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The first half of the twentieth century was
in many respects crucial for the evolution
and character of Modern Standard Ukrain-
ian. Prior to World War I, the Ukraine was
divided between the Russian and the
Austro-Hungarian Empires. The standard
language lacked uniformity even though
the primacy of the standard established in
Russian-dominated Ukraine was theoret-
ically accepted in Austrian-ruled Galicia
and Bukovina. Up to 1905 the tsarist gov-
ernment forbade the public use of Ukrain-
ian beyond belles-lettres, and excluded it
from education until 1917. In the interwar
period the country was divided among the
USSR, Poland, Romania, and Czechoslo-
vakia, and social and cultural conditions
differed drastically.

Shevelov’s book, based on extensive
study of factual material, traces the devel-
opment of Modern Standard Ukrainian in
relation to the political, legal, and cultural
conditions within each region. It examines
the relation of the standard language to the
underlying dialects, the ways in which the
standard language was enriched, and the
complex struggle for the unity of the lan-
guage and sometimes for its very existence.
While shunning excess linguistic termi-
nology, the book presents the essentials of
linguistic development in connection with
broad political and cultural conditions.
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Introduction

The history of literary languages, the Ukrainian language among
them, is not a new discipline. Its study usually focuses on the written
language in works of literature, less often in journalism, and quite
rarely in other genres. Consequently, the main source for the charac-
lerization of a literary language in a given epoch is the writing of con-
lecmporaries. A secondary source, which can occasionally provide
clues for the correct understanding of the texts, is the commentary of
contemporaries on the problems of the language, especially useful if
there are clashes of judgment, evaluation, and opinion. To take the
closest example, such a history is my Die ukrainische Schriftsprache,
1798~ 1965 (1966).

The present study includes that type of material, but intends not to
be limited to or by it. A language question is not only the question of
a language’s internal history. It encompasses a much broader set of
problems, first of all, the problem of the use of that language, both in
written and oral communication, by whom it is used, in what func-
tions, and with what legal, political, and social possibilities and limita-
tions. For monolingual countries these are not important problems
from a strictly linguistic point of view. The language of those coun-
trics is used in all the functions the given society requires and in all
the circumstances that arise in that society. Therefore in that case the
study of such functions and circumstances belongs to sociology rather
than to linguistics.

This is not so in the case of bi- or multilingual societies. There a
speaker chooses for each situation one of the languages he commands.
His choice is conditioned by legal, political, historical, anthropologi-
val, and other factors. Specifically, if, as is the case with Ukrainian,
the society’s majority (Ukrainians) is governed by a minority or
minorities (¢.g., between the two World Wars, by Russians, Poles, and
Romanians, as well as Czechs and Slovaks), the language question
necessarily becomes not only or immediately a linguistic question, but
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also, and often primarily, a political, sociological and cultural ques-
tion. The researcher has to show not only how, but why the language
developed. This ‘‘why’’ is conditioned by the possibilities the
language was granted and the limitations that were imposed on it, be
they legal or social-historical. Hence it is necessary, in this study, to
bring in such historical facts as language legislation, changes in politi-
cal course, and social changes that influenced the use and form of the
language and often even directly determined it, especially in the tem-
pestuous conditions of the wars, revolutions, and social upheavals that
shook Eastern and Central Europe in the twentieth century.

The problem of language choice by the bilingual speaker in various
situations is especially difficult to study. To begin with, the speaker
himself does not always know why, here and now, he chose one
language and not the other. A large-scale investigation applying the
methodologies of modern psychology and statistics could shed some
light on that. But such an investigation is beyond the possibilities of a
researcher who does not live in the country of his subject. Moreover,
any such investigation would hardly be welcome in the present-day
Ukraine, where one principle of the overall policy on language is not
to draw speakers’ interest and attention to such problems. Finally, this
approach cannot be applied to periods of time not yet remote, but still
well past, as the years 1900—- 1941 are. Some conclusions about the
status of a language as shown by its selection or rejection for an act of
communication can be drawn indirectly from extra-linguistic evi-
dence, such as the system and the development of education, the press,
book production, and cultural life. This explains why it was
expedient, in this study, to use data of that kind.

As a result, each chapter of this study includes a survey of language
legislation during the time under consideration as well as a survey of
pertinent political development and of some characteristic features of
the educational system and of cultural life. These surveys, naturally,
are brief and incomplete. Even so, they often were outside of my field
of specialization. So I consulted the experts and benefitted greatly
from their expertise. I am much indebted to Martha Bohachevsky-
Chomiak, Roman Ilnytzkyj, Sofia Janiw, Arkadii Joukovsky, Edward
Kasinec, Vasyl Luciv, Ivan Majstrenko, Jaroslaw Padoch, George S.
N. Luckyj, Ivan L. Rudnytsky, Myroslava Znayenko, and especially
John-Paul Himka and Myroslav Prokop. Of course, they are not
responsible for the simplifications necessary in so concise a
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presentation or for any errors resulting from my use of the information
they provided. Uliana M. Pasicznyk worked conscientiously on form
and style.

This study is very incomplete. It must be incomplete, due, above
all, to limitation in the use of sources. The archives of the USSR and
of other countries involved are not accessible to me. For instance, the
proceedings of the conference on Ukrainian orthography held in Khar-
kiv in 1927 have never been published; there were some closed dis-
cussions of dictionaries that were never even mentioned in the Soviet
press; and there must be many more materials never printed. One
small consolation—if it can be called that—is that these data are not
only unavailable to me, but also to researchers who work in the
Ukraine—at least, certainly not in full.

The limitations do not end here. Even published materials were not
all available to me. Many a Ukrainian publication, especially those of
the 1920s and 1930s, has become a bibliographic item of extreme rar-
ity. Because I limited my research basically to the resources of the
American libraries on the East Coast, I cannot claim to have used all
lhe pertinent publications, and occasionally even important ones have
remained outside the scope of my research.

Two more self-imposed limitations should be brought to the atten-
tion of the reader. First, this study is limited essentially to the prob-
lems of Ukrainian in its internal development and in its relation to the
languages of the nations that ruled in the Ukraine: Russian, Polish,
Romanian, Hungarian, and Czech. The languages of national minori-
tics in the Ukraine—Russians, Jews, Poles, Moldavians, Hungarians,
Greeks (see the article by R. Moroz in Sucasnist’ 1980, no. 12), Ger-
mans, Bulgarians, and others—though able to shed some light on the
development of Ukrainian and on the language policy of the ruling
nation, are left out of this survey. There are two main reasons for this:
materials on this subject are largely unavailable; and the problems
involved are not identical with those of the Ukrainian language.

Also left outside the scope of this study are problems concerning
the status and character of the Ukrainian language in regions not now
part of the Ukrainian SSR: in Eastern Slovakia, in postwar Poland, in
the South Berestja (Brest) oblast’ that by Stalin’s decision became
part of Belorussia in 1939, in the South Kursk, West Voronez and
Kuban’ arcas of the Russian Soviet republic, not to speak of the
Ukrainian-language enclaves in Kazakhstan and the Far East or in
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various countries of Western Europe, the Americas, and Australia.
One reason for the omissions is that for some of these areas (particu-
larly in postwar Poland and in Soviet Union republics other than the
Ukraine, where Ukrainians are subject to systematic information
blackouts) virtually no data are available. No less important is that in
all these areas Ukrainians constitute a minority, whereas I have set out
to investigate the status and character of the Ukrainian language in
those places where Ukrainians are the majority. Practically, then, the
present study concentrates on the Ukrainian language within the fron-
tiers of the present-day Soviet Ukraine.

All these problems should be elucidated in a comprehensive work
on the status and the character of the Ukrainian language in its con-
nections with the coterritorial languages, yet to be written. Such a
study can propose definitive solutions. Those offered here are, alas,
too often only tentative, hardly more than material for discussion and
perhaps a springboard for that integral study one can only dream of
today.

It is also my hope to return to the topic of this essay to discuss,
using the same approach and working within the same boundaries, the
situation of the Ukrainian language after World War II (1945 —1985).



CHAPTER ONE

The Standard Ukrainian Language
in 1900: A Tentative Crosscut

Divided among the three states of Russia, Austria, and Hungary
(of which the latter two were united in Austro-Hungary), Ukrainians
lived under three different legislative systems. The functions,
privileges, and restrictions of the public use of their language were
delineated quite differently in each system. The status of the
Ukrainian language for the ca. 85 percent of Ukrainians who lived in
tsarist Russia was the worst; the ca. 13 percent of Ukrainians who
lived in Eastern Galicia and in Bukovina, integrated into Austria,
cnjoyed relatively better conditions; the remaining ca. 2 percent in
Transcarpathia lived in a situation closer to that in the Russian
Ukraine. !

Autocratic Russia had no constitution. The source of legislation
was the supreme will of the tsar. At the turn of the century the
language regulations in the Ukraine were based on Tsar Alexander II’s
ukase signed in Ems, Germany, on 18 May 1876, as slightly modified
by Tsar Alexander III on 8 October 1881.2 The ukase of 1876 pro-
scribed the printing of any texts, either original or translated, in
Ukrainian, except for belles lettres and historical records. It also for-
bade any theatrical performances or public recitations in Ukrainian;
the importation of any Ukrainian books published abroad; the teaching

! The number of Ukrainians in the Russian Ukraine has been calculated on the
basis of the census of 1897; that for Austria and Hungary, on the basis of the census of
1900. The data are quoted in Ukrainskij narod v ego proslom i nastojaicem, ed. F.
Volkov [Vovk] et al.; the article on population statistics, by A. Rusov, appears in vol.
2 (Petrograd, 1916), pp. 381 —406.

2 Much carlier, Ukrainian was entirely banned from the church. No sermons were
allowed in Ukrainian, and the Ukramnian pronunciation of Chkeurch Slavonic was
outlawed as carly as the 1720s,
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of any discipline in Ukrainian in schools; and the preservation or cir-
culation of any Ukrainian books in school librarics. School teachers
and all staff were to be screened, and all persons suspect of Ukraino-
philism were to be transferred to schools outside of the Ukraine; new
appointees would be recruited ‘‘predominantly’’ from among Rus-
sians (SavCenko, 381ff). The modification of 1881 concerned basi-
cally two points: dictionaries were excepted from the prohibition,
provided the Russian alphabet was used; and theatrical performances
were allowed, but only by the special permission of a province’s
governor-general or governor for each performance and with the pro-
vision that there be no exclusively Ukrainian theatrical companies.?
Essentially, the regulations of 1876- 1881 aimed at the complete
elimination of the Ukrainian language from public life. (The exclu-
sion of Ukrainian from any court or administrative proceeding needed
no formal prohibition because that practice had been in effect from the
late eighteenth century.)

Neither the ukase of 1876 nor the amendments of 1881 were ever
published by the Russian government. They were secret and were
supposed to remain so from the public. Nevertheless, very soon their
existence and even the verbatim text became known. As early as 1876
they were analyzed in the article ‘‘Ukaz proty rus’koho jazyka’’ pub-
lished in the periodical Pravda in Lviv. In 1878, Myxajlo
Drahomanov, who emigrated from Kiev to Geneva, deposited at the
International Literary Congress in Paris the paper ‘‘La littérature
ukrainienne proscrite par le gouvernement russe,”” which was pub-
lished that same year in Geneva. Information on the ukase reached
intellectual circles in Russia through foreign periodicals. For instance,
the Revue des deux mondes published the article ‘‘La presse et la cen-
sure’’ by Anatol Leroy-Beaulieux in his series L’empire des tsars et
les russes (vol. 37, p. 88). In 1880- 1882 the subject of the anti-
Ukrainian legislation was widely debated in the legal Russian press
within the empire in at least twelve periodicals, among them the
authoritative journals Vestnik Evropy and Russkaja starina (Savéenko,
175).

3 This only reiterated the policy conceived of by Minister of Interior M. Loris-
Melikov in 1879. He permitted concerts and theatrical shows in Ukrainian, but only
on Ukrainian rural subjects; no plays could be translated and no Ukrainian plays could
be performed in Kiev (éykalenko 103, 112, 245).
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A yet graver breech of the prohibition and intended absolute
blackout of the Ukrainian language as a vehicle of literature and pub-
lic communication was the appearance of legal Ukrainian
publications—true, all of them in the Russian alphabet—after the
ukase of Ems. The first major breakthrough was the publication of
Sev&enko’s Kobzar in 25,000 copies (about 1880; éykalenko, 295).
Without attempting to enumerate all such books, I can illustrate the
point by noting the titles of published almanacs as listed, chronologi-
cally, in Bojko, 1967: Rada, 1 (Kiev, 1883), Rada, 2 (Kiev, 1884),
cdited by M. Staryc’kyj; Nyva (Odessa, 1885), edited by M.
Borovs’kyj and D. Markovy¢; Step (Kherson, 1886), edited by D.
Markovy¢ a.o.; Skladka, 1 (Kharkiv, 1887) and 2 (Kharkiv, 1893),
cdited by V. Oleksandriv, 3 (Kharkiv, 1896) and 4 (Khariv, 1897),
cdited by K. Bilylovs’kyj; Xurir (Kobeljaky, 1891), edited by T.
Kaleny&enko; Prolisky (Odessa, 1893); Virna para (Cemihiv, 1895),
cdited by B. Hrinéenko; Krynycka (Cemihiv, 1896), edited by B.
HrinCenko; Maty (Kiev, 1896), edited by O. Tysko; Bat'kove
viscuvannja (éemihiv, 1898), edited by B. Hrincenko; Malorossijskij
shornik (Moscow, 1899); Stepovi kvitky (Cemihiv, 1899), edited by B.
Hrinéenko; .§c‘yri sl’ozy (Baxmut, 1899); Vik (Kiev, 1900), edited by
S. Jefremov; Xvylja za xvyleju (Cernihiv, 1900), edited by B.
Hringenko: Dubove lystja (Kiev, 1903), edited by M. Cernjavs’kyj
20.0.; Z nad xmar i z dolyn (Odessa, 1903), edited by M. Voronyj;
Literaturnyj zbirnyk (Kiev, 1903); Na vic¢nu pamjat’ Kotljarevs komu
(Kiev, 1904), edited by S. Jefremov.

How the publishers of these almanacs managed to outmaneuver the
censorship, tacking among various ministries, departments, and
branches of censorship, is in itself a subject for study. It was not an
casy undertaking. Sometimes it took years of effort and camouflage.
lFor instance, it took éykalenko five years to see his innocuous popular
pamphlet designed for peasants, Rozmovy pro sil’s’ke hospodarstvo,
into print (Cykalenko, 189). Nonetheless, the plan to silence and
annihilate Ukrainian literature completely had failed. There was even
a Ukrainian bookstore in Kiev owned by Kievskaja starina, although
the only one of its kind in the whole country. A society founded in
Moscow under the Russian name ‘‘Blagotvoritel’'noe obséestvo
izdanija obi¢epoleznyx i deSevyx knig’’ (Charitable Society for the
Publication of Inexpensive Books for General Use) began in 1898 to
publish pamphlets for the Ukrainian peasantry in Ukrainian. In 1903,
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the Kiev govemnor-general M. Dragomirov permitted fiction in
Ukrainian, rendered in the Russian alphabet, to be published in
Kievskaja starina.

The government also failed to halt fully the importation of foreign,
mainly Galician, Ukrainian-language publications into the Russian
Empire. For instance, both M. Komar in Odessa and Je. éykalenko at
his estate in Eastern Ukraine managed, in 1881, to subscribe to Zorja
and Dzvinok published in Lviv (Cykalenko 177). In the years 1890 to
1896 Zorja had over 400 subscribers in the Russian Ukraine (Zyvotko
75); Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk had 155 such subscribers in 1899
(but importation became impossible in April 1901: Zyvotko 78;
Dorosenko 1949, 7). The central censorship office fought back, time
and again, reprimanding its too liberal censors (some such letters are
mentioned in Ob otmene stesnenij malorusskogo pecatnogo slova),
but violations continued. The Ukrainian language did not completely
lose its function as a literary language. Also the Ukrainian theater,

. despite many often senseless and arbitrary restrictions, continued to
exist and to enjoy great success, even in St. Petersburg and with Rus-
sian critics.

The effect of the prohibitions of 1876— 1881 is not to be underes-
timated, however. They affected human relations as well as publica-
tions. The main center of ‘‘Ukrainophilism,”” namely, the Kiev Hro-
mada (Community), shrank from ca. 100 members before the ukase of
1876 to 14 after it; it had no more than 25 members by 1900
(Cykalenko 293, 296). Only a very small fraction of Ukrainian texts
readied for publication succeeded in getting through the censorship,
and they were exclusively belles-lettres or publications for the unedu-
cated. There was no Ukrainian periodical press in the Russian
Ukraine. From the higher spheres of public life, as well as from spiri-
tual discussions, truly modern literature, scholarship, and science, the
Ukrainian language was excluded. It was entirely absent from educa-
tion on all levels, from elementary school through university. All this,
of course, contributed to the lowering of the prestige of the Ukrainian
language (which in any case was labeled a dialect of Russian, just as
Ukrainians themselves were officially only ‘‘Little Russians’’). More
and more, Ukrainian was acquiring the reputation of being the
language of the uneducated—essentially, of peasants.
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The social status of peasants was low, a situation perpetuated by
their lack of education. According to the census of 1897, 80 percent
of the Ukrainian population was illiterate (éykalenko 380), and the
percentage would have been even higher if only peasants were con-
sidered. It is not surprising that peasants, too, were often ashamed of
speaking Ukrainian and, in conversations with persons of the upper
classes, inserted as many Russian words as they could. Speaking of
his school comrades éykalenko (86) says: ‘‘Characteristically
enough, country boys, pupils in care of the zemstvo, spoke Ukrainian
the least. . ., they were ashamed of their native tongue and tried to
conceal [this fact], apparently wishing to get rid of their stigma of
hill-billyism.”> No wonder, then, that later, in 1903, when the ques-
tion of Ukrainian elementary school became topical, some parents
rejected education in Ukrainian for their children. They thought that
this experience would keep their children in the lower classes for
good, by undermining their chances to become °‘‘teachers, priests,
physicians’’ (349). Nonetheless, in 1905, a petition for Ukrainian ele-
mentary schooling is said to have gathered ‘‘many thousands’’ of sig-
natures (403).

The official measures concerned Ukrainian as the vehicle of litera-
ture, scholarship, and public speech. Indirectly, however, they also
affected how the educated spoke among themselves and within their
families. The use of Ukrainian even in private was often grasped as
the manifestation of a low social status; or, if used, it was considered
the expression of a deliberate opposition to the Russian language as a
symbol of the tsarist empire, which more often than not was simply
dangerous. The memoirs of many contemporaries note this. For
example, Cykalenko (343) says: “‘One cannot blame too sharply the
use of Russian in Ukrainian families. At the time [in 1903] for the use
of Ukrainian people were dismissed from their positions not only in
state or zemstvo offices, but sometimes even in private enterprises.”’
No wonder, then, that in listing families of intellectuals who nonethe-
less spoke Ukrainian, éykalenko could name only eight: the
l.ucenko, Hrinenko, Antonovyé, Lysenko, Staryc’kyj, Kosac,
§ul’hyn, and his own (222, 298, 308). Perhaps there were a few more
such families (Lotoc’kyj, in his memoirs, mentions Ukrainian being
spoken by some others, e.g. 2, 98; 2, 190) but certainly they were
exceptional. The Russification of the younger generation of clergy
and of the upper classes in general was depicted many times and with
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many realistic details in belles lettres, e.g., in A. Svydnyc’kyj’s
Ljuborac’ki and in V. Mova’s *‘Stare hnizdo i molodi ptaxy.”’
Cykalenko speaks about these processes in his memoirs (188ff).
Lotoc’kyj several times mentions students who were patriotically
Ukrainian but spoke Russian (2, 102, 105).

In speaking of the devastating effects of the ukases of 1876 and
1881 and the ensuing police persecutions, one should not forget that in
addition to the administrative measures another factor, perhaps just as
significant, undercut the use of the Ukrainian language among the
educated. Practically no one among the bourgeoisie spoke or sup-
ported the use of the Ukrainian language. Cykalenko mentions only
four such families—the Symyrenko, Leontovy¢, Arkas, and his own;
Lotoc’kyj mentions others (2, 63; 2, 93), but the number was negligi-
ble. This fact, too, undermined the prestige of the Ukrainian language
and, more directly, deprived it of economic support.

By the very nature of the phenomenon, there can be no precise sta-
tistical data about the everyday language of communication chosen in
settlements throughout the Ukraine. Only on the basis of the occa-
sional reference in fiction, in memoirs, in letters, etc., can one tenta-
tively conclude that in the largest population centers—Kiev, Odessa,
Kharkiv—in the large industrial centers of the Donec’ basin, and in
the most important seaports, the language was predominantly Russian
or a mixture of Russian and Ukrainian. In 1900, Lesja Ukrajinka
wrote ‘‘Cernivci [Bukovinal. . .is interesting to Little Russians in that
it is the only bigger (znaditel’nyj) European city in which the Little
Russian language is in use everywhere, in homes and on the street as
langue parlée’’ (Lesja Ukrajinka 128)—an indirect testimony for the
situation in Kiev, Odessa, etc. In somewhat smaller towns, like Pol-
tava, Vinnycja, Kamjanec’-Podil’s’kyj, Lysavet (now Kirovohrad),
Cemihiv, etc., the language was predominantly Ukrainian, although
even there Russian was spreading. In Aleksandrovsk (now
Zaporizzja), for instance, Ukrainian was the only language spoken
until about 1870, but by 1910 “‘all inhabitants knew Russian and only
those [nationally] conscious spoke Ukrainian’’ (éykalenko I, 154b).
Dorosenko (1949, 35) mentions as a historical fact that in the
Komlyéenko family living in Poltava in 1903, two teen-age boys, stu-
dents at the local high school, spoke with each other in Ukrainian and
comments that this observation *‘pleasantly surprised’’ him because
““until then I never saw such high school students (himnazysty).”’
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Ukrainian prevailed throughout the countryside, except that in their
conversations with people of the upper classes peasants often mixed in
Russian words, thus laying the foundation for what was later, in slang,
called surZyk.#* Yet it must be kept in mind that peasants spoke dialects
of Ukrainian that varied from one locality to another. Thus the
literary language was used more often in written than in oral speech.
Yet in neither did Ukrainian encompass all aspects of modem life and
thought, which in turn limited its possibilities and diminished its pres-
tige still further. Even among those who defended and fostered the
Ukrainian language this situation sometimes led to a deliberate bilin-
pualism in which Ukrainian was assigned rural-familial-folkloric-
poetic functions, but not others (e.g., by Kostomarov and Panas Myr-
nyj; see below, fn. 15).

The imprint of this situation can be found in the Ukrainian
language itself. Its phraseology came to abound in images rooted in
rural life. Sometimes this is reflected even in semantics. To give one
cxample, the notion of ‘‘citizen,”” which in the West European
languages (and in Russian) derives from the word for ‘‘city,”” in
Ukrainian is based on the word meaning °‘(village) community’’
(iromadjanyn, hromada).

In Galicia and Bukovina—that is, in the Austrian Ukraine—the
rather liberal constitution of 21 December 1867 (with later amend-
ments that liberalized it still more, especially in 1907) was in force.
Its section on citizen rights allowed for extensive local and private ini-
liative in education (§ 17). It also stated (§ 19): ‘*All peoples of the
State, of whatever race, are equal in their rights; each race has the
inviolable right to maintain and to foster its nationality and its
language. The State recognizes for all the languages used in the lands
ol the Monarchy an equal right to be used in school and to perform the
lunctions and diverse acts of public life,”” and, further on: ‘‘Everyone
may receive the necessary elements of his/her education in his/her
language™’ (Dareste 443ff.).

The Ukrainians’ exercise of these rights was, however, somewhat
unpeded by the peculiar administrative division of the country.
Ukrainians in Austria had no ‘‘land’’ of their own. Rather, they
belonged to the “‘Kingdom of Galicia and Lodomeria with the Grand-

+ Originally a miller’s term meaning an admixture of rye or barley to wheat flour.
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Duchy of Cracow,’” which Austria had inherited from Poland,’ and to
the Duchy of Bukovina, once part of Moldavia in vassalage of Turkey.
In the first of these administrative units, which encompassed ethni-
cally Ukrainian Eastern Galicia, and ethnically Polish Western Gali-
cia, Poles were the majority in the region as a whole; in addition, the
upper classes were almost entirely Polish. As a result, the Poles,
profiting from the curial principle in elections, succeeded in passing
laws that imposed Polish as the language of education and of the
courts, in 1868, and, a little later, of administration as a whole
(Dareste 430). In Bukovina Ukrainians were in the absolute majority
in the region’s northern part, whereas Romanians prevailed in the
south. Here, too, Ukrainians belonged mostly to the lower classes,
although here social and cultural domination by the other nation over
Ukrainians was not as strong as in Galicia, and bilingualism among
the educated was not so widespread. In fact, in Bukovina Ukrainian-
German bilingualism was more typical than Ukrainian-Romanian.

In contrast to the Russian Ukraine, by 1900 the Austrian Ukraine
was not denied public use of the Ukrainian language. Yet the actuali-
zation of the constitutional rights of Ukrainians was in nearly every
instance the product of long and bitter strife with the Polish adminis-
tration, which controlled the bureaucracy. As a result, by 1900
Ukrainians possessed their own relatively well-developed press
(which frequently also published Ukrainian authors from the Russian
Ukraine) and educational system, but both were insufficient in relation
to the number of Ukrainians and in comparison with that of the Poles.

According to my data (collated mostly from Zyvotko, passim, and
Thnatijenko 1968, 116ff.), which may well be incomplete, in 1900
Galicia had 25 periodicals (according to Ihnatijenko [1926, 40], in
Austro-Hungary as a whole the number of Ukrainian periodicals was
20). They included: four dailies (Dilo 1880,% organ of the Ukrainian
National-Democratic Party; Narodna casopys’, 1896, semiofficial;
Ruslan, 1897, Catholic; Halycanyr 1893, Moscophile); two weeklies
(Svoboda, 1897, organ of the Ukrainian National-Democratic Party;
Russkoe slovo, 1890, Moscophile); nine biweeklies (Hromads'kyj
holos, 1895, organ of the Ukrainian Radical Party; Volja, 1900, organ

5 In 1848 the foremost demand of Ukrainian representatives was the division of
Galicia into two separate lands.
6 Years are the dates of founding.
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of the Ukrainian Social-Democratic Party; Misionar, 1897, Catholic;
Dzvinok, 1890, for children; Russkaja rada, 1871, Moscophile; Pos-
lannyk, 1889, Catholic, Moscophile; Zerkalo, 1890, humoristic;
Komar, 1900, humoristic; Straxopud, 1880, Moscophile, humoristic);
tive monthlies (Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk, 1898; Moloda Ukrajina,
1900, for students; Prapor, 1897, for clergy; Djakovskyj holos, 1895;
Nauka, 1871, Moscophile); two quarterlies (Zapysky Naukovoho
tovarystva im. Sevienka, scholarly; Bohoslovskyj véstnyk, 1900, Mos-
cophile); and one semiannual (éasopys' pravnyca | ekonomicna,
1900). There were also two periodicals devoted to practical economic
matters—Providnyk  ril’ny¢yx kruzkiv (1896) and Hospodar’
(1898)—and two editions of the official publication Vistnyk zakoniv,
which came out in Vienna and Lviv, respectively. It must be noted
that the Moscophile publications aimed to use the standard Russian
language, although in most cases they included many elements of
local speech.

Six Ukrainian periodicals were being published in Bukovina in
1900: Bukovyna, 1885, then published three times a week, and Ruska
rada, 1898, organs of the Ukrainian National-Democratic Party; the
weekly Bukovynsky védomosty, 1895; the biweekly Pravoslavnaja
Bukovyna, 1893, and the monthly Narodnyj véstnyk’’, 1899, both
Moscophile; and Dobri rady, 1889, which published agricultural
advice for peasants. There was also Obs¢yj zakonov. . .véstnyk, an
official publication without strict periodicity.

Unfortunately, little is known about the circulation of these Gali-
cian and Bukovinian publications. Dilo, in the first year of publica-
tion (1880), is said to have had 600 subscribers (Zyvotko 68), among
whom 173 were priests and 142, teachers (Zyvotko 68, 78); in its first
ycar, Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk had 799 subscribers, of whom 625
lived in Galicia, 32 in Bukovina, and 101 in the Russian Ukraine.
Newspapers must have had somewhat more subscribers.

In sum, the development of the periodical press in Ukrainian terri-
tory under Austro-Hungary as compared to the Ukraine under tsarist
Russia, where there were no Ukrainian periodicals, was impressive.
But taken on its own merits, the periodical press in Galicia and espe-
cially in Bukovina was underdeveloped, its political differentiation
wis in only its initial stage and it was insufficiently differentiated in
content and focus. Many publications were ephemeral, but some
already had a certain degree of stability and authority, notably Dilo,
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Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk, Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva im.
Sevéenka, and Bukovyna. Undoubtedly their language standard
exerted a certain linguistic influence in Ukrainian society. This was,
however, necessarily if not programmatically regional, as is discussed
below.

A factor of great influence in shaping the language of educated
Ukrainians in Galicia and Bukovina was the school. The dynamics of
the growth of Ukrainian elementary schools is shown by the fact that
in 1881 their number in Galicia alone was 1,529 (EU 2, 2518),
whereas on the eve of World War [—when 97 percent of Ukrainian
children went to Ukrainian elementary schools despite the many
bureaucratic obstacles posed by the predominantly Polish
administration—it was 2,510. Some Ukrainian elementary schools
were, however, incomplete (two grades out of the possible six). The
number of Ukrainian vs. Polish public high schools (himnaziji and
real’ni skoly ) was 6 to 50; in partial recompense, however, Ukrainians
had 10 private high schools (1911; EU 1,929). The University of Lviv
was entirely Polish by 1900, but it had several Ukrainian chairs: from
1894, history of the Ukraine; from 1900, Ukrainian literature; by
1914, there were 8 Ukrainian chairs vs. 72 Polish ones. Educational
work among adults was carried out by the Prosvita (Enlightment)
society founded in 1862. In 1900, Prosvita had 22 branches, 924 read-
ing rooms, and 1,248 libraries (EU 2, 2366).

There were in Bukovina (in 1896) 131 Ukrainian and 34 bilingual
(Ukrainian-German, Ukrainian-Romanian) elementary schools, out of
a total of 335 (Kvitkovs’kyj 663), but only one high school: in
Cernivci, from 1896; the Ukrainian language was taught as a subject
in other high schools. The University of Cernivci was German and
had Ukrainian chairs only in theology and the Church Slavonic
language, as well as a chair of Ukrainian language and literature
(Kvitkovs’kyj 694). The society Rus’ka besida (founded in 1869)
conducted educational work among adults similar to that of Prosvita
in Galicia.

Given the peculiar social structure of the Ukrainian population in
Galicia and Bukovina, one of the most influential social groups was
the clergy—Catholic in Galicia, Orthodox in Bukovina. In Galicia the
once prevailing situation, when ‘‘the clergy willingly used the Polish
language both at home and publicly, and in churches, especially in
towns, preached in Polish” (Xolms’kyj 338), was overcome in the
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mid-nineteenth century. By the 1890s after the period when Mosco-
philism was in fashion, the majority of the clergy adopted the
Ukrainian orientation. In Galicia the liturgical language was always
Church Slavonic with Ukrainian pronunciation. The same was true
lor the church in Bukovina; otherwise, however, the church there was
predominantly in Romanian hands. In 1873, Ukrainian was admitted
alongside Romanian as a language of a church administration
(Kvitkovs’kyj 735), but Bukovina could claim not a single metropoli-
tan or bishop having a Ukrainian political orientation; some, at best,
were occasionally lenient about Ukrainian matters.

Transcarpathia, politically part of Hungary, had no legislation of its
own. Hungary itself had no codified constitution, but was governed
by the successive publication of individual laws, woven into a compli-
cated and tangled pattern, new laws building on the older ones. As far
as [ could ascertain, none of these laws guaranteed the rights of any
language other than Hungarian. Law 16 of 1791 excluded all other
languages from official use, and law 2 of 1844 proclaimed Hungarian
the only official language. Law 5 of 1848, by a complicated system of
regulation, assured Hungarian preponderance in all elections. Only
laws 38 and 44 of 1868 bespoke the rights of nationalities (Dareste 1,
167-470).

Having no legal protection or recourse, exposed from 1867 to
apgressive Magyarization, and suffering from hopeless economic
decline, by the turn of the century the Ukrainian population of Trans-
carpathia either submitted or looked for salvation to a strong, kindred
(Slavic) power, which could have been only Russia. By 1900 the
Ukrainian language was practically excluded from all public functions
and that language was reduced to a series of local, highly differen-
tinted dialects. The intelligentsia, small in number, either joined the
ruling Hungarians—who included all the large landlords, aristocracy,
high government bureaucrats, and the church hierarchy—or, the
minority, became Moscophiles. Responding to developments in Gali-
cia, the populist orientation gained some followers after 1900.

In summary, legally and factually Ukrainian was in the worst posi-
tion in the Russian Ukraine (explicitly excluded from public life, edu-
cation, and literature) and in the Hungarian Ukraine (de facto
¢xcluded from public life). Ukrainian was in the best position in Gali-
chi, where it was admitted into public life. In Bukovina it had an
mtermediary  position: legally Ukranian was not persecuted in the
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Austrian lands; practically the rights granted it were limited. In none
of the four territories did Ukrainian enjoy high social prestige; it only
stood relatively better in Galicia. Attempts to improve the language
situation were undertaken on the cultural, economic, and political lev-
els in Galicia and Bukovina; predominantly on the cultural level, in
the Russian Ukraine; and virtually on no level in Transcarpathia. The
medium of everyday communication in the major cities in the Russian
Ukraine was Russian;’ in Galicia, Polish; in Bukovina, German and/or
Romanian (contrary to Lesja Ukrajinka as quoted above); in Transcar-
pathia, Hungarian. However, in the Austrian Ukraine there were indi-
vidual and group attempts to introduce Ukrainian with that role,
attempts naturally preceded by the consistent use of Ukrainian by the
Ukrainian intelligentsia itself. These efforts are related in letters and
other writings of Ukrainians from the Russian Ukraine who visited the
Austrian Ukraine.

How much the fluent use of Ukrainian by educated Galicians
impressed non-Galician Ukrainians is reflected in Olena Péilka’s
partly autobiographic novella Tovarysky (1887). The author’s alter
ego, the writer Ljuba, meets in Vienna the Galician BuCyns’kyj:

She felt ashamed in the presence of this Ruthenian intellectual; he
speaks Ukrainian so freely, without faltering on any topic, while
she. . .must first think it over well and only then can she speak, as if she
had first to translate it mentally from Russian. . .. She feels that this is
the natural language of his speech and that it must be like this, that
speaking to him in Russian would be improper, it would be a shame.
Why, then, can he speak so and I cannot? They have adapted their
language for cultural needs while we switch immediately to Russian
when we discuss serious matters. This is not the way to act! (323f.)

Pavlo Hrabovs’kyj, who never visited Galicia but heard of the
language situation there, expressed similar amazement and respect in
a letter to Ivan Franko (1892):

In which language do Ruthenian writers speak among themselves—

7 Very often Russian was mixed with Ukrainian. In 1912, F. Kor§ wrote of *‘that
‘disgusting Russian—Little Russian volapiik’ which more and more overflows in
towns of our southern provinces.”” “‘K voprosu ob ukrainskoj kul’ture,”” Ukrainskaja
Jizn', 1912, no. 2, p. 41.
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Russian, Polish, or German? I ask this because I would like to know:
In Galicia, is Ruthenian the language of literature only or also of life?
Here, in the Russian Ukraine, quite a few write Ukrainian but speak
Muscovite (190).

Lesja Ukrajinka recognized the same phenomenon and sought an
explanation for it (1893):

[ do not know how to explain it, but Galicians speak better than they
write whereas [Russian] Ukrainians write better than they speak. As
for the fact that {in Russia] Ukrainian families speak Russian, well, it
seems that the time is not remote when Galician Ruthenian families
spoke Polish. If our language had the same rights in Russia as in Gali-
cia, I am convinced that we would not lag behind. He who likes may
throw a stone at the [Russian] Ukrainians suppressed by school,
govermment, social institutions. I cannot do that. (Simovy¢ 1938, 28)

Galicians were aware of the difference. Illja Kokorudz wrote
(1891):

While in the [Russian] Ukraine the Ukrainian-Ruthenian language is
rarely used as a spoken language among intellectuals, in Galicia it is
spoken in a simple peasant cottage in the same degree as in the most
clegant and highest salons. . .. In Galicia it is in this language that the
Emperor is addressed, political speeches in the parliament are
delivered, all subjects are taught in high schools, it is heard from
university chairs, in it articles and studies are written in philosophy,
philology, history, mathematics, physics, law, etc. (Kokorudz,
471-72)

In reconstructing the overall language picture in Galicia by 1900, it
should be remembered, however, that all such testimonies—and there
are many more—were drawn on the comparison of the Austrian
Ukraine with the Russian Ukraine. The contrast was indeed dazzling.
But one must bear in mind that in absolute terms the situation of the
Ukrainian language in Galicia was far from the one normally enjoyed
by a language supported and protected by the state, as, say, French in
France or Swedish in Sweden. In the same year, 1892, another Gali-
v, Ivan Verxrats’kyj, wrote: “‘Our circumstances are not really joy-
lul. We have no aristocratic patrons, no rich bourgeoisie, no well-to-
do intelligentsia, no full-fledged Ruthenian university, no Ruthenian
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academy’’ (Verxrats’kyj [pseud. Losun], in Zorja, 1892, no. 7). He,
too, was quite right.

Yet another aspect of the language situation in Galicia must be kept
in mind. It is true that in the Austrian Ukraine educated Ukrainians
(and even some Moscophiles) spoke Ukrainian among themselves.
But it would be an exaggeration to think that this language was the
same as the literary Ukrainian used by writers in the Russian Ukraine,
which theoretically was the standard language of the entire country.
And how could it have been, when education, the popular press, and
the very habit of speaking Ukrainian on all subjects among the edu-
cated were all of relatively recent date, and contacts with the Russian
Ukraine were so tenuous? After all, even for the Russian Ukraine of
that time the designation of the standard language can be made only
with great reservation. There was a certain norm of usage, but it was
not codified, nor even exhaustively described, and there was no
authority to prescribe it. In Galicia there were several Ukrainian text-
books (M. Osadca, 1862; H. §a§kevyé, 1865; P. Djacan, 1865; O.
Partyc’kyj, 1873), but none had the approbation of any authority other
than the author. The school grammar of S. Smal’-Stoc’kyj (Rus’ka
hramatyka, published in Lviv in 1893, with subsequent editions pub-
lished in 1907, 1914, and 1928; all were written in collaboration with
F. Gartner), which was closer to the Central Ukrainian standard, espe-
cially in introducing so-called phonetic spelling (with substantial local
peculiarities), was approved by the Austrian Ministry of Education
after bitter and unscrupulous debate, but found its way into schools
only in 18933 It was preceded in lexicology by the first major
Ukrainian dictionary (by E. Zelechowski), in 1886. No wonder, then,
that each writer’s and speaker’s dialectal background manifested itself
clearly throughout the Ukraine, and the more so in the Austrian
Ukraine, where the dialects were more numerous and more differen-
tiated. In these regions speaking Ukrainian essentially meant speak-
ing one’s own dialect.

8 On this grammar and the conflict around it, with further bibliographic references,
see V. Simovy¢, ‘‘Stepan Smal’-Stoc’kyj jak pedahoh i pedahohiényj dija¢,’” Sljax
vyxovannja j navcannja, 1939, no. 1; reprinted in V. Simovyé&, Ukrajins'ke

movoznavstvo, vol. 2 (Ottawa, 1984), pp. 160-76.
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Contacts between educated speakers of West Ukrainian dialects
were at their liveliest in Lviv. It seems that by 1900 a kind of Gali-
cian or Galician-Bukovinian koine, based on the Dniester dialect, was
in the making there. The question needs further study, yet the sources
for oral speech of the educated at that time are scanty. As a memoirist
(a non-linguist) later correctly observed: ‘‘Lviv did not have its own
Ukrainian dialect because the cultivated class (inteligentna verstva)
spoke a more or less common literary (pys’menna) Galician, whereas
the burghers, who were arriving from the environs and, at the last in
the third generation, were being Polonized in the language melting pot
of Lviv, spoke the dialect of their village contaminated with Polish’’
(Sax 111). If the hypothesis of a Lviv koine in the making is correct,
then the large-scale and often tempermental linguistic discussion of
18911892 that B. Hrincenko began with a vitriolic attack on the
“*Galician poets’” was essentially a conflict between two standards in
the making, that of the Russian Ukraine and that of the Austrian
Ukraine.® The discussion ended with the general acceptance of the
thesis that all Ukrainians should have the same standard literary
language, and that that standard should be based on the Central
Ukrainian (Kiev-Poltava region) dialects upon which the language of
the most influential classical writers—T. Sev&enko, Marko Vov&ok,
a.0.—was built. Not in that discussion nor at any later time were there
cver any partisans of establishing a standard Ukrainian language on
Galician foundations, nor of creating two parallel variants of the
litcrary language on the pattern of, say, the Serbs and Croats among
the South Slavs.!0 Yet no discussions could erase the actual local
ditferences as long as the country was divided by political (and actu-
ally cultural) boundaries. Characteristically, even the later editions of
5. Smal’-Stoc’kyj’s grammar never followed the Central Ukrainian
standard. In 1889, the editors of Zorja wrote: “‘If a dictionary of how
we should not speak and write were to be compiled, it would possibly

““The course of the discussion is traced and analyzed in Shevelov, 1966, pp.
01 08,

' Contrary (o fact-distorting contentions of M. Zovlobrjux. 1970, 275, and, espe-
cinlly, 1964, 20.
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be as large as that which would record our genuine, i.e., recommended
words and expressions.”’!! That situation certainly did not change by
1900 nor in the years that followed.

1 Quoted after B. Hrindenko, ‘‘Kil’ka stiv pro nasu literaturnu movu,”” Zorja,
1892, no. 15, pp. 310-14.



CHAPTER TWO

The Years Before World War 1
and Revolution (1900—-1916)

In the Austrian Ukraine the years 1900—1916 did not bring new
lorces to bear on the status of the Ukrainian language. The single
cxception was the brief Russian occupation of Galicia during World
War I, from the autumn of 1914 through the spring of 1915, and the
lirst occupation of Bukovina, September 1914 to June 1915, when all
Ukrainian political and cultural institutions were crushed, a great
number of intellectuals were persecuted and deported, and the use of
the Ukrainian language for public functions was practically outlawed
(this policy was not applied during the second occupation of Buko-
vina, June 1916 to July 1917). On the whole, then, the trends shaped
by 1900 developed further and grew much stronger in the Austrian
Ukraine.

There were no major changes in the legal status of the Ukrainian
language in Galicia and Bukovina. The years 1900-1916 were
characterized by attempts to use its legally granted rights to a fuller
extent than before, efforts reflected in the growth of the press and the
cducational system.

At the outbreak of World War I (using data for 1913-1914) the
periodicals being published in Galicia in 1900 (except for Volja, Pra-
por, the Moscophile Russkaja rada, Poslannyk, Djakovskyj holos,
Bohaoslovskyj véstnyk, and Straxopud) were still being published (in
1WY7, Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk had moved to Kiev). Also, a new
daily, Nove slovo, the organ of the National Democrats, with a circula-
on of 12,000 copies (EU 2, 1782), had been added. The Galician
periodicals also began to display a new feature: diversification.
About 1900, differentiation was evident only in terms of political
(party) orientation, This continued, but diversity according to profes-
stonal interests set in by 1914, By that time there were ten Ukrainian
periodicals specializing in cconomies, agriculture, and trade; two
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juridical; three pedagogic; five student- and youth-oriented; one for
women; one popular medical; two devoted to sports; one artistic; one
on history and arts; two ecclesiastic; and one devoted to humor and
satire. There also appeared many local and regional periodicals. In
Bukovina a substantial diversification in the political orientation of
publications occurred (there were seven such periodicals, one of them
Moscophile). Diversification according to profession lagged behind
(one theatrical, two economic), but Bukovinians had easy access to
Galician professional (and other) publications. Zyvotko (129) esti-
mates the general number of ‘‘West Ukrainian’’ periodicals (i.e.,
including Transcarpathia; see below) to have been 80, whereas
Ihnatijenko’s data (1968, 1971t.) yields 84.

A closer analysis of the periodicals appearing in Galicia and Buko-
vina in 1913-1914 as compared to those of 1900 reveals an unques-
tionably rapid growth of the periodical press and thus reflects an
increasingly complex social structure. The analysis also reveals, how-
ever, that this society was still not modern and harmoniously
developed. Other than for the publications of the Shevchenko
Scientific Society, the number of publications in the industrial and
technological areas was strikingly low while the proportion of agricul-
tural publications was exceedingly high. The distribution of periodi-
cals mirrored the fact that the Ukrainian society in Galicia and Buko-
vina of this time still consisted primarily of peasants and of intelli-
gentsia that originated from the peasantry and served it, namely,
clergy and teachers and to a smaller degree lawyers and physicians. A
Ukrainian aristocracy, wealthy bourgeoisie, and technological intelli-
gentsia were virtually nonexistent, and the working class was small
and underdeveloped.

All this had a bearing on the language. Scholarly abstract terminol-
ogy and technological terminology were at best in statu nascendi.
Rudimentary technical terms were used in everyday life, but the use of
specialized terms in periodicals was very limited; their low representa-
tion in the press, in turn, did not foster their development, creating a
vicious circle. Another feature generated by the overall social situa-
tion was the extremely strong influence of dialects on the language of
intellectuals. The periodical press, though making some effort to use
a common Ukrainian standard language, at best cultivated a Galician
koine which was actively taking shape primarily on the basis of the
Lviv region dialects. Often periodicals slipped into what were—
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theoretically inadmissible—dialectal forms, words, and constructions.
Because of its deficiencies and underdevelopment the Ukrainian cul-
lure and language were supplemented by borrowings from the more
lully developed cultures and languages of the area: virtually all intel-
lectuals were bilingual (Ukrainian and Polish) or trilingual (Ukrainian,
Polish, German). This situation could not but leave its imprint on the
very character of the local Ukrainian literary language, vulnerable to
borrowings from and patterning on the coterritorial languages.

This state of affairs was reinforced and perpetuated by the situation
in education. As the data presented above (chap. 2) show, the educa-
tion of Ukrainian children in Galicia between 1900 - 1914 consistently
though slowly improved. Yet successes were substantial only on the
lower levels. They were inadequate on the high school level (himna-
:iji ), and on the university level there were Ukrainian chairs only in
the purely Ukrainian subjects; in other words, there was no education
in Ukrainian in any field of technology, medical science, law, etc.
The existence of ten teachers seminaries, with parallel classes in Pol-
ish and Ukrainian, did not, of course, change the situation. The strug-
ple for a Ukrainian university sometimes took on aggressive forms,
mcluding political demonstrations and even an assassination, but this
did not bring about any change. Moreover, even on the high school
level, Poles were granted, besides Gymnasien (i.e.,himnaziji), eleven
Realschulen (technical high schools), whereas Ukrainians had none of
the latter (which they referred to as real’ni skoly). The system of edu-
cation, though preventing the Ukrainian nation’s denationalization,
constantly reinforced and recreated its archaic, insufficiently differen-
nated social structure,

In Bukovina the number of Ukrainian elementary schools grew
lrom 131 to 216, plus 17 bilingual schools (Kvitkovs’kyj 668), but
Ukrainians had only one high school, plus two Ukrainian-German
ones. The only Ukrainian technical high school was a private institu-
tion. The Cernivci teachers seminary, originally only German, was in
1910 reorganized into three parallel sections—Ukrainian, German,
and Romanian. The University of Cernivci, except for a few
Ukranmian chairs (see chap. 2), remained German. Thus, in terms of
the requirements of a modern, industrial, and professionally differen-
tated society, eduction in Bukovina was as outmoded and inadequate
asin Galicia, As in Galicia, the educational system in Bukovina both
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reflected and perpetuated the lopsided structure of Ukrainian society
and of its language.

As if symbolically, this state of affairs found its bureaucratic
reflection in the official name of Ukrainians in Austro-Hungary.
Despite the rights Ukrainians enjoyed in Austria, their official name
continued to be ‘‘Ruthenians.”” In 1915 a group of Ukrainian
delegates to the Austrian parliament moved that the term should be
replaced by ‘‘Ukrainians.”” The government nominated two experts to
give their opinions. One of them, Vatroslav Jagié, a respected author-
ity in matters Slavic who was relatively unbiased (he was of Croat
descent), suggested that it would be prudent to retain the traditional
label, that of ‘‘Ruthenians,”’ because it was not loaded with modemn
nationalist sentiment.! The problem remained unresolved up to the
time of the final disintegration of Austro-Hungary, in 1918.

One implication of the name ‘‘Ruthenian’’ was a certain degree of
non-identification of Austrian Ukrainians with Russian Ukrainians. In
the literary language this provided some authorization for the preser-
vation of local linguistic peculiarities—which reflected the actual state
of affairs, that is, the broad influence of local dialects—and for the
development of a Ukrainian koine within Austria. On the other hand,
the spreading acceptance among Austrian Ukrainians of the self-
identification ‘‘Ukrainians’’ was, in fact, precluding any attempt to
create a separate ‘‘Ruthenian’’ language. Practically, it fostered the
desire to establish a common language, while preserving some
features of the Galician sub-standard.

That attitude marked language regulations which were being elab-
orated in Galicia. The first step in language regulation was the appro-
val of Smal’-Stoc’kyj and Gartner’s Rus’ka hramatyka for school use
by the Vienna government. Then came the first attempt at language
normalization by a Ukrainian organization. In 1904 the Shevchenko
Scientific Society published Ruska pravopys’ zi slovarcem (152
pages). While making some concessions to the language usage in the
Russian Ukraine (e.g., accepting the feminine forms drama, poema,
systema, tema, rather than dramat, poemat, system, temat, etc.;
renouncing forms in -a for such words as artyst, arxitekt, mytropolyt,

I Published and commented by D. Dorosenko in Zapysky istorvéno-filolohicnoho
viddilu of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, 10, 1927. For the original text in Ger-
man, see pp. 268 —74.
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poet—TymoSenko 2, 342ff.) the booklet kept intact such striking
peculiarities of Galician orthography as the use of i < ¢, e (gig ‘old
man’), the spelling of the postfix sja separately from verbs, the use of
the soft sign between two palatalized dentals (s’vit ‘world’), in mor-
phology the ending -yj in the genitive plural of substantives in a con-
sonant (kényj ‘horses’, hrudyj ‘breasts’), and especially in the rendi-
tion of g and / in foreign words (biol ogija ‘biology’) (Tymosenko 2,
336, 338, 343). Characteristically, the title of these rules contained
the word ‘‘Ruthenian’’ (ruska), and not ‘‘Ukrainian,”” which, it is
true, may have been motivated by Austrian official regulations.

The smallest and the most backward Ukrainian land, Transcar-
pathia, made no contribution to the standard Ukrainian language—in
lact, Ukrainians there were little acquainted with it. The under-
developed school network was entirely Magyarized after the introduc-
tion of the so-called A. Apponyi laws (36 and 37 of 1907), which
made every elementary school a stronghold of Hungarianism. By arti-
¢le 23 of law 36 and article 32 of law 37, all teachers, whether in pub-
lic or private schools, became civil servants who were obliged to
swear an oath of loyalty to, and zeal for, all things Hungarian
(Térvénytar 368, 392; an English translation of one passage appears in
Magocsi 65; cf. his fn. 116, p. 380). Article 18 of law 37 (Térvénytdr
383) prescribed the use of Hungarian as the language of instruction in
cvery school in which the parents of 20 children (or, if less, 20 percent
of the children) wanted it. As a result, by 1915 there were no entirely
Ukrainian (Slavic) schools in Hungary and only 18 mixed Ukrainian-
Hungarian ones (EU 2, 55). The influential newspapers and maga-
sines were also in Hungarian. Some periodicals were published by
Moscophiles in Russian with varying admixtures of elements of local
speech. There was only one Ukrainian periodical: a weekly which in
1912 -1914 became a monthly, published by the St. Basil Society; its
language was a peculiar brand of standard Ukrainian, with a strong
admixture of Church Slavonic and local elements, rendered in an
ctymological spelling. The spoken language of most Ukrainians in
Hungary was dialectal, varying from one locality to the other; the
mtelligentsia most often spoke Hungarian. Characteristically, A.
Volosyn published a grammar of the Transcarpathian variant of the
Ukrainian language in Hungarian: Gyakorlati kis-orosz (rutén)
nyvelvtan (1907) (Gerovskiy 1934, 508). Among other things it was
miended to serve as a textbook for Ukrainians educated in Hungarian
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who wanted to have a look at their native language.

In discussing the language situation in the Russian Ukraine it is
expedient to divide the period 1900—-1916 into three subdivisions:
1900—- 1905, 1905-1914, and 1914—-1916. In the years up to 1905
the same circumstances obtained and the same trends continued that
had marked the last decade of the nineteenth century. To recapitulate
them briefly, they included: the complete lack of any Ukrainian
schooling,2 church, or press; only delayed and sporadic publication of
Ukrainian belles lettres and poetry, with almost no translations from
foreign languages; a successful Ukrainian theater which was permitted
to depict in domestic repertory only peasant life; the exclusion of
Ukrainian speech from public life, and its only exceptional use in
intelligentsia families. The non-denationalized intelligentsia were, by
profession, writers and teachers, with some exceptions; the Ukrainian
language had low prestige even among the peasantry, who nonetheless
among themselves spoke their original dialects.

It was in comparison with this situation that the prestige of the Gal-
ician variant of the standard Ukrainian language stood high in the eyes
of many contemporaries. In their meetings with Austrian Ukrainians,
Russian Ukrainians continued to be impressed, inadvertently, by the
Austrian Ukrainians’ language, with what they perceived as its elab-
orateness, its culture, and its topical scope. Some activists of
Ukrainian political parties existing in the Russian Ukraine settled in
Galicia or Bukovina so as to publish political literature that could be
smuggled into the Russian Ukraine. They often came under the spell
of Galician political life and transferred this fascination to the
language of the Austrian Ukrainians. Such attitudes and occurrences
were mirrored in works of literature, e.g. in N. Romanovy¢-
Tkacenko’s novel Manivcjamy (On the Byways). This is how the
author describes the impressions of her characters, young revolu-
tionaries from the Russian Ukraine who are participating at a rally in
Lviv:

Here, amidst this splendid crowd, in a hall flooded with light he hears
the language of his steppes, of his fields, the language spoken by those
brothers of his who live in narrow shanties without light and fresh air.

2In 1904 a request that a partially Ukrainian school in memory of I.
Kotljarevs'kyj be opened in Poltava was denied (Lotoc’kyj 2, 283ft.).
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True, the language here seems to be slightly different, but this is a
natural alteration as is that which happened to him: he is the same,
born under a peasant’s thatch—and not quite the same now: not in a
villager’s shirt, not in a villager’s tunic (svyta), but in a “‘German’’
suit. And yet he is the same (145).

Some generalizations are made:

Then he heard the Ukrainian language of the speakers. Not that
language of wide steppes, of boundless fields, slow, colorful, sonorous,
no, but a fast language, monotonous but elaborate and cultured. ..
(531).

The wish appears to stay in this atmosphere, where these Europeans
speak the language of his far-away native villages (147).

That attitude was also imported to cities of the Russian Ukraine.
‘There youth groups were occasionally visited by renowned politicians,
members of the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party and other parties, who
brought back with them elements of language picked up in the Aus-
trian Ukraine. The young audience willingly and eagerly adopted the
words and expressions of those they considered to be revolutionary
licroes, even though these language peculiarities often had nothing to
do with revolutionary activity. A noted Ukrainian bibliographer, V.
DoroSenko, relates an episode from the time when he was a himnaczija
student in Pryluka (now in Cernihiv oblast’):

We did not know the [Ukrainian| language well, so we were keen to
adopt all sorts of [language] monstrosities which we happened to hear
from Galician politicians. We deemed them—because they were so
unusual to us—something very special. | remember that we fell greatly
in love with the word pozajak ‘because’ as a beautiful Galician novelty.
It was brought to us by a member of the hromada from Lubni [now in
the Poltava oblast’]. (V. Dorosenko)

Particularly interesting in this reminiscence is that the Galician word
wis adopted not directly, from a Galician, but indirectly, from a Polta-
van. The memoir illustrates how the use of ‘‘contagious,”’ ‘‘urbane’’
Galician words and expressions expanded. The mediating role played
by Ukrainian circles in Aimnaziji (as well as at universities) is
mdisputable.  Such circles are known 1o have existed not only in
Pryluka, but in Lubni, Nizen (now Cemihiv oblast’), and Kiev
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(Dorosenko 1949, 17) and there were probably others. It can be noted
that the word pozajak, rather a misnomer from the linguistic point of
view, found its way not only into the vocabulary of a young and inex-
perienced student, but also into the writings of an outstanding linguist
of the time, K. Myxal’€uk (p. xv). 1. NeCuj-Levyc’kyj, a bitter enemy
of all things Galician, summarized the trend thus: ‘‘Our young men
have read so much of Galician newspapers that their language has
Galicianized, as if they had so busied themselves with that [stuff] that
they learned those newspapers and journals by heart’” (1907, 8). An
exaggeration, but certainly one with a grain of truth.

The impact of Galicia and the Ukrainian language there was one of
the new and fto some extent subversive processes that percolated
behind the fagade of the Russian Empire’s apparent stability. Another
was the activization of Ukrainian intellectuals in their own right,
which became possible because of the growing social and political
unrest in the Russian Empire. In the Ukraine there were widespread
peasant mutinies in 19021903, centered in the Poltava region but
radiating far beyond it. Their impact was substantial, even though
they had no national slogans and were aimed exclusively at economic
and social revindication. Ukrainian hromady, which had shrunk in
size after the law of 1876, were reactivated and, in 1897, united in the
General Ukraine Non-Partisan Democratic Organization; affiliated
with it was the publishing company Vik (1895-1918). The
organization’s activities included the exploitation of all legal avenues
for promoting Ukrainian as a vehicle of public communication. This
was easier to do from outside the Ukraine. In the spring of 1902, D.
Mordovec’ gave a public speech in Ukrainian in memory of T.
Seveenko at the Blagorodnoe sobranie (House of Nobility) in St.
Petersburg, an act unthinkable in Kiev or Odessa. In the Ukraine, at
the archaeological congress convened in Kiev in 1899, scholars from
the Austrian Ukraine wanted to deliver their papers in Ukrainian
(Slavic languages were generally admitted at such congresses). When
the authorities vetoed the use of Ukrainian, the Austrian Ukrainians
demonstratively withdrew from the congress. The defiant act did not
spread to speakers from the Russian Ukraine, who submissively used
Russian. Another incident occurred on 30-31 August 1903, at the
unveiling of the monument to Kotljarevs’kyj in Poltava. Here the
authorities relaxed, and the Austrian-Ukrainian participants were
allowed to speak Ukrainian. They were followed by speakers from
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the Russian Ukraine; but the very first address to be delivered in
Ukrainian by an imperial subject was interrupted by the mayor of Pol-
tava, who forbade it according to the directives of the Ministry of Inte-
rior; several speakers reneged their right to speak and lodged protests
(Cykalenko 337, 340; Lotoc’kyj 2, 278 —280; Pypin 398-402). V.
Korolenko related this episode as demonstrating that Ukrainians
cnjoyed rights in Austria and not in Russia (Korolenko 376). Later
the tsarist senate would reprimand the Ministry of Interior and over-
turn its deciston, but this happened in 1906, after the Revolution of
1905.

Anniversaries of M. Lysenko and I. Necuj-Levyc’kyj in 1904 were
occasions for similar manifestations, and protests occurred at archaeo-
logical congresses held in Kharkiv in 1902 and in Katerynoslav in
1905. Such public demonstrations would hardly have been possible a
tlccade earlier.

Despite the laws prohibiting their appearance, the number of popu-
lar pamphlets in Ukrainian on agriculture and medicine began to
prow.  These were published by the Blagotvoritel’'noe obscestvo
izdanija obSCepoleznyx i deSevyx knig, a spuriously Russian charit-
able society founded in 1898 in St. Petersburg, having more than a
thousand members, which produced 6 -8 items annually (Lotoc’kyj 2,
253); by B. Hringenko in Cemihiv, averaging 7 or 8 pamphlets per
ycar; and by the publishing house Vik in Kiev (from 1895) and Hurt
in Kharkiv (Lotoc’kyj 2, 97). These organizations capitalized on the
contradictions between the Main Office on Press Affairs, which super-
vised the enforcement of the regulations on censorship, and the minis-
irics of agriculture, health, etc., which were interested in the improve-
ment of rural economy and sanitation. True, to avoid censorial restric-
lions, these pamphlets were written as a thinly-disguised narrative or
dialogue. Yet, they were, in fact, a breach in the enforcement of cen-
sorship laws. The society published pamphlets such as ‘“Why Did
Meclasja Die’’ (on diphtheria), ‘‘Good Advice’’ (on rabies), ‘‘Adven-
iure on the Farm’’ (on meteorology), etc. (Lotoc’kyj 2, 256). But
pamphlets on Socrates and on the life of Sev&enko also appeared. Of
course the number of texts buried in the censorship offices was many
times higher; for instance Lotoc’kyj (2, 238ff.), in an incomplete list,
names 76 items.  All the published pamphlets were designed to be
understandable 1o a barely literate peasantry. Nevertheless, they pro-
moled the idea of a Ukrainian scholarly language and applied some
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rudimentary terminology. Thus the movement of Ukrainian into pub-
lic speech and into print, very modest though it was, began even
before the revolution of 1905.

Political parties added to the cultural activities usually conducted,
directly or indirectly, by Aromady. The first political party in the Rus-
sian Ukraine, the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party (RUP)—which was,
of course, illegal—was organized in 1900 in Kharkiv. Linguistically,
the activity of RUP is significant for two reasons. It distributed politi-
cal pamphlets and newspapers, the first of that kind in the Russian
Ukraine (the monthly Haslo, 1902—1903;3 Seljanyn, 1903 - 1905; and
Pracja, 1904—-1905), thus laying the foundations for the journalistic
variant of the standard Ukrainian language. RUP published these
materials in the Austrian Ukraine (Cemivci and Lviv), with the help
of local people, thus contributing to the Galician influence on the stan-
dard Ukrainian language.

These events, though sporadic and modest in scope, evidenced the
rise of the Ukrainian intelligentsia and its wish to cooperate with the
peasantry and, partly, the working class. This development, in turn,
brought about a change in the general attitude towards the very nature
of the standard Ukrainian language—a change whose importance can-
not be overestimated. Until that time the raison d’étre of Ukrainian
was based on one of two arguments. The older one, rooted in Roman-
ticism, maintained that any language, Ukrainian included, is the
unique manifestation of the unique soul of a nation and therefore must
be preserved at any cost. This view, emanating from general Roman-
tic philosophy (its expression in the Ukraine began with A.
Pavlovs’kyj’s ‘‘Grammar’” of 1805-1818), survived into the early
twentieth century, as manifested, for example, in the declarations of
1901 and 1906: ‘‘The greatest and the dearest good of every nation is
the language, because it is nothing else but a live depository of the
human spirit, the rich treasure chamber in which the nation deposits
her ancient life, her hopes, mind, experience, and feelings. . ..”” ““The
people’s language is the expression of the popular soul, of the popular
world view’’” (Mymyj 371, 374). It survives as a gesunkenes Kultur-
gut even today.

3 Haslo had a circulation of 4,000, according to the Russian Minister of Education
V. Glazov (quoted in Lotoc’kyj 2, 378).
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The second argument for the preservation of the Ukrainian
language arose in the Positivist period. In simplified form, it usually
ran as follows: peasants and their children cannot be properly edu-
cated if school is taught in a foreign language. The low level of edu-
cation and even literacy in the Ukraine is perpetuated by the lack of
Ukrainian schools. In the same vein, literature must serve peasants;
therefore, its language must be generally understandable. As
Drahomanov put it (1891-1892): ‘‘Language is not a sacred thing,
not the master of a man or of a people, but their servant. Literature
must bring education to the masses of people in the easiest possible
way’’ (Drahomanov 322).

The two points of view seem quite different, and yet their practical
programs coalesce: the literary language should never break its ties
with the language of the peasants (Romanticists); it should be entirely
understandable to peasants (Positivists). The often ridiculed motto
Nccuj-Levyc’kyj formulated in 1878—‘‘The model of the literary
language should be drawn exactly from the language of a countryside
woman, with her syntax’’ (Pravda 1878, p 26)—simply and honestly
defined this program. In less direct form the same idea was expressed
by nearly every Ukrainian writer of the time. ‘‘This is the way it is
said among our people, and, since this is neither a Polonism nor a
Russianism, why should we not write it like this?,”’ asked V.
Samijlenko (437); ‘‘I only say that the language must be genuinely
popular,”’ asserted P. Hrabovs’kyj (1891, 185); representing this atti-
lude as a historical fact, Ivan Franko in 1907 wrote, ‘‘A Ukrainian
intellectual and semi-intellectual never heard nor saw a grammar of
Ukrainian; he drew models for his language directly from the live
source’’ (338); and, reverting to the straightforwardness of Necuj-
levye’kyj, A. Kryms’kyj as late as 1922 declared, ‘‘As common peo-
ple speak in the Ukraine, exactly so one must write, making no con-
cessions by abandoning any specific features of that language, without
sacrificing them to common-Slavic mutual understandability’ (274).
In fact, such argumentation was broadly used in the memorandum
sceking the abrogation of restrictions against Ukrainian by a commis-
sion of the Russian Academy of Sciences in 1905.4

1 Those who defended the Ukrainian language with this argument did not recog-
mze that it led to the denial of higher levels for the Ukrainian standard language, to its
restriction (o domestic use (dija domain’oho vivikie), and to its eventual extinction.
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In these conditions, it was a revolutionary idea indeed to publish an
almanac devoted entirely to the intelligentsia, to their way of life, and
to cosmopolitan topics. The idea came to the writers M,
Kocjubyns’kyj, M. Cernjavs’kyj, and M. Voronyj (1903). It material-
ized in the almanacs Dubove lystja (Kiev, 1903) and Z potoku Zyttja
(Kherson 1905), to the objection of some authors of the older genera-
tion. Panas Mymyj defended rural topics, saying that they ‘‘shaped
our life since long ago. . . and still provide, live and original, our own
types.”” ‘‘As for our intelligentsia,”” he continued, ‘‘it did not exist up
to now; it is only beginning to shape itself and, even then, educated by
an alien (insoju) school, it has not created such vivid images that can
be called our own and original’’ (30 March 1903, p. 503). To which
Kocjubyns’kyj answered (3 July 1903): ‘‘I cannot agree that we
should not treat topics taken from the life of the intelligentsia because
we do not have one. We do have an intelligentsia. . . . The shaping of
a cultural type, as is well known, does not depend on national or polit-
ical consciousness alone. ... Literature should not be confined to

Well aware of this were Russian defenders of the rights of Ukrainian, such as A.
Pypin and A. Saxmatov.

Among Ukrainians the argumentation was most fully developed by M. Kosto-
marov in his article ‘‘Malorusskoe slovo’’ (Vestnik Evropy, 1881, 1, pp. 401 -407)
and in his review of the almanac Luna (Vestnik Evropy, 1882, 2). Kostomarov
opposed neologisms in language as well as translations in literature (1882, pp. 892ff.,
897, 900); he said that Ukrainian literature should be ‘‘exclusively for peasants
(iskljucitel’'no muZickaja )’ (896); Russian should be reserved for all higher cultural
needs (888). If under such conditions Ukrainian withers away, that is wholly accept-
able, provided it happens from Ukrainians’ free will and not under duress (897).

We do not know to what extent these were the actual views of the aging Kosto-
marov (Lotoc’kyj 2, 139 denies the sincerity of his statements), or whether they were
a tactic for achieving the cancellation of the Ems ukase; the former assumption is the
more likely. But similar views, except for the conclusion about the withering away of
Ukrainian, were expressed sincerely by Panas Mymyj, in private letters not designed
for publication.

Myrnyj was against any non-Ukrainian subjects in literature (e.g., he objected to
the Crimean short stories by M. Kocjubyns’kyj), against translations (although he
himself translated King Lear, he never published the translation), against any non-
peasant words, including loanwords (‘‘words which the peasants [narod ] do not use,
such as nervy, energija’’), and for the consistent purity of the rural language in litera-
ture (Myrnyj, 491, 461). The reason behind Myrnyj’s views, however, was primarily
practical, namely, the absence of a Ukrainian intelligentsia. He admitted the possibil-
ity of later change, ‘“as life would create [our] intelligentsia’ (503).
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peasants’ everyday life; it must reflect the real way of life of all layers
of the society’’ (Kocjubyns’kyj 294). Myrnyj had not noticed that in
his own critique, composed as a letter to Kocjubyns’kyj, he had used
such words as psyxolohiényj, inteligencija, typ, and even literatura—
thereby defeating his own thesis, because these words and similar ones
did not originate from peasants’ speech. Unwillingly, in Mymyj’s
own use, they manifested the existence of a Ukrainian intelligentsia.

The linguistic ramifications of these literary polemics are obvious.
Even though limited by official prohibitions to belles lettres, the
literary language followed the dialectics of every standard language.
At the outset, it might be attached most strongly to one (rural) dialect.
As soon as it becomes the tool of the educated, however, that language
breaks through its original boundaries, absorbs elements alien to the
underlying dialect, and acquires its own propelling forces of develop-
ment. This trend did not, of course, begin with Dubove lystja, in
which Kocjubyns’kyj wrote about Ukrainian intellectuals, Lesja Ukra-
jinka dealt with topics of ancient Egypt and ancient Scotland, and
Kryms’kyj published his variations on Old Iranian motifs—all topics
blatantly remote from the interests of the Ukrainian peasant and
requiring a vocabulary to a great extent unfamiliar to that supposed
consumer of literature. As early as the 1870s an ardent discussion had
flared up around the non-peasant words (either borrowed or newly
created) then being introduced by M. Staryc’kyj—the opponents ironi-
cally called them ‘‘forged words’’ (kovani slova). Even in the 1850s,
under the pen of the masters and creators of Modern Ukrainian T.
Sevienko and P. Kuli§, words unknown in the everyday spoken
language of the countryside were introduced and used lavishly in
Ukrainian literature.

The novelty of the time around 1903 was that these problems were
raised not only by language practice, but as a programmatic statement.
Inescapably, a reassessment of the raison d’étre of the standard
Ukrainian language had to be made. Now losing at an increasing rate
its understandability to peasants, the language was in need of a new
justification, of a complete revision of the old arguments presented in
its defense. And defense it needed, because, as we have seen, its
social status was different from that of a sole or official language
within a state. Such languages needed no theoretical support, for they
were the only means of communication in their respective countries.
Il one day, say, French suddenly disappeared in France, the entire life
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of the country would be paralyzed. This was not the case of Ukrainian
in the then Russian Ukraine, where all higher communication was
conducted in Russian and the intelligentsia either did not use
Ukrainian or, at best, could switch to Russian at any time. These
problems, although never clearly articulated as has been presented
here, came to the fore after 1905.

The Revolution of 1905 swept away the ukase of 1876 and its
revised version of 1881, although, characteristically, they never were
officially repealed and thus, in purely legal terms, could have been
reinstituted at any time. Numerous petitions and recommendations to
revoke these decrees were made before 1905. For instance, in 1880
such appeals were made by the Kherson zemstvo and the Cernihiv
zemstvo, and in 1890, by Oleksander Konys’kyj. In 1900 Konstantin
Voenskij, a Russian functionary of the St. Petersburg Censorship
Committee, submitted such a petition (reprinted in full in Lotoc’kyj 2,
246ff.). In 1902 one was made by the Kharkiv Society for Literacy; in
1902, by the Economic Council of the Cernihiv zemstvo; in December
of 1904, by Ukrainians gathered at the celebration of the anniversary
of 1. NeCuj-Levyc’kyj; in 1901, at the Agricultural Congress in Mos-
cow; in 1902, at the Congress of Handimen in Poltava (cf. Lotoc’kyj
2, 239ff., 285, 292, 371).

On 12 December 1904, the tsarist government (then headed by S.
Witte) initiated a reconsideration of the special laws on the censorship
of non-Russian (inorodceskix) publications in the empire (Lotoc’kyj
2, 287). In its meetings of 26 and 31 December 1904, the Committee
of Ministers resolved to initiate a revision of the laws on Ukrainian
publications, provided committees of experts recommended such a
measure. Such committees were to be nominated at the Russian
Academy of Sciences and at the Universities of Kiev and Kharkiv; the,
govemor-general of the provinces of Kiev, Podolia, and Volhynia was
to be consulted, as well.

The Academy’s committee, nominated on 5 February 1905, con-
sisted of six academy members, headed by F. Kor§, a sympathizer of
Ukrainian cultural aspirations. Characteristically enough, the commit-
tee coopted six prominent Ukrainians who belonged to the St. Peters-
burg hromada (listed in Lotoc’kyj 2, 365). The resulting memoran-
dum (its general and literary section was compiled by Kors, and the
philological section, by A. Saxmatov), entitled ‘‘On the Revocation of
the Restriction of Little Russian Publications,”” recommended the
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abrogation of the laws of 1876 and 1881. The memo was adapted by
the Academy as a whole on 18 February 1905. It was published in
March for ‘‘internal use’’ only (150 copies), but the text was leaked
and appeared in Galicia, in the Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk (vol. 30,
1905, in the translation of V. Hnatjuk; pp. 164—-81, 218-30), and as
an offprint. It was published in Russia, by an unnamed private pub-
lisher (but with permission of the academy) only in 1910, when it had
only historical significance.

The Kharkiv committee comprised eleven professors, chaired by
M. Sumcov; nine of its members were Ukrainians. The Kiev commit-
tee included eight professors, six of them Ukrainians. Both commit-
tees opted for the revocation of the anti-Ukrainian decrees. The
administration in Kiev did not object to that. The governor-general’s
reply (written by N. Mol¢anovs’kyj, director of his chancery—
Cykalenko 368) favored the cancellation of the law of 1876.

The Kharkiv resolution (written by M. Sumcov—éykalenko 368)
derived primarily from a concem for the interests of the Ukrainian
people, whereas the academy memo sprang clearly from a concern for
the integrity and the interests of the Russian Empire. Permission to
publish in Ukrainian was being recommended by the academy on the
premise that Ukrainians posed no threat to the unity of the Russian
Empire, whereas discontent brought about by the blossoming of such
publications in Galicia while they were banned in the empire might be
a potential danger. The other premises of the Academy’s memo were
that Ukrainian publications would benefit the uneducated or little-
cducated peasants, that Ukrainian literature would by its very nature
remain regional and ‘‘in its entire make-up would remain Russian,”’
and that Ukrainians would remain ‘‘faithful and tried sons of the Rus-
sian nation’’ (TymoSenko, 328). No wonder that in 1917, when the
political aspects of the Ukrainian liberation movement became obvi-
ous, Saxmatov radically changed his attitude (see Lotoc’kyj 2, 359).

The Kiev committee took a position close to that of the academy in
St. Petersburg. In his preliminary draft of the Kiev memo V. Antono-
vyC went so far as to say that the Little Russian nationality ‘‘is
entirely devoid of the instinct for statehood; not only did it never con-
stitlute a separate state, but it voluntarily declined the formation of
such ¢ven when historical circumstances provided such a possibility’’
(Antonovy¢ 283). All three committee reports emphasized the impor-
tance ol Ukrainian publications for the un- and little-educated; none
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suggested the free, full-fledged development of Ukrainian literature.’

On the basis of these recommendations, the minister of education,
V. Glazov, reported to the Committee of Ministers that the laws of
1876 and 1881 should be revoked, while emphasizing that in the
church, schools, courts, and administration, Ukrainian must remain
inadmissible.® Measures taken must agree with § 1.3 of the ‘‘Funda-
mental Law of the Empire,”’ which stated: ‘‘The Russian language is
the official language and [it is] obligatory in the army, the navy, and
all governmental and public institutions’’ (Dareste 2, 151; the text is
from 1906); and with the programmatic slogan of the Russian nation-
alists: ‘‘Russia can be great, united, and indivisible only if she is well
bound by one cement, that of the one and only Russian official
language’’ (Nacionalisty, 259). By the time of Glazov’s report, how-
ever, the entire procedure had become pointless: ‘‘Provisional regula-
tions for censorship,”” compiled by 24 November 1905, and accepted
on 26 April 1906 (Lotoc’kyj 2, 381; Jefremov 76), virtually abolished
any preliminary censorship.

The repercussions of these measures, together with the general tur-
moil of 1905, were far reaching. First of all, they brought about the
rebirth of the Ukrainian periodical press and the inauguration of legal
political newspapers in the Russian Ukraine. After the tsar’s mani-
festo of 17 October (which, in the words of a contemporary, ‘‘prom-
ised all liberties and granted none’’) and before the appearance of the
new press regulations a month later, Xliborob, a newspaper for
peasants, started appearing in Lubni (Poltava region), without having
received any preliminary authorization. Appearing in a circulation of
5,000, it succeeded in publishing five issues, after which it was closed.
Xliborob was followed, beginning on 24 December 1905, by the
weekly Ridnyj kraj, published in Poltava; after its sixteenth issug
appeared, it was closed and then transferred to Kiev, where it contin-
ued to appear through July of 1910 (Zyvotko 104). In the wake of the
revolution Ukrainian periodicals appeared in other places, but they
were all ephemeral due to the interference of the authorities (Jefremov

5 The essential passages of the Kiev and Kharkiv memos are reprinted in Lotoc’kyj
2, 375ff. The St. Petersburg memo is reprinted in TymoSenko 2, 297ff., but without
the appendices compiled by the Ukrainian members of the committee (they are listed
in Lotoc’kyj 2, 373).

6 The text is partly reproduced in Lotoc’kyj 2, 378ff.
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78): the bilingual Ukrainian-Russian Narodnoe delo (one issue),
Narodnja sprava (one issue), and Visty (five issues) in Odessa; Dobra
porada (four issues) and ZaporoZZja (one issue) in Kharkiv; Zorja
(four fascicles) in Moscow; and Vil’na Ukrajina (six issues) in St.
Petersburg (Zyvotko 110ff.). The most important was the daily
Hromads’ka dumka which was designed primarily for the rural intelli-
gentsia. It began to appear in Kiev on 1 January 1906, and was shut
down by the censorship on 18 August 1906 (Cykalenko 440).

Having been encouraged by the sweep of revolution, all the periodi-
cals fell victims to the reaction that immediately followed the mani-
festo of 17 October 1905. The reaction became overpowering after
the dispersal of the 72-day-old First Duma, on 21 July 1906, and
became even greater after the dissolution of the 71-day-old Second
Duma, on 15 June 1907, and the introduction on 16 June 1907 of a
new electoral law which secured a pro-government majority in all sub-
sequent dumas (so that the Third Duma existed for the normal five
years: 14 November 1907 to 22 June 1912). Under the governments
headed by, in sequence, Goremykin, Stolypin, and Kokovcev, when
through courts-martial thousands of people were either hanged or ban-
ished and the Black Hundred ran wild, the situation of the Ukrainian
press was precarious. In the provinces it was almost non-existent.

Yet there was no total blackout of Ukrainian publications, as before
1905. In Kiev, some periodicals managed to survive even in the worst
conditions. The shut-down Hromads’ka dumka was reborn in 1907 as
Rada, which became the leader among Ukrainian publications within
the Russian Empire and survived until 1914. The literary and political
monthly Nova hromada was published through 1906. In 1907 M.
Hrulevs’kyj transferred the publication offices of Lireraturno-
naukovyj vistnyk from Lviv to Kiev, where it merged with Nova hro-
mada. The Russian language Kievskaja starina was transformed into
the Ukrainian-language Ukrajina in 1907; when that ceased publica-
tion, the Zapysky Ukrajins’koho naukovoho tovarystva v Kyjevi, a
strictly scholarly publication, began to appear, in 1908 (through 1918
with wartime interruption). By 1908 the list of Ukrainian periodicals
grew to include the Social-Democrats’ Slovo (Kiev, 1907 —1909) and,
as the only Ukrainian periodical published outside Kiev, Svitova zir-
nveja, a weekly designed by conservative Poles for the peasantry that
was published in Podolia. In 1909, HruSevs’kyj began to publish Selo,
a weekly for peasants, which was superseded in 1911 by Zasiv and in
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1912 by Majak. From 1910 through 1913 the weekly Dniprovi xvyli
appeared in Katerynoslav. Two new literary monthlies, Ukrajins’'ka
xata, a forum for modernism in literature and nationalism in politics,
and Dzvin, a Marxist publication, were inaugurated in 1909 and 1913,
respectively. The art magazine Sjajvo started to appear in Kiev in
1913. The Russian Ukraine got its first Ukrainian monthly for chil-
dren, Moloda Ukrajina, in 1906; for students, Ukrajins’kyj student, in
1913; for pedagogues, Svitlo, in 1910. There were also agricultural
and household periodicals such as Rillja, Ukrajins’ke bdZil’'nyctvo,
Zyttje i znannje, Nasa kooperacija (Zyvotko 121f£.).

The growth of the Ukrainian periodical press was unprecedented
and certainly impressive. After so many dormant years there suddenly
proved to be Ukrainian publishers, editors, authors, and, most impor-
tant, Ukrainian readers. Yet, that sudden flourishing, in heavily
unfavorable conditions, should be examined not only for its achieve-
ments but also for its shortcomings. The most obvious of these was
the low circulation of virtually all the new Ukrainian periodicals.
Only a few had a circulation of more than 1,000 copies, and probably
none were published at a profit. Therefore they were financially
strapped and permanently relied on monetary support from a very lim-
ited number of benefactors.

Rada, the most popular periodical, was supported financially by,
among others, Vasyl’ Symyrenko, V. Leontovy¢, M. Arkas, and, espe-
cially, Je. Cykalenko. It is Cykalenko who in his memoirs provides
details about the newspaper’s situation. Hromads’ka dumka/Rada was
planned to have 5,000 subscribers. In the first half of 1906, it had
4,093; by the second half of the year, subscribers fell to 1,509
(Cykalenko 466); no data on newstand sales are provided.

Among provincial periodicals, there are some data on Dniprovii
xvyli, which was edited by D. DoroSenko and was published in
Katerynoslav (now Dnipropetrovs’k). It had ‘‘several hundred’’ sub-
scribers, mostly peasants, and subscription income covered the
expenses of publication, but only because neither the editors nor the
authors were paid (DoroSenko 1949, 143).

The most important reason for the decline in subscriptions was the
persecution of subscribers: harassment by police, searches, firing
from government jobs, blacklisting, and confiscations (Cykalenko
425, 465; 11, 18 passim; Rada subsequently partly recouped its sub-
scribers: in 1908 there were 1400, in 1909 there were 2500, in 1911
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there were 3300—ibid., II, 3a, 30b, 75c). At the instigation of the po-
lice, some provincial post offices refused to accept subscriptions.
Cases of the harassment of subscribers and readers of the Ukrainian
press are described by Jefremov (78ff.). A second reason for low cir-
culation was the low level of literacy. A third was the lack of
Ukrainian journalists of high caliber, due to the lack of professional
education.”

Contemporaries mentioned language difficulties as another reason
for the low circulation of the Ukrainian press. Mastery of a literary
language spreads through education in schools and through its use by
the intelligentsia. Neither situation obtained for the recently de-
ruralized (or now de-ruralizing) Ukrainian literary language.
Cykalenko describes the attitude of various strata of the Ukrainian
society: the peasantry ‘‘is either illiterate or [their language] is
maimed by the Russian school, or else they do not want to read a
Ukrainian newspaper which is written in a language shaped by a small
circle of intelligentsia, true, on the foundation of the people[’s
language] but with a host of words and expressions which do not
[come from] people and are alien to them because they do not hear
them in the school, in the court, in [everyday] life’’ (II, 18a); in cities
“*a regular city dweller who for better or worse can speak in the rural
Ukrainian language will not subscribe to our newspaper, for he under-
stands the Russian language better’’ (II, 18a). Finally, a Ukrainian
landowner ‘‘loathes the standard Ukrainian language [and] considers
it injurious to the people’s speech that is dear to his heart; he would
like a newspaper written in the language of SevEenko [and]
Kotljarevs’kyj, and, if native [Ukrainian] words are lacking, one
should, in his opinion, adopt the now generally known Russian
words’’ (11, 33a).

In Galicia, where a Ukrainian school and the tradition of a
Ukrainian-speaking intelligentsia did exist, these problems did not
arisc.  Therefore the regional Ukrainian press could appear in a
language elevated above the vernacular of the lower classes. This
added to the linguistic differences between the Ukrainian press in Gal-
wia and in Kiev. The situation is well represented in a description of a

"S. Petjura complained about this in 1908 and again in 1912 (Petljura 2, 125,
2I8).
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visit by the editor of the Lviv Dilo to the offices of the Kiev Rada,
where these observations were made to him:

The Lviv Dilo is published in such a mixed language that reading it is
difficult and disagreeable: the many Latin, German, Polish, and even
Muscovite words, and the purely Polish sentence structure, make this
language entirely alien to us. Likewise, to Galicians the language of
Rada seems unusual. Once there came here [to visit us] the Dilo’s edi-
tor, Panejko. He said that Rada is published in a very primitive
peasant language, adapted to the understanding of a muzhik; Dilo, by
contrast, is designed for the intelligentsia, whereas for peasants they
have special newspapers that are published in a peasant language simi-
lar to that of Rada. (éykalenko I1, 140d ff.; cf. also II, 52c and 71bc).

In December 1906, M. HruSevs’kyj brought three Galicians—M.
Lozyns’kyj, I. Krevec’kyj, and I. DzZydZora—to the editorial staff of
Rada, but they left after a few months (Dorosenko 1949, 93). What-
ever the reasons, the existence in, say, 1908, of some nine periodicals
published in Ukrainian with a total circulation of at best 20,000 copies
(actually probably less) for a population of 30,000,000 is telling.
Each of four leading Russian newspapers published in the Ukraine—
Kievskaja mysl’ in Kiev, JuZnyj kraj in Kharkiv, Odesskij listok in
Odessa, and Pridneprovskij kraj in Katerynoslav—had a much higher
circulation. According to the bibliography compiled by L. Beljaeva,
in 1908 Kiev had a total of 13 Russian newspapers, Kharkiv had 8,
and Odessa had 20; these were certainly widely read by Ukrainians.
The circulation of Kievskaja mys!’, which was only a local newspaper,
vacillated between 25,000 and 80,000. In addition, the Ukraine
absorbed an impressive number of papers and other periodicals pub-
lished in St. Petersburg and Moscow. So whereas the tempo and the
scope of the growth of the Ukrainian press were breathtaking, its abso-
lute achievements were very limited.®

8 At this junction it is of interest to mention that the agricultural booklets by Je.
Cykalenko sold in 500,000 copies. Ihnatijenko (1926, 50) summarizes the state of the
Ukrainian press after 1905 in the following table:
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The characteristics of the growth of the Ukrainian press also apply
to the book trade. Before 1905 there appears to have been only one
Ukrainian bookstore in the entire Russian Empire, in Kiev (owned by
Kievskaja starina). By 1908 there were three in Kiev (the two new
ones were opened by Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk and by Je.
Cerepovs’kyj), and one each in Poltava, Kremencuk, Kharkiv, Katery-
noslav, Odessa, and Katerynodar, as well as one in St. Petersburg,
representing an increase of 400 percent. But the total of nine
Ukrainian bookstores for the whole Russian Ukraine and an additional
one in St. Petersburg only testifies to the underdevelopment of
Ukrainian-language publishing.

The same can be said about publication of books. Petljura made a
survey of the exhibition in 1912 of books published in the Russian
Empire during the previous year. The number of books published in
Ukrainian was 242, against 25,526 items in Russian, 1,664 in Polish,
965 in Yiddish and Hebrew, 920 in German, 608 in Lettish, 519 in
Iistonian, 372 in Tatar, and 266 in Armenian (Petljura 2, 244).
Ukrainians, second in population, occupied eighth place, and a low
cighth place at that. In addition, the Ukrainian items included a
disproportionately high number of pamphlets and popular editions.

The events of 1905 awoke hopes that there would be Ukrainian
schools. Letters sent to Rada in favor of Ukrainian courses at the
universities carried up to 10,000 signatures (DoroSenko 1949, 91). In
1906-1907, M. Sumcov at the University of Kharkiv and O.
HruSevs’kyj at the University of Odessa began to teach courses on
Ukrainian subjects in Ukrainian (A. Loboda and V. Peretc announced
similar courses in Kiev, but these were to be conducted in Russian;

Total number of Number of Number of
Ukrainian periodicals Ukrainian periodicals Ukrainian periodicals
in the Russian Ukraine in the Austrian Ukraine
1905 39 7 28
1900 81 32 37
107 51 I 34
190K 47 9 33
1909 59 [l 37
1910 84 14 49
Ml 104 16 59
1] 95 16 §1

1914 AR 17 21
191 42 L6 16
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Jefremov 101). Almost immediately the university administrations
intervened, and the courses were stopped. Not the slightest possibility
was allowed for education in Ukrainian, not even in the elementary
schools. The most liberal Russian party in this respect, the Constitu-
tional Democrats, who in the First Duma held 153 seats out of 524 and
in the Second Duma 98 seats out of 518, reluctantly included instruc-
tion in Ukrainian in rural elementary schools and teaching Ukrainian
as a subject in high schools in their demands (Cykalenko 387; Petljura
2, 256; Giterman 425, 440). But the party was actually split on this
issue and certainly had no desire to fight for Ukrainian education.

Not a single Ukrainian school opened in 1905-1914. Several
private himnaziji sought to introduce the Ukrainian language in their
curriculums. The authorities consented, on the condition that teachers
of the subject have diplomas for teaching Ukrainian, knowing full
well that no such diplomas could have been granted anywhere in the
Russian Empire (Jefremov 105). In Podolia there was an attempt to
Ukrainianize instruction in parochial elementary schools. The Holy
Synod, on 12 October 1907, authorized the undertaking, probably in
an effort to counteract the influence of Catholicism and of the Poles.
The move brought no results because several teachers who taught in
Ukrainian were severely harassed by local authorities (Jefremov 103).

A spark of hope for Ukrainian education were the several Ukrainian
grammars published in those years. Those most resembling school
grammars were P. Zaloznyj’s Korotka hramatyka ukrajins’koji movy,
part 1 (Kiev, 1906 and 1912), and part 2, Synrax (Kiev, 1913); and H.
§erstjuk’s (managing editor of Rada— Cykalenko 1I, 47a)
Ukrajins’'ka hramatyka, part 1 (Poltava 1907, and Kiev 1912), and
part 2, Skladnja (Kiev, 1909 and 1913). §erstjuk’s second edition
even included exercises for students. More detailed and sophisticgted
were Je. Tyméenko’s Ukrajins’ka hramatyka, part 1 (Kiev, 1907),
which treated some dialectal elements, and A. Kryms’kyj’s never
completed Ukrainskaja grammatika (Moscow 1907 —-1908: vol. 1,
fascicles 1, 2, 6; vol. 2, fascicle 1), with a lengthy historical commen-
tary. In the preface to the second edition of his grammar, Zaloznyj
characteristically wrote that the reviewers of the first edition ‘‘say. . .
that. . . my grammar does not fit schools. This is true. But where are
they—the schools?’’” Some of the grammars were republished repeat-

YQuoted alter V. Vaidenko, Per§i pidrucnyky 2 ukrajins'koji movy,”
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cdly. Obviously, they were used for self-education.'? They may have
contributed to the normalization of the written language, which a con-
tcmporary characterized thus: ‘‘As a consequence of the lack of
authorization and the absence of a periodical press [before 1906},
cvery author wrote in his own orthography and even in his personal
language’’ (Lotoc’kyj 3, 167).

Some of these grammars may have been used in the Prosvita
society. This organization for adult education was patterned on the
institution of the same name in the Austrian Ukraine. Branches of
I’rosvita started to spring up in the Russian Ukraine in 1905. In Kate-
rynoslav, this happened on October 8, i.e., even before the manifesto
ol October 17, with village branches opening thereafter. The example
ol Katerynoslav was followed by Odessa, Kiev, and many other local-
itics in and outside the Ukraine. A total of about 40 Prosvita societies
are known to have existed. From the very outset they were allowed in
some provinces (Kharkiv and Poltava) and in 19081910, during
Stolypin’s regime, virtually all of them, except in Katerynoslav guber-
nia, were closed (Stolypin’s circular order was dated 20 January 1910:
I-U 2, 2370; Cykalenko 11, 40a, 47d, 153d; Lotoc’kyj 2, 126; 3, 87).!
I'rosvita’s activity helped to revivify Ukrainian cultural life. Petljura
characterized its branches as ‘‘the only centers of a more or less visi-
hle [social] life.”” Certainly they were places where the public use of
lUkrainian was normal. Petljura also criticized the society, stating in
the social-democratic jargon of the time (1908) that its branches
mostly united the *‘Ukrainian bourgeois intelligentsia’ (Petljura 121)
and not the workers, partly because of the relatively high membership
dues and partly as a result of administrative persecutions. Some
Inidges between intellectuals and peasants were built, however, during
the short period the Prosvita branches existed.

Ukrajing 'ka mova i literatura v $koli, 1961, no. 5, p. 84.

' “I'Nie fifth grammar, I. Neduj-Levyc’kyj's Hramatvka wkrajinskoji movy, pt. |:
Divmolohija (Kiev, 1914) and pt. 2: Svataksvs (Kiev, 1914), was actually more of a
drwussion about the nature of standard Ukrainian.

"I justifying this act, Stolypin reported to the Senate that the cultural activity of
Uhcunians was undesirable because **the three principal branches of the Eastern Slav-
dow by their origin and by their language cannot but constitute a unity’” (quoted in
I otoc ky) 3, 87).
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The Orthodox church remained Russian. Yet here, too, there was a
minor innovation, that is, the publication of the Gospel in Ukrainian
translation. As late as June 1904, the imperial minister of interior
affairs, V. Pleve, refused permission for such a publication, because of
‘‘the extreme paucity of the Little Russian language [making it]
entirely unfit to express abstract notions in general and the lofty truths
of the Revelation in particular,”” and because of ‘‘the quite satisfac-
tory knowledge by the local Little Russian population of the Russian
language’’ (Lotoc’kyj 2, 390). Yet in 1905, responding to a request
by the Russian Academy of Sciences, the new minister, P.
Svjatopolk-Mirskij, stated that *‘for the publication of the Gospel in
the Little Russian dialect, there are, on my part, no objections’” (18
October 1905: Lotoc’kyj 2, 396). A translation by P. Moracevs’kyj
(1806 1879) that was made in 1860 went under thorough revision by
a committee of the Academy of Sciences comprising four academi-
cians (Kors, Saxmatov, Fortunatov, Kokovcev) and seven members of
the Ukrainian community of St. Petersburg, and then by another com-
mittee, headed by the archbishop of Podolia, Parfenij Levyc’kyj, in
Kamjanec’-Podil’s’kyj (later in Tula). Moraéevs’kyj’s translation was
finally published in 19061911, more than forty-five years after its
completion. It was never used in any church service. The Orthodox
church in the Ukraine as an institution remained Russian from the
lowest to the highest levels. Nevertheless, the Ukrainian translation of
the Gospel of St. Matthew was a first breach in the solid edifice. In
one year 100,000 copies were sold (Kistjakivs’kyj 139).!2

A novelty of the period 1905 - 1914 was the de facto legalization of
the Ukrainian language for scholarly use, primarily in the humanities.
The Ukrainian Scholarly Society in Kiev founded by M. HruSevs’kyj
in 1908 organized Ukrainian public lectures, conferences, and panels,
mainly on subjects of Ukrainian history (cf. Petljura 2, 278ff.). From
1908 it published a series of Zapysky with scholarly materials, and in
1914 the society began to publish the quarterly Ukrajina. Topically,

12 At about the same time teaching in Ukrainian was allowed at the two-year paro-
chial schools of the Podolia diocese, where the community wanted it; this entailed
teaching Ukrainian as a subject in the Vinnycja parochial teachers school. (The ukase
of the Holy Synaod is published in Ukrajina. 1907, 12, 78ff.) Granted on 12 October
1910, this permission was withdrawn in 1912 (Lotoc’kyj 3, 102). In the years of reac-
ton the same Parfenij hampered the publication of the Acts and Epistles in Ukraintan.
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however, these publications focused almost entirely on Ukrainian his-
torical subjects. Outside the confines of the society Ukrainian was
still excluded from scholarly usage, e.g., from the Archaeological
Congress of 1912 in Cernihiv (Lotoc’kyj 2, 147). A Ukrainian univer-
sity remained a dream. In 1914 a clandestine institution having such a
name arose in St. Petersburg; it functioned until 1917, but in fact it
constituted but several courses on Ukrainian topics conducted at
private homes (Lotoc’kyj 2, 325ff.).

Substantial developments took place in Ukrainian lexicography.
Preceded by the Russian-Ukrainian dictionaries of M. Umanec’ and A.
Spilka (pseudonyms for M. Komarov and the Odessa Hromada) pub-
lished in Lviv, 1893-1898 (but compiled in Odessa) and of Je.
Tyméenko published in Kiev 1897 —1899, the Ukrainian-Russian dic-
tionary by V. Dubrovs’kyj appeared in Kiev in 1909. To establish
technological terminology, publications such as dictionaries of various
handicrafts and popular technology were important; e.g., those by V.
Vasilenko (Kharkiv, 1902) and by a Kievan group published in the
Zuapysky of the Ukrainian Scholarly Society (1911 -1915).

Of crucial importance was the four-volume Ukrainian-Russian dic-
tionary edited by B. Hrincenko (Kiev, 1909). This dictionary was ini-
ialed in 1861 by P. Kuli§. Its preparation continued under the
patronage of the Kiev Hromada by such luminaries as P. Zytec’kyj, V.
Naumenko, and Je. Tymcenko, who were successively chief editors.
ln 1902 Hrincenko was engaged to give final form to the dictionary.
I’. Zytec’kyj and K. Myxal’¢uk served as his consultants. The tenor
of the whole work was to present an undiluted popular language while
avoiding all the ““forged’” (kovani) words which had infiltrated it
since the 1870s. Accordingly, the sources of the dictionary included
vthnographic records, literary works published before 1870 or by writ-
crs working before that date, and selected materials drawn from earlier
hctionaries or recorded in rural speech. Thus the chronological
tramework of the dictionary was 1798 — 1870, although the latter date
wis often transgressed. Popular technological terminology was given
much attention, whereas loanwords of recent date were more often
than not excluded. Although it was essentially a collection of vocabu-
lary actually used by primarily rural speakers, the dictionary managed
to avoid excessive regionalization, in fact, for most words it marked
the locality of use and normalized the material phonetically, accentu-
ally, and morphologically. Thanks to these techniques, it became a
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sui generis summary of the Ukrainian literary language before that
language transferred from the peasantry to the intelligentsia. At the
same time, it projected some principles and bases for the Ukrainian
language’s future standardization. The impact of Hrin¢enko’s diction-
ary, with its 68,000 entries, can thus hardly be overestimated.'?

The rapid and remarkable growth of manifestations of Ukrainian
culture in the Ukrainian language brought the question of the
Ukrainian language into the political arena. Here the Ukrainian posi-
tion was very weak—as B. Kistjakivs’kyj put it, ‘‘in the political
sense the Ukrainians are so far a quantité négligeable ; nobody can put
this in doubt’’ (136)—but the very appearance of Ukrainians in a pol-
itical context stirred concern. In the elections to the First Duma,
Ukrainians knew they would probably not win seats on their own, and
in fact only one deputy from the Ukrainian list was elected, V. Semet,
from Poltava (Cykalenko 421). Ukrainians regularly supported one of
the Russian parties, most frequently the Kadets, although their
Ukrainian program was very moderate—no more than the establish-
ment of Ukrainian elementary schools in villages.'* Once the Duma
had been elected, however, it proved to include a relatively large
group of Ukrainian deputies, and they soon formed a Ukrainian fac-
tion. The Second Duma had a Ukrainian faction of 47 deputies
(éykalenko 422ff.); their demands were quite moderate: generally
speaking, they sought the establishment of Ukrainian elementary
schools in villages. A plan for the project was submitted in March of
1908 by 38 deputies of the Third Duma (Hruevs’kyj 4); this Duma
established a special commission on education in the native
languages, but Ukrainian was excluded from its agenda (HruSevs’kyj
10).

13 More information about the engagement of Hrintenko to work on the dictionary
can be found in Cykalenko 302ff. From a letter by his widow Maria to A. Saxmatov
dated 19 October 1910, we know that Hrinfenko was unhappy with the Ukrainian-
Russian character of his dictionary and planned a thoroughly Ukrainian explanatory
one (Dzendzelivs’kyj 80). His untimely death, at the age of forty-six, precluded prac-
tical work on that project.

14 Cf. the program of the Ukrainian Democratic-Radical Party, which sought auton-
omy [or the Ukraine and for recognition of Ukrainian as a state language, to be used
on all levels of education ((‘ykulcnko 416, 418f.).
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This was a far cry from real political demands, but it was enough to
disturb advocates of the idea of a Great Russia and a Great Russian
culture. They feared that behind the modest groupings and even more
modest demands might exist the dynamics for the cultural separatism
of the Ukraine, to be followed, who could know, by political indepen-
dence, which would be tantamount to the destruction of Russia as an
empire. One Russian of such mind was P. Struve. In 1911, he
deemed it appropriate to initiate a discussion on the Ukrainian prob-
lem. Having launched the idea that Russian culture encompasses
“‘Great Russian,”” ‘‘Little Russian,”” and ‘‘Belorussian,”’ he insisted
that Ukrainian culture does not exist and that its partisans are attempt-
ing to create it artificially. He concluded, *‘I am deeply convinced
that, for instance, the introduction in high (srednej i vyssej) school of
the Little Russian language would be an artificial and unjustifiable
waste of the psychological force of the population’” (Struve 1911,
[87). The growth of Ukrainian culture was to him but a *‘nationalistic
multiplication of cultures.”’

Attacking Ukrainians and the Ukrainian language was nothing new
by this time. But the attacks were usually waged by extreme Russian
nationalists such as T. Florinskij or I. Filevi¢, who espoused the
olficial view of triedinyj russkij narod (one tripartite Russian people)
and whose writings bordered on political denunciations.!> Of like
mind was 1. Sikorskij, a Kiev psychologist. In a paper read at the
('lub of Russian Nationalists in Kiev (7 February 1913) and published
as the pamphlet Russkie | ukraincy the same year, he tried to prove
that there is no psychological difference between Ukrainians and Rus-
sians and that therefore Ukrainian and Russian are two parallel
languages different in sound (‘‘phonetics’”) but identical in spirit
("*psychology’’). The existence of such languages, he proclaimed,

.

wits “‘a luxury which nature usually does not tolerate’” (quoted from

' This boundary was actually transgressed by a ‘‘monograph™: S. §c':egolev’s
Uhkrainskoe dviZenie kak sovremennyj étap juznorusskogo separatizma (Kiev, 1912),
798 pp.. and the abridged version, Sovremennoe wkrainstvo. ego proisxozdenie, rost i
aduci (Kiev, 1914), 158 pp. For a characterization of Stegolev’s writings see S.
letiemov in Ukrainskaja Zizn', 1912.no. 4, pp. 7-8, and 1913, no. 1, p. 2; also see S.
Pethura in Ukrainskaja Zizn’, 1913, no. 11, Lenin, 1912, no. 10 labeled them ‘‘the
Zuatensack ol a police spy.””
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F. Kor$, ‘‘Nacionalisti¢eskaja nauka,”” Ukrainskaja Zizn’, 1913, no.
7/8, p. 20).

Russian conservative and nationalist newspapers, especially from
1911, abounded in aggressive and violent attacks against the
Ukrainian movement and against the use of the Ukrainian language.
To note one example, in Kievijanin for 17 November 1911, in an arti-
cle entitled ‘“Where is the principal enemy?,”” A. Savenko wrote:
““The Mazepinist question hits Russia at the very foundation of her
ability to be a great power (osnova ee velikoderzavija). . .. The self-
preservation of the great Russian people as a nation and as a state
imperatively points to the necessity of a resolute struggle with Mazep-
inism.”’

As a second example, in St. Petersburg’s Novoe vremja for 12
December 1911 M. Men’Sikov declared: ‘‘The fanatics of Mazepin-
ism speak louder and louder in preparing the break-away of giant Lit-
tle Russia from Russia. . . . The most frightening portent for the disin-
tegration of the Empire is so-called Mazepinism, i.e., the fervent
preparation of a mutiny in Little Russia. ... A common language
must be considered the foremost national task. No obstacles should
stand in the way of its materialization. ... Not only the official
language (that of law, of administration, and of the courts), but also
the social language of a nation should be one. The supremacy of the
official language should be defended by us Russians with the same
energy as our own lives.”” Men’Sikov concluded: ‘‘Under the name
of Ukrainian hromady, numerous Little Russian—Polish —Jewish cir-
cles act to corrupt students and teachers of public schools, to inculcate
in them, and through them also to common people, the most ferocious
hatred of the Russian people and state. It is high time not only to take
notice of this development—it has been noticed since long agp—but
also to fight it to the death.”” Men’Sikov titled his article ‘‘Nacional-
naja tre§¢ina’’ (The crack in the nation).

The aim of such articles was to incite a panic in conservative Rus-
sian circles which could lead to the destruction of Ukrainian institu-
tions and personalities, be it by the government or public reaction.
That aim was achieved. When Savenko came to St. Petersburg to lec-
ture on ‘‘The Mazepinist movement in the South of Russia,”’ the pub-
lic attracted to the All-Russian National Club was so numerous that
the auditorium was ‘‘full to overflowing’’ (bitkom nabitvyj), as Novoe
vremja of 12 December 1911 reported.
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In comparison to such adversaries, Struve’s statements against
Ukrainian culture and language sounded moderate. But as Petljura
appropriately put it: ‘‘We observe in the making the shift (sdvig) of
Russian liberalism towards Great Russian nationalism, which without
any subterfuge vents a clearly zoological hatred’’ (Ukrainskaja Zizn’,
1913, 3, 74). By contrast, B. Kistjakivs’kyj (under the pen name
Ukrainec) urged *‘a further development of the Ukrainian people. . .in
a bond with and in a close, all-faceted solidarity’’ with the Russians
(132), but protected against ‘‘the basic feature characterizing the atti-
tude of the Russian society to Ukrainians—its distinctly expressed
seHfishness’’ (133); he did not exclude the development of a complete
Ukrainian language.

Struve presented his profession de foi in the programmatic article
“‘ObSCerusskaja kul’tura i ukrainskij partikuljarizm’’ in 1912. Struve
observed that by then the Ukrainian liberation movement engaged pri-
marily intellectuals but had but little urban support. But he also
envisaged that a union between the intellectuals and masses was not
impossible, and that such a development would mean the end of the
Russian Empire. Struve stated: “‘If the ‘Ukrainian’ idea of the intel-
lectuals strikes the people’s earth and sets it afire, this is fraught with a
pigantic and unprecedented split of the Russian nation™ (85).
Irightened by any such prospect Struve comforts himself that ‘‘capi-
talism speaks and will speak Russian’’ and that the dominance of the
Russian language in the Ukraine’s large cities is irreversible, so that a
switch to Ukrainian there would be as unthinkable as a switch of
Ilamburg capitalists from High to Low German (81) (he forgot that in
Prague, for example, capitalists did switch from speaking German to
speaking Czech). But his fear does not desist. The conclusion he
arrives at is that Ukrainian should be limited to being a regional
iliom, while all national, cultural, and political functions are to be
conducted and expressed solely in Russian for the entire area of the
tripartite Russian nation (he does not use this Black Hundred expres-
sion, but comes right up to it).

This evolution of Struve’s views led the Kadet (Constitutional-
Democratic) party, of which he had once been a leader, to dissociate
from him in the spring of 1912. A wide discussion on related topics
shook the Kadet party in 1914, but Struve held fast to his views. After
the outbreak of war and the Russian occupation of Galicia, he quite
consistently called for “*a deep and broad Russification of Galicia”
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(quoted from Pipes 679ff., who also provides a bibliography of these
polemics; see also Lotoc’kyj 2, 409, 411, who also refers to F. Kor3’s
articles in these discussions, pp. 335, 345). For the politician, this
situation reflects the confluence of Russian liberalism with Russian
chauvinism, but for the linguist it shows that the Ukrainian language
at that time was attaining a position competitive with Russian, at least
programmatically. The very fact that discussions on the function and
maturity of the Ukrainian language took place was a manifestation of
the language’s development, of its coming of age. Followed with
great curiosity by many Russianized Ukrainians, these discussions
helped them to clarify their positions and to choose whether to convert
to speaking Ukrainian. '®

The problem of the Ukraine and the Ukrainian language also
attracted attention on the left pole of Russian political thought. True,
among the Social-Democrats/Bolsheviks the Ukrainian issue was
treated within a more general discussion of the party program on the
nationalities question; but an analysis of Lenin’s notes clearly shows
that a keen interest in the Ukrainian question sparked his work on the
nationalities. Lenin began by reading and quoting from Struve’s and
Kistjakivs’kyj’s articles in Russkaja mysl’, went on to study
Stegolev’s notorious book on the Ukrainian movement, and then pro-
ceeded to M. Hrusevs’kyj’s Ukrainstvo v Rossii: Ego zaprosy i nuZdy
and to M. Slavyns’kyj’s article ‘‘Formy nacional’nogo dviZenija.”’
Not included in Lenin’s Polnoe (sic!) sobranie socinenij, these notes
were published in Leninskij sbornik, vol. 30 (Moscow: Partizdat,
1937), pp. 8—29. Lenin twice labelled HruSevs'kyj’s views ‘‘reac-
tionary’’ (pp. 11, 26).

Interest in the Ukrainian issue was also aroused by discussions of
the Ukrainian language question in the Duma and by the activities of
Ukrainian representatives there. The abortive First Duma (1906) did

16 A typical illustration of these developments is given in Fedenko’s reminiscences,
where he describes a circle of young people in the small Ukrainian town of Oleksan-
drija, near Kirovohrad (pp. 12— 15). The circle, whose members were mostly students
of the local himnaczija, used Russian as the language of their discussions. In 1912 the
first Ukrainian circle of that type was founded, and some students switched to using
Ukrainian in their private conversations. Fedenko mentions these developments in
connection with the debates in the Duma that same year (see below); they could also
have been connected to the Struve-Kistjakivs'kyj discussion. In any case the timing
of the “*Oleksandrian breakthrough’™ was not accidental,
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not exist long enough to pursue any broad discussion of the Ukrainian
question. But the rise of a Ukrainian faction there, forty-four persons
strong, led by L. Srah, and its publication of the periodical Ukrainskij
vestnik (in Russian) were telling. Characteristically, the majority of
the faction were peasants, some even illiterate; in fact, many of them
learned of the national aspects of the Ukrainian issue only at the Duma
(Lotoc’kyj 3, 7, 12).!7 Two of these representatives, A. Hrabovec’kyj
from the Kiev and M. Onac’kyj from the Poltava province, delivered
speeches at the Duma in Ukrainian (Lotoc’kyj 3, 17, 49), perhaps
because their Russian was faulty, although DoroSenko maintained
(1949, 83) that they spoke Russian well and used Ukrainian out of
principle. Presumably the Ukrainian activities in the Duma could not
have failed to impress many, but the low percentage of participating
intellectuals—which reflected the actual situation in the country—
could hardly have enhanced the prestige of the Ukrainian language.

Of the forty-seven members of the Ukrainian faction in the Second
Duma (1907), six belonged to the intelligentsia, and the remaining
forty-one were peasants (Lotoc’kyj 3, 22). The political program of
the faction rejected secession but demanded the ‘‘resolute and irrevo-
cable reorganization of the [regional] government in the sense of
national and territorial autonomy’’ (Lotoc’kyj 3, 25). The faction’s
organ, Ridna sprava, was published in Ukrainian.

The Third Duma (1907 —1912) was elected under controls designed
10 yield as docile a body as possible. Having but a minimal opposi-
tional group, it was not an institution capable of conceding to even the
most moderate Ukrainian demands. The Third Duma had no
Ukrainian faction, and Ukrainian interests were at best represented by
one intellectual, Professor I. Luéyc’kyj (according to Cykalenko II,
41c, d, only lukewarmly), and by several priests. Nonetheless the
opposition did try to propagate independent views. The demand for
Ukrainian elementary schools was raised virtually every year, espe-
cially when the budget of the Ministry of Education was debated,

'7In 1910, a representative to the Third Duma from Podolia, M. Senderko, an
advocalte of the use of Ukrainian in the elementary school, reported about reading a
Ukrainian text to peasants in his village: ‘‘The news that a Ukrainian literature
cxisted was a pleasant surprise to my listeners, and the reading, in Ukrainian, of the
Gospel, newspapers, and [an agricultural pamphlet by] Cykalenko enraptured them.”
(Stenogr. 1910, 1252)
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along with similar demands of the other non-Russian nationalities of
the empire. On the agenda of the Third Duma it was a marginal ques-
tion. In a summary of that Duma’s activities (Nacionalisty v 3-¢j
Gosudarstvennoj Dume ), the Russian Nationalists devoted 146 pages
out of the total of 325 to national problems, yet Ukrainian matters
occupy only some scant four pages of that 146.

In the fall of 1910 the government submitted to the Duma a plan for
general elementary education throughout the empire. The project
caused a prolonged and passionate discussion, especially on the ques-
tion of whether the language of instruction should be Russian or the
native languages of the children. In the stenographic record of the ses-
sions, these matters cover 1,260 pages, but the Ukrainian aspects of
them, barely 21 pages.'® The question was explicitly raised in
speeches by N. Cxeidze, A. Bulat, Luéyc’kyj, F. Rodi¢ev, M. Sen-
derko, P. Miljukov, and K. ZaviSa (Stenogr. 1910, pp. 682, 899,
1106ff., 1226, 1250, 1263, 1322, 1799), not to mention the times
when Ukrainian was meant implicitly although non-Russian languages
in general were being spoken of. The outcome of the discussion was
predetermined by the makeup of the Duma. Amendments to the
government’s plan were defeated by 178 votes to 102 (Stenogr. 1910,
1278). But public interest in the problem had been aroused. It may be
that the public discussion of the Ukrainian question in the press ini-
tiated by Struve was to some extent promoted by these debates. In the
Duma itself, the conservative deputy V. Aleksandrov summarized the
importance of the problem of national languages in school as follows:
‘“We are convinced that on the solution of this question will depend
whether Russia will be the one and indivisible nation or it will head
toward autonomy, union, and federation’’ (Stenogr. 1910, 437).'9

\

¥ This figure is not quite fair as an indicator, because the discussion encompassed a
whole gamut of problems—including ones as important as the transference of church
schools to the secular administration and universal compulsory education—that con-
cerned the whole empire, including the Ukraine.

19 As for the schools, the total exclusion of Ukrainian that was the common practice
wis 1o be formulated into law according to the proposal of D. Pixno, a member of the
State Council. On 4 April 1912 he suggested that the following statement be included
in the school legislation: **The Little Russian and Belorussian population is not con-
sidered 1o speak  other  languages  (inojazvénym)’”  (Gosudarstvennyj  Sovet,
Stenograficeskie orcety, for 19111912, 7th session, meetings 181 [St. Petersburg,
1912], p. 2924). On April 6, Pixno withdrew this rather naive pronouncement
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In the slightly less conservative Fourth Duma (1912-1917)
Ukrainians put forward a program for Ukrainian to be used in elemen-
tary and (as a subject) in other schools, as well as in church, in courts,
and public offices, which was supported by the factions of the Kadets
and the trudoviki (Lotoc’kyj 3, 64). Discussion of these problems,
again in the context of the other non-Russian languages, arose at
debates of the budget of the Ministry of Education. This occurred
especially in 1913, when the issue figured in the speeches of A.
Singarev, V. Bobrinskij, V. Dzjubinskij, V. Gelovani, A. Aleksandrov,
P. Miljukov, A. Kerenskij, and H. Petrovs’kyj.20

- As a separate problem the Ukrainian question first came to the fore
in February 1914, when the Minister of Interior M. Maklakov prohib-
ited any celebration of the centenary of Taras Sevéenko’s birth. A
similar prohibition had been made in 1911, the fiftieth year after the
poet’s death, but then it had passed virtually unnoticed. That was not
the case in 1914.

In the Duma debate, various parties attempted to use the govemn-
ment measures in their own interest. The left was not interested in the
national aspects of the event. To them, Sevienko was ‘‘a great Rus-
sian poet’’ (Gelovani, Stenogr. 1914, 707), ‘‘a remarkable Russian
man’’ (éxeidze, 1165), and the interpellation was but another means
to incite the people against the government.?! For the Kadets (led by
Miljukov), any grand-scale commemoration of the event was objec-
tionable, for it nourished nationalistic feelings among the Ukrainians
and weakened ‘‘the medium attitude which fortunately still prevails in
the Ukraine’’ (Stenogr. 1914, 905). The militant Russian nationalists
approved of the government measures because, in their opinion, they
precluded the spread of separatism (‘‘the movement that is now
developing so broadly in Austria and that has spread and contam-

(p. 2924) in order to replace it, on April 7, with the following: ‘‘In localities with a
Little Russian and Belorussian population, all subjects shall be taught in the Russian
language starting from the first grade’’ (p. 3050). This amendment was adopted by a
vate of 73 vs. 51 (3051). A special commission (soglasitel’'naja kommissija)
comprising seven members from the State Council and seven from the Duma was
tormed (p. 3864). For the reaction of Ukrainian politicians, see O. Belousenko [O.
Lotoc'kyjl, “‘Lex Pichniana,”” Ukrainskaja Zizn', 1912, no. 5, p. 30ff.

" Stenogr. 1913, pp. 1007, 1010, 1074(T., 1142, 1333, 1513, 1678, 1695, 1778ff.

"V This was also the position of the Central Committee of the Russian Social-
Democrats (Bolsheviks) in 1913, See TymoSenko |, 243(T.
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inated, to our horror, part of the masses in Russia’’; V. Puriskevic,
721). But there were also voices that referred to Ukrainian strivings
for autonomy (V. Dzjubinskij, 900) and to the lost Ukrainian liberties
(F. Rodicev, 716). All in all, despite all the misuses and misunder-
standings, it was the first time that the whole question of the Ukraine
and the Ukrainian language had been taken up by the most resonant
forum the Russian Empire had. The discussion in the Duma ended
with its condemnation of the Ministry of Interior for unlawful acts in a
vote of 161 to 115; Stenogr. 1914, 1206). The Ukraine reacted with
demonstrations in the streets of many cities.??> Perhaps most telling
about the changing role of the Ukrainian language was that in Odessa
the reactionary Sojuz russkogo naroda (Union of Russian National-
ists), published its program in Ukrainian translation (according to A.
Bur’janov, Stenogr. 1914, 1182)!

Yet the actual position of the Ukrainian language remained essen-
tially unchanged in 19061914, except for the demise of the ban on
publications: there were no Ukrainian schools, and Ukrainian was
continuously excluded from public life. The propaganda machine of
the repime, of the Black Hundred, and of the Russianized upper
classes in the Ukraine was much more powerful than that of the
Ukrimians and their supporters. The prestige of the Ukrainian
language remained low in Russia and in the Ukraine’s large cities.
Ukrainian was not only officially misrepresented as a dialect of Rus-
sian, but it was also used, alongside Russian dialects, to indicate collo-
quial speech by virtually all Russian writers, from Bunin to Gor’kij.
This usage promoted an irate protest by V. VynnyCenko, in his
*“Otkrytoc pis’mo k russkim pisateljam’’ (Ukrainskaja Zizn® 1913,
10). Even in the Ukrainian countryside opinions were split: there
were among peasants both partisans and adversaries of Ukrainian edu-
cation, and we have no means to establish their ratio. M. Hrusevs’kyj
wrote a series of articles designed to defend Ukrainian education that
was published in the peasant newspaper Selo (1910, 1911), later col-
lected in his Pro ukrajins’ku movy i ukrajins’ku Skolu (2d ed., Kiev,
1913). There he wrote: ‘‘Those who do not support education in
Ukrainian usually reason like this: the Ukrainian language is a muzhik
language, it does not open any doors. Children of the masters will be

22 On the demonstration in Kiev, cf. the memoirs by S. Vasyl’¢enko, 320.
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taught in Russian, and the children of muzhiks, in Ukrainian. The
masters’ children will find all the doors open; the peasants’, none any-
where’” (HruSevs’kyj 30). Even in the Duma a favorite tactic of the
extreme right was to make a Ukrainian peasant deputy speak against
Ukrainian; it succeeded in that several times (e.g., the speech of M.’
Andrijcuk; Stenogr. 1910, 1279). The number of Ukrainian intelli-
gentsia was growing rapidly and there were some signs of militancy
(M. Jevsan, M. Sribljans’kyj, D. Doncov, et al., as well as some stu-
dents; see Lotoc’kyj 2, 125, 141, 296), but the number was still
cxtremely small. The nation continued to lack, with few exceptions,
upper classes, large cities, and industrial regions; linguistically it
remained, at least on the surface, Russian. To gain fully all national
functions, as Czech had for the Czechs, Ukrainian had to achieve
much more. The status of the Ukrainian language was clearly rising,
but the movement had only just begun.

An unexpected ‘‘help’” to the cause of the Ukrainian language
came from the imperial prime minister, P. Stolypin, the most aggres-
sive implementor of Russian conservative nationalism. While such
languages as Georgian, Armenian, Tatar, and Lettish were granted
some very limited rights, Ukrainian (and Belorussian) were denied
any whatsoever, because whereas the former were the languages of
“*other groups’’ incorporated into Russia (inorodcy), Ukrainian and
Belorussian were officially regarded as branches of the Russian
language. The term inorodcy clearly bore derogatory connotations.
Despite that, the Ukrainian intelligentsia sought to obtain at least
some of the rights associated with that status. On 20 January 1910,
Stolypin issued an order prohibiting all ‘‘inorodCeskie’ societies,
including, it said, Ukrainian and Jewish ones. A sort of lapsus calami,
the wording of the order gave Ukrainians legal grounds for claiming
such status, although Russian conservative groups continued to insist
on the theory of the tripartite Russian nation (e.g., Count V. Bobrin-
skij, in Nacionalisty 141).23

"V Sce also Stenogr. 1913, p. 1074, and the support for the inorodcy policy towards
Ukrainians by the left, p. 1333. Another disadvantage of not being classified as
morodey pertained to the empire’s customs policy. By agreement with Austria
£ 19006), books imported from Austria to Russia in languages other than Russian were
duty frees books in Russian were subject to rather high duty. As established by a
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The nascent upward movement of the Ukrainian language was
interrupted by the outbreak of war with Germany and Austro-
Hungary. War was declared on 18 July 1914 (o.s.), and the Ukraine
west of the Dnieper was placed under military government as the Kiev
military district. Just two days later, on July 20, Rada, the only
Ukrainian daily, was closed down by the authorities and already pub-
lished issues of Svitlo and Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk were
confiscated, although none of the publications spoke against the
government or the war. On 9 January 1915, all Ukrainian periodicals
(as well as Jewish ones) were suspended (Petljura 2, 312), except for
Ridnyj kraj, which switched to the Russian alphabet (DoroSenko 1,
11). Ukrainians and Jews were clearly considered inimical elements
by the imperial military govermment. The ukase of 1876, never for-
mally repealed, seemed to be in effect once again. The Ukrainian
Scholarly Society in Kiev, though not formally suspended, became
inactive (DoroSenko 1969, 36). For a short time, the new orders were
not applicable in the Odessa military district, but soon they went into
effect there, too. The monthly Osnova, a replacement for
Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk, founded in Odessa, was suspended with
the publication of its third issue (DoroSenko 1969, 77). Promin’, a
weekly which Vynny¢enko managed to begin publishing in Moscow
in November 1916, was shut down a month later. A circular order by
the minister of interior, A. Protopopov, issued 11 December 1916,
summarized and reconfirmed all these measures.

The annihilation of everything Ukrainian, including the public use
of the language, was a policy that the Russian army soon also imposed
in Galicia and Bukovina. Soon after war broke out, on 22 August
1914, Lviv was occupied, and Bukovina and Galicia as far as
PeremySl’ came under Russian military and civil rule. All krainian
institutions and periodicals, except the Moscophile ones were closed,
and the leading Ukrainian intellectuals, including Metropolitan Andre;j
§eptyc’kyj, were deported. The dream of the Russian rightists who
sought the eradication of Ukrainian culture and literary language, with
their strongholds in Lviv and Cernivci—a sentiment expressed quite
overtly as early as 19121913 by many speakers in the Duma (e.g.,
Gr. Laskarev—Stenogr. 1913, 1084 ff.) and promulgated by such

special letter of the Ministry of Finances of 9 July 1907, Ukrainian books printed in
Galicia and Bukovina were (o be treated as Russian (Lotoce’kyj 2, 244),
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societies as the Galicko-Russkoe obs¢estvo, Russkoe sobranie, Klub
obs¢estvennyx dejatelej, and Slavjanskoe blagotvoritel’noe obsCestvo
(Lotoc’kyj 2, 463ff.)—seemed about to be fulfilled. P. Struve wel-
comed the new situation, which promised the stifling of Ukrainian
aspirations and the smothering of the Ukrainian language (Petljura 2,
297). A systematic Russification of the newly occupied territories
began. Courses on the Russian language for Galician and Bukovinian
lcachers were established in nearly every city of the two regions, as
well as in Kiev and in St. Petersburg (DoroSenko 1, 5). Symbolically,
Nicholas II visited Lviv and granted an audience to one of Galicia’s
Moscophile leaders, V. Dudykevy¢ (Dorosenko 1, 6). No major acts
of resistance to the regime east and west of the Zbru¢ occurred until
late 1915, when an illegal periodical, Borot’ba, began to appear
(DoroSenko 1, 14, 18). The occupation of Galicia and Bukovina was
interrupted in May 1915, but in the early autumn of that year Russia
again occupied the eastern part of Galicia and, in June 1916, all of
Bukovina. The second Russian regime, headed by Governor F.
‘I'repov and regulated by the ‘‘Provisional Rules’’ of General M. Alek-
scev, introduced a different policy. Ukrainian elementary schools, the
Ukrainian himnaziji in Ternopil’ and in Cemnivci, and the Ukrainian
tcacher’s seminary in Ternopil” were spared. Textbooks in Ukrainian,
including §erstjuk’s grammar, were brought from the Russian
Ukraine—where they were not allowed (Dorosenko 1969, 67 f., 72).
The turnabouts in the war resulted in, among other things, a high
number of prisoners held in Austria and Germany, among them many
Ukrainians. At the intercession of the Vienna-based Union for Libera-
tion of the Ukraine, in December 1914, Ukrainian prisoners began to
be placed into special camps. Up to 80,000 Ukrainians passed
through these camps, which became centers of Ukrainian education.
‘I'here young Ukrainian men educated in Russian schools had an
opportunity to read Ukrainian books and newspapers (some published
especially for them, e.g., Rozvaha in Freistadt, Rozsvit in Rastatt, gljax
in Salzwedel), to listen to courses conducted in Ukrainian and, above
all, 1o learn to read and write in Ukrainian. Galicians and Bukovini-
ans led these educational and cultural activities; outstanding among
them was V. Simovy¢. It was for this audience that Simovy¢ pub-
lished popular pamphlets like Jak staty po-ukrajins’komu hramotnym
(Salzwedel, 1919), as well as the more sophisticated Praktycna
hramatvka wkrajing’koji - movy (Rastatt, 1918), which became the
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nucleus of his later, more extensive Hramatyka ukrajins’koji movy
(Leipzig, s.a. 1921). Simovy¢’s enlarged grammar became the most
influential Ukrainian grammar of its time. It played a part in the stan-
dardization of the literary language. Though based on the traditions of
S. Smal’-Stoc’kyj, Simovy¢’s grammar bore witness to his contacts
with Ukrainians from Russia and struck a kind of compromise
between the two traditions. It is exactly in this respect that its impact
on the norms of the literary language was significant and mostly posi-
tive. Hence, the episode of the prisoner-of-war camps left a certain
imprint on the internal development of the Ukrainian literary
language.

It is more difficult to assess the impact of Galicia and Bukovina on
the Ukrainians who were part of the Russian army occupying these
regions. Cykalenko tells of an encounter with one soldier who
switched from Russian to Ukrainian in everyday speech after his con-
tact with the Galician population (II, 9b). We do not know how typi-
cal that case was. éykalenko also mentions that after the occupation
of Galicia and Bukovina the sale of Ukrainian books in the Russian
Ukraine ‘‘rose to unheard-of levels.”’

Another circumstance of war that had a certain bearing on the
Ukrainian language was the formation by Austria of the Regiment of
Ukrainian riflemen, or Si¢ovi stril’ci, in August 1914. Linguistically,
this resulted in the revival of Ukrainian military terminology and
phraseology after a century and a half of dormancy.

The years of World War I brought no other gains to the Ukrainian
language. On the other hand, the new persecutions of the Ukrainian
language were too shortlived to effect the gains of the preceding
decade. As already noted, the prewar gains consisted mainly of
some—small as they were—successes in the use of the Ukrainian
language in public life and of relatively widespread propaganda for
the Ukrainian language among the Ukrainian and a certain segment of
the Russian intelligentsia.

The events of the first sixteen years of the twentieth century should
have had, and did have, an impact on the standardization of the
Ukrainian literary language and on its very structure. The role of the
intelligentsia as the consumer and shaper of the literary language was
to be accepted; the orientation on the peasant language was realized to
be too narrow and the ties of the literary language to its underlying
dialect(s) was to be reassessed and rclaxed. Finally, the interrelation
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of the Central Ukrainian variant of the standard language and its
‘‘Austrian-Ukrainian,”’ that 1is, Galician-Bukovinian variant, as
represented by the Lviv koine, was to be resolved especially after the
‘‘barbwired’’ boundary between the Russian and the Austrian Ukraine
was if not smashed, then positively neutralized. This brought to the
fore the problem of a common Ukrainian standard language in all
Ukrainian territories. All these problems would be settled through
discussion and, since there were no central authoritative institutions
that could have settled them in an oral exchange, language discussion
became the prerogative of the press and other publications.

After 1905 these problems had become practical and persistent
ones. The nascent Ukrainian periodical press in the Russian Ukraine
had to solve them not only theoretically, but in everyday usage. How
does one say this and how does one write that?—such questions
plagued every journalist every time he put pen to paper. His reader
reacted to every innovation, accepting some and protesting against
others. Hence language discussion concerned not merely the linguist,
but every educated Ukrainian. It was due to practical applications that
the degree to which Galician elements should be accepted became
central to the discussion. Ukrainian journalistic experience and a
Ukrainian journalistic language had, after all, existed only in the Aus-
trtan Ukraine, as Modest Levyc’kyj, for one, recognized: ‘‘When,
starting in 1906, the possibility of publishing newspapers in the Rus-
sian Ukraine emerged, it became necessary to transfer from Galicia
almost all the lexical material that had accumulated there during those
thirty years [from the time of the ukase of 1876]"" (Levyc’kyj 1918,
8). The recalcitrant Necuj-Levyc’kyj seconded this opinion, in a dif-
lcrent tone: ‘‘Publications of the Zapysky of the Kiev Scholarly
Society, of Selo, of Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk, of Zasiv are some-
times like Galician language schools established in the Russian
Ukraine to teach Galician book language, style, and spelling”” (1912,
15).

Galician elements in the journalistic language also constituted a
political problem. They made the Ukrainian press difficult to under-
stand for the reader unaccustomed to Galician publications. It is not
by chance, then, that these problems were discussed even at the gath-
crings of political parties. For instance, in the fall of 1905 the conven-
tion of the Ukrainian Democratic Party devoted much attention to a
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discussion of Ukrainian spelling and made some compromise deci-
sions (Cykalenko 412).

The acceptance of Galician elements was facilitated by a ‘‘new
view’’ according to which the literary language was not to be adapted
entirely to the peasants’ language. In fact, its Galician components
made the literary language more acceptable to the new intelligentsia
because it was no longer ethnographically conditioned. This fact was
also properly noted by contemporaries. Necuj-Levyc’kyj wrote:
““‘Our young writers lost contact with the people’s language. Living in
big cities, they became urban, armchair men’’ (1907, 45). The vil-
lainous young writers had to admit that this was indeed so, as M.
Kocjubyns’kyj did: ‘‘The older writers, our teachers, had a better ear
for the living language of the people (this cannot be denied), had a
better eye for it than the young ones who have no contacts with the
countryside or with the people: instead of the living language they
take as their model the book language, often maimed and contam-
inated.”” Yet Kocjubyns’kyj continued: *‘I have hope that like new
wine our literary language will after a certain time get rid of the froth
and will become pure and strong. Such a transitional period is charac-
teristic of many young literatures’’ (Kocjubyns’kyj 322).

The needs of current journalism and the new orientation of the
literary language made absorption of new elements, including Gali-
cian ones, obligatory. Inveterate opponents of the innovations, such
as Necuj-Levyc’kyj, were becoming exceptional. In fact, some turn-
coats came out of that camp. For instance, B. Hrin¢enko, who in 1891
had initiated a campaign against Galicianisms (see chap. 2, above)
now, in the pamphlet TjaZkym $ljaxom (1907), admitted that ‘‘a
literary language arises from all its dialects,”” which for the Ukrainian
literary language opened the gates to Galician elements:, ‘‘The
[Ukrainian] language will become the best and the most understand-
able when at its foundation there lies the people’s language of the
Central (naddniprjans’koji) Ukraine with expedient (potribnymy)
supplements from the people’s language of Bukovina and Galicia™
(42, 88). In accordance with this turnaround in his views, Hrin¢enko
included in his dictionary many words from Galician sources. What
remained unchanged was the rejection, now as before, of what
Hrincenko  considered illegitimate  borrowings from  other
languages—Polish, Russian, or German (49).
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How deeply Galician elements penetrated the literary language is
evident in their occurrence even in some official Ukrainian-language
publications issued by the Russian administration, in the translation of
the manifesto of 17 October 1905 initiated by the conservative Oktja-
brist M. Rodzjanko (Cykalenko II, 153c), and in the pamphlet of the
Ministry of Finance, Zabezpecennja prybutkiv i kapitaliv derZavnymy
os¢adnycymy kasamy (Insurance of profits and stocks in the State Sav-
ing Banks; 1910)—which angered conservative. Russian elements
(Seegolev 304).

Protests were heard not only from Russians. The new journalistic
language was, at the beginning, truly difficult for the average reader.
éykalenko (467) saw this as one reason for the financial failure of the
first daily in the Russian Ukraine, Hromads’ka dumka (1906): ‘‘The
public, both educated and uneducated, is not accustomed to the
Ukrainian newspaper language. . . . This is evident from letters sent to
us [publishers] as well as from conversations with our readers. They
are not accustomed to abstract notions unknown to other people. The
language of our newspaper is alien to them, and even those who are
sincerely in favor of developing our periodical press are indignant
about that language.”’

Not surprisingly, the old opponent of linguistic innovations,
Necuj-Levyc’kyj, became the mouthpiece for such protest and disaf-
lection. In 1907 he published ‘‘S’oho€asna ¢asopysna mova na Ukra-
jini,”” and in 1912, Kryve dzerkalo ukrajins’koji movy (the latter is in
many details a reiteration of the former). Irritated and irate, NeCuj-
Levyc’kyj, then a septuagenerian (he was born in 1838) and out of
touch with the times, could not understand what caused the changes
that were affecting the language. He saw them as a conspiracy
wrought either by the Galicians or by M. HruSevs’kyj, who edited
Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk, Selo, and other periodical publications.
To Necuj-Levyc’kyj the language of Lviv was anti-popular and
outright bad. Necuj-Levyc’kyj does not explain where, specifically,
its failure lies, but from comments like the ones following it can be
assumed that its main problem was an overabundance of foreign com-
ponents: ‘‘Everywhere in Europe as the foundation and the basis
(grunt [ osnova) of literary languages central dialects (movy) were
taken whose lorms and vocabulary cover the widest area, and not sub-
dialects (pidmovy) and strange jargons (hovirky), sometimes mixed
aong the borders with [those of| adjacent nations™ (1912, 82).
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Necuj-Levyc’kyj was willing to accept eight words from Galician
literature—perevazno, zdijsnyty, vraZinnja, perevazuvaty, zmist, vplyv,
peresvidCytys’, nemozlyvyj (1912, 44)—and ‘‘perhaps a few more,”’
but only a few more.?*

Responses to Necuj-Levyc’kyj’s two attacks came from many
fronts. SteSenko, for instance, found reasons for the influx of new
words and constructions: ‘‘Time was passing, and Galicia exerted its
influence upon the Ukraine. The younger [generation] had made Gali-
cian novelties in the language their own, for there were no others. . . .
The older patriots, who like Ne€uj now blame the language of our
press, did not create a higher language for the Ukraine; yet the press
and the institutions had to have something. ... It is not Hrusevs’kyj
who takes us to that language, but he and others are prompted by the
force of spirit, that primordial force in the face of which the lamenta-
tions of nearsighted people who want to hold our nation within the
boundaries of domestic use, to the language of the peasant woman
Palazka, do not matter’’ (SteSenko 315).%

M. Zugenko argued mainly from the vantage point of a little-
educated speaker for whom Galician influences made Modemn
Ukrainian sometimes hard to understand, a rather obsolete view for
1912, rooted in an identification of the Ukrainian language with
peasant speech. Yet Zu¢enko understood that the Galician layer in the
Ukrainian standard language could not be eliminated. His final con-
clusion, somewhat contradicting the point of departure of his discus-
sion, was that for the time being Galicianisms were to be accepted, but
that they should slowly and gradually be replaced. (One can ask, why
replace them once they have been accepted?)

Modest Levyc’kyj reacted to both of Ne€uj-Levyc’kyj’s pronounce-
ments: to that of 1907 he replied in an article of 1909, and to the one
of 1912, in a pamphlet of 1913. Levyc’kyj advised the educated to
work for the organic unification of Central Ukrainian and Galician
components, lest ‘‘God forbid, we fall into that sad situation that after

21 The Galician source of some of these words is dubious.
25 Palazka, a character in one of Netuj-Levyc’kyj’s works, is a rather primitive and

narrow-minded villager who speaks in a colorful, traditional vernacular,
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some time there will be two Ukrainian literary languages’ (1913,
11).26

A debate over language was to be expected because of the changes
that standard Ukrainian was undergoing. Theoretically the discussion
was not very engrossing, for the arguments of both Necuj-Levyc’kyj
and of his opponents often were too impressionistic or entirely subjec-
tive and lacking any understanding of language nature and history.
The debate was important, however, because it showed that the inno-
vations in the standard language, including the introduction of some
Galicianisms, had no convincing adversaries. Inadvertently, the
acceptance of the innovations was reaffirmed. In fact, the argumenta-
tion against them could have proceeded only from ignorance or from
an overtly Russian orientation, or from both. Hrincenko quoted a
reader whose argument exemplified the situation: ‘‘Put aside all things
Galician. Although Galicia is our sister, who is closer [to us] of
course than Muscovy, she lives pretty far from us and, to boot, she
loafed among various Slavic nations and because of that introduced
into her literature a lot of words which to our people seem at the
beginning difficult to understand and more foreign than the ‘Muscov-
ite’ ones because with the latter we had to get accustomed to willy-
nilly”’ (68). In the same vein was the complaint of a reader of
Hromads’ka dumka, who asked for the meaning of the words urjad
‘government’ and rux ‘movement’ (among others) and after having
received explanations advised that they be replaced by pravytel’stvo
and dvyZenye, respectively—that is, by the Russian equivalents
(Cykalenko 467).

The discussions of 1907 -1909 and 1912- 1913 did not change the
course of Ukrainian language development. Writers and journalists of
the middle and younger generations generally accepted many innova-
tions whose function was to urbanize the standard language and to
broaden its dialectal base from Central Ukrainian to Central and West

26 More detail is given in Shevelov 1966, 83-90. The following two items also
belonged to that language discussion: *‘Kil’ka jazykovyx uvah’’ (editorial), Dilo, 27
August 1913 (unavailable to me); and Les’ Martovy¢, “‘PryCynky do statti i kil’ka
Jazykovyx uvah,”” Dilo, 2 September 1913. F. Kor§ discussed very much the same
problems, albeit his polemics were directed against Russian rather than Ukrainian
writers. A bibliography of the polemics on language appears in Tymosenko 2, 231ff.,
and, more completely, in Lotoe’kyj 2, 33411,
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Ukrainian. In a more general formulation these ideas were expressed,
in 1911, by V. Hnatjuk: ‘“‘Every peasant thoroughly knows his
language (of course, practically), but only as his dialect. Every dialect
can serve as the foundation for creating a literary language, but it can-
not be one alone because it is too poor to supply all the notions neces-
sary for a cultured nation. Those notions are taken from other
dialects, from other languages living and dead, and especially they are
created independently of other dialects and languages while using the
general foundations of the language.””?’ Similar ideas were expressed
about culture in general (with language a component): ‘If a nation
produces forces which can develop a higher national culture, it would
be futile and even harmful for the development of the masses of peo-
ple to direct these forces in the channel of ‘popularization.” And the
more conscious element of the masses of people understands perfectly
well the enormous value of the higher national culture, for the
achievements of which they already raise their requests and demands’’
(Petljura 2, 235 [1912]). A kind of linguistic commentary to these
ideas was supplied by Necuj-Levyc’kyj. He described his meeting
with a journalist who happened to be Symon Petljura thus: ‘I often
meet students and they speak the Ukrainian vemacular; only one stu-
dent, S. Petljura, spoke with me so that I asked him if he was not
from Galicia” (1912, 12).

Yet Petljura was not alone. Simovy¢ reminisces that Lesja Ukra-
jinka was very accepting of Galician influences in the language, and
that she reproached only M. HruSevs'kyj’s language because ‘‘he
made his language exceedingly Galicianized” (1938, 50). The
language of her works contains a great many Galician and ‘‘extradi-
alectal’’ elements.?® Similar was the stand of M. Kocjubyns’kyj. He
grew up in Podolia, where the dialect was transitional from Central
Ukrainian to some Galician usages. Kocjubyns’kyj did not, however,
write in dialect. Except in his earliest, immature works, he worked on
his language systematically, striving to write in a superdialectal

27 Quoted from TymoSenko 2, 213. In a similar vein, F. Kor§ said about the
discrepancies between Galician and other elements in the standard Ukrainian
language: *“*Such a lack ol harmony (rasnogolosica) is unavoidable at the beginning
ol the formation of any literary language™ (**Nacionalisticeskaja nauka,”” Ukrain-
shaja St 1913, no. 778, p. 321D,

MR Some of her Galicianisms are collected and analyzed in Shevelov, 1966, 9317
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standard language that had absorbed various dialectal elements to
become pliable, rich, and contemporary. While introducing a number
of less familiar words into his work,?® he did not lose sight of the cri-
teria of understandability and an all-Ukrainian character for the result-
ing literary language. Hence his objections against works written in
Galician dialects, such as those by S. Kovaliv, about which he wrote
in November 1899: ‘‘The language of those short stories strikes one
with its exceedingly local character, and even I, who considers the
language of Galicia his own, occasionally cannot understand what Mr.
Kovaliv is writing”” (Kocjubyns’kyj 238); he also objected to
superfluous regional terms. Thus in publishing the work of the Buko-
vinian writer Ol’ha Kobyljans’ka, Kocjubyns’kyj pleaded for her per-
mission to replace some local words with those used in the standard
language (25 October 1902; Kocjubyns’kyj 273). Particularly wel-
come to Kocjubyns’kyj were Galician words which conveyed notions
of urban life. The Russian Ukraine had not developed a native urban
vocabulary, so Kocjubyns’kyj enriched the language of his writings,
and by the same token potentially the literary Ukrainian language,
with a substantial number of interdialectal borrowings. They did not
make his language Galician, but did render it consistently synthetic.
As an exacting author and staunch Ukrainian citizen, Kocjubyns’kyj
deemed it his duty to build a modern standard language on a polydi-
alectal foundation.

To one degree or another this same characterization applies to the
writings of many other authors of the time, such as M. Voronyj, H.
Xotkevy¢€, and M. Cemjavs’kyj. Due to the contemporary develop-
ments in literature and in journalism, it was Kiev rather than Lviv that
became the main center for the expansion and incorporation of Gali-
cian elements. Those elements became an inalienable component of
the standard language, modern in terms not only of time, but also of
structure, in a systematic departure from the ethnographic tradition
that had shaped the language in the nineteenth century, particularly
during populism.

The ‘‘renovated’’ standard language that was typical of intelli-
gentsia activists in 1900-1913 also came into vogue among some
members of the bourgeoisie, which was beginning to take form in

YA selection with a commentary is piven in Shevelov, 1966, 10311
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those years. An accurate although very ironic portrait of one such
man and his language was given by V. Vynnyenko in his novel
BoZky (Idols):

At that time a man came in, Skalozub. He was a slender, well-
proportioned young man blamelessly dressed in the European manner,
in a black tie, gloves, in patent-leather shoes with the uppers in yellow
chamois. ... He behaved with an emphasized, refined official polite-
ness. He spoke like a Galician although he had visited Galicia not
more than twice and for a short time. He liked to use expressions little
known in the [Russian] Ukraine and admired himself because of that
somewhat. Skalozub dressed in the European way and spoke with an
excess of Galicianisms not so much because he personally loved that
manner, but mainly for the idea’s sake, out of principle. Usually peo-
ple deem Ukrainians a peasant, coarse nation. A Ukrainian, in other
words that means a muzhik. For this reason Skalozub seemed to have
taken it as an obligation to prove, by his own example, that Ukrainians
were not muzhiks alone, that some of them dress in the European
fashion, have good manners, and speak Ukrainian, but not the muzhik
Ukrainian. Since he was a rich man, owner of many thousands of des-
Jatynas of land, of factories and mines, he bore the banner of his being
Ukrainian in a confident hand. Previously he belonged to a certain
current within the Ukrainian community whose task was to oppose
Russification. ... The Ukraine for Ukrainians, down with Russians,
Poles, and Jews! That was their program (Tvory, 244ff.).

As the result of all these combined processes, by 1914 the
Ukrainian language could no longer claim that its raison d’étre was
understandability to the peasant. Whether contemporaries were aware
of it or not, the Ukrainian language’s main function became to
preserve the national cultural tradition as deposited in works of litera-
ture, and to be a political banner for a nation in the making, or, one
should say, in the process of reviving on new, modem foundations.
As Franko put it in 1907: ‘‘the literary language becomes, in fact, the
representative of national unity, a common link for all its own
dialects, which combines them into an organic unity’’ (Franko 338).3°

Y The argument that the elevated Ukrainian language was incomprehensible to the
uneducated passed, in fact, to the adversaries of a Ukrainian literary language (see,
e, the speech of K. Rudid in the State Duma of 12 December 1914—Stenogr. 1914,
778). ‘They forgot that the elevated Russian Laingoage was equally or even more
incomprehensible o the Russian peasiant of thiat time,



CHAPTER THREE

The Years of the Struggle
for Independence (1917 —1920)

The so-called February revolution that broke out in St. Peters-
burg (actually, on 12 March 1917) was an event essentially grounded
in Russian social and political conflicts. Yet the deposing of the tsar
and the virtual end of the monarchy could not but deeply affect the
Russian Ukraine. The immediate effect was the revival of an active
political life on an unprecedented scale, which opened new prospects
for the public use of the Ukrainian language. This development was
reflected in the rapid formation of a Ukrainian government and the
revival or formation of diverse Ukrainian political parties. Very soon
the activized use of the Ukrainian language encompassed a very high
number of functions in other areas, among them military, juridical,
financial, educational, and scientific, which until then were off limits
for the Ukrainian language in the Russian Ukraine.

The government took the first step in Kiev in March 1917. The
Society of Ukrainian Progressives (TUP, in existence since 1908), the
only organized Ukrainian political group to keep functioning, illegally
or semilegally, after the outbreak of war in 1914, founded the
Ukrainian Central Rada (Council). The Central Rada was conceived
as a single-party (i.e., TUP) institution, but from the outset it was rein-
forced by persons who appeared to represent all the Ukraine but actu-
ally represented only Kiev. The Central Rada was drastically enlarged
and supplemented at the All-Ukrainian National Congress held 17-21
March 1917, the delegates to which represented the many Ukrainian
organizations and institutions that had sprung into being by that
time—political, professional, cooperative—as well as the various

social classes of the Ukraine, except large landlords and industrialists.
By that time the Presidium of the Central Rada alone counted ten
members (Visti = (7.C.R. |, p. 1). The two All-Ukrainian Military

Congresses (held 18 May and 18 23 June 1917) pledged their support
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to the Central Rada and sent their delegates to replenish it. Without
being the govemment of the country in the strict sense, the Ukrainian
Central Rada negotiated with the Russian Provisional Government on
the problem of the autonomy of the Ukraine. Soon after the demand
for autonomy was rejected, on June 18, the first nucleus of a Ukrainian
government was established—the General Secretariat. It provided for
“‘secretaries’’ (actually ministers) of the interior, of finances, of
nationality affairs, of military affairs, of agrarian affairs, of justice, of
cducation, and of food supplies, among others, but not of foreign
affairs or of communications, because these were left to the Russian
government. By July 20, after its recognition as the representative
organ of the Ukraine, the Central Rada, together with its General
Sccretariat, until then exclusively Ukrainian, was replenished by
representatives of the national minorities—Russians, Jews, and Poles.
On 12 November 1917, the General Secretariat was extended to
include secretaries of labor, of trade and industry, and of communica-
tions. On November 20, the Ukrainian National Republic, in federa-
tion with other republics arising from the ruins of the Russian Empire,
was proclaimed. Popular support for this act was evidenced by the
landslide victory of Ukrainian political parties in the elections to the
All-Russian Constituent Assembly in November 1917. Then, on 22
January 1918, these federative links were broken, and the independent
Ukrainian National Republic was proclaimed. With the proclamation
the secretaries of the General Secretariat became ministers. On April
29, the Constitution of the Ukrainian National Republic was approved
and Myxajlo HruSevs’kyj was elected president. The constitution was
written in Ukrainian, but it said nothing about the rights of the
Ukrainian language or any other language.

The political developments of the first year after the revolution,
outlined very briefly here, did not have as strong an impact on the use,
status, and internal development of the Ukrainian language as, theoret-
ically, they might have had. One factor was the brevity of time that
clapsed: crucial political and even social upheavals can occur within a
ycar, but their impact on language is not reflected immediately. More
important factors were the actual situation in the country and the char-
acter of the activity of the Central Rada. Of primary concern to the
Rada were programmatic debate and the proclamation of overriding
government principles. Much less was done about the exccution of
approved programs. In fact, the executive branch of the Rada and of
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its government was underdeveloped, if existent at all. For some time,
the provincial commissars were appointed by the Russian Provisional
Government and were beyond the control of the Rada. When
Ukrainian provincial commissars were finally appointed, their ties
with Kiev were loose (DoroSenko 1969, 180). All the big cities and
even most towns were governed by municipal organs that were alien
or hostile to the Rada. The free and truly democratic elections of
municipal governments that took place in the summer of 1917 did not
change the situation. The results of elections in twenty randomly
selected localities show that Ukrainian parties received a majority in
only five (Jelysavet, Romen, Loxvycja, Myrhorod, Konotop); only in
five others did they garner more than one-third of the elected deputies
(Kharkiv, Poltava, Cernihiv, Cerkasy, Proskuriv). In Kiev Ukrainian
parties received 20 percent of the vote, in Katerynosiav 10 percent,
and in Odessa 4 percent (DoroSenko 1, 144).

The social base behind the Rada was the peasantry and the soldiers,
that is, its support came primarily from the countryside. The cities
were yet to be won, and time would run short for that. The conserva-
tive element in the cities was reinforced, especially after the Bolshevik
coup of 7 November 1917, by the flight of many members of the
upper classes from Russia; on the whole they favored the restoration
of the integrity of the Russian Empire, and stood against Ukrainian
autonomy or independence. On the other hand, the urban lower
classes were organized into the soviets of workers and soldiers, which
grew stronger as they succumbed more and more to Bolshevik agita-
tion and propaganda. Although theoretically these soviets accepted
the theme of national liberation, essentially they put all their emphasis
on socioeconomic demands and tended to use the Russian language,
thus contributing to its spread.

In Kiev itself, three political forces—the Ukrainian parties, the con-
servative Russians, and the basically Russian Bolsheviks—competed
for power. On 11 November 1917, the conservative Russians staged
an uprising. They were defeated and the Central Rada managed to
survive, but only at the price of a temporary alliance with the Bolshe-
viks. In many other cities and towns the authority of the Ukrainian
lorces was even weaker. In addition, the Rada’s contacts with the pro-
vinces were sporadic and uncertain. As a matter of fact, the very
boundarics ol the country were not stabilized. In the original negotia-
tions and agreement with the Russian Provisional Government, five
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provinces were said to be under the jurisdiction of the Central
Rada—those of Kiev, Poltava, Cemihiv, Volhynia, and Podolia. It
was in November 1917, that the Rada also claimed the provinces of
Kherson, Kharkiv, Katerynoslav (to which most of the Donec’ basin
belonged), Tavria, without the Crimea, and optionally (by plebiscite)
the Ukrainian-populated parts of Kursk, Voronez, and Xolm (the
Third Universal, reprinted, e.g., in DoroSenko 1, 179ff.). Even within
the original, narrower territories, the ties of the Rada were to a great
extent illusory, based on ideology and moral authority rather than on
the presence of any organized administrative machinery.

This political situation, coupled with the disorganization and tur-
moil prevailing throughout the country, explains why the large steps
in Ukrainian political, cultural, and linguistic development taken
under the Central Rada influenced Ukrainian society much less than
might be expected.

The general situation in the Ukraine was faithfully reflected by con-
ditions within the army. After the February Revolution there began in
the Russian army a movement to isolate Ukrainians into special units;
at first this was done against the general command of the Russian
army and later with their consent. It is believed that such Ukrainian
units grew to comprise sixteen divisions. The organization was done
on a voluntary basis, and the units lacked stability. Some of these
units were not let into the Ukraine, some underwent demoralization
and dispersed, some later joined the Bolsheviks. The Ukrainianized
units which were on Ukrainian territory were deliberately dispersed or
demobilized. The socialist-minded Central Rada and the General
Sccretariat were lukewarm to the idea of a Ukrainian army, and intro-
duced instead the so-called Free Cossacks, territorial units of men
recruited from their native villages, with larger units from each, dis-
irict. They were to be administered, symbolically, not by the military,
but by the Ministry of Interior. At their peak, the number of Free Cos-
sacks reached 60,000, but they were demobilized, at the demand of the
Germans, in the spring of 1918. A system resembling usual army
units was initiated among them at the end of 1917 to early 1918, when
war was already raging between the Ukrainian National Republic and
Bolshevik Russia, and Kiev was under attack. The Bolshevik leader
V. Antonov-Ovseenko estimated the number of defenders of Kiev as
up to 20,000, but actually the number was much smaller (DoroSenko
1. 279). Atany rale, on 16 January 1918 the Central Rada decided to
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abolish the regular army in favor of a ‘‘People’s Militia,”’ and only in
April 1918 did systematic work to create a Ukrainian army of eight
corps of infantry and four and one-half divisions of cavalry actually
begin. According to Vs. Petrov (EU 1, 1178), the Ukrainian army at
that time actually numbered about 15,000 soldiers. These were hardly
favorable conditions for the elaboration of a standard Ukrainian mili-
tary nomenclature and terminology. That process began only in the
early 1918.

Under the Central Rada the Orthodox church remained as before,
that is, it continued to be Russian. A council was founded in Kiev in
1917 to organize an autocephalous Ukrainian Orthodox church, but
the dominant Russian high clergy blocked the consecration of bishops
and the movement was hampered for several years, until late 1921.

The foundation for a Ukrainian monetary system came with the
decision of the Central Rada, on 6 January 1918, to issue Ukrainian
banknotes, which were to circulate alongside Russian money.

The coup d’état of 29 April 1918 abolished the Central Rada and
proclaimed a monarchy with Pavlo Skoropads’kyj as hetman. The
Ukrainian National Republic was replaced by an unspecified
““‘Ukrainian State.”” The next regime dismissed ‘‘politicians’’ and
instead sought out *‘experts.”” Very often these were Russians, espe-
cially members of the Kadet party, who opposed the independence or
autonomy of the Ukraine. Such experts even demanded that Russian,
alongside Ukrainian, be the official language of the country. If
Ukrainian was not able to replace Russian as the vehicle of communi-
cation at the time of the Central Rada, it certainly had no chance to do
so under the Hetmanate, although under the new regime Ukrainian
culture would develop, as we will see below. The territory of the
country was now precisely delimited and well guarded—by the Ger-
man army of ca. 800,000 men. But the Ukraine was again subject to
two competing authorities, one Ukrainian and the other German.

The Germans objected to the organization of a Ukrainian army. A
new division of serdjuky was organized, but most units underwent
disarmament and dissolution, so that in fact only a few units remained.
In July 1918, new plans for the army were made, but they were not to
be realized. In many of the existing military units the officers were
Russians, which certainly did not enhance the prestige of the
Ukrainian language. Hetman Skoropads’kyj’s military and adminis-
trative policies may have been designed 1o create gradually, through
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education, new Ukrainian cadres while benefiting from the expertise
of Russians. But this was a risky game, because the Russians, once in
positions of authority, could easily take the upper hand, and the time
was not suitable for slow developments. Thus, the Hetmanate period
was in fact a setback for the use and development of the Ukrainian
language.

On 14 December 1918, Hetman Skoropads’kyj’s regime fell, and
the Ukrainian National Republic, now headed by a five-member
Directory, was reinstated (December 19). The Directory had little
time for formulating domestic policy, however, because its attention
was absorbed in struggling against threats to the existence of the coun-
try. Intermal mutinies of an anarchic or communist character com-
manded large areas of the Katerynoslav, Kherson, Podolia, Kiev, and
Cernihiv provinces. Foreign challenges were the French-Greek land-
ing at Odessa, the attack of Denikin’s conservative Russian (White)
army from the southeast, and, especially, the offensive of the Russian
Bolsheviks which began on 17 November 1918, about a week after the
revolution in Germany. Kharkiv was lost on 3 January 1919, and
Kiev on 5 February 1919. The territory under the authority of the
Directory shrank virtually to Western Volhynia and Podolia, with a
provisional capital first in Rivne and then in Kamjanec’-Podil’s’kyj.
When, in the summer of 1919, the Bolsheviks were forced to retreat
by Denikin’s army and, on the other hand, the army of the Ukrainian
National Republic grew to 85,000 men, territory was reconquered as
far east as the outposts of Kiev (31 August 1919). Soon Denikin’s
army advanced westward to the Zbru¢, only to flee under the attacks
of the Bolsheviks and quit Ukrainian territory in December 1919. The
Ukraine was reconquered, now by the Bolsheviks from the northeast
and by the Poles from the west. The government of the Ukra'inian
National Republic had to abandon regular warfare and to switch to
partisan tactics (4 December 1919). In 1920, an alliance with Poland
and the Polish-Russian war brought Ukrainian armed units to Kiev
{May 7). but they remained for only a month. On 11 November 1920,
the last regular units of the army of the Ukrainian National Republic
crossed the Zbrué and were interned in Poland, which recognized the
Sovicet government as the government of the Ukraine. Thus, during
the time of the Directory, most of Ukrainian territory was in the hands
ol cither Denikin’s army, the Bolsheviks, or the Poles, or under the
control ol the Romanians (the Ukrainian parts of Bessarabia).
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Denikin’s policy was ruthlessly to suppress the Ukrainian language
and culture, and to thwart any political aspirations. Under the Poles
and the Bolsheviks (see chap. 5), circumstances were not favorable
either. In the regions under the Directory, conditions were so unstable
that no political undertakings, other than those diplomatic or military,
were possible. The Ukrainian language, of course, enjoyed all rights
under the Directory, but had little opportunity for their expression.

Thus, of the three periods in the struggle for Ukraine’s
independence—that of the Central Rada, of the Hetmanate, and of the
Directory—the relatively most quiet was the middle period. Linguis-
tically, however, the time of the Hetmanate was marred by strong
Russian influences on all levels of government. Nevertheless, the
advances in status made by the Ukrainian language in the critical
years 19171920 were substantial, and in many respects crucial, in
comparison with the preceding decades. After a lapse of nearly two
centuries, the Ukrainian language again became the language of state
legislation, of state administration, of public gatherings, and of the
army. There was, however, a discrepancy in language use between
various levels of administration. Whereas the countryside and the
central administration used Ukrainian to conduct business, the cities
very often stuck to Russian. Both city and town old-fashioned dumy
and the newly formed municipal soviets were strongholds of Russian.
The Ukrainian state’s time was too short and its stability too uncertain
to make the official use of Ukrainian self-understood and generally
accepted. Very often the official use of Ukrainian was more of a chal-
lenge than a ‘‘natural’’ routine.

Along with the spread of Ukrainian for public and official use,
another indisputable development was its functional diversification,
There are no direct data about its expansion in urban life, but the
indirect evidence, such as the conduct of education and the appearance
of Ukrainian publications, speaks eloquently, although there can be no
doubt that in large cities, especially those on the periphery of the
Ukrainian state which were only briefly and intermittently within its
boundaries (i.e., Kharkiv, Katerynosiav, Mykolajiv, and, especially,
Odessa and the Donec’ basin), Russian was unaffected as the vehicle
ol public communication. In terms of the language habits of various
social classes, the situation hardly changed. But with the rise of
Ukrainian political partics, Ukrainian became more an instrument of
discussion and polemics on political matiers than it had cever been
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before. If in early 1917 there was virtually only one Ukrainian politi-
cal movement that used Ukrainian (i.e., TUP), now all shades of polit-
ical thought, from the Ukrainian monarchists to liberals to socialists to
anarchists and communists, resorted to Ukrainian as a means of com-
munication. Characteristically, nearly every contemporary political
party in the Ukraine was split into two parts: e.g., the Ukrainian
Social-Democrats and the Russian Social-Democrats, the Ukrainian
Socialist-Revolutionaries and the Russian Socialist-Revolutionaries.
Among the mostly Russian anarchists and communists, there were
small groups and some individuals who defended the rights of, at
least, the Ukrainian language. Ukrainian probably also made some
gains in terms of professional diversification, but precise data on that
development are difficult to find.

More ample and more precise data are available about Ukrainian
schools, books, cultural institutions, and the periodical press. In edu-
cation, the problem of Ukrainian schooling was not an easy one to
resolve. There were no precedents, no textbooks, and no experienced
teachers of Ukrainian subjects; insufficient numbers of teachers were
able to teach in Ukrainian at all. In cities a widespread phenomenon
was the protests against education in Ukrainian raised by parents’
committees (no data are available about whether this took place in vil-
lages as well). The Russian Provisional Government granted approval
(in April 1917) for teaching in Ukrainian in elementary schools, with
Russian to be taught as a subject from the second grade, as well as for
courses on Ukrainian language, literature, history, and geography to
be taught at teachers’ seminaries, and chairs of Ukrainian language,
literature, history, and law to be established at the universities
(DoroSenko 1, 389). In July, two Ukrainian high schools (himnacziji)
were founded (ibid., 396). The relatively radical Second all-Ukrz{ainian
Congress of Teachers (meeting August 10— 13) demanded that teach-
ing be conducted in Ukrainian in the lowest elementary grades from
September 1, and that teachers of the higher grades and on the high-
school level be required to attend summer courses to obtain the neces-
sary qualifications for teaching in Ukrainian in the future (DoroSenko
[, 395). During 1917, 53 Ukrainian high schools were founded
(Dorodenko 1, 388; according to EU 1, 933, the number was as high as
8()), whereas the total number of himnacziji was about 800 (it was 828
by the end of 1918; Krylov, 35). In the existing Russian high schools,
courses in Ukrainian language, literature, history, and geography were
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introduced, but otherwise these remained Russian (autumn of 1917).
In the summer of 1917, up to 100 summer schools were conducted for
teachers (DoroSenko 1, 396). In Kiev, the Ukrainian People’s Univer-
sity (Ukrajins’kyj narodnij universytet) opened on October 9, fol-
lowed a month later, on November 7, by the Pedagogical Academy
(DoroSenko 1, 399ff.). The private Society for School Education,
founded in March 1917, was very active in promoting and organizing
education in Ukrainian. In adult education, a fairly wide network of
Prosvita Society chapters was developed, with libraries, public lecture
programs, etc.; their number, it is estimated, approached 5,000 (EU 2,
2370).

In sum, under the Central Rada the development of Ukrainian
schooling proceeded slowly and in moderation, with the goal of grad-
ual success over many years. Testimony to how cautious this policy
was is a speech delivered by I. SteSenko, Secretary General of Educa-
tion. On October 8, addressing in Ukrainian teachers of the Kiev
school district, SteSenko told them that he was doing so because
Ukrainian had become the official language of the country (DoroSenko
1, 397). One has to deduce that before October 8, the language actu-
ally used in Ukrainian school administration was Russian. The same
conclusion, but this time about provincial administration, can be
deduced from DoroSenko’s mention (1969, 174) that when he was the
provincial commissar of the Central Rada in Cemihiv and Cernihiv
province, the only local commissar who sent him telegrams in
Ukrainian was the one stationed in NiZen; apparently all other district
commissars communicated in Russian. Such leading military com-
manders as Generals 1. Omeljanovy¢-Pavlenko and O. Hrekov were
also known to be Russian speakers (ibid., 199).

No break in educational policy was evident with the change in
government to the Hetmanate. In accordance with the hetman’s
declaration, his prime minister, F. Lyzohub, stated that in the spirit of
1918, Ukrainian remained the official language of the country, but
Russian was permitted because many did not speak Ukrainian (state
officials were to acquire command of Ukrainian; Xrystjuk 3, 35ff.).!
The two main principles of the Hetmanate’s educational policy were
1o promote the Ukrainianization of the elementary school, and to

UIn practice, this requirement was rarely enforced (Xrystjuk 3, 75).
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foster the establishment of new high schools and universities with
Ukrainian as the language of instruction, while preserving the existing
Russian institutions. About 150 Ukrainian himnaziji were founded by
late 1918 (Dorosenko 2, 348), and, as already noted, summer schools
in Ukrainian subjects were conducted. On the college and university
level, the prerevolutionary Russian-language institutions were kept
intact, except for the addition of chairs in Ukrainian subjects, but
paralle] new institutions were opened, where Ukrainian was the
language of instruction: the (incomplete) Ukrainian university at
Kamjanec’-Podil’s’kyj, with ca. 1,000 students; the nucleus of a
university, i.e., a historical-philological faculty, at Poltava, with ca.
200 students; and the People’s University in Kiev, later reorganized as
the Ukrainian State University, with ca. 3,000 students (Dorosenko 2,
349, 356, 360). National institutions erhancing the prestige of the
Ukrainian language and culture were also founded: the Academy of
Sciences, the National Library, and some others joined the Pedagogi-
cal Academy, the Academy of Arts, and the National Theater estab-
lished earlier, under the Central Rada. A Ukrainian State Opera was
preparing to open (Dorosenko 2, 367). The number of Prosvita
branches at that time is given as 952 (Dorosenko 2, 344),

Under the Directory, military conditions and administrative insta-
bility precluded any major undertakings in education or culture. A
{ew feverish attempts at outward Ukrainianization—such as the order
to replace, within three days, all Russian shop signs with Ukrainian
ones (Dorosenko 1969, 400)—were of little consequence.

The situation of the Ukrainian press during this time was deter-
mined, on the one hand, by the political awakening of readers (and
journalists!), and on the other hand, by the unstable military, political,
and economic conditions, which resulted in such purely technical ob-
stacles as lack of paper, and sudden shortages of electricity. Statisti-
cally, Ukrainian publishing experienced an explosion. According to
7,yvolko (147), the number of Ukrainian periodicals rose to 106 in
1917,% and to 212 in 1918. In Kiev alone, as early as the spring of
1917, six dailies had begun publication. Chronologically the first was
Nova rada, successor to the prerevolutionary Rada (from 25 March
1917). Very soon it was joined by the Social-Democrats’ Robitnyca

) . v
- According 10 Dorofenko 1, 403, the number was 63,
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hazeta, by the Socialist-Revolutionaries’ Narodnja volja and Borot’ba
(begun as a weekly), and then somewhat later by Hromads'ke slovo
and Promin’. An important, distinctive feature was the territorial dis-
tribution of the press: periodicals appeared in all provincial centers
and in many smaller towns, including the Kuban’ area and the
Ukrainian parts of the Voronez and Kursk provinces. It is estimated
that by the end of 1917 about 30 Ukrainian or Ukrainian-Russian
dailies were published in towns, with a total of about 100,000 readers
(Ve€emyc’kyj 78). That number grew spectacularly in 1918. The
new periodicals were marked by political differentiation, representing
all the parties of the time, as well as by professional differentiation,
addressing teachers, students, women, children, historians, physicians,
military men, agriculturalists, nurses, and postal workers. There were
also periodicals in literature, bibliography, theater, art, cooperation,
religion. Three magazines of satire and humor appeared. A novelty
of the time were official bulletins initiated by the Kyjivs'ki
hubernijal’ni visti (bilingual, in Ukrainian and Russian) and Visti z
Ukrajins'koji central’noji rady and followed by publications of the
General Secretariat, headquarters of the army, and various ministries.
The publishers were political parties, cooperatives, government
offices, prosvity, zemstva (called now narodni upravy), professional
organizations, and, of course, private individuals. Even in the most
difficult circumstances, when the government was pushed as far west
as Kamjanec’-Podil’s’kyj, the extent and richness of the new
Ukrainian press remained striking.

Yet behind this impressive flourishing there were dark shadows.
Most publications were unstable or ephemeral; many were poorly
edited and in an uncertain language; the majority were geared to the
little-educated reader (among the exceptions were Nova rada edited
by A. Nikovs’kyj, Robitnyca hazeta headed by V. VynnyCenko, and
Nase mynule edited by P. Zajcev); little or nothing is known about the
circulation of most periodicals. What is certain is that they did not
match the long-standing Russian publications, such as Kievskaja mys!’
and JuzZnyj kraj, during the time of the Hetmanate these Russian publi-
cations were joined by such organs of the Russian monarchist emigra-
tion as Russkij golos in Kiev and Golos juga in Odessa.

The effect of the Ukrainian press on the prestige of the Ukrainian
tanguage and on its expansion in everyday use was, presumably, two-
fold. On the one hand, the Ukrainian periodicals spread knowledge
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about and use of the language. On the other hand, those that were
poorly edited could not but compromise the language. Occasionally,
the latter provided material for ‘‘Ukrainian jokes’’ directed against the
Ukrainian language.

The publication of Ukrainian books was numbered at 747 titles in
1917, 1,084 in 1918, and 665 in 1919, striking figures when compared
with the 242 titles published in 1911 (see chap. 3), although the items
published in 1917-1919 included many small pamphlets. The
number of publishers and publishing companies was estimated at 78
in 1917, and 104 in 1918 (EU 1, 975ff.), Among published books,
school textbooks held a position of special importance. In 1918, cir-
culation of elementary school textbooks, for example, reached
950,000 copies (Doro3enko 2, 369). For other types of publications,
some data on circulation can be found in Knyhar’ (1917, 3, 160): e.g.,
Jakoji my xodemo avtonomiji, by M. HruSevs’kyj, sold 80,000 copies
within about four months; his lljustrovana istorija Ukrajiny, sold
19,000 copies in about a month; Pro narodne samovrjaduvannja, by
V. Koroliv, sold 50,000 copies.

By no means all the books published were satisfactory technically
or linguistically. Yet books were in such demand that their publica-
tion became a profitable business. An editorial published in Knyhar’
(1917, 2) described the situation as follows: ‘‘Even in small towns
publishing enterprises arise, which are unacquainted with our good
traditions of 1905 and less so with the earlier ones, and which are
unaware of literary customs and publishing ethics. They publish
books of dull poetry priced a karbovanec’ for 24 pages of bungled
print. . ., in their endeavor to get into their greedy hands a fresh, even
if paperprinted, penny’’ (p. 50).

Quite extraordinary was the number of books devoted tg the
Ukrainian language. A tally made from the bibliography by
Cervins’ka and Dykyj shows that 59 titles published in 19171919
were designed as manuals for self-instruction in the Ukrainian
language, as compared with 11 such items published during the entire
preceding century. Some of the manuals appeared in Russian, includ-
ing Kratkoe rukovodstvo k izuCeniju ukrainskogo jazyka dlja znajuscix
russkij jazyk, by 1. Blazkevy&, 39 pp. (1918), and Dlja russkix na
Ukraine: Naibolee legkij i skoryj sposob prakticeskogo izucenija
wkrainskogo jazvka by 1. Krok (Kiev, 1918). The average size of these
publications was 50 to 60 pages; only 13 items exceeded 100 pages,
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and only the publications of I. Ohijenko (matched by the works of
Simovy¢ published abroad) had more than 200 pages. The majority
appeared in Kiev, Kharkiv, and Odessa, but some were published in
such places as éerkasy, Kozjatyn, Braciav, Romen, and Kherson. The
authors varied: some are renowned scholars, and others, unknown
persons. Among the former was the history of the Ukrainian language
written in Russian by an outstanding Russian scholar: S. Kul’bakin’s
Ukrainskij jazyk (Kharkiv, 1919). Previously, patriotic considerations
had prompted the preparation of manuals on the Ukrainian language;
now, profit undoubtedly joined such motives. High demand opened a
broad market for such books. This, in turn, bore indirect witness to
the spread of Ukrainian, if not for active, everyday use, then at least as
a potential medium of communication, and probably also to the
growth of its prestige.

Preparation of a dictionary requires more time than preparation of a
grammar. Nevertheless, the years 1917 to 1919 saw an impressive
upsurge in the publication of dictionaries. According to Cervins'ka
and Dykyj (434, 435, 440),3 three Ukrainian-Russian dictionaries were
published and, characteristically, fifteen Russian-Ukrainian ones (443,
444, 446, 448, 449, 452, 453, 454, 456, 459, 460, 466, 468, 469, 503),
testimony that Russian speakers were switching, at least passively, to
Ukrainian. A plethora of terminological dictionaries also appeared: 4
medical (473, 511, 578, 587); 4 in physics and chemistry (491, 527,
582, 599); 2 linguistic (502, 591); 3 in natural history and geography
(511, 547, 593); 1 military (515); 4 technological (594-97); 1
mathematical (602); and no less than 8 dealing with legal and admin-
istrative terminology, a reflection of the rise, for the first time in two
centuries, of a bureaucracy working in Ukrainian. It is highly typical
of the period that the publication of Russian-Ukrainian dictionaries,
followed by Ukrainian-Russian ones, was predominant, whereas no
dictionaries of other languages, nor of Ukrainian alone, were pub-
lished. The beginning of a switch from Russian to Ukrainian was
clearly taking place. This was true not only for speakers of Russian in
the countryside, but also for those who spoke Ukrainian daily but had
hecome used to turning to Russian to express ideas beyond everyday
conversation. The quality of the dictionaries published varied, but the

YIn this paragraph, numbers in parentheses refer to corresponding items in
Cervins'ka and Dyky).
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general level was rather low. As a rule, they were quick responses to
an urgent need, and their compilers often had no preparation in lexi-
cography.

The lack of trained lexicographers was not the only reason for the
shortcomings of most dictionaries published in 1917 to 1920, nor was
it the haste with which the dictionaries were compiled. Another and
no less important reason was the very situation in which the events of
1917 and the following years found the Ukrainian language. For
many decades, and even centuries, left outside so many avenues of
life, Ukrainian had very little time to make up for all its ensuing
deficiencies. It was in need of both standardization and of (to some
extent artificial) supplementation, a situation typical for all languages
in transition from having only colloquial and literary use to fulfilling
all the needs of a modern, national society. Vocabulary, phraseology,
and terminology had to be regulated, and, often, newly introduced, be
it from colloquial sources, from dialects, from historical sources, from
other languages, or by invention.

There was little language planning in the years of the struggle for
independence and, under the conditions of permanent turmoil, even
fewer means of enforcing what had been planned. Nonetheless, some
such steps were undertaken, for the first time in the history of
Ukrainian under Russia. A commission on the regulation of orthogra-
phy (pravopysna komisija} was appointed by the Ministry of Educa-
tion. It consisted of three linguists—I. Ohijenko, A. Kryms’kyj, and
Je. Tymcéenko; on 24 May 1918, the Ministry approved their submit-
ted Najholovnisi pravyla ukrajins’koho pravopysu. These regulations
were published in 1919 in Kiev (after an initial publication in Vil’na
tkrajins’ka skola, 1918—19, no. 10). Although they covered only a
few of the most disputed issues and comprised but eight pages, the
rules were nevertheless a first step toward centralized language plan-
ning.* Also some terminological dictionaries appeared, as recom-

* More precisely, the terminology should be Ukrainian-centered. In 1907, the Rus-
stan Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg made an attempt to regulate Ukrainian
orthography.  The immediate pretext was the [forthcoming publication of B.
Hrincenko's dictionary. Chaired by F. Fortunatov, an outstanding Russian linguist,

the Academy’s so-catled Litde-Russian Commission, at its session of 6 January 1907,
discussed o project by P Stebnye’kyj (4 minor Ukrainian writer) and approved its
proposils for Ukrainian orthopeaphy, subject, however, to further discassion. The

commission hasically aceepted the then predominant spelling. (neluding, the Tetter v
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mended by other ministries, e.g., the Ministry of Transportation pub-
lished a Terminolohicnyj zbirnyk (Kiev 1918). The degree to which
such publications were binding is difficult to ascertain; my guess
would be that it was rather low. The questions of how the terminol-
ogy was elaborated and regularized and what sources were used to fill
gaps was never systematically studied. Here, only a few observations
and tentative generalizations, based on limited data, can be made.

The prevailing trend seems to have been romantic, which had two
major manifestations: as historical romanticism, and as ethnographic
romanticism. Historical romanticism leaned on the resuscitation of
the terminology of the seventeenth-century Cossack state, and became
prominent in such areas as state structure and military organization.
In this tradition, the solemn announcements of the Central Rada were
called universaly, the parliament was to be called sojm, the state chan-
cellor heneral’nyj pysar, the term for ‘‘province,”’ gubernija, was to
be replaced by zemlja. Monetary units were karbovanec’, hryvnja,
and sah. In the army, the officer ranks were rojovyj, cotovyj,
buncuznyj, pivsotennyj, sotnyk, kurinnyj, polkovnyk, otaman (of bry-
gada, korpus, etc.). After the fall of the First Ukrainian National
Republic, the very title herman was based on these traditions. Some
concessions were then made to more modem terminology: a rada
ministriv. was appointed, zemli became again huberniji, the
heneral’nyj sud was replaced by the derZavnyj senat. But the guard of
the Hetman was called serdjuky, and the military ranks were hurtko-
vyj, rojovyj, cotovyj, buncuznyj, xorunzyj, znackovyj, sotnyk, bulavnyj
starsyna, osavul, polkovnyk, heneral’nyj xorunZyj, heneral’nyj
buncuznyj, and heneral’nyj oboznyj (Hnatevy€ 391, 428). The Second
Ukrainian National Republic continued to use many of the terms of its

for the sound g ), but with some alterations of a clearly Russianizing character, such as
the abolition of the apostrophe and its replacement by the ‘‘soft sign,’” and the aboli-
tion of the spellings jo and "o and their replacement by the letter é. Hrin¢enko
objected, referring to the impossible changes in alphabetical order that would ensue
for his dictionary, which was ready to be printed. Many other Ukrainians joined in
the protest and so did the press (Rada 33, dated 9 February 1907). Thus the recom-
mendations  of the Russian Academy were never, in practice, implemented.
Stebnyce’kyj’s paper and the decisions of the commission were published in /zvestija
Imperatorskoj akademii nank, ser. 6, 1907, no. 9, pp. 225-41. Dzendzelivs’kyj
(70 79) published the reactions of Hrincenko and P. Zytee'kyj (with censored omis-
SI008).
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republican predecessor, but the terms dyrektorija, trudovyj kongres,
and rada narodnyx ministriv were impossible in the seventeenth-
century Cossack state (whereas holovnyj otaman, the title of S.
Petljura, had its roots there).

Relying on the Cossack state for administrative, legal, and military
terminology also had a more recent tradition. It began, in fact, with
the Galician paramilitary organization, Ukrajins’ki sicovi stril’ci, of
1913 -1914, and its predecessors, the Sic' societies existing from 1900.
In these organizations the very name Si¢, sicovi refers to sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century traditions and had no reference to actual Gal-
ician life in the twentieth century. The tradition was brought to the
former Russian Ukraine in late 1917 by Je. Konovalec’ and his bri-
gade of Sicovi stril’ci. The underlying tendency in all these Cossack-
based terminological innovations and resuscitations was toward
nationalization of the entire nomenclature. The Turkic origin of a
great many of the terms was irrelevant.

The historical-romantic principle could be applied only very limit-
edly or not at all to other branches of terminology. There ethno-
graphic romanticism had a free field. Its leading idea was that the
bulk of new terminology should be based on dialectal data. For
notions unknown to villagers the collected data might have to be
semantically reinterpreted or new words might have to be created
from morphemes used in rural speech. This was more or less the posi-
tion of O. Janata when, in 1917, he suggested that a comprehensive
collection of terms known to the ‘‘people’’ (i.e., the peasantry) should
be undertaken and, on the basis of these data, all terminological issues
should be resolved.

Janata’s view was opposed by M. HruSevs’kyj in the same newspa-
per, Promin’, where the idea had originally been expressed., He
pointed to the urgency of creating Ukrainian terminology for child and
adult schooling. In HruSevs’kyj’s opinion, there was no time for
Janata’s terminological plan. Whatever terminology already existed
had to be used. Practically, this meant a combination of popular ter-
minology (as represented in various dictionaries, especially that of
Hrinc¢enko), of Galician terminology, and of elements borrowed from
the West European languages and Russian. Characteristically,
Hruevs’kyj did not reject Janata’s proposal on theoretical grounds.
e would perhaps have adhered to it, too, were it not for the practical
considerations ol time,
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On 11 April 1918, a Terminological Commission was appointed at
the Kiev Scholarly Society. As if following HruSevs’kyj’s advice, the
commission listed among its most important sources ‘‘materials of the
Lviv Scientific Society, Galician school textbooks, works by I
Verxrats’kyj and other Galician scholars’’ (Xolodnyj). The resulting
terminology was eclectic, but no one denied that an ethnographic
foundation was the most desirable and should be used whenever prac-
tically feasible.’

The application of the principles of historical and ethnographic
romanticism was not, of course, uniquely Ukrainian. It emerged in
nearly all standard languages at the time of their renascence and dur-
ing the broadening of their functions and their inventory. This was
true of Czech, Slovak, Serbian, Croatian, Lithuanian, Lettish, and
many others. What varied was usually simply the proportions of their
historical to ethnographic orientations.

The principles of ethnographic romanticism were broadly applied
in language planning later, at the time of Ukrainianization; specific
examples are given in the corresponding section below (see chap. 6).

The part played by Galicia in the years 1917 — 1920 was, in terms of
the development of the literary language, insignificant or none, except
for a more active dissemination of some older Galician features of the
language, due to more lively contacts between Galicians and the popu-
lation of the UNR/Hetmanate (such as through the so-called
Ukrajins'ka halyc’ka armija, that is, the Ukrainian Galician Army).
But in Galicia itself the development of the Ukrainian language was
for the most part hampered, due above all to the conditions of war pre-
vailing there. The independence of the West Ukrainian lands was pro-
claimed on 18 October 1918 and realized by armed coup d’état on 1
November 1918. But virtually immediately, a military conflict with
the Poles ensued. Lviv was lost in three weeks. The Ukrainian-Polish
war continued, absorbing all the energy of the populace and of the
government, until mid-July 1919, when the government of the West
Ukrainian National Republic had to leave the country, first for

5 The populist approach to language proved extremely tenacious in the Ukraine.
As late as 1917, V. Samijlenko, a popular poet, advised that the best criterion for the
evaluation of the language of a literary work would be ‘‘to listen to how a Central
Ukrainian peasant (prostoljudyn’) speaks,” even though he would admit words alien
o an “illiterate peasant®” (Samijlenko 367, 373).
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Kamjanec’-Podil’s’kyj and later (November 1919) for Western
Europe. During the eight months of its existence the West Ukrainian
National Republic proclaimed and used Ukrainian as the official
language, although it entitled the minorities to use their own
languages in contacts with the administration. This new status of the
Ukrainian language was deprived of major consequences, however,
because of its short-lived nature, as well as limited territory of appli-
cation and the continuous battle environment; also, in Galicia the
Ukrainian language had already been prepared to serve such functions.

In Bukovina the independent Ukrainian administration (in union
with Galicia) existed for but five days, from 6 to 11 November 1918,
when the country was occupied by the Romanian army. In Bessarabia
(Xotyn area), a strong anti-Romanian uprising rallied under Ukrainian
national slogans flared in January 1919, but it was soon crushed
(Dorosenko 1969, 420). In Transcarpathia several ‘‘people’s coun-
cils,”” and their congress at Xust (21 January 1919), voted for union
with the rest of the Western Ukraine, but that same month the land
came under the occupation of Czecho-Slovakia, Romania, and Hun-
gary. Of these occupants, the Central Ruthenian Council in UZhorod
opted for Czecho-Slovakia (5 May 1919), a choice confirmed by the
peace treaty of Saint-Germain (10 September 1919).

The irrelevance of the events of 1918 -1919 in Galician Bukovina,
and Transcarpathia for the development of the Ukrainian literary
language is indirectly reflected in the fact that no grammars or dic-
tionaries were published there during that time.®

Thus, in the years of the struggle for independence, it was the
development of the Ukrainian language in the former Russian Ukraine
lhat proved to be crucial for not only that part of the country, but for
the entire Ukraine. There actual independence lasted the longest, the
status of the Ukrainian language changed most radically, and the
dynamics of its expansion were the most striking.” None of the

% The books by the Galician V. Simovy¢ are not an exception: they were pub-
lished in Germany, and they were originally intended for prisoners of war from the
Russian Ukraine, not for the Galician population.

7 On 14 June 1917, Robitnyéa hazeta published, as follows, a speech by S. Petljura
at the Scecond All-Ukrainian Congress ol soldiers: “‘Soldier-citizens, members of
organizations, must always be on guard as to the achievements of the revolution and
miake themselves into (vvvovaty = sebe ) real sons ol their nation and speak exclusively
Ukrainian as well as write letters 1o their homes exclusively in their mother tonpue’™”
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language changes was completed at the time the independent Ukraine
fell. All were brought to a standstill by the Sovietization of the coun-
try accomplished primarily through the invasion of the Russian Red
Army. Nevertheless, they could not be immediately extinguished, and
to a great extent they determined the zig-zags in the ensuing Soviet
language policy within the Ukrainian S.S.R., as well as the vicissi-
tudes of the Ukrainian language in the parts of the Ukraine occupied
by Poland, Romania, and Czecho-Slovakia.

(Petljura 2, 372). It is immaterial whether the naive combination of guarding the
attainments of the revolution with speaking Ukrainian comes from Petljura or from
the newspaper reporter. What is important is that the call was typical of the early
months of the revolution.

To what extent was the attitude out-of-date by the end of the struggle for indepen-
dence? Of interest in this context is that the Constitution of the Ukrainian National
Republic adopted by the Central Rada on 29 April 1918, a day before Hetman
Skoropads’kyj’s coup (i.e., it was never enforced), did not claim that Ukrainian was
the state language, nor did it treat the language problem at all (reprinted in Xrystjuk 2,
175). The same was true of all four universaly of the Central Rada (reprinted in full in
Dorosenko 1, 89, 115, 179, 264). The spreading use—or at least knowledge—of
Ukrainian at the time of the Ukrainian National Republic and of the Hetmanate is an
indisputable fact. What the quality of that language was is another question. Very
often it was a peculiar mixture of Ukrainian and Russian, with many hybrids unique to
that particular time; some of those that cropped up in oral speech and in correspon-
dence are quoted in Solovej 112f. Newspapers of the time have not been studied from
that point of view; they would certainly supply a rich harvest of linguistic misnomers.

A characteristic example in print is the pamphlet of S. Mazlax and V. §axraj enti-
tled Do xvyli (Saratov, 1918). Ardent defenders of Ukrainian rights and talented jour-
nalists, the authors wrote in a language full of Russianisms and of pseudo-Ukrainian
words which are actually distorted Russian ones (e.g., naslidok ‘consequence’ with
the meaning ‘patrimony’ as influenced by Russian nasledstvo; osobystyj ‘personal’
with the meaning ‘particular’ under the influence of Russian osobennyj, etc—Mazlax
7).

It is obvious that while the spread of Ukrainian to all avenues of life enhanced its
prestige, the actual inadequacies of the language and its distortion by unprepared and
unqualificd users undermined that prestige. The latter was reflected in the appearance
ol some hostile and derisive “*Ukrainian jokes.”” Some of these are recorded in Solo-
vej 112,



CHAPTER FOUR

The Soviet Ukraine
Before Ukrainianization

Three stages in the Soviet-Russian occupation of the Ukraine are
dealt with here; the first occupation, lasting from January to
March/April 1918; the second occupation, lasting from January to
August 1919; and the third occupation, which began in December
1919 (in some parts of southem Ukraine, from February 1920), and
lasted until the initiation of the policy of Ukrainianization, which was
formally introduced by the Council of People’s Commissars on 23
July 1923 (in practice from April 1925). Thus, this chapter deals with
the years 1918~1924, excepting the brief periods when the Soviets
were forced out of the Ukraine. The three Soviet Russian occupations
of the Ukraine can be examined together because during all three the
policy toward the Ukrainian language and its status were basically
identical.

The prevailing Russian character of the occupational forces is
clearly evident in Lenin’s telegram to Stalin sent 22 February 1920, if
it needs any corroboration: ‘‘It is imperative without any delay to
engage interpreters in all headquarters and military organs of the mili-
tary forces in the Ukraine, and to oblige unconditionally all their
ofticers to accept applications and other documents in the Ukrainian
language. This is unreservedly necessary—all concessions should be
made in what concerns the language and in the maximum equality of
languages’’ (Lenin 51, 141f.). Ukrainian forces, of course, would not
have needed interpreters. Two other principles of Communist policy,
which would apply in the years to come, are implicitly formulated
here: (1) concessions should be made regarding language, but not
other matters; (2) not the domination of the Ukrainian language, but
rather its admittance alongside Russian should be fostered (in other
words, Russian was one of the two accepted languages ol the
Ukraine).
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All three Russian occupations were accompanied by severe mass
terror, often preventive, led by the military and by the All-Russian
Extraordinary Commission (Ce-Ka, 12 December 19176 February
1922). Numerous Ukrainian activists were killed in those years
(including H. Cuprynka, a popular poet), often even those who were
not engaged in any action against the Soviet regime (see, e.g.,
Majstrenko 41; Mazepa 1, 42; Vynny¢enko 2, 271 and 3, 311). How-
ever, specifically anti-Ukrainian actions as such more often than not
resulted from the personal, hostile attitude of one or another commis-
sar towards things Ukrainian rather than from actions by the Ce-Ka.
Acts of terror were directed against anyone suspected of opposing the
Soviet regime and against everyone who belonged to the previously
privileged classes. True, everywhere in the Ukraine power was not in
the hands of local soviets (contrary to the name of the system), which
did not exist in towns or villages and which were powerless in big
cities, but in the hands of appointed ad hoc revolutionary committees
and plenipotentiary commissars who could act arbitrarily. Zatons’kyj
wrote in 1918: ‘‘Every [party] organization, almost every party
member, resolved his own questions concerning tactics vis-a-vis the
Ukrainian national movement, which grew incessantly and was
becoming a more and more important factor of political strength in the
Ukraine’” (quoted from Levyns’kyj 13). M. Skrypnyk, in 1920, men-
tioned that the number of individual injunctions against the use of
Ukrainian known to him had reached two hundred (Skrypnyk 17).

No one punished such individuals for their irresponsibility, which
violated the general principles formulated (as late as 1919!) by Lenin.
As Zatons’kyj admitted in 1926, the Soviet Ukraine was built ‘‘in
spite of the suspicious attitude of the significant majority (one must
state the truth) of the working class and, at the beginning, even of part
of the peasantry’’ (Budivnyctvo 11). In addition, virtually all
Ukrainian institutions were dissolved and dispersed, including the
numerous Prosvita chapters (1922), private publishing houses, and
cooperative organizations. However, Nova rada continued to be pub-
lished during the first Soviet occupation of Kiev (the right-wing Rus-
sian Kievljanin and Kievskaja mysl’ were closed; Dorosenko 1969,
230). One interesting detail mentioned by D. DoroSenko is that the
letterheads of various soviets were printed in Ukrainian and in Rus-
stan, and the partics concerned in any case were given a choice
between the two (1929, 228). The Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
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was spared dissolution, but it was reduced to a starvation budget (990
rubles in 1921, at the beginning of the third Soviet occupation; Zvi-
domlennja 1921, 63) and its access to printing facilities was restricted.
Such a situation could not but create an atmosphere of fear, including
fear to use Ukrainian in public.

The legislation of the Soviet regime, beginning with the second
occupation (there was no time for legislation during the brief first
occupation) had a different spirit. It contained no prohibition aimed at
the Ukrainian language. The Constitution *‘of the Ukrainian Socialist
Soviet Republic,”” adopted by the All-Ukrainian Congress of Soviets
on 3 March 1919 and sanctioned by the Central Executive Committee
on 19 March 1919, said nothing about Ukrainian or any other
language. It only stated the inadmissibility of any national privileges
or of national suppression, while, on the other hand, proclaiming the
desire to dissolve the Ukraine itself ‘‘in one international Socialist
Soviet Republic as soon as conditions have developed for its rise”
(Politika 116, 113). This implied toleration of the Ukrainian
language, but nothing more. (The coat-of-arms adopted for the state,
for instance, had text in Russian and Ukrainian.)

At the end of the same year (December 21) the following general
appeal, signed by H. Petrovs’kyj, V. Zatons’kyj, and D. Manujil’s’kyj,
was published: *‘In the labor school of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, the Ukrainian language will become a powerful and active
means for liberation of the Ukrainian working people from [intellec-
tual] darkness and ignorance’’ (Politika 118). It implied recognition
of (elementary?) education in Ukrainian, but, of course, like every
popular appeal, this one had no binding force.

Beginning in the spring of 1919, several decrees favoring the use of
the Ukrainian language were issued. The most important of these
stipulated the following: the Ukrainian language, as well as the his-
tory and geography of the Ukraine, must be taught in schools (9
March 1919, Third Congress of Soviets); Ukrainian must be admitted
alongside Russian in all government institutions and offices (21
February 1920, All-Ukrainian Central Executive Committee, and 2
May 1920, Fourth Congress of Soviets); Ukrainian subjects must be
taught at teachers’ seminaries and courses (4 May 1920, People’s
Commissariat of Education: ‘‘not in the old, predominantly philologi-
cal direction, but so as (o become the source ol a living understanding
ol the cultural and socioccononnc [hul turno-pobutovoho | situation of
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the present-day Ukraine’’: Zbirnyk, 2—12 May 1920, no. 9, p. 220);
the Ukrainian language as a subject must be introduced in schools and
should be used in government institutions and offices (21 September
1920, Council of People’s Commissars [CPC]); teaching in Ukrainian
is recommended for schools, as is the use of Ukrainian in filmmaking;
courses in the Ukrainian language should be organized for government
officials (19 February 1921, CPC). On 3 March 1921 the Fifth
Congress of Soviets approved the work of the People’s Commissariat
of Education (PCE) ‘‘aimed at the elimination of national animosity
and at the development of the Ukrainian language as the language of
the majority of the toiling masses of the Ukraine.”” In 1922, the
preceding measures were codified in a single Kodeks zakoniv pro
narodnju osvitu v URSR, which stated (§ 25): “‘The Ukrainian
language as the language of the majority of the population of the
Ukraine, especially in villages, and Russian, as the language of the
majority in cities and as the All-Union language, have in the
Ukrainian S.S.R. national (obscegosudarstvennoe) significance and
must be taught in all educational (ucebno-vospitate!’nyx) institutions
of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic’’ (Durdenevskij 155). The
Criminal Procedures Code of 13 September 1922 spoke, in paragraph
22, of legal proceedings ‘‘in one of the two state languages, Ukrainian
or Russian’’ (Durdenevskij 78). On 27 July 1923, the CPC issued a
new decree, ‘‘On measures for the Ukrainianization of schools and
educational and cultural institutions’’; on 1 August 1923, the AUCEC
and CPC issued a joint resolution, ‘‘On measures of safeguarding the
equality of languages and on assistance to the development of the
Ukrainian language’’ (Sobranie uzakonenij 1919, 3, p. 347ff.; 1920, 4,
p- 5; 1920, 24, p. 713; Zbirnyk uzakonen’ 1920, 9, p. 220; 1923, 29, p.
896ff.; 1923, 29, p. 913ff.).

Party decisions about these matters were also not lacking, in either
Kharkiv or Moscow. They included the following: the resolution of
the Central Committee of the Russian Communist Party (RCP) and of
its Eighth Conference, ‘*‘On Soviet power in the Ukraine,”” dated 3
December 1919; the resolution of the Tenth Congress of the RCP,
“‘On current tasks of the party in national policy,”” dated 15 March
1921; the resolution of the First All-Ukrainian Conference of the
Communist Party of the Ukraine (CPU) on the national problem, of
2 4 May [921; the resolutions of the plenary session of the Central
Commitice of the CPU dated 6 February 1922 and 17 October 1922;
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of the Seventh All-Ukrainian Conference of the CPU, dated 9 April
1923; of the Twelfth Congress of the RCP, dated 25 April 1923, pre-
ceded by L. Trockij’s programmatic Zadaci 12 s"ezda RKP (b) (Mos-
cow, 1923), which emphasized the explosive power of nationalism
while admitting the failure of the Communist Party to unite nations by
stimulating the development of their cultures (quoted extensively in
Sadovs’kyj 45); the resolution of the plenary session of the Central
Committee of the CPU, dated 22 June 1923, on the Ukrainianization
of the internal party education and propaganda (Kul'turne budivnyctvo
229ff.). At that plenary session (as well as before it) the Ukrainian
party minority (headed by §ums’kyj‘?) strived to secure implementa-
tion of the policy of Ukrainianization in everyday life; in particular,
they proposed that Ukrainian, alongside Russian, be proclaimed the
official language of the Soviet Ukraine. The proposal won a majority
at the preliminary session, over the protest of H. Petrovs’kyj and M.
Frunze, but it was defeated at the full plenary session. The term
‘‘official language’’ was replaced by ‘‘two generally used languages’’
(Babij 283).

The very number of such decrees and resolutions, calling for nearly
identical measures, shows that the situation did not undergo any
essential changes and that the published laws and ordinances were not
consistently enforced. The resistance against or hostility toward
Ukrainian resulted from the recent wars with the Ukrainian govern-
ments, the attitude of Russians and Russianized groups in the popula-
tion, and, most important—in fact, decisive—the situation in the CPU
itself, which controlled the machinery of dictatorship. In its political
orientation, cultural ties, and even individual makeup, the CPU was
essentially a Russian party based in the Ukraine. According to official
statistics, even later, by 1923, only 23.3 percent of its party members
were Ukrainian (Borys 89); in 1918 the percentage was just 3.2
(Vsesojuznaja kommunisticeskaja partija [bol’Sevikov]. Social’nyj i
nacional’'nyj sostav VKP [b]. [Itogi vsesojuznoj partijnoj perepisi
1927 ¢. [Moscow, 1928], p. 158). As one of the party’s leaders, V.
Zatons’kyj, had bluntly stated a few years earlier, ‘‘here [in the
Ukraine] the Bolshevik Party, as well as the majority of the industrial
proletariat, consists chiefly of Russians (Great Russians), if not by
nationality, then by culture” (Kommunist 1918, 3-4; quoted from
Levyns'kyj 14). No wonder, then, that neither the leaders nor most
party members wanted Ukrainianization. Many went even farther. As
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Je. Bo§’ put it: ‘“The worker and the peasant of the Ukraine demand
and strive for the indivisible (edinaja) Soviet Russia’ (her
Nacional'noe pravitel’stvo i sovetskaja vlast’ na Ukraine [Moscow,
1918]; quoted from Levyns’kyj).!

The most outstanding personality in the Ukrainian and pro-
Ukrainian faction (or factions) in the party was Mykola Skrypnyk.
Consistently an advocate of Ukrainianization, he found himself in an
absolute minority, in fact, often in opposition to the majority. Charac-
teristically, he was not elected to the Central Committee of the CPU at
the First, the Second or the Third Party Congress, nor to the Polit-
bureau at the Fourth, the Fifth, or the Sixth congresses. Skrypnyk
became a full-fledged member of the Politbureau only at the Ninth
Congress, in December 1925, in spite of the fact that he was a leading
founder of the party. Another Ukrainian member of the CPU, Ju,
Lapcyns’kyj, actually formed an oppositional group (federalists),
whereas V. §axraj was on the road to that step in 1919-1920. V.
Zatons’kyj, on the contrary, was quite docile on the national question
(which did not preclude his execution later, in 1937).

The situation began to undergo slight change when the CPU
absorbed the left elements of the Ukrainian Social-Democrats (Je.
Neronovy¢’s group, ca. 40 persons) in 1918, the Ukrainian Socialist-
Revolutionaries, or so-called Borot’bisty (Borot’bists), in 1920 (possi-
bly up to 4,000 persons, of whom by 1923 only 119 are said to have
remained: Majstrenko 45, 67, 72ff.), and some members of the
Ukrainian Communist Party in 1925. Some legislative initiatives by
the Soviet Ukrainian government in 1920—1921 might have been
brought about by the former Borot’bists. From 1920 H. Hryn’ko, a
former Borot’bist, led the People’s Commissariat of Education; he
was removed, in 1923, for what was labeled *‘excessive [though actu-
ally very moderate] Ukrainianization.”” Hryn’ko was replaced by
Zatons’kyj, but in 1925, when vigorous Ukrainianization began, this

I The general situation is reflected in language selected for official government
publications. Begun entirely in Russian as Sobranie uzakonenij. . ., this series became
bilingual, with parallel Ukrainian and Russian texts, with no. 4 (21 -25 March 1920),

entitled Zbirnvk uzakonen’. . . but it relapsed into Russian with no. 22 (1 -10 August
1920), later 1o become bilingual again, and then, still later, exclusively Ukrainian. For
some peculiarities in the laws of 19191924, see chap. 7 (in part 2), where these

decrees are compared witly those of 1925,
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position was again entrusted to a former Borot’bist, O. §ums’kyj.

The zigzags in the language policy of the Soviet Ukrainian govemn-
ment, as well as the discrepancies between legislation and practice in
those years, were partially due to the hidden but abiding conflict
between the active Ukrainian minority and the pro-Russian majority in
the central organs of the party and the government. The official his-
torian of the CP(b)U, M. Popov (265), characterizes the years
1921 -1923 as a time of slowdown in the Ukrainianization that had
been pursued more vigorously in 1920. The slowdown may have been
connected with the appointment of Hryn’ko in 1920 and the subse-
quent hampering of his activity by Russophile elements. In November
of 1920, at the Fifth Conference of the CPU, the emissary of the Cen-
tral Committee of the RCP(b), G. Zinov’ev, downgraded the policy of
Ukrainianization as follows: ‘‘What is the essence of the national pol-
icy in the Ukraine?... We must act so that no one can say that we
want to be in the way of Ukrainian muzhiks who want to speak
Ukrainian. . . . In some years [to come] that language will win that has
more roots, that is more vital, more cultured. Thus, our policy con-
sists in showing, in deeds, not in words, sincerely and honestly, that
the Soviet power does not stand in his {the Ukrainian muzhik’s] way
ol speaking and of teaching his children in the language he prefers’’
(quoted from Popov 236). Here Zinov’ev reduced the Ukrainian
language to the idiom of villagers, and the party’s policy toward it to
not hindering the language in that capacity. A poignant fact is that no
one attending the conference objected to the statement (Popov 277).

X. Rakovs’kyj, chairman of the CPC of the Soviet Ukraine in
1919-1923 (he himself was Bulgarian) passed over the problem of
the Ukrainian language in silence in his declaration on the policy of
the Soviet government made in Kharkiv and in Kiev (January and
I‘cbruary 1919). Asked a question on the envisaged status of the
Ukrainian language, he responded: ‘‘In answering the demand to
declare |Ukrainian] the official language of the Ukraine, I do declare
in full responsibility . . . on behalf of the workers’ and peasants’ tem-
porary government of the Ukraine: this would be dangerous to the
Ukrainian revolution’’ (quoted after Popov 182).? Rakovs’kyj referred
to the great number of Russians in the Ukraine; the Russian-speaking

T A group of former Social-Democrats [independents] did demand that Ukrainian
he declared the official language (Borys 260).
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population in Kiev, Odessa, and the centers of the working class, as
well as to the alleged mutual understandability of Russian and
Ukrainian.

Rakovs’kyj defended his stand on the Ukrainian language also in
the article ‘A hopeless affair’’ (Izvestija, 3 January 1919), the title of
which, however, referred not to the promotion of the Ukrainian
language, but to the military campaign of the Directory. In the article
Rakovs’kyj wrote: *‘Of course we do not intend to deny either the
Ukrainian language or a certain [degree of] national consciousness [on
the part of Ukrainian peasants], but this is so far a potential force
whose development the Soviet form of power will not only not
impede but, on the contrary, will create conditions for a complete
flourishing’’ (excerpts from both the speech and the article can be
found in Xrystjuk 4, 173, and in Mazlax 196ff., but the selection is
somewhat biased). Hence, the principle underlying Rakovs’kyj’s
language policy was the legal equality of the Ukrainian and Russian
languages.

In the years to come Rakovs’kyj, without betraying his earlier
views, even made a kind of defense of the Ukrainian language. In a
speech at the Twelfth Congress of the RCP(b), in April 1923, he said:
““‘Sometimes | have heard comrades call the Ukrainian language an
invention of Galicians. Has not, after all, the great-power attitude of a
Russian man crept into this, [the attitude of a man] who has never
experienced national oppression but, quite the reverse, has oppressed
other nations throughout [several] centuries?”’ (Dvenadcatyj s"ezd
579). There is no real contradiction between Rakovs’kyj’s utterances
of 1919 and 1923. As in 1919 he did not deny the existence of the
Ukrainian language—writing in ‘‘A hopeless affair’’ that ‘‘Danger of
Russification under Soviet power is entirely unthinkable. Insofar as
the Ukrainian peasants and the Ukrainian workers need schooling and
the administration to be in Ukrainian, this will be secured by Soviet
power much better than it would be by Ukrainian intellectuals from
among the newly-made officials...who see in Ukrainian indepen-
dence. . .conditions for their own bureaucratic supremacy’’—so in
1923 Rakovs’kyj did not opt for proclaiming it the official language or
lor fostering it at the expense of Russian. Yet he clearly learned from
his experience with Ukrainian-Russian relationships in the CPU and
CPC.
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The Russian-Ukrainian friction within and without the CPU bearing
on the status of the Ukrainian language was reflected in the uncertain-
ties of the legal status of the Soviet Ukraine. At the time of the
Second Soviet occupation, it was legally an independent state (Borys
297). So the Ukraine was called by Lenin (‘‘The RCP[b] holds the
view of recognition of the independence of the Ukraine’’—Lenin 39,
334). His view was adopted in the resolution of the Central Commit-
tee, and it was restated in Lenin’s ‘‘Letter to Workers and Peasants of
the Ukraine on the Occasion of the Victory over Denikin’’: ‘“The
independence of the Ukraine has been recognized by both the All-
Russian Central Executive Committee of the RSFSR and the RCP”’
(Lenin 40, 42). The same view is reflected in the leaflet Trockij
addressed to Ukrainians at the time of the Soviet invasion
(Vynnycenko 3, 494; Mazepa 2, 168). On 12 December 1920, the
legally independent Soviet Ukrainian state entered a union with Soviet
Russia whereby it relinquished its sovereignty in the spheres of the
military, finances, labor, communication, and the economy, but
preserved separate citizenship and foreign diplomatic contacts (Borys
3011f.). At the same time (from December 1917), however, it was
accepted that all decrees issued by the CPC of Soviet Russia were also
valid in the Ukraine. On 2 May 1918 the Commissar of Nationality
AlTairs ordered in Moscow that an office for Ukrainian affairs be es-
tablished and headed by a certain Je. Petrenko (Politika 109). In mid-
1919 the All-Russian Executive Committee published a decree ‘‘on
the amalgamation (ob”edinenie) of the Soviet Republics—Russia,
Ukraine, Latvia, Lithuania, and Belorussia—for the struggle with
world imperialism’™ (Politika 11), leaving it unclear whether a politi-
cal union or a military alliance was meant. When the Russian army
occupied the Ukraine, as early as 16 December 1917; the
commander-in-chief of the Russian Soviet army, N. Krylenko, ordered
that the Ukrainianization of military units be stopped (Politika 108).
The ruling party was part of the Russian party, and the Russian
government dispatched many commissars who held all power in their
hands, according to some estimates up to 1,000 (Borys 255), and
according to others up to 3,000 (Majstrenko 61). The same applied to
the I<irst Sccretaries of the Central Committee of the CPU after G. Pja-
lakov, who were, in sequence, F. Sergeev (party name Artem), E.
Kviring, S. Kosior, V. Molotov, and D. Manujil’s’kyj, the sole
Ukrainian among them.
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The decrees issued and actions taken had created a complete legal
mess, as expressed by Zatons’kyj in March 1921: “‘I personally do
not know in what relation we are at present with the RSFSR, we who
live in the Ukraine. I personally cannot make it out. So what can be
said of the broad masses!’” (Desjatyj s"ezd 205). In May 1921, the
resolution of the First All-Ukrainian debate (narada) of the Central
Committee of the CPU came up with the statement: ‘‘In the history of
Soviet Ukrainian statehood there were moments [sic!] of complete
independence (nezaleznosty j samostijnosty) of the UKrSSR.. .,
moments of federative connection. .., of political independence on
the basis of military and economic amalgamation with the RSFSR. . . .
State relations between the two sister republics are still in the process
of being shaped and have not acquired certain stable forms’’ (Rezolju-
ciji 125). It should be added that at the time of federation, no formali-
ties about rights guaranteed to the participants were set down (as
correctly observed by Vynnylenko 3, 306). The confusion was
legally disentangled only in the period December 1922 to June 1923,
when the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was founded and its
constitution approved. The Ukraine became an integral part of the
union, losing the right to separate citizenship, the right to diplomatic
relations with other countries, and many other rights. Even then, as
late as April 1923, Rakovs’kyj stated: ‘‘There is no step a national
republic can take about which one can say from the outset that it was
entitled to take it’’ (Dvenadcatyj s"ezd 582). Under such legal condi-
tions it was, theoretically, equally possible to foster the Ukrainian
language and to suppress it.

The actual state of the Ukrainian language during the years
1918 -1924, under Soviet domination, shows some ups and downs
and an interplay of give and take. On the one hand, Ukrainian was
never outlawed by the central government; on the other hand, the
same government, and especially the party, found many of its man-
ifestations undesirable. It is impossible to evaluate statistically the
use of the language, orally and in writing, in the Soviet administration.
One must rely on the impressions and evaluations of contemporaries.
These are nearly unanimous, regardless of whether expressed by
adversaries or functionaries of the system. The three utterances
sclected for inclusion here are representative. Vynnylenko said (3,
309): ““In actwal lact, all clerical work is done in Russian, all the
oflicials (urjad'y speak in Russian, whereas the Ukrainian language is
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made fun of and is called the ‘dog’s language’’” (Vynnycenko is
referring to the situation in 1919). Hryn’ko said in 1923: *‘The state
machinery from top to bottom works in the Russian language, with
quite small exceptions in the staff of the People’s Commissariat of
Education in the provinces and some others. Our cooperative organi-
zation functions in Russian in at least 60 to 70 percent [of cases]”’
(Popov 270). No less a person than E. Kviring, First Secretary of the
Central Committee and for many years a staunch opponent of the
Ukrainianization, summed up the situation thus: *“We must say that
our government (viada) is still excessively (nadto ) non-national, still
strikingly non-Ukrainian, and that in this we certainly have not gone
too far’’ (Popov 272).

Newspapers published in the Ukrainian SSR were as follows,
according to KnyZkova palata

Year In Ukrainian In Russian
1918 60 227
1919 127 228
1920 87 266°
1921 45 95
1922 30 1024
1923 28 86
1924 36 95

Circulation (ryraZ’) in thousands of copies was as follows:

Year In Ukrainian In Russian

1918 not given not given

1919 not given not given

1920 35 147

1921 99 199 f
1922 83 353

1923 80 492

1924 176 752

(Presa 174).

Y Completely different data are given in EU 1.591: 73 and 151,
U Completely ditferent data are given in Zyvolko 158, with reference 1o Thnati-
jenko, 173 and 222,
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The ratio of Ukrainian to Russian newspapers was highest in 1919
(when newspapers published under non-Soviet regimes were probably
also included, although this is not stated explicitly). It is the only year
for which Ukrainian titles number more than one-half of the Russian
ones; in other years, they number roughly one-third, and in some
cases, especially in circulation, fall as low as one-fifth.? If one consid-
ers that Russian newspapers were regularly imported from Russia, for
which no statistical data are available, the low number of Ukrainian
newspapers becomes even more striking. It must also be mentioned
that some Ukrainian newspapers were published by the Borot’bists
and the UCP, who put out papers in Kharkiv, Katerynoslav, and
Kamjanec’-Podil’s’kyj, as well as in Kiev. (All ‘‘bourgeois’’ newspa-
pers were closed at the very beginning of the Soviet regime.) The
organ of the Communist government, the Russian-language /zvestija,
became the Ukrainian-language Visti from 1921, but the organ of the
Central Committee, Kommunist, remained Russian throughout the
period (it occasionally included articles in Ukrainian). Chronologi-
cally, the first periodical publication of the Communist party in the
Ukraine was the organ of the Kiev Provincial Party Committee,
Bil’Sovyk, published from March 1919. Several Ukrainian newspapers
for peasants started to appear in 1921, but most of them did not sur-
vive into 1923 (Popov 267).

The number of Ukrainian newspapers being published was low, but
if one recalls (following Majstrenko 36) that, in 1917, the CPU pub-
lished nothing in Ukrainian (the Vistnyk Ukrajins’koji narodnoji
respubliky, published in Kharkiv from 19 December 1917, had a
Ukrainian title, but nearly all the contents were in Russian: Zyvotko
159), clearly progress was being made. Communist periodicals in
Ukrainian and in Russian numbered as follows, according to Ihnati-
jenko (1926, 73):

3 For all periodicals, including newspapers, Thnatijenko 1926, 70, gives the follow-
ing table:

Year Total In the Russian In the Austrian Russian period-
UKrainian Ukraine Ukraine icals in the Ukraine

1917 172 106 21 751

1918 252 208 15 321

1919 213 173 49 222

1920 119 79 36 151

12 (B3] 17 S5 IRK

RN 16K 14 OX 287
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Year In Ukrainian In Russian
1917 — 4
1918 1 6
1919 21 30
1920 63 120
1921 75 (M) 169 (7)
1922 43 (N 146 (7)

According to data from Litopys ukrajins’koho druku (1924, 2), these
numbers would be 62 and 160, respectively, for 1923, The publica-
tion of Ukrainian newspapers in the Soviet Ukraine (although some
data are uncertain, as marked with question marks above) fairly ade-
quately reflects the official Soviet attitude toward the Ukrainian
language: limited toleration, but no promotion.

A similar situation obtained for journals. In the early years of the
Soviet regime, non-periodical almanacs prevailed: éervonyj vinok,
1919; Grono and Zsytky borot’by, 1920; Stabel’ and Vyr revoljuciji,
1921; Zovren', 1922; Sturm, 1923; Kvartaly, Pluh and Zovtnevyj zbir-
nyk, 1924 (compiled after Lejtes 1, xiii f.). Periodicals begun in
1919-1922 rarely survived into the following year, although not
necessarily due to political reasons; the exceptions, according to
Lejtes (1, xivff.) were only four: the literary .§Ua,\'y mystectva, the
pedagogical Sljax osvity, the youth-oriented Student revoljuciji, and
the professional journal Sil’s'kohospodars’kyj proletar. In 1923 some
more solid periodicals appeared: the literary-political monthly
¢ ervonyj Sljax, the illustrated biweeklies Hlobus and Nova hromada,
and the popular scientific biweekly Znannja. So, the number and the
circulation of journals published were extremely low, but no complete
halt in publication occurred, and, from 1921, some growth, albeit
slow, is evident. 0

The status of the Ukrainian language in the Soviet Ukraine in those
years is reflected in that compilers of almanacs and editors of journals
seemed to be embarrassed to be publishing in Ukrainian. They tried
(o justify themselves or to publish a combination of writings in several
languages: most consistently, M. Semenko in Semafor u majbutnje
published materials in Ukrainian, Russian, English, French, and Ger-
man (reprinted in Lejtes 2, 107ff.); also, Semenko, together with M.
Xvyl’ovyj and others, took part in joint Ukrainian-Russian enterprises
(Lejtes 2, 67). The almanac Zovien' was introduced in 1921 by a
declaration which, among other things, stated: “*We here in the
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Ukraine feel ourselves to be but a part of the universe-wide workers’
soul surpassing the frontiers of states and nations. We take the
Ukrainian language to be a certain rich material left to us as a patri-
mony by generations [who lived] thousands of years, our forefathers,
the Ukrainian peasantry’’ (signed by Xvyl’ovyj, V. Sosjura, M.
Johansen; reprinted in Lejtes 2, 66). The literary organization Hart
proclaimed: ‘‘The Union [of writers] wants to unite proletarian writ-
ers of the Ukraine who aspire to create the universal intermational
communist culture while using the Ukrainian language as the vehicle
of their work,”” and continued: ‘‘This is to emphasize the urgency
(udarnist’) of work in that language which is spoken by tens of
thousands of peasants who should be subordinated ideologically to the
influence of the proletariat’” (signed by V. Blakytnyj; reprinted in
Lejtes 2, 95). Finally, C’ervonyj Sljax was introduced by the state-
ment: ‘‘The Ukrainian language itself is a major factor in the process
of the creation of a new life, and it requires continual perfection and
broadening to meet the requirements posed by the cultural rise of the
toiling masses. Cervonyj §ljax must carefully approach this task and
mobilize literary and scholarly forces for the work of molding the
Ukrainian language into a powerful tool for the cultural development
of the toiling masses’’ (reprinted in Lejtes 2, 98). In such declara-
tions, a guilt for writing in Ukrainian seems to combine whimsically
with a peculiar stubbornness and pride in the undertaking.

For book publication, at least for belles lettres, a table showing the
number of titles in Ukrainian vs. Russian literature can be used. In
1918 to 1924, the publication of translations of literary works from
Ukrainian into Russian and (to a lesser extent) from Russian into
Ukrainian was atypical, so that the numbers below should correspond,
roughly, with titles published in each language (a correction should be
made for works translated from other languages):

Year Ukrainian Literature Russian Literature
1918 304 52

1919 149 98

1920 106 61

1921 62 72
1922 71 128
1923 48 73
1924 153 82

(Presa 94ft.).
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The low number of books in Russian literature published in
1918 -1919 is probably explained by the inclusion of non-Soviet pub-
lications. The general decline of 1921 to 1923 was caused by
cconomic ruin and by the liquidation of private publishing houses
(which would be reversed in part with the introduction of the ‘‘New
liconomic Policy,”” in 1921). The most striking feature is the overtak-
ing of first place by Russian book publications in 19211923, which
undoubtedly reflects the status of the Ukrainian language and culture
al the time and the insufficiency of government efforts to protect it.
Also, Soviet-Ukrainian publications, especially in 1920-1922,
included a large number of small pamphlets aimed against things
Ukrainian, such as the 1920 Pravda pro petljurivs’ki brexni, Pro
Petljuru, pans’ku Skuru, etc. (Siropolko 181).

The same conclusion can be drawn from the table below, which
gauges book production as a whole:

Year In Ukrainian In Russian Percent in
Ukrainian
1918 1,084 386 64 .4
1919 665 726 47.0
1920 457 369 53.1
1921 214 448 32.0
1922 385 927 29.3
1923/4 855 1,848 31.0
1924/5 1,813 2,535 40.2

(Siropolko, 184, who compiled his data from Knyhar 1923, 2;
Radjans’kyj knyhar 1932, 31; and Ju. MeZenko’s Ukrajins’ka knyzka
casiv velykoji revoljuciji [Kiev, 1928]).

In cducation, instruction in Ukrainian survived best in elementaty
schools through the time when official policy maintained the equality
of the Ukrainian and Russian languages. (Statistical data for every
ycar are not available to me.) According to Popov (266), in 1920
“‘many rural elementary schools switched to instruction in Ukrainian”’
{in fact, the schools were allowed to continue teaching in Ukrainian,
as they had belore the Sovietization). Siropolko (201) quotes from the
report of the People’s Commission of Education to the Sixth Congress
ol Soviets (December 19215 not available to me) that in 1921, 63 per-
cent ol schools were conducted in Ukrainian in the Ukraine as a
whole, 8O percent in the Podolia, Kiev, and Poltava regions, and ca.
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20 percent in the Kharkiv and Donec’ regions; in the large cities, how-
ever, the percentage was much lower—in Kiev, 25 percent, Katery-
noslav, 20 percent. By 1923, according to Zatons’kyj, 95 percent of
rural elementary schools in the Kiev and Poltava regions were
Ukrainian (quoted after Popov 268); but Popov also states (168) that
in the Donec’ region there were no Ukrainian schools at all (were they
liquidated in 19227). Rakovs’kyj, in 1923, stated that the number of
Ukrainian elementary schools corresponded to the percentage of
Ukrainians in the population, except for the Donec’ and Kharkiv pro-
vinces (Popov 270).

Urban schools at that time, however, were almost entirely Russian.
As late as June 1923, Skrypnyk reported that the Ukrainian language
was not taught even as a subject in those schools. He also stated that
“‘in the majority of higher schools instruction is conducted in Russian;
the percentage of elementary and high schools where instruction is
given in Russian is much higher than the percentage of Russians in the
population’” (Skrypnyk 37, 50). It may be assumed that factory voca-
tional schools (fabzavuc¢) were entirely Russian. This also was the
situation in the army and in military training, despite the demands of
Skrypnyk (1924, 39ff.); a striking exception was the founding of two
Ukrainian schools for army officers, one in Kharkiv (as early as 1920;
Majstrenko 224), and the other, much later, in Kiev (1927?; Popov
267).6

The language situation in education made the contrast between the
countryside and urban centers sharper than ever and further dimin-
ished the prestige of the Ukrainian language, suggesting that it was the
language of a lower, backward culture and that studying it had few
prospects. That attitude found expression in such pronouncements as
that by Dm. Lebed’, Second Secretary of the Central Committee of the
CPU from 1921 to 1923: ‘*We know theoretically that the conflict of
the two cultures [Ukrainian and Russian] is inevitable. In our case, in
the Ukraine, due to historical circumstances the urban culture is Rus-
sian, the culture of the countryside is Ukrainian’’; from this he drew
the conclusion that the Russian and not the Ukrainian language and
culture should be supported (Kommunist, 4 April 1923; quoted from
Popov 269). Lebed’s views met with criticism from members of the

O Cr. the list of military schools as of 1926 in Kievskij krasnoznamennyj: Istorija
krasnoznamennogo kievskogo voennogo okruga 19191972 (Moscow, 1974), p. 79.
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central organs of the party, yet they accurately reflected the split
between the cities and the countryside that had resulted from actual
policy.

The real situation of the Ukrainian language, and the real attitude
toward it, are best reflected in the data on the publication of Ukrainian
grammar textbooks. In 1920-1921 none was published; in 1922, I;
in 1923, 7; in 1924, 5; altogether 13 in five years, as compared with 59
published during the three years of the struggle for independence,
1917-1919 (figures are derived from the data of Cervins’ka and
Dykyj). Another telling fact is that of the 13 items, 8 were designed
for elementary schools and only 5 for higher schools or self-education.

Identical conclusions follow from an analysis of the publication of
dictionaries (again tallied from the bibliographical lists of Cervins’ka
and Dykyj). No dictionaries were published in 1920; 2 in 1921; 1 in
1922; 5 in 1923; and 7 in 1924; totaling 15 in five years, as compared
to 45 in 1917-1919. Of the fifteen dictionaries published, 2 were
general Ukrainian-Russian (439, 442),” 3 were general Russian-
Ukrainian (461, 462), and the remaining 10 were terminological: 2
medical (474, 578), 3 legal and administrative (478, 501, 561; in
1917-1919, 8 such dictionaries appeared); 1 chemical (532); I
mathematical (577); | technological (584; on the sugarbeet industry; it
was perhaps designed for rural readers); | anatomical (603); and 1
geological (601). )

Not much was done about the regulation of orthography. The brief
“‘rules’’ prepared at the time of the Hetmanate (1919) were revised
slightly by the Academy of Sciences® and sanctioned by Hryn’ko as
Commissar of Education. Numbering sixteen small pages, the booklet
was printed twice in 1921. An interesting detail is that the Academy
accepted the rules set forth in the 1921 edition at three sessions, on 17
May and 12 July 1919, and on 29 February 1920. Apparently there
was some discussion and probably some changes were suggested, but
nothing is known about them; we do know that the chairman of the

7 Numbers in parentheses refer to positions in Cervins'ka and Dykyj.

8 The Academy’s **Section on Orthography’” by 1920 had as its manager V.
Durdukovs’kyj, a specialist in pedagogy, and V. Tutkovs'kyj, the son of academician
Pavlo Tutkovs'kyj, a specialist in the natural sciences. The section was part of the
Commission on Spelling and Terminology headed by AL Kryms'kyj and (in 1918) by
A. Nikovs'kyj (Zvidomlennja za 1920, 82).
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commission was H. Holoskevy¢. The rules were published in 40,000
copies, which sold out that same year (Zvidomlennja za 1921, 19; Ohi-
jenko, 13; Bahmet 130). Incidentally, the initial printing of the 16-
page booklet took one year.

The orthographic rules of the Academy were not its only work
bearing on the standard of the Ukrainian language. Several of the dic-
tionaries summarily characterized above were prepared by the
Academy. In 1921 an Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific Language
was founded at the Academy; until 1925 it functioned under the gen-
eral guidance of A. Kryms’kyj. The Institute’s task was to prepare
terminological dictionaries, primarily Russian-Ukrainian ones. Dur-
ing 1923, two were published: P. Tutkovs’kyj’s dictionary of geologi-
cal terminology, and O. Kurylo’s dictionary of chemical terminology
(Gregorovich, pos. 3, 4; these will be discussed in the next chapter).

A commission on the compilation of the contemporary (Zyva)
Ukrainian language began to function, also under A. Kryms’kyj. Its
first achievement was the publication of the first volume of a
Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj slovnyk (A-2Z) (Kiev, 1924); prepared by V.
Hancov, H. Holoskevy¢, and M. Hrin¢enko under the general guid-
ance of Kryms’kyj (A. Nikovs’kyj and O. Synjavs’kyj had partici-
pated earlier, in 1919). The commission in charge of the compilation
of the dictionary also employed a staff of 6 full-time and 75 casual
workers. In 1921, these numbers were 10 and 19, respectively; in
1922 they dwindled to 4 and 5 respectively; and in 1923 they were 4
and 16 (Zvidomlennja za 1922, 8;. . .za 1923, 50). In the preface the
cditors state that their aim was to compile a dictionary of the
Ukrainian literary language as it had developed over the last decades
(i.e., since 1905), and especially during the last five years. Their list
ol sources, however, does not include a single writer of the Soviet
period or any Soviet periodical (the only newspaper listed is Nova
rada). In fact, the only Soviet source referred to is N. Buxarin’s
Azhuka kommunizma, in translation from the Russian; translations of
the Holy Scriptures are also cited broadly. It was only in 1924 that
some contemporary writers were included as sources of excerpts,
among them M. Xvyl’ovyj, H. Kosynka, M. Ryl’s’kyj, and P. TyCyna
(Zvidomlennja za 1924, 36).

What strikes the user of the dictionary is that in addition to literary
works (beginning with Kotljarevs’kyj), a large number of ethno-
graphic records from the Eastern and the Central Ukraine is included.
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Their appearance clearly continues the tradition of populist lexicogra-
phy, above all, of B. Hrinenko’s dictionary of 1909. The Academy
dictionary was thus a compromise between the populist approach,
oriented on the peasantry, and the more modern attitude, reflecting the
language of the intelligentsia and shaping it. The two trends may also
reflect the interests of the two editors-in-chief: the populist proclivi-
ties of Kryms’kyj are obvious in all his writings, and a different trend
might have been promoted by S. Jefremov (who did not participate
formally in the preparation of volume 1; to accelerate publication,
Kryms’kyj was in charge of volumes 1 and 2, whereas in April 1924
Jefremov became chief editor for volumes 3 and 4).

The first volume of ihe dictionary relied on a copious collection of
lexical and phraseological cards (ca. 400,000). It included numerous
synonyms and phrases and marked some words as characteristic of
certain styles, though rather infrequently. It was a new phenomenon
in Ukrainian lexicography, but its vacillations between standard and
dialectal, urban and rural (often folkloric), made it somewhat eclectic,
and the effort to represent the standard language often collided with a
desire to introduce the richest material available. As the editors them-
sclves put it, it was ‘‘sometimes not quite polished’’ and seemed more
like “‘materials for a dictionary’’ (p. ix). For instance, under the Rus-
sian videt’ one finds: badlyty, vbacaty, vydity, zrity. Vydity bears the
remark ‘‘western,”’ but nothing is said about whether the word is
dialectal or regional. Under the entry for Russian vautrennosti, one
finds alongside other words such expressions as skyndéji, bandury,
bél’baxy, without any note that they are slang terms. Among the
phrases given for the word voda, one finds the Russian voda
Zurc¢as¢aja translated as dzjurkoton’ka and the Russian bol’soe sko-
plenie vody as dunaj; these are examples of stylistically neutral Rus-
sian expressions being translated into strikingly folkloric Ukrainian
ones, in fact limited to folksongs, occasionally ad hoc formations con-
ditioned contextually (this is probably true of dzjurkoton’ka, which in
Hrin¢enko’s dictionary is cited from a poem by P. Kuli§ and in the
Academy dictionary appears without reference or stylistic
qualification). Such a general romantic-populist attitude, as well as a
sheer insulficiency of lexicographic training on the part of some com-
pilers, undoubtedly undermined the practical value and impact of the
dictionary. But the very appearance of an Academy dictionary must
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have enhanced the prestige of the Ukrainian language, as did its other
publications.

The Academy produced 12 pre-Soviet publications in 19181919,
followed, under the Soviets, by none in 1920, 3 in 1921, 2 in 1922, 22
in 1923, and then 19 in just the first months of 1924 (Zvidomlennja za
1923, 162ff.)—this despite the fact that the state subsidy to the
Academy was woefully inadequate (in 1924, 1,000 rubles per month
for all operational expenses: Zvidomlennja za 1924, 7); it was even
less in the preceding years, so that the paid staff of the Academy
dwindled from the originally planned 600 to 147 at the beginning of
1922 to 117 by the end of 1923: Zvidomlennja za 1924, 7). Financial
difficulties were the main cause of the delay in compiling and publish-
ing the second and third volumes of the Academy dictionary, which
did not appear until 1927.

In its publications the Academy appeared as an entirely Ukrainian
institution, although that was not actually the case. Zvidomlennja za
1920 stated that the historical and philological branch of the Academy
was filled with Ukrainian collaborators, whereas ‘‘in the branch of
mathematical sciences and natural history. . .representation of the
Ukrainian element was very limited, even too limited, and the abso-
lute majority of collaborators were purest Russians. In accordance
with this makeup. . . all conferences of the historical and philological
branch were conducted in Ukrainian, as were most [but not all—G.S]
conferences in the division of economic and social sciences, but in the
division of mathematics and natural history the conferences were held
exclusively in Russian’’ (p. 2). Zvidomlennja continues: ‘‘But, fol-
lowing the statute of the Academy of Sciences, all studies without
exception are published in Ukrainian. . .so that the outcome of all
research of the Academy in all its divisions is in Ukrainian’’ (ibid.).
One example (cited in Zvidomlennja za 1922, p. 46ff.) is the list of 52
papers read by members of the Association of Zoologists at the
Academy. Of the 52, only seven were delivered in Ukrainian, and the
remainder in Russian. In 1924, the leading economist at the
Academy, K. Voblyj, published 18 items, many in periodicals with
Ukrainian titles, yet all but one in Russian; his single Ukrainian article
appeared in an Academy publication (Zvidomlennja za 1924, 53).
Beginning with Zvidomlennja za 1925, all titles of papers read are
given in Ukrainian, so that it cannot be known how many were actu-
ally dehivered in Ukrainian.
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The rise of literary associations had some bearing on the state and
status of the Ukrainian language. Most leading writers of the pre-
Soviet period emigrated (Vynny¢enko, Oles’, Samijlenko, Cerka-
senko, Voronyj among them) or fell silent. But gradually new voices
that accepted the Soviet system let themselves be heard. Aside from
the several ephemeral Futurist groups and regroupings, two stabler
literary organizations emerged. First chronologically was Pluh (The
plow; 1922). In harmony with the actual policy of the Communist
party at the time, which accepted Ukrainian as the language of the
peasantry but made no serious attempts to propagate it in the urban
and industrial milieu, Pluh proclaimed that it would be an association
of ‘‘peasant writers,”” that the toiling part of the peasantry is ‘‘the
future proletariat,”” and that it aimed to recruit writers from among
‘‘the revolutionary, conscious peasantry’’ (Lejtes 2, 74).

Very soon, in 1923, a reaction came. Those who resented the re-
striction of the Ukrainian literature and language to the countryside
and wanted to see Ukrainian conquer the city and the class that was
officially the most advanced, the bearer of the future and the subject of
dictatorship in the present—i.e., the workers—proclaimed themselves
the mouthpiece of the proletariat. Led by the former Borot’bist V.
Blakytnyj, they founded the association of ‘‘proletarian writers’’
called Hart (Hardening [of steel]). In contrast to Pluh, which, essen-
tially, continued to espouse traditional populist topics, style, and
language, at least some members of Hart took up urban topics and
problems having a universal character, and afforded themselves fairly
bold experimentation (M. Xvyl’ovyj, P. Tyfyna, a.0.). Without
overtly breaking the party line, they broadened the use of the
Ukrainian language much more than officially advised, and, by the
same token, introduced substantial corrections into the party line,
while propagating communist ideology in general policy and in their
world view.

By the end of the Soviet pre-Ukrainianization period, in the press,
in periodicals, in publications, in scholarship, and in literature, a new,
Soviet-minded intelligentsia had begun to press against the locks
which were intended to confine the Ukrainian language to the country-
side. In a sense this was a resumption of the efforts made by M.
Kocjubyns’kyj and his colleagues at the tum of the century, following
the setback of the Soviet-Russian occupation, It augured the need for
at least some changes in party policy or, perhaps, politics. That would



The Soviet Ukraine Before Ukrainianization 107

happen in 1925. The attempt to suppress the Ukrainian language, dur-
ing the first and, in part, the second occupations, and then to confine it,
had failed. The vitality of the Ukrainian language had proved itself in
the probations of the years 1918 to 1924.

Looked at from another angle, in those years both the social and
internal deficiencies of the Ukrainian language had become clearly
apparent. Because it was deprived of state protection, these were open
to view. Socially, Ukrainian remained the language of the peasantry
and the intelligentsia, in most cases humanistic—that is, of teachers,
writers, artists. The language split within the Academy of Sciences
(humanities vs. sciences) mirrored the situation in the entire society.
The novelty was that new promoters of the Ukrainian language
merged within the upper strata of the governing party, both the old
Ukrainian Communists and the new recruits from among the
Borot’bists and the like. The promoters were in the minority, how-
ever, and the party remained an essentially Russian organization.
Among the industrial workers Russian continued to be the main
means of communication, and peasants joining the industrial cadres
(not many during that time) probably succumbed to Russification
rather than Ukrainianized the older strata of workers.

Internally, the language absorbed a great number of Sovietisms in
the areas of administration and ideology, which more often than not
were loan translations from Russian, although many were not slavish
translations (e.g., Russian kombed = komitet sel’skoj bednoty ‘commit-
tee of poor peasants’—Ukrainian komnezam = komitet nezamozZnyx
seljan; Russian dom krest'janina ‘peasant house’—Ukrainian
seljans’kyj budynok ~ sel’bud, etc.). The main avenue for the intro-
duction of such words were newspapers, followed by oral propaganda,
and stylistic editors were often their creators. Interestingly enough, in
areas where newspapers were not influential—i.e., outside administra-
tion and political agitation and propaganda—borrowings from Russian
were not typical of the standard language (they abounded in the sub-
standard language).

There was little regulation of the language by linguists, but what
there was relied on native resources rather than resorted to borrow-
ings. That policy characterized the linguists connected with the
Academy of Sciences and its Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific
Language. Dormant for several years, due to a lack of funds and,
henee, of collaborators (e.g., in 1922 it had one paid worker:
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Zvidomlennja za 1922, 9) the Institute was reactivated in 1924, when
H. Xolodnyj became the de facto director. In scientific and technolog-
ical terminology, in the broad sense, the main method was to collect
dialectal data and to promote ‘‘felicitous’’ words and expressions to
literary status, either as they were or by modifying their meanings to
fit the notion being rendered (e.g., prohonyd, originally
‘shutterbolt’—i.e., an object of rural use—obtained the ‘‘industrial”’
meaning of ‘bolt [in general, of any kind]’, as an equivalent of the
Russian bolr ; see Shevelov 1977, 255). If no material for such seman-
tic shifts was available, and no term for a given notion was present in
the language, the coining of a new word from existing, native com-
ponents was preferred to the adoption of a Russianism. It is no
surprise that in 1918 to 1924, most such words remained in the
cardfiles of the Institute.

The language gap between the countryside and the cities, which
neither time nor circumstances had allowed to be eliminated in the
preceding period, became deeper and more blatant during the first five
years of the Soviet regime. The situation cried out for change.



CHAPTER FIVE

The Years of Ukrainianization
(1925—-1932)

As a body of official documents, decrees, and resolutions, the
policy of Ukrainianization can be traced from the year 1923, or even
from 1920. But as a series of practical measures implemented con-
sistently and persistently, it hardly began earlier than 1925. As Popov
rightly reported: ‘‘The broad work of the party in the field of Ukraini-
anization unfolded. . . some time around the summer of 1925 (282).
In June of 1926, L. Kaganovi¢ justly spoke of the first anniversary of
Ukrainianization (Budivnyctvo 48). By that time, two prerequisites for
the policy had emerged in the Ukraine: a new, urban-based intelli-
gentsia who had broken with the countryside, not yet very numerous
but large enough to be taken into account; and a marked, though still
very limited, Ukrainian element within the party. Other factors favor-
ing the introduction of the new policy were the reconstruction, by
1925, of industry ruined during the years of civil war, and the procla-
mation of industrialization made at the Fourteenth Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in December 1925;
these would precipitate an influx of peasants to the industrial centers.
Whether the peasants would become Russianized or whether, on the
contrary, they would Ukrainianize the cities was now a development
indisputably on the horizon—and one fraught with consequences for
decades to come.

The impending development was important not only for the
Ukraine, but also for all other non-Russian parts of the USSR. There
were other—in fact, crucial—considerations of an all-Union character
at play that made the Central Committee of the CPSU cast the dice for
Ukrainianization and press for its speedy materialization. They
brought about the downfall, in December of 1925, of E. Kviring as the
First Secretary of the Central Commitice of the Communist Party of
the Ukraine (CPU), a Latvian who since 1918 had been actively
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against Ukrainianization and who in 1925 was at best lukewarm to it.
I.. Kaganovi¢ was appointed in his place and received the special task
ol actively promoting the new policy while making sure that it did not
¢xceed the limits acceptable to the party—i.e., that it did not overflow
into separatism in politics nor, in fact, in culture. Kaganovic¢ had been
tricd and tested on numerous occasions and in various places—
Saratov, Homel’, NiZnij Novgorod, VoroneZ, Turkestan; from 1922 he
had worked in Moscow. Probably the only First Secretary of the Cen-
tral Committee of the CPU who to that time had mastered Ukrainian
and occasionally used it in public, he was a ruthless party man and an
ace troubleshooter. Kaganovi¢ was appointed on 67 April 1925
(Visti, 8 April 1925, no. 79). Just two months later, on July 13, V.
Cubar, a Ukrainian, became chairman of the Council of People’s
Commissars (CPC), and Rakovs’kyj was sent to London as the Soviet
ambassador, even though by that time he seems not to have opposed
Ukrainianization. Rakovs’kyj’s signature had appeared on a decree of
¥ August 1923 that strongly favored an actual Ukrainianization (Zbir-
nyk uzakonen’ 1923, 29, p. 919; other signatories were Petrovs’kyj
and Bucenko).

The reasons for the new direction of the Central Committee of the
('PSU were the collapse of expectations for a proletarian revolution in
the industrialized countries and the stabilization of Europe. The party
(urned to the new policy of supporting colonial revolutions in the hope
that they would weaken the West and hasten its downfall. Although
he did not mention the first consideration, Stalin fairly frankly
expounded on the second at the Twelfth Congress of the CPSU, in
April 1923:

Once of two things: either we put in motion, revolutionize the deep rear
ol imperialism, the oriental colonial and semicolonial countries, and
thus accelerate the downfall of imperialism, or we miss [doing so] and
herewith strengthen imperialism and by the same token weaken the
power of our movement. . .. The entire Orient looks at our Union as at
an experimental field. If in the framework of that Union we solve
correctly the national problem in its practical application, [if] we here,
in the framework of that Union establish really fraternal relations
among, the nations, an actual cooperation. . . the entire Orient will see
that in our lederation it has the banner of liberation, has the advance
guard, in the wake of which it must go, and this will be the beginning
ol the collapse of world imperialism. (Dvenadceatyy s”ezd 480)
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As an additional consideration he pointed out that ‘‘formerly
oppressed nations occupy the areas most needed for economic
development and the places most important from the point of view of
military strategy’’ (481).

The national republics were to become showcases of these develop-
ments., Stalin did not conceal that even the small Asiatic Soviet
republics carried more weight than the Ukraine in this regard: “‘If we
commit a minor mistake in the Ukraine, this would not be so sensitive
a matter for the Orient. But a minor mistake in a small country, an
Adjaristan (population 120,000), would create a reaction in Turkey
and in the entire East’’ (659). Nonetheless, the Ukraine was to follow
the same path. There the general policy of korenizacija (going to
national roots) was to become Ukrainianization, even if in Stalin’s
thinking the process was superfluous.

Stalin’s utterances should be supplemented (and in part corrected)
by the materials of the Fifth Congress of the Communist International.
The congress held three special sessions devoted to the national ques-
tion, on 30 June and 1 July 1924, at which D. Manuil’skij was the
main speaker. The outcome was the adoption of a resolution that
focused not on the Orient, but on Central Europe and the Balkans.
After stating that ‘‘the national question after the World War has
acquired a new importance and, at this time, is one of the most essen-
tial political questions of Central Europe and the Balkans’’
(Cinquieme congres 427), the resolution devoted a separate section to
the Ukrainian question in Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, and Romania,
which began: ‘‘The Ukrainian question is one of the most important
national questions in Central Europe’” (430). One overall solution
should be sought for the Ukrainian lands occupied by the three states:
just as colonial movements in Asia and Africa were regarded as cru-
cial for the coveted collapse of the great Western states, so the
Ukrainian question would be the key to the dissolution of Poland,
Czecho-Slovakia, and Romania. The ultimate goal of the policy
adopted by the congress was the unification of all the West Ukrainian
lands with the Ukrainian SSR. Kaganovié, already in charge of the
Ukraine, expressed the new principle thus: ‘‘If for Oriental nations
the Uzbek, Turkmen and Kazakh republics can and must be the
model, for the Western nationalities the Ukraine must serve as an
example and a model of solving the problems of national liberation of
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oppressed masses by the proletariat’” (Budivnyctvo 41; also pp. 42,
50).

In 1925 these problems became more acute. On the one hand, in
the bitter struggle within the CPSU Stalin needed support from every
quarter, including the not very numerous national communists (he did
receive the support of Skrypnyk; e.g., Skrypnyk 114); it was not by
chance that Zinov’ev, his main opponent at the Fourteenth Party
Congress in December 1925, made overtures to these same ‘‘com-
rades’’ (Dvenadcatyj s"ezd 604). On the other hand, the international
situation, with the formation of S. Baldwin'’s conservative, anti-Soviet
government in England (1923) and the conclusion of the Treaty of
Locarno (1 December 1925), was perceived in the Soviet Union as the
beginning of an encirclement by enemies. Finally, events in Poland,
which in 1926 led to the coup of J. Pitsudski, could have had some
importance specifically for the Ukraine.

It was in the wake of these internal and, especially, external events
that the Ukrainian minority in the CPU found itself tolerated and even
encouraged in its long-dreamed-of policy of Ukrainianization. The
fact that this policy was most strongly motivated by circumstances
outside the Ukraine, that even internally motivation came more from
within the CPSU than from within the CPU, and that, in any case, it
did not arise as any popular movement, explains its strengths and
weaknesses as well as the relative ease with which it would later be
discontinued. The policy did not reflect a movement of Ukrainians
against Moscow, but, to a great extent, represented just another tum in
the policy of the Kremlin. As Petljura prophetically wrote in a letter
to M. Sumyc’kyj (3 November 1923): “‘In general the affair of
Ukrainianization makes the impression of a certain tactical move on
the part of Bolsheviks; if it does not yield the desired outcomes, it will
soon be abandoned’’ (2, 542).

In anticipation of the decisions of the Twelfth Congress of the
CPSU, the Seventh Conference of the CPU (4-10 April 1923) spoke
of **thc complete independence of the Soviet republics in their
national-cultural development and sufficient independent action in
cconomics™ (Rezoljuciji 221). In April 1925, at its plenary session,
the Central Committee of the CPU gave a broad survey of the state of
Ukrainianization, and in June 1926, at the next plenary session, it
issucd ““Theses on the results of Ukrainianization,”” which would
serve as political guidelines for the next five years. Afterwards there
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was hardly any major meeting of the CPU in which these problems
did not figure prominently. One indirect testimony to the importance
they had is the speech of S. Kosior, First Secretary of the Central
Committee, at the November 1928 plenary session of the Central
Committee of the CPSU. That was the year collectivization of the
peasantry had been undertaken. Kosior devoted 13 pages of text to the
collectivization, and 34 pages to Ukrainianization (Kosior 21ff.).

No less attention was given to Ukrainianization by the government,.
Of basic import were the decree of the All-Ukrainian Central Execu-
tive Committee and the CPC on 30 April 1925, ‘°On measures for the
speedy completion of Ukrainianization in the Soviet State
machinery,”” and the decree of the CPC on 16 July 1925, ‘‘On practi-
cal measures for the Ukrainianization of the Soviet State machinery”’
(Zbirnyk uzakonen’, 6 June 1925, no. 26, pp. 202f.; 10 August 1925,
no. 56, pp. 653ff.). They were supplemented by several others con-
cerning specific matters: e.g., “‘On the form for texts (signboards) on
buildings of Soviet institutions,”’ of 10 October 1925; ‘‘On the order
for installing, on the territory of the Ukrainian SSR, signboards,
inscriptions, letterheads, seals, and labels in Ukrainian,”” of 31
December 1925 (Zbirnyk uzakonen’ 78, 1925, pp. 653, 983—viddil I;
27, pp. 486, 483f.—viddil II); ‘‘On the Ukrainianization of clerical
work at the commodity exchanges,”’ of 15 June 1926 (Durdenevskij
158). In 1926 the People’s Commissariat of Education published a
whole book of decrees and directions, entitled Ukrajinizacija
radjans’kyx ustanov (Dekrety, instrukciji i materijaly, no. 2, Kharkiv).
All the decrees and laws were summarized and reconfirmed in the
extensive ‘‘Regulations on securing the equality of languages and on
assistance to the development of Ukrainian culture,”” dated 6 July
1927 (Durdenevskij 145 —54).

If one compares party resolutions and government decrees of 1925
to 1927 with those of preceding years, some important differences in
phrasing and content become obvious. In 1919, *‘all local languages
are declared equal in their rights’” (Sobranie uzakonenij 1919, 23, p.
347); in 1920, it is stated that ‘‘the Ukrainian language should be used
alongside the Great Russian one’” (Sobranie uzakonenij 1920, 1, p. 5);
in 1923 this is explicitly rejected: ‘‘The formal equality of the two
languages most widespread in the Ukraine, Ukrainian and Russian, as
applicd so far is insufficient” (Zbirnvk uzakonen’ 1923, 19, 914).
Now the exclusive use of Ukrainian is required of all civil servants, to
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begin not later than 1 January 1926; those who cannot or do not want
to comply must be fired (Zbirnyk uzakonen’ 1925, 26, 381); no one
who does not have a command of Ukrainian is to be employed in any
government office; everyone who applies as a student at a university,
institute, or college should pass an examination in the Ukrainian
language (Durdenevskij 149).

The very motivation for Ukrainianization had changed. Previously
the impetus was the necessity of accommodating the peasantry (as
shown in part 1, chap. 5). Even in June 1923, the association of the
Ukrainian language with the countryside was preeminent. The resolu-
tion passed by the June 22 plenary session of the Central Committee
of the CPU contained such stipulations as ‘‘In organs of the provincial
[party] committees, materials concerning work in the countryside,
both official and by local authors, must be published in Ukrainian’’;
also, ‘‘The work of conferences of delegates, [and] of circles and dis-
cussions (spivbesidy) in villages, should be conducted in the
Ukrainian language’’ (Kul’turne budivnyctvo 231f.). The clear impli-
cation was that party life beyond the countryside was to proceed in
Russian, as before.

Now such use of Russian was being rejected outright, as implying
the inferiority of Ukrainian culture and language and its imminent
withering away in confrontation with the superior Russian culture and
language; the latter was assumed in the ‘‘theory of the conflict of two
cultures’” allegedly launched by D. Lebed’ (see part 1, chap. 5), who
was removed from the Ukraine at the same time as Kviring, in 1925.!

I The “‘theory”” incriminated to Lebed’ was stated in his article ‘‘Nekotorye
voprosy partijnogo s"ezda,”’ published in Kommunist, 17 March 1923, no. 59. Its
main thesis was: ‘‘The active Ukrainianization of the Party and consequently bf the
working class (the Party cannot undertake it without also transferring it onto the work-
ing class) would now be a reactionary measure in relation to the interests of cultural
advancement, because artificial introduction of the Ukrainian language in the Party
and in the working class with the present political, economic, and cultural interrelation
between the city and the countryside would mean taking the position of the lower cul-
ture of the countryside in comparison to the superior culture of the city.”

lebed” recommended that the Ukrainian language be admitted where the
Ukrainian peasant wanted it, but no further. He envisaged the future engulfment of
the Ukrainian language and culture by the Russian ones.

The lirst strong reaction to these views came from O. Sums’kyj. in his article **Po
povodu odnoj formuly,”” to which Tebed’ answered in the article **Pomen’Se
pospesnosti®’; both appeared in Kommumnist, 4 April 1923, no. 78.



The Years of Ukrainianization (1925 —-1932) 115

In 1926, the identification of the Ukrainian culture and language with
the village was flatly rejected (e.g., by Zatons’kyj—Budivnyctvo 12),
as was any assertion of the superior character of the Russian culture
and language. Zatons’kyj declared that such contentions were based
on a false identification of the Russian culture with the proletariat and
the Ukrainian one with the peasantry (Budivnyctvo 16). When Skryp-
nyk was reproached for the suppression of the Russian Janguage in the
Ukraine—which must have been a reference to the situation in the
cities—he responded that there was no such suppression, because ‘‘in
rajony, in the countryside’’ party and state machinery operated in
Russian if the rajon or the village were Russian (Skrypnyk 55). This
followed the resolution of the Central Committee of the CPU (of 19
July 1927) suggesting that rajony with such a national minority must
have enough ‘‘agricultural literature in Russian, which takes into
account peculiarities in the agricultural work of Russian peasants in
the Ukraine’’ (Budivnyctvo 204). Both Skrypnyk and the Central
Committee were silent about the policy of Ukrainianization aimed at
the retreat of the Russian language from the cities, and the summary
regulations of 6 July 1927 bluntly state that cities and towns could not
be made into separate ‘‘national-territorial administrative units’’ (§ 8,
Durdenevskij 146). Some unpublished circulars on the matter must
also have been sent out; for instance, in the Artemivs’k district
(Donec’k region) there was a requirement that 75 percent of books
purchased by libraries be in Ukrainian (Xvylja 1930, 40).

Theoretical foundations for the policy of Ukrainianization are few
in the programmatic party documents of the time. This is hardly
surprising, for it is indeed difficult to reconcile the policy with the
Communist program as a whole, in which all national problems are
only of tactical interest. Thus L. Kaganovic, the factual supervisor if
not the major proponent of the policy, in his programmatic report at
the Tenth Congress of the CPU (November 1927), could only refer to
the international situation and to ‘‘our answer to the imperialists and
their henchmen, the petty-bourgeois democrats’’ (Budivnyctvo 150).
Implicitly, this constituted recognition of the tactical nature of
Ukrainianization.

The practical measures that made up Ukrainianization concerned
the use of the Ukrainian language in the state machinery, on the one
hand, and in culture, in the broad sense, on the other. Of course, in
both arcas, this entailed the de-Russilication of the cities and indus-
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trial centers and affected only the urban centers of the country. The
countryside did not need any Ukrainianization. The entire policy was
centralized and conducted from the Central Commission for Ukraini-
anization of state institutions, headed by V. éubar, chairman of the
CPC. The Commission was founded on 16 July 1925, and branches
were established in the administrative centers of the country (Zbirnyk
uzakonen’ 1925, 26, 384).

Ukrainianization was compulsory for all state officials. Every
official was required to pass an examination in the Ukrainian language
and culture. For those who did not know Ukrainian or knew it
insufficiently, special courses were organized. At the beginning such
courses were free, but instruction was scheduled for two hours after
the regular work day; from 1927 those lagging behind in Ukrainiani-
zation had to pay for their instruction (Regulations of 6 July 1927, §
65, Durdenevskij 153). Those who evaded or, after completing the
course, still failed an examination were to be fired without any unem-
ployment compensation (ibid., § 72). Those who passed were
required to use Ukrainian in all written correspondence and in all oral
communications with Ukrainian visitors and parties (Ukrajinizacija
12, 23, passim). All courses of instruction in Ukrainian were under
the supervision of so-called Central Courses of Ukrainian Subjects
(Central’ni kursy ukrajinoznavstva) organized in Kharkiv, which es-
tablished programs of instruction and sent inspectors to check on how
the Ukrainianization measures were being implemented in various
offices and institutions.

The language of the army remained basically Russian. Yet besides
the Ukraine’s two schools for Red Army officers, one in Kharkiv and
the other in Kiev, a Cavalry Corps of Red Cossacks was organized in
Hajsyn, Podolia. Skrypnyk demanded that the army be reorganized
into territorial units bound to the area from which the recruits came
(Majstrenko 115f.), but little was done in this regard.

In cducation, the success of Ukrainianization in the elementary
schools (grades one through four) was stunning. While in 1922 the
number of Ukrainian schools was 6,105 and those Ukrainian in part
(1.c., Russian-Ukrainian) was 1,966, in 1925 the numbers were 10,774
and 1,128, respectively (the totals were 12,109 in 1922 and 15,209 in
1925; Ukrajinizacija 62). By 1930 the number of Ukrainian elemen-
tary schools had again jumped, to 14,430 vs. 1,504 Russian schools;
for seven-grade schools, the numbers were 1,732 vs, 267 (Skrypnyk
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210f.). In all non-Ukrainian schools, the Ukrainian language was
taught as a subject. According to Siropolko (25), by the end of 1927,
77 percent of elementary school students were Ukrainian, a figure
almost equaling the percentage of Ukrainians in the population (80.1
percent).

The change was less dynamic in other types of schools, but it was
definitely noticeable. Among professional schools, the number of
Ukrainian schools equaled 65.8 percent, supplemented by 16 percent
Ukrainian-Russian and 5.3 percent Russian-Ukrainian schools (as of 1
November 1929; Siropolko 61). For workshop schools (fabzavu¢)
even the most rigid laws on Ukrainianization, the regulations of 6 July
1927 that had demanded the use of Ukrainian in all schools, were
more lenient, insisting only on the ‘‘native language’ of students
(Durdenevskij 149). Nonetheless, even the vocational schools num-
bered 42 Ukrainian, 48 Russian, and 100 bilingual (Siropolko 72).
The so-called workers’ faculties (three- or four-year courses designed
to prepare little-educated workers to enter schools of higher educa-
tion) were, at the same time, 48 Ukrainian, 7 Russian, and 18 bilingual
(Siropolko 77). Institutes of higher education numbered 14 Ukrainian,
2 Russian, and 23 bilingual (Siropolko 92). By speciality, the
numbers were as follows: agricultural—3 Ukrainian, 6 bilingual;
pedagogical—6 Ukrainian, 4 bilingual; technological and medical—2
Ukrainian, 2 Russian, and 7 bilingual (Siropolko 204). According to
Skrypnyk (184), by 1929 the institutes were up to 30 percent Ukraini-
anized. But one must keep in mind that in most bilingual schools of
higher and industrial education the most important subjects were more
often than not taught in Russian, whereas Ukrainian was used to teach
such marginal subjects as political education and the like.

The Ukrainianization of the press reached 68.8 percent in 1930, and
87.5 percent in 1932 (Siropolko 191). Landmark events were the
Ukrainianization of the central organ of the Central Committee of the
CPU, Komunist, on 16 June 1926; the founding of the Ukrainian
newspaper for industrial workers, Proletar, in 1926; and the Ukraini-
anization of the oblast’ newspaper in Odessa, Cornomors’ka komuna,
previously entitled /zvestija (31 August 1929; Skrypnyk 134f., 142,
148). According to Majstrenko (112), in 1930 only three major news-
papers in the Ukraine were still published in Russian: in Odessa (the
important Vedernie izvestija), in Stalino, and in Marijupol’ (now
Zdanov). In 1930 the circulation of Komunist was 122,000; of
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Proletar, 79,000; of Visti, 90,000; yet that of Radjans’ke selo, geared
to the peasantry, reached 600,000 (Skrypnyk 24). Factory newspapers
were 63.4 percent Ukrainian-language in 1930. In some instances the
Ukrainianization drive brought about cut-backs in circulation, and in
others, its growth (e.g., in Kryvyj Rih; Kosior 27).

The number of journals grew quickly, and so did their differentia-
tion by types. The traditional literary and political ‘‘thick’’ journals
represented by Cervonyj Sljax alone from 1923 now included regional
publications (Zyttja j revoljucija in Kiev, Zorja in Dnipropetrovs’k,
Metalevi dni in Odessa, Literaturnyj Donbas in Artemivs’k-Stalino),
and those representing specific literary organizations (VAPLite,
Literaturnyj jarmarok, Prolitfront —the group led by M. Xvyl’ovyj,
Nova generacija—the futurist group of M. Semenko, Zaxidnja Ukra-
Jina, Molodnjak, Hart —the All-Ukrainian Union of Proletarian Writ-
crs, etc.). Various other types of journals proliferated, among them
political, technological, theatrical, scholarly, illustrated, popular, and
journals of music, as well as those of literary criticism, of the cinema,
of satire and humor. The total number of Ukrainian journal titles
reached 326 in 1929 (Siropolko 191).

In book production, publications in Ukrainian constituted 45.8 per-
cent in 1925726, 53.9 percent in 1927/28, and 76.9 percent in 1931,
according to Siropolko (184). According to Skrypnyk (212), in 1931
Ukrainian titles comprised 65.3 percent of publications, while in cir-
culation they were 77 percent. The difference, clearly, was due to
mass publications in Ukrainian. Among scholarly books, up to 50
percent were published in Ukrainian; among textbooks for higher edu-
cation, up to 79.4 percent were in Ukrainian.

Russian theater, including opera, was practically expelled from the
Ukraine. Major theatrical buildings in downtown urban areas were
assigned to Ukrainian companies that had previously performed in
peripheral and often poor locales. Sometimes these measures encoun-
lered resistance, e.g., by the Odessa opera, with its long-standing
ltalian and Russian tradition. In 1931 there were in the country 66
Ukrainian theater companies, 12 Jewish, and 9 Russian (EU 2, 3328).
The production of Ukrainian cinema grew markedly (36 films in
1928), and Ukrainian radio began to broadcast (in 1924/25).

After many lean years, the budget of the Ukrainian Academy of
Arts and Sciences in Kiev soared.  Although technical publishing
facilities were still inadequate, the Academy published 46 books in
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1925 (Zvidomlennja za 1926, 5, 11), 75 in 1926 (ibid., 125ff.), 93 in
1927 (Zvidomlennja za 1927), 90 in 1928, and 136 in 1929 (EU 2,
3336). The staff of the Academy increased at a roughly equivalent
rate. .
Ukrainianization crossed the frontiers of the Ukrainian SSR to
touch the millions of Ukrainians who lived in other Soviet republics,
especially Russia. The movement was particularly successful in the
Kuban’ region, but in some other places, too, Ukrainian schools,
Ukrainian newspapers, and Ukrainian clubs were founded.

The main goal, however, was clearly the de-Russification of the
cities and industrial centers of the Ukraine. Unrelentingly, and often
blindly, the heavy machinery of the totalitarian state struck against
these strongholds of Russian language and culture in the Ukraine. At
the beginning of the Ukrainianization drive, individual voices spoke
out, demanding that the workers be Ukrainianized (e.g., V.
Zatons’kyj, 1926—Budivnyctvo 13f.; Xvylovyj 1926—Shevelov
1978, 40). The demand was risky as a slogan, because it implied that
Ukrainianization was not desired by the proletariat, but imposed on it.
Yet such slogans did appear in the provincial press, e.g., the Stalino-
district newspaper Diktatura truda (published in Russian!) carried
phrases like ‘‘acceleration of the Ukrainianization of the masses’’ and
urged the government *‘to push forward the actual Ukrainianization of
the proletariat of the Donbas’’ (quoted from Xvylja 1930, 49f1.).

It was Skrypnyk who rescued the situation, with his theory that
Russian-language workers in the Ukraine formed two groups: those
who were Ukrainian by origin but were partly Russianized and spoke
a mixture of the two languages; and those who were completely Rus-
sian. For the first group, more numerous, Ukrainianization was but a
help in their precarious situation of being neither one thing nor the
other. The Russian nationality of the second group was to be
respected:  its members should be attracted to the Ukrainian culture
and language by its intrinsic value, without coercion (Budivnyctvo 31,
OIff.; Skrypnyk 151). This highly vulnerable thesis was incorporated
into the programmatic party documents of the plenary session of the
Central Committee of the CPU in June 1926, under the title “‘On the
results of Ukrainianization.’”?

* Skrypnyk s theory of Ukrainian workers who have florgotten their native tongue
i strikingly similar 1o the “theory ™ of Romanians who have lost their mother tongue
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Coercion was, theoretically, admissible only in relation to state
officials and only when they were on duty. In reality, however,
Ukrainianization was implemented (and probably conceived) as a
frontal offensive against the language and cultural pursuits of the
cities. In undertaking to Ukrainianize this or that newspaper, and in
all other measures, it was impossible to distinguish between the two
groups of workers, not to speak of the overall infeasibility of assigning
individuals to only one of the two groups (for instance, even workers
of Russian descent spoke Russian with some Ukrainian admixture).
And, of course, no one asked the members of the nominally Ukrainian
group whether they wanted to return to their original, allegedly pure
Ukrainian environment. Some sense of the workers’ attitude is con-
tained in reports of a poll organized among workers of Artemivs’k, in
the Donec’k region (Kosior 1929, 25). Eighty-four persons were
questioned about their attitude toward Ukrainianization. Their
responses to the initial questions showed that 49 understood Ukrainian
well and 14, poorly—from which it follows (though this was not
stated explicitly) that 21 (or 25 percent) did not understand Ukrainian
at all; 35 could read Ukrainian, 19 could write Ukrainian, 18 could
speak the language fluently, and 2 could speak it poorly. Eighteen
subscribed to Ukrainian newspapers, and 24 read Ukrainian books and
journals. In response to the prime question, 59 said—probably
rellecting some preliminary indoctrination by the press and radio—
that it was desirable to organize discussion groups on Ukrainian sub-
jects for workers, and 14 wanted Ukrainian books to be less expen-
sive.

Xvylja (1930, 54) quotes an active member of the Komsomol as
saying: “‘I need that Ukrainianization as you [need] the Jewish Tal-
mud!’’; he also cites workers who were said to have been in favor of
Ukrainianization, among whom some could well have been sincere.
The opponents were undoubtedly sincere, but there is no way to deter-
mine who and how many the supporters were. After all, Ukrainianiza-
tion was the official line, a campaign to bring it about was in full
swing, and in the communist system, it was easy to solicit the desired
response, however insincere.

applied in Romanian legislation to justify the Romanization of Bukovyna Ukrainians.
Scee below, chap. 7. section 2.
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In world history, during industrialization some cities are known to
have changed their language under the impact of the surrounding
countryside; for instance, Prague lost its German character, as did
Riga and Tallin. But the process usually took at least one generation.
The Ukrainian promoters of Ukrainianization must have felt pressured
to move more quickly, given the industrialization drive launched in
November 1926, at the Fifteenth Conference of the All-Union Com-
munist Party, and its supplementation a year later, in December 1927,
by the drive to collectivize the peasantry announced at the Fifteenth
Congress of the CPSU. They knew that the industrial centers of the
Ukraine had to become Ukrainian before the mass migration of
peasants into the cities if the newcomers were to avoid becoming sub-
sumed in the urban Russian-speaking environment. In their zeal, party
members, bolstered by the Bolsheviks’ traditional conviction that the
masses are pliable and that coercion and fear are the foundation of
politics, applied coercion bordering on violence. Occasionally they
showed surprising naiveté. One example of the latter is the request of
Kosior (23) addressed to party members: ‘‘At meetings, conferences,
encounters with your comrades—do speak Ukrainian.”’ Ironically, it
recalls a similar appeal attributed to S. Petljura (2, 372) ten years ear-
lier (see part 1, chap. 3).

The impact of the policy of Ukrainianization on the status and pres-
tige of the Ukrainian language was complex and often contradictory.
Xvyl’ovyj’s declaration that ‘‘Ukrainianization . . . is the result of the
invincible will of a nation of thirty million’’ (Shevelov 1978, 17) was
at best wishful thinking. Launched from Moscow, taken up and
directed by the Communist party with its specific methods, Ukrainian-
ization met with sympathy and support from some groups of the
Ukrainian population and a cautious neutrality from some others. In
the party itself, the policy was promoted by a minority. According to
the official data, Ukrainians formed 37 percent of the party in 1925
and 47 percent in 1926 (‘‘Tezy CK KP(b)U,”’ June 1926. Budivnyctvo
61). The increase should be viewed with caution: in those years
Ukrainians were often being advanced faster than non-Ukrainians, and
many a careerist could profitably declare himself to be a Ukrainian
without being one. How many of these old and new Ukrainians
genuinely supported Ukrainianization? There are many statements to
the effect that resistance to Ukrainianization was strong within the
party (c.g.. Cubar, Budivayctvo 37), in the trade unions (see, e.g.,
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Kosior 1929, 26), and in the state institutions; moreover, there is evi-
dence that even during the years of Ukrainianization, Ukrainians in
the party experienced harassment (e.g., §ums’kyj, 1927—Budivnyctvo
134). There were charges that Ukrainianization was merely an
artificial camouflage which too often was in the hands of non-
Ukrainians (e.g., Sums’kyj 1927, Cubar 1926—Budivnyctvo 135, 37).
Finally, the Ukraine’s Russian minority, which in the large cities and
industrial centers was often the majority, tried (with a few exceptions)
to ignore or circumvent the policy whenever possible.

As a result, the effects of Ukrainianization were far from straight-
forward. On the one hand, more people than ever mastered Ukrainian
and became to some extent familiar with Ukrainian literature and cul-
ture; some of them even switched to speaking in Ukrainian. The
Ukrainian language was heard more frequently in the streets of the
major cities, although in none did Ukrainian replace Russian as the
vehicle for everyday communication. On the other hand, the aura of
coercion and artificiality accompanying the policy aroused hostility.
The number of derisive jokes about the Ukrainian language (which,
unfortunately, have never been collected or published) ran high.

The social basis for the policy of Ukrainianization was thin; in fact,
it comprised only the Ukrainian intelligentsia that belonged to or sym-
pathized with the Communist party. The proletariat and the middle
class were at best indifferent. There was also no overt enthusiasm on
the part of the peasantry, but this fact should not be misinterpreted. In
those social and cultural spheres that were not yet in party hands, e.g.,
in the church, Ukrainianization progressed vehemently and rapidly.
Founded in October 1921, after several years of groundwork, the
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church (UAOC) became
influential and grew very fast, in both rural and non-rural settings. In
1927 it had about 1,050 parishes (Vlasovs’kyj 151) vs. 8,324 tradi-
tional Russian ones (Curtiss 223, with reference to Antireligioznik
1929, 4, 115). Most of the Ukrainian parishes were very active and
found support among the population.

The Ukrainian church was strong in the Podolia, Kiev, Poltava, and
Cernihiv regions. On the other hand, Kharkiv had only 12 parishes,
Dnipropetrovs’k — ZaporizZzja had 29, Odessa—Mykolajiv —Kherson
had 6 (Vlasovs’kyj 152). The number of parishes belonging to the
UAOQOC was only 11 percent of all parishes (ibid., 154). But one has to
take into account that the Ukrainian church had grown rapidly, that its
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beginning was non-canonical, that it had married bishops, and that it
was constantly being chicaned and persecuted by the regime (ibid.,
155ff.). In addition, the number of Ukrainian parishes increases if one
considers that in addition to the UAOC there were two other
Ukrainian church organizations: the Ukrainian Autocephalous Church
headed by Feofil Buldovs’kyj (ibid., 194), and the so-called Active
Christ Church, which the Soviet authorities supported in its activity
against the Ukrainian Orthodox Autocephalous Church (ibid., 164).

Another channel into which peasants’ energy was directed was the
cooperative movement. In 1928 there were 41,734 cooperatives,
which carried on 74 percent of the retail trade (EU 2, 1126). Some
unions of cooperatives, such as Vukopspilka and Sil’s’kyj hospodar,
were large and influential.

Neither the UAOC nor the rural cooperatives needed any Ukraini-
anization. They were Ukrainian in their very essence, as was the mass
of Ukrainian peasantry. In fact, while supporting or promoting their
church and cooperatives, the peasants appeared indifferent to official
Ukrainianization. Whether a Narkomfin wrote a letter to a Narkomjust
in Ukrainian or in Russian was a matter of little concern to the
peasants, and most of them cared little about the language used in
Communist propaganda.

A potential source of support of Ukrainianization was the Ukrainian
intelligentsia not aligned to the party, especially scholars, teachers,
and writers. The return of the emigrants M. Hrusevs’kyj, M. Voronyj,
V. Samijlenko, and many others in 1924 - 1926 exemplified the will
ol these groups to cooperate with the new policy. But the Soviet
regime was paranoically suspicious of any initiatives in the policy of
Ukrainianization coming from outside the party. Studying the chro-
nology of events in the Ukraine gives one the impression that every
escalation of Ukrainianization brought about the destruction of a
Ukrainian force or of a potential Ukrainian force.

The first blows fell on party members who genuinely supported the
policy. The attacks on the ‘‘nationalist deviations’’ of M. Ravi¢-
Cerkasskij (a Jewish historian of the Ukrainian Communist party, as
opposed to the official Communist Party of the Ukraine) in
1023 -1924 (Majstrenko 101), the repression of M. Xvyl’ovyj in
1025, initiated by Stalin himself, the purge of the virtually all-
Communist editorial board of Cervonyj §ljax in 1926 (Budivnyctvo
(01), the banishment of Sums’kyj and Hryn’ko to Russia in
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1926—-1927, the liquidation of the historian M. Javors’kyj and his
school in 1930 (Polons’ka 1, 66) were among the many such measures
undertaken. In 1930, Skrypnyk announced the unmasking of nine
(specifically nine!) ‘‘counterrevolutionary organizations’’ (Skrypnyk
222).

From 1927-1928 on, intellectuals who were not party members
became targets of the attacks. The fate of the Ukrainian intellectuals
connected with the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in Kiev is well
documented. Until 1926—1927 scholars affiliated with the Academy
and their researchers were paid by the state and were relatively free to
pursue their work. A new approach was introduced by Skrypnyk him-
self. During a visit to the Academy in 1927, he ordered the dismissal
of two academicians, K. Xarlampovy¢ and F. MysCenko (Polons’ka
1, 53). About the same time (March 1927), P. Ljubéenko demanded
that the Academy be completely Sovietized (Budivnyctvo 1311t.), and
a little later L. Kaganovi¢ called that it be ‘‘freed from bourgeois
influences’ (Budivnyctvo 152). The party assigned young Commun-
ists to study under Academy members without even asking the latter’s
consent (Polons’ka 1, 51). In 1928, seven party men were imposed on
the assembly of the Academy (ibid., 54). The newly reelected secre-
tary of the Academy, A. Kryms’kyj, who was also one of its founders,
was removed from that post (ibid., 55). In 1929, the CPC declared
that henceforth candidates to the Academy would be nominated by the
public and not by the Academy members themselves. As a result, on
28 June 1929, at a session open to the public, under intense pressure
and in a voice vote, seven party candidates of high rank, including
Skrypnyk, were elected to the Academy (ibid., 61). As early as July
1928, the Academy declared its readiness to work within the Five-year
Plan (ibid., 56), and in 1929 it entered into ‘‘socialist compe?tition”
with the Belorussian Academy (ibid., 63).

With the addition of ‘‘new blood,’” the time had come to purge the
Academy of the old ‘‘bourgeois-nationalist’’ influence. In the sum-
mer of 1929, all voluntary scientific societies affiliated with the
Academy were disbanded (Polons’ka 2, 119). At the same time,
scores of the Academy’s associates were arrested, including the chair-
man of its Ruling Board and its actual spiritus movens, S. Jefremov,
There followed the arrests of, it is estimated, several thousand people
who were indirectly connected with the Academy or who had engaged
in the national liberation movement of 1917-- 1920, Thus, the back-
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ground was set for the highly publicized court trial of *‘traitors,”’
“‘bourgeois agents,”” and ‘‘nationalistic wreckers’’ allegedly united in
a counterrevolutionary Sojuz vyzvolennja Ukrajiny (SVU), or ‘‘Union
for the Liberation of the Ukraine’’ (9 March—19 April 1930). Of the
45 individuals put on trial (others were sentenced without a trial), 29
were affiliated with the Academy (Polons’ka 1, 74). In effect, these
actions crushed the Academy and the intelligentsia of the Ukraine who
had participated in the fight for the country’s liberation some ten years
before. In early 1931, the reprisals continued, bringing banishment of
the other pillar of the Academy, M. HruSevs’kyj, to Russia (where he
died in unclear circumstances) and the final dismissal and arrest of A.
Kryms’kyj. The publications of the Academy were suspended. All
work in the humanities was charged with being ‘‘bourgeois national-
ist,”” while the sciences were directed to undertake the technical tasks
posed by industrialization.

In literature the apolitical ‘‘neoclassicists’’ were forcibly silenced.
The writers’ organizations VAPLite in Kharkiv and MARS in Kiev
were forced into ‘‘self-dissolution’” (1927, 1929) and ‘‘self-
criticism,”” and many of their members were persecuted. To counter-
balance the influence of these organizations, new ‘‘proletarian’’
organizations were founded under the protectorate of the party. Two
such organizations were ostentatiously greeted by L. Kaganovic at the
Tenth Congress of the CPU in November 1927 (Budivnyctvo 152):
““‘Molodnjak’’ (1926) and VUSPP (All-Ukrainian Union of Proletarian
Writers, January 1927). Devoting their work entirely to party pro-
paganda, the members of these organizations produced a large quan-
lity of writings, none of which had any literary value. Analogous
developments took place in theater, music, and the arts. Cubar stated
in June 1926 (Budivnyctvo 39) that Ukrainian culture and its
indispensable vehicle, the Ukrainian language, would attract the popu-
lation, especially city-dwellers, by its high achievements. Yet every-
thing possible was done to preclude such achievements, so that
Ukrainian writings were identified as low-level pieces of propaganda.
Similar developments took place in Russian culture, but there not all
artistic or cultural achievements were eliminated. Whether this differ-
cnee was due to a deliberate policy or to the lower cultural level of the
Communist rulers in the Ukraine is a moot question.
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Simultaneously with the ‘‘proletarization’’ of Ukrainian culture, all
manifestations of ‘‘spontaneous’’ Ukrainianization met with severe
reprisals. In ecclesiastical matters, the year 1928 brought the arrest of
Metropolitan Vasyl’ Lypkivs’kyj, all the bishops, and many priests of
the UAOC. By 1931, that church, as a separate entity, was completely
destroyed and, by the same token, the Ukrainian language eliminated
from church use. In the cooperative movement, restrictions began in
1927. Soon direct interference by the government in the form of high
taxation and similar measures crushed what had been the relatively
independent Ukrainian cooperatives (EU 1, 1127). This meant further
limitations on the use of the Ukrainian language in the economic
realm.

Thus, Ukrainianization was actually a two-sided process. Measures
aimed at spreading the Ukrainian language were paralleled by meas-
ures aimed at degrading the Ukrainian culture and language. The
latter measures spread fear among the population. Speaking
Ukrainian publicly, though officially encouraged, was in general con-
sidered to be risky, unless an occasion was explicitly designed to be
conducted in Ukrainian. The stigma attached to the use of Ukrainian
in the large cities did not dissipate;3 instead, it acquired new dimen-
sions. Well-educated people were to speak Ukrainian in public when
prescribed, but not spontaneously. Those who wanted to succeed
were expected to pass examinations in Ukrainian, but not to use it any
more than required.

Occasionally Russian chauvinism was exposed and counteracted,
and its perpetrators were persecuted. Among such cases were those of
M. Romanovskij, theater reviewer for Russian newspapers in Khar-
kiv, who was charged with hinting at the alleged inferiority of
Ukrainian culture (Skrypnyk 62ff.); A. Malickij, a professor of law
who ridiculed Ukrainianization (Majstrenko 138); the Odessa Philhar-
monic Society (Skrypnyk 89ff., 144), which disdained Ukrainian
music. But no exponent of anti-Ukrainian, pro-Russian views was
legally persecuted. In the worst scenario, they were publicly criticized

3 Note the resolution of the CPC of 1 December 1925: **Some functionaries know
the Ukrainian language but are ashamed of using it’” (Ukrajinizacija 62); Zatons'kyj,
in 1926, noted the same in relation to industrial workers (Budivayctvo 14). There is
no way to cstablish where the shame ended and the fear began.
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and dismissed, whereupon they left for Russia and obtained good
positions there.

The most publicized case was that of D. Lebed’, who was
transferred from the Ukraine to Russia in 1925. Although thereafter
often criticized in the Ukrainian press, Lebed’ used a new post in Rus-
sia to fuel the anti-Ukrainian side of Ukrainianization. In 1928 he
published in the organ of the Central Committee of the CPSU an arti-
cle on ‘‘the theory of the conflict of two cultures,”” a theory he was
credited with devising. There he contended that any surviving Russi-
fying tendency constituted no immediate danger in the Ukraine,
whereas that ‘‘which knocks on the door, the elemental force (stixija)
of Ukrainian kulak chauvinism, today requires special attention’’
(Lebed’ 1928, 87).

Torn from its only real potential social basis, imposed by a non-
Ukrainian party and state machine, deprived of sincerity and spon-
taneity, consistently counterbalanced by anti-Ukrainian measures,
Ukrainianization appeared to the average Russian or pro-Russian city
dweller as a kind of comedy, occasionally having some dramatic over-
tones but still above all a comedy. He learned in what circumstances
and to what degree he had to reckon with this official facade, he
learned that these were relatively limited and small, and he learned
that it was wise not to transgress the boundaries. He knew that, by
law, those officials who did not have a command of Ukrainian were to
be fired; he also knew that whereas a messenger, a typist, or a secre-
tary was occasionally dismissed on these grounds, the high func-
tionaries, or specy, were in practice excused from Ukrainianization.
He knew that whereas signboards were scheduled to be redone in
Ukrainian (by the resolution of the CPC of 3 October 1925—
Ukrajinizacija 14), behind the fagade the old Russian bureaucratic
machine continued to exist (cf. Kosior 29).

The city dwellers who actually discovered for themselves the
Ukrainian language and culture and wholeheartedly embraced them
were most clearly a minority. For the majority, Ukrainianization was
but a mimicry, a pretense, a ruse. One small example epitomizes their
attitude and the situation. An issue of the mnogotirazka (internal cir-
cular) Za radjans'ku akademiju (1931, no. 9 [11]) printed for the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in Kiev, supposedly the foremost
exponent of Ukrainian culture and the stronghold of the Ukrainian
language, carricd a front-page appeal by five academicians to join in
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the spirit of socialist competition. The text was accompanied by por-
traits of the signatories and facsimiles of their signatures. The appeal
was in Ukrainian and the names typeset under the portraits were in
Ukrainian transcription: Symins’kyj, Je. Paton, Fomin, Plotnikov. The
signatures, however, read Siminskij and E. Paton—both Russian
forms—and Fomin and Plotnikov—written with | vos’meri¢noe (Rus-
sian #). It was obvious that the appeal had been put together in Rus-
sian, and that for publication it had donned a Ukrainian guise, or else
that the academicians, for whatever reason, deliberately chose to sign
it in Russian.

In some industrial centers even the guise of Ukrainianization was
ferociously resisted. As late as 1930, in Artemivs’k (the Donec’k
region), out of 8,323 clerks, 3,681 (44.2 percent) did not comply with
the orders to Ukrainianize, and 796 succeeded in being excused. In
the industrial centers of the Stalino (now Donec’k) district, out of 92
elementary schools, only 2 were Ukrainian; none of the higher schools
were Ukrainian (Xvylja 1930, 40, 47). As one of the workers said:
‘‘We talk a lot about the Ukrainian language; it is high time to try to
talk /7 Ukrainian. I advise our union to conduct the first general meet-
ing of workers in Ukrainian’’ (ibid., 51). The implication, of course,
is that until that time (mid-1930) no such meetings were conducted in
Ukrainian.

These situations show that all too often, in the large cities and
industrial centers the use of the Ukrainian language was no more than
a pretense. When it came to important events, Russian was used con-
sistently. In such circumstances, a derisive attitude toward the
Ukrainian language became widespread. One of the most frequent
anti-Ukrainian jokes was to ask: ‘‘Do you speak seriously or in
Ukrainian?”’ !

A coercive administrative campaign could hardly succeed in
transforming Russian and pro-Russian city speakers into Ukrainians.
This was even less possible in the milieu of a two-faced, contradictory
policy which, on the one hand, encouraged and required the use of
Ukrainian and, on the other hand, viewed any sincere personal move
in that direction as suspect and dangerous. §ums’kyj was perspica-
cious enough to declare, as early as in November 1926, that ‘‘forced
Ukrainianization of the state machinery is nonsense’’ (Budivnyctvo
107). Xvyl’ovyj had one of the characters in his novel Val'dsnepy
(published in 1927) call Ukrainianization *‘idiotic’” and “*a drag on
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social processes’’ (Shevelov 1978, 44).

The successes of Ukrainianization, if any, lay elsewhere. Passive
mastery of Ukrainian, though still not universal, now encompassed
much broader circles. No statistics are available, but it is beyond any
doubt that the number of people interested in Ukrainian culture grew
substantially. Probably some intellectuals who under different cir-
cumstances would have worked within Russian culture opted, instead,
for the Ukrainian one. One such individual was Ivan Kaljannikov,
who became the Ukrainian poet Kaljannyk (and was later liquidated as
an ‘‘Ukrainian nationalist’’). No doubt more such cases can be
uncovered and documented. Finally, the policy of Ukrainianization
left an indelible imprint on the normalization of the standard
Ukrainian language.

A rapid upsurge in the publication of manuals and textbooks of the
Ukrainian language characterizes the years of Ukrainianization. Their
circulation was unprecedentedly high. In fact, the compilation and
publication of such materials became highly lucrative. According to
an incomplete listing given in Cervins’ka and Dykyj, in 19251928,
60 textbooks and manuals of Ukrainian were published in the
Ukrainian SSR (each edition was counted as one item). These
included textbooks for various school grades as well as self-
instruction manuals. Many of these appeared in several editions.
Presumably, the number of published textbooks climbed even higher
in 19291931, after rules for Ukrainian orthography were published.
Some of these books were written or compiled by outstanding
linguists, such as O. Kurylo, O. Synjavs’kyj, and M. Sulyma.

The years 1925-1928 also saw the publication of two new
Ukrainian-Russian dictionaries and four Russian-Ukrainian ones,
some of which appeared in several editions. Of the Ukrainian-Russian
dictionaries, the most important and interesting was the new edition of
B. Hrincenko’s Slovar ukrajins’koji movy, edited and supplemented
by S. Jefremov and A. Nikovs’kyj. Three volumes appeared, for the
letters A—N, in Kiev in 1927-1928. Leaving the entire text of the
original Hrincenko dictionary intact, the editors added twentieth-
century materials, including many loan words about which Hrin¢enko
had been very cautious. Thus the new dictionary was planned to be a
synthesis of old and new. Unfortunately, it was never completed
because the editors became embroiled in the trial of the SVU.
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The Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyi slovnyk the Academy began to publish
in 1924 added five more volumes, covering words through the letter P
(1927-1933). Editorial techniques had improved considerably in
comparison to the first volume. Excessive populism was in part over-
come, and the dictionary grew into a representative, reliable, and
fairly complete collection of Ukrainian words and idioms. Its novel-
ties were, in the words of the editors, ‘‘improvements in differentia-
tion between meanings of Russian and Ukrainian words, more preci-
sion in commentary, clearer delimitation of stylistic nuances in the
meanings of Ukrainian words and phrases’” (I, 1054).

Great emphasis was placed on the compilation of terminological
dictionaries. This work was concentrated in the Academy of Sciences,
where in 1921 an Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific Language had
been founded. The institute comprised five departments (agriculture,
technology, society and economy, natural history, arts) and thirty-
three sections (Polons’ka 1, 80). In 1926 it occupied 11 editors, 2 phi-
lologists, 3 technology experts, 21 paid (irregularly) collaborators and
250 unpaid collaborators, who were responsible to the institute’s head,
H. Xolodnyj (Zvidomlennja za 1926, 14). After the SVU trial (1930),
where Xolodnyj was accused of ‘‘terminological sabotage’’ and was
condemned, the institute was formally liquidated, but in practice it
became (from 1931) part of the Institute of Linguistics. During 1925
to 1932, the Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific Language and its con-
tinuator published more than 27 terminological dictionaries (Gregoro-
vich 10ff. lists 27, but the list is incomplete: e.g., Rosijs’ko-
ukrajins’kyj slovnyk vijs’kovoji terminolohiji by S. and O. Jakubs’kyj
[1928], Slovnyk antropolohi¢noji terminolohiji by A. Nosiv [1931],
Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj slovnyk pravnyloji movy edited by A.
Kryms’kyj [1926] are not included; according to Slavjanskoe jazy-
koznanie 1, 252ff., the total number of terminological dictionaries
then published in the Ukraine was 49). The institute also had con-
tracts to publish 34 more such dictionaries.

Virtually all dictionaries published in 19251932 were Russian-
Ukrainian or Ukrainian-Russian. There were almost no dictionaries
based on languages other than Russian, the single apparent exception
being 1. Sarovol’s’kyj’s German-Ukrainian dictionary (1929).

The compilation of terminological dictionaries on private initiative
for the most part died, and the work was essentially centralized. This
rellected what was probably the most important novelty ol the period:
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the effort to achieve normalization of the language. In the Academy
dictionary this effort manifested itself moderately, mostly in editorial
remarks on style accompanying debatable words. Terminological dic-
tionaries were as a rule prescriptive, even though in most cases they
were subtitled ‘‘Project.”” Their data were incorporated into school
books and ‘‘adopted’’ by general publications. Following their
prescriptions was the responsibility of style editors and proofreaders,
as decreed by the CPC (Zbirnyk uzakonen’, viddil 1I, 31 December
1927, p. 483). However, the penetration of new terminology into the
spoken language, if any, was very limited, due to the general character
of Ukrainianization.

Work on normalization of Ukrainian spelling had the most far-
reaching and most durable effect. The Academy’s ‘‘main rules’’
(najholovnisi pravyla) were clearly both insufficient and debatable.
Some supplements were provided in the Ukrajins’kyj pravopys by M.
Hruns’kyj and H. Sabaldyr (1925), but it was generally agreed that a
thorough revision was needed. Revision of these rules started with the
appointment, on 23 July 1925, by the CPC, of a special commission.
The commission originally consisted of 36 persons, including ten
Academy affiliates and ten prominent Communist party members.
Formally, its first chairman was §ums’kyj, Commissar of Education,
later succeeded by M. Skrypnyk; in fact, direction was in the hands of
O. Synjavs’kyj, an outstanding linguist. The commission undertook
to revise and expand the Academy of Sciences’ previously published
Najholovnisi pravyla ukrajins’koho pravopysu, approved by the Com-
missariat of Education in 1921. It was then to present a draft for gen-
eral discussion and approval by a specially convoked conference and,
finally, by the government. It was decided that the commission would
establish not only the rules of orthography, but also of morphology (in
its written form), of punctuation, and of some elements of orthoepy
and accentuation (Synjavs’kyj 94). The guiding principle for the nor-
malization was ‘‘the tradition and the nature of the Ukrainian
language,’’ with attention to its history (ibid., 95f.). The written rules
set down by the commission were edited by A. Kryms’kyj, V. Han-
cov, and Synjavs’kyj (the orthographic dictionary, by H. Holoskevy¢),
and then were passed along for final additional editing to Synjavs’kyj.

In August 1926, a draft was printed and made subject to public dis-
cussion.  About sixty letters proposing changes were received
(Synjavs'ky) O8); subsequently a Conference on Spelling (Pravopysna
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konferencija) was convened in Kharkiv, participation in which was by
invitation only. It was in session from 25 May through 6 June 1927.
The participants were four high functionaries of the Commissariat of
Education, five members of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences,
twenty-eight university professors of linguistics and philology, eight
teachers, seven journalists, and eight writers (Synjavs’kyj 109). Three
participants represented the Western (Polish) Ukraine: K.
Studyns’kyj, I. Svjencic’kyj, and V. Simovy¢.

The conference was obliged to confront the difficult problem of two
orthographic traditions, the Central-East vs. the West Ukrainian. On
the question of the rendition of / and g in loan words (/ or /’, g or k),
the conference did not reach agreement. Resolution of this issue, as
well as the final form of the written rules, was entrusted to the presid-
ium of the orthographic commission: Skrypnyk, A. Pryxod’ko
(Deputy Commissar of Education), Kryms’kyj, Synjavs’kyj, and S.
Pylypenko, a writer. After ten meetings and long discussions, the
presidium approved the final text (prepared by Synjavs’kyj). On the
controversial question of rendering foreign / and g, a compromise was
introduced: to use / and 4 in loan words of Greek origin or mediation,
and to use /" and g (for foreign g) in loan words of Latin and modern
European origin or mediation. These rules were signed into law by
Skrypnyk on 6 September 1928; published in 1929, they became com-
pulsory in all schools and publications of the Ukrainian SSR. The text
of these rules comprised 103 pages, as compared with the no more
than 20 of the Academy’s previous rules on spelling. Never before
was the spelling and the morphology of the Ukrainian language
codified in such detail and precision.

The work of the orthographic commission was by no means simple
or easy: it had lasted more than three long years. Behind each discus-
sion of this or that orthographic rule stood two different cultural tradi-
tions and two disparate schools of linguistics. The new code was a
compromise that did not satisfy either party. What was worse, the
compromises did not correspond to any one tradition or school, but
introduced rules of spelling and pronunciation that were totally new.
It is impossible (and unnecessary) to note all the controversial spelling
problems here. To illustrate the contradictions it suffices to focus on
two rules, concerning the rendition of foreign [ and g. Typically, as
alrcady stated, usage in the Western (Polish) Ukraine had foreign
words with /" and ¢, and that in the Central-Eastern (Russian) Ukraine,
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with / and 4; in both cases there were some exceptions. Synjavs’kyj
presents this discrepancy as being chiefly a West European tradition
vs. a Byzantine one. For the most part, this presentation is invalid.
Politically dependent (colonial) nations usually acquire the bulk of
their loan words through the mediation of the governing nation. This
was the Poles in the Western Ukraine, and the Russians in the
Central-East. Many words borrowed in the late sixteenth or seven-
teenth century from West European languages throughout the Ukraine
were adopted, because of the Polish mediation, with !’ and g; later,
however, under Russia, they were readopted with / and 4. Vice versa,
some words introduced into Old Ukrainian (up to the fifteenth cen-
tury) with / and /4 (from the late twelfth and early thirteenth century,
all instances of g changed to 4 in Ukrainian, both in native and bor-
rowed words) in the Western Ukraine were readapted to Polish,
receiving /' and g. Thus, with a few exceptions, all loan words in the
Ukrainian language of the Central-Eastern Ukraine have / or I’, as
does Russian, with & used consistently as a substitute for Standard
Russian g; in the Western Ukraine the same words all have /” and g
(for Western g). Seeking other sources for this development may bol-
ster Ukrainians’ self-respect, but historically no other explanation is
valid.

In the two parts of the Ukraine then separated by a political frontier,
the choice of / or I, of s or g was dictated by Russian or Polish media-
tion. In each part of the country, the system of the other part was
unknown in everyday communication. Prescribing the unknown
pronunciation, and then only to a portion of loan words, constituted a
radical linguistic experiment. It is questionable whether such an
experiment could succeed in an independent state; certainly, it had lit-
tle chance to succeed in the conditions of a bilingual intelligentsia and
of a low level of education among other social groups just beginning
to accept Ukrainianization. In other words, none of the social and pol-
itical prerequisites for the experiment’s success existed. Although
claborated very carefully by the best linguists, the orthographic rules
of 1928/29 were utopian and doomed to failure. From the very begin-
ning, they were highly unpopular. The planned reconciliation of two
cultural traditions remained unachieved. The preservation of two
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different traditions could not be brought about by a peculiar,
artificially imposed compromise.*

Innovations in vocabulary caused a different reaction, because at
issue was not a change in known language components, but the addi-
tion of lexical items to the vocabulary already in use. The use of Gali-
cianisms in the standard language, so important before 1925, now
gained a new topicality. A. Nikovs’kyj gave a fit characterization of
the new situation: ‘‘The question. . .of the influence of the ‘language
of Galicia’ (‘halyéanscyny’), once so live and acute in our press, is
now subsiding in the Central-Eastern Ukraine. Previously the situation
was such that because of Galician phrases, the reader of Ukrainian
books could find himself annoyingly distressed by drastic words and
become antagonistic to reading in Ukrainian. Now, when there are
Ukrainian schools, Ukrainian institutions, more of the press, and
plenty of dictionaries, the achievements of the Galician literary
language should not be rejected. On the contrary, they should be wel-
comed and applied for general use, as material well worked out
(vyroblenyj), very often to the point, and conveying West European
influences’” (Nikovs’kyj xv). Similar pronouncements were made by
other lexicographers of the time, e.g., Z. Vysoc’kyj (1926), P.
Horec’kyj (1928), O. Kurylo (1928, see Wexler 153), and H. Xolodnyj
(1928). Xolodnyj, as director of the Institute of the Ukrainian
Scientific Language, wrote: ‘‘The works of Verxrats’kyj have pointed
out the main road to be trod in future’” (Visnyk IUNM 1).5 The
Academy dictionary also included many Galician words and phrases,
some of which were labeled as regional and some of which were not,
indicating that they were considered regular components of the stan-
dard language. For instance, the primary equivalent of the Russian
word zavod (s.v.) is given as vyrobnja, without any comment, whereas
in the discussion of this choice reference is made to four previous

4 A parallel development with a similar outcome occurred in Belorussia. A
Conference on Spelling (with guests from the West) took place on 14—-21 November
1926; its proceedings were published in 1927; the draft of its resolutions was pub-
lished in 1930. The rules were abolished by the decree of the CPC of Belorussia in
1933 (Mayo 26ff.).

3 In this context, it is interesting to note how a Galician student of Verxrats’kyj’s
assessed his language: to him, Verxrats’kyj wrote ‘‘in such a heavy language’’ that his
subject became the most difticult of all (Sax 36).



The Years of Ukrainianization (1925—-1932) 135

dictionaries (by O. Partyc’kyj, F. Piskunov, Je. Zelexivs’kyj, and V.
Kmicykevy¢), three of which are Galician (Shevelov 1966, 119); in
the entry zavidovat’ (s.v.), on the other hand, the word pozavydity is
marked as Galician.

This new attitude toward things Galician was reflected in attempts
to establish contacts with West Ukrainian linguists. Their invitation
to the Conference on Spelling of 1927 was one such measure. The
election of four Galician scholars to membership in the Academy in
1929 was another. (At the demand of the government, they were
expelled from the Academy in 1934: Polons’ka 1, 62; 2, 22.) During
the first years of its work, the Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific
Language sent drafts of its terminological dictionaries to Lviv for
suggestions and revisions (Shevelov 1966, 119). During Ukrainiani-
zation, a number of Ukrainian language instructors were Galicians
who had immigrated in the revolutionary years 1917-1920 or even
later (Shevelov 1966, 117).

The willingness to include some Galicianisms in the standard
language was another manifestation of the general attitude. Those
who worked at normalizing the standard language by filling its gaps
generally gave priority to the internal resources of the language. It
was expedient, therefore, to open the standard language to various
dialects, to treat it as ‘‘a common interdialectal and superdialectal
(mizhovirkovu | nadhovirkovu) Ukrainian literary language’’
(Synjavs’kyj 100). This general attitude underlay the ‘‘spelling
compromise’’ between the West and the Central-East discussed
above. Lexical Galicianisms were, however, different from the
material of other dialects. They did not come directly from local
dialects. Rather, they were components of the Lviv koine, that is, they
were sublimated by having risen to an urban and—to some extent,
even if low—literary standard. Other dialects were typically rural and
virginally primitive; at best, some of them had been expanded and
generalized through use in folklore.

Such considerations did not stop the language legislators from
seeking out Galician dialectisms and, at least in theory, elevating them
to the standard language. Time and again, they referred to dialectal
cxpeditions, to recording dialectal vocabulary, and to using it in gen-
cral and terminological dictionaries. M. Hladkyj wrote (1928): ‘“We
turn  the attention  of  our collaborators. . to the need of
studying. . Ukrainian folklore and the materials of dialectological and
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ethnographic collections’’ (translated and quoted in Wexler 115). O.
Kurylo added (1925): ‘‘The Ukrainian folk mentality, as expressed in
the language, has in it much material for rendering abstractions, and
this should be used in the scientific language instead of coining new
and artifical expressions’’ (Kurylo 1942, 9; Wexler 115). Accord-
ingly, expeditions were sent to various localities, with directions that
typically read as follows: ‘‘[The material must be gathered] for the
most part from people who, by living in villages, have preserved a
sufficiently pure language, people who are tied in their work to the
conditions and needs of the village: peasants, potters, smiths,
locksmiths, carpenters, weavers, fishermen, hunters, mechanics, etc.”’
(Wexler 116). Data collected on dialectological expeditions, records
of dialectal materials made by paid and unpaid collaborators, and
excerpts from earlier dialectal records constituted the foundation of
the very rich card files of the Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific
Language.

In the use of these data, words were often semantically recycled,
that is, words semantically rooted in village life, including agriculture
and handicrafts, were assigned a new ‘‘industrial’’ meaning, as in the
case of vyrobnja, originally ‘workshop’, then ‘factory, mill,” or proho-
ny¢ (mentioned above), originally ‘shutterbolt’, then ‘bolt’ in general
(Shevelov 1977, 255). Such a recycling is a natural, spontaneous pro-
cess in the languages of societies that industrialize. In the Ukrainian
case, however, the recycling was part of a planned, organized reshap-
ing of the language.

Alongside the use of colloquial and dialectal materials, new words
were coined on the basis of existing morphemes, most frequently by
affixation (e.g., dvyh-un and rus-ij ‘motor’, vy-myk-a¢ ‘electrical
switch’, etc.). Some of these, such as dvyhun and vymykac, have been
accepted into the language (Shevelov 1977, 255f.), but the méjority
cxist only on the pages of terminological dictionaries. Words were
also created by compounding, though less frequently, e.g., sklo-riz
‘glazier’s diamond’, vodo-zbir ‘cistern’, etc.

The restoration of archaic elements, a device widely used in
devcloping languages at the time of national rebirth (e.g., in Czech),
was generally not typical of the normalization of Ukrainian at the time
of Ukrainianization. In scientific terminology, such restoration was
exceptional; it was used only a little more frequently in legal (court)
terminology. Restoration was rare in military terminology, where the
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Cossack terminological tradition of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, resuscitated by the national army of 1918-1921, was
rejected, with but a few exceptions (e.g., sofnja ‘company’, Sanci
‘entrenchment’ — Jakubs’ki s.vv.). The reasons for this restrained atti-
tude were probably twofold: on the one hand, there was the strong
populist tradition established as early as the nineteenth century; on the
other hand, there was the desire to stay away from the usages of the
military in the Ukrainian National Republic and the Hetmanate.
Nonetheless, in the preface to the Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj slovnyk
pravanycoji movy (Kiev, 1926), its ‘‘editors’’ (i.e., A. Kryms’kyj)
declared: ‘‘We have deliberately introduced into the dictionary many
words from the old Ukrainian legal language in order to disclose the
tie of the contemporary language with the old one, to buttress the
present-day legal language with a historical foundation, and to show
how many words the contemporary language of the Ukraine retains
from the old legal language and how gravely err those who accuse the
present-day Ukrainian language of being artificial, forged, Galician-
ized. It proves that the Ukrainian language some two or three hundred
years ago used those same words that at times, it seems, so grate on
our Russianized ear’” (Kryms’kyj 1926, viii). This dictionary was
severely criticized by Skrypnyk in 1931. In fact, however, it con-
tained only ca. 2,000 archaic words (the total number of words was
over 67,000), which were singled out by the editorial comment szar.
(ancient) and had no prescriptive intent (Krymskyj 1926, v).

Behind all these practices, no doubt, was an effort to purge
Ukrainian of excessive patterning on Russian. This was the same pro-
cess which occurred in Czech, during its national rebirth purged of
Germanisms, in Bulgarian in relation to Turcicisms, in Romanian in
relation to Slavicisms. The crucial difference in those cases, however,
was that Bulgaria and Romania were fully independent states and that
the Czechs were benefitting from cultural autonomy in a constitutional
state. Neither situation was true of the Ukraine at the time.

The decision to rely upon internal lexical resources, primarily those
of the ‘‘unspoiled’’ popular language, was one on which all Ukrainian
language legislators seemed to agree, but not all of them wanted to
implement the decision equally. One can distinguish their division
into two main groups.
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One group aimed at filling gaps in the language that up to then had
typically been filled by inserting Russian words. Linguists in the
second group proposed, in addition to filling the gaps, to replace ele-
ments considered non-native with native ones. One can call the trend
of the second group ethnographic, that of the first, synthetic (i.e., striv-
ing for a synthesis of native rural components with urban, European
ones; cf. Shevelov 1962, 314ff.); the first group was extremely puris-
tic, whereas the second was moderately puristic. The main representa-
tives of the ethnographic, extremely puristic school were Kryms’kyj,
Je. Tymcenko, O. Kurylo in her early writings, M. Hladkyj, S.
Smerecyns’kyj, and, outside the Soviet Ukraine, V. Simovy¢ in his
early writings and I. Ohijenko. The synthetic, moderately puristic
trend was represented by O. Synjavs’kyj, M. Sulyma, M. Nakonecnyj,
O. Kurylo in her later writings; close by them stood V. Hancov and A.
Nikovs’kyj.® The extreme puristic trend was stronger in Kiev, the
moderate one in Kharkiv. The volume Normy ukrajins’koji literatur-
noji movy, by O. Synjavs’kyj, although published in Kiev (1931), was
written in Kharkiv, as were two detailed surveys of the modem stan-
dard Ukrainian language, collectively written and edited by L.
Bulaxovs’kyj:  Zahal'nyj kurs ukrajins’koji movy dlja viyteliv-
zaolnykiv (1929) and Pidvyscenyj kurs ukrajins’koji movy (1931).
These three were major achievements in the description of the stan-
dard Ukrainian language of the time. Conventionally, the two groups,
and the trends they represented, are also labeled the Kiev versus the
Kharkiv school.

The Kiev, extremely puristic, school was strongly represented in
many terminological dictionaries. For instance, on its recommenda-
tion ekvator was to be replaced by rivanyk, paralel’nyj by rivnobiznyj,
konus by stiok, sektor by vytynok, Stepsel’ by prytycka, kursyv by
pys'mivka, etc. Linguists of this school were also active in studying
syntax. Here, too, the tenor of their activity was to bring the literary
language close to the spoken language while freeing it from blind pat-
terning on Russian syntax. Forms and constructions untypical of

® Cf. Nikovs’kyj’s statement: ‘‘Now that the state, the state machinery, business
correspondence, professional and technical groups, science and school are placing
demands on the Ukrainian language, our language can undergo, along with a quantita-
tive growth, a severe drain of blood, jetting up [from the ground] to, after all, empty
heighits of routine and illusory technical perfection™ (vi).
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colloquial speech, whether based on Russian or on the traditions of
Greek or Latin, were rejected by the extremely puristic school: active
participles, passive constructions, and substantives denoting processes
were considered non-Ukrainian. Kryms’kyj went so far as to have the
word zmist ‘contents’ replaced by the phrase De s¢o je, literally ‘what
is where’, in publications of the Academy of Sciences. The simplistic
approach became nearly humoristic in Zrazky prostoho slova (Kiev,
1929) by Oleksander Synjavs’kyj (not to be confused with Oleksa
Synjavs’kyj). In general, verbal constructions were recommended at
the expense of nominal ones.

The Kharkiv, moderately puristic, school was not so categorical in
its prescriptions. It fully admitted constructions based on European
tradition and practice, while also supporting the expanded use of
“‘native’’ constructions. Linguists of this school clearly distinguished
between various styles and genres, whereas the extremists virtually
disregarded such differences. As in lexicography, in syntax the
moderates defended the synthesis of popular ‘‘colloquial’’ elements
with assimilated European components. (In lexicography, this
approach is well represented in PraktyCnyj rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj slov-
nyk, by M. Johansen, M. Nakonetnyj, K. Nimcynov, and B.
Tkacenko—1926.)

Interestingly enough, the ethnographic school found hardly any fol-
lowers in belles-lettres. A few works recorded colloquial rural
speech—e.g., by A. Holovko and K. Hordijenko—but these were styl-
izations offered through the mediation of a narrator. The general trend
clearly favored the urban language. Within this trend one can speak
ol writers who cultivated a refined ‘‘Europeanized”’ language (e.g., M.
Zerov, M. Ryl’s’kyj) as opposed to those who adopted the colloquial
urban language, with its choices that easily included some Russian-
isms (e.g., M. Xvyl’ovyj, M. Semenko). A chasm separated prescrip-
tive linguistics from the writers. It is telling that M. Hladkyj wrote a
[ull volume of criticism, occasionally strident, of the language of con-
temporary writers (Mova sucasnoho ukrajins’koho pys’menstva, Kiev,
1930; first published in Zyrtja j revoljucija 1928, 1112, and 1929,
I 6). Couched in softer language but essentially in the same vein
wis a study by M. Sulyma on the language of Xvyl’ovyj (‘‘Frazeo-
lohija Mykoly Xvyl’ovoho,” Cervonyj §ljax 1925, 1-2, pp. 263 —86),
in which Sulyma systematically contrasted the ‘‘most original, most
cardinal peculiarities ol popular Ukrainian mass phraseology,”” to
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“‘the Russianized language of the big cities, of Donec’k factories, of
barrack colonies, of sanatorial zones, of responsible specialists™
(263f.), to ‘‘the contemporary intelligentsia’s chat (balacku) about
writers, about scholars, about newspapers, the language of city-
dwellers’’ (283).

This discrepancy between writers and linguists (at least those
representing the ethnographic trend) was symptomatic. It showed that
the ‘‘perfect’” Ukrainian standard language devised by linguists was
an abstract ideal which might, at best, prevail in the long run, but was
for the time being utopian (as was ‘‘spelling’’ which required relearn-
ing all foreign words). In an interplay of what existed with what
should have existed, a compromise would gradually have been found.
It probably would have occurred if Ukrainianization lasted. But
Ukrainianization did not last. It began to weaken and wither in 1931.
With the year 1933 it would be officially discontinued.

The work of the Ukrainian linguists of the Ukrainianization period
was not entirely in vain, however. For the first time in the history of
Ukrainian, the language was normalized, and the normalization was
conducted, basically, on a scholarly basis. Much of the language
legislation would be rendered null and void; yet much remained
through the traumatic events of the 1930s, when virtually all the
linguists of the period of Ukrainianization were silenced or destroyed.

For all its artificiality, groundlessness, internal contradictions, tragi-
comic excesses and zigzags, Ukrainianization reasserted the existence
of Ukrainian as a standard language, rather than just a sum of rural
dialects. It extended the mastery of that standard language through
various strata of the population, and contributed to its survival during
the coming years of constraint and persecution.



CHAPTER SIX

Between 1933 and 1941: The Ukraine
Under Postysev and Xruscov
(Khrushchev)

The waning Ukrainianization came to a sudden halt with the
arrival in the Ukraine’s capital, Kharkiv, of Stalin’s plenipotentiary,
Pavel PostySev, on 25 or 26 January 1933. PostySev, a Russian and a
prominent party man in the Ukraine in 1923-1930, was generally
known as an adversary of Ukrainianization. He had been recalled to
Moscow in 1930, probably due to opposition against him by
Ukrainian Communists (Skrypnyk?). Now, in 1933, he returned in tri-
umph, to fulfill what was probably his personal wish and was certainly
his official commission: to crush his ideological (and personal) foes
and to subdue Ukrainians in the party and as a nation. Returning with
him was Vs. Balickij, not long before removed as chief of the secret
police, and about three thousand party members from Russia. Their
common assignment was to exterminate any and all Ukrainian resis-
tance (Majstrenko 147). Appointed Second (rather than First) Secre-
tary of the Central Committee of the CPU as well as First Secretary of
the Oblast Committee of the party in Kharkiv, PostySev had the right
1o give orders to anyone in the Ukraine, including the First Secretary
ol the Central Committee, S. Kosior. The theoretical basis for
PostySev’s activity was announced a year later, at the Seventeenth
Congress of the CPSU, where Stalin declared that by that time ‘‘local
nationalism,”’ i.e., Ukrainian in the Ukraine, had become the principal
danger. Within this party line, Posty§ev remained the absolute dicta-
tor of the Ukraine until 1937.

The violent end of the Ukrainianization policy was brought about
by internal and cxternal developments. In spite of its promoters’
many declarations that the policy was not aimed at the appeasement of
the peasantry, Ukrainianization was in fact planned as exactly that.



142 The Ukrainian Language (1900—1941)

Now, by 1933, appeasement was no longer an issue. Stalin was
engaged in an undeclared war with the peasants. It began with the
proclamation in 1929 of the policy of (forceful) collectivization and
took material form with the liquidation of the kulaks in 1930- 1931
and the ‘“‘minor’’ famine of 1932, caused by the state’s heavy-handed
grain collection. These were a prelude to the famine of 1933 that
killed several million people and brought the Ukrainian peasantry to
its knees. Achieving the capitulation of the peasantry was one of
PostySev’s major tasks and he carried it out to perfection. From 1931,
there was no longer any need to make overtures to the Ukrainian
peasants.

In foreign policy, the hope to bring about ‘‘world communism’’
with Moscow at its center through colonial liberation movements, the
hope that had motivated the policy of korenizacija, including Ukraini-
anization, was frustrated. Instead, a major war in Europe was becom-
ing a tangible prospect with the Nazis’ seizure of power in Germany
on 30 January 1933, the same week that PostySev arrived in Kharkiv.
In that war, the Ukraine would be the main arena. Therefore the coun-
try must be ruthlessly pacified and rendered a Russian province. This
was PostySev’s second assignment.

The policy of Ukrainianization was not formally abrogated either
by PostySev or by any other party or govermnment official. The
Twelfth Congress of the CPU, held in January 1934, in its resolution
on the report of the Central Committee, briefly mentioned the task of
“‘further unfolding the Bolshevik Ukrainianization’’ (Rezoljuciji 559).
Only deviations from the ‘‘correct Ukrainianization’ caused by
“‘bourgeois nationalists’’ or ‘‘their agents,”” including Skrypnyk at
their head, were to be excised mercilessly. Henceforth Ukrainian cul-
ture, and the Ukrainian language as an essential ingredient thereof,
should follow the dictum ‘‘national in form but proletarian/socialist in
content,”’ coined by Stalin as early as 1925, although launched only at
the Sixteenth Congress of the CPSU in 1930 (Luckyj 177, Stalin 367).
References to the successes of Ukrainianization can be found in pro-
nouncements of party leaders during the PostySev era. For instance,
M. Popov, in November 1933, mentioned continuity in party policy in
this respect; in January 1934, a resolution of the Twelfth Congress of
the CPU advised ‘‘speeding up national cultural construction and
Bolshevik Ukrainianization based on industrialization and collectivi-
zation’’; as late as May 1937, the Thirteenth Congress of the CPU
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faulted ‘‘the insufficient Ukrainianization of the Party, the Soviets,
and particularly of trade-union and Komsomol organizations’’ (Kos-
tiuk 73, 75, 125).

Several gestures in that direction were ordered by PostySev: the
erection of monuments to Taras Sev&enko (the poet was depicted as
being guarded by a kolxoznik, an industrial worker, a young commu-
nist, and a red-guardist) in Kharkiv (1933-1935) and Kiev
(1935-1939), the transference of the capital to Kiev (1934) and, most
important, the appointment of several renowned Ukrainians to leading
government (but not party) posts, including V. Zatons’kyj as commis-
sar of education, A. Xvylja as his deputy, and P. Ljubéenko as chair-
man of the CPC (the latter two were former Borot’bists). Several
Russian-language newspapers were established in cities of the
Ukraine, but the only official outlets of the Central Committee, the
newspaper Komunist and the journal Bil’Sovyk Ukrajiny, continued to
be published in Ukrainian alone. In the same vein, several Russian
theaters were founded, without displacing Ukrainian ones; opera con-
tinued to be performed in Ukrainian.

Factually, however, the impetus for Ukrainianization had vanished.
All its leading cadres in both the Commissariat of Education and in
the Ukrainianization courses were arrested and either sent to labor
camps or shot to death. The promotor of the whole process, M.
Skrypnyk, faced with the demise of all his accomplishments and
imminent personal destruction, committed suicide on 7 July 1933.

The most pernicious aspect of PostySev’s policy lay not in the
prohibition of the Ukrainian language nor in the formal abolition of
Ukrainianization, but in the nearly total destruction of Ukrainian intel-
lectuals. In harmony with the new slogan of culture national only in
form, anyone who ascribed to the traditions of the Ukrainian past was
to be silenced or destroyed. The terror assumed previously unheard-of
proportions. Thousands were arrested on false accusations; under
unbearable conditions and torture, they ‘‘confessed’’ to belong to
underground subversive ‘‘organizations’’ which never existed and
never figured in any open trial, but which were mentioned in the pub-
lic speeches of PostySev, Kosior, and others. By referring to these
contrived comments, Kostiuk (85—108) determined that there were
fifteen such fabricated organizations, among which some allegedly
had thousands of members. The executions of the very real
“members” of those lictitious organizations were in some instances
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made public, especially after the murder of S. Kirov in Leningrad on 1
December 1934 (which had no trail leading to the Ukraine), but more
often were conducted in silence. Not a single group of the intelli-
gentsia in the Ukraine escaped the arrests and executions, from clergy
to engineers, from workers in cooperatives to actors, from writers to
agronomists. Some groups were virtually liquidated. Such was the
fate of the priests of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church,
of the usually blind singers of Ukrainian folklore (kobzari and lirnyky ;
Shostakovich, 214f.), of the professors of VUAMLIN (All-Ukrainian
Association of Marx and Lenin Institutes, in 1933; the organization
was disbanded in 1936), of historians who had studied with M.
Javors’kyj (1933), of artists belonging to ARMU (Association of
Revolutionary Artists of the Ukraine), and of members of the
Academy of Sciences. The closure of the Academy of Sciences’ insti-
tutes of Sevéenko studies, of Jewish proletarian culture, and of Polish
proletarian culture during the latter half of the 1930s was probably
also due in part to the decimation of their members. Other groups of
the intelligentsia were affected selectively, but in none was the per-
centage of victims low.

For party members, arrests often came following public denuncia-
tion during the purge that raged in 1933—-1934 and resulted in the
party’s expelling 23 percent of its members, or 27,500 people (Kos-
tiuk 61), of whom 2,750 had held leading positions (Narysy 411).

The loss of the intelligentsia was all the more painful because the
severely quelled and decimated peasantry was incapable of producing
a new wave of intellectuals.

Also falling victim to the purge were periodicals (e.g., Litopys
revoljuciji, discontinued in 1933; Istoryk-bil’Sovyk, closed sometime
in the mid-1930s; Nova [later Socijalisty¢na] hromada, in 1933; Zytrja
J revoljucija in 1933; Cervonyj $ljax in 1936), theaters (e.g., the
theater group ‘‘Berezil’,”” disbanded in October 1933), and cinema
(the famed director O. DovZenko was sent to Moscow the same year).

Struck at the same time were the national minorities of the Ukraine,
with the single exception of the Russian one. Jewish, Bulgarian, Mol-
davian, German, Greek, and Polish administrative units were dis-
banded entirely or in part, and their schools and press were closed
entirely or in part (Kostiuk 94).!

U As of the beginning of 1927, there were 21 national rajony in the Ukraine: Y Rus-



Between 1933 and 1941 145

The gaps in the ranks of the Ukrainian intelligentsia were as a rule
left unfilled; in the party and in the state machinery, those eliminated
were replaced. More often than not, the new functionaries were Rus-
sians. As already mentioned, when PostySev came to Kharkiv from
Moscow, he brought with him 3,000 party workers. In November
1933, he noted that 1,340 ‘‘comrades’’ had been newly appointed to
district managerial jobs and that 237 (out of 525) new secretaries were
serving district party committees, without disclosing their nationality.
Ten thousand men were sent to administer the collective farms; most
likely, the majority of them were Russtans. ‘‘Political detachments™’
were created at tractor stations (MTS) and state farms *‘with the aid of
the All-Union CP that supplied 4,500 party men’’ (Kostiuk 28, Narysy
402), who were undoubtedly predominantly Russian. The same was
probably true of the newly formed (June 1933) group of industrial
‘‘party organizers,”’ especially in the Donec’k basin (Narysy 399f.).

An important development during the PostySev era in the Ukraine,
though one not initiated by him, was the growing centralization of the
administration in the Soviet Union. In overt violation of the constitu-
tions of the USSR and its component republics, various republican
commissariats were replaced, one after another, by all-Union or mixed
commissariats centered in Moscow. At the time of the formation of
the USSR there were five all-Union commissariats; by 1935, the
number had grown to twelve (Sadovs’kyj 103). The Constitution of
the Ukrainian SSR, adapted in January 1937, recognized only eight
republican commissariats, such as: autotransportation, dwelling con-
struction, municipal economy, furniture and carpentry industry, local
fuel industry, education (which did not extend to institutions of higher
education, art, or culture), and social security (Kounstitucii 76). This
meant that the ‘‘government’” of the Ukrainian SSR had no more

sian, 7 German, 3 Bulgarian, | Polish, 1 Jewish. Several more were in the planning
stage: 6 Greek, 3 German, 2 Jewish, and additional Russian ones. Apparently, the
majority of planned rajony were indeed established in the years 19271931 (lrogi
raboty, p. 23). All had schools in their national languages. No such schools survived
into the 1940s. In the postwar period, official and semi-official pronouncements men-
tion only Polish, Hungarian, and Moldavian schools, i.e., schools using the languages

s

ol the “‘new’” national minorities incorporated into the Soviet Union at war’s end
(c.g., Bilodid 8). The silence about schools of other national minorities would imply
their absence (this did not apply to Russian schools, for Russians were no longer con-

sidered a national manority).
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functions or rights than a municipality. New laws and proclamations
concerning matters specifically Ukrainian were issued in Moscow and
implemented from there, in complete disregard of rights granted by
the original constitution. Such were, for instance, the laws on the for-
mation of six new districts in the Ukraine (19 November 1935;
Sadovs’kyj 98) and on the improvement of coal mining in the
Donec’k region (31 March 1940; Narysy 443), as well as annual regu-
lations on the size of areas sown with various crops, among hundreds
more. Sadovs’kyj (98) counted that in 1935 alone there were 526 such
laws. After all, the constitution (§ 16) held that ‘‘the laws of the
USSR are binding on the territory of the Ukrainian SSR,’’ a provision
that specified no limits to interference in the internal affairs of the
Ukraine.

The effect of the anti-Ukrainian terror that followed upon Stalin’s
pronouncement of ‘‘local nationalism’’ as the major danger to the
existence of the Soviet Union, and of the unscrupulous and relentless
government centralization on the use and status of the Ukrainian
language, was dramatic. In cities and larger towns, it went under-
ground, except for officially sanctioned ceremonial occasions. The
achievements of Ukrainianization, small as they were, in inculcating
the Ukrainian language as a medium of communication in urban
everyday life were struck down. Russian was fully reinstalled in that
function. Even within the Academy of Sciences, Russian became the
language of normal conversation (Polons’ka 2, 37), and even by
official data, the percentage of Ukrainians in the Academy fell to 54.9
by 1937. The name changes of the Academy reflected its evolution:
until 1935, it was ‘“All-Ukrainian,’’ then it became ‘‘Ukrainian,’” and
from 1936, the Academy ‘‘of the Ukrainian SSR.”’ Also, the immedi-
ate effect of the direct subordination of the whole state machinery to
Moscow was the switch to Russian throughout the govermment
administration,

Superficially, however, Ukrainian remained the predominant
language in the Ukraine. Statistically, the number of Ukrainian
schools, press organs, theaters, and published books exceeded Russian
ones, although these were on the rise.

The PostySev-Balickij terror had one more, less direct effect on the
status of the Ukrainian language. Standard Ukrainian could have been
enhanced by the eminence of Ukrainian culture as expressed in litera-
ture, cinema, theater, ctc. But this was precluded by the terror that
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stalked writers, cinema and theater directors, artists, composers, etc.
As a rule, its victims were the Ukraine’s most outstanding cultural
figures. Les’ Kurbas, the leader of modem Ukrainian theater, was
arrested and eventually liquidated, as were many prominent actors;
Olexander DovZenko, the leading personality in cinema, was forced to
leave the Ukraine; Mykola Xvyl’ovyj, perhaps the most outstanding
Ukrainian prose writer of the time, was driven to suicide; hundreds of
talented writers, those capable of independent thinking and experi-
mentation, including the most gifted novelist Valerijan Pidmohy!’ny;j
and the leading playwright Mykola Kuli§, were shot or banished,
never to return. The writers who remained were as a rule careerists
with little talent or individuals willing to adapt themselves to the
situation. The general level of literature and art, now squeezed into
the narrow framework of socialist realism and political slogans, fell so
low that it lost all appeal. Interesting works were exceptions that
tended to appear only at long intervals (e.g., Versnyky [The riders] by
Jurij Janovs’kyj, 1935). The same general situation obtained in all
Soviet literatures of the time,? but the percentage of writers who fell
victim to the terror in the Ukraine was higher than in, say, Russia.
Most critical was that Ukrainian literature virtually lost all attraction
for the reader. Even Ukrainian prerevolutionary, classical literature
and art were purged, and much of it was either not reissued or banned.

The PostySev era came to an abrupt end in 1937. In mid-March he
was suddenly and without any explanation recalled to Russia, where
he was arrested and then disappeared. Balickij shared his fate. One
reason for Stalin’s action could have been PostySev’s emphatic
attempts to build up his personal popularity in the Ukraine, which Sta-
lin may have perceived as threatening. Another reason might have
been the aggravation of the intemational situation. In 1936 Germany
embarked on a course of military aggression and reoccupied the
Rhineland. This reminded Stalin of the role he intended the Ukraine
to have in any future war. A new pacification of the country was
becoming imminent. Stalin may have contemplated the liquidation of
the Ukraine as even a nominal state; PostySev and his efforts at per-
sonal glory did not suit such a scheme.

¥ A decree of the Central Committee of the RCP disbanded all voluntary literary
organizations and made writers state functionaries supervised by the centralized
Union of Writers (23 April [0,
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If this speculation is correct, Kosior, who with the removal of
PostySev became ostensibly the number one person in the CPU,
misconstrued the reasons for the removal of PostySev. In the resolu-
tions of the CPU’s Thirteenth Congress, which convened on 27 May
1937, PostySev’s demise was used to revivify the problem of Ukraini-
anization. The congress, without mentioning PostySev by name,
blamed him for *‘the insufficient Ukrainianization of the party, of the
soviets, and particularly of trade unions and Komsomol organiza-
tions”’ and for ‘‘the inadequate promotion of Ukrainian Bolshevik
cadres to leading party, soviet, economic, and trade union posts’
(cited from Kostiuk 125). This is the more significant because the
Constitution of 1937 said nothing about language in the Ukraine,
except for the statement that *‘citizens of the Ukrainian SSR have the
right to an education. This right is secured. . .by school education in
the native language’’ (Konstitucija 122, p. 75; it is noteworthy that the
word skola ‘school’ in the Ukrainian vernacular most often refers to
elementary school).

The reaction of the Kremlin and the events that followed were not
publicized; to some extent they can only be conjectured here. In its
issue of July 9, Pravda attacked the Central Committee of the CPU.
In August a special commission comprising V. Molotov, N. EZov, and
N. Xrus¢ov (Khrushchev) was sent to Kiev, and a plenary session of
the Central Committee was convoked. According to unconfirmed
information provided by the sovietologist Avtorxanov, by that time
‘‘several trainloads of special NKVD troops had arrived in Kiev from
Moscow’’ (quoted from Kostiuk 127). It is a justified guess that the
Moscow commission expressed no confidence in the Central Commit-
tee of the CPU and the government of the Ukrainian SSR. Whatever
resistance, if any, may have followed, P. LjubCenko, the head, of the
CPC, committed suicide on 30 August 1937. In the next few days two
of Kosior’s aides, M. Popov and M. Xatajevy¢, were arrested; Kosior
himself was recalled to Moscow, where he disappeared. All other
members of the Politbureau, all members of the Orgbureau, all
members of the Control Commission, all but two of the 62 members
and 40 candidate members of the Central Committee, all the leading
figures in the Ukrainian government, including the Commissar of
Education Zatons’kyj and his deputy Xvylja, as well as a substantial
number of oblast” and local functionaries, were liquidated. The entire
machinery of rule was destroyed. It was, without question, a coup
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d’état. What is especially striking, and what makes one speculate that
the very existence of the Ukrainian SSR was in danger, is that for five
months no one was elected or appointed to replace those dismissed.
Several Russian ‘‘comrades’’ now controlled matters in the Ukraine,
the obscure individuals Starygin, Lemkov, Smimov, Ljutavin,
§pi1evoj, and TeleSov (listed in Kostiuk 131), but even they held no
publicly defined posts.

Finally the decision to maintain the formal existence of the
Ukrainian republic prevailed. On 28 January 1938, it was announced
that N. XrusCov, a Russian, was ‘‘elected’’ the First Secretary of the
Central Committee and M. Burmistenko, another Russian, its Second
Secretary; on February 22, a new chairman of the CPC, D.
Korotéenko, was announced; appointed commissar of education was
H. Xomenko, a political nonentity of whom little was known before or
after his appointment. The interregnum ended with the election of the
Central Committee in June 1938, at the Fourteenth Congress of the
CPU.

The impact of these events, which bordered on the liquidation of
formal Ukrainian statehood and, the urban use of the Ukrainian
language, can readily be imagined. The terror of 1937-1938 was
much more intense than that of 1933 —1934; the accompanying uncer-
tainty and bewilderment were extremely powerful additional factors.
The new tenor of things was made very clear by two new measures
taken by Xrus¢ov. Before his ‘‘election,”’ starting on the first of Janu-
ary 1938, the daily organ of the Central Committee of the CPU,
Komunist, published in Ukrainian since 1926, was augmented by a
Russian-language newspaper, Sovetskaja Ukraina. This was tan-
tamount to recognition that the Soviet Ukraine and its governing party
gave the Russian language the same status as the Ukrainian language.
If any specific event can be considered the formal end of Ukrainiani-
zation, the initiation of that newspaper was this event. It roughly
coincided with the liquidation of the last old-guard Ukrainian ele-
ments in the party: the former Borot’bists, including P. LjubCenko
and A. Xvylja, and the former (prerevolutionary) Ukrainian Bolshe-
viks, including V. Zatons’kyj and H. Petrovs’kyj (the latter escaped
arrest, but was removed to Russia and given a humble post).

The second measure of both symbolic and large practical import
was the decree of the CPC of 20 April 1938 on the compulsory teach-
ing of the Russian Language i all Ukrainian (“‘non-Russian’’) schools
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beginning in the second grade, for four to five hours weekly
(Majstrenko 160); prior to that time, teaching Russian started in the
third grade, for two to four hours per week (Siropolko 48). The Four-
teenth Congress of the CPU (June 1938) emphasized ‘‘the necessity to
eliminate the after-effect of the hostile sabotage in the teaching of the
Russian language in elementary and secondary schools as well as in
institutions of higher education,”” and connected the necessity directly
with the danger of ‘‘the separation of the Soviet Ukraine from the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics’’ (Rezoljuciji 601f.).3

In accordance with the new policy, some old propaganda slogans
were modified and some new ones were promulgated, either directly
from Moscow or via Kiev. During the PostySev era, the prevailing
slogan had called for the rejection of artificial barriers between the
Ukrainian and the Russian nations and languages. Constantly
reiterated now, in 1938, was the assertion that the Ukraine is an
inseparable part of the Soviet Union and that the friendship of the
united Soviet peoples is eternal, with emphasis placed on the greatness
and leading character of Russian culture (Kostiuk 140; Narysy 428).
This concept was also projected back into history. The contention that
the Ukrainian (as well as Belorussian) nationality first arose after the
Tatar invasion of the thirteenth century, whereas prior to that time
there existed a monolithic ‘‘old-Russian nationality’” that was the
common ancestor of Russians, Ukrainians, and Belorussians, was
overtly formulated only later, after World War II. But as early as
August 1934, Soviet historians were instructed that ‘‘the history of
Great Russia [should] not be torn apart from the history of other
nations of the USSR’’ (J. Stalin, A. Zdanov, S. Kirov, ‘‘Zamecanija
po povodu konspekta u€ebnika po istorii SSSR,”’ K izuceniju 23).
This was tantamount to abolishing the history of the Ukrain{e (and
other non-Russian nations) and to its dissolution in the ‘‘history of the
USSR,”’ i.e., in practice, of Russia. This concept was systematically
set forth in the all-Union obligatory textbook edited by Andrej
Sestakov, entitled Istorija SSSR, kratkij kurs (first edition 1937, with
many subsequent ones; cf. Shtepa 128ff.). This newly created

3 The often quoted pronouncement of Xrus¢ov, ‘‘Now all peoples will study the
Russian language’’ (Pravda, 16 June 1938), is ambiguous: it is unclear whether he is
referring 1o the new policy or 1o a general statement on the advantage of being in com-
mand ol Russian because it is the language in which Lenin and Stalin wrote.
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“‘history of the USSR’’—which began no earlier and no later than half
a million years ago—actually replaced the history of the Ukraine,
especially in schools. A set purpose loomed behind the Stalin-
Sestakov concept that the Ukrainian culture and language had no deep
historical roots, but were due to the historical accident of the Tatar
invasion and thus were fated to wither away.

In terms of practical language politics, the time of the dictatorship
of PostySev and later Xru$€ov brought substantial changes in educa-
tion and publication.

In education, an increasing number of schools in urban and indus-
trial centers were de-Ukrainianized; these switched in part, under
Zatons’kyj, to dual Ukrainian-Russian usage and later to instruction in
Russian. The development has been confirmed by numerous
witnesses, but it cannot be fully substantiated by statistic data, for
from ca. 1938, data on the distribution of Ukrainian and Russian
schools have usually been withheld (cf., e.g., the article on education
in Ukrajins’ka radjans’ka encyklopedija 17, 412). What information
appeared in the press was episodic and cannot be verified. For
instance, Xru§€ov reported to the Fourteenth Congress of the CPU that
there were 17,736 Ukrainian schools in the republic, with a total of
4,316,000 students (Pravda, 16 June 1938). The semi-official publi-
cation of the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR (Radjans’ka
Ukrajina za 20 rokiv, Kiev, 1937, p. 98) added that Ukrainian schools
constituted 82.8 percent of all schools. These data seem highly
suspect. Even at the peak of Ukrainianization, in 1930, the number of
Ukrainian schools was 16,162 and their percentage of all schools in
the Ukraine was 77. The blackout of data on the language of educa-
tion (which extended to other areas of cultural life, such as theater,
film, radio, party and government pronouncements, etc.) shows that
the de-Ukrainianization of education was carried out furtively and
gradually, but also consistently and relentlessly. In institutions of
higher education, the switch to Russian as the language of instruction
was accelerated by the formation of an All-Union-Republican Com-
mittee to deal with matters pertaining to higher education (1936), to
which corresponding government agencies were subordinated (the
UISSR’s Ministry of Higher and Special Education was formally esta-
blished in 1946).
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Statistical data on the revival of Russian theaters in the Ukraine are
also lacking. But if in 1933 ‘‘forty new theaters’’ were founded (Nar-
ysy 407), one can safely guess that most if not all of them were Rus-
sian.

Production of books in Ukrainian underwent a decline under
PostySev and Xrus§cov. In 1930, titles published were 6,394. The
number dwindled to 3,472 in 1933; 3,232 in 1936; 2,566 in 1937,
2,159 in 1938; 1,895 in 1939 (EU 1, 977). Of the total number of
books published in all languages, Ukrainian books, per annum, consti-
tuted 79, 69, 59, 60, 52, and 43 percent. Again, there is reason to sur-
mise that the bulk of the non-Ukrainian production was in Russian. In
addition, Russian books published in Russia were imported freely and
in large quantities. The main reason for the decline in the percentage
of Ukrainian books published was the policy of the government; the
rcasons for the decline in absolute figures were more complicated.
Among them were, probably, the public’s reluctance to read literature
imbued with official propaganda and, generally, low in quality;
another was a decrease in the number of readers, due to the extermina-
tion of the Ukrainian intelligentsia and educated peasantry.

Russian newspapers started to grow in number under the Postysev
regime; in XrudCov’s time, practically every oblast” had a Russian
newspaper alongside the Ukrainian one (Narysy 427). The general
share ol Russian newspapers grew from 10.1 percent in 1933 to 22.2
pereent in 1940 (EU 1, 992). In addition, many Russian newspapers
were imported, and some even had a special printing produced in the
Ukraine (e.g., Pravda). In many cases the pre-Ukrainianization
dichotomy of Ukrainian for rural use and Russian for urban and indus-
trial use, so vigorously denied during Skrypnyk’s era, was reintro-
duced. In certain cases this was even reflected in the titles of newspa-
pers: e.g., published in Kharkiv were the Ukrainian Socialistyéna
Xarkivséyna vs. the Russian Xar’kovskij rabocij; published in Odessa
were the Ukrainian Cornomors'ka komuna vs. the Russian Znamja
komunizma,

All these developments reflected, on the one hand, a political
course aimed at the gradual undermining of the part played by the
Ukrainian language, and, on the other hand, a certain attitude among
speakers of Ukrainian. It was impractical to adhere to a language
whose communicative value and social prestige were steadily falling,
Under these conditions, surprising was not the retreat of the Ukrainian
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language, but rather its relative tenacity. This was, possibly, the
cxplanation behind the cautious and slow pace of the de-
Ukrainianization measures, as well as the furtiveness and secrecy of
the Russifying ones. For one thing, the ferocious terror conducted
against Ukrainian intellectuals as a rule was not noted in the press,
except at the beginning of the PostySev era. Of course, consideration
of possible repercussions outside the Soviet Union must also have had
some effect. Nonetheless, the main policy goal Skrypnyk had set—
namely, that peasants joining the proletariat in Ukrainian-speaking
cities would preserve their Ukrainian language—was destroyed. The
new industrial recruits arriving from the countryside entered a
Russian-speaking milieu in which the prestige of the Ukrainian
language was low and its communicative function only rudimentary.
These peasants were destined to be denationalized. This was even
more true of those who succeeded in moving into the higher echelons
of the society, to become technicians, administrators, ideologists. The
traditional deficient structure of Ukrainian speakers was being rein-
stated: again, those who spoke the language were primarily peasants
and the humanist intelligentsia.

The political course of the 1930s also deeply affected the Ukrainian
language from within. It was subjected to regimentation more severe
than any in its history. For the most part this was another manifesta-
tion of the centralization and regularization typical of the time; in part
it had been prepared by the earlier, strict regimentation of the
language’s spelling (in the broad sense, including morphology and
orthoepy), terminology, syntax, and vocabulary. The spirit of stan-
dardization that had been introduced by the normalizers of Skrypnyk’s
time was now turned against them.

During the SVU trial, S. Jefremov, accused of sabotage in his
language work, reasonably stated: ‘‘I think that sabotage in language
is merely impossible. When a saboteur floods a mine he does not
lcave his visiting card, but when one compiles a dictionary he places
his name [on it]. ... Everyone who writes wants to be read by the
broadest circles of readers. In my opinion, sabotage is unthinkable in
that area’” (quoted from Smal’-Stock’kyj 102f.). Nonetheless, the
language normalizers of the 1920s were accused of sabotage, and the
charge was repeated ad nauseam.
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The campaign against these ‘‘saboteurs’” would rage for more than
two years. Not only linguists, but also politicians were participants,
including PostySev, Zatons’kyj and, most actively, Xvylja. The attack
was initiated in 1930 with an article by Naum Kahanovy¢ entitled
“‘Proty ‘narodnyctva’ v movoznavstvi (Kudy ide ukrajins’ka litera-
turna mova?)’’ (Against populism in linguistics [Where is the
Ukrainian language going?]), which was published in Prapor mark-
syzmu (no. 1), the outlet of VUAMLIN, a party institution opposed to
the subdued but still suspect Academy in Kiev. A man of Jewish des-
cent and of Russian culture, Kahanovy¢ produced a useful study about
the history of active participles in Russian, which remained his only
scholarly work. He ventured into problems of Ukrainian when it was
still protected by Skrypnyk and when the latter’s sway over the
Ukraine seemed secure. Kahanovy¢’s position in the 1930 article was
cssentially close to that of Synjavs’kyj and other ‘‘anti-
cthnographers’” in Ukrainian linguistics, but his sharper tone invoked
the specter of Marxism in linguistics. Wrote Kahanovyé: ‘‘For a
linguist, particularly for a sociologist and a Marxist, it is obvious that
such a path [as recommended by Kurylo and Sulyma] is impossible,
The slogan ‘back to the people’s speech’ is essentially conservative
and harmful.”” And he concluded: *‘This language [i.e., Standard
Ukrainian of the future] will, of course, be created on the basis of so-
called ‘popular’ speech, but the latter will serve only as the foundation
and by no means as the entire edifice. That edifice, that real literary
language, will appear as the synthesis of heterogeneous components.
It shall absorb the popular components and the jazycyje [the literary
language developed by Galician Moscophiles, containing Church Sla-
vonic and Russian elements] and the language of newspapers and
journals, etc. This is the path of all languages. Such is also the path
of the Ukrainian literary language’’ (63 —64). Without directly refer-
ring to the Russian language (this was not yet in fashion), Kahanovy¢
actually called Ukrainian away from the excesses of populism to the
pattern lamiliar to him in Standard Russian.

A few months later a new article by Kahanovy¢ was published, also
in Prapor marksyzmu (1930, 3), under the innocuous title ‘‘Kil’ka sliv
pro slovnyky” (A few words about dictionaries). It was directed
against the Academy dictionary, noting only in passing a terminologi-
cal dictionary of mechanics. Kahanovy¢ had grounds for two of his
criticisms: that the Academy dictionary relicd on prerevolutionary
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sources and often neglected new words of the Soviet period; and that
some words invented during the Ukrainianization period were
‘‘pseudo-scholarly substitutes’ (surogaty; 124). In comparison to
subsequent articles by Kahanovy¢ and to those by Xvylja and his
subordinates, the tone of the article is moderate, although it does con-
tain two denunciatory statements: ‘‘this is scholarly sabotage’’ (124)
and ‘‘Ukrainian bourgeois national [sic!] xutorjanstvo’’ (126). The
latter word, derived from xutir ‘farmstead of a wealthy farmer’, is here
synonymous to kulakdom, a serious political incrimination in the cir-
cumstances of the time.

In a year or two, when the ‘‘unmasking’” of Skrypnyk and of the
purists in Ukrainian linguistics became topical, Kahanovy¢’s daring
sally opened the gate to a meteoric career. Suddenly he became the
head of an officially approved and promoted antipurist movement, the
director of the Institute of Linguistics in Kiev, the editor-in-chief of
the newly founded periodical Movoznavstvo, and a corresponding
member of the Academy (May 1934—Polons’ka 2, 32)—in a word,
the arbiter in Ukrainian linguistics. After Skrypnyk’s downfall, the
quiet and partly scholarly tone of his political debut proved too mild.
Kahanovy¢ underwent ‘‘self-criticism’’ for the ‘‘insufficiency’” (but
not inadequacy) of his approach in 1930. He should have spoken, he
admitted, not of populism, but of aggressive bourgeois nationalism; he
should not have just discussed problems but inaugurated a language
pogrom.

Accordingly, a third article by Kahanovy¢ appeared, in the monthly
Za markso-lenins’ku krytyku (1933, 10). It bore the title ‘‘Movna
teorija ukrajins’koho burZuaznoho nacionalizmu’’ (The language
theory of Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism). Here it was claimed that
representatives of the ethnographic school in Ukrainian linguistics,
i.e., Kurylo, Tymé&enko, and their followers, ‘‘continued the tradition
of the Union for Liberation of the Ukraine [SVU]’’ (37), that to them
the people meant the kulaks (on which point, strangely enough, they
are charged to have followed in the footsteps of Potebnja and
Vossler—pp. 34, 32). A work by another linguist, SmereCyns’kyj,
was described as a ‘‘frontal attack of the class enemy on the develop-
ment of the Ukrainian literary language as undertaken [?] by the Com-
munist party according to the indications of Lenin and Stalin’’ (39).
The charge against the “*bourgeois nationalists’ referred specifically
10 the seven following points: (1) rejection of neologisms coined
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during the revolutionary epoch; (2) rejection of international words;
(3) rejection of language components common to those in languages
of the other Soviet republics, especially Russian; (4) attempts to incul-
cate language components having a class enemy character; (5)
attempts to spread feudal and bourgeois ideology through language;
(6) attempts to spread artificially created language components; and
(7) distortion in the meaning of many notions, especially those politi-
cal and economic,

The immediate pretext for Kahanovy¢’s third article was the publi-
cation, in Kiev, of a collection of articles entitled Na movoznavéomu
Jronti (1931). The volume was the first publication of the Institute of
Linguistics of the Academy of Sciences. The institute was organized
on 7 March 1930 to replace the Institute of the Ukrainian Scientific
language and other linguistic sections and commissions of the
Academy (Visti VUAN 1930, 2, p. 1f.). The institute’s director, and
the editor of the collection, was H. Tkacenko, a party man. The bulk
ol the book was devoted to criticism of the Academy’s previous work
in linguistics in light of the new political requirements (and phraseol-
ogy, as the title of the collection indicates).

The “‘program’ of Tkacenko differed but little from that of
KahanovyE. As Tkalenko wrote (in Visti VUAN 1930, 4): ““The
proletariat, who took power into their hands in the Ukraine, also
brought with them their language, their phonetics, vocabulary, and
phrascology. While widely making use of the attainments of their
predecessors, the proletarians adapt everything to their needs, to the
needs of the broad toiling masses, beginning with spelling and the
meaning of individual words’ (p. 12). Hence Tkacenko’s promise
that the Institute of Linguistics ‘‘will periodically report on its work in
lactories, to the mass of workers’’ (p. 16).

Tkacenko’s program, however, was considered faulty (and hence,
in the phraseology of the time, bourgeois nationalist) because his criti-
cism was said to have been relatively mild and, particularly, because
he failed 1o expel all the old cadre of linguists from the Academy and
to destroy all their work. Instead he declared the necessity “‘to select
from the older staff of the linguistic institutions those who had better
qualifications and who sincerely undertook to build Soviet-style
rescarch™ (p. 17). Following his call, the published first three
volumes of the Academy dictionary were all reviewed by V. Jakymiv,
M. Kalynovy¢, and O. Synjavs'kyj, and in part (vol. 2) by O. Kurylo,



Between 1933 and 1941 157

who also reviewed research in dialectology. Tkacenko, while reject-
ing Smerecyns’kyj’s views, still considered the latter’s book on syntax
to be a useful collection of data. That approach, and the work of such
collaborators, aroused Kahanovy¢’s ire. He wanted, as did the party,
all work of the Academy linguists to be discredited, and the staff to be
dismissed and liquidated, which would later happen.

Kahanovy¢’s third article, unlike his first two, was not a daring soli-
tary call. It was part of a well-organized frontal offensive against
‘‘nationalism’’ and ‘‘sabotage’’ in linguistics. Discounting vitriolic
attacks by PostySev, the somewhat more professional campaign
opened with A. Xvylja’s article (in Komunist, 4 April 1933), *‘Za
bil’Sovyc’ku pyl’nist’ na fronti tvorennja ukrajins’koji radjans’koji
kul’tury’” (reprinted in Movoznavstvo 1, 1934). On 25 April 1933, a
commission, headed by Xvylja and charged with reexamination of
work ‘‘on the language front,”” was organized at the Commissariat of
Education (its two resolutions, one of a general character, the other
specifically on terminology, were published in Movoznavstvo 1, 1934,
pp- 15~21). Two days later, on April 27, Pravda published a far from
professional correspondence from Kiev by a certain B. Levin con-
cerned with ‘“*how bourgeois nationalists bossed (orudovali)’’ that
vehemently attacked “‘the group of Petljurovite intelligentsia. . . Elena
Kurillo [!], Professor Tim¢enko, Draj-Xmara, Selud’ko a.0.,”’ accus-
ing them of ‘‘a zoological hatred to everything coming from the Rus-
sian language,”” and H. Tkacenko, ‘‘under whose wing the bourgeois
nationalists gathered.”” That same year, 1933, Xvylja published
another article, ‘‘Na borot’bu z nacionalizmom na movnomu fronti’’
(in Za markso-lenins’ku krytyku, 7), and the book Znyscyty korinnja
ukrajins’'koho nacionalizmu na movromu fronti (Kharkiv). Beginning
in 1934, the newly organized semiannual organ of the Institute of
Linguistics, Movoznavstvo, at first edited by P. Mustjaca, a Mol-
davian, and then (from no. 5) by N. Kahanovy¢, took over the cam-
paign (H. TkaCenko simply vanished). Its first issue contained,
following an editorial note, reprints of Xvylja’s article and of two
resolutions of the Commissariat of Education, and an article by S.
Vasylevs’kyj entitled ‘‘Dobyty voroha’ (To deal a final blow to the
cnemy), which in tone and character strongly resembled the writings
ol Xvylja.
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The specific measures called for by Xvylja, his commission, and
Vasylevs’kyj were to purge the cadre of linguists and linguistic insti-
tutions; to withdraw all the publications of the ‘‘bourgeois linguists’’
in terminology, lexicography, and syntax; to revise spelling; and to
prepare new general and terminological dictionaries. The principal
accusation against the work already done was expressed by Xvylja
thus: ‘‘Ukrainian nationalists carried out a large-scale sabotage on the
linguistic front in attempting to tear away the development of the
Ukrainian language from the Russian language’ (Znyscyty. . ., 4).
The main targets of the attack were the chief representatives of the
ethnographic trend in Ukrainian linguistics: Kurylo, Tymcenko,
Smerecyns’kyj, Kryms’kyj, and Selud’ko, as well as Sulyma, all of
whom were said to have been ‘‘assistants of the bourgeoisie in its
struggle against the proletarian revolution’’ and to have *‘fostered fas-
cist interventionalist plans’’ (Vasylevs’kyj 29, 36). Many others were
mentioned in passing (cf. a long list, compiled by P. Horec’kyj and 1.
Kyrycenko, of ‘‘saboteurs’’ in Movoznavstvo 2, 41, which included
such representatives of the moderate trend as O. Synjavs’kyj and L.
Bulaxovs’kyj). Ludicrous as these charges were, they could not be
refuted, because the accused were never allowed any public self-
defense and because the works on which the incriminations were
based were immediately withdrawn, In the conditions of a total
blackout, the accused were fired from their jobs, arrested, and more
often than not liquidated. The introductory editorial of Movoznavstvo
called upon linguists “‘to break forever with the bourgeois philological
tradition and to walk out into the kolxoz fields and factories.”” More
to the point were reproofs for specific recommendations that were
labeled as localisms, regionalisms, archaicisms, and infelicitous neo-
logisms (Resolution of the Commissariat of Education; Movozravstvo
1, 18).

The initial general articles calling for a sweeping purge in linguistic
matters were followed by ones on specific issues. P. Horec’kyj
defended the suffixes -nnj(a), -ttj (@) and -k (a) in substantives denot-
ing processes, -¢yk and -§¢yk in substantives denoting acting persons,
-vydnyj in adjectives denoting similarity, -yr- in loan verbs; except for
the first two, these forms were borrowings from Russian
(Movoznavstvo 1, 37—-57). H. Sabaldyr rejected archaic syntactic con-
structions that had been recommended by SmereCyns’kyj (ibid. 1,
53 67). D. Drinov solicited the usc of some geographical names in
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their Russian forms (ibid., 5, 43 —-51). O. Babenko suggested a similar
approach in physical terminology (ibid., 5, 53—57). Some articles
were essentially a critique of the language of some published work,
intended either to discredit the author (e.g., V. Babak on Ostap
Vysnja, Movoznavstvo 3 -4, 49-60; translations of Lenin’s works—
Kahanovy¢, ibid., 9-24) or, in the case of ‘‘proletarian writers,”’ to
laud him (e.g., V. Masal’s’kyj on 1. Kyrylenko, ibid., 25—-47). In the
same vein, the Institute of Linguistics published several pamphlets
‘‘unmasking’’ the linguistic misdeeds of bourgeois nationalism (e.g.,
N. Solodkyj, Iz spostereZen’ nad syntaksoju sulasnoji ukrajins’koji
hazetnoji movy; and K. Niméynov, Proty nacionalistyénoho
Skidnyctva v syntaksi ukrajins’koji literaturnoji movy, both published
in Kharkiv in 1934) and a small collection of articles on the language
of some ‘‘proletarian’” writers (Mykytenko, Kornijcuk, Holovko, writ-
ers of children’s books, were criticized by Kahanovy¢, O. Finkel’, M.
Tetijevs’kyj, O. Matvijenko, in Za jakist’ xudozin’oji movy, Kharkiv,
1934). There were also attacks on historians of the Ukrainian
language and on etymologists, as well as sallies against ‘‘bourgeois
nationalism’’ in the Moldavian language and in the Turkic languages;
a characterization of them is beyond the scope of this study.

The theoretical level of these discussions was uninspiring: they
offered no contribution to general linguistics. In fact, their only essen-
tial point was to bring Ukrainian closer to Russian—a political prob-
lem, not a scholarly one. In fact, the very target of the critics, namely,
the ethnographic school of the 1920s, was not strong in theory. That
school’s tenor and approach were romantically emotional and popu-
listically patriotic, rather than based on a consistent philosophy or
theory; its nature did not provoke theoretical discussion. The only
attempt at such a discussion, the article by O. Finkel’ entitled
““Terminolohi¢ne  Skidnyctvo 1 joho teoretyéne korinnja”
(Movoznavstvo 2), which was directed chiefly against T. Sekunda and
M. Kalynovy¢, failed on the theoretical level. Referring to Hum-
boldt’s and Potebnja’s theory of a word’s internal form (69), Finkel’
tried to prove that terms without an obvious internal form have the
advantage of being free from unnecessary associations (70), a debat-
able point but one never properly developed. Both etymologically
lucid and etymologically opaque terms have advantages and disadvan-
tages. But, generally spcaking, when a word becomes a term, its
ctymological ties are broken. For instance, when in Slovene ‘comet’
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is rendered as repatica, derived from rep ‘tail’, hardly any astronomer
who uses this word thinks of a dog’s or cat’s tail. When a Hungarian
calls ‘ethnography’ néprajz, based on nép ‘people’ and rajz ‘descrip-
tion’, so that the term literally means ‘a people description,” the ‘‘con-
creteness’’ of the word hardly precludes him from being as good an
ethnographer as, say, any American scholar working in that field.
Finkel’ made some comparisons with Czech and Polish, but these he
took from Sekunda and used haphazardly. Terminological problems
in the languages of Lithuania, Latvia, Finland, Yugoslavia, India, and
the Arab countries were not even mentioned. Time and again Finkel’
strayed from a scholarly key into cheap journalism bordering on polit-
ical denunciation.

Even quantitatively, the linguistic attack was limited. Probably all
its publications could be collected in a single volume. But some arti-
cles constantly reappeared in newspapers and journals published for
mass circulation, and they were continually quoted and referred to.
This saturation created a depressing and suffocating environment for
linguistic endeavors.

Nominally the journal Movoznavstvo had an orientation toward
Marrism. But there were no followers of Marr in the Ukraine (not
even KahanovyC espoused Marrism; the single, feeble attempt at an
original work was V. Babak’s report at a conference of young scho-
lars, *‘Pro dejaki pytannja istoryénoho rozvytku ukrajins’koji movy’’;
Visti AN Ukr.S.R.R.,”’ 1936, 1, 185-95). The gap was filled with
transtations of works by Russian Marrists. (In 1935 the Institute also
published an anthology of Marr’s texts, Narysy z osnov novoho
viennja pro movu, compiled by M. Suhak and I. Zborovs’kyj; this,
too, contained no original contributions.) The generally low level of
the publication can be shown (for issues 1-35) by grouping the con-
tents into political denunciations, Marrists’ writings, and scholarly
materials; these three kinds of materials are represented by 333, 74,
and 37 pages, respectively (discounting the chronicle and the termino-
logical lists). Under Kahanovy¢, no scholarly books were published
and Movoznavstvo was the only outlet for scholarship in linguistics,*

4 The several pamphlets (e.g., N. Solodkyj’s) decrying nationalism in lingustics
did not dilfer in tone or in scholarly level from articles in Movoznavstvo. One pecu-
lar publicatnion was the small collection of articles edited by N. Kahanovy¢, Mova
robitnvka (Kharkiv, 1934), containing contributions by Kahanovy?¢, 1.. Dohad’ko, V.
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so it can be said truly that linguistic study in the Ukraine was entirely
suspended.

Undoubtedly, Xvylja regarded the revision of spelling as his most
urgent linguistic task. That task was accomplished in a very short
time. Unlike the preceding code of spelling rules, the new one was
not subject to public discussion, but only to several of Xvylja’s pro-
nouncements. Nor was it revealed who carried out the actual work—
most likely it was Kahanovy¢. The new spelling was introduced in
newspapers and other publications suddenly, in May 1933, without
any preliminaries. Unprepared readers were confronted with an
accomplished linguistic coup. Teachers and students realized that the
language rules they knew were now invalid, whereas the new ones
were unknown to them. Soon, however, the rules were set forth in
preliminary form in a little-known periodical, Politexni¢na osvita
(1933, 6; see Hol’denberh and Korolevy€ 180). A separate booklet of
the new rules, entitled Ukrajins’kyj pravopys, was published at the end
of 1933.

According to Xvylja (Za markso-lenins’ku krytyku 1933, 7, 18),
126 corrections, many of them substantial, were made to old rules, and
the chapter on foreign words was rewritten in its entirety. For native
words having doublet forms, preference was given to the forms resem-
bling Russian: e.g., in the genitive singular of feminine substantives
ending in a consonant, the desinence -y was replaced by -i (radosti,
soli). Such forms occur primarily in the Southeastern dialects, so that
a certain shift in the dialectal basis of the standard language ensued.
In some cases, however, spellings that existed in no major dialects
were introduced (e.g., the genitive singular imeni instead of the older
form imeny). In the distribution of the adjectival suffixes -s’k- vs.
-2’k - vs. -’k -, the Russian forms were followed so closely that it was

Nevzorova, Z. Veselovs'ka, and I. Zurba. The articles contained observations about
what was supposed to be the language of workers at the locomotive mill in Kharkiv.
Inasmuch as they relate to strictly Ukrainian and not general Soviet language data, one
can presume that they were actually based on the language of pcasants recently driven
en masse into industry, a case with parallels to the ‘‘mobilization’’ of shock-workers
in literature (described by V. HrySko in Sucasnist’ 1980, 2, pp. 70-95). Specific ele-
ments of the language of workers in the Ukraine remained unexplored. just as they
were belore the publication of Kahanovyd's sixty-page collection; they did not fit the
scheme of Soviet ideolopy, which considered workers to be politically and culturally
the leading cliss,
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impossible to give any rule based on the structure of Ukrainian. The
formulation that speakers should be led by language habits was
reiterated, but nothing was said about these habits being Russian
rather than Ukrainian.

In the choice of how to spell loan words, the reliance on Russian
was nearly absolute. Use of the letter g was abolished wholly, so that,
say, in Ukrainian Goethe was spelled Hete ; the distribution of / vs. [
was copied, with all its inconsistencies, from Russian, where the usage
was historically motivated (Islandija vs. Finljandija). As noted in
the preceding section, East-Central Ukrainian did, as a rule, have loan
words in the form mediated by Russian, so for the speakers of that—
largest—part of the country, the new literary usage was a welcome
innovation (or, rather, return to the old practice). For Western
Ukrainians, the new spellings were a flat repudiation of their speech
habits, which in the rendition of foreign words mostly followed the
Polish pattern. In the Soviet Ukraine, the times called for fostering
active hostility to all things Galician. The name of the Academy of
Sciences was changed from ‘‘All-Ukrainian’’ to ‘‘Ukrainian,”’ and its
Galician members were dismissed (see above, chap. 6). Virtually all
Galicians who lived in the Ukrainian SSR were arrested and liqui-
dated. Xvylja went so far as to accuse the ‘‘Galician language’’ (!) of
being imbued with ‘‘numerous influences of Polish bourgeois cul-
wure’’ (Za markso-lenins’ku krytyku 1933, 7, 21).

But the new spellings went farther than was justified by the speech
habits of any speakers of Ukrainian. Words that had a form differing
from the Russian one before the spelling reform of 1928/1929 were
now relegated to the Russian usage, e.g., xemija ‘chemistry’, [jampa
‘lamp’ now became ximija, lampa. While admitting the pronunciation
of ¢ in some native words (onomatopoeic and naturalized medieval
borrowings) Xvylja dropped the letter g from the Ukrainian alphabet
(Znyscyty. . ., 69), apparently at the instigation of PostySev. Overall,
cither the complete identity of Ukrainian and Russian forms or a one-
to-one relation between the two was introduced wholesale, the only
major exception being adherence to the traditional so-called *‘rule of
nine letters’” (the rule required that the West European / be rendered
as v alter nine consonants if before another consonant, and as / in
other positions; the rule was already part of the original spelling of
1919—note its § 10). All in all, no more than perhaps hall a dozen
foreign words preserved their traditional Ukrainian form, ¢.g., adresa,
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posta, Evropa vs. Russian adres, pocta, Jevropa.

In lexicography, the new Institute of Linguistics was charged with
preparing replacements for the Academy’s general Russian-Ukrainian
dictionary and for all the withdrawn terminological dictionaries pub-
lished or cancelled in preparation. The chronicle section of
Movoznavstvo time and again listed new dictionaries—eleven in
number—-as being in preparation (2, 143; 3 -4, 165). Supposedly, not
only Russian-Ukrainian, but also English-, French-, and German-
Ukrainian dictionaries were to be published. None of these appeared.
In terminology, published during Kahanovy¢’s time were only the so-
called ‘‘terminological bulletins,”’ i.e., lists of Ukrainian equivalents
for the most common terms and abridged dictionaries for school use.
Five terminological bulletins—botanical, mathematical, physical,
technological, and medical—were published in 1934 —1935, ranging
in length from 24 to 82 pages each (of which about one-fifth was taken
up by a theoretical introduction directed against ‘‘bourgeois national-
ists’’). Published during the same timespan were ten school dic-
tionaries, ranging in length from 35 to 212 pages, for the fields of biol-
ogy, botany, geography, mathematics (two), chemistry, anatomy,
natural history, zoology. The only terminological dictionary on a
somewhat higher level was Slovnyk medycnoji terminolohiji, 1936
(220 pp.).

During Xvylja’s time the dearth in the publication of new
dictionaries—always an unmistakable sign of a language’s
suppression—was reinforced by the lack of new monographs in
linguistics and of Ukrainian language manuals for adults. Exept for
Poradnyk z ukrajins’koho pravopysu ta punktuaciji, by O. Bon-
darenko and J. Kudryc’kyj, nothing was published in those years.

The promised new general dictionary prepared by the Academy did
not appear. The only completed work by the Institute of Linguistics in
this domain was a Russian-Ukrainian dictionary compiled by S.
Vasylevs’kyj and Je. Rudnyc’kyj, edited by Vasylevs’kyj and P.
Mustjaca (Kiev, 1937). That work falls far short of all the require-
ments applied to academic dictionaries. It is relatively limited in size
(890 small pages); in specific entries the semantic breakdown is
underdeveloped, phraseology underrepresented, and the choice of
vocabulary is arbitrary, with no reference to sources. Clearly, the
compilers sought primarily to exclude all *‘class hostile”” words and
to include all “revolutionary™ words, as well as, of course, to avoid
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‘“Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism’’: wherever possible they selected
(or introduced) words close to Russian and deleted synonyms that
might lead the user to stray from this orthodox path. Their task was
all the easier because the compilers did not delve into the realm of
synonyms, lest the user gain the impression that Ukrainian was richer
in words and semantic nuances than Russian. Examples of words
taken directly from the Russian, with the necessary phonetic substitu-
tions, can be quoted by the score, e.g., hruzovyk ‘truck’, ¢uZak ‘alien’,
pryhorod ‘suburb’, rysystyj ‘trotting’. No less numerous were the
semantic adaptations of Ukrainian words to the Russian ones, follow-
ing the rule of one-to-one relation, e.g., Russian dvor ‘yard’ was ren-
dered as Ukrainian dvir, without noting any synonyms (cf. Ukrainian
podvirja, obijstja); since two Russian words, rybak and rybolov,
correspond to the Ukrainian word rybalka ‘fisherman,’ the latter was
assigned to Russian rybak while for Russian rybolov the same word
was introduced as a Ukrainian form.

In summary, the Russian-Ukrainian dictionary published in 1937
almost ideally reflected the ideological requirements made of it. Yet it
appeared at the wrong time. The dictionary’s publication coincided
with the fall of PostySev and the subsequent new wave of terror, which
cngulfed Zatons’kyj, Xvylja, and P. Ljub&enko, as well as their fol-
lowers and henchmen. Kahanovy¢, too, was slated for annihilation, as
were many of the ‘‘proletarian’ writers he had praised, such as L
Mykytenko and I. Kyrylenko. But more scapegoats were needed.
The dictionary provided them. Two correspondents of Pravda, T.
Lil’¢enko and D. Vadimov, were dispatched to Kiev with the special
assignment to find Ukrainian nationalism within and around the CPU.
The campaign Xvylja had promoted in 1933 was repeated in 1937,
only this time Xvylja was the target. Between reports on how
Ukrainian nationalism was allegedly blossoming in the museums of
Kicv (Pravda, 25 September 1937) and in the Kiev Opera (Pravda, 4
January 1938), one article made a particularly frenzied attack on the
Institute of Linguistics.

The issue of Pravda dated 4 October 1937 published the article,
entitled “*Kak  ‘ociscali’ ukrainskij jazyk’ (How the Ukrainian
language was ‘rectified’). It was signed N. N. KoSevoj, probably a
pscudonym (Lil’Cenko and Vadimov may have becn the authors).
Since the scholarly production of the institute was nearly nil, and
since Kosevoj, or whoever the authors were, clearly understood little
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about linguistics, the target of the attack was the newly published
Russian-Ukrainian dictionary. To quote from the report: ‘‘Ukrainian
nationalists exerted every effort to tear Ukrainian culture away from
the fraternal Russian culture and to direct the Ukrainian people toward
the capitalist West, toward fascist Germany’’; ‘‘The enemy of the
people Xvylja directed all his endeavors to fighting so-called ‘Rus-
sianisms,” which quite legitimate and necessary Ukrainian words were
often understood to be. ... This line of Xvylja’s became official
because it was supported by the enemies of the people Ljubéenko,
Popov, and Killerog. For four years the Ukrainian language was
‘rectified’ in that way.”’ (The author[s] obviously knew very little
about the campaign of 1933 and the ‘‘nationalism’’ of the twenties so
that he presented it as beginning in 1933 with Xvylja!)

Specific facts in the Pravda report were few. The dictionary ren-
dered Russian upravijat’, verxovnyj, batrak, torgas, blagodusnyj,
zlonravnyj, gonka, starejsina, lom, glyba, sjurtuk, lugovoj, and
sluZebnye Casy by the Ukrainian keruvaty, najvys¢yj, najmyt, kramar,
bezZurnyj and bezturbotnyj, neputjascyj, honytva, najstarisyj, bruxt,
bryla, surdut, lucnyj, and urjadovi hodyny, respectively. The author
of the report maintained that the Russian words should be used in the
Ukrainian dictionary entries. The other charge was that the dictionary
{(following the officially adopted spelling) admitted the declension of
the words hjuro and depo and, in part (instrumental singular),
radio —usage that was condemned as the ‘‘grossest vulgarization’” (in
Russian these words are indeclinable). It was for giving such usages
that Xvylja and the compilers of the dictionary were said to have
paved the way for German military intervention.

The accusation was so ludicrous that members of the Institute of
Linguistics, headed by Mustjaca (apparently Kahanovy¢ had already
been removed), politely repudiated them, a daring and rare act in those
days. They admitted only that verxovnyj ‘supreme’ should have been
used in Ukrainian, too. The root of the problem was that until
1936—-1937 verxovnyj was used in Russian to denote the supreme
court, which in Ukrainian was generally rendered by najvyscyj sud.
The Constitution of 1936-1937 introduced the new governmental
body called, in Russian, verxovnyj sovet, which in Ukrainian was to be
rendered verxovna rada. In justifying their choice, Mustjaca and his
collcagues stated that the dictionary was already printed when the
term appeared, and (hey promised 1o rectily the situation in the next
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edition. Disagreement with anything Pravda printed was unprec-
edented. In the issue of 29 December 1937, D. Vadimov (yes, no
longer KoSevoj!) responded with the report ‘‘Russko-ukrainskij slo-
var’ i ego sostaviteli’” (The Russian-Ukrainian dictionary and its com-
pilers). Paraphrasing the statement of KoSevoj (his alter ego?), Vadi-
mov wrote, ‘‘Following the instructions of the fascist agents
Ljubenko and Xvylja, the bourgeois nationalists expelled
(vytravlivali) from the dictionary every word even slightly similar to
Russian and international terms while filling the dictionary with hos-
tile humbug.”” He labeled the compilers of the dictionary a ‘‘gang of
spies that have ensconced themselves in the Institute of Linguistics.”
His statement ‘‘The majority of the compilers of the dictionary have
been unmasked as bourgeois nationalists, as traitors of the fatherland
with long-running experience’’ would indicate that its authors and edi-
tor had by that time been jailed. The dictionary was withdrawn from
circulation.

At about this same time, Komunist launched an attack against
Xvylja’s Ukrajins'kyj pravopys. Finding an anti-Russian bias in that
work was even harder than determining one in the dictionary. The
only factual reproaches contained in the spelling manual were against
FEvropa (the word would be Jevropa in Russian pronunciation) and
against compound words of the type dvopoverxovyj and trystupnevyj,
which following the Russian pattern would begin with dvox- and
tr"ox - (Russian dvux -, tréx-). The remainder of the article reiterated
the familiar formulas about espionage, fascism, interventionism, etc.

The Institute of Linguistics had been routed, nearly all its workers
had been arrested and either sent to forced labor camps or shot, and
the publication of Movoznavstvo was suspended. The situation in
linguistics resembled that in the political leadership of the Ukraine.

A few remarks about the staff of the linguistic institutions of the
Academy are in order. After the major purge of 1929, when the trials
connected with SVU were initiated, a few collaborators of the Institute
ol the Ukrainian Scientific Language escaped censure and became
members of the Institute of Linguistics that replaced the defunct insti-
tution. None of these individuals survived the purge of 1933. The
new  stafl of the Institute of Linguistics was swept away in
1937 -1938, with only two exceptions—I. HubarZevs’kyj and 1.
Kyrycenko. One person whose name appeared in all three periods was
. Toree’kyj, but even this exception is deceptive:  in 1932 or
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thereabouts he was arrested and for several years not allowed to do
scholarly work. (A list of the collaborators of the institute is given by
Polons’ka 2, 169ff.; unfortunately it is not fully accurate.) Any con-
tinuity in Ukrainian linguistic study was lost.

No linguists remained to revise Xvylja’s spelling. Yet the language
had to be ‘‘purified’’ from Xvylja’s and Kahanovy¢’s ‘‘nationalistic’
distortions. The initiative was taken by the style editors of party pub-
lications. There are now no written documents confirming this
activity, but I, for one, saw lists of prohibited words that the style edi-
tors of Komunist sent to all periodicals. The lists contained two
columns. The first was titled ‘*Words not to be used,”” and the second
bore the heading ‘‘Words to be used.”” The words in the second
column were closer to Russian than those in the first. Although the
lists were never published, they were taken as binding. Another
source of information about the language norms was official publica-
tions, especially the translation of the book Kratkij kurs istorii
VKP(b), whose Russian original was approved and partly written by
Stalin and whose Ukrainian text mirrored the original as closely as the
anonymous translator(s) deemed possible. Only in exceptional cases
were instructions rectifying the language printed: for instance,
Hol’denberh and Korolevyl (246) register a Movnyj bjuleten’ (I,
Kiev, 1936) based on the Ukraintian translation of Lenin’s work (not
available to me). In most instances such instructions were hecto-
graphed.

The havoc in norms for the Ukrainian language heavily affected
schools. Teachers were confused and frightened, and students were
bewildered. Not to follow the new trend was criminal, but to follow it
was impossible, because of the lack of information. Instability
seemed to be an inherent feature of the Ukrainian language, in contrast
to Russian, which suffered no upheaval of any kind. The already
damaged prestige of Ukrainian sank further.

With the rise of XruSéov and the cessation of mass terror, the situa-
tion began to normalize. As if symbolically, the Institute of Linguis-
tics got a new director, M. Kalynovy¢. His fields were Sanskrit and
the Romance languages, but at least he was a scholar, not a career
party man—after all, Xru$€ov wanted to establish order, not to foster
Ukrainian culture and language. Some real changes took place only
later, with the occupation in September of 1939 of Galicia and
Western Volhynia and their legal incorporation into the Ukrainian
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SSR (except for the Berestja [Brest] area, which went to Belorussia);
in June of 1940 the occupation spread to Bukovina.

Conscious of the perilous effects of the tsarist administration’s pol-
icy of Russification during World War I, the government of the USSR
sought to play on the patriotic, i.e., Ukrainian (and anti-Polish), feel-
ings of the West Ukrainian population. Of the seven major newspa-
pers that began publication (replacements for the ‘‘bourgeois’” news-
papers that were shut down on the day of the occupation), six were in
Ukrainian and only one in Polish. (A Russian newspaper also began
publication, but it was designed specifically for the military.) The
university and all institutions of professional education became
Ukrainian. Ukrainian replaced Polish on all signboards; it became the
language of the legal system and general administration (Prokop
46ff.). To be sure, the arrest and deportation of Ukrainian civic
leaders began a few days after the occupation (Prokop 45), under the
direction of political police (NKVD), whose cadres were Russian; but
during the first months of the occupation the heaviest blows fell on the
Poles.> All these measures signified a necessity for some semblance of
protecting, and even fostering, Ukrainian language and culture also in
the ‘‘older’” Soviet Ukraine. The steps taken in that direction had a
symbolic and superficial character, for no cessation of Russification
was intended. Nonetheless, there was some reaction to the new situa-
tion.

Some idea of the character and scope of the ‘‘new wave’ in
national and language policy in the Ukraine can be obtained from an
cnumeration of the new measures. The Galicians expelled from the
Academy in 1934 were restored to their academic status. To demon-
strate regard for the older generation of Ukrainian scholars and writ-
crs, academician A. Kryms’kyj, who for years had been in disfavor
and in danger of annihilation, was celebrated and bestowed an order

3 By the beginning of 1941, however, terror had clearly begun to be directed
against Ukrainians. The incompatibility of what was labeled ‘‘bourgeois national-
ism’" with the new regime had become clear. This became especially evident in the
case ol 59 Ukrainian nationalists brought to trial in Lviv in January of 1941 (Prokop
78). Even sooner, with the arrival of Metropolitan Nikolaj (JaruSevic¢) early in 1940,
the active Russification of the Orthodox church in Volhynia began (Prokop 58).

In Bukovina, occupied a year later, on 28 Junc 1940, the political sway towards
Ukrainian was less ostentatious; it is said that the language ol administration was 1o a
preat extent Russian (Prokop 83).
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on the occasion of his seventieth birthday, in January 1941, although
he was not entrusted with any editorial work (later, at the beginning of
the world war, he was apparently murdered). At the Institute of
Linguistics, Movoznavstvo was revived under a new title, Naukovi
zapysky; volume 1 appeared in 1941. L. Bulaxovs’kyj was given the
task of preparing a survey of Modern Standard Ukrainian (which was
published, in two volumes, after the war). A new standardization of
spelling was initiated: M. Hruns’kyj, a scholar of the older genera-
tion, was commissioned to undertake the task, and in 1939 his
Ukrajins’kyj pravopys (fourth edition) appeared in print. In what was
perhaps the most symptomatic gesture, the national (not only social)
liberation of the Western Ukraine was touted. For the first time, the
phrase ‘‘the great Ukrainian people’’ appeared in propaganda. (For
example, Pravda gave the following account of Xru$¢ov’s report at
the Fifteenth Congress of the CPU, in May 1940: ‘‘Comrade XruS¢ov
ended his speech with a toast in honor of the grear Ukrainian people
reunited under the leadership of comrade Stalin in one Soviet
Ukrainian state’” [Pravda, 17 May 1940]; he is quoted as having said
the phrase ‘‘the reunification of the great Ukrainian people in one
Soviet Ukrainian state’’ (Pravda, 18 May 1940; emphasis mine).
Until that time, the epithet was reserved for the Russian people alone,
as in Xruscov’s speech at the Fourteenth Congress of the CPU two
years previously: ‘‘The Ukrainian people. . . is bound with blood ties
to the great Russian people’’ (Pravda, 16 June 1938).

The measures were decorative in character; they introduced no sub-
stantial changes in the status of the Ukrainian language. The rules of
the ‘‘Soviet Ukrainian™ language set forth in 1939 were imposed on
Galician writers and school students without any concessions (Wexler
153); the new edition of Ukrajins’'kyj pravopys published in that year
only eliminated some inconsistencies and incongruities. Government
functionaries and other delegates sent to Galicia, Volhynia, and Buko-
vina used Ukrainian when speaking with or for the ‘‘natives.”” This
had a favorable effect on the status of the Ukrainian language. By that
time any remaining Ukrainian linguists were so frightened that they
dared not raise their voices. By contrast, some writers did venture to
do so, although they, too, had been subjected to persecution.

As has alrcady been noted (chap. 6), during the years of Ukrainiani-
zation many writers were unhappy with the severe regularization of
the standard Lnpuage motivated by populist interests, and with the
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linguists of the ethnographic school who imposed rules on literature
without regard for its unique requirements. By 1937-1938, the
language situation had changed radically, but the seeds of mutual
discontent were again in evidence. Ukrainian was again severely and
arbitrarily regularized, this time in favor of similarities with Russian,
A number of words, phrases, and syntactic constructions were
outlawed.

Writers could and did protest by using prohibited language com-
ponents. One writer who did so was Mykola BaZan. To give one
example, the word bryla ‘block, boulder’, as already noted, was pro-
scribed by no less an authority in questions of Ukrainian linguistics
than Pravda, yet Bazan used it in his—otherwise officially
approved—translation of Sota Rustaveli’s The Knight in Tiger’s Skin.
In addition to such ‘‘silent’’ resistance, there was at least one instance
of ‘‘loud’ resistance, even prior to the occupation of Galicia and
Volhynia, In 1939 Literaturna hazeta (no. 34, July 4) published an
article by Jurij Janovs’kyj entitled ‘‘Narodna mova.”’ Janovs’kyj
overtly objected to what he called the impoverishment of the language
by style editors who barred so many words and phrases in popular use.
Reversing roles, Janovs’kyj made these ‘‘purificators’” of the
Ukrainian language from so-called nationalistic words into *‘national-
ists’” themselves: ‘‘It was in their Ukrainian nationalist interest to call
native words nationalistic, to expel the national spirit (narodnyj dux)
from the literature, so that the writer would become unable to serve
his nation.”” He continued: ‘‘Following the example of style editors
of newspapers and publishing houses, we construct something like
language hencoops and hold them up as something worthwhile.”’
Janovs’kyj went on to indulge in unabashed national romanticism:
““The history of a language is the history of a nation. A nation’s
language is her soul, her pride, her past, present and future. . . . Let us
love our people’s language. If there is no language, there is no writer.
Let us be frank: we are negligent in our attitude to the language. Our
language is poor, lean, colorless, awkward, half-baked. . . . We do not
study the language of our classical writers. We do not know the
language of our people, neat and tidy.”” He concluded: ‘‘Let us learn
from our people. Let us learn from Stalin [sic!].”

Every charge was here, expressed in Aesopian language. The “‘im-
poverishment”™ of the language meant its Russification, “‘style edi-
tors™" referred to language standardizers, “*language of the people™
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was Ukrainian free from the prescriptions of Soviet planners. Those
who devoted themselves to that language, the linguists who perished
in the purges of the 1920s and 1930s, Janovs’kyj did not even men-
tion. But the Soviet reader, accustomed to all published materials
being replete with an official set of clichés, was sensitive to the smal-
lest nuances. No doubt, the article was understood by many in the
meaning Janovs’kyj had intended.

Literaturna hazeta tried to organize a discussion of the article. It
published (in no. 36, 16 July 1939) four responses to Janovs’kyj’s
initiative—by a writer (M. Ryl’s’kyj, ‘‘Davno nazrile pytannja’’), by a
teacher (M. Olesko), by a journalist (H. Sabata), and by a student (P.
Perepelycja). Ryl’s’kyj wrote: ‘‘The system of issuing decrees, of
prohibitions and restrictions, the system of administrative interference,
cannot be beneficial to the development of language culture.”” He
accepted what Ukrainian had in common with Russian, but he also
defended ‘‘Polonisms,”” within and without quotation marks. He
wanted the dictionary being prepared at the Institute of Linguistics to
be submitted to a public discussion.

No further discussion ensued, and Janovs’kyj’s article has not been
mentioned since. Yet neither Janovs’kyj nor the editor of Literaturna
hazeta was punished—a novelty for the time. After so many years of
relentless, cruel mass terror, an intellectual had spoken out about the
Ukrainian language situation without paying dearly for the act.

An effect of the occupation of Galicia, Volhynia, and Bukovina
was the exposure of the Soviet Ukrainian population, albeit limited
(permissions to visit the occupied regions were issued only by the
secret police), to an entirely different status of the Ukrainian language.
In the Western Ukraine, speaking Ukrainian was an act of pride and
defiance. During the ensuing years, a number of the Soviet (even
communist) intelligentsia became ‘‘contaminated’’ with the same
kind of nationalism (as well as other kinds, including political).
Among them were K. Hupalo, playwright, H. Stecenko, prose writer,
and J. Pozy€anjuk, correspondent of Komsomolec’ Ukrajiny. These
individuals broke with the Soviet system and ideology; some took part
in the struggle against it during the war years, in reaction to the Soviet
language and nationalities policy. Such changeovers were hardly a
mass phenomenon, but they were not insignificant.
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Twelve years earlier, in November 1927, L. Kaganovi¢ had listed
seven items in defining Russian nationalism in relation to the Ukraine.
These are quoted below in full:

(1) Lessening of the significance of the Ukraine as a part of the
USSR; attempts to treat the USSR as in fact a liquidation of the
national republics

(2) Preaching of a neutral attitude by the party toward the develop-
ment of Ukrainian culture; treatment of the latter as a backward,
‘‘peasant’’ [culture] in opposition to the ‘‘proletarian’’ Russian one

(3) Attempting to preserve at any price the predominance of the
Russian language in the internal official, social, and cultural life of the
Ukraine

(4) [Maintaining a] formal attitude toward Ukrainianization, often
recognized only by word of mouth

(5) [Constantly] regenerating great-power chauvinistic views that
Ukrainianization is artificial, that it leans on a ‘‘Galician’’ language
incomprehensible to the people, etc.; fostering these views in the party

(6) Tending not to carry out the policy of Ukrainianization in cities
and among the proletariat, but limiting it to the countryside alone

(7) Tendentiously exaggerating specific distortions in carrying out
Ukrainianization, and attempting to present these as an entire system
of the violation of rights of national minorities (Russians, Jews)
(Budivnyctvo 153).

The definition reads as a characterization of the PostySev-Xru§cov
era avant la lettre, although its composer, Kaganovic, has never been
labeled a nationalist or a deviator of any sort from Stalin’s ‘‘general
line.”” In fact, the years between 1933 and 1941 was a period of sys-
tematic and frontal attack against the Ukrainian culture and language,
as well as against the Ukrainian intelligentsia. The period compares
with the months of the first Soviet occupation of the Ukraine in 1918,
only on a much larger scale. Its effects were devastating. It brought
about the Russification of many speakers of Ukrainian; it precluded
the planned growth in the use of Ukrainian in cities and industrial
centers; and it caused many speakers of Ukrainian to develop feelings
of servility and fear.

After several years of disrepute, Russian chauvinism had tri-
umphed. Within the Soviet Union, overtly chauvinistic anti-Ukrainian
utterances were not allowed in public. Abroad, however, such censor-
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ship did not exist. The chauvinistic Russian evaluation of Xvylja’s
pogrom of Ukrainian culture, which many in the Soviet Union sensed,
was voiced, for instance, in an article by a Russian émigré in Czecho-
Slovakia, who went so far as to express his satisfaction with Xvylja
and PostySev’s policy (Jakobson 335, 341) and to call the idea of
the Ukrainianization of the Kuban’ region °‘‘chauvinistische Ab-
weichung.”” To him, Polonisms in the Ukrainian language were
anathema, whereas Russianisms were laudable (ibid., 341). He
greeted the new policy of ‘‘cultural rapprochement’’ among the ‘‘sis-
ter peoples’’ (ibid., 342) jubilantly, probably because it augured the
future absorption of Ukrainian by Russian.

Yet if the goal of the new de-Ukrainianization policy was to deal a
mortal blow to the Ukrainian language and culture, it failed—at least
for the time being. That failure was evident in the reaction of at least
some speakers of Ukrainian to the occupation of the Western Ukraine.
During the war years it would be recognized by the government itself,
as it reverted to patriotic, nearly nationalistic slogans. In other words,
the conflict between Ukrainian and Russian, as the two languages in
the Ukraine, was not settled. It continued into the postwar years,
without resolution. What Soviet policy did achieve was to draw the
conflict back to the situation before Ukrainianization was undertaken:
the peasantry and the humanist intelligentsia were aligned against the
workers and technological intelligentsia, although the makeup of all
these groups changed radically, usually in a way that did not favor
Ukrainian.

The novelty of the 1933-1941 period was that along with overt
efforts to Russify speakers of Ukrainian came interference into the
very substance and structure of the Ukrainian language, interference
which opened it defenselessly to Russian influences and which shifted
the dialectal basis of the standard language eastwards. The actual
penetration of Russian elements into written Ukrainian during that
lime is hard to measure quantitatively, but it seems not to have been
very heavy; Soviet linguistic policy legitimized Russianisms which
were already common in Ukrainian, rather than introduced new ones
(discounting, of course, common Sovietisms which spread via Russian
1o all the languages of the Soviet Union). The essential character of
the Ukrainian language underwent no major changes, as can be
confirmed by comparing literary or journalistic texts of, say, 1925
with those ol 1935 or 191, The major attainments of the short years
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of the Ukraine’s independence or semi-independence were retained.
A much greater change was evident in a comparison of newspapers
published in 1905—-1917, on the one hand, and those of 1925, on the
other. (These conclusions are impressionistic and should be verified
quantitatively.) Nor can one observe any drastic reduction of Galician
components in the general (not technical) language of 1933 -1941.

There was, however, one potentially important innovation: the
opening of Ukrainian to Church-Slavonicisms introduced, naturally,
via Russian. Church-Slavonicisms were used in the nineteenth cen-
tury by Sevéenko and P. Kuli§, but the subsequent predominance of
populistic trends eliminated most of them from Ukrainian. The
development resulted in the ‘‘monolinguality’” of the Ukrainian stan-
dard language as opposed to the ‘‘bilinguality’’ of the Russian
language, in which Church Slavonic components were important and
often had a specific stylistic role (Shevelov 1966, 166ff; 1977, 261f.).
During the Soviet period the bilingual Ukrainian intelligentsia intro-
duced Russian Church Slavonic, on the Russian pattern, into
Ukrainian; the Ukrainians were tempted by the easy stylistic effect
they produced. The main channels were newspapers; important, too,
was the work of some outstanding Ukrainian poets (e.g., the words
Cuzdyj, obezhlavyv, smrad in TyCyna, 1936—1937; syvohlavyj, vraZyj
in Ryl’s’kyj 1940; zversuje, otec’, svjasCennyj, istynnyj in BaZan
1937-1938). In poetry, Church-Slavonicisms became an ingredient
of odes, a genre encouraged and imposed under Stalin. The opening
of the gates to (Russian) Church-Slavonicisms threatened to change
the stylistic structure of Ukrainian. The culmination of this develop-
ment would come in the postwar years.



CHAPTER SEVEN

The Interwar Period (1920—-1939)
in the Western Ukraine

After World War I, the West Ukrainian lands were divided
among adjacent states. In July 1918, Romania occupied Bukovina; by
May 1919, the regions of PidljaSia, Xolm (Chelm), Ukrainian Polissia,
and Western Volhynia were occupied by Poland; in July of the same
year the Polish occupation of Galicia was completed; after the tem-
porary division of Transcarpathia among Czech, Hungarian, and
Romanian military forces, in September 1919, the region became part
of Czecho-Slovakia. It is according to these divisions that the
language question is discussed here.

Ukrainian Lands under Poland

A principle of Polish policy in the Ukrainian lands was to forestall
unity among the Ukrainians. Therefore the policy in Galicia was dif-
ferent from that in those lands previously belonging to Russia. The
separation of Galicia from other Ukrainian lands was especially strict.
Galician publications were forbidden outside Galicia, Ukrainian Gali-
cian organizations outlawed, and any kind of collaboration was con-
sidered illegal (EU 1, 555). The restriction of Ukrainian activities was
stronger in the other formerly Russian lands than in Volhynia. Among
the former Russian lands, there were differences in policy toward
Volhynia, toward Ukrainian Polissia, and toward Xolm with PidljaSia.
In Pidljasia, during the 1930s, Poland instituted the complete prohibi-
tion of a Ukrainian press, publications, and public use of the language,
dissolution of the society Ridna xata with its reading rooms, and the
subordination of the Ukrainian cooperative movement to Polish sur-
veillance. There were attempts to revivify local ethnic distinctions
cven within Galicia. Particularly persistent was the case of the Lem-
kians (Lemkos), who were oflen considered a separate people having



176 The Ukrainian Language (1900—1941)

nothing to do with Ukrainians. Non-Lemko teachers were eventually
removed from local Lemko schools and, in 1938, the teaching of Lem-
kian (instead of Standard Ukrainian) was even introduced in elemen-
tary schools. Some attempts were made to keep the Huculs and the
Bojkians (Bojkos) apart from the Ukrainian identity, but these were
more sporadic (EU 1, 562).

The legal status of the Ukrainian language in Poland was deter-
mined partly by international treaties and partly by the Polish constitu-
tion and Polish laws. The earliest international treaties relevant to the
issue were that concluded at Versailles between the Allied Nations
and Poland, on 28 June 1919, and that concluded at Riga between
Soviet Russia (with the Soviet Ukraine) and Poland, on 18 March
1921. The Versailles treaty stipulated, among other things (§ 7): ‘‘No
restriction shall be imposed on the free use by any Polish national of
any language in private intercourse, in commerce, in religion, in the
press, or in publications of any kind, or at public meetings. Notwith-
standing any establishment by the Polish Government of an official
language, adequate facilities shall be given to Polish nationals of non-
Polish speech for the use of their language either orally or in writing,
before the courts.”” The subsequent sections read: (§ 8) ‘‘Polish
nationals who belong to racial, religious, or linguistic minorities shall
enjoy the same treatment and security in law and in fact as other Pol-
ish nationals. In particular they shall have an equal right to establish,
manage, and control at their own expense charitable, religious, and
social institutions, schools, and other educational establishments, with
the right to use their own language and to exercise their religion freely
therein’’; (§ 9) ‘‘Poland will provide, in the public educational system
of towns and districts in which a considerable proportion of Polish
nationals of other than Polish speech are residents, adequate facilities
for insuring that in the primary schools instruction shall be given to
the children of such Polish nationals through the medium of their own
language’” (Parry 417f.).

The Riga treaty reassured Ukrainians in Poland ‘‘in conformity
with the principle of the equality of peoples. . .free development of
culture and language as well as the exercise of their religion™ (§ 7, [;
Riga, p: 10). At that time, the future of Eastern Galicia was in limbo.
That decision was issued two years later, on 15 March 1923, by the
Conlerence of Ambassadors of the Allied Nations. It recognized the
Ukrainian part of Galicia as a part of Poland, and reserved for it
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certain singularities in law (Makowski 241, Dombc¢evs’kyj 192).

In accordance with the obligations Poland had accepted—but
without providing for the autonomy of the Ukrainian region—the first
Polish constitution, of 17 March 1921, stated the following in two arti-
cles: (§ 109) ‘‘Every citizen has the right to preserve his nationality
and to foster his language and national peculiarities. Special statutes
shall secure to the minorities in the Polish state full and free develop-
ment of their national peculiarities by means of autonomous unions of
[those] minorities established by public law, in the framework of gen-
eral self-governing unions. The State shall have right of control in
relation to their activity as well as of replenishment of their financial
means in case of need’’; (§ 110) ‘‘Polish citizens that belong to
minorities of nationality, faith, or language, have the right, equal with
other citizens, to found, oversee, and manage, at their own expense,
charitable, religious, and public schools and other educational institu-
tions, as well as [the right to] use their language in them and to prac-
tice the prescriptions of their religion in them’’ (Handelsman 128).

The Constitution of 23 April 1935 reiterated these two articles word
for word. Moreover, it added: (§ 7, 2) ‘°Origin, religious confession,
sex, and nationality shall not be reasons for the limitation of his [the
Polish citizen’s] rights’”; however, these rights were limited: (§ 10)
‘“No activity may be contrary to the goals of the State as expressed in
law. In case of opposition, the State recurs to means of constraint’
(Constitution 1935, 58f., 34f.).

Neither constitution designated Polish as the state (official)
language. This notion was, however, firmly established by particular
laws. According to the resolutions of the Sejm of 16 February 1923,
and of the Senate of 23 March 1923, the language of these two institu-
tions was exclusively Polish (Dombcevs’kyj 199). On 31 July 1924, a
law specifically on the state (official) language was adopted: (§ 1)
““The official language of the Polish Republic is Polish. All state and
self-governing authorities as well as the officers of administration con-
duct their business in internal and external service in the official
language, with the exceptions referred to in the following articles’’
(Dombcevs’kyj 199, Papierzyniska 220ff.). In 1927, the Ministry of
Military Affairs issued a decree that began: ‘‘All military authorities
on the entire territory ol the Polish Republic conduct their affairs in
both internal and external service only and without any exception in
the state, i.c., Polish lanpuage™ (Dombcevs'ky) 213).
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Exceptions to the exclusive use of the Polish language were permit-
ted in the five wojewddztwa of Lviv, Stanyslaviv, Temopil’, Volhynia,
and Polissia. In March 1920, Eastern Galicia was renamed ‘‘Eastern
Little Poland (Matopolska Wschodnia).”” By an order of 3 December
1920, all of Galicia was divided into four wojewoddztwa, with that of
Cracow added to those of Lviv, Stanyslaviv and Temopil’. The bulk
of the Lemko region was included into the Cracow wojewddztwo and
therefore was excluded from any guarantee of language rights. Laws
concemning the predominantly Ukrainian wojewddztwa were
numerous and overlapping, but their essentials can be summarized as
follows. In the courts of the five wojewddztwa in question, judges
should accept statements in Ukrainian and respond in that language,
but all the internal documentation should proceed in Polish. A court
decision can be written, if the parties so demand, in both Polish and
Ukrainian. The police was obliged to record testimony in Polish
alone. All appeals made to higher courts outside the five regions had
to be in Polish. Promissory notes could be written in Ukrainian in the
five wojewd6dztwa with Ukrainian population, but then they could be
contested there alone. Within the regions mail could be addressed in
Ukrainian, but telegrams and packages had to be addressed in Polish
(Dombeéevs’kyj 2041.).

School legislation was no less entangled. The semi-official publi-
cation of the Ministry of Education issued in English (1928) stated:
““The mother tongue in the public and private minority schools is not
only used as [the] language of instruction, but it is considered equal to
the Polish language in internal administration, in conferences of the
teachers’ council, in correspondence between the school and parents,
and in school certificates’’ (Education 128). This regulation virtually
confined Ukrainian to use within school walls. To open an elementary
Ukrainian state school—provided Ukrainians were not less than 20
percent (from 1932, 25 percent) of the community—it was required
that parents of not less than 40 children apply to the school authorities
(their signatures should all be notarized); to have Ukrainian taught as
a subject in a Polish school, the signatures of 18 parents sufficed (Edu-
cation 123f., DombCevs’kyj 236). The law also permitied Ukrainian
private schools to exist on various levels. Opening such a school was
regulated by a law of 11 March 1932. In each case permission was to
be granted by the Polish administration upon the submission of the
school’s statute and program and of the applicant’s certilicate of non-
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involvement in any crime against morality or against the state. Private
schools were subject to the surveillance of the state administration. It
was understood that a school would be closed if the administration
found that instruction there was disloyal to Poland or if the school
failed to neutralize harmful influences upon youth (D:ziennik ustaw
Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej 1932, no. 38, p. 545f.). The same law
decreed that teachers’ seminaries could be either Polish or bilingual.
To open a bilingual state school, the written application of the parents
of at least 150 students was required (Domb¢evs’kyj 246f.); to open a
bilingual technical school (szkofa fachowa), at least 40 percent of the
perspective pupils should be Ukrainian and, again, their parents
should have submitted a special, signed application (ibid., 248).
There were also various deadlines for such applications, some set long
before the beginning of the academic year.

In sum, the opening of Ukrainian schools was made dependent on
many formalities, such as certified signatures, deadlines, eligibility in
terms of official census data, and loyalty to the Polish state, any of
which could be manipulated as desired by authorities. The existence
of any Ukrainian school was completely dependent on the local educa-
tional administration, which was entirely in Polish hands and which
was often hostile to any expansion of Ukrainian education. In theory,
Poland’s international commitments required it to permit Ukrainian
schools free ‘‘in law and in fact’’; in reality the established laws did
not favor education in Ukrainian, and the actual situation was worse.

According to official data, in 1928 Poland had 804 Ukrainian pub-
lic elementary schools, 2,120 bilingual ones, and 1,722 Polish ones
with the Ukrainian language as a subject—altogether 4,646 schools
offered some education in Ukrainian (Education 126). The dynamics
of the educational system are revealed by a comparison of the interwar
situation with that prior to 1919. For instance, in 1914, Galicia had
2,510 public elementary schools with instruction in Ukrainian, or 41
percent of all elementary schools (EU 1, 928). Under Poland the gen-
eral number of schools grew, but that of Ukrainian schools declined
drastically (from 2,510 in Galicia alone to 804 for Poland as a whole).
A new type of bilingual school was established and became predom-
inant. Soon growing in number to 2,120, the bilingual schools were a
means of gradual but nearly certain Polonization.
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The crucial years in the decrease of Ukrainian schools were the first
half of the 1920s. In 1922/23 Galicia (more precisely the three
wojewddztwa of Lviv, Stanyslaviv, and Temopil’) had 2,450
Ukrainian schools; by 1926/27, that number had dropped to 864.
There were no bilingual schools in 1922/23, but by 1926/27 their
number stood at 1,339. In 1926, in the three Galician wojewddztwa
the ratio of Ukrainian to Polish schools had become 864 vs. 2,298
(Papierzynska 259).

In prerevolutionary times, Volhynia and the Polissia and Xolm
areas, like the rest of the Russian Ukraine, had no Ukrainian schools.
These started to appear under the German occupation during World
War I, when their number is estimated to have grown to about 250. In
1922/23 their number was 442, vs. 89 bilingual and 543 Polish. By
1926/27, however, it sank to 2 versus 392 bilingual and 683 Polish. In
1937/38 the figures were 8,520 and 1,459 respectively (of the latter,
853 taught the Ukrainian language as a subject). Polissia had a negli-
gible number of Ukrainian schools: 22 in 1922/23, none of which sur-
vived into the next academic year (one private school remained in
Beresyja). The Xolm region had no Ukrainian schools at all. In 1922
the Lemko area had 79 Ukrainian schools; in 1937/38, by contrast, no
Ukrainian schools existed there, although 58 schools were bilingual.
It is surmised that throughout Poland during the late thirties 7 percent
of Ukrainian children went to Ukrainian schools, 45 percent to bi-
lingual schools, and 48 percent to Polish schools (Papierzyriska 259,
U 1, 945).

In Galicia the number of Ukrainian high schools (himnaziji and
licejiy was, in 1931/32, 5 state and 13 private schools; in 1937/38, the
numbers were 10 and 35, respectively. By contrast, Polish schools of
these types numbered 120 in 1931/32 and 220 in 1937/38. The pres-
ence of Ukrainian technical schools was negligible: 4 private
Ukrainian schools in 1931/32 and 4 private and 1 state school in
1937/38. Outside Galicia, there were practically no Ukrainian high
schools or professional schools in the Polish state (EU 1, 945).

The university at Lviv was linguistically entirely Polish, including
the courses on Modern and Old Ukrainian (taught by J. Janéw).
Chairs of Ukrainian language and literature were admitted only at the
University ol Cracow, outside Ukrainian ethnic territory. The Univer-
sity of Warsaw had a laculty ol Greek Orthodox theology, but all sub-
Jects were taught in Polish. In Septemiber 1920 Polish authorities
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offered to open a Ukrainian university in Stanyslaviv. Whether the
project would have materialized if the Ukrainians had cooperated is
debatable; in any event, the offer was rejected (Mudryj 84f.). The
issue was raised once more in 1926, but again without any result
(Papierzyriska 266f.). In 1921 —-1925 a clandestine Ukrainian univer-
sity existed in Lviv, but by its very nature that institution could not
develop into a full-fledged, recognized educational center. The only
educational institution of higher education with instruction in
Ukrainian that was open to Ukrainians was the Greek Catholic Theo-
logical Academy in Lviv, founded in 1928.

Within Galicia, active support of Ukrainian schools was centered in
the Ukrainian Pedagogic Society (some representatives in the Polish
Sejm and Senate also supported the issue). Founded as early as 1881,
the Pedagogic Society resumed its activities after World War I and the
Polish occupation. In 1926 it took the name of the Ridna skola
(Native school) society. Led by intelligentsia, the organization had a
fairly broad base. By 1939, it included 2,074 chapters with 105,000
members. The Polish authorities, as mentioned, did not permit Ridna
Skola to operate in any Ukrainian region outside Galicia.

The history of Ukrainian representation in the Polish Sejm and the
Senate is rather complex: indeed, it reflects the overall development
of Ukrainian-Polish relations. The election of 1922 was boycotted in
Galicia, except for a small group of Xl/iboroby who favored the Polish
government (Papierzyriska 137); that year Volhynia and Polissia
together with PidljasSia sent 20 deputies to the Sejm and 6 to the Sen-
ate (ibid., 149f.). The election of 1928 sent 48 Ukrainian deputies to
the Sejm (8 from Volhynia) and 11 to the Senate (for comparison, that
year the Sejm had a total of 444 members—which would fall to 208 in
1935—and 96 in the Senate). In the election of 1930, the correspond-
ing numbers were 26 and 5; in the elections of 1935 and 1938, they
were 14 (5 from Volhynia) and 5. The decline was brought about by
the Polish policy of terror (so-called pacification) in 1930 and after
1935 by changes in the Polish constitution and electoral rules.
Clearly, Ukrainian representation (often split on specific issues) was
too small to influence Polish legislation substantially; nonetheless,
with its declarations and interpellations, it was still an important factor
in shaping public opinion, in bringing the problems of Ukrainians in
Poland, including language legislation and language status, to public
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attention, and in precluding further potential violations of Ukrainian
rights.

Another factor determining the status of the Ukrainian language
was the Polish terror against Ukrainians and the Ukrainian terror
against Poles. Polish action against Ukrainians had three crests: in
1919, during and after the Polish-Ukrainian war, when it is estimated
(EU 1, 556) that up to 23,000 Ukrainians were imprisoned; in 1930,
when the pacification of Ukrainians was launched, especially in the
countryside, so that branches of Prosvita were sacked, the boy scout
organization Plast was disbanded and prohibited, and several
Ukrainian himnaziji were closed; and in 1938. The Polish terror
against Ukrainians as a group was directed by the government, with
the active participation of paramilitary organizations like Strzelec and
some other Polish groups. By contrast, the organized Ukrainian ter-
ror, which started with the founding of the clandestine Ukrainian Mili-
tary Organization (1920) and gained momentum after its entry into the
Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (1929), had an individual char-
acter, in that it was directed against Poles believed to be anti-
Ukrainian and against Ukrainians believed to be traitors in the
Ukrainian-Polish conflict; yet, it also targeted Polish property, means
of communication, and industry. Ukrainian terror, which arose as a
reaction to Polish terror, strengthened Poland’s anti-Ukrainian course
and, in the long run, was one factor contributing to the demise of the
democratic system in Poland’s gradual shift to an authoritarian state.
Landmarks in that development were J. Pilsudski’s coup d’état in
1926, the disbanding of the Sejm and the Senate in 1930 (preceded by
the pacification), the introduction of the new constitution in 1935, and
the disbanding of the Sejm and the Senate in 1938.

With these changes in the political structure of Poland, it became
casier to pursue an anti-Ukrainian policy in the economic domain and
1o carry out such other externally non-political measures as settling an
estimated 300,000 Polish farmers and city dwellers in the Ukrainian
lands (EU 1, 580), excluding Ukrainians from state service, transfer-
ring public servants of Ukrainian nationality to Western Poland, etc.
The resulting situation was a Ukrainian-Polish war overt yet without a
front, fueled by spreading mutual hatred, which made a compromise
virtually impossible. In such conditions, the attempt at reconciliation,
the so-called policy of normalization, could yield no results.
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Yet until its defeat and disintegration in September 1939, the Polish
state was not openly or consistently totalitarian. Ukrainian political
parties still existed, and they had some representation, however cur-
tailed or decorative, in the legislative bodies. Ukrainian schools were
in decline, but they were not entirely proscribed; the Greek Catholic
church did not undergo either liquidation or the imposition of state
control, but remained, instead, a-bulwark of Ukrainian culture and
language.! Restricted from pursuing careers in state institutions,
Ukrainians plunged into economic activity. Some operated on private
initiative, thus creating a Ukrainian merchant class. Others organized
a broad cooperative movement and unions of cooperatives, among
which some, such as Centrosojuz and Maslosojuz, gained sufficient
economic strength to be reckoned with.

The Ukrainian press was subject to some restrictions, but it was not
submitted to preliminary censorship. It could, at least in Galicia,
reflect various political views and attitudes, including nationalist and
communist ones. Both quantitative growth and diversification charac-
terize the Ukrainian press in Galicia at this time. During the interwar
period Galicia had 44 political organs (discounting two published by
Moscophiles) and 3 illustrated biweeklies. Among Ukrainian periodi-
cals, there were 5 designed for children, 5 for women, 8 for boyscouts,
7 for students, 6 for teachers, 5 for workers in cooperatives, 6 religious
and theological, 9 literary, 1 of the arts, 2 of music, 1 of cinema, 1 of
humor and satire, 4 historical and philosophical, 1 of law, 1 of bibliog-
raphy, 2 popular scientific, and 2 devoted to local lore; the total
number was 143. True, these figures encompass the entire twenty-
year interwar period: in no one year were 143 periodicals published.
But the brief lifespan typical of earlier stages in the history of the
Ukrainian press expanded in those years: the average longevity of a
periodical during that period was 7.7 years. (The data are tallied on
the basis of lists given in EU 1, 933-936, and are not exhaustive.)
The situation was much worse in other regions of the Polish Ukraine,
with their 4 general political periodicals, 3 church and 3 cooperative

! The same cannot be said of the Orthodox church in Poland. It was subject to
fairly strict state control as prescribed by the decrees of 30 January 1922 and of 10
December 1938, In the Xolm region the 389 Orthodox churches that had existed in
1914 were reduced o 51 in 1939 (KU 1, 564).
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periodicals; also the Ukrainian press was completely silenced in Polis-
sia and the Xolm region during the 1930s.

Book production boomed. The numbers of Ukrainian books pub-
lished during the interwar period were:

1924 195
1928 450
1931 342
1932 288
1934 346
1935 223
1938 476

The average printing jumped from 2,204 to 6,524 copies. Again,
however, there was a disproportion between Galicia and other
Ukrainian lands. For instance, in 1930, Galicia—the regions of Lviv,
Stanyslaviv, and Temopil’—published 340 books, whereas book pro-
duction in Volhynia was 10 (23 Ukrainian books were published in
Poland proper) (EU 1, 978).

The peculiar combination of suppression with certain liberties, of
legal regulations with total arbitrariness by some officials, had an
impact on the status of the Ukrainian language and on the psychology
of its speakers in the Polish Ukraine. Not only was the Ukrainian
language a vehicle of communication among farmers, clergy, and
intellectuals; it also was a means of national self-assertion and
defiance against the existing political regime. In the mid-nineteenth
century, it was possible to be a Ukrainian, even a Ukrainian patriot,
and yet speak in Polish to one’s family. In the period between the two
World Wars, such duality became impossible. Excluded from official
use and often rejected as a means of communication by the state
administration and the co-territorial Polish population, the Ukrainian
language was purposefully used at frequent large public manifesta-
tions as a badge of belonging and as a self-imposed stigma. It seemed
as if to the normal language functions of communication, appeal, and
expression of affectivity (as established by C. K. Biihler in his Sprach-
theorie, 1934) the function of ostentation was added. These psycho-
logical underpinnings sometimes stifled spontaneity in speech. In the
larger cities of the Russian Ukraine, a total and apparently impersonal
negation of the Ukrainian language led to its diminishing use; in the
cities of the Polish Ukraine, a virulent but haphazard degradation ol
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the Ukrainian language brought about a peculiar kamikaze attitude, in
which choosing to speak Ukrainian had elements of social hysteria
and of the speakers’ mutual quasi-hypnosis.

S. Sax, a longtime resident of Lviv and a fairly objective memoir-
ist, recollects (232) as a heroic act how, as first-graders, he and his
classmates undertook a trip by rail from Lviv. The children were
instructed by two seventh-graders that each small boy should go, one
by one, to the wicket at the main station in Lviv and ask for his ticket
in Ukrainian. Each boy met with abuse and insult from the Polish
cashiers, but the tickets were purchased and the ride took place. The
deprivation of spontaneity from the speech act was certainly by no
means normal. This minor episode reflects the status of the Ukrainian
language under Polish domination, and the experience of Ukrainian
speakers in the interwar period.

It is difficult to say whether this collective psychosis on language
precluded the Polonization of the population. In terms of social strata,
it was most typical of the educated classes (including the clergy), but
it also affected many middle- and lower-middle class people. The
defiant attitude even expanded to the countryside (where, in general,
Ukrainian was used ‘‘naturally’’), especially wherever Ukrainian
peasants had to confront new Polish settlers. Sax notes a clergyman’s
observation that, among educated lay people, in all of urban Galicia he
knew only two families in which a father, son, and grandson—i.e.,
three generations—identified with the Ukrainian nation (and used the
language; Sax 63). Even if the observation was an overgeneralization,
it reflects on the language situation. No doubt, the collectively
accepted use of the Ukrainian language for ostentatious purposes ham-
pered such processes. Yet it hardly stopped them. The Polish
language remained more prestigious and, in the long run, it is
prestige—especially if combined with material advantages—that tips
the balance in such situations. However, the interwar period was t0o
short a time to allow any far-reaching consequences of the new atti-
tude to manifest themselves. The whole period lasted but twenty
years, and a ‘‘new attitude’’ toward the Ukrainian language became
fairly widespread some time after the linguistic (and social) fronts
were established, following the incorporation of Galicia into Poland.
Clearly, that *‘new attitude™ was shared by those outside the bounds
ol the humanist intelligentsia.  In spite of the clfforts of the Polish
administration 1o preclude such a development, the number ol non-
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humanist—technical, in the broad sense—intelligentsia grew consid-
crably. Lawyers, physicians, and engineers were at the center of that
group; merchants, proprietors, cooperative entrepreneurs, and the like
cxpanded its peripheries. V. Simovy¢, a thoughtful observer of
Ukrainian language circles in Lviv, described the linguistic situation
thus: “*After the First World War. . .our -life became much more
difficult, but the framework for our life broadened substantially’’
(Simovy€ 1934 [1], 90).

The language of the church was a special case. The Greek Catholic
church, which was very influential in Galicia, continued the tradition
ol using a Ukrainian variant of Church Slavonic as its liturgical
language and the Lviv koine or dialect of Ukrainian in sermons and in
communication with parishioners. Outside Poland, the Orthodox
church was subject to the Russian church authorities; in Poland, the
high Orthodox hierarchy remained Russian or pro-Russian, and the
liturgical language was Church Slavonic with Russian pronunciation.
Muny Orthodox church communities in Volhynia and Polissia were
dissatisfied with the church’s stand. A broad movement for the de-
Russification of the Orthodox church began in the 1920s, and part of
that cffort became not only the Ukrainian pronunciation of Church
Slavonic, but the introduction of the Ukrainian language for clerical
use. After a long and often violent campaign, the Orthodox church
authorities had to concede that, in principle, Ukrainian was admissible
in church services, without renunciation of Church Slavonic (State-
ment of the Metropolitan of Warsaw Dionisij, 2 August 1928; see
Papicrzynska 112).

In internal structure and form the Ukrainian language of Galicia—
which influenced that in Volhynia and Polissia—remained, as in Aus-
(rian times, a regional koine typical particularly of Lviv. It was not
¢losed o dialectal elements, which varied from district to district, but
with the growth of education these dialectal features were gradually
suppressed and replaced by elements of the Lviv koine. This regional
character was not the outcome of a deliberate policy or attitude. On
(the contrary, in principle Ukrainian speakers in the Polish Ukraine
wanled to climinate many Galician peculiarities from their language
and 1o be all-Ukraiman or, as they put it, to adhere to the Ukrainian
spoken in the Dnicper region (naddniprjans’ka mova). The high
esteem in which Standard Ukrainian as developed in the Russian
Uknine was held transpired also from another term then used Tor that
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Ukrainian literary language, Great-Ukrainian (velykoukrajins’'ka
mova). By accepting the term Galicians implicitly agreed to consider
themselves and their language to be ‘‘Little-Ukrainian’’ (although that
designation was never used). In the mid-1930s a more careful attitude
about the “‘purity’” of the language was noted by Simovyc¢ (1934 [1],
90). It was also he who registered some ‘‘hyper—Great Ukrainian-
isms,”’ i.e., Russian words and phrases used by Ukrainian speakers in
Poland because the speakers mistook them for ‘‘pure Ukrainian™
(1934 [2], 150).

This was the core of the problem. Contacts between the Polish
Ukraine and the Russian Ukraine became tenuous after the Sovietiza-
tion of the latter; from the mid-1930s they came practically to a
standstill. As part of the campaign against ‘‘capitalist spies’’ and
‘‘saboteurs,”’ the slogan ‘‘the frontier under lock and key’’ was
launched. Certainly the war being waged by the Kremlin against the
peasantry required a complete communication black-out.

The only advisers available to Ukrainians in Poland on questions of
‘‘pure Ukrainian’’—i.e. the Kiev Standard—were a small number of
emigrants from the Russian Ukraine who left in or about 1920. One
such emigrant interested in questions of language was Modest
Levyc’kyj, who wrote ‘‘Paky i paky’’ (Volja 1920) and published
Ukrajins’ka hramatyka dlja samonavéannja (3d ed., 1923); another
was Je. éykalenko, who wrote Pro ukrajins’ku literaturnu movu
(1920; first published in 1907). Neither was a linguist. Levyc’kyj was
a writer, and Cykalenko was originally a landowner and agricultural-
ist. The only professional linguist among the émigré language advi-
sors was Ivan Ohijenko. Very active in the field, Ohienko published
Ukrajins’kyj stylistycnyj slovnyk (1924), C ystota 1 pravy!’'nist’
ukrajins’koji movy (1925), Narysy z istoriji ukrajins’koji movy (1927,
not actually a history), and Skladnja ukrajins’koji movy, in two
volumes (1937, 1938), among other works. Particularly influential
was the popular monthly Ridna mova that Ohienko published in War-
saw in 1933 -1939; there he applied the approach of the Kiev ethno-
graphic school of the 1920s, which was destroyed by 1933. Ridna
mova made use of every kind of language propaganda: in addition to
articles, it published reviews of the language of various publications,
advice to readers, responses to their queries, fictional dialogues about
language questions, linguistic jokes, ete. But the emigrants from the
Russian Ukraine were prevented by the Polish administration from
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settling in Galicia and other Ukrainian regions; as a rule they were re-
stricted to purely Polish territory, especially Warsaw, which made
maintaining personal contacts precarious.

In Galicia a similar approach, but without going to Ohijenko’s
extremes, was taken by V. Simovy€. After 1923, when his Na temy
movy appeared as a book, Simovy¢ published little in the field of
linguistic advice and standardization, only a few articles scattered in
various periodicals.

Due to these circumstances, the practical impact of the Standard
Ukrainian language on the Lviv koine was limited. School grammars
either stuck to the Galician tradition entirely (S. Smal’-Stoc’kyj and F.
Gartner, Hramatyka ukrajins’koji [rus’koji] movy, fourth edition,
1928) or innovated very little (Hramatycni vpravy, for various grades
and types of schools, by O. Popovy¢, 1924 —1928; detailed bibliogra-
phy in Simovy¢ 1934 [3], 39). After the Soviet occupation, in Sep-
tember 1939, the Kiev standard (as it existed at that time; see above,
chap. 7) was imposed by the authorities on all written texts without
any discussion. There was no time to influence the oral standard,
however, and it remained intact until the retreat of the Soviet forces,
in June 1941.

The ‘‘Great-Ukrainian’’ orientation of speakers in the Polish
Ukraine was thus much more theoretical than real; by contrast, their
exposure to Polish influences was very real indeed. Elementary
phonetic substitutions apparently sufficed to make borrowings palat-
able. They abounded in urban life, starting with forms of social con-
duct such as addressing people and ending with technical notions.
The former was examined at some length by Simovy¢ (1934 [4]).
Among the forms of address he noted was panedobrodiju (Polish
panie dobrodzieju) and among titles, pane mecenase (Polish panie
mecenasie ) in addressing a lawyer (Sax, 264 reminisces that among
students of the Ukrainian himrnazija in Lviv, Polish books on good
forms of behavior circulated widely). The use of urban technical
terms was reflected, for example, by colloquial names for tram lines,
such as dvijka, ¢virka, pjatka, etc. (Polish dwdjka, czwdrka, pigtka).
Students of a given grade in school were called: Sestak, semak,
vos ' mak (§ax 233: cf. Polish szdstak, siodmak, ésmak). When a
soccer tcam was organized at the Ukrainian high school (akademicna
himnazija) in Lviv it was given the name kruZok hry niZndéji pylky;
one student of that school recalls that the students called it futholevyj
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kljub (Sax 84; the episode began as early as 1908). Both these usages
were patterned on Polish (pitka nozna, klub futbolowy). In the
phonetic substitutions, Polish accentual patterns often remained
unchanged. In that way the pattern ~ - : - ~ - (trdmvaj : tramvdju),
completely alien to Ukrainian, was introduced into the Lviv koine.

The general situation wrought by the interrelation between the Lviv
koine and Standard Ukrainian is reflected particularly clearly in
matters of spelling and, in part, of terminology.

The recommendations put forth in Najholovnisi pravyla
ukrajins’koho pravopysu published by the Ukrainian Academy of Sci-
ences in Kiev (1919, 1920, 1921) met with some criticism in the Pol-
ish Ukraine (M. Voznjak 1921, V. Hnatjuk 1922). In 1920-1922 the
Sevéenko Scientific Society (Naukove tovarystvo im. Sevéenka) in
Lviv deliberated over matters of spelling, in an often heated debate.
O. Makarugka rejected them passionately (Sax 175f.). The outcome
of these deliberations was the publication, in 1922, of a booklet of
Pravopysni pravyla formulated by K. Kysilevs’kyj (Karpova 130),
which had gained the approval of the Sevéenko Scientific Society
(subsequently modified by O. Panejko as member of a commission
appointed by the regional inspector of secondary schools, I. Kopac—
Sax 176).

Some of the traditional spelling rules used in Galician Ukrainian
were set aside by the new rules (e.g., the separate spelling of the ver-
bal postfix sja and of -mu endings in the future tense, the etymological
spelling of some consonantal clusters), but others were wholly corro-
borated (e.g., the exclusion of apostrophes, the retention of all foreign
instances of g as g, not A, the rendition of / in West European loan
words as basically palatalized /). Other Kiev rules were accepted in
part (e.g., double n, d, t, [ in neuter substantives, although not s, z, §, Z,
¢: therefore zillja, but kolosja) or admitted as alternatives to tradi-
tional Galician spellings (e.g., in neuter substantives -ja and -je:
Zyttja and Zyttje; bahato and bohato, insyj and ynsyj, macuxa and
macoxa, dative singular in masculine substantives in -ovi and -ovy).

Upon their publication, the spelling rules of the Sevéenko Scientific
Society were criticized by those who wanted stronger adherence to
Kiev spelling (e.g., M. Rudnyc’kyj, 1923), as well as by those who
advocated more reliance on the Galician tradition (e.g., V. Hnatjuk,
1923; 1. Pan’kevyd, 1923: V. Dombrovs’kyj, 1925; bibliography,
partly inaccurate, in Karpova 311, 134, and some additional items in
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Sax 175ff.). In any case, the new rules, which were published only as
a proposal (projekt), did not become compulsory, because there
existed no authority that could make them so. Consequently, the spel-
ling rules were rarely applied consistently, and usages in publications
continued to differ.

Following the Kharkiv Conference on Spelling of 1927 and the
publication of its resultant Ukrajins'kyj pravopys in 1929, the
Sevéenko Scientific Society decided to adopt that set of rules, on 25
May 1929. Commissioned by the society, M. Voznjak prepared a
Ukrajins’kyj pravopys iz slovnyckom (of about 6,500 words; 1929).
The inconsistencies in spelling caused by the compromise of two tra-
ditions were felt no less strongly in the Polish Ukraine than they were
in the Soviet Ukraine (e.g., the criticisms by S. Smal’-Stoc’kyj and M.
Rudnyc’kyj, among others, referred to—inaccurately—in Karpova
136). Only the replacement of the 1929 spelling by that of Xvylja,
with its strong Russianizing tendency, tempered Galician hostility to
the 1929 rules. For instance, K. Kysilevs’kyj’s Pravopysni pravyla
and Pravopysnyj slovnycok (1934) in some cases cite (besides each
other) both the spelling of 1922, by the Sev&enko Society, and that of
1929,

Even this cursory presentation of the orthographic problems in the
Polish Ukraine during the interwar period illustrates the tension
between two conflicting desires—that is, to maintain the spellings of
the **Great Ukraine’” and to preserve at least some elements of the
Galician tradition—and the impasse to which the normalization of
Ukrainian spelling had come.

A similar situation obtained in terminological work, though there it
cxisted on a smaller scale, because the problems concemed smaller
circles of people and because the scope of such work was very limited,
due to the lack of funds and specialists in the field. Discounting K.
l.evyc’kyj’s Pravnycdyj slovnyk, published in a second edition in 1920
bult in structure and compilation belonging to the Austrian period, sub-
stantial new terminological works were only Volodymyr Levyc’kyj’s
on mathematical, physical, and chemical terminology, and Z. Lys’ko’s
Muzyényj slovnyk (1933). These two works constituted a compromise
between the Kiev dictionaries and the Galician tradition.

In general Iexicography, too, the same conflicting tendencies can be
observed. Lexicographical work was very limited. Only a [ew practi-
cal dictionaries were published, all rather small in size: the Polish-
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Ukrainian and Ukrainian-Polish dictionaries by I. Svjencic’kyj (1920)
and by Je. Hrycak and K. Kysilevs’kyj (1931), and the German-
Ukrainian dictionary by H. Nakonetschna (1939).

In grammar, there were no publications that presented the system of
the literary language as a whole. The most important works, Opis
fonetyczny jezyka ukraiviskiego by 1. Zilyns’kyj (1932) and Znacennja
ukrajins’kyx prykmetnykiv by R. Smal’-Stoc’kyj (1926), covered lim-
ited topics; also, they treated standard language data alongside dialec-
tal materials, often devoting more attention to the latter than to the
former.

In sum, the linguistic work carried on in the Polish Ukraine was an
important counterbalance to the devastation in Ukrainian linguistics
that occurred under the Soviets in the 1930s. Considered on its mer-
its, that work was unsystematic and restricted in scope; still, it sheds
light on the language situation in the Polish Ukraine and on the effort
to overcome its isolation. There existed much good will for unifying
the Ukrainian standard language, but there were also strong centrifu-
gal forces at play. What is more important, there were no external cir-
cumstances that could have brought about such a unity. The political
regimes and styles of life were so outspokenly different in the two
parts of the country that no language unity was possible. In simplified
terms, the concemns that the two parts had in common were the
deprivation of the Ukrainian language’s essential rights, on the one
hand, and its survival in spite of that condition, on the other. Govern-
ment methods against the Ukrainian language also differed in the two
parts. Nominally, under Polish rule there was no government interfer-
ence with the internal structure of the language. Yet in fact, in both
Poland and the Soviet Union, the longterm policy goal was identical:
the extermination of the Ukrainian language. Under Polish domina-
tion, Ukrainians could conduct both active and passive resistance to
that policy; in the Soviet system, only passive resistance was feasible.

The similarities and the differences in the status of the Ukrainian
language, and of the Ukrainians themselves, in the Soviet Ukraine
versus the Polish Ukraine is epitomized by two events described
below.

In Kharkiv, in 1933, when attacks against ‘‘bourgeois nationalism’’
in the Ukrainian language began, an instructor at the Industrial
Academy surnamed Polons’kyj (his first name is unknown to me)
dared (o0 raise his voice indefense ol the accused  (Xvylja,
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Znyscyty. .., 112). He was arrested that same night. It is unknown
whether he was shot or died in prison or in a labor camp; at any rate,
he was never heard from again.

In March 1923, when the Polish govermment decreed that in
Ukrainian high schools Polish was to be used in administration and in
the teaching of history and geography, an instructor in Lviv named
Myxajlo Halus€yns’kyj took the floor to protest. He, head of a family
of four, was immediately fired. Ukrainian organizations came to his
aid. He gained popular recognition: indeed, in the next elections to
the Sejm, he ran as a candidate and was elected. In the next election
he became a member of the all-Polish Senate, and subsequently the
deputy speaker (Sax 141ff.).

Of course, the deeds of neither Polons’kyj nor Halu§¢yns’kyj
curbed the anti-Ukrainian policies of the Soviet Ukraine and Poland.

Ukrainian Lands under Romania

After the occupation of Cemivci on 11 November 1918 and the
cnsuing occupation of all Bukovina, Romanian law came into effect.
In the next four years the legal status and rights of the Ukrainian
language were determined by Romania’s international obligations
vis-a-vis its national minorities, as well as by the Romanian constitu-
tion and other laws.

Internationally, two treaties came into play: the Treaty of Saint-
Germain, which Romania signed reluctantly, in Paris, after a delay of
scveral months (on 9 December 1918; the treaty had been submitted to
Romania in September in Saint-Germain), and the Treaty of Sevres,
signed on 10 August 1920,

In the Treaty of Saint-Germain the language obligations assumed
by Romania are outlined in articles 8, 9, and 10: (§ 8) ‘‘No restriction
shall be imposed on the free use by any Romanian national of any
language in private intercourse, in commerce, in religion, in the press,
or in publications of any kind, or at public meetings. ... Notwith-
standing any establishment by the Romanian government of an official
language, adequate facilities shall be given to Romanian nationals of
non-Romanian speech for the use of their language, either orally or in
writing, before the courts’; (§ 9) the Romanian government recog-
nized the right ol citizens “‘to cstablish, manage, and control at their
own expense charitable, religious, and social institutions, schools and
other educational establishments, with the right (o use their own
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language™’; (§ 10): ‘‘Romania will provide in the public educational
system of towns and districts in which a considerable proportion of
Romanian nationals of other than Romanian speech are resident ade-
quate facilities for ensuring that in the primary schools instruction
shall be given to the children of such Romanian nationals through the
medium of their own language’’ (Treaties iii, 3727f.).2

By contrast, in the Treaty of Sévres, concluded two years later,
which for the first time legalized the Romanian occupation of all of
Bukovina (§ 3, 6; Materialien, 206f.), nothing was said about the
rights of minorities or about their language.

The obligations assumed by Romania in Saint-Germain were not
incorporated into the Romanian Constitution of 28 March 1923: there
it was stated that (§ 126) ‘‘the Romanian language is the official
language of the Romanian state’’ (Constitution 24), and in several
instances it was reiterated that Romanian citizens of various languages
should have the same rights [§ 8 e.g.] ‘“All Romanians independently
of their ethnic origin, language, or religion are equal in law’’—p. 6).
Nowhere, however, did it guarantee any rights to languages other than
Romanian. The Constitution of 27 February 1938 preserved § 126
intact (where it became § 94—Constitution 2, p. 19), but obliterated
all references to other languages, making them non-existent in the
legal sense.

Of the published laws relating to the status of Bukovina or to the
Ukrainian language there and in the kingdom as a whole, two should
be mentioned here. The decree of 19—31 December 1918 entrusted a
special minister (later called the president of the regional commission)
with governing the region; in fact, this official was a dictator who
stood outside the law. His dictatorial powers were extensive, for
Bukovina existed in a state of siege from 1918 to 1928 and then again
in 1938 to 1940, up to the Soviet occupation on 28 June 1940. (The
first ministers of Bukovina were I. Nistor from the Liberal party
[Romanian conservatives], and T. Savciuc-Saveanu from the
National-Peasant [tdrdnist ] party.)

The second law of major importance was no. 176 (decree no. 2,571
of the Ministry of Education) dated 24 July 1924, which referred to
Romanians ‘‘who forgot their mother tongue’’: (§ 8) ‘‘Citizens of

R . . . . .
= These stipulations are, penerally, identical 1o those submitied to and accepted by
Poland. Sce above, chap, 7, section |
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Romanian origin who forgot (au pierdut; literally, ‘*have lost’’) their
mother tongue must give their children education only in public or
private schools with Romanian as the language of instruction’’
(Colectiune 530). The law, written in deliberately ambiguous
language, does not specify whether its provisions obligate isolated
families living outside Romania or larger population groups. It was,
however, an open secret that it was intended to apply to Ukrainians.
Thus the law introduced a legal division of national minorities into
two groups: those entitled to preserve their languages—Hungarians
and Germans (as explicitly guaranteed by § 7 of the same law)—and
those denied that right—above all Ukrainians. In its application to
Ukrainians the law was buttressed by some Romanian historians who
“‘proved’’ that Ukrainians in Romania were but linguistically Slavi-
cized Romanians. In any case, the law only sanctioned what was
already being practiced. The resolution of each particular case was
shaped in part by regional or local circulars and, probably more often,
by the arbitrary decision of a particular administrator, be it an agent of
the civil government or of the military, of the general police or of the
notorious Romanian secret police (siguranta). The law opened the
way to the worst forms of terror, including unwarranted arrests, tor-
tures, and corporal punishments, as well as to a reign of fear; on the
other hand, it allowed for unexpected breeches in the general policy,
including short-lived particular favors.

The history of Ukrainians and of the Ukrainian language in
interwar Romania is divisible into three periods. During the first ten
years (1918 -1928) its government was occasionally and briefly run
by the conservatives and the ‘‘people’s party’’ (Partitul poporului) of
General A. Averescu; as a rule, however, power was in the hands of
the most conservative ‘‘liberals’” headed by I. Britianu. The times
seemed to require the total negation of all things Ukrainian. Very
soon alter the occupation, all administrative and court offices were
Romanianized. The traditional regional parliament of Bukovina
ceased Lo exist, and local self-government was discontinued. All
Ukrainian political parties were disbanded, so Ukrainians could be
clected 10 Romanian legislative bodies solely as members of
Romanian parties. Their representation in the assembly was, conse-
quently, very small (1 in the elections of August 1919, 3 in those of
May 1920, 4 in those of January 1922, in an assembly of ca. 390
deputies Kvitkovs'kyj 340, 343; Piddubnyj 222), and there were no



The Western Ukraine (1920 —-1939) 195

Ukrainians in the Senate; those who were representatives rarely raised
their voices about Ukrainian affairs. Most of the cultural and other
societies that before the Romanian occupation had dotted Bukovina
(there was a total of 1,763 such chapters—Piddubnyj 131) were also
dissolved; some did survive, however, and a few new ones arose. The
closing of the Rus’ka besida society, which had existed since 1869,
entailed the destruction of its 125 reading rooms (lists in Piddubnyj
132ff., Kvitkovs’kyj 364).

The liquidation of Ukrainian educational institutions took several
years, but that, too, was accomplished. The University of Cernivei
was entirely Romanianized, and its Ukrainian chairs were reorganized.
Three Ukrainian high schools (himnaziji’) were closed (in Kicman’ in
1920, in VyzZnycja in 1921; in Cemivci in 1925; the Ukrainian
language as a subject was discontinued in 1927). In primary educa-
tion the tempo was slower, but the results were the same. While in
1910/11 Bukovina had 216 Ukrainian elementary schools vs. 179
Romanian ones, by 1922/23 the number of Ukrainian schools had fal-
len to 155 and the number of Romanian ones had grown to 391 (Pid-
dubnyj 144; Kvitkovs’ky) 365). The process was accelerated after the
publication, in 1924, of the law on ‘‘Romanians who forgot their
mother tongue’’; by 1927 there were no longer any Ukrainian schools
in Romania and the Ukrainian language was not taught at all. This
policy was buttressed by the settlement of Romanians in Bukovina.
With the agrarian reform of 30 July 1921, some lands owned by the
church were confiscated for distribution among peasants. Romanians
were enticed to move to Bukovina by promises of parcels of the
confiscated land.

Periodical and book publication in Ukrainian were not wholly
prohibited, but they were subject to severe censorship. Many periodi-
cals were closed, including the most reputed Nova Bukovyna (1918);
some periodicals were later revived under different names, so that in
number there seem to have been more such publications than was
actually the case. The real situation is revealed by a look at their dura-
tion and character. There were 17 periodicals in 1919-1928: 14 pol-
itical weeklies or biweeklies, 2 satirical journals, and 1 literary jour-
nal. There was no daily newspaper. The average duration of a period-
ical was, however, only one and a half years, often with gaps within
that span (tallicd on the basis of Kvitkovs'kyj 635[. and Piddubnyj
[3710). In hardly any one ycar were more than three periodicals
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published. They were small in size and poor in content, style, and
language. The number of books published was 39 titles in nine years,
for an average of 4 to 5 per year. There was one Ukrainian theater, in
Cernivci, which did not stage performances daily (Kvitkovs’kyj 593).
Bessarabia had no Ukrainian publications or institutions.

In ecclesiastical life, the Orthodox church was completely dom-
inated by Romanians. In 1921 the ‘‘Greek Oriental’’ church was
renamed the ‘‘Orthodox Romanian’’; in 1925 it was subordinated, as
one of five metropolitanates, to the Patriarch of Bucharest. The
administration of the metropolitanate consisted of the Eparchial Coun-
cil, Consistory, and the advisory Eparchial Assembly, with its forty
laymen and twenty priests. Ukrainians had a voice only in the Epar-
chial Assembly, which meant that they could not participate in any
decision making; even in that body, only two Ukrainians were
members (Kvitkovs’kyj 373f.). Ukrainian priests were required to
carry and use Romanian documents and were encouraged to preach in
Romanian (Piddubnyj 127).

In 1928 the Peasant party came to power, a development which ini-
tiated the second period in the Romanian occupation. A certain
degree of liberalization was expected and some measures of the new
government pointed in that direction. The state of siege was lifted,
and censorship became somewhat milder—measures not revoked by
the governments, coalition and liberal, that followed one after another
in the years 1931-1937. This was not the case, however, with other
innovations introduced by the Peasant party. Under their government,
tcaching of the Ukrainian language (and of religion in Ukrainian) was
introduced in schools with a majority of Ukrainian pupils: eight hours
weekly in the lower grades, six hours in the upper grades (decree of 31
December 1929). The actual teaching of Ukrainian continued to be
hampered by a lack of teachers and schoolbooks. The decree permit-
ting Ukrainian education was canceled by the liberal government in
1933; by a decree of 9 September 1934, twenty-four teachers who had
organized Ukrainian courses were dismissed (Kvitkovs’kyj 369).

‘The (ardnist period and the following years brought other develop-
ments lavorable to Ukrainians and their language, albeit limited ones.
For the first time since the Romanian occupation, a legal Ukrainian
political party was [ounded in Bukovina, the Ukrainian National Party
(1927). It campaigned for the revision of land distribution as decreed
by the agrarian reform of 1921, for the admission ol the Ukrainian
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language in education and administration, and for cessation of the
treatment of Ukrainians as Romanians who ‘‘forgot their mother
tongue’’ (Kvitkovs’kyj 347). In the elections of 1928, Ukrainians got
one seat in the assembly; in the elections of 1930, they gained five in
the assembly and one in the senate; in the elections of 1932, two in the
assembly, and again two in the elections of 1933. Ukrainian cultural
activities centered around the Narodnyj dim in Cernivci were renewed.
By 1937 Bukovina had at least fifteen Ukrainian societies of various
types, e.g., cultural, feminist, student (Kvitkovs’kyj 359). In 1928, a
Ukrainian daily, Cas, began publication in Cemnivei; in 1933, a
monthly for children, Lastivka, started to appear (Kvitkovs’kyj 650).
The relative relaxation in censorship prompted Ukrainian nationalists
from outside Romania to found a monthly, Samostijna dumka, and a
weekly, Samostijnist’ in éemivci; Bukovinians were among their edi-
tors (the periodicals appeared in 1931-1937 and in 1934-1937,
respectively). These periodicals survived into 1937 because they
focused on non-Romanian problems; even so, they were occasionally
suspended by the censorship (Kvitkovs’kyj 651). Also published were
social-democratic periodicals (Nove Zyttja, 1931—-1934) and even a
Sovietophile one (Borot’ba, 1926 —-1929). The number of periodicals
published simultaneously grew to 7 or 8; the general number of titles
fell to 10, but now their average duration was 4 to 5 years, a healthy
sign. They still continued to be modest in size, and journalistically
their level was often not high. Circulation was limited (Cas at times
had only 600 subscribers, and it never had more than 3,000—
Kvitkovs’kyj 645f.), so they were continually published at a loss and
in need of subsidies.

There were other drawbacks and failures in Ukrainian cultural
activity. Attempts to establish contacts with Ukrainians from other
regions of Romania, especially Northern and Southern Bessarabia, did
not succeed. The Ukrainian theater in Cernivci had to accede or cir-
cumvent such orders of the local administration as a prohibition
against wearing Ukrainian national attire (Kvitkovs’kyj 352). In 1929
Ukrainian cooperatives were submitted to state surveillance and soon
thereafter ruined economically. Summer courses in the Ukrainian
language, initiated in 1926 and gaining some popularity, were forbid-
den in 1933/34 (Kvitkovs’kyj 676f.). Most important, Ukrainian
schools did not ¢xist continuously, and Romanian was the language of
commuunication in the cities. The church, too, remained basically in
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Romanian hands, although in 1932 Ukrainian representation in the
Eparchial Assembly grew to 14, and in 1931 a Ukrainian Orthodox
fraternity was founded in Cernivei (Kvitkovs'kyj 375f.).

The establishment of King Carol’s military dictatorship over
Romania in 1937 - 1938 was accompanied by the elimination of par-
liamentarism, the dissolution of all Ukrainian and Romanian political
parties, the introduction of a new constitution, and the reintroduction
of the state of siege. The ‘‘liberal course’ of the preceding decade
had ended. Bukovina was included in the newly formed region (#inut)
of Suceava, which obliterated traditional boundaries. In April and
June of 1937, two large-scale trials of Ukrainian nationalists took
place, and their publications were closed. Of all its Ukrainian
societies, Bukovina retained only five (Kvitkovs’kyj 371); of all its
Ukrainian periodicals, only Cas remained. National minorities were
supervised, from May 1938, by a special Commissariat-General for
National Minorities.

In April 1940 promises of change were made to the Ukrainian
representatives by the Romanian regime, now faced with the Soviet
occupation of Galicia and the threat of a similar development in Buko-
vina and Bessarabia. On 28 June 1940 the Soviet army crossed the
Romanian border. The Soviets gave the Ukrainian language in Buko-
vina, the Xotyn area, and Southern Bessarabia the same status it had in
the Soviet Ukraine.

The gains that the Ukrainian language had made under Austria
were reduced to very little during the twenty years of Romanian occu-
pation. Its functions shrank essentially to domestic use and, to a lim-
ited extent, to use by Ukrainian societies, theater, and press. Socially,
Ukrainian lost the cities and was reduced primarily to peasant use, not
in its standard form but in a number of dialects. Its status in the
church was precarious. Among intellectuals, Ukrainian was employed
{for everyday matters only by humanists—teachers, priests, journalists
ol the underdeveloped Ukrainian press. In spoken Ukrainian, words
for new notions were as a rule cited in their Romanian form. Contacts
with the Soviet Ukraine were virtually non-existent, so that neither the
Ukrainianization measures nor the Russifying trends of later years
touched Bukovina. Somewhat more vital were contacts with adjacent
Galicia, for, after all, Poland and Romania were allied. Inasmuch as
Ukrainian was used lor literary matters in Bukovina, it was in the Gal-
ician (Lviv) koine, despite the Bukovinian Ukrainians™ purported
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dislike for Galicians (Piddubnyj 99), whom they were apt to address
with the phrase, ‘‘Out of Bukovina, strangers.”’

To illustrate the Ukrainian language then in use, one can point to
issues of the newspaper X/iborobs’ka pravda (of 6 February 1938) and
Samostijnyk (of 31 May 1936 and of 17 January 1937; the relevant
passages are photographically reproduced in Kvitkovs’kyj 648, 653).
Although in ideology the two periodicals differed starkly, their
language is nearly identical, due clearly to patterning on the language
of Galician newspapers. In spelling the two publications have in com-
mon genij, Ljenin, Pidhirja (in general no apostrophe is used),
ideo!l’ogiji ; in phonology, narid, villjav, blesku, znacinnja, vzajimno,
duZannje; in morphology, svjatkovannja, vsi zdibrnosty; in syntax,
pjat’ox pidsudnyx. . vidpovidatymut’, nosyteljamy ideji. . ljudy; in
vocabulary and phraseology, kruhy (‘circles’), zabyrajemo stanovysce
(‘we are taking a position’), pidloZennja petardy, prykaz, na dnjax,
rumuns’kyj horoZanyn, v cilomu sviti, pid teperisnju poru.

Given its own state of affairs, both political and linguistic, Buko-
vina could not exert any influence on the Ukrainian standard language
in either the Soviet or the Polish Ukraine. The only linguistic goal
that it could reasonably undertake was to preserve its own Ukrainian
language at a bare minimum. That it did.

Transcarpathia under Czecho-Slovakia

Following the disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy
and the proclamation of an independent Hungary (16 November
1918), the new social-democratic government of M. Karolyi granted,
on 24 December 1918, autonomy to Transcarpathia, now called the
““Ruthene Land’’ (Ruska Kraina), including its own parliament and
‘‘usage of its own language’” (Markus 13). This development did not
materialize because of the quick pace of events: the communist
putsch of 21 March 1919, with the ensuing civil war and intervention
by neighboring states, which swept away the communist regime. Dur-
ing the short-lived Soviet episode in Transcarpathia (late March to
carly April 1919) one decree (no. 24) prescribed for use in schools the
local language as codified in the grammar of A. VoloSyn (Stec’ 11).
But at that time western Transcarpathia was occupied by the Czecho-
Slovak army (from 15 January 1919) and the southeastern part of the
country by the Romanian army, while in the central region Hungarians
stll prevailed. By May 1919, Czecho Slovak forees were in posses
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sion of all of Transcarpathia (except Sighet and its environs).

On 8 May 1919, in Uzhorod, a General National Congress con-
vened. It comprised delegates from local ‘‘people’s councils™
(narodni rady), and its task was to decide upon the future of the coun-
try. The congress was to choose one of three possibilities: to remain
in Hungary, to unite with Romania, or to unite with Czecho-Slovakia.
A fourth possibility, of uniting with the Ukraine, was theoretical, only:
besides having disparate social and political structures, Transcarpathia
and the greater part of the Ukraine were separated by territories held
by Poles and Romanians. In the circumstances the General National
Congress unanimously decided to unite with Czecho-Slovakia.
Whether that congress, whose delegates were not elected directly by
the population, represented the actual will of the Transcarpathians and
(o what extent the decision was influenced by the presence of the
(Czecho-Slovak army are open questions. What is certain is that the
other options had not found any active supporters. Hence Transcar-
pathia became incorporated into Czecho-Slovakia not through any
armed conflict, as had happened in the Soviet Ukraine, in Galicia, and,
on a smaller scale, in Bukovina, but either by its free will or by
indifference. The incorporation of Transcarpathia into Czecho-
Slovakia was sealed by the Allied Powers’ recognition of the decision
in their treaty with Czecho-Slovakia signed at Saint-Germain on 10
Scptember 1919.

This Treaty of Saint-Germain also laid the foundation for the legal
status of Transcarpathia and for language policy in it, defining the
region (§ 10) as ““The Ruthene territory’’ and as ‘‘an autonomous unit
within the Czecho-Slovak State,”” granting it ‘‘the fullest degree of
sclf-government compatible with the unity of the Czecho-Slovak
State.”” The treaty also provided (§ 11) that ‘‘the Ruthene territory”’
shall have a special Diet which will ‘‘have the power of legislation in
all linguistic, scholastic, and religious questions, in matters of local
administration and in other questions which the laws of the Czecho-
Slovak State may assign to it.”’ The region was to have a govemor
appointed by the president of Czecho-Slovakia but *‘responsible to the
Ruthene Diet.”” Czecho-Slovakia agreed (§ 12) that “‘officials of the
Ruthene territory will be chosen as far as possible from the inhabitants
ol this territory.”” Finally (§ 13), “‘the Ruthene territory,”” like all
other Czecho-Slovak arcas, was entitled to clect deputies to the gen-
cral assembly of Czecho-Slovakia (Treaties 3708¢.).
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The Czecho-Slovak constitution (adopted on 29 February 1920)
dealt with language rights in two articles. One (§ 128, 3) guaranteed
all citizens the right to ‘‘use freely any language they choose in
private and business communications, in all matters pertaining to reli-
gion, in the press and in all publications whatsoever, or in public
assemblies.”” Concerning the language of education: (§ 131) ““In
towns and districts in which there lives a considerable portion of
Czecho-Slovak citizens speaking a language other than Czecho-
Slovak, the children of such Czecho-Slovak citizens shall in public
instruction, and within the bounds of the general regulations relating
thereto, be guaranteed a due opportunity to receive instruction in their
own language. The Czecho-Slovak language may at the same time be
prescribed as a compulsory subject of instruction’’ (Constitution 1920,
pp- 45f.; the Czech text, pp. 93f.). The constitution left open the ques-
tion of an official language as well as that of the specific rights of
other languages in education and administration.

These problems were addressed and resolved in the law of 29
February 1920, said to appear ‘‘in pursuance of § 129’ of the consti-
tution and popularly called the ‘language law.”’ It opens (§ 1) with
the proclamation of the ‘‘Czecho-Slovak language’’ (a politically
motivated linguistic misnomer; that language is defined [§ 4] as Czech
in the Czech land and Slovak in Slovakia) as the country’s language,
determining that it is the language: ‘‘(1) In which the work of all
courts, offices, institutions, undertakings, and organs of the Republic
shall be conducted. ... (2) In which the principal texts of state and
other banknotes shall be printed. (3) Which the armed forces of the
country shall use for the purpose of command, and the language of the
service’” (Constitution 48f.; Czech text—Sobota iii, 140f.). It did
make the provision that in localities where 20 percent or more of the
population spoke another language, courts should accept statements
and formulate charges in that language; another provision was that the
minorities were entitled to education in their language (§ S, p. 49).

The provisions on Transcarpathia of both the constitution and *‘the
language law’’ largely paraphrase the Saint-Germain treaty. In the
constitution (§ 3, 2) Transcarpathia is called ‘‘the autonomous terri-
tory of Carpathian Rus’ *’ and it is guaranteed ‘‘the highest measure of
self-government compatible with the unity of the Czecho-Slovak
Republic’’; accordingly, it *‘shall have its own Dict, which shall elect
its presiding officers ( predsednictvo ) and other ofticials.” This Dict
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shall ‘‘legislate in linguistic, educational, and religious matters, in
matters of domestic administration and in such other matters as may
be assigned to it by the laws of the Czecho-Slovak Republic’’ (Consti-
tution 4, 22; the Czech text, p. 39f.). In the same spirit, the ‘‘language
law’’ stated: (§ 6) ‘“The Diet which shall be set up for Ruthenia shall
have the right, reserved to it, of settling the language question for this
territory in a manner consonant with the unity of the Czecho-Slovak
State”’ (ibid., 49; Czech text—Sobota iii, 148).

There was no consensus on what to call the unexpectedly acquired
land, which almost could be regarded as a birthday present to
Czecho-Slovakia. Legally, the name accepted by the ‘*General Sta-
tute’’ of the region was ‘‘Subcarpathian Rus’*’ (Podkarpatskd Rus),
yet another name, Rusinsko, was also admitted. The first was justified
on the grounds of historical tradition, the second was probably a trans-
lation of ‘‘the Ruthene territory’” from the treaty of Saint-Germain.
Both names were given only ‘‘until lawful resolution’’ (do
prdvoplatné dpravy); but there was a surety that “‘in schools the
people’s language (lidovy jazyk) shall be the language of instruction
as well as the official [language] in general’’; that language was also
called Ruthenian (rusinsky ). It was to be introduced as soon as possi-
ble in the first grade and gradually extended to higher grades. As a
subject it was to be compulsory on all levels (Sobota i, 132).

That surety was broken from the very outset of Czech activity in
Transcarpathia. Ukrainian peasants were often not sure what language
they spoke. In 1918 the villagers of Pistrjalove declared: ‘‘We are
unable to decide; they [the Hungarians] took from us our Ruthenian
schools and tried to wipe out our language. Now we master neither
Ruthenian nor Hungarian™ (as quoted by Jedlins’ka 96). What was
worse, the Transcarpathian intelligentsia was similarly divided. Some
considered the local language to be Ruthenian (but based on which
dialect?), others indignantly rejected what they considered to be a hill-
billy idiom and insisted upon adopting the Church Slavonic —Russian
(radition, in its many variants. Seeking objective advice, the authori-
tics approached the Czech Academy in Prague. In a good democratic
vein, that academy responded that it was up to the members of a
nationality to decide what literary language they wanted to use. But it
advised against the creation of a new Ruthenian language on a dialec-
tal base and for the use of the Ukrainian language in its Galician garb,
“hecause the local Ruthenian dialects. . .are beyond any doubt a
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Little-Russian dialect,”” although in an etymological spelling that was
more familiar to the Transcarpathians. As for the Russian language,
the academy recommended that it be taught as a subject in the secon-
dary school (Tichy 112f.).

In good faith, guided by both democratic principles and the opin-
ions of scholars, the Czecho-Slovak authorities invited to Prague from
Vienna the relatively young Galician linguist, Ivan Pan’kevy¢
(1887—1958). He was to be language adviser in the department of
education in the region (§tec’ 19). To his great amazement, Pan’ke-
vy¢ realized that he had been given ‘‘dictatorial rights in matters of
language,’” as expressed in his letter of 25 January 1920 (MuSynka
131). But once he confronted the local situation, his enthusiasm faded
quickly. About three months later he wrote: *‘I am sick and tired
here. One has to fight for the alphabet as we had it in the 1850s. The
Russophiles would not admit the people’s language and started to
fight against anything that has no Russian form. I seemingly mean
something here and [yet] apparently [I stand for] nothing’’ (MuSynka
131). In order to promote the Ukrainian language Pan’kevy¢ had to
make one concession after another, especially in matters relating to
the alphabet and spelling. Even so, his secondary school grammar
(Hramatyka rus’koho jazyka dilja molodsyx kljas skol serednyx y
horoZan’skyx) was not published until 1922. In the meantime A.
VoloSyn’s unapproved grammar (Metodi¢eska hrammatyka karpato-
russkaho jazyka dlja narodnyx skol, 1901 and 1919) was used; it was
written basically in Russian with an admixture of some local features,
such as infinitives in -ty and jak instead of kak. VoloSyn’s grammar
was designed for primary schools, where old textbooks were used
exclusively.

In a luckier position was another Galician, V. Bircak, also a
member of the Transcarpathian school administration. His task was to
compile school anthologies of literature (Rus’ka Cytanka dlja 1. kljasy
hymnazijnoé y horozans’kyx" skol”, 1922; the same for the fourth
grade, 1924). Birak gave literary texts without adapting them to
local speech; he simply explained unfamiliar words and expressions
by referring to their local equivalents in footnotes (Jedlins’ka 100).

The Czechs who were to deal with the local populace in Transcar-
pathia probably cxperienced a reaction similar to that of Pan’kevyc.
The Crzechs™ democratic and pro-Ukrainian policy did not meet with
approval among the Transcarpathians. Factions among them greeted
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each Czech measure with animosity and public or private denuncia-
tions. (According to Magocsi 140, the first such denunciation was
sent to Prague in February 1920.) Newcomers to the region, both Gal-
icians and Czechs, must have regarded such incidents as petty and
spiteful.

Given this situation, the Czechs did not fulfill some of their obliga-
tions. They did not convoke an assembly. The first governor of the
territory was to be a local man, but—perhaps for want of a native on
whom a clear majority would agree—an American of Transcarpathian
descent, Gregory Zsatkovich, was appointed in April 1920. His posi-
tion was mainly ceremonial; in charge of practical matters of gover-
nance was his deputy, Petr Ehrenfeld, a Czech. This arrangement was
probably one reason for Zsatkovich’s resignation after less than a year
(March 1921). The heads of the school administration were also
Czechs, first Josef PeSek (until 1924), then Josef Simek. Faced with a
severe shortage of qualified teachers, PeSek engaged some Galicians,
Russian immigrants (who had no command of either Standard
Ukrainian or of local dialects), and Czech legionaries who had spent
several years in Russia and learned a bit of spoken Russian (§tec’ 16).

All this seemed to constitute a deliberate policy by the Prague
government to absorb a colony, which Transcarpathia after all was
(Zsatkovich gave this as the official reason for his resignation); prob-
ably the appearance was to some degree true. But the lack of a local
political elite in Transcarpathia certainly exacerbated matters and, at
least in Czech eyes, justified Prague’s policy. Another justification
could have been a strong Communist influence in the region at the
time (Markus 17).

It was under these circumstances that the Galicians, with limited
support among the Transcarpathians, began to promote the adoption of
standard language based on literary Ukrainian as used in Galicia.
Besides serving as advisors to schools and preparing textbooks, the
Galicians’ most important undertakings were founding (on 9 May
1920) and actively promoting the cultural society Prosvita and pub-
lishing several periodicals, most on that society’s behalf. These
ranged from the scholarly Naukovyj zbirnyk (1922 - 1938) to the popu-
lar annual Kalendar (1923 - 1938) to the children’s monthlies Pcélka
(1923 -1934) and Nas$ rodnyj kraj (1923 -1939). By 1923 Prosvita
had established four branches and 82 reading rooms in addition to
those in Uzhorod; by 1934, the numbers were 1) and 230,
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respectively. It also ran a Ukrainian theater (Rus’kyj narodnyj teatr,
1921-1929), a choir (EU 2, 2371), and the Narodny;j dom that opened
in UzZhorod in 1928. Begun in 1921, the Ukrainian boy scout organi-
zation Plast became an indisputable success. The Galicians’ main
success, however, was that the region’s intellectuals, including even
the elderly and highly respected Avhustyn Volosyn
(1874-1945/1946?), joined the Ukrainian orientation. Volo$yn’s
Russophile grammar of 1919 reappeared in a revised version in 1923
as Metodycna hramatyka karpato-rus’koho jazyka. Its language was
still a far cry from Standard Ukrainian, which the author never
mastered, but his revisions pointed in that direction. VoloSyn’s
linguistic evolution reflected a general trend. Thus, the situation in
Transcarpathia in 1923 differed from that of 1919 -1920.

Yet Pan’kevy€ and like-minded people had not forgotten the lesson
of earlier years. At the First Transcarpathian Congress of Teachers
(16—17 April 1920) no one even raised the question of accepting
Standard Ukrainian, because the general mood was in favor of the
local dialects (Jedlins’ka 98, Stec’ 18). The situation prompted
Pan’kevy¢ in his grammar to disguise the Ukrainian language as an
adaptation of the Carpathian (Verxovyna) and Maramures dialects, of
which he gave but a few peculiarities (what are sometimes taken by
Pan’kevy¢ as dialectal features—e.g., Jedlins’ka 101—were but ety-
mological spellings), and to give etymological spellings, actually
pseudo-etymological, with i from o rendered as 4, but i from e ren-
dered not as é, but as ¢, i.e., by *‘jat’.”’ That spelling remained obliga-
tory for the next couple of years.

The success of Pan’kevy¢ and the Prosvita society should not be
exaggerated. The Ukrainian orientation or ‘‘party’’ remained one of
the region’s three language ‘‘parties’’; by no means did it gain sway
over the entire cultural scene. A good idea of how things stood is
presented by the survey of the situation in the region’s secondary
schools circa 1924 made by Gerovskij (1934, 512): of four himnaziji,
two offered instruction in Ukrainian, one in Russian, and one in both;
of the three teachers’ seminaries, two taught in Ukrainian and one in
Russian, at least formally; in reality, instruction in both Ukrainian and
Russian (depending, of course, on the capabilities and education of
cach tecacher) had a strong admixture of local dialecticisms and even
ol Church Slavonic. As late as 1923, a teachers’ congress rejected
Pan’kevyE's grammar, by a vote of 541 voltes to 2 (Magocsi 140).



206 The Ukrainian Language (1900—1941)

In general, however, knowledge of Ukrainian and regard for it was
on the rise, whereas use of Russian and of the local dialects was in
retreat. This alarmed the Russian *‘party’’; it closed ranks and rushed
to do battle. As a counterpoise to Prosvita, the Russophile A. Duxno-
vy¢ Society was founded in May 1923, to promote Russian language
and culture. Just as in Prosvita the activists were immigrants from
Galicia, so the organizers of the Duxnovy¢ Society were mainly Rus-
sian immigrants. This development overlapped with the installation
of a new Czech administration prone to Russophilism, Govemor A.
Rozsypal and his deputee A. Beskid.

The Duxnovye Society quickly organized chapters and reading
rooms (274 reading rooms in 1931; cf. Gerovskij 1927, 514), founded
publications (the monthlies Karpatskij kraj, 19231925, and Kar-
patskij svét” 1928 —-1933, 1938; yearbooks, etc.), and initiated so-
called Days of Russian Culture. The society awarded a literary prize
and lobbied with influential Czechs, adroitly taking advantage of tra-
ditional Czech Russophilism. In 1937 the organization claimed
21,000 members (Prosvita had 15,000). In organizing its anti-
Ukrainian activity the Duxnovy¢ Society imitated measures Prosvita
had developed. It produced a Russian grammar that successfully
counterbalanced Pan’kevy¢&’s Ukrainian one. In 1924 there appeared a
Grammatika russkago jazyka edited by E. Sabov (who, incidentally,
in 1923 defended the use of the local dialects against both Ukrainian
and Russian). The new grammar’s author, Aleksander Grigor’ev, was
nol named, because he was a native Russian who had little to do with
Transcarpathia (he resided in PreSov—Tichy 114f.).

The campaign in support of the Russian language was best sum-
marized by Gerovskij (also an outsider in Transcarpathia), to whom
Standard Ukrainian was a ‘“‘language’”’ in quotation marks. In 1927 he
wrote: ‘“To learn that ‘language’ [Ukrainian] a Carpatho-Russian stu-
dent must spend no less effort than to learn the Common-Russian
literary language, with the difference that in the first instance he will
not be rewarded with access to any significant cultural values, whereas
the Common-Russian language would immediately open to him the
rich treasures of the world-renowned Russian culture’’ (142).

The militant anti-Ukrainian propaganda of the Duxnovy¢ Society
wis most strongly manifested in the popular publication series
“*Narodnaja bibliolcka™ and related publications, totaling 115 items
(Magocesi 159), among them:  Narodnyj katexizm”, 19265 Spor” o
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jazyké v” Podkarpatskoj Rusi | CeSskaja Akademija Nauk” by N,
Zorkij, 1926; V" dem” glavnaja opasnost’ by A. A. Volkonskij, 1929;
Nacional’naja i jazykovaja prinadleZnost’ russkago naselenija Pod-
karpatskoj Rusi, 1928 (more information in Nikolajenko 26, Stec’
93ff.).

Both ‘‘parties’’ endeavored to emphasize native roots rather than
émigré connections. The Ukrainian ‘‘party’’ invoked the spirit of L.
Csopey, the compiler of a Ruthenian-Hungarian dictionary in 1883,
whereas the Russian “‘party’’ pointed to A. Mytrak, who had prepared
a Russian-Hungarian dictionary in 1881.

The Russian-Ukrainian language war went on with alternate
successes and failures, but generally the Russophiles were gaining and
the Ukrainophiles were losing. In September 1924, Pan’kevy¢ and
Bir¢ak were relieved of their duties in the central school administra-
tion (MusSynka 135). The Czech administration, apparently tired of
the incessant ‘‘language war’’ and traditionally Russophile, began
gradually to shelve its original pro-Ukrainian policy. A law of 3
February 1926 stated that ‘‘the Ruthenian (Little-Russian) language is
allowed to be used’” (§ 100, 2; Sobota iii, 173; emphasis mine), not
that it should be used. On 9 June 1930, the Land President of Trans-
carpathia, Rozsypal, decreed that since the language question had not
been resolved, school inspectors were to use the Czecho-Slovak
language in official correspondence. Widespread protests caused the
decree to be withdrawn in August 1930 (Stec’ 25), but its very appear-
ance is significant. On 7 November 1930, the Czecho-Slovak minister
of education admitted Russian textbooks for school use (ibid.) and on
1 October 1936, he recommended their use (§tec’ 27). The trend cul-
minated in the establishment of equal rights for Ukrainian and Rus-
sian, on 15 July 1937 (ibid.). Applying the very name Ukrainian to
‘‘Subcarpathia’” was declared illegal (in 1933, and again in 1936;
Magocsi 229).

Under these conditions the Ukrainian orientation found an unex-
pected ally: the Communist party, which had made use of the tradi-
tional local language (Ruthenian). In June—July 1924, the Fifth
Congress of the Communist International decided that one and the
same Ukrainian problem existed in Poland, Romania, and Czecho-
Slovakia, and that its linal solution required that all these lands join
the Soviet Ukraine. A local language would hinder that plan. Com-
munists of Transcarpathia were ordered (o switeh to Ukrainan and to
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establish contacts with Communists of the Soviet Ukraine. In
December 1925, the editor-in-chief of the Communist daily
Karpats’ka pravda, 1. Mondok, attended the Ninth Congress of the
Communist party of the Ukraine in Kharkiv (Jedlins’ka 104). At that
time Ukrainianization was in full swing, and Mondok was apparently
impressed by what he saw. (In 1927, he again went to Kharkiv, this
time for the Conference on Spelling, where he pledged acceptance of
whatever spelling would be adopted.) From 14 February 1926, the
newspaper he edited appeared not only in the Ukrainian language
(with localisms included, of course), but also in Ukrainian orthogra-
phy. This was an unprecedented, revolutionary event in the region: in
December of the same year, the editors published a resolution of the
Seventh Regional Conference of the party under the title ‘°End of the
language question’’ (Stec’ 56). The end of the language problem it
was not, but perhaps the beginning of a final resolution was in sight.

The example of Karpats'ka pravda found some followers: the
social-democratic newspaper Vpered (in 1926), the Christian-
Nationalist Svoboda (in 1930), some literary publications (§tec’ 58f.,
Tichy 125f.). In the third edition of his grammar Pan’kevy¢ intro-
duced several changes in morphology (vén instead of dn, nominative
plural syné instead of syny, ¢yj instead of ¢Jj, etc.; Stec’ 74), although
his spelling remained etymological. In the years to come a more *‘up
to date’’ textbook by Ja. Nevrli was published for school use (pt. 1 in
1937; pt. 2 in 1938); it was heavily patterned on Soviet Ukrainian
grammars (Stec’ 73). Also adhering to ‘‘phonetic’> spelling was
Franc Ahijj’s Zyva mova (1936). With the official recognition of the
equality of Ukrainian and Russian as local languages, the problem of
Ukrainian spelling became essentially irrelevant. In 19371938
‘‘phonetic’’ spelling was permitted in schools (Stec’ 73). The times
when the censorship crossed out any sentences calling residents of the
region Ukrainians had gone by (Stec’, 58).

But habits died hard. Accustomed to an ongoing discussion of its
language, Transcarpathian society carried the debate further. In most
encounters the Russian orientation proved to be victorious. To men-
tion only the most striking events: In May 1929, the group of teachers
who belonged to the ‘‘Teachers’ Society of Subcarpathian Rus’”’
(Ulitel’skoe tovariscestvo Podkarpatskoj Rusi) split into two: when
at its convention a majority voted for using ‘‘traditional’’ textbooks in
the lower grades and Russian ones in the upper grades, teachers of the
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Ukrainian orientation left and formed a separate ‘‘Public Teachers’
Society in Uzhorod’’ (Narodovec’ ke ucytel’s’ ke tovarystvo v UZhorodi
(Stec’ 23, 67). In 1937 pro-Russian groups founded an opposing
“‘Russian block™’ (§tec’ 63); in response, in October 1937, Commu-
nists attending a congress of Prosvita organized a ‘‘Ukrainian block’’
(ibid.). Beginning in the early 1930s *‘school strikes’’ broke out ran-
domly in villages, either to show support for Russian as a language of
instruction or to protest against it (Stec’ 30). In the autumn of 1937
the Czech administration decided to relegate the question of the
language of instruction in schools to the local population. Voters
were to say whether they preferred the grammar by Pan’kevy¢ or by
(pseudo-) Sabov. The Russian orientation won the school plebiscite
(313 schools for Russian, against 114 for Ukrainian—Magocsi 226).
The pro-Ukrainian faction contended that the Russophiles’ victory
was due in part to their exploitation of the ambiguity of the term
russkij/rus’kyj, which voters took to mean ‘‘Transcarpathian
Ukrainian,”” and in part to electoral fraud by the administration.
There seems to be no way to verify this contention.

The continual state of ‘‘language war’’ resulted in two interesting
developments. One was the revival of the orientation favoring a
specific local language, whose outlet became the weekly Nedélja
(1935-1938) supported by the Greek Catholic church. The National
Theater in Uzhorod began giving performances in Ruthenian (from
1936; Magocsi 223). The other development was a sharp increase in
Czech schools. In 1920 there were 321 elementary ‘‘Ruthenian’’
schools vs. 22 Czech ones; in 1931, 425 vs. 158, respectively; in mu-
nicipal schools, data for 1938 point to 21 ‘‘Ruthenian’’ schools vs. 23
Czech ones (Magocsi 358). The growth of Czech schools is account-
able partly by the increase of Czechs in the region, from nearly zero in
1919 to 30,000 by the end of Czech rule (Markus 17), and partly by
the decision of Jewish parents as well as perhaps Ukrainian parents to
send their children to schools where they were not exposed to the
‘‘language war’’ or uncertain terminology and language norms. Also,
in “‘Ruthenian’’ schools of higher education, Czech textbooks were
often used: for instance, in 1934, at the Mukacevo teachers’ seminary,
4 “‘Ruthenian’’ books were in use vs. 68 Czech ones (§tec’ 62).
These were the first steps toward Czechization of the region.
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The policy of Czechization did not materialize because of the fall
of Czecho-Slovakia in the late 1930s. Under the pressure of contem-
porary events, the Czecho-Slovak government finally initiated actual
autonomy for Transcarpathia, on 26 June 1937, and granted it in
October of 1938. The first regional government was formed, with A.
Brodij at its head; when it proved to be pro-Hungarian, that govern-
ment was dismissed, having existed for only eighteen days. On 2
November 1938 the region’s southern border, including Uzhorod and
Mukaéevo, was occupied by Hungary; Xust became the capital of the
remaining territory. On 12 February 1939, in a general election, the
block of Ukrainian parties was the only one submitted for considera-
tion in voting. The Ukrainian list received 88.7 percent of the votes
cast, in dramatic and unexplained contrast to the census of 1930, in
which 455,000 persons declared themselves to be Ruthenians and only
2,355 said they were Ukrainians (EU 1, 568, Stec’ 61; was the reversal
a patriotic demonstration in the face of Hungarian aggression?). The
proclamation of Transcarpathia’s independence, on 15 March 1939, as
Hungarian troops marched into the region, had a purely symbolic
character. By March 20 the Hungarian occupation of Transcarpathia
was complete.

The language policy of the new Hungarian regime—which existed
for about five years, until 27 October 1944-—was similar to that of the
regime that had existed to 1919: it was hostile to the Ukrainian and
Russian languages and practically prohibited their use. But now the
region was given the special name of ‘‘Subcarpathian territory,”’ a few
pro-Hungarian local men were admitted to the Hungarian parliament,
and the *‘Ruthenian’’ language was allowed to be a second language
in the administration and in the primary and secondary schools
(Markus 21). The Hungarian language program was set forth in S.
Bonkdld’s article ‘‘Rus’kyj lyteraturnyj jazgk —A Ruszin irodalmi
nyelv™” (published in Zorje—Hajnal 1 -2, Uzhorod 1941). The prin-
ciples outlined there were the basis for the textbook Hrammatyka
wuhrorusskoho jazyka dlja serednyx ucebnyx zavedenyj, by Ju. Maryna
(Uzhorod 1940; cf. Nikolajenko 27). Maryna declared that his gram-
mar sought to restore etymological spellings and colloquial pronuncia-
tions, the lformer to emphasize the differences from Ukrainian, and the
latter, from Russian (as related in Stec’ 32). Compiled in the same
spirit was I Haragda’s Hrammatvka rus’koho jazvka (UZhorod 1941).
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Under the Soviet occupation, beginning in October 1944, the stan-
dards of the Soviet Ukrainian language and spelling became compul-
sory. The ‘‘language war’’ had come to an end.

The period of Czech domination, during which language discus-
sions, albeit often pointless and mostly low-level, flourished, left a
deep imprint on the region. This small territory with less than a mil-
lion inhabitants, many of whom had very little education, a region
without any large cities, saw twelve grammars prepared and published
(counting revised editions of the same grammar) in a span of twenty
years. The periodical press was blossoming. The political press was
differentiated by party. The non-political press included periodicals
for children, for scouts, and for youth, as well as periodicals of humor,
pedagogy, religion, economy, scholarship, and literature. According
to Gerovskij (1934, 534), during one year (1933?) in Transcarpathia
there appeared 14 publications in Ruthenian and Russian (one daily,
five weeklies, two biweeklies, six monthlies) and 8 in Ukrainian (one
weekly, three biweeklies, four monthlies). According to £EU (1, 997),
over the entire Czech period, the region had 62 Ukrainian periodicals,
in comparison with 39 Russian, 34 Hungarian, and 13 Czech. Book
production surpassed a thousand titles. These figures are stunning,
especially in comparison with those of the preceding, Hungarian
period. A similar upsurge can be observed in the educational system
and in the ‘‘local language,”’ be it Ukrainian, Russian, or, in particu-
lar, Ruthenian. Linguistic motleyness did not preclude the spread of
education nor the reading of publications.

Indeed, the linguistic chaos, undoubtedly present, should not be
exaggerated. The three hostile camps—Ruthenian, Ukrainian, and
Russian—were not so distant from each other as the era’s polemical
articles would indicate. Publications in pure Standard Ukrainian were
very hard to find, and the few in Russian were mostly by non-native
(to the region) authors. All included elements of the local dialects, in
differing measures. In that sense the traditional Ruthenian language
variety was not being eliminated, but was being amalgamated with
other languages. Transcarpathia was working its way toward accept-
ing one of the real standard languages, that is, Ukrainian or Russian.

To illustrate, let us take a fragment from a book for children com-
piled by Avhustyn VoloSyn after he converted to the Ukrainian orien-
tafon:
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— Sto maju robyty?

— Ydy, Yvane, poobteraj tablu, stol, lavyc€, popozeraj, cy je krejda,
¢ernylo, cy Cysta Skola?

Y ja ne lénovavsja, vse tak jem robyv, jak mné pan ucytel’ rozkazaly. U
poludne otvoryv jem v§zory y koly’m peredav klju¢ panu ucytelju, poxvalyly
mene.

Ybo ja duze ljublju Eystotu y porjadok. (Azbuka 73)

Local dialectal words and forms are in italics, whereas traditional
Church Slavonic and Russian ones are in bold type.

In later publications the number of localisms diminished, but as a
rule at least some continued to be present. The ‘‘language war,”’
insofar as Ruthenian was concerned, had become pointless. As a sys-
tem it was dead; yet, isolated elements of it were very much in evi-
dence. The conflict between Ukrainian and Russian, by contrast, was
on an entirely different level: they were locked in mortal combat in
Transcarpathia, in a struggle for survival. In the case of Russian, the
attraction of literature which Gerovskij had pointed out probably car-
ried less weight than the appeal of its being, presumably, the language
of overlords (pans’kyj). Like the character in Gogol’s play ‘‘Mar-
riage’” who could not believe that Sicilian peasants spoke Italian
(which he mistook for French), so the Transcarpathian believed, sub-
consciously, that Russian was the language of lords and not of plebe-
ians, as Hungarian had been during and to some extent after the Hun-
garian domination. In 1924, Hnatjuk still observed a striving toward
‘‘a ‘noble, lordly’ language, which to some seems to be only Hun-
garian’’ (24). In that sense, traditional linguistic Russophilism dissi-
pated after the Soviet occupation of 1944, due not only to official pol-
icy, but also to the demise of the image of Russian lords, engendered
by contacts with non-aristocratic Russians.

In oral speech, Standard Ukrainian was not used by Transcarpathian
natives during the Czech period, nor was its Galician variant. There is
insufficient evidence to determine whether a Transcarpathian koine,
bascd on one dialect with an admixture of Hungarian, Czech, Standard
Ukrainian, Church Slavonic, and Russian words, was in the making,
or whether in towns the common (local) language was a local dialect.
The second option seems more likely, but that does not preclude the
possibility that some words and forms became typical of a larger area.
The chaotic language situation in schools and in publications may
have reflected such a trend. I that was indeed the case, in this respect,
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even more than in the written language, the society of the region
remained on a preindustrial level. The peculiarity of language
development in Transcarpathia in the interwar period was rooted in
the combination of this social level with the democratic measures
instituted by the Czechs.
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The attentive reader will draw his own conclusions from the
material presented here. Some will see in it proof of the viability of
the Ukrainian language; others, proof of its vulnerability and frailty.
Perhaps both impressions are correct. In any case, there is no point
here in going into further detail or in reiterating what has been said.
On the other hand, some generalizations concerning the period
1900 - 1941 as a whole are not inappropriate.

The Ukrainian question, and the subordinate question of the
Ukrainian language, acquired international dimensions. The most
convincing evidence in this respect is not the question’s emergence at
diplomatic conferences and negotiations, but the fact that for decades
three powerful governments engaged in active persecution of the
Ukrainian language—those of St. Petersburg/Moscow, of Warsaw,
and of Bucharest—and a fourth—of Prague—considered whether it
should undertake such a policy. The forms this suppression took
varied. It was a policy of total suppression in tsarist Russia, and very
much so, also, in the first two occupations of the Ukraine by the Rus-
sians and in that by the White Army and by Romania. It was a policy
of restriction and confrontation in Poland, and of support for the rival
language in the last years of the Czecho-Slovak domination of Trans-
carpathia. A peculiar stand was taken by the Russians after their final
occupation of the Ukraine: apparent support for the Ukrainian
language with simultaneous undercutting of its social base and per-
sccution of its bearers.

All the occupying powers applied the policy of compartmentalizing
the territory where the Ukrainian language was spoken. Before World
War 1 obstacles were erected against contacts between the Russian
Ukraine and the Austro-Hungarian Ukrainian lands. After that war
some [rontiers became almost impenetrable (that between the Russian
Ukraine and the other occupations); others, while not so rigid, hardly
[ostered the unity of the language. Bestdes the restrictions imposed
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by the existence of political frontiers, there were differences in legisla-
tion and in ways of life that were sometimes no less serious obstacles
to unity. Moreover, under each occupation measures were taken to
split the Ukrainian territory or to divest it of some peripheral areas. In
the Soviet Ukraine, starting in the 1930s, such areas were the southemn
Kursk and western Voronez oblasts and the Kuban region. In Poland,
the Lemko region was separated from Galicia, Galicia was separated
from Volhynia, and both of these were divided from the Polissia and
Xolm regions. In Romania a barrier was erected between the Ukraini-
ans of Bukovina and those of Bessarabia, and in Czecho-Slovakia a
wall was built between Transcarpathia and Ukrainian districts in
Eastern Slovakia. All these partitions were intended to make the
Ukrainian language area smaller, and in some cases they apparently
succeeded.

Contacts across the frontiers and across the administrative boun-
daries weakened substantially, but they did not come to a complete
halt. Galicia continued to influence the language of the Soviet
Ukraine, although on a lesser scale than prior to the Soviet occupation
(cf. examples quoted in Shevelov 1966, 124; cf. also the contacts of
the Ukrainian Institute of Scientific Language in Kiev with the
Sevéenko Scientific Society in Lviv). Much later, in 1970, a
Ukrainian linguist in charge of the standardization of the Ukrainian
literary language summarized the presence of Galicianisms in the
Soviet-prescribed version of Standard Ukrainian as follows: ‘‘Elim-
inated from scholarly, journalistic, and official texts, Galicianisms
were preserved predominantly in the spoken language and in fiction,
in which they often are entirely justified’’ (Piliriski 366). The state-
ment is notable for its recognition of the official policy of excising
Galicianisms (a policy going back to the 1930s) and in its ac-
knowledgement of their presence as late as 1970. Whether Galician-
isms have appeared only in fiction is, of course, questionable. Gali-
cian influences also spread to Bukovina (e.g., to the nationalist publi-
cations there) and to Transcarpathia (e.g., in the variegated activity of
Ivan Pan’kevy¢).

On the other hand, the Polish Ukraine was exposed to the impact of
Kharkiv and Kicv, especially in the 1920s. In part this influence came
directly, through scholarly institutions such as the Academy of Sci-
ences; in part through party contacts between the CPU and the
CPWU; and in part through the Ukrainian political enmigration in



216 The Ukrainian Language (1900—-1941)

Poland and adjacent countries (I. Ohijenko a.o0.).

Thus the unity of the Ukrainian language was maintained, but
simultaneously, due to the limited channels of contact, regional differ-
ences were in large measure retained. The Galician koine did not
merge with Standard Ukrainian, and a unique version of Standard
Ukrainian was probably in the making in Transcarpathia.

These are obvious and indisputable facts. A discussion of the
social basis of the Ukrainian language must stand on shakier ground.
Before the beginning of the century, Ukrainian was plagued by an
orientation on the peasantry, almost exclusive in the Russian Ukraine
and predominant in the Austrian Ukraine. In the early twentieth cen-
tury attempts were made to reorient the language, at least in part,
towards the intelligentsia and the city. In literature, the attempts were
successful (Kocjubyns’kyj, Lesja Ukrajinka, Vynny€enko); in life,
apparently, more often than not they failed. Infrequently did use of
Ukrainian go far beyond the humanist intelligentsia, and only excep-
tionally did it reach the technical intelligentsia, businessmen, capital-
ists, and industrial workers; the attempt to involve the latter during the
time of Ukrainianization was for the most part ineffective. More
effective were the same attempts in the Polish Ukraine. Out of the
necessity to compete with Polish and Jewish enterprises, a class of
Ukrainian businessmen began to take shape. But the advance toward
urbanization was slow and limited. In terms of social base, Ukrainian
remained an incomplete language.

More striking was the substantial growth in the areas of life served
by the Ukrainian language: from agriculture to religion, from
musicology to financial bookkeeping, from poetry to economy. But in
pure science and technology, where attempts to introduce the use of
the Ukrainian language were made, Ukrainian did not find broad sup-
port and, after the period of Ukrainianization, shrank considerably.
This reflected, of course, the gaps in the social base of the language.

In terms of prestige, the Ukrainian language won many victories; a
certain number of individuals educated in Russian or Polish schools
and in the Russian or Polish culture switched back to their native
Ukrainian. The capacity of Ukrainian to serve on a high cultural level
could no longer be denied. Yet among the non-Ukrainian urban popu-
lation the reputation of the Ukrainian language remained low, and a
derogatory attitude toward it was by no means exceptional. In many
cases Ukrainians defected to other cultures and languages: Russian,
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Polish, Romanian, and Czech. Very often the principal motivation for
such defections was career or financial advancement, but behind it
loomed a lack of enthusiasm, or even of esteem, for the Ukrainian
language. Under all four occupations, Ukrainian failed to become the
usual and common means of communication in the large urban and
industrial centers.

An important shift took place in the ideological foundation for the
use of Ukrainian. Before the twentieth century, the main argument
fostering the use of the Ukrainian language by the educated (who,
after all, were bilingual) was the need to communicate with, and
enlighten, the peasants, who were not bilingual and therefore would
presumably be doomed to remaining uneducated or even illiterate if
not approached and instructed in Ukrainian. This argument lost its
conviction and fell into disuse in the twentieth century. There were
some attempts to replace it with slogans of romantic derivation,
presenting language as a manifestation of national soul and as a depo-
sitory of national culture, or the most important attribute of a nation.

With the caution of a scholar who preferred to stay away from ideo-
logical dictums, Vasyl’ Simovy¢ wrote in 1934: “‘If one takes into
account all the earmarks that make a nation a nation, language is one
of the most important features of the nation’s existence. Hence the
extraordinary endeavors to preserve the language, because it is
assumed that with the collapse of the language, the nation stops exist-
ing Such an understanding of language as the factor of utmost impor-
tance in the existence of a nation becomes part of the national political
life of that nation. Such an understanding of language is rather emo-
tional in character, but one cannot but reckon with it. We can fight
that understanding as it pleases us, but we feel there is something in
it (35).

The ambivalence expressed by Simovy¢, his acceptance and rejec-
tion, simultaneously, of the slogan of language as the determinant of
nation, is indicative of the very situation of the Ukrainian language at
the time. Under normal conditions the existence of a language does
not need motivation or explanation. It would be highly unusual to
start proving /la raison d’étre for, say, French in France or English in
England. Those languages are simply there, as the air men breathe is
there. No speaker would cven imagine motivating their presence. If
speakers of a language scek motivation for their language, an abnor-
mality in the situation of the Language in question is always present.
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The Ukrainian language in the first half of the twentieth century was,
from this point of view, in a transitional stage: from a motivated pres-
cnce to an unmotivated one. When in the mid-nineteenth century the
language was spoken virtually by peasants alone, the motivation of its
understandability to peasants was both necessary and sufficient. The
writings of a Kvitka or of a Marko Vov&ok, with their stylized narrator
standing in for the peasant, were in harmony with that motivation.
After P. Kuli§, Franko, Kocjubyns’kyj, and Lesja Ukrajinka—that is,
after the formation of a Ukrainian intelligentsia—the situation
changed radically. The language of these writers and of their social
group shared phonetics and morphology with that of the peasants, but
texically and syntactically it was a far cry from the language of the
countryside. The writings of a Ryl’s’kyj, a Semenko, a Bazan, among
many others, did not meet the requirements of ‘‘rural ingenuousness.”
The representatives of the ‘‘ethnographic trend’” in linguistics of the
1920s (Kurylo, Tyméenko, Ohijenko, Simovy¢, a.0.) strived to fill the
gap between the standard language and the language of the peasants.
It would be futile to try to guess what would have happened if their
idcas and efforts had prevailed, if they had not been crushed by the
Soviet state machinery. There is some indication, however, that a
number of these same linguists (Kurylo, Simovy¢) moved away from
the cthnographic orientation.

l.anguage as the embodiment of the ‘‘national soul” was too
romantic and poetic a notion to be acceptable as motivation in the age
ol science and technology. Even the thesis of language as the reposi-
tory ol a national tradition was not quite applicable, because archaici-
zation played no significant role in the development of the Ukrainian
language in the twentieth century. The language of, say, the seven-
tcenth century is hardly understandable to a contemporary speaker
from any social group. This ‘‘crisis in motivation’’ led to the non-
motivated existence of the Ukrainian language, or to what is the same,
motivation by mere presence. By coincidence this was the normal
condition for any viable language. In the circumstances of the bi-
linguality ol the educated classes and of Ukrainians’ bitter competi-
tion with the languages of the ruling nations—Russian, Polish,
Romanian, and, in part, Czech—this normal condition, paradoxically,
was abnormal. Hence came the timid but recurring attempts to stick
10 the romantic concept ol fanguage as the embodiment of the national
soul.

3
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The first half of the twentieth century brought the Standard
Ukrainian language normalization of an unprecedented degree. A
healthy phenomenon in itself, in practice it took on somewhat
unhealthy forms when linguists, instead of selecting among features
that did exist in the language, assumed the right to shape the language
on their own, occasionally building entirely artificial, non-existent
forms. True, this excess marked the ‘‘spelling’” of 1928 only in the
rendition of foreign words, where imposition of a system that existed
nowhere in the language (lohika but I’ozung, etc.) was attempted. To
some extent this also applied to vocabulary in general, and to termino-
logical vocabulary in particular. These impositions prepared the
ground, during the next reversal in Soviet policy, for another imposi-
tion of non-existent standards onto the language, this time Russian
ones (Xvylja’s spelling and terminology). Of course, the very fact
that such experiments could take place was testimony to the per-
manently abnormal situation of the language, with its incomplete
social bases and manifestations of internal incompleteness (the under-
development of technical terminology, the lack or underdevelopment
of urban forms and genres of speech, including urban slang).!

The intrusion by the government—in these particular cases, by the
Russian-run government—into a language’s intemal regulation was a
Soviet innovation and invention. Neither the Polish nor the Romanian
nor the Czech government had used such tactics: nor had they been
applied by the tsarist administration in prerevolutionary Russia. In
their policy toward the Ukrainian language, all of these had resorted to

I The absence of Ukrainian urban slang was in part compensated, in the speech of
the intelligentsia, by insertions of Russian clichés (words and phrases) with ironic
overtones. Sulyma (264) noted the phenomenon in his analysis of M. Xvyl’ovyj’s
language: ‘“When Xvyl’ovyj writes in a broken language, this is really ‘for the intelli-
gentsia’ because it was they who had created this ‘brokenness.” >’ Sulyma’s explana-
tion is, however, incorrect: ‘‘Someone is unable to speak Ukrainian correctly and
speaks in a distorted language, with Russianisms, whereas his appearance and tone are
such to make people think that he talks facetiously, deliberately ‘for laughs.” And
then they get accustomed and consider that manner of speech a joke.”” The actual rea-
son for that deliberate, ironic use of Russianisms by people able to speak Ukrainian

perfectly (as Xvyl'ovyj did) was to {ill the gap created by the absence of Ukrainian
urban slang. Hidden behind (his usage there was also a derogatory attitude toward the
Russian langnage, an instance ol the dension a dependent nation commonly  has

toward those on whom it depends,
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measures of external coercion only: banning the Ukrainian language
from public use, entirely or selectively; imposing the state language
on speakers of Ukrainian through education, cultural developments,
career opportunities, territorial resettlement; settlement of the ruling
nationality on Ukrainian territory, etc. The Soviet system, in addition
to applying all these ‘‘classic’” methods, introduced interference into
the structure of the Ukrainian language by prohibiting certain words,
syntactic constructions, grammatical forms, spelling, and orthoepic
standards, while promoting others patterned on Russian or directly
transplanted from Russian. Through these tactics the conflict between
the Ukrainian and the Russian languages in the Soviet Ukraine was
extended from things external to the language into the language itself.
The contamination was to affect not only speakers of Ukrainian, but
the language per se in its intrinsic structure.

Under such constant assault, what augmented Ukrainian’s ability to
resist was the tradition (although in most cases not realized by its
speakers) of the short-lived period of Ukrainian independence in the
National Republic and the Hetmanate of 1917-1920. That strength
came not from a political program, nor even from knowledge of the
historical facts of the period (which were erased from the nation’s
memory by distortion and suppression), but from the actual imprint
these years left on the language, in two respects: first, by extending its
functions to areas where it was not admitted previously (especially
statc administration and education); second, by enriching it with new
lexical and syntactic elements. This growth resumed, in part, at the
time of Ukrainianization.

The entire range of innovations from the 1917-1920 period has
never been studied thoroughly or extensively. Yet even some random
cxamples show how many Ukrainian words—to limit ourselves here
1o vocabulary—that now seem quite ‘‘natural’’ and indispensable
stem from that time. A contemporary speaker of Ukrainian would be
surprised to learn that the following nine words, which belong to the
ncutral common stock of the language, were not listed at all or not in
their present-day meaning in the most comprehensive of the prerevo-
lutionary  dictionaries, namely, Hrinéenko’s: dopovid’ ‘lecture,
paper’, holova ‘chairman’, hurtok ‘circle’, hurtoZytok ‘hostel, dormi-
lory’, lystivka ‘postcard’, stavytysja ‘to treat, to have an attitude
toward’, urjad ‘government’, ustanova ‘office, institution’, zdibnyj
‘pifted,  capable’.  In his  correspondence, M. Kocjubyns’kyj



Retrospective Remarks 221

systematically used for ‘postcard’ the word vidkrytka (cf. Russian
otkrytka ; e.g., his letter of 24 November 1903—Kocjubyns’kyj 304).
Vynnyc€enko in his diary wrote ‘‘ja do vs’oho vidnosusja’ (1911),
sposibni (1914), and predsidatel’ (1914, 1915; pp. 35, 119, 130, 167).2
J. Cykalenko, in 1908, also used predsidatel’ (11, 11c).

All these words (except hurtoZytok, which apparently emerged after
the Sovietization of the Ukraine) can reasonably be assumed to have
gained their new meaning at the time of Ukrainian independence.
Some of them are recorded in S. Ivanyc’kyj and F. §umljans’kyj’s
1918 Rosijs’ko-ukrajins’kyj slovnyk (included there are stavytysja,
ustanova, zdibnyj; holova and urjad occur there, too, but alongside
older words borrowed from or patterned on Russian: predsidatel’,
pravytel’stvo, respectively, which were common in the pre-1917
Ukrainian press; others are not yet included). It is in the Academy
dictionary of 1924 and thereafter that we find dopovid’, hurtok, and
lystivka, and it is there that urjad is no longer accompanied by
pravytel’stvo. Characteristically, most of these words did not enter
into the ‘‘Galician koine.”’

These and many other words from independence times were so
strongly rooted in the language by the end of the 1920s that even the
““purge’’ of Ukrainian vocabulary in the 1930s, under PostySev and
Xvylja, was unable to delete them; moreover, such words were prob-
ably mistaken for ‘‘genuine’’ and native vocabulary.? During the
comprehensive witch hunt (for ‘‘nationalistic’” witches) and after-
wards, numerous words from these times were incriminated and sub-
ject to elimination, especially if they had doublets common with Rus-
sian, such as bihun - poljus ‘pole’, pidsonnja - klimat ‘climate’, ljud-
nist’ - naselennja ‘population’, nyzka - rjad ‘many’, na tli - na foni
‘against the background’ and many more. Yet the words contributed
during the years of independence survived in those cases in which the

3 LR

“‘old’’ words fell completely out of use and, therefore, the ‘‘new

2 But in a sentence of 1914 we find hurtok (66). Apparently, the word came into
use via the language of revolutionary parties and became common in the years of the
struggle for independence.

3 The Ukrainian names for months—siden’ ‘January’, ljuryj ‘February’, etc.—
apparently also entered general usage at the time of independence. Before the revolu-
tion, éykzllcnko. for instance, systematically used the “‘international™ ones: janvar,
Sevral’, ete. (inthe Ukrainian case, taken from the Russian).
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words (now not so new) proved to be practically unidentifiable and
irreplaceable. After all, the entire language purge (as well as human
purge) after the 1920s was in a sense but a struggle with the spectral
or real patrimony of the brief period of independence. The legacy of
that period became and remained an important level in the Standard
Ukrainian language.

In retrospect, in the period from 1900 to 1941, the Ukrainian
language advanced rapidly in the sense that it became more rich,
widespread, and regularized. Yet, existing as it did under four occu-
pations, it remained incomplete in terms of its social base and in terms
of the avenues of life it served. Furthermore it was threatened by the
general bilingualism of the entire educated population on Ukrainian
territory. Bilingualism always tends to become monolingualism; in
each particular case, theoretically, speakers can opt for either of the
two languages involved. The threat of the non-Ukrainian option in
bilingualism in the Ukraine was heightened because the competing
language served as a channel to all other languages, primarily the
Westemn ones: Russian in the Russian Empire and in the Soviet sys-
tem, Romanian in Romania, Hungarian or Czech in Transcarpathia
and, to a lesser degree, Polish in Poland (before 1918, the Galician
intelligentsia as a rule knew at least one of the major Western
languages, German).

This situation was recognized repeatedly by leading personalities in
Ukrainian cultural and political life, sometimes with indignation,
sometimes with understanding. As early as 1891, Ivan Franko wrote
about Russian Ukrainians: ‘‘They usually know only one language,
the Muscovite language in which they were taught in schools This is
their entire apparatus criticus’’ (TymoSenko 2, 18). In 1910, S.
Jefremov stated: *‘The Ukrainian has borne and still bears two souls
in his breast: he got and still gets access to all general human emo-
tions from a Russian source, in a Russian attire. . . . The worst evil of
our recent past was that Ukrainianophilism looked at Ukrainian life as
a parochialism, as a partial variant of general Russian life’” (Lotoc’kyj
2, 436). S. Petljura, in 1912, drew a conclusion from this situation:
‘I think that for the given moment in the development of the
Ukraintan movement (ukrajinstvo ), the influence of Russian culture is
the only available means to raise our national culture, because there
are so [ew roads to Europe that these roads look rather like very nar-
row paths™ (Petljura 2, 191). It is for this reason that Petljura
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regarded Ukrainian translations of the world’s literary classics as a
problem with political significance (ibid., 508).

A faithful mirror of that dependence on the language of the ruling
nation was the production of dictionaries. In the Russian Ukraine,
whether tsarist or Soviet, Russian-Ukrainian and Ukrainian-Russian
dictionaries were published almost exclusively (for the years
1918 -1961, bibliographers list, discounting abridged school dic-
tionaries, only five [five!] Ukrainian-West European dictionaries: one
French, two German, and two English; Hol’denberh and Korolevy¢
125ff.). In the Austrian and, later, Polish Ukraine, German-Ukrainian
and Ukrainian-German, Polish-Ukrainian and Ukrainian-Polish dic-
tionaries predominated; in pre-1918 Transcarpathia, Hungarian-
Ukrainian and Ukrainian-Hungarian ones were the norm. Such depen-
dence on the language of the ruling nation was a major handicap for
the normal development of the Ukrainian language and, in fact, the
growth of more than the language. It was one more manifestation of
the incompleteness of the Ukrainian language in the first half of the
twentieth century.
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'20vt0brjux, M. Mova ukrajins’koji periodycnoji presy: Kinec’
XIX —pocatok XX st. Kiev: ‘‘Naukova dumka,’’ 1970.

. “*Jedyna literatuna. ...”" Ukrajins’ka mova i literatura v
skoli, 1964, no. 10.

Zucenko, M. “‘Pro ukrajins’ku literatumu movu.”” Dniprovi xvyli,
1912, nos. 22 -24; 1913, 1.

Zyvotko, A. Istorija ukrajins’koji presy. N.p.: Ukr. tex.-hospod.
inst., 1946 (‘‘Na pravax rukopysu’’).
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