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A Note on Transliteration

Historians who conduct research with Ukrainian and Russian sources, but present
their findings in English, must make accommodations that ensure precision as
well as readability. In this study, I use a modified Library of Congress system for
transliteration of Ukrainian and Russian names and terms introduced in the text:
I have suppressed soft signs for proper names in the text and rendered -yi (Ukrai-
nian) and -ii (Russian) personal name endings as -y, and the initial Ia-, le-, lo, or
Iu- in personal names as Ya-, Ye-, Yo-, or Yu-. However, for the sake of accuracy, |
have transliterated Ukrainian and Russian sources in the notes and bibliography
in accordance with the unadjusted Library of Congress system. Additionally, 1
have favoured Ukrainian abbreviations for republican branches of government,
but transliterated the names of Communist Party and security police units (e.g.,
Agitprop, Orgbiuro, GPU) from Russian because these variants are more familiar
to English-language readers. I have also relied on transliteration from Russian for
names of ethnic Russians and leading non-Ukrainian party leaders. Finally, I have
transliterated the names of cities and administrative divisions in the UkrSSR from
Ukrainian (e.g., Kyiv, Odesa, Kharkiv) and have generally used Ukrainian variants
for the names of minor non-Russian figures.






A Note on Administrative Divisions

in Soviet Ukraine

The history of administrative divisions of the Ukrainian SSR (UkrSSR) can be
confusing. The republic went through three, major, administrative changes during
the period under study. Soviet authorities initially preserved the tsarist-era guber-
nii (provinces; generally known by its Russian spelling, it is transliterated from
Ukrainian as Aubernii), increasing their number to twelve in 1920. From 1923
to 1925, the republican government began to abolish the gubernii and replace
them with smaller okruhy (regions) and to create raiony (districts) through the
merger and repartition of tsarist-era volosti (counties). However, the institution of
this shift was not immediate and sometimes gubernii co-existed with the smaller
okruby until the former’s final abolition. Initially, there were fifty-three okruby in
Soviet Ukraine, but this number declined to forty-one through division and the
transfer of territory to the Russian SFSR. Within the territory of the UkrSSR,
Soviet officials also created the Moldovan Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic
(ASSR) along its southwestern border and national raiony for ethnic minorities,
including Russians. By 1931, there were twenty-five national raiony. Beginning
in 1930, the okruby were abolished and, by 1932, had been replaced by seven
large oblasts that were further subdivided into rziony. In 1934, the capital of the
UkrSSR was transferred from Kharkiv to Kyiv; the number of oblasts increased
through the 1930s to a rotal of fifteen oblasts (with the addition of the Moldovan
ASSR) by the beginning of the Second World War.'

Throughout 1923 to 1939, the territory and names of raiony shifted; some had
a short life, and it is difficult to find a discussion of them beyond their mention
in a source document. Names of cities also changed, as did the Ukrainian spell-
ing of these names after the creation of a new, unified, Ukrainian orthography in
1928 (known sometimes as the Kharkiv orthography) and its formal adoption by
the Soviet Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in March 1929. To make matters even
more complicated, this orthography was subsequently reformed in 1933 because
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of its alleged embrace of “nationalist deviation.” Of course, there were Russian
variants for names of cities and administrative divisions as well.

With the intent of simplifying reading for the non-specialist and specialist alike,
[ use English-language translations for the UkrSSR’s administrative divisions with
the exception of “oblast,” a term thar is widely used in English-language literature
and reflects the current administrative division of Ukraine. I provide consistent
English-language translation at each mention of the equivalent Ukrainian ad-
ministrative division, so that guberniia (huberniia)=province, okruba=region, and
raion=district. Where there is a possibility of confusion, the Ukrainian-language
variant is parenthetically offered. [ also employ the pre-Kharkiv orthography spell-
ing of Ukrainian cities (e.g., Stalino, not Staline) because contemporary Ukrai-
nian historical scholarship favours this spelling and the Kharkiv orthography had
a relatively short existence. Lastly, as noted already, I generally transliterate place
names from the Ukrainian variant, the one exception being the formal name of
the republic because an English-language equivalent is commonly accepted: the

Ukrainian SSR (abbreviated as UkrSSR).
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Introduction

Now we issue a call for Ukrainization, for a rebirth of national culture for social reasons, in the
name of a living historical current which takes us through the vast mouth of a river to the sea

of a new social life.

P Sapukhin, Narodnii uchytel’, 1925

Teachers in Soviet Ukraine who read their professional newspaper regularly con-
fronted reminders such as this that their responsibilities in the new Soviet republic
were great. They were to assume a vanguard position in the “third front” of the
socialist revolution, education, by transforming their teaching and the learning
objectives for their young charges, while carrying socialism to their community
as public educators and political activists. The young Communist state focused
on the nation for conveyance of these campaigns. “National culture” would push
the “living historical current” along, providing it with substance and energy. This
effort would result in the consolidation of a2 “new social life,” but it would be a
form of socialism enabled, for the foreseeable future, by acceptance and promo-
tion of national identity. The public’s embrace of this truth would be a critical
determinant of the success of socialism.

The effort to use the Ukrainian nation for this construction of socialism was
known as Ukrainization. Scholars have devoted considerable attention to high-
level political debates over early Soviet nationalities policy, labelled korenizatsiia
(literally, “rooting” or indigenization) for its application in the Soviet Union gen-
erally. Their studies have provided valuable information regarding the general
character of korenizarsiia and its significance, but the picture is incomplete. The
full impact of this policy can be understood only by an investigation into how
Soviet nationalities policy was experienced and interpreted by the individuals
who were most immediately entrusted with the policy’s execution and success,
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especially at the local level." This work suggests that primary schools in Ukraine
provide the most productive arena in which to investigate this concern, since
political authorities gave education administrators, inspectors, and teachers criti-
cal responsibility in the implementation of nationalities policy, and Ukrainian
schools were the sites of the policy’s most rapid achievements. On paper, the
percentage of Ukrainian-language schools rose from 50.7 per cent at the begin-
ning of 1923 to 88.1 per cent in the 1932-3 academic year, in excess of the
ethnic-Ukrainian proportion of the republic’s population.? Ukrainian People’s
Commissariat of Education (Narodnii komisariat osvity — Narkomos) records,
party communications, pedagogical journals, and the teachers’ newspaper
chronicle not only the development of Ukrainization, but also how educators
understood and employed directives. What emerges from these documents is not
simply an account of the development of Ukrainian-language instruction, but
the reimagining of the entire school curriculum. The Communist Party intended
schools to be the training ground for a new generation of skilled, politically con-
scious, and economically informed Soviet citizens, and Ukrainization was seen as
the primary means to this end. It was through the national language, promoted
by schoolteachers, that the Soviet ideal was to be realized. The campaign trans-
lated Soviet notions of governance to the Ukrainian-speaking population as well
as defined much of the character and authority of Soviet power in the republic
as a whole.

But, as the archival and published material illustrates, Ukrainization in the
schools was by no means easily accomplished. The success of the linguistic
aspect of Ukrainization relied on educators who would not only teach chil-
dren in Ukrainian, but also instruct government bureaucrats, party officials,
and rank-and-file workers in the language. In addition, they had an immense
amount of responsibility within the classroom itself. Teachers had to use, and
in many cases learn, not only a new language of instruction (“to break their
tongues’), but also a radical form of pedagogy. Furthermore, despite procla-
marions regarding the importance of education, the reality was that the Com-
munist Parry’s support of the new education system and its trust in teachers to
perform correctly under this system was limited. Central and republican party
authorities and the republican security service targeted a group of leading teach-
ers and intellectuals because of their suspicion of the educators’ management
of everyday Ukrainization as well as qualms about their leadership of progres-
sive education and their patronage of youth. These anxieties did not stem from
an actual threat, but rather from the concern of the Soviet political leadership
about programs that had the potential to become unmanageable or go awry. The
arrest and denunciation of prominent non-party Ukrainizers? foreshadowed not
the absolute abandonment of Ukrainization, but a critical alteration in the form
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of social transformation that these educators had supported. What ultimately
becomes apparent through an investigation of Ukrainization on the local level

is that language policy and the fate and direction of the schoolhouse were inex-
tricably linked.*

Objectives of Soviet Nationalities Policy in Ukraine

The Communist Party meant Ukrainization as a means of integrating the bulk
of the rural population into the Soviet order. It recognized the concerted resis-
tance of the Ukrainian peasantry to the imposition of Soviet power during
the civil war. Peasant anarchist armies made short-term alliances with the Red
Army, but primarily to protect their own parochial interesrs.> Few Ukrainian
peasants saw themselves as nationalists or were nationally minded. But they
recognized the Soviets as fundamentally alien. Ukrainization was then meant
to win this large population over to the Soviet cause. It recognized the real-
ity of a majority-Ukrainian-speaking population in the countryside and feared
the potential for nationalism resulting from a growing feeling of alienation
from a government that aspired towards a wholesale transformation of rural
life. The Communist Party was highly suspicious of peasants, but in Ukraine,
there was little option but to engage them, and it viewed the national divide
between the city and village as particularly troubling.® Ukrainization offered
a means to ensure that the Soviet authority possessed the tools to administer
the village (and control any threats stemming from it), as well as to alter the
linguistic environment of the city so that a peasant-centred workforce could
more easily acculturate. This suggested not a victory of the village over the city,
but rather the alignment of the village to the interests of the city.” Ukrainian
culture wounld become identifiable with the urban and modern, and Ukrainian-
speaking peasants would seek to mimic its new form and use it for their own
social mobility.® Schools were instrumental to this effort to bridge the rural and
the urban because of the concerted attempts by Narkomos to orient the cur-
riculum of all schools towards a recognition of the city’s leadership status, and
to link rural and urban schools.

Elements in the KP(b)U — the Ukrainian branch of the Communist Party —
viewed Ukrainization as an erroneous strategy that privileged a backward, rural
culture. As the high-ranking secretary of the KP(b)U TsK (Central Committee),
Dmitrii Lebed, had insisted in a published 1923 theory labelled a “Battle of
Two Cultures,” it was the urban-based Russian culture that was rightly domi-
nant in the Ukrainian context and would inevitably triumph in the long term.
Expansive support for the Ukrainian language was a “reactionary,” wasteful cost
that did not benefit the interests of the working class and the socialist state.”
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Resistance to Ukrainization persisted in republican and all-Union party organi-
zations and state institutions, but this opposition must be seen along a gradu-
ated scale. A member might believe that funding for Ukrainian-language use
should be minimized relative to other expenditures, that publication should
be correlated with levels of Ukrainian literacy, or that all-Union organizations
(including educational institutions) should operate exclusively in Russian. Such
views were not necessarily provoked by a prejudice against Ukrainian culture,
but rather a conviction that state authorities even in Ukraine needed to most
efficiently communicate with the population that mattered most: the Russian-
speaking industrial working class. The establishment of a Ukrainian-language
education system was meant to break this reality. It was the linkage by Nar-
komos of the Ukrainian primary school to a ladder of educational institutions
extending to the university, and support for authoritative Ukrainian primary
schools in the urban setting, that undermined the position of Lebed and his
supporters and confirmed the party’s abandonment of a principle of “neutrality”
in nationalities policy.'?

While the initial articulation of a Ukrainization strategy in 1923 might be
seen as arising from the political requirements of an unstable post-war Ukraine,
the 1925 acceleration of the campaign appeared to be a genuine (if sometimes
constrained) effort at the transformation of the linguistic culture of the Ukrainian
republic. Joseph Stalin remained through the later 1920s and into the early 1930s a
consistent supporter of Ukrainization generally, even while signalling a need for
a correction. The fundamental questions were what the targets of Ukrainization
should be, who should lead the policy, and, from the perspective of some, what
dangers might arise from its pursuit. These were issues for debate, but they did
not mean the party formulation of Ukrainization or korenizatsiia in general was
insincere.'! This study seeks to remind readers of the practical as well as political
limitations on the success of Ukrainization in education, in particular, primary
schooling, while advancing the proposition that few engaged in the process of
Ukrainization fully understood what constraints would be imposed.? If the state
police in Ukraine long viewed the activities of bourgeois Ukrainizers with trepi-
dation, the Ukrainizers did not anticipate the full scale of the repression that the
State Political Directorate (GPU) would impose or the restrictions on Ukrainiza-
tion that their actions would set.

The parameters of Ukrainization, in short, were not readily discernible or pre-
dictable, especially to educators. To argue that the party (or the security police)
would inevitably move to rid iself of the participation of these bourgeois intel-
lecruals minimizes activity that resulted from the fusion of party and national
interests, the legacy this activity had on future nationalities policy, and further
exploration of the motivations for the KP(b)U’s initial alteration of Ukrainization
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in 1930 and definitive shift in 1934. Furthermore, not all in the KP(b)U or even
the VKP(b) — the All-Union Communist Party — expected or believed in such a
full-scale jettisoning of bourgeois specialists, and the republican and local state
administrations were considerably invested in their participation in Ukrainiza-
tion. Despite criticism directed at individual Ukrainizers, or non-party educators
and teachers as a whole, Narkomos and provincial or municipal soviets widely
acknowledged that Ukrainization could not succeed without this collaboration. '3
In other words, for multiple parties, Ukrainization was not a cynical or short-term
measure. Stalin, First Secretary of the KP(b)U Lazar Kaganovich, Ukrainian com-
missars of education Oleksandr Shumsky and Mykola Skrypnyk, and less notable
personages all believed that Ukrainization should succeed, but their understand-
ing of the objectives of success differed.

This study contends that Ukrainization was a highly decentralized process,
that its course was fundamentally determined by non-party educators, and that,
in spite of penalties for non-involvement, its success hinged on willing coopera-
tion. Francine Hirsch’s comments regarding the role of ethnographers in Soviet
nation building generally are helpful in this context: “To be sure the party-state
was the locus of political power. But the party-state did not have a monopoly
on knowledge; on the contrary, it depended to a significant degree on the infor-
mation about the population thar experts and local elites provided.”** Similarly,
Ukrainian educational theorists and linguists supplied knowledge necessary for
Ukrainization and entrusted local education sections and teachers to carry out
their instructions. This reliance created opportunity for significant progress in
Ukrainian-language instruction, while allowing for a modification of the initial

intent of central authorities.!?

Assessing Ukrainization in the Context of Progressive Education

By choosing to focus on the daily implementation of Ukrainization, this study
parts with previous works largely concerned with high-level discussions of nation-
alities policy.'® This work’s close reading of the daily implementation of Ukrain-
ization points to an important conclusion underemphasized by other scholars:
the formal, linguistic Ukrainization of institutions did not mean a qualitative
improvement in their use of Ukrainian and an uncontested expansion of the
Ukrainian-speaking environment. This phenomenon is particularly problematic
regarding schooling, an area frequently cited as evidence of the policy’s greatest
success. George Liber argues a Ukrainian environment had developed beyond its
rural core due to the campaign of the KP(b)U for the promotion of Ukrainian
culture, literature, and press and advancement of Ukrainian cadres. Terry Martin,
in his authoritative work The Affirmative Action Empire, maintains that an urban
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linguistic predominance of Ukrainian never existed in any prevailing fashion.!”
However, he views language transformation in the schools as largely untroubled,
a finding that this study disputes.

While the goal of Narkomos and its people’s education sections (viddily
narodnoi osvity)'® was for the transition to Ukrainian schooling to be “natural,”
it was not in reality “routine.”' Furthermore, these efforts did not result in an
immediate conversion of the wider language climate. Teachers did not make
the transition easily; they continued to use Russian or a mixture of the two
languages that few Ukrainian speakers could recognize. Most Young Pioneer
youth groups continued to use Russian exclusively, and urban children fell
into Russian outside the classroom. By 1926, Soviet republican leaders labelled
the formal Ukrainization of primary schools “complete.” However, this meant
only that educational authorities had succeeded in grouping ethnic-Ukrainian
schoolchildren together in single schools or groups and that the proportion of
Ukrainian-language schools was equivalent to the proportion of ethnic Ukraini-
ans: 80 per cent in the UkrSSR.*® Furthermore, the process was not automatic.
It met resistance from both educators and parents who opposed or passively
resisted a shift in the language of instruction. Narkomos considered Ukrainiza-
tion unfinished until there had been both a significant improvement in lan-
guage instruction and universal enrolment of school-age Ukrainian children.?!
At the beginning of the 1925 school year, only 34.8 per cent of all eight- to
fifteen-year-old children in the republic were enrolled. If the account is lim-
ited to children eight to eleven years old, 63.0 per cent of this subgroup was
enrolled. Significantly, school enrolment of eight- to eleven-year-old children
was worse in the largely ethnic-Ukrainian countryside relative to the city:
59.0 per cent compared to 79.0 per cent.?* Although the proportion of chil-
dren attending school increased throughout the 1920s, rural areas would con-
tinue to lag behind. In 1926, ethnic Ukrainians constituted 87.5 per cent of
the rural population in the republic as a whole; the lower enrolment of rural
children disproportionately affected the ethnic-Ukrainian population and it
remained a concern for Narkomos’s Ukrainizers.>

While it is true that teachers often exhibited apathy and hostility towards
Ukrainization, the documentary record illustrates that this was not universally
the case. The fact that teachers were publishing critical arricles in the teachers’
newspaper Narodnii uchytel (People’s Teacher),** exhorting their colleagues to
build socialism in the manner advocated by the party (e.g., in a child’s “native”
language), meant that some had taken up the charge. This study highlights a
number of the problems associated with Ukrainization, but it should not be for-
gotten that there was a cohort of committed Ukrainizers, most of whom were
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teachers and educators. Without them, the policy would have died an early
death. Furthermore, there is evidence that if teachers gave children time and
proper instruction and enjoyed parental support, children adopted or expanded
Ukrainian-language use with relatively little effort. A confident Ukrainian-
speaking generation might have developed throughout the republic if the pre-
vailing climate had been different.?®

'This project was integrally linked to a program of progressive educational reform
that promised the liberation of children’s abilities and training for their future
participation in the Soviet society and economy. What is often lost in the exist-
ing scholarship on nationalities policy is that the Soviet development of narional
culture took place within the context of larger educational and cultural proj-
ects of reform. The Narkomos and its local sections pushed Ukrainian-language
schooling (and native-language schooling for non-Ukrainians) concurrently with
a program for progressive education. Its administrators believed thar a program
of progressive education — that is, a child-centred education thar integrated dis-
ciplinary learning around specific themes — would be successful only if schools
embraced native-language instruction. Native-language schooling would ensure
that students would engage “naturally” with one another and their environment.
Initially, progressive educators expected that children would discover their own
innate capacity to work collectively and a curiosity for labour culture.

As education administrators modified their expecrations and introduced
greater structure to progressive education (the introduction of some disciplinary
lessons, inclusion of direct political content, and a mandate for limited teacher-
directed instruction), Narkomos officials continued to insist that schooling in
the Ukrainian language afforded Ukrainian students the best opportunity to
gain the skills necessary for active participation in the building of a socialist
economy and state. The progressive vision of student participation in an inte-
grated education remained. It was this education that would give students an
introduction to the labour values of the socialist state, a prerequisite for entry
directly into the workforce as conscious workers or matriculation to a particular
Ukrainian institution, the vocational school (profshkola). It was not until this
secondary school was eliminated as the result of the unification of the Ukrainian
education system with the Russian, or arguably not until the turn to conservative
pedagogy after the tumult of the cultural revolution (a shift in acrivist attitudes
towards the production and form of cultural and intellectual expression in the
Soviet Union generally from 1927 to 1931, initially sanctioned and supported
by the Communist Party leadership under Stalin), that this orientation funda-
mentally changed. Education inspectors regularly complained about the absence
of Ukrainian-language textbooks, but since the complex system favoured by
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progressive educators relied on content provided by students and teachers, there
was less reason for concern.

Levels of Perspective: Privileging the Local

In the discussion that follows, the hand of the party leadership (in Moscow and
in Kharkiv) is often absent, with the exception of key, wider juncrures: the First
All-Union Party Meeting on Education in 1920, the promulgation of Ukrainiza-
tion in 1923, the KP(b)U’s repeated rejection of “forced” Ukrainization of ethnic
Russians in 1926, its censure and ousting of Commissar of Education Oleksandr
Shumsky in 19267, its growing suspicion of nationalism among educators and
sanction of a trial of the Ukrainian intelligentsia in 1930, and the Second All-
Union Party Meeting on Education’s decision to eliminate a separate Ukrainian
education system. This is not because central and republican party authoriries
did not care about the direction of educational policy, but rather because they
entrusted daily management of its course to a state organ, Narkomos, and inter-
vened most directly when they perceived a need for a correction. Narkomos had
considerable freedom to design educational policy in the interim. Apart from the
Shumsky affair, less is said here about central party interference because Stalin’s
views regarding Ukrainization generally coincided with those of the principal
republican leaders tasked with overseeing the campaign: Lazar Kaganovich and
Mykola Skrypnyk. Ultimately, the party leadership in Moscow determined the
direction of nationalities policy, and its instructions to the Ukrainian branch of
the Communist Party, the KP(b)U, were instrumental in designing the campaign
against non-party educators in 1930. However, the KP(b)U also reported inter-
nally about a supposed growth in nationalism and was independently concerned
with maintaining party control over Ukrainization throughout the period under
study.

'This study dwells on the republican level because of its concern for a local his-
tory of nationalities policy and education. The question of schooling in Ukraine
rose to the union level only on occasion, when an issue seemed most intractable
or most heated and was generally linked to wider disputes about the overall scope
of Ukrainization. There was no all-Union commissariat of education and only
two all-Union conferences on education for the period under study. This is not to
say that Moscow did not matter; Stalin signalled his support for the continuation
but correction of Ukrainization, and these decisions impacted the field of educa-
tion. Of critical importance to schooling was Stalin’s authorization of repression
against Ukrainian educational theorists and teachers, alleged to be members in
a fictional nationalist organization, the SVU (Spilka vyzvolennia Ukrainy, Union
for Liberation of Ukraine). On one level, schools were subject to the general
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sweep of the cultural revolution and the party’s increasing disdain for non-party
specialists and intellectuals during the First Five-Year Plan. An awareness of this
context provides greater insight into the reasons for a shift in nationalities policy,
burt it cannot wholly explain the particular targets, the fabricated character of
political terror, and the special focus on youth and schools. For these questions,
the republican and local-level context must be considered. The all-Union pres-
ence was at its greatest at the time when Soviet authorities in Russia and Ukraine
were considering the unification of the education systems. There was clear pres-
sure from Moscow to standardize the educational experience for children and
move away from local content. But even at this juncture, debates over the ques-
tion of unification indicate a local embrace of the Ukrainian educational model
that could be lost by focusing purely on the outcome, however predictable it may
have been.

It was republican and local Narkomos institutions that defined much of what
happened in regard to Ukrainization. Ukrainization commissions under the
KP(b)U TsK and Radnarkom (the Ukrainian Council of People’s Commissars, the
leading institution of government) were responsible for political and administra-
tive oversight, but much of the responsibility for implementation rested with the
commissariat. Its adule literacy department, Ukrliknep (literally, the Vienkrainska
nadzvychaina komisiia z borotby iz nepismennostiu pry Narkomosi — All-Ukrainian
Special Commission for the Struggle with Illiteracy under Narkomos) created
Ukrainization courses for all employees of Soviet institutions, including teachers,
and teachers were employed as instructors in these courses as well. It was local
Ukrainization commissions (formed at the regional and district level) that exer-
cised the greatest influence in everyday Ukrainization, and a Narkomos represen-
tative was almost always a member. In short, the state and party set up multiple
layers of oversight to ensure proper compliance with Ukrainization decrees, but
lower-level organizations met the first instances of resistance, passivity, and
approval on the part of Soviet employees and members of the public.?® In specific
regard to the Ukrainization of schools, local education sections decided which
schools would be Ukrainized, its inspectors investigated failures of teachers to
comply, and its methodology commissions (and teachers themselves) produced
Ukrainian-language instructional literature to fill in for regular shortages and to
ensure localized content.”’

What is remarkable is that a process of nation building was so intimately
tied to local and non-party institutions. The republican “centre” received com-
plaints about lack of progress in Ukrainization or perceived coercion, but ulti-
mately for schools, the most fundamental unit in Soviet nationalities policy,
this was a highly localized process. Local education sections hired and fired
teachers, and communities paid for teachers’ salaries and maintenance of the
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school. Costs for the recruitment and relocation of teachers fell to the local
education sections. In addition, because parents were financially invested in
schools, they reacted even more negatively to Ukrainization of instruction
against their will, or positively, if they saw benefit. Local conditions were thus
critical to the pursuirt of nationalities policy and, by extension, to the contours
of national identity.

The character of the Ukrainization campaign specifically varied according
to the rural-urban relationship and the concentration of national groups in a
region. Ukrainization tended to reinforce the predominance of the city in the
campaign and the political structure. The best assets for Ukrainization (teachers,
literature, pedagogical literature, seven-year schools) went to the cities, although
the highest numbers of Ukrainian speakers were accumulated in the countryside.
In fact, the most revealing information about Ukrainization tends to come from
the reports of urban Narkomos sections, or about urban schools. Ukrainization
was not uncontested in the countryside, but here, the primary questions were the
quality of instruction and language standardization and not high teacher or par-
ent resistance: what language were teachers in fact teaching in, and how well did
they know Ukrainian, if at all? Unsatisfactory teacher performance on Ukrainian-
studies tests in rural areas put into question the whole purpose of Ukrainization.
City schools were supposed to lead the campaign, but they faced substantial oppo-
sition. Rural schools lacked qualified personnel and tools to function effectively as
pressure points on the city.

Regional context also determined the character of Ukrainization. If Russian
history was often written from the perspective of two capitals, then Ukrainian
history can also be imagined as such. Kharkiv was the political capital of the
Ukrainian republic, chosen because of its perceived loyalty to the Bolsheviks
over that of Kyiv. It was the symbolic centre of Ukrainization, the home of Nar-
komos, and (especially important for teachers) the residence of its institute for
correspondence courses in Ukrainian studies. Figuratively speaking, teachers
heads turned towards Kharkiv. The city also represented modern Ukraine, what
the Ukrainization campaign invoked and claimed. In Kharkiv, Soviet authorities
believed, a clean break could be made from a romantic Ukrainian historicism
or folklorism. The fact that the GPU did not choose to fabricate a SVU cell for
the city indicartes that the KP(b)U had a certain level of trust in Ukrainization
in the capital. Kharkiv also represented the industrial East where Ukrainization
was supposed to be centred, especially after 1930, when the cultural revolution
refocused the attention of the party and Narkomos on economic areas critical to
the First Five-Year Plan.

Kyiv was the former political capital of the civil war-era Ukrainian national
governments, such as the Central Rada, General Secretariat, and Directory of
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the Ukrainian People's Republic (UNR), as well as the historical centre of the
pre-revolutionary Ukrainian national movement and the alleged headquarters
of the fabricated SVU. It was also home to the All-Ukrainian Academy of Sci-
ences (Vseukrainska akademiia nauk — VUAN) and, for this reason, remained the
intellectual heart of the Ukrainian republic.® As a consequence, Ukrainization
in Kyiv should have been a comparatively easy martter. The fact that Narkomos
reported problems regarding teachers’ ability to teach in Ukrainian and parental
resistance to a shift in language of instruction is an indication of the challenges
Narkomos faced. But in Kyiv, KP(b)U cell reports warned of nationalist senti-
ment among teachers in the school. In the city and region of Kyiv, the para-
dox of Ukrainization was apparent: not enough was being done and too much
was being done. As the SVU case would make plain, in Kyiv and other central
(and “western”) Ukrainian cities, Narkomos policy makers and educators had o
walk a fine line in the campaign. Teachers presumably benefited from an associa-
tion with teachers who were highly qualified instructors as well as authorities
on Ukrainian studies, to say nothing of an overwhelmingly Ukrainian-speaking
countryside. For children, proximity to historical places in Kyiv associated with
Ukrainian nationhood must have bolstered the campaign, but these were aspects
of an historical memory that Narkomos and the party needed to regulate and
sometimes contest. In Kyiv, Ukrainization was always messier and its concern for
the modern less apparent. Kyiv was a place of history, a nexus of peasant trade,
and a former fulcrum in the Ukrainian national movement. As a consequence, it
was less visibly Soviet.

This study also focuses in specific on the main city and region in Ukraine’s
heterogeneous south, Odesa. Unlike eastern Ukraine, the region did not border
the Russian republic, and ongoing migration from Russia was less than in east-
ern Ukraine. Thus, the dynamic of Ukrainization was not equated solely with
de-Russification,? but it was a considerably more complex process. In this envi-
ronment, Ukrainization made progress because it offered yet another alternate
identity, but now one that was considerably more attractive. Parts of the pop-
ulation of this port region, long accustomed to ethnic diversity, proved them-
selves adaptable. The Ukrainian-speaking intelligentsia and their supporters in
Narkomos were determined to push the policy through, and they found the tide
might have been shifting in their favour by the end of the 1920s. The GPU’s
creation of an SVU cell for the city is at least indicative of the security service’s
anxiety regarding non-party leadership of Ukrainization in the city, if not some
appreciation of the Ukrainizers' tentative success.

To some extent, Ukraine was an aggregate of these local experiences. This
acknowledgment does not, however, invalidate Ukraine’s reality as a nation. In
the final analysis, this story is in part about the development of national sensibility
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and the Soviet contribution to this awareness. People can conceive national iden-
tity in multiple ways, and Ukraine offers a conceptually provocative case of an
experiment in nation building that was sincere, but contradictory. This study
seeks to explore this tension from the ground up, and explore ways in which the
local connected to the national and made this concept tangible and safe for a time
to political authorities, even if teachers and parents occasionally contested the use

of the “national” language in the classroom.



Chapter One

Primary Lessons

This study presumes the intrinsic power of educational institutions. It maintains
that educartion set the barometer for the Soviet political agenda because it was
education officials, instructors, and teachers who determined campaign objectives
and the bar for success in nationalities policy. This chapter outlines the place of the
schoolhouse not as the object of language planning, but as the agent of language
change. Drawing on existing scholarship on the relationship between education
and political authority, it argues that the shift in language of education pursued by
the Soviets represented a powerful dictum. Schooling in Ukrainian was meant to
upturn the existing arrangement of language authority, and interrupt and refract
the consequences of schooled literacy. A new school of literacy would work as
a corrective to the perceived exploitative functions of Russian dominance and
standards.

The intersection between language and education is, in short, critical and reveals
more than studies focused solely on Soviet education can highlight. Nearly all
scholars who examine the subject of Soviet education stress the ambition of Soviet
authorities to alter youth habits through the tutelage of the young. The linguistic
component of this study suggests an even more revolutionary potential. However,
it was also one fitting with established pedagogical trends. What education ofhcials
aspired to in Ukraine, other reformers in the United States and Europe sought: a
curricular environment attuned to children’s abilities that liberated their potential
and allowed an investment in democratic citizenship. The difference in Ukraine
was that progressive education was a component of a state-directed program and
its objectives were more stridently political. Soviet authorities had high ambitions
for the children’s acculturation to a socialist labour culture through progressive
education. Their general concern for a state role in the upbringing of children was
motivated in part by a large population of at-risk children and specific Ukrainian
concern for the early vocational training of youth. An embrace of progressive
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education meant entrusting lower-level teachers and educators with provision of
curricular content. A tension inevitably existed between the state’s lofty expecta-
tions and the system it implemented in order to attain them, as well as the state’s
discomfort with unpredictable outcomes. The additional requirement for teachers
to transfer the language of instruction presented a dual burden, but one that the
state remained adamantly committed to throughout the period under study.

Ukrainian nation building then took place in this unconventional, decentralized
educational formar. This is a story about the dissemination of new political values
in concert with national culture. Language is at the centre of the discussion, but
not a debate over language standardization or purism. Soviet efforts to promote the
Ukrainian language and correlate it with a Ukrainian ethnic identity furthered the
acceptance of a Ukrainian ethnic category, which in turn informed a republican
identity. However, just who was Ukrainian and should be principally targeted by
Ukrainization was in dispute. This study confronts the problematic category of
Russified Ukrainians and the related question of a prohibition against the forced
Ukrainization of the working class. The Ukrainization of the children of Russian-
speaking Ukrainians was a run around this prohibition, and it also required some
creativity in the ethnic identification of Ukrainian. The policy of Ukrainization had
no future without a shift in the language of the workers and the city more generally.
'The repression of urban-based Ukrainizers and the scaling back of the objectives of
educational institutions put limits on the policy generally.

A key component of urban Ukrainization was the delegation to the Leninist
Young Communist League of Ukraine (LKSMU — Leninska komunistychna spilka
molodi Ukrainy) or the Komsomol and its subsidiary organization, the Young
Pioneers, of the task of converting the linguistic sensibilities of urban youth.
Progress in the Komsomol and Young Pioneers was a barometer of the success
of Soviet nationalities policy generally. The campaign to implement the correct
Soviet nationalities policy raised questions about the loyalty and corruption of
youth and the impact of place (rural and urban) on Soviet nationalities policy. Of
critical importance to Soviet nationalities policy was the relationship of the policy
to the cultural revolution. The cultural revolution was intimately linked to the
promotion of youth, in which the Komsomol and Young Pioneers played a critical
part. The flexibility of Ukrainian education created suspicion on the part of the
Communist Party of the potential of schools to lead children and youth down an
unsanctioned path. Fears of nationalism provided a script for an atrack on educa-
tion, and yet the demands of the cultural revolution required an acceleration of
education. Schooling had to be placed in the right hands and directed towards
new, shifting objectives, but the school was still the answer. Educators responsible
for the schoolhouse in the 1920s believed this all along and worked towards this
end, even if they did not anticipate the shift ahead.
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Redeeming the Importance of “Soft-Line” Ukrainization:
Education and Language Instruction

This study stresses the importance of a discussion of “soft-line” Ukrainization and
contests the assumption that activities in this area had little meaning. According
to Martin, hard-line Ukrainization had two components: first, the party, Cen-
tral Control Commission, and Council of People’s Commissars would assume
responsibility for Ukrainization and apply it to economic and political institu-
tions; second, it would use force to ensure compliance.! By contrast, Martin places
educarion and so-called “culture building” in a category of soft-line Ukrainization,
characterized by Narkomos oversight and persuasion. Since Narkomos’s activities
did not control party administration, Martin minimizes their significance. This
division seems overdrawn. Success in Ukrainization did rely on the party’s author-
ity, but it was Narkomos agents and “soft-line” Ukrainizers who decided what
ofhcials in “hard-line” institutions needed to know. It was their yardstick that
determined whether progress had been achieved. Narkomos had considerably less
power to enforce agreement, but education ofhcials acted against troublemakers
in organs directly under their control and could draw attention to problems else-
where. Lastly, perceived problems in soft-line areas, such as education, occasioned
direct party interest.

While the KP(b)U assigned the field of education few funds, in time it came to
fear the potential influence educators might have. The party’s own lack of atten-
tion, in the end, became the liability it identified most. Martin suggests thac the
central and republican party leadership instituted a campaign of repression against
prominent members of the intelligentsia and educators because it had always
viewed them as opportunistic collaborators and saw the beginning of the First
Five-Year Plan as an auspicious time to get rid of them. This conviction is certainly
part of the reason for the intelligentsia’s repression. Yet, party authorities also grew
fearful because non-party educators defined and instituted Ukrainization on a
daily basis. Soft-line Ukrainization was not innocuous. The party believed that the
consequences of its going amiss were considerable and acted to correct its course.
For republican leaders like the Old Bolshevik and the Ukrainian commissar of
education from 1927 to 1933, Mykola Skrypnyk, who were actively involved in
Ukrainization’s promotion and alteration, the repression of the campaign’s non-
party activists was a damaging act even though, as will be discussed, Skrypnyk's
own actions contributed to this course.

Scholars have underscored the role of education as a component of koreniza-
tsiia, although, generally, native-language instruction at the primary school level
is assumed to have been an accomplished fact. Clearly, the potential of educarion
to influence the wider language environment was critical. For example, in Turkic
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regions of the Soviet Union, educational authorities promoted “selected patterns
of linguistic and ethnic separation already in place.”? In doing so, they codified
and raised linguistic categories, thereby fostering the predominance of specified
identities perpetuated in cultural institutions such as the schools. Similarly, the
Soviets hoped a move towards latinization of Turkic languages would break the
authority of Arabist clerics and the old intelligentsia, who had historically domi-
nated the educational space, as well as increase literacy in newly defined vernacu-
lars for Turkic speakers and Europeans alike.? The effect of these measures was not
immediate in the schools, due to low enrolment by non-European children. This
study seeks to move beyond a discussion of language planning to an investiga-
tion into its use as an instrument of political and social management through the
schools.

Decisions made in defining the course of language policy can have profound
social and political consequences. Speaking on the standardization of French
during the first French Revolution, sociologist Pierre Bourdieu argues that “the
conflict between the French of the revolutionary intelligentsia and the dialects
of patois was a struggle for symbolic power in which what was at stake was the
formation and re-formation of mental structures.”® This intelligentsia sought
not just to facilitate communication, but assert a “new language of authority”
that incorporated a political vocabulary that peasant dialects could not express.
Similarly, the Narkomos hoped to disseminate a standardized Ukrainian through
the schools, not only to supplant Russian as the dominant language and enable
efhcient communication between regions, but also to alter peasant and urban
attitudes. Although there was disagreement within the central party leadership
regarding the former task, most authorities aligned themselves with the latter. In
the years following the civil war, Narkomos believed that an urban—rural union
(smychka — Russian; zmychka — Ukrainian) was a necessary prerequisite to the
building of socialism.” Socialism would falter if cities could not effectively admin-
ister rural communities‘and procure the agricultural goods necessary to feed a
workforce for industrialization. The peasantry had to see familiarity in the city to
accept its leadership. Furthermore, a common linguistic (and symbolic) culture
would enable peasant migrants to the city to work effectively upon arrival. As
Michael Smith puts it, for Soviet authorities, language was “a fundamental tool
of political power, economic production, and social management.”® It intended
language to assert control over Russians and non-Russians alike.

Schools played a critical part in this campaign. To return to Bourdieu, an edu-
cation system is essential “in the process which leads to the construcrion, legiti-
mation, and imposition of an official language.”” Groups fight for control over
education because the rewards are high. An education system has a monopoly on
the creation of producers and consumers of language because it assigns “a social
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value to linguistic competence.” If schools legitimized Ukrainian and made pro-
ficiency in standardized Ukrainian a requirement for educational advancement,
speakers would act to protect and perpetuate this “linguistic capital.” As will be
discussed below, VUAN worked through the 1920s to define accepted rules for
grammar and syntax, but Narkomos relied on teachers to inculcate standardized
Ukrainian in children. This represented the kind of purposeful act described by
Bourdieu: “Through its grammarians, who fix and codify legitimare usage, and its
teachers who impose and inculcate it ... the education system tends, in this area
as elsewhere, to produce the need for its own services and its own products.”® At
least, this was what Narkomos intended. An education system had the capacity
not just to transfer knowledge, but also to shape the habits of language speakers
and the general language environment. As such, it had intrinsic power.
Ukrainizers were fully aware that literacy was not “context free.” They appreci-
ated that, as James Collins writes, “schooling produces consequences that seem
like literacy burt are the function of the institutions,” and that these functions
could be exploitative.” From the perspective of “national communists” and non-
party educators, tsarist-era Russian schooling had accomplished this. It had
deflated Ukrainian national self-esteem and denigrated the Ukrainian language.
Schools were already deeply flawed, even if lessons in Russian nationalism, mon-
archism, and religion were not as direct or effective as Soviet authorities charged.
Ukrainizers hoped that “schooled literacy,” defined and promoted by Soviet
authorities, would replace pre-existing literacies, including “backward” systems
of knowledge developed in the home or church, as well as schooled literacies
promoted or condoned by the old regime. The purpose of the new “schooled
literacy” was to eliminate Russian-dominated literacy and dialectical variance in
Ukrainian, as well as what the Soviets viewed as the romanticism or provin-
cialism of existing Ukrainian literature. The Ukrainian language was generally
associated with peasant life, the village priest, and the “bourgeois” Ukrainian
general educational society known as “Prosvita.”!® The Soviets intended to alter
this dynamic. If, as Collins claims, “schooling reflects and reproduces a stratified
social system,” the Soviets sought to undo or upset this consequence by using
schooling to define and privilege a new Ukrainian labour culture.'' To be Soviet
in Ukraine meant knowledge of Ukrainian. However, part of the tension in the
campaign was thar the initial fodder and human capital needed for Ukrainization
was derived from non-Soviet experts. Schooled literacy is certainly a “hegemonic
project,” but it is never as single-minded or totalizing as language planners expect
or Collins suggests. The case of Soviet Ukraine offers an intriguing place in which
to take up Collins’s challenge, to study not just literacy, but study the “dynamic
social formulations thart these literacies enable.”!? In socialist Ukraine, this ques-
tion is decidedly complex. Part of the aim of this book is to sort out the difference
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between what different stakeholders in the Ukrainization of schooling desired
and what was produced.

Importantly, Ukrainian educators saw Soviet schools as different from the
“institutions of discipline and order for the laboring poor” that Collins describes.'?
Soviet Ukrainian schools were supposed to provide the tools necessary for social
uplift and, at least initially, concepts of discipline were absent. Children were to
learn in an environment that privileged their interests and not those of an intru-
sive educational bureaucracy. The state subjected teachers to disciplinary con-
straint through the measurement and assessment of their Ukrainian knowledge,
but this act was supposed to be undertaken in the interests of children, assumed
native speakers of Ukrainian. In regard to curriculum for children, disciplinary
methods (e.g., dissemination of a stringently codified reading list) were initially
absent. Knowledge of Ukrainian did, however, matter. Collins writes that group-
ing in schools is a “primary form of literacy and power” because it enforces “rigid
categories of legitimate knowledge” through the division of students according to
their acceptance and use of this knowledge.'* The Ukrainian educarion system’s
acceptance of progressive educational values worked against testing in the class-
room and separation of children by achievement. Education officials, however,
divided children by ethnicity, which was correlated to a perceived innate ability to
learn a “native rongue.” All children, regardless of ethniciry, were obliged to learn
Ukrainian, bur this sort of grouping meant that Ukrainian children had privileged
access to a new form of “legitimate knowledge.” This was a knowledge ridiculed
by some, but promoted by the Soviet Ukrainian republic as the basis for modern
(socialist) citizenship. In time, some ethnic-Ukrainian parents who had resisted
an embrace of the knowledge came to accept its value and legitimize this group-
ing. By choosing to honour native-language instruction in an absolute sense (for-
mal language equality), republican officials reworked the hierarchy of legitimate
knowledge and set up the conditions for prioritization of the Ukrainian “group-
ing,” This, in fact, never occurred; the Ukrainian-language environment grew,
but ic did not supersede Russian. Still, the perceived consequence of this policy
was at the hearr of tensions in Soviet nationality and educational policy. Where
would this campaign end? Would equality of languages result in the dominance of
Ukrainian in the republic (a dynamic that might weaken the tie to the centre), a
cacophony of languages, or the basis for democratic citizenship?

The Intersection of Education and Language
As the proceeding section suggested, the revolution offered an opportunity for

substantial reform in what and how schools taught. With the exception of Ste-
pan Siropolko’s 1934 classic, no comprehensive work on the early years of Soviet
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Ukrainian schooling has been published outside of Ukraine.!* This study attemprts
to address the gap in our knowledge of what occurred at the level of the primary-
school classroom by examining the understudied intersection between the two
overriding demands the school faced: Ukrainization and pedagogical reform. Nar-
komos conceived of the two objectives as fundamentally compatible strategies, and
any history of schooling in this period must consider both Narkomos’s rationale
for this correlation and how the policies actually interplayed.'® This study works
towards the closure of the gap Thomas E. Ewing has identified in the existing litera-
ture, which does not examine “the range of experience contained within so-called
national education, the tensions between policies decreed by the centre and the
practices within classrooms, or the agency of those involved in schools.”!”

While research on non-Russian schooling has generally focused solely on the
language aspect of educational policy, Sheila Fitzpatrick and Larry Holmes have
addressed the other side of the equation: structural reform, educational advantage,
and methodological innovation in the early Soviet school, but almost wholly in
the Russian context. Both Fitzpatrick and Holmes emphasize that leaders of the
RSFSR (Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic) People’s Commissariat of
Education (Narkompros) expected primary schools would function as a conver-
stonal mechanism. Fitzpatrick writes that once teachers had adopted a progres-
sive curriculum, “it was hoped that they would automatically develop a Marxist
world-view and pass it on to their pupils.”'8 Similarly, Larry Holmes argues, “Nar-
kompros wanted nothing less than a world of fundamentally-altered structures
and values.”"? Catriona Kelly argues that Soviet schooling had art its beginning
“a repressive edge,” but concedes that “in the earliest days, the mood was one of
iconoclastic euphoria combined with democratic utopianism.”? In the 1920s,
the question, Kelly suggests, was how much “the will of the ‘collective’™ (teach-
ers and peers) could harness this impulse to produce the ideological indoctri-
nation that the Soviet state desired. In the Ukrainian republic, this aspiration
took on an added transformative aspect along the lines Bourdieu suggests. Not
only would Ukrainian schools use new pedagogy for this “reformation of mental
structures,” they would empower a new “language of authority”: Ukrainian. In its
discussion of methodology, this study has perhaps most benefited from William
Partlett’s publications on the pedagogical experimentation of Stanislav Shatskii.**
Partlett emphasizes that Shauskii’s experimentation was fundamentally a strategy
for rural schooling.?? This study emphasizes the use of progressive pedagogy to
bridge the divide between the rural and urban, which in Ukraine had an added
ethnic dimension, given the generally Ukrainian character of the countryside and
Russian character of the city. “Becoming Bolshevik,” for much of the 1920s, was
about breaking this separation or, at the very least, about orienting the village
towards the city, now recast as Ukrainian.
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This study investigates an understudied aspect of the history of education and
European cultural and social history. Ukrainian educators borrowed freely from
the experience of western European and American educational theorists, and
Soviet educational journals frequently published the studies and commentaries of
foreign educators. The Ukrainian education system had advocates in the Komso-
mol and trade unions in Russia because of its intention to provide students early
on with an orientation towards labour and applied skills. To educators of the
time, the Soviet Union offered an opportunity to witness what resulted from state
support for progressive pedagogy.” In its initial ideal, schooling in the Ukrainian
republic promised a participatory, democratized education and the training of
students attuned to the world outside the classroom and committed to its better-
ment. Teachers were to design lessons from an evaluation of students’ innate tal-
ents and a faith in the power of “local studies” to stimulate interest. Although the
state did not adequately fund or intercede in daily instruction, political authorities
in Ukraine had a defined interest in the achievements of these teachers and the
types of students they graduated. Furthermore, in spite of Narkomos’s protests
that its schools were not offering trade training, there was an expectation that its
education system would produce students capable of entering the workforce ar an
earlier age. There was, explicit or not, a functional goal. Lastly, while Narkomos
meant Ukrainization as a liberal, remedial measure to correct tsarist repression of
the Ukrainian culture, satisfy national frustration, and redirect national culture
to the building of a socialist state, its basic assumption thar all ethnic-Ukrainian
children should artend Ukrainian schools required state intercession in parental
choice.

Thus, the irony of the Ukrainian education system was that it suggested flexible
instruction, where teachers and students collaborated in learning, after receiv-
ing initial guidelines from Narkomos. It claimed and aspired to this principle;
but it was also a system that operated even at its inception with the potential
for significant political intervention. This potential increased over time and was
most apparent during the purges of the teaching ranks in the early 1930s. This
story has important implications, then, regarding the tension berween a state’s
liberal impulse and propensity to control.2* The Ukrainian case offers an illustra-
tive example of a dilemma of modern governance that was not particular to the
socialist state: how was it possible to liberate human potential without creating
conditions in which citizens might question the legitimacy of the state? Narkomos
hoped that graduates of Ukrainian schools would see their own futures tied to
the progress of socialism, but did not wholly trust children (or the teachers who
taught them) to reach this conviction without intercession.

In addition, this study offers an important perspective on the relationship
between nation building and education, a linkage that scholars of nationalism
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have long posited. What is most intriguing in the Ukrainian case was that the
education system that the Soviet republican state designed to bolster a Ukrainian
sense of national identity was flexible at its heart, as outlined above. Scholars who
have worked on the subject of national schools in other contexts have assumed a
centralized system of education that would assure the hoped-for reproduction of
lessons in nationhood.?* In the Ukrainian case, Narkomos believed that a localized
curriculum, whose content would partly be determined by teachers and students,
would allow schools to “telescope out” to Ukrainian-inflected studies while pre-
serving a grounding in familiar labour culture.?® Part of the intent of this expan-
sion was to link the city and village in the minds of schoolchildren, but it also
served to reify a notion of a Ukrainian territorial homeland, a routed benefit for
Ukrainians in Poland and Czechoslovakia as well as the other Soviet republics. Nar-
komos hoped that schools would function as a base for local studies (krzieznavstvo)
for the communities in which they were situated and encourage study of the
republic. It placed heavy emphasis on a public analysis of the economic potential
and labour culture of the UkrSSR, and sought to motivate citizens to contribute
to their further development. An attention to labour in the classroom presumably
limited the risk of lessons adopting the wrong kind of nationalism. However, it
was the very flexibility of the lessons that invited the suspicion of the KP(b)U
regarding nationalism, It did not (and, practically, could not) have daily control of
the content of Ukrainian studies in the classroom, and interceded when it believed
the risks of something going awry were most high. Thus, the history of Ukrainiza-
tion in the schools offers a complex counter-example to conventional histories of
nation building through education: a decentralized system would teach a nuanced
sense of national identity that promised to not be separatist but, because of the
absence of centralized oversight, was perceived as such.

The Ukrainian educational experience was exceptional in that it was born in
the highly stressed environment of a civil war that significantly aftected Ukraine’s
juvenile population. Thousands of children were orphaned, homeless, or part of
families that were fractured, poor, and hungry. Narkomos set up an education
system designed initially to care for these children’s physical and developmen-
tal well-being as well as their intellect. It established children’s homes and whole
“children’s villages” in order to concentrate staff, supplies, and services. Through
this effort, the state assumed the role of parent, building upon an established
Bolshevik suspicion of the harmful influence of the family.?” The party hoped to
liberate mothers from what it viewed as the drudgery of housework, rationalize
child rearing, and free children from the selfish desires it believed the family cul-
tivated alongside religion, superstition, and inattention to hygiene. As the social
fabric stabilized in Ukraine, children’s homes remained for the youngest children
in diminished numbers, but local sections of Narkomos increasingly directed
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older children to schools. The state simply lacked the capacity or authority to fully
supplant the family, and the immediate social and health crises for children had
faded. However, the state’s impulse to assume a directed role in the lives of chil-
dren remained and inevitably influenced its approach to schooling. The RSFSR
Narkompros embraced this same inclination, but it had not worked with as clean
a slate as the Ukrainian commissariat in terms of sheer numbers of children at
risk, and had arguably encountered greater resistance in its efforts to reorient the
character and objectives of primary schooling.

Reality, however, did not always match the ideal. This study corroborates
Holmes’s findings regarding the difficulties Soviet authorities had in implementing
a bold educational plan.?® Teachers lacked the experience to understand whar was
expected of them, let alone innovate in the manner that Narkomos advised. They
taught with little pay, instruction, or support. As their attempts to implement
instruction by the complex method faltered, so did the academic achievement of
their students. Parents, and even some educational authorities, demanded a return
to instruction in the basic skills of reading, writing, and arithmetic. In Ukraine,
teachers confronted the added burden of abiding by and enforcing Ukrainization.
Some complained that the Ukrainization campaign, put in place ostensibly to
aid teaching, was complicating their best efforts to institute the new pedagogy.
Narkomos’s solution was better Ukrainization: an improvement in teachers’ use of
Ukrainian and the complete transfer of all instruction to Ukrainian in designated
schools. Language and Ukrainian studies were fundamental components of the
drive for educational innovation.

'The key structural difference between the Ukrainian and Russian systems was
the Ukrainian truncation of primary schooling ro seven years and creation of
a two-year vocational secondary school. Narkomos insisted that these schools
were not purely vocational because they continued to offer elements of a gen-
eral education.”” Nevertheless, the curriculum of each vocational school included
practical training in some field of the economy (identified in the name of the
secondary school), and Narkomos designed these schools to graduate students to
the workforce at an earlier age. While the secondary vocational school is not the
central subject of this study, its embrace of work skills affected lessons in Ukrai-
nian primary schools, which emphasized a student appreciation for the value of
labour, even if there was not a clear link under the progressive methodology of
the 1920s to a specific economic goal. Because of the unification of the Russian
and Ukrainian education systems in 1930, Ukrainian schools funcrioned simi-
larly to their Russian counterparts. There were distinctions, however. The famine
of 1932-3, centred in the Ukrainian republic, inevitably affected the operation
of rural schools, and, as this study argues, the SVU arrests and mounting anxiety
about Ukrainian narionalism influenced the tenor of the purges of teachers, the
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Komsomol, and Young Pioneer organizations and the cultural revolution in the
schools generally.

Language Standardization and Soviet Ukrainian Identity

When Ukrainization was begun in 1923, linguists had not yet definitively agreed
on syntactical and orthographic norms for the language. A modern literary Ukrai-
nian existed, but pre-revolutionary publications still displayed dialectal variation.
Progress had been hampered in the Russian Empire’s Ukrainian lands due to the
nineteenth-century restrictions on Ukrainian-language use. The problem of lin-
guistic standardization was complicated by the existence of two principal literary
variants, one based on the Kyiv-Poltava vernacular and another on a Western
Ukrainian form, chiefly a Galician dialect. Furthermore, the Ukrainian-speaking
community remained divided by a political boundary in the interwar era berween
the UkrSSR and Ukrainians concentrated in Poland (Galicia, western Volhynia,
the Kholm region), Czechoslovakia (Subcarpathian Ruthenia), and Romania
(Bukovina).

Under Habsburg rule, Ukrainians had enjoyed considerable national cultural
and educational rights. Ukrainian journals and newspapers, Ukrainian schools,
and Ukrainian educational, scientific, and cultural societies were established by
the turn of the twentieth century, most notably in Galicia. However, although
Galician scholars published several school textbooks and grammars, none achieved
universal authority.®® In the early Polish republic, Galician scholars debared
whether to promote the Lviv dialect in spelling and terminology or to incorporate
elements of the Kyiv—Poltava dialect. Both sides to this dispute criticized spelling
rules published by the Shevchenko Scientific Society, the main Ukrainian aca-
demic institution in Lwéw (Lviv), in 1922. No side won ourt because there was
no governmental body under Polish rule willing or sanctioned to recognize them
as standard. As George Shevelov writes: “the spelling rules were rarely applied
consistently, and usages in publications continued to differ.””!

The principal work on language standardization took place in the UkrSSR
because Soviet Ukrainian authorities intentionally sponsored this effort, Polish
authorities increasingly placed restrictions on Ukrainian academic, cultural, and
educational activity in Galicia (and even more so in Volhynia, Polissia, and Kholm),
and the Ukrainian national movement was relatively weaker in Transcarpathia and
Bukovina.?? In the pre-Ukrainization period, progress was slow. The VUAN set up
an orthography division, headed partly by Volodymyr Durdukivsky, the director
of the first pre-Sovier Ukrainian secondary school in Dnipro Ukraine, the Taras
Shevchenko Gymnasium (later Kyiv Labour School No. 1).7% In 1921, with the
sanction of the then commissar of education for the UkrSSR, Hryhorii Hrynko,
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it published a sixteen-page booklet of orthographic norms modified slightly from
rules compiled under Herman Pavlo Skoropadsky’s short-lived government.”* The
academy also established a commission under philologist Agatangel Krymsky
to compile a dictionary of the “living” (zhyva) Ukrainian language. In 1924, it
published the first volume of a Russian-Ukrainian dictionary (Rosséisko-ukrainskyi
slovnyk) for letters A~Zh. Ethnographic researchers recorded lexical material on
stacks of cards that served as the basis for the dictionary’s entries. Linguist George
Shevelov writes that the dictionary’s “vacillations between standard and dialectal,
urban, and rural (often folkloric), made it somewhart eclectic and the effort to
represent the standard language often collided with a desire to introduce the rich-
est material possible.”?> By casting its net as widely as possible, the commission
complicated the task of promoting a universalized language.

As the Ukrainization campaign accelerated, so did work on language stan-
dardization. Literature specialist Serhii Yefremov took over the chairmanship
of the VUAN dictionary commission and published five more volumes of the
Rossiisko-ukrainskyi slovnyk. Under the directorship of Hryhoryi Kholodny, the
Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific Language had all but ceased work in the
early Soviet period due to lack of funds, but, after 1925, it gradually began ro
increase its activity, publishing over two dozen terminological dictionaries after
that year.”® Furthermore, its researchers took a leading role in the publication
of textbooks and self-study guides. Language planners regularly debated the
question of how closely the literary (and, by extension, academic and technical)
language should reflect dialectal forms. Paul Wexler divides what he calls “regu-
lators” into two camps: a purist, ethnographic group that prioritized unique
Ukrainian features over breadth and frequency of use; and a modified ethno-
graphic group thar allowed for the incorporation of some non-native character-
istics in the interest of promoting a language that could be widely recognized
and used.”” By the mid-1920s, the latter approach assumed greater importance.
Yefremov minimized the Rossiisko-ukrainskyi slovnyk’s emphasis on local forms,
and it became “a representative, reliable, and fairly complete collection of Ukrai-
nian words and idioms.”8

The work that had the greatest impact on how Ukrainian was used on a daily
basis was undertaken by a special orthographic commission, appointed by a
Radnarkom (the Ukrainian Council of People’s Commissars) decree of July 23,
1925. Formally, two successive commissars of education headed the commis-
sion: Oleksandr Shumsky and Mykola Skrypnyk. An orthographic conference,
held from May 25 to June 6, 1927, in Kharkiv under Skrypnyk’s auspices, began
the most concerted work on standardization. The most contentious issue at this
conference was how to render loan words. The presidium of the orthographic
commission later decided on a compromise that allowed for a distinction
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between words of Greek origin and those of modern European origin. In real-
ity, this decision simply reflected a variation in the central and eastern Ukrai-
nian tradition of borrowing words through Russian and the Western Ukrainian
practice of borrowing through Polish.*” Skrypnyk confirmed the orthographic
rules on 6 September 1929, and required their use in all schools and publica-
tions. ‘This compromise was to ultimately break down in the mid-1930s after
Skrypnyk’s fall in 1933, but the conference represented an important attempt
at bridging the gap between competing literary traditions. Skrypnyk invited
three Galician scholars to attend the 1927 conference, and their input was criti-
cal in forcing the presidium to consider an agreement that would satisfy the
wider speaking community and ensure the UkrSSR’s status as the “Piedmont” of
Ukrainian national culture.*® From this perspective, the 1929 “Kharkiv orthog-
raphy” was a critical momenc in the standardization of the language, even if it
later became the subject of political attack. It was flexible enough to incorporate
the two leading conventions in Ukrainian orthography and yet it significantly
reduced dialectal variations as a whole.

By the end of the 1920s, then, Ukrainian scholars, writers, and publicists
could still debate aspects of what was “proper” Ukrainian, but the number
of questions open for dispute was much smaller. When education ofhcials or
the press criticized teachers for failing to use Ukrainian well, they already had
a clear idea of what constituted a significant departure from a “standard” lit-
erary Ukrainian. To be sure, some teachers still relied on dialectal forms in
the classroom and had difficulty procuring guides on correct terminology and
the evolving orthographic rules. Nevertheless, the chief culprits of “language
abuse” had little sense of literary Ukrainian at all, and used a Ukrainian based
wholly on Russian cognates or interspersed with Russian words. National com-
munities throughout the former Russian empire were dealing with many of
the same questions regarding linguistic standardization, although Ukrainian’s
linguistic “proximity” to Russian heightened questions about language purism.
The “normalization” of Ukrainian, like that for other languages, was neither
inevitable nor immediate.*! It required the active intervention of government
and scholarly authorities. Yet, even before Ukrainization had begun, there was
widespread agreement among the Ukrainian national intelligentsia and the
literate population regarding the corpus of literary Ukrainian, and language
planners had made significant progress during the 1920s towards a consensus
for standardization. They intended teachers to inculcate these language norms
among the next generation,

The connection between language and identity can be problematic ro define.
This study highlights incidents of those who doubted the distinctiveness of a
Ukrainian language or identity, or sought to denigrate it and limic its spread,
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partly because local education inspectors had an obligation to report on ten-
sion. Incidents of conflict enter the archival and published record. However,
the mere creation of Ukrainian-specific schools and assignment of children by
national affiliation served to strengthen this perception of a Ukrainian national
category, even if not all individuals who self-identified as Ukrainian (or were
recognized as such by the state) took up daily speech in Ukrainian. The work
of teachers and Narkomos officials, together with directives from the party,
helped consolidate national identification. This work builds upon Hirsch’s dis-
cussion of the way in which tsarist-era ethnographers aided the Bolsheviks in
this “conceprual conquest,” merging and dismantling previous loyalties, ascrib-
ing nationally specific traits, and using the 1926 census to marshal popular
participation in nationally delineated notions of citizenship and administra-
tive governance. It accepts the Soviet faith in “state-sponsored evolutionism,”
the idea thar national awareness was a prerequisite to a weakening of kinship
ties, moderniry, and the construction of an internationalist, socialist state. The
growing Ukrainian national movement, the resistance of successive “national-
ist” Ukrainian governments to Soviet rule, and the Bolsheviks’ own accom-
modation with nationally oriented, leftist forces in Ukraine (and pledges of
support for national self-determination) all contributed to the party’s commit-
ment to a Ukrainian identity and aversion to automatic acceptance of a “Little
Russian”/Russified Ukrainian category.42

That said, even if the population of the republic came to recognize a Ukrainian
identity, language, and culture, just who was Ukrainian remained a subject of dis-
pute. Commissar of Education Mykola Skrypnyk regularly claimed that the true
language of Russified Ukrainians was a form of Ukrainian that had simply been
corrupted over time. Thus, in his mind, there was no question of their Ukrainian
identity. This dispute is, however, central to this study. Narkomos used census data
as a guideline for Ukrainization and a measurement of Ukrainization’s progress,
to set and evaluate goals for the number of Ukrainian schools in proportion to
regional population. However, urban residents may have identified themselves to
census takers as Ukrainian and specified their “native” language as Ukrainian, but
this did not mean that they spoke Ukrainian well or, more importantly, that this
was the language they preferred to use in their daily speech or in which to have
their children schooled. 43 44

What made “Russified Ukrainians” Ukrainian? Why not simply call them
Russian? The two questions of identity and language choice (and choice of lan-
guage of instruction) should be considered separately. Soviet citizens may have
been “unconsciously” identified as Ukrainian by census takers (withourt their own
specification), but a great number must have self-identified as Ukrainian. Thus,
whether they chose to speak Ukrainian or not, they saw themselves as Ukrainian,
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a choice conceivably based on any number of factors; presumably, for some,
a remaining or remembered link to a Ukrainian-speaking village or provincial
town. Narkomos saw such identification as a green light for the Ukrainization of
these communities. None of the protests or doubts regarding a school’s Ukrain-
ization identified in this study questioned a student’s identification as Ukrainian,
although some claimed that a student body as a whole was multi-ethnic. Educa-
tors, ofhicials, and parents were less concerned with “forced” national alignment
(although it undoubtedly occurred), but occasionally debated situations in which
Russian, Jewish, Polish, German, or even Ukrainian children found themselves
“trapped” in a Ukrainizing school. By law, ethnic minorities could study in their
own national schools, but in the case of urban schools, such study sometimes
required their transfer away from a school with an established authority in the
community. For non-Russian ethnic minorities in smaller population centres,
such schools may not have existed. Urban Jews, like Ukrainians, constituted
another Russified population that protested its forced linguistic “indigenization” —
Yiddishization — although there is little doubt that they saw themselves as Jews.*’
There are significant distinctions to the Ukrainian case, to be sure; nevertheless,
the resistance of assimilated Jews to Soviet nationalities policy speaks to the cul-
wural prestige of Russian and the authority of the existing language hierarchy for
all non-Russians.*®

It is not surprising, then, that some Ukrainians, like ethnic minorities in the
republic, showed little interest in using the Ukrainian language, but continued to
identify themselves as Ukrainian. Narkomos’s Ukrainizers hoped to change the
linguistic habits of the children of this population and reorient the sympathies
of the parents. The early period of Soviet rule reinforced a Ukrainian identity
through the creation of a Ukrainian republic, promotion of the census, standard-
ization of Ukrainian, and the creation of a network of formal Ukrainian schools.
Whether ethnic Ukrainian or not, Ukrainian-speaking or not, most residents of
the UkrSSR recognized a form of a republican Ukrainian identity.*” Whatever
Ukraine was, it was not Russia. What was at play was just how inflected republi-
can culture was with the language and history of ethnic Ukrainians.*

Part of the issue with Russification was connected to the question of standard-
ization of the Ukrainian language. Where did Russian end and Ukrainian begin?
This question assumes that Russian was standardized and Ukrainian was not, or
presupposes that Ukrainian was less developed. In fact, Russian was undergoing
language reform as well; there was debate within the RSFSR Narkompros about
what form of Russian should be taught in the classroom, and Ukrainian writers
had already conceded a core form of a literary Ukrainian before comprehen-
sive standardization began. The parallel processes of standardization serve as a
reminder that all languages are, in fact, in flux, that some areas of contestation
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remain, and that the early twentieth century was a promising arena for a language
like Ukrainian in which to expand. That said, language standardizers faced some
specific challenges for Ukrainian. It lacked a deeply expansive literary tradition,
a history of institutional support, a long-standing press, and a vocabulary for
certain areas of science. Furthermore, divergent historical traditions and a politi-
cal border that divided a Ukrainian-speaking community complicated regional
dialectal variance. Russian and Ukrainian are proximate to one another, and
assimilation to Russian in urban environments happened as a martter of course
for Ukrainian speakers, but it is difficult to judge how easy the conversion to
Russian was or what “full” assimilation constituted. What matters is that peas-
ant migrants to Russian-speaking cities, including some of the parents featured
in this study, perceived a difference in the languages. To argue that the two were
interchangeable is incorrect and in a way anachronistic. The divide berween the
two speech communities was real and went beyond a debate regarding linguistic
differentiation.

Of course, sorting out what was a “foreign” borrowing in Ukrainian presented
a challenge, and it was one that preoccupied Narkomos administrators, educa-
tion inspectors, and teachers in Ukrainizing schools, and most immediately the
Narkomos commission tasked with developing a new orthography. Like this
commission, Ukrainizing schools employed teachers from Galicia in an effort to
ensure, not a commitment to dialectal variation, but rather genuine and authori-
tative language instruction. One of the particular concerns of this study is an issue
expressed by education inspectors and commentators in the pedagogical press that
teachers did not know Ukrainian well enough to teach in it, but also that when
required to use the language, they “corrupted” their instruction by failing to use
standard literary Ukrainian. To be fair, this was a language in the midst of a deeper
standardization, but a specific objective of the Ukrainian training thar the state
provided teachers, and that teachers were supposed to pursue on their own, was
the use throughout the republic of already accepred synractical and orthographic
conventions.

The peculiar quality of Ukrainian was that it was a language whose speaking
base was in rural communities, and yer it had to become an urban-centred, mod-
ern language under the auspices of a political authority (the Communist Party)
whose members overwhelmingly favoured Russian. A gauge of the success of the
language standardization was how much republican authorities turned this lan-
guage practice on end: made the city the centre of the Ukrainian-speaking com-
munity and positioned it to define language norms for the village and the republic
as a whole. The best teachers went to the city partly because of practical consider-
ations: state publishing houses printed Ukrainian literature in the city, Narkomos
and urban communities paid teachers better, and teachers enjoyed access to better
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resources for their own professionalization. But the state concentrated these assets
in the city to ensure the command of the city over Ukrainian. Gone, at least for a
time, was an emphasis on folkloric tropes to define national culture. In distinction
from nation-building experiences elsewhere, Ukrainization was not the raising of
lower culture to high, but rather a fundamental reworking of the high with greacly
distilled elements of the low. The SVU affair weakened the urban link in Ukrai-
nian culture by its attack on an urban-based intelligentsia. Although Ukrainiza-
tion continued, it had lost part of its shoring. Ukrainization’s future, before and
after 1930, was in the city.

With the exception of Martin’s sweeping study of “affirmative action” for non-
Russians, the emphasis of recent English-language work on Soviet education has
been on the Russian experience, particularly in the 1930s or later.* Peter Blicstein
deals most directly with the question of non-Russian education, and his argument
that obligatory Russian instruction introduced in 1938 did not signal a public
campaign for “Russification” of schooling is convincing.>® However, by this time,
the cultural values associated with language knowledge in the Soviet Union had
shifted (or stabilized), as Laada Bilaniuk makes clear, and mastery of Russian was a
privileged asset for professional advancement. The parents and officials from non-
Russian areas who campaigned for early Russian-language instruction, as identi-
fied by Blitstein, did so precisely because they understood this reality, even if there
was no ofhcial push for the “Russification” of education. Whart is perhaps more
important, then, is what Soviet authorities did not do. Beyond the preservation
of native-language schooling and the writing of Russian textbooks gauged to the
abilities of specific language communities, an energetic program of nation build-
ing appears absent.

Recent scholarship has emphasized the persistence of the Soviet commitment
to the national idea without investigating in detail how this pursuit was qualita-
tively different. Soviet authorities removed or intimidated the core of educators
dedicated to Ukrainization in 1930. This invites the questions, then: who imple-
mented the campaign post-1930, when the archival record clearly indicares that
Ukrainization, even in schooling (considered by other scholars to be the most
successful arena for Ukrainization), was far from complete? How did its content
change? The number of Ukrainian schools continued to grow, but this says lictle
about the daily use of Ukrainian and the quality of instruction. Urban environ-
ments remained largely Russian-speaking, post-secondary schools privileged
instruction in Russian, and non-Ukrainians did not aspire towards Ukrainian flu-
ency. Ukrainian primary schools thus represented rungs in a broken-off ladder. To
say this is not to deny the Soviet role in fostering a Ukrainian identity and promo-
tion of Ukrainian ethnic elites, but it was a substantively different form of national
culture in the republic from that imagined by Ukrainizers first in the 1920s.
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While accepting Yuri Slezkine’s proposal that the Soviet Union maintained,
relied upon, and, in some cases, accelerated national constructs,”' this study
contends that the repression against local elites that took public form in the
late 1920s (the culmination of an extended campaign of security police sur-
veillance) marked a substantive shift in the actual implementation of Soviet
nationalities policy. Scholarship on Soviet nationalities policy in Central Asia
has pointed to this fact, while still stressing the continuities inherent in the
Soviet commitment to the national idea. Thus, Adeeb Khalid argues that the
“centralizing impulses of the new period” motivated Soviet leaders to abandon
their alliance with Jadids, a group of progressive Muslim reformers and surro-
gate nation builders.>? Edgar locates a similar disjuncture in Soviet nationaliries
policy in Turkmenistan: “If the linguistic debates of the 1920s had symbolically
represented Turkmen attempts to define their place in the world, the silencing
of those voices symbolized not just a loss of linguistic autonomy, but a currail-
ing of the role of the indigenous intellectuals in debating and defining Turk-
men identity.”>?

This work maintains that a parallel shift occurred in Soviet Ukraine, and sug-
gests that it undermined the effectiveness of Ukrainization during its perceived
“high point” and made the definitive adjustment (although not wholesale aban-
donment) of Ukrainization in 1933—4 possible. It does not seek to minimize the
gains made in Ukrainization, but rather to emphasize that it was a process respon-
sive to the external political environment and far from auromatic.

A Ukrainian identity coalesced by the mid-1930s, bur it was one that did not
require daily and expanded use of Ukrainian, and parents ceased to view knowl-
edge of Ukrainian as a prerequisite for the advancement of their children. The
Ukrainizers had not generally sought to force non-Ukrainians to use the language
outside employment in public institutions, but they did favour supplanting Russian
by the increased use of ethnic-minority languages. If schools taught a republican
identity to Ukrainian and non-Ukrainian schoolchildren alike, it was an identity
thar asked all students to learn a basic level of “Ukrainian studies,” slanted towards
a history and culture of Ukrainians as the titular population of the republic. For-
mally, lessons promoted ties between the diverse populations of the republic, partly
through common knowledge of Ukrainian-studies subjects, but also through
their common social and political acculturation. More than anything, Ukrainiz-
ers hoped that schoolchildren and their parents internalized a reversal of cultural
prejudices against Ukrainian and for Russian. If citizens were to choose an “inter-
ethnic” language of communication, it should be Ukrainian. The repression of
the 1930s extinguished this aspiration, although promotion of the republic as

(14 . . n . . - b} -
Ukrainian” persisted, demonstrating the continuance of the state’s aversion to
national indifference.
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The Working Class, Young Pioneers, and
Political Authority over Children

A central question this study deals with is the Ukrainization of the “proletariat,”
the working class. This was a highly contested issue that had a significant impact
on the debate over schooling in Ukraine. The KP(b)U had repeatedly prohibited
the forced Ukrainization of the working class. In a way, this ban was misleading,
Members of the KP(b)U, Komsomol, or trade union leadership, regardless of class
background, were expected to demonstrate proficiency in the Ukrainian language
and Ukrainian studies in examinations. Failure meant in theory that they might
face censure or dismissal. However, the forced Ukrainization of the rank-and-file
workers could not take place. Workers were encouraged to join Ukrainian read-
ing circles, amateur theatre groups, or choral societies as a way of inciting an
interest in the Ukrainian language, culture, and history, but they could not be
compelled to do so. The question of requiring working-class children to attend
Ukrainian schools was, however, decidedly more complex. In response to concerns
provoked by local reports, the KP(b)U TsK clearly proscribed the enrolment of
ethnic-Russian children in Ukrainian schools. However, local authorities were still
allowed to assign children of “Russified” Ukrainians to Ukrainian schools and to
dissuade parents from protesting their children’s enrolment. Narkomos capital-
ized on the ambiguity surrounding what made a “Russified” Ukrainian and what
made a Russian in order to implement what amounted to a run around the party’s
prohibition on the Ukrainization of workers. The working class would become
Ukrainian-speaking gradually through maturation or influence of children edu-
cated in Ukrainian. In reality, the Ukrainizers had little choice. In the absence of
a clearly “Ukrainian” proletariat, children would become a surrogate. To permit
children of workers to choose Russian schools would undermine the authority of
the policy because it would appear that that class most aligned with the interests
of the party had rejected it.

This study would not be complete without an investigation of the impact of
nationalities and educarional policy on the primary political units responsible
for oversight over schools and children: the Komsomol and Young Pioneers. The
Communist Youth League, the Komsomol, had oversight over youth aged four-
teen to twenty-eight and administered the Young Pioneers for children aged ten
to fourteen. Both the Komsomol and Young Pioneers had an established interest
in the affairs of primary schools regardless of the age of children among their
membership, because lessons in the schools had a wide-ranging influence on all
children and youth, and dropouts from primary schools often ended up in edu-
cational institutions for older yourh tied to the Komsomol. Although the Young
Pioneer membership was small in the period under study and largely drawn from
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urban children, the attitudes of even these members had an impact far beyond
their numbers. The Young Pioneers was the most familiar face of political author-
ity, and even for children and population centres where no detachment existed,
news of Young Pioneer activities that appeared in the popular press reinforced
notions of generational cohesion and suggested normative behaviour. If the Young
Pioneers acted in a particular manner (or were reported to have), other children
were expected to model their actions accordingly. Thus, Narkomos, the KP(b)U,
and the Komsomol saw Young Pioneer resistance to Ukrainization and public
work linked to school instruction as suspect. As the social tensions increased dur-
ing the midst of the Five-Year Plan, the Komsomol leadership saw local Komso-
mol organizations and Young Pioneer detachments as key agents of the party line,
especially in largely Ukrainophone rural areas, and direct competitors with “class
enemies” for influence over youth. Komsomol and party organizations notified
the public abour the treachery of supposed Ukrainian nationalists through their
own publications, partly because these forces were allegedly infiltrating the schools
and ranks of Komsomol teachers and Young Pioneer students, especially in the
village.

Ultimately, Ukrainization of the working class and the wider urban environ-
ment was meant to ensure that the city remained in a position of leadership over
the countryside. Lack of knowledge of Ukrainian would limit the capacity of
urban-based state employees and workers to administer rural parts of the repub-
lic. Furthermore, it would be more difhicult to integrate Ukrainian-speaking
labour from the countryside into the “foreign” city. Urban Ukrainization was
also meant to capitalize on the resources the city had: a Ukrainian intelligentsia
that had its roots in the pre-revolutionary national movement, bur also a young,
Soviet, national intelligentsia produced in the city’s transformed educational
institutions; the best and most motivated Ukrainian teachers; a concentration
of full primary schools (often in the space of former gymnasia); theatres; exhibi-
tion spaces; and a relatively more literate population and newspaper readership.
Ukrainization in the countryside was assumed to be a much more straightforward
matter. It was in the republic’s villages and provincial towns that the Ukrainian-
speaking population was concentrated. The question of “forced” Ukrainization
was less relevant, although, in the drive to create new Ukrainian schools, Jews,
Poles, Germans, Bulgarians, and other ethnic minorities occasionally got swept
up in enrolment campaigns. In areas where the number of any one single ethnic
minority was too small, local education ofhcials faced a dilemma, but in most
cases they made an effort to create ethnic-minority schools whether the non-
Ukrainians liked it or not.

On paper, Narkomos converted rural schools quickly to Ukrainian instruction —
but, as the archival record makes clear, local officials confronted a whole series
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of problems regarding Ukrainization: dialectal variance; unqualified teachers;
lack of parental support for education; substandard buildings; shortages in paper,
ink, and fuel; and limited supplies of Ukrainian-language textbooks, literature,
and newspapers. Urban schools all confronted these challenges, but to a lesser
degree. The irony of Ukrainization in schooling is that the state’s best resources for
the campaign went to population centres where there were comparatively fewer
Ukrainians, and the central archival records, at least regarding conversion of lan-
guage of instruction, are concentrated on challenges in urban schools. This study
utilizes provincial archival material from Kyiv and Odesa and reports in the peda-
gogical press to reference the rural side of this dynamic and to fill in the gap of the
central archival records.

Political terror had a discernible impact on matters of education throughout
the republic, but especially in the countryside. The files of the teachers’ union
(Robos), KP(b)U, and the Komsomol all reference purges of teachers, some of
whom were labelled nationalists in the aftermath of the SVU show trial. Peasants
allegedly attacked activist teachers, schoolchildren, and Young Pioneers for their
work on exposure of the “class enemy” in and beyond the schoolhouse. Edu-
cators and children thus were expected to participate in the exclusion of those
deemed “foreign™ by the party. A direct discussion of the 1932-3 famine’s impact
on schooling is beyond the scope of this study. Narkomos's files on the early 1930s
are limited, concentrared largely on reports on the challenges and successes of
carrying out party decrees on universal enrolment.” It is inconceivable that such
a calamitous event would not have had an effect on the lives of children, teach-
ers, and the school. The famine and rural violence are present in this study. The
study discusses in some derail increased party and Komsomol concern regarding
the need for reachers and Young Pioneers to participate in grain-requisition cam-
paigns (including those allegedly motivated by nationalist convictions) and gives
some sense of the struggle of individual teachers, but a full account is difficult to
compose from the perspective of Narkomos. What can be reasonably assumed is
that matters of Ukrainization and pedagogical reform were much less important
than questions of survival in areas devastated by hunger.

The Cultural Revolution and National Education

Narkomos was pursuing an experiment that called for considerable tact. It advo-
cated a methodology that required individual creativity on the part of teachers,
asking only that they conform to broadly outlined standards. Although they were
teaching the values of socialism in Ukrainian and through distinctly Ukrainian
subjects, party authorities in Ukraine began to worry about whar informarion
teachers were actually passing to their students. Ernest Gellner has argued that
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states institute “universal, standardized, and generic” education systems in order
to equip society for economic development.’® These education systems enable
members of a community to speak with each other not only in the same language,
also burt on the basis of the same experience in the “universalized” national culture
introduced in the schools. In fact, the Ukrainian education system was not univer-
sal, standardized, or generic, but the Communist Party leadership had developed
its own innate Gellnerian sense of the potential capacity of schools to teach an
orientation it did not control. [t was concerned that the ties among schools, or at
least influential ones, were strong enough to enable a common transmission of a
mentality that diverged from Soviet aims. The education system’s mixture of flex-
ibility in implementation but coordination in strategy is what made Soviet leaders
fear its combustibility. The progressive education system that Narkomos had cre-
ated relied too greatly on teachers’ individual initiative. It was possible they would
use the classroom for subversive instruction.

In the end, the party did not wholly trust educators. Part of this was a result of
a long-standing suspicion that the cooperation of non-party elements with Soviet
authorities was temporary, as Martin argues.’® However, this distrust was also a
consequence of the lack of the KP(b)U’s command over Ukrainization. The course
of Ukrainizarion could not be neatly set. Michael Smith writes: “We should not
underestimate the dynamism and treacherousness of language. It was conducive
and valent in ways which Soviet leaders were able to control, and in ways that they
never could.”’ In pursuing Ukrainization, the KP(b)U conceded a dependence
on national elites and simultaneously created “political and cultural spaces” in
which the Ukrainizers moved without strict restraint. This did not mean that
teachers, as executors of Ukrainization, acted against Soviet power, just that they
were not always passive executors of the party’s intent.

A key ambition of this study is to demonstrate the central role that the show
trial of the Union for Liberation of Ukraine (Spilka vyzvolennia Ukrainy — SVU) —
a nationalist organization fabricated by the Soviet security police (DPU -
Ukrainian; GPU — Russian) — played in determining the future of Ukrainization.
The KP(b)U’s identification in November 1933 of “local Ukrainian nationalism”
as the pre-eminent danger to Soviet power in the republic is seen by some scholars
to be the definitive marker of an end to Ukrainization. Others argue that the aims
of korenizatsiia were altered in Ukraine and elsewhere, but the policy, broadly
considered, never ended.*® This study questions whether any progress could have
been achieved in the field of education after 1930, despite statistical evidence
of “complete” Ukrainization in schooling. Responding to central and republican
party concerns about growing nationalism in the Ukrainian cultural field, the
GPU sent a critical signal to would-be activist Ukrainizers with the SVU affair: it

arrested some of the most prominent Ukrainizing educators, claimed that teachers
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throughout the republic were involved in counter-revolutionary nationalist activi-
ties directed by the SVU, and suggested that one of the organization’s chief activi-
ties was the indoctrination and recruitment of the young into a parallel youth
organization. In the climate of fear that followed the trial, teachers had every
reason to shirk the task of Ukrainization, and evidence from the early 1930s dem-
onstrates that many had already taken this course. Schools were formally Ukrain-
ized, but teachers did little to improve their quality of instruction.

The SVU show trial coincided with moves towards the abandonment of the
complex system and the subordination of the Ukrainian school system. The
indictment of leading Ukrainizers, who were simultaneously well-known edu-
cational innovators, permitted republican authorities to blame whar they now
identified as the disorder of the complex method on nationalist saboteurs. As
this study will argue, the perception of a wayward education system offered a
rationale for the centralization of education under stricter all-Union control.
The same suspicion of independent teachers and scholars that had led to the
fabrication of the SVU motivated these moves towards a regimentation of the
methodology and structure of education. Narkomos had looked at progressive
pedagogy as a way of shaping the next generation, but the potential errant devel-
opment of this group became a lurking political fear. The commissariat had
intended Ukrainization to enable educational progressivism. The damage that
the SVU show trial did to Ukrainization created an opportunity for the eventual
rejection of this task.

On one level, as will be discussed in greater detail below, the documentary
records suggest the cultural revolution accelerated Ukrainization. Narkomos,
under People’s Commissar Mykola Skrypnyk from 1927 to 1933, called for an
expansion of Ukrainian in areas deemed to be most vital to the First Five-Year
Plan: the industrial eastern portion of the republic and educational institutes
engaged in the training of new Soviet technical specialists. Aftér sweeping aside
the bourgeois national intelligentsia, republican authorities faced an even greater
imperative to produce a new Ukrainian-speaking and loyal elite. This effort began
at the primary-school level, especially in parts of the republic where the Ukrainiz-
ers had met resistance for much of the 1920s, and took place alongside a campaign
to complete and perfect the Ukrainization of post-secondary education thar had
never really taken off. Skrypnyk turned to formerly disgraced and now reformed
Ukrainizers such as Mykola Khvylovy to stimulate a new interest in the study
of Ukrainian. The problem was that the incentives for a renewed campaign for
Ukrainization remained few, and those who took up the charge risked being con-
demned as nationalists, like those who came before them.

The cultural revolution prioritized the youth’s role in politics, in upturning
cultural and educational institutions where pre-revolutionary intellectuals still
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exercised considerable sway. The emphasis of the campaigns promoted by young
activists was a turn towards programs driven by ideological content and, as this
study makes clear, this mandate affected primary schooling as well. Narkomos
required teachers to transform their teaching outside the classroom, to ensure that
each activity they planned for their students had an ideological purpose and clear
contribution to the state’s economic and political goals. In the case of Ukraine,
this focus on activity-centred learning drew from an established effort to connect
the classroom with the “building of socialism” in the 1920s. In a way, the shift was
simply a reapplication of an existing trend. Yet, there were also signs of a peda-
gogically more conservative tack to come. It was during the period of the cultural
revolution that Skrypnyk oversaw the unification of the Ukrainian and Russian
education systems.

'The basic reform was structural; it did away with the Ukrainian republic’s dis-
tinctive seven-year primary school and two-year vocational secondary school,
and established a nine-year expanded primary school and standardized curricular
expectations. However, the reform’s significance was deeper. It meant an aban-
donment of the Ukrainian educational alternative, which still had advocates in
Ukraine and elsewhere in the Soviet Union, although Skrypnyk was publicly sup-
portive of the shift. This suggested some limitation on the Ukrainian republic’s
autonomy in the cultural field, but more importantly, it required an eventual
conceptual shift away from Narkomos’s early orientation of children to the prac-
tice of labour. Although children were to remain engaged with economic activity,
the curriculum became much more generalized in spite of Narkomos’s emphasis
on “polytechnization.” The state’s deployment of schoolchildren to specific tasks
of the First Five-Year Plan (e.g., collectivization) retained elements of the applied
aspects of the complex method, but this activity was discrete and more crudely
political, divorced from a larger pedagogical vision of a practice-centred educa-
tion. By the end of the cultural revolution, the commissariat mandated greater use
of standard textbooks and the achievement of formal knowledge alongside the full
enrolment of children. The cultural revolution’s radicalism paved the way for the
emergence of an education system that was more conventional in instructional
approach than whar preceded it. The fact that it was the Old Bolshevik Skrypnyk
who saw this transformation through speaks, perhaps, to the continuities inherent
in the cultural revolution in Ukraine before a definitive shift towards educational
conservatism.

In the end, the cultural revolution was symbolically about the promise of youth.
Youth would transform culture, overturn conventions in education, lead the
charge of the state’s “great turn,” and build the socialist future. The cultural revo-
lution’s lasting legacy must be this preoccupation with youth. It is not surprising,
then, that the vulnerability the KP(b)U chose to expose regarding Ukrainization
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at this time had to do with youth. The cultural revolution’s demonstration that
the future of Soviet power lay in the hands of the young provoked anxiety. To
repeat, the party had delegated responsibility for implementing Ukrainization
(and evaluating its progress) largely to non-party intellectuals, some of whom
had occupied prominent roles in the Ukrainian national movement. The purg-
ing impulse of the cultural revolution demanded their removal, but elements
within the KP(b)U had resented the independence of these non-party intellecru-
als, and the GPU harboured greater suspicions of counter-revolutionary activity,
well before the cultural revolution. The cultural revolution offered an opportu-
nity to act upon these suspicions, and concerns about national management of
Ukrainian-language schools provided a script. In the effort to redefine Ukrain-
ization, the party and the GPU structured the task as a battle for the hearts and
minds of children and youth. The GPU created a “school group” for the fabri-
cated SVU, implicating some of the most authoritative individuals responsible
for the Ukrainization of schooling, and invented a youth organization (SUM)
for recent graduates of Ukrainized schools, to parallel the SVU. Instead of being
saviours of the revolution, youth were the targets of the counter-revolution and
were vulnerable to corruption.

This was the paradox of the cultural revolution in the context of Ukrainization:
youth and children were not burdened by a tie to the tsarist era and thus could be
strong leaders of the transformation called for by the cultural revolution, while,
at the same time, the KP(b)U and the GPU viewed them as particularly weak in
the face of a nationalist threat. Although the party leadership continued to insist
on the essential value of Ukrainization, they also argued that Ukrainization had
given “class enemies” opportunity. The party had to eliminate this enemy not
only because of who they were (irreconcilable class enemies, from the perspec-
tive of the party), but because of what they could be doing in the classroom
beyond the eyes of the party; the party did not need to structure the atrack on
the Ukrainian intelligentsia in the way thar it did, if it did not hold this concern.
The existence of a separatist, nationalist grouping was an absurdity, but what
was true was that the party was deeply dependent on non-party members for
Ukrainization, and some intellectuals such Serhii Yefremov had very ambiguous
views towards Soviet power. The party’s anxiety was not irrational, but if it acted
to remove prominent non-party intellectuals, educators, and teachers, who, then,
would lead Ukrainization? As has been argued, the lesson the SVU affair taught
educators as a whole was that it was best not to be strident in their embrace of
the policy, whatever Narkomos’s exhortations were, and this study contends that
the case critically weakened further efforts towards Ukrainization. At the same
time, regardless of party and Komsomol discomfort with NEP-era (New Eco-
nomic Policy) concessions to accommodation with the petite bourgeoisie, there
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was no certainty at the start of Ukrainization that the party leadership would
sanction a move against the national intelligentsia. Ukrainizers in the 1920s were
not cognizant of a shift in the ofiing and acted earnestly to fulfill the agenda that
they believed was in agreement with party aims and their own convictions: the

training of children and youth for the fulfillment of socialism and flourishing of
Ukrainian national culture. Schools were the answer for all.



Chapter Two

Adapting to Place

The Ukrainian education system drew inspiration from Western pedagogical
experience. Revolution in the Russian Empire meant a reconsideration of the way
in which teaching was done. For long-time advocates of progressive education, the
altered political environment meant freedom to act upon a faith in the liberating
power of schooling. The short-lived Ukrainian national governments that formed
in the intervening time between the collapse of the tsarist government and lasting
Bolshevik military victory in Ukraine aspired towards the creation of a network
of schools under state administration. But it was the Bolshevik embrace of pro-
gressive pedagogy that motivated a fundamental shift in classroom activity. The
new methodology was not strictly Bolshevik or even socialist. It was modelled on
educational theories developed by John Dewey and others that emphasized an
interconnected relationship between learning and real-life experience, acquired
through independent discovery. The Ukrainian commissariat actively sought to
collect and publish the writing of foreign progressive educators and found ready
correspondents.

Ukrainian educators enjoyed what Western educators did not: broad state sup-
port for a progressive education system, even if underfinanced. The Ukrainian
commissariat further aspired towards an interventionist role in education because
of the particular dilemma it faced: large numbers of children left orphaned, semi-
orphaned, and homeless by the civil war in Ukraine and the after-effects of fam-
ine. It saw these children as the core population towards which the state could
direct its transformative agenda. Although Ukrainian education administrators
lacked the funding to catry out the campaign fully, their administration of “chil-
dren’s homes” in the immediate post-revolutionary period shaped the mentality
of these children.

The progressive method favoured by commissariat authorities (if not all
authority) suggested a certain trust that teachers and children would develop an
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innate socialist sensibility through their own elaboration and exercise, but the
inicial requirements and guidance were set by the state. A participarory, collectiv-
ist education would prepare primary-school students for secondary vocational
school, the peculiarly Ukrainian answer to a desperate need for labour to pro-
pel the republic’s devastated economy forward. Progressive education in Ukraine
thus emphasized an awareness of labour culture through the application of the
complex method, an instructional method derived from a Soviet understand-
ing of Western pedagogical theory in which all disciplinary exercises would be
regrouped around thematic “complexes.” Teachers were unprepared and resisted
this shift, and it did not enjoy universal political support (partly because of con-
cerns regarding teachers’ ideological loyalties), but Narkomos administrators
believed the complex system offered the best opportunity to wipe the slate clean.
Narkomos instructed teachers to orient their complexes around economic and
labour activity, and stressed the locally derived nature of material for the compi-
lation of the complexes.

In short, complexes needed to be generated from a concern for “contemporary”
local studies, or kraieznavstvo. Unlike local studies by middle-class intelligentsia
in the past, which privileged folkloric tradition, Soviet local studies emphasized
active engagement with the present and daily. It was through a concern for the
local thar Narkomos administrators believed teachers would have their grearest
success, because learning was derived from what was already familiar to students.
The expectation was that children would see greater meaning and applicabilicy
in their study. From the Soviet perspective, urban children enjoyed the advan-
tage in the application of local studies because of their proximity to industry,
and Narkomos administrators encouraged rural teachers to develop links to urban
schools as an extension of their local studies program, an exercise that fostered the
children’s awareness of connections beyond an insular community to a Ukrainian
republic.

Locally oriented material encouraged an aversion to textbooks. Under the con-
ditions of Ukrainization, Ukrainian-language literature was in short supply any-
how. Teachers adapted tsarist-era publications, Russian literature, and academic
works for classroom use, but Narkomos ordered the creation of regional and dis-
trict commissions to develop locally centred texts and, most importantly, encour-
aged teachers and students to compile their own classroom material. Experimental
schools provided the testing ground to work out local variants of centrally defined
themes. The concern for the local linked to the region and to the wider Ukrai-
nian republic, as well as an emphasis on Ukrainian themes and the intersection
berween ethnic-Ukrainian communities in the countryside and city, meant thar
kraieznavstvo generally and as realized in the schools was a critical element in
Ukrainian studies. This chapter highlights the experience of three model teachers
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and their students, as published in the pedagogical press. These teachers envi-
sioned local studies as a way to stimulate community civic participation; chil-
dren’s active learning and engagement with the tasks of socialism; and the selective
teaching of the Ukrainian revolutionary past, the Ukrainian national category,
and republican identity. The tasks of a socialist and national education were fused
in pursuit of the complex method that was politically driven but freed of strict
doctrinaire instruction.

Scholars have often placed education at the heart of their discussions of nation-
building projects. However, Celia Applegate has emphasized that modernization
arguments regarding national identity, such that of Gellner, are incomplete.' In
her investigation of how provincial Germans in the border region of Pfalz under-
stood and used the concept of homeland (Heimaz), Applegate seeks to provide
an answer to how individuals experienced this feeling of national belonging. This
study accepts Applegate’s claim that local studies projects facilitated national iden-
tity construction.? However, local studies in Soviet Ukrainian schools explored
this association in a fundamentally different manner. Like Heimat campaigns in
Germany, kraieznavstvo offered a way to think about national belonging. How-
ever, the type of national identification this effort embraced was necessarily shaped
by the particular challenges of defining a national culture for an historically rural
nation in the world’s first Communist state. An examination of the case of Soviet
Ukraine provides a reminder of the unpredictable nature of nation-building cam-
paigns accomplished through local studies education and of the limits of state
support for such efforts.’?

Theoretical Foundations

Russia’s October Revolution set off a period of violence and disorder, but it
also created opportunity for significant intellectual, scientific, and artistic
experimentation. A progressive stratum of the former empire’s educated elite
welcomed the chance to do away with hated practices of the old, and the peda-
gogical world was no exception. Revolution inspired discussion throughout the
former empire regarding the task of building a radical “new school.” Educators
debated numerous options, but their overwhelming concern was a disassocia-
tion from the classical education of the tsarist gymnasia and promotion of peda-
gogical innovarion.

In Sovier Ukraine, the campaign for a transformation of pedagogy led to
the development of a highly progressive and distinctive education system thar
lasted until the late 1920s. The founders of this system argued that the republic
required schools attuned to its economic and social particularities, particularities
that were, in their view, a result of the devastation of the civil war and centuries
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of tsarist oppression and economic exploitation. Ukrainian educational planners
recognized the critical importance of linguistic Ukrainization to the creation of
the “new school,” and progressive pedagogy created opportunities for Ukrainian
national exploration and expression. However, these were means to an end. For
the Ukrainian Soviet government, the intent of the “new school” was the creation
of a new Soviet generation and the transformation of society.

In the early years of the Soviet state, educational theorists and Narkomos did
not rely exclusively upon Marxist theory for inspiration, but rather turned to
the wealth of pedagogical theory developed in the West. Commissar of Educa-
tion Hrynko publicly argued in an article entitled “Our Path to the West” that
“spontaneous-revolutionary pedagogical activity” unleashed in Ukraine could be
grounded in ties with the West.? Narkomos representatives travelled to Germany,
Austria, and Czechoslovakia to secure material and solicit ideas for creating new
schools in Ukraine. From 1922 to 1927, a permanent representative of Nar-
komos resided in Berlin in order to facilitate ties with German educators, collect
publications on the subject of educational reform, and see to the publication of
Ukrainian textbooks abroad. Foreign educational theorists regularly contributed
publications to the Ukrainian educational journal Shliakh osvity (literally, Path
of education), a periodical that became well known abroad for its promotion
of educational change. According to one count by education historian Olha
Sukhomlynska, Shliakh osvity published 458 articles regarding problems in for-
eign pedagogy and education, and maintained ties with 113 organizations and
individuals abroad.’

Drawing upon this contact with the West and research published in pre-
revolutionary Russia, Ukrainian educational theorists sought to develop an
education system tailored to a child’s aptitude for learning. Several promi-
nent, Ukrainian, pre-revolutionary pedagogues such as Yakiv Chepiha helped
formulate pedagogy for the new education system. One theory that gained
particular favour among educational progressives was reflexology, elaborated
by pre-revolutionary Russian researchers such as Ivan Pavlov and Vladimir
Bekhterev. According to Bekhterev, “the essence of reflexology is that all the
behavior of a person begins with elementary organized reactions and ends with
deep acts of creation, which come together in reflexes.”® Ukrainian educational
theorists believed that an instructive methodology that accounted for these
reflexes and directed them towards a prescribed educational goal would achieve
the most effective results in the classroom.

Ukrainian progressives coupled reflexology with an interest in the ideas of
American educational theorist John Dewey, who emphasized the necessity of con-
necting instruction with real life and allowing children to solve problems through
independent application. Furthermore, his arguments for the merger of math and



46 Breaking the Tongue

humanities and against the textbook as the central instructional device proved
attractive to Ukrainian educators searching for ways to offer effective education
with scant resources. Yet another approach that appealed to Ukrainian educational
planners reluctant to mimic their tsarist predecessors and impose an obligatory
and universal curriculum was the so-called Dalton Plan. Designed by American
Ellen Parkhurst for a Massachusetts high school, it allowed for individualized
instruction based on a child’s knowledge. Parkhurst’s students entered into con-
tracts with teachers and then joined small laboratory groups. Teachers and stu-
dents decided the course of instruction collectively.”

The Ukrainian Variant

In a broad assessment of the Ukrainian education system, written on the occasion
of the tenth anniversary of the October Revolution, People’s Deputy Commissar
of Education Jan Riappo maintained that Ukraine had developed an educational
“path” distinct from the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR),
which better satisfied the republic’s needs.® In designing its education system,
Riappo wrote, Ukraine benefited from the fact that civil war prevented establish-
ment of a network of schools in the newly formed UkrSSR until 1920, under the
then commissar of education, Volodymyr Zatonsky. Russia already had two years
of experience by this time, and planners made liberal use of Russian debates over
the intent and form of education.’

Initially, Ukraine did not concern itself with implementation of progressive
pedagogy in the schoolhouse. Narkomos’s pre-eminent worry was the civil war’s
legacy of millions of homeless children. Their numbers grew even higher as the
result of a 1921-2 famine in the Volga basin, which stretched into southern
Ukraine and brought countless refugees to the republic.!® Narkomos’s first duty,
then, was to organize, protect, and provide for these children. Unlike its Russian
counterpart, Riappo argued, Narkomos was forced to fully realize the child-rear-
ing aspect of its directive. The principal institution for this task was the children’s
building, described by Riappo as a “lighthouse” (maiak) for Ukraine’s neglected
children.!' In 1923, at their high point, 1,928 children’s buildings in Ukraine
cared for 114,000 homeless and neglected children.

As t