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Annotation: The article is devoted to the problem of the evolution of relations between the
Soviet authorities and representatives of the academic community. The aim of the article is
to prove that these relations developed gradually and were accompanied by attempts of aca-
demics to correct the attitude of the authorities to scientists and their merits in the course of
interaction with the authorities at the bureaucratic level. At the same time, the main role in this
process was played by negotiators - academics, who cooperated with the authorities for the
sake of providing academics and members of their families and institutional development of
science, as well as preserving the values of the academic community. At the same time, the con-
tradictions between the intentions of the government to preserve the potential of science and
the tasks of local authorities to realize radical social transformations of life in the country forced
scientists to adjust the ways of speaking about science and influenced their self-consciousness.
The article is based on the materials of the archival fund of the All-Ukrainian Committee for
Assistance to Academics, preserved in the Central State Archive of Higher Authorities and
Administration of Ukraine.
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O genezie radzieckiego jezyka biurokratycznego w zarzadzaniu akademickim
w latach dwudziestych XX wieku

Streszczenie: Artykul poswiecony jest problemowi ewolugji relacji miedzy wladzami sowie-
ckimi a przedstawicielami spotecznosci akademickiej. Celem artykutu jest udowodnienie, ze
relacje te rozwijaly sie stopniowo i towarzyszyly im proby naukowcéw korygowania stosun-
ku wtadz do nich i ich zastug w toku interakcji z wladzami na szczeblu biurokratycznym.
Jednoczeénie gléwna role w tym procesie odgrywali negocjatorzy - naukowcy, ktérzy wspot-
pracowali z wladzami w celu zapewnienia pomocy naukowcom i czlonkom ich rodzin oraz
podtrzymania instytucjonalnego rozwoju nauki, a takze zachowania wartosci spotecznosci
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akademickiej. Jednoczesnie sprzecznosci miedzy intencjami wladz dotyczace zachowania po-
tencjalu nauki a zadaniami wtadz lokalnych w zakresie realizacji radykalnych przemian spo-
tecznych w zyciu kraju zmusity naukowcéw do dostosowania sposobé6w méwienia o nauce
i wplynely na ich samo$wiadomos¢. Artykul powstat na podstawie materialéw archiwalnych
Ogolnoukrainskiego Komitetu Pomocy Naukowcom, zachowanych w Centralnym Paristwo-
wym Archiwum Wyzszych Wtadz i Administracji Ukrainy.

Stowa kluczowe: Ukraina sowiecka, spotecznoéé¢ akademicka, negocjatorzy z wtadzami, na-
uka radziecka, biurokracja

Problem of the relationship
between the Soviet regime and academics

The consolidation of Soviet power in the aftermath of the Civil War was
accompanied by a radical reshaping of the old way of life. Academia was no exception.
Its reformatting took place in the context of complex interactions with the regime.
On the one hand, these interactions were characterized by mutual distrust and
even hostility: academics were alien to the new government in terms of worldview,
ideology, and class. On the other hand, working together was also inevitable, since
progress in research and education required support from the state, and without the
cooperation of academics it was impossible to put into practice plans for the economic
revival of the devastated country and education of new generations of researchers.

Today, researchers often see the search for compromise during the formation of
Soviet academia in the 1920s in terms of temporary tactical concessions to academics
by the regime.! This view is based on a retrospective analysis of the eventual outcomes
of the state’s policy in this sphere. Thus, the concept of ‘Repressed Academia’ has
been introduced to characterize the processes unfolding in academia in the first
half of the twentieth century; it implied that the targets of repression were not only
individual intellectuals and theories, but also “the academic community as a whole,
its mentality, its life in all its manifestations.”? The Ukrainian intelligentsia of the early
Soviet era is referred to by such terms as ‘the Executed Renaissance” or ‘Repressed
Renaissance,” conceptualizing the eventual political and physical reprisals against the
people that drove the revival of Ukrainian culture, science, and scholarship during
the 1920s.% In special works concerned with behavioral strategies of the intelligentsia,
focusing on repressive policies, terror, and intimidation leads to conclusions about
this group’s forced total conformism and spiritual opportunism.*

However, such interpretations, representing academics as victims of the
regime, deprive the intelligentsia of agency and remove from the research agenda
questions about the motives driving different types of academics’ behavior and

1 O. Komsaerpyk, Inmenieenyia YCPP y 1920-mi poxu: nobcaxdente xumms, Xapkis 2015, c. 126.

2 M.T. Spomesckmri, Crmaiunusm u cyovbs cobemcxott Hayku, [in:] Penpeccupobannas nayxa, Jlernn-
rpaz 1991, c. 6-33.

% See for example: Penpecobane «Bidpodxenns», Knis 1993.

+ 1. Aprymrenxo, H. Byrmart, Kongpopmiam i nonxonghopmism mbopuoi inmenirenyii 8 padsancokin Yxpaini
1920-1930-x pp.: npobaema 6ubopy, “Yxpaincekmit icropyanmii XypHan” Ne 2, 2021, c. 80-92.
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the meaning of their actions, as well as about the development of mechanisms of
interaction with the regime.

The objective of this article is to show, focusing particularly on the work of
the All-Ukrainian Committee for Assistance to Academics (VUKSU) as one of the
principal bureaucratic structures of academic management in Soviet Ukraine, that the
formation of the Soviet bureaucracy and its language was a complex process that was
directly influenced by academics, but also, being subject to the logic of bureaucratic
development, in turn gradually transformed the consciousness of the intelligentsia.

The All-Ukrainian Committee for Assistance to Academics was modeled on
a similar institution in Soviet Russia and was tasked with “preserving academic
talent and particularly valuable workers of the arts and letters necessary for socialist
construction and development of the people’s economy and culture, as well as for
serving the needs of workers” and peasants’ defense.”> The committee’s purview
covered financial support to academic workers based on establishing a record of
academic personnel and evaluating their qualifications, provision of pensions,
assistance to widows and orphans of academics, creation of conditions for medical
treatment and rehabilitation of academic workers, and protection of the interests of
academic workers in the matters of housing, as well as distribution of awards for
‘outstanding academic works’ and financing of research trips abroad. However, in
the first years of the committee’s work in the conditions of post-war devastation and
famine, the new agency was in fact mostly preoccupied with ensuring the survival
of academic intelligentsia, providing for its basic needs, and helping maintain at
least some rudimentary conditions for intellectual work. Thus, among the appeals
by Kharkiv academics to the committee in 1922-1923, we find requests for the issue of
such basic necessities as linens, clothes, and shoes (felt boots).®

Several heads of people’s commissariats served on the committee, as did
prominent academics and representatives of Ukrainian universities. Thus, V. H.
Korolenko was initially appointed as honorary chairman, and the committee’s
members included, at various times, D. I. Bahaliy, S. Yu. Semkovsky, I. 1. Kavalerov,
0. 0. Alov, D. I. Yavornytsky, L. V. Pisarzhevsky, A. Yu. Krymsky, A. P. Psheborsky,
V. Ya. Danylevsky, and D. O. Hrave. As evident from the report on the work of
the VUKSU for the period from 1921 to 1923, early on it was its academic members
that were responsible for much of the day-to-day operation. The report speaks of
a ‘comprehensive support’ from government agencies, but as forces external to the
committee’.

5 lleHTparbHWMI JIep)XKaBHUI apXiB BUINMX OpraHiB Bagy Ta ynpasiiHHs Ykpaian (LIJABO),
. 331, om. 1, cip. 5, apk. 1-138; Bunucka us Cobpanus y3akoHeHUuil U pacnopsxeHuil paboue-Kpecnvancko2o
npabumesvcmba Yxpaunv: 3a 1921 200 Ne 22 cm. 627 Ilosoxenue o Beeykpaunckom xomumeme codeticmbus
YHeHbIX.

¢ TITABO, . 331, om. 1, ciip. 16, apk. 56, Odpaujerue [1.M. baeasres 6 Komumem codeiicmbus yueHvim
Vipaunvi 2 gpebpans 2022 e.; LI ABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cip. 7, apk. 1038., Obpaujenue B.I1. byseckyaa 6 Komumem
codeticmbus yuenvim Yxpaunst 22 aubapa 1922 e.; LIIABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, ciip. 16, apk. 307, Obpaujenue E.
Kaeapob 6 Komumem codeticmbus yuenvim, 16 nosbps 1921 e.

7 HOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cnip. 4, apk. 8, Kpamxuii omuem o desmeavrocmu Beeykpautckoeo komumema
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Indeed, management of science and education was impossible without the
participation of academics in the bureaucratic structures of the new state. Managerial
work, in its essence, is the intellectual work of setting goals, and it required additional
competencies when it came to the development of academic potential. Academics
themselves understood this and took advantage of this fact. Thus, a report by the
professor of Kyiv Polytechnic Institute V. D. Koval on the economic and political
situation in Ukraine, delivered before members of the emigrant organization Action
Center at the Ukrainian embassy in Berlin in November 1921, stated that “one
consequence of the Bolshevik policy towards the intelligentsia has been a huge lack in
cultural elements, which prompted the government to mobilize them.” It was noted
that V. Koval himself held 18 different administrative posts in Kyiv.?

Nevertheless, the involvement of academics in Soviet bureaucratic structures
has been viewed in historiography with ambivalence. Collaboration with the regime
required concessions and compromises - such as, for example, the participation of
Bahaliy in the “proletarian’ reform of higher education.’ Furthermore, bureaucratic
work came with certain perks and privileges. Thus, Danylevsky, Krymsky, Bahaliy,
Hrave, and P. A. Tutkovsky received a special allowance - “a special out-of-category
rate” from the funds of the committee, which was granted “to them and their families”
for life even in the event of the loss of ability to work."

Still, it was not material benefits that were at the basis of collaboration - these
could not compensate for the material losses suffered by academics as a result of
the establishment of Soviet power. Thus, in the testimony of Bahaliy, ‘the Bolshevik
tempest’ blew away everything he had earned over decades of hard work and deprived
him of status, titles, decorations, real estate, state pension, and savings.!! In addition to
the task of simple survival, the work of academics in such conditions inevitably had
to take on the features of a mission. The innovative drive and considerable originality
in research that characterized the 1920s has attracted attention in literature. The
impetus for this was given by the threat of the destruction of the familiar social and
cultural foundations, the rapid closing of the distance between science and ideology,
and rejection by the new generation of historians of the scholarly heritage and virtues
of the past. In such conditions, scholars saw their efforts to preserve and further
develop their academic heritage as an important part of their struggle for the future of
their profession, in which maintaining intergenerational ties and preserving cultural
values was necessary for further progress.'

codeticmbus yuenvim ¢ 1 nosbps 1921 e. no 1 anbaps 1923 e.

8 E. 1O. bopucenok, «Henabucms k oaviuebusmy npexoe Beeeo, k Beaukopoccam, kak maxoBuim, HUKAKO
Bpasxdvt menepy Hem...» Habaodenus azenmol smuepanmexon opeanudayuu «Llewmp Oeticmbus» 0 KusHu Ha
Cobemcxon Yxpaune 6 nauase 1920-x ee., “TleTepOyprckmm mcropymdaeckmit XypHan” Nel, 2019, ¢.237.

° . Yeprwmi, Xapvkob 6 200wt [1epboii mupoboii botinw: u pebosoyuu, [in:] Topoda umnepuu 6 2006 Beaurxoii
Boinvl u pebortoyuu, pen. A. Muwtep, [1. Heprsmi, CaukT-IletepOypr 2017, c. 346.

0 IIIABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 7, apk. 33, Bunucxa u3 npomoxosa bopo Komumema Codeiicmbus Yuervim
Vrpaunst om 21 cpebpans 1922 e.

" B.B. Kpasuenko, [1.1. baeaxiii 8 cimai 11 mini cboei «ABmobioepacpii», [in:] baeaain [I.1. Bubpani npayi,
yHopsi., BCTYIL cT., KoMeHT. B.B. Kpapuenka, 1. 1, Xapxkis 1999, c. 18-20.

2 10.A. Kicenwosa, 3mina mpaekmopii icmopioepagpiunoi mbopuocmi y 000y icmopuunux nepesomié
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For Ukrainian academics, such as Bahaliy, Krymsky, or Hrave, work towards
further development of the institutional framework of national higher education
and the All-Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, which they had begun as early as 1918
under the Hetmanate and the Directorate of the UPR, also acquired the weight of
a mission.” Indeed, thanks to Ukrainization and the Soviet regime’s support for
the establishment of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, the first decade of Soviet
power is known as a period of intensive institutional growth of Ukrainian academia,
which would not have been possible without the administrative labors of the leading
Ukrainian intellectuals.

We may call those academics that collaborated with the regime at the level of
administration and management negotiators with the Soviet government; they acted
on behalf of the academic community in defending its interests and its individual
members. The term itself stresses the forced compromise inherent in their position.
Asrecalled by N. Polonska-Vasylenko, Ahatanhel Krymsky needed great “diplomatic
talent’ to preserve the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. Compromise was all the
more necessary because often the subject of negotiations was not only the fate of
institutions, but also that of individuals. Ordinary academics and members of their
families turned to these intermediaries for help. In the affair of the Kyiv Regional
Action Center, it was Krymsky who initiated collective action of the members of the
Academy of Sciences on behalf of the convicted.”” However, the scholar was also
forced to publish in the newspaper Proletarian Truth a statement of support for the
Soviet government in connection with the case.'®

In this article, I would particularly like to draw attention to the fact that the
search for compromise with the regime took place not only at the level of specific
decisions, privileges, and concessions, but also at the level of developing a language
of academic management. The work of negotiators in bureaucratic institutions
created a potential for the forging of such a language through interaction between
the language of Communist leaders and official decrees and the language of the
academic community, members of which in their appeals to the authorities presented
ideas about academic merit and the nature of academic labor. It is these ideas that
negotiators tried to implement in their bureaucratic activities.

nouamxy XX cm. (Ha npuxaadi mbopuocmi [I. I. Baearis ma B. II. Byseckyaa), [in:] Icmopioepagpiuni ma
Oxepenosnabui npobaemu icmopii' Ypainu. Iemopuk Ha 3aamax icmopii: doc6id nepexubanna, sipm. pen. O. L
Kypba, duinpo 2017; M.I. fIpomieBckmvi, ykas. cou.

3 O. 3aBanmbHIOK, [Imumpo baeasitt i mbopenna nayionasvnoi ynibepcumemcvkoi oc6imu 6 Ypaini (1918-
1919 poxu), “Etnivna icropis Haponis €spormt” 19, 2005, c. 41.

4 H. ITononcrKa-Bacvenko, Axademix Aeamanees KOxumobuu Kpumcokuii, 1871-1941, ” YKk palHCBKMUT
icropuk”, 03-04 (31-32), 1971, c. 91.

> H. ITononceka-Bacwienko, yxas. cou., c. 92.

16 3aaba neoominnoeo cexpemapa BYAH A. IO. Kpumcvkoeo 3 npubody cydoboeo npoyecy Hao yuacHukamu
KOL, “TIpornetapckast pasaa”, 1924, 11 ampers.
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Ways of speaking about academia in documents
of the All-Ukrainian Committee for Assistance to Academics

One of the main tasks for members of the academic community in forging
new ways of speaking about their profession was to improve the existing perception
of academics’ role in the new Soviet society and of their accomplishments and
professional value regardless of their political stance. From the beginning of the Soviet
regime, the priority of its policy towards academia was the mobilization of research
and education for the needs of socialist construction. However, academics were
not understood as allies in this cause; turning to them for help was seen as a forced
gesture — hence the ambivalent term ‘bourgeois specialists.” On the one hand, the
term emphasized the professionalism of academics, but on the other, the qualifier
‘bourgeois’ referred to a ‘class” alien to the proletariat, which induced distrust and
suspicion."”

Petitions and statements received by the Committee for Assistance to Academics
throw light on the strategies for fashioning a new image of academics and their work
in the eyes of the Soviet regime. Thus, in justifying their requests, academics and
members of their families cited first and foremost “services to science,” or “many
years of labor for the benefit of science.”*® Particular stress was laid on the recognition
of one’s contribution by specialists in relevant fields,"” as well as by the academic
community as a whole, which was to be evidenced by the election of the applicant
as a member of various academies.” Thus, on the one hand, academics responded to
the intention of the regime to support in the first place outstanding researchers and
educators, but on the other hand, they in fact pushed forward the idea that expertise
in the matters of scholarly merit was the purview of the academic community.
Interestingly, appeals to academic merit also helped in defending colleagues who
were officially accused of anti-Soviet activities.”

Negotiators followed a similar strategy, adding accents emphasizing the
importance of the prospective accomplishments of academics in the service of Soviet
science. For example, the Bureau of the All-Ukrainian Committee for Assistance to
Academics, petitioning the Ukrainian Chief Directorate of Professional Education
(Ukrglavprofobr) to grant a special allowance to the well-known folklorist M. F.
Sumtsov, asserted that this would be both “an act of justice,” because the scholar

7 Cycninvembo i 61ada 6 padancekin Yxpaini poki6 neny (1921-1928), sign. pen. C. Kympunipkni, T. 2,
Kwnis 2015, c. 17.

# TIJABO, &. 331, om. 1, ciip. 7, apk. 58-5938, Obpaujerue 6 Komumem nomousu yuenvim na Ykpaune
6006b1 bviBuieco npogpeccopa Xapvkobekoeo yHubepcumema no kagpedpe ucmopuu E.B. byyunckoi 23 maa 1922 .

¥ IIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, ciip. 37, apk. 13538, Obpawenue 6 Komumem nomouyu yuenvim YVipaunst B.I1.
Byseckyaa, 3 oxmsbpsa 1922 e.

2 IOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, ciip. 7, apk. 963B., B Komumem codeiicmbus yuenvim I'paxoanxu Xaranckoi
Eausabemvr Asexcandpobuu; LIITABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cp. 7, apk. 306, Odpaujenue npocpecopa Apxaduii
IaBr06uu I'onoBuenko, 15 oxmsabpa 1922 e.

2 IOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cip. 17, apk. 16, B Beeyxpaunckuii xomumem codeticmbus yuensim, M.0.
pexmopa H. T'oavdun 4 noabpa 1921 e.; HOABO, . 331, on. 1, cip. 37, apk. 135, Obpaujenue 6 Komumem
nomowyu yuenwvim Ypaunst B.I1. byseckyaa, 3 oxmsabdpsa 1922 e.; LIIIABO, . 331, om. 1, ciip. 6, apk. 19-1938,
Obpawjenue npogpeccopol Xapwvrobcroeo yHubepcumema 6 Komumen no codesicmbuio yuenvim npu Hapxomnpoce.
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had always fought against “Great Russian nationalism,” and that of pragmatism,
because such material support would create the conditions for the scholar to complete
a number of works “of importance for scholarship not only in Ukraine, but also in
other, especially Slavic, countries.”*

On the other hand, academics felt pressed to choose from their previous
experience facts that, in their view, best fit the socio-political needs of the moment.
Thus S. Rayevsky, once the superintendent of the Kharkiv school district, stressed
his accomplishments specifically in the field of popular education, which, in his
opinion, now gave him the “moral right” to seek support.? The widow of Emeritus
Professor V. Nadler cited in her appeal the student unrest of 1905 in Kharkiv, during
which she continued to work for free in the student canteen, not standing down
even after being wounded in the arm.* The founder of the branch of criminology in
forensic medicine M. S. Bokarius, supplementing his petition to the committee with
a professional autobiography, begins the latter with an account of his service on the
committee for the setting up of rural libraries and reading rooms under the leadership
of Danylevsky, now a member of the Committee for Assistance to Academics.” These
documents thus indicate that the development of Soviet bureaucratic criteria for
evaluating the social significance of the work of the intelligentsia was a slow process,
initially involving characterizations of pre-revolutionary activities and experience of
social work for the benefit of the lower classes.

However, sometimes an academic’s professional experience did not fit the
current ideological requirements, in which case it was quietly passed over. Both
management of educational institutions and negotiators were often complicit in
such record cleansing, which potentially strengthened the ties within the academic
community.

One such administrator willing to protect those of his colleagues and their
family members whose activities in the imperial era fell outside the new canon of
serving the dictatorship of the proletariat was historian M. S. Holdin, vice-rector of
the Kharkiv Institute of People’s Education (and before the revolution - privatdozent
of Kharkiv University). In his note on the activities of the late Kharkiv University
theology professor M. S. Stelletsky, supplementing a petition by Stelletsky’s widow,
Holdin indicates that the deceased taught a course on the history of ethics in 1919,
but ‘forgets” to mention that for a decade before that Professor Stelletsky had taught
a theology course at Kharkiv University, and that in 1919 he was executed by the
Bolsheviks. In support of another petition, submitted by the ex-wife of professor A.

2 IHOABO, &. 331, om. 1, cinp. 21, apk. 27238, Konus Buinucku us npomoxosa bwopo Komumema
Codeticmbus Yuenvim 06 obecneuenuu npogp. Cymyoba, 5 anbaps 1922 e.

2 HOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cp. 6, apk. 183s. 3as6senue C.A. Paebckoeo 6 Beeykpaunckuii Komumem
codeticmbus yuenvim npu Hapxomnpoce, 26 anbaps 1922 e.

# ITOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cip. 7, apk. 10438., IIpouierue 6006t 3acaysxentoeo npogpeccopa B.K. Hadsepa
M.3. Haozep 6 Komumem codeticmbus yuenvim Ha Ypaune.

» TIJABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk.. 120-12238, Obdpaujenue npogp. H. Boxapuyca 6 Komumem
codeticmbus yuenvim YCCP.

% TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 6, apk. 115, Cnpabxa 6006e npocpeccopa H.C. Cmenreykoeo, 17 mas 1922 e.
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S. Vyazihin (a leading figure in the right-wing movement and head of the Kharkiv
branch of the monarchist organization Union of the Russian People, executed together
with Stelletsky), Holdin wrote that “Professor Vyazihin's services to Russian science
are so widely known that there is no need to point them out.””” These documents are
not only evidence of Mykola Holdin’s civic courage, but also testimony to how, in
moments of crisis and conflict, communities are compelled to articulate the ethical
principles that guide them.

Thus, appeals to the authorities helped in the important task of establishing
continuity between the social merit of the professors of the ‘pre-revolutionary” and
‘post-revolutionary” eras. Academics focused less on their and their colleagues’
loyalty than on scholarly achievements and recognition by specialist colleagues and
academies of sciences, thus “imposing” on the regime the ideals and criteria prevalent
within the academic community itself. Our documents are a vivid example of the
process of developing a language about academia - a ‘cultural orthodoxy” as defined
by S. Fitzpatrick, formed on the basis of local professional orthodoxies in the course
of interaction between professionals and party administrators in the cultural sphere.?

Academics had yet more opportunities to state and restate the scientific and
social importance of their work as they fought to take back their nationalized homes.
In August 1918, the Presidium of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee passed
adecree “On the Abolition of the Right of Property in Real Estate in Cities,” which gave
local authorities full control over residential housing.?” The “housing redistribution’
was especially dramatic in Kharkiv. In 1919, the city was proclaimed the capital of
Soviet Ukraine, maintaining this status until 1934. Kharkiv was sorely lacking office
space for Soviet institutions and residential real estate for the implementation of the
Soviet housing policy, which was based on the idea of restoring social justice and
redistributing resources in favor of those who had been deprived of privileges under
the old regime, especially the proletariat. University professors, whose homes were
usually located in the city center and, as a rule, were well equipped with amenities
such as electricity, central heating, and running water, were relegated to the category
of the ‘bourgeoisie’ and forced to share their privileges.

Most professors suffered from the so-called ‘densification,” when strangers
moved into their homes. Professorial petitions also testify to such practices as the
taking away of “in-room extra space possessed by residents.” Thus, in 1922, in
addition to eight members of the family of the already-mentioned professor of

7 IIOABO, ¢.331, om. 1, ciip. 7, apk. 118, I1pouserue 6006w npogpeccopa T. M. Basueunon 6 Beeyxpauncruii
Komumem no codeticmbuio yuenvim, 1 abeycma 1922 e.

® S. Fitzpatrick, The Cultural Front. Power and Culture in Revolutionary Russia, Ithaca - London 1992,
pp. 248-250.

¥ This order began to apply to the houses of Kharkiv professors after the final establishment of
Soviet power in the city. But difficulties had started even before that. For example, in December 1917
Bolshevik soldiers entered the house of the history professor V. P. Buzeskul at night with the intention of
placing a machine gun in the window of his study to fire at armored cars, and only the surrender of the
latter saved the “abode of the muse Clio.”. See: IncTuryT pykomvcy HarrionamsHoi 6ibmiorexn Ykpaiam
imeni B.I. Beprancekoro (IP HBYB), ¢. 3, ciip. 50730, apk. 19. Tucemo B. Cabbvt k B.C. UkonnuxoBy, 10
Oexabpa 1917 e.
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philology Sumtsov, twelve strangers lived in the professor’s eight-room house.
Sumtsov’s study, in particular, accommodated four people.*® History professor V. L
Veretennykov also wrote in his petition to the committee about living in a passage
room with his mother. The irony was that Veretennykov was asking not to evict his
housemates, who gave him “a complete and calm opportunity to engage in academic
work.”* In fact, the direct connection between living and working conditions was
always cited to give weight to appeals for improvement in the former.

Cases of academics being evicted from their homes were also frequent. Thus,
historian V. P. Buzeskul was forced to vacate his townhouse, given for the needs of an
orphanage; the house of the surgeon M. P. Trinkler, founder of the Kharkiv University
clinic, became a collection facility for ‘defective children’ (juvenile delinquents); the
Book Chamber of Ukraine moved into the house of the Alchevskys, formerly noted
philanthropists and organizers of popular education; and four families lived in the
house of the chemist V. F. Tymofeyev.*

The concept of home is archetypal; ithas no negative connotations, and the sense
of home is a key biocultural adaptation mechanism contributing to the organization of
our thought, feeling, and behavior. So, the forced loss of a home not only represents the
loss of a place of residence, but also can become a factor in the erosion of personality.*
Moreover, the campaign to confiscate or ‘densify” professorial homes had a powerful
social and ideological subtext. Houses of university professors built at their own
expense testified to the importance and recognition of their work. As a rule, they were
repositories of research libraries and collections and “sacred loci” in which science was
done. They were also ‘open’ to guests and served as gathering places for members of
the university corporation®. Thus, an inventory of items requisitioned from the house
of Professor Buzeskul (18 Viennese chairs and 12 dining chairs, 9 tables of various
kinds) indicates that this was a true “professor’s home,” open for visitors and friendly
dinners with colleagues. According to the testimony of V. I. Savva, for instance, in
1903 Buzeskul (at that time dean of the Faculty of History and Philology of Kharkiv
University) hosted the celebration of a round birthday of Professor Marin Drinov at
his house. Among those invited were members of the faculty, rector of the university,
and superintendent of the Kharkiv school district®. Deprivation of the right to own
a home, densification, and eviction were both means and symbols of the stripping of
university professors of their social status and devaluation of the professorial lifestyle.

% IIIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cp. 54, apk. 1033B., 3aabaenue npogpeccopa H. Cymyoba 6o Bceykp. x-m
codeticmb. yuenvim, 30 mas 1922 e.

3 IIIABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 8, apk. 243B., 3aabaenue npog. Bepemennuxoba 6 Komumem codeticmbus
yuenvim u 6 Hayunwviii Komumem npu Hapxomnpoce,13 oxmsabpa 1921 e.

2 IOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cup. 46, apk. 52-533B., Ilian pearusayuu nocmarobrenus BYLIMKa o
xBapmupax 12-mu nayunsix pabomuuxob, 13 anpeas.

% See: R.K. Papadopoulos, Involuntary Dislocation: Home, Trauma, Resilience, and Adversity-Activated
Development, London - New York 2021.

¥ C.J. ITocoxos, Vuubepcumem u eopod 6 Poccuiickoi umnepuu (6mopas nosobuna XVIII - nepbas
noaoBuna XIX 66.), Xapvkos 2014, c. 309-314, 353-357.

% TP HBYB, ¢. 3, crip. 50792, apx. 178-179. ITucemo B. Cab6ui x B.C. UkonnuxoBy, 16 Hoabps, 1903 e.
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In 1921, after the passing of the decree “On Improving the Living Conditions
of Academics,” it became possible to get one’s home back. It was this document that
academics drew on in their struggle for living space. In their individual and collective
petitions, they argued that it was a ‘state necessity’ to set apart workers of the arts and
sciences as a special group, asserted that their homes had been acquired through their
personal labor®*® and paid for exclusively from their labor earnings,” and insisted that
the specifics of proper and productive academic work required a designated study
and a library.?®

Academics also employed other strategies, such as investing their living space
with additional social significance. For example, Professor Bahaliy opened his personal
library, consisting of six thousand volumes, for the use of the Research Department of
the History of Ukraine, newly established in Kharkiv. Professor of forensic medicine
Bokarius, founder of the Institute of Forensic Expertise in Kharkiv, petitioned for four
rooms in his own apartment to be restored to him, stating that he needed his library
and study not only for scientific work, but also as a reception room and office for
performing the duties of the director of the Saky District Resort Administration.
These strategies testify to the ingenuity of academics in defending their rights, but
also to changes in the cultural value of an academic’s work: intellectual labor was
losing its intrinsic worth, while awareness of the increased importance of the social
benefits generated by it was growing.

However, such stratagems were not always successful. In Kharkiv, the
valuation ceiling for homes subject to denationalization was comparatively low -
3,000 rubles (as opposed to, for instance, 20,000 rubles in Kyiv). The townhouses of
Kharkiv professors were valued above this amount. The efforts of the negotiators on
behalf of the VUKSU to get the City Executive Committee to raise the ceiling to 15,000
rubles, pointing out that academics, when building their houses, had not pursued the
goal of capital investment and profit but had tried to create premises convenient for
personal life and work,* came to naught.

Only distinguished academics were granted the right to use their homes, in
recognition of their “outstanding achievements in the field of arts and sciences.”*' But
even then the denationalization of their homes by Kharkiv academics required special
official directives and bureaucratic correspondence with both central executive and
local authorities. Thus, it was the regime that became the source of the restoration

% TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 2-3, Beeykpaurckomy xomumeny codeticmbus yuenvix. Ilemuyus
om Hayunwvlx pabomuukob, 1 dex 1921 - 1 an6 1922 e.

% TIOABO, ¢. 331, on. 1, crip. 21, apk. 224-22638, Konus obpawenus 6 Xapvkoberkuii eopcobem,3 uions
1922 e.

¥ LIOABO, . 331, om. 1, ciip. 8, apk. 73B., 3aabaenue npogp. E.I'. Kaeapoba T. I1pedcedamento Komuccuu
no opeanusayuu Hayuno-uccaedobamevckux Uncmumymob, 30 cenmabps 1921 e.

¥ TIJABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 123, 3as6aenue 6 Komumem codeticmbus yuensim npogpeccopa
Meouyuncxoeo uncmumyma H.C. Boxapuyca, 28 dexabps 1922 e.

“© IOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 13, Obpaujernue BKCY 6 Xapvkobexuii I'youcnoaxom. 1 anbaps
1922 e.

“ TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 14, Cnucox HayuHbix pabomuuxo8 okasabuiux ocobbie 3acayeu 6
obaacmu Hayxku u uckyccmba 0omobaadeHus KomopsLx nooexams deHayuonasusayuu, 1 abeycma 1922 e.
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and distribution of benefits and status, as well as the de facto arbiter in evaluating
academic merit.

Importantly, part of the Soviet regime’s policy towards academia was the
grouping of academics into categories according to their qualifications. However, in
the early days of Soviet power this task was also in the hands of those representatives
of the academic community whom we have called negotiators - it was one of the
functions of the All-Ukrainian Committee for Assistance to Academics. In 1922,
academics were divided into five categories. The lower categories included young
researchers, and the higher - outstanding scientists who had already made significant
contributions to research and education. Both the amount of material support
(‘academic allowance’) and the teaching load depended on the category. Despite the
obvious practical benefits of this ranking for some, we may note the interesting case
of the Kharkiv chemistry professor V. F. Tymofeyev, who wrote to the committee
in 1922. He stated that he considered the high estimation of his academic work
exaggerated and, for his “peace of mind,” made a “categorical request” not to be
assigned the top category*.

This case exemplifies a contradiction between the recognition of academic
merit in the imperial-era tradition, when the professional weight of a researcher and
educator was the result of the evaluation of his work through research competitions
and the awarding of titles and honors, and the nascent tradition of Soviet bureaucratic
ranking, which reflected rather the degree of an academic’s usefulness to the regime
and the new society. Tymofeyev’s ethical stance represented resistance to the
emerging trend. Moreover, this case indicates that within the Soviet bureaucratic
apparatus it was initially academics themselves that served as the principal agents of
this policy while trying to help and protect their colleagues.

At the end of the 1920s, the situation began to change. In 1927, the professional
ranking of academics was simplified to three categories. The expert selection changed
as well. Thus, the Ukrainian Expert Commission for the Qualification of Academics
now included only three representatives of the profession (from the Academy of
Sciences, the Institute of Marxism and Marx Studies, and the Board of the Section
of Academic Workers of the City of Kharkiv). All other members represented
bureaucratic agencies (the Scientific Committee of the Main Directorate of Professional
Education, Ukrainian Council of the People’s Economy, People’s Commissariat of
Healthcare, People’s Commissariat of Agriculture, and Ukrainian Central Bureau of
Trade Unions).®

Moreover, the instructions issued to the commission stated that academic titles
and positions (professor, assistant, aspirant, prozektor) did not determine qualifications,
and the ranking of academics depended on their productivity, the originality of their
work from the point of view of the latest achievements of science and technology, and

2 TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cip. 37, apk. 98, 3asbaenue npog. B. Tumocpeeba 6 Hayunviii komumen,
18 urona 1922 e.

# TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cip. 5, apk. 14, IToaoxenue sxkcnepmHo KOMUCCUY 10 HAYUHOU kKbaruduxayuu
YHeHbIX VKpaunsL.
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“the past and present usefulness of an academic’s work to the Republic.”* At first
glance, these demands may seem justified in the context of the reform of research and
higher education. However, the overall thrust of the reform was that the expert
function, which had traditionally belonged to the academic community, was now
taken over by the regime, which could ignore academics” accomplishments and
services during the imperial era. This reform, weakening the academic community,
had far-reaching consequences for research and education in Ukraine; its effects
are still felt today.

Returning to the subject of residential real estate denationalization in
Kharkiv, we may note that by a special resolution of the All-Ukrainian Central
Executive Committee from 3 March 1923, only twelve outstanding academic and
cultural figures out of the ninety-two living in the city, having lost the right of
home ownership, were, however, granted the right of lifelong residence in their
houses (usually in self-contained apartments set apart from the rest of the house).

Still, even for this very select group, the housing vicissitudes did not end
there. A drawn-out confrontation with the local authorities began. Despite the fact
that these academics lost the ownership of their homes, their petitions show that
in 1923 they were required to pay building fees.*” The draft rules on living space
allotment for academics were in fact approved only in May 1924.% However, in
October 1924 the individuals in question were once again faced with the need
to pay rent for the land plots on which their houses stood,*” because, according
to the decree and instructions from 12 November 1923 on the collection of rents
from land plots, land under the houses that contained their apartments was not
included in the list of land holdings exempt from taxes and fees, as was explained
by the provincial treasury department in response to the VUKSU’s request for
clarification.*®

Thus, the issue of securing perquisites even for a small number of outstanding
academic and cultural figures repeatedly came into conflict with the logic of the
general housing policy and required constant efforts on the part of the committee
in promoting the necessary legislative initiatives and coordinating government
decisions at different levels. In doing this, functionaries of the VUKSU invoked
directives of party leaders, who considered the duty of “preserving scientific
talent, which continues in exceptionally difficult conditions the great work aimed

“ TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cip. 5, apk. 15, Mucmpyxyus x nosoxenuio o k6arugpuxayu HAyuHbX
pabomuuko8 Yxpaunsl.

“ IIIABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, cip. 46, apk. 143, Bo Beeyxpaunckuii komumem codeticmbus yuensim 3aa61enue
II.U. Baeases, 7 mas 1923 e.

“ ITOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 161, Bunucka us npomoxoaa sacedanus B>XKK npu BYLIMK om
6 mas 1924 2.; HOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 166, [Ipoexm npabus o Hopmax niouaou, nooiexaujer
3aKpeneHuio 3a HAYYHbIMU 30 HAYUHbIMU pabonHukamu 6 nojesHoe nov3obanie.

¥ TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, ciip. 46, apk. 12838, B BYKCY sasbaenue axademuxa B.I1. Byseckyaa, 8
oxmabpa 1924 2., LIIIABO, . 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 130, Bo Beeykpaunckuii komumenm codeticmbus yuenvim
ep. I0.A. Tupwiman.

® TIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, ciip. 46, apk. 127. Ombem I'yogpunomodeaa 6o Bceykpaurnckuii xomumen
codeticmbus yuenvim. 13 nosdps 1924 e.
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at reviving the economy and lifting up science and culture... one of the most
important duties of local Soviet government agencies.”* The committee also
stressed the great role of the cultural and educational work done by these figures in
the Ukrainian capital, which “has left a notable mark on the activities of a number
of Kharkiv institutions.” This was in fact recognized by the Kharkiv City Executive
Committee, which gave their apartments to the academics “as a gift.”*

Arguments for academic merit were of great importance in the conditions
when the majority of party members, representing the barely literate masses, shared
anti-intellectual sentiments and approved of violent methods of interaction with
academic and cultural figures.” In fact, VUKSU documents testify to the efforts
of negotiators at the local level to put into practice the calls of some senior party
leaders to work towards preserving the social significance of academic work and
promoting the image of the exceptional complexity and importance of intellectual
labor in general, ensuring the proper place of “workers of the highest labor”> in
the hierarchy of the new society.

But in the matters of housing, as in many others, violations of government
decrees and open abuse of power by local Soviet officials were commonplace.
The VUKSU received numerous complaints that state-level security warrants and
official government orders regarding housing standards for workers of the arts and
sciences were often misinterpreted or simply ignored by local authorities.”® Abuses
and violations accumulated to such an extent that on 14 May 1923 Chairman of
the Council of People’s Commissars of the Ukrainian SSR Christian Rakovsky sent
a circular letter to all provincial executive committees clarifying the government’s
position on housing for the intelligentsia: “According to the information we
have been receiving lately, many cities pay no heed at all to the need to support
academic workers, who continue to be subject to evictions, fees in amounts that
exceed their earnings, densification, confiscation of furniture, etc. Such actions of
local bodies and institutions cause significant damage to the Soviet republic and
are completely unacceptable.” The letter categorically recommended that local
authorities “...equate academic workers registered with the VUKSU and its local
branches with industrial workers in terms of rents and utility payments, extending
to them all the benefits and advantages provided by local councils and executive
committees. Cancel all additional fees for the above-mentioned academic workers.
Secure for them special rooms (studies) that are in their use, without any additional
fees. Under no circumstances allow the densification of academic workers, avoid

¥ See for instance an address to the Commission on Residential Affairs from April 1924, signed
by head of the VUKSU Ya. Ryappo: LIITIABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 1713B. 3anucka Bceykpaurckoeo
KomMumema codeticmbus yuenvix npedcedamento Boicuien xurungron komuccuu BYLIUK, anpeas 1924.

% TIIOABO, ¢. 331, om. 1, crip. 46, apk. 1713B.

1 T.B. Kacwsinos, Vxpaincoka inmeaieenyis 1920-x - 1930-x poki6: coyiarsnuil nopmpem ma icmopuuna
0045, Kuis 1992, c. 20-26.
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any kind of evictions, forbid the confiscation of furniture. Equate the widows of
academic workers with invalids.”**

Thus, the work of negotiators had to be done under difficult conditions of
conflict between the logic of local bureaucracies, carrying out a radical transformation
of social life, and efforts by the higher authorities to functionally preserve for the
country the academic potential inherited from the imperial era without compromising
the ideological criteria for evaluating the performance of academics.

Conclusion

Documents of the All-Ukrainian Committee for Assistance to Academics
demonstrate that in the first years of Soviet power criteria for assessing the social
contribution of the intelligentsia were taking shape slowly, and academics actively
participated in the development of a language of academic management and
evaluation of academic performance that would take into account the specifics and
importance of this form of labor. Researchers and educators tried to secure continuity
in evaluating professional accomplishments within their group from the imperial to
the Soviet era, adhere to and articulate professional ethical principles, and explain the
nature and significance of academic labor.

The success of such efforts could only be ensured through the collaboration
of prominent academics with the regime - I have called such academics, serving in
bureaucratic roles, negotiators. It was to them that their colleagues addressed their
appeals, and it was they who then spoke on their colleagues’ behalf before Soviet
central executive and local authorities. Negotiators became the agents who formulated
the ‘image’ of academia for the regime, trying, after the approval of this ‘image” at the
highest level, to put it into practice at the level of local bureaucratic decision-making.

However, the ideological context and public sentiment affected the ways in
which representatives of the academic community spoke about their profession: they
were forced to gradually accept new rules for evaluating academic work, based on its
social, rather than scientific, usefulness. Importantly, this change was happening as
academics were trying to ensure the fulfillment of their most basic needs and regain
the right to live in their own homes. The process of reclaiming the right to home
even for a small group of academics, accompanied by endless bureaucratic friction,
gave rise to feelings of uncertainty and insecurity even for the most distinguished
professors, forcing them into life-long correspondence with the authorities, which
overall tended to increase their dependence on, and loyalty to, the regime. This
should help us appreciate the real-life complexity of repressive policies, woven as
they were from the activities of diverse social actors, their clashing interests, available
resources, and behavioral practices.

But what I offer here is only an attempt to draw attention to the problem of
the academic community’s resistance during the fundamental social changes of the
1920s through influencing the development of the bureaucratic language of academic
management, as well as to the role of academic negotiators in this process. These

% Quoted after O. KorsacTpyk, xas. npays, c. 284.
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aspects of academic work and life - so far, I believe, underexplored in research
literature - provide a promising angle for the study of the relationship between the
academic community and state power.
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