Revolt in the Name
of Freedom:
Forgotten Belarusian
Gene?



Revolt in the Name
of Freedom:
Forgotten Belarusian
Gene?

EDITED BY

Piotr RUDKOUSKI
Kaciaryna KOLB

Warsaw 2013

pawet.net



Editors: Piotr Rudkotiski, Kaciaryna Kolb
Papers of the conference “Revolt in the Name of Freedom: Forgotten Belarusian Gene?”
The conference was held on 8-10 of March 2013 in Warsaw, Poland

The conference was sponsored by Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung Belarus Office, National Endowment
for Democracy and Lazarski University

Translation: Ale§ Lahviniec, Vieranika Mazurkievi¢

Proof-reading: Sviatlana Citova (Belarusian), Barbara Koziel (English)

Cover design: Marzena Dolganiuk

Stylesheet set-up: Nadzieja Pankratava

Publication of this volume was made possible by National Endowment for Democracy
© Copyright by Uczelnia Lazarskiego, Warsaw 2013

Oficyna Wydawnicza Uczelni Lazarskiego
02-662 Warszawa

ul. Swieradowska 43

tel. 22 54-35-450, 22 54-35-410
wydawnictwo@lazarski.edu.pl
www.lazarski.pl

ISBN: 978-83-64054-32-7

A Konrad National Endowment
Adenauer for Democracy
/ Stiftun g Supporting freedom around the world
DOM Implementation of publishing:
WYDAWNICZY Dom Wydawniczy ELIPSA

ul. Inflancka 15/198, 00-189 Warszawa
E I IP tel./fax 22 635 03 01, 22 635 17 85

e-mail: elipsa@elipsa.pl, www.elipsa.pl




Contents

Preface. Piotr Rudkotiski, Kaciaryna Kolb 7
Introduction. Reflections on Self-goverment and Citizenship.
Andrzej S. Kaminski 9
PART 1. HISTORIA MAGISTRA VITAE-IN-LIBERTATE 17
Religious Tolerance along the Polish-Belarusian Borderline.
Antoni Mironowicz 18

The Revolt in the Name of Freedom: the Fight of Small Town Dwellers

for the Lost Freedom and Land in 18t'-19 centuries. Ina Sorkina ............ 28
Jews and Belarusians in the Fight for Freedom in Tsarist Russia

(1795-1904). Zachar Sybieka 36
Awakened by Sluck Uprising. Uladzimir Liachotiski 51

Resistance Attitudes of the Belarusian Population in Interwar Poland
(Illustrated with the Example of Kruhovicy Village and Commune).

Anatol Trafim¢yk 57
The Academic Discussion of the Mid 1960s in Belarus: between
Freedom of Creativity and Political Denunciation. Aleh Dziarnovic............. 64
PART 2. CULTURE LAUGHTS AT POLITICS 77
Two Carnivals of Contemporary Belarus. Andrej Rasinski..........oeeeeeeerseeeeneces 78
First Generation of Minsk Hippies (2" half of 1960s-1¢* half of 1970s).
Uladzimir Valodzin 91
Contemporary Belarusian Literature (sucbiellit) in the Post-tutejsyja
Era: People beyond Their Time. Valiaryna Kustava 101
Why Doesn’t Religion Laugh at Politics? Piotr RudkoUski.......cc.eeeueeereenneenne 105

PART 3. WHAT IS FORGOTTEN? ON MEMORY, NATIONHOOD AND EUROPEAN

DIMENSION 111
The Rise and Fall of the Belarusian National Movement: Historical
Preconditions and Prospects for the Future. Per Anders Rudling .......oc..cu... 112

The “Belarusian Trap”: The EU’s Relations with Belarus. Andréas Racz..... 120

Between Church and the Government or Religious Life of an Ordinary
Person in After-war Belarus. Iryna Kastalian 128

The Genealogy of National Statehood in the Historical Memory of
Belarusians. Aliaksiej Lastotiski 136

pawet.net



04

Aleh DZIARNOVIC

The Academic Discussion
of the Mid 1960s

in Belarus:
between Freedom of Creativity
and Political Denunciation

Aleh DZIARNOVIC, Belarusian Academy of Science

ublic life in the Soviet Belarus in mid 1960s was mar-
ked by an unprecedented public historiographic deba-
te. The primary impetus for the debate was the publication
of the work by a historian of old Belarusian literature and
Aliaksandr literature critic, Aliaksandr Kor$unat! (1924-1991), on
Korsunad, the Athanasius Filipovi¢ (approximately 1595-1648), Ortho-
author of the book . .. Lo st
dox writer, polemicist, and ecclesiastic of the 1* half of the

about Athanasius
Filipovi¢ 17" century?. But the immediate beginning of controversy

1 For more details about the life and work of the researcher see: batsiHHik, M. B. (1992). lacnegubik 6enapyckai
cTapabITHal nitapatypsl. Becui AH Benapyci. Cep. rpamaa. HaByk, N© 3-4, 96-105; KapoTki, Y. (1994).”3
3bIUNMBOCTM K MOelt oTum3He...". In Wnaxam ragoy: Mct.-nit. 36. MiHck: MacTaukas nitapatypa, 6-10; JTiywsid, Y.
(2001).“En nérka apuyBay cabe capog ctaroaasay”. In Packonki Bakon ropaukara MapHaca. JlitapatypasHayubia
Hapbicbl. Topki, 179-183; Yamapbiuki, B. (2004). MaubiHanbHik. PogHae cnoBa, N 3, 24-26.

2 KopuuyHos, A. (1965). AdpaHacuin Qununnosud. »KnsHb 1 TBopuecTBo. MUHCK: HaByKa i TaXHiKa.
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is associated with the name of the author of the review on this book, the Be-
larusian literary critic Mikola Praskovi¢ (1932-1983).

BEGINNING: PRASKOVIC’S REVIEW

Pragkovi¢ himself was quite a colourful figure’. As a specialist in Ancient
Belarusian Literature, he worked at the Institute of Literature named after Janka
Kupala, at the Academy of Sciences of the BSSR. In 1965, Pragkovi¢ defended
his candidate’s dissertation on the early period of work
of Simeon of Polack. Thus, he could fulfill himself in the
professional sphere. But, as noted by all who knew him,
Praskovi¢ had a temperament that was difficult to lock in
an academic environment. In the same way, Praskovic’s
review on Kor$unatl’s academic work* appeared to be
polemically sharp, in the review he used to question the
official views and produced a wide resonating effect in
Belarus.

In general, PraSkovi¢ rated Kor§unati’s work quite  Mikola Praskovig,
highly, but scathingly criticized some historical stereotypes ‘é":;gf;;%‘,’;%";g;
inculcated by the semi-official propaganda. Thus, provoked academic
referring to KorSunais statement that “(...) bearing in  discussionin the
mind the interests of the lower classes, he [Athanasius mid 1960
Filipovi¢ — A.Dz.] went to Moscow to seek protection from
Catholic aggression and tyranny,” the reviewer evaluated
this thesis as “at least unconvincing”. Further on, Pragkovi¢ wrote more bluntly:
“With his whole flow of thought, the researcher affirms that the Orthodox monk
wanted to trade espionage information to the Orthodox tsar for material assistance
to Kupiaci¢y Monastery [near Pinsk, where Filipovi¢ lived for some time”]. And
for ‘an Orthodox monk, the Union was certainly a deadly evil: he wanted help
from the Orthodox tsar to destroy the abhorrent Union. The social liberation
was out of the question™.

In general, Praskovi¢ noted that “Korsunaii’s view of the Union was obsolete
and one-sided”. And “he takes the purposes of introducing the Union for its
ultimate result™.

3 For more details see: Yamapbiuki, B. (2004). Mpawkosiy Mikona. In A. [13apHosic (Ed.), HoHkaHdpapmism y benapyci:
1953-1985. [lasegHik. T. 1. MiHck: Athenaeum, 149-152.

4 TMpawkosiy, M. (1965). Cnosa npa AdaHacis Qininosiva. Monbima, N© 12, 174-177.

Ibid., 175.

6 lbid, 176.
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Also, issues of terminology — quite relevant even today — drew Praskovic’s
attention. Here, it is important to understand that the discussion around the
semantic field of the terms “Lithuania” (Litva) and “Lithuanian” (litouiski) is by
no means an invention of Mikola Jermalovi¢ and practice of the 1980s-1990s.
The example with Pragkovi¢ demonstrates that these issues were raised in the
academic community as early as in the 1960s. Here is another typical termi-
nological passage by Pragkovic:

“Identification of the term ‘Russian’ with the times of Kyivan Rus’ compared
to its current meaning has also led KorSunaii to a misunderstanding. Thus, he
affirms that the St. Sofia Cathedral in Kyiv is the ‘pride of the Russian people’. Of
course, Korsunaii had in mind all the East Slavs of the Kyivan Ruthenia. Then,
apparently, he should have said so clearly”.

SOVETSKAYA BYELORUSSIYA REACTS

Mikola Pragkovi¢’s review was published at the very end of 1965, and
in February 1966 the main official newspaper of the BSSR, Sovetskaya
Byelorussiya, printed a critical feedback on this review by unknown doctoral
students Uladzimir Liukievi¢ and Jakati Tras¢anok’. That was the same Jakatl
Trasc¢anok (1931-2011), associate professor of Mahiliott University who later
was going to gain significant influence on the didactics of the Belarusian history.
In 2000s, he wrote and edited numerous school and university textbooks of
history. Moreover, Tras¢anok will review other textbooks and manuals on the
stage of their official approval. Tras¢anok’s critics will rate him as one of the
most significant representatives of the “directive historiography™.

Back then in 1966, polemically disagreeing with some theses of Mikola
Praskovic’s review, primarily on the possible positive evaluation of the project
of the Church Union, the reviewers took the liberty to obviously hyperbolize
and hypertrophy Praskovic’s views. In particular, they attributed Praskovi¢ with
affirmation that the Grand Duchy of Lithuania was a Belarusian and Ukrainian
state, which did not correspond to the text of the Belarusian philologist. But,
more importantly, these authors allowed themselves political assessments of
the discussed text:

~

TNiokeBuy, B., TpelueHok, A. (1966, February 22). UctuHe Bonpeku. CoBeTtckan benopyccus, 3.

8  See:CmansaHuyk, A. (2006). HaBowTa JlykalwsHky TpawyaHok? [Pau.:] TpewieHok, Al. U. (2004-2005). Uctopua
Benapycu: B iByx yactax. Morunes: MI'Y. Arche, Ne 3, 56-64; CmansaHuyk, A. (2007). Ag A6suapapckara aa
TpawuaHka, abo IBantoLbia 6enapyckan “ablpaKTblyHali rictapbiarpadii” . PenpeccrBHasa nonutiika CoBeTckoi
Bnactu B benapycu. C6. Hayu. pa6oT, N 3; Maukesiy, fl. (2003. January 30). KaHuanupia a na Mypayéy: Hosae—
raTa 3pabbiTae Ha CMETHIKy ricTopbli cTapoe. Hosbl Yac, N© 2 (7).
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“The fudge that the Grand Duchy of Lithuania [in lower-
case letters in the original — A.Dz.] was a Belarusian state,
and that the Belarusian people lived in prosperity, that the
Union was a specifically Belarusian religion is not original
or new. Its complete scientific failure and questionable politi-
cal significance has long been disclosed by Soviet historians.
Therefore, the appearance of these false allegations on the
pages of Polymia (“Flame”) can not but cause surprise.”

And further on more bluntly:

“We do not believe that the editorial board of Polymia
share the “historical concepts’ of Praskovic, but we are convinced that they have to
remember their duties to carefully read all the materials printed in the magazine.
It is not appropriate for a basic literary, artistic and socio-political magazine to
provide their pages for promotion of views that distort the history of the Belarusian
people and have nothing to do with the science™.

Jakau Trascanok
in his elderly age

THE DISCUSSION AT THE ACADEMY OF SCIENCES

The status of the publication raises many questions. This very critical text
was placed only under the heading “Letter to the editor” Could critical texts by
unknown doctoral students get on the pages of the BSSR main newspaper so
easily in those days? The subsequent events show that the publication was only
apart of a planned action. As noted by literary historian Viacaslati Camiarycki,
Pragkovi¢’s publication provoked a sharply negative reaction from historian
Latirenci Abecedarski and his associates. His article in 1966 served as the basis
for a special scientific debate at the Academy of Sciences on the issues of the
Belarusian statehood as well as an assessment of the role of the Church Union
in the history of Belarusian people’.

Recalling the atmosphere of that discussion, Adam Maldzis notes that the
first time Praskovi¢ came under a “significant trial” in the large conference hall
of the Presidium of the Academy of Sciences after he published his review on
Korsunat’s book in Polymia. According to Maldzis, Praskovic¢ in his review
‘criticized Orthodoxy and praised Uniatism, which at that time was considered
a great sedition (...) A command was received from the top: to sort it out, to
condemn”. The “trial” lasted for two days, as a real international scientific
conference.

9 JokeBuy, B., TpelweHok, f. (1966). UcTrHe Bonpeku...
10 YamApsbiuki, B. (2004). Mpawkosiu Mikona..., 149.
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The hall was full, because many attended such trials as theatrical spectacles.
But young people supported Praskovi¢ — some with a word, and some with ap-
plause. Therefore, each party considered itself both the winner and the loser.

It will be interesting to note that KorSunati was the one brought on the
most ‘awkward” feelings, because “although the review seemed to praise his
book, he was required to dissociate himself from the reviewer...”"!. All the lead-
ers — from the science department of the Central Committee of the KPB (the
Communist Party of Belarus) to newspaper editors and directors of academic
institutions — began to treat Pragkovi¢ with suspicion. He broke an unwritten
rule of loyalty: triggered a public debate.

Belarusian philosopher Uladzimir Konan in his memoirs adds other features
of that discussion. We can see that not all of the scientific community were
ready to just passively accept the ideological guidance, and the unwinding
intrigue was not one-sided:

“It was then that the Bolshevik ideologist of Sovetskaya Byelorussiya Abecedar-
ski got entrapped: he agreed to participate in an academic debate on the dispute.
Even though I, back then inexperienced assistant, understood that Abecedarski
and his academic followers would be isolated”.

Everything turned out according to Konan — literary critics, historians,
philosophers were delivering speeches one after another, and having paid
the service tribute to the official atheism and Marxist-Leninist dialectics,
having gently criticized Pragkovi¢ for “Unionphilism” and polemical exag-
gerations,“(...) quite thoroughly, though politely criticized Abecedarism (orig.:
Abecedar$¢yna). Latirenci was entirely boiling inside, but was at first keeping
cool as Kuliasoii's ‘young man under interrogation’, repeating his well-known
arguments and theses™?.

As Konan recollects, somewhere in the middle of the debate a portly young
man with an open and calm face came out to the podium. He did not look like
an ordinary stooped scientist with his 83-rouble pay.

“I am an artist Lavon Barazna — an unknown speaker presented himself
to the public. — I am not an academic scholar, but I know something about the
issue of the dispute. And within formal correctness, but without those compromis-
ing ‘however’, ‘nevertheless’, ‘on the one hand and on the other hand’, showed
that the Abecedarism was unscientific and convincingly proved the correctness
of Praskovic’s statements”.

11 Manbgasic, A. (2003, June). AcaHcaBaHHi. Hobl Hac, N2 9 (14).
12 KoHaH, Y. (2008). Mpa JiaBoHa-pbitapa Abl JlaypaHuia-arnabenbHika. HapogHaa Bona, N 183-184.
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As we can see, public debate in the mid 1960s could
still develop in an uncontrolled way, violating the planned
scenario of condemnation. As a result, being quite
confident in the university audience, Latirenci Abecedarski
“(...) exploded, seemed to be shouting something, and finally
shook his finger menacingly at everyone (in translation
into the official ‘Bolshevik-NKVD language’ that gesture
apparently meant: “You just wait, bloody hell, I will show
you who you are!”), and left the academic amphitheater”.

One can also assume that the academic discussion in
1966 influenced the formation of already well-known
concept of “Chronicles’ Lithuania” (Lietapisnaj Litvy) by
Mikola Jermalovi¢. Exactly in 1968, Jermalovi¢ finished
his book “Following the Traces of One Myth”, which for
a long time was a samizdat personally handed from one
person to another. It was known under the secret name
“A Hundpred of Pages”" and was first legally published in
1989,

THE REPLY OF POLYMIA AND ALIEKSIUTOVIC

The editors of Polymia magazine neither remained
voiceless in this situation of pressure. Philosopher Mikola
Alieksiutovi¢ (1921-1967)", re-phrasing the name of the
text in Sovetskaya Byelorussiya, published his detailed
article “But where is the objective truth?” in Polymia'® Al-
ready at the beginning of his text, the author formulated
the crucial issues that made debate so heated:

“The negative reaction to Praskovic’s review has an

Lavon Barazna,
artist and historical
and cultural
heritage protection
activist

Lalrenci
Abecedarski —
one of the initiators
of the discussion
on Praskovic's text
to the tribune

of the Academy

of Sciences

explanation. The thing is that even nowadays there is a category of people who
fail to understand that not everything related to the activities of Russian tsars
and the Orthodox Church was progressive. Therefore, everything that came to

13 [3apHosiy, A. (2004). Epmanosiu Mikona. In HoHkaHpapmism y Benapyci..., 81.
14 Epmanosiy, M. I. (1989). MNa cnagax agHaro mipa. MiHck: HaByka i TaxHiKa.

15  Mikola Alieksiutovi¢ was known as a specialist in Renaissance and 17th century in the history of Belarus, his most
important publications are: AnekciotoBiu, M. (1958). CkapbiHa, Aro A3eiHacupb i ceeTanornag. MiHck.; (1968).
Csetanornag ®. CkapbiHbl. In 450 rog 6enapyckara KHiragpykasaHHa. MiHcK.; (1968). [ymaHucTyeckne ngen 8
Benopyccumn: Ckopura 1 ero nocnegosatenu. In Uctopma dpunocodunm 8 CCCP. T. 1. Mocksa. In “Polymia”: (1966). 3
mbl6iHb cTaroansay: benapycki pinocad K. JlbiwybiHeki. N 1; (1967). Ima Aro ryubiub y ctaropnsax. N 7.

16 AnekctotoBiy, M. (1966). A A3e x icLiHa ab’ekTblyHanA? Monbima, N2 5, 179-185.
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us from the countries of Western Europe (and even from the Slavic Poland) is
perceived by them as evil”.

Further, the author amplifies his thought:

“This is the reason of curses to all Catholics and praises to the Orthodox eccle-
siastics, condemnations of foreign monarchs and feudal lords and bows to the
Russian tsar and landlords, curtseys to the Russian feudal state and suspicious
attitude to the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which by its ethnographic composition,
territory and culture was predominantly Belarusian. (...) All above-mentioned
leads us to the most important issue raised by U. Liukievi¢ and J. Tras¢anok in
their article. It is the question about the state”.

Alieksiutovi¢ quotes Liukievi¢ and Tras¢anok: “The Belarusian people ob-
tained statehood only through the victory of the Great October Socialist Revolu-
tion”. But Alieksiutovi¢ uses this thesis only to shift the discussion to another
direction, breaking the hard-lined schemes of Liukievi¢ and Tras¢anok:

“If the authors had clarified — the socialist statehood — there would be no
reason for dispute. But a little earlier they claim that in the 13" century, Lithu-
anian feudal lords integrated the western areas of Ruthenia, weakened by heavy
fighting against Mongol-Tatars and German dogs-knights”.

But precisely in these lands, as Alieksiutovi¢ noted, from the 14" century,
the Belarusian nation began to form. And the “Lithuanian and later Polish
magnates safeguarded rights and privileges of local feudal lords, thus providing
themselves with social support”.

Hence, Alieksiutovi¢ poses a rhetorical question:

“So, what do we have: there were West Ruthenian lands that were fighting
against strangers, but there was no state. Who inhabited these lands: savages
organized in clans, kins or people who were already familiar with the state
system? It is seen from the article of Liukievi¢ and Tras¢anok that these lands
were already ruled by feudal lords, but there was ...no state. And suddenly
Lithuanian feudal lords just took these sparse lands and incorporated them
into their state. Where is the logic in this?”

One phrase from Mikola Alieksiutovi’s article can be considered a refrain
to all that debate: “..one can not simply cross out several centuries from the
history of Belarusian people only because at the respective time there was no
ethnographic term ‘Belarus’ yet”

A MANUSCRIPT FROM A DRAWER

The discussion of 1965-1966 left another written trace which was found
twenty years later. We are talking about a manuscript found in a drawer in
the office of Kanstancin Sabunia (1912-1984), the head of the sector of the



The Academic Discussion of the Mid 1960s in Belarus: between Freedom of Creativity and Political Denunciation

Belarusian history in the capitalist epoch, Institute of History, Belarusian
Academy of Sciences. The manuscript was found after Sabunia’s death. It is
worth noting it the piece of writing found was not Sabunia’s. The text was in
Russian. Its author is unknown'”.

From the first lines of the text it becomes clear that Praskovi¢’s publications
in Polymia were treated as a comprehensive ideological campaign:

“The article “A Page of Old Belarusian Poetry” — Polymia, 1964, Ne6 — opens
a series of Praskovic’s addresses on the magazine’s pages (in the period from 1964
to 1965)”.

The author of the text proves that in this, at first sight purely literature stud-
ies article about Simeon of Polack’s works, “there appears a biased implication
and a particular point of view on the Belarusian past that Praskovi¢ further
develops in his next articles” The claims are below:

“Praskovi¢ emphasizes the difference between Belarus” and Russia’ historical
destinies, creates the image of Belarus as an integral part of Western Europe, and
the Belarusian culture as a part of Western culture, contrasting it to the “stiff
routine Orthodox culture” of Russia”.

Moreover, Praskovi¢ presents Simeon of Polack was not as a Belarusian
and Russian figure, his heritage equally belongs to both brotherly nations,
but as some kind of Kulturtriger who brought the light of Western culture to
Muscovite barbarians'®.

The author of the manuscript concluded that, according to Praskovi¢, “even
the changes in Russia in early 18" century are not logical consequences of the
development of the state, but ...a result of educational activities by Simeon of
Polack” The following quote is represented as a proof:

“The significance of Simeon of Polack for Russia goes beyond his poetry. His
merit was to be teacher and instructor of Peter, future Russian emperor. Simeon
of Polack was the leader of the Latin’ Party in Moscow. The party stood for
secularization of education and closer ties between Russia and better developed
at that time Western Europe. It was not Simeon’s of Polack fault that he failed to
win in this battle every time, as the reactionary forces, led by patriarch Joachim
were very strong. Another thing is important. The seeds that Simeon of Polack
planted on the Russian soil did not disappear, they started giving fruits later
when Peter I came to power”.

The section devoted to Praskovi¢ finishes with a typical conclusion: “There is
no need to further analyze well-known PraskoviCs articles A New Way to Speak

17 Yamapsbiuki, B. (2001). Pykanic, 3Hona3eHbl § paboubim cTane. In WWydnaga. T. 2, 75.
18 lbid., 77.
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About the Past” (Polymia , 1964, Ne9), “On the Passes of the Past” (1965, Ne4),
“Doctor Francisak Skaryna” (1965, Ne10), “A Word about Athanasius Filipovic”
(1965, Ne12)”. This phrase shows that “A Word about Athanasius Filipovic” be-
came a sort of a truism; the discussion about it had already taken place. This
makes it possible to date the document by 1966 — end of 1967.

But here is the most important assessment of the entire document:

“Praskovi¢ makes a revision of the history of the BSSR according to a certain
concept. His campaign, started in Polymia magazine, was supported by two other
employees of the Institute of Literature (when they were doctoral students yet),
A. Jaskievi¢ and especially V. Camiarycki”.

Thus, there were built elements of a conspiracy plotted by Belarusian intel-
lectuals. In fact, it is a draft of denunciation report". Now it becomes clear in
which way discrediting evidence was being collected to be used for pressure
and dismissals campaign in BSSR Academy of Sciences in 1974-1975, known
as “Academy Case”

We still do not know everything about the mechanisms of repressions
in post-Stalin times. The quoted fragments of the document prove that in
1960s-1970s a mere denunciation was not enough in the case of scholars, a
report with argumentation was required. The author of the text was most likely
a philologist who tracked all texts published in Belarus. Though sometimes the
text looks proofless and the author hides behind simple accusation schemes:
“the trends are from being funny”, “carefully looks for rottenness’, etc.

On the other hand, this draft denunciation proves that many non-soviet
theses in the humanities were formulated long ago and were even introduced
to the public use by the means Retrived from that time. In the 2nd half of the
1980s these theses got spread in the society and became elements of civic con-
sciousness.

As it was noted before, the author of the text is unknown. The document was
given to Viacaslati Camiarycki, one of its ‘heroes’ by Micha$ Bi¢ (1937-1999),
who in 1983 took Sabunia’s place at the Institute?. Kanstancin Sabunia is
known as a researcher in the field of agricultural history of Belarus of the late
19" — early 20™ centuries. His monograph?' contains standard ideological
clichés, but it is rich in statistics, stands out due to its reserved style and, in gen-

19 [3apHosiy, A. (2001). MpaekT gaHocy. In LWydnaga. T. 2, 83.

20  bBiy, M. (2002). Mot winsx y HaByKy. licTapbluHbl AnbmaHax, T. 6, 22.

21 WabyHsa, K. U. (1962). ArpapHbiii BONPOC 1 KPeCTbAHCKOE ABUXeHNe B benopyccum B pesontoumn 1905-1907 rr.
MuHcK: V|3,ElaTeJ'IbCTBO MVIHVICTepCTBa BbIClWIero, cpefHe cneynanbHOro n I'IpOdJeCCVIOHaJ'IbHOFO O6paBOBaHVIﬂ
BCCP.
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eral, makes a good impression*. Why was the manuscript
kept in his drawer? Before moving (returning) to the Acad-
emy, Kanstancin Sabunia worked as an advisor, head of
sector, and deputy head of Science Department in KPB’s
Central Committee. It is likely that analyzing such text
was Sabunia’s duty. It is difficult to add anything more

Kanstancin Sabunia,

concrete at this stage of the study. a manuscript by
unknown author

PERSONAL DRAMA was found in his
drawer

Concerning the history of the pogrom of the “Academy
Center”, it is rather well described. Those events have also
left archival sources in open archives. We should give a little more detail to
the fate of Mikola Praskovi¢, since his text was in the heart of the debate and
provoked such response. Viacaslait Camiarycki writes that Praskovi¢ was a
trustful, open and unnecessarily emotional man who was used by the special
agencies, “under the watchful eye of which he was kept,” for discrediting some
national patriots, fabrication of the case and “revealing” a “nest of Belarusian
nationalists” at BSSR Academy of Sciences of the (“Academy Center”) in
1973-1974. As a result, along with Praskovi¢, a whole group of Belarusian
scholars suffered, especially Ale$ Kaiirus, Sciapan Misko, Valiancin Rabkievié
and Micha$ Carniatiski, who were dismissed from their jobs and could not
find any employment of professional qualification for a long time. In 1974, on
a charge of Belarusian nationalism, Praskovic¢ was also dismissed from his job
at the Academy of Sciences. For some time, he was unemployed, later worked
as a loader, a proof-reader in Rodnaja Pryroda (Our Nature) magazine and
Vecherniy Minsk (The Evening Minsk) newspaper. In 1982, he left the job for
health reasons. Praskovi¢ tragically died in a fire in his home village*.

Adam Maldzis describes our hero’s qualities in the following way:

“[Praskovic] was earthly, peasant-like, trustful Belarusian maximalist. Even
doctoral studies at the Leningrad Pushkin House did not deprive Praskovic of his
peasant naivety. He could tell anyone about his correspondence with Ukrainian
patriots, about him collecting money for those fired from their jobs. He could

22 Seealso: biy, M. (1973). KaHcTaHuiH IBaHaBiy LabyHsa (Jliof3i caBewkaii HaByki). Becui AH BCCP, N 1; Tokup, C.
(2004). CaBevjKasn rictapbiarpadis 6enapyckara cansaHcTBa nepbiagy Paciickar imnepeii. lictapblyHbl AflbMaHax,
7. 10, 49-51; bena3saposiy, B. A. (2006). Fictapbiarpadis rictopbli benapyci: Byus6Hbl fanamoxHik. [poaHa: MpAY,
285-286.

23 HaupiaHanbHbl apxiy Pacny6niki benapycb (HAPB), ¢. 447, Bon. 4, cnp. 2, apk. 81; cnp. 6, apK. 52-54 (BbikniousHHe
B. Pabkesiua 3 KIMCC); ¢. 4, Bon. 20, cnip. 518, apK. 248 (MaTapbiaAnbl na cynpatoyHikax AH BCCP).

24 Yamsapbluki, B. (2004). MpawkoBsiy Mikona..., 150.
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invite anyone — for the sake of speaking Belarusian — to his doctoral student
room, and later to a studio flat in Kuybyshev Street”.

Praskovi¢ was single, so to meet at his place — in the room or later in the
flat — was easy, and sometimes there were no alternatives. Young scholars,
mostly recent migrants from rural areas, had simply no other opportunity to
meet outside of work. And then “someone often intentionally began political
fantasies: like who would get which ministry when we come to power. Most of
us took it as a game”But it was quite a risky game for that time: And Praskovic
as the host was sitting and listening, sometimes naively echoed, not realizing that
someone needed this to get promoted. And from above came the pressure...”

Dismissed, Praskovi¢ for long time had no work, and “to have something to
eat, he sometimes visited the Karatkievics and us. Later he somehow got a job as
a proof-reader. Praskovic died tragically: he lit a cigarette in his native house in
Biarezina district, lay down on bed and burnt..””.

CONSEQUENCES AND THE END OF THE PERIOD

Not only does the tragic story of Mikola Praskovic illustrate the hard choices
of humanities’ scholar, but also shows us what was at that time the weight of
a written word and, despite the circumstances, bravely expressed thought
of a researcher. During the debate of the mid 1960s, the main theses of the
Belarusian historiography had been clearly voiced; they would continue to be
the target of propaganda campaigns — particularity of the history of Belarus, its
difference from the Russian and Polish visions of history; cultural — including
religious — distinctiveness of Belarus; the importance of the presence of the
Western (Latin) civilization for the socio-cultural space. For more than a
century, these virtually neutral points of view remain the irritant points for the
followers of Western—-Russism and its contemporaty primitive versions (the
founders of Western-Russism in the middle of the 19" century wrote about
the cultural distinctiveness of the region).

External features of that campaign reveal some hidden mechanisms of public
censure. A rather timely publication in Sovetskaya Byelorussiya of a letter by two
doctoral students, Liukievi¢ and Tra$¢anok, (a month and a half after Praskovic’s
review was published in Polymia) does not seem accidental. Tras¢anok was a
student of Latirenci Abecedarski, who was the leading figure in the Academy
of Sciences public discussions. The anonymous text from Sabunia’s drawer

25  Manbgsic, A. (2003). ACoHCaBaHHi...
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proves that the organizers of the campaign were not going to stop at the level
of discussions. It was also corroborated by further events.

Two years after the discussion in the Academy of Sciences, on July 17-18,
1968 a plenary session of the KPB Central Committee took place. KPB CC
Secretary Stanislati Pilatovi¢ (born in 1922, KPB CC Secretary from 1965
to 1971) made a speech “About the situation and measures to improve mass
political work in the republic”*. The difficulty of reading such speeches is that
there is plenty of rhetoric but few facts. Of course, those present in the party
hall during such speeches can get a lot from the general context. But ordinary
people of that time or researchers have to collect the pieces of real life and
nomenclature conspiracy puzzle.

Among other things, Pilatovi¢ noted that “in the hope to undermine the
Soviet society from the inside, the imperialists stake on the psychological war
aimed at artistic workers”, in this particular environment they are trying to
“pursue their concept of peaceful coexistence of ideologies,... seek to revive
nationalism and sow hostility between the peoples of the USSR™”. It would
seem that it could be traditional for the communist party audience, the words
uttered just to maintain the “ideological tone”. But during the discussion of the
report of the KPB CC Secretary, the Director of the History Institute of the BSSR
Academy of Sciences Nina Kamienskaja (1913-1986, Director in 1965-1969)
proposed to create in the forcoming year “new scientific and non-fiction works
that will expose the bourgeois non-scientific authors with their speculation
about the origin of the Belarusian people, the history of its culture, the for-
mation of the Belarusian nation” Kamienskaja felt it necessary to “reveal the
reactionary nature of the so—called “works” by Belarusian nationalistic “scum’,
who act in the service of imperialist reactionist forces and bourgeois histori-
ans on such important issues as the creation of the Belarusian Soviet Socialist
Republic and its achievements in the building of communism”*.

In 1969, as a part of this party program implementation, Latirenci Abecedar-
ski published a brochure “In the Light of Irrefutable Facts”, where, according
to the author, he highlighted “some of the issues of pre-Soviet period in the
history of Belarus, which are most often distorted by bourgeois falsifiers™.
These issues, according to Abecedarski, were the following: “Who are the Be-

26 According to Michael Urban, Stanislati Pilatovi¢ was a member of the “Partizan fraction” of political groups in the
BSSR, see: Yp6aH, M. (2010). benapyckas caBeLikas 3nita (1966-1986): anrebpa ynafbl. BinbHs: EIY, 176.

27 [oknap cekpetapa LIK KM Benopyccun toB. C. A. MunotoBrya “O cOCTOAHUM 1 Mepax yy4LleHNA MaccoBO-
nonuTuyeckoi paboTbl B pecrybnumke” (1968, July 18). CoeTckasn benopyccus, 2.

28 T[peHun no goknagy cekpetapa LIK KM Benopyccum ToB. C. A. lMunoTtoBrya “O coCTOAHUM U Mepax yiyylleHns
MaccoBo-nonuTMyeckon pabotbl B pecny6nmke” (1968, July 19). CoBetckas benopyccus, 4.

29 A6auspapcki, J1. C. (1969). Y cBATne HeabBepxHbIX pakTay. MiHck: fonac Paasimbl, 1969.
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larusians by origin?”; “Was there a Belarusian state?”; “Belarusian “people’s
religion”. It was a program text of the party (Soviet) vision of the Belarusian
history. Slightly abridged and translated into the Russian language it was issued
again during Gorbachev’s perestroika®, when the debate on historical issues
was extremely acute. Back in 1969-1970, there appeared several laudatory
reactions on Abecedarski’s text™. It is revealing that Polymia magazine, which
in the mid-1960s regularly gave the floor to Praskovi¢, was also involved in
this campaign. In 1967, Maksim Tank quit his position of the editor-in-chief
of this oldest Belarusian literary magazine.

Neither Abecedarski nor his clientele in the late 1960s had publicly linked
their denouncing texts with Praskovic’s publications and academic discussion
0f 1966. They directed their indictments charges against the historiography of
the Belarusian emigration, “Radio Liberty” and international imperialism. In
1972, in response to Abecedarski’s theses Paviel Urban (1924-2011) published a
book “In the Light of Historical Facts™, the title of which symbolically echoes
the name of Abecedarski’s booklet — “In the Light of Irrefutable Facts” In his
text, Urban already linked the provocative tone of Liukievi¢’s and Tras¢anok’s
article, Alieksiutovi’s quite cautious participation in the discussion, Abece-
darski’s ideological brochure in a consecutive chain of events®. The issue of
Belarusian ethnogenesis was also brought to attention through publications
of Moscow archaeologist Valentsin Sedov*!. But that debate should become
subject to another historiographic study?.

The public debates on historiography matters, as occurred in mid 1960s,
could not get to the pages of legal publications in 1970s, after the pogrom at
the Academy of Sciences and other intellectual circles. Therefore, samizdat
started to actively circulate, determining the specification of civic activity of
the next period.
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MwHck: Benapycb, 24-89.

31 MockaneHko, B. (1967, July 12). loctonHas otnosepb. CoBeTckas benopyccus; XassHiH, A. (1970). Cynpoub
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33 Ypb6aH, M.(1972).Y cbBATAE FicTapbluHbIX $paKTay..., 10.
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35  See also: pbiukesiy, B. (2000). Mictopbia i midbl. MiHck: Ben®paHc, 39; JlingHap, P. (2003). FicTopbiki | ynaga:
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