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(GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS

This list includes names, acronyms, abbreviations, and translations of foreign
words that appear frequently in the text.

All-Union NKGB or Ukrainian NKGB: Narodnyi Komissariat Gosudarstvennoi
Bezopasnosti (People’s Commissariat of State Security / Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics or Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic). These Peo-
ple’s Commissariats were renamed Ministries (Ministerstvo) or All-Union
MGB / Ukrainian MGB in March 1946.

All-Union NKVD or Ukrainian NKVD: Narodnyi Komissariat Vnutrennykh
Del (People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs / Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics or Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic). These People’s
Commissariats were renamed Ministries (Ministerstvo) or All-Union
MVD / Ukrainian MVD in March 1946.

All-Union TsK: Tsentral’nyi Komitet / Vsesoiuznaia Komunisticheskaia Partiia
(Bol'shevikov) (Central Committee / All-Union Communist Party [Bol-
sheviks])

Gorkom: Gorodskoi Komitet Komunisticheskoi Partii Bol'shevikov Ukrainy
(City Committee of the Communist Party [Bolsheviks] of Ukraine)

GKO: Gosudarstvennyi Komitet Oborony (State Committee of Defense)

NKZhGS UkrSSR: Narodnyi Komissariat Zhilishchnogo Grazhdanskogo
Stroitel’stova / Ukrainskaia Sovetskaia Sotsialisticheskaia Respublika
(People’s Commissariat of Housing and Civilian Construction / Ukrai-
nian Soviet Socialist Republic). This People’s Commissariat was renamed
Ministry (Ministerstvo) or MKZhGS UkrSSR in March 1946.

Obkom: Oblastnoi Komitet Komunisticheskoi Partii Bol’shevikov Ukrainy
(Oblast Committee of the Communist Party [Bolsheviks] of Ukraine)

Oblast: administrative region within a Soviet republic

Okruzhentsy: Communist Party members who lived on Soviet territory occupied
by Germany

Orgnabor: “Organized recruitment” of Soviet citizens for work in the Soviet
economy
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Xiv Glossary and Abbreviations

OSMCh: Osobaia Stroitel’'naia Montazhnaia Chast’ (a special construction
assembly unit composed of Soviet citizens eligible for the draft but not
physically fit enough to serve)

Ostarbeitery: “East Workers” (Soviet citizens taken by the Germans to work in
Germany and other occupied places)

Partiinost: Party affiliation

Raikom: Raionnyi Komitet Komunisticheskoi Partii Bol'shevikov Ukrainy (Dis-
trict Committee of the Communist Party [Bolsheviks] of Ukraine)

Raion: administrative district within a Soviet oblast or city

RSESR: Rossiiskaia Sovetskaia Federativnaia Sotsialisticheskaia Respublika (Rus-
sian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic)

SNK SSSR and UkrSSR: Sovet Narodnykh Komissarov / Soiuz Sovetskikh Sotsi-
alisticheskikh Respublikov and Ukrainskaia Sovetskaia Sotsialisticheskaia
Respublika (Council of People’s Commissars / Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics / Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. Both of these Councils
of People’s Commissars were renamed Council of Ministers (Sover Min-
istrov) or SM SSSR / UkrSSR in March 1946.

Ukrainian TsK: Tsentral’nyi Komitet / Komunisticheskaia Partiia Bol'shevikov

Ukrainy (Central Committee / Communist Party of Ukraine [Bolshe-
viks])
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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATIONS

All transliterations of places, institutions, and people in this book use the Library
of Congress system with the following rules. Names of places that were located
in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic usually have Ukrainian transliteration,
while places that were located in other parts of the Soviet Union are usually given
in Russian transliteration. One exception is for those places (cities, towns, dis-
tricts, villages, streets, etc.) found in direct quotations in the text. These are trans-
literated from Ukrainian if the document in question was written in Ukrainian
or from Russian if the document was written in Russian. A second exception is
for those places with names familiar to the western reader such as Lenin Street or
Molotov Raion (District). Institutional and personal names mentioned repeatedly
are transliterated from Russian because the archival documents employed were
most commonly in Russian. Institutional and personal names mentioned only
occasionally are transliterated from the language in which their names were found
in the archives.
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INTRODUCTION

On October 28, 1944, a Red Army officer named Kostenko wrote to the leaders
of Soviet Ukraine’s Communist government, and stated:

A year has passed since the liberation of the city of Kyiv. About the same
amount of time has passed since I started to solicit the return of my family
from evacuation in Omsk [Russia] to our hometown of Kyiv. I wrote—and so
did the command of my military unit on my behalf—to all organizations for
them to help my family return to Kyiv. But what has been done? Nothing! At a
time when I have spared neither blood nor my life itself fighting for Kyiv, and
for the liberation of Ukrainian land, there are bureaucrats who have saved a few
drops of ink rather than write an answer to my requests. . . . And now . .. I am
not happy. I am malicious. My hand grips my gun with a burning hatred. I ask
myself, what has been done for my family? Where is the payback for my suffer-
ing? Just let them know, then, those bureaucrats hiding within the walls of the
Kyiv City Soviet, that I damn them. And when I return from the field of battle,
I will find them, and I wont mind using a few of my spare bullets on them. I
ask that you give them this.!

Unfortunately, Kostenko’s request had landed on deaf ears. After the Nazi occupa-
tion’s end on November 6, 1943, the Ukrainian Communists watched helplessly
as ordinary people ignored formalities, and returned by any means possible to
resettle a depopulated Kyiv, still a “regime city of the first category” according to
Joseph Stalin’s guardians of state security—the All-Union People’s Commissariat
of Internal Affairs (NKVD) headquartered in Moscow. As a result of the
Ukrainian Communists' management of this reassembling population, Stalin’s
regime stealthily adjusted its rule to satisfy the anti-Semitic interests of Kyivs
Ukrainian majority—to the detriment of its Jewish minority. And in a situation
where scarcity on all fronts ruled, the Ukrainian Communists’ best means of rele-
gitimizing Soviet power were by capitalizing on Moscow’s public call for ideologi-
cal vigilance in 1946, and arguing for their own indispensability as the leaders of
a damaged—but still popular—state. This book’s goal is to examine these clues to
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2 Introduction

better show why the propaganda of the Stalin regime at the beginning of the Cold
War emphasized anti-Semitic and statist discourse.

The argument here demonstrates this interpretation of the history of the Soviet
Union in the 1940s by studying the archival records of Ukraine and Russia. In
particular, this book examines the records of the Ukrainian Communist Party
at its local (city and oblast committee) and republic (central committee) lev-
els, the Ukrainian government at its local (city and oblast soviet) and republic
(Council of People’s Commissars) levels, and their correspondence with each
other as well as with the Stalin regime located in Moscow. First, it focuses on the
resettlement of a million-strong Soviet city after its emptying by Nazi occupiers
during the Second World War. It explores why Kyiv's Communist leaders, as the
city’s population swelled to 700,000 people by the end of 1946, were unable
to purge it of “socially dangerous” people, or prevent the unorganized return
of others from evacuation. It also investigates why the Stalin regime’s efforts to
mobilize labor toward housing reconstruction in Kyiv were unsuccessful even as
it guarded the population actually resettling there from such hardships. Second,
the work examines the city’s reassembled population and explains why the tim-
ing of an individual’s return was important amid the wartime scarcity of hous-
ing. It considers why the local party committees guarded access to their ranks,
and why trying to satisfy the interests of the formerly occupied, returnees, con-
scripted laborers, and demobilized soldiers continually put these leaders in dif-
ficult positions. Third, this project studies the Ukrainian authorities” attempt to
relegitimize Soviet power as they acquiesced to powerful groups’ maneuverings
through the postwar order. It explores why the government’s argument that they
could lead within a partially destroyed but still triumphant state system became
its most useful rallying cry, and why those in power allowed anti-Semitic “mani-
festations,” servicemen’s crimes, and their own rank and file’s dissipate behavior
to acquire new legitimacy. In short, this book explains the state-society relation-
ship in Kyiv, Ukraine, after the Nazi occupation to provide context for under-

standing how the Stalin regime promoted its hegemony, in general, by the end
of the 1940s.

Kyiv before the Soviet Liberation of November 6, 1943

Scholarly studies of Kyiv’s pre—~World War II history provide an introduction to
the events discussed here. One portrait of the Tsarist-era city points to its undemo-
cratic politics, which suppressed Ukrainians’ social aspirations.” Another notes its
“imperial atmosphere,” which left Kyiv’s sizable Jewish minority utterly despon-
dent before the Bolshevik Revolution.? The political champions of late Tsarist
Kyiv were its Little Russian nationalists who successfully wooed St. Petersburg,
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Introduction 3

as well as the city’s masses, by claiming Jewish capitalists and Ukrainian separat-
ists were harming everyone else’s interests.* Following the Red triumph in the
Russian Civil War, the Bolsheviks’ promotion of Ukrainian culture during the
1920s, along with their modernization of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic’s
economy, spurred both Ukrainian and Jewish hopes for the future. But while rela-
tively urbane Jews benefited from increased career opportunities, Bolshevik leader
Mykola Skrypnyk’s 1920s “Ukrainization” campaign was less successful, due to
the lack of human capital necessary to teach the Ukrainian language.’ Stalin’s sup-
pression of “bourgeois nationalism” followed during the industrialization cam-
paign of 1928-32, and his turn toward Russian culture to guide the building of
a socialist society signaled to Kyiv’s Ukrainians and Jews that falling in line with
Moscow’s needs was paramount.

In the decade prior to World War II, Kyiv visibly took part in Stalin’s rev-
olution. Newly built and remodeled factories produced equipment for the
Soviet Union’s shipping, textile, and agricultural machine industries. This
expansion of production—the prerevolutionary city had been a center of light
industry and food processing—and of the laboring population also increased
Kyiv’s importance as a transport center. New railway bridges were built across
the Dnipro River, and huge depots, freight yards, and repair shops occupied
prominent places on the river’s banks. After the Stalin regime made Kyiv the
Ukrainian capital (replacing Kharkiv) in 1934, the city experienced the arrival
of a large number of bureaucrats and scholars, and a set of extensive infra-
structure improvements.

Although an ensuing housing shortage remained unsolved, huge new build-
ings were constructed for the Central Committee of the Ukrainian Communist
Party (Ukrainian TsK) as well as the Ukrainian republic’s Council of People’s
Commissars (SNK UkrSSR), and the city’s opera house was refurbished. All these
projects highlighted Kyiv’s new status as an administrative and cultural center. By
1941, the city’s population had reached one million, and it became the third-larg-
est city in the Soviet Union. But amid this “proletarianization” of Kyiv there was
little mention of Ukrainization, as a gradual Russification had enveloped the city.6
Nevertheless, such Bolshevization had produced an increasingly urbane group of
Ukrainians—now over half the city’s population—willing to co-opt Moscow’s
plans toward success.

Nazi Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union, on June 22, 1941, unleashed
a whirlwind of activity in Kyiv. Within a few weeks, 200,000 of its people were
drafted into, or volunteered for, the ranks of the Red Army.” Some factories were
hurriedly converted to war production, and Moscow ordered local party leaders
to mobilize Kyivans to build fortification rings on the city’s western outskirts.
Activity became even more hectic once the Wehrmacht approached Kyiv’s outer
defense ring in early July, and the Moscow-based State Committee of Defense
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4 Introduction

(GKO) decided to begin the evacuation of right-bank Ukraine. Within the next
two months, some 350,000 Kyivans left their homes for places such as Cheliabinsk
and Ufa in the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic (RSFSR), as well as
Tashkent, the capital of the Uzbek Soviet Socialist Republic. This group included
the city’s skilled workers and administrators, its scientific and artistic intelligentsia,
and about half of its 37,000-strong party membership and their families. Many of
these people were Russians, but Jews were a significant minority as well, for both
groups were better educated than the Ukrainians at this point. With them went
the full or partial equipment of two hundred of Kyiv’s industrial enterprises and as
much of the city’s artistic and scientific heritage as could be loaded onto the few
trains set aside for such purposes.

All of this was done just in time. In mid-September, the Germans encircled
those helping the Red Army to defend the city, including a thirty-thousand-strong
people’s militia, the workers bonded to factories producing war materials, and
school teachers instructing the workers’ children. These dramatic events occurred
after the Wehrmacht diverted its Second Panzer Group south from its advance
on Moscow and directed it to join the First Panzer Group now advancing north-
ward along the Dnipro’s left bank, after the latter had skirted the city’s southern
border and crossed the river at Kremenchuk. Although the last flecing Red Army
and NKVD personnel managed to blow up Kyiv’s bridges, railroad junctions, and
power plants, many soon joined the 665,000 soldiers who became Soviet prison-
ers of war when Kyiv fell to the Nazis on September 19, 1941.

German rule in Kyiv would last 778 days, a time when the city’s popula-
tion suffered under a regime of constant, barbaric terror. The liquidation of the
city’s nonevacuated Jews and Communists began immediately after the remain-
ing NKVD personnel blew up the buildings along the Khreshchatyk (Kyiv’s
main street), killing many of the newly arrived Germans in the process. On
September 29, 1941, 33,000 Jews were executed at the Babyn Iar ravine on
the city’s western outskirts in response to NKVD actions. More than 100,000
Kyivans (50,000 of whom were Jewish) were killed at Babyn Iar during the
occupation, many of them by the end of 1941.8 For those who avoided this fate,
the next twenty-two months would be dominated by the possibility of sudden
deportation to work in Germany. Another 50,000 Kyivans—anyone over four-
teen years of age could have been chosen—became the so-called East Workers
(Ostarbeitery).” Although some managed to escape due to youth or frailty, or
by finding fifteen-hour-a-day jobs in the factories eventually reopened by the
Germans, life in Kyiv meant tolerating a worthless salary and routine bouts of
Nazi looting. Starvation was the intended fate of the city’s residents from that
point onward.!® This situation continued up to the Soviet approach toward
Kyiv in autumn 1943 and the remaining population’s flight from the city to
avoid German evacuation orders.

This title is available under the Open Access licence
CC-BY-NC-ND



Introduction 5

Soviet Power’s Prewar Legacy and Chapter Overview

The two chapters in this book’s first section cover Kyiv’s resettlement after the
Nazis. Some background on population control in the prewar Soviet Union will
help to introduce this subject. It is a truism that Stalin consolidated power in
the 1930s through terror. Recently uncovered evidence shows that his belief in
the inevitable invasion of the USSR by the capitalist states partly sparked this
murderous “cleansing” process.!! In an attempt to eliminate threats from within,
the NKVD arrested various groups of Soviet people they considered “unreliable
elements.” These groups included Stalin’s former political enemies in the cen-
tral party leadership who doubted his policy choices and, more importantly, the
“bourgeois nationalists” of all ranks in the USSR’s outlying republics. Stalin feared
that the leadership abilities some of these people had gained during the successful
collectivization and industrialization campaigns of the early 1930s might lead to
separatism. The NKVD arrested and sent to the Gulag some two million peo-
ple in this process, while almost 700,000 others were executed.!? In Kyiv, a mass
grave for tens of thousands of Stalin’s victims was secretly created at Bykivnia on
the city’s outskirts.!?

Included within these larger numbers were other groups Stalin believed to
be “socially dangerous” within the supposedly classless and abundant society of
“socialism.”'* This highly centralized political dictatorship viewed social disorder
as its chief threat before the Second World War.!> The Stalin regime thus devised
the “passportization” campaign of 1933 to rid the Soviet Union’s choked urban
areas of peasants avoiding the collectivization of agriculture, by requiring an inter-
nal passport for employment in the city’s economy and receipt of a ration card. In
1937, it ordered the NKVD to implement large-scale “mass operations” (massop-
eratsii) to liquidate the former kulaks and recidivist criminals living in the Soviet
Union’s major cities. In Kyiv’s case, however, the city’s population growth may
have reflected a sense that the country’s bright economic future could counter
tensions created by such social dislocation. On the eve of the war, in 1940, Stalin’s
internal police labeled Kyiv a “regime city of the first category” where all the afore-
mentioned transgressors of the social order were forbidden to return; in fact, they
were banished to 50 kilometers beyond the city’s limits.

Why the Kremlin’s wartime focus on defeating Germany led to a resettled Kyiv
that the newly arrived Ukrainian Communists found difficult to manage is the
focus of chapter 1. As the Stalin regime’s need for Red Army reinforcements took
precedence over the cleansing of the “socially dangerous,” and the city filled up
with unorganized returnees, the local Communists realized that Germany’s attack
now meant a Kyiv unlike that of the prewar era. The chapter then examines why
the Stalin regime chose to keep the city open for resettlement long after these
authorities voiced their apprehensions about how social dislocation in the rear
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6 Introduction

might create social disorder in a damaged Ukrainian capital. It also looks at what
the Kremlin’s plans to mobilize rural Ukrainians to assist in Kyiv’s housing recon-
struction (even as the city filled up with hundreds of thousands of other people)
say about its position in the Soviet wartime economy.

Chapter 2 maintains a focus on social dislocation as it chronicles the local
authorities’ realization of their city’s second-rate status as a hyper-centralized war-
time economy allocated scarce labor resources. Even the forced arrival of school-
children and German POWs to help with the city’s reconstruction would not help
the city’s housing shortage at this point in time. Though the local authorities’
protests to their republic-level bosses against continued unorganized return were
to no avail, the announcement of the Fourth Five-Year Plan in March 1946 sig-
naled that they could now close off their city to the world. Although this came too
late to prevent the arrival of hundreds of thousands of people from the east, these
same leaders would, curiously, later issue a citywide “amnesty” as they prepared for
the hoped-for arrival of resources. In analyzing these processes, these two chapters
on the Ukrainian Communists’ management of Kyiv’s resettlement provide initial
clues to help explain the Stalin regime’s efforts to maintain its legitimacy later in
the 1940s.

The two chapters in this book’s middle section concentrate on how Kyiv’s reas-
sembled elites and ordinary people survived amid the scarcity of the postoccupa-
tion period. An introduction to how Stalin’s Great Breakthrough of the 1930s
industrialized the Soviet Union provides essential background. Bolshevik propa-
ganda about “class war” against kulaks in the village and “bourgeois specialists” in
the factories had powered the First Five-Year Plan to completion.'® Stalin’s indus-
trial revolution also succeeded because it undermined the political coherence of
the labor movement in the Soviet Union.!” But in order to meet their plan quotas
and retain their privileged positions, factory managers had to insulate their work-
ers from draconian labor laws. As a result, these managers accepted workers™ par-
tial control over plan fulfillment.

Meanwhile, the Bolsheviks created a slave labor force that one day would help
them to maintain and defend “socialism.” The origins of this labor force dated
from 1925, when the Soviet leadership discussed the exploitation of the mineral
wealth of Siberia and the Far East through the use of forced labor.!® But not until
the removal of the supposed kulaks from the villages of European Russia in 1930-
31 did the “special settlers” necessary for realizing such economic dreams start to
become available. Some were sentenced to terms in corrective labor camps, which
were placed in the hands of the NKVD. But most importantly, the several million
victims of the Great Terror sentenced to the Gulag made the Soviet east an eco-
nomic force by 1940.

In Kyiv, an elite synonymous with the Ukrainian Communist Party led this
totalitarian economy. This group had been formed amid Stalin’s difficulties
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implementing collectivization in Ukraine, a process that led to the arrest, trial,
and conviction of treasonous “bourgeois nationalists.”!” Over the next five years,
Ukrainian party membership dropped 45 percent, from 515,050 members and
candidates in 1933 to 285,025 in 1938, at least 100,000 of whom were later
shot or exiled.?’ While Stalin purged Ukraine, his ideological henchman Andrei
Zhdanov implemented a “party revival” campaign throughout the USSR.?!
Zhdanov believed that good Communists should concentrate on ideological
purity—within their ranks and among the masses they governed—instead of
micromanaging the fulfillment of the five-year plans.

Instead of recruiting workers, Zhdanov sought to attract the “best people” (a
euphemism for highly educated specialists in a given sphere of employment) to
membership in order to ensure Stalin’s policies would be correctly understood.??
To help ensure this, the Soviet government allocated party members better hous-
ing, consumer goods, and food products through a system of centralized distribu-
tion after the official end of rationing in 1935.%> And while Stalin’s Great Terror
helped to make people “believers” in the new command economy across the
USSR in 1937-38, the Ukrainian Communists required little convincing in light
of their experiences earlier that decade. Center-local relations were now based on
“new bonds of allegiance and loyalty of a new generation of administrators, sup-
plemented by the fear instilled by police surveillance and terror.”?* The Ukrainian
party’s ranks rose to prepurge levels (some 564,536 members and candidates)
again by June 1941.%°

The history of ordinary people living in 1930s Kyiv is more difficult to ascer-
tain. Statistics reveal that, while the number of workers doubled during this
period, their number relative to the city’s population as a whole was still not
that significant. The amount of people working in Kyiv’s factories climbed from
roughly 5 percent of the city’s population in the mid-1920s (20,000 people) to 10
percent in the late 1930s (90,000).2° The majority of working people in Kyiv were
involved in light industry, transportation, education, culture, or, from 1934, the
bureaucracies of the newly arrived Ukrainian government. But there is no doubt
that Stalin’s efforts to build “socialism in one country” also brought economic
progress to Kyiv. The First Five-Year Plan in Kyiv was marked by a determination
of the production profiles and an expansion of the capacities of the city’s existing
factories in order to meet the needs of Stalin’s efforts to overcome “backwardness.”
Lenin’s Forge (Leninskaia Kuznitsa) began building ships, Red Excavator (Krasnyi
Ekskavator) started manufacturing parts for tractors, and the city’s main railway
junction saw the opening of the Kyiv Steam Engine Repair Factory.?’”

It was the Stalin regime’s collectivization of agriculture, meanwhile, that paid
for this transformation and was intended to supply cities like Kyiv with abundant
food. By 1931, an “institutionalization of supply norms along geographical and
social lines” had created a “hierarchy of state distribution” in the USSR where
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8 Introduction

industrial workers’ needs were given top priority.?® But in Kyiv, with its small
number of industrial workers and terrible transport, sewer, and housing conditions
(608,000 people lived on 3.8 million square meters of space in 1932), its longtime
denizens may not have felt like “victors” during the Great Breakthrough.?> Many
of these people probably welcomed the Stalin regime’s 1933 passportization law
mentioned above.

The Second Five-Year Plan, however, brought a greater emphasis on investment
in light industry, and many Kyivans benefited from this change. From 1933 to
1938, the city witnessed the building of entirely new enterprises such as the Gorky
Machine Tool Factory and the Artificial Fibers Factory in left-bank Darnytsa (on
the eastern side of the Dnipro River), as well as the introduction of entirely new
technologies like the Bol'shevik Factory’s retooling to produce machines for the
paper industry.’® But when rationing ended in 1935, many ordinary citizens were
forced to work harder to earn the money they needed to purchase goods from
peasant markets or on the black market.’! Although some 445,000 square meters
of additional housing were built (mainly to accommodate the arriving party elite),
the city’s population also increased by 300,000 during these years.’> While many
of these new arrivals were fleeing famine and persecution in the countryside, the
economic change that characterized Kyiv before the Second World War still sug-
gests that a modicum of hope and optimism existed there at the time.

The Stalin regime tasked the Ukrainian Communist elite with coordinating
and expediting Kyiv’s reintegration in the Soviet state after the Nazi occupation,
and chapter 3 analyzes the political atmosphere amid the great scarcity experi-
enced by the city’s reassembling population by studying these party members.
While it proved impossible to prepare Kyiv to succeed economically within the
Kremlin’s planned economy, these Ukrainian men and women would capitalize
on the Stalin regime’s 1944 decision to curtail the Communist Party’s wartime
growth. Their decisions about who joined the elite and thus gained access to
scarce housing, food, and consumer goods would become examples of sound and
sober leadership to Kyiv’s ordinary people. Despite this manifest distrust toward
the masses—at least concerning the granting of access to the levers of power—sur-
prisingly little trouble ensued for Kyiv’s leaders. For those Communists who had
lived on occupied territory (the okruzhentsy), the men drafted from the formerly
occupied territories who served in the Red Army, and others who claimed to have
involved themselves in the city’s underground resistance, the path into (or back
into) Kyiv’s circles of power would thus be filled with difficult obstacles.

Chapter 4 then examines the opposite side of the equation by looking at the
city’s masses. Specifically, it examines four groups: the formerly occupied, unor-
ganized returnees, conscripted laborers, and demobilized servicemen. While an
obvious difference between the formerly occupied and unorganized returnees
is their date of return to the once empty city, to some extent they are treated
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together because many were also privileged servicemen’s dependents. That con-
nection, however, masks ethnic differences within these groups, which were par-
ticularly explosive given the scarcity that the war worsened. By the end of this
period, Kyiv’s population was again, as it had been before the war, about 60 per-
cent Ukrainian, 20 percent Jewish, and 20 percent Russian.?> But the fact that
the formerly occupied were largely Ukrainians, while many of the unorganized
returnees were Jewish, and that much of the empty city’s housing was loosely
administered by the returning Soviets, is a key point in this story. As the Stalin
regime guarded all of these returning Kyivans from mobilization, German prison-
ers of war became a vital group for the city’s reconstruction when the city failed to
receive allocations of rural, mobilized labor. Meanwhile, the demands of demobi-
lized soldiers for better housing and jobs would escalate a sense that stalled recon-
struction and continued unorganized return might create an untenable situation
for the local authorities. These two chapters provide further context for the con-
clusion that the Kremlin’s role in postoccupation Kyiv led to the local decisions
that influenced why the Stalin regime employed overtly statist and anti-Semitic
discourse by decade’s end.

The two chapters in this booK’s final section explain how the relegitimization
of Soviet power occured in postoccupation Kyiv, and how relationships between
the rulers and ruled there influenced this process. To this end, some historical
background about the workings of earlier Stalinist propaganda is necessary. Sheila
Fitzpatrick first argued that ordinary workers’ desire to replace “bourgeois spe-
cialists” as leaders supported the Great Breakthrough’s political and economic
intentions.>* In turn, Stephen Kotkin argued that the Soviet people’s acceptance
of this path was reinforced by newly nationalistic Soviet propaganda about the
need to defend a Russian-led socialist state from defunct Western capitalism.?
More recently, Jeffrey Brooks added that Stalin’s efforts to establish the “otherness”
of Soviet society’s self-governance—a society no longer governed by the ruthless
market, as in capitalism, but by the needs of the state—was the reason those not
among the upwardly mobile could be dragged into “socialism.”*® Utterly depen-
dent on those guiding the revolution, such people saw any hopeful or positive
developments in their lives as the results of their leaders’” smiling down upon them.

But did the Bolsheviks in the Kremlin need to gauge the reactions of the peo-
ple they ruled over during this revolution? The short answer appears to be no.
According to Brooks, the Stalin regime’s “alternative reality” meant it could ignore
the effects of its revolution on the individuals it governed. But newly empow-
ered workers and factory managers approved of this populist ideology and even
practiced “speaking Bolshevik” in order to verbalize their hopes and desires in a
safe manner. Still, as one British historian has countered, plenty of information
was collected, at least by urban party apparatuses during the 1930s.3” The Great
Terror probably only increased the surviving local Communists’ understanding
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that maintaining a close eye on their city’s inhabitants might help them avoid to
Stalin’s wrath in the future. And while two thirds of the Communists in the Soviet
Union in 1945 had joined the party’s ranks during the war years, most of the local
leaders from the prewar era remained in power at that time.

The attitudes and actions of Kyivs reassembled population certainly kept
these leaders on guard after the German occupation. Anti-Semitism, street crime,
and “social dissipation” (some within the party’s own ranks) are the subjects on
which this section of the book concentrates. During the 1920s, the implementa-
tion of a Leninist nationalities policy designed to end “Great Russian chauvin-
ism” helped to curtail anti-Semitism in Soviet society.?* At the same time, Yiddish
culture survived Stalin’s effort to destroy “bourgeois nationalism” in the 1930s, in
part because the Jews had no Soviet republic of their own.*? Against the relative
improvement of the Jews’ position in Kyiv, the NKVDs literal creation of nation-
alities in the Ukrainian borderlands during the 1920s helped to uncover “bour-
geois nationalist” enemies when local authorities needed to find someone guilty
of “sabotaging” the Great Breakthrough.4! Arbitrary terror based on preconceived
stereotypes left behind in such places a Ukrainian population that understood
barbarism as the definition of the Soviet socialist state.

When Karel Berkhoff examined Ukrainian and Jewish fates through the Nazi
occupation, he found the Great Terror and the Second World War left a surviving
Ukrainian population (within the pre-1939 borders at least) inclined toward nei-
ther nationalism nor Communism.*? The Nazis' liquidation of the remaining Jews
in places like Kyiv in September 1941, Berkhoff argues, was a sudden and terrible
shock to a Ukrainian population already traumatized by Stalin’s barbarity. He
concludes that what Ukrainians in 1943 most desired was the return of the mod-
ernizing vision of the Soviet Union without the methods of rule of the Bolsheviks.
In other words, they longed for rulers familiar with local circumstances, but who
recognized that past “excesses” needed to be curtailed.

The situation surrounding street crime and “social dissipation” before 1941 was
framed by Stalin’s statement in 1933 that “criminality and a lack of social disci-
pline in the USSR [were] the main threats to socialism.”# This statement justified
the implementation of the passport legislation that year and the NKVD’s subse-
quent enforcement of policies that saw criminality as impossible within a “work-
er’s paradise.” By the mid-1930s, the NKVD had come to believe that recidivists
and “harmful elements” committed most crimes in the USSR, and only “constant
sweeps and expulsions supported by the passport system” could keep these people
in line.*4 These events ended only when various quotas were met and the opera-
tions considered a success.*> While a parallel story could be told about efforts to
counter abuses of power by “socially dissipated” party members, efforts to com-
bat corruption were rare in the 1930s.4¢ Although the popularity of the Stalin
regime’s propagandized “otherness” made such cleansing possible, the sudden
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need to exhort the masses to defeat the Nazis would soon leave the Kremlin and
its local adjutants without this powerful tool of thought control. “Death to the
German invaders” now replaced “building Communism” as the regime’s raison
d’étre as talk of Marxism-Leninism vanished from the newspapers.

The Ukrainian Communists’ subsequent struggle to relegitimize the return of
Soviet power in a city often ignored by the Kremlin is the focus of chapter 5. It
begins by examining why almost all talk about the war years and, most impor-
tantly, about what happened to the victims of Nazi rule in Kyiv became taboo
soon after the liberation of the city. Then the chapter discusses why ideas for
reconstructing and modernizing the Ukrainian capital quickly developed amid
the euphoria of victory but faced an uncertain future due to the lack of resources
directed toward Kyiv. Recourse to the idea that the city was at least led by com-
petent state representatives would become the way out for local authorities. Such
analysis emerges after examining city leaders’ efforts to gauge the mood of the
Kyivans over whom they ruled. At its core, this meant considering how best to
represent their rule to the Ukrainian TsK and to the All-Union Party in Moscow,
in order to ready themselves for the Stalin regime’s impending moves on recon-
struction. The Ukrainian Communists would later seize on Andrei Zhdanov’s
signals about the Stalin regime’s return to “building Communism” (known collo-
quially as the “time of Zhdanov,” or Zhdanovshchina) to argue for their own indis-
pensability as leaders of a state organization seen—perhaps by almost everyone
involved—as essential to overcoming the war’s destruction. The context provided
by the previous sections of the book helps to explain why this default to statist dis-
course made sense to Kyivans and how it might have—under the label of “Soviet
Patriotism”—become a focus of the Stalin regime by the end of the 1940s.

Chapter 6 then focuses on the relationships between the rulers and the ruled in
a city heavily dependent on the Stalin regime in Moscow. Such dependence would
paradoxically legitimize behavior attributed to the “socially dangerous” before the
war. The chapter first examines the anti-Semitism surrounding the unorganized
return of many evacuated Jews. Local leaders initially cited such returns as the
main reason for destabilizing manifestations of anti-Semitism in the city. Later,
likely after the Stalin regime privately corresponded with the Communists in Kyiv,
such behavior would become politically correct. Then the chapter shifts its focus
to incidents of street crime in Kyiv in which many of the most likely perpetrators
were men associated with the Red Army. The local Communists’ efforts to link the
postwar crime wave to unorganized returnees helped give new legitimacy to these
servicemen’s antisocial behavior. The chapter ends by examining investigations of
“social dissipation” among the Kyivan elite during the scarcity of the war era. The
Zhdanovshchina meant the Ukrainian Communists needed to recognize the extent
of moral and fiscal corruption within their ranks in order to remain legitimate
leaders in the eyes of the masses. The elite’s association with anti-Semitic discourse
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and criminal behavior now combined with its effort to convince the masses that
the Stalinist state could navigate the socioeconomic whirlwind brought on by war
to help relegitimize Soviet power in Kyiv. The story told here lays a better founda-
tion for studying the Stalin regime’s behavior at the beginning of the Cold War.

The Stalin Regime and the Second World War

Over the last two decades, scholars working in the post-Soviet archives have
asked how the Second World War shaped the political life of the Soviet Union.
Stalin’s fundamental problem at that time was a “paradoxical need to stabilize a
regime noticeably strengthened by war.”4” The remedy that was chosen, though,
would have sounded paradoxical to Karl Marx. Labeled “Soviet Patriotism,”
it combined the war-spawned nationalism among ordinary Russians with the
“undeniable” argument that the Soviet state was morally correct, to keep the
Stalin regime building Communism. As Danilov and Pyzhikov concluded,
“This meant that a patriot could only be that person who believed in the
same Communist ideals and politics as that of the Soviet state. Any specula-
tion beyond such a framework was considered dangerous searching or some-
thing akin to treason or the betraying of one’s homeland.”*® One historian later
speculated that this statist ideology was the only rhetorical path left open to the
regime after wartime bureaucratization in the economic sphere.*” Another has
argued that the supposed disloyalty among Soviet Jews during and after the war
was central to “Soviet patriotism’s” anti-Semitic campaigns of the late 1940s.5°
Most recently, scholars have suggested that a sense of crisis pervaded this “pro-
paganda state” because of the prewar Stalin cult’s disavowal of all other hero-
isms.>! But the social history surrounding this war-related overtly statist and
anti-Semitic stance by the Stalin regime remains unexplored.>?

This book studies the wartime social history of the Soviet Union’s third city,
and capital of its largest minority people, to better determine which processes
lay behind the formulation of “Soviet Patriotism,” an ideology that animated
Moscow throughout the Cold War. Was this ideology appealing to the masses
simply because it approvingly compared the Soviet socialist system to a fascistic,
capitalist West and its accomplices? Or did ordinary people support its tone for
other, more practical reasons? The possible role of the local in shaping such an
ideology is also an understudied topic; the one historian to closely analyze center-
periphery relations during this period, Donald Filtzer, hypothesizes that the Stalin
regime reconsolidated its control over society by restoring the prewar system of
production on which that control had been based. But his conclusion that there
were still “deep cracks in the political coherence of the Stalinist system” begs fur-
ther study of what these cracks were and how they originated.>?
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Any search for the roots of Soviet Patriotism’s appeal should begin with the
idea that a “mosaic of moods” emerged in the Soviet Union during the Second
World War. One Russian scholar argues that the Nazis’ deep incursion into Soviet
lands led to the collapse of the “command system with its bureaucratic nature,
supremacy of careerism, and ignorance of the people’s interests.”>* But while alleg-
ing that a “highly differentiated public atmosphere” had arisen in the USSR by
1943-44, he concludes that the Stalinist system and its people remained “two
interconnected but heterogencous forces.” Adding to this broad analysis of popu-
lar mood, another Russian argues that the events of 1941 “awoke in each person
the ability to think about variants, to critically evaluate a situation, and not take
everything as the only given way.”>®> But such a spirit of freedom, it was con-
cluded there, could never have changed Soviet existence; the Soviet masses were
exhausted and lacked any mechanism for effecting change.

Unfortunately, the geographically diffuse evidence marshaled in such investiga-
tions does not allow for a fundamental understanding of how the Soviet Union
experienced the war and its aftermath. A comprehensive Western study of post-
war reconstruction in Rostov-on-Don points to the bankruptcy of the Bolsheviks’
rhetoric about the “socialist democracy” created in the 1930s among the masses.’®
Buct it does not recognize the Stalin regime’s postwar search for a new legitimiza-
tion politics that would resonate with the people. A study of postwar Sevastopol
does highlight such a search as it discusses why local leaders adopted a thoroughly
Russian nationalist historical memory to relegitimize efforts to rebuild their city.’”
But why ordinary people’s interests might have contributed to this deemphasizing
of the ideological imperatives associated with building Communism in favor of
simply rebuilding a Russian-led state is not asked.

What is known about postwar Soviet Ukraine also does not clarify how rela-
tionships between Stalin’s regime and its people may have helped to change the
focus of its propaganda. Amir Weiner focused on the republic’s Vinnytsa Oblast
“within the overarching feature of the Soviet enterprise—the revolutionary trans-
formation of a society from an antagonistically divided entity into a conflict-free
harmonious body.”>® With socialism successfully in place, only conflicts along
ethnic lines remained to be extinguished in a multiethnic society that had abol-
ished class differences. But this investigation largely ignores the extreme material
deprivations associated with the 1940s, which may have been the real reasons, for
example, for why Jewish interests could be negated at the Cold War’s beginning.

Until Weiner’s path-breaking work, however, the best description of the post-
war Soviet Jewish predicament argued that Moscow’s policy was a complex com-
promise targeting blatant anti-Semitism and allowing Jews to partake in the life
of society, while positions of power were made oft-limits and the press hinted that
Jews were “a foreign element who possess dual loyalties and are capable of betray-
ing the socialist motherland in times of crisis.”>” After the USSR’s collapse, the
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archives revealed that the wartime efforts of the Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee
(JAEC) to promote Jewish interests within the Soviet Union were a possible expla-
nation for the Stalin regime’s propaganda focus later that decade.®® But this only
reinforced the Cold War—era idea that the assassination of the JAFC’s chairman,
the actor Solomon Mikhoels, by the NKVD’s postwar successors in 1948 marked
the beginnings of the Stalin regime’s anti-Semitic turn.

Unfortunately, present-day Ukrainian historians have been unable to expand
on reasons for why “Soviet Patriotism” appeared in the late 1940s. Perhaps this is
because of these historians’ poisonous row over whether the Ukrainian Insurgent
Army and the Organization for Ukrainian Nationalists should be considered war
heroes.®! Condemnations of Moscow’s role in 1940s Ukraine dominate the text-
books and teaching aids available in independent Ukraine’s bookstores, without
much analysis of how the Kremlin and its Ukrainian representatives could wield
so much power. In telling the story of postoccupation Kyiv, this book concen-
trates on archival holdings rather than period memoirs since uncensored literature
from this period is scant. To have experienced Soviet power’s return meant, of
course, continuing to live in the isolated Soviet Union of the Cold War.

Equally unfortunate is the fact that none of the Soviet-era sources that treat
Kyiv’s history in the mid-1940s gives a credible interpretation of the city’s life
at that time. A two-volume History of Kyiv, published in 1964, unsurprisingly
stresses the leading role of Nikita Khrushchev’s Communist Party of Ukraine dur-
ing wartime reconstruction and downplays the role of the Kremlin’s dictates in
that process.®? The same self-serving emphasis on the local party appears in the
edition on Kyiv in the History of Cities and Villages of the Ukrainian SSR series
published in 1979, in a second multi-volume history on the city that appeared
in 1985, and even in the most comprehensive history of the city’s reconstruction,
Vladimir Smishko’s Kyiv Reborn, which appeared at the height of perestroika.63

Other than the Kremlin’s issuance of a “fighting plan”—GKO’s August 21,
1943, resolution “On Urgent Measures for the Reconstruction of the Economy
in the Regions Liberated from German Occupation”™—to guide rebuilding,
Moscow’s role in Kyiv at this time according to these histories is limited to
the periodic allocation of funds, skilled labor, and supplies from the rear for
reconstruction. Meanwhile, these works pay little attention to ordinary people;
only references to Kyivans “working heroism” are made to justify their efforts.
Nothing is said about Kyivans’ critical opinions of those who ruled them or of
fellow Kyivans, or, for that matter, about what the authorities thought about
those they were now directing.

The major works on Kyiv published in the post-Soviet era assert common
tropes of wartime victimhood that have only recently become printable. The
tragic fate of the formerly occupied and primarily Ukrainian population, sur-
rounded by a suspicious and newly enlarged Moscow-centered elite, is one such
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trope accepted without question.64 A recent collection of documents, meanwhile,
highlights the Soviet state’s “insertion into [Ukraine’s] collective consciousness of
anti-Semitic stereotypes” and focuses on postoccupation Kyiv, although it also
acknowledges that Ukraine’s story cannot be understood without the context in
which it occurred—and warns readers at the outset that this history has yet to be
systematically researched.® Still, a recent work on repatriates returning to Kyiv
does break down stereotypes as it discusses how the Ostarbeitery were in demand
after the war because of their penchant for hard work no matter the job.%

A comprehensive story of Soviet power’s return to post-Nazi Kyiv is an ideal
window for determining how the Stalin regime operated at the Cold War’s out-
set. To relegitimize their leadership, the Ukrainian Communists needed to take
into account the Kremlin’s understanding of Kyiv’s wartime role as reflected in the
resettling and reassembling of its population. The main problems the Communists
faced were the lack of movement on reconstruction coupled with the unorganized
return of hundreds of thousands of people to a city, the housing of which had
already been redistributed. Could a “regime city” reemerge from this social dis-
location to reach a point whereby the masses’ interests—and particularly those
of the Ukrainian majority vis-a-vis its Jewish minority—might play a key role in
reshaping the Stalin regime’s future? Could resource scarcity leave the returning
Communists’ efforts to relegitimize Soviet power so unsuccessful that only the
Zhdanovshchina allowed them to argue they still possessed the traits necessary to
lead a popular but injured state toward recovery? This book answers affirmacively
to both questions, as the processes documented here may well have contributed
to the formulation of the Stalin regime’s anti-Semitic and statist ideological cam-
paigns of the late 1940s, which provided comfort to millions of Soviet citizens
and kept the Stalinists in power for decades thereafter.
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CHAPTER ONE

“Tuae CarrtaL Is BEING
SETTLED ALL OVER AGAIN”

Resettlement from Fall 1943 to Fall 1944

In the fall of 1943, the Red Army advanced on Kyiv. Ahead of it, Stalin’s secret
police studied the population about to come under their control. At the end of
September, Sergei Savchenko, the head of the Ukrainian People’s Commissariat of
State Security (NKGB), wrote to his counterpart in the Ukrainian NKVD, Vasilii
Riasnoi, about the Nazis arrests of Soviet citizens in Kyiv as well as their prepara-
tions to evacuate ethnic Germans.! Two weeks later, Savchenko reported that the
evacuation had begun. The Germans were sending whole enterprises and their
workers out of Kyiv, and the roads to Zhytomyr and points west were jammed
with cars and trucks.” Then, a few days later, he reported, “Based on a message
from the operative group of the Fourth Directorate of the Ukrainian NKGB
‘Eagle’ now active in the enemy’s rear . . . Kyiv’s population is being led away to
the west. In the city, only German military units remain.”?

Later that winter, high-school teacher Viktor Tverskii explained to the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences’ “Commission on the History of the Patriotic
War in Ukraine” how he had avoided the evacuation:

In the second half of September 1943, at first far away on the horizon, then
closer and closer and more brightly, fires flared up on the left bank of the Dni-
pro. All of the nearby villages were burning. The retreating Germans had set
them on fire. . .. Finally, the left-bank outskirts of Kyiv started to flare up,
Darnitsa, Slobodka, and Trukanov Island.... One thought then gripped
every living being: to last it out until our guys got here, to stay in one piece, to
save oneself and to save one’s family from death. . .. We decided to go in the
direction of Demievka. We lived there until October 21, when another order
appeared announcing the whole city was a war zone and obliging everyone to
show up at the train station. . . . What should we do? Go to the station where
the Germans wanted people to go? No way! That meant penal servitude.

Another person told neither of flecing from nor evacuating with the Germans.
Vladimir M. Artobol’skii, a seventy-year-old zoology professor, spoke of the
Germans forcing him to stay behind to look after property belonging to the
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Ukrainian Academy of Sciences Museum of Zoology. After describing his
effort to hide during the final days, he made these comments about the end of
German power:

General stealing began. What is more, it was organized stealing. Huge trucks
would drive in and be filled up with furniture, tables, tiles, and other things.
Along with the furniture, kitchen utensils, too, the most indecent of things . . .
all of it was taken away. The Germans are very serious people. Staying in the
prohibited zone meant coming under fire or at least getting into big trouble.
Walking along the streets at that time was frightening. There was not a soul
from the local population. Only Germans, thieves, and patrols, and they moved
freely about the streets. . . . In that way Kyiv was given over to plundering.’

And the vantage point of his prime Gorky Street apartment in downtown Kyiv
left Artobol’skii with these memories of the city’s actual liberation after two years
of Nazi rule:

On November 5, I went to the window and noticed unusual movements on the
street. People were running around, seemingly quite nervous. They stopped and
talked with each other. Were these Germans? No, it was the civilian popula-
tion. I said to my wife that something was happening in the city. . . . Someone
walked in [to our building] and opened the door. I opened my door. It turned
out to be our neighbor returning to his apartment. I learned from him that the
Germans were leaving Kyiv. We started to save up water. We opened the tap.
Water flowed for about twenty-five minutes. It cut out after the Germans had
gone. I still did not risk venturing out of my apartment, for the German patrols
remained at their posts. The mood that enveloped me at that point is impossible
to describe. It was the end of a nightmare. The end!°

Artobol’skii’s relief at the return of Soviet power was understandable. In the
immediate aftermath of the Nazi retreat, most Kyivans were probably as fright-
ened and timid as they had been during it.” Soviet power, meanwhile, approached
the Ukrainian capital cognizant that before the war, the city had been a quiescent
place. But as this book’s first section argues, the management of the city’s resettle-
ment by the Stalin regime provided its local leaders with new challenges as they
cemented their rule over Kyiv.

Resettlement and the Formerly Occupied

As the head of the Military Council of the First Ukrainian Front and Chairman
of the SNK UkrSSR, Nikita Khrushchev observed on Kyiv’s liberation day,
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Figure 1.1. The First Ukrainian Front on the Khreshchatyk, November 7, 1943.
Reproduced by permission from the H. Pshenychnyi Central State CinePhotoPhono
Archives of Ukraine.

November 6, 1943, “There was something eerie about the city. It had been such
a noisy, lively, youthful place before the war, and now there was no one around.
As we walked down the Khreshchatyk and turned onto Lenin Street, our foot-
steps echoed along the empty stretch of pavement around us.”® Two days later,
Khrushchev telegraphed Stalin to say he was still establishing order amid evi-
dence of mass killings by the Nazis and an almost complete lack of inhabitants.
He ended his telegram, “Kyiv produces the impression of an extinct city.” Ivan
Mironov, secretary of the Petriv (Podil’) Raikom, maintained that the dead bodies
of women, children, and the elderly were still visible in the streets at this time.'°
As Khrushchev’s NKVD established order, the Ukrainian NKGB uncovered
the magnitude of the atrocities committed by the Nazis. One witness, Vladimir
Davydov, volunteered information about the Germans’ deeds. Imprisoned in the
Nazis’ concentration camp at Syrets on the city’s western borders, Davydov said he
had been forced to burn the human remains of the Babyn Iar massacre before the
city was surrendered. He told the Ukrainian NKGB that he helped to burn 70,000
corpses (including those of at least 50,000 Jews) in September 1943. He then
added, “[While we were] burning the corpses . . . the Germans brought [trucks]
of people murdered by gas asphyxiation. ... We were forced to climb into the
truck and to throw the corpses of these people into the open. We then laid them
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out and built a pile of them for burning.”!! While it is unclear how Davydov
knew the numbers and ethnicities of the dead, his testimony contributed to the
Soviet understanding of the Nazis’ genocide in Kyiv.!? On the eve of the Second
World War, some 224,236 Jews (or 26.5 percent of the city’s entire population)
had lived in the Ukrainian capital.!® According to these numbers, then, the Nazis
had executed a fourth of the city’s Jews; most of the rest were either fighting with
the Red Army or evacuated to the Soviet rear.

Later, at a March 15, 1944, Kyiv Oblast Party Committee (Obkom) plenum,
secretary Zinovii Serdiuk claimed that the Germans had “shot, tortured, and
poisoned in ‘population destroyers’ close to 200,000 people” in Kyiv.'* He also
emphasized that many people from Kyiv were taken to Germany to work during
the war.!> Some 38,000 Kyivans alone were sent to the Ostarbeitery program dur-
ing the first ten months of the occupation, and more recent research puts the total
number of Kyivans sent to work in Germany at 50,000.1° Still, Serdiuk’s reference
to 200,000 dead marks one of the last times anything like such a number was
reported in any forum.!” Privately, the Ukrainian government noted in October
1944 that 127, 273 civilians and 69,021 Red Army POWSs were killed in German-
occupied Kyiv.!® “Over 100,000” dead became the phrase commonly associated
with the number of people said to have died in the city under the Nazis, and that
is the number recorded on the Babyn Iar memorial itself.!” Why there was so little
interest at this time in precisely how many people died during the occupation is
examined in later chapters.

Compared to other major Soviet cities occupied by the Germans, Kyiv's popu-
lation loss was certainly worse. According to a 1943 All-Union Main Directorate
of the Militia NKVD report, Kharkiv lost two-thirds of its population under
the Germans, while in Rostov-on-Don (RSESR), the population fell by about a
half.?° In Kyiv, where 1 million people had once lived, only 220,000 were left
in December 1943.2! But this situation soon changed. And the return of the
formerly occupied quickly challenged the arriving Soviet authorities as the city’s
property was unsecured. For Stalin in Moscow, though, what mattered most was
how those resettling the Ukrainian capital might be useful against the Germans.

After Kharkiv’s liberation in spring 1943, for example, Ukrainian NKVD
troops, white-collar employees, and militia had conducted “mass operations”
(massoperatsii) designed to clear the rear of spies, saboteurs, enemy soldiers and
officers, Red Army draft dodgers, and other “enemy elements.”?? Stalin’s internal
police had concluded that in a frontline atmosphere, unsystematic massoperatsii
were the best way to meet the state’s security needs.?? These methods were deemed
successful because they uncovered large numbers of “enemy elements.” But just
who the latter were was revealed by an All-Union NKVD report about its activi-
ties in Voronezh Oblast (RSFSR) during the summer of 1943: “During the mas-
soperatsii, 6,607 roaming soldiers of the enemy’s units were caught . . . as well as
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Figure 1.2. “Kyivans Return to Their Hometown,” November 7, 1943. Reproduced
by permission from the H. Pshenychnyi Central State CinePhotoPhono Archives of
Ukraine.

4,347 Russian prisoners of war who had escaped captivity. Besides that, within the
limits of the oblast, 4,039 people were uncovered who were either deserters from
the Red Army or dodging the draft for mobilization into the Red Army.”*4

The same report also discusses the outcome in neighboring Kursk Oblast
(RSFSR): “In the span of three months (March to May) in the city of Kursk and
the raions of that oblast, during sixteen mass searches, 670 deserters from the Red
Army were uncovered and arrested, [and] 524 servicemen who had left their units
and were without documents were captured and sent to the garrison commands
or to the military units of Soviet Military Intelligence.” Thus, “enemy elements”
were mostly people avoiding service in the Red Army, and “uncovering” them had
become the NKVD’s most important work, as the Stalin regime needed men to
defeat Hitler more than anything else.

In Kyiv, the return of Soviet power meant the November 12, 1943, Kyiv
Obkom resolution: “On the application of state order to the territory of the cities
and regions of Kyiv Oblast liberated from the Nazi occupants.”®® This resolution
obliged the organs of the Ukrainian NKVD to register and investigate citizens
temporarily living in the oblast as well as those who had arrived during the war.
It hints at a draconian attempt to understand who had done what during the
years of Nazi occupation. But the first months of Soviet power’s return to Kyiv,
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like elsewhere to the city’s east, saw the security organs occupied with other tasks.
While they spent most of their time “recruiting” for the army, the Ukrainian
NKVD claimed it was also trying to secure “ownertless” property in the city. Kyiv’s
chief of police at the time, V. M. Komarov, later described these days after libera-
tion as a time when his organization created an apparatus of “destroyer battalions,
brigades of assistance, night watchmen, self-defense groups, and court-yard care-
takers,” but it is unclear how successful these actually were.?

The Ukrainian NKGB, meanwhile, was still relying on sympathetic elements
within the Kyivan population to voluntarily reveal the enemies of Soviet power.?’
In November 1943, for example, an Ivan Brodskii submitted a declaration about
a group of people then hiding in the city who had committed atrocities against
Soviet people while imprisoned at the concentration camp in Syrets. During his
interrogation, Brodskii accused one V. V. Bystrov: “[He] was one of the active
participants in all of these violations of [human] dignity and atrocities commit-
ted against the prisoners. He beat people, buried them alive, hanged others, and
personally took part in mass shootings.”?® As a result of Brodskii’s declaration, the
Ukrainian NKVD arrested Bystrov and three other men.

In his own interrogation, Bystrov did not deny these allegations: “While work-
ing at the camp, I received an assignment from a Gestapo employee . . . to uncover
Communists, Soviet activists, and Jews among the prisoners and to report about
them to the Gestapo employees. I agreed to do it.”?> While Bystrov’s declaration
suggested that he had no choice but to collaborate, the Ukrainian NKVD still dealt
with him harshly.>* He was handed over to a military field court on the basis of an
April 19, 1943, All-Union Supreme Soviet decision, which meant certain convic-
tion and a death sentence.’! But such outcomes appear to have been few and far
between, which suggests that the returning Soviet security services remained inter-
ested in people like Bystrov only as long as the Nazis remained close by.

Finding men for Red Army service, meanwhile, took precedence over the
rapid reregistration of the city’s population. After the Kyiv City Party Committee
(Gorkom) was reestablished in late 1943, for example, it quickly issued a resolu-
tion asserting that the registration of those eligible for the draft was incomplete.??
Although over six thousand Kyivans had been immediately enrolled in the army,
another twelve thousand were given extensions, while others were not included at
all as institutional directors “used any sort of pretext imaginable to keep for them-
selves those who are obliged to join the military.”3? The resolution singled out
the director of Kyiv’s bread trust, who had petitioned to keep several times more
people than he needed. An ever-growing number of “defense-related” industries
during the war found that their workers could be reserved and saved from the
draft, and tried to use this loophole to their advantage.34

As it became clear, though, that those responsible for clearing the destroyed
Khreshchatyk and building a new railway bridge over the Dnipro were also
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hiring people dodging registration, a second resolution on the draft in the city
was passed on March 3, 1944. The city’s draft boards responded by beginning
monthly “reregistration” campaigns. This entailed further massoperatsii in the
city well into 1944; dragnets and regular checks searching for military registra-
tion dodgers, draft dodgers, and deserters from the army occurred on a monthly
basis.>> Once again, the search was now for those avoiding service in the Red
Army rather than for the “bourgeois-nationalists” or common criminals of times
past. Such a change of focus may have signaled to the formerly occupied popula-
tion that these Bolsheviks were not the same as the old ones.

For those Kyivans not touched by these processes, the First Ukrainian Front
that had liberated the city from the Nazis made the initial decisions concern-
ing mobilization for the Soviet war effort. A resolution passed by SNK SSSR on
February 13, 1942, made it possible to mobilize for full-time work all able-bodied
men between the ages of sixteen and fifty-five, and women aged sixteen to forty-
five living in urban areas who were not already working for state enterprises and
institutions.’® Another SNK SSSR resolution of August 10, 1942, legalized tem-
porary “labor responsibility” for periods of up to two months for urban and rural
Soviet citizens in addition to the jobs they had already been bonded to since the
war’s beginning.?” Maybe it was to avoid such outcomes that over five thousand
working-aged Kyivans eagetly reported to their now destroyed prewar places of
employment on November 7, 1943.38

For the First Ukrainian Front, however, the priorities were reconstructing the
city’s railway junctions and building a bridge over the Dnipro. Kyiv Oblast leader
Serdiuk’s comments at the first meeting of Kyiv's Communists on December 27,
1943, about recruitment for these tasks makes plain the local authorities’ con-
flicted opinions about how to treat the formerly occupied population: “It is not
right, that attitude among some of our leaders that I have been told about, that
they asked the railroad workers during their first days after our arrival, “Who are
you anyway, you stayed behind. We will take a look at who you are.” Of course, we
need to keep an eye out and not allow ourselves to put our finger in their mouths,
for it might be bitten off. One need not be absent-minded or an inattentive type
[rotozei], but to express distrust is also not right.”?? Serdiuk’s comments point to
why many of Kyiv’s formerly occupied remained timid during the first weeks after
liberation. But they also show a certain fear among the local authorities them-
selves, who sensed that too heavy a hand might hinder their efforts to rule the city.

A November 12, 1943, memorandum to Khrushchev from the All-Union
People’s Commissariat of the River Fleet offers proof of the union-level author-
ities’ intent to bring Kyiv’s population into the war effort. This memorandum
reported that the “carcasses” of Kyiv’s two shipbuilding factories—the Stalin Ship-
Building Factory and Leninskaia Kuznitsa—were in one piece, and that 550 work-
ers had been registered at the city’s port.“’ Soon these factories became part of the
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All-Union People’s Commissariat of Ship Building and fulfilled orders for spare
parts for the front. Other places that quickly resumed operations included the
Kyiv Locomotive Repair Factory (employing two thousand workers by January
1944), the Lepse Tractor Factory, and a factory belonging to the Kyiv Military
Region Construction Directorate. Their jobs were to repair machinery needed by
the First Ukrainian Front and the surrounding region’s agriculture.*!

But the city’s damaged utilities grid—blown up by the Germans on their
retreat—presented a major obstacle to the city’s return to functionality.
Although a SNK UkrSSR and Ukrainian Central Committee (TsK) resolution
dated December 8, 1943, temporarily mobilized some three thousand Kyivans
to reconstruct the city’s energy system, there is little indication that this resolu-
tion was ever fulfilled.®2 The Kyiv Obkom, meanwhile, ordered 2,100 Kyivans
temporarily mobilized to help the First Ukrainian Front in Kyiv build the new
“above-water” railroad bridge over the Dnipro.%> But after an attack by German
aircraft in January 1944, only military servicemen appear on the lists of dead and
wounded.* Other mobilization orders may have been more successful, but they
remained temporary in nature. On December 2, 1943, for example, the Kyiv
Obkom also mobilized 2,100 Kyivans into the oblast to clear snowdrifts on the
Southwestern Railroad.%> But no one laboring in the rural regions surrounding
Kyiv was supposed to travel to the capital; these people were instead to supply the
Red Army with grain.4¢

Hints that Moscow was thinking again about Kyiv’s reconstruction came
as the Ukrainian leadership resolved on January 20, 1944, to tackle the city’s
destroyed electrical network. This time it issued a GKO-backed resolution call-
ing on Kyiv’s authorities to mobilize 1,500 urban and rural people, and for the
Kyiv Military Region and active city enterprises to hand over 2,000 others who
were “of limited use militarily.”’ Likewise, a people’s commissariat needed the
mandate of a GKO resolution to put its prewar factories (or what remained
of them) into working order. In early February, such backing meant the SNK
UkrSSR could order Kyiv’s leaders to mobilize 750 Kyivans to revitalize the local
aerospace industry. Factory no. 473 of the All-Union People’s Commissariat of
the Aviation Industry (the present-day Antonov) was now set to repair airplanes
for the needs of the front.4®

Meanwhile, the new leaderships of the Kyiv Obkom and Gorkom were
announced during the first month after the city’s liberation. While Khrushchev
nominally headed both, Serdiuk was in command at the oblast level while
Fedor Mokienko ran matters at the city level.*’ At the first meeting of the city’s
Communists, Mokienko noted that there were already 1,700 Communists in
Kyiv.>? His speech was followed by one from a “comrade Likholat” from the
Ukrainian TsK’s Propaganda Group, who asked, “Is the tempo of reconstruc-
tion satisfactory? . . . Comrades, there are still many people who, in general, are
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not working. . . . Kyivans are unsure of themselves because mass-political work
is only carried out weakly among them. . .. It is necessary to show the workers
a full picture of the German occupants’ rule.””! Finding people for reconstruc-
tion within the confines of the Stalin regime’s centralized economy would become
an almost existential problem for the local Communists. But the idea of talking
about Nazi war crimes would ebb and flow as news arrived from the front. In this
case, Likholat’s bluster resulted from the First Ukrainian Front’s drive to the west
having just ground to a halt around Zhytomyr.

By winter’s end, the number of Communists in the city passed the five thou-
sand mark.>? While these numbers reveal Kyiv’s increased importance in the
Kremlin’s mind, the arrival of such people almost inevitably meant that atti-
tudes similar to those from the 1930s toward the population might rear their
ugly heads. For example, one Kyiv Obkom secretary summarized the problems
he saw in the city at that time: “The Party organization needs to pay a lot of
attention to the education of workers; to the cleansing . .. of that sore that
was inflicted upon them by Goebbels’s false propaganda.”®® However, Serdiuk’s
more forgiving tone, indicating a need to trust the hundreds of thousands of
people who had ended up in occupied territory through no fault of their own,
eventually carried the day.

But judging by further attempts to ascertain who was living in the capital, it
took a while for the Kyiv Oblast leader to win over his comrades. A resolution
passed by the Kyiv Gorkom on February 19, 1944, entitled “On the Reregistration
of the Population and the Enforcement of the Passport Regime in the City of
Kyiv” was the legal basis for these renewed efforts.>* This dictate echoed the reso-
lution reestablishing state order, which marked the first effort at controlling the
city’s resettlement. The new resolution sought “the eviction of all persons who fall
under passport limitations, as well as those who arrived here during the German
occupation, and who are not native residents of the city.” Such “limitations” had
been last described in the secret protocols of the All-Union NKVD’s Passport
Statute of 1940. Those key limitations forbade people, based on the law’s statutes
38 and 39, from living within a 50-kilometer radius of the Ukrainian capital.
People forbidden by statute 38 included those once incarcerated, exiled, or who
had arrived as refugees from abroad, as well as those who were without deter-
mined citizenship or the right to vote, were children of the “special settlers” (as
well as any “special settlers” themselves), or were refugees from the territory of
Poland that became Germany in 1939. Those forbidden by statute 39 included
those exiled by special tribunals, Koreans resettled from the Far East, and those
resettled from the Soviet Union’s western oblasts amid the prewar effort to cleanse
the border.>

At a meeting held on February 27, 1944, two days before the reregistration
campaign’s beginning, militia chief Komarov outlined his action plan:
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Kyiv is a regime city. ... It is also well known that for entry into the city
before the war one needed either an invitation to work here, or an assign-
ment, or some sort of summons from an organization. [After the Red Army]
liberated Kyiv from the German bandits, the situation with the regime in the
city has completely changed. . .. At present, there are many people in Kyiv,
people who fall under one or another of the passport limitations, people who
in wartime conditions appear to be socially dangerous. . . . In order to imple-
ment the passport regime in the future and to fix in place the results that we
will achieve, it will be necessary to carry out systematic checks of all our house
directorates, private dwellings, institutions, and enterprises. . . . We will also
uncover Red Army deserters, thieves, those people who have nothing to do
with Kyiv, [as well as] those not doing any socially useful work and [occupied
by] various types of bad dealings.*®

The “regime city” moniker Komarov attributed to Kyiv had been used ever since
February 1934, when SNK SSSR established a 50-kilometer radius zone around
the city and the Ukrainian Communists then purged it of tens of thousands of
“unreliable elements.”>’

But, more specifically, Komarov was alluding here to Kyiv’s prewar status as
a union-level “regime city of the first category.” This moniker was pronounced
for the first time in the all-union Passport Statute of 1940, which prevented the
“unreliable elements,” once removed, from ever returning to the city’s limits.
Kyiv’s status thus made it the political equal of Moscow and St. Petersburg as all
three cities were now off-limits to all offenders. Such categorization—these people
were now labeled /imitchki—had been in line with the all-union NKVD’s pre-
war tendency to place ever greater restrictions on the movement of individuals
and especially ex-convicts.”® Now, though, Komarov scheduled another group for
“banishment”: those who had lived in Kyiv before the war but who had had com-
promising material uncovered about them, those who had been deemed “socially
dangerous,” and those who were now subject to eviction based on the “laws of
wartime.” The foundation for this last euphemism had been Stalin’s July 3, 1941,
speech in which he declared, “All who by their panic-mongering and cowardice
hinder the work of defense, no matter who they may be, must be immediately
brought before a Military Tribunal.”> But Komarov’s final idea of simply purging
those who had “nothing to do with Kyiv” signaled a desire to “cleanse” the city in
even more thorough ways than in the 1930s.

When a regime goes to war, the laws it passes to defend itself can result in
social and political confusion at home. Komarov’s answer to a question regarding
the fate of families of people determined to have served as polizzai (local police-
men) under the Germans but then registered, drafted, and conscripted into the
Red Army already reveals such confusion. He replied, “We are going to have to
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proceed in every case separately. There is this law that a family’s administrative
eviction happens only with a determined category of persons: deserters. We could
add politzai to that category too if he is not serving in the Red Army right now.
But if he was a politzai and has since been drafted into the Red Army then his
family will be left in Kyiv.”®® Komarov’s clarification reflected how the “laws of
wartime” actually signaled a relative softening of the Stalin regime’s approach.

Despite such qualifications, the new chairman of the Kyiv City Soviet, Luka
Lebed’, was critical of Komarov’s approach to reregistration. “Comrades,” Lebed’
said, “I believe the answers to these questions seem clear, but when we get down to
practical work there will be much that is unclear. . . . We need to check over those
who are arriving here right now especially closely. It will be tough for us to figure
out the truth and, of course, there will not be many idiots out there saying, ‘Yes,
[ left voluntarily [with the Germans].” In these cases, we will need witnesses.”®!

Reflecting early splits within the local leadership about how best to manage the
city’s resettlement, Kyiv Gorkom secretary Mokienko still sounded confident: “It
is evident that we will have to talk with our agitators. Let them have a talk with
the people about these tasks, about creating some order here in the city, and the
conscious population of Kyiv must take an active part in solving this problem. A
bastard can counterfeit any old document, and counterfeit it in such a way that
no commission will be able to figure it out.”®> Concluding that the time had come
to “show some anger toward our enemies,” Mokienko also urged those doing the
reregistration to collect statements from the population about Kyivans® activities
under the Nazis. “You surely remember, during the first days, there were those
cases when people asked, can we take the ‘Germans’ [collaborators] prisoner? Can
we hack them up? Now we ourselves need to show some anger toward our ene-
mies. All this is totally legal, but there have to be declarations. . .. In this case,
Stalin, Kalinin, even Hitler, would have to submit declarations.”®3

Whether or not the formerly occupied were sincere in their desire for revenge
against Nazi collaborators, the declarations Mokienko mentioned here were sup-
posed to help find those of operative interest to the Ukrainian NKVD. His hard-
line tone indicates that at least some members of the local leadership remained
determined to maintain a “business as usual” approach despite the extraordinary
events swirling around them. A large-scale purge of those deemed “socially dan-
gerous” seemed potentially imminent.

But what followed Mokienko’s urge to create a Kyiv even “cleaner” than that
of the 1930s was something quite remarkable. While Komarov’s organization
reregistered 296,107 men, women, and children by the end of March 1944, they
found only 552 German “collaborators” and 172 limitchiki falling under articles
38 and 39 of the all-union criminal code.* These statistics indicate that reregister-
ing the population (the initial step in reestablishing the passport regime) did not
in fact result in a large-scale “cleansing” of the “unreliable elements” of the past or
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the “socially dangerous” of the present. Perhaps the former were not as numerous
after all considering the events of the 1930s. As for the latter, maybe these leaders
became apprehensive about what these “witnesses™ testimony might mean for the
regime’s legitimacy, if it allowed for questioning about what had happened in Kyiv
following the beginning of the war.

An analysis of the All-Union NKVD’s Main Directorate of the Militia yearly
report for 1944 covering the reconstruction of the Soviet passport system in areas
liberated from the Germans further justifies such questions. This review uncov-
ered 34,325 “collaborators” and 66,105 persons who worked in German institu-
tions and enterprises. Another 18,730 Red Army deserters, 22,756 draft dodgers,
and 21,647 violators of the draft law were also unearthed.®> But these are figures
for all of the liberated territories during 1944, when millions in the European part
of the Soviet Union were freed from Nazi hegemony. And although the report
reflects the relative importance of finding those who associated with the Germans,
the focus of the security organs’ attention also reflects their lack of interest in war-
time social dislocation occurring in the Stalin regime’s damaged hinterland. It was
the latter phenomenon, however, that now became the most pressing issue for the
Ukrainian Communists amid the continued resettlement of their capital.

With registration complete, the next step was passportization itself and a Kyiv
Obkom resolution of April 5, 1944, shows it began soon afterward. This step
required the Ukrainian NKVD’s Directorate of the Militia for Kyiv Oblast “to
evict from the 50 kilometer zone around Kyiv all persons who fall under passport
limitations, and also persons who arrived in this zone during the German occupa-
tion as well as after the liberation who are not native inhabitants except for people
who have been summoned here from the eastern oblasts.” The language suggests
that social dislocation was a growing concern for local leaders. As for those who
were allowed to live in the Ukrainian capital, the resolution stipulated that “the
issuance of living permits to the population in this 50 kilometer zone will be car-
ried out in accordance with the Passport Statute affirmed by the SNK SSSR on
September 10, 1940.7%¢ But like reregistration, the passportization necessary to
recreate a 1930s-era “regime city of the first category” was easier to promulgate
than to implement.

A meeting between Kyiv’s leaders on May 9, 1944, with the assistant chairman
of the SNK UkrSSR, Leonid Korniets, to discuss the “apartment question in the
city of Kyiv,” illustrates why this was the case. The topic of the causes of Kyivs
housing shortage was quickly pushed aside by the issue of who should or should
not be in the city. Komarov opened the discussion by noting that the issuance of
living permits had begun and that he had refused “three to four thousand people”
such permits, usually because they were in the city without permission. Korniets
responded to Komarov by saying that he should “multiply that number tenfold,”
for such people were “on the move all the time.”®”
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The numbers of “socially dangerous” evicted by Komarov’s men at the same
time appears quite low, however: only seven hundred in total for a city now with
hundreds of thousands of inhabitants. And while these people were “basically the
Germans’ accomplices, prostitutes, courtyard caretakers, house managers and the
wives of politzai,” Komarov’s conclusion about how they and their relatives reacted
to his militia is quite revealing of the city’s atmosphere: “All of them write com-
plaints to the Kyiv City Procurator’s Office, the Kyiv City Soviet, and other soviet
and party organizations about the decision to exile them from the city. There are
facts on hand when the inhabitants of almost an entire apartment building sign
off on a recommendation when we have information that says such and such an
individual was a direct accomplice to the Germans.”®8

Perhaps Mokienko’s drive to uncover what had occurred in Kyiv during the
occupation encountered more resistance from those abandoned by Soviet power
than expected. Perhaps the local authorities” experiences led the Stalin regime to
conclude that such searches might be more trouble than they were worth. An
unsigned report of Komarov’s found in the archives of the Kyiv Gorkom from
late September 1944 reveals that while 5,394 people were “banished” from Kyiv
between March and September of that year, only 326 were considered /limiz-
chiki or Nazi collaborators.®” Thus, while the massoperatsii continued to sup-
port the Red Army during the first half of 1944, these banishments amount to
the only “mass” evictions from the Ukrainian capital following the principles
of the 1930s during the entire period of this study. And although the removal
of the “socially dangerous” would have seemed logical to leaders in Kyiv, the
Stalin regime’s apparent lack of concern over social dislocation continued to
cause them worry.

Permission to enter the Ukrainian capital, meanwhile, was governed by a
SNK UkrSSR and Ukrainian TsK resolution, “On the Temporary Limitation
of Entrance into the City of Kyiv,” passed the day Komarov’s reregistration
effort ended on March 25, 1944.7° This resolution prohibited return to Kyiv
for prewar residents and for those who wished to move to the city from the
Soviet rear without permission to do so from a newly created “Temporary
Commission for the Regulation of the Entrance of Citizens into the City
of Kyiv.” A reading of the resolution, however, reveals that this “Temporary
Commission” was not the only organization permitting people to return to
the city. For example, GKO-based resolutions were also bringing small groups
of skilled workers in from the rear. The Soviet armed forces, meanwhile, were
to bring in much larger numbers.

The comments made during this meeting reveal a Ukrainian leadership more
worried about its lack of control over those “arriving of their own accord” than
anything else. At one point, Korniets blurted out, “Here, close your eyes and evict
them all,” giving an example: “I received a letter from a doctor. He writes that the
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People’s Commissariat of Health summoned him to Kyiv, but they are only per-
mitting his wife and his daughter to enter. “That is not enough,” he writes, ‘If they
do not give permission to all of those about whom I write then I am not traveling
to Kyiv.” Then he lists seventeen people including his sister, and his mother-in-law,
etc. Furthermore, he writes that before the war they lived in Kazakhstan. And now
he is gathering them up from all over and bringing them here.””!

These leaders also worried about the city’s resettled population not helping the
war effort as much as it should. The Ukrainian People’s Commissar of Communal
Services at that time, I. Tabulevich, noted, “We need to press people about work-
ing. A person arrives and asks for a living permit. I ask him, “Where do you work?’
He answers, ‘Nowhere because I have no living permit. When you give me one,
then I will go to work.” We give him the living permit. But he does not go to work
at an enterprise. Instead, he goes to the bazaar.”’? This question of why many
Kyivans spent their days at the city’s markets instead of helping with reconstruc-
tion is discussed below.

Tabulevich, though, continued by recounting the beginnings of passportiza-
tion in Kyiv so as to contextualize the war’s influence on the city’s resettlement:
“In 1933 we had it bad with living space and thus before anything else we said to
a person, ‘“When you have your living permit, and you have living space, then we
will take you on for work.” Now we have a different story. We do not have free hir-
ing these days, but mobilization. . . . Why should we not go further in this way?
A person arrives. ‘How did you get here?” ‘By summons.” “Who summoned you?’
“The Health Ministry.” ‘Good. Bring us a memo saying you work for the Health
Ministry. Then we will give you a living permit.”” While such a change in the
passportization process might have helped to speed reconstruction, it would have
definitely meant an even speedier growth in the city’s population.

Korniets concluded by declaring his willingness to have the passport law
rewritten so that those people coming to the city could quickly join in the task of
rebuilding it. He declared, “Without a doubt the law of 1933 is dated and we can-
not be guided by it. If we cannot decide ourselves, we can call Moscow, because
this is a question of the settlement of a city after the war. This is a new question for
all of us and for those who guide us t0o.””® The passportization process, though,
was never changed, since the Stalin regime’s earlier predilections remained intact.
But the war’s destruction and the economy’s continued focus on the front meant
a Soviet Union where social dislocation may have been more menacing to local
leaders than that brought about by collectivization a decade earlier. The fact that
people could continue to enter Kyiv without any occupation and secure living
permits without ever finding a job would torment these Ukrainian Communists
for a long time to come. Even as some leaders voiced their displeasure with the
growing numbers arriving in the city, they would soon need to follow Zinovii
Serdiuk’s lead to learn how to manage this phenomenon.
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Resettlement and Unorganized Returnees

Along with determining who was already in Kyiv, the city’s leaders tried to resettle
it so that it would soon look and act once again like a Ukrainian capital. On
January 8, 1944, SNK UkrSSR and the Ukrainian TsK, for example, decided
to move the republic-level government bureaucracy en masse from Kharkiv to
Kyiv.”* Between January 10 and 15, 1944, several thousand bureaucrats arrived
along with their personal belongings and equipment. Then, on January 20, 1944,
the same organizations allocated ten thousand apartments in Kyiv for the future
use of “Republic-level” workers.”> These included employees of the Ukrainian
Academy of Sciences and all of Kyiv’s cultural and educational institutions.

This resolution also obliged the Kyiv City Soviet to turn over to the Ukrainian
TsK’s Directorate of Affairs, the SNK UkrSSR, and the republic’s commissari-
ats the apartments that had once belonged to these institutions before the war.
Korniets described what happened next during the aforementioned May 9,
1944, “apartment question” meeting: “When we decided the question about the
quartering of the central organizations, Nikita Sergeeivich [Khrushchev] said,
‘Listen, there are few people right now in Kyiv. Maybe that organization does
not need that house. Maybe it is not needed [for them to be] on that particular
corner. Still, occupy it. If that organization’s representatives are in Kyiv, then let
them save it.””7°

Korniets further noted that none of these empty buildings would have any
“windows, doors, or catches left in them by now” if Khrushchev’s ideas had not
been enacted that winter. But spring was upon them and, thus, a comrade Zhila
from SNK UkrSSR had this idea for the apartments: “Those buildings given over
for settlement by the decision of the TsK and SNK, this is no dogma. . . . Just give
us your ideas on the matter: where we should not put anyone; where they have
taken apartments and hold them under lock and key; [where they are] not reset-
tling them and not developing them. These are things that can be decided over
again.””” But this republic-level resolution only created new problems for Kyiv's
local leaders due to other decisions the Stalin regime was making,

The main matter complicating the Ukrainians’ resettlement plans was contin-
ued mass return to the city. Inidally, these returns likely resembled a story told
in 1946 by Dina Pronicheva, a Jewish woman then in her early thirties, to the
Commission on the History of the Patriotic War in Ukraine. After being liber-
ated by the troops of the advancing Red Army in the fall of 1943, she returned to
her hometown in December to look for her children. After months of searching,
she went to see a group of children brought from western Ukraine to the city’s
Solomenka neighborhood and recognized her daughter, Lydochka Pronicheva. “At
first, she hugged me. Then she stopped, for her father had always said to her, ‘If
you meet your mom on the street, say aunty or else they will shoot us all.” But
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she hugged me again. And then she stopped and said, ‘aunty.” Then when I said,
‘Little one, now it is alright to say Mama,” she threw herself at me and, cling-
ing to my neck, cried, ‘Mamochka.” What took place next was a touching scene.
Everyone around us cried.””®

Due to new streams of people returning to the city, however, those “organi-
zations necessary for the capital, the Academy of Sciences, the laureates of the
Stalin prizes, the people’s artists, and, in general, the workers of scholarship” were
already having trouble finding housing according to the May 9, 1944, “apartment
question” meeting mentioned above. The Kyiv City Soviet Chairman, Lebed’,
explained there why not all of the latter people could be “banished” in the fol-
lowing manner: “If the family of a serviceman has arrived from the active army
we cannot send them anywhere. They go to the Military Procurator and he writes,
‘Give them a living permit.”” But a voice called out from among the meeting-
goers asking, “What is the soldier’s relationship to Kyiv?” Lebed” answered, “It is
the fact that he lived here before the war. And there is the ukaz of the all-union
Supreme Soviet of August 5, 1941, which says the living space of the families
of servicemen is bonded to them.””” This latter ukaz, passed jointly with SNK
SSSR on the same day and entitled “On the Preservation of the Housing Fund
of Servicemen and the Order for the Payment for Housing Space by Servicemen’s
Families during Wartime,” was to play a huge role in Kyiv’s history during the
years ahead.

For now, the competing prerogatives of Ukraine’s leadership and the Red Army
vis-a-vis Kyiv’s resettlement created confusion for city- and oblast-level authorities.
The military seems to have had the upper hand as its confidence grew with good
news from the front. A lictle later in the meeting, for example, another voice called
out, “The city of Kanash, in the Chuvash Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic
(RSFSR), has sent, without any summons, 240 families of servicemen.”®® Further
remarks from Chairman Lebed’ paint a similar picture: “Red Army men and inva-
lids are writing to the All-Union People’s Commissariat of Defense that their fam-
ilies are not given living permits. Then the commissariat gives them permission [to
enter the city] as the families of servicemen. They travel here. And we are required
to satisfy them. The day before yesterday from the Rokossovskii Front [the Second
Belorussian Front], 1,800 families arrived. What kind of people are these? They
are all former Kyivans.”8!

Comments here by the Lenin Raikom secretary, Nezhinskii, are particularly
revealing about how unprecedented the uncoordinated arrival of servicemen’s
dependents was during the latter part of the war. After stating that, “In essence,
the capital is being settled all over again,” the leader of Kyiv’s most centrally
located raion continued, “I, at my own fear and risk, have conducted such con-
versations with servicemen: ‘Once you are out of the army and sent to Kyiv,
then we will give you an apartment. As for now, I wish you good health.” More
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than from anyone else, we are under siege from servicemen in military units
located in the rear.”8?

Raising the stakes further for the local Communists was the rumor that Red
Army men by the hundreds had appropriated apartments for themselves in the
city after they had liberated it.%> And Komarov now spoke of the many Kyivans
who had once worked for the Germans, then taken better housing during the
occupation, and who now presented themselves as the families of servicemen
because their men had been drafted. For that reason, it was also hard to evict them
in the face of the August 5, 1941, ukaz. Stalin’s war of attrition had created a con-
fused totalitarian state.

Korniets concluded his remarks by saying, “A general walked in to see me
and said it was easier for him to break through the German defenses than it
was to see the chairman of the raion soviet. These are just the buds on the tree,
but the berries could be very sour if we do not do something about this mat-
ter.”8 Making matters worse was another rumor that arriving party members
and soviet workers, who had once occupied single rooms before the war, were
now commandeering empty three-room apartments for themselves.®> How the
local Communists relieved the indigestion caused by these “sour berries” is one
story this book seeks to tell.

The new leader of the Temporary Commission for the Regulation of Entrance
into the City of Kyiv, Tabulevich, concluded with this information: “Some spe-
cialists who sell permissions to enter the city have been found in Kyiv. One hair-
stylist with eleven family members got in for 10,000 rubles. . .. The wife of a
worker petitioned for three months to enter. Near the Kyiv City Soviet, she met
one of these ‘fixers’ [maklery] who said to her, I feel sorry just looking at you. I
would get things done but the leadership takes no less than 10,000 rubles.””86
Upon hearing this, the secretary of the Kyiv Gorkom, Mokienko, remained defi-
antly optimistic about recreating the Kyiv of the 1930s: “We need to remember
that this is the capital. Here there was a population of 997,000 and now there is
the destruction of the housing fund. We want to make a capital city; there is this
decision, ten square meters per person. We need to make a capital city in the full-
est sense of that word. Therefore, we need to try and save that space that we have.
Those who have come here without permission should not be allowed in. Allow
only the organized entrance into Kyiv like there is for Moscow and Leningrad.”®”
Mokienko wanted to harden even further the regime’s stance toward returnees.

But at meeting’s end, when Korniets, the republic-level leader, issued a string of
verbal commands laying out a comprehensive strategy for how the Kyivan author-
ities should regulate access to their regime city, the hardline became less visible.
In fact, Korniets’s opinion on how to treat such returnees reflected the Ukrainian
government’s acceptance that they would have to put up with Moscow’s line.
“People here regard these [returnee] types quite badly,” Korniets began. “They
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look at them as some sort of burden that is strangling us. But remember, these
people lived in the city and they are returning here and this is how they are met.
I am not for opening the doors for entrance to all, but we need to take a look

at whom we need. To whom we should be giving permission and to whom we

should not.”88

A SNK UkrSSR resolution of May 11, 1944, organized a “reevacuation point”
in the city of Kharkiv for the greeting and distribution of the Ukrainian Republic’s
population from the eastern oblasts of the USSR. But in Kyiv’s case, GKO-backed
groups were still to be allowed into the city. Meanwhile, the resettlement of
individual returnees in Kyiv would remain the responsibility of the Temporary
Commission.?? Kyiv's republic-level leadership had kept the city open because of
Moscow’s need to placate the Red Army, and because of the Stalin regime’s appar-
ent lack of concern over social dislocation within its damaged, formerly occupied
territories. Neither employment nor a set place to live was yet needed for a permit
to enter the Ukrainian capital.

By August 1944, though, further unmandated returns provoked another effort
to satisfy Mokienko’s desire for vigilance. Such a return was highlighted in a
July 17, 1944, Ukrainian NKVD memo to the Ukrainian TsK’s Department of
Cadres, which stated, “The facts noted about the arrival to the Transport Signal
Factory [Transsignal] of a group of persons who are not specialists have been com-
pletely confirmed. The assistant for cadres, comrade Gornsthein, sent on a trip
to Tashkent to dispatch equipment and cadre workers of this factory to Kyiv,
used fictitious identification cards to bring back with him the following people
who have nothing to do with the factory.””® The memorandum then listed eleven
names and recommended that Gornsthein be fired. With it was a report from the
factory’s director, who had given an order to have anyone who arrived illegally
fired and sent to “the jurisdiction of those organizations from which they arrived
or beyond the limits of Kyiv Oblast.”!

This incident was later mentioned in a new August 5, 1944, SNK UkrSSR
and Ukrainian TsK resolution, “On the Measures for the Temporary Limitation
of Entrance of Citizens into the City of Kyiv.” This decision concentrated on the
actions of the Temporary Commission and supplied new orders for how it was to
work. With GKO still regulating organized return, the resolution instructed Kyiv’s
leaders about what to do with everyone else: “[Do not] give permission to enter
and to live here to persons arriving in the city in an unorganized manner: without
a transfer, agreement, or invitation to work here by an institution, organization,
or enterprise. Exceptions to this rule go to invalids of the Patriotic War who previ-
ously lived in the city of Kiev, and also to families of servicemen who lived in the
city of Kiev at the moment the serviceman was drafted into the Red Army, the
Navy, or the troops of the all-union NKVD, if the families are secured with liv-
ing space in the city.”? The exceptions mentioned reflected Moscow’s desire that
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those associated with the Soviet military be given preferential treatment. Although
servicemen were technically “unorganized,” they were still “secured with living
space” by the All-Union Supreme Soviet ukaz of August 5, 1941. And while the
resolution tried to limit the numbers of servicemen and their families eligible for
these exceptions (for tens of thousands of Kyivan men had joined the Red Army
voluntarily in the summer of 1941), the August 5, 1941, ukaz was almost univer-
sally believed to apply to all who served. This new sense of privilege among those
associated with the military meant that, even as housing space in Kyiv remained
hotly contested, thousands of servicemen’s dependents would take advantage of
this porous system and descend on the Ukrainian capital.

The August 5, 1944, resolution did initiate a renewed effort to purge Kyiv of
the “socially dangerous” already in the city. But the change in the Stalin regime’s
focus was now plainly discernible as local authorities learned, step-by-step, why
the “laws of wartime” could also limit purging if they so desired. On July 21,
1944, Vasilii Riasnoi, Sergei Savchenko, and the Ukrainian procurator, Roman
Rudnenko, wrote a memorandum to the head of the Ukrainian republic’s new
People’s Commissariat of Defense, Gerasimenko (who was also the Kyiv Military
Region’s commander). In the letter, they listed seven categories of people to be
deported from Kyiv in order for it to be considered unsullied by the “socially
dangerous.”®? They wanted Gerasimenko to give them the authority to evict
beyond a 50-kilometer radius of Kyiv any suspicious types who had settled in the
city during the Nazi occupation. The basis for doing so, they contended, was the
All-Union Supreme Soviet ukaz that established martial law in localities deemed
important for the defense of the homeland on the night the Germans invaded.

The seven categories selected for eviction were subsequently divided into
three groups. The first group was those families with a member who had been
convicted of anti-Soviet activities, had left voluntarily with the Germans, had
formerly served in the Germans’ punishment and administrative organs, or
had been among the “collaborators, spies, and traitors shot without trial by
the advancing units of the Red Army and partisans.”®* In the second group
were people and their families arrested but not yet repressed by the Ukrainian
NKGB/NKVD for the above activities, as well as women who had lived with
German occupiers or collaborators. The third group included people and their
families who fell under limitations enacted by the all-union Passport Statute of
1940. This last group consisted mainly of relatives of people who had served
time for all manner of crimes (from inciting hatred and strife and speculation to
the keeping of brothels and the selling of firearms) and those who had arrived in
Kyiv during the occupation itself.

Seven days later, Gerasimenko’s Kyiv Military Region issued an order that
sought to satisfy the demands.””> But the Ukrainian NKGB of the Kyiv Oblast
quickly protested this in a letter to the Kyiv Military Region procurator, Ryzhkov,
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who was supposed to inform his comrades in the republic-level leadership about
the illegality of the above resolution. The letter’s author, a Comrade Nosov, noted
the reason for this:

One cannot indiscrim