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From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com on behalf of Deborah Jones
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: Re: finishing up in Odessa; payment for final tutoring hours needed
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 3:02:12 PM


Thanks, Liliya.  Anatoliy actually only transferred 40 hours of instruction, and I'm just
now finishing them up.  (Again, lots of stopping and starting.)  I hadn't initially
realized only 40 hours had been paid for, thus the lateness of the request.  


Odessa is a WONDERFUL place to be in the summer, indeed.  I actually ended up
working out here by chance, but I think it's the perfect Ukrainian city for me.  


On Wed, Jul 13, 2011 at 9:34 PM, Liliya Kholod <LKholod@americancouncils.org>
wrote:


Hi Deborah,


 


Thank you for your message. I’ve followed up with Anatoliy and asked him to
confirm that we paid for your language program in full. I’ll let you know once I
receive the confirmation.


 


Enjoy the rest of your time in Odessa (which is so beautiful and pulsating in
summer!) and please let me know if you have any questions.


 


Best wishes,


Liliya


 


 


Liliya Kholod


Program Officer


Higher Education Programs


American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS


1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200


Washington, DC 20036


Tel: 202-833-7522


Fax: 202-833-7523
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From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com [mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Deborah
Jones
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 3:58 AM
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: finishing up in Odessa; payment for final tutoring hours needed


 


Hi Liliya,


Just a note to say that I'm finishing up my research trip to Odessa, and have had
a wonderful time.  I haven't been quite as productive as I'd hoped, but that might
just be a matter of perspective -- sometimes you don't really see all that you've
learned until you're back home!  


One important thing: I've asked Anatoliy Kurta in Kiev to transfer money to my
language school (Odessa Language Study Center) for my final hours of language
instruction, and I'm wondering if you can follow up with him.  The last time I
needed funds transferred it took two weeks and I wasn't able to study, so if for
some reason he's out of the office or busy, I'd really appreciate it if someone else
at American Councils could ensure that the transfer goes through promptly. 
(There have been a lot of problems with the language study component of my trip,
but that's a longer story.  Suffice it to say that I've had my teacher changed three
times without notice.)


Hope you're settling into your new position, and thanks for your help!


-- Deborah --


--


Deborah A. Jones, MA


Doctoral Program in Anthropology
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
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From: Liliya Kholod
To: "Deborah Jones"
Subject: RE: post-CRLT program check in
Date: Monday, September 19, 2011 11:17:00 AM
Attachments: Final report guidelines 2011-12.pdf


Dear Deborah,
 
Welcome back! Please find attached the guidelines for writing the final report as well as a
supplemental report (that is more of a survey of your program.) Just as a reminder, this
report is due within 1 month of completion of the Title VIII CRLT Program. Please feel free
to just e-mail the report to me directly.
 
As far as your application for the Research Scholar is concerned, yes, you are eligible to
apply.
 
I hope that your research went well!  If you have any questions, please do let me know!
 
Best,
Liliya
 
 
Liliya Kholod
Program Officer
Higher Education Programs
American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS
1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-833-7522
Fax: 202-833-7523
http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/
www.americancouncils.org
www.acrussiaabroad.org
www.aceurasiaabroad.org
 
 
 
 
From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com [mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Deborah Jones
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 12:10 PM
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: post-CRLT program check in
 
Hi Liliya,
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Title VIII Research Scholar and Title VIII Combined Research and Language Training 
Program  



Final Reporting Guidelines  
 



All participants in the Title VIII Research Scholar/Combined Research and Language Training Program 
are required to write a final report on your research findings and complete a program evaluation at the end 
of their grant period. The report serves an important purpose, as it enables the United States Department 
of State to explain and justify its budget expenditures for its research scholar programs. The Department’s 
ability to show that your trip to Eurasia/Southeast Europe resulted in demonstrable gains in your field of 
study will have lasting effects on the program’s future and the ability of other scholars to obtain funding 
for their work.  
 
Your final report on your research should include and address the following: 
A ten to twenty page working paper addressing research accomplishments, to be published on the 
American Councils website and to be shared with the Department of State in a database of research 
products. Your paper should discuss your research topic, highlight preliminary research findings and 
address how U.S. analysts and decision makers can use the research you completed to develop more 
effective policies in the region. Also, please attach a list of any talks, briefs, lectures, and/or held meetings 
with Embassies, NGOs, or Government officials about your research. 
 
The primary goal of the program evaluation is to improve the program and better prepare future 
participants on American Councils research programs. This form is a supplement to the final report 
required by the State Department; however, we greatly appreciate you taking the time to honestly assess 
these aspects of the program. American Councils outbound staff read each final report carefully, evaluate 
problems described by scholars, and adapt their programs accordingly. Equally important, positive 
comments will help American Councils continue in its role as administrator of these programs. We hope 
therefore that you will be honest, balanced, and specific in your evaluation of the services provided to 
you. 
 
Your program evaluation should be completed on-line at the following link: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=Ezte3ZUaoUIHS_2fITWCuWVg_3d_3d 
 
Please keep in touch with American Councils and continue to send us updates on your career in the 
future. It is extremely helpful for us to receive news of former scholars and their contributions to the 
field. The more we are able to show the Department of State the importance of your work, the better able 
we are to justify continued funding for programs like this. Please complete the program evaluation and 
send your report on research findings within one month of the completion of your grant to:   



 



American Councils for International Education 
    Title VIII Research Programs 
    1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200 
    Washington, D.C. 20036 
    Email: skrueger@americancouncils.org 
    Fax: (202) 833-7523 












I was on a CRLT grant in Odessa, Ukraine this past summer.  I followed up my American
Councils funded research with some comparative work in Tajikistan, and returned to the U.S.
at the beginning of September.  Now that I'm settling back in, I wanted to get in touch with
you regarding what all I need to do now that the grant is complete.  Do I need to write a
report?  Pass a language proficiency exam?  


Also, I am planning on applying for the Research Scholar program (for a nine month grant --
longer term dissertation work).  Can you confirm that I am eligible for it?


Many thanks,


Deborah


--
Deborah A. Jones, MA
Doctoral Program in Anthropology
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
 








From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com on behalf of Deborah Jones
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: finishing up in Odessa; payment for final tutoring hours needed
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 3:57:57 AM


Hi Liliya,


Just a note to say that I'm finishing up my research trip to Odessa, and have had a
wonderful time.  I haven't been quite as productive as I'd hoped, but that might just
be a matter of perspective -- sometimes you don't really see all that you've learned
until you're back home!  


One important thing: I've asked Anatoliy Kurta in Kiev to transfer money to my
language school (Odessa Language Study Center) for my final hours of language
instruction, and I'm wondering if you can follow up with him.  The last time I needed
funds transferred it took two weeks and I wasn't able to study, so if for some reason
he's out of the office or busy, I'd really appreciate it if someone else at American
Councils could ensure that the transfer goes through promptly.  (There have been a
lot of problems with the language study component of my trip, but that's a longer
story.  Suffice it to say that I've had my teacher changed three times without
notice.)


Hope you're settling into your new position, and thanks for your help!


-- Deborah --


-- 
Deborah A. Jones, MA
Doctoral Program in Anthropology
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor



mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com

mailto:jdeborah@umich.edu

mailto:LKholod@americancouncils.org






From: Liliya Kholod
To: "Anatoliy Kurta"
Cc: "Christina Pendzola-Vitovych"; Vladka Shikova
Subject: RE: Deborah Jones" program in Odessa
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 10:02:00 AM


Hi Anatoliy,


As you know from Sarah's email I have taken over the Title VIII programs here in the DC office. I'm
writing today to check in with you regarding the final payment for Deborah Jones' language program in
Odesa. Could you please confirm that the last transfer has gone out and her program is fully paid for?


Thank you!
Liliya


Liliya Kholod
Program Officer
Higher Education Programs
American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS
1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-833-7522
Fax: 202-833-7523
http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/
www.americancouncils.org
www.acrussiaabroad.org
www.aceurasiaabroad.org
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From: Liliya Kholod
To: "Deborah Jones"
Subject: RE: FW: post-CRLT program check in
Date: Monday, December 19, 2011 11:53:00 AM


Hi Deborah,


Thank you for sending me the report. I'll let you know if I have any questions, but at first glance
everything looks great.


It's been a pleasure assisting you and I wish you all the best in your future endeavors.


Best,
Liliya


-----Original Message-----
From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com [mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Deborah Jones
Sent: Sunday, December 18, 2011 4:31 PM
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: Re: FW: post-CRLT program check in


Hi Liliya,


Attached, please find my report on my activities during this past summer.  My apologies for the brevity;
this is what I feel comfortable circulating at this time.  You will note that on some occasions, I mention
that I cannot go into specifics about conversations I had.
Since I am just beginning my dissertation research, and opening questions rather than investigating
them in depth, I don't feel comfortable sharing some of the data I've collected, as doing so might
compromise my ability to work with these same informants in the future.


I am, however, also attaching a more theory-driven paper I wrote for the international social sciences
workshop I refer to in my report.
It was written in July while I was in Ukraine, and includes material gathered during my summer
fieldwork.  It's definitely a work-in-progress and I'm still concerned about it floating around on the
internet, but it's a good illustration of how I've used my research to engage interdisciplinary, policy-
relevant questions regarding what constitutes a 'Soviet legacy.'


Many thanks,


Deborah


On Tue, Dec 13, 2011 at 10:13 AM, Liliya Kholod <LKholod@americancouncils.org> wrote:
> Dear Deborah,
>
>
>
> I hope this message finds you well. I’m writing today to remind you
> about your Title VIII final program report. Since you’ve completed
> your fellowship in September, we must submit your report to the
> program funder by the end of this year. Could you please send me your report by Monday, December
19?
>
>
>
> Best,
>
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> Liliya
>
>
>
> From: Liliya Kholod
> Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 11:18 AM
> To: 'Deborah Jones'
> Subject: RE: post-CRLT program check in
>
>
>
> Dear Deborah,
>
>
>
> Welcome back! Please find attached the guidelines for writing the
> final report as well as a supplemental report (that is more of a
> survey of your
> program.) Just as a reminder, this report is due within 1 month of
> completion of the Title VIII CRLT Program. Please feel free to just
> e-mail the report to me directly.
>
>
>
> As far as your application for the Research Scholar is concerned, yes,
> you are eligible to apply.
>
>
>
> I hope that your research went well!  If you have any questions,
> please do let me know!
>
>
>
> Best,
>
> Liliya
>
>
>
>
>
> Liliya Kholod
>
> Program Officer
>
> Higher Education Programs
>
> American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS
>
> 1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200
>
> Washington, DC 20036
>
> Tel: 202-833-7522
>
> Fax: 202-833-7523
>
> http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/
>
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> www.americancouncils.org
>
> www.acrussiaabroad.org
>
> www.aceurasiaabroad.org
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
> From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com [mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com] On
> Behalf Of Deborah Jones
> Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 12:10 PM
> To: Liliya Kholod
> Subject: post-CRLT program check in
>
>
>
> Hi Liliya,
>
> I was on a CRLT grant in Odessa, Ukraine this past summer.  I followed
> up my American Councils funded research with some comparative work in
> Tajikistan, and returned to the U.S. at the beginning of September. 
> Now that I'm settling back in, I wanted to get in touch with you
> regarding what all I need to do now that the grant is complete.  Do I need to write a report?
> Pass a language proficiency exam?
>
> Also, I am planning on applying for the Research Scholar program (for
> a nine month grant -- longer term dissertation work).  Can you confirm
> that I am eligible for it?
>
> Many thanks,
>
> Deborah
>
> --
>
> Deborah A. Jones, MA
>
> Doctoral Program in Anthropology
> University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
>
>
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From: Anatoliy Kurta
To: Liliya Kholod
Cc: "Christina Pendzola-Vitovych"; Vladka Shikova
Subject: RE: Deborah Jones" program in Odessa
Date: Thursday, July 14, 2011 4:46:29 AM


Hi Liliya,


We should get the final bill for payment today or tomorrow. I am also
checking with Deborah the exact number of hours we should pay for...


I will let you know immediately after the payment transfer.


Best regards,
Anatoliy


-----Original Message-----
From: Liliya Kholod [mailto:LKholod@americancouncils.org]
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 5:03 PM
To: Anatoliy Kurta
Cc: Christina Pendzola-Vitovych; Vladka Shikova
Subject: RE: Deborah Jones' program in Odessa


Hi Anatoliy,


As you know from Sarah's email I have taken over the Title VIII programs
here in the DC office. I'm writing today to check in with you regarding
the final payment for Deborah Jones' language program in Odesa. Could
you please confirm that the last transfer has gone out and her program
is fully paid for?


Thank you!
Liliya


Liliya Kholod
Program Officer
Higher Education Programs
American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS
1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-833-7522
Fax: 202-833-7523
http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/
www.americancouncils.org
www.acrussiaabroad.org
www.aceurasiaabroad.org
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From: Liliya Kholod
To: "Deborah Jones"
Subject: RE: finishing up in Odessa; payment for final tutoring hours needed
Date: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 2:34:00 PM


Hi Deborah,
 
Thank you for your message. I’ve followed up with Anatoliy and asked him to confirm that
we paid for your language program in full. I’ll let you know once I receive the confirmation.
 
Enjoy the rest of your time in Odessa (which is so beautiful and pulsating in summer!) and
please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Best wishes,
Liliya
 
 
Liliya Kholod
Program Officer
Higher Education Programs
American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS
1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-833-7522
Fax: 202-833-7523
http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/
www.americancouncils.org
www.acrussiaabroad.org
www.aceurasiaabroad.org
 
 
 
From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com [mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Deborah Jones
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 3:58 AM
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: finishing up in Odessa; payment for final tutoring hours needed
 
Hi Liliya,


Just a note to say that I'm finishing up my research trip to Odessa, and have had a wonderful
time.  I haven't been quite as productive as I'd hoped, but that might just be a matter of
perspective -- sometimes you don't really see all that you've learned until you're back home!  


One important thing: I've asked Anatoliy Kurta in Kiev to transfer money to my language
school (Odessa Language Study Center) for my final hours of language instruction, and I'm
wondering if you can follow up with him.  The last time I needed funds transferred it took
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two weeks and I wasn't able to study, so if for some reason he's out of the office or busy, I'd
really appreciate it if someone else at American Councils could ensure that the transfer goes
through promptly.  (There have been a lot of problems with the language study component of
my trip, but that's a longer story.  Suffice it to say that I've had my teacher changed three
times without notice.)


Hope you're settling into your new position, and thanks for your help!


-- Deborah --


--
Deborah A. Jones, MA
Doctoral Program in Anthropology
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
 








From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com on behalf of Deborah Jones
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: Re: FW: post-CRLT program check in
Date: Sunday, December 18, 2011 4:31:06 PM
Attachments: OSS Paper Jones.docx


Title VIII CRLT Report.docx


Hi Liliya,


Attached, please find my report on my activities during this past
summer.  My apologies for the brevity; this is what I feel comfortable
circulating at this time.  You will note that on some occasions, I
mention that I cannot go into specifics about conversations I had.
Since I am just beginning my dissertation research, and opening
questions rather than investigating them in depth, I don't feel
comfortable sharing some of the data I've collected, as doing so might
compromise my ability to work with these same informants in the
future.


I am, however, also attaching a more theory-driven paper I wrote for
the international social sciences workshop I refer to in my report.
It was written in July while I was in Ukraine, and includes material
gathered during my summer fieldwork.  It's definitely a
work-in-progress and I'm still concerned about it floating around on
the internet, but it's a good illustration of how I've used my
research to engage interdisciplinary, policy-relevant questions
regarding what constitutes a 'Soviet legacy.'


Many thanks,


Deborah


On Tue, Dec 13, 2011 at 10:13 AM, Liliya Kholod
<LKholod@americancouncils.org> wrote:
> Dear Deborah,
>
>
>
> I hope this message finds you well. I’m writing today to remind you about
> your Title VIII final program report. Since you’ve completed your fellowship
> in September, we must submit your report to the program funder by the end of
> this year. Could you please send me your report by Monday, December 19?
>
>
>
> Best,
>
> Liliya
>
>
>
> From: Liliya Kholod
> Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 11:18 AM
> To: 'Deborah Jones'
> Subject: RE: post-CRLT program check in
>
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From village gossip to envelope money:


Public/private distinctions & the eerily familiar in Odessa oblast’





Deborah Jones, Dept. of Anthropology, University of Michigan (USA)








ABSTRACT: One approach to studying post-Soviet legacies is looking for the continuation of patterns of behavior – using connections to reach scarce goods or services, for example – commonly practiced during the Soviet era.  However, this approach may obscure the historical rootedness of practices innovated more recently, such as the giving of supplemental cash salaries in the form of ‘envelope money.’  I argue here for attention not to surface level practices, but to the underlying ideologies, reproduced in everyday life and conversation, that facilitate their manifestation.  Specifically, I draw on the work of U.S. anthropologist Susan Gal in suggesting that distinctions between ‘public’ and ‘private’, though often taken to be obvious, are in fact nested, shifting, and more contextual than non-scholars and scholars alike often suggest.  Ultimately, I follow this ‘fractal’ or pre-supposed binary, as well as its off-shoot, fervent distinctions between ‘us’ and ‘them’, into 21st century Odessa oblast’, Ukraine.  Using two brief case studies from my preliminary research, I argue that taken-for-granted fractals like public/private and us/them are powerful and persistent Soviet-era language ideologies underlying many more readily observable present-day cultural forms.  





Introduction: The case of the missing desk, or moving beyond mental’nost’


In the 1980s, anthropologist Janine Wedel, conducting fieldwork in socialist Poland, reported the following incident: “An employee took a desk from a state-owned factory, intending to resell it.  He left the desk in a truck near his apartment building until it could be delivered to the intended purchasers.  But to his dismay, [the desk] disappeared…He complained bitterly to his neighbors that ‘people are dishonest and immoral’” (Wedel 1986: 15).  


Both Wedel, and later, anthropologist Susan Gal (2002; 2005), working in Hungary, have noted that that this episode should not be drawn on as an illustration of local hypocrisy; rather, they point out that, to the first man, there was nothing immoral about taking the desk from the factory, as it was state-owned and public.  In fact, he might even have considered it justified, even righteous, to bring the desk from them to people more deserving of it (or the funds its sale could produce), ie. to us.  To him, it was the second person who stole, by taking the desk when it was “among neighbors” (Wedel 1986: 15).  While Wedel never had the opportunity to interview the second person, it is quite possible that both ‘takers’ would have agreed that that was nothing wrong with removing the desk from the factory; the difference was that the second person saw another ‘public’ where the first man imagined ‘private.’  Again, it was okay to take from them but immoral to steal from us (Gal 2005: 31).


While this story was recorded in Poland, Ukrainians I’ve related it to recognize it as familiar, and tell me their own stories of, during the Soviet era, taking – never stealing – materials from workplaces, or pursuing their own personal means of making money (sometimes with use of those same ‘taken’ materials) while supposedly at work.  More than once, I’ve been pointed toward the classic 1977 film Sluzhebnyj Roman (“Office Romance”), in which most of the workers at the fictional statistical bureau loaf on the job – or leave the office entirely – while supposedly measuring the productivity of their fellow citizens.  In this short paper, my objective is to consider the supposed ‘legacy’ of such Soviet-era practices in two rather different ethnographic examples from my preliminary research in Odessa oblast’, Ukraine.  However, by ‘legacy’ I don’t mean ‘obviously similar practices extant today;’ but practices that appear to be motivated by understandings of the world that have been reproduced, albeit sometimes in slightly variable form, again and again in recent decades.  Specifically, I’m interested in the imagined public/private and us/them distinctions outlined at the start of this essay.  I will analyze these imagined categories in two rather distinct scenarios: first, the practice of giving ‘envelope money’ as tax-free payment in present-day Ukraine, and second, an instance of derogatory gossip and name-calling in the former collective farming community in which I conduct the bulk of my research.  


My choice of examples may initially seem confusing; after all, they – particularly the second case – seem to have little to do with stealing office supplies.  However, I will attempt to demonstrate that both scenarios, though distinct in their manifestations, are rooted in the same pervasive conception of public/private.  My point is to dig deeper in our investigation of Soviet legacies, looking not at surface level practices, but at the underlying ideologies that might motivate them, as well as how and where those ideologies are reproduced or evolve.  In doing so, I directly draw on Gal (2005), who encourages us to think of distinctions like public/private not as stable categories to be taken for granted, but as language ideologies.  


The study of language ideologies has been central to linguistic anthropology in the United States for the past 20 years.  Much of the work that has gained recognition in fields adjacent to anthropology has been concerned with topics such as language and national identity, and standardized and marginalized codes.  However, the study of language ideologies is ultimately about how about social and linguistic relationships become loaded with moral and political interests (see, for example, Irvine 1986; 2000 and Woolard 1998).  What does it mean for something, be it material or intangible, to be construed as public or private?  (n.b. While I do wish to avoid conflating ‘private’ and ‘personal,’ for the purposes of this paper, ‘private’ shall mean something – be it property, experience, thoughts, etc. – felt to belong to an individual or group of individuals.)  How do we imagine such categories, and to what do we owe our frequently taken-for-granted conceptions of this binary?  Moreover, what are the consequences of imagining public/private, and frequently by extension, us/them relationships as we often do?  


My interest in this subject matter comes partially from my interactions with Odessans, who, upon my mention of anything from the desk scenario to drivers who disobey traffic laws, will blame the mental’nost’ of the citizenry.  But what does this mean?  As an anthropologist, I find it insufficient and dissatisfying to hold an abstract ‘mentality’ or ‘national character’ responsible for the nation’s woes or resistance to adopting ‘Western’ business practices.  (Not that ‘Westerners’ always adhere to these ideals, either.)  It makes sense, I think, to more thoroughly consider where these ideas are anchored, and how and in what forms they reproduce themselves and persist.  Doing this, however, requires paying attention to daily interactions among non-elite populations, which are not always given enough consideration in the social sciences.  Thus, it is on everyday conversation that I focus my research, and it is from everyday conversation that I draw my examples.





Anchors and Shifters


Before approaching the ethnographic part of this paper, I find it necessary to spend a bit more time explaining the concept of language ideology as it is discussed in my field.  Gal and frequent collaborator Judith Irvine have identified three semiotic processes that, they argue, are active in ideological formation, reproduction, and evolution: iconization, fractal recursivity, and erasure (Irvine & Gal 2000).  Iconization and erasure are complements of each other: when some feature of language is taken as iconic (representative, a marker of) of a certain population, evidence that would complicate or undermine the ideology is erased.  For example, in the agrarian community in which I work in Odessa oblast’, many people are very nostalgic for the Soviet past and the kolkhoz (Ukrainian: kolkhosp) collective farming system.  They imagine that during Soviet times, people always worked together and always kept their promises to each other.  For them, this cooperation is iconic of that era and community.  The fact that there were very serious consequences for not performing responsibilities to the collective has, however, been erased.  They also speak of sincerity or honesty of people during Soviet times, and juxtapose this with what they perceive to be pervasive insincerity or dishonesty among the population today.  This imagined sincere/insincere, honest/dishonest binary or fractal can be quite pervasive, and occurs on multiple levels: when people talk about disappointment in the government or politicians, for example, as well as when they discuss promises broken by other people in their local community.  In other words, this fractal is recursive.


The case of the missing desk discussed above also provides a good example of fractal recursivity as well as the concept of deictics, or ‘shifters.’  Deictics are terms like ‘public’ and ‘private;’ ‘us’ and ‘them;’ ‘here’ and ‘there;’ ‘then’ and ‘now’ that require substantial context to be understood (Jakobson 1990[1957]; Silverstein 1976).  In the scenario discussed by Wedel, the desk-takers’ misalignment of the fractal recursions of public and private contributed to the foregrounding of different scales for each person, and the erasure of others.  The presumably fixed boundaries of public and private proved to be otherwise, and misrecognition ensued. 


The desk-takers weren’t the only ones with differing understandings of ‘public’ and ‘private.’  Indeed, these ideas can be conceptualized quite differently both within and between populations.  Gal (2005) notes a tendency among people in the U.S. to conceptualize ‘public’ and ‘private’ spatially; that is, their metaphors of ‘public’ and ‘private’ are spatially anchored, thus the constant concern about, for example, ‘invasion of privacy.’  She argues that in socialist Eastern Europe, in contrast, ‘public/private’ dichotomies seemed to be made by distinguishing between different types of people rather than spaces.  For example, she observed that women in Hungary didn’t seem particularly concerned when the door was left open during gynecological examinations (Gal 2005: 24), whereas in the United States, this would provoke great discomfort among women, who are accustomed to not only having doors closed, but also being gowned and covered in tissue paper.  (Granted, this difference could also be due to American prudery – let’s not forget the U.S.’s Puritan heritage.)  


Ultimately, rather than conceptualize public and private in a spatial, here/there dichotomy as in the US, Gal argues that socialist-era Eastern Europeans tended to think in us/them terms, with ‘us’ as the private and oppressed and ‘them’ as the public repressive regime.  Gal doesn’t negate the possibility that distinctions of space may be projected onto people and vice-versa, but argues that that a focus on anchoring allows us to understand which categories are taken for granted as “real,” “literal,” and “stable” (id. 25).  Uncontested binaries, pre-supposed or accepted as truth, quietly reproduce themselves in everyday conversation and actions, patterning our speech and practice.  Odessans I encounter will often refer to mental’nost’ (mentality) as the reason why they speak or act in certain ways, particularly is the behavior is distasteful or incomprehensible to ‘Westerners.’  (If they consider the behavior positive, or perhaps eccentric but generally harmless, they’ll instead refer to the russkaja dusha.)  While they don’t say as much, I sometimes think that this ‘mentality’ they’re referring to is something like the fractals I discuss above.  Such conceptions of the world can be difficult to name, and even more difficult to control.  But perhaps analyzing them can provide a clue as to why, a generation after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, certain types of speech and action persist, and while others are innovated, something about them seems eerily familiar.


In the remainder of this paper, I explore the legacy of the public/private and us/them distinctions outlined by Gal.  I am also interested in, to what extent, the interpersonal anchoring that Gal discusses as the root of socialist era Central/Eastern European conceptions of public and private might have become unmoored.  This, however, is a larger and more complicated question than I have time for or knowledge of.  Thus, I turn to two brief case studies that, I think, illustrate the both the persistence and the variability of understandings of public and private in post-Soviet Ukraine.  I should note that these cases and my analyses of them are specific to what I have observed in preliminary fieldwork in Odessa oblast’, Ukraine, and therefore should be taken merely as jumping-off points.  





Everyone knows what’s in the envelope


“Of course I work at the university, but I prefer to take my students here [at a local language school], as here they pay in the envelope.” – philologist, Odessa city, personal communication





“[My son] got a new job; he found it himself, we didn’t help him.  The salary is enough, officially 1500 [hryvnia, about $187.50], unofficially, it’s almost double that.” – dairy woman, Odessa oblast’, to neighbor and the author.





‘Envelope money,’ or den’gi v konverte, is a term quite familiar to those of us who live, work, or do research in Ukraine.  To be more precise, it is not a term, but a practice: the practice of either paying a worker’s salary entirely in cash, or, as the woman quoted above suggests, reporting one salary for tax purposes, and supplementing that salary with cash payment.[footnoteRef:1]  The money need not be placed in an envelope – indeed, electronic bank transfers seem increasingly common – but it is, both in its nature and disbursement, private, in the sense that it is individual.  First, the money is paid ‘in the envelope’ specifically so as to not be taxable or otherwise visible to the government.  Second, it is paid ‘in the envelope’ so that the amount paid cannot be known by other workers.  The salary agreement is thus between the employer and employee.   [1:  One recent news article reports that about 20 percent of the working population in Ukraine receives payment only in cash and files no taxes whatsover.  (“Pjat’ millionov ukraintsov poluchajut den’gi v konvertakh.” Izvestija v Ukraine. Feb. 11, 2011.)] 



This, of course, hardly means that only the payer and the recipient know about the arrangement.  Rather, as my examples demonstrate, ‘unofficial’ salaries are a common topic of discussion.  I have heard foreigners – and I myself initially had this reaction – talk about the ‘shamelessness’ of Ukrainians in talking about avoiding paying taxes.  Indeed, in my own culture, this would not be a topic to discuss casually or in polite company, much less with your employer, children, students, or neighbor down the road.  However, if we follow Gal and consider that what is ‘private’ here might be conceived of interpersonally rather than spatially, it makes perfect sense that people talk about the envelope money they receive with others who are conceived of as ‘us’ rather than ‘them.’  Likewise, it makes sense that, for example, the university professor quoted above, feels free to take private students at a private school during the university work day.  She’s working at the other school not because she needs a to go to a separate space in order to hide her activities from her boss at the university, but because she has an opportunity to earn tax-free money.


 On the one hand, envelope money seems to be a practical response by Ukrainians to a financial situation in which salaries are low, taxes seem unnecessarily high, and money paid to the government seems unlikely to be re-distributed to the population in useful form.  Indeed, not all practices that have something in common with practices from the Soviet era (making money from selling something on the black market, for example) are necessarily direct descendents of them.  Topping off an official salary with cash seems quite a reasonable response, and could have been innovated at any point.  What does seem to be a legacy here, however, is the Soviet-era understanding of public/private, us/them that facilitates such practices.  The state is still viewed as ‘them,’ and the citizenry as ‘us,’ rather than state and citizenry as a collective ‘we’ responsible to each other.   Thus, even a recent university graduate, who has been educated entirely in independent Ukraine, arranges to have both an official and an unofficial salary.  In the case of envelope money, what is iconized is a public/private distinction that takes the state as predatory or untrustworthy, and the interpersonal relationship between employer and employee, or service-provider and client as beneficial and trusting.  (Interestingly enough, the fact that the employer also gains from reporting lower salaries seems to be erased.)  While at surface level, the practice of giving envelope money doesn’t seem to stem from the Soviet era, the system of social relationships and assumptions about who is on what team that facilitates this form of payment demonstrates unquestionable continuity.





Making little oligarchs


In the case of envelope money, I’ve drawn attention to a practice that appears new, but, I suggest, is actually quite similar to the socialist-era case of the missing desk in how the participants construe public and private, both in terms of property, as well as who should benefit from that property.  The ‘them’ in the case of both the missing desk and the envelope money is the state, and the ‘us’ is the employee seeking rightful payment for his or her work.  However, one of the points I tried to emphasize in my introduction is that in investigating Soviet legacy, we shouldn’t simply study for scenarios that look similar, but probe other situations to reveal their ideological underpinnings.  I now turn to my second case study, one that is drawn from my primary research site, a former collective farming community in Odessa oblast’, Ukraine.


	The extreme heat that affected Western Eurasia last year was difficult for all, but it had particularly vivid effects in regions where the bulk of the population is involved in agriculture.  Not only were working conditions extremely difficult, but farmers worried for the survival of their crops.  In Odessa oblast’, farmers were spared the worst of the heat and fires, and actually had rather bountiful wheat harvests.  The question then became when to sell grain and at what prices.  Given the heat in Central and Eastern Ukraine and Western Russia, many farmers in Odessa oblast’ expected wheat prices to rise, and thus held off on selling their grain until they could negotiate a higher price with the grain buyers.  (To the best of my knowledge, there is no highly organized grain board in this area, and while some farmers do pool their grain, many negotiate on an individual basis with the posredniky ‘middlemen’ who come to purchase grain, much of which is exported to the Middle East.)  In some cases, this meant that worker’s salaries were either delayed while the farm manager waited for grain prices to rise, and, in some cases, workers came to expect higher wages commensurate with higher profits.  Yet grain prices never rose, and actually eventually fell over the previous year.  Ultimately, farmers who waited for grain prices to rise fared worse than those who had sold earlier.


	Naturally, this upset many workers, who found themselves not only with delayed payments, but also smaller wages than they’d hoped for or counted on.  In the village where I work, criticism fell especially harshly on wealthier private farmers (typically those with 40+ hectares who hired laborers), whose generally landless workers were dependent upon their wages to feed their families.  (I should note here that in this community, there are also people who farm their own land shares – paii – frequently by pooling resources with family members or paying a private tractor driver or combine operator to work their fields.  In addition, many people enroll their land shares in one of the two cooperatives that succeeded the former ‘millionaire’ collective.)  At least one of the private farming families in town earned the designation ‘little oligarchs’ for its wealth, and perceived unwillingness to share it.[footnoteRef:2]  In fact, rumors flew that the family had the money to pay its workers more, but had instead elected to do a evro-remont of their bathroom, thus, people said, quite literally flushing the money down the toilet.   [2:  This is of course but one of the names they earned, but it is not only one that I feel I can share, but one that is rather interesting.] 



I’ve found this label ‘little oligarch’ quite interesting for several reasons.  First, this audience of post-Soviet scholars will likely note its historical continuity with the term kulak as well as its present-day association with oil and gas mavens, or more generally, urban/industrial rather than rural/agrarian life.  It seems to me that the term ‘little oligarch,’ used in an agrarian context, has come to capture the epithetical quality of kulak, whose use is no longer permitted, as kulaky are now recognized as a politically repressed group.  And what of the adjective ‘little?’  Certainly the term mestnyj, local, oligarch could have been used to clarify that these farmers were, as we say in English, big fish in a small pond.  However, I think the use of malenkij, little, added an additional layer of irony and derision.


But what does the application of this label do?  I argue that ultimately, ‘oligarchs,’ like ‘kulaks,’ aren’t members of agrarian collective communities; they are outsiders that exploit the workers.  Therefore, to call former collective members, former comrades, a ‘little oligarchs,’ is not only to call attention to their financially dominant position in society, but to morally evaluate them, denounce their abuses of the workers, and, ultimately, remove them from the community.  ‘Little oligarchs,’ are, in a word, them.


There are several ways to look at this situation.  One approach is to identify ‘Soviet legacy’ in the spite exhibited toward the bourgeois population and in the seeming similarity between the 21st century private farmers and the kulaky.   However, having lived in this community, I’m quite certain that few in the local population, given the opportunity to change places with these ‘little oligarchs,’ would decline.  After all, a common concern in the community is having the right documents to demonstrate ownership of land shares distributed during privatization, so that when the Ukrainian government’s moratorium on farmland sales is lifted, people can become, they imagine, rich overnight.


The legacy at play here is more subtle; it is a continuing preoccupation, I think, with public/private and by extension, us/them.  (The understanding as ‘private’ as different types of people vs. different types of spaces is critical here, too, but, I suspect, may be constructed somewhat differently than in the city, from which Gal’s examples stem.  To what extent the way ‘private’ is conceived is changing in this society, particularly with individual land ownership, is a question to which I don’t have an answer.)  One of the things I like about this example is that it makes clear the recursive nature of fractals, as well as their ability to, to some extent, reverse themselves.  In the past, the collective was public in the sense that it ultimately reported to the state, however it was also private in the sense that it was a collective, not a state farm, and was perceived as nashi or svoi, belonging to the people who worked on it.  Likewise, the collective was public in that its workers were in brigades and land and resources were obshchii.  This could be contrasted with land (kitchen gardens, particularly) animals, homes, and other personal items for family or individual use.  (And of course, within homes, they are even more recursions of public/private.)  On each level, there could also occur a private us juxtaposed with a public them.  


In the present, public/private imaginings are still influential, but seem more complicated and regularly preoccupy many of the people I speak to.  For example, the state is still decidedly them, but is the collective, which exists only in memory and personal relationships, still us?  To what extent are cooperatives off-shoots of the public collective, vs. private farming organizations?  Could someone buy the land where you graze your cow?  Do those little oligarch wives always wear high heels like women in the city, or do they weed the garden and clean the chicken coop like the rest of us?





Concluding thoughts


Returning briefly to the case of the missing desk, the semiotic confusion that occurred in that incident – that is, the possibility that the second many saw ‘public’ where the first saw ‘private’ – seems quaint compared to the chaos that Odessans report experiencing today.  Likewise, envelope money and group shunning of ‘little oligarchs’ in agrarian villages may seem like small matters compared to the epidemic of corruption in Ukrainian government.  My point is that it’s not the scale or direction of the fractal that is important for study of Soviet legacies, it’s the pervasiveness of the fractal itself.  I think that when we look carefully at everyday interactions, we can find that language ideologies that pattern speech and action are something that are learned early in life and not necessarily through large scale institutions like schools, government, or churches.  Taken-for-granted binaries quietly reproduce themselves, obscuring power relations and the intricacies of complicated social and political relationships (Gal 2002; 2005).  Perhaps this is why when so many Odessans I know talk about the past 20 years, they say that on the surface it seems like so much has changed, but when you stop and think about it, little really has.  
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Deborah Jones	University of Michigan – Ann Arbor	CRLT 2011 Report


Summer Research Project Title: 


“How it Gets Done in Odessa: Promises, Plans, and Predictions in Uncertain Times”





Topics covered in this report:


a. Initial questions and hypotheses


b. Objectives and outcomes


1. Language training


2. On-site research


3. Networking


c. Plans for dissertation work





a. What does it mean to make, or keep, a promise?  How are senses of morality both constructed and manifested in everyday talk?  Who is considered capable of making predictions and fulfilling commitments, and who is not? Although my initial questions in my Title VIII Combined Research and Language Training grant proposal were related to how people make promises, plans and predictions, by the time I went to the field for pre-dissertation work in the summer of 2011, I was particularly interested not only in these forms of speech, but how people morally evaluated those who committed themselves to certain actions, or, perhaps, didn’t follow through on them.  I planned to investigate this by continuing my research from the previous summer on a former collective farm (kolkhoz in Russian, or kolkhosp in Ukrainian) two hours’ bus ride from the Odessa city center.  Specifically, I planned to look into how farmers, fieldhands, and grain traders negotiated the sale of wheat, and what the consequences were for not selling commodities and prices previously discussed.  My interest in this topic stemmed from my experiences in this same village during the summer of 2010, during which a historic heat wave damaged much of the wheat crop in Western Russia and Eastern Ukraine, provoking confusion among small farmers and their fieldhands about what constituted a good sale price, and what sorts of bonuses or even salaries could or should be promised to workers.  


As a linguistic anthropologist, I’m interested in the fine details of face to face conversation; additionally, I am interested in language as social action.  Rather than assume that speech and action are entirely disconnected (as in ‘what people say and what people do are two different things’) and merely referential, I approach speech as part of a semiotic system in which the production and exchange of signs has consequences for social relations.  For my interests, then, whether or not a promise is kept is no more significant than the circumstances under which it was made and taken up.  Certainly, not everyone in a community is considered equally able or likely to follow through on verbalized commitments; such evaluations of personages are made not only through ‘actions,’ but through talk itself.  How different personages are constructed in speech, is, I suggest, one means of getting at social stratification within a community.  


Ultimately, I hypothesized that examining conversations in which promises, plans, or predictions were made or assessed could provide me on how those forms of speech, and the people producing them, are valued.  Moreover, I hypothesized that studying small scale interactions in which people morally evaluate their neighbors and former fellow kolkhozniki (collective farm workers) could provide insights on social stratification and hierarchies within communities that other studies that are more focused on material transactions might miss.





b.  Since my grant was for pre-dissertation research and language training, I arrived in Odessa in May, 2011, with the objective of gathering initial data, as well as improving my abilities to carry out more extensive and nuanced investigations during my forthcoming long-term fieldwork.  As such, my summer objectives were three-fold:


1) Improving my written and spoken ‘standard’ Russian;


2) Collecting audio and visual data for analysis;


3) Expanding my network in the region where I’ve been working, as well as with Ukrainian academics that can be of help to me in the future.


I set my first goal in response to my observation that while living in my fieldsite, I’d picked up the local mixed Russian and Ukrainian dialect.  While this was not a problem – and was even welcome – in the village, my academic goals required better control over ‘standard’ language.  As it had been several years since I had formally studied Russian (I had studied Ukrainian on an advanced level while completing my masters degree), and Odessa city itself is primarily Russophone, I elected to work on Russian for the summer.  While there were some logistical problems with my training that resulted in me receiving far fewer hours of lessons than I had hoped for, the training that I did receive was beneficial.  Particularly helpful was the time spent with an instructor who worked with me on social science readings and vocabulary.  In addition to my lessons, I spent time developing my Russian with local friends and acquaintances, and through enjoying cultural events.


My efforts to improve my ‘standard’ Russian had additional payoff in the village I was working in, not only for communication purposes, but for what I was able to learn about the local dialect and language ideologies.  Re-learning ‘standard’ language made me more attuned to the nuances of code-mixing, and ways in which community members exploited their knowledge of both Russian and Ukrainian to find just the right word for what they wanted to say, as well as color others voices when, for example, narrating a controversial event that had occurred in the village.  At the same time, I also became more attentive to the particularities of the local dialect, noting, for example, how the use of Russian vs. Ukrainian noun forms tended to clump in particular categories, how verbal affixation sometimes varied with tense and the origin of the verb-stem, and how even fairly ‘standard’ Russian speakers born and raised in Russia had acquired local phonological patterns (for example, the well-documented Ukrainian replacement of Russian /g/ with /h/).  


As I was attending to my informants’ language, they were also attending to mine.  Since I find it difficult to switch back and forth between Russian and Ukrainian, I elected to speak my target language, Russian, most of the time.  However, during my first summer in the fieldsite, I had been speaking the Western Ukrainian dialect I’d been trained in at University of Michigan and at Ivan Franko National University in L’viv.  My switch apparently took several of my informants by surprise, though most of them were already aware that I knew Ukrainian, and, after gently chastising me for becoming an Odessitka, continued to speak with me as they had before.  However, the changed provoked many conversations about language politics in the region.  While this wasn’t my primary research topic (it has been well-covered by other scholars, both Ukrainian and foreign), the information I gathered was a pleasant side-effect, and was, I think, particularly useful for understanding local ideologies about speakers of different codes, and the qualities attributed to such speakers.  


When I began my research, I hoped to spend more time in the fields with farmers, and observe more of their interactions with fieldhands and grain traders.  Again, I was interested in pricing predictions and salary commitments, topics directly related to working the land and the success of the harvest.  However, I encountered the same problem I’d had the previous year: the summer months are a terrible time to do research with agricultural workers, who are up at dawn and working in fields far from the villages until the sun sets, coming home only to sleep, and eat astonishing amounts of food.  (Collectives tended to have a residential center, with fields radiating outward for kilometers in all directions.)  This, combined with my language learning commitments in the city, made accessing farmers often enough to be able to observe patterns of interactions, rather than merely instances, rather difficult.  


Another challenge was my gender: the fields are a largely male space, and it seemed to be socially unacceptable for me to be spending the day with large groups of men engaged in what was considered by the community to be exclusively men’s work.  During the Soviet-era, women working on the collective tended to be engaged in weeding and hoeing gardens, and dairy and poultry production.  Despite the end of large-scale animal husbandry in this region, this gendered division of labor persists.  (On the upside, this opportunity to do pre-dissertation research has allowed me to think of solutions to these obstacles.  As such, I have budgeted money for a bicycle and car hire, so I can move between sites more easily.)  I did manage several meetings with people whom I’d worked with in the past, as well as new meetings with their connections, including the head of one of the two cooperatives that succeeded the former collective farm.  However, the format of these interactions was more akin to that of interviews, and as such, informative, but not quite what I was looking for.  


More productive for my research purposes was the time I spent at other worksites in the village, most notably the school, local stores, and the hospital.  I had agreed to teach a free, communicative English class for high school students twice a week during June and July, which allowed me to make connections with students, teachers, and administrators, both from my host village as well as neighboring ones.  Because of bus schedules, this in turn required both me and the class attendees to spend significant amounts of time waiting for transportation or for the school to open in the morning.  As such, I developed a regular routine of visiting various informants who lived or worked near the school, and observing them as they went about their days.  In addition, I rode the bus regularly with people who commuted between the village and the city, for reasons as varied as visiting relatives to procuring goods for their stores.  It turned out that they had plenty to say about promises, plans, and predictions, as well as those who were capable of making – or undermining – them.


Two topics that particularly garnered my interest were 1) the concept of envelope money, or money paid ‘in the envelope,’ tax free, on top of the salary reported to the government; and 2) witchcraft, and its purported role in the local economy.  For the purposes of this report and protection of my informants (not to mention my standing in the community), I will not delve into the details of these conversations.  However, regarding the first point, I became interested in the role of envelope money in negotiating work contracts not only in the village, but also in the city, where it seemed even more present.  It seemed that this practice was one that permeated both spaces, and was connected to a continuing mistrust in the government and its spending practices.  However, negotiating a salary with an envelope money component also required an employee to trust his or her employer to actually provide the cash promised.  Thus, the employee had to believe that his or her employer was capable of making predictions (ie. accurately anticipating the amount of money there would be to distribute to employees) and moral enough to follow through on commitments.  


In early July, I gave a paper called “From Village Gossip to Envelope Money: ‘Public/Private’ Distinctions and the Eerily Familiar in Odessa Oblast’” at the 3rd Annual Ukrainian International Summer School in the Social Sciences, an outstanding program for graduate students and recent PhDs or kandidaty nauk.  (The school is organized by faculty from Natsional’nyj Universytet Kyevo-Mohyljans’ka Academia, University of Ottawa, and Ecole de Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, and was truly one of the best academic experiences I’ve ever had.  I also made fantastic networking contacts in Ukraine and at other universities in Europe and North America, and would strongly recommend that U.S. graduate students in the social sciences apply to it.)  My argument in that paper was that taken for granted fractals like ‘public/private’ and ‘us/them’ are powerful Soviet-era language ideologies underlying many more readily observable present-day cultural forms.  In other words, ‘envelope money’ might not be exactly a Soviet practice that has continued into the present, but the binary distinctions that underlie and facilitate it could be considered Soviet-era legacies.


These questions of whom one can trust, and how speech can make or break commitments, also informed my understanding of the rumored practicing of witchcraft by an ethnic minority woman from a neighboring village.  Without going into detail, the conflict highlighted for me that while ethnic tensions don’t seem to be particularly pervasive in this region, many people retain deeply held stereotypes about how people they perceive as different from themselves (for reasons of ethnicity, origin, or class) speak, as well as what their speech can do.  This may be a topic that I will examine more closely in the future, but it is not one that I am prepared to write about at this time.





c.  Ultimately, I would declare my summer research a success, though as so often happens, that success was due to the fragility of my lands, rather than my ability to follow through on them.  (This seems most appropriate given my topic of interest.)  However, the defining moment of the summer, and the issue that will serve as the organizing event of my dissertation research, had nothing to do with envelope money or witchcraft.  Rather, it was the passing of legislation setting a date for the ending of the 20 year moratorium on farmland sales.  In other words, the Ukrainian government intends to open a land market in 2013, during the time that I will be conducting my extended fieldwork.  My research interests have thus far centered on the entanglement of language and agrarian political economy, and following small landowners’ preparation for and actual sale of their property promises to provide plenty of opportunity to study promises, plans, and predictions, as well as stakeholders’ practical navigation of the reforms more generally.  Provided that I secure adequate funding, I will begin my dissertation fieldwork in August, 2012.  Thanks to the Title VIII Combined Research & Language Training Program, and its facilitation of my Russian language skills, preliminary research, and networking (both in my agrarian fieldsite and with other academics), I have established a foundation for my investigations that will allow me to work more efficiently and effectively.


8









>
>
> Dear Deborah,
>
>
>
> Welcome back! Please find attached the guidelines for writing the final
> report as well as a supplemental report (that is more of a survey of your
> program.) Just as a reminder, this report is due within 1 month of
> completion of the Title VIII CRLT Program. Please feel free to just e-mail
> the report to me directly.
>
>
>
> As far as your application for the Research Scholar is concerned, yes, you
> are eligible to apply.
>
>
>
> I hope that your research went well!  If you have any questions,
> please do let me know!
>
>
>
> Best,
>
> Liliya
>
>
>
>
>
> Liliya Kholod
>
> Program Officer
>
> Higher Education Programs
>
> American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS
>
> 1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200
>
> Washington, DC 20036
>
> Tel: 202-833-7522
>
> Fax: 202-833-7523
>
> http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/
>
> www.americancouncils.org
>
> www.acrussiaabroad.org
>
> www.aceurasiaabroad.org
>
>
>
>
>



http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/





>
>
>
>
> From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com [mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com] On Behalf
> Of Deborah Jones
> Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 12:10 PM
> To: Liliya Kholod
> Subject: post-CRLT program check in
>
>
>
> Hi Liliya,
>
> I was on a CRLT grant in Odessa, Ukraine this past summer.  I followed up my
> American Councils funded research with some comparative work in Tajikistan,
> and returned to the U.S. at the beginning of September.  Now that I'm
> settling back in, I wanted to get in touch with you regarding what all I
> need to do now that the grant is complete.  Do I need to write a report?
> Pass a language proficiency exam?
>
> Also, I am planning on applying for the Research Scholar program (for a nine
> month grant -- longer term dissertation work).  Can you confirm that I am
> eligible for it?
>
> Many thanks,
>
> Deborah
>
> --
>
> Deborah A. Jones, MA
>
> Doctoral Program in Anthropology
> University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
>
>
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From: Liliya Kholod
To: "Deborah Jones"; "deborah.a.jones@gmail.com"
Subject: FW: post-CRLT program check in
Date: Tuesday, December 13, 2011 10:13:00 AM
Attachments: Final report guidelines 2011-12.pdf


Dear Deborah,
 
I hope this message finds you well. I’m writing today to remind you about your Title VIII
final program report. Since you’ve completed your fellowship in September, we must
submit your report to the program funder by the end of this year. Could you please send
me your report by Monday, December 19?
 
Best,
Liliya
 
From: Liliya Kholod 
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 11:18 AM
To: 'Deborah Jones'
Subject: RE: post-CRLT program check in
 
Dear Deborah,
 
Welcome back! Please find attached the guidelines for writing the final report as well as a
supplemental report (that is more of a survey of your program.) Just as a reminder, this
report is due within 1 month of completion of the Title VIII CRLT Program. Please feel free
to just e-mail the report to me directly.
 
As far as your application for the Research Scholar is concerned, yes, you are eligible to
apply.
 
I hope that your research went well!  If you have any questions, please do let me know!
 
Best,
Liliya
 
 
Liliya Kholod
Program Officer
Higher Education Programs
American Councils for International Education: ACTR/ACCELS
1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: 202-833-7522
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Title VIII Research Scholar and Title VIII Combined Research and Language Training 
Program  



Final Reporting Guidelines  
 



All participants in the Title VIII Research Scholar/Combined Research and Language Training Program 
are required to write a final report on your research findings and complete a program evaluation at the end 
of their grant period. The report serves an important purpose, as it enables the United States Department 
of State to explain and justify its budget expenditures for its research scholar programs. The Department’s 
ability to show that your trip to Eurasia/Southeast Europe resulted in demonstrable gains in your field of 
study will have lasting effects on the program’s future and the ability of other scholars to obtain funding 
for their work.  
 
Your final report on your research should include and address the following: 
A ten to twenty page working paper addressing research accomplishments, to be published on the 
American Councils website and to be shared with the Department of State in a database of research 
products. Your paper should discuss your research topic, highlight preliminary research findings and 
address how U.S. analysts and decision makers can use the research you completed to develop more 
effective policies in the region. Also, please attach a list of any talks, briefs, lectures, and/or held meetings 
with Embassies, NGOs, or Government officials about your research. 
 
The primary goal of the program evaluation is to improve the program and better prepare future 
participants on American Councils research programs. This form is a supplement to the final report 
required by the State Department; however, we greatly appreciate you taking the time to honestly assess 
these aspects of the program. American Councils outbound staff read each final report carefully, evaluate 
problems described by scholars, and adapt their programs accordingly. Equally important, positive 
comments will help American Councils continue in its role as administrator of these programs. We hope 
therefore that you will be honest, balanced, and specific in your evaluation of the services provided to 
you. 
 
Your program evaluation should be completed on-line at the following link: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=Ezte3ZUaoUIHS_2fITWCuWVg_3d_3d 
 
Please keep in touch with American Councils and continue to send us updates on your career in the 
future. It is extremely helpful for us to receive news of former scholars and their contributions to the 
field. The more we are able to show the Department of State the importance of your work, the better able 
we are to justify continued funding for programs like this. Please complete the program evaluation and 
send your report on research findings within one month of the completion of your grant to:   



 



American Councils for International Education 
    Title VIII Research Programs 
    1828 L Street NW, Suite 1200 
    Washington, D.C. 20036 
    Email: skrueger@americancouncils.org 
    Fax: (202) 833-7523 












Fax: 202-833-7523
http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/
www.americancouncils.org
www.acrussiaabroad.org
www.aceurasiaabroad.org
 
 
 
 
From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com [mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Deborah Jones
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 12:10 PM
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: post-CRLT program check in
 
Hi Liliya,


I was on a CRLT grant in Odessa, Ukraine this past summer.  I followed up my American
Councils funded research with some comparative work in Tajikistan, and returned to the U.S.
at the beginning of September.  Now that I'm settling back in, I wanted to get in touch with
you regarding what all I need to do now that the grant is complete.  Do I need to write a
report?  Pass a language proficiency exam?  


Also, I am planning on applying for the Research Scholar program (for a nine month grant --
longer term dissertation work).  Can you confirm that I am eligible for it?


Many thanks,


Deborah


--
Deborah A. Jones, MA
Doctoral Program in Anthropology
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
 



http://researchfellowships.americancouncils.org/

http://www.americancouncils.org/

http://www.acrussiaabroad.org/

http://www.aceurasiaabroad.org/






From: deborah.a.jones@gmail.com on behalf of Deborah Jones
To: Liliya Kholod
Subject: post-CRLT program check in
Date: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 12:10:18 PM


Hi Liliya,


I was on a CRLT grant in Odessa, Ukraine this past summer.  I followed up my
American Councils funded research with some comparative work in Tajikistan, and
returned to the U.S. at the beginning of September.  Now that I'm settling back in, I
wanted to get in touch with you regarding what all I need to do now that the grant
is complete.  Do I need to write a report?  Pass a language proficiency exam?  


Also, I am planning on applying for the Research Scholar program (for a nine month
grant -- longer term dissertation work).  Can you confirm that I am eligible for it?


Many thanks,


Deborah


-- 
Deborah A. Jones, MA
Doctoral Program in Anthropology
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor



mailto:deborah.a.jones@gmail.com

mailto:jdeborah@umich.edu

mailto:LKholod@americancouncils.org



