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Archives are a very important political institution. In each country they are in the hands of the ruling class, which exercises an extremely thorough control over them. As a result, no Marxist or Communist is ever allowed to administer the archives anywhere outside the USSR.

 Mikhail Nikolaevich Pokrovskii (1868-1932), Bolshevik historian.

 “Learning Like a State:  Archives, Repression, and the Politics of Historical Knowledge in Ukraine, 1942-1944”

      In February 1942, as the Red Army mounted its first major counter-offensive, territorial units of the NKVD received a directive under the signature of Vsevolod Merkulov, at the time Deputy People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the USSR, identifying their tasks under the new circumstances. The directive envisioned comprehensive registration (uchet) of 13 different categories of Soviet citizens that had earlier compromised themselves by cooperation with the enemy. Fully in line with the prophylactic and retributive principles of Stalinist “political justice,” Merkulov demanded the immediate arrest of all people belonging to nine of these thirteen categories. Among others, these included functionaries of various administrative organs and auxiliary policemen, indigenous (official) personnel of German intelligence, counter-intelligence, and police organs; members of various Nationalist and “White guard” organizations; participants of armed anti-partisan units; women who married German soldiers; as well as a whole spectrum of “posobniki”— Soviet citizens who had aided the occupiers in various ways-- for example, by collecting grain contingents from the peasants or requisitioning winter clothes for the Wehrmacht.
       

    Nearly simultaneously, a set of instructions was issued to the operational departments of the NKVD and the regional branches of the Department of State Archives of the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs (Upravlenie Gosudarstvennymi arkhivami NKVD SSSR—further UGA NKVD).
 “Circular No.1,” as one of these documents became known among Soviet archivists at the time, required that all the documentation of the Nazi occupation authorities and of auxiliary administrations discovered in the newly “liberated” territories, as well as materials of Bolshevik organizations and partisan units, be immediately secured and concentrated for the purpose of their subsequent criminal-investigative and scholarly usages.
 Shortly thereafter, special task forces of the NKVD (opergruppy NKVD), following in the footsteps of the advancing Red Army units rummaged the country in search of the enemy archives.
 Upon discovery and concentration, such documents were immediately subject to rigorous analysis by military intelligence officers, NKVD operatives, professional archivists and eventually establishment historians. 

    Leaving the subject of NKVD/NKGB/Smersh investigations proper outside the scope of this paper,
 I would like to raise a set of questions and provide some preliminary answers about the specific role of the UGA NKVD in the process of wartime repression and about the significance of this institution to the politics of historical knowledge in the USSR during the Second World. The paper is thus intended as a contribution to a growing body of literature on the information gathering, state surveillance, mass repression and the politics of history in the USSR in the 1920s-1940s.
 I will argue that Soviet archivists provided vital informational support for the punitive organs of the Soviet state in the process of identifying “war criminals,” “collaborators” and other “enemies of the people” by collecting and surveying what equated to tons of captured archival documents. The informational reports, card catalogues, and registers of different categories of “counter-revolutionary elements” (further spiski-spravochniki) which professional archivists compiled for NKVD task forces and the operational departments of the regional branches of the NKVD (from14 April 1943 NKGB) played a crucially important role in defining the contours of wartime repression and in selecting specific targets thereof.

   Although the second aspect of the UGA NKVD wartime activities was not as important as providing informational logistics to the repressive policies of the Soviet state, it is important to note that professional archivists were also very much involved in the official politics of history. This involvement is evident in the efforts of the UGA NKVD to publish archival documents, naturally in coordination with the department of propaganda and agitation, as well as by making these documents available to Soviet propagandists and professional historians. The internal documentation of the UGA NKVD leaves no doubt that leading members of the Soviet archival establishment were aware of the grandiosity and historical significance of the ongoing war with Nazi Germany. Many viewed themselves as guardians of the national archival heritage, whose historical mission consisted in collecting and preserving for future historians all the miniscule traces of the Soviet country’s glorious wartime past.
 “Because of the order from the NKVD, instructions from the Main Archival Administration, as well as our own Circular,--wrote head of the UGA NKVD of the Ukrainian SSR lieutenant of state security Shkliarov,--no other organ will have as many possibilities for collecting the documents. Collect and use them we must. This is our duty.”
 

   And collect and use the documents they did. That many archivists got intimately involved in historiographical pursuits which were part and parcel of the emergent Soviet mythologies of the “Great Patriotic War” is not insignificant in and of itself.
 Ultimately, however, the more important contribution of people like Shkliarov, his deputy Panteleimon Gudzenko and their subordinates was the creation of the “Archive” of the occupation, which have ever since been utilized not only by the Stalinist propaganda establishment and Soviet historians, but also by many contemporary scholars both in Ukraine and abroad.
 It is in dissecting the particular nexus of repressive power and creation of “productive” historical knowledge inherent in the activities of the UGA NKVD that I propose to seek new venues of inquiry about the Stalinist cultural system, its politics of history, as well as the networks of complicity that the system generated and on which its survival and daily functioning depended.  

                                                         ***

      The use of archives for the purposes of surveillance and political repression in the USSR was not the novelty in 1942. Already the dreaded ChK and its successor organization OGPU showed pronounced interest in the archival heritage of various institutions of the ancien regime, enemy governments of the Civil War era and non-Bolshevik parties. Coupled with the employment of secret agents/informers and familiar forms of surveillance that the Bolshevik regime shared with other modern states (census, passportization, perlustration of correspondence etc.),
 monitoring of the contents of archival documents became an indispensable vehicle for identifying potential sources of opposition from the early years of the Bolshevik rule.
 

      Throughout the 1920s, however, despite the obligation to respond to numerous inquiries from the OGPU, the Soviet archival establishment retained a significant degree of autonomy from the punitive organs. It was only in the wake of Stalin’s consolidation of power and the accompanying centralization and bureaucratization of the party and state apparatus, that also the archives were gradually integrated into the structure of the Stalinist machinery of repression. Formally, this process reached the stage of completion in April 1938, when the NKVD de jure assumed total control of the archival holdings. By then providing informational support to the NKVD in the mass operations of the “Great Terror” had effectively become the main task of the Soviet archival organs.
 The freshly appointed head of the Main Archival Administration captain of state security Iosif Nikitinskii articulated the new conception of the archive during the conference with heads of regional departments of state archives in April 1939.
 According to Nikitinskii, the role of archival organs now consisted in “placing in the service of the Socialist state all the archival materials on enemies of the people,-- from provocateurs, fileurs and Gendarmes to Trotskyites and Rightists.”
 In charge of coordinating this work was the so-called “sector of classified collections” (otdel sekretnykh fondov), created as a sub-unit of the Main Archival Administration on the initiative of Nikitinskii. Sectors of classified collections at the time also appeared at each and every state archive. 

    A few months later the ethos and practices of state surveillance were transposed to the territories incorporated into the USSR in the wake of the Red Army’s invasion of Poland in September 1939. In a preview of developments taking place in the aftermath of the Nazi occupation, special task forces of the NKVD, which included professional archivists among their members, used the captured archives of the Polish state to target representatives of the government administration, Polish nobility, members of “bourgeois” parties, and “Nationalist elements.”
 In the meantime, personnel of the UGA NKVD in the “old” Soviet territories continued analysis of the documents of the state archives and compilation of the lists of different categories of the “enemies of the people.”
 This work never ceased even when the war started and the troops of Axis powers overran large tracts of Soviet territory. Thus archivists from Ukraine continued their work in Zlatoust, Balashov, Aktiubinsk, Ural’sk, Ul’ianovsk and Alga, where the archival documents deemed most important by the NKVD had been relocated in the course of 1941-1942.
 For example, just in the first 6 months of 1942, while in evacuation in Zlatoust, personnel of the Central State Historical Archive processed 28.000 newspapers from the years 1917 to 1929 and entered into the card catalogue data on 23.442 individuals. In combination with data derived from other materials concentrated in the sector of classified collections, the number of “counter-revolutionary elements” registered during the 6 month period just by this archival unit reached 39.697 people.
 In light of the fact that a large number of individuals from the target groups (“white guards,” “gendarmes,” “kulaks,” “Trotskyites,” “Petliurites,” etc.) had already been liquidated in the mass operations of 1937-1938, the scope and ambition of the continued official efforts to achieve the legibility of the Soviet society become even more apparent.
 

                                                          *** 

    Teams of archivists started to appear in “liberated” cities and towns of the Donbass and the Kharkiv region even before the issuance of Merkulov’s directive and the “Circular No.1.” Small but indispensable part of the NKVD task forces, they were among the first to enter and search for abandoned documents the premises of the SD, Gendarmerie, and organs of civilian administration, both German and local auxiliary. Already on 12 February 1942 deputy head of the UGA NKVD of the Ukrainian SSR Panteleimon Gudzenko reported from Voroshilovgrad about the efforts of the group under his command to restart the work of the archives in the Voroshilovgrad region, as well as to put together teams of archivists to be dispatched in short order to Stalino (today’s Donetsk), Kharkiv, Dnipropetrovs’k, Poltava and Sumy regions, where they were to conduct concentration and processing of the collected documents of the German occupation authorities and auxiliary administrations.
 The German counter-offensive at Kharkiv in May 1942 temporarily thwarted these plans. But as the frontlines started to move westwards for the second time in the aftermath of the Battle of Stalingrad, the pattern of incorporating archivists into the task forces of the NKVD evident in late 1941-early 1942 would repeat itself time and again. The only tangible difference this time was that as the Red Army approached Soviet Union’s western frontiers, the archivists were also urged to dedicate particular attention to locating the documents of various nationalist organizations, specifically OUN.

    Throughout the war the central and republican offices of the UGA NKVD closely monitored the activities of the teams in the field and supplied them with detailed instructions on how to organize the search for documents and utilize the assistance of the local population.
 In their turn, Gudzenko and his subordinates regularly dispatched to the UGA NKVD reports about their work, particularly in the “operational-chekist” domain. These reports form a very important body of sources on the everyday work of Soviet archivists in the rear areas of the Red Army and their relationship with the punitive organs. Particularly revealing in this regard is the document composed on 7 March 1943 by head of the sector of classified collections of the state archives of the Stalino region Ermakov. Attached to the Stalino UNKVD earlier in the year, Ermakov’s team supervised the re-establishment of state archives and collection of documents of the occupation authorities in the entire region. They delivered their arguably biggest coup in late February 1943. While searching the building of the German office of labour (Arbeitsamt) in Slav’ians’k, the archivists discovered the partially preserved card catalogue containing records for 70.000 (!) residents of the city. According to Ermakov, this find made possible identification of all of the city’s policemen, Gendarmes, attorneys, interpreters, volunteers for the service in the German army and other “counter-revolutionary elements.” The trip to the editorial office of the newspaper “Donskaia gazeta” turned out equally “fruitful.” Analysis of the newspapers confiscated there produced names of a large number of authors of “anti-Soviet” publications.
    

     Head of the department of classified collections of the Central State Archive of the October Revolution Boris Shain led the working group of the UGA NKVD responsible for processing captured documents that had been concentrated in Starobel’sk in April-May 1943. His tasks were thus somewhat different from those of his colleague Ermakov. The 4 men team was to systematize the collected documents, select some for the publication on the Nazi occupation regime, and, most importantly, to prepare catalogues of “counter-revolutionary elements” to be delivered to the operational departments of the NKVD. The tasks were strictly regimented, with each member of the group responsible for specific “political colorings” earlier proposed by the UGA NKVD in consultation with the command cadres of the Soviet punitive organs.
 Shain himself was to prepare the lists of personnel of the Starobel’sk city police and interpreters working at the German offices. His subordinates created registers of people who voluntarily left for work in Germany and, separately, those who were deported; employees of district and city administrations, office of the land affairs (zemupravlenie), as well as Soviet POWs who worked in the occupied territory.
 

     No less significantly, Shain prepared for the NKVD an information sheet about the relatives of individuals that had been repressed by Soviet punitive organs before the war (at the moment these people resided in the territories still occupied by Axis powers and were thus out of the reach of Soviet punitive organs).
 The existence of such informational reports is very meaningful. In my view, it suggests quite unambiguously that Soviet archivists were more than just a blind tool in the hands of the punitive organs. To use Vladlen Izmozik’s apt phrase, they were indeed its “eyes and ears.” By informing the security apparatus of the potential (heretofore unknown) target groups, they likely contributed to the elaboration of “political colorings” and thus influenced direction of the wartime repression-- even if the decision whether actually to repress members of these groups was a priori not theirs.
 In this context one wonders, for example, if such informational sheets from the UGA NKVD were not the original reason why Soviet punitive organs subjected to filtration all members of certain professional groups (e.g. janitors and house custodians).

     The ambition of official efforts in the domain of information gathering cannot be doubted. One should not, however, exaggerate the ability of the UGA NKVD to realize their visions of societal legibility and historicist preservationism. In addition, to the proverbial inefficiency of the Soviet bureaucracy and intra-institutional conflicts familiar to students of the Soviet government, the enlightenment ethos of scientism and rationality, embraced by the leadership of the UGA NKVD consistently clashed with established cultural patterns and economic realities of the wartime era.
 

    Throughout 1942-1943 Panteleimon Gudzenko regularly informed his superiors about the difficulties that his teams had encountered in the hunt for German documents. Beside the objective conditions and situational factors hampering their work, such as bad weather, impassable roads, inadequate means of transportation, lack of the Red Army progress in many sectors of the front, and destruction of the archives by the retreating German forces, deputy head of Ukraine’s archival establishment also mentioned obstruction to the work of the UGA NKVD from within the Soviet apparatus. We learn, for example, that NKVD investigators or officers of military counter-intelligence (osobye otdely NKVD)
 frequently confiscated the most important documents.
 But rather than forwarding these documents upon their usage to the UGA NKVD, not infrequently chekists simply disposed of them.
 Such lack of appreciation for the historical significance of the archival materials became a source of tensions between NKVD operatives on the ground and professional archivists. Gudzenko, in particular, on more than one occasion, submitted requests to the operational departments of the UNKVD and osobye otdely to transfer documents of the occupation authorities to the UGA NKVD after their usage.
 
     Eventually, pressure also came to be applied from within the apparatus of the Commissariat of Internal Affairs. Thus on 4 August 1942 there appeared an order issued jointly by deputy head of the NKVD of the USSR Kruglov and head of the UGA NKVD Nikitinskii. The order defined collection and preservation of materials of the war era, particularly those about atrocities of the Nazis, as a “matter of state importance” and stressed the inadequacy of Ukraine’s chekists’ earlier efforts in this domain. To correct the situation, Ukraine’s Narkom Savchenko was advised immediately to organize gathering and concentration in the state archives of all documents of occupation authorities, materials about partisans, as well as all printed matter that appeared in the region during the war.
 These measures notwithstanding, the tensions seem to have persisted, since on 25 April 1943 the issue was taken up on the highest level once again. This time the transfer of documents from osobye otdely to the UGA NKVD was demanded by People’s Commissar of State Security of the Ukrainian SSR Sergienko.
 

    There were problems within the apparatus of the UGA NKVD itself. It appears in some places for reasons unknown archival workers simply neglected the assignments. Thus in Kherson, captured by the Red Army on 13 March 1944, the collection of documents of the occupation period did not commence until 22 May, when the state archive published in the local press the appeal to the population to deliver the available archival materials. By then a significant portion of documents reportedly had already been “spontaneously destroyed.”
 

     Intra-institutional correspondence of the UGA NKVD contains a large number of complaints about “irresponsible” actions of some archivists that resulted in the destruction of “valuable” documents. For example, according to Leonid Kondakov, head of the working group of the UGA NKVD in evacuation in Shchadrinsk, one of his subordinates Akimova disposed of important files from the state archives of the Kaluga regions—these reportedly were discovered in the stove along with waste paper.
 Writing to his deputy Gudzenko from Zlatoust in May 1942, head of the UGA NKVD of the Ukrainian SSR Shkliarov expressed concern about “bad things” (nekhoroshye dela)  taking place in the Balashov group. Shkliarov suspected that members of this unit at the pretext of recycling “unimportant” documents also recycled “needed” files. The clean paper obtained in exchange allegedly was used for unauthorized barter with other institutions.
 

     Problems also existed in the domain of “operational-chekist” usage of the archives. For example, head of the working group in Ural’sk Bassak was accused of neglecting this segment of the work. Allegedly, he submitted to the UGA NKVD the first register of potential “spies” (citizens of foreign states living in the USSR) a whole month and a half after receiving the initial order-- after three reminders to boot.
 Bassak was not alone. It appears that as late as February 1944 many archival units, while registering tens of thousands of “counter-revolutionary elements,” severely lagged behind in creating spiski-spravochniki for the operational departments of the NKVD/NKGB. Thus Stalino unit reportedly prepared such catalogues for only 23.5% of those registered; the Poltava unit boasted of 22.3%, and the Ukrainian affiliate of the Central Archive of the October Revolution—11.5%. Other archival units apparently had yet to generate a single catalogue. From the perspective of the UGA NKVD, such state of affairs was totally unacceptable.

     But it was wantonly utilitarian, and, perhaps, in a few cases, politically motivated destruction of the documents by the advancing units of the Red Army that provides the ultimate illustration of the clash between the visions of societal transparency espoused by functionaries of the Soviet state and the patterns of daily behaviour by this state’s subjects. Rather than securing enemy archives, soldiers routinely used their contents as fuel or “cigarette” paper.
 The damage was on such a scale, that eventually People’s Commissar of Defence Marshall Vasilevskii, on prompts from the NKVD,
 issued an order, which specifically addressed the problem that, in his view, jeopardized military intelligence, “operational-chekist” work by the punitive organs, as well as preservationist efforts by the staff of the UGA NKVD: 

    In the course of liberation by units of the Red Army of cities, towns and villages, the command cadres at times do not organize the immediate gathering and protection of documentary materials left behind by the enemy. There are numerous cases, wherein important materials revealing operational plans of the German military command, their treacherous objectives and actions towards the civilian population and [Soviet] POWs, their criminal erasure of the cities, get destroyed by our own troops. […] Particularly important are the documents of Gestapo, Kommandaturen, SS, police, Gendarmerie, propaganda units, district and village administrations, editorial offices of newspapers etc. These documents are extremely valuable for learning the history of the Great Patriotic War of the Soviet people against the German-fascist invaders. But there are instances of individual Red Army soldiers using them as a wrapping and smoking paper, or as a fuel.

I order:

1) To categorically prohibit the personnel of the Red Army units to destroy any archival documents[…]

2) to forbid the Red Army units to take quarters in the buildings of the state archives.

3) The commanders of garrisons should immediately organize gathering […] and protection of collected documents.

4) documents carrying operational value are to be handed to the military staffs[…] [All other documents] are to be handed to the state archives via the NKVD.

5) The contents of this order are to be made known to all officers.

    Yet, for all the challenges, contradictions, and ultimate utopianism of official visions, one also should not lose track of what functionaries of the Soviet state were able to accomplish under the circumstances. Just over two years after the appearance of “Circular No.1” and Gudzenko’s teams’ first forays into the “liberated” territories, the then People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the Ukrainian SSR Vasilii Riasnoi, in a report to the first secretary of the TsK KP(b)U N. Khrushchev, spoke about 100.000 files of the occupation authorities, 25.000 letters by “Ostarbeiter,” and more than 10.000 German newspapers collected by Soviet archivists in mere 16 months between January 1943 and May 1944.
 Another report by Riasnoi,-- from 21 August 1944,--directed to his NKVD superiors in Moscow, makes obvious the scope of the “operational-chekist” usage of this documentation. We learn, for example, that in the first six months of 1944 alone, the personnel of the UGA NKVD in the “liberated” regions of Ukraine registered 108.478 “counter-revolutionary elements;” while 48.723 individuals had found way into the registers that were subsequently sent to the NKVD and NKGB for the purposes of their “operational use.”
 It is therefore clear that official efforts to intensify preparation of spiski-spravochniki in 1944 bore fruit.

     To-date I do not possess comprehensive statistics about the total number of “enemies” registered by archival organs in all years in all regions of the USSR. It is clear, however, that those numbers would significantly add to the 108.478 total reported by Riasnoi. For example, just in the “liberated” territories of Ukraine between 1 February and 1 November 1943, personnel of the UGA NKVD reportedly identified 20.531 “counter-revolutionary elements.”
 Nor did the activities stop in August 1944, as many more archival documents would subsequently fall into the hands of the punitive organs in the course of the Red Army’s offensives. To place the above-mentioned numbers in perspective, arrested on charges of “collaboration” in the entire USSR in all years were 320.000 people.
 The corresponding number of arrests for Ukraine between 1943 and 1957 was reportedly 93.600.
 Even assuming that many of those registered by archivists escaped prosecution, and that many of those arrested fell into the hands of the punitive organs via denunciations from ordinary citizens, data supplied by Soviet partisans and underground fighters, secret informers/agents of the punitive organs, or materials of previous investigations, the significance of the UGA NKVD in the process of repression is still quite apparent. 

    So how did punitive organs handle the information supplied by the UGA NKVD? The evidence is fragmentary, yet some conclusions can be drawn. It appears particularly important role in the daily functioning of the machinery of repression in the USSR was performed by the so-called I Special Department of the NKVD/MVD of the USSR and its regional offshoots. The enigmatic Pervyi spetsotdel, as it was known in the official parlance of the day, was responsible for maintaining the centralized intra-institutional (i.e. common for Smersh, militia and organs of state security) database (kartoteka) of “anti-Soviet elements.” This database, whose creation went back to the early years of the Bolshevik rule,
 was constantly updated from a variety of sources--e.g. data from secret agents/informers, statements by partisans, materials gathered in the course of previous investigations by different organs,
 and even deciphering inscriptions on the walls of the Nazi run prisons.
 It was to the spetsotdely that personnel of the UGA NKVD dispatched card catalogues, which they created while processing captured documents. And it was to the spetsotdely that operatives of various punitive organs referred to in the process of obligatory (passport) re-registration of the population (perepropiska) in the “liberated” regions,
 “filtration” of individuals detained by street patrols and in the course of “mass operations” by troops of the NKVD for the protection of rear areas,
 as well as during the postwar “repatriations” of Soviet citizens from abroad, particularly Germany.
 In addition to the databases of the spetsotdely, as already mentioned, all the operative departments of the NKVD/NKGB received from the UGA NKVD spiski-spravochniki for various “political colorings.” These could be consulted on the spot.

     All of the above leads me to conclude the historian Tanja Penter is glossing over the complexity of informational work by the punitive organs in suggesting so unequivocally that the bulk of wartime prosecution cases originated under the influence of reports of secret police agents or denunciations from the general population.
 There is, of course, plenty of evidence about Soviet citizens willingly supplying information about identity and location of “collaborators.” There is also no doubt that Soviet punitive organs attached utmost importance to the recruitment of agentura and that, particularly in later stages of the war, they used it very efficiently against the alleged war criminals in German POW camps, “collaborators,” and members of Nationalist insurgencies in Soviet Union’s western borderlands.
 

     At the same time, one should note that the deployment of agents against specific individuals (agenturnaia razrabotka) often began after that individual had already in some way “attracted” the attention of punitive organs. Moreover, particularly in the initial months after the reestablishment of Soviet power, at least in some parts of Ukraine the use of secret agents by Soviet punitive organs for a number of reasons was rather limited. Thus captain of state security Golubev, deputy head of the NKVD task force operating in the vicinity of Kharkiv, in a report to People’s Commissar of State Security of the Ukrainian SSR Sergienko (9 April 1942) stated this quite unambiguously: “The importance of work with agents has yet to be recognized. The number of agent case files (agenturnye dela) runs in single digits (both with us and the UNKVD).
 Secret-political department [of the UNKVD] made no effort to dispatch agents behind the frontline into Khar’kov. And to-date no one has conducted recruitment of appropriate agent cadres. I am doing everything in my power to improve work with the agents.”
 
     The “abysmal” state of “work with the agents” in the secret political department of the Kharkiv UNKVD was also subject of the special report by head of the NKVD task force captain of state security Voloshin (24 March 1942). During his stay in Kup’ians’k Voloshin was particularly dismayed by the failure of the officers of the secret-political department regularly to meet with the agents. Thus, we learn, between 1 and 15 March 1942 out of 41 scheduled meetings only 5 actually took place. Officers of one of the units in the same department, Voloshin reported indignantly, “did not even know what agents they had in the network and consequently scheduled no meetings whatsoever.” As a result, throughout this period agents of the secret political department of the Kharkiv UNKVD supplied meagre two reports. To make it worse, according to Voloshin, the personnel of the UNKVD put those reports into the desk and did nothing about them.
 It is therefore not surprising that under the circumstances a lot of arrests were being carried out on the basis of “official data”--i.e. card catalogues in the special sectors, spiski-spravochniki supplied by the staff of the UGA NKVD and materials of investigations already under way. Whether the situation in Kharkiv and Kup’ians’k in spring1942 was typical of the work of the task forces and territorial units of the NKVD at the time is difficult to determine at this stage of my research. In some districts of the Voroshylovgrad region, it appears the data from the agents and secret informers indeed accounted for a lions’ share of arrests. In others the situation resembled that in Kharkiv and Kup’ians’k.
 What is clear, however, is that the weaknesses of the work with the agents were not a major hindrance to the conduct of mass arrests, as agents/informers were never the sole, or, indeed, the main source of information.

                                                    ***

       Wartime activities of the UGA NKVD in the realm of politics of history can be adequately appreciated only within the larger context of Soviet state information gathering and knowledge production about the experiences of the population in the territories formerly occupied by Nazi Germany and its allies. In addition to NKVD/NKGB investigations, other types of informational work during the Second World War included party and NKVD/NKGB led verifications of partisan units and underground groups, creation of the so-called “Extraordinary State Commission for the Investigation of Atrocities of German Fascists and their Henchmen” (further ChGK—Chrezvychainaia gosudarstvennaia komissiia) and the “Commission for the Study of History of the Great Patriotic War.” The tasks of the latter in particular resembled those of the UGA NKVD.  Created in December 1941, the All-Union “Commission for the Study of History of the Great Patriotic War” from the very start was subordinated to the Department of Propaganda and Agitation of the VKP(b). In fact, it was formally headed by chief of the Agitprop Georgii Aleksandrov. Members of the “Commission” were to create the “documentary base” and subsequently to write “true” histories of the War.
 Unlike the personnel of the UGA NKVD, who collected documents in the vicinity of the front, officials of the Commission operated in the Soviet interior. In addition to collecting documents, they also recorded testimonies by participants of events (e.g. Red Army generals, heroes of the Soviet Union, partisan commanders, party functionaries, etc).
 Thus the characteristically modernist imperative of rendering the societal structures legible and free of “enemy elements” from the very start was combined in all of these ventures with an impetus of producing and selectively putting into the public space “knowledge” about experiences of select groups of Soviet citizens for the purposes of political education. The objective of fostering the politically conscious Soviet person was to be achieved by means of familiarizing the public with the examples of the Soviet country’s tragic yet glorious wartime past. Ultimately, both repressive and productive impulses converged around the overarching goal of winning the war and legitimating the Communist party rule and Stalin’s leadership in the process.

      There was more to all of these tightly interwoven ventures than the partially overlapping tasks and the shared ethos of information gathering and its deployment for the purposes of repression and propaganda.
 Equally significant were personnel links. For example, Panteleimon Gudzenko (in 1941-43 deputy head, and from 1943 head of the UGA NKVD of the Ukrainian SSSR) and Fedir Shevchenko (in 1943 head of the scholarly-publishing section of the UGA NKVD) would become members of the Ukrainian branch of the “Commission for the Study of History of the Great Patriotic War” after it began its work in 1944. Head of the partisan sector of the “Commission for the Study of History of the Great Patriotic War” the historian Ivan Slin’ko in 1945-46 was in charge of the working group that played an important role in the party led verification of activities of various partisan units and underground groups.
 Fragmentary evidence also indicates that, just like archivists, professional historians from the “Commission for the Study of History of the Great Patriotic War” cooperated with the NKGB. Although it is not clear if forwarding to the organs of state security materials carrying “operational-chekist value” was part of their job description, there is no doubt that some members of the Commission did exactly that.

     Personnel links also existed between the staff of the UGA NKVD and the ChGK.
 The available documents make it clear that units of the UGA NKVD, along with operational departments of the NKVD, had been involved in documenting Nazi atrocities from very early in the war and did not cease this work even after the ChGK came into existence in November 1942.
 In fact, one of the most important tasks of the UGA NKVD throughout the war was to “assist” the ChGK in collecting evidence of Nazi crimes.
 Likely, the perceived distrust of the information stemming from the NKVD,-- both within the USSR and abroad,-- was one of the main reasons why the “Extraordinary State Commission” was created in the first place.
 According to the Russian historian Marina Sorokina, another possible objective behind the creation of this body consisted in representing as atrocities of the Nazis some of the Soviet war crimes. The best known case of falsification of historical record is, of course, the ChGK report about the massacre of Polish officers in the Katyn forest in spring 1940.
 The Katyn Affair, however, was not an exception. To-date we possess information of at least one more instance of historical falsification by the ChGK. I have in mind the massacre of the population of several villages in the Cherek district (Kabardino-Balkariia) carried out in November 1942 by the joint NKVD and Red Army task force under the command of captain Nakin. Subsequently, in summer 1943, on orders from the leadership of the Kabardino-Balkar ASSR the local branch of the “Extraordinary State Commission” produced “evidence” representing as culprits for the massacre Germans and local “bandits.”
     

       It is not out of the question that more evidence of developments of this sort will appear in the future, although by no means do I want to imply that falsifications by the ChGK were ubiquitous. What was ubiquitous was the covert usage and subsequent publication by the ChGK of the materials on war crimes supplied by NKVD/NKGB officers and the UGA NKVD. Personnel of the UGA NKVD themselves published on atrocities of the Nazis and their “henchmen,” although roughly from mid-1942 the attribution “UGA NKVD” disappeared from titular pages of such publications.
 By informing the public of the Nazi crimes, naturally with approval from Agitprop, in a way that emphasized genocidal extermination of the “Soviet people” (rather than just Jews or Sinti and Roma),
 the UGA NKVD-ChGK tandem performed an important legitimating function for the Stalinist regime. For if the Nazis were enemies of the “Soviet people” and by extension of the entire humanity, it was only logical to conclude that the Soviet side, as the enemy of the Third Reich, were the saviours of the humanity. Reflecting this conception of the role of the UGA NKVD in the wartime politics of history is the letter that head of the UGA NKVD Shkliarov sent from Zlatoust in May 1942 to his deputy Gudzenko (As already mentioned, Gudzenko at the time was busy organizing collection of German archival materials in the recently “liberated” regions of Eastern Ukraine). “In two weeks,--Shkliarov wrote,--one will finish the brochure titled “Socialist Humanism and Fascist Atrocities.”[…] This brochure will serve as a powerful condemnation of savage brutalities of fascist vandals and, simultaneously will relate about the great liberating mission of the Red Army and peoples of the USSR.”
 

    Although always subsidiary to “operational-chekist” tasks, historiographical pursuits were an important aspect of the wartime activities of professional archivists. Personnel of the UGA NKVD partook in the historical discourse in the USSR in a variety of ways--by publishing documentary collections, individual documents and articles in central, regional and district newspapers; by reading texts of documents on the radio; by delivering lectures, as well as by organizing documentary exhibitions on a wide range of topics.
 Naturally, these activities cannot be considered outside the power grid within which the archivists operated, since the hierarchical nature of Stalinist politics placed severe restrictions on the agency of individual actors. Joseph Stalin and his inner circle, of course, did not run and control everything, but there is no doubt that them and their ideas exerted profound impact on the entire political domain, including politics of history in the USSR and Ukraine. For this reason, I believe the historian Serhy Yekelchyk, perhaps, is granting the creative intelligentsia in Stalinist Ukraine a greater degree of autonomy from the ideological “dictate” of the center than they enjoyed in reality.
 The center indeed may not have “dictated” the exact contents of the ideological message to the Ukrainian writers, historians, and artists, but, obviously, that does not mean that they were not aware of the boundaries of the permissible discourse. Personnel of the UGA NKVD were not an exception to this rule. Head of the UGA NKVD of the USSR Nikitinskii, for example, explicitly linked the thematics of his subordinates’ prospective publications for the year 1942 to Stalin’s famous speech on November 7, 1941—effectively signalling the desired content of the ideological message.
 

   Where functionaries of the UGA NKVD did enjoy a significant autonomy is in the archival domain proper, which they jealously guarded from intrusions by outsiders, particularly in regards to the right to determine the usage of the documents of the German occupation authorities. Illustrating this aspect of vedomstvennost’ is a curious collision that occurred in Kup’ians’k (Kharkiv region) in May 1942. On 13 May “Pravda” published an article under the title “Collecting Documents of the Great Patriotic War.” Among other things, the article mentioned the exhibition of originals of German documents in the museum in Kup’ians’k. The article attracted attention and rose ire of head of the UGA NKVD of the Ukrainian SSR Shkliarov. Invoking orders of the NKVD and instructions of the UGA NKVD of the USSR about the primacy of his own institution in the domain of document preservation and usage, Shkliarov instructed his subordinates immediately to confiscate all the documents from the museum (because of their potential damage to the interests of the Soviet state) and inform the department of propaganda and agitation of the necessity to obtain permission of the UGA NKVD for exhibiting documents of the occupiers in the future.
 Subsequent developments lend the story somewhat ironic twist. According to Shkliarov’s deputy Gudzenko, when his men arrived in Kup’ians’k, it turned out there were no documents to confiscate. In fact, there was no museum there either. There only existed the plan of the exhibition prepared by one member of the regional department of propaganda and agitation. The article in “Pravda,” Gudzenko wrote, described what, in the opinion of the author, “should have been exhibited, and not what actually was.”
 The morale of this story is that even agents of historical myth-making in the USSR sometimes could not distinguish between what was real and what was a socialist realist simulacra.
    Just like the texts on Nazi atrocities, UGA NKVD’s other historiographical pursuits were subjected to the overarching goal of legitimating the Stalinist regime (and Stalin personally) and de-legitimating its political rivals (e.g. Ukrainian Nationalists). Just what kind of notions and political values the audiences should have internalized can be easily deduced from the topics of the historical brochures that Soviet archival organs were supposed to produce during the year 1942 as part of an ongoing state propaganda effort.
 Examples include “Lenin and Stalin as Leaders and Organizers of Victories of the Red Army,” “The Struggle of Russian and other Slavic Peoples against the German Invaders,” “Atrocities of German Invaders in the Past and during the Current War,” “Partisan War of the Russian People against the Foreign Invaders,” “Ukrainian Nationalists in the Service of German Fascists” to name a few.
 Behind each of these titles there lurks a particular Stalinist ideologem—e.g. “Stalin as heir to the Leninist tradition,” “friendship of the peoples,” “Ukrainian nationalists as enemies of the Ukrainian people,” etc.  

    I will discuss the history of the preparation of the brochure “Ukrainian Bourgeois Nationalists as Agents of German Fascism” at some greater length, since I believe it is rather paradigmatic of the UGA NKVD method of dealing with the past. It all began on 23 February 1942, when Shkliarov ordered his Deputy Gudzenko to collect information about the activities of the “Ukrainian Nationalists” in the occupied territories (meant at this time were activists of the Ukrainian Central Rada, Hetmanate and the Directory, rather than those of the OUN).  “Some of these agents of German fascism,--Shkliarov wrote,--had exhibited their loyalty to German imperialism as early as 1918 and then continued their traitorous work as German spies.” Additionally, Shkliarov provided Gudzenko with the list of Ukrainian politicians of the revolutionary era, including the premier of the UNR Holubovych, on whom he wanted compromising information.
 Similar requests for materials documenting “traitorous” activities of “Ukrainian Nationalists” followed in April and May 1942—with a rejoinder that several “important” brochures were now in jeopardy because of the lack of materials.
 As part of the effort to accumulate the information on “Nationalists,” Gudzenko, in his turn, submitted a query to Deputy People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the Ukrainian SSR Ratushnyi. Having informed Ratushnyi of the preparation of the brochure “Ukrainian Nationalists as Agents of German Fascism,” Gudzenko expressed the wish to know if any of the “Ukrainian Bourgeois Nationalists” were being active in the occupied territories at the contemporary juncture (He attached the list of 31 political figures received from Shkliarov).

    I have not found in the archives Ratushnyi’s reply to Gudzenko, but several weeks later, in May 1942, Gudzenko informed Shkliarov about the results of the search and about the decision not to publish a brochure on “Ukrainian bourgeois Nationalists,” written earlier in the war by some Rudnev of the UGA NKVD. According to Gudzenko, the decision to abstain from the publication was dictated by the appearance of new data about the attitude of “Nationalists” towards the war and Nazi occupiers:

             There is no doubt that they (bourgeois Nationalists) displayed their traitorous essence not only during the first German occupation, but also in the course of preparation of the present occupation […] At the same time, interestingly enough no “Ukrainian statesmen” known to us are presently in the occupied territory of Ukraine. In Kiev from the first days of occupation there emerged Ogloblin, in Khar’kov—some Kramarenko, in Stalino—one engineer, same in Dnepropetrovsk. But there is nobody from the old cohort of fascist lackeys[…] This, of course, does not mean that the former Petliurites are not provocateurs, traitors, and fascist servants in the occupied territories, but all of these are small fry. The big fish, however, are invisible […] I have examined the materials in our IV Department
--materials, newspapers, etc. But nowhere did I find mention of people ubiquitously present in the brochure by comrade Rudnev and that you have inquired about. Speaking on the radio in Kiev and Lviv are also completely unknown “professors,” “docents,” or “founders of something,” like Arkadii Liubchenko in Kharkiv. He is the “founder of Ukrainian literature,” etc. Now a few words about the list of “statesmen” that you sent me: Golubovich and Liubinskii were in the USSR all the time, and, naturally, they can not engage in any [subversive] activities there. Tkachenko died. Shelukhin is so old, that there is little chance he can be used politically. Khristiuk has been arrested by our organs. Sidorenko, Lutsenko are both dead. Other individuals were mostly abroad spying. One little detail about Vinnichenko. He’s married to a Jew. Hitler “struggles against the world Jewry.” Perhaps, this is why they did not come to terms […] As you see, to-date we have very few materials about the old cohort of “statesmen.”

   My objective here is obviously not the discussion of the complicated relationship with the Nazi regime on the part of various strands of the Ukrainian national (nationalist) movement and the Ukrainian intelligentsia.
 Rather the point is about the UGA NKVD and their politico-historical myth-making. Gudzenko’s description of Rudnev’s “defective” brochure makes obvious two different approaches to the politics of history within the UGA NKVD. First, some archivists (Rudnev) were not above inventing stories, which, is not a surprise to students of Soviet history. Perhaps, a little more surprising is the behavior of Gudzenko who blocked the publication of Rudnev’s work due to its factographical “mistakes.” Deputy Head of the UGA NKVD of the Ukrainian SSR did not doubt for a second that “Nationalists” were enemies and that, in fact, they were German agents, but he wanted this narrative to be backed up by archival documents to be believable. To this end, throughout the war various organs of Soviet power, including the UGA NKVD, spent a significant amount of time and effort, searching for the archival documents that would expose cooperation of their political opponents with the Nazis and thus discredit them once and for all. That such documents by definition were chosen selectively did not seem to bother people like Gudzenko and Shkliarov…

                                               Conclusion    
    The German historian Stefan Plaggenborg recently suggested that we begin to think about the Soviet society during the Stalin era as a society of accomplices (Mitmachgesellschaft).
 In my view, however, restoring agency to the historical subjects in this fashion, provocative and stimulating as it is, requires specification and historical concretization. Otherwise, we run the risk of obfuscating the persistently recurring problem of moral choices for the historical actors and replacing the problematic dichotomy of “perpetrators”/ “victims” with a framework representing almost everyone as a “collaborator” of the system. While it is true that the Stalinist state in its functioning indeed relied on cooperation, willing or coerced, of wide strata of Soviet society, it is also true that contributions by different agents were a priori asymmetrical. In this sense the experiences of the personnel of the UGA NKVD are very instructive. Their numerical insignificance notwithstanding, their role both in the domain of state directed repression and in the realm of the politics of history in the USSR during the Second World War was disproportionate to their numbers.
 

   Neither should one underestimate the legacy of the official “memory” work of which personnel of the UGA NKVD were proud bearers. Here I  have in mind not only the persistent influence on the public opinion in many countries of the post-Soviet space of memories and ideological constructs of the Soviet era, which have been well documented by numerous researchers.
 In my view, equally significant is the continued deployment of archival documents as a weapon in the political struggle--both domestically and internationally. Such tendencies have been in evidence not only in Russia, whose authoritarian leadership’s ambivalent attitude towards the Soviet past have been secret to no one.
 But also in the politically pluralist Ukraine the archives have at times been harnessed for the purposes of myth-making in the service of nation-building.
 The ethos centering on the belief that archival documents can and should be used to shape and transform the public opinion is thus alive and well in the post-Soviet space. At the same time it must be noted, due to misconceptions that occasionally arise in academic circles in Russia and North America, that the ruling elites in Ukraine do not enjoy the full control of archival holdings, not to mention the production of meanings of the past resultant thereof. Participating in historical discourse in Ukraine these days is a whole array of domestic and foreign actors,--from Ukrainian and foreign (especially Russian) politicians of various colors to a variety of Kulturtraeger--journalists, film-makers and producers, popular writers, and, finally, professional historians from Ukraine and from abroad. Granted these different actors do not enjoy the same amount of influence, it is the interaction between them that lends and likely will continue to lend the politics of history in Ukraine and the rest of the post-Soviet space its peculiar dynamics. Exploration of this dynamics in various regions, in addition to the analysis of the specifics of memory work by various actors, should be an item on the agenda of students of the politics of history in the area.
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