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INTRODUCTION

A couple of years after the collapse of the Soviet Union, an American
historian, Mark von Hagen, astonished by the tempo of the conversion of
former Marxist-Leninist historians into devoted followers of the national
paradigm, asked: “should Ukraine have one official history?” and sug-
gested looking more broadly at possible avenues of development, claiming
that:

“Ukraine represents a case of a national culture with extremely permeable
frontiers, but a case that perhaps corresponds to postmodern political develop-
ments in which subnational, transnational and international processes need as
much attention by historians, social scientists and ‘culturologists’ as those
processes that were formerly studied as national.”"

Von Hagen suggested overcoming both Soviet and nationalist dogmas and
turning Ukrainian history into a very modern field of inquiry:

“Ukrainian history can serve as a wonderful vehicle to challenge the
nation-state’s conceptual hegemony and to explore some of the most
contested issues of identity formation, cultural construction and main-

. . . . 2
tenance, and colonial institutions and structures”.

Commenting on von Hagen’s essay, Andreas Kappeler asked rhetorically
if “the time for a post-nationalist approach to Ukrainian studies” had
already come.’ The question could also be re-formulated like this: where
might one find an antidote to the official Soviet historical narrative?

The Soviet regime believed in the importance of historical education
and in the proper planning and control of historical research. In 1926, the
all-mighty Soviet Marxist historian Mikhail Pokrovskii claimed categori-
cally that “the Academy could not continue playing the role of a cloister

' Mark von Hagen, ‘Does Ukraine Have a History?’, Slavic Review 54, 3 (1995):

658-73, here 670.
% Tbid., 673.

? Andreas Kappeler, ‘Ukrainian History from a German Perspective’, Slavic Review 54,
3 (1995): 691-701, here 698.
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for the ‘impartial seeker of truth’ and merely maintain a benevolent
neutrality towards Soviet rule”.!

In the 1960s, one of the most open-minded Ukrainian émigré histori-
ans in Canada, Ivan Lysiak-Rudnyts’kyi, wrote that in a totalitarian state
scholarship “has no autonomy and must directly subordinate itself to
politics”.” Another prominent diaspora historian and, before 1941, one of
the leading scholars in Soviet Ukraine - Oleksandr Ohloblyn - concluded
in 1978 that “historical scholarship in the Motherland [Soviet Ukraine]
has ceased to exist”,” because “the trend in official Soviet historiography
has inevitably pushed it towards an anti-scientific and anti-Ukrainian
synthesis of Ukrainian history”.” Ohloblyn labelled official Soviet histori-
ography as both “anti-Ukrainian” and “anti-scientific” in contrast to
“scientific” and “Ukrainian” diaspora scholarship. Certainly the situation
was not so simple and neither diaspora nor Soviet Ukrainian
historiographies were homogeneous, even though the degree of direct
political pressure in the Soviet Union was much stronger. Still, the pres-
sure of ‘patriotic duty’ and the logic of the Cold War should not be un-
derestimated either.

Not surprisingly, Ohloblyn’s own publications were criticized for the
“patriotic phraseology” and “poetic attachments” which devalued the
quality of their analysis. The critic Lev Bilas pointed out that “history
should deal with knowledge and not with the arousal of emotions. The
patriotic or any other ‘poetic” history is not true history, because it is not
true thought”.*

The same point was made - even more strongly - by another émigre
historian and Turkologist, Omeljan Pritsak, founder of the ‘Harvard
miracle’ - the Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute - and its first chair in
1968. For Pritsak, “If history-writing does not want to become an instru-
ment of the totalitarian state, it must stand firmly on the principle of
historical truth, whether that historical truth is pleasant or painful. The

*M.N. Pokrovskii, ‘K otchetu o deiatel’nosti Akademii nauk za 1926 g.’, Zven ia: Isto-
richeskii almanakh, 2 (1992): 580-99, here 591.

> Ivan Lysiak-Rudnytsky, ‘Do stanu ukrains’koi nauky v SRSR’, Suchasnist’8, 7 (1964):
80-6, here 80.

¢ Oleksander Ohloblyn, ‘Zavdannia ukrains’koi istoriohrafii na emihratsi’, in O. Ohlo-
blyn, Studii z istorii Ukrainy. Statti i dzberel’ni materialy, ed. Liubomyr Vynar (N’iu-lork,
Kyiv, Toronto: UIT, 1995), 287-291, here 291.

7 I1dem, ‘Problema skhemy istorii Ukrainy 19-20 stolittia (do 1917 roku)’, Ukrai-
nsk’kyi istoryk, 1-2 (1971): 5-16, here 9.

8 Lev Bilas, ‘Ideolohiia iak istoriia i iak poeziia’, Suchasnist’ 5,7 (1961): 45-62, here 50.
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highest criterion for historical truth should remain the scientific con-
science of the researcher”.’

Maybe during the Cold War and in the diaspora it was easier firmly to
claim such a division between truth and falsehood and between a scientific
and an unscientific approach. At least, as Pierre Nora argued recently,
over the last thirty years we have experienced a profound change which
could be called a “general politicization of history” and which he under-
stands as “the inevitable process of transforming what they [historians]
produce into an ideology, of transforming the world in which historians
work and with which they have to deal into an ideological system”."

Throughout the twentieth century a lot of historians and other intel-
lectuals proved to be attracted to master-ideologies involving mass vio-
lence, engaging with apologetics on behalf of Stalinism, Fascism and
Maoism as well as with often self-deceiving discussions of Israeli-Pa-
lestinian or Russian-Ukrainian issues."" Concluding his analysis of the
struggle of French intellectuals with politics and ideology, Tony Judt
suggested that “a refusal to occupy the post of the (engaged) intellectual
may be the most positive of the steps modern thinkers can take in any
serious effort to come to terms with their own responsibility for our
common recent past”.”” This proposal seems still to be relevant nowadays.
How are the intellectual choices made by historians today influenced by
the long twentieth-century experiences of Eastern Europe? What could
‘official history’ mean for a stateless nation or a self-proclaimed ‘republic’?
How did Ukrainian historiography become or how was it forced to

’ Omeljan Pritsak, Chomu katedry ukrainoznavstva v Harvardi¢ (Kembridzh, MA,
N’iu-lork: Fond katedr ukrainoznavstva, 1973), 105.

1 Pierre Nora, ‘Recent History and the New Dangers of Politicization’, Eurozine, 24
November 2011, available at https://www.eurozine.com/recent-history-and-the-new-
dangers-of-politicization/ (last visited March 22, 2020).

" Czestaw Mitosz, The Captive Mind (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1953); Raymond
Aron, The Opium of the Intellectuals (London: Secker & Warburg, 1957); Stanley Wein-
traub, The Last Great Cause: The Intellectuals and the Spanish Civil War (London:
W. H. Allen, 1968); Alistair Hamilton, The Appeal of Fascism: A Study of Intellectuals and
Fascism, 1919-1945 (New York: Macmillan, 1971); Tony Judt, The Burden of Responsibility:
Blum, Camus, Aron, and the French Twentieth Century (Chicago, London: Chicago Uni-
versity Press, 1998); idem, Past Imperfect: French Intellectuals, 1944-1956 (New York,
London: New York University Press, 2011); Mark Lilla, The Reckless Mind: Intellectuals in
Politics (New York: New York Review of Books, 2016); Susie Linfield, The Lions’ Den:
Zionism and the Left from Hannah Arendt to Noam Chomsky (New Haven, London: Yale
University Press, 2019), and others.

1 Juds, Past Imperfect (see note 11), 318.
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become Soviet? What spaces for individual research initiatives or even for
modest disagreement with obligatory planned research existed in the
official history institutions of Soviet Ukraine and socialist Poland? How
were Russian textbooks on history re-written during the post-Soviet
years? What role do literature, film, monuments, holidays or rituals play
in the politics of history? How have memories of the Second World War
been instrumentalized in the ongoing Russian-Ukrainian conflict and
how have images of the ongoing war in the Donbas influenced memory
debates in neighbouring post-Soviet states?

The spectrum of questions mentioned above were among the topics
under research in two international projects: one at the University of
Geneva called Divided Memories, Shared Memories. Ukraine / Russia /
Poland (20”-21" Centuries): An Entangled History (supported by the Swiss
National Science Foundation) and the other, at the Institute of History of
the Academy of Sciences of Lithuania, called Modernisation of Identiry?
Challenges of ‘Europeanisation’, Nationalism and Post-Sovietism for Memory
Cultures (Nr. MOD-17006, supported by the Research Council of
Lithuania).

The preliminary findings of both projects were discussed at the confer-
ence Official History in Eastern Europe. Transregional Perspectives at the
German Historical Institute Warsaw on June 13-14, 2018. Our conference
aimed at making research perspectives broader (both chronologically and
geographically) as well as developing a sense of complexity and promoting
differentiated comparative approaches to the topic.

We also tended to reserve room for disagreement. That is why our
book consists of very different contributions - different both disci-
plinarily and stylistically. Some authors distance themselves from their
topics and strive to treat them as dispassionately as possible; others speak
of ‘us’ and clearly sympathize with or disapprove of the heroes of their
essays. We decided to preserve this variety of approaches and styles,
hoping for a careful and critical readership.

Korine Amacher, Andrii Portnov, Viktoriia Serhiienko
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VIKTORIIA SERHIIENKO

‘OFFICIAL HISTORY’ FOR A STATELESS NATION

MYKHAILO HRUSHEVS’KYT’S
ILLUSTRATED HISTORY OF UKRAINE

Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi (1866-1934), historian and politician, came from
a Ukrainian family loyal to the Russian Empire. His father was a teacher
of Russian and worked in Poland and the Caucasus, where the young
Hrushevs’kyi spent his childhood. During his studies at Kyiv University,
Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi proved to be the most talented student of Profes-
sor Volodymyr Antonovych (1834-1908), the prominent Ukrainian
historian of Polish origin. At the age of 28, Hrushevs’kyi received a pro-
fessorship in world history (in practice, in the history of Ukraine) at L’viv
University in the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

During his lifetime Hrushevs’kyi would go on to become the most
productive and influential Ukrainian historian. His greatest achievement
was the representation in his work of Ukrainian history as separate from
and equal to the histories of the other East Slavic nations. Rooted in the
populist historiography of the narodniks," he accepted its interpretation of
Polish, Turkish, and more general ‘oriental’ factors in Ukrainian history.’
The main issue for him, therefore, was to achieve emancipation from the
Russian historical narrative. Hrushevs’kyi, who had been raised in the
Russian intellectual tradition, was faced with a problem. He denied the
Russian tradition and yet simultaneously depended on it, both in terms of

" Narodnik historiography was an intellectual trend in the history writing of the
1830s-early 20" centuries which gave the leading role in Ukrainian historical development
to the ‘people’ (narod) by which they mainly meant the peasantry.

? For more details see Natalia Iakovenko, ‘Koho i iak inshuie Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi
v “Istorii Ukrainy-Rusy” ’, in Obraz Inshoho v susidnikh istoriiakh: mify, stereotypy, nankovi
interpretatsii, materials of the international academic conference, Kyiv, 15-16 December
2005 (Kyiv, 2008), 89-103.
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phraseology and of interpretation. This challenge was largely overcome
through his seminal article, “The Traditional Scheme of “Russian” History
and the Problem of a Rational Organization of the History of the East
Slavs’.” The central idea of the article evolved and was comprehensively
expanded in his monumental History of Ukraine-Rus’.* This, however, was
an immense academic work, which Hrushevs’kyi now wanted to popular-
ize. So it was the Illustrated History of Ukraine (hereinafter the IHU)
which facilitated the spread of Hrushevs’kyi’s historical narrative. The
IHU also contributed significantly to the development of Ukrainian
identity among generations of the Ukrainian intelligentsia and of the
wider public, becoming something of an ‘official history’ for a stateless
nation.

In this article, I would like to explore the factors which helped the
IHU to achieve literary success. To do this, I will try to show that before
competing for readers across the Russian Empire, Hrushevs’kyi sought to
become a leader among the Ukrainian intelligentsia, and the methods he
used were not always purely academic. Then I will depict the preparation
of the IHU for publication, revealing some of the reasons for Hrushev-
s’kyi’s exceptional efficiency.’ I will also analyse the main themes of
Russian-Ukrainian historical debate as they arise in the JHU. This debate,
which in its political dimension boiled down to whether the Ukrainian
nation should be independent or not, took place in various spheres, in-
cluding in the public arena, where Hrushevs’kyi strove to attain and then
maintain the advantage. Finally, I will analyse the reception of the /HU,
both in academic circles and more broadly.

Hrushevs’kyi’s Idea and its Competitors

The IHU (1911) was preceded by another popular book of Hrushevs’kyi’s
written in Russian: An Outline History of the Ukrainian People (1904)
(hereinafter the Outline). This book broke the historiographical silence
which had persisted since the appearance of the works of Dmytro

? Michael Hrushevsky, The Traditional Scheme of Russian’ History and the Problem of a
Rational Organization of the History of the East Slavs (Winnipeg: Ukrainian Free Academy
of Sciences, 1965).

* Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi , Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 10 vols. (L'viv, Kyiv, 1898-1936).
> See idem, Twory, 50 vols. (L’viv: Svit, 2002-20).
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Bantysh-Kamens’kyi® (1788-1850) and Mykola Markevych’ (1804-60).
From the 1840s until the emergence of the Outline, not a single synthesis
of Ukrainian history was published in the Russian Empire. Nevertheless,
the most important factor for Ukrainian historiography was something
else. For the first time in the Outline, the Ukrainian past unfolded as a
separate history of the Ukrainian nation (narodnost’).

However, the fame of the book was overshadowed by one particular
story, discussed by Andreas Kappeler in his research on Aleksandra
Efimenko® (Oleksandra Iefymenko (1848-1918) ), a specialist in Ukrainian
studies of Russian origin who actively opposed the ban on Ukrainian
publications in the Russian Empire. As it turns out, the Outline appeared
first because the editorial board of the Kievskaia Starina (a journal influ-
enced by Volodymyr Antonovych) had deliberately delayed publication
of a manuscript by Iefymenko which had won a competition run by the
journal for writing a synthesis of Ukrainian history. Although Iefymenko
in this generalizing piece of writing portrayed the historical development
of Ukraine (Southern Rus’) as separate from the Great Russian one, she
did not escape accusations from Antonovych that she had deployed a
‘Great Russian standpoint’.

This is interesting because in fact Iefymenko shared Antonovych’s
views on Ukrainian history. She wrote later that the studies of the “His-
tory of Rus’” concern only the northeastern part of it and “in other cases
amount to a falsification of public consciousness”.” As Kappeler notes,
Iefymenko’s attitude to her research might be explained by a shift in the
Ukrainian narrative between 1896-1900:

“According to the scheme of the narrative authored by Hrushevs’kyi, the
story begins with the prehistory and origin of Rus’. This is why the historians
from ‘Kievskaia Starina’ might have had doubts about supporting the writing
and publication of a history of Ukraine involving a more recent and less

® See Dmitrii Bantysh-Kamenskii, Istoriiz Maloi Rossii: so vremen prisoedineniia onoi
Rossiiskomu gosudarstou pri tsare Aleksee Mikbailoviche s kratkim obozreniem pervobytnogo
sostotaniia sego kraia, vol. 2 (Moscow: Tipografiia S. Selivanovskogo, 1822).

7 See Nikolai Markevich, Istoriia Malorossii, 5 vols. (Moscow: Tipografiia Avgusta
Semena, 1842-3).

% Andreas Kappeler, ‘Oleksandra Tefymenko ta Kyivs'ka istorychna shkola’, Ukraina
Moderna 6, 17 (2010): 45-76. Kappeler developed his argument in Andreas Kappeler,
Russland und die Ukraine: Verflochtene Biographien und Geschichten (Wien: Bohlau, 2012).

? Aleksandra Efimenko, Istoriia ukrainskogo naroda (St. Petersburg: Tipografiia Aktsio-
nernogo Obshchestva “Brokgauz-Efron”, 1906), 1.
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teleological narrative, in which Kyivan Rus’ was not interpreted as the prede-
cessor of Ukraine alone, and which was written by an ethnic Russian.”*

Due to the rejection of Iefymenko’s original manuscript, she was only
able to publish her book, The History of the Ukrainian People (1906), five
years after the date originally scheduled. Although Iefymenko’s study was
relevant, because its publication was delayed by several years she was
outstripped by Hrushevs’kyi who by then had completed his Outline.

As for the IHU, Hrushevs’kyi stated (in the preface to the first edition
which appeared in 1911) that he had conceived of this book before the
publication of the October Manifesto'' (17 October 1905), which had
made it possible to “carry out my long-standing idea”."* In his Autobiogra-
phy (1906) he had also mentioned an intention “to begin (his scholarly
career - V.S.) ... with a wider and more purely academic history of
Ukraine, which could then be transformed into a shorter and more popu-
lar version”."” The Autobiography, however, refers in general to the genre
of popular history. As for the IHU, the earliest documentary confirma-
tion of the idea is from September 1906."

The reader’s attention is also attracted by Hrushevs’kyi’s note about
some “miserable adventures” which had “discouraged me ... from this
work (the publication of the JHU - V.S.)”." This hinted at the important
context in which the book appeared. Namely, it concerned how
Hrushevs’kyi was nettled by the publication of The Illustrated History of

1 Thid., 69.

" Hrushevs'kyi refers here to the well-known fact that, until the first Russian revoluti-
on, the printing of most books in Ukrainian, including historical works, was prohibited.
See Hennadii Boriak et al., eds., Ukrains’ka identychnist’ i movne pytannia v Rosiis’kii
impreii: sproba derzbavnoho rebulinvannia (1847-1914). Zbirnyk dokumentiv i materialiv
(Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2013); Zaborona ukrains’koho slova v Rosii.
Referat peterburs’koi akademii nauk v spravi znesennia zaboromy urains’kobo slova (Scranton,
PA: Vydavnytstvo prosvitn’oi komisii Rus’koho narodnoho coiuza, 1916); Ob otmene
stesnenii malorusskogo pechatnogo slova (St. Petersburg: Tipografiia Imperatorskoi akademii
nauk, 1905).

2 Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia Ukrainy (Kyiv, L’viv: Drukarnia Ste-
pana Kul’zhenka,1911), 3.

" Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, Avtobiobrafiia, reprint (Toronto: Acropolis Press, 1965), 9.

1 Vasyl’ Ul'ianovs’kyi, ‘Mykola Arkas, “Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusi” i Mykhailo Hrushev-
s’kyi’, in Istoriia, istoriosofiia, dzhereloznavstvo: Istorychnyi zbirnyk. Statti, rozvidky, za-
mitky, ese, eds. idem and Lesia Dovha (Kyiv: Intel, 1996), 198.

15 v 77 o
Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 12), 3.
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Ukraine-Rus”'® (1908) by the amateur historian Mykola Arkas (1853-
1909)."

The full argument against Arkas’ book Hrushevs’kyi set out in a
review. His central contention was that writing popular books required
the services of a historian using academic methods." Hrushevs’kyi main-
tained that it was inadmissible to simplify a historical narrative at the
expense of its quality. In his opinion, it was disrespectful to the reader
that such an important book could have been written by someone who,
though interested in the Ukrainian idea, was not a professional. His
arguments are valid, but Hrushevs’kyi’s uncompromising tone is also
noteworthy. Researchers have called Hrushevs’kyi’s intolerant attitude
toward his competitor an “Arkas-Hrushevs’kyi conflict, artificially
inflated and exaggerated by Arkas’s defenders”" and urged us to “consider
his (the professor’s - V.S.) sensitivity in relation to his own ambition”.”
Indeed, starting from the autumn of 1906, Hrushevs’kyi was considering
the idea for the book. Arkas’s work, however, appeared first. Moreover,
it grew popular and Hrushevs’kyi in his review notes that “no book apart
from Kobzar is selling as well as this one”.” But Hrushevs’kyi did not
take the popularity of Arkas’s book as evidence of its merit. He consid-
ered it exceptionally unsuccessful and even “injurious™ to “the masses,

' Arkas began to work on the book in 1902, planning it first as a tutorial for his son’s
homeschooling.

v

" For more details see Thor Hyrych, ‘Shche do problem “Arkas i Hrushevs’kyi”’, in
Istoriia, istoriosofiia, dzhereloznavstvo (see note 14), 221-30; Vitalii Sarbei, ‘M. M. Arkas i
ioho “Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusi”’, Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal 7 (1990): 100-13; Vasyl’
Ul'ianovs’kyi, ‘Ukrains’ka sprava Mykoly Arkasa’, Kraianyn 4 (1993): 8-17; idem,
““Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusi”’ (see note 14), 161-220; idem, ‘Ukrains’ka ideia Mykoly Arkasa
(Poperedni notatky z epistoly)’, in Ukraina: kul’turna spadshchyna, natio-nal’na svidomist’,
derzhavnist’. Zbirnyk nankovykh prats’, eds. Iaroslav Isaievych et al., vol. 2 (L’viv: Instytut
ukrainoznavstva imeni I. Krypiakevycha, 1995), 111-29.

' Before that, Oleksandr Barvins’kyi (1847-1926), another extremely popular author
among Galician readers, who wrote The lllustrated History of Rus’ (1890), was criticized for
a lack of professionalism.

¥ Ulianovs’kyi,  “Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusi”* (see note 14), 172.

o Hyrych, © “Arkas 1 Hrushevs’kyi” ’ (see note 17), 224.

! Vidhuk Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho. Do retsenzii d. Lypyns’koho’, in Tvory (see note
5), vol. 2, Suspil’no-polirychni tvory (1907-1914) (L’viv: Svit, 2005), 370.

* Galician historian and bibliographer Bohdan Barvins’kyi (1880-1958) noted factual
errors in Arkas’ book. However, he called Hrushevs’kyi’s review a manifestation of the
professor’s implacable attitude towards competition. He considered that Arkas’ book was
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who want to receive some good food for the mind from enlightened
circles”.” His assessment overemphasized the significance of the errors of
fact in Arkas’s writing, which was a mid-market book summarizing the
studies of Ukrainian history available at the time.

Having published his review, Hrushevs’kyi proposed to the historian
Viacheslav Lypyns’kyi (1882-1931) that he write on the same topic. The
professor then proceeded to change the text without the author’s permis-
sion. Namely, he cut some passages in which Lypyns’kyi itemized the
advantages of Arkas’s book. In a letter to the historian Vasyl’ Doma-
nyts’kyi,” Lypyns’kyi wrote that it had been “an abuse - the distortion
of my thought in order to advance his own. ... This is something damag-
ing. It delegitimizes and destroys criticism and prevents exchange of

thought”.” He further added:

“The revival of the Ukrainian nation cannot be identified with even the
cleverest thoughts of Prof. Hrushevs’kyi or of any other individual. By doing
that, we turn the ebullient Ukrainian popular national movement into the
sectional (hurtkovyi) movement of an interest group, a party movement with
leaders at its head, and that pattern and routine will bring our demise, in my
opinion.”*

As for Arkas himself - being a provincial official and an amateur collector
of Ukrainian folklore - he never claimed that his book was proper schol-
arly research. It had been written purely for pleasure in his spare time.
Despite the unexpected and disapproving reaction from Hrushevs’kyi,
Arkas never allowed himself to express any disaffection in response. He

“harmful” only for Hrushevs’kyi, because it was selling well. See Bohdan Barvins’kyi,
‘Chy spravdi shkidlyva?’, Ruslan, 30 August 1908, 3-4.

* «Vidhuk Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho® (see note 21), 374.

# Domanyts’kyi was the editor of Arkas’ book and wrote to the author: “... everyone
says that the professor has been publicly ‘shown his real face’ and did not acquire fame
because of this review - on the contrary. I must tell you that in the last year or year-and-a-
half some bad change has befallen him: he has become excessively ambitious, selfish, and
miserly... The Society (the Shevchenko Scientific Society - V.S.) has to buy all his books
and publications. What a great head of the Society!” (Inna Starovoitenko, ‘Lystuvannia
Domanyts’koho do Mykoly Arkasa (1907-1908)’, Ukrains'kyi archeobafichnyi shchorichnyk
10-11, 13-14 (2006): 566.)

» ‘Lyst vid 21-28.08.1908 r. vid Viacheslava Lypyns’koho do Vasylia Domanyts’-
koho’, in Viacheslav Lypyns’kyi . Lystuvannia (A-Zh), vol. 1, ed. Iaroslav Pelens’ kyi (Kyiv,
Filadel’fiia: Skhidnoievropeis’kyi doslidnyts’kyi instytut imeni V. Lypyns’koho, Vydav-
nytstvo “Smoloskyp”, 2003), 507-8.

% Ibid., 508.



‘Official History’ for a Stateless Nation 21

acknowledged the validity of the criticism and began to prepare a revised
edition of the book.”

It might also be mentioned that a discussion of Arkas’s book initiated
by Hrushevs’kyi in the Literary-Scientific Bulletin he edited, and going
beyond the realm of the purely academic, had the effect of dissuading
some readers from continuing with their subscription to what was one of
the few Ukrainian journals in existence at the time.”

The Art Collector Who Publishes History Books

In his memoirs, Hrushevs’kyi wrote:

“At every moment, at every stage of my life, I need to have a certain goal
before me to which I must devote myself completely and without reserve,
straining my energies to the utmost, to self-oblivion, and I feel normal only
when I can devote myself to the attainment of that goal without obstacle.”

When Hrushevs’kyi was not engaged in scholarship, he found a focus in
collecting. The collection of Professor Hrushevs’kyi was costly and
exceptional (the wealth he inherited from his father made this possible™)
- Persian and Ukrainian carpets, Bohemian and Venetian glass, Saxon and
Ukrainian porcelain, numerous archaeological findings, portraits of
hetmans, rare 17-18"-century printed books, and contemporary Ukrai-
nian paintings, including works by Mykhailo Boichuk, Fotii Krasyts’kyi,
Fedir Krychevs’kyi, and Ivan Trush.” The IHU therefore represented a
challenge not only for the careful scholar whose stylistic flaws had been

% The book was published three years after Arkas’ death thanks to the efforts of his
wife Ol'ha. See Mykola Arkas, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusi: z maliunkamy, 2nd ed. (Krakow:
1912).

* Inna Starovoitenko, ‘Retsenzii ta vidhuky na “Istoriiu Ukrainy-Rusi”, opublikovani
u periodycznykh vydanniakh Naddniprians’koi Ukrainy ta Halychyny’, in Tstoriia
Ukrainy-Rusi’ u lystuvanni Mykoly Arkasa z Vasylem Domanyts’kym. 1906-1909 roky, ed.
Inna Starovoitenko (Kyiv: Tempora, 2009), 196.

* Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, ‘Spomyny’, Kyiv 9 (1988): 120.

% Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi’s father, Serhii Hrushevs’kyi, gained his wealth by selling
Church-Slavonic textbooks for public schools. In particular, his first textbook of the
Church-Slavonic language (Kyiv, 1872) has been reprinted more than 30 times.

* For more details see Thor Hyrych, “Znyshchena mystets’ka zbirka i arkhiv Mykhaila
Hrushevs’koho v ioho kyivs’kii oseli’, Pamiatky Ukrainy 1 (1995): 103-4; Nataliia Shelu-

diakova, Hrushevs'kyi - kolektsioner u konteksti naukovoho ta mystets’kobo zhyttia Ukrainy
kintsia 19 - pochatku 20 st. Dysertatsiia kandydata istorychnykb nank (PhD diss., Kyiv, 2016).
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noted by some critics,” but also for the art lover. As Hrushevs’kyi
wrote, 403 images” of excellent quality were used in the IHU (1912):

“I only gave for publication the most ‘authentic’ illustrations from old por-
traits, drawings, engravings and houses, not compositions by modern painters.
At most I allowed myself to include several drawings taken from old coins
and stamps which try to recreate the portrait or likeness of a person.”**

It was important to Hrushevs’kyi to convey the sense of an epoch and the
impression of a historical figure as he or she had been imagined by people
in the past, so he selected the illustrations with care. At the same time, he
considered it possible to treat fantasy images on a par with portraits from
life. And quite in the spirit of Romantic historiography, he would often
not mention that some of the images were products of the imagination.
Hrushevs’kyi was inspired, as evidenced by his diary entries in early
1909, by August Sokotowski’s Illustrated History of Poland.” He called it
“very weak”, but it was precisely this work which prompted Hru-
shevs’kyi to reflect on his own book. It is notable that the idea of illus-
trated histories was in vogue at the time. In Poland, the most popular
publications were by August Sokotowski* and Julian Baczyfiski,” in the
Czech lands, by Jan Dolensky, Jaroslav Kosina, and Antonin Rezek,” and

32 . L . .. . S
For example, the literary historian and literary critic Serhii Iefremov wrote in his
diary about Hrushevs’kyi’s six-volume History of Ukrainian Literature: “If this man had
not been immersed in chatter and had cut his work down to a quarter of the size, it would
have been four times more interesting.” (Serhii Iefremov, Shchodennyky: 1923-1929 (Kyiv:
ZAT “Hazeta RADA?”, 1997), 521.) Although Iefremov had different - at first benevolent,
and later increasingly strained - personal relations with Hrushevs’kyi, he cannot be
blamed for lack of professionalism. For example, Iefremov’s remarks were one of the
reasons why the Outline is one of Hrushevs'kyi’s stylistically best-written books.

? Most of the plates with the drawings are stored in the Hrushevs’kyiFamily Fund
No. 1235 at the Central State Historical Archives of Ukraine and in the Fund of Professor
Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi at the L’viv National Scientific Library of Ukraine (LNB).
Technical processing of the documents from the Fund of Professor Mykhailo Hrus-
hevs’kyi at the LNB remains incomplete, so the materials contained there are unfortunate-
ly not accessible to researchers.

3 Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia Ukrainy, 2nd ed. (Kyiv, L’viv, 1912), 4.

% ‘Shchodennyk Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho (1904-1910)’, Kyivs’ka starovyna 1 (1995):
10-30.

% August Sokotowski, Dzieje Polski ilustrowane, 2 vols. (Warszawa, 1899-1900).

¥ Tulian Baczytiski, Dzieje Polski ilustrowane, 2 vols. (Poznati, 1904).

3 Jan Dolensky, Jaroslav Kosina, and Antonin Rezek, Obrdzkové déjiny ndroda ceského
(Praha, 1893).
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in Germany by Wilhelm Zimmermann.” It is therefore obvious that
Hrushevs’kyi would understand the necessity of a similar book depicting
the history of the Ukrainian nation. It was important in addition to
publish this work before Russian historians undertook a similar task,
which must also have prompted Hrushevs’kyi to hasten the realization of
his plan.

However, it took time and considerable effort to collect all the illustra-
tions (from different cities and even from different countries). To give a
general impression, I will list only a few of the institutions from whose
collections the illustrations were taken: the Shevchenko Scientific Society
and Ossolineum, then in L’viv, the Kyiv City Museum (now the Ukrai-
nian National Museum of Art), the Synodal Library in Moscow, and the
Imperial Public Library in St. Petersburg (now the National Library of
Russia). Hlustrations also came from private collections. To find the
names of those who did substantial work on this book, I turned to the
Hrushevs’kyi Family Fund at the Central State Historical Archives of
Ukraine.* In particular, there is a detailed business correspondence with
the Kyiv printers Stepan Kul’zhenko," describing the preparation of the
book for printing. At the same time, the correspondence allows us to
understand Hrushevs’kyi’s approach to his work. He was a demanding
person for the contractors, bargaining for price reductions, giving detailed
instructions on the use of a particular font, paper, or method of typing
and requiring a report on the receipt of each drawing.”

Hrushevs’kyi acted as manager while others were entrusted with the
technical work.” From the letters of the staff of the Literary-Scientific

% Wilhelm Zimmermann, [l[ustrierte Geschichte des deutschen Volkes, 3 vols. (Stuttgart,
1873).

“ Thor Hyrych, ed., Epistoliarna spadshchyna Hrushevs’koho: Pokazhchyk do fondu No
1235 y TsDIA Ukrainy u Kyievi (Kyiv, 1996).

*' The printing house was engaged in publishing the first (1911) and second (1912)
editions of the lllustrated History of Ukraine.

2 Lysty drukarni i fotolitohrafii “Kul’zhenko”, 1907, 1910-1914 years, arkush 481, 482
(zvorot), 496 (zvorot), 500-502 etc, sprava 96, opys 1, fond 1235, Tsentral’nyi derzhavnyi
istorychyi arhiv Ukrainy, Kyiv (hereinafter: TsDIAUK).

* The Historian Viktor Petrov (1894-1969), characterizing the working style of the
poet and literary critic Mykola Zerov (1890-1937), aptly noted his fundamental difference
from Hrushevs’kyi: “Zerov never outsourced his work to others: he did everything
himself. He even did what he need not have done. This was the exact opposite of Mykh.
Hrushevs’kyi, who only left points of organization to himself.” Quoted in
V. Domontovych, ‘Bolotiana lukroza’, in Proza. Rozmovy Ekbartovi z Karlom Gotstsi ta
inshi opovidannia i narysy, vol. 3, ed. Yuri Sheveliov (Munich: Suchasnist’, 1988), 242.
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Bulletin, Leopol’d Budai and Iurii Tyshchenko (Siryi)* (1880-1953), we
learn that both helped with his publishing plans. Budai talked with the
censor, negotiated with the publisher, chose the right quality paper, and
dealt with the delivery of the illustrations. Tyshchenko was also involved
in these arrangements and showing interest in Hrushevs’kyi’s new book.
For example, he wrote to the professor:

“I believe that the history should be published as soon as possible and priced
the same as Arkas’s book because there is a great demand for it, not only from
the intelligentsia but from the common folk too. During my time at the
bookshop I have become deeply convinced of the need for a book like this.”*

The correspondence between Hrushevs’kyi and Lypyns’kyi concerned
the selection of illustrations for the JHU. While he was working in the
archives in Krakéw and the libraries of Czartoryscy, Hutten-Czapscy and
Krasinscy, Lypyns’kyi had found many interesting illustrations. He
published them in the collection On the History of Ukraine (Z dziejow
Ukrainy) (1912) and sent engraved plates of them to Hrushevs’kyi.*

* Lysty Leopol’da Budaia do Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho, 1905-1912 years, 148 arku-
shiv, 48 lustiv, sprava 364, opys 1, fond 1235, TsDIAUK; Lysty Iuriia Tyshchenka do
Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho, 1907-1910, 558 arkushiv, 198 lystiv, sprava 582, opys 1,
fond 1235, TsDIAUK; Lysty Iuriia Tyshchenka do Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho, 1911-1913
years, 370 arkushiv, 128 lystiv, sprava 583, opys 1, fond 1235, TsDIAUK; Lysty Iuriia
Tyshchenka do Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho, 1907-1909 years, 20 lystiv, sprava 874, opys 1,
fond 1235, TsDIAUK. Thanks to Thor Hyrych who drew my attention to this correspon-
dence.

* Lysty Iuriia Tyshchenka do Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho, 19071909, arkush 472, spra-
va 874, opys 1, fond 1235, TsDIAUK.

* Thus, two portraits of Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi appeared in the book, as well as
portraits of Iurii Khmel’nyts’kyi, Pavlo Teteria, Ivan Mazepa, Maksym Kryvonis, Petro
Doroshenko, and Danylo Apostol. In turn, Lypyns’kyi received from Hrushevskyi
consent to the use of reproductions from the llustrated History of Ukraine and the Cultural
and National Movement in Ukraine in the 16”-First Half of the 17" Centuries. See Lysty
Viacheslava Lypyns’koho do Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho, 1908-1913, 164 arkushi, 55 lystiv,
sprava 604, opys 1, fond 1235, TsDIAUK; laroslav Pelens’kyi et al., eds., Lystuvannia
Viacheslava Lypyns’koho, vol. 1 (Kyiv: Smoloskyp, 2003). For more details about Hru-
shevs’kyi‘s relationship with Lypyns’kyi see: Thor Hyrych, ‘Derzhavnyts’kyi napriam i
narodnyts’ka shkola v ukrains’kii istoriohrafii (na tli stosunkiv Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho
1 Viacheslava Lypyns’koho)’, in Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi i ukrains’ka istorychna nawka:
Materialy nankovykh konferentski, prysviachernykh Mykhailo Hrushevs komu, materials of the
international conference dedicated to Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi (L’viv, 1999), 47-64; Frank
Sysyn, ‘Hrushevsky Confronts Lypynsky: The Historian’s Final Assessment of Hetman
Bohdan Khmelnytsky and the Khmelnytsky Era’, in History of Ukraine-Rus’, by Mykhailo
Hrushevsky, vol. 9, bk. 2, pt. 2, The Cossack Age, 1654-1657 (Edmonton, Toronto: CIUS,
2010), LX-LXXVIIL
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The founder of the Ukrainian Art Nouveau movement, the painter
and architect Vasyl’ Krychevs’kyi (1873-1952), was involved with the
artistic design of the IHU, creating the title page (fig. 1) and vignettes for
the book at Hrushevs’kyi’s behest.” Krychevs’kyi also made sketches of
antiquities for the /HU, including some from the professor’s collection at
his house in Kyiv, where Krychevs’kyi’s studio was also located. In 1918
the revolution would intervene, and his studio, together with Hrushev-
s’kyi’s carefully assembled collection, would be burned down during
street fighting as the Bolsheviks approached.

Fig. 1: The Title Page of the JHU Made by Vasyl’ Krychev-
s’kyi.

* Lysty Vasylia Krychevs’koho do Hrushevs’koho, 1908, 1912, 9 arkushiv, 5 lystiv,
sprava 572, opys 1, fond 1235, TsDIAUK.
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The IHU and the Russian-Ukrainian Historical Debate

In this part of the article, I will briefly analyse the topics in the IHU most
significant for Russian-Ukrainian historical debate. For Hrushevs’kyi
and his contemporaries, these were the following questions: the legacy of
Kyivan Rus’ and the figure of prince Volodymyr (960/963-1015); hetman
Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi (1596-1657) and the uprising under his leader-
ship; and the figure of hetman Ivan Mazepa (1639-1709). I will also try to
show how the context of Russian-Ukrainian debate influenced which
historiographical tradition, whether positivist or neo-romantic,
Hrushevs’kyi referred to in describing certain historical events and fig-
ures.”

The scheme of Ukrainian history used in the /HU corresponds to the
academic History of Ukraine-Rus’ and the popular Outline, some compari-
sons with which will follow. The structure of the JHU consisted of six
chapters: “Before the Establishment of the Kyivan State”, “The Life of the
State”, “The Polish-Lithuanian Era”, “The Cossack Era”, “The Decline of
the Cossacks and Ukrainian Life” and “The Ukrainian Revival”. As we
can see from the chapter headings, Hrushevs’kyi united into one narrative
of the princely era (kniazha doba), the period of the existence of Kyivan
Rus’ and the period of the Principality of Galicia-Volhynia. He also
emphasized the common history of the Ukrainian lands, which had first
been part of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Polish Crown, and
later - of the Habsburg and Romanov empires.

Kyivan Rus’ and Prince Volodymyr
According to the late-imperial narrative, the Russian Empire derived its

origin from Kyivan Rus’ via the principality of Vladimir-Suzdal’ and the
tsardom of Muscovy.” At the same time, Ukrainian historians were

* The historian Natalia Iakovenko explained Hrushevs’kyi’s usage of positivist and
neo-romantic discourses, referring to the psychological concepts of the conscious and the
subconscious. Obviously, her article should be considered in the context of the interest on
the part of Ukrainian researchers in the 1990s in the psychoanalytic approach, caused, in
particular, by texts by Solomiia Pavlychko and later by Oksana Zabuzhko. See Natalia
Iakovenko, ‘Osoba iak diiach istorychnoho protsesu v istoriohrafii Mykhaila Hrushev-
s’koho’, in Hrushevs’kyi i ukrains’ka istorychna nauka (see note 46), 86-97.

* This narrative was developed by all Russian historians who were the contemporaries
of Hrushevs'kyi. For example, see Nikolai Karamzin, Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskogo, 12
vols. (St. Petersburg, 1816-29); Vasilii Kliuchevskii, Kurs russkoi istorii (St. Petersburg,
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working on their counter-narrative,” given in complete form by Hrushev-
s’kyi in the History of Ukraine-Rus’. In the popular Outline he summa-
rized the results of his great research only briefly: “the life of the state,
princely tradition and the way of life of the druzbhyna (a princely army -
V.S.) were retained to a greater extent in the second half of the 13" cen-
tury in western Ukraine, in the state of Galicia-Volhynia”.”

Accordingly, the legacy of Kyivan Rus’ should have belonged not to
Russian but to Ukrainian history. This idea reached the mass reader
almost simultaneously with the publication of his programmatic article
“The Traditional Scheme of “Russian” History...", which from the begin-
ning of Hrushevs’kyi’s research career brought him fame as ‘the Ukrai-
nian separatist’.

However, Hrushevs’kyi created his narrative not only by (de)con-
structing historical myths but also, where possible, by using some of
them. Such was the fate of the imperial myth of Saint Vladimir. A long
historiographical tradition, beginning with the writings of the church
authors of the 17" century, set Prince Vladimir apart from all the other
princes of the Kyivan Rus’ era, emphasizing his exceptional role as the
baptizer of Kyivan Rus’. Hrushevs’kyi followed this tradition.

“Volodymyr’s rule became an extraordinarily important time in the life of
our people, an epoch, so to speak, especially since the work he started was
carried on and reinforced by his son Iaroslav, who followed faithfully in the
footsteps of his father, continuing his work.””

Prince Iaroslav Volodymyrovych, however, who in the 1860s received the
epithet “Wise’, was lost in the shadow of his father, achieving for Hru-

1904-22); Sergei Solov’év, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen, 6 vols. (St. Petersburg,
1851-79). However, the innovation of Mikhail Pogodin was to completely deprive the
Ukrainians of the right to inherit the legacy of Kyivan Rus’. See Mikhail Pogodin, ‘Zapiska
o drevnem iazyke russkom M. P. Pogodina (Pis’mo k I. I. Sreznevskomu)’, Izvestiia
Otdeleniia russkogo iazyka i slovestnosti 5, 2 (1856): 70-92.

% See the answer to Pogodin’s writings in Mikhail Maksimovich, ‘O mnimom za-
pustenii Ukrainy v nashestvie Batyevo i naselenii ee novoprishlym narodom (Pis’mo k
M. P. Pogodinu)’, in M. Maksimouvich: Sobranie sochinenii, vol. 1 (Kyiv, 1876), 131-45;
Vladimir Antovonich, ‘Kiev, ego sud’ba i znachenie s 14 - po 16 stoletie (1362-1569)’,
Kievskaia starina 1 (1882): 1-48. On Pogodin-Maksymovych discussion see Aleksei To-
lochko, ‘Spor o nasledii Kievskoi Rusi: Maksimovish versus Pogodin’, in Kievskaia Rus’ i
Malorossiia v 18 veke (Kyiv: Laurus, 2012), 205-36.

*! Mikhail Grushevskii, Ocherk istorii ukrainskogo naroda (St. Peterburg, 1904), 78.

52 v 77 o
Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 34), 81.
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shevs’kyi only a “weakened reiteration of his father’s reign”.” After the
reattribution of the legacy of Kyivan Rus’ in favour of Ukraine, Saint
Vladimir became Volodymyr the Great. He remained on this pedestal
largely as a result of the flexibility of his mythos. The attributes of Prince
Vladimir as described in the Kyiv Cycle of byliny (epic poems) and in
church circles, such as humility, gentleness and care for the poor, trans-
ferred easily into his new image in the /HU and the Outline. Volodymyr,
as a living embodiment of development (the favourite word of the
positivists, among whose number Hrushevs’kyi counted himself), con-
trasts with his predecessors, who were called kniaz’ia-naezdniki* - con-
queror princes, the destroyers of this peaceful, gradual development.
Why does Hrushevs’kyi choose these features from the much more
complex image of Volodymyr depicted in medieval sources? According to
positivist and populist (rarodnik) notions about the good of the
“people”,” which Hrushevs’kyi shared, the ruler of a state should “seek to
make relations between the authorities and citizens gentler, take trouble
over rapprochement with the citizenry and over creating better rules”.”
Since such a historical character already existed, it was enough to make

him ‘ours’ in order to fill the vacant position of national hero.
Hetman Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi and his Uprising

The Cossack myth is the key to the Ukrainian historical narrative.” In
early modern times, the Cossacks had been hired warriors in service of
the Rzeczpospolita. Their main duty was to protect the steppe border
with the Ottoman Empire. However, they also claimed a more important
role. The uprising led by the Cossack Hetman® Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi
began with demands from the Cossacks for privileges exclusive to the
nobility and it evolved into war with the Rzeczpospolita, which then lost
control of the situation. Because of this war, the Hetmanate - the early

*> Grushevskii, Ocherk (see note 51), 68.

** Mikhail Grushevskii, Ocherk istorii ukrainskogo naroda, 2nd ed. (St. Peterburg,
1906), 78.

> By “people” Hrushevs’kyi understood mainly the peasantry, compare also note 1.
% Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 34), 81.

¥ For example, see Serhii Plokhy, The Cossack Myth: History and Nationhood in the Age
of Empires (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012); idem, The Cossacks and the
Religion in Early Modern Ukraine (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001).

%% The Hetman was the elected head of the Cossacks.
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modern Ukrainian polity - was created. Soon afterwards, the Hetmanate
fell under the overall rule of the tsar, while retaining some distinctive
political traditions. Imperial historiography at the time of Hrushevs’kyi
described “the desire of the Russian people to break away from the Polish-
Lithuanian Union and unite with (prisoedinitsia) single-faith East
Russia”.” The uprising was therefore deemed a “self-evident” consequence
of this desire. Hrushevs’kyi, however, considered Khmel’nyts’kyi’s goals
contextually - from the defence of the interests of the Cossacks as a dis-
tinct social stratum to the war for Ukrainian independence.®

Hrushevs’kyi was also interested in the reasons for the failure of the
uprising. According to the IHU, just as in the Outline, Khmel’nyts’kyi’s
greatest fault (and the main reason for the decline of the whole move-
ment) had been that he did not seek or build support among the peas-
antry. In a positivist spirit, Hrushevs’kyi explains this fact with reference
to the hetman’s origins as part of the privileged Cossack-noble estate,
beyond the interests of which, as a ‘product’ of this society, Khmel’-
nyts’kyi could not reach. It was in the interests of this class to create a
social structure close to that of the Rzeczpospolita defence - the only one
they knew. Hrushevs’kyi wrote in the JHU (1912):

“The people launched the Uprising to free themselves from the lords’ yoke; ...
Meanwhile, the Cossack officer stratum (starshyna), now holding power in
their own hands - and supplanting the nobility - wanted to follow in its
footsteps: to own the lands, to rent the villages, to subjugate the peasants. ...
But the Ukrainian people had already sensed that the new nobility was tread-

» Sergei Solov’év, Sochineniia, vol. 10, bk. 5, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen (Mos-
cow: Golos, 1995), available at http://militera.lib.ru/common/solovyev1/10_01.html (last
visited January 15, 2020).

" Hrushevs'’kyi wrote that Khmel’nyts’kyi was fighting for the interests of the

Cossacks until his famous entry into Kyiv in January 1649, after which he began to rethink
the goals of the movement he led. The incompleteness of the plan of further action and
Khmelnyts’kyi’s constant hesitation between the Cossacks’ demands and the defence of the
‘people’s interests’ are emphasized in the JHU and the Outline. The biggest aim of the
Hetman the Outline describes as “the desire to go beyond the framework of the Polish
régime and Cossack ordinances and to look for new living conditions for the Ukrainian
people” (Grushevskii, Ocherk (see note 51), 234). How exactly Khmelnyts’kyi saw these
new conditions (if he had such a vision) Hrushevs’kyi does not specify. Whereas the I[HU
states that the goal was the independence of the Ukrainian people within its ethnographic
boundaries, Hrushevs’kyi wrote of Khmelnyts’kyi: “Perhaps he did not envisage these
new plans very clearly. However, the main point was, as I said above, a consciousness of
the need to fight for the whole Ukrainian people, for all of Ukraine, for its liberation, inde-
pendence and self-determination” (Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 34), 303).
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ing this old path and was hostile to them because they suspected these selfish
intentions.””'

An emphasis on the abnormality of social conflict between the peasantry
and the Cossack officer stratum is a necessary element of the narrative in
Hrushevs’kyi’s popular writings. In fact, in an early modern society
divided into estates, national unity in that particular sense was fundamen-
tally impossible. Nevertheless, were it not for the social conflict he de-
scribed, how could Hrushevs’kyi explain the victory of the rule of Mos-
cow over the Hetmanate, unless the explanation lay in the relative weak-
ness of the movement itself? We should also keep in mind that Hru-
shevs’kyi described himself as a positivist (though far from consistently).
For him, the arrow of progress and all best hopes lay in the future. Con-
flicts between masses and elites in the past were therefore largely an inver-
sion of that national unity, which must arise in the future.®

It was also possible to explain the failure of the Khmel’nyts’kyi Upris-
ing by setting aside a positivist view of the role of the individual in history
and turning to a neo-romantic vision of it: namely one where accidental,
rather than predictable, almost natural forces of history explain the defeat
of an individual and his work. And Hrushevs’kyi used this explanation.
In his opinion, both external aggression and internal social conflicts might
not have become insurmountable obstacles to the establishment of the
Hetmanate, had it not been for Khmel’nyts’kyi’s early death. He por-
trayed the Hetman as a kind of Moses, who died untimely without ac-
complishing his forty years of wandering. In an article from 1898, he
wrote: “the Khmel’nyts’kyi Uprising began with the break with Poland
and should have ended with a break with Moscow; but at that moment
Khmel’nyts’kyi died, leaving everything in uncertainty”.” On the other
hand, following the expectations of the genre, Hrushevs’kyi stated with
pathos in the popular JHU: “At the most decisive moment, when its

o Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 34), 325.

62 Hrushevs’kyi wrote: “Using the old historiosophic terminology, these two epochs
of Ukrainian political life - the old, the princely and the new, the people’s (the Cossacks’)
- could be called the thesis and antithesis that reach a synthesis in the century of the
Ukrainian Renaissance (in the 19th century - V.S.). The struggles of the people are rene-
wed and clarified in light of the progressive European ideas which are being adopted by our
new intelligentsia ... a cultural struggle has begun to achieve the ideals which bind together
the masses and this new intelligentsia”. Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 1
vol. (Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1991), 20.

®> Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, ‘Khmel'nyts’kyi i Khmel’nyshchyna’, Zapysky Naukovoho
tovarystva imeni Tarasa Shevchenka XXIII-XXIV (1898): 27.
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entire fate lay in the balance, Ukraine lost its long-time leader - the only
man capable of leading it ... It was one of the most tragic moments in the
history of Ukraine”.**

In spite of these positivist and neo-romantic variations, I share Omel-
jan Pritsak’s opinion that the only radical change in Hrushevs’kyi’s
previous assessments of the Hetman as an indispensable leader appeared
“under the impression of the role of Khmel’nyts’kyi he developed as a

result of his own experiences during 1917-19”.%
The Figure of Hetman Ivan Mazepa

The idea of Hetman Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi (mentioned above) and
Hetman Ivan Mazepa as polar opposites was prevalent in the historical
narrative and public opinion of the late Russian Empire. If the first had
the reputation of the ‘loyal man’, the second was the ‘traitor’ to the tsar.
Khmel’nyts’kyi gained this reputation by joining the Hetmanate to Rus-
sia at the Council of Pereiaslav (1654). The image of Mazepa arose as a
result of his military alliance with Charles XII of Sweden against Tsar
Peter I during the Northern War of 1700-21. In Ukrainian historiogra-
phy, however, Mazepa’s decision was considered a last powerful attempt
at liberation from Russian domination. Thereafter Ukrainians suspected
of disloyalty were called mazepintsy (English: mazepists; the word had
strong pejorative connotations). In this way, the past was politicized for
contemporary use.

There is however another point of interest. To bring closer his por-
trayal of both hetmans, Hrushevs’kyi underscored Mazepa’s aspirations
for autonomy and his personal qualities. He emphasized how Mazepa
tried to strengthen the authority of the hetman and the influence of the
Cossack officer stratum; at the same time, he was in fact an executor of
tsarist policy. At first glance, the Ukrainian historical narrative could not
benefit from this:

“The times of Samoilovych and Mazepa were important and constituted
almost forty years of that significant period when the fate of the free society

o Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 34), 320.

% This refers to the fact that during 1917-18 Hrushevs’kyi was in charge of the

revolutionary parliament (7Tsentral’na Rada) of the Ukrainian People’s Republic. See also
this article about romanticism, positivism, and the sociological school in the intellectual
biography of Hrushevs’kyi: Omeljan Pritsak, ‘Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho’, in
Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy (see note 62), XL-LXXIIL.
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established as a result of the great Uprising of 1648-9 was decided. On the
ruins of the unfinished construction of this free society was built a new en-
slavement of the Ukrainian people, which then absorbed all the remains and
beginnings of that free society.”*

In Hrushevs’kyi’s narrative, siding with Charles XII was not the decision
of Mazepa but the result of pressure from his advisers from among the
Cossack elite (here Hrushevs’kyi is a positivist for whom the individual
is only a ‘product’). The Cossack elite wanted to unite with the Swedes
and intended thereby to continue the political tradition established by
Khmel’nyts’kyi. Hrushevs’kyi, however, interpreted Mazepa’s stance as
indecisive and weak. He emphasized the Hetman’s old age, as a result of
which he was not prepared for radical change. Hrushevs’kyi had written
in the Outline about the Hetman’s reflections on the threat of Swedish
troops invading Ukraine: “The situation became critical. But the old
Hetman, hesitant and incapable of courageous risk, dared not take a
decisive step”.” Hrushevs’kyi went on to add condescendingly in the
[HU: “it is also true that the risk was great and the danger terrible”.**
However, the matter did not lie in Mazepa’s alleged indecision. As
Tatiana Tairova-Iakovleva proves, the Hetman was a cautious and experi-
enced politician.” So why did Hrushevs’kyi portray Mazepa like this? Of
course, it was not a deliberate distortion of the past by the researcher,
who believed in his own ‘objectivity’. It is important to remember the
context in which Hrushevs’kyi worked. He sought to legitimize Mazepa’s
decision in the eyes of a hostile public whose opinion it would have been
foolish to ignore. The historian intended to show how easily any loyal
citizen could be made a ‘traitor’ by the tsarist authorities.” Interestingly,
when Hrushevs’kyi experienced the rare opportunity of leading a state in
circumstances requiring swift reactions, he stopped repeating this thesis

. . . 71
about Mazepa’s “indecisiveness”.

% Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 34), 363.

o Grushevskii, Ocherk, 2nd ed. (see note 54), 338.

8 Hrushevs’kyi, lliustrovana istoriia (see note 34), 378.

* See Tatiana Tairova-lakovleva, Mazepa (Moscow: Molodaia gvardiia, 2007).

70 Compare Mikhail Grushevskii, ‘Novoe znamia natsionalistov’, Ukrainskaia zhizn’
2 (1912): 16-21; Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, ¢ “Mazepynstvo” 1 “Bohdanivstvo” *, Literaturno-
naukovyi vistnyk 15, 1/3 (1912): 94-102.

’! This apt remark was made by Tairova-Takovleva (see note 69).
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Hrushevs’kyi Among Friendly Critics and Grateful Readers

Omeljan Pritsak once remarked that Hrushevs’kyi had been unlucky not
to have faced any truly critical response in his lifetime.”” Recognition
from the Ukrainian intelligentsia came early to Hrushevs’kyi,” and like
his other major writings, the /JHU was received warmly. One reviewer
wrote:

“Prof. Hrushevs’kyi’s book reminds us of an epic because of its unusually
lively and figurative language ... [The book] might be read with interest and
pleasure both by someone intelligent, cultivated, and knowledgeable about
history, and by the common reader, a man of the people becoming acquainted
with the history of his fatherland for the first time.””*

Another reviewer was highly approving that Hrushevs’kyi had depicted
the continuity of Ukrainian history from the times of Kyivan Rus’ to the
20" century: “The culture created by the upper classes of the Ukrainian
people managed to root itself in the masses ... [and] came together with
the cultural creativity of the masses in one organic entity - the national
culture of the Ukrainian people”.”

Almost the only critical remark, or rather wish, referred to the limited
attention paid to economic history.”* However, another reviewer ex-

plained, “the elaboration of Ukrainian history is still at a stage where

72 Pritsak, ‘Istoriosofiia’ (see note 65), XLV. Almost the first critical text on Hrushev-
s’kyi’s research was the article written by Pritsak himself. It came out 32 years after
Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi’s death. First published: Omeljan Pritsak, ‘U stolittia narodyn
Hrushevs’koho’, Lysty do pryiateliv 157-9, 5-7 (1966): 1-18.

7 In 1910, on the celebration of the 25th anniversary of Hrushevs’kyi’s research acti-
vity, superlatives were brought out for the occasion. He was called a “giant”, likened to
Leo Tolstoy, and exalted over “all other comrades of MS who are some feeble and fragile
creatures; he alone knows where he is going, what he is doing and what others should do”.
The History of Ukraine-Rus’ was called the “Gospel of the Ukrainian movement”. In
general, his activities were assessed as an “epoch-making”. Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi, Tvory

v 50 tomakh, vol. 47, bk. 1, Iuvilei na hrushevs’kiiana (L’viv: Svit, 2016), 42, 45, 59, 63.

74 . y o ST
Dmytro Doroshenko, ‘Retsenziia. Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi. Iliustrovana istoriia

Ukrainy. Kyiv-L’viv, 1911°, in Retsenzii na pratsi Hrushevs’kobo (1890-1914). Seriia Dopo-

mizhni materialy: Dovidnyky, pokazhchyky, arkbivy, vol. 46, bk. 1 (L’viv: Svit, 2015), 413.
7 Mykola Zalizniak, ‘Retsenziia. Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi. Iliustrovana istoriia Ukrai-

ny. Kyiv-L’viv, 1911’ in ibid., 286.

7 Sofiia Rusova, ‘Retsenziia. Prof. M. Grushevskii. Illiustrirovannaia istoriia Ukrainy

(Avtorizovannyi perevod so vtorogo ukrainskogo izdaniia). St. Petersburg, 1913°, in

ibid., 447.
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generalizations are extremely difficult and sometimes impossible due to a
lack of materials and preparatory studies”.”

Already after 1917 the I[HU was criticized for a narrow ‘party-political’
logic (partiinist)’”® in its approach to the revolution in Ukraine. It was
meant by this that Hrushevs’kyi openly endorsed the Ukrainian People’s
Republic (Ukrains’ka Narodna Respublika, the UNR) in his book and
condemned the newly-proclaimed Hetman Pavlo Skoropads’kyi (1873-
1945) whose rule succeeded the UNR. In agreeing with such an assess-
ment, one should not forget that the criticism was also politically moti-
vated” and fitted into the broader context of the interwar discussion
among Ukrainians in emigration about the reasons for the defeat of
Ukrainian independence.

As for the reading public, at the beginning of the 20" century the
Ukrainian movement gained more and more supporters. So the /HU fell
on fertile ground and aroused great interest (as evidenced by numerous
reissues). Its popularity was aided by a coherent narrative, the quality of
the illustrations and a general recognition of Hrushevs’kyi as the leader of
the Ukrainian movement. All this resulted in the quick purchase of the
six thousand copies of the first edition.* In his monograph Unmaking
Imperial Russia: Mykbailo Hrushevs'kyi and the Writing of Ukrainian His-
tory — which is the most comprehensive intellectual biography of the
professor to date - Serhii Plokhy notes how many people commented
enthusiastically on the book, talked about it to each other and wanted to

”7 Mykola Vasylenko, ‘Retsenziia. Prof. Mykh. Hrushevs'kyi. Illiustrirovannaia isto-
riia Ukainy (Avtorizovannyi perevod so vtorogo ukainskogo izd.). St. Peterburg, 1913, in
ibid., 489.

’® Hrushevs’kyi was one of the leaders of the Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revolutio-

naries.

79 .. . N S
Dmytro Doroshenko, ‘Retsenziia. Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi. Iliustrovana istoriia

Ukrainy. Kyiv-Viden’, 1921, in Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi. Retsenzii na pratsi Hrushevs’koho
(1890-1914), vol. 46, bk. 2 (L’viv: Svit, 2015), 69; Mykola Rozhkov, ‘Retsenziia. Prof.
Mikh. Grushevskii. Illiustrirovannaia istoriia Ukrainy (Avtorizovannyi perevod so vto-
rogo ukrainskogo izdaniia). St. Petersburg, 1913’, in Retsenzii (as in note 74), 455-6. These
critics represented the first reviewer, Dmytro Doroshenko, as a member of the Ukrainian
Party of Socialist Federalists and a liberal democrat, and the second, Nikolai Rozhkov, as
a member of the Russian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP); he later became a
Menshevik.

% The book was distributed through the bookstores of the Literary-Scientific Bulletin,
Kievskaia Starina, and the Shevchenko Scientific Society. See Lysty drukarni i fotolitohrafii
“Kul’zhenko”, 1907, 1910-1914 years, arkush 510 (zvorot), 513, sprava 96, opys 1, fond
1235, TsDIAUK.
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move on to reading the History of Ukraine-Rus’. For instance, a teacher
from Tarashcha, O. Hrun’ko, confessed to Hrushevs’kyi: “This year I
managed with great difficulty to obtain a copy of your lllustrated History
of Ukraine, which I read with ardour, heatedly, without even stopping to
take a breath. There I learned certain things about Ukraine that conven-
tional Russian textbooks did not offer”."

Despite the reasonable price not everyone was able to buy the book.
Parts of the provincial intelligentsia could not easily afford even this level
of expense (the first edition cost only 2 rubles). Some people asked for a
free copy. For example, a political exile from Ust’-Sisol’sk, Hryhorii
Porevych, wrote: “Your work is so popular and of such substance that it
is my heart’s desire to obtain it”.*

The second edition of the JHU, like the first, appeared in the edition of
the aforementioned Kul’zhenko printing house in Kyiv in 1912. This
time, Hrushevs’kyi had expanded the last chapter entitled “Ukrainian
Revival”, covering the development of the Ukrainian national movement
in the 19" and early 20" centuries. He added and replaced some illustra-
tions. Eventually, this chapter became as large as the others and much
more detailed than the writing on earlier, much longer periods. As a
‘historian-awakener’, Hrushevs’kyi made this emphasis so that there
could be no doubt about the exceptional role of the contemporary period
in the ‘revival’ of the Ukrainian “nation” (a rare word for Hrushevs’kyi,
who preferred the word ‘people’).

The Russian language translation of the JHU, which was printed in
1913 by the St. Petersburg publishing house Enlightenment, also became
popular. This book was based on the second edition. Its reviewer wrote:
“The book is translated into good Russian; is very interesting and is easy
to read. It is printed beautifully: great paper, readable, clear font, perfectly
made illustrations”.”

However, all efforts to sell the /HU beyond the Russian Empire and
Habsburg Galicia were unsuccessful. There was a lack of knowledge about
the Ukrainian issue in the West. For example, the professor’s correspon-
dence with Vasyl’ Stepanenko, a Ukrainian folklorist who ran the Ukrai-
nian Bookstore in Kyiv, reveals the attempt to publish an English-lan-

8 Quoted in Serhii Plokhy, Unmaking Imperial Russia: Mykhailo Hrushevsky and the
Writing of Ukrainian History (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2005), 209.
% Quoted in ibid.

. Mykola Vasylenko, ‘Retsenziia. Iliustrovana istoriia Ukrainy. Rosiis’koiu movoiu
(Bibliohrafichna zamitka)’, in Retsenzii (as in note 74), 410.
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guage translation of the JHU.* Stepanenko negotiated with one of Lon-
don’s largest publishing houses, founded in 1882 by Thomas Unwin. On
reading an overview of the Ukrainian movement, the publisher was
initially interested in the idea of the book. However, as Stepanenko
added: “Due to the complete unfamiliarity of English society with our
affairs, he doubts that the book could be profitable in English. The pub-
lisher used as a comparison his publication of a book on the Polish ques-
tion, which for a long time has sold very poorly”.*

Unwin wanted to insure himself and share the financial risk with his
client; Hrushevs’kyi, however, refused. Later, Stepanenko sought other
opportunities to publish the professor’s book but he was unsuccessful.
The main reason for the failure, as Stepanenko explained, was that in the
UK “we have to contend with an absolute ignorance about us and this
really complicates things”.*® It would not be a mistake to extend this
statement to the entire European book market at the time.

The following editions - the third (1913), the fourth (1917) and the
fifth (1918) - were published by the Kyiv printing house of Petro
Bars’kyi. In the fifth edition, the story ended with the revolt against the
Rada led by Hetman Pavlo Skoropads’kyi. The last edition in Hrushev-
s’kyi’s lifetime was printed in 1921 in Vienna,” where he was in exile. It
was difficult to do the work abroad, however, because of the absence of
the original plates and engravings. The illustrations were made from a
previous edition, which was also not ideal, as a result of revolutionary
unrest. The review of the Vienna edition noted: “As for the illustrations,
because of the poor-quality paper, they are not worth a tenth of the
earlier ones, and some look like spots or caricatures. It is a great pity
because the illustrations were the real pride of previous editions”.*

There were no further editions of the /HU published during his life-
time. After political persecutions and the death of Hrushevs’kyi in unex-
plained circumstances in 1934, the book was blamed for ‘bourgeois na-
tionalism’ and withdrawn from public circulation in the Soviet Union.

8 Lysty Vasylia Stepanenka do Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho, 1901-1913, 56 arkush, 29
lystiv, sprava 771, opys 1, fond 1235, TsDIAUK.

* Ibid., 87.

* Ibid., 88-9.

¥ Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, lliustrovana istoriia Ukrainy (Kyiv, Viden’: Dniprovskyi
Soiuz spozhyvchykh soiuziv Ukrainy “Dniprosoiuz”, 1921).

% Doroshenko, ‘Retsenziia’ (see note 79), 69.
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The lllustrated History of Ukraine by Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi played a
great role in the spread of the Ukrainian historical narrative in the early
20" century, before and during the revolutions of 1917. The book gave to
its readers ‘our’ own heroes and answered the unspoken question - ‘why
are we not the “Russian people”?” On buying the book, the reader already
knew that he or she would be getting ‘true’ Ukrainian history from the
best-known historian, whose primacy was never contested by the Ukrai-
nian intelligentsia during his lifetime (and long after his death).

The IHU also had a role in the early years of the Soviet Union, and
later - though the book had been removed from libraries - its narrative,
peculiarly, entered Soviet textbooks. In the 1990s, the IHU gained a new
popularity. It was republished, and the first textbooks in independent
Ukraine were based on the scheme the /HU had adopted. One might
criticize the book for its essentializing and teleological narrative, for
writing the history of the Ukrainian people but not the multi-ethnic
history of Ukraine, for the negation of the role of elites in Ukrainian
history, etc. All these make the /HU behind the times. However, some-
thing omitted (intentionally?) in the JHU remains relevant for modern
researchers. This is an issue that Hrushevs’kyi left unclarified in his anti-
elitist narrative, as Ivan Lysiak-Rudnyts’kyi once aptly formulated:

“How can one explain the fact that a movement which at the turn of the
century numbered barely several thousand adherents became massive by the
year 1905 and exploded in 1917 with the birth of a nation of more than 30
million?”"

Right after that, he offered the following:

“There can only be one answer to this (question - V.S.): there were also other
forces among the population of Ukraine, which, while not identical to the
national movement, had the same direction and goal. And, as if attracted by
strong gravity, they eventually became absorbed by it.””

Such an explanation implies that landlords (pomeshchiki) in Ukraine,
Marxists, liberal zemstvo activists, and monarchists were also part of the
history of the Ukrainian movement. Are Ukrainian studies now ready to
give them legitimacy within their own boundaries?

% Ivan Lysiak-Rudnyts’kyi, ‘Rolia Ukrainy v novitnii istorii’, in Istorychni ese, vol. 1
(Kyiv: Osnovy, 1994), 147.
” Ibid.
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ANDRII PORTNOV

How HISTORY WRITING BECAME ‘OFFICIAL’

SOVIET UKRAINIAN HISTORIOGRAPHY
RECONSIDERED

Two historians from L’viv, laroslav Dashkevych (1926-2010) and Iaroslav
Isaievych (1936-2010), with their encyclopaedic knowledge and broad
research interests, determined for decades the overall intellectual level of
Ukrainian historiography.' Both came from ‘non-proletarian’ families,
both started their careers in post-war L’viv and neither was allowed to go
abroad until the end of the 1980s. Already in independent Ukraine
Dashkevych characterized the Ukrainian historiography of the Brezhnev
period as follows:

“the study of the historiography of the so-called Soviet period should be
approached in the same way as the study of the dissemination of false ideas, of
the psychopathology of pseudoscientific research and of enforced slave
labour”.?

The assessment of Iaroslav Isaievych was more nuanced: he emphasized
the importance of “differentiating between unscrupulous (or ‘ideological’)
servants of the regime and those who used the legal opportunities avail-
able for saving Ukrainian culture while supporting its national conscious-
ness”. He pointed out that “it is unfair to blame all historians of the Party

! See their comparative intellectual biographies in Andrii Portnov, Istorii istorykiv:
Oblychchia i obrazy ukrains’koi istoriobrafii XX stolittia (Kyiv: Krytyka, 2011), 201-24. See
also Turii Iasinovs’kyi, ed., laroslav Isaievych: Bibliobrafichnyi pokazhchyk (L'viv: Instytut
ukrainoznavstva imeni I. Kryp”iakevycha NAN Ukrainy, 1999); Marharyta Kryvenko,
ed., Iaroslav Dashkevych. Biobibliobrafichnyi pokazhchyk (L’viv: L’vivs’ka naukova bibliote-
ka imeni Vasylia Stefanyka, 2006).

? Taroslav Dashkevych, ‘Dorohamy ukrains’koi Klio: Pro stanovysche istorychnoi
nauky v Ukraini’, Ukraina v mynulomy, 8 (1996): 55.
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without distinguishing between them, because among them were people
of very different moral and intellectual convictions”.’

What was Ukrainian Soviet historiography during the different stages
of its development? When and how did its history begin?* What was the
Soviet project of ‘official academic scholarship’ about and what were its
local (Ukrainian) dimensions? What kind of intellectual product emerged
from the interaction between historians and the Soviet government? How
did the shared and compulsory but unwritten rules function - from citing
the classics of Marxism-Leninism to structuring research for a thesis?
Where and why did areas of conformism and dissidence appear?

This article offers a discussion of the questions above, which still
require comparative research based both on archival work and on oral
history.

The Collectivization of the Academy of Sciences

One of the consequences of the 1917 Revolutions in Ukraine was the
emergence of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, which opened on 27
November 1918 under the government of Hetman Pavlo Skoropads’kyi
(1873-1945). The official Soviet foundation date of the Academy was
different: 11 February 1919, the day when the Bolshevik People’s Com-
missariat of Education issued the order under which several buildings in
the centre of Kyiv were consigned to the Academy.® The pre-Soviet exis-
tence of the Academy was not mentioned in Soviet books and its founda-
tion was described as an achievement of the Bolshevik government.

? Taroslav Isaievych, Ukraina davnia i nova: Narod, relibiia, kul’tura (L'viv: Instytut
ukrainoznavstva imeni Ivana Kryp”iakevycha NAN Ukrainy, 1996), 301.

* On this issue compare Aleksandr Dmitriev, ‘Demon istokov: kak (pozdne)sovetskie
gumanitarii utverzhdalis’ v svoém proshlom’, Neprikosnovennyi zapas 93, 1 (2014): 11-23.

> This article summarizes and develops my previous publications on the topic: Andrei
(Andrii) Portnov, ‘Sovietizatsiia istoricheskoi nauki po-ukrainski’, Neprikosnovennyi zapas
83, 3 (2012): 245-76 (co-author Volodymyr Masliichuk); idem, ‘Historiografia ukraifska.
Doswiadczenia sowietyzacji’, Pamieé i sprawiedliwos¢ 23, 1 (2014): 401-29 (co-author
Volodymyr Maslii chuk); idem, ‘Soviétisation et désovietiésation de I’histoire en Ukraine:
Aspects institutionnels et méthodologiques’, Revue détudes comparatives Est-Ouest (RECEQO)
45,2 (2014): 95-127.

¢ Oksana Turkova, ‘Diiachi nauky v poli zoru dyktatury (1921-1928), in Suspil’stvo i
vlada v radians’kii Ukraini rokiv nepu (1921-1928), vol. 2, ed. Stanislav Kul’chyts’kyi
(Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 2015), 7.
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The Academy played an important role in the Soviet arena of nation-
and state-building. Moreover, similar ‘Republic’ Academies emerged soon
in all the Soviet republics, except Soviet Russia, where in 1925 the Russian
Academy of Sciences was turned into the All-Soviet Academy of Sciences.
Initially, the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences (since 1921 the All-Ukrai-
nian Academy of Sciences, VUAN) retained an extended autonomy; but
already during the 1920s the government tried consistently to centralize
and regulate its work.

A letter from the People’s Commissariat of Education of the Ukrai-
nian Socialist Soviet Republic, Hryhorii Hryn’ko (1890-1938), on 14
November 1921 claimed openly that “the Soviet government does not see
it [the Academy] as a centre of so-called ‘pure research’.”” The leadership
of the Academy, however, either underestimated or did not understand
the extent of the sinister threat in this passage. In the official report on its
work in 1924 VUAN asserted proudly that “the Academy is an exception-
ally scholarly institution”.*

The leaders of the Academy did not just deviate from the tasks set by
the Soviet government but also started playing dangerous games with the
authorities, whom they had also decided to involve in their internal
disagreements. The academicians Serhii Iefremov (1876-1939) and Aha-
tanhel Kryms’kyi (1871-1942) allied against Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi
(1866-1934), who had returned from emigration in 1924, and did their
best to win over the ruling circles of the republic. Hrushevs’kyi also tried
to get close to the Soviet government. The academicians were the losers in
their games with the authorities. In 1929, three Party officials were elected
as members of the All-Ukrainian Academy of Sciences: Volodymyr
Zatons’kyi (1888-1938), Mykola Skrypnyk (1872-1933), and Oleksandr
Shlikhter (1868-1940). The historians Matvii Iavors’kyi (1885-1937),
Mykhailo Slabchenko (1882-1952), and Dmytro lavornyts’kyi (1885-
1940) were elected at the same time and offered no protest against this
Party campaign.

During the same year the academician Serhii Iefremov and some hun-
dreds of other defendants from among the Ukrainian intelligentsia were
arrested during the fabricated case of the fictitious Union for the Libera-

” Pavlo Sokhan’, ed., Istoriia Akademii nauk Ukrainy 1918-1923: Dokumenty imaterialy
(Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1993), 290.

$ Oleksii Onyshchenko, ed., Istoriia Natsional’noi akademii nauk Ukrainy 1924-1928:
Dokumenty i materialy (Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1998), 73.
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tion of Ukraine (Spilka vyzvolennia Ukrainy).” Later, in 1930, all ten
periodicals under Hrushevs’kyi’s supervision were shut down. In 1933,
the Institute of Ukrainian Culture named after Dmytro Bahalii was
closed. On the day before, Dmytro Bahalii (1857-1932) and other promi-
nent historians who had declared their devotion to Marxism had been

» «

denounced by their younger colleagues for “bourgeoisness”, “reactionism”
and “the distortion of Marxism”."°

What these Ukrainian academicians had considered a manoeuvre or a
necessary act of “reconciliation with reality”' was one step in an ambi-
tious project of social engineering aimed at creating the new Soviet man.
History and other ideological disciplines played a special role in this
project. It is for this reason that all the compromises agreed on by the
authorities during the 1920s were situational and temporary, whereby
apparent retreats and concessions were only preparations for a ruthless
offensive. From the very beginning academic institutions were involved,
whether under constraint or voluntarily, in the process of repression.
Historians bore witness against their colleagues, denounced each other in
writing, and took up the vacant positions which arose in consequence. In
this way the Soviet historical academy “not only suffered itself, but also
caused the suffering of others”.”” The fired-up flywheel of repressions
made the institutional autonomy of the humanities impossible and de-
stroyed corporate solidarity."

At the beginning of the 1930s, the collectivization of the Academy was
becoming widespread. In 1930, a decision was made to shut down the
Historical-Philological Department. The opponents of Mykhailo Hru-
shevs’kyi founded the Historical-Archaeographic Institute in its place, but
it only existed for less than a year. By the mid-1930s, almost all the staff of

’ Volodymyr Prystaiko, Iurii Shapoval, ‘Fars z trahichnym finalom (Do 65-richchia
protsesu u spravi “Spilky vyzvolennia Ukrainy”)’, Z arkhiviv VUChK-GPU-NKVD-KGB
19, 1-2 (1995): 190-8.

0T Skubitskii, ‘Klassovaia bor’ba v ukrainskoi istoricheskoi literature’, Istorik-

marks-ist, 17 (1930): 27-40, and others.

""" Compare Sergei Tarov, ‘Intelligentsia i vlast’ v Petrograde 1917-1925 godov: kon-

formistskie strategii i iazyk sotrudnichetsva’, Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie 78, 2 (2006):
7-31.

" Turii Afanasiev, ‘Fenomen sovetskoi istoriografii’, in Sovetskaia istoriografiia, ed.
idem (Moscow: RGGU, 1996), 9.

P On Soviet historians as an ‘academic corporation’ compare Aleksandr Dmitriev,

¢ “Uchionyi sovet pri Chingizkhane” (poetika i ritorika postsovetskogo akademischeskogo
memuara)’, Trudy Russkoi Antropologicheskoi Shkoly 11 (2012): 80-100.
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the Academy had lost their jobs. At the beginning of 1936, the Institute of
History of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR was founded on the
basis of the Institute of History of the Communist Academy and a couple
of other institutions. Following the example set by Moscow, in 1936 the
Soviet authorities created the Institute of the History of Ukraine (after
1953 renamed the Institute of History) with new personnel to replace the
demolished institutions of the more self-sustaining VUAN. This was one
part of an all-Union policy governing the reform of academic structures.

The Institute of the History of Ukraine

The Institute consisted of three departments: the Department of the
History of Feudalism, the Department of the History of Capitalism, and
the Department of the History of the Soviet Period. Initially there were
sixteen employees and none of them had an academic degree. The core of
the Institute was comprised not of former scholars of the Academy but of
staff from the ideological Institute of History of the All-Ukrainian Associ-
ation of Marxism-Leninism Institutes, established in the late 1920s. The
first director was a philosopher, Artashes Saradzhev (1889-1937), who
had graduated from Moscow’s Institute of Red Professors and who had
previously been Dean of the Faculty of Philosophy at the Sverdlov Com-
munist University. Already in December 1936 Saradzhev was arrested and
shortly thereafter executed as the member of a “counterrevolutionary
organization”."* A similar destiny awaited most of the other pioneering
employees of the Institute. First, they helped to denounce their senior
colleagues and a couple of years afterwards the authorities “denounced”
them.” In January 1937, a historian from an older generation, Mykola
Petrovs’kyi (1894-1951), became the Director of the Institute and chose
the path of full collaboration with the authorities."

" Biographical data on Saradzhev is collected in Oksana Iurkova, ‘Artashes Khoreno-
vich Saradzhev’, in Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy: 1936-2006, ed. Valerii Smolii
(Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy, 2006), 307-18.

" For details see Mykhailo Koval’ and Oleksandr Rubliov, ‘Instytut istorii Ukrainy
NAN Ukrainy: pershe dvadtsiatyrichchia (1936-1956 rr.)’, Ukrains kyi istorychnyi zbhurnal
40, 6 (1996): 50-68; Oleksii Ias’, ‘Na choli respublikans’koi nauky...” Instytut istorii Ukrainy
(1936-1986): narysy z instytutsiinoi ta intelektual’noi istorii (Do 80-richchia ustanovy) (Kyiv:
Instytut istorii Ukrainy, 2016).

' On Petrovs'kyi see O. Udod and A. Shevchenko, Mykola Neonovych Petrovs’kyi
(1894-1951): Zhyttia i tvorchyi shliakh istoryka (Kyiv: Heneza, 2005).
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At first, the main task of the Institute was the development of
programmes on the history of Ukraine and the history of the USSR
according to the 1934 directive on ‘teaching civil history’."” The educa-
tional process required that all programmes, synthetic courses, and mono-
graphs be emptied as far as possible of all individual rhetoric. The same
de-individuation of style and approach became the priority in later Insti-
tute projects, aimed at writing fundamental (‘academic’) histories of
Ukraine. While the volumes of An Outline of the History of Ukraine were
written by only one or two authors at the end of the 1930s, collective
works became widespread in the 1960s, where each section was written by
several people. Those writing teams were the authors of the main works
published by the Institute: twenty-six volumes of The History of Cities and
Villages in the Ukrainian SSR (1967-83), eight volumes of The History of
the Ukrainian SSR (1979-85) and three volumes of The History of Kyiv
(1982-87).

Apart from the Institute of History, the Institute of Material Culture
came into being in 1938 (later renamed the Institute of Archaeology). In
1939, one more ideological institute was introduced: the Ukrainian
branch of the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute under the auspices of the Cen-
tral Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.

The émigré historian Borys Krupnyts’kyi (1894-1956) noted in his
book Ukrainian Historical Science Under the Soviets, published in 1957 in
Munich,

“Nothing demonstrated the dependence of Ukrainian scholarship on Moscow
more clearly than the fact that the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences did not
have the right to convene a separate historical committee ... If someone
wanted to publish his research, he had to send it to Russian publishing houses
and to write it in Russian”."

As if the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine had
heard this reproach, they started publishing the Ukrainian Historical
Journal (Ukrains’kyt istorychnyi zhurnal, UIZb)."”

V' V. Santsevich and N. Komarenko, Razvitie istoricheskoi nauki v Akademii nauk
Ukrainskor~ SSR (Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1986), 33; ‘O prepodavanii grazhdansko:™ istorii
v shkolakh SSSR’, Istorik-marksist, 37(3) (1934): 83.

18 Borys Krupnyts’kyi, Ukrains’ka istorychna nauka pid Sovietamy (1920-1950) (Mu-
nich: Instytut dlia vyvchennia SRSR, 1957), 43.

¥ Oleksandr Hurzhii and Oleksandr Donik, ¢ “Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal”: piv-
stolittia v nautsi’, Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal 51, 6 (2007): 7-8.
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Tellingly, around the same time that the UIZh was launched, another
journal, The History of the USSR (Istoriia SSSR) was established in Moscow
(notably with the same initial print run of five thousand copies). The
situation with the UIZh was unique since in 1957 there were no separate
historical journals either in Belarus® or in any of the other republics. In
practice, the decision to publish the UIZh, as well as the adoption in 1954
by the Politburo of the Communist Party of the Theses on the 300" Anni-
versary of the Reunification of Ukraine with Russia, offered by Ukrainian
Party ideologists and written by Ukrainian Soviet historians, meant the
recognition of Ukraine as ‘second among equals’ of the republics of the
USSR.”

The Ukrainian Historical Journal became one of the tools for the
further integration of the historians of the republic and was therefore
under constant observation by the Party. Even the topics for publication
depended on the Party line. Following the directives of the mid-1960s on
prioritizing research into ‘the experience of socialist and communist
construction’, the journal focused mostly on Soviet history and featured
wholly ideological articles, which were often approved at the level of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine. In 1985, there
were 11,500 historians of the Party in the USSR, and around 1,600 histori-
ans of the Party worked in Ukraine.”

The closeness of the Institute of History to the Party organs men-
tioned above allowed the Institute to develop its material and technical
facilities, as well as expanding its personnel. Between 1956 and 1990, the
number of members of research staff more than doubled, from 61 to
165.” In 1969, the Institute opened two regional offices: one of the His-
tory of European Socialist Countries in Uzhhorod and the other of His-
tory and Applied Social Research in Chernivtsi.

* More on Belarusian situation see in Rainer Lindner, Historiker und Herrschaft: Na-
tionsbildung und Geschichtspolitik in WeifSrussland im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert (Miinchen:
R. Oldenbourg, 1999).

i Compare Serhy Yekelchyk, Stalin’s Empire of Memory: Russian-Ukrainian Relations
in the Soviet Historical Imagination (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004).

* Taroslav Kalakura, ‘Noveishaia istoriografiia rukovodiaschei deiatel’nosti KPSS na
etapie razvitogo sotsializma’, in Voprosy razvitiia istoriograficheskikh issledovanii v svete
reshenii XXV s”ezda KPSS. Materialy vsesoinznoi nauchnoi konferencii, materials of the all-
Union conference (Dnipropetrovs’k: Izdatel’stvo DGU, 1985), 20.

» Instytut istorii Ukrainy (see note 14), 20.
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laroslav Dzyra (1931-2009) recalled how his boss Ivan Hurzhii
(1915-71), a respected scholar of Ukrainian economic and social history,
would repeat,

“as an academic research employee of the Institute your role is to implement
the plans of the state at the appropriate ideological level. In return you are
well paid. It was Turgenev who was able to write whatever he wanted”.

Hurzhii would conclude: “We pay you for what we need to have written,
and not for what is stated in the documents. Do you think I do not know
these documents?”**

The reliance of the Institute on the Party line sometimes manifested
itself in different ideological slants. In 1963-72, the head of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine was Petro Shelest
(1908-96), who was not indifferent to Ukrainian history and liked to
praise the Zaporizhian Cossacks. During the period of his leadership the
Institute was involved in a series of activities which might be described as
‘Soviet Ukrainian patriotism’. Preparatory work began on The History of
the Cities and Villages of the Ukrainian SSR in twenty-six volumes, which
had no equals in the other republics. Moreover, the construction of the
State Historical and Cultural Reserve on the island of Velyka Khortytsia
began in 1965 and the Ukrainian Society for the Preservation of Histori-
cal and Cultural Monuments was established in 1966. In 1970, Shelest
published in Ukrainian the book Our Sovier Ukraine (Ukraino nasha
radians’ka), in which he not only wrote about the “progressive role” of
the Zaporizhian Sich, but also described the Cossacks as “heroic defenders
of the Ukrainian people”, whose story had been poorly represented in
historical literature and fiction.”

Shelest’s book was published without the approval of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine, and two years later it
was officially denounced as “diverging from the objective of the interna-
tional education of the workers”. The book was later withdrawn from
bookshops, having been criticized for a “lack of attention to the unifica-
tion of Ukraine with Russia” and for an absence of “references to the
positive influence of Russian culture on the formation and development

of Ukrainian culture”.®

* Taroslav Dzyra, ‘Intelektual z natsionalnoiu vdacheiv’, Spetsial’ni istorychni dystsy-
pliny. Pytannia teorii ta metodyky, 2 (1998): 467-8.

% Petro Shelest, Ukraino nasha radians’ka (Kyiv: Politvyday Ukrainy, 1970), 20, 22.

% Pro seriozni nedoliky odniiei knyhy’, Komunist Ukrainy, 4 (1973): 77-82.
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Shelest’s dismissal in May 1972 and the designation of Valentyn
Malanchuk (1928-84) as Secretary for Ideology of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of Ukraine immediately affected the Institute.
Programmes involving the study of 19"-century Ukrainian political
thought were wound up; publication of the archive of Zaporizhian Sich
was stopped; Fedir Shevchenko (1914-95) was dismissed from his position
as editor-in-chief of the UIZh.” In 1973, the Ukrainian-language periodi-
cals The Middle Ages in Ukraine, Historical Sources and their Use, and
Historiographic Research in the Ukrainian SSR ceased publication.

The employees of the Institute who were considered unfavourable for
ideological reasons were fired during humiliating departmental meetings
or at Party conferences with the help of their colleagues. This is what
happened to Mykhailo Braichevs’kyi (1924-2001), who wrote in his essay
‘Incorporation or Reunification’ (1966) that the concept of “the reunifica-
tion of Ukraine with Russia” takes the Russian nation beyond the pattern
of historical materialism because it regards historical phenomena not from
a class-specific point of view, but from the perspective of relations with
Russia as an entity.” It is important to stress that Braichevs’kyi’s critique
of the ‘reunification’ concept was based on quotations from Lenin. The
author emphasized repeatedly his dedication to Marxist principles of
historical research. At the suggestion of his colleagues, the historian was
on the point of publishing his work in the official Ukrainian Historical
Journal when the change of political environment rendered it impossible.
Almost immediately afterwards, the text appeared in samizdat form and
was published abroad. Whereupon Braichevs’kyi was fired from the
Institute of History. The dismissal of Malanchuk in 1979 immediately
loosened the Party’s control. Translations of Western European sources
on Ukrainian history started appearing in the republic’s journals. In 1980,
the first All-Ukrainian Conference on Regional Historical Studies took
place. Many monographs which had previously sat on the back burner
were now published.”

% See more in Hennadii Boriak, ed., Tstynu vstanovliuie sud istorii’ Zbirnyk na poshanu
Fedora Paviovycha Shevchenka, vol. 1 (Kyiv: Derzhavnyi komitet arkhiviv Ukrainy, 2004);
Valerii Smoli et. al., eds., Fedir Shevchenko, Istorychni studii: Zbirka vybranykh prats’ i
materialiv (Do 100-richchia vid dnia narodzhennia) (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NANU,
2014).

8 Mykhailo Braichevs’kyi Vybrani tvory: Istoryko-arkbeolobichni studii, Publitsystyka
(Kyiv: KM Academia 1999), 493, 498.

* Vitalii Taremchuk, Mynule Ukrainy v istorychnii nautsi URSR (Ostroh: Natsional’nyi
uniwersytet “Ostroz’ka Akademiia”, 2009), 408-9.
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Another Academic Tradition and Its Limitations

In the post-war Academy of Sciences there were hardly any prominent
employees from the pre-war Academy. The city of L’viv, annexed to the
USSR in 1939 because of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact and the Ger-
man-Soviet aggression against Poland, played an important role in the
transmission of different academic standards. L’viv had not witnessed the
most violent of the Soviet purges but went through a later process of
Sovietization, which in this case was designated ‘Ukrainianization the
Soviet Way’.”

There existed a very influential Shevchenko Scientific Society in L’viv,
which had functioned since the Austro-Hungarian period. It was to all
intents and purposes the Ukrainian Academy which had been run by
Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi at the beginning of the 20" century. In Decem-
ber 1939, the Shevchenko Scientific Society proposed to the Praesidium of
the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR that it join and become
part of the Academy. This offer was turned down; however, on 1 January
1940, the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine
adopted a resolution on establishing branches of the Institutions of the
Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR in L’viv.” The head of the
L'viv branch of the Institute of History was a former student of
Hrushevs’kyi, Professor Ivan Kryp”iakevych (1886-1967). Ten out of the
eleven employees of the new organization were former members of the
Shevchenko Scientific Society. This branch was thus re-established in
1944, but closed after two years because of claims that it had been taken
over by ‘notorious nationalists’. Nevertheless, at the end of the 1940s a

% For details see William J. Risch, The Ukrainian West: Culture and the Fate of Empire
in Soviet L’viv (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2011). For comparison with
the Baltic republics and countries of ‘people’s democracy’ see Aurimas Svedas, I the
Captivity of the Matrix: Soviet Lithuanian Historiography, 1944-1985 (Amsterdam, New
York: Rodopi, 2014); John Connelly, Captive University: The Sovietization of East German,
Czech, and Polish Higher Education, 1945-1956 (Chapel Hill: The University of North
California Press, 2000); Jan Szumski, Polityka a historia: ZSRR wobec nauki bistorycznej w
Polsce w latach 1945-1964 (Warszawa: ASPRA-JR, 2016); Tadeusz P. Rutkowski, Histo-
riografia i bistorycy w PRL (Warszawa: Instytut Pamieci Narodowej, 2019); Martin Sabrow,
Das Diktat des Konsenses: Geschichtswissenschaft in der DDR, 1949-1969 (Miinchen:
R. Oldenbourg, 2001); Francesco Zavatti, Writing History in a Propaganda Institute: Politi-
cal Power and Network Dynamics in Communist Romania (Stockholm: Elanders, 2016), and
others.
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decision was taken to create a branch of the Academy of Sciences in L’viv
by the Party leadership at the central Union level, rather than by the
Party leadership at the level of the Republic. That decision was recorded
as a permission granted by the Council of People’s Commissars of the
USSR to the government of the Ukrainian SSR on 21 February 1951.” In
this way, an Institute of Social Sciences appeared in L’viv and employed
the majority of the former staff of the Shevchenko Scientific Society.

After the death of Stalin, Ivan Krypiakevych took over as Director of
the Institute and stayed in this position until 1962. Kryp”iakevych was a
historian, a medievalist who had been deprived of the right to teach at the
university and the author of works which fell into the category of ‘bour-
geois nationalist’ publications. In his managerial position Ivan
Kryp”iakevych applied the principle of ‘fifty-fifty’: inevitable compro-
mises with the prevailing ideological environment allowed him to con-
tinue with his censored but thorough research.”

On the one hand, largely due to the efforts of Kryp”iakevych, the
traditions of Hrushevs’kyi were upheld in Soviet L’viv. On the other,
L’viv raised particular suspicions of nationalism. The slightest deviations
from the Party line, especially in the presentation of contemporary his-
tory, were monitored and punished fiercely. In particular, the historical
publications of the Galician Marxist Volodymyr Levyns’kyi (1880-1953)
caused a storm. The 1971 L’viv University Party Assembly asserted that
the publication of Levyns’kyi’s article in a special anthology represented
the “propagation” of his ideology and caused “irreparable harm to the
construction of the communist mindset of the Soviet nation”.**

The same logic applied to the publication of some documents from the
archives. In 1958, the Party Assembly of the Institute of Social Sciences
was puzzled when alocal historian published in full the Declaration of the
Ukrainian National Rada of 1 November 1918. The assembly found it
confusing since “the contemporary works of foreign nationalists literally
repeat verbatim what was written in that Declaration”. Their conclusion
was simple: “this is a true nationalist leaflet and it is not appropriate to

2 1hid., 8.

* More on Kryp”iakevych see in Iaroslav Isaievych, ed., Ukraina: kul’turna spadshchy-
na, national’na svidomist’, derzhavnist’, vol. 8., Ivan Kryp”iakevych u rodynnii tradytsii,
nautsi, suspil’stvi (L’viv: Instytut ukrainoznavstva imeni . Kryp”iakevycha NAN Ukrainy,
2001).

** Tamara Halaichak and Oleksandr Luts'kyi, eds. Kul'turne zhyttia v Ukraini: Zak-
hidni zemli, vol. 3, 1966-1971 (L’viv: Instytut ukrainoznavstva imeni I. Kryp”iakevycha
NAN Ukrainy, 2006), 563.



50 Andrii Portnov

include it in academic research”.” The authorities intruded into the pub-
lishing of various sources, and not only those connected with contempo-
rary history. While preparing The Documents of Bobdan Khmel’nyts'kyi
(1961) for publication, Ivan Kryp”iakevych and Ivan Butych were forced
to print the letters from the Hetman to the Turkish Sultan and the Cri-
mean Khan in the section entitled “Questionable Source Documents”.*
Five acts (akty) from the books of Luts’k were eliminated from the an-
thology The Printing Pioneer [van Fedorov and his Followers in Ukraine
(1975) because they portrayed Fedorov as the leader of armed confronta-
tions between groups of peasants, which allegedly undermined his reputa-
tion as “the pioneer of printing”,” and so on.

It is worth mentioning that the centralized model of the Soviet Acad-
emy basically reproduced the structure of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union on a smaller scale. All the important issues in the Academy
were resolved by the almighty Praesidium, the analogue of the Politburo.
Each Institute was subordinated to its Department, which approved all
state topics for research. Every branch of the Institute received instruc-
tions from the directorate office. In this system, intellectual autonomy

and personal engagement were reduced to a minimum.

The Soviet University in Ukraine

One of the features of the Soviet system was the division between the
academic sphere and the university sphere, between research and teaching,
and the separation of the two functions of science - the production of
knowledge by means of scholarly research and the reproduction of
knowledge through teaching.” From the moment the Bolsheviks came to
power, they set themselves the goal of ‘removing the reactionary profes-

% Ibid., 743.

% Taroslav Dashkevych, ‘Tvan Kryp”iakevych - istoryk Ukrainy’, in Jvan Kryp“iakevych:
Istoriia Ukrainy, eds. Fedir Shevchenko and Bohdan Iakymovych (L’viv: Svit, 1990), 14.

¥ Mykola Koval’s'kyi, ‘Dzhereloznavchi aspekty istorii kul'tury Ukrainy XVI-XVIII
st. u pratsiakh laroslava Isaievycha’, in Ukraina: kul’turna spadschyna, national’na svid-
mosist’, derzhavnist’, vol. 5, PROSFONYMA. Istorychni ta filolohichni rozvdiky, prysviacheni
60-richchiu akademika laroslava Isaievycha, ed. Bohdan Iakymovych (L’viv: Instytut ukrai-
noznavstva imeni I. Krypiakevycha NAN Ukrainy, 1998), 324.

* D. Aleksandrov, ‘Sovietizatsiia vysshego obrazovaniia i stanovlenie sovetskoi nauch-

no-issledovatel’skoi sistemy’, in Za zheleznym zanavesom’: mify i realii sovetskoi nauki, eds.
M. Heinemann and E. Kolchynskii (Sankt-Peterburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2002), 152.
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soriate from teaching’ and replacing it as soon as possible with a new
Soviet (‘red’) professoriate. At the same time, there was often more re-
search freedom in the academic institutions responsible for pure research.
On the one hand, employment at the Academy was perceived as more
prestigious and more ‘scholarly’. On the other, the scholars of the Acad-
emy (especially scholars of the ‘old” school) were usually isolated from
students.

At the beginning of the 1920s, the universities in Soviet Ukraine (in
Kyiv, Odesa, and Kharkiv) were turned into Institutes of People’s Educa-
tion (Instytuty Narodnoi Osvity, INO). Further INOs were opened in
Ekaterinoslav (renamed Dnipropetrovs’k in 1926) and Kamianets’-Po-
dil’s’kyi. On 11 February 1921 Lenin signed an order founding the Insti-
tute of Red Professors, with departments of philosophy, history, and
economics, in Moscow and Petrograd. The historian Mikhail Pokrovskii.
(1868-1932) was the head of the Institute in Moscow. The Institute of Red
Professors and the Communist University existed until 1938.”

At the beginning of the 1930s, the Soviet authorities returned to the
problem of reforming higher education and decided to retrieve the term
‘university’. They planned to extend and centralize the existing system of
institutions, in effect collectivizing higher education. This was exactly the
purpose of the Decree of the Central Committee of the USSR of 19
September 1932. The Ukrainian version of this decree was the Decree of
the government of the Ukrainian SSR ‘On Organizing State Universities’,
which was issued on 10 March 1933. This decree allowed for the establish-
ment of universities in Kyiv, Odesa, Dnipropetrovs’k, and Kharkiv. More
precisely, the pre-existing higher education institutions in these cities were
combined into universities. History teaching became obligatory in every
faculty.

With the Sovietization of L’viv University in 1940, the social back-
ground of students began to be controlled, the freedom to choose
specializations or exam dates was eliminated, and attendance was checked
by the class representative who then delivered this information to the
faculty directorate. All of this reminded the inhabitants of L’viv of rules
at primary school.* The monitoring of L’viv University carried out
towards the end of the 1940s revealed such problems as the admission of

% Larisa Kozlova, ‘Institut krasnof professury (1921-1938 gody)’, Sotsiologicheskiy zhur-
nal, 1 (1994): 96-112.

“ Grzegorz Hryciuk, Polacy we Lwowie 1939-1944: Zycie codzienne (Warszawa: Ksiaz-
ka i Wiedza, 2000), 128-35.
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the children of “kulaks and Banderites” and the use of old textbooks
containing writing by Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi. Foreign languages were
taught although this was “out of touch with reality”, students placed an
“unhealthy overemphasis” on foreign literature when they defended their
written papers and “understated the outstanding role of the great Russian
scientists”."!

The Ukrainianization of L’viv University, which turned from the
University of Jan Kazimierz (the Polish king) into the University of Ivan
Franko (the Ukrainian poet), meant not only its de-Polonization but also
an intensive battle against the influence of the historical concepts devel-
oped by Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi.* With the university under the control
of the Soviet system, the Institute of Social Sciences was now reassigned to
it. Iaroslav Isaievych recalls how

“the atmosphere in the system of higher education was now much tenser, and
control by censors, whether self-appointed or appointed from on high, and

control by means of ideological “-isms’, was total and humiliating”."

The main task of any professor at a Soviet university was to teach. On 26
August 1940 the All-Union Committee on Higher Education under the
Council of People’s Commissars issued a decree introducing a six-hour
working day, starting from 1 January the following year. The academic
workload of the teaching staff was now 720-840 hours a year.” The
decree adopted in ‘wartime’ became the blueprint for estimating teaching
workload not only after the end of the war, but also after the collapse of
the Soviet Union.

In 1990, there were twenty-one history faculties in the institutions of
higher education of the Ukrainian SSR. The graduates of history faculties
were often employed in Party organs and the KGB, which guaranteed the

*! All quotes are given in: Turii Slyvka, ed., Kul'turne zhyttia v Ukraini: Zakhidni zemli.
Dokumenty i materialy, vol. 1, 1939-1953 (Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1995).

* For details see Iaroslav Dashkevych, ‘Borot’ba z Hrushevs’kym ta ioho shkoloiu u
L’vivs’komu universyteti za radians’kykh chasiv’, in Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi i ukrains’ka
istorychna nauka, eds. laroslav Hrytsak and Iaroslav Dashkevych (L’viv: Instytut isto-
rychnykh doslidzhen’ LNU, 1999), 226-66.

* Taroslav Isaievych, ‘Ukrains’ka istorychna nauka: orhanizatsiina struktura i mizhna-
rodni kontakty’, in Ukrains’ka istoriobrafiia na zlami XX i XXI stolit’ zdobutky i problem,
ed. Leonid Zashkil’niak (L’viv: L’vivs’kyi natsional’nyi universytet imeni I. Franka, 2004),
9.

* Tuliia Chekushyna, ‘Vyshchi navchal’ni zaklady Dnipropetrovs’koi oblasti u 1939-
1941 rr.’, Humanitarnyi zhurnal, 3 (2005): 4.
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prestigious status of these faculties and a high level of preparation on the
part of prospective students.

Dnipropetrovs’k State University (DSU) retained a special status.
Thanks to the strategic importance of its Faculty of Physics and Technol-
ogy, which trained specialists in top-secret rocket engineering, the univer-
sity was subordinated directly to the Ministry of Education in Moscow,
rather than to the Ministry in Kyiv. This created more opportunities for
ideological manoeuvres. In particular, professors at DSU could print their
work at their own publishing house, as opposed to using the ‘Higher
School’ publisher controlled by both the Kyiv Ministry for Higher and
Further Vocational Education and the State Committee for Publishing.

The right to publication at this internal university press was well used
by Mykola Koval’s’kyi (1929-2006), a graduate of L’viv University and
holder of the Chair of Source Studies and Historiography at DSU. This
chair was established in 1972 as a counterpart to the Chair for Source
Studies at Moscow State University and its first analogue in Ukraine, the
Chair for Historiography and Source Studies at Kharkiv University,
established in 1964. Koval’s’kyi turned his chair into Ukraine’s leading
centre for source studies on the history of early modern Ukraine, which
was widely known in the Soviet Union and often called the Koval’s’kyi
School.” The phenomenon of the Koval’s’kyi School cannot be ascribed
solely to the closed status of Dnipropetrovs’k and the direct subordina-
tion of its university to Moscow. It has a lot to do with Koval’s’kyi’s
personal and professional qualities: his academic motivation and his style
of teaching, his interest in working with younger colleagues, and his wide-
ranging academic knowledge and contacts. As a result, Mykola Koval’-
s’kyi managed not only to survive several regime changes and ideological
‘turns’, but also to become the leader of probably the only Soviet Ukrai-
nian school of historical studies.

The Higher Attestation Commission and the Granting
of Academic Degrees

The Decree of 1 October 1918 of the Council of People’s Commissars
entitled ‘On Some Changes in the Structure and Organization of State

* See more in Andrii Portnov and Tetiana Portnova, ‘Soviet Ukrainian Historiogra-
phy in Brezhnev’s Closed City: Mykola / Nikolai Kovalsky and His “School” at the
Dnipropetrovsk University’, Ab Imperio, 4 (2017): 265-91.
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Academia and the Institutions of Higher Education in the Russian Repub-
lic’ abolished Doctoral and Master’s degrees and the academic degrees of
adjunct and privat-dozent. It dismantled the hierarchy of pre-revolution-
ary titles of the professoriate. Everyone teaching in universities automati-
cally received the title of professor, whereas all the rest acquired the status
of teachers.*

It took a long time to decide how Soviet academic degrees should be
granted. In 1922, the academic degree of ‘Doctor of the History of Ukrai-
nian Culture’ was introduced in Soviet Ukraine, which was an honorific
recognition of scientific achievements but did not influence employment
or salary. Candidates for this degree had to send their academic writing to
the Scientific Committee of the People’s Commissariat for Education in
Kharkiv or to its subsidiaries in Kyiv, Odesa, or Dnipropetrovs’k. The
Committee would organize special panels, depending on the subject of the
research. In addition, the Committee would appoint reviewers who de-
cided whether to allow the candidate a public defence. The defence took
the form of an open discussion. Based on the results of the defence, the
panel would grant a doctoral degree, while the Scientific Committee
issued a corresponding diploma.”

This arrangement involved a relatively high degree of independence on
the part of the specialized panels, which is why it was not sustainable in a
centralized state with an official ideology. In 1932, the decision was taken
at the all-Union level to establish the Higher Attestation Commission
(Vyshaia Attestatsionnaia Komissiia, VAK) as a state agency affiliated with
the Ministry of Higher and Further Vocational Education of the USSR.
At the request of university committees and academic institutions the
VAK was meant to grant the degrees of kandidat nauk (the first degree
corresponding to a PhD), doktor nauk (the second and highest academic
degree), professor, docent, and senior research fellow, and in addition to
control the proceedings of the academic committees. The VAK started
work in 1934.

There were several crucial features introduced with the establishment
of the VAK and the first of these was the two-level structure of academic
degrees (kandidat and doktor nauk). The whole system was centralized to

* Larisa Kozlova, * “Bez zaschity dissertatsii”: statusnaia organizatsiia obschetvennykh
nauk v SSSR, 1933-1935 gody’, Sotsiologicheskii zhurnal, 2 (2001): 145-58.
* For details see Oksana Turkova, ‘Naukova atestatsiia istorykiv v Ukraini: norma-

tyvna baza ta osoblyvosti zakhystu dysertacii (druha polovyna 1920-kh-1941 rr.)’, Prob-
lemy istorii Ukrainy: fakty, sudzhennia, poshuky 19, 2 (2010): 126-41.
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the fullest possible extent and the Praesidium of the VAK was created
according to the example of the all-powerful Praesidium of the Academy
of Sciences and the Politburo. Requirements for dissertations were all
formalized, from the arrangement of references and citations to ideologi-
cal control over conclusions and stylistics. Specialized panels for the de-
fence of theses were now introduced, with each one attached to only one
institution and including permanent members. A list of VAK-approved
publishing houses was created, and the publication of work there was
considered an appropriate endorsement of a piece of research. From the
moment of its founding until the end of the USSR, the VAK was an all-
Union structure. Attestation commissions at the level of the individual
republics were not allowed.

Obtaining an academic degree was relatively hard in the post-war
USSR, especially the degree of doktor nauk. From time to time, the au-
thorities introduced reforms which stiffened administrative or bureau-
cratic regulations. In particular, the decree of the all-Union VAK of 28
May 1986 ‘On the Utilization of Research Findings from Scientific The-
ses’ required that each research had some ‘practical importance’. In the
sphere of the humanities, this requirement meant clichéd claims by re-
searchers about the relevance of their work to the ‘building of Commu-
nism’ and its value for schoolbooks or syllabuses.

It was rather uncommon, but possible, to defend a doktor nauk thesis
several times, highlighting the exceptional nature and prestige of the
degree. A future full member of the Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, the
Kyiv archaeologist and historian of Ancient Rus’ Petro Tolochko (born
1938), defended his thesis four times - the first one in 1975 and the last
(successful) one in 1980." Vitalii Sarbei (1928-99), a Kyiv historian spe-
cializing in 19™-century history, had to defend his thesis twice because he
was careless enough to mention that the “anti-tsarist publications” of My-
khailo Drahomanov “resonated to a certain degree with articles written
by some of the pioneers of Marxism”."

Since history faculties were preparing ideological personnel, they
welcomed prospective students who were recommended by Party struc-

* Serhit Bilokin’, Na zlamakh epokhy: Spohady (Bila Tserkva: Oleksandr Pshonkiv-
skyi , 2005), 215.

¥ Vitalit Sarbei, Osnovopolozhniki makrsizma-leninizma i dooktiabr’skaia istoriografiia
Ukrainy: Avtoreferat dissertatsii doktora istoricheskikh nank (Kyiv: Institut istorii AN USSR,
1971), 24-5. The second version of Avtoreferar published in 1972 contains no point like
that.
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tures, had experience of Komsomol work or had just worked after gradu-
ating from school. After obtaining their degrees, they had first to work in
their field of studies for a couple of years in schools, archives, or muse-
ums. Only after that could they start their scholarly and teaching careers.
The kandidat nauk thesis was most commonly defended after the age of
30. The average age of doktor naunk candidates was normally past 55.

The Singularity of Ukraine in the Soviet Historiography
of the 1960s-1980s

The experience of the collectivization of academic history during the
1920s-30s showed that one way to avoid the purges was to move to Mos-
cow, Leningrad, or another university city in Russia. Pavlo Matviievs’kyi
(1904-87), a graduate of Dnipropetrovsk INO, moved from Kharkiv to
Orenburg, where he became a professor at a local pedagogical institute.
The head of the Kyiv Central Archives of Ancient Documents (Akzy),
Viktor Romanovs’kyi (1890-1971), first moved to Karaganda and later to
Stavropol’, where he also became a professor at a local pedagogical insti-
tute. After having left Ukraine, in 1955, the researcher of Podilia,
Valentyn Otamanovs’kyi (1893-1964), published a monograph in Saratov
focusing on the cities of Right Bank Ukraine in the mid-17" and 18"
centuries. This monograph served as the basis for his defence of his doc-
toral dissertation in 1956 at Leningrad State University.

Whereas in the 1930s one had to go to Moscow or Leningrad in order
to survive, in the 1960-70s individuals moved in order to defend a doctor
nauk dissertation which was suspected of nationalism in Ukraine or not
allowed for personal reasons. In 1961, Mykhailo Marchenko (1902-83)
defended in Moscow a dissertation based on his book Ukrainian Historio-
graphy from Ancient Times to the Mid-19" Century (Kyiv, 1959). In 1963,
Fedir Shevchenko defended his dissertation at the Institute of History of
the Academy of Sciences of the USSR. As a starting point he used a
monograph on Russian-Ukrainian relations in the 17" century which had
received criticism in Kyiv. In the 1970s, two graduates of L’viv Univer-
sity, Mykola Koval’s’kyi and Iaroslav Isaievych, defended their doctor
nauk dissertations on source studies at Moscow State University.

The main feature of the Ukrainian historiography of the 1970s was its
isolation from international scholarship. In Ukraine there was no profes-
sional institution dealing with world history. ‘Elitist” areas of historical
research (Western European medieval studies, Byzantine studies, Oriental
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studies, American studies™) were all located in institutions in Moscow or
Leningrad. Historians in the republics had to deal with the history of the
republics. This deformation of topics and methods, as well as the absence
of a connection with international historiography, would become espe-
cially evident in the late 1980s, when Ukrainian historical scholarship and
its institutions would become independent from the Union centre.

During the Brezhnev years, many of the classics of Ukrainian histori-
ography were transferred to special library ‘funds’ with limited access
rights. At the same time, thousands of copies of classic works of Russian
history by Nikolai Karamzin, Sergei Solov’év, and Vasilii Kliuchevskii
were reissued. This publishing policy in fact caused the Ukrainian intelli-
gentsia to ‘return to its roots’ and revisit the central works of the national
historical tradition in these special reserve funds, access to which was now
restricted by the ‘administrative-command system’. Thus, Soviet censor-
ship shaped in many ways the process of the ‘discovery’ of national his-
tory in the late 1980s and early 1990s.

The singularity of the historical institutions of the republic was espe-
cially evident at the end of the 1980s when Ukrainian historians would
rush to change the conclusions they drew so that they concurred with the
opinions not only of their colleagues from Moscow, but also of the local
party apparatus. In other words, as George Grabowicz noted: “what
started as a consequence of terror and administrative pressure gradually

turned for many into a pattern of thinking and behaviour”.”

The Social Status of the Historian and the Non-Conformist Arena

The social status of the professional historian in late Soviet society was
relatively high, even though somewhat diminished in comparison with
the 1960s. Until the early 1970s the average salary of docents was equal to
the salary of middle-ranking party officials, while the directors of aca-
demic institutions could earn more than a minister. In the 1970s, the
salary of research and teaching staff was lower than incomes in construc-
tion, transport, or production.” One of the reasons for that was a notable

%% More on Soviet American studies see in Sergei L. Zhuk, Soviet Americana: The Cul-
tural History of Russian and Ukrainian Americanists (London, New York: Tauris, 2018).

*! Hryhorii (George) Grabowich, ‘Sovietyzatsiia ukrains’koi humanistyky’, Krytyka
1,2 (1997).

* Taremchuk, Mynule Ukrainy (see note 29), 139.
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increase in the number of research staff. In 1956, there were only 10
doktors nauk in the Ukrainian SSR, whereas in 1971 there were already
154 of them. In the same year, the number of history kandidats reached
1,265.”

A decent salary, the chance of an additional job on the side or grace-
and-favour housing, the possibility of being recruited into Party struc-
tures, and, simultaneously, the notably strict degree of Party control over
scholarly activities and teaching - all this created a situation where, ac-
cording to Serhii Bilokin’, working on history was as difficult as for the
biblical “camel to pass through the eye of a needle”.”

Ukrainian historians with troublesome biographies or even slightly
unconventional views were forced to defend their kandidat nauk theses in
fields complementary to history (for example, Serhii Bilokin’ and Oleh
Kupchyns’kyi wrote their dissertations in philology in Moscow and
Odesa respectively) or to leave Ukraine in order to obtain their degree
(like Iaroslav Dashkevych, who returned to Ukraine after a spell in Sta-
lin’s labour camps and defended his thesis Armenian Colonies in Ukraine
Based on 15-16"-Century Resources and Literature in 1963 at the Academy
of Sciences of the Armenian SSR in Yerevan).

Even though during Brezhnev’s period of stabilization there were
some societal currents appearing which were conducive to the creation of
an academic environment, they were insufficient to prevail over a central-
ized and still highly ideological system. Moreover, within this system,
non-conformism as well as existence as an ‘independent researcher’ were
in practice not possible. Soviet ‘disclosed’ reviews had little in common
with the practice of anonymous peer review. Nevertheless, there was still
some space for different compromises and games with the system and this
prevented the total uniformity of research strategies.

Important aspects of writing history during the Brezhnev period
included the common practices of academic trips, internships in archives
or museums (including the Central Archives of the USSR), and a well-
organized system of shipping books and book exchange between libraries.
Each of these aspects of academic life promoted academic mobility and
developed communication between different centres of research.

These trends intertwined with the political and ideological demands
made on history. On the one hand, a Soviet historian had to rely on the

> Tbid., 153.

* Serhii Bilokin’, ‘Chy maiemo my istorychnu nauku?’, Literaturna Ukraina, 10
January 1991.
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classics of Marxism-Leninism and the formal resolutions of the most
recent Party congress, or at least to make a show of having done so. He or
she did not have free access to some books and archival documents. On
the other hand, there were strict controls over the formal quality of
research. The practice of multiple editing and manuscript review not only
standardized the style of writing but also minimized factual mistakes and
simple negligence.

Basic principles of intra-departmental standards and hierarchy were
also forming among and between certain historians. As remembered by a
Moscow researcher of French history, Pavel Uvarov, even though positiv-
ism was officially criticized, it was still considered the measure of scien-
tific dignity, whereas “the public saw an ideological message in the very
choice of Byzantine aesthetics as a subject of study”.” Nikolai Koposov
called this feature of Soviet history writing “the ideology of professional-
ism”, according to which exemplary research was characterized by a
technically flawless empirical analysis. While giving credit to this stand-
point, Koposov insisted that the ideology of professionalism encouraged
the development of empirical studies, but also nearly paralyzed intellec-
tual theoretical work and resulted in a compromise which protected not
only the scholars from the system, but also the system from the scholars.*
In contrast with neighbouring socialist Poland, in Soviet Ukraine neither
methodological pluralism nor attempts at a critical reassessment of Stalin’s
version of Marxism re-emerged after the end of the cult of Stalin.”

Nevertheless, during the Brezhnev era if one knew the rules of the
ideological games in operation, one could choose to break them. A book
printed in the Nazi-occupied territories might be referenced if the author
intentionally ‘made a mistake’ with the date of publication. The works of
colleagues who had been denounced (especially translations) were pub-
lished under the names of those authors who were allowed to publish.
“Covert opposition to an exclusive focus on the ‘Russian brother’ in-
volved researching the relations of the non-Russian peoples between

% Kirill Kobrin and Pavel Uvarov, ‘ “Svoboda u istorikov poka jest”: Vo vsiakom slu-
chae - jest” ot chego bezhat’ ’, Neprikosnovennyi zapas 55, 5 (2007): 39, 44. Compare the
same observation about post-Stainist Polish historiography in Rafat Stobiecki, Historio-
grafia PRL: Ani dobra, ani madra, ani pickna... ale skomplikowana. Studia i szkice (War-
szawa: TRIO, 2007), 193, 209.

* Nikolai Koposov, Khuvatit ubivat’ koshek! Kritika sotsial’nykh nauk (Moscow: NLO,
2005), 168-9, 192.

% Stobiecki, Historiografia PRL (see note 55), 66.
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themselves”.” These methods of survival and this Aesopian language are
important topics for special research. No less important were individual
instances of a more open non-conformism. laroslav Dzyra, sacked from
the Institute of History, wrote proudly about himself: “I have not worked
a single day for eleven years, and for seventeen years I have not written a
single line without submitting to the KGB threats of becoming a secret
informant”.” Iaroslav Dashkevych conveyed a similar thought in a differ-
ent way:

“Even though seven of the best years of my youth were spent in prisons and

special camps, they are what formed me as a citizen. Even though sixteen

years were lost to unemployment, paradoxically it is this that made me a
60

scholar.”

Examples of such obvious opposition are rare. Iaroslav Isaievych said of
Fedir Shevchenko, dismissed from the position of Director of the Insti-
tute of Archaeology in 1972, that he “was good at making only the most
necessary concessions” and “at standing up for questions of fundamental
importance as much as possﬂ)le”.(’1 One of the tools used for standing up
for certain views were quotations from Lenin - another aspect of ‘dialecti-
cal tightrope walking’. On 30 May 1959 Ivan Kryp”iakevych wrote to
Shevchenko: “Lenin should be used sparingly and only for the most
important points, not on practically every page”.*

Even though the games historians played with the authorities had
evident limitations and the majority of researchers were not involved in
them, it seems important to highlight their existence and the existence of
this dialogue, even if it was unequal.”’ When it comes to the Sovietization

*® Taroslav Isaievych, Ukrainske knyhovydannia, (L*viv: Instytut ukrainoznavstva imeni
L. Kryp”iakevycha NAN Ukrainy, 2002) 181.

? Taroslav Dzyra, ‘Chvert’ stolittia poruch’, in Istoryk Olena Kompan: Materialy do
biobrafii, ed. Iaroslav Kompan (Kyiv: Kyievo-Mohylians’ka Akademiia, 2007), 457.

® Jaroslav Dashkevych, “..Uchy nelozbhnymy ustamy skazary pravdu’: Istorychna eseistyka
(1989-2008) (Kyiv: Tempora, 2011), 295.

*! Taroslav Isaievych, ‘Fedir Pavlovych: spohady i rozdumy’, in Tstynu vstanovlinie sud
istorii’ (see note 27), 177.

2 Ukraina, vol. 8., (see note 33), 525.

63 . .- .« . . . . . . . .
More on subjectivity of Ukrainian Soviet intelligentsia in its dialogue with the

authorities see Serhy Yekelchyk, ‘How the “Iron Minister” Kaganovich Failed to Discipli-
ne Ukrainian Historians: A Stalinist Ideological Campaign Reconsidered’, Nationalities
Papers 27, 4 (1999): 579-604; Serhy Yekelchyk, ‘Stalinist Patriotism as Imperial Discourse:
Reconciling the Ukrainian and Russian “Heroic Pasts”, 1939-45, Kritika: Explorations in
Russian and Eurasian History 3, 1 (2002): 51-80.
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of scholarship, returning to the matter of choice poses the very important
question of the responsibility of historians, both individually and collec-
tively. This is only possible when one steps aside from the simplistic
(though morally convenient) image of the authorities as holistic, alien,
antagonistic forces concentrated in one place, the borders of which are
fixed and not in doubt.”* Posing the question about responsibility and
choice should not detract from the obvious fact that the writing of his-
tory, just like the whole of Soviet society, fell victim to the communist
system. The research problem and the moral problem lies in the fact that
it became not only a victim.

The Challenges of Perestroika

Rapid social and political processes of the end of the 1980s created circum-
stances for historians which made it difficult to keep up with the changing
political climate. At the same time, the freedom to express one’s thoughts
(if any) now arose. In 1991, a leading Soviet medievalist, Aron Gurevich
(1924-2006), described the methodology of Soviet historiography as “a
hybrid of poorly-understood Marxism with the positivism which pre-
ceded it”.%

The methodology of Ukrainian Soviet historiography constituted an
even more interesting mixture: elements of the 19"-century populist
movement and of Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi’s historical scheme, adapted in
the Soviet manner and forced to conform not only to the strictures of
Marxism-Leninism but also to a very particular ‘Russo-centrism’, by
means of which the history of the Ukrainian nation was viewed through
its “logical development” towards “reunification” with Russia, which was
always described as “progressive”.*

Most Ukrainian historians could not keep pace with Perestroika.
Recalling those years, Stanislav Kul’chyts’kyi (born 1937) wrote honestly
that he himself and most of his colleagues lagged behind in this rapidly
evolving environment and their works were out of date before they ever

* Aleksandr Etkind, Non-fiction po-russki Pravda: Kniga otzyvov (Moscow: NLO,
2007), 243.

% Aron Gurevich, ‘O krizise sovremennoi istoricheskoi nauki’, Voprosy istorii, 2-3
(1991): 24.

% For more details see Stepan Velychenko, ‘Perebudova ta mynule nerosiis’kykh naro-
div’, Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal 36, 4 (1992): 93.
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reached the reader.” The first positive article about Mykhailo Hru-
shevs’kyi was published not in Ukraine, but in the Moscow newspaper
Izvestiia (12 February 1988).® The very fact of the Great Famine of
1932-3 was first recognized in the Moscow journal Communist in No-
vember 1987.%

Ukrainian historians would drastically change their evaluations and
topics of research in the course of a few months.”® They were unable to
satisfy the enormous public interest in history. In practice they gave way
to their predecessors, whose works had been prohibited during the Soviet
period. A real bestseller, with more than a hundred thousand copies
printed, was Ukraine: A History by the Canadian scholar Orest Subtelny
(1941-2016), published in English in 1988. This most modern and accu-
rate History by Subtelny became a basic school and university textbook
for several years.

Important historical source materials were printed in the newspaper
Literary Ukraine, published by the Writers Union of Ukraine. The fa-
mous article by Serhii Bilokin’ (born 1948), ‘Do We Have Such a Thing
as Academic History?’, was first published in this newspaper.” The au-
thor of the work, a major bibliographer and a source study specialist, was
not accepted into the graduate school of the Institute of History in the
1970s; in 1978, he defended a PhD thesis in philology in Moscow on the
topic The Subject and Objectives of Literary Source Studies. Later, he was
fired from the Central Scientific Library of the Academy of Sciences of
the Ukrainian SSR.

In his programmatic article Serhii Bilokin’ openly and ruthlessly
acknowledged the severe centralization of academic history and noted that
it had turned into a part of the state machinery of repression. He did not,
however, offer any integral institutional solutions. In the section of the
article headed “Is there hope?”, Bilokin’ intuitively highlighted the critical
importance of the “self-development of academic research” and its libera-
tion from the suffocating dictates of ideology. He simultaneously under-

% Stanislav Kul'chyts’kyi , “Istoriia i chas. Rozdumy istoryka’, Ukrainskyi istorychnyi
zhurnal 36, 4 (1992): 10.

8. Tsikora, ‘K chitateliu cherez polveka’, Izvestiia, 12 February 1988.

* V. Danilov, ‘Oktiabr’ i agrarnaia politika partii’, Kommunist 64, 16 (1987): 28-38.

7% See more in Henadii Iefimenko, ‘Rol’ “Ukrains’koho istorychnoho zhurnalu” u
vysvitlenni “bilykh pliam” istorii Ukrainy (1988-1991 rr.)’, Ukrains’kyi istorychnyi zhurnal
51, 6 (2007): 93-118.

"' Bilokin’, ‘Chy maiemo’ (see note 54).
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lined that “the sole warrant for the existence of Ukrainian academic
history is a national state. Without a Ukrainian state there can be no
Ukrainian history”.””

This intellectual oppositionist made an accurate diagnosis of the disease
afflicting scholarship, but he was perplexed about possible methods of
treatment. He expressed hope in the self-organizing and emancipatory
role of “sacred liberty”, although he himself wrote that any attempt by a
Ukrainian Soviet historian to rise from empiricism to generalization
meant “inevitable ideologization”. Most historians had “never failed the
system” they faithfully served. Bilokin’ did not see the risks in preserving
the institutional structure of late Soviet academia and nor did he mention
the VAK (the Higher Attestation Commission) or university autonomy.
Neither did the Ukrainian diaspora offer a deliberate programme of
institutional reform when it took over from Moscow the role of mediator
between Ukrainian historians and international academia during the first
years of independence. The grant programmes of foreign Ukrainian
institutions (to begin with, the Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute and
the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies in Edmonton) were aimed at
forming the new scholarly elite of Ukraine. The first grant-holders started
to play key roles in Ukrainian intellectual life.

The events of 20-24 August 1991 had a decisive influence on the legal
formalization of the dissolution of the USSR. On 26 August 1991 the
Praesidium of the Supreme Soviet decided to discontinue the work of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union on the territory of Ukraine. On 30
August the Communist Party was banned. Numerous historians of the
Party were no longer needed and many of them quickly redirected their
career paths into researching and promoting the ‘Ukrainian national idea’.
Within a year-and-a-half to two years, former historians of the Party
blended in with the rest of the historians in Ukraine. The appeal from
Orest Subtelny not to give up Marxism in too much haste” was not

heeded by anyone.

Ukrainian Soviet historiography was heterogeneous and dynamic despite
all attempts by the authorities (especially in the era of Stalin) to collectiv-

72 Thid.

7 Orest Subtelny, ‘The Current State of Ukrainian Historiography’, Journal of Ukrai-
nian Studies 18, 1-2 (1993): 42.
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ize and ideologize it. On the one hand, the history of Ukraine, as well as
the very words ‘Ukraine’ and ‘Ukrainian’ were finally legitimized within
the Soviet system. On the other hand, this legitimization took place under
strict control involving physical repression and bans on the mention of
certain names and books. Despite the severity of the battle against ‘Ukrai-
nian bourgeois nationalism’, the Soviet version of Ukrainian history was
national history wrapped in Marxist-Leninist packaging. The history of
the Ukrainian SSR was studied and taught as the history of the Ukrainian
nation from prehistoric times to the present.”

The Soviet authorities managed to eliminate academic solidarity and to
make the universities and the Academy not simply dependent on the
government, but rather an organic part of the state machinery. Even
though we should in no way minimize the scope and extent of state
repressions, it would be unfair to turn a blind eye to the academicians’
involvement in and sometimes even their initiation of certain government
actions. In this context, the image of Soviet academia as a collective victim
of totalitarianism must be seriously reviewed.

Having inherited centralized academic institutions divided into the
two separate branches of universities and research institutes, Ukraine
chose the path of filling them with new ideological content rather than
implementing painful systemic institutional reforms. It was this choice
which explains the readiness to change flags and which was hastily and
snobbishly characterized by most historians as a change in research meth-
odology alongside the maintenance of a deeply Soviet institutional status
quo. Recent dissidents were almost painlessly reintegrated back into the
system that had previously excluded them. Deprived of any mechanisms
of internal control, historical studies preferred not to reflect on its com-
plex Soviet past. The historical profession rapidly lost its social status and
now faced the challenges of physical survival and interaction with an
increasingly commercialized international scientific community.

74 . . o Y .
For comparative perspective on the same tendencies in socialist Polish, Czech, and
East German historiographies see Maciej Gorny, Przede wszystkim ma byc nardd: Mark-
sistowskie historiografie w Europie Srodkowo-Wschodniej (Warszawa: TRIO, 2007).
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“To REFLECT THE HISTORY OF THE PARTY
ASIT WAS™

THE UKRAINIAN BRANCH
OF THE MARX-ENGELS-LENIN INSTITUTE
IN CRITICAL TIMES (1945-1949)

In the Soviet Union, Party history was indeed official history as the
Communist Party had “the role of organizer and leader of the proletarian
revolution” in 1917 and then “direct[ed] the first Socialist State of Work-
ers and Peasants in the world”.” These lines are taken from The Short
Course of History of The Communist Party of The Soviet Union (Bolsheviks)
which became compulsory reading for millions of Soviet people when it
was published in 1938 and until it was repudiated in 1956. In dealing with
such an important subject, Party historians set themselves apart from
their colleagues.

Since the 1920s they had worked within the framework of several
Commissions for the History of the October Revolution and of the
Communist Party (Istpart).’ These commissions became institutes in the
1930s when they merged with the bodies responsible for the publishing of
official Marxist literature and with those managing Lenin’s legacy. They
were eventually centralized as a Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute (IMEL) with

! Savchuk, 14 January 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 8, Central State Archive of Public
Organizations of Ukraine (hereinafter: TsSDAHO-U).

: History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks): Short Conrse (New
York: International Publishers, 1939), 1, 355. [Editor’s note: The titlepage of the Short
Course can be found on the cover of this anthology.]

? Eric Aunoble, ‘Commemorating an Event That Never Occurred: Russia’s October
in Soviet Ukraine in the 19205, in Echoes of October International: Commemorations of the
Bolshevik Revolution 1918-1990, eds. Jean-Francois Fayet, Valérie Gorin, and Stefanie
Prezioso (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 2017), 26-53.
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local branches.* The leaders of these institutions seem to have been the
watchdogs of state power in the field of historiography. In Ukraine, for
instance, Mykhailo Rubach, the head of the local Istpart, stood against the
“Revision of the Bolshevik scheme concerning the driving forces and the
character of the 1917 revolution in Ukraine” in 1930 and put an end to
the influence of Matvii Iavors’kyi in historiography.” In 1944, Fedir
Ienevych, the would-be director of the Ukrainian Branch of the Marx-
Engels-Lenin Institute, attacked Maksym Ryl’skyi, a famous poet, for his
supposedly nationalist views on “Kyiv in the history of Ukraine”.®

Besides that, what do we know about Party historians? Those who
handled the books they published would notice a relatively up-market
quality and a bigger circulation than was normal for Soviet academic
books, regardless of the real interest of these works. These publishing
privileges could be linked with social privileges as the Marx-Engels-Lenin
Institute appears to have been a department of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party.

Hence their members stood in the official gallery on Labour Day or on
7 November” because they belonged to the high nomenklatura. They were
certainly conscious of it. “People say of us: because you work in the
Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute that means you are on the gravy train and
that you do not do anything”. This last quotation is from the minutes of
the Kyiv branch of the IMEL Party cell meeting in September 1947. The
file is among dozens of others issued by the Communist Party organiza-

*¢ “Institut marksizma-leninizma pri TsK KPSS (IML)” & “Istpart”’, in Bol’shaia Sovet-
skaia Entsiklopediia, ed. Aleksandr Prohorov, 3rd ed. (Moskva: Sovetskaia Entsiklopediia,
1969-78), vol. 10, 293-4; Nataliia Moskovchenko, ‘Dvoznachnist poniattia “iedynyi
derzhavnyi arkhivnyi fond” (rol’ Istpartu v rozvytku arkhivnoi spravy Ukrainy)’, Studii
z arkhivnoi spravy ta dokumentoznavstva 13 (2005), available at https://web.archive.org/
web/20190315101604/http://www.archives.gov.ua/Publicat/Studii/Studii_2005.13.01.
php (last visited 3 July 2020); Iurii Shapoval, ‘Instytut Istorii Partii pry TsK Kompartii
Ukrainy’, in Entsyklopediia istorii Ukrainy, ed. Valerii Smolii (Kyiv: Vydavnytstvo Nauk-
ova dumka, 2005), vol. 3, 489-90.

> Myhailo Rubach, ‘Proty revizii bil’shovyts’koi skhemy rushiinykh syl ta harakteru
revol’iutsii 1917 roku na Ukraini’, Litopys revolintsii, 5 (1930), 5-98. See also TsK KP(b)U,
‘Dokladnaia zapiska istorika M. A. Rubacha o diskussii po voprosam istorii Ukrainy’,
1929, F. 1, op. 20, 5. 2920, TsDAHO-U.

6 Serhy Yekelchyk, Stalin’s Empire of Memory: Russian-Ukrainian Relations in the Soviet
Historical Imagination (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004), 56.

7 Spiski vydelennykh sotrudnikov na poluchenie propuskov ma torzhestvennye

zasedaniia i pravitel’stvennuiu tribunu v sviazi s revoliutsionnymi prazdnikami, 1 May to
7 November 1947, F. 319, op. 1, 5. 41, ark. 1, 4, TsSDAHO-U.
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tion within the Institute since 1944.° These archival records have never
been perused by historians,” which means that our knowledge of Party
historians may be quite superficial.

This paper therefore aims to fill this gap by considering the Kyiv
IMEL as an institution defined both by its function and the way in which
it functioned. It is focused on the crucial 1945-9 period. These five years
encompass the Institute’s recovery from the war and the tightening of
Stalin’s rule in the form of Zhdanovism. This short period had a particu-
lar resonance in Ukraine in redefining the entanglement of national and
Soviet identities especially in the field of history. This paper will first
tackle historiographical questions, shedding light both on the working
methods of historians and on the conceptual debates between them. Then
the focus will shift to their activities, from writing books and reviews to
participating in social agitation.

Finally, the staff of the institute will be studied because the role of
individual characters and their career interests appears to be as important
as their ideological motives. This paper will also shed light on the major
crisis faced by the Kyiv IMEL during these years, a crisis which obliged
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine to intervene,
with the personal involvement of Lazar’ Kaganovich and Nikita Khrush-
chev.

A Ukrainian Soviet Post-War Institution

The Kyiv IMEL was set up in March-April 1945, a few weeks before the
capitulation of Nazi Germany. It was one of the bodies which local Soviet
power wanted to restore as an attribute of Ukrainian statehood." In this
respect it indicated the special rank of the republic: it seems that only in
Moscow and Kyiv the Party History Institute officially retained the name
of ‘Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute’ from 1945 whereas in Belarus it quickly

$ Pervynna orhanizatsiia Kompartii Ukrainy Instytutu istorii partii pry TsK KPU -
filialu Instytutu marksyzmu-leninizmu pry TsK KPRS, Kyiv, 1944-87, F. 319,
TsDAHO-U.

’ With the exception of a Moscow-based historian who ordered two files in the early
1970’s.
' For a similar phenomenon, see Eric Aunoble, ‘Ukrkinokhronika: ispytanie voinoi’,

in Perezhit’ vojnu: Sovetskaia kinoindustriia 1939-1949, ed. Valérie Pozner (Moskva:
Rosspén, 2018), 130-43.
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lost this title."" It was a real renaissance for the Ukrainian Istpart which
had previously gone through troubled times. Like many Ukrainian cul-
tural institutions, the Istpart was on the brink of collapse in 1933. Its
journal, The Chronicle of Revolution (Litopys Revoliutsii), had ceased
publication and its activity thereafter appeared neghglble Only in 1939,
when Ukrainian history became a main concern in order to justify the
Sovietization of the ‘new western regions’, could a certain revitalization
be felt. The Istpart took the name of the Ukrainian Branch of the Marx-
Engels-Lenin Institute and it appointed a new group of collaborators."

It was no easy task to restore such an institution in 1945. The gather-
ing and hiring of staff took a whole year, judging by Party membership
figures: from 10 people in March 1945 and 20 in December, it reached 35
in September 1946 and did not rise afterwards although it still lacked
qualified technical employees such as typists. The living conditions of
those involved in the work of the Institute were appalling, as were those
of other Kyiv city dwellers. People had to live in overcrowded rooms in
strangers’ flats. The Institute had to organize people to collect wood and
potatoes so that they could have heat and food. This deprivation lasted at
least until 1947 and it had consequences for the work itself. The Insti-
tute, which was organized into three departments (one for the archive,
one for the translation of Marxist-Leninist classics, and one for history),
also suffered from material precarity although it was housed in the build-
ing of the Central Committee: there were no locks on the archival deposi-
tories, basic furniture was lacking or in poor condition, and there was no
maintenance worker." Staff compared their conditions to those in other

Y The Filial Instituta K. Marksa, F. Engel’sa, V. Lenina, Minsk existed from February
1945 until August 1946. Then it took back its pre-war name: Institut istorii partii pri
Tsentral’nom komitete Kommunisticheskoi partii (bol’shevikov) Belorussii (TsK KP(b)B). See
the description of the F. 1440 fond of the National Archive of Belarus, available at
http://fk.archives.gov.by/fond/108475/ (last visited 24 April 2018).

1 Shapoval, ‘Instytut Istorii Partii’ (see note 4), 489.

13 Protokoly zasedanii partiinogo biuro, 11 June 1945, F. 319, op. 1, s. 4, ark. 4,
TsDAHO-U; ibid., 4 March 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 17, ark. 2, TsDAHO-U; ibid., 10 Feb.
1947, E. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 13, TsSDAHO-U; ibid., 17 Jan. 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 31,
ark. 11, TsDAHO-U; ibid., 14 Aug. 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 53, TSDAHO-U.

" Materialy k protokolam Politbiuro TsK KP(b)U, K sessii 20.06.1947, ‘Otchet o
rabote Ukrainskogo filiala Instituta Marksa-Engel’sa-Lenina pri TsK VKP(b) - Insituta
Istorii Partii pri TsK KP(b)U”, F. 1, op. 6, s. 1121, ark. 3-9, TsDAHO-U.

" Protokol i rezoliutsii obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 21 June 1945, F. 319, op. 1,
s. 3, ark. 18-21, TsDAHO-U; Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947,
F.319, 0p. 1,s. 30, ark. 62, TSDAHO-U; Vypiska iz protokola biuro gorkoma KP(b)U po
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institutes; some were disappointed and inferred a radical moral: “The

stomach comes first and the rest afterwards”.’®

The Soviet Organization of Work

Despite this situation, the activity of the Ukrainian Branch of the Marx-
Engels-Lenin Institute was organized as in any other Soviet enterprise,
according to a model of integrated production and work planning. In
order to accomplish the task of developing “Party historical scholar-
ship”,” the Institute was set up as a kombinat encompassing a complete
process from raw material to ready-to-use end-product. The Party archive
was kept under the control and authority of the Institute' as the basis for
research by Institute historians who were the only ones allowed to work
with it. Even though translations of the works of great revolutionary
thinkers and leaders had essentially an agitational character for the masses,
they also provided useful guidelines for Party historians who were sure to
find the books they needed in the Institute’s library.

Like all Soviet workers, Party historians were dispatched in brigades
(brigady) headed by a brigadier (brigadir). Each brigade was dedicated to a
specific task, usually the preparation of a book, a chapter of which was
assigned to every member of the brigade.” This meant that writing was
not a matter of individual creation but a collective process consisting of
standardized phases. The author of a chapter had first to submit theses of
his future work, which were discussed by the brigade or even by the
entire collective. When the manuscript was completed, it had to go
through a similar vetting process: colleagues reviewed material and then

voprosu vypolneniia postanovleniia TsK KP(b)U ‘O politicheskikh oshibkakh i
neudovletvoritel’noi rabote Instituta istorii Ukrainy AN USSR’, 12 July 1947, F. 319,
op. 1, s. 26, ark. 53, TSDAHO-U.

16 Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 33, ark. 15,
27, TsSDAHO-U.

" As in the title of this study: S. S. Dibrova, U istokov istoriko-partiinoi nauki na
Ukraine (Kyiv: Politizdat Ukrainy, 1984).

'® This seems not to have been the case in Belarus, see the description of the F. 551-P
Fund of the Party archive (Tsentral’nyi partiinyi arkbiv Glavarkbiva Respubliki Belarus’,
Minsk), available at http://fk.archives.gov.by/fond/85558/ (last visited 24 April 2018).

" For instance see Protokoly zasedanii partiinogo biuro, 7 December 1948, F. 319,
op. 2, s. 11, ark. 85, TsDAHO-Uj ibid., 22 March 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 14,
TsDAHO-U.
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meetings and special commissions gave their opinion. Some collaborators
asserted that writing theses was a waste of time, which sounds sensible
considering the long process involved. However, it was regarded by the
Institute as a necessity, thereby implying that historians should work
collectively and that they must accept criticism.”

Indeed, a Party historian had to be ready for criticism as his work
could be controlled in detail at any stage. He would even have to report at
a meeting how he had noted down quotations from archival sources and
how he stored his papers in folders and so on. “There is no need to re-
quest from every author a unique method for work and systematization,
but research work and systematization work should correspond according
to strictly scientific principles”.”" Alongside this kind of control seeking to
improve the historian’s skills, there was also a proposal to implement
personal work plans as a means of steering research work at an all-Insti-
tute level. It would have been a way of ensuring that everyone would
participate in tackling certain ideologically important issues.”

The Historians’ Method

During these numerous Party meetings and production conferences,
historians had the opportunity to exchange views both about methods
and about key points of revolutionary history. Since they took place
when Stalinism was at its height, recurrent remarks about the use of
references and quotations are particularly interesting in helping us to
understand how historians worked. Lenin’s and Stalin’s works were
considered as the “Holy of Holies (sviataia sviatykh) of our Party”. Hence
their translation had “an enormous and decisive importance in the strug-
gle of the whole KP(b)U for the further education of the Ukrainian peo-

% Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 20 November 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 17,
ark. 42, TsDAHO-U; Protokol i rezoliutsii obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 17 January
1947, F. 319, op. 1, 5. 31, ark. 1-3, TSDAHO-U; Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 10
January 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 1, TsDAHO-U; Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia,
5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 5, 54, 94, TsDAHO-U.

21 Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 3 February 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 11,
TsDAHO-U; ibid., 23 March 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 27, TsDAHO-U for another
case of checking individual work.

2 Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 12,
TsDAHO-U.
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ple in the spirit of the most advanced Marxist-Leninist ideology”.” One
can guess how careful an historian must have been with quotations.

As Institute colleagues criticized one another sharply, there was dan-
gerous innuendo in saying that someone “distorted quotations and articles
by Vladimir Il’ich Lenin”.* General methodological advice could also
have political meaning. When reading that it is necessary “to check quota-
tions carefully, to check the surnames of participants in the struggle and
of political figures in order to avoid political mistakes”,” one had to bear
in mind that Bolsheviks who would later be qualified as ‘enemies of the
people’ should not be mentioned and should be absent from all history
books. Actual knowledge of the purges was essential even though 1937 as
such was never mentioned.

Still, political correctness was not enough for the writing of a good
paper and some ‘professional ethics’ were recognized as such by the insti-
tution. This is made obvious by the case of II'ia Premysler, a Party histo-
rian who appears to be in a marginal situation. He is one of four out of
thirty scientific colleagues who were not affiliated to the Communist
party. He was criticized for that, with one of his colleagues saying that his
depiction of the past was “classless” and that his positions about “October
in Ukraine” were “non-Party” ones. While questioning his right to write
about political topics, she repeated that she “respected” him.”* And
Premysler must have been respected by the institution indeed for he
worked there immediately before the war and was employed again in
1946.

Notwithstanding his weak institutional position, Premysler could
defend his position against ideological conformism as late as 1949, stating
that “one must not write a monograph only by relying on material by
Lenin, but on the contrary one should peruse all the available factual
material”, including “factual material from enemy sources”, as he added
on another occasion. He concluded that “it is hard to evaluate a piece of

? Otchet o rabote biuro partorganizatsii ukrainskogo filiala IMEL (...) za period s
noiabria 1946 g. do dekabria 1947 g., December 1947, F. 319, op. 2, s. 3, ark. 12,
TsDAHO-U.

* Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 2 March 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 9,
TsDAHO-U.

% Protokol i rezoliutsii obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 17 January 1947, F. 319, op. 1,
s. 31, ark. 1, TSDAHO-U.

% Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 41,
TsDAHO-U.
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work by arithmetically counting quotations”.” As the acknowledgement
of the importance of archival materials did not outweigh the need for
political correctness, the Party historian faced a double bind. This can be
felt in a statement about the making of a book to be entitled Lenin and
Stalin Inspiring and Organizing the Victory of Soviet Power in Ukraine. A
chapter was devoted to the Sovietization of western Ukraine in 1939. Real
issues about the Communist movement in Galicia and Volhynia were
taboo. For instance, the existence of a Communist Party of Western
Ukraine (KPZU), which had been disbanded by the Komintern with the
Communist Party of Poland in 1938, is never mentioned. Still, this blind-
ness to facts may have had other causes than mere political correctness.

In the immediate post-war period, there was as yet no historian from
western Ukraine. Party historians still had an outside view on western
Ukraine in 1949. This may explain why this chapter is described as
“reaching a dead end with archival material which is not examined (even
including our own archive). There should be direct (or at least indirect)
evidence of the way Stalin’s name did mobilize workers from western
regions for the struggle”.”® One may doubt that such evidence existed.
More than Stalin’s influence, historians tended to show “the idea of liber-
ating western Ukraine as submission to the military and strategic interests
of the Soviet state”. This was surely closer to historical truth, but it was
considered as politically incorrect by the reviewer.”

These discussions about the use of sources show that things were a bit
more subtle than one might expect. In a previous research paper, I studied
how Ukrainian newsreel makers perceived their job during the same
period. Shooting ‘real people’ in their own environment, they crafted
news reports far from journalistic naturalism but nonetheless excluding
any instsenirovka, i.e. obvious staging.” Historians faced the same double

7 Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 10 May 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 2,
TsDAHO-U; Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 28 June 1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 25,
ark. 21, TSDAHO-U.

2 Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 28 June 1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 25, ark. 21,
TsDAHO-U.

¥ Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 7 December 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 87,
TsDAHO-U. See also: Jan T. Gross, Revolution from Abroad: The Soviet Conquest of
Poland’s Western Ukraine and Western Belorussia (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 2002).

% Eric Aunoble, ‘Faire de étranger un Soviétique grice au cinéma: La soviétisation de
"Ukraine occidentale aux actualités filmées (1939-1949)’ in L 'Etranger dans la littérature et
les arts, ed. Marie-Christine Autant-Mathieu (Lille: Les presses du Septentrion, 2014), 145-6.
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bind as they were obliged to comply both with an & priori narrative and
to rely on real sources such as archival material.

Historiographical Debates

We saw that Party historians were on a slippery slope, trying not to fall
over the precipice into professional ineptitude or mechanical dogmatism.
This should lead us to consider their arguments over historical analysis
quite seriously. As in the 1920s, the nexus of all disputes is the relative
importance of the Ukrainian factor in the revolution which occurred in
1917-21. Some proposed insisting on the relationship between the
“national-liberation movement and bourgeois nationalism” but the official
line, voiced by Director lenevych, was to highlight the “protracted charac-
ter of the October Socialist Revolution in Ukraine”. A series of lectures
for the working collective was scheduled, including one about “the
specificities of the formation and development of the bourgeoisie and of
the proletariat in Ukraine” implying that social development could ex-
plain “the conditions and difficulties of the struggle” for the socialist
revolution, as another lecture is titled.”

This approach was a way to avoid tackling the national question as a
decisive factor in the revolution and corresponded with the analysis
officially promoted since the publication of Rubach’s article in 1930. It
also answered the need to renew the fight against ‘bourgeois nationalism’.
Western Ukraine had recently been Sovietized but was not yet under total
control as the Banderist guerrilla struggle continued for years after 1945.
Hence in 1947, a special publication was planned, a collection of docu-
ments about The Struggle of the KP(b)U Against Bourgeois Nationalism.”
Still, a fundamental question remained: what is nationalism and where
does it begin? Obviously, the definition was so broad under Stalin that
even an orthodox communist was at risk of contamination. In discussion
over a book on The Struggle for the Creation of the RSDRP and of Working-

Class Organizations in Ukraine, a radical point of view was voiced: “Is it

3 Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 3 July 1947, F. 319 op. 1, s. 32, ark. 60,
TsDAHO-U ; Plan raboty partiinoi organizatsii, March-December 1947, F. 319, op. 1,
s. 29, ark. 8, TSDAHO-U.

32 Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, F. 319, op. 1, 5. 32, ark. 55, TSDAHO-U. On
the same topic, see also Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 28 April 1947, F. 319,
op. 1,s. 31, ark. 19, 21, TsDAHO-U.
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possible to speak about the eradication of nationalism and induce / infer
that we fought to a certain extent for social-democratic organizations in
Ukraine apart from the RSDRP? ... This smells like nationalism.””’

One can therefore understand the reason why some “just fear to raise
the question of nationalism”.”* This kind of discussion could not proceed
much further, as any form of Ukrainian agency was considered national-
ist. No specific Ukrainian revolutionary history could exist. For instance,
to claim that “the agrarian question in Ukraine was solved somehow
differently from the agrarian question in Russia” was a “wrong state-
ment”.” There is no evidence that such a ‘hard-line’ stance on the national
question resulted from the pressure of Moscow colleagues. The fact that
some historians were Civil War veterans (as will be shown later) is a more
convincing reason: except for Borotbist grafting, the first generation of
Ukrainian communists was insensitive to Ukrainianness.

Publications and Activities

The description of an integrated research centre practising planned and
collective work might sound positive. However, just as in the Soviet
economy as a whole, the picture of real activity is quite different when
one looks beyond the front window. Besides translation of Marx, Engels,
and Lenin, and the works of Stalin, the Institute planned the publication
of at least nine jointly-written books between 1945-9:

A Short History of the KP(b)U

Resolutions and Documents of the KP(b)U

Bolshevik Organizations in Ukraine in the Struggle for the Victory of the Great
October Socialist Revolution

October in Ukraine

Lenin and Stalin Inspiring and Organizing the Victory of Soviet Power in
Ukraine

Lenin and Stalin. Speeches About Ukraine

The Struggle of the KP(b)U Against Bourgeois Nationalism in Ukraine

The KP(b)U During the Great Patriotic War,

and a journal, Nauchnye Zapiski IMEL.

? Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 40,
TsDAHO-U.

* Protokol i rezoliutsii obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 28 April 1947, F. 319, op. 1,
s. 31, ark. 20, TsSDAHO-U.

% Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 7 December 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 87,
TsDAHO-U.
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Of these, only two were actually published: Bolshevik Organizations in
Ukraine in the Struggle for the Victory of the Great October Socialist Revolu-
tion in 1949 and Volodymyr Il’ich Lenin and losyp Visarionovych Stalin:
Organizers and Leaders of the Great October Socialist Revolution in 1951.
We can also include two brochures not mentioned in the plan: The Agrar-
ian Programme of Social-Democracy in the First Russian Revolution,
1905-1907 (1947) and Iskra Organizations in Ukraine: A Collection of
Documents (1950).” Approximately a mere 36% of the plan was carried
out.

An easy rationalization of this low productivity would be to blame the
numerous meetings, as if there was too much talk and not enough action.
In fact, the problem seems to have depended not on formal organizational
processes requiring discussion and review of the manuscripts but on their
actual circulation. They were never passed from colleague to colleague but
only via the central administration of the Institute. When the theses or
the draft of a chapter were completed, they had to be passed to the direc-
tor who appointed a reviewer. As the director did not always show will-
ing, this implied a huge loss of time. Reviewers were appointed in haste
after manuscripts had been locked for several months in the director’s
office. Afterwards, reviews and corrections had to be made in very short
order.” Work schedules were also disrupted for another reason: the direc-
tor constantly changed the tasks he delegated, switching priorities from
one project to another and redistributing the chapters between the differ-
ent members of staff.”

This disorganization had a profound impact on the collection of essays
titled Bolshevik Organizations in Ukraine in the Struggle for the Victory of
the Great October Socialist Revolution. In fact, this book which was eventu-
ally published in early 1949 had been ready for print in October 1941. Of
course, the war froze the project and in 1946 it was decided to improve
the material with a new foreword. After a conflict rose between the
author of a new foreword and the Director, the whole project went
through a series of negative peer reviews implying the rewriting of several
chapters. From this point on, the project management seems erratic. A

* All published in Ukrainian by Derzhpolitvydav publishing house.

7 Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 6 March 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 8,
TsDAHO-Uj Protokol i rezoliutsii obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 17 January 1947,
F. 319, 0p. 1,s. 31, ark. 1, TSDAHO-U.

3 Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 96,
TsDAHO-U.



76 Eric Aunoble

draft of the book was even sent to the Central Committee before being
corrected and approved, giving an impression of offhandedness.” This
shows how loose internal control was in an institution supposed to exert
a totalitarian monitoring over historical scholarship.

Yet Institute authors did participate as historians in ideological polic-
ing at different levels. They were asked to review articles and books
written by non-Party colleagues. Sources on this are scarce, maybe due to
Stalinist compartmentalization: as in the Institute itself, direct dialogue
was avoided or kept under strict control. It is difficult to determine,
however, whether review by IMEL historians was a form of political
censorship or a relatively normal type of academic relationship.*

The only document commenting at length on an essay is titled ‘Re-
marks About the Material Prepared by Profesor Petrovs’kyi on the
“Dismemberment and Enslavement of Ukrainian Land in the Historical
Past” *.*! Tt is particularly interesting because it concerns a renowned
modern-era historian® and it tackles historical events far outside the realm
of Party history, beginning with Bohdan Khmelnyts’kyi’s revolt. Never-
theless, the comments mainly concern form rather than politics and their
tone is far milder than it might have been on the subject of papers written
by colleagues at the Institute.

Ambiguity between political activism and professional involvement in
other duties did not exist for Party historians. They were fully committed
as agents of official propaganda, especially during elections to the Supreme
Soviet. They gave lectures outside the Institute about the 1936 Constitu-
tion, the role of the Communist Party, the status of women, the interna-
tional situation and the ‘friendship of nations’. They were also required to

% Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 31 July 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 17, ark. 20,
TsDAHO-U; ibid., 29 May 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 33, TSDAHO-U; ibid., 3 July
1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 41, TsDAHO-U; Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8
September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 9, 48, 54, 94, TSDAHO-U; Protokol obshchego
partiinogo sobraniia, 1 February 1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 25, ark. 6, TSDAHO-U.

0 Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 20 Jan. 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 10, ark. 3a,
TsDAHO-U; Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 7 December 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11,
ark. 85, TSDAHO-U.

! Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 7 December 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11,
ark. 90a-94, TsDAHO-U.

* Turii Pinchuk, ‘Petrovs’kyi Mykola Neonovych’, in Entsyklopediia Istorii Ukrainy,

available at http://www.history.org.ua/?termin="Petrovskyj M (last visited 24 April
2019).
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officiate at polling stations.” Inside the Institute, too, colleagues were
subject to the propaganda they also helped to disseminate. Appearing
under the name of ‘conferences on theory’, it may seem difficult to distin-
guish them from further academic meetings. The main difference lay in
the agenda, which did not rely on the Institute’s work plan but depended
closely on themes promoted by the regime.

In 1947-8, they had to study the life of Stalin and chapters of the first
volume of his Collected Works were distributed among the Institute’s
authors in order to organize a special conference on the topic. Stalinism
did not consist only of the Stalin personality cult. One reads repeated
warnings against “servility toward western bourgeois culture”. In 1949,
the political atmosphere became even more suffocating when a lecture was

planned on “the anti-popular essence of cosmopolitanism”.*

Career Strategies

The anti-semitic campaign which began in early 1949 could indeed have
had severe consequences in an Institute where there were four Jews out of
30 research staff. There were no consequences, however, at least until the
end of the year. In a workplace where the question of anti-semitism was
twice raised publicly in 1946-7, as a result of professional or family squab-
bles, this sounds astonishing. It indicates that the human factor might
ultimately have been of more importance than ‘high politics’ and is a spur
to look more closely at the persons comprising the staff.

* Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 31 Oct. 1945, F. 319, op. 1, s. 4, ark. 5, 9,
TsDAHO-U; ibid., 31 October 1945, F. 319, op. 1, s. 3, ark. 13, TSDAHO-U; Protokol
obshchego sobraniia sotrudnikov instituta, politinformatsiia, (...) po vyboram v verkhov-
nyi sovet, 2 Januray-27 February 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 10, TsDAHO-U; Protokol
obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, F. 319, op. 1, s. 16, ark. 1-6, TsDAHO-U; Protokol
zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 21 Nov. 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 78, TsDAHO-U;
Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, F. 319, op. 1, s. 31, ark. 37-39, TsDAHO-U.

* Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 20 March 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 21,
TsDAHO-U; Politinformatsiia o priniatii pis’ma tovarishchu Stalinu ot Ukrainskogo
naroda. Tematicheskii plan o provedenii teoriticheskikh konferencii, 25 October-6
November 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 34, ark. 3, TsDAHO-Uj Protokol obshchego partiinogo
sobraniia, 29 June 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 10, ark. 31, TsDAHO-U; Stenogramma partiinogo
sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 12, 109, TsDAHO-U; Plan raboty,
March 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 24, ark. 2, TsDAHO-U.
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A list of research staff of the three departments established in 1947* is
made up of 9 women and 21 men. It indicates that the oldest was 51 years
old and the youngest 26, the mean age being 40. Ukrainians were an
overwhelming majority of 22, compared with four Jews, three Russians,
and one Belarusian (while one tsygan - Romani - worked as an historian
but at another period). All except four were members of the Party or of
the Komsomol. Except for one archivist, all had higher education, though
for two translators it was incomplete. These figures bear witness to a great
sociological homogeneity: the average scientific collaborator was a Ukrai-
nian male in his forties with a postgraduate degree.

The main discrepancies among the staff concerned career. A third of
the staff (10 people) were kandidaty nauk (PhD) and nearly half had the
status of lecturers. Rank and status issues created tension inside the institu-
tion, especially among historians.

The “improvement of academic qualifications” was claimed to be a
priority and it concerned mainly the junior research staff. Out of twelve
historians, there were four of them. They were required to be helped to
learn at least one foreign language and particularly in preparing for a PhD
and needed to work under the guidance of a senior researcher, a
konsul’tant. Despite this wishful thinking, the reality was very different:
they were usually busy with purely technical tasks in the archive; besides
that, junior research staff were pressured just like the others to return
theses and papers and they were switched from project to project, each
time changing their konsul’tant. This is why only one or two junior
researchers at the Kyiv IMEL were actually preparing for a PhD.*

Senior researchers who already enjoyed a better position could be
inclined to look for further sources of income, even at the expense of the
Institute. Four of them taught at university, some conducting seminars at
the Evening University of Marxism. The Director wanted to prevent any
researcher from teaching more than four hours a week, which was a full-
time position. However, it seems that at least one collaborator held two

* Materialy k protokolam zasedanii Politbiuro za avgust 1947, F. 1, op. 6, s. 1130,
ark. 53, TSDAHO-U.

* O povyshenii nauchnoi kvalifikatsii, 12 June 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 16, ark. 36-9,
TsDAHO-U; Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 20 November 1946, F. 319, op. 1,
s. 17, ark. 42, TsDAHO-U;j Protokoly obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 17 January 1947,
F. 319, op. 1, s. 31, ark. 3, TsDAHO-U; ibid., 14 October 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 31,
ark. 33, TsDAHO-U; ibid., 8 December 1947, F. 319, op. 2, s. 3, ark. 4, TSDAHO-U; O
rabote mladshikh nauchnykh sotrudnikov, 2 March 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 20-2,
TsDAHO-U.
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full-time teaching positions besides his research work at the IMEL. Conse-
quently, he was unable to “provide quality content” and his attitude was
compared to an “Italian strike”, meaning here a go-slow at work. As
mentioned above, the post-war period was a time of deprivation and it
seems that teaching was indeed a welcome source of additional income
even though ‘slashing’ (sovmestitel’stvo) was considered harmful for the
Institute.”

There was another way to earn more money without receiving cen-
sure: historians could publish newspaper articles popularizing their re-
search.” This reveals an interesting aspect of their activities about which
very little is said in Party meetings. Alongside collective work, Institute
researchers published essays and monographs under their own names.
Even though this content is barely discussed, it surpasses by far the official
publication output of the Institute. Over the same period when the Kyiv
IMEL issued only four books, its historians published seven.” Party
historians seemed to do just as Soviet peasants did: while working little
for the collective farm, they showed much greater energy on their private
allotments.

The Individual’s Role in Historiography

Once the importance of personal motives has been highlighted, it might
be interesting to see how individual characters interacted with the institu-

* Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 84,
TsDAHO-U; Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 16 November 1948, F. 319, op. 2,
s. 10, ark. 42, TsDAHO-U; ibid., 1 February 1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 25, ark. 5,
TsDAHO-U; ibid., 17 February 1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 25, ark. 8, TsSDAHO-U; Protokol

zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 30 May 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 32, TsDAHO-U.

8 Protokoly obshchego partiinogo sobraniia: 28 April 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 31,

ark. 22; ibid., 23 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 31, ark. 29; ibid., 14 October 1947,
F. 319, op. 1,s. 31, ark. 34.

* 1. D. Nazarenko, ed., Na dopomohu propabandystam (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1945);
L T. Kulyk, Borot’ba robitnykiv i selian za vstanovlennia i zmitsnennia Radians’koi vlady na
Ukraini 1917-1920 (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1947); 1. P. Bystrenko, Kyivskyi ‘Soiuz borot by
za vyzvolennia robitnychobo klasu’ (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1947); I. M. Premisler,
Lenins’ka Iskra na Ukraini (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1950); V. M. Samofalov, Peremoha
Lenins’ko-Stalins’koi stratehii i takryky u velykii Zhovtnevii Sotsialistychnii Revoliutsii: Steno-
hrama lektsii (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1950); F. Los’ and I. M. Premisler, eds., Revoliutsiia
1905-1907 rr. na Ukraini: Zbirnyk dokumentiv (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1950); I T. Kulyk,
Borot’ba trudiashchykh zakbidnoi Ukrainy za Radians’ku vladu i vozz”iednannia z Ra-
dians’koin Ukrainoin (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1951).
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tional administration. Since the Kyiv IMEL faced a major crisis stemming
from a conflict between the director Fedir Ienevych and the historian
Anna Stankevich, it seems logical to shed light on these two. For compari-
son, the trajectory of one historian who did not suffer from this conflict
will be described.

The latter historian is Ivan Tykhonovych Kulyk, who managed to
publish two books during this troubled period, one in 1947 about the
1917 Revolution and the Civil War and the other in 1951 about the 1939
Sovietization of western Ukraine. Born in 1902, he was one of the old
guard: he was a factory worker who had participated in the Civil War and
had duties in the Cheka in the early 1920s. He joined the Party in 1924
during the ‘Lenin levy’ and soon became a full-time Young Communist
League and Union representative. He started to teach history at Dnipro-
petrovs’k University in the 1930s. He started working at the Institute in
1937 and defended his PhD in 1940. That same year he published two
books on the political agenda, one about the Denikin expedition in
Ukraine in 1919 and the other about the Soviet-Polish war in 1920.”
Having fought once again, in the Great Patriotic War, he returned to the
IMEL. He was admitted in 1950 to the Institute of History of the Acad-
emy of Sciences where he finished his career in 1963.”"

This professional success seems paradoxical given the archival docu-
ments about him. There he appeared to be a very rude and awkward
person who did not fit well into the collective. Six months after returning
to the Institute from the war he was expelled from the Communist Party
for personal misbehaviour: he wanted to abandon his wife and daughter.
When asked to justify his behaviour toward his wife, Kulyk answered that
he “would not live with a Kike” (zhidovka). When his daughter went to
live in Kyiv, he even refused to take her in and she slept on a sofa at the
Institute or was housed by some of his colleagues. He was also regularly
criticized for his professional selfishness, not participating in collective
work and publishing papers or giving lectures without permission.”

** 1T. Kulyk, Pokhid Denikina i joho rozbrom (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1940); idem,
Proval pol’s’koho planu v 1920 r (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav, 1940). The topicality of the latter
is self-evident. The former book was also politically acute in 1940 in praising the Red Army.

*' Ukrains’ki Istoryky. Biobibliobrafichnyi dovidnyk. Vypusk I. Vcheni Instytutu Istorii
Ukrainy. (Do 60-richchia ustanovy) (Kyiv: Instytut istorii Ukrainy NAN Ukrainy, 1996),

126.

*2 Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 3-6 April 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 16,

ark. 22-32, TsDAHO-U; Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, F. 319, op. 1, s. 17,
ark. 21-2, TsDAHO-U; Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 17 January 1947,
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Why was he allowed to stay at the Institute after being denied ideologi-
cal work following his anti-semitic statement? Why was he reinstated in
the Party against the decision of the Raikom (the district Party commit-
tee)? It seems that Director Ienevych saved him. As for criticism about his
professional behaviour, he could always say that at least he really was
working, with a colleague confirming that he was one of only two Insti-
tute researchers busy digging through material in the archive.”” Apart
from that, one might think that his career path and political rectitude
were his best features.

Even if Kulyk was a true Stalinist,”* this ‘virtue’ does not suffice to
explain his career success, for people with a similar profile had a much less
desirable fate. Anna Nikolaevna Stankevich was born in 1897 near Minsk.
Even though information about her early years is unavailable, we are
inclined to believe that she was deeply committed to Bolshevism, due to
the fact that she became a Party member in 1920, which also earned her
social promotion in the 1920s-30s. In 1936, she graduated from the Insti-
tute of Red Professors and entered the Ukrainian IMEL in 1940. That
same year, she published a guide to the Kyiv Lenin Museum. In March
1945, she was one of the first to be appointed to the restored Kyiv IMEL.
At the same period, she was appointed as secretary to the Institute Party
cell, thereby becoming the number two in the institution. She was chosen
to write the foreword for Bolshevik Organizations in Ukraine in the Strug-
gle for the Victory of the Grear October Socialist Revolution, which confirms
her leading role.”

F. 319, op. 1, s. 31, ark. 3, TSDAHO-U; ibid., 10 February 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 10,
ark. 10, TSDAHO-U; ibid., 17 March 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 10, ark. 14, TsDAHO-U;
ibid., 1 June 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 10, ark. 27, TsDAHO-U; ibid., 16 November 1948,
F.319, 0p. 2,s. 10, ark. 47, TsDAHO-U; Otchet o rabote biuro partorganizatsii za dekabr’
1947 - noiabr’ 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 10, ark. 70, TsDAHO-U; Protokoly zasedaniia
partiinogo biuro, 2 March 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 8-11, TsDAHO-U; ibid., 22
March 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 15, TSDAHO-U.

53 Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 107,
128-9, TsDAHO-U; Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 8 December 1947, F. 319,
op. 2, s. 3, ark. 5, TSDAHO-U.

>* The fact that he was dismissed from the History Institute of the Academy of Science
in 1963, officially due to overstaffing (compare Ukrains’ki Istoryky (see note 51) ), inclines
us to think that he was a ‘victim’ of destalinization.

> Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, F. 319, op. 1, s. 4, ark. 1, TSDAHO-U; Pro-
tokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, F. 319, op. 1, s. 3, ark. 14, TSDAHO-U. Her name
does not appear as author of Muzei V. I. Lenina: Filial pri TsK KP(b)U - Putevoditel’ (Kyiv:
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This paper would become a bone of contention between the Party
Secretary and the Institute Director. In Spring 1946, she was late in sub-
mitting her first draft. She had serious health problems which forced her
to resign from her leading Party position in September. As she was not
able to work on her paper, Director Ienevych succeeded in having her
officially censured. He tried to have her removed from the task of writing
the foreword for the prestigious collection of essays and even stated that
she should be dismissed. Some colleagues tried to advocate on her behalf.
One said that she suffered from “harassment” (izdevatel’stvo) and another
was “wondering where Comrade Stankevich could find the willpower to
work, but for the fact that she is an old Bolshevik”. This was not enough
to ensure her position. Even though she stayed for a while at the Institute,
she never recovered her earlier status of an acknowledged collaborator.™
The director who harassed her had a very similar profile to hers. Born in
1905 into a poor peasant family, lenevych became a Komsomol activist
and entered the Party in 1928. Almost like Stankevich, he graduated from
the Institute of Red Professors in 1937 and joined the Ukrainian IMEL in
1940. As a philosopher, he published a book about the influence of Com-
munist adult education on political consciousness (1940)” and in 1941
defended his PhD on the Marxist theory of concepts. During the war, he
held high positions in the ideological field in civilian institutions.”® When
the Kyiv IMEL was restored, he was appointed as director.”

The harshness of Director Ienevych toward Anna Stankevich is obvi-
ous and it seems that they hated each other for years.” However, one
might receive the impression that he used this enmity as a diversion. As
soon as March 1946, Party meetings started to become a “people’s trial”

Gospolitizdat, 1940). Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 29 May 1947, F. 319, op. 1,
s. 32, ark. 33-6, TsSDAHO-U.

> Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32, ark. 33-6, TsDAHO-U;
ibid., 16 September 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 17, ark. 25, TsDAHO-U; Stenogramma
partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 29-30, 43, 45, 57,
93-115, TsDAHO-U.

*" Komunistychne vykhovannia trudiashchykh i podolannia perezhytkiv kapitalizmu
v svidomosti liudei (Kyiv: Politivydav, 1940).

* He published a brochure about the 1812 Patriotic War: Fedir lenevych, Vitchyzniana
viina 1812 roku (Kyiv: Politvydav pry TsK KP(b)U, 1941).

*0.S. Rubl’ov, ‘Tenevych Fedir Fedorovych’, in Entsyklopediia istorii Ukrainy, avail-
able at http://www.history.org.ua/?termin=Enevych_F (last visited 24 April 2019).

@ Otchet o rabote biuro partorganizatsii s noiabria 1949 po dekabr’ 1947, F. 319, op. 2,
s. 3, ark. 27, TSDAHO-U.
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against him. He was accused of “considering the Institute as his fiefdom”,
behaving as though he did not have to obey Party instructions. The Insti-
tute found itself at an impasse as permanent delays with translations and
publications made the situation more obvious. In June 1947, Lazar’
Kaganovich, then First Secretary of the Communist Party of Ukraine,
paid a visit to the Institute, as a neighbour working in the same Central
Committee building, and visited every department.”

In July, the Central Committee of the KP(b)U listened to the Director
and issued a resolution. It incriminated the management of the Institute,
namely Ienevych, in quite general terms, only urging them to fulfil the
publication plan.” Since Ienevych stayed in position, nothing changed.
He even felt strong enough not to tell the staff about the resolution.
When a special Party meeting was called in September, Ienevych had to
endure two days of criticism from everybody (even from the Assistant
Director) but he did not change his mind or his approach. He was forced
to resign in November, but since he became Assistant Director, he re-
tained much of his influence and could let things continue to rot: inner
conflicts carried on while Ienevych even ceased to pay his Party member-
ship fee. In any case, the Party cell was also in decline, unable to come to
terms with the dismissal of Anna Stankevich and Ienevych’s unrelenting
doggedness.”

He finally lost power in November 1948 when Khrushchev himself
intervened after Ienevych’s brother had made an official complaint. The
fact that the two brothers had been living together (with their families)
since the war apparently helped Fedir Ienevych move to a bigger flat.
When he had had enough, he tried to force his brother’s family out of the
joint household by breaking the door and the heaters.”* As one colleague
commented: “Comrade Ienevych thinks he is a Marxist theoretician and
he can lecture anyone about communist morality, but he is always break-

*1 protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 8 October 1946, F. 319, op. 1, s. 16,

ark. 58, TsDAHO-U; Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319,
op. 1, s. 30, ark. 28, 31, 45, 110, TsDAHO-U.

82 Protokol zasedanii Politbiuro, 11 July 1947, F. 1, op. 6, s. 1057, ark. 6-11,
TsDAHO-U.

63 Stenogramma partiinogo sobraniia, 5-8 September 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 30, ark. 111,
TsDAHO-U; Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 7 October 1947, F. 319, op. 1, s. 32,
ark. 61, TSDAHO-U.

* Otchet o rabote biuro partorganizatsii za dekabr’ 1947 - noiabr’ 1948, F. 319, op. 2,
s. 10, ark. 70, TsSDAHO-U.
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ing the most basic rules of Party ethics.”® At this point, he was finally
issued with a warning.

Once lenevych was no longer a leading figure the productivity of the
Institute improved and “the [work] collective entered the complex phase
of writing monographs™:* there were plans for new books about the
dissemination of Marxism in Ukraine, about the establishment of Soviet
power in Ukraine in 1919, and about collectivization.” The crisis was
over. Still, against a background of high Stalinism, Ienevych’s step back
would not solve all their problems. For instance, the collection of Party
resolutions since its foundation in 1918 was issued only for the Party’s
50" anniversary and the Short History of the KPU was published in 1961,
at the climax of Khrushchevian thaw when it was possible to ‘wash out’
some ‘white stains’ of history.*

Nevertheless, the deep crisis that the Kyiv IMEL faced at its post-war
rebirth was not directly one of politics, ideology, or historiography, but
one of management. As a director, Fedir Ienevych used what we would
call today a policy of workplace harassment. He used administrative
procedures and the individual failures of others in order to strengthen his
own power, even though this approach prevented the Institute from
working properly. His ability to counteract Party decisions and to survive

% Protokol zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 11 May 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 41,
TsDAHO-U. See also ibid., 11 May 1948, F. 319, op. 2, s. 11, ark. 42-3, 55, 59-62,
TsDAHO-U.

% Protokol obshchego partiinogo sobraniia, 28 June 1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 25, ark. 22,
TsDAHO-U. See also ibid., 1.02.1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 25, ark. 6, TsDAHO-U about six
publications being ready for print. A new director, Giller, was appointed, he was not from
the team established in 1945 (Vypiska iz protokola..., 12 July 1949, F. 319, op. 1, s. 26,
ark. 53, TsSDAHO-U).

% Plan raboty p/o nafevr. 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 24, ark. 1, TsDAHO-U; Protokoly
zasedaniia partiinogo biuro, 6 March 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 5, TsDAHO-U; ibid.,
30 May 1949, F. 319, op. 2, s. 26, ark. 35, TsSDAHO-U.

8 Institut istorii partii TsK KP Ukrainy - filial Instytutn marksyzmu-leninizmu pry TsK
KPRS, Komunistychna partiia Ukrainy v rezoliutsiiakh i rishenniakh z”izdiv i konferentsii,
1918-1956 (Kyiv: Politvydav URSR, 1958); I. D. Nazarenko, ed., Instytut istorii partii TsK
KP Ukrainy - filial Instytutu marksyzmu-leninizmu pry TsK KPRS, Narysy istorii Komu-
nistychnoi partii Ukrainy (Kyiv: Derzhpolitvydav URSR, 1961). This book was reissued for
a third time in 1972. See also Iu. V. Bab’ko, Soldat Partii (Pro O. M. Skrypnyka) (Kyiv:
Derzhpolitvydav URSR, 1961).
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sanctions proves that he had support from the apparatus, even though
archival sources do not reveal enough evidence to draw a precise portrait
of those who backed him. Still, he had proved his harshness was useful
when he attacked Ryl’s’kyi in 1944 and he would serve again as a Party
watchdog in order to maintain control in the field of history.”

That being said, the link between Stalinist ideology and everyday
Stalinism appears. The administrative procedures of compartmentali-
zation allowed Ienevych to handle the Kyiv IMEL like a personal fiefdom.
Even the Moscow IMEL seemed to challenge his intellectual authority,
not to mention Ukrainian non-Party historiographical institutions. Inside
the Kyiv IMEL, strict centralization and compartmentalization of tasks
also gave exorbitant power to Director Ienevych. Finally, his roughness,
not to say brutality, appears as one of the required qualities of a Stalinist
cadre. Besides ideology, many factors helped Ienevych to behave like a
little Stalin within the framework of the Institute.

If Ienevych can be described as implementing official history in post-
war Ukraine, the same cannot be said about the Ukrainian Branch of the
Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute as a whole. Its collaborators’ commitment to
the Communist Party was real but it also suited their research interests. It
coexisted alongside methodological concerns and what can be considered
the professional ethics along the lines of which they really sought to
‘reflect the history of the Party as it had been’. As a matter of fact, they
rarely intervened beyond their actual historiographical expertise. They
did promote the Stalinist Weltanschauung, as they obviously shared it,
which is not surprising in an institution directly linked with the highest
local political body. Nonetheless, the propagation of the Party’s historical
policy was not their task as IMEL collaborators. Moreover, when they
participated in it as lecturers, they did it not for ideological reasons but
for financial ones.

This confirms the importance of the professionalization of their career
path. Most of the IMEL historians were typical vydvizhentsy, people from
the lower layers of society promoted by the Soviet regime during the
1920s-30s. Their commitment to the regime was strengthened by their
participation in harsh social conflicts such as the Civil War and the ‘Great
Turn’ (including presumably Collectivization). This might explain both
why they considered the national question as subsidiary to the social one

* Oleksii Tas’, ‘Na choli respublikans’koi nauky...”. Instytut Istorii Ukrainy (1936-1986):
Narysy z instytucional’noi ta intelektual’noi istorii (Do 80-richchia ustanovy) (Kyiv: NAN
Ukrainy. Instytut istorii Ukrainy, 2016), 216-7.
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and why they endorsed violent action as a means to change the course of
history. One key event, the Sovietization of western Ukraine in 1939, is
all the more praised since all the Party historians were from eastern
Ukraine.

Even though the beginning of their promotion was due to political
involvement, their social rise coincided with the acquisition of the techni-
cal skills of the historian’s craft. Lecturing at university and / or graduat-
ing from the Institute of Red Professors did transform their career trajec-
tories. Before they had been Party or Union apparatchiki, but only after-
wards did they become professional historians. Even though the IMEL
was part of the Central Committee’s apparatus, they worked only as
historians and not as Party activists. Even when they participated in the
ritual of Soviet electoral campaigns, there was a clear difference between
the conferences they gave as historians and the polling stations they ran as
activists.

This professionalization is evident when summing up the way Party
historians worked. We can assert that they relied on the benevolence of a
supervisory authority which appointed researchers and provided subsi-
dies. They complied formally with bureaucratic procedures which were
supposed to enhance intellectual production, including participation in
criticism and in the evaluation of colleagues’ work. One can understand
why their research did not run counter to the dominant stream of
thought. However, despite management pressure and personal enmities,
they tried to complete research relevant to their area of interest. Far from
fitting into the production plan, they fundamentally implemented strate-
gies to promote their own careers and self-interest. One might say nibil
novi sub sole.
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EMBEDDED REVISIONS?

PAST RELATIONS WITH EASTERN EUROPE AT THE POLISH
INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS (PISM)
(1947-1965)

After 1948, the question of the former territories of eastern Poland, now
western Ukraine, western Belarus and Vilnius, disappeared from public
discourse in the Polish People’s Republic (PRL). It was replaced by a
dominant focus on the western Polish borderlands, the so-called regained
territories and on friendship with the Soviet Union. In contrast, this
change to the eastern border was the subject of an intense debate in the
Polish community in exile, with the journal Kultura playing a prominent
role in promoting the acceptance of the new borders, in opposition to the
Polish government-in-exile and the circle of intellectuals supportive of it.

At the same time, criticism of historic German expansion into Eastern
Europe, used by the Nazis as motivation for their brutal conquest of the
region, rapidly became the basis of a dialogue between different Eastern
bloc historians. It was a convenient topic unifying the countries of the
region who could all participate in contesting the German claim on their
culture and territories.'

! See the conference proceedings of the Soviet Academy of Science: ‘Drang nakh Osten’
i istoricheskoe razvitie stran Tsentral’noi, Vostochnoi i Iugo-Vostochnoi Evropy: Stat’i i
materialy Mezbhdunarodnogo simpoziuma po probleme ‘Drang nakh Osten’ i istoricheskoe
razvitie stran Tsentral’noi, Vostochnoi i Iugo-Vostochnoi Evropy, 20-23 aprelia 1966 g.
(Moscow: Nauka, 1967). This was also thematized in an East German exhibition shown in
Poland: Rudi Goguel, Wystawa ‘Nawka w stuzbie “Drang nach Osten” * (Berlin, 1960).
Western German scholars prepared some response to that intense Eastern scientific activ-
ity: Wolfgang Wippermann, Der “deutsche Drang nach Osten”: Ideologie und Wirklichkeit
eines politischen Schlagwortes (Darmstadt: WBG, 1981); Hans-Heinrich Nolte, Drang nach
Osten: Sowjetische Geschichtsschreibung der deutschen Ostexpansion (K8ln: Europiische
Verlagsanstalt, 1976).
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The question of the shift on the Polish eastern border was hence
caught between the omnipresence of the German question and the pro-
scribed discussion of the relationship between Poland and the Soviet
Union. It did not fit in the narative of the denunciation of Nazi ideology
or the celebration of the newly gained territories, dominating the public
political discourse. Nonetheless, there seems to have been a social need to
create a collective narrative on this issue, that would go beyond the pri-
vate memories. We propose to have to look at semi-public spheres, in the
interstices of the official political discourse, and restricted discussion
between experts, to ask what form the discussion about the acceptance of
the new borders, especially on the eastern side of the country, could have
taken in the Polish People’s Republic.

To discuss this topic, we will consider an institution which was active
in the PRL in the field of historiography and had an explicit mission to
shape and promote a new official discourse, especially on the history of
foreign relations: the Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM). We
wish to focus on three levels of activity, starting at an institutional level,
in order to understand comprehensively the constraints on the discourse
on Eastern Europe in Poland between 1948-65. Next, looking at a confer-
ence organised in 1959, we shall see how the historiographical debate on
Polish-German relations from 1933-8 created cover for some discussion
on Polish relations with Eastern Europe. Finally, we will focus on one
intermittent associated of the PISM, Stanistaw Zabietto, who published in
1958 one of the first books dealing with this subject in post-war Poland.
We will see how he formulated his approach to the border issue within
the framework of official propaganda.

Establishing a New Norm on the History
of Polish Foreign Relations After 1948

The Polish Institute of International Affairs was created in 1947 in War-
saw and was from the start an ambivalent institution. It was created on
the model of the Royal Institute of International Affairs of London,
known as Chatham House, with its eponymous rule. The British institute
was created in 1920 in the aftermath of WW1 to foster transatlantic discus-
sions beyond the realm of diplomacy. According to the ‘Chatham House
rule’, participants of a meeting cannot quote its discussions. Thanks to
this rule, participants felt freer to speak their minds and meetings could
serve as informal exchanges without official state involvement. This
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model inspired several other institutions across Europe, for instance, the
German Association of Foreign Affairs (Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Aus-
wdrtige Politik, DGAP). The goal of such institutions is to create a grey
area for contacts mainly between diplomats and politicians but also with
civil society and the academic world, among others. This kind of grey
area surrounding diplomacy could not function in the Polish People’s
Republic, especially under Stalinization, and the PISM served rather as an
amplifier of the official discourse of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(Ministerstwo Spraw Zagranicznych, MSZ). It operated officially under the
umbrella of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and functioned as a kind of
centre of expertise, insofar as it was predominantly a conformist institu-
tion dedicated to international issues. Its mission was therefore more one
of diversifying the channels of communication of the MSZ, allowing for
the additional legitimizing contextualization of a given official position,
inside as well as outside Poland, as was explained in 1963 to a guest of the
PISM from a sibling organisation in the German Democratic Republic
(GDR), Stefan Doernberg, then Director of the German Institute for
Contemporary History (Deutsches Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, D1Z).?

The situation of the PISM was very unstable in the 1950s, because of
material difficulties in a city still largely devastated after WWIL More
notable was the wide range of profiles among the employees of the PISM.
Some, like Kazimierz Sidor, had spent the war in Poland and even fought
in the resistance, or were veterans of the Red Army, like Kazimierz
Rozen-Zawadzki. Later, the PISM welcomed Polish survivors of Soviet
camps, such as Jozef Berger, who had been secretary of the Polish Com-
munist Party from 1929 to 1931’ and who found a position at the PISM
after his liberation in 1956." The PISM was thus directly affected by the
political tensions which marked Polish society in 1956 and a few years
later in 1968 it was affected by the wave of anti-semitism that struck

Poland.’

? Bericht iiber einen Besuch des PISM in Warschau, Direktor. Aktennotizen und Be-
richte Dienstreise. 1962-1969. Stefan Doernberg, 27 December 1963, DC 201 / 50,
Deutsches Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, Bundesarchiv, Berlin (hereinafter: DIZ, BArch).

’ Stéphane Courtois et al., Le livre noir du communisme: Crimes, terreur et répression
(Paris: Laffont, 1997), 304.

* Mieczystaw Tomala, Z dni chmurnych i gérmych w Polskim Instytucie Spraw Miedzy-
narodowych (Torun: Wydawnictwo Adam Marszatek, 2002), 64.

> These crucial events are however silenced in the archives, as the records have been

transferred first in 1971 and then in 1981, that is to say, following pivotal moments in
Polish political life. See: Sekretariat Dyrektora. Spisy zdawczo-odbiorcze PISM. 1958-1993,
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Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, the PISM was characterized by a
significant turnover of staff, with many employees using the PISM as a
stepping-stone or rather a waiting-room before moving on either to acade-
mia or to the diplomatic service.® This may shed light on the reasons for
the strong conformist culture of the institution, even if its personnel came
from very diverse backgrounds. The PISM’s ambivalence is best embodied
by its directors, who themselves were often ‘double-hatted’, having both
a political function and an academic profile.” Both Juliusz Katz-Suchy,
director from 1951-7, and Julian Hochfeld, director from 1957-60, taught
at the University of Warsaw. They contributed to the transformation of
the status of the PISM, making it less dependent on the MSZ, and giving
it a more academic feel. The mission of the PISM was then reframed with
a change in the statutes governing it in 1959 and with the creation of a
formal scientific council,’ but at its core it remained the same: the knowl-
edge produced by the Institute was required to serve the interests of
Polish foreign policy.” Then in the 1960s, gradually, the PISM became a
point of contact not only for sibling organisations in the Eastern Bloc but
also further afield, notably in preparation for the Ostvertrige in 1970 and
even more so during the period of the Conference on Security and Co-
operation in Europe in the 1970s and the 1980s. But before becoming a
centre of expertise in issues of international security, the PISM made its
focus the history of Poland’s international relations.

Indeed, from the first years of activity of the PISM, the Department
for the History of International Relations was by far the most dominant
in terms of employees and subsequently in terms of publications. This
department was dissolved in 1966, its employees moving on to several
different sections of the Polish Academy of Sciences (mainly to the Insti-
tute of History and the Institute of Socialist Countries). Between 1948 and
1966, this department conducted several activities: it established chronolo-
gies of historical events, reviewed historical newspapers, and collected

118, Polski Instytut Spraw Miedzynarodowych, Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warsaw (herein-
after PISM, AAN).

® Tomala, Z dni chmurnych (see note 4), 10.

” Grzegorz Sottysiak, ‘Historia Polskiego Instytutu Spraw Miedzynarodowych w
latach 1947-1993: pierwsze przyblizenie’, Polski Przeglad Dyplomatyczny 42, 2 (2008): 104.

% Protokét z zebrania ogélnego pracownikéw PISM - dnia 30 grudnia 1958, Sekre-
tariat Dyrektora. Protokoty z zebran pracownikéw PISM w latach 1958, 1962-1963, 1972,
1986, 1988, 30.12.1958, 104, PISM, AAN.

’ Perspektywy roku 1959 w swietle doswiadczen roku 1958, 1959, 132, PISM, AAN.
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archives, mainly from the MSZ in Warsaw. Its core activity was focused
on WWI, the negotiations of the Treaty of Versailles, and international
relations during the interwar period and until 1945."°

The German question was not set as a priority subject for the PISM
because German Studies were done by institutions like the Institute of the
West (Instytut Zachodni), based in Poznan. The question nevertheless
became increasingly central, at the expense of other fields such as the
analysis of Soviet policy. This deficiency was subject to repeated criticism
during the PISM’s early years, mainly on the part of the political institu-
tions on which the PISM depended. For instance, there was criticism at a
conference of historians organized at the PISM in 1950" and dedicated to
the different orientations of the history of international relations as a basis
for reflection on Polish foreign policy, or later, during a discussion on the
‘scientific’ priorities for the PISM for 1951."” During that meeting, one
representative of the MSZ regretted in the remarks on the scientific work
plan for 1951 that the majority of resources are devoted to the German
question, and that questions about the Soviet Union and the countries of
‘people’s democracy’ are completely ignored. He consequently advised
the PISM to complete the work plan by focusing on current issues and, in
relation to the USSR, on its role in defending peace in the light of the
protocols of international meetings, on the economic development of the
USSR since WWII, and finally on the economic cooperation of the USSR
with the countries of people’s democracy.

These priorities were a direct reproduction of the official discourse of
the Polish state at the time. It seems there was no room for research on
that topic, as shown in a comment by professor Stanistaw Edward Nahlik
at another similar meeting between the MSZ and the PISM leadership on
13 December 1951." As reported, Stanistaw Nahlik did not see the need
for original analyses and simply advised the translation of the relevant
Soviet analyses. These repeated calls for more institutional activity dedi-
cated to the USSR did however not shift the weight of the PISM away
from research on the Germanies. The conformism of that institution

' For the list of projects in the index of the department’s archive see https://

szukajwarchiwach.pl/2/1738/0/32#tabJednostki (last visited 15 February 2017).

" Protokét z konferencji historykéw odbytej w PISM w dniu 20 lutego 1950, 1950, 31,
PISM, AAN.

"> Uwagi departamentu I o planie pracy PISM, 10 June 1950, 126, PISM, AAN.

P Protokét z konferencji kierowniczego aktywu MSZ z dyrekcja PISM odbytej u MSZ
dnia 13 grudnia 1951, 4.01.1952, 254, PISM, AAN.
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consisted not simply in producing documentations and analyses on the
themes of the official state discourse but reflects the needs identified by its
employees and the attractivity of given topics.

The difficulties in the 1950s in establishing a Polish-Soviet dialogue on
historiography was not specific to the PISM and it is notable that the
PISM did not have a particular role in them. This dialogue rested rather in
the hands of the Parties and the Academies of Sciences of both states. The
first contacts between Polish and Soviet historians at the institutional level
took place in the context of the Committee on Labour History."* This
cooperation consisted mainly of an exchange of historical documentation.
After 1954, it was the Institute of History of the Polish Academy of
Sciences (IH PAN) which sought to establish institutional cooperation
with the USSR.

In May 1959, a delegation of Polish historians from the IH PAN
travelled to Moscow to discuss the joint publication of documentation on
Polish-Soviet relations and proposed on this occasion the creation of a
bilateral commission. Their Soviet counterparts accepted and proposed
involving representatives of the Ukrainian and Belarusian Academies of
Sciences. However, the difficulties of finding suitable Soviet historians
specializing in Polish issues slowed down the establishment of the com-
mission. As a result, the first meeting took place only in 1963 although
the creation of the commission had been agreed in October 1959.

The 1960s witnessed a sensible acceleration of the study of Eastern
Europe, including the Soviet Union, in Poland with the creation of dedi-
cated institutions within the Polish Academy of Sciences. First, in January
1961, a department for the History of Polish-Soviet Relations (Pracownia
Historii Stosunkdw Polsko-Radzieckich) was established, becoming in 1965
the unit for the History of Polish-Soviet Relations (Zakfad Historii
Stosunkéw Polsko-Radzieckich). This formed the basis for the creation of
the Institute of Socialist Countries of the Polish Academy of Sciences in
1972 (Instytut Krajow Socjalistycznych, IKS PAN). In parallel, within the
Institute of History of the Polish Academy of Sciences, a unit for the
study of the History of the USSR and the Countries of Central Europe
(Zaktad Historii ZRSS i Europy Srodkowej) was created. These institutions
participated in the scientific supervision of the PISM, notably of the work
of Wlodzimierz T. Kowalski on the ‘Curzon Line’ in the interwar

" Jan Szumski, ‘U #rédet powstania Komisji Historykéw Polski i ZSRR’, Klio Polska
6 (2012): 55-74.
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period” and after the dissolution of the history department at the PISM,
several of its employees joined the IKS PAN.

The PISM was one of the creators and dissemination channels of the
official discourse of the Polish state at the time, both in commenting on
current international affairs and in shaping official historiographical
discourse. The institution was subject to the general political context
prevailing in Poland and reflected in its activities the growing weight in
the public discourse of the German issue and the reluctance to deal with
the Soviet Union, because of the potential pitfalls the topic entailed. The
PISM retained the function of defining and propagating official discourse
on the history of international relations in Poland. This was a particularly
difficult task because of the intricate situation in post-war Poland of
having lost territory to the Soviet Union and gained territory from pre-
war Germany. The issues of both border changes were interdependent
but while the western border change occupied the front pages in Poland,
the eastern one was remarkable by its absence.

Now that we sketched out the institutional frame, we will see next
how the discussion on German history provided a frame and even a

blueprint for addressing the issue of the Polish past in Eastern Europe at
the PISM.

Embedded Revisions: A Cautious Opening
of the Polish Eastern Question (1959)

On 27-28 April 1959, the PISM hosted a conference dedicated to Pol-
ish-German relations between 1933-9. ' A focus on this particular con-
ference gives us an insight into the range of official historiographical
voices in post-1956 Poland and shows some early signs of a research trend
in the Polish Eastern European historiography of the 1960s. Moreover,
this conference seems to have had a relatively wide distribution' and was

5 Linia Curzona, Stosunki Polski z zagranica, 1960, 785, PISM, AAN.

1 For the transcript of the conference, see J6zef Marian Chudek, ed., Sesjz naukowa
poswigcona stosunkom polsko-niemieckim w latach 1933-1939, 27-28 kwietnia 1959 r.: referaty
i dyskusja (Warsaw: Polski Instytut Spraw Miedzynarodowych - Zaklad Historyczny, 1959)
and a recension of the conference: Jan Kremer, ‘Sesja naukowa po§wiecona stosunkom
polsko-niemieckim w latach 1933-1939°, Wiadomosci Historyczne 2, 4 (1959): 258-9.

V" Although in manuscript form, it seems to have been distributed to the university

libraries of Cracow, Poznan, Torun, Warsaw and Wroctaw, according to the NUKAT
catalogue (National Universal Central Catalogue).
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covered by the journal for teachers of history.” The conference was
transcribed and the transcription distributed with a restriction notice on
the cover, containing both the five presentations and notes of the discus-
sion following each panel, with the names of the fourteen commentators.

One noticeable contribution was made by Kazimierz Piwarski, then
Director of the Institute of the West (Poznan), providing a state-of-the-art
report on the issue of Polish-German relations between 1933-9."” In
doing so, he highlighted the dominant historiographical trends at the time
in Poland, or rather the main targets of official historiography. He fo-
cused his presentation on the publications which seem to have interested
him the most: the ones from the Polish emigration in the West, mostly
from London® and Paris.” As for Soviet publications, he merely men-
tioned them in passing, which hints at the relative unattractiveness of
Soviet historiography on this matter. The publications from the Polish
emigration were criticized for their support for the legacy of the Second
Polish Republic, with a strong focus on the German-Polish Non-Aggres-
sion Pact of 1934.

This resonates with Rafat Stobiecki’s study of the historiography of
Russia in Poland.” Stobiecki states that during the 1960s, the ongoing
fight between Polish historians from Poland and their fellow-countrymen
in emigration was mainly about acceptance of the post-1945 situation.
Polish historians in emigration rejected the current status quo in terms of
borders and the political system, whereas the official historians defended
and legitimized them. Piwarski used the Teschen crisis of autumn 1938,
when Poland occupied a portion of the Czech territory, to discredit the
émigre discourse, a classic element of communist criticism towards the
pre-war Polish government.

The second major target was the West German historians of Eastern
Europe. Referring to two recent books published in West Germany by

18 .
Kremer, ‘Sesja naukowa’ (see note 16).

" Kazimierz Piwarski, ‘Stan badaf w zakresie stosunkéw polsko-niemieckich w lat-ach
1933-1939, in Sesja naukowa (see note 16), 26-39.

o Among others, the London counterpart of the PISM, Polski Instytut Badania Spraw

Miedzynarodowych, and its quarterly Sprawy miedzynarodowe.

21 . . . . . \
Or rather Maison-Laffite where the Institute of Literature (Instytut Literacki) was

based, and its journal Kultura.

*2 Rafat Stobiecki, ‘Rosja i Rosjanie w polskiej my#li historycznej XIX i XX wieku’, in
Katalog wzajemnych uprzedzeri Polakdw i Rosjan, ed. Andrzej de Lazari (Warsaw: Polski
Instytut Spraw Miedzynarodowych, 2006), 159-202.
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the prominent historians Richard Breyer and Hans Roos,” he concluded
that there was an ongoing mobilization in West Germany in order to
attack the post-1945 alliance between Poland and the Soviet Union by
highlighting the common ‘negative relationships’ of Poland and Germany
with the Soviet Union during the interwar period.

Piwarski provides us with a textbook example of the ideological fram-
ing of historical debate in the context of the Cold War. His practice of
using official history as a legitimation of the current regime is set within
transnational historiographical debate notably dominated by Western
sources. Even though he does not quote Soviet historiography signifi-
cantly, this discourse blending Poland with Germany, both as variations
of ‘imperialism’ turning to fascism, echoes the Soviet approach at the
time.

Another contributor was Jarostaw Jurkiewicz, then Director of the
Department for the History of International Relations at the PISM, who
was preparing a book on the Oriental Pact of 1934.* This planned treaty,
often described as the ‘Locarno of the East’, resulted from a French diplo-
matic proposal to agree a multilateral non-aggression pact in Eastern
Europe securing the mutual recognition of post-WW1I borders. Jurkiewicz
makes a classic presentation of French ambitions linked to the Pact and
German efforts to torpedo it, but without using Stalin-era vocabulary like
‘imperialism’.

The main target of Jurkiewicz’s text is neither Western countries nor
Nazi Germany but, as in the case of the previous example, the pre-war
Polish Republic. This becomes evident when he addresses the issue of
national minorities in the Second Polish Republic, linking the admission
of the Soviet Union to the League of Nations in 1934 with the League’s
growing pressure on Poland to respect national minorities, especially in
the east of the country. This echoes Soviet discourse on its role as de-
fender of the repressed minorities of the Second Polish Republic, espe-
cially in the eastern part of the Second Polish Republic.

According to Jurkiewicz, the Polish rejection of the Pact is founded on
three “fictions”™: a fantasy of marginalizing the Soviet Union away from
European affairs, of a possible normalization of relations with Nazi Ger-

# Richard Breyer, Das Deutsche Reich und Polen 1932-1937: AufSenpolitik und Volks-
gruppenfragen (Wirzburg: Holzner, 1955); Hans Roos, Polen und Europa: Studien zur pol-
nischen AufSenpolitik 1931-1939 (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1957).

* Jarostaw Jurkiewicz, ‘Polska wobec planéw Paktu Wschodniego 1934-1935, in Sesja
nankowa (see note 16), 65-117.



96 Estelle Bunout

many, and a recurrent dream of Poland becoming a regional power.” Of
course, all this resonates with the contemporary situation in Poland in
1959 and the promotion of collective border security under the Soviet
umbrella. Jurkiewicz argues implicitly for the acceptance of the premise
of the new borders and the new regime.

This connexion between ‘borders and regime’ was picked up by several
commentators reacting to Jurkiewicz’s presentation. One such was
Stanistaw Zabielto, a former diplomat and aristocrat working as a free-
lance historian at the PISM. Zabielto addresses what in his eyes is the core
problem: the anti-Soviet attitude of the Polish government. He proceeds
to expand on his own analysis of that period, reminding his audience of
the politics of the alliance between Germany and the Soviet Union under
the Rapallo Treaty (1926) which had set out to unite the two anti-Ver-
sailles states. In Zabietto’s eyes this was the core challenge for the Polish
diplomacy, as Germany led a revisionist policy on the western border of
Poland but at the same time:

“on the other side of that same Poland ... existed the real fact of momentarily

hidden, held under lock-and-key but nonetheless continuously existing ten-

dencies to complete the history of national unification for Belarus and
w26

Ukraine.”

Zabielto emphasizes that the Polish government had a window of oppor-
tunity to build an equilibrium between the two bigger neighbours but its
latent anti-Soviet attitude and the sense that the Soviet system would
eventually collapse paved the way to “materializing eastern expansion
plans under the flag of the so-called Jagiellonian idea”.”” This is a rare
mention of this part of Polish political heritage from pre-war political
debate: Prometheism. The historian Andrzej Garlicki defines Prome-
theism as a

“conception of actions in favour of separating from Russia those territories
inhabited by non-Russian peoples and in support of the creation of new states
in those regions. These states in return, since they will feel threatened by
Russia, will become natural allies for Poland, thereby increasing Poland’s
weight in the region.””*

 Ibid,, 111-12.
% Quoted in Chudek, Sesja naukowa (see note 16), 155.
27

Ibid.

* Andrzej Garlicki, Siedem mitéw Drugiej Rzeczypospolitej (Warsaw: Czytelnik, 2013),
62.



Embedded Revisionsé 97

This Polish political tradition was in the Polish People’s Republic
equally an easy target and quite a tricky topic to deal with. The topic
gained in attraction in the 1960s, with several studies made,” but in 1959
it still remained marginal, especially in the context of this kind of official
historiography.

One up-and-coming researcher on the topic was Jozef Lewandowski,
then preparing his PhD on the Polish socialist conception of federalism,
which was published in 1962.”° In April 1959, he had just published two
articles in the journal of the Political Military Academy on the topic of
Prometheism, which he mentions in his comments during the PISM
conference without giving their titles or any indication of their content.
In his comment, Lewandowski deplores the fact that the Polish govern-
ment tried to use its alliance with Nazi Germany to pursue its own
agenda:

“It is not by chance that the most heated and extreme proponents of the
Polish-German alliance are to be found among the supporters of the doctrine
of Prometheism, or, frankly speaking, of eastern expansion: Adolf Bochenski,
Whodzimierz Baczkowski, Stanistaw Mackiewicz-Cat.”"

The choice of names of course is not fortuitous either, since these were
major figures of the Polish emigration. Lewandowski’s criticism of Polish
fantasies of regional influence in Eastern Europe became the leitmotif of
his later book, Imperialism of Weakness, published in 1967.

In summary, these four interventions all communicated the legitima-
tion of the current situation, more explicitly in relation to Germany and
the western border and more covertly in relation to the post-war eastern
Polish border. Within that validation of the contemporary situation, we
can still discern four distinct dimensions in that chorus of criticism di-
rected against the pre-war Polish government and its heirs. Piwarski
stands for the legitimation of the current situation without really even
mentioning the role of the Soviet Union, while Jurkiewicz underlines the

* T6zef Lewandowski, Imperializm stabosci: ksztattowanie si¢ koncepcji polityki wschod-
niej pitsudczykdw 1921-1926 (Warsaw: Padstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, 1967);
Sergiusz Mikulicz, Prometeizm w polityce II Rzeczypospolitej (Warsaw: Ksiazka 1 Wiedza,
1971); Ryszard Torzecki, Kwestia ukrairiska w polityce Il Rzeszy: 1933-1945 (Warsaw:
Ksigzka i Wiedza, 1972).

% J6zef Lewandowski, Federalizm: Litwa i Biatorus w polityce obozu belwederskiego: XI
1918-1V 1920 (Warsaw: Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, 1962).

' Quoted in Chudek, Sesja naukowa (see note 16), 209. The latter had returned to
Poland in 1956.
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role of the Soviet Union in collective European security as a basis for
Polish national security. In their comments, Zabietto refers to the Ukrai-
nians and the Belarusians as the driving force behind changing the bor-
ders, whereas Lewandowski assimilates Polish Prometheism with ‘imperi-
alistic expansionism’. What all these attacks obliviate are the on-going
debates in the Polish emigration, intensely so within Kultura, led by Jerzy
Giedroyc, who was then striving for a change of approach towards East-
ern Europe, which had started in the 1950s.

The conference expressed an implicit conformism on the part of histo-
rians in Poland to Soviet discourse on international history. By reviewing
historiography on the subject, the participants set the norms for it and
designated forbidden references, namely Western scholars and the publi-
cists of the Polish emigration. The commentators on the other hand
opened up the well-defined frame of the German question to sketch out a
connection with the particular Polish past in Eastern Europe. This public
and relatively well-publicized event captures the results of individual
reflections and research and gives us an indication of the appropriation of
new official norms. We now suggest lifting the curtain and taking a closer
look at the path of Stanistaw Zabielto, starting on his career as a diplomat
in the Second Polish Republic before joining the choir of official voices of

the People’s Republic of Poland.

The Tribulations of Stanistaw Zabietto on the Discussion
of the Eastern Border of Poland (1950-64)

Stanistaw Zabielto returned to Poland in August 1947 after having spent
the war in occupied France and survived the deportations to Buchenwald
(January 1943) and Bergen-Belsen (April 1945).” He was arrested for his
activities as a representative of the Polish state in France, helping Polish
citizens to flee France.” He had undertaken this mission as a diplomat of
the Second Polish Republic, for which he had also spent five years in the
Soviet Union (1929-34) before working as a specialist on Eastern Europe
in Warsaw until 1939. He was born in the region of Minsk into an old
aristocratic family.

% Stanistaw Zabielto, ‘Bytem w Dorze. Wspomnienia z obozu koncentracyjnego w 25
rocznice wyzwolenia Buchenwaldw’, Zycie i Mys] 20, 3 (1970): 75-85.

% Stanistaw Zabietto, Na posterunku we Francji (Warsaw: Instytut Wydawniczy PAX,
1967).
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Despite this very inadequate profile, upon his return Stanistaw
Zabielto soon started to do some independent work for the PISM in the
context of the aforementioned shortage of experts on international rela-
tions. Even though he seemed primarily to have been recruited for his
expertise on France, he soon started to work on the events of the war
which had led to the contemporary Polish situation, both from a territo-
rial and a political angle. He started to prepare the publication of docu-
mentation on Polish diplomacy during the Second Republic, in the form
of an inventory, with a commentary, of sources available in Poland at the
time.”* His proposal was accompanied by a note on methodology.”

Stanistaw Zabielto, familiar with the Soviet-style Marxist rhetoric he
had witnessed in his pre-war professional functions, now needed to adopt
it himself. On this occasion, he comprehensively demonstrated his ideo-
logical anchoring in the new Poland, emphasizing the need to develop an
interpretation “according to the reasons of State of the People’s Poland”
of these “tendentious” sources “defending the politics and the interests of
propertied elites”. In his proposal, he listed a series of themes on the
history of pre-1939 Polish foreign relations, organized chronologically
and structured around major events in Polish foreign relations.

Some keywords and short comments gave some indication about the
interpretation he would offer of these events. For instance, on the subject
of the Treaty of Riga, he aimed to show that Polish claims were in fact
determined by the Western powers.® On the Lithuanian question, Polish
aristocratic expansionism was justified by “pseudo-historical slogans” and
served the logic of an anti-Bolshevik “cordon sanitaire”. Generally speak-
ing, Zabielto presented Poland as a tool of French imperialism. Tensions
with Czechoslovakia over the Teschen question are also an important
element in understanding the anti-Soviet stance of the Polish government
after 1918. Another phase in Polish foreign policy identified by Zabietto
is that of the years 1933-8, labelled “within the orbit of German imperial-
ism”.” The shadow of Germany looms over all aspects of Polish diplo-

** Historia polskiej polityki zagranicznej i dyplomacji w latach 1918-1939 oraz chrono-
logiczny spis wydawnictw zwiazanych z polska polityka zagraniczng z lat 1917-1932.
Opracowanie Stanistawa Zabietty (1949-1963), Stosunki Polski z zagranica w latach 1817-
1939, no date, 774, PISM, AAN.

3 Notatka, Stosunki Polski z zagranica w latach 1817-1939. Stanistaw Zabietto,
12.12.1950, 774, PISM, AAN.

36 .

Ibid.

7 Ibid.
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macy, including relations between Poland and Japan and Polish prome-
thean anti-Soviet attempts at cooperation with that distant country.

His proposal was reviewed, in the manner typical of the period, both
politically and academically.™ His reviewers criticized him for not respect-
ing his own chronological limits, not sufficiently integrating economic
conditions into his analysis, and treating the question of Lithuania sepa-
rately from the question of the rest of the Baltic. Alongside these remarks,
on a more political level, some corrections of vocabulary were suggested:
“German imperialism” instead of “German bourgeoisie” and the question
of “Spisz and Orawa” instead of Teschen. As for the Ukrainian question,
Zabielto was advised to treat it by focusing on the attempts by Western
powers to mobilize Ukrainian nationalism against Poland and the USSR.
Stanistaw Zabielto revised his strategy and moved away from archival and
press sources to the memoirs of the wars then gradually being published
in France, Great Britain, the USA, and West Germany.” He started to
translate some of them fully* and some in part. This collection of frag-
ments of memoirs of WWII are the material on which he based his book
on the Polish question during the war, published in 1958 by the PISM,*
the first of a longer series.

In this first book, quotations from Western politicians as well as from
the Polish government-in-exile are organized chronologically and pre-
sented with very few comments. The use of memoirs allowed Zabietto to
integrate the political interpretations given by actors in the war, otherwise
discredited for being ‘imperialist” but nevertheless quoted directly in this
book. This is a strategy appreciated in the context of censorship, when it
offers this possibility of direct quotation.” By the nature of the sources,
the book has a lively tone, with politicians mixing their retrospective

* Zbigniew Romek, Cenzura a nauka historyczna w Polsce 1944-1970 (Warszawa:

Neriton, 2010), 175.

39 . — . . C .

Materiaty do zbioru ‘Sprawa polska w okresie Il wojny Swiatowej w $wietle pamiet-

nikoéw’. Opracowat Stanistaw Zabietto. 1949-1963, Stosunki Polski z zagranica. Sprawa
polska w latach 1939-1945, no date, 816, PISM, AAN.

* Leon Nol, Agresja niemiecka na Polske (Warsaw: Instytut Wydawniczy PAX, 1966);
Andreé Frangois-Poncet, Byfem ambasadorem w Berlinie: Wrzesieri 1931 - pazdziernik 1938
(Warsaw: Instytut Wydawniczy Pax, 1968); Jules Laroche, Polska lat 1926-1935: Wspom-
nienia ambasadora francuskiego (Warsaw: Instytut Wydawniczy PAX, 1966); Anthony
Eden, Pamietniki 1923-1938 (Warsaw: Instytut Wydawniczy Pax, 1970).

*! Stanistaw Zabielto, ed., Sprawa polska podczas Il wojny swiatowej w swietle pamiet-
nikéw (Warsaw: R.S.W. Prasa, 1958).

* Romek, Cenzura (see note 38), 172.
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interpretation into the facts of the story. It is a patchwork text, providing
no global or explicit interpretation.

The reviews were overall very positive: Henryk Batowski, in the
magazine Przeglad Historyczny,” considered it “interesting and useful” and
even “exciting”, “fruitful”, and “convincing” in its methodology. In an-
other review, published in the Wiadomosci Historyczne,* Zabietto’s book
received a significant validation as a good source for secondary school
teachers in Poland, because it provided direct access to sources and was
parsimonious with comments. In all his books, Stanistaw Zabietto joined
in the general attack on the contemporary Polish emigration as we have
already seen in relation to the 1959 conference. He was accordingly criti-
cized by the Polish intellectuals in emigration, notably his former col-
league at the pre-war Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Tytus Komarnicki.”
The latter published on this occasion a letter that Stanistaw Zabielto sent
him when returning to Poland in 1947.*

Notwithstanding this great “scientific and political” success recognized
by the management of the PISM in the person of Juliusz Hochfeld,” the
books which followed on the issue of the diplomatic discussion on the
fate of Poland during the war were published outside the PISM.* Indeed,
it seems that this ambiguous mixture of historical documentation and
personal memories did not meet the standards of the PISM in terms of
official clarity. The PISM even published competing documentation in the
same year as Zabietto’s second publication.” The documentation follows

4 e S, L, .
Henryk Batowski, © “Sprawa polska podczas II wojny $wiatowej w swietle pamiet-

niké6w”. Opracowat Stanistaw Zabietto. Warszawa 1958. [recenzjal’, Przeglad Historyczny
50, 2 (1959): 404-7.

* Jerzy Myélifski, ‘Sprawa polska podczas I wojny éwiatowej w éwietle pamiet-
nikéw’, Wiadomosci historyczne 2, 1 (1959): 63-4.

# Rafat Stobiecki, ‘Rosja i Rosjanie w polskiej mysli historycznej XIX 1 XX wieku’, in
Katalog wzajemnych uprzedzeri Polakéw i Rosjan, ed. Andrzej de Lazari (Warsaw: Polski
Instytut Spraw Miedzynarodowych, 2006), 197.

# Tytus Komarnicki, ‘Rosja zawsze miata racje’, Polemiki 2, 4 (1965): 7-32.

* Protokét z zebrania ogblnego pracownikéw PISM - dnia 30 grudnia 1958, Sekre-
tariat Dyrektora. Protokoty z zebran pracownikow PISM w latach 1958, 1962-1963, 1972,
1986, 1988, 30.12.1958, 104, PISM, AAN.

* Zabietto, Sprawa polska (see note 41); Stanistaw Zabietto, O rzqd i granice: walka
dyplomatyczna o sprawe polska w II wojnie Swiatowej (Warsaw: Instytut Wydawniczy PAX,
1964), reedited and augmented in 1965 and again in 1970; idem, W kregu historii (Warsaw:
Instytut Wydawniczy Pax, 1970).

* Tadeusz Cieélak et al., eds., Sprawa polska w czasie drugiej wojny $wiatowej na arenie
miedzynarodowej: Zbidr dokumentéw (Warsaw: Panstwowy Instytut Naukowy, 1965).
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a similar structure to Zabiello’s publication but is framed in a classical
academic style, introduced with texts written by historians of the PISM
and the Polish Academy of Sciences.

Stanistaw Zabietto’s publications and departure from the PISM exem-
plify the relative diversity in the official historiography on Polish foreign
relations. Zabietto was able to bring a reflection on the changed borders to
a wider audience, blaming the government-in-exile for this situation. In
using the quotes, he was able to offer a certain appropriation of the situa-
tion by other voices while staying within the framework of the legitima-
tion of the new borders. The success evidenced by several re-editions of
Zabielto’s books indicate some public interest for the type of tone he
adopted, even if the core message is ultimately relatively aligned with the
official norm as expressed, for instance, at the PISM.

Embedded Revisions: Three Paths Towards a New Discourse
on Polish Relations with Eastern Europe

Looking at how the issue of the history of Polish foreign relations with
Eastern Europe was dealt with within the PISM, we have identified three
approaches. The first one, dominant in the 1950s, consisted in the mere
translation and import of Soviet discourse on these foreign relations. It
was the product of the delicate situation in which the Polish state found
itself after the war, with a strong dependency on the Soviet Union for its
existence, both in terms of regime and borders. The second one, which
emerged after 1956, consisted in the use of the frame of the German issue
to raise questions about Poland’s own past relations with Eastern Europe.
This approach is also strongly embedded in Soviet convention but relies
on original research or, in other words, results from an appropriation of
that Soviet convention. The third, embodied by Stanistaw Zabietto, used
the authorized discourse of criticism of the Polish emigration to create
some distance from the pre-war conception of foreign policy on Eastern
Europe.

Officially sanctioned discourse moved from silence to a restrained and
implicit reflection on the changes to the border. The topic did stay con-
cealed under more prominent elements of public discourse. However, this
slight change in approach should be noted and contrasted with sources
from less official venues. The PISM appears to be an interesting focus of
observation for the creation of the official historical narrative on the
eastern border change as it had a strong conformist culture while still
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involving a variety of individuals. Context like this can help with our
study of how some intellectual traditions might be transmitted within
such an institutional environment without leaving many traces in official
publications.
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KORINE AMACHER

HISTORY TEXTBOOKS IN RUSSIA (1992-2019)

BETWEEN MULTISIDED AND IMPERIAL PERSPECTIVES

In present-day Russia the teaching of Russian history is considered to be
essential for the education of future citizens. Many politicians, teachers,
and historians believe that its most important mission is to contribute to
children’s patriotic education. The narrative of school history is devised
on the basis of a number of institutional instructions given to textbook
authors via recommendations from the Ministry of Education, the body
that ‘authorizes’ or ‘recommends’ a given textbook after it has passed
through a number of reviews: scientific, educational, and public (obshchest-
vennaia)." The history textbook thus transmits a system of values to
younger generations and shapes their view of the past. As such it is a
major bone of contention for all those in Russia who oppose the official
vision of history and the political use of history by the Russian govern-
ment.

No study of Russian history textbooks should be seen as an overview
of the whole of Russian historiography. The relationship between aca-
demic history and scholarly research on the one hand and didactic and
official history on the other is a complex one. However, history text-
books remain one of the few educational sources that can be used to
identify the processes of re-evaluating history underway in Russia since
the collapse of the USSR, outside the circle of scholarly historiography.
Moreover, because of their educational purpose, textbooks confine histor-

' On the textbook review procedure see http://273-ps.pd/akty minobrnauki

rossii/prikaz-minobrnauki-rf-0t-05092013-n0-1047. The procedure is often controversial,
especially because of its lack of transparency. See for example http://www.sib-
science.info/ru/ras/akademiki-utochnili-kuda-vpadaet-vo-18042018 and https://theins.ru/
opinions/140359 . In March 2019, the Ministry of Education announced its intention to
make new rules for textbook reviews: https://rg.ru/2019/03/20/minprosveshcheniia-
anonsirovalo-novyj-poriadok-ekspertizy-uchebnikov.html (all last visited 30 October 2019).
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ical representations to a simplified interpretative scheme to make them
more widely readable. A long-term analysis of textbooks makes it possible
to grasp the underlying changes in the official view of history and so
textbooks deserve the attention of historians working on the fabrication
of official national history.’

The first part of this article traces the general development of Russian
history textbooks since they appeared in 1992 up to the present day, the
major points of discussion that have arisen, and the controversies caused
by some books within a shifting political context. It covers federal text-
books of Russian history for secondary schools, which in Russia comprise
the sixth to eleventh classes. In these texts, history is told chronologically:
the youngest learn early Russian history and the older pupils Soviet his-
tory. Russian history textbooks, as their name suggests, sometimes writ-
ten by a single author, but more often by a team of authors that may vary
from one edition to the next,’ deal solely with Russian history. Pupils
learn about international history from ‘general history’ (vseobshchaia

® A number of articles and books have been devoted specifically to post-Soviet text-
books, in Russia and Western countries. See for instance in French Wladimir Berelowitch,
‘Les manuels d’histoire dans la Russie d’aujourd’hui: entre les vérités plurielles et le nou-
veau mensonge national’, in Un ‘mensonge déconcertant’? La Russie au XXe siécle, ed. Jean-
Philippe Jaccard (Paris: L’Harmattan, 2003), 203-22; Annie Tchernychev, L enseignement
de I’bistoire en Russie: De la Révolution a nos jours (Paris: L’Harmattan, 2005); Korine
Amacher, ‘Les manuels d’histoire dans la Russie postsoviétique: visions multiples et nou-
velles tendances’, Le cartable de Clio 9 (2009): 117-27; eadem, ‘Héros ou ennemis de la
patrie? Les révolutionnaires russes du XIXe siécle dans les manuels d’histoire de la Russie’,
in Le retour des héros: la reconstitution des mythologies nationales a ’henre du postcom-
munisme, eds. Korine Amacher and Leonid Heller (Louvain-la-Neuve: Academia Bruylant,
2009), 215-38; eadem, ‘L’empire russe dans les manuels d’histoire de la Russie’, in L *école et
la nation, eds. Benoit Falaize, Charles Heimberg, and Olivier Loubes (Lyon: ENS éditions,
2013), 329-40, available at http://books.openedition.org/enseditions/2310 (last visited 7
July 2020); and Olga Konkka’s doctoral thesis on 20"-century history textbooks A Iz 7e-
cherche d’une nowvelle vision de I’bistoire russe du XXeéme siécle a travers les manuels scolaires de
la Russie postsoviétique (1991-2016) (Bordeaux: Université Michel de Montaigne-Bordeaux III,
2016), available at https://tel.archives-ouvertes.fr/tel-01383230 (last visited 30 October 2019).

3 Textbooks are regularly republished with changes, often minor, in historical narra-
tive or visual presentation. The authors, who may work on more than one different text-
book, are historians. However, among these only a small part actively engages in scientific
research. Some of the best known are Andrei Levandovskii, Sergei Mironenko, and Alek-
sandr Chubarian. It must be noted that the overwhelming majority are men. Although it
is impossible to read the entire vast production of history textbooks, we have analysed a
wide range of secondary-school textbooks on Russian and Soviet history for all classes,
published between 1992 and 2019. The references note only those from which citations are
drawn, and not all the many other textbooks that contain the same idea or even the same
citation.
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istoriia) textbooks used alongside the Russian history textbooks, and
which are also chronological in approach.

The second part of the article analyses two topics in history textbooks
that are central to Russian and Soviet history: for the tsarist period - how
the Russian Empire is presented, its construction, and the integration of
non-Russian peoples; for the Soviet period - how the August 1939 Ger-
man-Soviet Pact is described, with its secret protocols that divided up the
territories to be annexed by Germany and the USSR. Although these two
topics may seem at first sight far apart, they are in fact closely linked. In
both cases the central issue is the annexation / integration of foreign
territory. Can we perceive a change between 1992 to 2019 in the way the
successive integration of non-Russian peoples into the Russian Empire, as
well as annexations of foreign territories at the beginning of the Second
World War, is being explained to schoolchildren? What place does the
schoolbook narrative give to these events and how are they interpreted?
The analysis of the general trend of history textbooks, followed by the
study of a topic that is dealt with in all history textbooks, will allow us to
offer some concluding thoughts on the official vision of history in
present-day Russia.

L. From Pluralism to a Single View?
Russian History Textbooks (1992-2019)

From the Single History Book of the Soviet Period
to the Freedom for History Textbooks in the 1990s

The Perestroika years (1985-91) marked a break at all levels: political,
economic, cultural, and national. Historiography was no exception. The
disappearance of Soviet ideology brought with it a rejection of earlier
historical representations, which had combined elements of nationalist
ideology with simplified Marxist models. Swathes of the past that had
been censored were now the subject of new historical research. Russia
rediscovered its tsarist past, huge numbers of books were published by
literary figures, historians, philosophers, politicians, and thinkers -
whether liberal, conservative, or religious - who had previously been
censored or discredited by the Soviet authorities. In 1990, even the Soviet
government recognized its responsibility for the Katyn’ Massacre (over
20,000 Polish citizens killed by the NKVD in 1940). Access to the ar-
chives, albeit still restricted for certain topics, provided a continual stream
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of discoveries leading to new interpretations and lively discussion: the
extent of the Great Terror of 1937-8, Stalin’s role in the decisions taken,
Lenin’s personality, etc.

The disappearance of the previous explanatory models and the con-
stant re-examination of history left history teachers at a loss. In May 1988,
history examinations and compulsory curricula were abolished in schools.
A single history textbook for the entire Soviet territory, with some na-
tional variants, was no longer used. Some teachers prepared their lessons
from the latest historical interpretations, using documents retrieved from
the archives and published in journals.

In the early 1990s, in a now post-Soviet Russia where Boris Yeltsin’s
pro-Western government professed a deeply anti-Soviet, anti-revolution-
ary discourse, it was a vision of tsarist Russia moving smoothly in the
early years of the 20" century along a path of reform and Western mod-
ernization that was presented in best-selling popular history books and
films. One example was the historian and playwright Edvard Radzinskii’s
The Last Tsar: The Life and Death of Nicholas I1," reprinted several times.
Stanislav Govorukhin’s film, emblematically entitled 7The Russia We Lost
(1992), describes the pre-revolutionary period as a golden age and the
murder of the imperial family as the start of Russia’s misfortunes. These
were years of idealization of the Romanov dynasty, and the tragic history
of Nicholas II’s family gave rise to numerous popular history books,
biographies, films, documentaries, exhibitions, and scholarly conferences.’

Such was the background to the publication from 1992 of the first
post-Soviet Russian history textbooks. New publishers emerged and
broke the monopoly of the Prosveshchenie publishing house.® But it was
in 1994, following the Ministry of Education’s authorization to publish
more than one textbook on the same subject, that the market really took
off and dozens of textbooks were published for all classes. During the
1990s, schools and teachers were free to choose their textbooks. The
Ministry of Education’s approval (‘recommended’ or ‘authorized by the

4 - C e e . . .. .. . . .. s
Edvard Radzinskii, ‘Gospodi... spasi i usmiri Rossiin’. Nikolai II: zhizn’ i smert” (Mos-
cow: Vagrius, 1993).
Maria Ferretti, ‘Usages du passé et construction de 'identité nationale dans la Russie
post-communiste: la métamorphose de 'image d’Epinal du dernier tsar et de son époque’,
in Le retour des héros (see note 2), 191-214.

® Prosveshchenie (Enlightenment) was founded in 1930 as Uchpedgiz (acronym for
‘educational publishing’). It was the sole publishing house allowed to issue school text-
books during the Soviet era, and was privatized in the 2000s. It remains the largest and
most influential school textbook publisher in Russia.
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Ministry’) did not make the use of a textbook compulsory, but only made
its publication more financially worthwhile.

Most history textbooks reflected the rejection of the revolutionary
model in Russia at that time and the fascination with the liberal, reform-
ist, Western model. More generally, revolutionary violence and extrem-
ism were rejected, in favour of reforms, presented as the only acceptable
way of transforming society.” However, unlike the popular history books
and films depicting the pre-revolutionary period as a golden age and the
Romanovs in an idealized light, this condemnation of revolutionary
violence did not mean a rehabilitation of tsarism. The excessive conserva-
tism of the tsarist government and its political obtuseness were often
accused of causing Russian radicalism. Both government leaders and
revolutionary extremists were criticized, as terror from the government
led to revolutionary terror: “The police arrested the monarchy’s oppo-
nents, but in this way aggravated the situation, because the radical and
dogmatic elements came to lead the revolutionary movement”, pupils
were told in a textbook of Russian 19"-century history.*

As for Stalinism, no author would have dared defend it in the highly
anti-Stalinist atmosphere of the early 1990s. The term ‘totalitarianism’
was widely used to describe the Stalin years, and Stalin himself was pre-
sented as responsible for the development of a system described as pro-
foundly criminal.” Admittedly, some authors were quite radical in their
criticism of Stalinism, while others were more prudent.”® But in those
years no history textbook presented Stalinism with any justification, and
from this point of view it is easy to see a convergence between the histori-
cal vision contained in the textbooks and that advanced by Boris Yeltsin’s
pro-Western government.

By the mid-1990s, Russia was undergoing a serious social and economic
crisis that peaked in 1998: rising prices, unpaid wages and pensions, deval-

7 N . . . . .
On representations of revolutionaries in Russian history textbooks, see Amacher,
‘Héros ou ennemis’ (see note 2).

8 Ibid., 232.

? See for example L.N. Zharova and I. A. Mishina, Istoriia otechestva: 1900-1940 (Mos-
cow: Prosveshchenie, 1992).

' The textbook of Soviet history most critical of Stalinism is without doubt that by
the historian and history teacher Igor’ Dolutskii: I.I. Dolutskii, Otechestvennaia istoriia
XX wvek, 10-11"-years textbook, 2 vols. (Moscow: Mnemozina, 2001-2). First published in
1994, this best-seller had its ‘recommended by the Ministry of Education’ status withdrawn
in 2003. Dolutskii has for years regularly appeared on the Ekho Moskvy radio station to
talk about Russian history textbooks.
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ued savings, instability, loss of social privileges, generalized corruption,
and seizure of wealth by a minority. The Western values of liberalism and
democracy on which Boris Yeltsin had based his legitimacy were no
longer operative. Opinion polls showed that from the mid-1990s Russians
were increasingly turning away from the Western socio-political model
and once more perceived the West as a hostile entity. A sign of the times,
by the end of the 1990s, monarchist textbooks were being published.
Their representation of the past was similar to that under the tsars, and
the history of the Orthodox Church stood centre stage. The 19"-century
revolutionaries, whether moderate or radical, were all presented as ene-
mies of the Russian state. The Decembrists, for example, were described
as “disciples of Robespierre” and traitors to the Motherland. The revolu-
tionaries of following generations took over their extremist, violent
methods and caused “endless misfortune” for Russia at the beginning of
the 20" century. As for the Westernizers, they were described as men
who despised Russia, and idealized a Europe that was bourgeois, individu-
alistic, and socially egotistical. The positive heroes in these textbooks were
the tsars: generous, brave, excellent soldiers, deeply religious, unwearying
workers, not to mention loving husbands and fathers. The use made of
revolutionaries and tsars in these textbooks indicates what values the
authors intended to emphasize in building pupils’ common identity."

Although these textbooks were always a minority in the flood of
textbooks available on the market at that time, they were ‘recommended’
by the Ministry of Education and published under the auspices of the
prestigious Institute of Russian History of the Russian Academy of Sci-
ences in Moscow. The authors were historians well known to the Russian
public. Aleksandr Bokhanov’s books on the Russian monarchy” and his
biographies of tsars were received enthusiastically by Orthodox reviewers
and sarcastically by liberal ones.”” And Andrei Nikolaevich Sakharov was
Director of the Institute of Russian History from 1993 to 2010.

As these pro-monarchy textbooks were being published, the country’s
Soviet past was also beginning to be seen less darkly than before. A num-

' A.N. Bokhanov, Istoriia Rossii (XIX-nachalo XX v.), 8"-year textbook, 5th ed. (Mos-
cow: Russkoe slovo, 2005), 57-67 (1st ed. 1998); A.N. Sakharov and A.N. Bokhanov, Isto-
rita Rossit, XVII-XIX veka, 4th ed. (Moscow: Russkoe slovo, 2006), 291-304 (st ed. 2003).

2 Aleksandr Bokhanov, Sumerki monarkhii (Moscow: Voskresen’e, 1993); idem, Ros-
stiskaia Imperiia: Obraz i smysl (Moscow: FIV, 2012).

P A.Tu. Polunov, ‘Romanovy: mezhdu istoriei i ideologiei’, in Istoricheskie issledova-
niia v Rossit: Tendencii poslednib let, ed. G. A. Bordiugov (Moscow: AIRO-XX, 1996).
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ber of researchers have shown that many groups in Russia who had fallen
into social and economic hardship in the late 1990s gradually began to
recall other images that seemed less dark as they receded. First, it was the
1970s, the Brezhnev years, which became “for most of the population still
hankering after paternalism, the embodiment of the egalitarian Socialist
ideal and nostalgia for order”." Increasingly, voices were heard from the
various opposition groups and some close to Communist party structures
that proposed another conception of history, an updated version of
Sovietism, cleansed of its communist rhetoric, in which the national
aspect once more stood centre stage. The Soviet period was being inte-
grated into the long march of the history of the Russian state.

The Slow Return of the State’s Firm Hand (2000-16)

As soon as he came to power in 2000, Vladimir Putin presented himself as
the man to restore the tradition of a strong Russian state and offered his
fellow citizens the image of a great country “which remains great in every
age and honourably casts aside every misfortune”.”” He soon showed an
interest in history textbooks. In August 2001, during a government meet-
ing, he recommended that great attention be paid to their content. In
2003, in a meeting with historians, he explained that textbooks should
arouse in puplils a sense of pride in their history and their country. And
while there had been a time when historians stressed the “negative aspects
of the old system, since the aim was to destroy it”, the task was now to be
“constructive”.' The same year a development took place that was seen as
a clear sign of the changes occurring: following a letter from veterans, the
Ministry of Education removed the ‘Ministry recommended’ notice from
a textbook on Soviet history that called the Stalinist regime “a terrorist
regime”, compared Stalin to Ivan the Terrible and described the status of
the Baltic states during and after the Second World War as an “occupa-

" Boris Doubine, ‘Habitude, incompatibilité, incompatibilité habituelle: Le rapport &
“soi” et aux “autres” dans la Russie d’aujourd’hui’, Transitions 46, 1 (2006): 153.

15 1 . .. . S
Arsenii Roginskii, ‘La mémoire du stalinisme dans la Russie contemporaine’, in Le
retour des héros (see note 2), 253-62.

' Boris Dolgin and Vitalii Leibin, ‘Gordost’ vmesto pravdy. Istoricheskaia i ideolo-
gicheskaia programma vlasti’, available at http://www.polit.ru/culture/2003/11/28/
gordost.html and http://www.vremya.ru/2003/223/4/86037.html (both last visited 30
October 2019).
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tion”.” From then on the major features of Stalinist policy were increas-
ingly described, particularly in the official media, in a manner that justi-
fied them. However, this positive reassessment of Stalin peaked in 2007-8
with the publication of history textbooks under a plan to formulate new
education standards at federal level, comprising teachers’ manuals and
textbooks for 11™-year pupils.'®

The authors - the historian Aleksandr Danilov, member of the Insti-
tute of Russian History of the Russian Academy of Sciences, author of
many previous textbooks, and Aleksandr Filippov, a specialist in political
communication with no training as a historian - explained that these
books had a threefold purpose: describe the government’s policies posi-
tively, arouse national pride (history lessons must teach pupils to “love
their Motherland”) and not “exaggerate” the extent of the purges.” Politi-
cal violence, the Stalin purges, the 1932-3 famine, and the 1937-8 Terror
were presented as unavoidable “distortions” caused by the country’s
“forced modernization”, thanks to which the USSR was able to defeat
Nazi Germany. The conclusion Filippov draws in the teacher’s manual is
a clear one:

“To solve the main problems of economic modernization and moral self-
preservation, the country must rely on the experience of its ancestors, thanks
to whose sacrifice we now have a precious freedom of choice... All of Russia’s

v Dolutskii, Otechestvennaia istoriia (see note 10), vol. 1, 257; vol. 2, 8. See Olga
Zaharova, ‘Uchebnik istorii. Pravitel’stvo v kachestve cenzora?’, Liceiskoe i gimnazicheskoe
obrazovanie, 3 (2004). There were many negative reactions to this sanction in the Russian
media, especially online. See for example www.vremya.ru/2003/223/4/86037.html (last
visited 30 October 2019).

Y AF Filippov, Noveishaia istoriia Rossii, 1945-2006: metodicheskoe posobie (Moscow:
Prosveshchenie, 2007); A. A. Danilov, Istoriia Rossii, 1900-1945, metodicheskoe posobie, 11"
year textbook (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2008); A. A. Danilov and A. V. Filippov, Istoriia
Rossii, 1940-1945, 11‘h-year textbook (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2009); A.A. Danilov, A.1L
Utkin, and A. V. Filippov, Istoriia Rossii, 1945-2008, 11"™-year textbook (Moscow: Pro-
sveshchenie, 2008); A. A. Danilov, Istoriia Rossii, 1945-2008, 11™-year textbook (Moscow:
Prosveshchenie, 2008).

" Aleksandr Filippov and Aleksandr Danilov, ‘Ratsional’nyi podchod’, 17 September
2008, available at http://www.ng.ru/politics/2008-09-17/4 _history.html (last visited 30
October 2019). This was one of the criticisms made of Dolutskii’s textbook. One historian
from the Russian Military History Centre of the Academy of Sciences claimed that the
author of this ‘russophobic’ book was echoing ideas propagated by the CIA to weaken
Russia by exaggerating, for example, the scale of the purges. See Ol’ga Dashovskaia, ‘Igor’
Dolutskii: “Retsenzenty v shtatskom moi uchebnik kritikovali postoianno” ’, 6 December
2003, available at http://ps.1september.ru/article.php?ID =200308604 (last visited 30
October 2019).
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good leaders stand out for their awareness of their country’s special nature: a
harsh climate and vast territories hard to join together. This explains the role
of the state, of great importance in all developed countries, but critically
essential in Russia. As in the past, our country now needs real strength.””

A centralized and authoritarian government, a strong state, whose interest
prevails over that of individuals, and which can at any time require sacri-
fices from its citizens, such are the guarantees for Russia, besieged today as
in the past by enemies within and without, to remain powerful. The
Stalin period is described as a period of sacrifice, but above all of great-
ness, success and glory, while the post-Stalin years are depicted as a period
of slow weakening for the country, due to errors by its political leaders,
ending under Gorbachev in the collapse of the USSR.”

At the same time, opinion polls showed that Stalin’s popularity in
Russian society was rapidly rising. In late 2008, a competition was held,
broadcast by the leading Russian television channel, to choose Russia’s
national hero. After leading for some weeks and being generally forecast
as the winner, Stalin finally only came third, behind Aleksandr Nevskii,
victor over the Swedes in 1240 and the Teutonic Knights in 1242, and Pétr
Stolypin, Tsar Nicholas II’s authoritarian prime minister. Given the
controversy aroused by the competition, the organizers apparently pre-
ferred not to take the risk of naming Stalin national hero for 2008.%

On 19 May the following year, a presidential decree was issued setting
up a commission to combat attempts to “falsify historical facts and events
with the aim of adversely affecting Russia’s interests”.”” Then in August,
an inscription to Stalin in the Kurskaia metro station in Moscow was
restored: “Stalin brought us up to be loyal to the nation, inspired us to
labour and great deeds”, a horrifying expression when one thinks of the
human cost of the “great deeds” of the Soviet period.” In the view of a
large number of Russian historians, sociologists, political scientists, and
journalists, these events and the size of the festivities held on each anniver-
sary of victory on 9 May 1945 were clear evidence of the government’s
desire to define the guidelines for the historical narrative, propose a posi-

20 e S
Filippov, Noveishaia istoriia (see note 18), 485.

21 . .
For more details on those textbooks see Amacher, ‘Les manuels d’histoire’ (see note 2).

*2 About Name of Russia project see http://www.nameofrussia.ru/; Liubov’ Borusiak,
¢ “Imia Rossii”: 100 minut nenavisti’, 13 October 2008, available at http://polit.ru/article/
2008/10/13/nameofrussia (both last visited 30 October 2019).

% See https://polit.ru/article/2009/05/19/komissia/ (last visited 11 July 2020).

2 These words are taken from the 1944 Soviet anthem, removed in the 1977 revision.
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tive vision of Stalin, and emphasize the grandeur of Russian and Soviet
history. Considerable work to great effect was then done by those op-
posed to this creeping rehabilitation of Stalin - a wide range of historians,
intellectuals, teachers, professors, journalists, and the Memorial associa-
tion. In large numbers of publications and public statements, in lectures
and conferences as well as in the media, they prevented that vision from
triumphing.”

Admittedly, the alteration of historical memory in Russia during those
years is still clearly perceptible in history textbooks: the term ‘totalitarian-
ism’, for example, widely used to qualify the Stalinist regime in 1990s
textbooks, became less frequent a decade later. Other examples abound.
However, analysis of history textbooks from the 2000s shows that the
dark sides of the Soviet regime, particularly under Stalin, continued to be
shown.” Consequently, Danilov and Filippov’s history textbooks were
only a minority of the many available in bookshops, used in schools, and
officially approved by the Ministry of Education. Nevertheless, Danilov
and Filippov’s books scandalized a section of the historian community.
When the government appeared to want to impose a positive vision of
Stalinism, the fierce controversy caused in the media by these books
almost gave the impression that the only 20®-century history textbooks
available in Russia were by Danilov and Filippov.

A Smaller Market, But No Single Textbook

As a result of the multiplicity of textbooks, endless controversies about
Soviet history, and increasing politicization of history itself, especially
what should be taught in schools, there began to be talk once more of
having one single textbook as in Soviet times. Finally in 2013, after a
number of official statements, none of which indicated any clear, decisive
government view, after meetings of commissions and working groups, a
Concept for New Standards for Teaching National History (koncepciia
novogo uchebno-merodicheskogo kompleksa po otechestvennoi istorii) was
produced under the auspices of the highly official Russian Historical

 See for example the 100-volume series History of Stalinism (Istoriia stalinizma) pub-
lished by Rosspen.

% See for instance V.P. Ostrovskii, Istoriia Rossii, XX vek, 11"-year textbook (Moscow:
Drofa, 2004); A. A. Levandovskii, Iu. A. Shchetinov, and S. V. Mironenko, Istoriia Rossti,
XX-nachalo XXI veka, 11™-year textbook (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2007).
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Society.” It is 80 pages long,” with an “explanatory note” that defines the
bases for the teaching of Russian history at school and the principles
underlying the Concept, and a long “historical and cultural standard”
(Istoriko-kul’turnyi standart) as a foundation for the narrative in schools.

Among their many recommendations, the authors describe the need to
stress the continuity between all periods of Russian history, to show that
the historical process is based on the shared efforts of many generations of
Russians, and that the history of Russia is an integral part of the global
historical process. As before, school pupils study Russian history chrono-
logically. However, whereas Soviet history used to be covered in the 9"
year, the final year of compulsory schooling in Russia, and the last two
years (10" and 11") of full secondary education were years of revision and
greater detail, now Soviet history is to be covered in the 10" year only,
with 11%-year history lessons being used to prepare for the single state
examination for the secondary leaving certificate (EGE).”

At present in Russia there is, therefore, no single textbook but three
series, each with a number of volumes, considered to be the only text-
books that comply with the Concept. These were first published in 2016
by three publishing houses (Prosveshchenie, Drofa, and Russkoe slovo)
and are regularly reprinted.” But they can hardly be said to differ greatly

" About Russian Historical Society see https://historyrussia.org/ (last visited 30

October 2019).

* Russian Historical Society, Koncepciia novogo uchebno-metodicheskogo kompleksa po
otechestvennoi istorii, available at https://historyrussia.org/images/documents/
konsepsiyafinal.pdf (last visited 30 Ocober 2019). The working group to produce the new
Concept was chaired by Sergei Naryshkin, Director of the Russian Historical Society.
Other members were Russian historians, in particular, Aleksandr Chubarian, former
Director and current Academic Director of the Institute of General History, Russian
Academy of Sciences.

29 o . . .
The Unified State Exam (EGE) was adopted in Russia in 2009. It replaced the various
university competitive entrance examinations.

% 1L. Andreevand LN, F edorov, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen do X VI veka, 6
year textbook (Moscow: Drofa, 2016); I. L. Andreev, I. N. Fedorov, and I. V. Amosova,
Istoriia Rossii: XVI-konets XVII veka, 7"-year textbook (Moscow: Drofa, 2016); I. L. An-
dreev et al., Istoriia Rossii XVII-XVIII veka, 8"-year textbook (Moscow: Drofa, 2016);
L.M. Liashenko, O.V. Volobuev, and E.V. Smirnova, Istoriia Rossii: XIX-nachalo XX veka,
9*.year textbook (Moscow: Drofa, 2016); O.V. Volobuev, S.P. Karpachev, and P.N. Ro-
manov, [storiia Rossii: nachalo XX-nachalo XXI veka, 10%-year textbook (Moscow: Drofa,
2016); E. V. Pchelov and P. V. Lukin, Istoriia Rossii s drevneishikh vremen do nachala XV
veka, 6™-year textbook (Moscow: Russkoe slovo, 2015); eidem, Istoriia Rossii: XVI-XVIII
veka, 7"-year textbook (Moscow: Russkoe slovo, 2015); V.N. Zakharov and E.V. Pchelov,
Istoriia Rossii: X VIII veka, 8"-year textbook (Moscow: Russkoe slovo, 2015); K. A. Solov’ev
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from previous textbooks, since some authors of the old ones worked at
producing the new ones. And despite this single Concept, the three text-
book series vary widely in the way they present Russian and Soviet his-
tory. The Prosveshchenie series has most fully integrated the Concept
requirements, particularly that of making pupils future patriots, proud of
their country’s history: the text boxes entitled ‘Glory and Pride of the
Motherland’ (Chest” i slava Otechestva) are carefully designed to remind
pupils of the many heroes in Russian and Soviet history. This recurring
emphasis on the grandeur of the Motherland is a link between the
Prosveshchenie series and Danilov and Filippov’s textbooks, filled with
ideas of patriotism and sacrifice for the Russian state, which is hardly
surprising since Danilov is one of the writers for this series.

Conversely, the Drofa series, with its critical vision of any form of
despotism, as symbolized by Ivan the Terrible, and the positive portraits
of some opponents of tsarism - particularly the 1825 Decembrists, called
“patriots for their Motherland™' - recalls the ‘liberal’ textbooks of the
1990s and 2000s. These texts also place particular emphasis on social and
economic history.” In the textbook on the 16" and 17" centuries, the
authors describe the harshness of daily life and social inequalities, which
explain popular revolts, the exodus of peasants towards the frontiers of
the Russian state, opposition to tsarism, and the lack of solidarity within
soclety.

This is a far cry from the story told in the Prosveshchenie series, which
tends to paint an idealistic picture of Russian society. In its 16-17"-cen-
tury volume, the authors depict a harmonious peasantry united in a
community of solidarity. When a needy neighbour required help, they
explain to their young readers, the peasants “worked cheerfully, quickly,
joking and singing songs”.” But, for all their differences, none of the three

and A.P. Shevyrev, Istoriia Rossii, 1801-1914, 9‘h-year textbook (Moscow: Russkoe slovo,
2015); V. A. Nikonov and S. V. Deviatov, Istoriia Rossii: 1914-nachalo XXI veka, 2 vols. 10
year textbook (Moscow: Russkoe slovo, 2017); N.M. Arsent’ev et al., Isto-riia Rossii, 6™-year
textbook, 2 vols. (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2016); N.M. Arsent’ev et al., Istoriia Rossii, 7"
year textbook, 2 vols. (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2016); eidem, Istoriia Rossii, 8"-year
textbook, 2 vols. (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2016); N.M. Arsent’ev et al., Istoriia Rossiz, 9
year textbook, 2 vols. (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2016); M.M. Gorinov et al., Istoriia Rossii,
10™-year textbook, 3 vols. (Moscow: Prosveshchenie, 2016).

3! Drofa series, 9%™.year textbook (see note 30), 69.

32 . R . . .
As stated in the introduction to the third volume of the Drofa series, 8*-year text-
book (see note 30), 6.

 Prosveshchenie series, 7*.year textbook (see note 30), vol. 2, 105.
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textbook series justifies the Stalin purges by any higher considerations.
The Prosveshchenie authors for the three Soviet period volumes also
include the historian Oleg Khlevniuk, respected for his major books on
Stalin and Stalinism. And while his participation does help ‘legitimize’ the
patriotic vision of history that comes across strongly in this series, it also
prevents any presentation of a positive vision of Stalinism.

Textbooks published between 1993 and 2015 may still be used in
Russian schools. However, as they will probably not be re-edited, they
will gradually disappear, soon to be relegated to the status of sources, in
the same way as history textbooks of the Soviet period.”* Consequently,
the market for Russian history textbooks has shrunk considerably since
2016, although the idea of returning to a single history textbook, opposed
anyway by some historians and teachers, appears to have been abandoned.
One reason may be that a single textbook would mean financial gain for
a single publisher. And publishing houses are engaged in fierce competi-
tion, because the schoolbook market in Russia is highly lucrative: schools
buy the textbooks they choose from a list published each year by the
Russian Federation Ministry of Education.” The textbooks are then
handed out free to pupils. And public criticism of a given textbook,
whether in history or another subject, for lack of patriotism, say, often
conceals a more self-interested motive: forcing a competitor out of the
market.”

In 2016, when the first new textbooks were published, the historical
narrative ended in 2014. Vladimir Putin’s 18 March 2014 speech after the
annexation of Crimea is inserted at the end of the Prosveshchenie series’
10™.year textbook:

“Crimea is a unique blend of different peoples, cultures, and traditions. This
makes it similar to greater Russia, where not a single ethnic group has disap-
peared or been dissolved over the centuries. Russians, Ukrainians, Crimean
Tatars, and people of other ethnic groups have lived and worked side by side

** In Moscow’s major schoolbook outlet, ‘old” textbooks could still be found in April
2018, but by February 2019 there were far fewer of them and the shelves held virtually
only the three new series.

% The list is available online at https://docs.edu.gov.ru/document/ 1a542c2a47065cf
bd1ae8449adac2e77/ (last visited 30 October 2019).

% Boris Grozovskii,  “Prosveshchenie” ot Rotenberga. Kak “patriotichnye” uchebniki

druga Putina zachvatili rynok obrazovaniia’, The Insider Russia, 11 February 2019, available
at https://theins.ru/opinions/140359 (last visited 30 October 2019).



118 Korine Amacher

on the land of Crimea, keeping their own identity, traditions, languages, and
faith.””

That the textbook should close with the annexation of Crimea, which the
Russian president describes as a sacred place of Russian history, is sym-
bolic. But it also says much about the persistence in political discourse of
the idea of the Empire and the very Soviet idea of ‘friendship among
peoples’.

And this leads us directly to the representation of the Empire in post-
Soviet textbooks. How is the history of the Empire explained to school-
children in Russia? How do history textbooks describe the successive
integrations of non-Russian peoples into the Russian state and the annex-
ation of foreign territory after the Soviet-German Pact? What place does
the school narrative give them? And finally, has there been a perceptible
revamping of the ‘imperial model’ in the school narrative between 1992
and 2019?

II. Imperial Model(s) (1992-2019)
The Russian Empire in Post-Soviet Textbooks (1992-2015)

After the dissolution of the USSR in December 1991, post-Soviet histori-
ography on imperial questions started virtually from scratch. The appear-
ance in 1992 of the Swiss historian Andreas Kappeler’s book Rufsland als
Vielvilkerreich™ (first Russian translation in 1996) was a major event.
Kappeler innovates by turning away from the prevailing view in Russia
and the West of Russia as a national constructi