themselves Should someone give two or more ethnicities, the census taker were to provide
instructions (!) on how to answer the question and “if the answer continues to be unsatisfactory

mater

even after such instruction, the census taker wi |

native language ” (C-SDPL-5). Such instruction should, naturally, make it clear that a person can
only self-identify as a member of one ethnic group. Non-family members of the household

(domestic servants, guests etc.) were to be “asked about their ethnicity directly” (‘o pyt at na

nar odnos t”). Howéver,nloe census taker was authorized by the government decree to

change the entry in the ethnicity column if it was “obviously incorrect” (zr ej md ne¥pr avn
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whereby the decree did not make it clear or indeed even define what exactly constituted such
obvious error. In such cases, the change had to be approved and confirmed by means of a signature
by the respondent themselves. Should the respondent decline, the decision was appealed to the
county office. The language was thus used as merely a secondary characteristic in situations where
there was uncertainty or the respondent gave more then one answer. And finally, the instructions
for censuse takers made it clear that for all persons aged 15 and above, the census taker was to
write down the ethnicity the respondent themselves freely professed as their own (Ceskoslovenska
statistika, vol. 9: 13*; NACR-11). This makes it obvious that the data collected in the 1921 census
truly reflects the ethnic and not the linguistic make-up of the population which supports the same
conclusion reached by Bohac in his analysis of said data (Bohac, 1924: 59%).

3.4 The ethnic survey in the 1930 census

Having learned a number of lessons from the controversial definition of ethnicity in the 1921
census and having endured great amount of criticism, especially from German community in the
western parts of Czechoslovakia but also from the Statistics Bureau itself, the Population Statistics
Subcommittee of the State Statistical Council tasked with the preparation of the 1930 census was
forced to once again address the issue on how to survey ethnicity in the upcoming census.
The debate began in the fall of 1929 in a special session of the State Statistical Council (Boha¢,
1931: 17) when the proposal to use native language was once again defeated after only four
members (Auerhan, Boh4¢, Rauchberg and Schonbaum) voted in favor. The difference in opinion
among the members of the subcommittee resulted in the creation of an editorial cir cle which was
assigned the task of preparing a draft of the definition of ethnicity (native language). The text of the
first draft read as follows: “Ethnicity shall be recorded for each person present at census (whether
they be a citizen of Czechoslovakiaor any other country) based on their native language. Only
one ethnicity (native language) can be recorded. A native language is defined as the language
which the counted person has been speaking since childhood. Jewish ethnicity (native language)
shallther ef ore be recorded if t he <count e dthepseaqaled
Jargon. 2 For children who are not yet able speak and for persons who are unable to speak due to
their physical or mental condition, their ethnicity shall be determined based on the ethnicity of
their parents or, in case of uncertainty, based on the ethnicity of th eir mother. Ethnicity (native
language) can be recorded based on the free and truthful statement given by the counted person;
for children aged 14 and younger and for persons mentally ill, the ethnicity of their parents or
legal guardians shall determine t heirs. No one, not even the census taker, shall exercise any
pressure.” The obvious purpose of this definition was to use the native language as the exclusive
objective outward sign of ethnicity, even for the Jewish population. This draft was discussed in
detail at the meeting of the editorial circle on November 29t 1929 and the discussion once again
ended with a compromise and an ambiguous hybrid definition. Some members of the committee
were quick to point out that such a definition would turn an ethnicity survey into a straightforward
linguistic survey and would thus be effectively useless for the declared purpose. This is an accurate
observation, especially when considering the rather unfortunate wording of the title of the ethnicity
column on the census questionnaire — “ethnicity (native language)” (“n &r odnost (
jazyk)”) — which was first implemented in 1921 and left unchanged in 1930 even though the
definitions of both terms underwent a shift and there was a clear tendency for identification of one
with the other. This decision was defended with arguments concerning continuity in the survey of
ethnicity based on the respondents’ native language (Bohac, 1931: 17).

The final compromise reached by the Subcommittee removed the definition of a native
language altogether and established a wider definition of Jewish ethnicity. However, it retained the
basic principle of determining ethnicity by native language. The updated draft was then submitted
to the Population Statistics Committee which finally approved it without any changes in January
1930, even though the preceding debate featured a number of objections. The strongest one came
from the Bratislava Chamber of Commerce and Industry (according to Bohac, it was authored by
I. Karvas) and concerned the lack of definition of native language. As the text of the objection
pointed out, a clear and unambiguous definition of the concept is especially important for Slovakia,
since the definition used in Hungarian census was markedly different and — to put it bluntly —
designed to ensure that as many Non-Magyars as possible would be counted as Magyars.
The Bratislava Chamber of Commerce and Industry therefore agreed with the original proposal of
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the editorial circle and requested that a native language be defined as the language a child learns at
home.

The new submissions then forced the Committee to defer the matter to the Subcommittee for
renewed reconsideration. A new editorial circle was convened which ultimately recommended to
only collect data on native language, but the Subcommitte was once again flooded with proposals
that often ran counter to each other. In the end, it was agreed that ethnicity should be recorded for
every person present at census based on the language which the counted person has learned best
and which they use most often “that is, typically their native language” (“to jest spravidla jazyk
mat er M)INAKRF11).

The proposal prepared by the Ministry of the Interior on May 20 1930 then once again
changed the definition of ethnicity and its relationship to native language and brought it closer to
that used in the 1921 census: “We take ethnicity to mean tribal affiliation of which the native
language is the primary outward sign. An ethnicity different from that manifested by the counted
person’
language either in the family circle or at home, but is in full co mmand of the language of another
ethnic group. Jews, however, can always record their ethnicity as Jewish .” This proposal was
accepted by the government with minor editorial changes and the text of the final version of the
government decree which governed the 1930 census read: “Ethnicity shall be typically recorded
according to the counted person’s native | an
the counted person’s native | anguage can onl
their native language either in the family circle or at home, but is in full command of the
language of another ethnic group. Jews, however, can always record their ethnicity as Jewish ”
(C-SDLP-6). The government decree also retained the principle according to which native language
should be used to determine a person’s ethnicity in case they are unable or unwilling to indicate it
or in case they give two or more. Consequently, the 1930 census again failed to provide any
objective criteria for Jewish ethnicity and, to complicate matters even further, it allowed the census
takers to record ethnicity different from that indicated by the person’s native language if the person
in question did not use their native language in everyday communication and was in good enough
command of a different language. In J. Auerhan’s interpretation, this would allow people who have
fully assimilated to identify with the ethnic group whose language they have adopted. Such persons
could also report their (original) native language even when — so Auerhan — they were no longer in
perfect command of said language (NACR-11).

How do we account for the persistent efforts to combine ethnicity and language when these
are obviously two different attributes? As we have shown, the Statistics Bureau and its
representatives consistently defended the view that only native language should be surveyed. It was
the State Statistical Council, a political body, which insisted — although not unanimously — on tying
the two attributes together. They did so for several reasons, including the aforementioned
continuity of data collection and thus comparability of data. But one of the major reasons was a
political one or rather a question of transparency and prestige: some members of the preparatory
committee did not wish to change the methodology of surveying ethnicity in order to avoid creating
any doubts as to the validity of the 1921 census data and the validity of the 1921 census — as the first
official census conducted in the territory of Czechoslovakia — as a whole. Last but not least, there
were legal — or perhaps legalistic — reasons for the continuity which arose in connection with the
Supreme Administrative Court’s opinion which confirmed that the 1920 Language Act considered
membership in an ethnic group and membership in a linguistic community one and the same.

The definition of ethnicity in the 1930 census was undoubtedly more solid than the one used
previously, as language played a crucial role in determining a person’s ethnicity and was no longer
just an outward sign of membership in an ethnic group to be used only in case of uncertainty.
On the other hand, the census — and thus the general statistical practice — did not go far enough
and did not establish native language as the general criterion for ethnicity. As a consequence, the
Jewish population could — under certain conditions — identify with another ethnic group regardless
of the native language of the person, thus calling into question the objective nature of the ethnic
survey. This and other similar exceptions cast doubt on the census data that, in turn, continue to
cast doubt on the survey of the ethnic make-up of interwar Czechoslovakia to this very day.
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4. Conclusion

In summary, while the pre-1918 ethnic surveys in Slovakia used native language to survey the
ethnic composition of the country, after the formation of Czechoslovakia, free self-identification
became the primary or even the only criterion. In 1880, the Hungarian censuses implemented the
recommendations made by the International Statistical Congresses in Brussels and Saint
Petersburg to establish language as an objective measure of the ethnic composition of a population,
but it became apparent at an early stage in the preparation of the census that the definitions and
nature of native language were molded to suit the political interests of the majority ethnic group.
The Srobar census of 1919 was a direct reaction to such manipulation and as such, it refused to
continue the Hungarian practice of using a compromised definition of native language in surveying
ethnicity and opted for a subjective approach by inquiring about the individuals national and
ethnic conviction. The census of 1921 adopted a nearly identical approach by emphasizing self-
idenfication and only adding language for the purposes of clarification. And while the 1930 census
emphasized the role of language as an objective way of determining a person’s membership in an
ethnic group, the continued existence of the Jewish ethnicity as a distinct ethnic group without any
objective characteristics and the possibility (albeit limited and confined to a few well-defined
scenarios) of ignoring native language and self-identifying with a different ethnic group undermined
its methodological underpinnings and, ultimately, the validity of the collected data as well.

And finally, we should briefly note the terminological and practical issues we described above
for the Jewish minority were far from unique. In Slovakia, the Ruthenian minority was also
affected by the variation in labels and definitions (Sprocha, Tisliar, 2012: 179). And so while the
1919 census used the term “Ruthenian”, but also allowed the respondents to identify as Russian by
selecting the “other” category, the 1921 census established a new special ethnic group under the
label “Russian” which included Ruthenians (i.e. Carpatho-Ruthenians), Russians and Ukrainians.
The Ruthenian ethnic group was officially designated as “the Subcarpathian branch of the Russian
nation” (“Podkar pat sku vet vl IRwgdk thé definitiénruaddravent another
modification and the census recognized two Russian ethnic groups, Great Russians and Little
Russians, the latter of which included the indigenous Ruthenian population of Czechoslovakia
(Korc¢ak, 1934: 46*).

5. Note
1 To illustrate the terminological and political issues at play, we could cite the commentary to
the 1920 Constitution which explicitly states that “The heading of the Article Six of this
Constitution purposefully uses tolfe ‘teerhmmi ‘cn artiinoomnra
brethren in Slovakia and in Subcarpathian Ruthenian, like many of other nations of former
Hungary, suffered the ignobility of being refused to be considered full nations and being
relegated to the status of mere ethnic groups. The constitutional committee strove hard to avoid
t his i riseelCsSSDHAL-a)e ”
2 “Zargbn” in the original, meaning Yiddish or possibly other varieties of German used by the
Jewish population of Slovakia.
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