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All or nothing as a cognitive strategy of the Soviet past interpretation
As we can see from the numerous resent publications within the framework of ‘Soviet nostalgia’ project concept ‘nostalgia’ is used as an extremely vague term. As a rule, it includes all cases of Soviet realities representation in today’s discourse practices or present-day reality and becomes a synonym to such expressions as popularity of different elements of the Soviet past, imitation of Soviet standards, interest in Soviet symbolism etc.   
But even if the term is used in more traditional context various authors consider that it is necessary to stress the importance of two distinct types of ‘being nostalgic’, they try to oppose reflective, ironic (i.e. ‘good’) nostalgia to the impulsive, restoration (i.e. ‘bad’) one.
One of key issues that were in the spotlight of Irkutsk group is the question if this attitude to the Soviet past that could be defined as nostalgia in the traditional interpretation of this concept really exist. Is that really true that it can be found rarely enough (above all among high-principled partisans of Soviet rule, today’s pensioners, who worked for the good of the country and perceived this hard work as the meaning of their lives)? What procedures can help us to prove that “in different groups nostalgia differs both in affective level (from intense to weak), and in feeling-reason ratio: violent passion (pure feeling), intellectual feeling, and sensible deliberate calculation (in that case this is an imitation of nostalgia)”.
To solve this problem we suggest we need such sources in which the discourse on Soviet isn’t a result of conscious effort of a speaker that has reflexive or manipulative character.
The cases when the theme of Soviet appears along with other probably more important for speaker issues at the moment of interview are of special interest. 

This report presents the results of analysis mainly based on array of in-depth autobiographic interviews recorded during years 2009-2010. All respondents are Irkutsk residents. Informants were born in different parts of Soviet Union in the period between 1918 and 1938, moved to Irkutsk for different reasons and live there no less than 25 years.

Informants were asked questions that allowed them to give an answer in the mode they thought fit. Interviews were conducted within a framework of “Irkutsk city oral history” project so that the Soviet period in itself wasn’t the focal point, sometimes this issue was distinctly peripheral. The issues considering Soviet past weren’t articulated separately.  
Among other problems that also can be formulated and interpreted on the basis of these sources, particular features of autobiographic discourse retrospectively reconstructing Soviet past in the new historical context are of special interest.
Continuous analysis of materials revealed that the overwhelming majority of informants share implicit and explicit constructions of “imagined Soviet Union”.
This concept that seems to be very productive for the discussion of nostalgia for Soviet is used in the interesting article of Andy Byford. He defines “imagined Soviet Union” as a strictly discursive phenomenon, a sort of “illusory presence” generated through the discourse and imprinted in it. 
Byford indicates two probable directions of this discourse analysis:

1. To study informants’ “memory activity”, i.e. their reinterpretation or review of former state of affairs, informants’ way of dealing with disputable aspects of personal, family or official state history or to study the types of nostalgia that respondents are liable to.
2. To clear up how informants integrate this past into current production of senses and identities.
Due to the time limit it would be impossible to cover in detail both of these aspects. This report, therefore, will focus on the first one and will discuss the following positions:

· what fragments of the Soviet past are “illusively present” in the consciousness of the majority of informants;
· how these fragments are interpreted from the position of our time;

· how the facts of personal and social history are conjugated in individual consciousness;
· what strategies of the past interpretation are the most typical.

Three stereotyped views reproduced regularly and singled out in the course of analysis can be classified as follows:

1. Social welfare guaranties and connected to it feeling of stability and confidence in the future.
This category includes such elements as job security and vacancies availability; housing; provision of pensions; free and accessible education; accessibility of goods and services; state-provided security.

2. The absence of crime, security.

3. Moral high ground, a special emphasis is made on patriotism, enthusiasm, and unselfishness.

4.   Solidarity, collectivism.
5. Top-quality production (achievements).

All the stereotypes mentioned above appear in historical and sociological research literature as well. Positive mythology of 1970s, according to these studies, describes this period (so called “developed socialism era”) as the era of prosperity, the era of stability, the last decade when the Soviet man or woman could rely on state social welfare programs. This myth is supposed also to emphasize the high standards and quality of cultural life during this period and to remind of the atmosphere of equality and of really “warm” personal relations.  
Stability of these beliefs is manifested specifically in language tools selection. Different respondents can use identical linguistic structures to describe the same stereotype as well as can use identical structures to describe different stereotypes. 

The analysis of impressive collection of linguistic materials allows us to assert that the strategy of generalization is one of the key patterns for the past experience assimilation. This strategy is implemented by the use of a vast range of linguistic forms, first of all of universal pronouns (весь, вся, все, всё).  They, as N. Arutyunova indicates, “are characteristic for the Russian language, are original in their semantics, numerous connotations, syntactic functions, and communicative value”. “All”-pronouns in the interviews that have been analyzed within the framework of this project have the meaning of “the aggregate of objects” and of “full coverage of objects”.
“Nothing”-words are natural semantic and pragmatic partners of “all”-words. It can be explained by the particular characteristics of pronoun paradigm that according to N. Arutyunova “doesn’t follow “all or nothing” principle… Both весь (whole) and все (all) contrast with zero not with a part: “не все” means “some” (indefinite quantity), but not “nobody” or “nothing”, “не весь” reduces object to its indefinite part but not to zero”.
“Normally “zero set” is denominated by negative pronoun … General negation of the concrete type in Russian combines negation of characteristic (predicate) with negation of it’s possessor (i.e. of subject itself), negation of quantity with negation of quality: zero predicate, thus, is added to zero subject: Никто не ответил на вопрос (Nobody answered a question). Double negation seems to combine the statement of characteristic’s possessor absence with the statement that non-existing subject possesses non-existing characteristic. Negation by the use of negative pronouns can be seen as negation of existence of object characterized by predicate.
Expansion of denotative space connected to the private sphere of a speaker, thus, is accompanied by annihilation of any others. 

 Generalizing thinking uses different means of grammatical packaging such as pronominal words (каждый, любой, всегда), quantifiers, identifiers. 

Construction X так X  has a special place among these linguistic means. Intensifying particle так here “is used to nominate a person, object etc. stressing that they possess genuine characteristics of this group of persons, objects etc.” Generally this structure requires repetition of a word that is being defined.

The world of true values described by informants, beyond question, is a part of speaker’s private sphere. Here we understand it as relatively independent fragment of naïve world model which “includes a speaker and all things  that are dear to him/her in physical, moral or intellectual sense: persons; fruits of labour, its attributes and objects constantly reflecting it; nature as he/she is its integral part; children and animals as they need his/her protection; gods as he/she needs their protection; and all that is on his/her mind at the moment when the statement is being made”.
Linguistic markers of private sphere are numerous and diverse, but nouns with suffix of subjective evaluation are undisputable leaders among them.
Generated discourse fascinates speaker so much that he/she can’t see a contradiction between meanings that he/she produces and his/her subjective evaluation.
So we can argue that rare signals of common sense triumph are being suppressed by this discourse generated by informant.
The choice of forms, linguistic units, syntactical structures generates quite obvious pragmatic effect: informants’ stories portray a phantom of lost paradise where everything was available to everyone, where people, subjects, seasons meat the highest standards and life was stable and predictable. 

To sum up we would like to stress that our analysis specifically correlates with some theoretical conceptions which were formulated in the context of nostalgia for Soviet studies:
1. “The mechanism of public conscience retrospective guidelines has a remarkable feature: not “yesterday’s” (i.e. immediate past) conditions, values, heroes but correspondent attributes of a more remote past (attributes of “day before yesterday’s” origin) are their subjects.

This phenomenon can be easily explained: it is difficult to find in our history a period of smooth step-by-step development, when each phase is a continuation of a previous one. We are familiar with another typical form of historical time movement when every next stage and regime rejects, condemns, and stigmatizes its predecessor and tries to rely on penultimate period which was demonstratively repudiated at the previous stage. These discontinuities, beyond any doubts, were grossly exaggerated for the sake of new elite self-affirmation. Such configuration of changes we can detect during monarchic, Soviet and post-Soviet periods (during the last periods it is even more evident). However, according to Suetonius and other sources, every Roman Caesar used to consider history as starting from his own reign…”    
2. “These areas and spheres that weren’t marked previously and had a status of “natural” and probably invariable life background as a rule become an object for nostalgic attention”.
3. Today’s nostalgia can be explained by the yearning for significant or significance as wrote S. Averintsev back to 1996.
4. The fact that this analysis is based on implicit and explicit construction of “imagined Soviet Union” doesn’t mean that Soviet past plays a significant part in informants’ identity. “While discourse that is used by informants to interact with the Soviet past is interesting and important, a part that Soviet Union plays in their current identification strategies changes individually and thus shouldn’t be exaggerated or overgeneralized”.
