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PREFACE

This book has grown out of ten years’ study of the Ukraine—half of
them as an undergraduate at Harvard College and a graduate student
at Princeton University. In essence, it constitutes a substantially revised
and updated version of my doctoral dissertation Ukrainian Nationalism
and Soviet Nationality Policy After World War II (1958). Some of the
material goes back to my bachelor’s honors thesis on The Ukrainian
National Movement Since 1920 which was written in 1954.

My objective is to shed light on recent political events and processes
in the Ukraine, a country which for the past two decades has played a
passive but not inconsiderable role in world affairs. When in 1945 the
Ukraine was admitted as one of the charter members of the United Na-
tions, this only served to emphasize in the minds of the public what had
long been known to experts, that in terms of economic potential and
political future she was the second Republic in the Soviet Union.

At the present time, to be sure, the Ukraine is as dependent upon the
dictates of the central government in Moscow as are the fourteen other
Soviet Republics. The Ukraine’s membership in the United Nations
ought not to be construed as an indication that the country is sovereign,
except in the special meaning of Soviet constitutional law. But it is not
difficult to envisage that in the long run a people of forty million will
not remain content with their present subordinate position. The Ukraine
occupies a strategic location in the south of the USSR. Known of old as
the breadbasket of Europe, she has now reached or even surpassed West
European standards in the spread of higher education and the produc-
tion of the basic industrial commodities: coal, iron, and steel.

Since Stalin’s death in 1953, the Ukrainian people have shown a politi-
cal assertiveness unequalled except during the relatively liberal 1920’s.
A French diplomatic maxim—which ought to serve as a.motto for politi-
cal science as well—stresses that prévoir est prévenir (to foresee is to
forearm). It explains in part why I have undertaken this study. It is my
belief that the role of the Ukraine in East European and world affairs
is bound to grow with time, and that it is none too early to analyze the
politics of that country in her present severely restricted state.

The reader may also want to know the basic values with which I have
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approached the subject. I am convinced that in the long view the Ukraine
would benefit from a loosening of her bonds with Russia and a closer
association with other countries of Europe. But I am not sanguine about
the prospects for such a realignment in the near future. In any case the
decisions will be made by the Ukrainian people themselves, and their
friends abroad can help only by clarifying the issues.

Many persons and institutions have helped me in the task of writing
this book. It will be my pleasant duty to express my gratitude in a sepa-
rate section. To conclude the preface, the reader’s attention is invited
to some technical matters.

The bibliographical references furnished in the main text and the
notes are sufficiently complete to identify the sources without ambiguity,
but they are not exhaustive. Thus, most of the titles of articles in Russian
and Ukrainian have not been transliterated, but directly translated into
English. To alert the reader that those are not the original titles, they
have been put in brackets in the case of journal articles. Nor have the
publishers been indicated in Soviet materials, only the place and the
year of publication. The missing information will be found in the bibli-
ography at the end. Furthermore, it will be noticed that lengthy notes
‘on particular topics have all been put into the appendix. Finally, a few
words on the transliteration of Russian and Ukrainian words.

There is no standard system of transliteration which would please the
professional linguist and the nonspecialist alike. The author’s aim has
been to give the latter a reasonably accurate rendition of the original,
while shying away from diacritical marks and other subtleties which
linguists may regard as necessary for their own purposes. In this book
there has been used a simplified version of the system employed in the
Slavonic Division of the New York Public Library as well as by the former
Research Program on the USSR. (It is outlined in Jurij Lawrynenko’s
bibliography of Ukrainian Communism and Soviet Russian Policy toward
the Ukraine [New York: Research Program on the USSR, 1953], pp.
417-18.) The main characteristic of our version is that, unlike the Library
of Congress system, it uses the English “y” instead of the “i” to render
both the Russian and Ukrainian “short i” (if). The English “y” has also
been used to transliterate the Russian “bI” and the Ukrainian “u.”
Whenever a “short i” in the two languages (i) immediately follows an
“pI” or an “u,” the awkward combination of “yy” has been contracted to
a single “y.” The Ukrainian “i diphthong” (i), which has no equivalent in
Russian, has been rendered in English as “yi,” as in Ukrayina (Ukraine).
The same word transliterated from Russian would be Ukraina.

Wilmington, Delaware YAROSLAV BILINSKY

May, 1964
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Chapter 1

SOVIET POLICY TOWARD THE UKRAINE
AFTER WORLD WAR II: AN HISTORICAL
SURVEY

When World War II ended in the spring of 1945, millions of Ukrain-
ian citizens had been killed and millions either evacuated or deported;
the cities and towns lay in rubble; the countryside had been emptied of
all but women, old men, and children; the economy had been desolated
and ravaged. Paradoxically, for all the horrendous impact of the war,
Ukrainian nationalism—that complex amalgam of a people’s aspirations
which, in due course, crystallizes into a desire for national independ-
ence '—was stronger in 1945 than it had been at the end of a similar
catastrophe in 1917-18, possibly stronger than it had been ever before
in modern Ukrainian history. For the first time since the Middle Ages
were the different branches of the Ukrainian people reunited in one
state. In Eastern Ukraine, a modern economy had been created, many
people had obtained a modern education and become nationally con-
scious partly owing to, and partly in spite of, Soviet policy. In smaller
Western Ukraine, the political and socio-economic struggle with the
powers that held the territory between the wars—chiefly Poland—had
brought Ukrainian nationalism to the boiling point. It was in those
areas that the Ukrainian Insurgent Army offered resistance to the vic-
torious Soviet troops in a desperate guerrilla warfare that was not ended
until some five years after the fall of Berlin. The Soviet government
that had always paid lip service to the idea of Ukrainian sovereignty
within the confines of the USSR, in 1944—45, sponsored the admission
of the Soviet Ukrainian Republic—the second Republic of the Soviet
Union—to the newly organized United Nations, though the Ukraine had
been previously kept out of the League of Nations. The Ukraine still
remained a part of the Soviet Union, to be sure; but ravaged and de-
populated as she was, her weight in Soviet politics had increased and,
albeit under Moscow’s strict supervision, she made her first exploratory
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steps in the world of the dictators, the democracies, and the atom bomb.

This work seeks to unravel that supreme paradox of a nation rising
from the ashes of one of the bloodiest wars in the history of mankind—
a nation still dependent, but no longer unknown. Relying on its appara-
tus of control, the Soviet government has attempted to portray the
Ukrainian people as desirous of nothing but union with its elder Rus-
sian brother. It has almost succeeded in suppressing all overt manifesta-
tions to the contrary. Unlike a historian of the struggle for independence
in 1917—20 or the German occupation of 1941-44, this writer cannot
evaluate the actions of Ukrainians at comparative liberty. On the con-
trary, he is dealing with a people whose freedom of action 1is severely
limited by a totalitarian state. This calls for a broad, perhaps a seem-
ingly unfocussed, analysis of the different aspects which are important
in the growth of a modern nation: its demographic and socio-economic
base (Chapter II), the problems linked with the integration of new ter-
ritories (the integration of Western Ukraine in Chapters III-IV), the
Ukrainian cultural heritage as manipulated by the regime in power
(Chapters V, VI, VII), the question of the rising elite (Chapter VIII),
and the possible impact of the admission to the United Nations (Chap-
ter IX). To give the work a measure of cohesion, to help the reader find
his path in this array of topical analyses, the first chapter presents a
chronological survey of Soviet policy toward Ukrainian nationalism,
mainly after World War II; the last chapter presents interview findings
on the depth of national feeling among Soviet Ukrainians.

Many of our conclusions about the strength of Ukrainian national
feeling will of necessity be tentative, grounded as they are on inferences
from the effectiveness of Soviet policy in the Ukraine and from inter-
views with a small sample of former Soviet citizens. In a sense, the
entire book, resting to a large degree on such indirect evidence, is not
so much a definite conclusion as a tentative prediction. Only future
historians will be able to substantiate whether the rise of the Ukrainian
people after World War II is the irreversible growth of a nation or the
last desperate struggle of a group of men who are being ground under
the wheels of time. The author is not a chronicler of the past, but one
who wants to understand the politics of the present and hopes to aid
to foresee that of the future. In this chapter he has tried, for the sake
of readers who are not familiar with modern Ukrainian history, to give
not only an account of postwar Soviet policy in the Ukraine but also
some of its background.

In the aftermath of the February Revolution of 1917 and the break-up
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in October, 1918, the Ukrainians tried
to set up an independent state. It is common knowledge that they failed
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and that the Ukrainian-inhabited territories were partitioned among
the stronger neighbors: Soviet Russia reconquered the lion’s share of the
Tsarist patrimony, Poland retained Eastern Galicia and annexed the
province of Volhynia, Czechoslovakia incorporated the Transcarpathian
Ukraine, and Rumania—Northern Bukovina and Bessarabia. While this
is not the place even to sketch what occurred in those years,? it might
nevertheless be useful to consider what appear to be the most important
reasons for the failure to achieve independence.

Analyzing the struggle for independent Ukrainian statehood in
1917—20, one cannot divest oneself of the impression that the whole
attempt was premature, at least so far as the Eastern Ukraine is con-
cerned. In other words, a case might be made for the proposition that
no matter how hard, Ukrainian nationalists 2 may have tried, their efforts
were doomed from the beginning. In the first place, the overwhelming
majority of the Eastern Ukrainian peasantry, while being conscious of
their ethnical distinctness from the Russians and while having an eco-
nomic stake in Ukrainian autonomy (see below), did not join the na-
tionalist armies in sufficiently large numbers to ensure their victory.
They were preoccupied with obtaining land and hoped that whatever
regime came to power it would help them divide the large estates in
accordance with their liking. Secondly, the cities and towns in the
Ukraine that for decades had been the bastions of Russian influence did
not turn Ukrainian overnight: the Ukrainian nationalist intelligentsia
who were not too numerous in any event, were greatly handicapped by
not commanding the allegiance of, for example, the majority of the
residents of the Ukrainian capital—Kiev. Third, extensive as the contacts
with the national movement in Galicia had become in the first two
decades of the twentieth century, the differences in the outlook of the
Ukrainian leaders on both sides of the frontier persisted and were bound
to erupt into serious policy conflicts at some critical stage of the war
for independence.

If one carefully reads the pre-Revolutionary writings of one of the
foremost Ukrainian leaders, Symon Petlyura, one is struck by the deep
sense of responsibility that prevailed among the most influential
Ukrainian nationalists. Petlyura was fully aware of the weaknesses of
the movement and in late 1914, for example, advocated for his people
no more than political autonomy.* The decision to declare Ukrainian
independence de facto on November 20, 1917 (New Style), and quite
openly on January 22, 1918, seems to have been taken not so much in
response to the youthful exuberance of the rapidly developing national
movement, but on the sober consideration that in the political vacuum
following the collapse of the Provisional Government, the representative
organs in the Ukraine—the Central Rada (Council) and its General Sec-
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retariat—simply had to provide for civil order in the territory which
they effectively or nominally controlled. The peculiar goals of the Bol-
shevik government soon made any cooperation between Kiev and Petro-
grad impossible, and so long as the Bolsheviks remained in power, any
plans of collaborating with a democratic Russian movement had to be
shelved in favor of complete independence, however risky that latter
course might have appeared to all but a group of nationalist firebrands.

The Ukrainian leaders also committed several mistakes which did not
improve the situation in the least. Unlike Lenin, who knew how to ride
the tides of popular passions whenever this suited his ulterior purposes,
Ukrainian nationalists did not dare to endorse the peasants’ taking over
the land until the Bolsheviks had stolen their thunder. Lacking muni-
tions and drugs, they would rely on the aid of Allies, which, on the
whole, was not forthcoming because the Western Powers remained com-
mitted to the notion of a one and indivisible “Russia.” Ukrainian in-
ability—but not unwillingness, as has sometimes been alleged—to curb
anti-Jewish pogroms 5 greatly contributed to ill-feeling abroad and was
probably an important factor in the decision of the Allies to support
the conservative Russian general Denikin rather than the socially pro-
gressive, but unknown Ukrainian leader Petlyura. While it is difficult
to say how much Allied matériel would have helped Petlyura, it seems
clear in retrospect that a worse choice than that of Denikin could hardly
have been made.*

While in 1917-20 the hurdles on the road to Ukrainian independence
were high, if not altogether insurmountable, one ought not to assume
that the movement in that direction was nothing but a rash venture of
a few intellectuals, supported by a few thousands of romantic youth. In
terms of integrated popular backing the Galicians were furthest ad-
vanced on the road to statehood, but there were too few of them to fight
off the well-armed Poles who claimed Eastern Galicia as a historically
Polish territory.” Nor was the movement in the Dnieper Ukraine with-
out popular roots though they proved weaker than those in Galicia.
Students as critical of the Ukrainian national movement as E. H. Carr
and Richard Pipes have indicated occasions on which the great potential
strength of the movement was clearly revealed. As Pipes points out, the
Ukrainian peasantry were not interested in sharing their land with the
landless Russian peasants from the North—which would have been the
likely outcome of an all-Russian land reform—and in the spring of 1917
it was they who pressed the Central Rada to demand greater self-rule
for the Ukraine.® Furthermore, in the election to the Constituent As-
sembly on November 25, 1917, the Ukrainian peasants gave an over-
whelming proportion of their vote to Ukrainian rather than to the
corresponding all-Russian parties.? Carr draws attention to the fact,
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which Pipes substantiates at length, that when the unpopular Hetman
Skoropadsky fell from power in November, 1918, it was the Ukrainian
nationalist Directory rather than the Bolsheviks who assumed authority
in Kiev, at least for the time being.l® Finally, to a limited but none the
less significant extent, the Ukrainian leaders were able to enlist the
support of certain sections of the non-Ukrainian minorities 1'—a political
necessity in a country in which the cities were dominated by minorities.

On balance it would appear that the protracted struggle in 1917—20,
however obscure in goals and means, if one views it with the critical
eye of an historian,'> and howeyer unsuccessful in terms of Realpolitik,
did nevertheless leave a great imprint upon the thinking of its partici-
pants, their kin, and a good many uncommitted observers. In the opinion
of many Ukrainians it became a valiant attempt to re-establish Ukrain-
ian statehood. If we insist that nationalism involves the existence of or
definite aspirations toward political independence, we must admit that
while the events of the “Ukrainian revolution” exposed the weaknesses
of Ukrainian nationalism, they also served to reinforce it for years
to come.

The events after 1920 in the Polish occupied parts of the Ukraine I
shall sketch in a later chapter when I come to discuss the problems of
integrating the Western Ukraine into the Ukrainian SSR. It may suffice
here to point out that the greatest mistake which the Polish government
made in regard to its “Eastern borderlands” was virtually to ignore the
tremendous impact that the struggle for independence was bound to
have upon a minority that was politically, economically, and culturally
as well organized as the Galician Ukrainians. The Ukrainian movement
grew in strength despite Polish persecution, which became increasingly
ruthless by the outbreak of World War II, but was still a far cry from
the vastly more effective terror of the Soviets. The repressions frustrated
repeated efforts on the part of moderate Ukrainian elements to come to
a mutual understanding with Polish authorities. They only played into
the hands of nationalist extremists who with the encouragement from
circles in Nazi Germany, but not without ample provocation by the
Poles, engaged in terroristic activities on a considerable scale. By 1939
the extremists had probably captured the allegiance of the majority of
the Ukrainian youth in Galicia.

In the aftermath of the Munich Conference of September, 1938, the
Ukrainian inhabited Subcarpathian province of Czechoslovakia came
briefly to the fore and achieved something of an international promi-
nence as a possible nucleus for a German sponsored “Greater Ukraine.”
Members of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, that according
to a competent German source had “excellent connections” with the
German Abwehr (counter-intelligence) under Admiral Canaris,*? helped
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local Ukrainian patriots to organize their political life. At once, Poland
became alarmed lest her Ukrainian subjects should demand greater free-
dom (which they did); and at the Eighteenth Party Congress Stalin re-
ferred half-jokingly to the “hullabaloo raised by the British, French and
American press over the Soviet Ukraine” and to the “few lunatics in
Germany” who wanted to attach the Soviet Ukraine to the Carpatho
Ukraine, the “elephant” to the “gnat.” ** For reasons on which it is
idle to dwell in this context, on March 12, 1939, Hitler withdrew his
protection from the Carpatho Ukraine, and within a few days it was
occupied by Hungarian troops, that overwhelmed the armed resistance
of the Ukrainians.

How did the Ukrainian national movement fare under Soviet occu-
pation? First of all, it should be pointed out that Communist leaders—
Lenin in particular—were surprised at the strength of this movement.*®
They recognized it by creating an allegedly sovereign Ukrainian Soviet
republic roughly within the boundaries claimed by the nationalist gov-
ernments of 19r7-20. The attempts on the part of native Communists
to detach from the Ukraine several important provinces in which the
Russian minority was particularly strong (an independent Donets-Krivoy
Rog area, the Ruhr basin on the Ukraine, and the Odessa, Crimea, and
Don Soviet Republics) were endorsed by Lenin and Stalin in December,
1917, but all these projects had to be quietly shelved within two
months. Except for Crimea, which was incorporated into the Ukrainian
SSR as late as 1954, all these republics were persuaded (respectively
ordered) to join the latter in 1918, thus making the Ukraine a viable
administrative and, potentially, a viable political unit. Apart from the
continuing recognition of Ukrainian “sovereignty,” i.e., apart from rec-
ognizing the Ukrainians as a distinct group with political traditions,
as a nation rather than an ethnographic mass, and apart from the per-
sistent goal to enforce or respectively to win their allegiance to the objec-
tives of the regime, Soviet policy towards the Ukraine has followed the
two distinct phases of general domestic policy.

During the period of the New Economic Policy (N.E.P.) the Soviet
government embarked on what is known as the policy of korenizatsiya
(taking roots). It consisted essentially in permitting or encouraging the
development of non-Russian languages and cultures—within certain
limits, of course—and also in compelling local administrators to learn
and to use the native languages. Lenin’s and Stalin’s motives in pursu-
ing this policy seem to have been the following: A regime like the Soviet
that was committed to forcibly reconstructing the existing order rather
than to administering it in the manner of the Tsars, had to penetrate
more deeply into its multinational fabric than ever before, especially if,
in addition, it hoped to provide a model for the impending revolution
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of all the peoples of the world. Moreover, so long as important sections
of the Ukraine remained incorporated into the neighboring countries
in the West, the Soviet Union could use its policy toward the Eastern
Ukrainians as a means of increasing tension in Eastern Europe, by
attracting Ukrainian irredenta in Poland, Rumania, and Czechoslovakia.
The Fifth World Congress of the Comintern, for example, which was
held in 1924, passed a resolution declaring that:

The Congress . . . considers it necessary for the Communist Parties of Poland,
Czechoslovakia and Rumania to launch the general slogan of separation of
Ukrainian lands from Poland, Czéchoslovakia and Rumania and their union
with the Soviet Ukraine and through it with the USSR.17

Third, many of the Russian and Russified bureaucrats were likely to be
adherents of the ancien régime, whereas the emerging natsionaly (‘‘na-
tionals,” that is, non-Russians) might be expected to support the new
order.’® Fourth, it was politic to placate the national feelings of the
minorities during a period when the regime was consolidating its power.
Consolidation was, moreover, seriously hampered by the activities of
Ukrainian nationalist guerrillas, who were not eliminated until about
1923—a difficulty freely admitted by recent Soviet Ukrainian historians.!?
Finally, the possibility that Lenin’s and Stalin’s governments were en-
gaged in a large scale political provocation should not be excluded:
Many leaders who gained prominence during the period of korenizatsiya
were liquidated in the 1930’s.2° The disadvantage of such a policy from
the government’s point of view was that, lacking substantial cadres in
the national republics, it was forced to rely on former supporters of the
nationalist governments to help it take root. There is evidence that
Ukrainian nationalist thinking, which was sometimes couched in Marx-
ist arguments, greatly influenced the pronouncements and actions of
leading Ukrainian communist administrators and intellectuals.?
During the period of the Five Year Plans, the liberal policy in regard
to the nationalities was reversed as was the relatively tolerant attitude
toward independent peasants and many others. The collectivization
“liquidated the kulaks as a class”—a severe blow to the Ukrainian na-
tional movement which in 1917-1920 had apparently relied for its sup-
port on independent and relatively prosperous landholders. The attend-
ant famine cost so many Ukrainian lives that in the minds of some
nationalists who had lived through it, the collectivization in the Ukraine
has come to be regarded as an insidious plot of the Russian-dominated
regime to break the backbone of the Ukrainian nation. While this seems
to be a rather ethnocentric viewpoint not grounded in fact, but still
rather important for the development of national consciousness, it is
true that in the process of totalitarian Gleichschaltung which culminated
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in the Great Purge of 1936—38, Ukrainian and other “local nationalisms”
were simultaneously being persecuted, while at the same time some of
the props of the former Tsarist regime such as Russian cultural and
political hegemony were being restored. In any case, the available studies
indicate that in the 19go0’s, on one pretext or another, the regime de-
stroyed in a rather systematic fashion the leading cadres of Ukrainian
political and cultural life. At the same time, the results of the koreniza-
tsiya were partly undone by reintroducing Russian on a large scale into
offices, schools, and universities.??

It was during this stage of ““total regimentation” 23 that German armies
attacked the Soviet Union. In the period between September, 1939, and
June, 1941, however, Stalin expanded the boundaries of the Soviet state
to include among other things all the Ukrainian-inhabited territories in
the West and South West, with the exception of the former Subcar-
pathian Republic that had caused such a great international excitement

in 1938-39.

The German attack in the dawn of June 22, 1941, found the Soviet
Union badly prepared for the strain of total warfare. It was not only
arms that were lacking; the morale of Soviet citizens had suffered in the
mad drive for collectivization and in the widespread purges of 1934—38.
In the Ukraine the social transformations of the 19go’s had been associ-
ated with a campaign against Ukrainian nationalism which claimed
many additional victims. The harvest of those years was reaped in
Soviet military defeats in 194142, and it would not be too far from the
truth to assert that only the unwitting cooperation between Stalin and
Hitler—the maniacally brutal regime that Nazi satraps imposed in the
occupied territories and the pedantically precise extermination policy
that was applied to Soviet prisoners of war and forced laborers—enabled
the Soviet Union to survive World War II.24

That the War put the governmental structure of the country to a
severe test has been admitted by none other than Stalin himself. In a
rare moment of candor he told a gathering of Red Army officers in the
Kremlin, May 24, 1945:

Our government made quite a few mistakes; in 1941—42 there were moments
when we faced a desperate situation: our army was in retreat, abandoning
our native villages and towns of the Ukraine, Belorussia, Moldavia, the Lenin-
grad province, the Baltic sea coast, the Karelo-Finnish Republic. It abandoned
them because there was no other way out. Another people might have told
the Government: You have not fulfilled our expectations, get out—we shall
set up another government which will conclude peace with Germany and en-
sure our peace.?’
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The rolling back of Soviet authority by German arms also presented
Ukrainian nationalists with a unique opportunity to prove their worth.
After analyzing in detail the response of Eastern Ukrainians to the
efforts of the predominantly Galician Organization of Ukrainian Na-
tionalists (OUN) to organize Ukrainian cultural and political life under
the German occupation (1941-44), John A. Armstrong has come to the
conclusion that:

Ukrainian nationalism was the only dynamic anti-Communist movement which
was able to carry on extensive propaganda in the East Ukraine under German
occupation. It possessed a body of devoted followers to serve as its organizers;
it was capable of arousing enthusiasm and exacting sacrifices. Lack of experi-
ence and judgment cost its adherents dearly. The movement proved, however,
to be flexible enough'to adapt its program to the demands for social measures
which the Soviet experience had instilled in the East Ukrainian population.
It attracted a large proportion of the intellectuals and technicians who com-
prised the only group capable of reorganizing life after the Soviet evacuation,
but it was unable to penetrate the mass of the population to any great extent.
The galuvgnizing force was present; the cadres which might have transmitted
it were half-formed; but the essential mass remained uncommitted.2®

Such a case study as this is the most reliable means for testing the
strength of Ukrainian nationalism because it deals as a rule with overt
manifestations of it and not with assumptions, hypotheses and pro-
jections. But like every other case study it analyzes events that occurred
under certain irrepeatable historical conditions. It might even be argued
that the existing historical circumstances led to an underestimate of the
strength of the Ukrainian movement: from late 1941 on, German occu-
pation authorities showed themselves increasingly hostile to Ukrainian
nationalism and, the outcome of the war still being undecided, it took
unusual courage if not plain recklessness on the part of the Eastern
Ukrainian population to support openly the Ukrainian cause. If they
did so, they ran the double risk of being liquidated either by the Gestapo
or the possibly returning NKVD (Soviet secret police), whereas to remain
uncommitted, at least for the time being, seemed the wisest course to take.

However restricted the extent of Ukrainian disaffection may have
been, it sufficed to provoke Stalin’s wrath. In the “secret speech” at the
Twentieth Party Congress, his successor Khrushchev enumerated some
of the Soviet nationalities that had been deported during the war for
disloyalty to the regime. He said that Stalin would have equally dealt
with the Ukrainians except that he did not know how and where to
deport a people of forty million.?

During the war, Stalin employed all possible means to restore the
morale of his unwilling subjects. Religious sentiment was appealed to
by official recognition of the Russian Orthodox Church. The Party was
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ordered to expand its ranks and to enroll “better elements” from the
people, especially distinguished combat soldiers. Above all, Stalin ap-
pealed to the patriotic sentiment of the population by invoking the
heroic figures of Alexander Nevsky, Dmitry Donskoy, Kuz'ma Minin,
Dmitry Pozharsky, Alexander Suvorov, and Michael Kutuzov, adding
the victorious banner of Lenin for good measure.*s

Not a single non-Russian appeared in this galaxy of names. Before
long, Stalin realized, however, that concessions to the feelings of this
group would have to be made, too. November 26, 1941, a number of
Ukrainian intellectuals who had been evacuated to Saratov issued a
fighting appeal to their compatriots in which among other things they
cited “certain heroes from Ukrainian history who had resisted foreign
domination.” 2° In 1943 a high military decoration was established for
Ukrainians—the Order of Bohdan Khmelnytsky—and toward the end of
that year Soviet armies were renamed according to the republics in
which they were operating: The Southern Fronts came thus to be called
“Ukrainian Fronts,” central armies were renamed the ‘*Belorussian
Fronts,” the northern, the “Baltic Fronts.” Military units whose soldiers
had been recruited primarily from one nationality were employed to a
small extent: The constitutional amendment of February 1, 1944, which
allowed the Union Republics to set up supplementary Defense Minis-
tries of their own, was believed to be a step further in the creation of
national units.?® At the same time, all Republics were given the formal
right but not the opportunity of entering into direct relations with
foreign powers. At first, only the Ukraine and Belorussia received per-
mission to organize supplementary Foreign Ministries, to enter the
United Nations, and to play host to UNRRA relief missions accredited
at their Republican capitals. It appears that the law of 1944 was to
serve, among other things, as a “concession” to the national feelings in
the non-Russian Republics.3!

All the Government measures, together with the overpowering elation
that was born out of the struggle for life or death with a technically
well equipped enemy, led to the widespread belief that after the war
“things would be different.” Moreover, the occupation of Germany
brought Soviet soldiers in direct contact with the supposedly decaying
West, and what they saw reinforced their yearning for a change. A
former Soviet pilot, who later defected to the West, described his feelings
in 1945 like this:

The entire atmosphere was charged with the expectation of something new,

something magnificent and glorious. None of us doubted the brightness of the
future.32
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The wartime policies have been commented upon at some length
because they form a necessary background for the period after 194s.
After the reoccupation of the Ukraine the Soviet government was con-
fronted with many specific tasks. Foremost among them was the recon-
struction of the badly damaged economy, but political questions had
to be solved, too. The nationalist insurgent movement in Western
Ukraine was the gravest of them: Several appeals to surrender were
issued starting with February, 1944; and on September 27, 1944, the
Central Committee of the All-Union Party issued a resolution directed
against the “Deficiencies in Political [Party] Work among the Popula-
tion of the Western Provinces of the Ukrainian SSR.” 33 For several
years the struggle against the Ukrainian underground and the total
integration of Western Ukraine occupied much of the attention of the
Communist Party of the Ukraine. A special facet of the integration proc-
ess was Soviet policy toward the Uniate Church.34

While considering these specific policies, we must not, however, lose
sight of the general trend. Already in the middle of the war the Party
started to reassert its authority against “ideologically incorrect attitudes”
both among the Russian and the non-Russian peoples. In January, 1944,
the Central Committee reprimanded the Soviet humorist Zoshchenko
for publishing amidst the clash of arms what they considered to be a less
than heroic piece, the rather intimately autobiographical novel ‘“Before
Sunrise.” The leitmotiv of the critique was the writer’s ignoring the tasks
of the present, an escapism into the past of Russia when, once and for
all, the past had been “overcome” by victorious Communism.33

While the criticism of Zoshchenko could still be interpreted as a
narrow-minded, but not unjustified indignation at signs of escapism, a
decree passed sometime in September, 1944, clearly indicated the Gov-
ernment’s intention to tighten its hold over the non-Russian nationali-
ties. According to the authoritative Party journal Bol’shevik, “the reso-
lution of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party
‘About the Present Conditions and Ways of Improving Mass Political
and Ideological Work in the Tatar Party Organization’ [had] a tre-
mendous significance for the raising of ideological political work not
only of the Tatar but also of other Party organizations.” The Tatar
Provincial Committee of the All-Union Party was reprimanded for
“badly directing the work of historians, writers, and artistic workers.
Hence,—continues the commentary in Bol’shevik—[arose] serious defici-
encies and mistakes of a nationalist nature in the interpretation of
Tatar history.” Some Tatar historians and writers had indulged in “an
anti-scientific idealization of the role of the Golden Horde”; had re-
garded the Tatar military leader Ideghey as a progressive though he
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had destroyed many a Russian village; and had not dwelt sufficiently
on the cooperation of Tatars with the Russians, and the socialist trans-
formations in their country.s®

In interpreting this resolution it should be kept in mind that at the
same time Russians were encouraged to venerate Dmitry Donskoy who
had achieved his laurels precisely in fighting the Tatars. In other words,
as in the 1930’s when Pokrovsky’s historical school was rejected, the
notion of the friendship of Soviet peoples came to be regarded as a cover
for the predominance of the Russians.

This predominance was openly acknowledged in Stalin’s well-known
toast to the health of the Russian people of May 24, 1945, in which the
Russians were hailed as “the most outstanding nation, . . . the leading
force in the Soviet Union,” and commended for their *“clear minds, firm
character, and patience.” 37 Soviet nationality policy from 1944 until
Stalin’s death can be described as a continued and outspoken effort to
impress the notion of Russian predominance upon the minds of the
non-Russian peoples of the Soviet Union: It is very characteristic, for
example, that virtually every year, from 1946 to 1953, on May 24, the
central Ukrainian language newspaper in Kiev would remind its readers
of Stalin’s toast to the virtues of the Russian people. As a rule there
would be an appropriate editorial and several featured articles, some-
times as much as one half of the paper would be devoted to the “friend-
ship of Soviet peoples.” 28 In the following paragraphs I should like to
sketch in a few landmarks of Stalin’s policy and to point out a few of
its motivations; then I shall indicate the changes after Stalin’s death.

The signal for the tightening of all totalitarian screws was given in
Stalin’s election speech of February g, 1946,%® but it was only in Zhda-
nov’'s address of August 14, 1946, that its implications for Soviet arts
and letters and ultimately for cultural life as such, were spelled out
in detail.#® The Soviet leaders appeared insecure in the face of the bot-
tled-up aspirations of their own peoples, and baffled as to the course
that the West would take at this point: Hence Stalin blatantly asserted
the supremacy of the Party by crediting it rather than the armed forces
with victory in the war, hence Zhdanov unfurled the ugly banners of
ideological vigilance and xenophobia, hence the collective farmers were
robbed of any land which they might have acquired during the war for
their private use.** The only lid that was kept open deliberately as a
kind of safety valve was official tolerance of a particularly strident brand
of Russian nationalism. Nay, to be more precise, Russian nationalism
was deliberately cultivated as an antidote to disillusionment with the
regime and admiration for the West.

In the Ukraine this was manifested in numerous lectures on the superi-
ority of all things Russian, and in several Party resolutions against
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“bourgeois-nationalist’”’ distortions in scholarship, letters, and arts, which
entailed a rewriting of textbooks and the purging of libraries.#> To ob-
tain the flavor of the propaganda campaign, a summary of an article
by L. Klyuchnyk, Secretary of the Zaporozhe Provincial Committee of
the Communist Party of Ukraine is particularly useful. (It appeared in
Radyans’ka Ukrayina of November 25, 1945, p. 2.)

Under the title of “Educating the Love of the Fatherland,” he boasts
that only in his province go lectures were given on subjects such as
“The Heroic Past of the Russian People,” “The Russian People—The
Leading Force of the USSR,” ‘The Friendship of the Peoples of the
USSR.” Zaporozhe lecturers gave about soo talks devoted to Russian
composers, and propagandists published many articles on great Russian
poets and critics.

A series of lectures was also devoted to exposing the “Cain’s Face of
Ukrainian Nationalists.” “During the last months in the factories and
on the construction sites of Zaporozhstal 13 lectures were given on the
subject ‘Ukrainian-German Nationalists Are Heinous Enemies of the
Ukrainian People.”” The orders for launching this campaign are dis-
closed in the phrase “[Stalin’s toast of May, 1945] brought forth a par-
ticular interest for Russian culture.”

How far the Soviet government went in ferreting out Ukrainian “na-
tionalism” may be gauged from the following two examples. A Ukrain-
ian literary historian, Professor Doroshkevych, was attacked by one S.
Kovalev in Kul'tura i zhizn’, the organ of the Propaganda Section of
the Central Committee of the All-Union Party, for comparing the his-
torical novel Chorna Rada (Black Council) by the nineteenth century
Ukrainian writer P. Kulish to Tolstoy’s War and Peace and finding
the Ukrainian novel superior.#®* The Ukrainian woman writer Varvara
Cherednychenko provoked the ire of the official critics because in her
wartime diary published under the title “I, the Lucky Valentina,” in-
stead of dwelling on the Soviet present she had drawn many fond paral-
lels to the Ukrainian Cossack past. One of her critics objected to the
following:

There you will find the Balyky—an ancient burgher stock from Kiev, made
famous more than g5o0 years ago by the village elder Yats'’ko [Jimmy] Balyka,
and Demyan Hnatovych Mnohohrishny who had been the Cossack Hetman of
the Left Bank Ukraine from 1668 to 1672, . . . and the wounded Soviet soldier
Jacob who having a fever of 41 degrees centigrade keeps telling anecdotes about
the Cossacks, who used to make jokes while they were being impaled.44

At the same time the Communist Party of the Ukraine under Khru-
shchev had its hands full with economic reconstruction. In the summer
of 1946 it was criticized by the Central Committee in Moscow for mis-
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takes which it had committed in the placement of leading cadres, espe-
cially in the Western provinces.*> In the fall and winter of 1946-1947
a minor famine broke out in many agricultural regions of the USSR, in-
cluding the Ukraine, due apparently to the ruthless procurement drive
on the part of the regime.*® In March, 1947, Khrushchev was suddenly
relieved of his First Secretaryship in the Ukraine and replaced by
Kaganovich. But before long, in December, 1947, Kaganovich went back
to Moscow and Khrushchev resumed his old post.#? In January 1948 the
thirtieth anniversary of the Ukrainian SSR was celebrated, and Molotov,
who attended the jubilee session of the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet, trans-
mitted Stalin’s compliments to the Ukrainian people in general and the
Communist Party of Ukraine in particular.4® If this was an expression of
Stalin’s confidence in Khrushchev’s leadership, more was to follow. After
the shake-up in party ranks following Zhdanov's death, in December,
1949, Khrushchev was promoted to the First Secretaryship of the Moscow
Province Committee, a post that he had previously held in the middle
1930’s and one that would help him to assume the leadership of the
entire Party after Stalin’s death. Khrushchev’s successor in the Ukraine
became Leonid G. Melnikov. On the whole, things appeared to have
quieted down: By 1950 the Ukrainian economy had been reconstructed
to a significant extent and the danger from Ukrainian nationalism had
receded, too, except in the Western provinces, where the last major ex-
termination drive against the nationalist underground was begun in the
winter of 1949—-50.4°

But the peace was deceptive. On September 21, 1948, Ilya Ehrenburg
published in Pravda an article denouncing Zionism, the State of Israel,
and any common bond uniting the Jews in the world.?® In February,
1949, this was followed by an attack that was ostensibly directed against
“a group of anti-patriotic theater critics.” But the fact that most of
them had Jewish names raised the suspicion that it was Jews as such
who were the real subjects of attack.’ An increase in international ten-
sion in 1949-50 must have persuaded Stalin that a new tightening of the
ideological reins was in order, and, as usual, the non-Russian nationali-
ties had to bear a goodly part of the restrictions.

In May, 1950, the appropriate Committee “recommended” to the USSR
Council of Ministers to revoke a Stalin Prize that had been awarded
for the previous year to a scholarly book on philosophical thought in
nineteenth century Azerbaydzhan. Its author, Geydar Guseynov, had
distorted history in failing to mention that Shamil, the famous leader
of the North Caucasian mountaineers’ uprising against Russian rule,
was in reality an agent of English capitalism and the Turkish Sultan.
Until 1950, he had been regarded by Soviet historiography as a progres-
sive fighter for his people’s independence; now he became a reactionary
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nationalist.5? In April of 1951, the Russian playwright K. Finn was at-
tacked for his uncomplimentary presentation of Party officials: his play
Honesty was ordered to be taken off the stage.’® But it was on July 2,
1951, that Pravda fired the broadside in the ideological battle with the
article “Against Ideological Distortions in Literature.” Its victim was
the Soviet Ukrainian poet Sosyura, who had written a poem called “Love
the Ukraine.” The article illustrates so well Soviet nationality policy
from 1944 to 1953 that it is worth analyzing in some detail.

Volodymyr Sosyura (1898- ) is a talented Ukrainian poet whose
political loyalty until 1951 seemed beyond suspicion. He had joined the
Communist Party as early as 1920, after several years’ service with the
Red Army.** In April 1948, four months after his fiftieth birthday, he
was awarded a First Stalin Prize for his collection of poetry entitled
““T'hat the Woods May Rustle.” ** But among the wider reading public
he is best known for his poem ‘“Love the Ukraine,” which had been
written in the patriotic fervor of 1944.*®¢ From an interview of mine it
would appear that Sosyura’s poem was quietly withdrawn from the cur-
ricula of Ukrainian schools; 37 it also seems to have been deprived of
official recognition by 1948; 3¢ but it was reprinted in the Ukraine, and
several translations of it were published in Russian periodicals. It was
one such translation that appeared in No. 5 (1951) of the ill-fated Star
of Leningrad that provoked the angry outburst from Pravda’s editors,
who declared the poem to be an ideologically defective work.’® Their
reasoning is worth quoting:

To judge by the title of the poem, the author’s intention was to give artistic
embodiment to the great idea of Soviet patriotism. . . .

Unfortunately, Sosyura’s poem “Love the Ukraine” does not engender such
[lofty patriotic] feelings. What is more, it evokes a feeling of disillusionment
and protest. It is true, in his poem the poet calls for love of the Ukraine. The
question arises: Which Ukraine is in question, of which Ukraine is Sosyura
singing? Is he singing of that Ukraine which groaned for centuries under the
exploiters’ yoke and whose sorrow and bitterness poured out in Taras Shev-
chenko’s angry lines? . . .

Or does Sosyura’s poem refer to the new, prosperous Soviet Ukraine, created
by the will of our people, led by the party of Bolsheviks?

It is sufficient to examine Sosyura’s poem to remove any doubt that, contrary
to the true facts, he is singing of some primordial Ukraine, the Ukraine “in
general”:

Love the Ukraine, like sun, like light,

Like wind and grass and water . . .

Love the wide open spaces of the ancient Ukraine,
Be proud of your Ukraine,

Of her new and eternally living beauty

And of her nightingale voice.

¢
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Out of time, out of historical epoch,—this is the Ukraine in the poet’s por-

trayal. . . .
And the poet’s words, grossly distorting the true facts, sound openly nation-

alistic:

We are nothing without her,
Like dust in the field, smoke,
Eternally driven by the winds.

Even more illuminating is Pravda’s criticism of various Russian trans-
lations of the poem. The Zvezda (Star) translation had been made by
one of the editors of that magazine, the Russian poet A. Prokofyef. This
was his second version, for in 1947 he interpolated into the poem the
following passage:

We are nothing without the Soviet Fatherland . . .
There is only one Fatherland in the world for us:
In the verses which flow over the Volga,

In the Kremlin's stars and the Uzbek gardens,
Everywhere beat kindred hearts.

Preparing his second translation for the ten days’ celebration of Ukrain-
ian culture in Moscow, June 15-25, 1951, Prokofyef either misjudged
the current political situation or became ashamed of his previous ren-
dering, or both, for he removed the added passage and together with it
a spiteful reference to the “foreigners in green uniforms” (the Germans)
which was contained in the original.

But the classical example of intellectual obsequiousness imposed by a
totalitarian regime was provided by one Ushakov, who rendered an im-
portant sentence differently in each of his three translations of the poem.
Here are the variants, which evoked adverse comment from Pravda:

She is behind the wattles in the silence, all in blossom,
And in the most harmonious songs. (1948)

She 1s behind the collective farm wattles, all in blossom,
And in the most harmonious songs. (1949)

She is in the wealth, of the collective farm, all in blossom,
And in the most harmonious songs. (1951)

As in 1946, efforts against Ukrainian “bourgeois nationalism” were
stepped up again in 1951,%° with the significant difference that Jewish
“nationalists and cosmopolitans,” that is, leaders of Jewish life, were
now thrown together with their Ukrainian confréres. Melnikov’s report
at the Seventeenth Congress of the Communist Party (Bolshevik) of
Ukraine, held shortly before the Nineteenth All-Union Congress in the
fall of 1952, contains many references against both national groups.®
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But the execution of eight Jews following the Slansky trial in Czecho-
slovakia in November, 1952,%2 and the arrest of Jewish doctors in Mos-
cow in January of the next year,® indicated that the regime would not
stop at verbal reprimands this time. The political atmosphere in the
Soviet Union became threateningly dense, when Stalin died in March,
1953.

In appraising postwar Soviet nationality policy until Stalin’s death,
two things should be kept in mind. Undoubtedly, it was part of the
general policy of tightening ideological controls which were applied to
Russians, too. But it bore down more heavily on the patriotic feelings
of non-Russians than on those of the Russians. Both for the Russian and
the Ukrainian people the Fatherland was said to be not Russia nor the
Ukraine, but the USSR. But at the same time, the Fatherland had to
have a historical basis going beyond 1917. In the light of Zhdanov’s
strictures the Russian cultural heritage, too, was distorted to suit the
Soviet conception of a heroic, intensely anti-Western people, material-
istic to the extreme. But at this price, it was possible to refer to famous
events in Russian political and cultural past without humiliating quali-
fications.®* But not so with the non-Russian peoples. The Soviet Ukraine
was a subject to praise, but the Ukraine as such was regarded as a pro-
foundly nationalistic concept. It was ideologically correct to depict the
Ukraine before 1917 as a country groaning ‘“under the exploiters’ yoke,”
but it was unpatriotic to dwell with fondness on the ancient Cossack
families, and a wounded Soviet soldier was expected to speak of Stalin,
not about his Cossack ancestors. On the other hand, the Tsarist Russian
general Kutuzov was celebrated over more than one full page in the
Soviet Ukrainian press.®®> Whatever be the reasons for the general policy
of tightening ideological controls—wrath over wartime defections, un-
certainty over what the West would do, fear that the Soviet peoples were
expecting a change from the strict regimentation of the 1930’s—as in the
late 1930’s, the regime felt that it had to fall back on the Russian
national heritage to serve as a cementing force, and by 1953 Soviet patri-
otism came virtually to be identified with Russian nationalism.®

Stalin’s death released the forces that had been kept pent up in Soviet
society. In Doctor Zhivago, the well-known Soviet poet and writer Boris
Pasternak characterizes the preceding years as follows:

Though the clarification and freedom they had expected after the war had not
come with victory as they had hoped, that did not matter. A foreboding of free-
dom was in the air in the years after the war and was their only historical
content.8?

The nationality policy in the Ukraine could not remain unaffected by
the general pressure for liberalization.
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In what looked like his bid to assume the dictator’s seat, Beria may
have appealed to the native leadership in non-Russian republics. On
June 13, 1953, Leonid G. Melnikov, the First Secretary of the CP of the
Ukraine, that is, of the most powerful regional Party organization out-
side the Russian Republic, was curtly dismissed because among other
things he had virtually replaced Ukrainian as the language of instruc-
tion in Western Ukrainian higher schools with Russian.®® His successor
was Kirichenko—thus for the first time in the history of the CP of the
Ukraine a Ukrainian assumed leadership of its Party organization. The
attendant changes in the high command of the Ukrainian MVD (secret
police) seemingly point to Beria as the spiritus movens behind Melni-
kov’s ouster.®®

Beria’s fall at first did not seem to have reversed the post-Stalinist
trend toward granting more freedom of expression to the non-Russian
peoples. The regime met their wishes to the extent of relenting its rigid
insistence on the superiority of everything Russian: Starting with 1954,
the editors of Radyans’ka Ukrayina were no longer required to pay their
annual tribute to Stalin’s toast of May 24, 1945.

In 1954 the goo year anniversary of the Treaty of Pereyaslav, the
“union” of the Ukraine with Russia was celebrated with an unusually
loud fanfare throughout the Soviet Union.”® In February of that year,
as a token of the “friendship of peoples” the Russian Republic presented
the Ukraine with Crimea, which since the Revolution had been under
immediate Russian jurisdiction. During the ceremonies attending the
transfer of jurisdictions no mention was made of any historical rights
which the Crimean Tatars might have to the territory.” The chief cele-
brations in May were attended by the inner circle of the Party Presid-
ium; units of the Red Army were ordered to parade on the Khre-
shchatyk, the main thoroughfare in Kiev (May 23) and on the Red
Square in Moscow (May g0); Poland sent a parliamentary delegation;
an appropriate exhibition was organized in Prague; and editorials on the
significance of the Treaty of Pereyaslav appeared in the Chinese press
in Peking. In this connection, a slight change in the official propaganda
line might be of greater importance than the ceremonial pomp. Writes
Reshetar:

. . . Soviet publications dealing with the Tercentenary at times convey the
distinct impression of an attempt on the part of the regime to picture the
Ukrainians as junior partners of the Russians or as the eldest of the younger
brothers. A recurring phrase in various pronouncements was: “the Ukrainian
people were the first after the Russian people” to embark on ‘“the path of
socialism” or ‘“the glorious road of October.” A Kirghiz, one Usembayev, ex-
pressed gratitude to the Ukrainians for having taught the Kirghizians so much
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regarding the cultivation of sugar beets and observed that the [Ukrainian] opera
Natalka Poltavka was being presented in the Kirghiz language.’3

It is interesting that the theme of the Ukrainians being the first after the
Russian people to have entered the road toward socialism, that is, as the
second people in the Soviet Union, is not new: To my knowledge, it had
been first used by Molotov in addressing the jubilee session of the
Ukrainian Supreme Soviet in 1948 (see above). But until 1954, it re-
mained very much in the background.

The year 1954 was also the start of the ostensibly voluntary emigration
of Ukrainian youth to cultivate jointly with Russians the virgin lands
in Kazakhstan and Western Siberia, following Khrushchev’s appeal in
February, 1954.™ Eighty thousand of such youth had left the Ukraine
through 195%.7%

In 1956 the centenary of the birth of Ivan Franko, the second great-
est Ukrainian poet, was celebrated. The ceremonies were much less
elaborate, but none the less impressive.’® As a gesture toward the Ukrain-
ians, the Soviet government ordered the international communist move-
ment to tommemorate his anniversary: the World’s Peace Council de-
clared it to be a cultural holiday for its adherents,’” and lectures about
Ivan Franko were read as far as in Communist China.”

Of greater significance than modifications in the general “ideological”
policy toward the Ukraine have been certain changes in the administra-
tive structure of the country. Starting with 1954, the Republics were
given increased authority in a number of fields. In the Ukraine were
thus established a number of Union-Republican *co-ministries” (Fer-
rous Metallurgy, Coal, Higher Education, and others). In 1957 greater
power was given to the newly established regional economic councils,
of which eleven were created in the Ukraine. The implications of those
moves will be analyzed later.” But already now it is worth noting two
facts. The number of enterprises involved in that jurisdictional transfer
—whatever the latter meant—was quite considerable. It amounted to
about 10,000 enterprises and organizations.® In 1953, 64 per cent of
the total industrial output of the Ukraine belonged to the immediate
jurisdiction of the All-Union Ministries in Moscow. The next year the
relationship was reversed: Moscow immediately controlled only 33 per
cent of the Ukrainian output; the corresponding figure for 1956 was
only 24 per cent.?’!

An important landmark in Soviet nationality policy after the war
undoubtedly was the Twentieth All-Union Party Congress of February,
1956. In his anti-Stalin speech which was delivered in closed session,
Khrushchev denounced the dead leader not only of decimating the ranks
of devoted Party members during the purges and of misconduct during
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the war, but also—what is not so well-known—of dealing too harshly
with several non-Russian peoples.82 In his open report to the Congress,
Khrushchev acknowledged the emergence of qualified non-Russian cadres
who were ready and eager to assume greater administrative responsibili-
ties than they had been granted before.’3 Reading the materials of the
Congress we find it difficult to escape the conclusion that in 1956 Khru-
shchev was deliberately courting the support of Party members in the
non-Russian Republics. That conclusion is reinforced by the publica-
tion, a few months later, of Lenin’s so-called testament, documents that
have been circulating in the West for a long time but had been sup-
pressed in the Soviet Union ever since 1928. A part of Lenin’s testament
is directly relevant to our concern: in it Lenin criticizes Stalin’s scheme
to make the Soviet Republics nothing but autonomous provinces of the
Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR) and enjoins Com-
munists to show the greatest political tact in dealing with non-Russian
nations. In particular, Lenin warns in his note not to suppress non-
Russian languages.®* In commenting on the newly released document,
Moscow’s Kommunist, the most authoritative journal in the Soviet
Union, quoted the resolution of the Twentieth Party Congress on the
nationality policy:

In its nationalities policy the Party has always proceeded from Lenin’s thesis
that socialism not only does not eliminate national differences and character-
istics but, on the contrary, ensures the all-round development and flowering of
the economies and cultures of all nations and nationalities. The Party must con-
tinue to consider these characteristics most carefully in all its practical work.85

Though the Kommunist editorial did also call for a continuing struggle
with the remaining ‘“survivals of nationalism,” the alert Soviet citizen
could not fail to notice that for the first time since the 19g0’s the
emphasis was on combating “the lack of respect and attention to various
nations, to the interests of nationalities and their particular features,”
that is on fighting what in the 1920’s was more openly called (Russian)
“‘great-power chauvinism.” 8 The regime did indeed increase the powers
of local and Republican administrators and, encouraged by the liberali-
zation in the official nationality policy Ukrainian historians and poets,
supported by a section of the reading public, pressed for a more respect-
ful treatment of the Ukrainian national heritage, of which more below.

In July, 1957, the disgraced “anti-Party group” of Malenkov, Molotov,
Kaganovich, and others were still castigated, among other things, for
opposing the expansion of Republican rights in the fields of economic
and cultural development and in the field of legislation,3” but already by
that time the attitude of the regime toward the non-Russian peoples
had changed—apparently under the impression of the Hungarian up-
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rising and the Polish near-revolution of October-November, 1956. The
same issue of Komunist Ukrayiny that contained strictures against the
centralist views of Malenkov and his followers, printed a highly sig-
nificant attack by I. Kravtsev on “ ‘National Communism’—The Ideo-
logical Diversion of Imperialism and Its Agents in the Workers Move-
ment.” 88 The bulk of his article deals with nationalist deviations in the
East European Communist parties, but the last three pages are directed
against Ukrainian “bourgeois nationalism,” which, too, serves as a tool
of Western imperialists. But it was not until August of the following
year (1958) that the Party chose the Tadzhik scholar B. Gafurov to
announce the change in its nationality policy as defined by the Twen-
tieth Party Congress—little more than two years after its inception.
Gafurov’s article in Moscow’s Kommunist admirably defines current
Soviet policy, and I shall, therefore, analyze it in some detail.?®

Gafurov begins his article with the assertion that “one of the greatest
achievements of the Soviet Union has been the solution of the national-
ity problem” (p. 10). As evidence he cites that the more backward
nationalities at the time of the establishment of the Soviet Union have
become nations (p. 12); that the territories inhabited by the various
peoples, for example, the Belorussians and Ukrainians, have been con-
solidated (p. 13); that there are no more economically and culturally
backward peoples in the USSR (pp. 13-14); and that there is friendship
and cooperation among the nations of the USSR (p. 14). Much more
important than that series of poorly documented assertions is the opera-
tive part of the article. Gafurov writes:

Leading the struggle of the peoples of the USSR for the construction of Com-
munism, our Party conducts the policy of further developing Soviet “national”
[i.e., non-Russian—Y.B.] Republics, their economies and their cultures. In con-
nection with the transition from Socialism to Communism we cannot help being
interested in the problem of the further rapprochement of the Socialist nations
in the USSR, and also the problem of the future fusion of nations and the
development of a single language.

The fusion of nations is an altogether complex and lengthy process. For its
achievement is necessary not only the victory of Socialism throughout the world,
but also the transition from the first, lower phase of Communist formation—
Socialism—to its second and higher phase—Communism. Under the conditions
of Socialism, similarly as there are still differences between cities and villages,
mental and manual labor, national differences will also be preserved, which—
we must suppose—will still exist for a long time even under Communism. But
it can hardly be doubted that on the higher levels of Communist society the
disappearance of national differences and the fusion of nations will be inevita-
ble. Facts show that as we are advancing toward Communism there is a levelling
of boundaries not only between classes, but also between Socialist nations. We
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observe with our own eyes how the process of their inevitable rapprochement
takes place, how gradually the differences in the material conditions of their
lives, their morals and their culture disappear. The Socialist mode of produc-
tion which is common to all Soviet peoples does indeed give rise to and strength-
ens forms of, social consciousness that are common to all. It would have been
very dangerous, however, to visualize the paths to the fusion of nations in an
oversimplified manner. That task cannot be solved by any administrative or
similar measures whatsoever that are directed toward the weakening of the sov-
ereignty of the national non-Russian Republics and national culture. On the
contrary, the recent years in the USSR have been characterized by an expan-
sion of the rights of Soviet Republics. There is no doubt possible about the
proposition that we can achieve the future fusion of Socialist nations only by
means of their all-around strengthening, an all-around development of culture
and their best traditions. Our Party, therefore, shows great solicitude in order
to safeguard the further development of all nationalities and a new rise in
their economic and cultural status. (Pp. 16-17; italics added.)

On first sight, Gafurov’s argument seems to be evenly balanced between
the concern for the particular characteristics of Soviet peoples and the
distant goal of creating a homogeneous Communist society, which is
adumbrated in Lenin’s pre-Revolutionary writings on language (see
Chapter V) and has never been disavowed by the regime. But upon
closer examination the emphasis upon assimilation becomes clear. More-
over, the contrast between the resolution of the Twentieth Party Con-
gress, with its stress on national individuality, is striking. Within
hardly more than two years the Party decided to change course again by
almost 180 degrees.

Most interesting is Gafurov’s listing of obstacles in the way toward
complete unity of nations, which he characteristically refers to as “some
nationalist prejudices, expressions of national narrowness and national
limitations” (p. 17). There is first the question of accepting for responsi-
ble positions in the Union Republics alien emissaries of the regime:

In a few places there has appeared the tendency to marshall the cadres of the
native nationality against cadres of different nationalities (p. 18).

That approach is exceptionally damaging. Gafurov at first says that
leading cadres should be selected without any primary regard to nation-
ality, then contradicts himself by praising in the very next sentence “the
fraternal exchange of cadres” of different nationalities. Another hin-
drance to complete unity are “localist tendencies that are expressed in
the failure to fulfil plans of cooperative [i.e., inter-Republican] deliv-
eries, in the attempts of some workers to ‘grab’ as much as possible for
their locality at the expense of the state as a whole.” An interesting vari-
ation on this is the third obstacle: “Expensive demands of special priv-
ileges and higher investments from the All-Union budget in the economy
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of the Republic” (p. 18). In general, Gafurov deplores the nationalist
tendency to pose the interests of a particular Republic against the in-
terests of the Union as a whole. For instance, some Kazakh Party workers
acted incorrectly in opposing the settlement of Kazakh lands by Russian
and Ukrainian colonists during the so-called virgin lands campaign.
Finally, writes Gafurov:

In the field of ideology the nationalist survivals are manifested in the idealiza-
tion of the historical past, in the uncritical attitude toward various national
movements, in forgetting the principle of “Party mindedness” (partiynost’) in
elucidating questions of culture, literature and arts (p. 18).

As an example he cites the evaluation of the modernist so-called Dzhadi-
dist movement among the Moslems in Central Asia.® After the Twen-
tieth Party Congress Central Asian Communists termed the movement
progressive arguing that once the Party had corrected its dogmatist atti-
tude toward nationalist leaders abroad (for example, Gandhi) ** it should
do no less with respect to nationalist movements within the confines of
the Tsarist Russian Empire. Gafurov takes pains in explaining that such
an analogy is “deprived of any historical sense” (p. 1g), that anti-Russian
nationalists in the Russian Empire cannot claim the same privileges
as anti-British nationalists outside. Non-Russian nationalists in the
USSR are decried as so-called revisionists (the new term for Titoists;
p. 20).

In the concluding part of his article we find the following, seemingly
balanced injunction:

The interests of the construction of a Communist society require the strength-
ening of educational work among the toilers in the spirit of proletarian inter-
nationalism, the unshakeable friendship of peoples. We must create an environ-
ment (obstanovka) of absolute intolerance toward the slightest manifestation
of nationalist prejudices. In this connection, we should always keep in mind
V. I. Lenin’s injunction that it is above all Russians that should combat Great
Russian chauvinism, and representatives of a given nationality who ought to
struggle against local nationalism (pp. 22-23).

The advice seems eminently fair until one pauses to reflect on how many
Russians have come out and criticized Russian nationalism. Despite some
qualifying phrases, the tenor of Gafurov's article and especially of its
concluding section is such as to indicate that the struggle against Russian
nationalism is not to be taken seriously while the struggle against non-
Russian nationalism is. Compare, for example, his statement on the role

of the Russian language:

Despite the slanderous assertions of our enemies, an immense significance for
the peoples of our country attaches to the deep thorough study of the Russian
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language, the mastering of the very rich achievements of Russian culture, be-
cause this facilitates to a significant extent the incrcased mutual exchange of
cultural treasures among the peoples of the USSR.

The Russian language constitutes a mighty medium of communication among
the peoples of the USSR. ... The Russian language is, therefore, justly re-
garded as the second native language of all peoples inhabiting the country of
Socialism. But this does not mean at all that one may belittle in any fashion
whatsoever the role of the languages and cultures of the fraternal peoples of
our Fatherland. The practise of our cadres learning the language of that people
among which they live and work, which has justified itself, deserves all possible
encouragement (p. 28; italics added).

Gafurov’s programmatical article was soon followed by concrete action
in the field of education, of which more below; and by a relatively
oblique discussion of nationality policy at the extraordinary Twenty-
First Party Congress in January, 1959.°2 In some Republics, though not
in the Ukraine, important purges took place in 1958-59: some of the
purged leaders were openly accused of nationalism.” A significant place
to combating non-Russian nationalism was also accorded in the impor-
tant and lengthy Party Central Committee resolution on propaganda,
of January g, 1960.* Finally, Gafurov’s theses were enshrined most
prominently in the new Party program approved by the Twenty-Second
Party Congress in October-November, 1961.%%

In the Ukraine itself the struggle against Ukrainian nationalism was
accorded great prominence at several Party Conferences, apparently
under prodding from the central Party authorities in Moscow. A month
after the Twenty-First All-Union Party Congress, in February, 1959,
there took place a conference of selected members of the Kiev Province
and City Party Organization, the so-called “activists.” The fight against
Ukrainian nationalism was not particularly stressed at the Conference.?®
But following a resolution of the All-Union Party Central Committee
“On the Position and on the Means of Improving Mass Political Work
Among the Toilers of the Stalino [now, Donetsk—Y.B.] Province [in the
Ukraine],” ®* a plenary session of the Ukrainian Central Committee
was convened in the second half of May, 1959, which put improvement
of ideological work as the first item of its agenda. One of the objectives
of that work is defined very well in paragraph 4 of its resolution:

. . . Under the conditions of extensive Communist construction, when the
rapprochement and mutual help of Socialist nations and nationalities are gath-
ering an exceptionally strong (shyrokoho) momentum, the work on the inter-
nationalist education of toilers, in indoctrinating them with limitless love for
the great Russian people and all peoples of our Fatherland, should stand in the
center of attention of all Party organizations of the Republic.?8
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Similarly the renewed emphasis upon struggle with “survivals of bour-
geois nationalism” which was contained in the resolution of the All-
Union Party Central Committee on Party propaganda ® appears to have
been responsible for virulent attacks against Ukrainian nationalism at
the Twenty-First Congress of the CP (Communist Party) of Ukraine of
February, 1960, and especially at the plenary session of the Central
Committee of the CP of Ukraine of April, 1960. The latter like that of
May, 1959, again discussed improvements in ideological work and again
passed a resolution condemning Ukrainian nationalism—a clear sign that
central Party authorities were not satisfied with the progress of the
assimilationist propaganda campaign.1°* The seriousness of the campaign
was stressed by a spokesman of the central apparatus, L. Il'ichev, writ-
ing in the September issue of Moscow’s Kommunist.°2 Not long after
the Twenty-Second All-Union Party Congress in Moscow (1961), two
important conferences took place in the Ukraine at which the question
was taken up again: a huge All-Republican Council on Questions of
Ideological Work (February, 1962), which was attended by about 2,000
delegates,’*3 and the August plenum of the Central Committee of the
CP of Ukraine at which, among other things, were discussed the ‘“Tasks
of the Party Organizations of Ukraine to Further Strengthen Ideological
Work in the Light of the Resolutions of the Twenty-Second Congress
of the CP of the Soviet Union.” 104

The mere listing of the various meetings devoted to “ideological work”
evokes the impression that in August, 1958 (publication of Gafurov’s
article in Kommunuist), or, at the latest, in March, 1959 (All-Union Party
Central Committee resolution on ideological work in the Stalino Prov-
ince), a decision was made by the leading Party circles in Moscow to
reverse the liberal course toward non-Russian peoples and institute a
major assimilationist campaign under the slogan of *“extensive building
of Communism,” which was proclaimed from the tribune of the Twenty-
First Party Congress in January, 1959. The extent and the intensity of
that campaign may be judged from the fact that within a period of less
than a year two inter-Republican conferences on the “internationalist”
(that is, anti-nationalist) education of peoples were held in the Ukraine:
an inter-university conference in Kiev, September 26-29, 1960,°* and an
inter-Republican seminar in Lviv in May, 1961.1°¢ A Soviet Ukrainian
author gives a graphic description of that campaign:

Lecture propaganda has significantly improved in the cities and villages of the
Ukrainian SSR. Lectures are read on the topics: “The Friendship of Socialist
Nations is the Moving Force of Soviet Society,” ‘“‘Socialist Internationalism is a
Mighty Force in the Struggle for Communism,” “The Unshakeable Friendship
of the Peoples of the USSR Constitutes the Triumph of the Leninist Nationality
Policy,” “The Flourishing of Soviet Ukraine in the Fraternal Family of the
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Peoples of the USSR,” and others. In nine months of 1960 there were delivered
in the Stalino [Donetsk] oblast (Province) 2,855 lectures on proletarian inter-
nationalism, 3,275 on the friendship of peoples of the USSR, and 3,418 on Soviet
patriotism. In eight months of 1960 on the friendship of peoples there were
given 1,438 lectures in the Stanyslaviv oblast, 1,225 in the Volhynia oblast. In
eleven months there were delivered in the Transcarpathian Province 1,323 lec-
tures on the friendship of peoples and 1,250 on Socialist Internationalism. The
ideological level of the lectures has risen. Frequently the lectures are supple-
mented by films, in which the actions of the Ukrainian bourgeois nationalists
are exposed (‘“Ivanna,” “The People Accuse,” and others).107

It seems as if the years 1945—46 have returned with their attacks on
Ukrainian ‘“‘bourgeois nationalism” and the glorification of everything
Russian.’%® Is there any difference between the period of reaction after
the near-defeat in World War II and that following the challenge from
Gomulka, Imre Nagy, Tito, and their sympathizers abroad and at home?

Symbolic for the atmosphere after the Twentieth Party Congress was
the cautious rehabilitation of Sosyura’s “Love the Ukraine”: Three
Soviet literary critics writing in Moscow’s Kommunist rejected as un-
justified the characterization of the poem as “nationalist propaganda.”
Significantly, they did not refer to the primary source of that calumny—
Moscow’s Pravda—but to a statement in a textbook which in turn was
based on Pravda.'*® But there were in 1956 many other significant devel-
opments in the cultural field.

Almost immediately after the Twentieth Party Congress in 1956 the
educational and cultural policies of the regime were exposed to an
oblique attack. In his article written in July, 1956, Yemel'yanenko said:

Nor can one pass in silence the fact that here and there [v otdel’'nykh mestakh]
the nationality policy in the sphere of education is being violated. There are
zealous administrators who attempt to assign children to [public] schools with.

out considering which language is spoken by the parents of the child and thus
by the child itself.110

From the context it would appear that the “zealous administrators” were
attempting to send Ukrainian children to Russian language schools, for
in the next paragraph, as in passing, the author mentions that Lenin
opposed forced Russification.

Potentially more important have been certain changes in the ad-
ministration of higher schools. I have not been able to find conclusive
evidence that after Melnikov’s fall the higher educational institutions in
Western Ukraine began to be ““de-Russified.” But late in 1954 a counter-
part Ministry of Higher Education was set up in the Ukraine—the single
non-Russian Republic to be given a formal measure of control over its
higher education.!’* Precisely what this transfer involved is hard to say.
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According to Holubnychy, “Most of the universities and colleges in the
Ukraine were transferred back to the jurisdiction of the Ukrainian min-
istry, and the latter regained the right to establish its own curriculum
there.” 112 But there is one small indication that the transfer apparently
did not remain without effect as far as the language of instruction was
concerned. In a letter to the editor of Molod’ Ukrainy, the Ukrainian
Komsomol newspaper of December 8, 1956, a student complained that
there were not enough Ukrainian textbooks though “this year [1956-57]
the majority of the higher educational institutions in the Ukraine have
started teaching in Ukrainian.’’ ** To make inferences that are really
meaningful we should have to know what kind of colleges in the Ukrain-
ian SSR are now teaching in Ukrainian, for a large proportion of the
so-called vuzy are teachers colleges, and not universities and engineering
schools in our sense of the word. But there is no doubt as to the fact that
advanced instruction in Russian was hampering the educational progress
of many Ukrainian students and that recently central authorities have
had to take their plight into consideration.

While the protests against Russian as the language of instruction in
elementary, secondary, and higher schools should be traced primarily
to the dissatisfaction of ambitious Ukrainians at being deprived of edu-
cational opportunities and thus hampered in their socio-economic ad-
vancement, there are also clear indications that Ukrainians demand the
fulfillment of their cultural needs. A series of complaints has been reg-
istered against the Republican book distribution agencies for printing
Ukrainian books in too little quantities. In its editorial of September 27,
1956, Literaturna Hazeta wrote:

We must remark in passing that in all this there appears an extremely cautious
approach to Ukrainian publications.114

Yemel’yanenko, writing two months earlier, was slightly more explicit:

For example, one cannot regard it as normal that some Party workers bypass
such important problems as the distribution of books and journals published
in Ukrainian. . . . For can one regard it as normal, for instance, that on the
Lviv railroad, which predominantly employs Ukrainians, the newspaper for
railroad workers is published in Russian.115

The classic example of the silent behind-the-scenes struggle that is
carried on within the Party between the proponents of Russian-tinted
“internationalism” and the nationally conscious Ukrainian cadres is
provided by the publication history of a deluxe four-volume anthology
of Ukrainian poems. The anthology, first published in 1957, is remark-
able in two ways: First of all, it contains some purged quasi-nationalist
poets who were rehabilitated in 1956. The most important of them are
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Panteleymon Kulish, a contemporary of Shevchenko’s and Oleksander
Kandyba-Oles’, a first-rate lyricist who emigrated in 1919 (and died in
Prague in 1942), both of whom were not included in Volume I of the
official History of Ukrainian Literature of 1954. Secondly, the anthology
covers in a certain way Ukrainian poetry from the eighteenth century
to the 1950’s in an edition that is technically not outstanding, but never-
theless, rather good. As to the size of publication, that is another story.
To obtain the flavor of the debate let us quote from the official summary
of Ya. Bash’s statement at the Fifth Plenary Session of the Presidium of
the Union of Soviet Writers of the Ukraine. The Ukrainian writer said:

One should devote the most serious attention to the problem of the numbers
of copies in which Ukrainian books are published. Facts show that despite an
increase in the number of new titles, the average number of copies has de-
creased from year to year. This is to be explained primarily by the faulty prac-
tice of the Ukrainian Book Marketing [Agency]. It went so far that initially
the agency ordered only 3,000 copies of the Anthology of Ukrainian Poems,
[the Ukrainian people numbering more than go million—Y.B.]. Only after some
time, under the pressure of public opinion [hromads’kosti], the order was in-
creased to 8,000 copies. But even this is a pitifully small edition. No wonder
that very few people succeeded in obtaining the Anthology in the bookshops.
Now 20,000 additional copies are being printed of that edition.

He continued:

Our publishing houses, too, have started to approach original Ukrainian works
in a formal manner. Suffice it to say that the editions of new books by such
distinguished masters of the word as A. Holovko or Ivan Le, do not exceed
15,000 copies, while a book “of the usual type” (often of doubtful quality) is
published in editions of 100,000, if not half a million. This shows that the
book trading agencies and the publishing houses forget about the political as-
pect of the matter [sic], about the great ideologically-educational importance
of literature.116

Similar complaints have been voiced by readers who pointed out that
there were not enough Ukrainian books in rural libraries.!?” It can be
safely assumed that both Ya. Bash and his readers know very well where
to look for the shortcomings, though in a politic form they are demand-
ing from the regime that it pay more attention to the cultural needs of
the Ukrainian people.

But the most interesting indication that in 1956-5% Ukrainian cadres
were no longer content to assume the role of the very junior brother
as they had been forced to do from 1946 to 1954 is contained in two
trends. Occasionally one reads protests against the use of Russian idioms
in Ukrainian. There is, for example, a remarkable review of a collection
of Ukrainian fairy tales, legends, and anecdotes, in which one of the
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compilers had included several quasi-Ukrainian folk tales. The reviewer
cites a ten year old girl who after listening to these tales told her mother:
“Don’t read these stories to me any more because if I shall use such

language at school, they'll give me a ‘two’ [the lowest mark—Y.B.].” He
then pointedly asks:

Can one imagine that in Moscow or Leningrad one would publish, let's say,
a collection of Russian epic songs that consisted of accidental, anti-artistic ver-
sions which would mutilate the Russian language, would reduce it to the level
of some dialect, a good for nothing patois. We think it is impossible.118

The second trend consists in the effort to establish direct international
contacts, as if to prove that in today’s world Ukrainian culture has
greater than provincial significance. At a plenary session of the Union
of Soviet Writers in Moscow, Yury Smolych complained that the enemies
of the Soviet regime abroad were spreading slander about the successes
of Leninist-Stalinist nationality policy and that the regime was not do-
ing enough in refuting them. Specifically he proposed that the journal
Soviet Literature which is published in several world languages, should
present ‘“‘very complete information not only about Russian literature
but about the literatures of the whole of the Soviet Union.” 112 In 1957
Ukrainian historians obtained the permission of the regime to pub-
lish a professional journal of their own. In 1958 Ukrainian writers
started the publication of Vsesvit (The Universe)—a journal devoted
exclusively to foreign literature, like Moscow’s Inostrannaya Literatura
(Foreign Literature).1?° It was further announced that at the first inter-
national conference on Ukrainian philology to be held in Moscow
within the general framework of the Fourth International Congress of
Slavists in September, 1958, Academician O. Biletsky was to give a paper
on the significance of Ukrainian literature for the development of the
culture of Slavic peoples.’?* From 1946 to 1953, it seems to me, such
a paper would have looked distinctly out of place at a meeting of Soviet
scholars, and one would have expected Biletsky to speak on the bene-
ficial influence of Russian culture. The times appeared to have changed.

In the summer of 1958, as we have already seen, the nationality policy
of the regime changed. Soon the strength of Ukrainian national senti-
ment was put to a test in one of the most significant developments of
modern Ukrainian cultural and political history. The issue involved
was seemingly obscure: the obligatory or non-obligatory nature of the
second language in primary and secondary schools of the Ukrainian SSR.
But many prominent Ukrainians correctly perceived the political impli-
cations of that measure.

On November 12, 1958, the Central Committee of the CP of the
Soviet Union and the USSR Council of Ministers approved ‘“theses” in
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which the forthcoming educational reform was outlined. For our pur-
pose the most important was Thesis 19. Though not the shortest one it is
so carefully drafted and so pivotal for our discussion that we have repro-
duced it in extenso:

Instruction in the Soviet school is conducted in the native tongue. This is
one of the important achievements of the Leninist nationality policy. At the
same time, in schools of the Union and autonomous republics the Russian
language is studied seriously. This language is a powerful means of interna-
tional communication, of strengthening friendship among the peoples of the
USSR, and of bringing them into contact with the wealth of Russian and
world culture.

Nevertheless, we must note that in the area of language study in the schools
of the Union and autonomous republics children are considerably overloaded.
It is a fact that in the nationality schools [non-Russian schools—Y.B.] children
study three languages—their native tongue, Russian, and one of the foreign
languages.

The question ought to be considered of giving parents the right to send their
children to a school where the language of their choice is used. If a child
attends a school where instruction is conducted in the language of one of the
Union or autonomous republics, he may, if he wishes, take up the Russian
language. And vice versa, if a child attends a Russian school, he may, if he so
desires, study the language of one of the Union or autonomous republics. To
be sure, this step could only be taken if there is a sufficient number of children
to form classes for instruction in a given language.

To grant parents the right to decide what language a child should study as
a compulsory subject would be a most democratic procedure. It would eliminate
arbitrary decisions in this important matter and would make possible the
termination of the practice of overloading children with language study. Per-
mission should be granted not to require a foreign language among the re-
quired subjects in schools where appropriate conditions do not exist.!22

The theses on educational reform were discussed at numerous public
meetings and in the press of all the Republics. Not unexpectedly Thesis
19 met with very strong opposition in all three Baltic Republics and
in the three Transcaucasian Republics (Azerbaydzhan, Armenia, and
Georgia).’?® In the Ukraine, too, popular opposition to the Thesis was
rather extensive. It was criticized explicitly by teachers, writers, and
even Party officials of intermediate rank. An instructor at the Zaporozhe
Teachers College warned that children graduating from a Russian-lan-
guage school at which Ukrainian was not taught might be unable to
gain admission to a university or college at which it was the main lan-
guage of instruction.’** The most eloquent defense of the status quo
was from the pen of the eminent Ukrainian poets M. Rylsky and
M. Bazhan, who published a joint article in Moscow’s Pravda. In their
opinion, the only correct solution of the problem was the compulsory
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teaching, on a basis of equality, of both the Russian and the Ukrainian
languages in all schools of the Ukrainian SSR. “Such a solution would
correspond to the principles of Leninist nationality policy. Conse-
quently, such a solution would be really democratic.” 125 (This last
point is a reply to the final paragraph of the thesis.) Of even greater
significance than the impassioned defense by writers is the statement
by P. Tronko, a Secretary of the Kiev obkom (Provincial Committee)
of the Communist party of the Ukraine, in the authoritative monthly
journal of the CPU: “Under conditions of our Republic, in our opinion,
the study of Russian, Ukrainian and of one foreign language should be
required in all schools.” 126 (It should be borne in mind that Kiev is the
capital of the Ukraine and that this and the publication of Tronko’s
“opinion” in Kommunist Ukrayiny indicate that Tronko had probably
been chosen to act as the spokesman for the Ukrainian Party organi-
zation.)

A legislative bill based on the theses of November 12 was debated in
the two chambers of the USSR Supreme Soviet on December 24, 1958.
Though, apparently as a result of its hostile reception in the Republics,
the Govérnment withdrew Thesis 19 from the bill (the matter was left
up to the individual Republics, at least for the time being),*?” the
delegates of many of the Republics used the forum of the USSR Supreme
Soviet in Moscow to challenge in unmistakable terms the projected
policy devised by the country’s leaders in the Soviet capital. Both depu-
ties from the Ukraine upheld the status quo. One of them, S. V. Cher-
vonenko, the Secretary in charge of ideological indoctrination of the
Central Committee of the CP of Ukraine, bluntly asserted that many
years of experience had proved that requiring both Russian and Ukrain-
ian was fully justified. Any change in the existing arrangement would
be, in his judgment, a step backwards. If exceptions to the rule had to
be made for children of military personnel and other transients, Ukrain-
ian authorities would do so.128

In the following three months strong pressure was apparently exerted
by the regime, for in the spring of 1959 all Republics—with a few sig-
nificant exceptions, upon which I have commented elsewhere—included
Thesis 19 in the Republican laws on educational reforms, after per-
functory discussions, with little variation in wording. The Ukrainian
SSR accepted Thesis 19 in Article g of its law.12

Today the wider implications of Thesis 19 are clear to every observer
of the Soviet Union; it suffices merely to place Thesis 19 in the context
of Gafurov’s programmatical article. The assimilationists were again
to be openly supported by the regime as during the 1930’s, 1940’s, and
early 1950’s. The Soviet Ukrainian scholar H. Yemel'yanenko, who in
the summer of 1956 complained of administrative restrictions on the use
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of the Ukrainian language,’s® in the spring of 1959 declared flatly that
the “wide spread of the Russian language in all the Soviet Republics
[was] a . . . deeply progressive phenomenon, which corresponded to the
interests of the construction of Communism.” 13! Approximately a year
later, I. Kravtsev published an article in the same vein, in which he
exclusively dealt with the language problem. In that article he specifi-
cally mentions the extensive opposition to the adoption of Thesis 19 in
various Republics, including the Ukraine.32

A former Soviet Ukrainian journalist who is now living in exile has
stressed that by solemnly reiterating the well-established principle that
parents have a right to choose which school their children are to attend,
the regime has actually extended a veiled invitation to assimilationists
and their official patrons to enroll their children in Russian schools.33
We know from two sources that after the adoption of the law on school
reform in April, 1959, the number of Russian-language schools in the
Ukraine has indeed increased.'®* Moreover, some materials bear out
our suspicion that the democratic choice of parents is not altogether
free. An editorial in the professional journal for teachers of Ukrainian
clearly states:

This principle of being able to choose the language of instruction, in our
opinion, must under no circumstances be left to take care of itself (na samoplyv).
The press, the radio, the public must conduct insistent explanatory work among
the parents and workers.135

From the context it i1s not clear whether this “explanatory work” is to
be in favor of the Ukrainian rather than the Russian language. But
judging by Yemel'yanenko’s and Kravtsev’s commentaries on the recent
Soviet nationality policy, it is Russian that is strongly to be preferred.

We have recounted the events of 1958-59 in some detail to document
that, unlike Stalin’s restoration of Russian hegemony in 1946, the second
shift in nationality policy under Khrushchev was not accepted without
extensive, vocal and seemingly futile opposition from Ukrainians in
various walks of life—from a college teacher up to a Secretary of the
CP of Ukraine Central Committee. It is also of utmost significance that
though the official policy changed in the middle of 1958, some Ukrain-
ians have continued to publicly resist its implementation to date (spring,
1963). Complaints about the shortage of Ukrainian books, ostensibly
because of the faulty practices of the official book distribution agencies,
have continued. For instance, the Soviet Ukrainian writer Malyshko
complained of this from the tribune of the Twenty-Second Congress
of the CP of Ukraine in 1961.12¢ In January, 1963, Dyachenko, a Soviet
Ukrainian publicist, in a letter to the editor, bitterly attacked an em-
ployee in one of such distribution agencies. She had, among other things,
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refused to order his own pamphlet on national character (in Ukrainian),
saying that it was probably nationalistic; he threatened to bring her to
court for unjustly accusing him of Ukrainian nationalism.2®” For some
years there has been waged on the pages of the USSR and the Soviet
Ukrainian press a thinly veiled polemic between non-Russian assimila-
tionists (for example, the Daghestani writer Akhed Agaev,'3® and the
Soviet Ukrainian publicist I. Kravtsev 1%?) and their opponents (the
foremost Ukrainian poet M. Rylsky,#® the older writer Antonenko-
Davydovych,** and Dyachenko).’*> One of the wittiest arguments is
that by Borys Buryak, who boldly raises the question of national char-
acter versus “a-national abstractions.” In an imaginary dialogue he has
his opponent defend the (officially endorsed) thesis that in the period
of extensive building of Communism, which is characterized by such
technological feats as the launching of sputniks, national differences
are bound to disappear. How do you reconcile this with the fact, asks
the author, that while orbiting the earth in 1962 cosmonaut Popovych
sang “Dyvlyus’ ya na nebo ta dumku hadayu . ..” (I look at the sky
and think a thought—a popular Ukrainian folk song). Buryak cites Lenin
in defense of his conviction that national differences “will persist very,
very long even after the realization of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat on a global scale.” To speak of the fusion of nations at this
moment is a “nonsensical, wishful thought,” says Lenin.143

Very noteworthy are also the resolutions of a five-day Republican con-
ference on the culture of the Ukrainian language. The conference took
place in Kiev from February 11-15, was sponsored jointly by the Shev-
chenko University of Kiev and the Potebnya Institute of Linguistics of
the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR. The assembled linguists,
college teachers, writers, and other persons engaged in the field of com-
munications (staff members of publication houses, the press, radio and
television) are reported by a Kiev educator to have participated in a
rather frank exchange of opinion while discussing the twenty-seven
papers read at the conference.

Some of them indignantly pointed out that restrictions on the usage of
Ukrainian, which had been made during Stalin’s rule (the “cult of the
individual””) have not yet been lifted. The supporters of “linguistic
nihilism” (read: Russification) had then brought about that Ukrainian
was excluded from the engineering sciences. Those ‘“‘anti-Leninists” had
also been instrumental in the closing of all Ukrainian-language schools
outside the Ukrainian Republic in the 1930’s and 1g940’s. The partici-
pants at the conference also “unanimously condemned the absurd theory
that a nation has two languages.” (This is a sharp criticism of the offi-
cially favored tendency to establish Russian as the “second native lan-
guage” of the non-Russian peoples of the USSR, which is apparent, for
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example, in Gafurov’'s and Agayev’s previously mentioned articles 44—
Y.B.) The conference found no explicit authority for that trend in the
new Party program of 1961. Other far-reaching demands were made. But
it might be best to let the Soviet Ukrainian reporter, who apparently
attended the conference, speak for himself. In his own words: Those
present ardently and approvingly took up (vidneslysya do) the proposi-
tion to make representations before the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party of Ukraine and the Government of Ukraine on behalf of
the following:

1. In all higher and secondary specialized schools [that is, colleges and voca-
tional high schools—Y.B.], training schools and courses for artisans instruc-
tion should be conducted in Ukrainian. Textbooks for those schools should
be published in Ukrainian.

In all pre-school institutions (no matter who supports them financially)
in which there are Ukrainian children, the education should be conducted
in Ukrainian.

2. In all [public] offices and enterprises, on the railroad and other modes of
transportation, in commerce all business should be conducted in Ukrainian.

§. The Academy of Sciences, the institutes and publishing houses should
publish scholarly works mostly in Ukrainian.

4. The cinema studios should produce artistic and scientific films only in the
Ukrainian language, and the films produced in other republics should be
dubbed into Ukrainian.

It was also proposcd that in Republics of the Soviet Union where there
live Ukrainians, gencral [elementary and secondary] schools with Ukrain-
ian language of instruction should be established (as has been done in
the Ukraine for the Russian and other peoples).

All in all, these demands appear perfectly reasonable in the context
of the “de-Stalinization” policy of 1956, but in 1963, when they were
voiced, they constitute a not inconsiderable challenge to the central
government. Not surprisingly, those demands were passed over in silence
by the Kiev press; and we have learnt about them only in an indirect
waY.145

In reviewing Soviet policy toward Ukrainian nationalism we have seen
that in the 1920’s the regime was forced to make certain concessions to
Ukrainian feelings. Those concessions were withdrawn during the fol-
lowing decade and many of its beneficiaries liquidated at a time when
Russian nationalism became acceptable again. Sometime in the early
1930’s Stalin had made the conscious decision to use the Russian national
heritage as a cement to hold together the multi-national Soviet Union
in the face of German aggression.

During World War II the policy of Russification was suspended and
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with an eye to flamboyant constitutional trappings Belorussia and the
Ukraine were admitted to the United Nations. After the war, however,
the emphasis upon all things Russian assumed a particularly strident
note, and there are indications that towards the end of his life Stalin
was planning a purge not only of Jews but of other bourgeois national-
ists, including those in the Ukraine.

After Stalin’s death, Beria tried to use the discontent in the non-
Russian Republics to bolster his bid to power—he lost his life in the
attempt. Khrushchev used it much more adroitly: first courting the non-
Russians (in the administrative reorganizations of 1954-56; most clearly
at the Twentieth Party Congréss), then restoring favor to Russians and
their supporters (since 1958). On the surface it would appear as if Khru-
shchev were repeating Stalin’s policy of the 1930’s and 1940’s.

Khrushchev’s position, however, is more difficult, nor is it rendered
any easier by his obvious reluctance to resort to mass terror. The Soviet
Ukrainian leaders of the late 1950’s—whether politicians, or men in cul-
tural life—had been cleared in numerous anti-nationalist purges under
Stalin. They are politically loyal Communists, cannot be easily dubbed
“bourge(;is nationalists’”’ as could the Ukrainian leaders of the 1920’s and
1930’s. The official policy may have been changed after the revolts in
Poland and Hungary, but they have not remained silent, and oppose
assimilation—though within certain limits set by the dictatorial regime.
The assimilationists cite Lenin on the fusion of nations—very well, their
opponents will quote Lenin on the need to hasten slowly, against “non-
sensical, wishful dreams.” It would seem as if the Ukrainian Communist
leaders, so subservient under Stalin, had recovered their spine under
Khrushchev. Is it perhaps because the Ukrainian people have advanced
in economic and social terms, despite Stalin’s terror? Let us turn for
evidence to the next chapter, in which we propose to look at the demo-
graphic bases of Ukrainian nationalism.



Chapter 11

SOME FACTORS UNDERLYING UKRAINIAN
NATIONALISM

A student of a political movement must sketch its territorial setting.
He should also strive to calculate its strength with the greatest possible
precision; the more so, because since 1956 the Soviet government has
released a flood of statistics, some of which are very useful. This chapter
serves the double purpose of locating the Ukrainian people on the map
of the world and of evaluating, in quantitative terms, their demographic
and socio-economic progress. I shall give the latest figures on the natural
endowments of the Ukraine and her agricultural and industrial pro-
duction; the number of Ukrainians in the Republic and the Union as
a whole; the socio-economic characteristics of all the citizens of the
Ukrainian SSR and those of the Ukrainians living in the Republic.

According to the Soviet census of January, 1959, the number of
Ukrainians in the USSR is §7.g million, g2.2 million of whom reside in
the Ukrainian SSR. At the present time, the Ukrainian Republic com-
prises an area of 601,000 square kilometers (less than g per cent of the
total area of the Soviet Union), with a population of 48.1 million, as of
January 1, 1961, which equals one-fifth of the Union total of 216.2 mil-
lion. Comparing the Ukraine with independent European countries we
find that she has a territory somewhat larger than that of France (551,000
sq. kilometers), but with a smaller population (there were 45.8 million
Frenchmen as of April 1, 1961).2

1. Natural Endowments, Agriculture and Industry

In terms of natural endowments, the Ukraine combines fertile agri-
cultural soil with rich mineral deposits; long famous as the granary of
Europe, she has also remained ‘“the primary mineral producing area”
of the Russian Empire and its Soviet successor ever since the turn of
the century.? On the basis of her agriculture and mining, food-processing,
light and heavy industries were developed. Whether one considers her

36
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from the viewpoint of population or economic potential, the Ukraine
ranks second among the Soviet Republics, next to the Russian SFSR.
(The following paragraphs will document this proposition.) Nor should
it be forgotten that on a European scale the Ukraine appears as a
highly industrialized country, at least with respect to her output of a few
selected, key commodities. Table II-1 shows the per capita output of
pig iron, steel, coal, iron ore, and sugar in the Ukrainian SSR, England,
France, West Germany, and Italy in 1955.

vTable II-7

PEr CapriTA PropucTiON OF SELECTED COMMODITIES IN THE
UKRAINIAN SSR AnND SoME WEsT EUurRoPEAN CoOUNTRIES, 1955
(In Kilogram Per Capita)

Pig iron Steel Coal Iron ore Sugar
Ukrainian SSR 413 421 3,131 993 60.3
United Kingdom 247 392 4,388 322 11.8
France 252 290 1,302 1,162 33.8
West Germany 330 427 3,157 300 22.8
Italy 33 111 26 28 20.6

Source: TsSU SRSR—Statystychne upravlinnya Ukrayins’koyi RSR (USSR Central
Statistical Administration—Ukrainian SSR Statistical Administration),

Dosyahnennya Radyans’koyi Ukrayiny za sorok rokiv—Statystychny zbirnyk (Achieve-
ments of the Ukrainian SSR in 40 Years—A Statistical Handbook, Kiev,
1957), p. 20.

The figures indicate that in that year the Ukraine had the highest per
capita output of pig iron and sugar in Europe, occupied the second place
in the smelting of steel (after West Germany) and in the mining of iron
ore (next to France), and held a third position in the mining of coal
(almost as much as West Germany). According to a more recent, general
source in 1962 the Ukraine exceeded in the per capita production of pig
iron and steel such countries as the United States, England, France, and
Western Germany; in coal mined per capita—all those four states; in
iron ore per capita—‘“all main capitalist countries.” 3

Within the economy of the Soviet Union the Ukraine is remarkable
both for her agricultural and industrial wealth. The fertility of the
Ukrainian black soil has been proverbial since the days of the Tsarist
Empire. Now the Republic contains approximately one-sixth of the
total cultivated area of the USSR, but a decade ago, prior to Khru-
shchev’s large-scale attempts to till the virgin lands in Kazakhstan and
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Western Siberia, her share was one-fifth.+ Until recently, the two prin-
cipal Ukrainian crops were wheat and sugar beets, but in the late 1950’
the government introduced corn on a large scale, at the expense of wheat.
Ukrainian herdstocks contain somewhat less than one-third of all the
hogs and less than one-fourth of the big horned cattle in the Soviet
Union.> But even a cursory glance at the attached tables shows that
in most instances the output of Ukrainian agriculture is significantly
higher than that in the USSR as a whole or the Russian Republic in
particular, if production is weighted by units of input (see Table II-2,
p- 89). Attention should be drawn to the fact that while in 1g6o the
total cultivated area under cereals in the Ukrainian SSR was but one-
eighth (13.0 per cent) of the corresponding total acreage in the USSR,
the Ukrainian cereal crop amounted to one-fifth (20.0 per cent) of the
USSR total harvest of cereals. In plain language, Ukrainian soil is, on
balance, more fertile than in the USSR as a whole or in the Russian
SFSR in particular. Because of the density of population in the Ukraine
we find, however, that the per capita output of all cereals combined is
in the Ukraine only slightly above that of the USSR as a whole (624
kilogram compared with 622 kg.) and actually below that in the RSFSR
(654 kg).® In cattle raising and dairy farming the Ukrainian SSR out-
produces the Russian Republic as well as the USSR as a whole on a
per capita basis, but it does not achieve the considerably higher yields
in the three Baltic Republics (see Table II-3). Another table (Table II-4)
shows that the Ukraine occupies a respectable place in the Soviet food-
processing industry.

The mineral wealth of the Ukraine is even more remarkable than her
agricultural assets. While the deposits of individual minerals are ex-
ceeded in size by those in the Russian SFSR, as a rule, they are more
conveniently located, thus reducing the problem of long railroad hauls
which has plagued Russian industry perennially. For instance, Ukrainian
deposits of the classic pair—iron ore and coal—are both substantial and
easily accessible. According to Shimkin, “Nearly half of the measured
reserves [of iron ore in the USSR] lie in the Ukraine and in Crimea,
over 20 per cent each in Central and Northwest Russia, and in the
Urals.” 7 Moreover, the quality of the ore that is mined at Krivoy Rog
in the Ukraine is quite high.® In the larger deposits at Kerch in the
Crimea, the most plentiful measured in the USSR, the Ukrainian Re-
public possesses an abundant reserve of lesser quality ore. In 1960, g5
per cent of the total Soviet output of iron ore were mined in the Ukraine.?

Besides iron, the Ukraine also has the Soviet Union’s largest deposits
of manganese ore, the second largest being in Georgia. (Manganese is a
metal which is used in the production of steel.) The Georgian ore is bet-
ter in quality, but harder to mine. The USSR claims to possess about
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Table I1-3

Per Carita OutpuT OF MEAT AND MILK IN
SELECTED SovieT ReEpuBLICs, 1960
(In Kilograms *)

Meat and Fat Milk
Ukrainian SSR 48.1 325
Russian SFSR 37.3 286
Lithuanian SSR 75.6 624
Latvian SSR 71.0 686
Estonian SSR 81.9 702
USSR Average 40.2 286

* One kilogram equals 2.2 lbs.
T In slaughter weight.

Sources: Calculated from tables in Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, pp. 464, 467. Population
figures for January 1, 1961, 4., p. 8.

Table I1-4

ProcEessING oF SELECTED Foops IN THE UKRAINIAN SSR,
THE RussiaN SFSR, anp THE USSR, v 1960

Per Per Per

cent cent cent

Ukr. of Rus. of of
Commodity SSR USSR SFSR USSR USSR USSR
Sugar, granulated * 3,877.1 60.9 1,625.6 25.5 6,363.2 100.0
Meat * 911.4 20.6 2,434.7 55.3 4,406.4 100.0
Animal fats * 189.9 25.8 383.6 52.0 737.2 100.0
Vegetable fats * 449.2 28.4 598.8 37.8 1,585.5 100.0
Canned goods } 1,157.4 23.8 2,118.0 43.6 4,860.6 100.0

* By thousand metric tons.
1 By million standard cans.

Source: Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, pp. 346, 349, 351, 353, and 355.



The Ukraine After World War 11 41

one-third of the world’s known resources—she has exported significant
amounts of manganese to the United States, Poland, Germany, France,
and Belgium-Luxemburg. In 1947, for example, the Soviet Union pro-
vided 24 per cent of the American supply of manganese; before the war
she used to furnish about 40 per cent.°

Until quite recently, it was held that Ukrainian deposits of other non-
ferrous metals were exceedingly poor, with the possible exception of
mercury (small deposits exist near Nikitovka, probably the largest in the
Soviet Union).1* But in the last years geologists found titanium deposits
in the Dniepropetrovsk and Zhytomyr provinces as well as new deposits
of nickel. Above all, in the near future the Republic is to become self-
sufficient in bauxites, the raw material for aluminum.:2

Most of the Soviet coal and lignite reserves (82 per cent of an esti-
mated total of one trillion metric tons) lie in Western and Eastern
Siberia (e.g., some g75 billion tons in the Kuznetsk Basin).!* Neverthe-
less, the Ukraine with about g.5 per cent of the total reserves,* pro-
vided in the 1950’s and early 1960’s about one-third of the Soviet coal
output.’® Most of the Ukrainian coal is mined in a single field, the
Donets Basin,!® four-fifths of which lie within the territory of the Ukrain-
ian SSR. There are several reasons why Donets coal is preferred. His-
torically, the Donets Basin was the first to be exploited on a modern
scale; before World War I, in 1913, the Ukraine supplied not one-third,
but almost four-fifths of the total demand of the Empire.!” Secondly,
for military reasons the Soviet government might have wanted not to
tap the relatively protected Siberian fields to the full extent warranted
by their reserves. But there is also a sound economic reason why the
Donets Basin has been exploited in preference to the Kuzbas. A great
deal of coal is consumed in the metallurgical process. In the Ukraine,
the production of one ton of pig iron involved, on the average, 700 ton-
kilometers of freight haulage; in Magnitogorsk and Kuznetsk, 4,500 ton-
kilometers were needed.!®

Other mineral deposits in the Ukraine are less significant. Oil drilling
is of local importance only; the production of natural gas, however, is
considerable.’®* The country also possesses large and varied resources of
non-metallic minerals: at the outbreak of World War II virtually all of
the Soviet china clay manufacturing was centered in the Ukraine, where
ores of a very high quality are found (at Glukhovtsy, Turbovo, Lozoviki,
Prosyanaya); superior graphite is mined near Dniepropetrovsk; and, last
but not least, the Ukraine is also a significant producer of superphos-
phates, potash, and salt.?

On the basis of these resources, a powerful industry has been erected.
As of 1955, 20.2 per cent of the total fixed capital in the industry of the
Soviet Union was invested in the Ukraine. Her share equals more or less
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that invested in the Central Russian industrial complex (18.8 per cent),
exceeding by a wide margin the capital equipment in the Urals (13.8
per cent). The size of industrial investment in the other Republics is
much smaller (3.4 per cent in the Kazakh SSR, 3.1 per cent in the Azer-
baydzhan SSR, and so forth in a rapidly descending proportion).2:

On January 1, 1960, Soviet statisticians have re-evaluated all capital
investment throughout the Union.22 Some of the resulting figures, which
have been reproduced in the table below (Table II-5), provide us with a
graphic illustration of the structure of Ukrainian industry compared
with industry in the RSFSR and with Soviet industry as a whole (as
measured in terms of fixed capital—a valid approach in view of the gen-

Table II-5

RELATIVE STRUCTURE OF INDUSTRY IN THE UKRAINIAN SSR,
January 1, 1960: PER CENT oF THE ToraL CariTaL FunDs
INVESTED IN DIFFERENT BRANCHES OF THE INDUSTRY OF THE

UkRrAINIAN SSR, Russian SFSR, aND USSR As A WHOLE

UkrSSR RSFSR USSR
Ferrous Metallurgy 22.5 8.2 9.6
Non-Ferrous Metallurgy 1.0 4.8 4.2
Fuel Industry 23.1 15.6 17.0
of which: Coal 21.5 6.9 8.8
Production of Electric Power and
Heat Energy 8.3 12.8 11.9
Machine-Building and Metal Working 16.0 21.7 20.3
Chemical 4.7 5.6 4.9
Forestry, Paper, and Wood Processing 2.0 8.1 5.9
Construction Materials 5.0 5.2 5.3
Light Industry 2.1 5.0 4.5
of which: Textile Industry 1.2 3.8 3.2
Food Processing 9.8 9.2 921
Other industries 5.5 3.8 7.3
Totals 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Tsentral’ne statystychne upravlinnya pry Radi Ministriv URSR (UkrSSR
Council of Ministers Central Statistical Administration), Narodne hospodarstvo
Ukrayins’koy: RSR v 7960 rotsi (National Economy of UkrSSR in 1960, Kiev,
1961), pp. 30-31; Tsentral’noe statisticheskoe upravlenie pri Sovete Ministrov
RSFSR (Central Stat. Adm. of the Russian SFSR Council of Ministers),
Narodnoe khozaystvo RSFSR v 7960 g. (Nat. Economy of RSFSR in 1960,
Moscow, 1961), p. 20; Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, p. 87.
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erally capital-intensive modern industry). We see that in the Ukraine
there has been a strong emphasis upon the development of coal mining
and ferrous metallurgy. Relative investments in Ukrainian chemical,
construction, and food processing industries are more or less equal to
the Soviet average and to Russian figures. But the Ukraine tends to lag
behind in the development of her machine-building and metal process-
ing industry. It should, however, be pointed out that a decade before,
on January 1, 1951, only 3.3 per cent of the total industrial capital in
the Ukraine had been invested in her machine-building industry, against
a corresponding figure of 27.7 per cent for the USSR as a whole.?3 In the
1950’s, in other words, the Ukrainian machine-building industry was
developed at an accelerated rate to bring it closer to the USSR average.
Moreover, the new “perspective plan” for the 1960’s and 1970’s calls for
a continued rapid growth of that Ukrainian industry. Machine-building
and metal processing is to assume the first place in the industrial produc-
tion of the Republic. Automated equipment is to be manufactured in
the Ukraine, the country will specialize in the output of heavy trucks
and small passenger compact cars.** In summary it would appear that
until the 1950’s certain crucial sectors such as machine-building were
neglected, giving the industry of the Ukraine a somewhat lopsided struc-
ture reminiscent of typical colonial economies with their emphasis on
extractive industries and their relative lack of modern manufacturing
facilities. In the last decade (under Khrushchev?) steps have been taken
to remedy that structural defect.

The present structure of Ukrainian industry is also reflected in its
output figures. Containing approximately one-fifth of the Soviet Union’s
population, the Ukraine supplied in 1960 51.7 per cent of the total
Soviet output of pig iron, 40.1 per cent of steel, and 41.4 per cent of
rolled metal.2*> Her share in the production of electrical power, however
—a good indicator of technological progress—is more modest: in 1960 it
amounted to 53.9 billion kwh out of 292.5 billion, or 18.4 per cent of the
Soviet Union total.2é It is interesting to note that while in absolute terms
Ukrainian output in those branches has nearly doubled since the eve of
the German invasion (1940), the relative share of the Republic in the
total Soviet production has fallen appreciably owing to the development
of the eastern industrial regions of che USSR. In 1940, the Ukraine pro-
duced, e.g., 64.7 per cent of Soviet pig iron, 48.8 per cent of steel,
49.7 per cent of rolled metal, and 25.7 per cent of electrical power.?

The per capita output of Ukrainian chemical and construction mate-
rial industry approximates that of the Soviet Union, that is, it is close
to 20.0 per cent of total USSR output.?® Minor exceptions are the pro-
duction of calcinated soda,?®* mineral fertilizers,®® and ceramic floor
tiles.3 More interesting from the viewpoint of a student of political
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economy is the output of her machine-building and consumer goods
industries. Besides railroad stock, certain coal mining equipment, and
agricultural machinery in which Ukrainian enterprises specialize,?? the
Ukrainian machine-building industry is outproduced by factories in the
Russian SFSR. As of 1960, for example, only 13.2 per cent of Soviet
metal cutting lathes were built in the Ukraine.?® Similarly, in 1960 only
7,268 automobiles (trucks, buses, and passenger cars) came off Ukrainian
assembly lines. They constitute but 1.4 per cent of the total Soviet out-
put. Curiously enough, in 1957 Ukrainian automobile production had
reached as many as 22,684 units, or 4.6 per cent of USSR production.’*

Similarly, several important branches of the consumer goods indus-
try, such as textiles, have concentrated their manufacturing facilities
in Russia. Possibly as a result of the earlier, pre-1917 specialization or
of deliberate government policy, in 1960 Russia produced as much as
86.8 per cent of Soviet cotton textiles, 79.5 per cent of woolens, 84.5
per cent of linens, and 79.8 per cent silk textiles, the Ukrainian share
in the total output reaching but 1.5, 5.6, zero, and 4.9 per cent.3* For
some unexplained reason, however, the relative output of hosiery, knit
underwear, and knit outerwear in the Ukrainian SSR is close to the
Soviet average per capita (the Ukrainian figures for 1960 are 22.1, 22.6,
and 19.5 per cent).*¢ Production of leather shoes, on the other hand, lags
somewhat behind the Union average with 18.4 per cent of the total.®
The relative output of the Ukrainian machine-building and consumer
goods industry is summarized in the diagram below (Chart II-1).

Part of the explanation for the slowed development of several branches
of Ukrainian industry (particularly heavy industry) should be sought
in the sharp increase of capital allocations to the eastern areas of the
USSR.3¢ Official figures, in so far as they are meaningful at all, indicate
that in the twenty years since 1940 the development of industry in the
Ukrainian Republic has been considerably under the Union average.
Total industrial output in the USSR as a whole increased in that period
5.2 times, in the Russian Republic, in which most of the new industrial
complexes are located, it grew 4.9 times, in the Ukraine only 3.6 times.*

A simple question is now in order: what do all these figures mean?
The share of a Republic in the total production of the USSR has been
frequently used as an index in Soviet statistics. If we compare the rela-
tive productive share of a Republic with her share of the Soviet popu-
lation, could we draw from this any valid inferences about Soviet policy
vis-a-vis the various nationalities? This would be possible only if the
other factors of production (above all, natural resources) were distributed
homogeneously. That cannot be assumed. But if the distribution of pro-
ductive factors is known and is properly taken into account, then figures
on the relative output of the Soviet Republics can be used as a rough
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indication of economic policy as it affects the nationalities, or of the
economic aspect of nationality policy—depending on the weight we
attribute to nationalities in the formulation of economic policy.

Nor can the relative output figures be used as a precise measure of
economic self-sufficiency. The whole concept of autarky is meaningless
unless it is considered against demand over time, with due allowance
being made for likely changes in the demand. Special caution must be
used in interpreting industrial data because we do not always know
exactly how the listed items have been produced: the Ukraine may build
a relatively high proportion of the total Soviet output of a certain kind
of machinery using in the process machine tools which are available
only in Russia, and vice versa.*

To sum up, subject to some qualifications the relative output figures
for the Ukrainian SSR can be used as a rough measure of the economic
status which that Republic has achieved in the whole Soviet economy
and as a tentative indicator of the economic aspect of Soviet nationality
policy. Nevertheless, albeit in very rough terms, the relative output fig-
ures do indicate the extent of interdependence between the economy
of the Ukraine and that of the rest of the Soviet Union. We may, for
example, draw the important political conclusion that as the share of
the Ukraine in the output of certain key commodities (coal and pig iron)
diminishes over time, so does the dependence of the rest of the USSR
on the Ukraine.

2. The Demographic Base: Population Totals

The census of January 15, 1959, has provided us with some important
data on the population of the Ukrainian SSR. Admittedly, compared
to the extensive tabulations of the 1926 census, the published material
from the latest count is sparse, but it is considerably more revealing than
the mysterious general figures of Stalin’s census of 193g. First about the
total population of the Republic, then its national and social compo-
sition.

According to official Soviet estimates, in 1913 the population of the
territory later to become the Ukrainian SSR (without the western prov-
inces) was 27.2 million, that of the future USSR—139.g million. (In 1897,
the population of Eastern Ukraine, the future Ukrainian SSR, had
amounted to 21.2 million.) When the census of 1926 was taken, the
population of the Eastern Ukraine amounted to 29.0 million, that of
the USSR to 147.0 million. The corresponding figures for January, 1939,
are g1.0 million for the Ukraine, and 170.5 million for the Soviet Union
as a whole. The annexation of West Ukrainian territories in 1939-1945
brought the Ukrainian population figure “in 1940” up to 40.5 million
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within a total Soviet population of 19o.7 million, if we accept official
estimates. The census of 1959 showed that the total population of the
Ukrainian Republic numbered 41.9 million out of a Soviet total of
208.8 million. (See Table 1I-6, with notes and sources, p. 48.)

If we compare the rates of growth, we find that between the censuses
of 1897 and 1926, the population of the Eastern Ukraine increased by
36.8 per cent as against 41.6 per cent for the USSR as a whole, despite
the losses in World War 1.4 Between the two censuses of 1926 and 1939,
however, the increase amounted to 15.9 per cent for the Soviet Union,
but in Eastern Ukraine it was only 7 per cent.*? From “1940” to 1959,
or within roughly twenty years, the population of the Soviet Union in-
creased by g.5 per cent, that of the whole Ukrainian SSR including the
Crimea by only 3.5 per cent.43

Our task would now be to account for the considerably lower rate of
population increase in the Ukrainian SSR as compared to the Soviet
Union as a whole in the years 1926-39 and ‘““1940” and 195g9. For this
purpose it may be useful to give the only detailed figures that are avail-
able through 1959: the number of urban and rural population. Between
1926 and 1939, the urban population of the Eastern Ukraine increased
by 5.8 million or 8 per cent, that of the Soviet Union as a whole by
29.6 million or 12 per cent. The rural population, on the other hand,
decreased by g.9 million (16 per cent) in the Ukraine and 6.2 million
(5 per cent) in the USSR.# Between ‘“1940” and 1959, however, the
urban population of the Ukraine as a whole increased by 5.6 million,
or 41.2 per cent, and that of the Soviet Union by g9.6 million (65.5
per cent), whereas the population in the Ukrainian countryside de-
creased by 4.2 million (15.5 per cent) as against 21.4 million (16.5 per
cent) for the Soviet Union as a whole.

Striking are the disproportionately large population losses in the
Ukrainian countryside between 1926 and 1939 without a corresponding
increase in the number of urban dwellers. The Soviet geographer Lyali-
kov seeks to explain this by citing the emigration to eastern industrial
centers outside the Ukraine.*¢ Lorimer points out that as a result of the
mechanization of agriculture, large human resources were released for
industry, but he also hints at losses incurred during the forcible collec-
tivization.*” For whatever reason—the famine of 1932-1933, deportations,
and emigration—the Ukraine lost between 1926 and 1939 at least 2.7
million people, if we choose as a basis for computation the average Soviet
figure for population increase (15.9 per cent).*® Actually, the population
losses in the Ukraine must run considerably higher. Elsewhere in his
work, Lorimer has calculated that as a result of forcible collectivization
and industrialization the Soviet Union as a whole between 1926 and
1939 showed an excess (abnormal) number of deaths as high as five mil-
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Table II-6*

PoruraTiOoN OF THE UKRAINIAN SSR anp THE USSR, 1897-1959

Millions
Ukrainian
Period and Character of Data SSR USSR
1897, Census 21.2» 103.8 »
1913, Soviet estimates 27.2» 139.3»
1926, Census (December 17) 29.0 e 147.0»
1933, V. Kubiyovych’s estimates
(January 1) 41.0° —
1939, Census (January 17) 310+ 170.5+
1940-1945 (““1940”’), Ofhicial estimates 40.54 190.7 ¢
1959, Census (January 15) 419 208.8

* The figures pertain to the territories of the Ukrainian SSR and the USSR within
the boundaries prior to September 17, 1939, i.e., the Western provinces are ex-
cluded.

b Within the boundaries of 1948, i.e., including Western Ukraine, but not the Crimea.

° The figure is Lorimer’s. A more recent Soviet source ( Narodne hospodarstvo Ukrayins’ koyi
RSR [National Economy of the Ukrainian SSR, Kiev, 1957], p. 7), for some reason,
gives the figure as 29.5 million. I cannot explain the discrepancy, have chosen the
lower figure, which is also found in a contemporary Soviet source: Arsen Khomenko’s
Natsional’ny sklad lyudnosty USSR (National Composition of the Population of the
UkrSSR, Kharkov, 1931), p. 22.

4 Within the boundaries of 1945. The Ukrainian figure probably includes the popula-
tion of Crimea (incorporated in 1954), though this is not clearly specified in the
sources. The preface to Narodne hospodarstvo Ukr. RSR (p. 3) states, however, that
economic statistics for the Ukraine have been given for the years specified, with data
on the Crimean economy counted in, even before 1954. Was the same done in the
case of population?

* The most up-to-date and accurate Soviet source on the population of the Ukraine
in 1913, 1926, 1939, and 1959 was obtained while this book was in print. It is
Tsentral’noe statisticheskoe upravlenie pri Sovete Ministrov SSSR (Central Sta-
tistical Administration of the USSR Council of Ministers), Itogi vsesoyznoy perepisi
naseleniya 1959 goda : Ukrainskaya SSR (Results of the All-Union Population Cen-
sus of 1959, Moscow, 1963), Table 1, p. 1. A comparison of our table with the
latter shows that the figures are either identical or wholly compatible (for example,
in the 1963 Soviet data the Crimea has been included even in the figures for 1913).
The latter source also explains the discrepancy mentioned in Table II-6, Note
(c) above: Recent Soviet sources include for 1926 the population of the Crimea
(annexed in 1954) but exclude the population of certain small districts ceded to

the Moldavian SSR in 1940. It also affirmatively answers our question posed
in Note (d), above.
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lion.** We see, in other words, that the USSR rate of population growth
1s itself significantly depressed by the losses of the 1930’s and that any
calculations based on that rate are, therefore, likely to lead to an under-
estimation of the losses. A Ukrainian statistician living in the West has
estimated the population losses in Eastern Ukraine as #%.5 million be-
tween 1926 and 1939. It should be pointed out that this is a net figure.
The original losses had amounted to some 10 million, but they were
covered by some 2.5 million settlers who immigrated to the Ukraine
from other Republics. The immigrants were non-Ukrainians, mostly
Russians.5°

The lower rate of population increase since 1940 appears primarily
a result of the war. Had there been no war, the population of the
Ukrainian SSR in 1959 would have amounted to a figure between 44.5
and 49.6 million, depending on the rate used for projection, instead of
the actual figure of 41.9 million.st Had the impact of World War 1I
been equally spread throughout the Soviet Union, the population of the
Ukrainian SSR would have been 44.3 million: in other words, had the
Ukraine kept equal pace with the average Soviet rate of population
increase Since 1940 (9.5 per cent), her population would have increased
by 3.8 million instead of only by 1.4 million. To use Lorimer’s terms,
between 1940 and 1959 the “redistribution decrement” of the Ukrainian
population amounted to 2.4 million. Compared with the earlier period
(1926—39) no abnormally high losses have been incurred in the country-
side: on the contrary, it appears that between 1940-59g, the process of
leaving farms went more slowly in the Ukraine than in the Soviet Union
as a whole,’2 which may be an indication of shortage of labor in agri-
culture as a result of war. What factors do then account for the popula-
tion losses since 19407 Some incomplete information has been released
and may serve as a starting point for further research.

According to the statisticians of the Soviet Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences, 1.5 million civilians were killed and another three million de-
ported to work in Germany during World War I1.52 Furthermore, when

e Within the boundaries of 1959,

Sources: For 1897, see Khomenko, op. cit. (in note above), p. 130n, on the Ukraine,
and Richard E. Pipes, Formation of the Soviet Union (Cambridge, Mass.: Har-
vard University Press, 1954), p. 290, on the USSR. For 1926 and 1939, see
Frank Lorimer, The Population of the Soviet Union (Geneva: League of Nations,
1946), p. 162. Figures for “1940” and 1959 in Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, pp. 8-9.
Estimate for 1933, see V. Kubiyovych in Entsyklopediya ukrayinoznavstva (En-
cyclopedia of Things Ukrainian, Munich and New York: Molode Zhyttya,
1949), Vol. I, p. 166.
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German troops approached, Soviet authorities evacuated “millions of
industrial workers, collective farmers, and officials, together with their
families” 5 into the eastern provinces of the Soviet Union, and drafted
into military service millions of citizens of the Ukrainian Republic. The
number of civilian evacuees and deportees has been estimated by Holub-
nychy as 4 million, that of army draftees in 1941 as no more than 3.5
million.’s Finally, when the Polono-Soviet frontier was re-adjusted in
1945, Holubnychy estimates that the Ukraine lost about one million
people. Not all of those who had left the Ukraine in one way or another
returned. On the basis of figures on the industrial labor force he has
calculated that as of the end of 1946, in addition to the 1.5 million
civilians slaughtered by German occupation forces, some 4.7 million out
of a total of 11 million who had left the Ukraine were still missing:
they had been killed, had remained in the eastern provinces and had
stayed in the West as Displaced Persons.

Another Ukrainian statistician living in exile (Solovey) has drawn
attention to some strange revisions of Ukrainian population figures “of
1940 and has suggested other reasons for the low figures after World
War II. In 1948 the special volume on the USSR of the Great Soviet
Encyclopedia gave for 1939, 41.250 million as the official estimate of the
population of the Republic within the boundaries of 1945 (including all
Western provinces, but excluding Crimea). According to the census of
1939, Crimea had a population of 1,127,000. Consequently, in 1939 or
1940 the population of the Ukraine within the present boundaries
should have been around 42.4 million. But the 1956 statistical handbook
(Narodnoe khozaystvo SSSR)—the first published after a long silence—
unaccountably revised that figure down to 41,027 thousand; after the
1959 census was taken, that figure was further reduced to 40,469 thou-
sand, which we have used in this work. It is possible, of course, that
the 1948 figure had been based on an overestimate of the population of
Western Ukraine. It may be that the later figure was reduced because of
population transfers from Western Ukraine, mainly of Poles, in 1940—41
and after 1944, though such a change ought to have been recorded in
the 1948 volume. (See also below.) But it is equally possible, as Solovey
suggests, that the earlier figure had been tampered with in order to dis-
guise the full extent of Ukrainian population losses after 19gg.5¢

By comparing various official Soviet figures on the number of persons
who had been deported from the Ukraine to Germany as civilian labor-
ers and those who had disappeared in German POW camps, with figures
on the number of those who had been repatriated to the USSR and
those who had arrived in the Ukraine herself, Solovey convincingly dem-
onstrates that roughly 1.9 million or 6o per cent of the Ukrainians who
had been repatriated from Germany to the USSR were actually not
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allowed to return to the Ukraine. There have been several indications
that the repatriates were very carefully screened to weed out real and
presumed collaborators, but Solovey is the first to indicate the numbers
involved.’” The exile of 1.9 million Ukrainian returnees, in addition to
the losses directly caused by the war, may be a contributing reason for
the abnormally low population increase in the Ukraine. Other reasons
are the punitive deportations, mostly from the Western Ukraine in
1939—41 and after 1944. By way of punitive action, citizens of the Ukrain-
ian SSR have been deported for two main causes: collaboration with the
Germans *® and cooperation with the Ukrainian Nationalist Under-
ground in Western Ukraine.’® No quantitative data have been released
by Soviet authorities to indicate the scope of those actions. Not very
convincingly in this particular instance, Solovey estimates that punitive
deportations have cost the Ukraine another 1.75 million people.é°
Population transfers resulting from boundary shifts must also be taken
into account. In the postwar years a number of population transfers have
taken place, but for lack of pertinent data it is impossible to appraise
most of them in quantitative terms. (It is worth noting, in this connec-
tion, that a question about the place of birth, which was included in the
1926 census, has been deliberately omitted from the 1939 and 1959 cen-
suses.) The most important one is perhaps the exchange of population
between the Ukraine and Poland on the basis of an agreement of Octo-
ber 1, 1944. According to the American demographer Kulischer, by
December, 1946, when the transfer was terminated, approximately 1
million Poles and 140,000 Polish Jews were repatriated from the whole
USSR. In exchange, about 520,000 Ukrainians from Poland were settled
in the Ukrainian SSR.¢* An interesting feature of this transfer is that
apparently most of the Ukrainians from Poland (or, to be more precise,
from the Ukrainian-inhabited territories that had been ceded to Poland)
were not settled in Western Ukraine but farther east in the underpopu-
lated southern steppes of the Ukrainian SSR.®2* A similar agreement
with Czechoslovakia involved the repatriation of about gg,000 Czechs
from Volhynia.®®* One can also approximately determine the population
increase as a result of territorial annexations since 1944. By incorporat-
ing the formerly Czechoslovakian province of Subcarpathia in 1945,
the population of the Republic increased by roughly 800,000 people,®

* A good scholarly Soviet source, obtained while this book was in print—viz.,, V. L
Naulko, “Sovremenny etnicheskiy sostav naseleniya Ukrainskoy SSR (The Contempo-
rary Ethnic Composition of the Population of the Ukrainian SSR),” Sovetskaya etno-
grafiya (Soviet Ethnography, Moscow), Vol. 1963, No. 5 (September-October), pp. 49-
so—confirms and makes precise those figures. According to it, 788,000 Poles were re-
patriated from the Ukrainian SSR alone, and 518,000 Ukrainians, Lithuanians, and
Belorussians from Poland settled in the Ukrainian SSR, mainly in the Ivano-Frankiv-
ska (Stanyslaviv), Lviv, and Nikolaevsk provinces. The last is in southern Ukraine.
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by incorporating the Crimea in February 1954, by less than 1.1 million.®
But there are virtually no quantitative data on such processes as emigra-
tion in connection with Khrushchev’s virgin lands campaign and inter-
republican assignments of professionals.

The materials on the virgin lands campaign are rather inadequate.
We know that Khrushchev's appeal to cultivate the virgin lands was
primarily directed to the youth. A reference book for Komsomol propa-
gandists gives the figure of more than g50,000 ‘‘young patriots” who had
set out to cultivate new lands, besides 120 odd thousand who went to
the east to work in industry, between February, 1954 (when the action
started), and January, 1957.%¢ These are, however, figures pertaining to
the Soviet Union as a whole. To obtain figures for the Ukraine, we must
consult the press. By March, 1958, 80,000 young people from the Ukraine
had actually gone east, revealed a Komsomol leader to a Western cor-
respondent.8” On the other hand, by using an official estimate of the
Republican population in 1954 and the 1958 rate of natural increase
Solovey has been able to show rather persuasively that the total number
of persons resettled from the Ukraine in the virgin lands campaigns
between 1954 and 1959 could run as high as 1.0 million.®®¢ A small part
of that figure covers the emigration for other reasons (professional per-
sonnel shifts outside the Ukraine, for example). V. Kubiyovych, a well-
known Ukrainian demographer now living in exile, has pointed out in
this connection that in all probability the 1959 census data on Ukrain-
ians in Kazakhstan, the destination of the virgin lands drive, to wit,
762,000, has been falsified. According to the census of 1926, there lived
as many as 861,000 Ukrainians in Kazakhstan. Kubiyovych estimates
their present number as anywhere from 2.5 to g.0 million, which would
be compatible with the high estimates for the recent settlement by
Solovey.®?

The inter-Republican assignments of specialists is very important,
though the numbers involved need not be large. That it takes place is
admitted by the regime, but no comprehensive summary data has been
released.” In the opinion of former Soviet citizens there is an unwritten
Soviet policy to intermingle the nationalities by assigning the graduates
of one Republic to work in another—a policy which has been perfected
in the training and stationing of Soviet troops.”* Holubnychy has esti-
mated that

. . . Apart from [normal] mortality, the Ukraine lost out of g0 higher school
[college] graduating classes [1925-55] 112,800 specialists with higher education,
including 37,300 engineers. This amounts to 21.4 per cent of all graduated
specialists with a higher education and 27.8 per cent of all engineers.?2
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He assumes that most of them had been transferred to work outside the
Ukrainian SSR. Actually, the number transferred between 1925 and 1935
might have been even greater owing to the particular nature of the data.
The figure of 112,800 is a figure of net loss which may include a counter-
vailing influx of specialists into the Ukraine from other Soviet Repub-
lics.™ We are almost at a complete loss when it comes to estimating the
scope of immigration into the Ukrainian SSR. That the place of the
of the Crimean Tatars has been partly filled with Russian settlers has
already been mentioned; " in the following chapter, I shall say a few
words about the immigration of Russians into Western Ukraine. No offi-
cial figures, however, are available.?

Last, it may be of some interest to mention the migrations within the
Ukrainian SSR. Already a few weeks after the first Soviet occupation of
Galicia, by October 19, 1939, seven thousand unemployed were taken
to work in the coal mines of Donbas.”® After the reoccupation in 1944
such labor recruitment was continued on a large scale.”” Moreover,
Galician peasants, too, were encouraged to settle in the sparsely popu-
lated eastern provinces of the Ukraine, especially in the South.”® In
other words, there has been a flow of unqualified labor and impover-
ished peasants from overpopulated Western Ukraine into the southern
and southeastern provinces of the Republic.

3. The Demographic Base: Nationality

So much for a discussion of the Republican population as a whole.
But how many of them are Ukrainians and how many are Russians,
Jews, and Poles, to name only the most numerous minorities? Are the
non-Ukrainian minorities increasing, or is it the other way round? Where
are they concentrated?

According to the latest census (1959), there were g7.3 million citizens
who gave Ukrainian as their nationality—g2.2 million of them, or 86.3
per cent lived in the Ukrainian Republic. There they constituted 76.8
per cent of the total population.” Several questions may be raised about
these figures. Quite apart from the difficult problem of defining nation-
ality (see Note II-1, in the Appendix), it is of interest to know the dis-
tribtition of Ukrainians outside the Ukrainian SSR, the strength of the
non-Ukrainian minorities in that republic, and, above all, the movement
and growth of the Ukrainian people in the USSR as a whole and in the
Ukraine in particular.

The largest number of Ukrainians outside the Republic in absolute
terms live in Russia (3.4 million or 2.9 per cent of the total population).
In the Kazakh Republic there are 762,000 Ukrainians (8.2 per cent),
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in the Moldavian Republic—421,000 (highest relative concentration,
with 14.6 per cent), 137,000 (6.6 per cent) live in the Kirghiz Republic,
and 133,000 (1.7 per cent) in Belorussia. In virtually all other Union
Republics there are Ukrainians in smaller numbers (under 100,000).
From this data it would appear that, with the possible exception of areas
contiguous to the Ukrainian SSR in which Ukrainians form a majority,*
the Ukrainians outside the Ukrainian Republic are so scattered that
they can be passed over in a political analysis like this. For in all those
other areas the Ukrainians will remain a permanent minority.

What is the numerical position of the non-Ukrainian minorities in the
Ukraine? According to the 1959 census, Russians account for 7.1 million
(or 16.9 per cent) of the Republican population. Jews come a distant
next with 840,000 (or 2.0 per cent). The other minorities, down from
the 63,000 (0.9 per cent) Poles to the 101,000 Rumanians (0.2 per cent)
do not appear to be politically significant any longer.2 Numbers by
themselves may be, of course, grossly misleading: we shall see in our
discussion of socio-economic strata that some of the minorities have had
a very great influence upon Ukrainian economy, culture, and politics.

What about the movement and growth of the Ukrainian population?
According to the census of 1926, there were g1.2 million Ukrainians liv-
ing in the USSR in that year, 2.2 million of them lived in the Ukrainian
SSR, where they formed 8o0.1 per cent of the total population of 29g.0
million.8 The census of 1939 gave 28.1 [sic] million as the number of
Ukrainians in the Soviet Union.®* (No data was released on the number
of Ukrainians in the Ukrainian SSR.) According to Lorimer, the reasons
for this decline must be sought in the growing identification of Ukrain-
1ans with Russians, particularly of those living outside the Ukraine.8*
That such a process may have taken place appears from the data on
intermarriages between various nationalities in the Ukraine. Statistics
show that in 1927 about g6.5 per cent of the Ukrainians living in the
Ukraine married within their nationality. In the cities, however, only
87.2 per cent of Ukrainian men took Ukrainian brides and 83.4 per cent
of Ukrainian girls married Ukrainian men. The others, more likely than
not, married Russians: for only 62.0 per cent of the Russian men in the
Ukraine found Russian wives and only %o.2 per cent of the Russian
women found Russian husbands.®s By 1937, that is, within the hext
decade, the number of ethnic intermarriages increased; but only rough
aggregate figures have been made available, which do not permit a con-
clusive interpretation. According to Pisarev, 7.5 per cent of the total
number of marriages in the Ukrainian SSR had been concluded between
members of different nationalities in 1927; in 1937, that number
amounted to 19.0 per cent.?”

Two things should be pointed out in this connection. In the first place,
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these figures comprise marriages contracted between members of all the
nationalities living in the Ukraine. The figure will probably be lower
when only those intermarriages are considered that involve Ukrainians:
In 1927 it was $.5 per cent compared to the broader figure of 7.5 or 8.2
per cent (see footnote 87). Furthermore, the objection might be raised
that 1937 is an a-typical year, that it represented the climax of Stalin’s
Great Purges, in which many families must be presumed to have been
dissolved and in which new “political” marriages were contracted in an
atmosphere of official terror that was directed, among others, against
Ukrainian “bourgeois nationalists.” It is most probable that owing to
the industrialization of the country ethnic intermarriages involving
Ukrainians would have increased even without the terror, but it would
seem that a few points must be credited to the drive against Ukrainian
“bourgeois nationalism.”

While subjective identification with the Russians may account in part
for the extraordinarily low figure of Ukrainians in the USSR in Janu-
ary, 1939, at least as far as the immediately preceding, suppressed census
of 1937 is concerned, there is some evidence of such identification on the
part of -the census takers. One of our respondents was in Kazakhstan
when the 1937 census was taken. He declared himself a Ukrainian only
to be set back by the remark, “Oh, so you are a Ukrainian bourgeois
nationalist?” 88 We should keep in mind that in the minds of some Rus-
sians Ukrainians simply did not exist outside of Galicia, and it is likely
that in the atmosphere of the late 1930’s those particular Russians may
have tried to substantiate their convictions. The severe famine in the
Ukraine in 1932-33 must also have played a certain part in the over-all
decrease of Ukrainians, probably the major part. On the other hand, it
is worth noting that between 1926 and 1939 the number of Russians in
the Soviet Union increased from %7.8 to g9.0 million (2%7.3 per cent).®®
As a result of the annexation of Western Ukrainian territories, how-
ever, the total number of Ukrainians in the Soviet Union increased
by #.5 million until it stood at g5.6 million.?

The number of Ukrainians in the expanded Ukrainian Republic has
not been given directly, but it can be inferred from another figure in the
Soviet Encyclopedia. According to the “final results of the 1939 census,”
32,828,500 persons in the Ukrainian SSR “spoke Ukrainian,” presumably
as their native language.®® As the “final results of the 1939 census” prob-
ably include the Soviet annexations by 1945 (and Crimea) and as the
estimated total population of the Ukrainian SSR in the expanded area
amounted to some 4o0.5 million (as of “1940”), the linguistic figure pro-
vided by the Encyclopedia, when discounted by the number of Ukrain-
ians in Transcarpathia (600,000),°2 allows us to calculate the percentage
of Ukrainians in the Ukrainian SSR and Crimea on the eve of the Soviet-
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German war. It is 80.0 per cent. Moreover, subtracting from the En-
cyclopedia figure the 7.5 million Ukrainians added by the annexations,
we can make a rough estimate of the number of Ukrainians in the East-
ern Ukraine at the time when the 1939 census was taken: a figure that
has not been disclosed by the Soviet government so far. It is about 25.3
million out of a total population of g1.0 million, or 81.6 per cent. This
slight increase over the percentage of 1926 (80.1 per cent) seems implau-
sible in the light of the forced collectivization of the predominantly
Ukrainian peasantry, the attacks on Ukrainian “bourgeois nationalism,”
and the fact that the regime has withheld the census figures on the
national composition of the population of the Ukrainian SSR in 1939
though it has released corresponding statistics on other republics.®® On
the other hand, while official terror ought to have diminished the num-
ber of self-declared Ukrainians in 1939, the higher birth rate in the
rural areas and the Ukrainization (Ukrainian korenizatsiya) policy (1926—
33) worked in the opposite direction. In any case, World War II and
the annexation of the predominantly Russian-inhabited Crimea make
the January, 1939, figure on Ukrainians in the Ukrainian SSR—whatever
it be—of historical importance only.?*

A comparison of the increase of Ukrainians with the average popula-
tion increase in the USSR between 1926 and 1939 shows a rather serious
lag, too. Owing to the economic policies of the regime and possibly wide-
spread falsification of responses in the census of 1939, the number of
Ukrainians in the Soviet Union within the boundaries of September 1%,
1939, actually diminished by g.0 per cent, whereas the total Union popu-
lation went up by 15.9 per cent.?> In the period 1940-1959, even with
the annexation of Western territories, the Ukrainian group in the Soviet
Union increased by no more than 4.8 per cent in almost twenty years
[sic], the total population rising by 9.5 per cent during the same time.
It could be shown that the beneficiaries on the all-Union scale have been
the Russians who increased at a rate faster than the Soviet average,?®
but it would be more to the point to analyze the increase of the Russian
minority in the Ukraine.

According to the census of 1926, 2.7 million or g.2 per cent of the
population of the Ukrainian SSR in her prewar boundaries were Rus-
sians.?” Lew Shankowsky has made careful calculations of the number of
Russians in West Ukrainian provinces in 1930, when the Rumanian and
Czechoslovak, and in 1941, when the Polish censuses were taken. In his
judgment, Russians in all those areas numbered no more than 22,400,98
(See also Table 1I-7, p. 57.) The Russian population of the Crimea,
however, was more substantial, numbering g01,000 or 42.2 per cent of
the total, in 1926.2 We may conclude, therefore, that in 1926, for all
practical purposes, the Russians constituted no more than g.0 million
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Table II-7

NATIONAL COMPOSITION OF THE PROVINCES OF THE UKRAINIAN SSR

Total
popu- Percentage of total population
lation
. (thou- Ukrain- Rus- Belo-
Province Years sands) ian sian russian Jews Poles Others
Vinnitsa 1926 2,407.3 87.3 1.7 0.1 7.7 2.7 0.5
. 1959 2,142.0 91.8 4.4 0.2 2.3 1.0 0.3
Volhynia * 1931 999.3 74.7 06 0.0 10.7 10.6 3.4
. 1959 890.0 94.6 4.2 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3
Dniepropetrovsk 1926 1,823.1 84.4 8.1 0.8 5.1 0.4 1.2
. 1959 2,705.0 77.7 17.2 1.3 2.7 0.2 0.9
Donetsk (Stalino) 1926 1,642.2 60.2 26.3 0.7 2.5 0.3 10.0
1959 4,262.0 55.6 37.6 1.5 1.0 0.2 4.1
Zhytomyr 1926 1,777.2 74.9 2.1 0.1 9.2 8.8 4.9
. 1959 1,604.0 84.5 5.4 0.4 2.6 6.4 0.7
Transcarpathian * 1930 725.0 62.1 0.0 0.0 14.1 0.0 23.8
1959 920.0 74.6 3.2 0.1 1.3 0.0 20.7
Zaporozhe 1926 1,071.2 65.9 17.9 0.2 3.1 0.1 12.8
. 1959 1,464.0 68.3 25.9 0.7 1.4 0.1 3.6
Kiev (City) 1926 513.6 42.1 24.4 1.1 27.3 2.7 2.4
_ . 1959 1,104.0 60.1 23.0 1.2 13.9 0.8 1.0
Kiev (Province) 1926 2,421.2 83.1 5.9 0.2 8.4 1.6 0.8
. 1959 2,823.0 80.3 11.9 0.7 5.9 0.6 0.6
Kirovograd 1926 1,421.0 87.5 5.7 0.1 4.0 0.2 2.5
1959 1,218.0 88.7 8.4 0.8 0.8 0.1 1.2
Crimea * 1926 714.1 10.8 42.2 0.5 7.0 0.6 38.9
. 1959 1,201.0 22.3 71.4 1.8 2.2 0.3 2.0
Lugans'k
(Voroshilovgrad) 1926 1,339.9 71.9 24.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 1.9
1959 2,452.0 57.8 38.7 1.1 0.6 0.2 1.6
Lviv * 1931 2,315.0 59.3 0.0 0.0 12.8 26.8 2.1
1959 2,108.0 86.3 8.6 0.4 1.4 2.8 0.5
Nikolaev 1926 984.9 69.6 12.7 1.5 7.5 0.7 8.0
1959 1,014.0 81.2 13.7 1.2 2.0 0.3 1.6
Odessa 1926 1,264.2 50.2 16.2 0.3 16.1 1.1 16.1
Odessa and Izmail 1926 1,894.2 45.7 15.1 0.2 11.7 0.8 26.5
Odessa, united 1959 2,027.0 §5.5 21.7 0.5 6.0 0.4 15.9
Poltava 1926 2,212.0 95.0 1.3 0.1 3.2 0.1 0.3
1959 1,632.0 93.4 5.1 0.3 0.8 0.1 0.3
Rovno * 1931 1,033.6 74.7 0.6 0.0 10.7 10.6 3.4
1959 926.0 93.4 4.2 1.2 03 0.5 0.4
Ivano-Frankivska
(Stanyslaviv) * 1931 1,400.8 72.7 0.0 0.0 12.3 13.5 1.5
1959 1,095.0 94.8 3.5 0.1 0.4 1.0 0.2
Sumy 1926 1,842.3 87.6 10.5 0.1 1.4 0.1 0.3
1959 1,514.0 87.9 11.1 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.2
Ternopil * 1931 1,339.7 59.8 0.0 0.0 12.0 27.3 0.9
1959 1,086.0 94.9 2.5 0.2 0.1 2.2 0.1
Kharkov 1926 2,314.5 75.1 19.9 0.1 3.8 0.3 0.8
1959 2,520.0 68.8 26.4 0.5 3.3 0.2 0.8
Kherson 1926 772.4 73.1 17.9 0.4 3.5 1.0 4.1
1959 824.0 81.1 15.6 0.8 1.3 0.4 0.8
Khmelnitsky
(Pereyaslav) 1926 1,773.8 81.8 1.2 0.1 7.9 8.4 0.6
1959 1,611.0 90.2 3.8 0.2 1.2 4.3 0.3
Cherkassy 1026 1,876.2 93.8 0.8 0.1 4.8 0.3 0.2
1959 1,503.0 94.0 4.5 0.3 0.9 0.1 0.2
Chernihiv 1926 1,837.5 93.5 3.2 0.2 2.4 0.1 0.6
1059 1,554.0 94.5 3.9 0.4 0.8 0.1 0.3
Chernivtsi * 1930 854.0 67.2 1.2 0.0 14.0 3.3 14.3
1959 774.0 66.9 6.6 0.2 5.4 0.8 20.1

* The provinces have been listed in the order of the Ukrainian alphabet. Those incorporated after September
1939, have been marked with an asterisk (*¥).

Source: Calculated by Lew Shankowsky, of Prolog Research Associates, New York City, and used with his
permission. The percentage figures for 1959 have been taken by the compiler from Narodne hospo-
darstvo Ukrayins'koys RSR v 1959 r.: Statystychny shchorichnyk (National Economy of the Ukrainian
SSR in 1959: A Statistical Yearbook, Kiev, 1960), p. 22. Figures for 1926 are from the USSR
census, other figures from the Rumanian census of 1930 and the Polish census of 1931 and the
Czechoslovak census of 1930, the Polish figures adjusted somewhat to correct apparent falsification
with respect to the number of Ukrainians. The administrative units in the 1920's differed from those
of 1959: in order to make them compatible, Professor Shankowsky has used detailed, village-by-
village results of the earlier censuses and detailed administrative maps.
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out of a total of some 38.9 million people in the Ukraine in her present
boundaries,’®® or about 7.7 per cent of the total population. As we
have already seen, however, by 1959 the Russian minority more than
doubled to 7.1 million or 16.9 per cent of the total. Even if one allows
for the high average rate of increase of the Russian group in the USSR
(46.6 per cent in the g3 year period), it appears that the Russian minor-
ity in the Ukraine cannot have increased that much by themselves. The
inescapable conclusion that within one generation (1926-59) at least 2.7
million Russians have immigrated into the Ukrainian. SSR within its
present boundaries. That is a number almost equal to the original
strength of the Russian minority in 1926.1°%.*

On the other hand, the size of the second largest minority in the
Ukraine—the Jews—has been drastically cut, primarily through Nazi ex-
termination policies. In 1926 the Jews in the Eastern Ukraine only
numbered 1.6 million (5.4 per cent of the total population); there lived
an additional 1.1 million of them in the seven Western provinces and
the Crimea.’*? Altogether some 2.7 million Jews were, in 1926, citizens of
the Ukraine within her present boundaries, constituting about 6.9 per
cent of the total population. In 1959 only 840,000 were left (2.0 per cent
of the total population). According to a Soviet source previously cited,
the Germans slaughtered about 1.5 million civilians in the Ukraine.203
A majority of those, at least goo,000 according to one Western estimate,
must have been Jews.** The third largest minority, the Poles, is sur-
prisingly small if one considers the fact that in 1939 the Soviet Union
annexed territories with substantial Polish minorities. According to the
1959 census, there are but 363,000 Poles in the Ukraine, or 0.9 per cent
of the whole. In 1926, the Poles numbered 476,000 (1.6 per cent) in the
Eastern Ukraine alone.*® The war and evacuation apparently have cut
their number down.

The official nationality data for 1959 have been broken down into
provinces. With the help of figures from the 1926 census in the USSR,
the Rumanian census of 1930, the Czechoslovak census of 1930, and the
Polish census of 1931, which figures have been recalculated by Lew
Shankowsky to make them comparable to the 1959 census,°6 we can
draw important conclusions about the regional distribution of non-
Ukrainian minorities (see Table II-7, p. 57).

The highest relative concentration of Poles exists, to our great surprise,
not in the Western Ukraine but in two agricultural provinces of the
so-called Right Bank Ukraine (that is, Eastern Ukraine right of the

Dnieper).’" In 1959, in the Zhytomyr Province Poles numbered 6.4 per
* Naulko, op. cit,, p. 47, also points out that between 1926 and 1959 the number of

Russians in the Ukraine doubled. He attributes this to an influx into the Ukrainian
cities of young Russian males.
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cent of the total population, in the Khmelnitsky Province 4.3 per cent,
compared with a Republican average of 0.9 per cent. In all Ukrainian
provinces, however, the number of Poles has declined. In Western
Ukraine, apparently owing to the mutual struggle between the Ukrain-
ian and Polish undergrounds in World War II (see on this Chapter V,
below) and the evacuation of Poles under Soviet rule, that decline has
reached precipitous proportions. In the Lviv Province, for example, the
Polish population decreased from 26.8 per cent of the total in 1931 to
2.8 per cent in 1959; in Ternopil Province from 27.§ to as low as 2.2
per cent.

The highest concentration 'of Jews is to be found in the capital city
Kiev (13.9 per cent of all inhabitants in 1959; as many as 27.3 per cent
in 1926), and in the Provinces of Odessa (6.0 per cent), Chernivtsi (5.4
per cent) and Kharkov (3.3 per cent). (Their republican average is 2.0
per cent.) Kiev is the administrative and cultural center, with some in-
dustry; Chernivtsi in Bukovina is an agricultural province that had for-
merly been under Rumanian rule; the other two provinces contain im-
portant commercial and industrial cities. In all provinces of the Ukraine,
howevet, the proportion of Jews has dropped, the sharpest decline be-
ing registered in the West Ukrainian provinces of Transcarpathia (14.1
per cent In 1931—1.3 per cent in 1959), Ivano-Frankivska, formerly
Stanyslaviv (12.3 to 0.4 per cent), to cite only two examples. This decline
is possibly the result of both the Nazi extermination policy and the
migration of Jews from the overpopulated and economically under-
developed Western provinces into Poland.

On the other hand, the proportion of Russians in the Ukraine has
increased in every province but Kherson (an agricultural oblast in the
south) and the city of Kiev itself (in 1926, Russians numbered 24.4 per
cent of Kiev’'s population, in 1959 they numbered slightly fewer—=23.0
per cent). The sharpest increases are to be found in the Western areas
(in Lviv Province, for example, the percentage of Russians increased
from practically zero in 1931 to 8.6 per cent of the total population in
1959). At the present time there are five out of the twenty-five provinces
in the Ukrainian SSR in which the share of Russians exceeds one-quarter
of the population (the republican average is 16.9 per cent). They are, in
descending order: Crimea (71.4 [sic] per cent in 1959 compared with 42.2
per cent in 1926), Lugansk (38.7 per cent, formerly 24.9 per cent), Donets
(37.6 per cent, formerly 26.3 per cent), Kharkov (26.4 per cent, formerly
19.9 per cent) and Zaporozhe (25.9 per cent, formerly 17.9 per cent). It
is worth noting that with the exception of agricultural Crimea, in which
Russian settlers have apparently displaced the exiled Crimean Tatars, all
the other provinces listed are distinguished for their industrial potential:
Donets (until recently, Stalino) and Lugansk are in the coal rich Donets
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Basin, Zaporozhe is a metal forming center, Kharkov a center for ma-
chine-building industry. Very interesting also is the sharp influx of Rus-
sians into the agricultural Poltava Province (1.3 per cent in 1926, 5.1
per cent in 1959). Poltava Province, together with Kiev Province, has
long been regarded as the cradle of modern Ukrainian culture. Appar-
ently the increase in the number of Russians in Poltava Province, which
is, incidentally, an area with a declining population, is due to the influx
of Russian settlers who have taken the place of Ukrainian peasants
killed in the Big Famine of 1932-33. Another possible reason for the
influx of Russians into Poltava Province may be territorial reorganiza-
tion. In 1926 there were numerous Russian villages along the border of
today’s Kharkov and Poltava Provinces. Had those villages been later
included in the Poltava Province this might have accounted for some
increase of the Russian population of the province.?°8

4. A Socio-Economic Profile of the Population

One of the most significant aspects of Soviet nationality policy has
been the increase in the number of socio-economic opportunities for the
various peoples of the Union. That such an increase must have taken
place can be easily inferred from the obvious economic growth. But it is
not always realized that such a “sociological development” may be un-
even. Some nations profit more from economic growth than do other
nations, and the different rate of advancement may become a political
issue. It is true that for the time being the question cannot be squarely
posed in the Soviet Union where all the nations are theoretically equal
or at least rapidly becoming so. But the existence of the problem of
“local cadres” was frankly acknowledged by Khrushchev himself at the
Twentieth Party Congress,'® and within three years of the Congress the
First Secretary of the Communist Party of Turkmenia, Babayev, was dis-
missed because of mistakes committed in the placement of Turkmenian
and non-Turkmenian cadres.!?® But what is the problem of local cadres
if not the most pointed aspect of the different rate of socio-economic
development among the various nations of the USSR? Fortunately, re-
cent Soviet statistics shed considerable light on this problem. In the
following paragraphs I propose to approach the question step by step,
discussing first the socio-economic structure of the population of the
Ukrainian SSR with nationality omitted, then injecting the available
data on nationality.

The comparative occupational profile of the Ukrainian SSR (Table
I1-8) shows that in the broad economic field of industry relatively fewer
persons are employed in the Ukraine than in the USSR as a whole and
the Russian SFSR in particular (22.9 per cent compared with 25.9 and
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Table 11-8

61

A CoMPARATIVE OCCUPATIONAL PROFILE oF THE UKRAINIAN SSR; OR,
WORKERS AND EMPLOYEES ENGAGED IN THE NATIONAL ECONOMIES OF
THE UKRAINIAN SSR, THE RussiaN SFSR, anp THE USSR as A
WHoOLE, 1960-61,* By NUMBER (IN THOUSANDS) AND BY

PERCENTAGE OF ToTAL

Ukrainian SSR Russian SFSR USSR
Per- Per- Per-
. centage centage centage
Thou- distri- Thou- distri- Thou- distri-
sands bution sands bution sands bution
Agriculture and Forestry:
Collective Farmers® 6,396.4 36.353 9,226.5 18.507 21,733.3 25.278
Supervisory and Higher Technical Staff
on Collective Farms © 132.5 0.753 247.0 0.495 545.0 0.634
Lower Technical Staff on Collective
Farms (Tractor Drivers, etc.) 4 407.3 2.315 875.2 1.756  1,665.2 1.937
Workers and Staff on State Farms ® 815.0 4.632 3,751.0 7.524 6,324.0 7.356
Staff of Machine Tractor and Repair
Statiofis 87.0 0.494 197.0 0.395 348.0 0.405
Other Agriculture f 67.0 0.381 222.0 0.445 458.0 0.533
Forestry 70.0 0.398 211.0 0.423 359.0 0.418
Sub-Total: Agriculture and Forestry 7,975.2 45.326 14,729.7 29.546 31.432.5 36.560
Productive Industry 4,028.0 22.893 15,139.0 30.367 22,291.0 25.927
Services:
Transportation 1,062.0 6.036 4,004.0 8.032 6,279.0 7.303
Communication 113.0 0.642 471.0 0.945 738.0 0.858
Commerce, Communal Food Supply 854.0 4.854 2,868.0 5.753 4,675.0 5.438
Housing 315.0 1.790 1,277.0 2.561 1,920.0 2.233
Construction 891.0 5.064 3,137.0 6.292 5,136.0 5.974
Health Services 689.0 3.916 2,026.0 4.064 3,461.0 4.026
Education 881.0 5.007 2,782.0 5.580 4,803.0 5.586
Science and Scientific Services 199.0 1.131 1,266.0 2.539 1,763.0 2.051
Banking and Insurance Services 46.0 0.261 162.0 0.325 265.0 0.308
Government and Administration Per-
sonnel, Staff of Public Organizations 216.0 1.228 744.0 1.492 1,245.0 1.448
Others 326.0 1.853 1,248.0 2.503 1,967.0 2.288
Sub-Total: Services 5,592.0 31.781 19,985.0 40.087 32,252.0 37.513
Grand Total 17,595.2 100.000 49,853.7 100.000 85,975.5 100.000

& Military personnel excluded. The figures are taken at somewhat different dates, which will be specified in

the notes below.
b Annual average figure for 1960.
® As of April 1, 1961.
d As of April 1, 1960.

® All the data from this point down refer to September 1, 1960.

! The term “‘other agriculture” refers to the difference between the total of “workers and employees’’ in
agriculture and the two specified sub-categories (‘' workers and staff on state farms'' and *‘staff of machine-
tractor and repair stations’’), on p. 640 of source. Soviet agricultural statistics are rather complicated owing
to Marxist dogma. Only workers and employees of state farms and machine-tractor and repair stations
are listed as ‘‘workers and employees in agriculture.” Collective peasants and related persons are listed
separately, since they do not completely belong to the working class engaged in the Socialist form of

production.

Sources: Based upon absolute figures in tables in Nar. khoz. SSSR, 1960. Figures for collective peasants
on p. 522; for supervisory and higher technical staff on collective farms—p. 525; lower technical
staff—p. 528; all the rest from p. 640.
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30.4). Whereas the difference between the Ukrainian figure and the
USSR average is small, that between the former and the Russian statistic
is quite considerable. The small number of persons employed in Ukrain-
ian industry is counterbalanced by a disproportionately large number
engaged in agriculture and forestry (45.3 per cent compared with 36.6
for the USSR and 2q.5 for the Russian SFSR). But the growth of the
service sector is probably the best indication of the health of a modern
industrial economy. In that sector, in terms of employment, the Ukraine
is considerably behind the USSR average and the Russian figure (31.8
compared with g7.5 and 4o0.1 per cent of all employed). Particularly dis-
turbing is the small number of persons engaged in scientific research
(1.1 per cent compared with the USSR average of 2.1 and the Russian
figure of 2.5). Remembering the ample resources of the Republic we
have gained a suspicion that the industrial underdevelopment of the
Ukraine, when viewed against Soviet and Russian standards, may be
attributed to other than economic reasons.

Even more interesting is the educational profile of the citizens of the
Ukrainian SSR as presented in Table II-g (p. 63). The table combines
the data of the 1959 and 1939 censuses—judging from the inclusion of
the Baltic Republics, data on the West Ukrainian provinces must have
been included, too. It is striking that the relative level of educational
achievement in the Ukrainian SSR has fallen in those twenty years.
At the outbreak of World War II the number of college educated
persons in the Ukraine was one of the highest in the Soviet Union, be-
ing exceeded only by that in the small but well-developed Georgian
Republic and those in the not yet incorporated Latvian and Estonian
Republics. Rather significantly, the relative number of persons with a
higher education in the Ukraine was a little larger than that in Russia
(6.7, compared with 6.5 college graduates per one thousand population
in Russia). Twenty years later, the relative number of college graduates
in the Ukraine was below not only those of Georgia, Latvia, and Es-
tonia, but was also exceeded by those of Russia, the Azerbaydzhani SSR,
and Armenia. Moreover, the Ukrainian figure had fallen slightly below
the all-Union average it had topped in 1939.

The Ukrainian position with respect to the supply of persons with
completed or incomplete secondary education seems slightly better (the
Ukrainian figure of 1959 is above that of Russia but is below those of
Georgia, Azerbaydzhan, Latvia, Armenia, and Estonia (see Table II-10,
p. 64). But it should be kept in mind that the lumping together of
persons with completed and incomplete secondary education has resulted
in a very artificial category embracing semi-educated peasants and work-
ers together with semi-professionals, some of whom may have graduated
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Table 11-9

NuMBER OF PERrRsONs IN THE UNION REPUBLICS WITH A
HicHer EpucaTion, 1939 anp 1959

Number of persons

Persons with 1959 as  with higher edu-
higher education per cent  cation per 1,000
Republics (in thousands) of 1939 of population
1939 1959 1939 1959

USSR 1,177.1 3,777.5 321 6.2 18
Russian SFSR 709.5 2,265.9 319 6.5 19
Ukrainian SSR 272.0 715.4 263 6.7 17
Belorussian SSR 33.0 95.7 290 3.7 12
Uzbek SSR 19.7 104.9 532 3.1 13
Kazakh SSR 27.4 114.0 415 4.5 12
Georgian SSR 39.7 153.4 386 11.2 38
Azerbaydzhan SSR 21.6 77.2 357 6.7 21
Lithuanian SSR 6.4 35.4 553 2.2 13
Moldavian SSR 7.3 29.5 402 3.0 10
Latvian SSR 13.9 44.4 319 7.4 21
Kirghiz SSR 3.3 27.2 837 2.2 13
Tadzhik SSR 3.0 20.7 694 2.0 10
Armenian SSR 7.6 48.8 648 5.9 28
Turkmenian SSR 4.0 19.8 491 3.2 13
Estonian SSR 8.7 25.2 290 8.3 21

Note: A comparison of this table with the preceding one (Table IV on p. 22 of
source) shows that the figures for 1959, at least, include only persons who
have completed higher education.

Source: Table V in Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, p. 23.

from vocational high schools and possibly even briefly attended higher
educational institutions. In both tables the figures on the percentage
increase from 1939 to 1959 show that the Ukrainian rate of educational
growth has been one of the lowest, below that of Russia and also below
that of the Union as a whole.

Of utmost importance are Soviet data on the various kinds of special-
ists engaged in the economic and cultural institutions of each republic.
The Soviet Government has released detailed figures on the numbers
employed in various professional and semi-professional occupations, and
aggregate data on the nationality of professional employees in each
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Table II-70

NuMmBER OF PERsONs IN THE UNION RepuBLICS WITH A COMPLETED
AND AN INCOMPLETE SECONDARY EpucaTiON, 1939 AnD 1959

Persons with sec-

Persons with secondary ondary and in-
and incomplete secondary 1959 as  complete second-
education per cent  ary education per
Republics (in thousands) of 1939 1,000 of population
1939 1959 1939 1959
USSR 14,689.3 54,929.6 374 77 263
Russian SFSR 8,291.0 30,903.6 373 76 263
Ukrainian SSR 3,625.1 11,972.7 330 90 286
Belorussian SSR 595.2 1,814.0 305 67 225
Uzbek SSR 245.5 1,896.7 772 39 234
Kazakh SSR 364.9 2,215.2 607 60 239
Georgian SSR 401.4 1,270.7 317 113 315
Azerbaydzhan SSR 234.5 967.3 412 73 261
Lithuanian SSR 184.3 476.1 258 64 175
Moldavian SSR 97.3 534.6 549 40 186
Latvian SSR 264.5 722.2 273 140 344
Kirghiz SSR 47.3 470.3 993 32 227
Tadzhik SSR 40.3 425.6 1,060 27 214
Armenian SSR 104.5 508.1 486 81 289
Turkmenian SSR 57.9 388.4 671 46 256
Estonian SSR 135.6 364.1 269 129 304

Source: Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, p. 23 (Table VI).

republic. By combining the two sets of figures it is possible to arrive at
some tentative conclusions on who, in effect, manages the republics and
how the professional personnel of a given nationality are distributed
throughout the Union.

In Table II-11, p. 65, we give the numbers of professionals and semi-
professionals in the Ukrainian SSR, the Russian Republic, and the Soviet
Union as a whole on January 1, 1941, and December 1, 19g60. The num-
bers are presented both in absolute figures and in relation to 10,000 of
the total population. An analysis of the figures shows that in 1941 the
per capita number of college graduates (professionals) engaged in the
Ukraine substantially exceeded the all-Union average (54 compared with
48 per 10,000 citizens) and the number of professionals in Russia (49 in
10,000).!* But in 1941 there were relatively fewer semi-professionals in
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Table I1I-77

EMPLOYMENT OF HIGHER, AND SECONDARY VOCATIONAL ScHoOOL
GRADUATES (PROFESSIONALS AND SEMI-PROFESSIONALS) IN THE
UKRrAINIAN SSR, THE RussiaN SFSR, anp THE USSR IN
1941 AnD 1960 *

Ukrainian SSR Russian SFSR USSR
. Per Per Per
10,000 10,000 10,000
Thou- popula- Thou- popula- Thou- popula-
Occupations Time sands tion } sands tion § sands tion §
Engineers 1941 60.9 ) &3 187.7 17 289.9 15
1960 200.1 46 748.8 62 1,1158.5 52
Agronomists, zoologists, veterinar-
ians, foresters 1941 14.8 4 40.3 4 69.6 4
1960 46.6 11 126.2 10 241.8 11
Physicians, exclusive of dentists 1941 33.4 8 82.2 8 141.8 7
1960 79.9 19 232.7 19 400.6 18
Educators and university graduates
(except geologists, lawyers, phy-
gicians and economists); librar-
ians, emplovees in cultural fields 1941 73.1 18 165.5 15 300.4 16
1960 283.4 66 739.7 61 1,378.1 64
Total: Professionals t 1941 217.7 54 527.6 49 909.0 48
1960 685.9 159 2,083.3 173 3,545.2 164
Technicians 1941 S58.5 14 2116 19 320.1 17
1960 334.5 78 1,320.9 110 1,931.3 89
Agronomists, zoo-technicians, vet-
erinary technicians, foresters 1941 22.4 6 53.5 S 92.8 S
1960 85.9 20 198.2 16 380.8 18
Medical staff (incl. dentists) 1941 81.5 20 239.2 22 393.2 21
1960 236.8 5§ 696.8 S8 1,187.3 55
Educators, librarians, employees in
cultural services 1941 109.1 27 3119 29 536.4 28
1960 18S5.5 43 635.4 53 1,061.9 49
Total: Semi-Professionals 1941 295.4 73 915.8 84 1,492.2 78

1960 975.1 226 3,247.6 269 5,238.5 242

* Professional military personnel have been excluded. The exact dates when the censuses were taken are:
January 1, 1941, and December 1, 1960.

1 The items do not add up to totals because some occupations have apparently not been listed but included
in the totals.

1 To determine the population, official estimates for 1939 (with Western provinces included) and January 1,
1961, have been used (see Nar. khoz. SSSR, 1960, p. 8). We do not believe that a more exact calculation
of the population figures for January 1, 1941, would have served any purpose because (1) the base figure
for 1939 was already an estimate and (2) the population of the Ukrainian SSR underwent considerable
changes in the turbulent years 1939—40 (in the newly annexed territories).

Source: Nar. khoz. SSSR, 1960, pp. 654-57.
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the Ukraine: only 73 per 10,000 compared with 78 per 10,000 in the
USSR and as many as 84 per 10,000 in Russia. In the individual occupa-
tional categories the per capita numbers were more or less even, except
that the Ukraine led in the number of university trained educators,
librarians, and university graduates in related fields (18 per 10,000 com-
pared with the Union average of 16 and the Russian figure of 15).
Within the following twenty years, however, the Ukraine has lost her
advantage in the distribution of professionals without gaining a pre-
dominance in the semi-professional categories. Especially striking is the
small number of graduate engineers (46 in 10,000 compared with the
Union average of 52 and the Russian figure of as many as 62) and a
similarly small number of technicians. If anything, that is another visible
proof of the low priorities which Ukrainian industry has received in
Soviet economic planning since the outbreak of World War II. Soviet

Table II-12

BUDGETARY ALLOCATIONs TO THE UKRAINIAN SSR FOR
SociaL AND CuLTURAL Purposts, 1960 *
(Absolute figures [N] in millions of rubles; per capita figures also in rubles)

Social and Cul- Training of Higher
tural Purposes Education Cadres Education
Per Per Per Per
Republics N cap. N cap. N cap. N cap.

Ukrainian SSR 3,058.1 71 1,396.5 32 390.7 9 182.1 4
Russian SFSR 10,5369 87 4,695.8 39 1,424.0 12 698.9 6
USSR (I) t 17,3870 80 8,0974 37 22922 11 11109 5
USSR (II) 24,936.7 115 10,322.7 48 2,4198 11 1,167.0 5

* Though the source gives data on budgetary allocations in selected years since 1940,
I have chosen not to give data on years 1940 and 1956 for the following reasons:
per capita figures for 1940 were likely to be imprecise because of the necessity both
to estimate the population in the newly annexed Western Ukrainian territories and
also to adjust the 1939 census figures; the per capita figures for 1956 may have suf-
fered from being based on official population estimates prior to the census of 1959.

t Sum total of all the Republican budgets.

} Sum total of all the Republican budgets plus undistributed All-Union budget.

Sources: Ministerstvo finansov SSSR—Byudzhetnoe upravlenie (USSR Ministry of
Finances, Budget Administration), Gosudarstvenny byudzhet SSSR i byudzhety
soyuznykh respublik (State Budget of the USSR and Budgets of the Union Re-

publics, Moscow, 1962), pp. 28, 29, 47, 48. Population figures for end of 1960
(January 1, 1961) from Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, p. 8.
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budget figures for 1960 also disclose that for some reason per capita
budgetary allotments for cultural and social purposes in the Ukraine are
below the Soviet average for sums distributed among the Republics and
below the allocations for the Russian SFSR (see Table II-12, especially
the figures on financing of higher education). It should be kept in mind
that the Republics have no independent budgets, but that all revenues
are collected by central authorities and that a part of those is then dis-
tributed among the Republics at a session of the USSR Supreme Soviet
in Moscow.? It is not implausible to assume that such figures may be
interpreted by some Soviet Ukrainians as evidence of discrimination
against the Ukraine and in favor of Russia.

To reinforce our impression that either because of her superior en-
dowments or possibly also the policy of the regime the Russian Republic
is becoming by far the richest in the Soviet Union we have culled some
official data on saving bank deposits in the Soviet Union (the data refer
to 1956, but no later figures have been released, to my knowledge). In
the USSR as a whole, 184 persons in a thousand had savings accounts
with an average balance of 1,732 rubles. In the Ukrainian SSR there
were 173 per thousand with average savings of 1,482 rubles. In Russia,
more than one-fifth of the population (216 in 1,000) were saving an
average of 1,837 rubles each. If calculated on a broader, per capita basis,
it would appear that there were 318 rubles saved per Soviet citizen, but
that the savings in the Ukrainian SSR amounted to only 256 rubles per
inhabitant, whereas in the Russian SFSR they ran as high as gg7 rubles
per head.1!s

Data on retail turnover per capita in different Republics may also be
used as an indicator of relative living standards (see Tables II-1§ and
II-14). Unless the prices and the assortment of goods in various parts of
the Soviet Union were greatly dissimilar—of which we are not aware—it
would appear that in 1955 citizens of the Ukraine bought a smaller
amount of comparable goods and services than the average Soviet citizen
and a considerably smaller amount than citizens of Russia. Moreover we
see that between 1940 and 1gg5 retail turnovers increased more slowly
in the Ukrainian SSR than in the Russian SFSR and the USSR as a
whole. Trained economists may differently interpret the disparities in
the retail turnovers in the various Republics but thoughtful Ukrainians
in the Soviet Union who have access to official data may try to explain
those disparities as indications of economic discrimination. This impres-
sion of theirs will be further reinforced if they see in Table II-14 that
turnover per head of population in Kiev is less than two-thirds of the
comparable figure in Moscow and somewhat below that in Leningrad
and that among thirteen Soviet cities with high retail turnovers per
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Table 1I-13

AN INDICATION OF LIvING STANDARDs IN THE UKRAINIAN SSR (I):
REeTAIL TURNOVER IN STATE AND COOPERATIVE SHOPS, INCLUDING
REsTAURANTS AND DiNniNg HaLrs, PER CapiTa, IN 1955

1955 as per cent of 1940

In rubles, actual prices (comparable prices)
Of which: Of which:
Total Life Other Total Life Other
turnover necessities goods  turnover necessities goods
Ukrainian SSR 2,005 1,027 978 187 154 234
Russian SFSR 2,895 1,658 1,237 196 169 247
USSR Average 2,541 1,394 1,147 202 171 254

Source: Tsentral’noe statisticheskoe upravlenie pri Sovete Ministrov SSSR (Central
Statistical Administration of the USSR Council of Ministers), Sovetskaya
Torgovlya (Soviet Trade, Moscow, 1956), p. 32.

Table I1-14

AN INpicATION OF LiviNG STANDARDS IN THE UkrAINIAN SSR (II):
RETAIL TURNOVER IN STATE AND COOPERATIVE SHOPs, INCLUDING
RESTAURANTS AND DINING HaALLs, IN 13 Sovier Cities IN 1955,
PeEr CariTA, IN DESCENDING ORDER
(Figures in Thousands of Rubles)

Moscow (RSFSR) 9.2 Rostov-Don (RSFSR) 4.6
Leningrad (RSFSR) 6.2 Perm (Molotov; RSFSR) 4.6
Kiev (UkrSSR) 5.8 Gorky (RSFSR) 4.3
Minsk (Belorussia) 5.5 Chelyabinsk (RSFSR) 4.3
Vilnius (Lithuania) 5.3 Krasnoyarsk (RSFSR) 4.3
Sverdlovsk (RSFSR) 5.1 Thilisi (Georgian SSR) 4.4

Alma-Ata (Kazakh SSR) 4.9

Source: As in preceding table (II-13), pp. 194-95.
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Table II-15

AN INDICATION OF LivING STANDARDs IN THE UkraINIAN SSR (III):
RETAIL TURNOVER IN STATE AND COOPERATIVE SHOPS, INCLUDING
RESTAURANTS AND DiNING HaLLs, PER CapriTa, IN 1960

1960 as per cent of 1940

In rubles, actual prices (comparable prices)
Of which: Of which:
Total Life Other Total Life Other

turnover necessities goods  turnover necessities goods

Ukrainian SSR 312 % 159 153 292 233 381
Russian SFSR 407 232 175 281 232 365
USSR Average 367 200 167 287 234 376

* There is a marked discrepancy in the magnitude of figures in this table and in
Table 1I-13. The 1960 figures have been divided by 10 to convert them into new
rubles (equal to 10 old ones), though the new currency was introduced only on
January 1, 1961. See preface to Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, p. 4.

Source: Nar. khoz. SSSR, 7960, p. 685.

capita eight are to be found in the Russian Republic. On the other hand,
more recent figures indicate that in the five years from 1955-1960 the
living standards of citizens of the Ukraine have somewhat improved
(compare Table II-15 with Table II-13). Retail turnover sales in the
Ukraine are still below both the USSR and Russian SFSR standards. But
while in 1955 the Ukrainian turnovers were only 69 per cent of the
Russian and 79 per cent of the average Soviet turnovers, in 1960 they
had reached the levels of 77 per cent and 85 per cent respectively. More-
over, for this time the turnovers relative to those in 1940 show a different
picture: the increase in the Ukraine is a little more rapid than both in
the Russian Republic and in the USSR as a whole. Is it a result of
Khrushchev’s more liberal policies after the Twentieth Party Congress
in 1956?

Tables 1I-16 and II-17 show the national composition of the profes-
sional cadres in the Ukraine and, secondly, the distribution of profes-
sionals of Ukrainian nationality throughout the Soviet Union. No com-
parable figures on semi-professionals have come to our attention. Little,
however, is lost by this omission; for professionals are likely to hold the
better positions anyway, also the more important ones from a political



Table II-716

NaTioNaL CoMPOsITION OF ProressioNaLs wiTH HIGHER EpucaTioN
Whno WERE ENGAGED IN THE NATIONAL EcoNnoMy OoF THE UKRAINIAN SSR|
DeceMBER 1, 1960, IN DESCENDING MAGNITUDE

Percentage
Strength of
Total
National
Group in
Percentage Total
Distribution Population
Nationality Number tion (1959 census)

1. Ukrainians 399,931 58.31 76.8
2. Russians 181,489 26.46 16.9
3. Jews 83,689 12.20 2.0
4. Belorussians 6,272 0.92 0.7
5. Armenians 1,800 0.26 <0.2
6. Moldavians 823 0.12 0.