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The republic-wide account by Holovsotsvykh noted that although the pex
of Ukrainian-language schools (77.8 per cent) was higher than the:echnic
nian percentage of the UkrSSR population (75.1 per cent), Ukrainian-la
schools enrolled a proportionately low percentage of the student poy 3
62.9 per cent in 1924.7 According to the report, the phenomenon wase
by the fact that local authorities had Ukrainized schools in the cities mug
than in the villages and, similarly, seven-year schools' much less than:four
schools. The addition of half-Ukrainized schools would increase the'pro
of students significantly (to approximately 73.2 per cent, just slightly |
the percentagé of ethnic Ukrainians), Proponents of Ukrainization used
such as this to argue that Ukrainization was incomplete. Narkomos’s aimi
provide Ukrainian-language instruction for all ethnic-Ukrainian school
first and foremost. It gave only secondary, ad hoc consideration.to a s
actual spoken language, 4

In spite of the experience’of Mykolaiv Labour School No 28, Nari
hoped that by expanding Ukrainian-language schooling in industriak
and by improving the quality of language instruction throughout the rep
would fundamentally strengthen the school’s chances for 'pedagogical su
the number of students attending Ukrainian-language schools were to ifie
it would need to employ more, and better, teachers. Narkomos blamed the
pace of Ukrainization in the Odesa, Katerynsolav, Chernihiv, and Done
inces on the Russian-language education of most teachers.®® Donets pro
ther suffered from the almost complete absence of teachers with the mo
skills in Ukrainian.®! Narkomos recommended that all local organs use
summer to campaign for the retraining of teachers, not only in the
language, but also in the history, geography;‘and literature of Ukraine: It
the supply of Ukrainian pedagogical literature and the newspaper Narodni
as a necessary part of this retraining. The Chernihiv Provincial Education.
reported to Narkomos that it had included-work on the Ukrainian lang
operative plan for general pedagogical training, Teachers had organized cirl
the study of orthography and literature and were examining other derail
tions individually.*? However, the Chernihiv section complained, teach
lacked needed literature for their study. Especially in these more Russian
areas of Ukraine, teachers willing to take on the challenge of Ukrainian.
instruction would need much greater institutional support.

Chapter Six

Limited Urgency

schools had formally converted to Ukrainian-language instruction in
proximate to the ethnic-Ukrainian proportion of the children’s popula-
he pedagogical press and local education officials expressed concern that
hicrs were not achieving the sort of change in schooled literacy that Ukrain-
red. Teachers did not know Ukrainian enough, were not secking fur-
ing (or being told to do so), and quickly lost whatever knowledge they
in short-term courses. Some administrators suggested that teachers’ use of
” Ukrainian heavily dependent on Russian borrowings was doing more
good for the Soviet agenda of uniting the republic’s labouring classes
ommon Ukrainian national culture. They claimed that it was a language
d not be recognized by Ukrainian speakers (including the peasantry)
nplied its use did little to alter the existing linguistic hierarchy, opening up
an to further ridicule.
ing purists contended that the language in its “corrupted” form seemed
ch like the unsophisticated dialect of Russian that some opponents to
nization contended it was, Teachers were relaying such prejudices to chil-
¢ir parents, and to the wider public. Ironically, it was in the republic’s rural
jan-speaking areas where skilled Ukrainian teachers were in short supply.
the language was not taught well, the teachers’ critics charged that peasants
take on urban suspicions of Ukrainian as a language that might be spoken
d not be taught. Teachers were undermining the authority of language,
inian school, and the objectives of Soviet nationalities policy as a whole.
et for literacy in Ukrainian to have any meaning, Narkomos resorted to
a measure of policing and regulating teacher knowledge. In 1927, in dis-
from previous efforts, education officials called for a simultaneous repub-
perevirka of teacher knowledge. The perevirka would test not just basic

dge of Ukrainian, but also the teachers’ command of a national culture,
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cally under Shumsky’s command). However, that failed 1927 perevirka cam-
ould reveal that teachers were suspicious of oversight, progress was likely
rapid as hoped, and it was difficult to assess just what was being taught in
ools, School literacy was not neatly reproduced from one school to the next
out the republic and extended to the working class. The Ukrainian culture
Stalin and the KP(b)U wanted to develop “spontaneously” was, in fact, not
indér proletarian control and remained the preserve of local regulation, if any
ion existed at all.
s; the party faced a dilemma generally. Was the policy of Ukrainization
ptwithout a real growth in Ukrainian culture among the working class?
ould the working class (and the-party) lead this policy if they did not know
rainian language and were not proficient enough in the basics of Ukrainian
to direct its content? Schools, for all their problems, were the answer that
itkomos and Ukrainizers within the party looked to as a run against the party’s
hibition of Ukrainization of the working class. Schools would teach Ukrainian
al .culture to the children of Russian-speaking workers. Members of the
J Politburo Commission on Ukrainization raised specific concerns about
Iment of ethnic-Russian children (especially children of workers), but
on administrators would continue to target children of Russified Ukraini-
- Ukrainization.
“Russified Ukrainians” meant was open to interpretation. Regardless,
cation officials stressed that Ukrainian schools must embrace this popula-
hat the need for Ukrainian schools in the “Russified” cities would continue
vas Ukrainian peasant migrants sought industrial employment. They raised
n.that school enrolment (and graduation) of Ukrainian children remained
nally lower than that of other national groups and that the best schools
in the hands of Russian speakers, often children of the former bourgeoi-
tal resistance to Ukrainization was equated with anti-Soviet behaviour
sition to educational reform. Politically, it was critical that local officials
Ukrainization campaign to the city core. While acknowledging parental
; supporters of Ukrainization in the party were willing to override them
1. to strengthen the authority of the Ukrainian schoolhouse and tacitly
et the Russified Ukrainian population to their cause (or simply break their
fce if it stemmed from white-collar elements). They conceded the argument
cation officials that the working class was beginning to think Ukrainization
abourt them. Soviet authorities needed to direct the campaign against the
rivileged as well. Ultimately, the Ukrainization of schooling was about
p the loyalties of the working class to the objectives of Soviet education
ring a calibration of the republic’s schooling network to the anticipated
f Ukrainian elements in this class.

defined according to a now-developed Soviet script. Teachers who failed to p
were threatened with remedial study and, ultimately, dismissal. Howeves
komos officials still left it to local authorities to work out the test content, repe
requirements, and individual punitive action. Local officials expressed exasper
at the number of possible criteria for exception from the necessity to take the't

In fact, the number of teachers who actually sat for the exam on timé
small, and observers charged that the low testing rate and delays undermine:
objectives of Ukrainization in schooling. The failure to enact a comprehen
well-timed perevirka was connected to larger issues involving the policy of
ization generally. Who would test the teachers? If Narkomos did not ass
quality Ukrainian-studies knowledge among teachers, who, then, would
test state employees? The whole policy of Ukrainization depended on
supply of experts and — at a local level — the chief source was the schoolhous

Meanwhile, the goalposts of Soviet nationalities policy were under disputei
proposed 1927 perevirka can be regarded fundamentally as pressure on theip
of Ukrainizers for a determination of what would constitute schooled
in Ukrainian, Who needed to be trained in this form of literacy? Who il
be excluded? What political meaning would be associated with this literaci#
larger debate within the KP(b)U and berween Commissar of Educarion:@Igk
sandr Shumsky, Ukrainian First Secretary Lazar Kaganovich, and Stalin fag
on the question of ethnicity. That is, should ethnic Ukrainians.be in contr
political authority in the republic; should the requirement to have a comm
Ukrainian studies be extended to all citizens of the republic, specifically wor
and what should the relationship of Ukrainian culture be to the largest catega
ethnic Ukrainians by class, the peasantry? In the end, the Communist Pa
not concede that Ukrainian literacy should be confined to the peasantry:
rural speakers alone determine its content. Stalin, Shumsky, Kaganowch
KP(b)U all conceded that this was a real danger.

The question was how to promote, regulate, and lead the drive towar
. new literacy if “Ukrainian elements” in the party and working class were
The KP(b)U leadership, with Stalin’s concurrence, forbade the use of force:
Ukrainization of the working class. The solution seemed to be a campaign
suasion and promotion of ethnic elites within the party. Such persuasion
not work, however, if real and symbolic authority remained with the Russi
guage and career advancement to leadership occurred regardless of language
ity. In a way, by making this argument, the party was making the same mi
had credited to Shumsky: an obsession with ethnicity and an automatic ¢
among ethnicity, national sensibility, and loyalty to the Ukrainization cam
To return to the perevirka campaign, the KP(b)U leadership insisted that, i
of Shumsky’s criticisms, the party was making progress, particularly in schi
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Raising the Bar: Evaluating Teachers’ Failures ion sections reported that educators capable, and willing, to teach in Ukrai-
concentrated in the republic’s largely Russified cities. Narodnii uchytel
ed that, in regard to the Ukrainization of the Dnipropetrovsk railroad
there was an overabundance of Ukrainian instructors in large junction
g:but that the lack of teachers at small stations severely limited progress.*
esa Regional Education Section similarly reported in 1926 that a greater
tion of village teachers had no knowledge of Ukrainian compared to city
(33 per cent compared to 14 per cent, according to an early perevirka).’
0 areas had greater resources to hire good teachers, as well as to train
they had. However, even this training was limited in scope. The Southwest
radministration organized short-term courses in Ukrainian for its vari-
isemployees, including educators employed in schools along its line, However,
ses were oriented towards the writing of simple letters and business cor-
‘ nce and offered no job-specific training for teaching. Narodnii uchysel
crainized ted this practice, claiming that for teachers, “language is everything, a tool
iiork."6 It allowed that teachers of the earliest igrades might be able to get by,
ot others. They lacked knowledge of orthography, terminology, and the basic
equired to do their job. The books they needed for further study were
ot available in the library, certainly not in outlying areas, and teachers
ot afford to buy them themselves. Dnipropetrovsk railway teachers who
Ukrainian-language courses held in 19245 were said to have forgot-
Hat they had learned by the end of 1926.7 Instruction in the classroom might
been formally in Ukrainian, but daily conversation was in Russian.
ember 1926, Narkomos announced local education sections would hold
formal perevirky of Ukrainian knowledge, to begin in January. This
ment caused near-instant anxiety among teachers. According to one
blished in Narodnii uchytel, a representative of the Bila Tserkva regional
inspectorate announced the upcoming examination at the end of a dis-
ers’ conference. At first, the teachers simply tried to refuse to undergo
yirka, but the inspectorate representative insisted he would enforce it and
those who failed to demonstrate adequate knowledge.® The newspaper
'how individual schools then formed small, self-study groups (hurtky),
ly. to raise the teachers' qualifications in Ukrainian. In fact, they drew
al complaints about the lack of Ukrainian literature and the absence of a
Ukrainian orthography. In response, the regional inspectorate prepared
r:recommending that teachers actually study, rather than issue protests.
rt of passive resistance to the perevirka appears to have been com-
‘teachers’ press acknowledged that although an outline for a prepara-
jitw was widely available, the necessary books and literature were not.”
sidelayed, pleaded for more time and support, or simply claimed that they

Teachers in Ukraine faced a daunting task. They had to transfer thei
tion to the Ukrainian language, implement a poorly articulated bu:
new methodology, and struggle to achieve autheority for themselves an
school among parents and the wider community. Narkomos consider
of these tasks — use of the Ukrainian language — to be the principal
achieving the latter two. However, three years after Ukrainization began
nest, Ukrainian teachers’ knowledge of the language remained poor. Manyisght
had been Ukrainized in name alone. Narkomos ordered its local sections ¢
an accurate evaluation (perevirka) of Ukrainization in early 1927 and
improvement,
Prior to the beginning of this campaign, regular reports in the te
warned of the poor state of Ukrainization. A January 1927 article in;
uchyrel argued that claims that schools had been nearly completely Ul
were simply false. In fact, “Ukrainian schools are truly much too few
very, very far away from 100 percent. In the majority of cases, our schod.
beds of Ukrainian semi-literacy.”! The article insisted the problem was
to orthographic mistakes or dialectal variation. Teachers lacked elemen
edge of the Ukrainian language. Another report maintained that often:
tion was doing more harm than good, that schools and other Soviet it
were sponsoring a distorted form of Ukrainian: “Little by litcle, but:
a so-called “Ukrainized language’ is being pushed into general usage and
language that the peasant (that peasant for whom most of the work on/Uk
tion is being undertaken) does not want to hear and does not undet
was difficult, then, to speak of Ukrainization when authorities and teac
were using a language that bore little resemblance to the Ukrainian the
recognized and employed.
The pedagogical press spoke often of the “maiming” of the Ukraini
by teachers. Vasyl Nuzhny, a correspondent for Narodnii uchytel; rep
excerpt of an official letter by the head of a Dnipropetrovsk railroad sc
ing the results of Ukrainian-language study in his school. The excerptit
numerous borrowings from Russian or slightly Ukrainized forms:
words. Nuzhny concluded, “When you read the letter, you ask what la
is in. Language mixing exists among those heads responsible for Ukraini
the railway.”® The letter was a lesson in precisely how not to Ukrainize
Local education sections, then, were desperate not only for qualif
who enjoyed the favour and the support of the communities in whicht
and lived, but ones fully proficient in Ukrainian. Remarkably, just as)it
to find highly trained teachers in urban’areas, the pedagogical pres
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did not have to study for the exam. Narodnii uchytel related a comical st
Ukrainian teacher who avoided preparing for the perevirka because heaw
Ukrainian, with “aricestors stretching back to the Zaporizhzhian Cossack
soon learned that the perevirka tested much more than the ability simply
verse or write in Ukrainian, He could not answer any basic pedagogical
about orthography and pronunciation, The perevirka commission placec
the lowest category (third) and threatened him with dismissal if he'did
his qualifications. The next night, Petro Semenovych was haunted by ‘dr
a demonic representation of the pre-1917 orthography, “in pince-nez &y
with a black beard and black, greasy fleas covering its body.” He awoke'con
to learning how to pronounce correctly and “not write like'a Russian.”’
paper’s message was clear. New Ukrainian teachers had to cast away their's
of Russian and its tsarist-era standards. The perevirka would test their und
ing and embrace of a Ukrainian language defined distinctly by Soviet lingu
reflected in the new revolutionary literature, L

Teachers also sought to avoid evaluation by perevirka commissions'k
onstrating proficiency through other documentation. A Narodnii uchyte
asked the newspaper’s editors if teachers might be exempt from the p
they submitted proof (dovidka) they had taken a test in Ukrainian literan
viously as part of a short-term pedagogical course. The editors replied th
commissions for Ukrainization could make this determination, but ith
komos instructions provided for general exemptions.*! Officially, the'fc
categories of teachers were not required to undergo'a: perevirka: 1) grad:
Ukrainian-language institutes, pedtekbnikumy (pedagogical technical collt
secondary schools; 2) those who placed in the first (highest) category'in

government employee. Ukrainization exams; and 3) those who had taugh

r'1927 report to Lukashenko that no exemption should be given to ped-
graduates because their institutes of training had generally given too lictle
ittirion to writing in Ukrainian, and he further recommended that Narkomos
special state exam in the Ukrainian language for this category of teachers.
argued that not establishing absolute requirements for Ukrainian-language
ons was reckless, comparable to allowing a teacher to teach mathematics
t knowledge of percentages: “The time has already come to take care of the
of the native word, to teach the young generation to love it and develop it,

a person who knows and understands this word can teach it.”'* Inspec-
:Boikiv and Lukashenko believed strongly in the task of Ukrainization.
litdle point in holding a perevirka if it could not effect change.

Bias a difficult matter to accomplish a perevirka, even in its limited form.

linization commission in Budaivka (now Boiarka) district (Kyiv region)
lier chosen not to determine the language level of teachers along with
tate employees in 1926, “due to the absence of directives and funds.”*s
ipropetrovsk, authorities did not investigate Ukrainization among half the
5.0f the railroad as part of a general perevirka of employees. The teachers
Robos, had reportedly negotiated an exemption for those teachers attend-
rainian-language courses.'® Local officials were undoubtedly financially
d, but also wary about how to accurately gauge what should be required

-language knowledge for a teacher. It was no wonder, then, that local
pproached a republic-wide perevirka of the schools with some trepida-
achers had resisted earlier attempts, and Narkomos instructions on how to
ad been ambiguous.
some inspectors were worried about the true level of Ukrainian knowl-
ng teachers, they did not know how to staff the perevirka commissions.
icle in Narodnii uchytel questioned whether any commission could examine
fieknowledge of teachers accurately. Inspectorates had to rely on teachers to fill
issions. These teachers might act to protect their colleagues. Or, worse,
) secret that even now there are persons concluding a perevirka of institu-
ho themselves should be evaluated.”?” The observer recommended that
; arkomos authorities appoint each regional commission with responsible

peitsi The pool of qualified Ukrainian teachers was too small in the localities.
jgyer, it was equally unlikely that Narkomos could have dispatched experts
out the republic. There were not a great number of so-called experts at its
peven in Kyiv. Noting the weak Ukrainization in the city; Boikiv asked
enko; “Why make demands on a province that does not have the ability
ccultural fruits and achievements of the Ukrainian word, [literature and
ic material] that is easy to use in Kyiv?”'® The provinces would, neverthe-
e to find a way.

Ukrainian language in older groups for at least two years and in younger
for at least five years. In fact, according to the head of Kyiv Regional Inspe
Lukashenko, an overwhelming majority of teachers in the region belong
of these three groups.'? Thus, the reality was that only a small proportioni
ers actually underwent an examination. The Narodnii uchyte! reader’s ques
an attempt to diminish this number even more. i

Such exemptions weakened the authority of the perevirka before it evel
Lukashenko expressed frustration to Narkomos that his inspectorate ¢g
test many of its teachers, even when it had evidence that “rural school'v
extraordinarily distorting the language, that in 1927 the graduates of posts
ary pedagogical schools*[pedvyshy] still do not know the language:well:an
that graduated from 19204 absolutely did not know the language.” 31t
little to force these “new” Soviet teachers to increase their qualifications
not have to undergo the-perevirka. Ivan Boikiv, an assistant inspector, ar,
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A delay in the perevirka was perhaps inevitable, then, given the cha
involved. In response to the teachers' demand that they have an additior
months to prepare for the examination, one Narodnii uchytel corresp
cautioned, “Almost all teachers believe this and it is necessary to listen
thoughts.”® Lukashenko reported. that the perevirka in the Kyiv region
take up to two years to complete, As it was, he did not report his concer
implementation of the perevirka to Narkomos undil April 1927, three
after the anticipated date for commencement of the campaign.? Faced w
fact that teachers were ill-prepared to undergo a perevirka and that it woul
yield poor and, consequently, demoralizing results, Narkomos allowed in
regional inspectorates to postpone. This suspension reportedly greatly:
teachers, but Narodnii uchytel emphasized that the delay was not int
remove a “burden,” but rather to allow teachers to undertake in-depth studyz
campaign for a perevirka of the Ukrainian language therefore involves syst¢iid
study. Short preparation will not bring the anticipated results.”?! The newspip
reminded teachers that the Ukrainian language was “the most essential ching$ er nation building (“nationalization™), and, ultimately, was a waste of time.
their work. Preparation for the perevirka did not mean preparation fo: a d, the peasantry would have to accede to use of Russian. As long as the
rote, but engagement in a cultural struggle. fiftemained neutral, the victory of Russian culture was assured.

As will be further discussed, assurance of a high level of Ukrainian kno edg Most leading members of the party distanced themselves from the theory of a
among teachers was also essential to the success of the Ukrainization ¢a gattle between two cultures,” but Lebed himself escaped personal censure. Nev-
generally, Teachers not only evaluated other teachers, but also assessed and is contention that Russian culture in Ukraine had become intrinsically
state employees whose knowledge in Ukrainian-language studies was poofl a seductive argument for the party’s rank and file. It influenced the
1926, the Odesa Regional Ukrainization Commission prepared and requilii continued caution regarding the city and prohibition against the forced
some sixty teachers to instruct civil servants in the city: twenty-five for ization of the proletariat. Yet, a policy of Ukrainization confined to the
nian language, twenty for literature, and fifteen for the history of revol d organs of government serving the peasantry had little value in a prole-
movements in Ukraine.” According to the head of the commission, the. . Future Commissar of Education Shumsky and other strong advocates
administration regularly monitored these instructors to ensure their ansion of Ukrainization argued in 1923 that the proletariat was not, by
knowledge was good and instruction effective. n, Russian. In response to Lebed, Shumsky claimed in an essay published
pril 10 edition of Kommunist that there was no reason that a battle between
should take place. Suggesting that the proletariat in the republic was, in
Jkrainian origin and therefore would not permit a struggle against Ukrai-
The KP(b)U, of course, initiated and determined the course and ultimatelf bultiure, he asked: “From where is the proletariat recruited for industry? Is a
of the Ukrainization campaign. Above all, it was concerned with the devel 810 rake place within the proletariat itsel?”2 ‘The real battdle, he suggested,
of Ukrainian speakers in the party ranks and state institutions. Two furthefgs iilld'be about development of the proper language environment for a “single
ries also drove the party’s direct intervention: fear that it was losing contig; ulture of worker-peasant industry.” He clearly believed that Ukrainian
Ukrainization work; and anxiety about how to deal with the Russified and inate this setting in the UkrSSR, because it could best secure a union
portion of the population, chiefly the “proletariat,” the term the party appli ourers in Ukraine. For Ukrainization advocates, this union, touted by
industrial worker population (although many were recent arrivals to the opaganda but often ignored in practice, was essential.

The question of Ukrainization of the proletariat had troubled the party sing sky was unwilling to concede that the proletariat was wholly Rus-
early debates on nationalities policy and had a fundamental impact on educatié fbicven Russified, although he did not deny that Ukrainian speakers were

March 1923, Dmitrii Lebed, a high-ranking member of the KP(b)U,
awell-known article in the journal Kommunist that a battle between Rus-
@and Ukrainian culrures was inevitable in Soviet Ukraine. The line between the
ires was clear: “In Ukraine, due to historical conditions, the culture of the
e Russian culture and the culture of the village is Ukrainian.”? Russian, as
er” urban culture, would win, In a KP(b)U Central Committee debare
owed the publication of this article, Lebed conceded that Ukrainian might
for “cultural enlightenment” in the villages, maintaining in a separate

the nationality question that “it is sometimes necessary for peasants to
their children in Ukrainian, sometimes necessary to go to the village and
questions in a language they understand.”?> However, the party absolutely
i not promote Ukrainian in the city. The proletariat had no business learning

guage of the “backward” peasantry. Lebed strongly opposed the current
bin Ukrainization, because it promised increased use of Ukrainian in the city
the party and the proletariat, emboldened reactionary elements in favour

The Proletariat’s Role Debated
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ainian village. Upon assuming leadership of the KP(b)U, he polished up
fainian-language skills and demanded that party members learn Ukrainian,
official functions, and thereby take on greater leadership of the Ukrainian
on. His arrival marked a new campaign for the vigorous Ukrainization
dom, yet there was still a limit to the measures he proposed. In March
suggested that the party reassert its disavowal of the forced Ukrainization
roletariat in its new theses on nationalities policy. This proposal did not
upport by all in the KP(b)U. Shumsky raised strong objections to Kaganov-
ment of Ukrainization in a private meeting with Stalin.

g to a letter Stalin wrote to the KP(b)U in April, Shumsky argued that
ithe intelligentsia was Ukrainizing fast and Ukrainian culture growing,
d proletariat risked losing influence over the process.”” In Shumsky’s
of the greatest “sins” of the party and trade unions was that they had
ted Communists who had “immediate ties with Ukrainian culture” to
p. positions. Furthermore, the party had permitted incomplete Ukrain-
pecially among the working class. He criticized Kaganovich’s leadership
that the party appoint ethnic Ukrainians to prominent positions in the
t and party, recommending, specifically, former Narkmos Commissar
as head of Radnarkom.

ned Shumsky’s criticisms on their head, agreeing with some of Shum-
¢ .contentions but sharply condemning his proposed remedies. Stalin
that the party could not allow Ukrainization to fall into foreign hands
party needed cadres who both knew Ukrainian culture and under-
importance of the policy. However, he argued that Shumsky’s call for
ainization among the proletariat suggested a policy of forced Ukrain-
fi Russian-speaking workers. While Stalin allowed that “the population
me nationalized (Ukrainized)” over the long term, he firmly rejected
¢ intetference in this “spontaneous” process.>® Second, he maintained
ky's insistence on ethnic-Ukrainian leadership of Ukrainization had

concentrated among the peasantry, He argued that the proletariat s
growing because of Ukrainian membership. The future of industry in
would depend on the productive capacity of these and other workers d
the peasantry. Shumsky, in agreement with party doctrine, maintaini
proletariat must lead the peasantry. However, he and other Ukraini
that this charge could not mean neglect of the national question or pea
cerns. The proletariat would guide, not combat, the peasantry.
Ukrainizers maintained that Ukrainization was the key for the me
gle Ukrainian, but distinctly socialist, nation of labourers. Oppone
power existed: the bourgeois intelligentsia and kulaks. It was these fo
proletariat must oppose, by robbing them of any opportunity to stirup
dissent. Shumsky insisted that the bourgeois intelligentsia, both:R
Ukrainian, were in essence battling for their “daily bread” (khleb nasus
to attract segments of the population to their cause. Proletarian neun
national question would only increase their enemies’ chances of success
lage, if the proletariat permitted a struggle over language, it would “gi
for the peasants to unite under the kulaks, serve kulak interests of an:
with the proletariat (not just a cultural one).”” Shumsky thus acknow
potential of a cultural divide and the peasantry’s susceptibility to natic
ence. However, the solution he saw was in engagement. The proletaria
assume lcadcrship of the development of national culture precisely bed
“great meaning” to the peasantry. .
What divided Lebed and Shumsky, therefore, was not a dlff'cren el
about the possibility of a struggle between national cultures, bu
views about its inevitability and the proletariat’s relationship with th
Although Lebed spoke about the need to unite the peasantry with-
iat, the party would accomplish this alliance through the former’s
The party, he wrote in response to Shumsky’s criticism, had to do
previous policy of concessions to the peasantry, “who lead the perli
[anti-Soviet nationalism].”?® The coming fight over Ukrainization wo to the “shady side of this process.” Due to the still-weak Ukrainian
coloured by this judgment. Those who opposed it insisted that there w the party, non-Communist intelligentsia might lead the policy and take
for the proletariat to yield to a language predominantly spoken by - haracter of a struggle against ‘Moscow’ in general, against Russians in
and politically suspect population, the peasantry. Those who arguel against Russian culture and its high achievement — Leninism.” He argued
in favour of it maintained that proletarian mastery of Ukrainian woll vritings of Ukrainian essayist Mykola Khvylovy demonstrated the real
taneously fuse the labouring populations, legitimize and strengthenipl of this tendency. Khvylovy’s case for the de-Russification of the prole-
leadership, and alter the direction of Ukrainian culture. Ukrainian cul integration of Ukrainian culture with European tradition represented
become fundamentally modern, proletarian, and socialist. ay from Moscow.”! The party had to struggle against this danger. The
In 1925, the new first secretary of the KP(b)U, Lazar Kaganovich, ent of Ukrainian national culture had to be accomplished within the
a Ukrainization commission under the Politburo in an attempt to k of the Soviet Union, under the leadership of the All-Union Commu-
party’s authority over the campaign. Kaganovich had grown up in a Je ity the VKP(b).
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Even if taken at face value, Stalin’s letter to the KP(b)U reveals somethingd 0 and Shumsky and acted to remove each, although for very different
the limits of proposed Ukrainization. The central party leadership intend& “For Shumsky, his intervention with Stalin was the beginning of the end;
the campaign to serve primarily the needs of ethnic Ukrainians. It wo : timately removed from his post as commissar of education in February
permit any Ukrainization of the Russian population. Furthermore; it would ghior permitting “national deviation” and was replaced by Mykola Skrypnyk.
aggressively Ukrainize the Russified proletariat, and rejected any measures compensate for its acknowledgment of low Ukrainian membership in the
set the urgent transformation of-this group as its target. Second, Stalin : ¢ Politburo offered as evidence of the progress of Ukrainization a descrip-
the Ukrainian ethnic elite, non-party or not, with grear suspicion.. Hi bits greatest. success: the expansion of the Ukrainian-language schools. It
not sanction any promotion of Hrynko because of his lower “revoluti ed that primary schools were nearly 80 per cent Ukrainized (consistent
party status.” Although Stalin listed other ethnic Ukrainians alreadypro proportion of ethnic Ukrainians in the republic), secondary schools were
in the party leadership, their numbers were comparatively few. The dil ing fast, and higher educational institutions had made Ukrainian-lan-
party faced, then, was how to Ukrainize if the Ukrainian element in the owledge a requirement for admission. Ironically, then, by the Politburo’s
admittedly weak. The party had to rely on non-party intelligentsia to lead; ission, the most dramatic advance of Ukrainization had occurred under
ization in education, but also, as has been suggested, in the training and €y's watch.
tion of civil servants and party members. In time, it would grow anxiot ugh the Politburo had sanctioned an increase in Ukrainian education, at
the intelligentsia’s management of this campaign, even as agents of Sovi time, it worried about the development of Ukrainian national culrure

The KP(b)U Politburo’s reply to Stalin conceded some difficulties: arty members it did not fully trust, The party had prioritized political
ization, but emphasized that the party had made considerable gains and tion and economic recovery and growth over the educational and cul-
Kaganovich’s leadership, was headed in the right direction. For examp ficlds, but it was in these areas that it found the greatest danger because it
1924 to 1926, Ukrainian membership in the party had risen from 33 fior'and could not have complete authority over them. At the same time,
cent and in the Komsomol from 50 to 63 per cent. Furthermore, it insi on and cultural advancement offered the greatest potential for the party to
others in the party had “just as much right to be called Ukrainians as the proletariat without obvious force. It placed hope in the cultivation
and that “we think it is not necessary that 100 percent of the higher le5 generation of Ukrainian-speaking workers. However, the large numbers
Ukrainian by blood.”32 This latter statement suggests the notion of a sup ized schools the party touted also represented a ticking clock. It had to
Ukrainian identity. The Politburo did not further define this identity ins ¢ to rein in politically unreliable education administrators, oversee reach-
but, ethnic Ukrainian or not, the party leadership could not claim to hz ensure the ultimate rrustworthiness of school graduares, Otherwise, the
numbers of Ukrainian-speaking cadres to head the largely linguistic cam tared, the schools might produce a generation that would undermine its
Ukrainization. Its count of Ukrainian membership in the party was ba lraine.
on ethnicity and, although there was a rise, the proportion of Ukrainian le time being, the party attempted to maintain a middle course. A 1926
party was still much smaller than their proportion of the republic’s'p given by Secretary of the TsK KP(b)U Fedor Korniushin argued that it
80 per cent in 1926, e possible to complete Ukrainization without the active participation of the

By the Politburo’s own admission, the civil-war legacy of antagoni fat. The proletariat and the party needed to head the campaign, com-
Ukrainian national culture persisted among the party’s rank andfil familiarize themselves with Ukrainian culture, and clean it of its national
Ukrainians such as Shumsky and Hrynko could not join. the KP(b)U ois tendency (pereval).* However, it also recognized that a significant por-
Committee because they “had no influence on the party masses” and stillni the Ukrainian proletariat was Russified and might react negatively to any
tolovercome their past “mistakes.”® The Politburo letter did not specify v i:dcrcd, hasty campaign. The Ukrainization of the proletariat would take
errors were, but suggested that their former membership in the' Borotbis a¢ report considered the more than eight years that had passed since the
Ukrainian communist party that merged with the KP(b)U in 1920, was on to be brief) and under no circumstances would the party allow the
to compromise their authority, although it did not completely excludes ition of Ukrainian culture on workers of other nationalities.” Those who
sibility of their eventual advancement. The party had, for a time, sanction for an increased pace, the report said, forget “there is not enough strength
management of Narkomos. Yet, even in these positions, the party did notig ‘and make a “fetish” out of national culture. The party had to proceed with
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careful deliberation, at a rate correspondent with the number of trusted Ukrainias \While the Ukrainization of the Komsomol itself was important, it was nec-
instructors it had at its disposal, and in a manner sensitive to the concetns of’ ity because of the supervisory role the organization was supposed to have
Russian-speaking population. ! Ukrainian youth. First, the TsK commission mandated that all Komsomaol
As a practical matter, this meant the party would push Ukrainization tivists take part in the organization of Ukrainian-language schools, specifically
among officials who served the rural population and administered the schog industrial districts.”® Together with the party’s propaganda wing, Agitprop,
A proletarian party could not concede that Ukrainian culture was the presesd i Komsomol members had to work to ensure “political literacy” in the second
of the peasantry. Such an acknowledgment would undermine the rationale afid &eliof newly Ukrainized schools. The organization would find it impossible to
intent of the campaign: the liberation of an oppressed national culture andjig geomplish both these tasks and lead “Ukrainian cultural life” in the future if the
orientation towards socialism. However, the Ukrainization of the proletariatihild and file did not deepen their knowledge of Ukrainian studies and the lan-
to be accomplished gradually. In addition to those at urban-academic institu The Komsomol also assumed a direct role over the Communist children’s
the greatest concentration of instructors for the state-run Ukrainization co ment, the Young Pioneers. While the schools would provide political train-
was in the schools. It was here, then, that officials hoped to best manage am:l OnI or students, the Pioneers’ chief responsibility was to arrange public activity
a new Ukrainian, proletarian culture. . ildren outside the school. As will be detailed below, in almost all urban
The party’s principal organization for oversight and advancement of ‘and in many of the few villages where the Young Pioneers had sections,
ized education was its youth wing, the Komsomol. The question of the Ko -was in Russian.®? The Politburo Ukrainization Commission considered it
mol’s Ukrainization will be discussed in detail in chapter 8. Here, it is en ecially abnormal phenomenon” that Young Pioneer sections operating in
to say that the party leadership took a direct interest in the Komsomol resp Ukrainized schools still spoke in Russian regularly at their meetings. The
to orders to Ukrainize. A March 1926 meeting of the KP(b)U TsK commi ission placed blame for the failures squarely on the Komsomol. It is little
emphasized that the Ukrainian Komsomol had to take a leading role in er, then, that some in the party worried about the ability of Communists to
tion in children’s institutions, and that the TsK would hold Komsomol leade tage Ukrainization properly.
personally responsible for progress in the campaign. The problem was 3
commission also found Ukrainization within the Komsomol itself to be unsat ;
factory.®> Although ethnic-Ukrainian membership in the organization gencrall
had risen to 63 per cent, one commission report found that only 43.5 per
of its sections in industrial areas reportedly carried out their work in Ukrai
(compared to 86.6 per cent of rural sections).*® An additional report on U
membership within the Komsomol confirmed these general figures, noting, kg
ever, that Ukrainization of the Komsomol apparat was inadequate. Furthcrm :
a postscript to this report, added in pen, conceded that “a significant portionif
those identified in the report as Ukrainian do not know Ukrainian.”? A: Ko
mol with few Ukrainian-speaking members had little authority or ability to
schools to rapidly switch their language of instruction. 1]
Not only had the Komsomol failed to Ukrainize, the TsK commission

Wil the Komsomol found it difficult to keep pace with Ukrainization of schools
ban and industrial centres, Narkomos officials continued to worry about the
fect the broader Russian-language environment in these areas had on the capac-
i of schools to fully transfer to Ukrainian. In particular, they pointed to the
iful influence of Russian chauvinism among civil servants, who adamantly
ed to send their children to Ukrainian-language schools, even if they were
¢ Ukrainian, Similarly, according to one newspaper account, some older
remained hostile to Ukrainization, having, before the revolution, “with
ourtesy of inspectors and cultural trainers, painstakingly implanted a foreign
Bguage and foreign culture in our children, crippling their living spirit.”¥! A
doubted the commitment of some members to the policy. It concluded thatilo J07imeeting of Kyiv party and school employees identified at least three schools
ranking activists in the organization generally had not learned Ukrainian and ¢city headed by Russian chauvinists like these.? Narkomos officials labelled
few instances, had opposed “the political meaning of Ukrainization,”® Thecor itudes “anti-Soviet” and cited their spread as reason for an even more con-
mission found little leadership in the Komsomol for transfer of official functions d'campaign of Ukrainization.

Ukrainian, negligence by regional sections regarding Ukrainization, and wui 118 omos had repeatedly set as its target Ukrainian-language schooling for all
of Russian by members in all but the most rural areas. Whether by design onajgl flinic-Ulrainian schoolchildren. In a detailed letter addressed to Arnautov, now
the Ukrainian Komsomol was resisting the very nationalities policy set by the pag itad of Uprsotsvykh, the Kyiv regional school inspector, Lukashenko, detailed
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the shortcomings of Ukrainization that persisted as late as 1926—7. He specifically
raised concern that the overwhelming majority of children not attending s
were of Ukrainian origin and came from what he labelled the most "insecure!
tion of the city’s population: day labourers and the unemployed.® The c:tys d
had to embrace this population, and continued migration of ethnic
into Kyiv would also mandate an increase in the number of Ukrainian-lz
schools operating at the time. A 1926 report of the Kyiv Regional Education
tion had indicated that the proportion of ethnic Ukrainians in the city was
to rise.** At the beginning of the 19256 school year, 32.5 per cent of the
students were studying in Ukrainian-language groups, although the proporti
ethnic-Ukrainian children in school stood at 40.5 per cent as a whole and 44.
cent in the first grade alone. Significant numbers of Ukrainian children wex
enrolled in Ukrainian-language groups or schools.

Lukashenko placed the blame for this gap squarely on the shouldersig
Russified Ukrainian parents who wished to send théir children to F
language schools because they continued to believe that such schools
“greater perspectives.”®® In doing so, Lukashenko argued, they ignored
“native language” of the child and made their selection on the basis of wh
school used to be the privileged gymnasium during tsarist times or had a
administrator or facilities. Lukashenko counselled caution in dealing with th
parents. Insensitivity to their wishes might only increase their own cha
ism and hostllzty towards Ukrainization. District school-enrolment commissigs
needed to take “an approach of propagandizing and convincing [shliakh propis
huvannia i perekonannia)” with individual parents, Every increase in the
ment of Russified Ukrainians in Ukrainian-language schools would: stren;
the authority of these schools and the push towards Ukrainization in ge
Only when parents could not be convinced otherwise should enrolment com
missions assent to their wishes, o

However, for Lukashenko, a family’s decision to send ethnic-Ukrainian ¢k
dren to Russian-language schools was largely a matter of choice. So, no
standing his words of restraint, he condemned the Russophilism he found to:
most prevalent among white-collar workers: “In spite of the Ukrainizationi
the Soviet apparat and his personal work, the Soviet office worker is, en mas
demanding to educate his children in the Russian school.”#® Narkomos offici
like Lukashenko must have seen hope in the increasing numbers of working-cla
children who were attending Ukrainian schools. The KP(b)U and, as a con
quence, Narkomos considered the proletariat’s embrace of Ukrainization th
determinant of the policy’s success or failure, In his letter to the KP(b)U
buro, Stalin had cautioned against the forced Ukrainization of the prole

rh ethnic Russian and Russified. The KP(b)U prohibited the Ukrainization of
iie. former. Its approach to the Russified Ukrainian population was more nuanced.
° , Narkomos encouraged, and the party did not contravene, the Ukrainization
o _thc former bourgeoisie. It ultimately decided on a more gradual approach towards
tlie proletariat, whose Ukrainization the party needed, but could not compel.
It was a school’s obligatory transfer to Ukrainian-language instruction in the
southern city of Mykolaiv, far away from the cultural eapital of Kyiv, that raised
lic question of the Ukrainization of the Russian-speaking population generally for
a.rkomos and, eventually, the party. In November 1926, TsSKNM (the Central
Committee for National Minorities, a subsidiary organ of VUTsVK) requested
1' at Narkomos investigate the “abnormal” Ukrainization of Mykolaiv Labour
thool No. 15. According to a letter subsequently sent to Narkomos by parents
of smdcnts attending the school, the regional education inspector had Ukrainized
'!e first grade of the school without regard for the predominantly ethnic-Russian
gomposition of the school.*” ‘The letter further claimed that parents of five chil-
dren in the Ukrainized group had removed their children from the school and the
»_ ents of the other sixty-five were only waiting to remove their children until
r case had been reconsidered. The parents who wrote the complaint justified
their petition on the basis of a governmental decree protecting the educational
ghts of ethnic minorities.
In his defence, the Mykolaiv regional education inspector, Yosyp Podolsky,
detailed the reasons for the Ukrainization of the school. He argued that the Myko-
ialy: inspectorate had concentrated its early campaign for the Ukrainization of
primary schools in workers’ districts, where the Ukrainian population was high-
t.® However, by 1926-7, it turned its attention to the Ukrainization of the
- wcr grades of schools in the central district of the city, where the majority of the
population was 'white collar' or artisan. This move was justified first on political
Junds because workers had come to believe that the inspectorate was targeting
Only their districts for Ukrainization and not the districts of government employ-
ges, “who should in fact be the first to demonstrate 2 model for the implemen-
"tlcm of the directives [on Ukrainization] of the central [republican] organs of
power and do not read [in Ukrainian].”# Second, the national composition of the
istrict demanded some limited opening of Ukrainian schools. Ukrainization had
n place in three schools of the central district, and parents moved quickly to
eserve space for their children in them.
| According to the Mykolaiv inspector, any school could have been Ukrainized.
the inspectorate chose Labour School No. 15, in specific, because it occupied the
biiilding of a former gymnasium, owned by the director of the school. The school
ad used its reputation as a gymnasium among the population and gathered
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around it a group of supporters. Therefore, Podolsky argued, “In takin,
path of Ukrainization, the people’s. education inspectorate intended to si
taneously and definitively destroy the reputation of this school as a gymna
and to further change the pedagogical staff of this.school, to dismantle
remnants of the olden days of schooling [shkilnoi starovyny) in it.”>® Of 4
schools Ukrainized in the city, this was the only-school parents petitionedie
remain Russian. e =52 : i1
Podolsky argued that it was primarily parents of older students, whose ins Tug
tion, in fact, remained in Russian, who protested ‘the school's Ukrainization
overwhelming majority of parents of the students in-the: Ukrainized firs
registered their children to stay in the school; and a second group was set
the school to accommodate the number of students. The inspectorate or
another group in a neighbouring Russian school for those students who wish
transfer. In the final analysis, Podolsky claimed, the parents’ protest of the
ization of Labour School No. 15 was reactionary:*The parents were not spes
out to defend ‘their children,” but thé remnants of the olden days of schoolin
Uprsotsvykh had tried to find the middle ground between the Mykolaiv ins
torate and the parents of Labour School No. 15, It affirmed the general thrusto
inspectorate’s Ukrainization policy, but recommended that the inspectorate
nize a parallel Russian group for the first grade in this school.’? Both the pa
and the Mykolaiv inspectorate rejected this proposal. In the end, Uprso
sided with the inspectorate, arguing that the first-grade children in the
had ample opportunity to transfer to Russian.groups in other schools, and
children of the parents who mounted the protest were in older groups una . ccted
by Ukrainization.*® It recognized that the chief motive of the parents appedfee
to be an unwillingness to let a Ukrainian-language group use a room in a schod
renovated out of community funds.

ihe commission met under the veil of criticism mounted by Yurii Larin at
R ADril 1926 session of the All-Union Central Executive Commirtee (TSIK).
meeting, Larin addressed the previously taboo question of whether the
fan government should treat Russians as an ethnic minority, arguing
y for the affirmative.’ To support his case, Larin pointed to a series of
iminatory acts against Russian speakers in Ukraine, including the forced
iction of their children in the Ukrainian language.’® Unlike Larin, how-
several representatives at the December meeting of the KP(b)U commission
¢ an effort to separate the question of rights for ethnic Russians versus those
ified Ukrainians. The problem of what to do about the latter remained
interpretation,
June 1926 KP(b)U report by the Left Opposition® member and former
the TSKNM, Mykhailo Lobanov, was an indication of the confusion over
nstituted a Ukrainian. He allowed that the party needed to pursue the
ization of its leadership and that of the government and trade unions,
isted it must reject the forceful Ukrainization of its rank and file. Even
nization of the leadership had to proceed at a rate correspondent with the
inian makeup of the Soviet apparat in general, a figure he insisted must be
mined by a survey of language, not “lineage” (proiskhodzhenie).57 The party
not abandon Ukrainization among the general population, but it had to
cautiously, supporting Ukrainian cultural institutions in a bid to increase
arractiveness.
banov was trying to walk a fine line. He conceded tha the party could sim-
ait for the gradual re-Ukrainization of the city, yet said it must allow for
amount of coercion: “The Communist Party, having come to power dut-
revolution, cannot contemplatively, patiently regard the historical process’s
mes of power,” observing ‘neutrality’ towards national relations which are being
L taneously formed.” However, the party’s “artful forcing of this process” must

' + limits. Lobanov’s report concluded that the present, unbounded policy had
awed for the rise of a competitive struggle among language workers. Its con-
tion would lead to the growth of Ukrainian nationalism “in some Soviet-
potected form” and concealed Russian chauvinism, The party had to act to make
& Ukrainian intelligentsia understand the policy had boundaries and to remove
excuse the Russian intelligentsia had to complain of oppression. Lobanov

ed short of demanding “constitutional” recognition of ethnic-minority sta-
or Russians, but demanded that local authorities guarantee access to judicial
ultural services in Russian, especially in workers' districts. The schooling
rkers’ children was a key element of this requirement. However, Lobanov's
55 on language as a marker of ethnicity did not meet with the agreement of
filerent policy.

Limits Set
What seemed to be at issue in the Mykolaiv casé was the question of whetli
Russians were an ethnic minority and what sort of protection they des
Mykolaiv authorities sought to escape reprimand by arguing that Russian pat
still had the option of educating their children in Russian, and that the U
ization of Labour School No. 15 served a distinct pedagogical and politicals
However, as.Podolsky noted, this school was not the only school Ukraini
Mykolaiv. Ukrainization proceeded apace in other schools in spite of pred
nantly Russian student bodies. A December 1926 meeting of the KP(b)U.
buro commission on Ukrainization offered a chance to take stock of the direcrign
of Ukrainization.
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Russian population in Mykolaiv needed more Russian schools. Even
pyk, a defender of Ukrainization and future commissar of educa-
ledged that the policy had sometimes been inappropriately applied:
y believe that the dissatisfaction of the population, which does arise,
fact that the requirements of the population are not being met.” In
dated the sort of protests mounted in Mykolaiv, if not their specific

led the push to recognize the Russian population as an ethnic minor-
off the more provocative cries of national oppression by speakers such
He conceded that abuses of Russian interests had occurred in indi-
and recognized openly that the Russian population in Ukraine con-
thnic minority and that the party should secure for it corresponding
very success of Ukrainization mandated such action. Other repre-
the meeting echoed this course. Ethnic Russians would be afforded
ction; and the right to educate their children in their native language,
aranteed, would be strictly guarded.®! The Ukrainization commis-
from calling for an outright constitutional definition of Russian
ity status. Protection of Russian rights would instead be a matter of
plication.
sting was decidedly. less clear on the question of the Ukrainization of
: children. Zatonsky made a convincing case that ethnicity did
e an.individual’s native language and argued for cautious Ukrainiza-
he children of railroad workers. For Skrypnyk, the solution to charting
priate course was stricter management of local organs implementing
ton. Particular sensitivity would have to be paid to the demands of the
ass; but Skrypnyk, and those who supported his view; maintained that
st still push fundamental Ukrainization at the primary-school level:
pn continued to influence parental choice, and Ukrainian school atten-
proportionately low.*? In short, Ukrainization among children of the
ould proceed, but it would have to be carefully calibrated.

)

Mykola Skrypnyk, Shumsky’s successor as the Ukrainian People’s Commi
Education, speaks at a meeting of the Communist Children’s Moveme
(Young Pioneers) in Kharkiv, 1930. Courtesy TsDKFFAU; . e

iy

In the view of many present at the December meeting of the Poli
mission, a certain amount of involuntary Ukrainization of the Russian
population had occurred. Volodymyr Zatonsky, who had previously
Soviet Ukrainian state secretary (later commissar) of education during
war and then as UkrSSR commissar of education from January' 19188
1920 and October 1922 to March 1924, argued that while continue ]
Ukrainization was needed among the upper grades of schools, Natks
approached the “extreme” of coercive Ukrainization in lower grades:#
cluded that continued work in this direction might provoke protest
to the situation in Mykolaiv as an example. The next speaker; Lazovert
more specific. He cited the case of Mykolaiv Labour School No. 15 and;
the demands of the parents to reverse the school’s Ukrainization, claimig
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Chapter Thirteen wever, most teachers were ill-prepared for the dual demands of a progressive
ogy and Ukrainization. They were inadequately paid, generally had a low

. eliof education, and had little training in how to teach in Ukrainian or design
Conclusion urriculum on the basis of the complex system touted by Narkomos guides.

Is, on the whole, remained in a state of disrepair, and teachers lacked paper,
school supplies, and, most importantly, Ukrainian-language textbooks or
lagogical guides. Narkomos had pursued a decentralized process for both
nization and curricular planning, leaving the tasks of school reform to local
tion sections. The general lack of state and community financial support
lucation meant that these sections could offer teachers few opportunities
retraining. Some returned to a formalistic approach in the classroom or aban-
I'methodology altogether.

Importantly, evaluations of teachers’ language knowledge revealed that teachers
o not made much qualitative progress in transferring to Ukrainian-language
ction. Narkomos correlated resistance to linguistic and pedagogical reform
iewed instances of both as anti-Soviet behaviour. As the experience of Odesa
d, although local education sections occasionally acted to discipline or
miss problematic teachers, they also made allowances for delay. There were
¢incentives for real change. Ultimately, this study has argued, the success of
towards the creation of a new generation of Soviet citizens. Russian edu ation must be judged at this level. An increase in Ukrainian-language
shared this approach, but their Ukrainian counterparts gave it greater at ling did not translate into a rapid transformation of the classroont’s language
because of the distinct vocational orientation of the Ukrainian educarior Environment.

tem. Narkomos aimed to do away with traditional subject divisions and te "

In spite of the problems associated with Ukrainization, this study maintains
pedantry by integrating lessons into thematic groupings, or complexes, the shift to Ukrainian-language schooling was a fundamental aspect of the
oriented towards instructing students in the value of labour and the rolg

ty's program for galvanizing republic-wide support for its economic programs and
production. Students would gain a “labour mentality” by acculturation, aring urban authority over the village. If industrial workers and the party were
more rapidly take their place in the rebuilding of an economy recovering minister the countryside, they would have to master its language: Ukrainian,
the civil war.

he Ukrainization campaign would be ineffectual without the Ukrainization
Narkomos maintained that instruction in the Ukrainian language was of the proletariat. Nevertheless, protests regarding the “forced” Ukrainization
lutely necessary for teachers to achieve this goal. It judged Ukrainian to b

: me labourers (and their children) occasioned the intervention of the party.
native language for all ethnic-Ukrainian children, and educators stressed th komos did not (and could not) abandon the Ukrainization of the republic’s
mary role of language in the new methodology. The commissariat also so

trial labourers, but settled on a more indirect formula. Ukrainization of the
to rationalize education by recommending that teachers develop an awaren etariat would occur gradually through children. Although the KP(b)U abso-
production through the study of the familiar, or “local studies” (kraieznavs forbade the involuntary schooling of ethnic-Russian children in Ukrainian,
The curriculum provided for the gradual broadening of this study to an in

e Narkomos the freedom to continue to Ukrainize children of “Russified”
gation of a region’s tie to all of Ukraine. The Ukrainian language and

) inians. In effect, Russified Ukrainian parents had to resist a strong Narkomos
studies were both at the core of a curriculum that allowed teachers and stu aign of persuasion and disprove the identification of Ukrainian as the
considerable freedom to innovate. Narkomos’s hope was that children would:

e language of their children. Narkomos's final objective was the creation
the outlook, self-confidence, and decision-making skills necessary to underake Ukrainian-speaking, labour-oriented cadre that would alter the linguistic
their public duties as young adults. ¢

gnvironment of the cities.

In early Soviet Ukraine, the republican and Communist Party leadershi
educators and intellectuals to use language as a tool for the radical transform
tion of society.! This study has sought-to unpack what this process mearig
demonstrate the union between educational and nationalities policy at th
of the classroom, and to go beyond a discussion of language transfer by de
The KP(b)U entrusted Narkomos to apply an innovative, progressive pe
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Wiltgeois’ tendencies and ambitions,” this adjustment was fundamental and

eseen by the Ukrainizers. Furthermore, this was a decidedly uneven “par-

ory” process, one already undermined by the Communist Party’s suspi-

of the Ukrainian intelligentsia. This study has argued that the SVU show

evocably damaged future efforts for Ukrainization and suggested that the

ed achievements of 1930 to 1933 must be questioned. The SVU show

aimed directly at Ukrainizing and progressive educators. The KP(b)U,

by Moscow, put forty-five members of the intelligentsia on trial, not just

t had little confidence in non-party intelligentsia, but also because it

givings about the real consequences of their work (despite the actual

cies of a Ukrainian-language education in 1929-30). This anxiety pro-

the script for the repression against the intelligentsia, if it was not the sole

on for this action. The signal that the party intended for teachers was

ey must place Ukrainization under the party’s leadership and wed it to the
campaigns of the Five-Year Plan. The message teachers understood was
was best not to burden themselves unnecessarily with the goals of the cam-

Although Narkomos achieved full Ukrainization formally, examinations

er knowledge continued to reveal a weak grasp of the Ukrainian language

krainian-studies topics. Few were leading the charge for a policy that the
ican leaders continued to tout.

thermore, the party’s move to rein in Ukrainization corresponded with a
ted move to assume management over classroom methodology. By 1930,

clear that the complex method had not realized Narkomos's academic goals
phad created too much oppottunity for variant interpretations of curriculum.
authorities politicized progressive education and linked student activism
explicit goals of the First Five-Year Plan: collectivization and industrializa-
The move to conform the Ukrainian education system to all-Union norms
adowed the regimentation of the education system generally. The SVU trial
ately offered an excuse for a full-scale rejection of the complex system. Sev-
VU defendants had been prominent sponsors of progressive pedagogy. Now,
i8 complex system as a wholé was tainted by association, and the pedagogical
blamed Ukrainian nationalists for confusion in the schools.

komos and the KP(b)U continued to pursue Ukrainization, especially in
dary and post-secondary educational institutions. They had declared signifi-
uccess at the primary-school level in a generalized sense, but left ambiguous
filinictrics of what this success meant. The archival material on the classroom
he-early 1930s is sparse; still, emnng reports suggest that considerable work
8ed to take place “behind the scenes,” at the local level. The “complete” Ukrain-
dfion of primary schools had not ceased to be a concern, but the priorities of
i@ KP(b)U and Narkomos were elsewhere, and qualitative improvements in

The paradox of both the program for Ukrainization and the new Soviersch
was that the Communist Party leadership sought a controlled outcome to &
tion, and yet had little day-to-day management over the classroom and the
costs of its activity. Although the shortcomings of Ukrainization among t
were widespread; there was a group of educators committed to the policy
improvement. The person of Ukrainizer and pedagogical innovator was ofte
and the same. The KP(b)U relied on these individuals greatly for Ukrainiza :
general success. Consequently, the importance of the field of education;i
characterized as a “soft-line” concern, should not be minimized. In somera
educators were creating centres of authority alternative to Narkomos. The:
monitored the activity of these figures and grew increasingly worried about
potential power. Non-party educators subscribed to a broad understandi
Ukrainian culture’s place in the building of socialism and worked to stre
this role. They hoped that Ukrainization’s ultimate agenda would be sha
their efforts, and put great faith in the ability of education to define beha
faith that the party leadership ultimately shared. )

While focusing on the period of so-called High Stalinism, Serhy Yekcl hyk
has argued that “Ukrainian culture did not result from Moscow’s dikzat an
suppression of the local intelligentsia’s ‘natural’ national sentiment ... It washe
interaction with Moscow, rather than simply the centre’s totalizing designs,
produced the official line on non-Russian identities and national patrimot
As this study has made clear, the centralizing aspirations emphasized in con
tional histories of the Stalinist period were considerably absent in the 1920s
the party/state still mandated that the Ukrainian Soviet education system pro
a definite result: a loyal citizen prepared to participate in the new socialist
omy. The Ukrainian intelligentsia (educational theorists and teachers) ass
critical role in determining the process to reach this end. To a significant dej
then, this study provides a helpful prelude to Yekelchylk’s argument. As Yekel
notes, in the 1920s (and for those whose formative experiences were dra:
this period), socialism and Ukrainian nation building were “potentially con
ible projects.” Indeed, the high numbers of primary schools Ukrainized sta
evidence of this fact. However, teachers still had significant work to do to meegii
standards the Soviet state had set for itself. - _

While parricipatory space continued to exist.in the Stalinist state andfiih
Soviet Union remained committed to national categories of understan
this study emphasizes that the repression of a leading.segment of the Uk
intellectual elite thar began in 1930 had an essential effect in setting the li
negotiation. Thus, although Ukrainian educators like Francine Hirsch’s ethnog
adjusted to the realities of Soviet power after the cultural revolution and
how to show that their nationalism was the correct ‘Sovie' kind, devoid ofith
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Ukrainian-language instruction stalled, Meanwhile, reports of Ukrainian na e pubhc to learn Ukrainian, and assumed a “sorting out” of Ukrainians that
ist and counter-revolutionary activity in the schools and Young Pioneers @sinever so neat. The UkrSSR, in fact, took the lead among Soviet republics in
ments, and stories of violence directed against activist children and oting ethnic-minority cultures, setting up so-called national districts where
continued to mount. By carly 1933, when Narkomos administrators di ders claimed a concentration of a particular ethnic group. Political leaders
Ukrainization of schools, they increasingly talked about it in a negative se ¢ KP(b)U and administrators in Narkomos recognized the ethnic diversity
policy that had violated the rights of ethnic Russians and had led to a rise e republic and strongly supported a network of primary schools to educate
nian nationalism, In 1933—4, when the party finally declared “local nati ric-minority children, so much so that some parents who wished to have their
the chief danger, Soviet authorities purged the Narkomos apparat almost! ildren attend a Russian or Ukrainian school felt their choice was constrained.
of its existing staff and dismissed thousands of Ukrainian teachers. In the yea particuia: challenge makes the case of education in Ukraine compelling as
followed, the number of Ukrainian schools dropped in major urban centt |examination of the intersection among education, “national” (Ukrainian, Rus-
Soviet authorities no longer consistently compelled the systematic Ukrain ; §lan, Polish, Jewish, etc.) interest, citizenship, and parental choice. Although the
of higher education, opting instead to permit Russian-language predo - u.! y privileges the story of Ukrainian-language schooling and its tie to education
Both these processes would accelerate after the war. In fact, the die had be , it is critical to remember that the state pursued these campaigns in the
carlier. The SVU show trial had already fundamentally undermined the po gontext of a general effort to satisfy all national communities. If any label is to be
Ukrainian-language instruction, Repressions against Ukrainian national elite$in Applicd to the linguistic component of educational policy in Ukraine as whole, it
particular educators, ultimately robbed the linguistic component of Ukrainizatios Should be de-Russification rather than Ukrainization.

of its vigour and sent a signal to those who might have too enthusiasticall ! Education was not a daily concern of the leadership of the VKP(b) or even the
up the charge: “Now the Ukrainian language stopped being the basic KD,
modernization. Those who wanted to win respected social status and gai

(b)U, but challenges regarding schooling could have an impact on political
ions. A study of nationalities and educational policy reveals much about the
to new information, to contemporary scientific thought and knowledge, hadiie individual’s relationship with the state, Citizens of the UkrSSR were subjects of
resort to the Russian language.” The examples of Odesa Labour School Ng& bolicies that were still under development. Thus, they were trying to discover what
and Labour School No. 67, referenced in chapter 9, evoke an intriguing pic ole the state expected of them, what motive they had to participate, and what
an acceptance of a Ukrainian national category and the strengthening of nations limits of their engagement in the policy should be, if any. Both Ukrainization
identity in this most non-Ukrainian of cities and regions, and suggest a p rogressive education required their involvement, and citizen input inevitably
alternative course of how Ukrainization might have proceeded.” Perhaps fe nced the contours of state policy. At the local level, the Soviet Union created
children (or their parents) in these or other Ukrainizing schools privileged concétii for civic participation, and activities stemming from, and surrounding, the
about national identity, but they acknowledged that a Ukrainian 1denut}! CXiSiE olhouse were critical reflections and stimulants of government. As Odesa’s
maybe on par with a Russian one. . wvividly illustrates, the success or failure of Ukrainization of schools hinged

Much of the story that is told here is about challenge and failure. A centralipgl 0 ocnl initiative and, in the end, the compliance of administrators, teachers, par-
of this study is that the Ukrainization of primary schooling, which other scholig gnts, and students. Furthermore, the progressive schooling of the 1920s required
have assumed to be automatic, was a demanding, incomplete, and contestedi& *ﬁ, dren to gather information about their local community, information neces-

for the fulfillment of the curriculum and of interest to the state. In the end,
arty proved itself much more willing to trust children than teachers or even
komos administrators, even as it worried about children’s vulnerability. Chil-
and youth were a force for change because their views and positions were not
.and were capable of implementing change. Some of the very children who
the subjects of Ukrainization and progressive pedagogy in 1923 conceivably
ok part in the alteration of both by the early 1930s.

This study is a story about nation building, but also an account of urbanization
and the development of a modern sensibility.? The Soviet state required children

paign. However, Ukrainization’s achievements should not be lost on the read
problematic route of contemporary Ukrainization is a reminder that perha
much was expected in too short a time in the interwar period. Still, given che/la
exclusively Ukrainian-speaking population in the republic at that time, the:50)

government might have accomplished more if its trust in the Ukrainizers hadibegl
greater. To repeat, the objective of Ukrainization was a levelling of languag
archy, a reversal of Russification, and the increased use of Ukrainian in th
lic space. Primarily, the campaign was directed at ethnic Ukrainians, altho
required anyone in a position to'service Ukrainians as the largest ethnic gtou
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and their parents to appreciate the world beyond the village or their
offered them an opportunity to identify with a larger construct. Given'a
sources, it is difficult to specify-how children understood what they wer
told, but Ukrainization undoubtedly brought the nation into the classr
language in which children were taught was the same language spoke
Kharkiv, and Odesa, and excursions and lessons in Ukrainian studiesfu
reinforced this association." The assignment of children to schools by nation
also promoted a sense of national identity, but not exclusively for
since schools were supposed to be established for each concentration of
minority, including Russians. To select Ukrainian students for one schoe
to exclude and redirect students of different ethnic groups. Thus, child
nationalities were compelled to recognize a Ukrainian national identity
as a national taxonomy in general. What mattered in the end was the
system’s development of these circles of overlapping association and omiss

Moreover, the increased migration of Ukrainians to the cities chan,
character of urban life by altering the ethnic picture of cities as well:as:
ing their “peasantization.” The actual or potential future migration o
nian peasants provoked fears of a crisis of authority, and Ukrainizers sp
strongly of the need to ensure the establishment of “complete” (full seve
primary Ukrainian schools for the children of these migrants, even in!
non-Ukrainian city, Odesa. Migration meant that Ukrainization was
sity because of a real shift in population as well as anticipared future
What appeared to be dangerous was not that this shift was. occurring
desired), but that it might provoke social and political instability. Scho:

of the policy: a capture of urban space through the conversion of presti-
ty schools to Ukrainian-language instrucrion.
transformation of Ukrainian culture into the urban and esteemed was
o alter children’s self-identification regardless of whether they lived in the
ut it was the content of a school’s instruction that affirmed children’s views
iimodern citizenship. The education offered in Ukrainian schools was revolu-
in its ambition to train informed, active participants in the building of
through instruction driven in the first instance by children themselves.
ontradiction in Soviet education generally at this time is that Soviet authorities
inted to create citizens capable of independent, self-motivated action and yet,
fithe end, they feared children’s vulnerability to “foreign” persuasion, as mate-
@ion the Komsomol and Young Pioneers demonstrates. This study is telling,
about the Soviet state’s aspirations as revealed in its education program and
itations of its expectations. In progressive pedagogy, Narkomos saw the
ise of revolution fulfilled and yet ultimately shifted course towards a new
rvatism, partly in recognition of the concerns of some parents and teach-
at children were not learning fundamental skills and classrooms were in
diforder because of the teacher’s diminished authority. Furthermore, the flexible
Nstruction that progressive pedagogy embraced introduced unpredictability and
potential for challenges to Soviet political authority.
Ihe turn to a conservative pedagogy oriented around textbook use and a
icher's leadership diminished the pressure of Ukrainization, in part because of
edagogy’s reliance on literature already in print, much of which still
ained in Russian, The accompanying unification of the Ukrainian and Russian
Ukrainian was needed to prevent any rise in national frustration and dlication systems also required 2 uniformity and interchangeability of instruc-
children of recently arrived peasants to be politically responsible citize On:that Ukrainization, through its instruction in Ukrainian studies as well as
could educate their parents in turn. Narkomos officials also advocated the iz language, comphcated None of this is to say that education in the UkrSSR
lishment of Ukrainian schools in city centres, away from where migrantsite pithe 19305 was “reactionary,” but it bears repeating that Ukrainization and the
to settle. Their aim was to symbolically alter cultural identity; to de- essive pedagogy of the 1920s were mutually compatible campaigns that
the most valued establishments in a city, including the best schools a consistent with the revolution’s liberating and modernizing goals (and not
mer gymnasiums. This effort negatively impacted children who were notilJ car). The Communist Party believed Ukrainization was necessary in order
nian or not Ukrainian-speaking and were already enrolled in schools order the tsarist oppression of the past, transmit Soviet values, and transform
Ukrainize, but local education officials insisted any temporary dislocati orkforce of the republic. Tension resulted from the effort to define what the
necessary. Otherwise, urban populations would believe Ukrainization-ap of this commitment to the Ukrainian language and culture were and what
only to districts outside the city’s heart, and Ukrainian would remain a lang non-party intellectuals would have in the campaign. Short of some readily
solely associated with peasants and the marginalized. Narkomos would px ent extremes, Ukrainization was initially a negotiated process. The UkrSSR
Russified Ukrainians to continue their enrolment and, in time, transf exceptional among the Soviet republics for being a place where intellectuals
Ukrainians to other schools. Narkomos’s post:1933 reduction in the: d individuals in the republican leadership were willing to push the envelope of
of urban Ukrainian schools because of the “forced Ukrainization” of:R hitionalities policy beyond that imagined elsewhere.
(and, implicitly, Russian-speakers) meant an-abandonment of one of. thE ke a2
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Conclusion

| 1 Comparisons between language and educational policy of the 1920s and early
. 1930s and that of the post-Soviet period cannot be easily drawn; however, the
place of language is an oft-debated feature of contemporary Ukrainian public
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