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YBaxxaemble ynrtarean!

B manHOM HOMepe coOpaHbI CTaThU, 3aTParMBaoIIe TaKOe SIBJICHUE B HICTOPUW HAyKH,
KOTOpPOE TMOJYYUJIO (IIepBOHAYAIbHO 3a pyOe:KoM) Ha3BaHME «JILICEHKOU3M». DTOMY SIBJIE-
HUIO U COOTBETCTBYIOIIEMY TParuueckoMy Mepuoay B UCTOPUM OTEUECTBEHHOU OMOJIOTUU
MTOCBAIIICHO HEMaJio PabOT KaK OTEYECTBEHHBIX, TaK M 3apyOeKHBIX OMOJIOTOB, a TaKXKe
WCTOPUKOB HayKu. MHOTHE CTOPOHBI M JaXKe OTHCIbHBIC ACTICKTHI JTBICEHKOM3Ma ITOAPOOHO
M3yYeHBI, HO TeM He MeHee KOJIMIECTBO OCTABIINXCS MPOOJIEM U BOTIPOCOB, M ITOCTABJICH-
HBIX, BCE ellle JOCTaTOYHO BeaukKo. Kpome Toro, JbICEHKOM3M BOBCE HE OTHOCUTCS JIMIIb
K MCTOPUH, OH HE TOJBKO SIBJICHME MPOIIJIOro, HO U HacTosiero. B 1enom psige obnacteit
Hayku B KoH1Ie XX — HavaJie XXI Beka MosIBUJIMCh CBOU «HOBATOPbI», 00EIIAI0II1e 30J10Thie
TOPBI, MOJIOUHBIE PEKU 1 KMCEJbHBIC Oepera, 1 IMOoJTyJarolre, Kak HU CTPaHHO, 0JIaTOCKIIOH-
Hoe BHUMaHue U noaaepkky B CMU 1 OT «CUJABHBIX MUpPa CEro».

[Ipormeninye rmocie pa3BeHYaHUsT «HAPOIHOTO akageMukar, T.[1. JIbiceHKo necsaTuieTust
MOATBEPAWIMN MTPO30PIUBOCTb OAHOIO U3 ero KpUTUKOB, JIxx.C. Xakciu, mpeaocTperapiiero
B 1949 r. npoTuB 3a0yKI€HUSI, YTO JBHICEHKOM3M — YHCTO COBETCKOE SIBJICHUE, U HACTau-
BaBIIIETO HA TOM, YTO OH €CTh 1e(hOPMUPOBAHHOE U TUIIEPTPODUPOBAHHOE ITPOSBICHME TIPO-
6J1eMBbI, TIOCTaBJICHHOI cCaMUM XOIOM Pa3BUTHS HAYKU B MHIYCTPUAIBHYIO 31T0Xy. OOIIECTBY
HeoOXOIMMO yIIpaBicHHEe HayKOM, M caMa HayKa HyXXIaeTcs B OOIIEeCTBEHHOM IpU3HAHWU,
MMOHUMAaHWNM 1 copeiicTBru. OT TOro, Kakrue GopMbI TPHOOpETacT B3aUMOICCTBIE HAYKHU 1
00111eCTBa, 3aBUCST MEPCIEKTUBBI Pa3BUTUS U CAMOM HayKU, U, BCEe B OOJIbIIEH CTETIEHU, pa3-
BUTHS 06111ecTBa. CBUAETEIHLCTBOM TOMY — MCTOPUYECKUI OMBIT KaK Poccuu, Tak 1 MHOTHX
IPYTUX CTpaH, a TAaKXKe COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSTHME HayKH, B TOM 4uciie orojoruu. B yactHO-
CTH, BeChMa XapaKTepHOI YepTOi MOCIEAHEro AeCATIICTHS CTAIN YIACTUBIINECS TTOIBITKI
nepenucarb 3aHOBO UCTOPUIO JIbICEHKOU3Ma, «00eauThb» T.J1. JIbIcCeHKO U IpYTuX JIbICEHKOU -
CTOB, OYEPHUTH BCEX TEX, KTO MY>XECTBEHHO OOPOJICS 32 HAayYHYIO UCTUHY U Hay4yHYIO CBO-
6ony, B nepByto ouepensb H.M. BaBunosa. BoT mouemy Tema JibiceHKOM3Ma SIBJIIETCS KpaitHe
aKTyaJIbHOM, a OT UICTOPUKOB, B TOM YMCJIE ¥ OT UCTOPUKOB HAYKH, NAJICKO HE B TIOCJICTHIOO
odepenb 3aBUCHT TO, KAKMM OyIeT OIsKaiiinee Oymyiee.

Knewm Bammx OTKJIMKOB Ha HAIIl KypHaJI, cTaTell n pereH3uii. HarrommHaem, 4To 1moma-
MUCHOM mHAeKC XypHaia 57386 B karamore HTU («M3maHnust opraHoB HaydHO-TEXHWYE-
cKoit mH(popMmanumu») areHTcTBa «PocrneuaTtb». Takke yuTaTeIM MOTYT MPUOOPETATh KypHa
B MarasuHe usgareibcTBa «Imutpuii bynasun» mo agpecy: Cankr-IletepOypr, [Terpo3aBos-
cKas yi., a. 9, nutep A, teiaedon (812) 490-64-99, wnu 3akaszaTh: postbook@dbulanin.ru.

Kpatkue cBeneHmsI o xxypHaie «McToprnKo-01o10rndecKre NCCIeq0BaHUSI» BBl MOXKETE
MOJIYYUTh Ha eTo cTpaHulle B VIHTepHeTe, pacIionokeHHoi Ha caiite http://www.ihst.nw.ru.
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UCCNEAQOBAHUA

The “Soviet Creative Darwinism” (1930s-1950s):
From the Selective Reading of Darwin's Works
to the Transmutation of Species

ALExer V. Kouvrrianov

National Research University — Higher School of Economics, St. Petersburg, Russia;
alexei.kouprianov@gmail.com

The paper focuses on the evolution of the relationship between the Michurinist biology, Darwinism,
and Lamarckism in the 1930—50s. The argument is based on the analysis of citation practices in Lysen-
koist periodicals and programmatic statements of Lysenko and his close associates. It is proposed to
consider “Darwinism” primarily as a contested identity marker, not a certain more or less coherent
set of beliefs.

Keywords: Trofim Lysenko, Isai Prezent, Lamarckism, identity, agrobiology.

Speaking of Lysenko, historians mostly pay attention to the political dimension of what
is called the Lysenko Affair'. His biological theories are considered at best outdated or utterly
false and bizarre. In the history of evolutionary thought written by biologists and philoso-
phers, he is conveniently placed under the label of neo-Lamarckism, which is justified by
references to Lysenko’s adherence to the doctrine of inheritance of acquired characters,
while his claims to Darwinism (including the self-imposed labels of “Creative Darwinism”
or “Michurinist Darwinism™) are usually disregarded?.

'"The literature on Lysenkoism is vast. For the standard point-of-departure texts see Zh. Medvedev
(1969), D. Joravsky (1970), and V. Soyfer (1994) for more recent treatments see e. g. N. Krementsov’s
Stalinist Science (1996) and N. Roll-Hansen’s The Lysenko Effect (2005), and bibliography therein.

2In the historical writings, Lysenkoist views can be labelled “Lamarckism” or “pseudo-Darwi-
nism” (Gall, Kolchinskii, 1983, p. 72—73), “crude Lamarckism” (Alexandrov, Aronova, 2004, p. 17),

© Alexei Kouprianov
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The qualification of Lysenkoist evolutionary doctrine as Lamarkist or Darwinist is of little
interest, indeed. It is the ability of historians of science to deal with such issues that deserves
more attention. In the present paper, I would like to approach the problem of relation of Lysen-
koist evolutionary views to Darwinism and Lamarckism in a peculiar way. Rather than consi-
dering “Darwinism” to be a certain more or less coherent set of beliefs, I would primarily view
it as a contested identity marker?.

The main questions I would like to address are: What did it take practically to be a Soviet
Creative Darwinist? How were the boundaries of Soviet Creative Darwinism delineated
(especially with respect to Lamarckism)? I would try answering these questions in a rather
unsystematic manner, and this article will by no means settle them, but they should be kept
in mind in the further discussion. I will focus on Lysenkoist’s publications, only briefly
mentioning the arguments they had with their opponents. This lack of symmetry is mostly
due to the spatial limitations and the fact that the views of geneticists and evolutionary
biologists are duly analysed elsewhere*. The paper is organised in three sections and a con-
clusion. The first section deals with the Darwinist connections of Lysenkoism, the second,
with the attempts to delineate the boundary between Lamarckism and Michurinism, the
third, with the attempts to revise Darwinism and the development of “Soviet Creative Dar-
winism”. The narrative in these three sections follows parallel routes, stretching from 1930s
into 1950s, while an abridged timeline serving as a background to the whole story is given
in the table 1.

“a bizarre mixture of propositions selected from all important anti-Darwinian evolutionary concepts
ranging from mechano-Lamarckism to vitalism” (Kolchinskii, 2006, p. 422), “a distinct and strongly
ideologically affected version of neo-Lamarckism” (Levit et al., 2008, p. 79), to give but a few exam-
ples. The problem of the evolution of Lysenkoist endonyms still awaits a proper treatment, probably
until more digitalised sources will be available. A review of a limited collection of texts published
in Lysenko’s Agrobiologiia (1949), materials of the 1936 (Spornye voprosy ... , 1936), 1939 (Sovesh-
chaniie... , 1939), and 1948 (O polozhenii ... , 1948) debates between geneticists and agrobiologists,
and some programmatic papers in the journal Agrobiologiia (Lysenko, 1946; Prezent, 1947) yields the
following results. The terms “Michurinist doctrine” (michurinskoie ucheniie) and “Darwinism” were
in use since the mid-1930s. They were used interchangeably and sometimes their equivalence was
stated explicitly. In 1940, the “Creative Darwinism” (and even “Revolutionary creative Darwinism”)
appeared in a number of articles, again being equated to “Michurinist doctrine” or “Michurinist the-
ory”. The label of the “Soviet Creative Darwinism” appeared for the first time in a belated publication
of a verbatim transcript of a lecture Lysenko read at a Timiryazev Agricultural Academy on March 27,
1941 (Lysenko, 1946, p. 7), thus it is not possible to identify the precise date of the invention until
more research is done. In 1947, the “Soviet Creative Darwinism” moved to headlines (Prezent, 1947)
and was more or less widely used hereafter.

3The construction and manipulation of identities and boundary work is a standard topic of cultural
anthropology and constructivist studies in the history of science (see, e. g., Gieryn, 1983 as a seminal work
and a review in Golinski, 1998).

4For a general characteristics of the development of the evolutionary theory in the USSR see Razvitie
evolutsionnoi teorii... (1983). The scientific dimension of the Lysenko controversy was covered in the
monographs by David Joravsky (1970) and, more recently, Nils Roll-Hansen (2005). More specifically,
the problem of inheritance of acquired traits was treated by Leonid Bliakher (1971) and the history of
research in struggle for existence, by Yakov Gall (1976). It should be noted, however, that none of these
books treats specifically the issues central to the present paper.
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Table 1. Lysenkoist controversy abridged timeline. Many important events,
especially in the post- World War 11 history of the controversy are omitted deliberately

1898 | On September 17 (29), Trofim Lysenko was born to a peasant family of Denis Lysenko in a small
town in Poltava gouvernment (now Eastern part of Ukraine).

1925 | Lysenko graduated from the Kiev agricultural college (studied extramurally working at an agri-
cultural station in Bila Tserkva near Kiev) and moved to an agricultural station in Ganja (now in
Azerbaijan), where he invented the concept of yarovizatsia® and attracted attention of the press
and of the Soviet authorities.

1928 | Lysenko published his first (and last) long research paper on the action of temperature on the
growth and development of plants.

1929 | Lysenko moved to Odessa (South Ukraine) to continue his work on vernalisation project in the
Institute for Plant Breeding and Genetics.

1932 | On February 11, Lysenko and his main ideologist, Isai Prezent (1902—1969) met for the first
time.

1935 | Lysenko was applaused by Stalin (“Bravo, comrade Lysenko, Bravo”), and elected member of
the Lenin Academy of Agricultural Sciences (VASKhNIL). On June 7, an autodidact plant-
breeder Ivan Michurin (1855—1935), a soon to became founding father of the “Michurinist”
biology, died. In August, the first issue of Yarovisatsiia (Vernalisation), the central Lysenkoist
journal, was published.

1936 | Public debates between “geneticists” and “Michurinist geneticists” at the session of VASKh-
NIL in December.

1938 | Lysenko became President of VASKhNIL and moved to Moscow.

1939 | Lysenko was elected member of the Academy of Sciences of USSR. Public debates between
“geneticists” and “Michurinist geneticists” initiated by “geneticists” were carried out under the
auspieces of the central journal of the Communist party philosophers, Pod znamenem mark-
sizma [Under the banner of Marxism].

1940 | Nikolai Vavilov (1887—1943) was arrested. Lysenko replaced him as the director of the Institute
of Genetics in Moscow. Lysenkoists take full control over the Vavilov’s Institute of Plant Breed-
ing in Leningrad.

1941 | Yarovisatsiia discontinued due to the War. Lysenko moved to Siberia where he continued his
work in practical agriculture. The controversy fades until 1945.

1948 | At the “August” session of VASKhNIL (July 31—August 7), the “Mendelian-Weismannist-
Morganist” genetics was officially condemned. In the fall, many leading anti- Lysenkoists were
fired from universities and research institutes. The formal teaching of and research in “Morgan-
ist” genetics ceased.

1963 | The first after-1948 Russian university textbook in “Morganist” genetics published by Mikhail
Lobashev in Leningrad.

1965 | Lysenko lost his dominating positions and retreated to his personal Agricultural research station in
Gorki Leninskiye near Moscow. Agrobiologiia [Agrobiology] (1946—1965), the post-War succes-
sor of Yarovisatsiia discontinued. Lysenko’s Institute of Genetics in Moscow reorganised.

1976 |On November 20, Lysenko died.

3 Yarovizatsia, or vernalisation was the ability of plants on a certain stage of their development to
respond to the action of low temperature, which response triggers the formation of flowers later in the
season. Gradually Lysenko became convinced that the vernalisation (defined by him rather vaguely) not
only provoked plants to flower but was capable to make other important things like bringing higher yields
or transforming winter wheat into the spring wheat.
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1. The uses of Darwin

First, it should be noted that neither Lysenko nor Lysenkoists called themselves Lamar-
ckians. Moreover, until a certain point Lamarck was hardly ever (let alone favourably) mentioned
in their writings (see section 2 below for details). A preliminary quantitative assessment based
on a random sample of papers from the central Lysenkoist journal Yarovizatsiia [Vernalisation]®
from 1935 through 1941 shows that Lamarck was roughly 25 times less frequently cited than
Darwin’. The postwar data on the Yarovizatsiia’s successor Agrobiologiia [ Agricultural biology]
are less complete, but the dominant position of Darwin is still clearly visible (cited roughly ten
times more often than Lamarck).

This disproportion may be hardly a surprise given the relative abundance of the publica-
tion of Russian translations of Lamarck and Darwin. A recent bibliographical survey shows
that there were six editions of collected works by Darwin and more than fourty separate pub-
lications of his works, all different editions and translations included (Konashev et al., 2009).
Lamarck’s Russian bibliography is far less impressive: a couple of separate editions of Philoso-
phie zoologique and a two volume edition of collected works (one may compare this to up to
nine volumes of Darwin’s collections)?®.

The comparison of citation frequencies across journals was even more revealing. The
excessive total number of periodicals — there were more than four hundred journals, bulletins,
and more or less periodically published proceedings (frudy) of different institutions dealing
with biology between 1917 and 1951° — and lack of full-text databases renders the exhaustive
comparison impossible. So we had to limit our searches to a few (and by no means all) central
journals dealing specifically with experimental biology and agriculture. The comparison of
Lysenko’s Yarovisatsiia to four other journals, Uspekhi sovremennoi biologii |[Recent Advances
in Biology|, Doklady VASKhNIL" [Proc. of the Lenin Acad. of Agric. Sci.|, Semenovodstvo

¢ Yarovisatsiia (with a subtitle “Journal in the developmental biology of plants”), named after one of
the most noticeable Lysenko's achievements, was a two-month periodical published from 1935 through
1941. Lysenko himself was editor-in-chief, and his one time right-hand man Isaak Prezent served as vice
editor. After the WWII the journal was reopened under a more encompassing name Agrobiologiia (a new
disciplinary identity marker symbolising the unity of agricultural science and biology). Lysenko remained
editor-in-chief until the journal was discontinued in 1965. Vice editors Ivan Glushchenko (1907—1987,
in office: 1946—1948) and Isai Varuntsian (1898—1988, in office: 1949—1965) and the editorial board
(established in 1954) were recruited from among the Lysenkoists. The journal Agrobiologiia should not be
confused with the collection of Lysenko's papers published in six editions from 1943 through 1952 under
the same name.

"The following data on the citation frequencies for 1929—1941 are based on the calculations by me
and Ms. Irene Fedorova, who defended her B. A. thesis under my supervision at the Higher School of
Economics (St. Petersburg).

8The data on the Russian translations of Lamarck’s writings published as separate volumes are taken
from the catalogue of the National Library of Russia (St. Petersburg).

The calculation is based on the data presented in Periodicheskaia pechat SSSR, 1956.

"VASKhNIL, or the Lenin Academy of the Agricultural Sciences of the USSR (founded in 1929),
was a typical Soviet Academy built upon the model of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR. It was a
federation of research institutes and agricultural stations with thousands of research associates. The body
of the Academy consisted of Academicians (who usually were directors of the VASKhNIL institutes).
VASKhNIL was governed by an elected Presidium and President. During the years of the Lysenko contro-
versy, the Presidents of VASKhNIL were Nikolai Vavilov (1887—1943, in office: 1929—1935), Alexander
Muralov (1886—1938, in office: 1935—1937), Georgii Meister (1873—1943, in office: 1937 as an acting
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[Seed production], and Zhurnal eksperimentalnoi biologii [Journal of Experimental Biology]
brings a remarkable result. Yarovisatsiia accounts for 90 % of all references to Darwin’s works
found in a random sample of articles from these journals between 1929 and 1941". Compa-
rable data for the post-war period are not yet available but the preliminary counts permit to
foretell a similar asymmetry.

The question arises naturally: how come that a journal specialising in the developmen-
tal biology of plants and practical agriculture could have such an enormous proportion of
references to Darwin? The answer lies in the ways Darwin’s works were used by the authors
of the journal.

If we exclude anniversary articles published in 1939, then during the 1930s, the use of Dar-
win’s name and works in Yarovisatsiia was mostly twofold. First, the epithet “darwinist” was
increasingly used as a positive personal characteristic. It was most frequently applied to the two
“classics” of Soviet Biology, a plant physiologist and populariser of Darwinism Kliment Timi-
ryazev (1843—1920) and an autodidact plant breeder Ivan Michurin (1855—1935), as well as to an
American comrade-in-arms, another autodidact plant-breeder Luther Burbank (1849—1926).
Secondly, what is more important, two Darwin’s treatises ( The variation of animals and plants
under domestication (1868) and The effects of cross and self fertilisation in the vegetable kingdom
(1876)) were frequently cited as a reliable source of empirical data on two specific problems of
plant breeding (and two of the many Lysenko’s favoured theories respectively). First, the vegeta-
tive or graft hybridisation, based on the idea that the stock and the scion exchange with their
“plastic stuffs” or “saps” thus blending their “natures” to produce a “vegetative hybrid” which
is reproducible by seed. Second, the technique of forced cross fertilisation of the self-fertili-
sing domestic plants. This technique was meant to improve the quality of cultivars by avoiding
degeneration due to the inbreeding. Thus the most often quoted passages were those related to
grafting experiments and to the inevitably dangerous consequences of inbreeding. This tradition
extended well into 1950s. Nearly every paper dealing with crossbreeding or grafting published in
Agrobiologiia contained ritual references to Darwin.

To facilitate the use of Darwin’s works among the down-to-earth agricultural researchers,
a number of materials was published in Yarovisatsiia: a historical paper by Isai Prezent with
page-long quotations from Darwin and Timiryazev (Prezent, 1935b), a long reprint from Dar-
win (Darwin, 1938) and two special collections of excerpts (Darwin on vegetative hybridisation
and Darwin on the harmful consequences of self-pollination) each followed by a series of half-
dozen papers elaborating on the topics (Darwin, 1939a, 1939b).

The open opposition of geneticists to both forced intravarietal cross-breeding and vege-
tative hybridisation, which they considered useless, made them vulnerable to accusations of
the revision of classical Darwinism in a neo-Darwinian, Weismannist way. Both themes were
among the central topics of the 1936 debate at the 4" session of VASKhNIL (Spornyie voprosy ... ,
1937). Another important rhetorical resource was the conflation of plant and animal breeding
in general with evolution, so the practical work in breeding was considered Darwinist by defi-
nition. Selection by man was considered a most important tool of it, so anyone who doubted
selection’s unlimited power could be charged with anti-Darwinism. Geneticists became vulne-

President), Trofim Lysenko (in office: 1938—1956 and 1961—1962), Pavel Lobanov (1902—1984, in office:
1956—1961), and Mikhail Olshanskii (1908—1988, in office: 1962—1965). The public debates at the “ses-
sions” of VASKhNIL marked important steps in the development of the controversy. Doklady was the
central scholarly journal of the Academy.

"The interval is defined by the first issue of Semenovodstvo and the last issue of Yarovizatsia.
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rable in this respect too, because they used Wilhelm Johannsen’s principle of the inefficiency of
selection within pure breeds as a basis for the planning of the rational plant breeding. This theme
repeatedly surfaced in public debates, notably in the VASKhNIL “sessions” of 1936 and 1948".
The opposition of geneticists and Michurinists was, in addition to a number of other frames,
framed as an opposition of revisionists and champions of genuine Darwinism. The mid-1930s
Lysenkoist position was eloquently summarised by a lifelong collaborator of Lysenko, a plant
breeder Donat Dolgushin (1903—1995):

We believe, that as soon as one steps back a bit, returns to the Darwin’s biological position,
and forgets for a moment about Mendel, his adherents, Morgan, crossing-over, raphanobrassica,
and other genetic subtleties, one sees clearly the way, which every plant breeder must follow,
the way shown once by K.A. Timiryazev, the way which was triumphantly followed by the famous
Luther Burbank, the greatest plant breeder I.V. Michurin, and which is now being followed by Acad.
T.D. Lysenko, who holds high the banner of the agrobiological science (Spornyie voprosy ... ,
1937, p. 264-265)".

Geneticists admitted that Darwinism should remain the basis of biology and practi-
cal plant and animal breeding but they advocated a reasonable revision. In his concluding
remarks at the 1936 discussion, Georgii Meister pointed out that while Darwinism remains
the basic principle, Darwin’s vague notions concerning heredity should be abandoned, and
Darwin’s words should not be quoted selectively and used against new breeding techniques,
e. g. inbreeding (Spornyie voprosy ... , 1937, p. 406—408). Summarising the results of the ses-
sion in his letter to the central Soviet newspaper Pravda, one of the leaders of geneticists,
Nikolai Koltsov (1872—1940) warned:

It is not possible to replace genetics with Darwinism, just as differential calculus can not be
replaced with algebra (and, of course, vice versa). Half a century in science is a long way, and the
Soviet Union can not afford lagging 50 years behind [the rest of the world] even in a single branch
of science...*

The Lysenkoist's claim to Darwinism in the 1930s was well substantiated with their selec-
tive and dogmatic use of Darwin’s words. Lysenkoists used Darwin’s works not only as a source
of theoretical inspiration but as a source of reliable empirical facts as well. Moreover, the Lysen-
koist’s claim to Darwinism was recognised by their opponents. The geneticists tried to oppose
areasonable revision of classical Darwinism to its dogmatic use, however to little success. By the
end of the 1930s, they were increasingly associated in the official discourse with anti-Darwinism,
despite their own Darwinist rhetorics.

2E. g., at the “August” 1948 session of VASKhNIL, among the “classics” of genetics, Johannsen
(23 entries) was outnumbered only by the trio of Morgan (608 entries total, including derivative epithets
like “morganist”), Mendel (475), and Weismann (182). Others, like William Bateson, Hugo De Vries, and
John Lotsy, were mentioned far less frequently than Jonannsen. The calculation is based on a digitalised
copy of the published version of the verbatim report (O polozhenii ... , 1948).

13 All translations of the quotations from Russian sources in the present paper, except for the passages
from Engels, are mine. — 4. K.

“Quoted after Babkov, 1993. The reaction of People’s Comissar of Agriculture Yakov Yakovlev to
Koltsov’s letter appeared in Pravda under a symptomatic title On Darwinism and some anti- Darwinists on
April 12, 1937 (Babkov, 1993).
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2. Disentangling from Lamarckism

By the time Lysenko entered the scene of theoretical debates in mid-1930s, Soviet biolo-
gists seemingly reached a consensual operational distinction between neo-Lamarckism and
neo-Darwinism. The former was associated with the idea of the inheritance of acquired
traits, while the latter, with the integration of a rapidly developing chromosomal theory and
natural selection. To make matters worse, different aspects of Lamarckism were condemned
on philosphical grounds for their mechanism, idealism, and teleology'. No wonder that some
(but not all) Lysenkoist’s practices and concepts (notably, training of plants and vegetative
hybridisation) fell under operational definition of neo-Lamarckism and were accordingly
labelled in the public debate. No wonder that these accusations had to be dealt with.

Unlike Lysenko, whose confession of insufficient familiarity with Darwinism (let alone
Lamarckism) might be, for all we know about his education, empirically true'®, his main ide-
ologist Isai Prezent was well-versed in the current biological and philosophical debates and
participated in the development of the new materialist biology since the late 1920s”. He knew
all too well that Lamarckism was generally considered to be an outdated evolutionary doc-
trine, inferior to Darwinism, whatever difference between them one may wish to see. In 1931,
Prezent headed a newly established department for the Dialectics of Nature and General
Theory of Biology at the Leningrad University. A reader in Evolutionary Doctrine compiled
by a “brigade” from this department and edited by Prezent himself drew a clear distinction
between Lamarckism and Darwinism, and reproduced the conventional interpretation of the
divide®™. Moreover, in his early writings, Prezent explicitly criticised the doctrine of the inheri-
tance of acquired traits for its mechanistic character".

However, to criticise the doctrine of the inheritance of acquired traits is one thing, and to
explain why Michurinist biology is not Lamarckian is quite another. In the face of accusations
of Lamarckism raised by geneticists, Prezent tried to disentangle Michurinism from Lamarckism
and develop some rhetorical defensives. In his obituary to Ivan Michurin, Prezent praised the
year 1900 as an important turning point in the development of Michurin’s thought.

15 For a detailed account of the debates see e. g. Gaissinovich, 1980.

16 At a meeting of the front-rank workers (“peredoviki”) of agriculture with the governmental repre-
sentatives, Lysenko pronounced a phrase much quoted later: “I often read Darwin, Timiryaziev, Michu-
rin. Our laboratory co-worker I.1. Prezent helped me with that. He has shown me that the origins of the
work I carry out, its roots, they were given by Darwin. I, Comrades, must confess right here, in front of
Joseph Vissarionovich Stalin, that, shame on me, I did not really study Darwin [before].” published in
Pravda, January 2, 1936, cit. in Popovskii, 1991 and Reznik, 1983, p. 72).

17A detailed account of the early years of Prezent’s career can be found in a monograph by Kolchinskii
(1999, see esp. Chapters 4.3 and 4.6, p. 178—188 and 203—208 respectively).

18 Khrestomatiia ... , 1934. Ironically, one of the members of the “brigade” was I. A. Rapoport (1912—
1990), a future geneticist and militant anti-lysenkoist (Iosif Abramovich Rapoport ..., 2001, p. 310).

Y See his foreword to the posthumous publication of Tu. A. Filipchenko’s Experimental zoology
(Prezent, 1932a, p. I-XXVIII). Part of this introduction criticising “ectogenetic mechano-Lama-
rckists” was reprinted in the reader (Khrestomatiia ... , 1934, p. 503—505). Along with two other
critical pieces and a resolution approved by the joint meeting of the Communist Academy and Natu-
ral Sciences division of the Institute of Red Professors condemning “mechanistic materialism”, the
Prezent’s two pages and a half comprised the final eighth chapter Criticism of the mechano-Lamarckism of
the section five on Metaphysical theories of speciation (Khrestomatiia ... , 1934, p. 495—509). Another
chapter of the same section criticised specifically the doctrine of acquired traits (Khrestomatiia ... ,
1934, p. 480—495).
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Itis exactly the year 1900, thatis renowned in the official biological historiography as the year
of the rediscovery of Mendel’s laws, will also go down in the history of biology as the year marking
a new phase in the work of a fighter for Darwinism, a creator of the new forms, I.V. Michurin. In
1900, I.V. Michurin broke with the ideas of acclimatizators led by Dr. Grell, who proceeded from an
essentially Lamarckian assumption that a foreign plant being brought under new conditions will by
itself adapt to the climate of the new locality, and decided to realise [voplotit’ v zhizn'] his mature
ideas (Prezent, 1935a, p. 16).

Prezent did not explain any further the details of the differences between Lamarckian
and Michurinist basic assumptions. However, a considerable part of the obituary deals with
the active role Michurin himself played in the process of plant adaptation. Prezent mentioned
the famous Michurin’s dictum “We cannot wait for favours from Nature. To take them from
it — that is our task” and emphasised the planned selection of parents for crosses, “training”
of hybrid seedlings, and “control of dominance” in hybrids (Prezent, 1935a, p. 17—21). By the
latter, he meant that young plants can be treated in such a way as to secure the dominance of
desired traits of their parents. Prezent credited Gregor Mendel with the discovery of the “fact
of dominance” but it was Michurin who discovered the laws governing dominance and put
them to the service of practical plant breeding (Prezent, 1935a, p. 18).

Prezent provided some further explanation next year. In his paper based on a talk at a session
of VASKhNIL in Michurinsk (June 1936), he undertook a more sophisticated attempt to distance
from Lamarckism emphasising the role of the organism’s own structural requirements.

Anti-Michurinists are trying to portray Michurin as a Lamarckist and the method of
mentor as a Lamarckist one. This must serve to further scare [people] away from Michurin and
Michurinist methods. However, only those who understand little of both Michurinist doctrine
and Lamarckism and know both of them only by hearsay can take the methods proposed by
Michurin for Lamarckist ones. Indeed, the core of Lamarckism as a distinct school of thought
lies with the proposition that an organism subjected to the conditions inappropriate for that
organism’s biology can reconstruct itself on its own according to these foreign conditions, that
go far beyond the [imits of the organism’s requirements. If we put aside the psycho-Lamarckism,
which ascribes such a reconstruction to the psychogenic [factors], and speak only of mechano-
Lamarckism, the latter holds to the opinion that the organism’s reconstruction adjusted to the
new kind of external conditions by means of a simple diffusion of external into the internal.
This mechanical theory, put forward in Feuerbach’s classical dictum “man is what he eats”, is
wrong not only in relation to man, it is wrong in relation to animals and plants too. ... [A]n
organism does not simply incorporate the external, it actually assimilates this external, reworks
it according to its own, already established, structure, and it is for this reason that an organism
can not incorporate any elements of environment, but only those, which in this or that way fall
within the measure of its present adaptive requirements®.

These two Prezent’s statements added up to a dialectical and subtle distinction. Neither
Michurin nor plants trained by him were passive observers waiting for Nature’s favours, they
actively participated in the adaptation process, Michurin, by training and reshuffling plants,

2 Prezent, 1936, p. 52—54, italics in original. The psycho-Lamarckism was already condemned for its
“idealism”, so Prezent tossed it aside without any further discussion. The method of mentor originally pro-
posed by Michurin was one of favorite Lysenkoist techniques of training a promising seedling by grafting on it
a scion of an established old breed, the properties of which were believed to somehow influence the seedling.
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plants, by assimilating selected elements of “the external” according to their structure. The
distinction, though, was too subtle to be easily reproducible.

At the 4™ session of VASKhNIL (December 19—27, 1936) the issue of Lamarckism was
raised in an open debate. The first accusations of Lamarckism surfaced well before the ses-
sion, and Lysenko reacted to them in his keynote address For the Darwinism in the agricultural
science but he had to be less specific about the differences from Michurinism relying more on
the intrinsic logics of Prezent’s anti-Lamarckian stance:

Nobody would dare to say that environment plays no role in the evolutionary process of
the plant form. At the same time, geneticists deny the possibility of a directed change of the
hereditary basis of plants by means of appropriate training in a series of generations. Without
a slightest hesitation, geneticists at once classify any attempt to take control over this process
as Lamarckism. They forget that, when one departs from the Lamarckian standpoint, there can
be no positive result. ... It is hard to find a worse enemy of Lamarckism than Dr. Prezent, and, at
the same time, comrade Prezent, as you know, not only supports the idea of transformation of the
hereditary nature of plants by means of appropriate training, but he himself is among those few
who undertake extensive experimentation in this direction?'.

After the keynote address on animal genetics by Alexander Serebrovskii (1892—1948)
(Spornyie voprosy ... , 1937, p. 72—113), the theme became recurrent, even though not central
to the debate (the forced intravarietal cross-breeding in self-pollinating agricultural plants,
vegetative hybridisation, vernalisation, and the problem of the unity of theory and practice
were more pressing). Boris Zavadovskii (1895—1951) devoted a special section of his long
statement to the problem of possible revival of Lamackism in the works of Lysenko, which
revival he identified as a “serious threat”. However, like Lysenko, he did not go much further
than to refer to Prezent’s and to his own reputation of anti- Lamarckians (Spornyie voprosy ... ,
1937, p. 179). Boris Zavadovskii conceded that certain Lamarckian tunes can be heard in the
statements by Lysenko’s constant co-worker Donat Dolgushin or a philosophising biochem-
ist Sergei Perov (1889—1967) but definitely not in those by Prezent and Lysenko (Spornyie
voprosy ... , 1937, p. 180). The similarity between Lysenko’s and Lamarckian views was denied
by several other speakers®. The denial theme was taken up by geneticists, even though not
without irony. A young geneticist Nikolai Dubinin (1907—1998) rejoiced to see Lysenkoists
denying Lamarckism but doubted the degree to which this denial was conscious.

Trofim Denisovich [Lysenko. — A.K.] in every possible way denies the bugbear (zhupel)
of Lamarckism, and I rejoice, and all geneticists rejoice too. (Acad. T.D. Lysenko: They affix it
on me all the time) ... The interpretation of your experiments on the “retraining of plants” has
an undoubtedly mechano-Lamarckian character, even though you do not realise it themselves
(Spornyie voprosy ..., 1937, p. 341).

2l Lysenko’s speech at the 4™ session of VASKhNIL on December 23, 1936, cited after: Lysenko,
1949, p. 202—203. The title of the two published versions have different emphases. The version published
in Agrobiologiia was titled On the two schools in genetics, the one published in the conference proceedings,
For the Darwinism in the agro-biological science (Spornye voprosy ..., 1937, p. 39—71). The verbatim tran-
script gives a more colloquial wording but the structure of the argument remains basically the same (see
Babkov, 1998 for excerpts).

22 See the statements by E. Ya. Borisenko, Sergei Perov, and Mikhail Olshanskii (Spornyie voprosy ... ,
1937, p. 249, 327, 346—347).
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Mikhail Zavadovskii (a more genetically inclined elder brother of Boris, 1891—1957) secon-
ded Dubinin and even proposed Lysenkoists to join the efforts in combating Lamarckism, but
he too insisted on the need of a “real” denial.

It is most pleasant to hear that Lamarckism is not the Acad. T.D. Lysenko’s school position.
... If we have already reached an agreement on this issue in our debates, reached a clear denial
of Lamarckism in the sense of somatic induction, then it is excellent. (From the floor: We never
took the stand of Lamarckism) Offering you our hand on this matter, we shall form a united front
to fight Lamarckism, because this theory does not agree with the facts available. ... It should not
only be dogmatically stated that you deny the Lamarckian standpoint (it is not enough), but, in
the analysis of the material you work with, it ought to be shown that you really deny this position
(Spornyie voprosy ..., 1937, p. 401).

The 1936 debate revealed the problematic character of the Prezent’s hairsplitting effort to
distinguish between Michurinism and Lamarckism, even though some observers saw the dif-
ference. A better and rather unsophisticated solution arrived soon. Instead of messing with the
slippery philosophical distinctions drawn by Prezent, the vice was boldly turned into a virtue,
and Lamarck was portrayed as a genuine precursor of Darwin at least in one important respect.
In his lecture at the nation-wide meeting of the heads of the Departments of Marxism-Leninism
on July 6, 1940, Lysenko favourably mentioned Lamarck praising the latter as a smart guy and
claiming that the Michurinist principle of the unity of the organism and environment is not
only Lamarckian but also truly Darwinian®.

... [I]n vain Morganists scare the people this much with Lamarckism. Lamarck was a clever
man. Although his teachings can not be equated with Darwinism in their importance. In the
Lamarck’s teachings, there are serious mistakes. However, during his lifetime, there was no scientist
more advanced than Lamarck. Lamarck should not be turned into a bugbear [pugalo. — A.K.]. ...
Morganists do not understand and do not accept the Michurinist proposition that the changes in
the race of an organism are connected to the conditions of existence of that organism. They are
trying to affix the label of Lamarckism to this idea. Meanwhile, the said Michurinist proposition is
part and parcel of Darwinism (Lysenko, 1940b, p. 23).

This rhetorical turn became a persistent theme in the cursory interpretations of Lamarck’s
writings within the Lysenkoist tradition. It is enough to say that at the VASKhNIL session of
August, 1948, nearly all speakers who mentioned Lamarckism paid their tribute to it*. A rustic
pugalo (literally: scarecrow) was used interchangeably with a more pathetic zhupel (literally:

21t should be noted that there were hints in this direction, see e. g. the speeches by Boris Zava-
dovskii and Sergei Perov at the 1936 session of VASKhNIL (Spornyie voprosy ... , 1937, p. 180, 327) or Ivan
Polyakov’s statement at the conference on the problem of genetics, plant and animal breeding under the
auspices of the journal Under the banner of Marxism (Soveshchaniie ... , 1939, p. 172).

2* Among other important texts of the period, this sujet re-emerges in the programmatic paper by
Prezent (1947), in which the Soviet Creative Darwinism propelled to a front-page headline (see section
3 below). Prezent identified six basic principles of Lamarckism, rejected three or them (the internal drive
towards progress and the action of subtle fluids upon less and more organised plants and animals), and
recognised the remaining three (progressive evolution by means of purposeful adaptation to the condi-
tions of life and two principles regarding training and reduction due to inactivity) as a part and parcel of
Darwinism (Prezent, 1947, p. 23-25).



18 NCTOPUKO-BMOJIOTUYECKWUE NCCNEQOBAHWUA. 2011. Tom 3. Ne 2

“[fire and] brimstone” with obvious but faded Biblical connotations) but the structure of the
argument remained the same?.

Ironically, Lysenkoists now used what was considered the worst part of Lamarckism, the
“autogenetic” idea of the internal drive pushing organisms up the Scale of Nature, to blame
“mendelist-morganist” geneticists for building their research program upon a wrong part of the
Lamarck’s heritage. The offensive was started by a cattle-breeder Vaginak Shaumian:

All judgements and propositions by Weismann, Morgan, Mendel, and the others on the sex
cell, on its specifics and its immutability, on the mutations and autogenesis, etc., are essentially
nothing but some absurd and anti-scientific propositions by Lamarck, that he tried to apply to the
animal organisms. The “internal drive”, by which Lamarck tried to explain the creation of forms
and development in the animal world, serves, essentially, as a basis for the theory of mutations,
autogenesis, autonomy and specifics of the sex cell in its attempts to remain unchanged for ever.
The difference between Lamarck and Morgano-Mendelists with respect to the problem discussed
above consists only in the following. According to Lamarck, these “drives” caused variation in
animals, while Morganists claim that this “drive” is present in the sex cells of both plants and
animals, what guarantees their immutability and permanence. This is why we regard Lamarck as a
beating stick in our hands, which stick has two ends. And we should beat formal geneticists with
this stick using its appropriate ends in a reasonable and thorough way?.

The beating stick was picked up by Fyodor Dvoriankin and Isai Prezent (the former only
briefly stated that the ones who accuse Lysenkoists of Lamarckism are Lamarckians themselves,
while the latter went into an intricated argument involving I.I. Schmalhausen’s inappropriate
sympathies to American paleontologist Edward Cope who exemplified covert Lamarckism)?.

However, despite this change of attitude towards Lamarckism, it was not until the late 1950s
that Michurinists found time to read Lamarck closely. In 1955—1959, a two volume collection of
translations from Lamarck’s writings was published under the auspices of Ilya Poliakov, an author
of a university textbook of Darwinism who saw no Lamarkism in the Lysenko’s works in 1936 and
had to repent on the last day of the August 1948 Session of VASKhNIL, and Nikolai Nuzhdin,
one of the leading Lysenkoists (Lamarck, 1955—1959). Isai Prezent reacted with a brochure, in
which he tried (at last) to “resort to the Lamarck’s own texts in order to substantiate this or that
claim on the propositions of his doctrine”*. After fifty pages of analysis, which, if one forgets

5 See, e. g., the speeches by Lysenko himself (O polozhenii ... , 1948, p. 11, 14), 1.G. Eikhfeld (ibid,
p. 57-58), I.E. Glushchenko (ibid, p. 185), V.A. Shaumian (ibid, p. 220), M.B. Mitin (ibid, p. 230),
F.A. Dvoriankin (ibid, p. 304). The theme of selective distancing from Lamarckism at the 1948 session was
so prominent because of a new wave of charges with Lamarckism raised by non-Lysenkoist biologists in
1946 — spring of 1948.

% 0 polozhenii ... , 1948, p. 220. Ironically, it mirrors the 1936 Dubinin’s attempt to charge Prezent
with “Weismannism” for the latter’s theories of mutual assimilation of gametes and of “marriage of love”
|brak po liubvi]l among plants, according to which the pollen corns stuck to the stigma of the pistil compete
with each other for the right to pollinate the ovule (Spornyie voprosy ... , 1937, p. 339).

7.0 polozhenii ... , 1948, p. 304—305, 498. Academician Ivan Schmalhausen (1884—1963) whose inter-
ests embraced the whole field of evolutionary biology from comparative anatomy and paleontology to gene-
tics, an author of university textbooks and monographs on the theory of evolution, and an active crictc of
Lysenko was one of the main targets of Lysenkoist criticism at the August 1948 session of VASKhNIL.

B Prezent, 1960, p. 6. It should be noted that the reader compiled in the 1930s by Prezent’s brigade included
excerpts only from the then available translation of Philosophie zoologique and from several texts analysing
Lamarck’s writings (Khrestomatiia ... , 1934, p. 87—117). The newly published collection offered a much wider
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about the name of the author, might pass for an ordinary boring exercise in the history of ideas,
Prezent came to an inevitable conclusion reiterating the ideologemes worked out years before.

Remarkable is the fate of the Lamarck’s doctrine. Unacknowledged during its author’s lifetime,
it has found later many followers claiming the succession. Here they are, “psycho-Lamarckists”,
crudely distorting the Lamarck’s doctrine in the spirit of idealism, “mechano-Lamarckists”, who
proved to be unable to overcome the mechanicist traits present in this doctrine. Ch. Darwin
accepted the proclaimed by Lamarck proposition on the inheritance of features acquired under the
influence of the conditions of life, whithout which [principle] the historicity of organic forms and
the accumulating action of selection are impossible. K.A. Timiryazev and E. Haeckel elaborated on
the problems of Darwinism, enriching the theory with Lamarck’s ideas on the factors of evolution.
At the same time, our contemporary metaphysics of biological science, represented by Weismannist-
Morganists, made Lamarck into a bugbear [zhupel], slandering every truly materialist proposition
of his doctrine as anti-scientific. And, at last, the Michurinist doctrine, in its fight for materialism
in biology, avoiding a scholastic approach both to the doctrine of Darwin and to the doctrine of
Lamarck, played the role of the true heir of whatever was scientific in these doctrines?.

Thus, the Lysenkoist’s attitudes towards Lamarck underwent some evolution, changing
from overtly negative to partly positive. From mid 1930s until the very end of the Lysenko affair
in mid-1960s, Lysenkoists consistently denied the charges with Lamarckism. At first, they tried
to find sophisticated differences between “Michurinist” and “Lamarckist” approaches to the
plant and animal breeding and organic evolution but their critics doubted the logical coherence
and sincerity of the Lysenkoist argument. Since early 1940s Lysenkoists began to stress a selec-
tive approach to Lamarck’s heritage, favouring the principle of the inheritance of acquired traits
as “truly Darwinian”, rejecting other “Lamarckian” ideas they found objectionable on philo-
sophical grounds, and, sometimes, even accusing of Lamarckism their Weismannist-Morganist
adversaries. It was only in the late 1950s that Lysenkoists got a chance to consult a wider range
of original Lamarck’s works, however this wider acquaintance with Lamarck did not have any
effect on the ideologemes worked out during the mid-1930s — early 1940s.

3. Revising Darwinism

The first signs of the coming revision appeared as early as in April 1932, shortly after
Prezent and Lysenko met for the first time. On the occasion of the 50" anniversary of Dar-
win’s death, Prezent published a booklet Darwin’s theory in the light of dialectical materialism
(Prezent, 1932b)*. The booklet was subdivided into 29 numbered sections varying in length
from three lines and a half to several pages.

range of Lamarck’s texts. The above-mentioned paper by Prezent (1947), in which he established six basic
principles of the Lamarck’s evolution theory, lacks any references to Lamarck’s writings, even though, unlike
many Lysenkoist papers, it was not completely devoid of citations (there are 35 footnotes). Moreover, two refe-
rences (to Haeckel and Engels) were present even in the pages under discussion (Prezent, 1947, p. 23—-25).

¥ Prezent, 1960, p. 58—59. It is worth a notice that, besides zAupel, Prezent used other nonconven-
tional words, notably vospriemnik (godfather) instead of preemnik (successor or heir) and podbor (matching)
instead of othor (selection). The literal translation would render the passage incomprehensible.

¥The first documented encounter happened on February 11, 1932. It is more likely that Lysenko had
played no role in the preparation of this booklet, for his intense co-operation with Prezent began some-
what later, in the summer or fall of 1932 (Kolchinskii, 1999, p. 204—205).
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Prezent began by stating that, building socialism, “we” should not throw aside the achieve-
ments of the world culture but assimilate them in an appropriate way. Darwinism surely was
one of such achievements produced by the “ascending line of the capitalism’s development”.
However, it should first be saved from menshevising idealists and mechanists (Prezent, 1932b,
p. 1). Prezent stressed that the origins of Darwin’s theory lied with the breeding of new breeds
of domestic animals by means of selection of hereditary adaptations. This made Darwin a near-
Marxist in the Prezent’s eyes: the practice of breeding was contrasted to a contemplative atti-
tude and reminded of a Marxist dictum “Practice is the sole criterion of truth”. On the other
hand, this bond to the contemporary agricultural practice put certain limitations on Darwin’s
thought, for the contemporary practice was a bourgeois one (Prezent, 1932b, p. 5). Prezent’s
Darwin vacillated between mechanism and autonomism, preferred gradualism to saltationism
(Prezent used charming neologisms postepenovshchina and skachkizm respectively). This made
Darwin a poor non-reflective dialectician, even though his theory was sometimes close to spon-
taneous or instinctive (stikhiinyi) dialectical materialism. A more serious drawback of the Dar-
win’s theory was that, although it provided an explanation to the problem of adaptation, which
is achieved historically, by means of selection of those better fit to the environment, it failed to
explain the “specific essence of life established by Engels, the essence that makes the selection
of adaptations inevitable” (Prezent, 1932, p. 7). This essence was the dialectical unity of assimi-
lating and dissimilating activities of an organism. It was because of these processes, that for
the living, organised, bodies “not every [possible] environment is the ‘condition of existence’”
(Prezent, 1932b, p. 8). The following passage, however obscure, is instrumental in our attempts
to find the sources of the future ideologemes.

This is why the fitness, the adaptation of an organism to its milieu is necessarily included into
the measure of life of an organism, this is why the natural selection of those organisms that are not
adapted to the conditions of existence happens.

14. Instead of deriving the necessity of selection of adaptations from the very essence of
the process of life, Darwin put forward Malthusianism, the Malthus’ doctrine on the progression of
population growth, as the universal principle, which makes selection necessary.

15. However, Darwin himself, in the illustrations he provides, gives some material to establish
the fact of heritable adaptive transformations without any Malthusianism.

16. “The struggle for existence”, identified by Darwin with any manifestation of life, must,
indeed, be limited “to the struggles resulting from plant and animal over-population, which do in
fact occur at certain stages of plant and lower animal life. But one must keep sharply distinct from
it the conditions in which species alter, old ones die out and newly evolved ones take their place,
without this over-population” (Engels)3!.

On the following page, the Prezent’s Darwin (after paying the tribute to his class values
by succumbing to Malthusianism) instinctively (stikhiino) but succesfully resolved a dialectical
problem of the intrinsic connection between the necessary and the accidental. He did so by
applying the principle of selection among the many relatively adaptive or inadaptive variations,
instead of Lamarckian “physiological” hypothesis of the “internal feeling” to the problem of
adaptive character of the phylogenesis. Thus, even though Darwin did not go any farther than

3'Prezent, 1932b, p. 8, the original boldface is changed to italics; the quotation from Engels’ Dialectic of
Nature is given in the translation from the German by Clemens Dutt, see: Engels, 1934 (1974), p. 295-311.
Had Prezent extended his quotation a little further, the borrowings from Engels would become more evident,
for the catch phrase “without any Malthusianism” lies a couple of lines below the quoted passage.
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treating the accidental as a consequence of “the crossing of external series of development”, he
managed to strike a fatal blow on teleology and theology and made his way to the materialists’
hall of fame (Prezent, 1932b, p. 9). A considerable part of the paper was reserved for the defense
of Darwinism from anti-darwinists denying the creative power of natural selection or banning
teaching of Darwinism at school on the one hand, and Social-Darwinists using the concepts
of struggle for existence and improvement of race by means of natural selection to justify the
inequality, wars, and racial hygiene, on the other (Prezent, 1932b, p. 10—16).

Finally, after dealing, among other enemies, with mechanists and menshevising idealists,
Prezent came to the good news about the fate of Darwinism in the contemporary USSR. The
most important feature of the Darwinism in the USSR was the opportunity to make plants and
animals evolve in huge quantities and in a planned manner. Michurin and Lysenko exemplified
the front-line fighters for the planned plant breeding. Prezent emphasised the scale of the enter-
prise, mentioning 100,000 hectares of vernalisation experiments in the state farms (sovkhozy)
alone, not counting the collective fams (kolkhozy) also involved in the project. He mentioned
the plans to use of the world collection of wheat varieties (presumably the one gathered in the
Nnikolai Vavilov’s Institute for Plant Breeding), and the vast network of research stations scat-
tered all over the Soviet Union. Soviet people did even more. They not only participated in the
evolution by means of extensive research in genetics, plant and animal breeding, hybridisation,
metisation, and acclimatisation®. They initiated the change ofthe very “conditions of existence”
by means of planned change of the climate. An unnamed physicist from Ashgabat was credited
with the invention of the rain-bringing electrified smoke, while irrigation of deserts of Middle
Asia and warming of Siberia were mentioned briefly as work-in-progress activities, remarkable
but not deserving special attention (Prezent, 1932b, p. 17—19). The socialist planned economy
provided a far better environment for the development of evolution theory than the bourgeoise
agricultural practices of Darwin’s contemporaries.

In this programmatic paper, one may see some of the themes which became recurrent in the
thirty years to follow: the insufficiency of Darwin’s evolution theory; the “Malthusian mistake”;
the role of assimilation and dissimilation in the natural selection; the narrow and slippery path of
the “party line” dialectically creeping between the opposing camps of right-wing and left-wing
uklon (deviation), menshevizing idealists and mechanical materialists; Burbank, Michurin, and
Lysenko as true heirs of Darwin; the creative role of plant and animal breeders, etc.

Some of them were downplayed for a while. In the mid or late 1930s, neither Prezent,
nor Lysenko stressed the differences of their theories from Darwin’s views staying on the safe
ground of selective reading along the lines described above (see section 1)*. It was only in the
early 1940s that Lysenko dared to attempt a revision and draw some boundaries on this flank.
By that time, Lysenko was already at the top of scientific hierarchy, which entitled him to speak
more openly on the philosophical issues of biology.

In his 1940 paper on Engels and Darwinism, Lysenko (1940, p. 3—17) started playing with
the idea that the natural selection is wrongly perceived by contemporary biologists.

The doctrine of natural and artificial selection is central to Darwinism. The essence of the
natural selection is that the organisms that are adapted to life in a given environment survive;

32 For whatever reason Prezent included in his enumeration of current activities gibridizatsiia and
metizatsiia as two different items (Prezent, 1932b, p. 19).

3 During the 1936 session of VASKhNIL, Prezent made a passing remark on the “creative renewal”
(tvorcheskoie obnovleniie) of Darwinism but he did not elaborate on this (Spornyie voprosy ... , 1937, p. 385).
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those not adapted do not survive or leave no offspring. Darwin saw the cause of the natural
selection mostly in the struggle for existence resulting from the over-population. Nobody would
deny the fact that, in the plant and animal kingdoms, many more germs of the organisms come
into existence usually than there is place available for their survival and development. This is
why it is clear that the struggle for existence as a result of over-population does take place in
nature. But the main driving forces of the development of the organic world should be sought
elsewhere*.

Just like Prezent in 1932, relying on some passages from Engels and stressing the impor-
tance of metabolism and assimilation, Lysenko maintained that the change of metabolism was
the most important part of the natural selection, which could serve well enough without any
struggle for existence.

In Anti-Diihring, one may read: “From the metabolism which takes place through nutrition
and excretion, as the essential function of albumen, and from its peculiar plasticity proceed also
all the other most simple factors of life...” ... Succeed in changing the metabolism, and their breed,
their inheritance will change at once, they will become plastic. The Engels’ doctrine that all the
other simple factors of life can be derived from the metabolism, and, among others, of course, the
variability of heredity, is confirmed only too well by the I.V. Michurin’s doctrine of mentors, of

vegetative hybrids®.

A most dramatic further step was taken in Lysenko’s lecture on the natural selection and
the intraspecific competition read before the workers of the state plant breeding stations on
November 5, 1945. To begin with, he drew a distinction between two perspectives on the natu-
ral and artificial (as Darwin’s selection by man was called in Russia) selection. From the view-
point of “our Soviet biologists”, selection (both natural and artificial) was the creator of the
new forms. From the viewpoint of biologists sharing the views of “formal geneticists”, selection
was considered as a mere sieve (Lysenko, 1949, p. 525—526). This distinction was not a novelty
in itself (it had been used before in the Lysenkoist criticism of Johannsen’s notion of the inef-
ficiency of selection within pure breeds), however what followed from it was a revolution.

... [T]he notion of the natural and atrificial selection is much wider and deeper. Darwin
understood the selection metaphorically, allegorically, [the selection] included three factors, acting
all the time together: variability, heredity, and over-population (Lysenko, 1949b, p. 528, italics
in original).

Lysenko substantiated this claim with a quotation from Timiryazev, who stressed the meta-
phorical use of “selection” in Darwin’s works, referring in his turn to numerous instances when
Darwin himself insisted on its metaphorical meaning. After reminding that plant breeders
should not reduce the selection to mere sorting, Lysenko went deeper into analysis of its con-
stituent parts, focusing on the third component.

3 Lysenko, 1940, p. 3. In the Russian discourse, Darwin’s “selection by man” is rather uniformly
translated as “artificial selection” (iskusstvennyi otbor).

3 Lysenko, 1940, p. 6—8; the quotation from Engels is given according to the translation from German
by E. Burns, see Engels, 1947.
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Let us consider the last factor, the over-population. As an allegedly most intelligible factor,
it usually serves as a point of departure for the exposition of Darwinism. I can not agree with
a conventional treatment of it. I do not agree with the treatment of the factor of over-population
because, in my view, as a rule, there was no, there is no, and there can not be any over-population in
nature. This is why I interpret the natural selection as the three jointly acting factors: variability,
heredity, and survival potential [vyzhivaemost'] (instead of over-population). I believe that such
an interpretation agrees better with the reality, as well as with a general truly Darwinist theory of
evolution, the creative Darwinism (Lysenko, 1949b, p. 529, italics in original).

Just as before, this innovation in the evolution theory was connected to one of Lysenko’s
favourite agricultural innovations: the method of cluster planting of some field crops and forest
trees. Lysenko stated that plants of the same species growing in a dense cluster do not compete with
each other. Instead they cooperate to combat other species, while the differential growth can be
explained not by the depression of certain individuals but by their willingness to help other, more
powerful conspecific specimens of the same cluster. It was in this paper that Lysenko wrote of
hares who did not eat each other, thus exemplifying lack of intraspecific competition in Nature.
This renovation of Darwinism provoked sharp criticisms from a wide range of biologists. Petr
Zhukovskii (1888—1975), a botanist and plant geographer, responded to Lysenko’s lecture with
a paper under a symptomatic title Darwinism in a distorting mirror published in a central profes-
sional journal of plant breeders Selektsia and semenovodstvo. A number of meetings organised in
1947—1948 were devoted specifically to the criticism of Lysenko’s denial of the struggle for exis-
tence. Lysenko and his adherents responded with a series of articles and interviews in the central
newspapers (including Pravda and Literaturnaia gazeta) and journals fully or partly controlled
by them. This wave of criticisms, notably the intervention of Yurii Zhdanov (1919—2006), then
the head of the Science Section of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, was among
the many factors that triggered eventually the August 1948 session of VASKhNIL.

In his programmatic paper of 1947 boldly titled Soviet Creative Darwinism, Isai Prezent
elaborated on the Lysenko’s vague hints at the reformulation of the notion of the natural selec-
tion. Again, Prezent came back to the miraculous 1900. Now, he did it to stress that Michurin
took up the problem of the origin of the new forms at the very point where Darwin left it.
Prezent claimed that Darwin, being limited with contemporary agricultural practice, opposed
definite variatons to the selection of indefinite variations, thus making a serious mistake. More-
over, among the three forms of selection discussed by Prezent’s Darwin (natural selection and
two forms of selection by man, unconscious and methodical) all were defective.

A higher, comparing to those named and explored by Darwin, form of selection embraces
also certain activities aimed at the creation of the necessary source material, i. e. the creation of
“definite variations”, and certain systematically-training activities in the course of the creation of
the [new] breeds. ... It is exactly this activity that elevates the selection at a higher level, taking

% By no means, I would like to argue that this theoretical dispute was the only or even the main
cause of the August 1948 session. However, the public debate on the struggle for existence and problems
of the evolution theory, involving central press and Yuri Zhdanov, was part and parcel of a complex dyna-
mics that led to the dramatic culmination in August 1948. The controversy over the issue of struggle for
existence is duly covered in all standard reference books on the Lysenko affair. A concise but detailed
account of the decisive phase of the controversy from the fall of 1947 through the spring of 1948 was given
by N. Krementsov in connection with his interesting hypothesis on the Cold War context of the dynamics
of the Lysenko affair (Krementsov, 2003, p. 851—855).
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it still further from the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom of the consciousness of necessity,
the kingdom of freedom. Such an interpretation of selection is a creative, not dogmatic mastery of
Darwinism?’.

Again, Prezent stressed the active role Michurin played in the upbringing of the parent
plants for crossings, special conditions he created for the seedlings, and the method of mentor.
This persistent acivity brought guaranteed success, in contrast with the “old” plant breeding
“theoretically enriched” with classical Darwinism (Prezent, 1947, p. 12). Again, this plant and
animal breeding effort was multiplied by dozens of research institutes, by an army of “experi-
menters-Michurinists” in the collective and state farms led by the “people’s” Academician
Lysenko (Prezent, 1947, p. 13)*. Explaining the meaning of the recently invented catch phrase,
Prezent wrote:

We should speak [here] of the Soviet Creative Darwinism, because exactly in the Soviet
country Darwinism was: 1) critically reviewed from the angle of the highest method of cognition,
the dialectical materialism; 2) enriched by inclusion of the results of new findings in the field
of plant development, which took place exactly in the Soviet biological science; 3) theoretically
renovated according to the new principles and methods of the plant and animal breeding, which
were unknown in the time of the old classical Darwinism; 4) resting upon such a new form of
selection that includes a planned upbringing of the material being selected, which makes the
selection itself incomparably higher with respect to its creative effect. (Prezent, 1947, p. 12, emphasis
in original)

The renovated and enriched theory of evolution deserved independence. In his keynote
address at the August 1948 session of VASKhNIL, On the situation in the biological science,
Lysenko explicitly confirmed that the doctrine to which he adheres is neither neo-Lamarckism,
nor neo-Darwinism, nor even classical Darwinism any more, but a peculiar Soviet Creative
Darwinism which managed to overcome the mistakes of all three.

[B]y no means, the Michurinist school can be called Neo-Lamarckian or Neo-Darwinian. It
[the Michurinist school. — A.K.] is the Soviet Creative Darwinism repudiating the mistakes of
both and free from the Darwin's mistakes on the part of Darwin’s acceptance of the erroneous
Malthusian scheme (Lysenko, 1948, p. 14).

Among these mistakes, there was not only the struggle for existence targeted already in
1941 and overcame by 1945 but also the Darwin’s gradualism and lack of appreciation of quali-
tative leaps required by the Dialectical materialism as well as Darwin’s skepticism towards the
notion of species. Here again Engels came to the stage to help winning against Darwin. Lysenko
stressed that Darwin was right stating the variability of species and genealogical relationships

7 Prezent, 1947, p. 12. The distinction between definite and indefinite variations goes back to Dar-
win’s Origin of Species: “They may be considered as definite when all or nearly all the offspring of the
individuals exposed to certain conditions during several generations are modified in the same manner”
(Darwin, 1876, p. 6).

¥ 0ne may easily notice here the familiar themes: the mass and planned character of plant and animal
breeding in the USSR (see Prezent, 1932) and the praise of Michurin’s creative role in the plant breeding
(Prezent, 1935).
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between them. The wrong idea was Darwin’s rejection of the qualitative leap that divides spe-
cies from varieties.

The need has come, the need is ripe to revise the problem of speciation from the angle of a
drastic transition of the quantitative increase into the qualitative intraspecific differences. One
should understand that the formaion of a new species is a transition from the quantitative changes
to qualitative ones in the course of historical process. Such a leap is prepared by the organic forms’
own vital functions as a result of the quantitative accumulation of the perception of particular
conditions of life, and this is readily available for study and control. ... I think, that, from this
perspective, we can rightfully suppose that what brings about the formation of a new specific form,
the obtaining of a new species from an old one, is the accumulation of quantitative differences
different from those by which one usually discriminates varieties within a species. The quantitative
accumulation of changes leading to a spasmodic transformation of an old specific form into a new
specific form is a change of a different order (0 polozhenii ..., 1948, p. 38-39).

According to Lysenko, the species were distinct natural elements of living nature, the
“unbreakable links in the great chain of being”.

Species are not abstract entities, they are really existing nodes (links) in the universal
biological chain. The living nature is a biological chain, sort of broken into discrete links, species.
This is why it would be wrong to say that species do not keep the constancy of their qualitatively-
specific determinacy even for short periods. To say so means to perceive the development of the
living nature as a flat evolution without leaps (0 polozhenii ..., 1948, p. 39)%.

All this maneuvering at the session did not pass unnoticed. Boris Zavadovskii (O polo-
zhenii ... , 1948, p. 281—302) boldly criticised Lysenko’s departure from the orthodox Dar-
winism and selective reading of Engels (in his speech, Zavadovskii mentioned the presence of
a copy of “Anti-Diihring” at hand and did not mind to use extensive quotations from Marx and
Engels). He prepared a special diagram showing the relationships between traditional Darwi-
nism, neo-Lamarckism, and neo-Darwinism, and several times explicitly alluded at the analogy
between the Communist party line running between right-wing and left-wing deviations and
the orthodox Darwinism of Timiryazev and Michurin. In his speech, Lysenko was portrayed
as a renegade betraying the best part of Darwinism and sinking in the depths of a progressively
accumulating pile of mistakes®.

The saltationist views of Lysenko lacked theoretical background except “dialectical” rheto-
rics until he “deepened” the theoretical understanding of the sudden transmutation of species
using the Olga Lepeshinskaya’s (1871—1963) theory on the spontaneous generation of cells from
unstructured living matter. The way to this theoretical alliance was uneasy. Although Lysenko
wrote a favourable half-page foreword to Lepeshinskaia’s 1945 monograph on the origin of cells
from the unstructured living matter, he did not refer to her theories in print before 1950. In the
fall of 1948, at the meeting of the Academy of Medical Sciences where the results of the August
session of VASKhNIL were discussed (September 9—10, 1948), Lepeshinskaia suggested her

¥1n a more popular format, the species were compared to the chemical elements of the nonliving
nature. The absence of transitional forms was explained by the “impossibility of semi-qualities” (Dmi-
triev, 1952, p. 8).

“The B. Zavadovskii’s attack was unexpected and most disturbing for the organisers of the session to
the extent that it seemed to provoke an asymmetric response (see Krementsov, 2003, p. 869—871 for details).
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theory as an analogue of Michurinist doctrine in medical science (Krementsov, 2003, p. §90).
It took another year and a half for Lysenko to publicly recognise its implications for the theory
of transmutation of species, first at the special session of the Academy of sciences in May 1950
and then in a paper on the new developments in the science of biological species originally pub-
lished in the central Soviet newspaper Pravda on November 3, 1950 and reprinted several times
in other places, including the Big Soviet Encyclopedia (see Lysenko 1957, p. 3—17)*.

Lysenkoists reported on numerous cases of transmutation of different species of wheat into
each other (usually, Triticum durum into Tr. vulgare), wheat (Triticum sp.) into rye (Secale cereale),
rye into rye brome (Bromus secalinus), oat (Avena sativa) into common wild oat (Avena fatua),
spruce (Picea abies) into pine (Pinus sylvestris)?. There is some anecdotal evidence that Lysenko
went as far as to claim that a leaf-warbler can transmute into a cuckoo being better fed or fed with
“hairy” caterpillars®. Not surprisingly, the whole theory of transmutation met another agricultural
problem, that of explaining the failure to exterminate weeds even in the elite seed plantations. Just
like the case of the amendment of the Darwinian principle of intraspecific competition, Lysenko
opened himself'to criticism. Moreover, in contrast to a rather sophisticated case of the struggle for
existence, the sudden transmutation of species was ridiculed, not just criticised.

The Soviet Creative Darwinism of the 1950s was itself a product of a long evolution and
differed from the earlier versions of the Michurinist doctrine in several respects. After the
“philosophical” debates of 1939, Lysenko started using Engels to correct Darwin. The first
step of the revision of the “classical” Darwinism (1940—1945) began with the notion of natural
selection. The selection both natural and “artificial” became all-encompassing and all-explain-
ing concept. The scope of selection was broadened to include variation (and metabolism as
its source, and the work required to change metabolism too), heredity, and over-population.
The latter member of the triad was at once dismissed and replaced by survival potential and
mutual aid. The second step of the revision (1948—1950) included the redefinition of species
as “unbreakable links” in the chain of life separated by qualitative leaps and the incorporation
of the Olga Lepeshinskaia’s theory of the formation of cells from unstructured “living matter”.
The latter theory was used to explain the origin of the cells of one species within the body of the
other from the granules /krupinki] of the living matter. Like the dogmatic selective reading of
Darwin’s works in the 1930s, both steps of the revision were connected with Lysenko’s agricul-
tural innovations. The denial of the struggle for existence was used to justify the cluster planting,
while the theory of the sudden transmutation of species was used as a theoretical basis of plant
breeding and of the control of weeds. The revision of the principle of the struggle for existence
was envisaged already in the 1932 pamphlet by Isai Prezent but it took years for it to find its way
into the mainstream Lysenkoist discourse. The theory of the sudden transmutation of species
was not a pure novelty. It was logically compatible with the primitive “dialectical” rhetoric and
followed, not preceded the established Lysenkoist practice of “retraining” of the varieties and
species of wheat and other crops into each other. Rather, it was a post hoc rationalisation of the
Lysenkoist “experience”.

4 For more details on the case of Olga Lepeshinskaia see a paper by A.E. Gaissinovitch and
E.B. Muzrukova (1991)

42 Useful reviews were published by Dmitriev (1952) and Lysenko (Lysenko, 1957, p. 18—63); for
a detailed critical analysis of the cases of alleged transmutation (based mostly on inaccuracies and bare-
faced falsifications, including grafting) see Soyfer (1994).

43See a story on an early 1950s conversation between cytologist Dmitrii Nasonov (1895—1957) and
zoologist Valentin Dogiel (1882—1955) reported by T. Ginetsynskaia (1991).
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Conclusions

An analysis of identity statements and passages explaining the differences between Michu-
rinist visions of evolution, Lamarckism, and Darwinism, whether neo- or not, reveals a com-
plex dynamics of rhetoric. From the early 1930s through late 1950s, Lysenkoist positioning in
relation to these identity markers have undergone significant changes.

Early in his career, in the 1930s, Lysenko and his adherents presented themselves as most
orthodox Darwinists using Darwin’s writings as a source of not only theoretical inspiration but
also of empirical data. This allowed them to use the stigma of anti-Darwinism against their
adversaries. After Lysenko strengthened his positions in the controversy against geneticists, he
tried to develop a revised version of his evolutionary theory, relying on Engels to correct Darwin.
Again, it took years to develop rhetorical tools, which allowed to distance the Soviet Creative
Darwinism from its “classical” precursor. Revisionism made Lysenkoists vulnerable to criti-
cism from the vantage point of Darwinist orthodoxy and geneticists managed to use this at their
advantage, even though, at first, without major success. During the 1950s — early 1960s, the
issues in evolution theory in which Lysenko departed from Darwin (the struggle for existence
and, more importantly, the species problem) were the only legitimate excuse to openly attack
Lysenkoists. It should be stressed also that throughout the whole history of the controversy
Lysenkoists distanced from Lamarckism. At first, they rejected it outright. However, about the
time Lysenko started his revision of Darwinism in 1940, Lamarck’s evolution theory was analy-
sed into its constituent parts. The principle of the inheritance of acquired traits was segregated
from other elements and proclaimed to be truly Darwinian while the internal drive, “direct”
influence of the environment and the “psychogenic” factors were considered as erroneous.

The causes of the tempo and mode of Lysenko’s evolution are obscure. However, certain
conclusions can be drawn. First, there is no evidence that Lysenko had been at all interested in
the evolution or realised far-reaching theoretical implications of his views before he met Prezent.
Given the Prezent’s involvement with the history of evolutionary thought it is more than plausible
that he played the leading role in the development of the early ideologemes. Second, in all cases,
the Lysenko’s evolutionist speculations were aimed to support his favoured ideas in practical
agriculture (intravarietal cross-fertilisation of self-fertilising plants, “vegetative hybrids”, cluster
planting, “good agricultural technique” [khoroshaia agrotekhnika] as a remedy against the trans-
mutation of useful plants into weeds). So, some of the theoretical fluctuations can be to a consid-
erable extent explained as rationalisations behind the agricultural innovations. On the other hand,
the exact timing of some innovations can be tied to the political dynamics of the controversy.
A strange five (or, at the very least, two) year lag in the reception of Olga Lepeshinskaia’s theory can
be explained by the vagueness of Lepeshinskaia’s position within the Soviet scientific hierarchy.
It was not until her teachings were officially approved as a theoretical basis for the Soviet cytology
that Lysenko openly linked his ideas about the dialectical leaps from one species to another to the
Lepeshinskaia’s theory of the ongoing origin of cells from the unstructured living matter.

Given the empirical data presented in this paper, the controversy between geneticists and
Lysenkoists can be better understood not as a controversy between neo-Darwinists and neo-
Lamarckians but as a rhetorical battle for the right to define, interpret, and revise Darwin-
ism. In the 1920s — mid-1930s geneticists pretended to be the true heirs of Darwinism. They
attacked Lysenkoists and blamed them with Lamarckism. Lysenkoists, in their turn, claimed to
be most authentic Darwinists and denied the Lamarckist charges. In the 1940s—1950s Lysen-
koists tried to monopolise the right to revise Darwinism, and started blaming geneticists with
Lamarckism, while geneticists and the allied forces of a wider range of biologists now tried to
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defend what they proclaimed to be the authentic Darwinism. After the closure of the contro-
versy in the 1960s, the winning side affixed the label of Lamarckism of a kind to the Lysenkoist
doctrine, thus saving Darwinism at last from an undesired revision.

Should Lysenko be considered a neo-Lamarckist then? A Darwinist? What does it mean,
after all, to be a Darwinist? Is it enough to just call oneself a Darwinist? to share certain beliefs
with Darwin? which share is enough? and, if different groups share with Darwin different sub-
sets of beliefs, which subset is more important? Being put in such a way, the question of whether
Lysenko and his followers were Lamarckists or Darwinists becomes a political issue, not an
issue in the history of science. Which means, in the first place, that historians of science should
refrain from picking up questions of this sort and, probably, even from making passing remarks
labeling the parties of a controversy with nametags supplied by the winning side*. Instead, they
should start asking different questions. The focus on identities allows to distance from the con-
flicting parties by turning the distinctions drawn by the sides of the controversy into a subject of
empirical research®. A study of remarkably persistent debates of what was Darwinism and what
was not, what was compatible with the original Darwin's writings and what was not, what revi-
sions could fall within acceptable limits, etc., would reveal the ways in which Darwinism was
both constructed and used as a powerful cultural resource. And I believe that the perspective of
identity and boundary building is of more heuristic value in this enterprise than the old good
essentialist notion of “schools of evolutionary thought” #.
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The main reason for the emergence of Lysenkoism in Polish science was linked to Polish dependence on
the Soviet Union. Not only was Lysenkoism implemented by virtue of administrative pressure, but it was
also propagated at several conferences (i.e. Warsaw 1949, Kuznice 1950/51, Dziwnéw 1952, Kortowo
1953 and 1955). Nevertheless, only a few botanists published works on Lysenkoism, out of whom, few
in number made significant scientific achievements prior to that period. Among the Lysenkoist publica-
tions, summaries of the papers delivered at successive conferences, as well as reprints of the Soviet works,
constituted the majority. Additionally, the publications popularizing the principles of Lysenkoism and its
achievements (grounded on the Soviet publications) formed a large group. There was a relatively insig-
nificant number of works that reported the results of the studies conducted on the basis of the theory of
Lysenko. Polish botanists adopted a different stance towards Lysenkoism, the vast majority of whom dealt
with areas of research that did not require direct references to the “new biology”. In Polish botany, Lysen-
koism was a thoroughly marginal phenomenon.

Keywords: Poland; Lysenkoism; botany; genetics; history; ideology; natural science; propaganda.

Lysenkoism (also referred to as: Michurinism—Lysenkoism, creative Soviet Darwinism,
the new biology) embodies a highly intriguing phenomenon in the history of science. From the
standpoint of today’s science, it was a pseudo—scientific theory. A Ukrainian agrobiologist and
botanist Trofim Denisovich Lysenko (1898—1976) was its founder. Lysenkoism owed its origin
to the ideas formulated by its author, or implemented from other biologists, such as vernalisa-
tion, the theory of stadiality of the development of organisms or the immediate transformation
of one species into another under the influence of external conditions. Furthermore, Lysenko
incorporated into his theory the Lamarckian ideas of the inheritance of acquired traits, and
subsequently even abiogenesis. Lysenkoism in its complex form was to be a modern anti—Men-
delian theory of evolution, raising the issue of the development of living matter (i.e. the ideas of
Olga Lepeshinskaya 1871—1963), these laws governing its development, as well as regularities,
which control the formation and transformation of species, with reference to agricultural and
orchard practices (i.e. the ideas of Ivan Michurin 1855—1935), and the philosophy of dialectical
materialism. Lysenkoism served to achieve the immediate results, namely the increase of yields,
quick acquisition of varieties resistant to frost, parasites and pests, or the production of entirely
new species which would be economically useful. An important feature of Lysenkoism was the
brazen practicalism of reducing botany to an auxiliary science of agriculture and forestry.

During the session of the 31st of July — 7th of August 1948, the Lenin All—Union Acad-
emy of Agricultural Sciences (VASKhNIL) adopted Lysenkoism as the only lawful theory in
the biological and agricultural sciences cultivated in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(Lysenko, 1948). The resolution terminated a period (lasting over a dozen years) of disputes
between Lysenko and his supporters on the one hand, and their opponents on the other (i. e. the
supporters of genetics and biology based on it to date). For a period of sixteen years, Lysenkoism
became a component of Stalinist ideology and the official scientific mainstream in the USSR.
From 1952 on, moderate criticism of certain Lysenkoist formulations started to be voiced in the
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Soviet Union. Nevertheless, Lysenkoism almost irrefutably reigned in science for more than ten
years. Only with the removal of Nikita S. Khrushchev (1894—1971) from the post of General
Secretary in 1964 did it lose the support of the government of the USSR.

It was even before World War II that Lysenkoism crossed Soviet Union borders. In some
countries it had already been known, e. g. in Japan, since the late 1930s (Saito, 2009, p. 186).
After the VASKhNIL session in August, western biologists who were members of Communist
parties in their own countries, were asked to pay respect to the theories of Lysenko as much as
their Soviet colleagues. This led to frequent tensions, suspicions, arguments and splits between
the party and the academics. In Britain it was John Haldane, in Belgium Jean Brachet and
Paul Brien, and in France, amongst others, Marcel Prenant. One of Lysenko’s notable sup-
porters in the West was the British Nobel Prize—winning playwright George Bernard Shaw
(Paul, 1983; Schandewyl, 2000, p. 2). At the beginning of the 1950s Michurinist societies were
established in France, England, Belgium, Argentina, and Japan. The Association francaise des
amis de Mitchourine (1950—1963) was particularly active. The implementation of Lysenkoism
followed in countries dependent on the Soviet Union in late 1948 or early 1949 (Krementsov,
2000, p. 183—184; Matalova, Sekerdk, 2004).

The implementation of Lysenkoism and the collapse
of its propaganda in Poland

A prominent role in propagating Lysenkoism in Poland was played by the Association
of Marxist Naturalists [Koto Przyrodnikdbw—Marksistéw, renamed in 1950 into: Zrzeszenie
Przyrodnikéw—Marksistow]. The Association was founded in the spring of 1948, and it was
associated with the editorial board of Nowe Drogi [New Routes], an organ of the Central Com-
mittee of the Polish Workers’ Party, and from December 1948 — the Polish United Workers’
Party (PUWP)' (the Communist party holding power at the time). The Association aimed at,
inter alia, combating “the penetration of reactionary ideas in natural science of capitalist coun-
tries with reference to the achievements of leading, progressive Soviet science” (Swiatkowska,
1955). The Association organized seminars for its members with invited guests. The goal of
these seminars was to clarify the concepts of natural science in the light of dialectical material-
ism and critical assessment of scientific research activities perceived from the Marxist perspec-
tive. Primarily, the theory of dialectical materialism was propagated. At the end of 1948, the
Association embarked upon the propaganda of Lysenkoism as the embodiment of the theory of
dialectical materialism in biology.

In the summer of 1948, a faction of Stalin’s ardent supporters from the Polish Workers’
Party co—governing Poland, came to power. Bolestaw Bierut (1892—1956)2, who led the group,

' The Polish United Workers’ Party (PUWP) was founded as a result of the merger between Polish
Workers’ Party and Polish Socialist Party in December 1948.

2 Bolestaw Bierut (1892—1956), a KGB agent trained in Moscow, in August-December 1948 he
was the First Secretary of the Central Committee of Polish Workers Party (after removing Wtadystaw
Gomutka from power), since December 1948 till his death he was the First Secretary of the Central Com-
mittee of Polish United Workers Party (PUWP), at the same time he was Polish President in 1947—1952,
1952—1954 — Prime Minister, in 1947—1954 he headed the Political Bureau Commission for Public Secu-
rity of the PUWP, which supervised the Stalinist apparatus of repression in Poland. http://pl.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Bolestaw_Bierut [access 9 April 2009].
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began to introduce totalitarian Stalinism whose ideological component was already Lysenko-
ism (Davies, 2008, p. 1030—1033).

The Polish Workers’ Party being preoccupied with factional struggles, did not even notice
the August session of VASKhNIL. It was not until the beginning of October 1948 that a series
of articles by Wtodzimierz Michajtow (1905—1994)° on the session appeared in the Gtos Ludu
[Voice of the People], the official organ of the Polish Workers’ Party Central Committee
(Michajtow, 1948b). In autumn, Ivan E. Glushchenko (1907—1987), Lysenko’s disciple and
associate, came to Poland. He participated in the celebration of the 75th anniversary of the
Polish Academy of Sciences and Letters in Krakow on 25th—27th October 1948, during which
he delivered (in Russian) a lecture entitled “Michurin’s doctrine against idealism in biology”
(Kohler, 2002, p. 184)*. Afterwards, he gave lectures in Krakéw, Wroctaw and Warsaw, in which
the basis for the Michurin—Lysenko theory and the results of his works on vegetative hybrids
were discussed (Michajtow, 1949a, p. 124). On the 30th of October 1948, a conference of edu-
cational activists, members of the Polish Workers’ Party, was held in Warsaw. The conference
stated the need to overcome the indulgence of the erroneous and harmful reactionary ideology
still existing in education, the need to deepen the understanding of the internationalist spirit of
education, and to strengthen ties and cooperation with the USSR.

It was decided to revise curricula at all levels of education, aiming at the absolute removal
of the influence of reactionary ideology, replace it with the ideology of historical materialism, as
well as enrich it with the issues concerning the Soviet Union, with emphasis on its leading role
in the struggle for peace and democracy (anonym, 1948).

Following these regulations the press began to publish articles on Soviet agrobiological
achievements. Translations of Russian books and original popular Polish works devoted to the
“new biology” started to be released. The Scientific Council at the Ministry for Agriculture and
Agrarian Reforms organized two scientific—discussion meetings for the researchers, during one
of which, Edmund Malinowski (1885—1979)°, a leading contemporary Polish plant geneticist,
a student of Erich von Tschermak—Seysenegg (1871—1962), a biologist who rediscovered —
together with two other biologists — Mendel’s work on genetics in 1900, presented the results
of his work on genetics in the light of the Michurin—Lysenko theory; whereas Jan Dembowski
(1889—1963), director of the Institute of Experimental Biology and head of the Department of
Experimental Biology of £.6dZ University®, discussed the theses of the paper he delivered on

*Wilodzimierz Michajtow was a zoologist, a graduate of Warsaw University. In the Lysenkoist period
he was a director of the Department of Higher Education and Research in the Ministry of Education, in
1950—1952 — adirector of the Department of Research in the Ministry of Higher Education and Research,
in 1952—1959 a deputy of the Secretary for Research of the Department IT of Biological Sciences of the
Polish Academy of Sciences, in 1948—1952 — an editor of Biologia w Szkole magazine (Srédka, 1997). He
was the first who propagated Lysenkoism in Poland.

4There is every likelihood that this paper was published, after having been delivered many times, for
in 1950 a publication by I.E. Glushchenko under the similar title was released (Gtuszczenko, 1950).

> Edmund Malinowski was a graduate of Geneva University. In 1920—1961 he was a professor of
the Main School of Agriculture in Warsaw and a head of the first in Poland Department of Genetics and
Plant Cultivation (in Skierniewice). He was an active member of PASL and a regular member of Polish
Academy of Sciences (Srédka, Szczawinski, 1995).

¢ Jan Dembowski graduated from universities of St. Petersburg and Vienna. In 1934—1939 he was
a professor of Stefan Batory University in Wilna, in 1940—1941 a lecturer of Marxism—Leninism Uni-
versity in Vilnius [Soviet Lithuania]. In 1944—1947 he was a scientific attaché of Polish Embassy in the
USSR, as well as a researcher of the Institute for Experimental Biology in Moscow. In 1947—1952 —

STUDIES IN THE HISTORY OF BIOLOGY. 2011. Volume 3. No. 2 35

the 30th of March 1949 (Michajtow, 1949a, p. 124—125). The 26th of January 1949 constitutes
a meaningful date, as for the first time at the meeting of the Association of Marxist Naturalists
it was suggested that the Michurin—Lysenko theory should also be taught in schools alongside
genetics.

This “new biology” was propagated by media and scientific conferences. The former was
primarily aimed at a popular audience, while the latter were intended to ensure conformity in
the scientific community. The first conference was held on the 30th of March 1949 in War-
saw. It was (like the August session of VAKhSNIL) a great debate of biologists organized by
the Association of Marxist Naturalists. The conference was devoted to the official presenta-
tion of the Michurin—Lysenko theory. The paper entitled “On the new genetics”, previously
discussed and approved by the Ministry of Agriculture and Agrarian Reforms, was put forward
by Jan Dembowski (Dembowski, 1949). Wtodzimierz Michajtow, representing the Polish gov-
ernment, stated that “the government would provide full support for the research on applica-
tion and deepening of the new biological theory” (Dembowski, 1949, p. 166). In the following
months Dembowski re-read his paper during lectures for scientists and intellectuals in Warsaw,
1.6d7” and Wroctaw (Michajtow, 1949a, p. 124—125; Michajtow, Petrusewicz 1954a, p. 716).
In June 1949 the Association of Marxist Naturalists organized a biology course for teachers.
The course contributed to the initiation of major changes in the teaching of biology in schools;
namely, the Michurin—Lysenko theory was introduced into the school curricula in place of
genetics (Sikorska, 1949). At the same time, in the academic year 1949/1950, lectures on genet-
ics were suspended at universities. On the occasion of a national holiday, i. e. the 22nd of July
1949, Jan Dembowski received a State Prize of the 1st degree for “not only an outstanding
contribution to spreading the Michurin—Lysenko theory, but also for a breakthrough leading to
Marxist biology in Poland” (Petrusewicz, 1949). In 1949 a collection of papers and discussions
of the VASKhNIL session held in August 1948 was soon translated into Polish (Lysenko, 1949).
As of 1949, many translations of books and articles by Soviet theorists of the “new biology”
were published, a substantial number of them in 1950. In the autumn of 1949 Soviet Marshal
Konstantin K. Rokossovsky (1896—1968) was appointed as Minister of National Defence by
order of Stalin, and became a member of the Polish government (since 1952 he was even Dep-
uty Prime Minister). Together with Rokossovsky, more than 500 Soviet military advisers took
over managerial functions in the Polish army.

In 1950 the Association of Marxist Naturalists set up its branches in all university centres
(Swiatkowska, 1955; Michajtow, Petrusewicz, 1954a, p. 708—709). Between the 7th of Decem-
ber 1950 and the 13th of January 1951, a conference of biologists, agrobiologists and physi-
cians took place in Kuznice. 119 scientists from Poland and a three-person delegation from the
Academy of Sciences of the USSR attended. It was convoked by the Association of Marxist
Naturalists, the Ministry of Higher Education and Science, the Ministry of Health and the
Ministry of Agriculture. A number of papers broaching various biological problems in terms of
Lysenkoism were proposed during the conference (anonym, 1951). The conference strived to
encapsulate the first phase of the development of the “new biology” in Poland and blaze a trail
for other researchers to follow.

a professor of £.0dz University, in 1947—1961 a director of the Institute for Experimental Biology in War-
saw, in 1952—1960 a professor of Warsaw University. In 1952—1956 a president of the Polish Academy of
Sciences. In 1952—1957 a chairman of Polish Parliament and at the same time a deputy of the chairman
of the State Council (L. Kuzn., 1987).

7Prof. Jadwiga Wilkori—Michalska’s memories from the above meeting — see Kohler (2006, p. 53).
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The assets of the existing academic institutions in Poland, i. e. the Polish Academy of Sci-
ences and Letters (PASL) and the Warsaw Scientific Society (WSS), were nationalized, which made
those institutions entirely dependent upon state subsidies. Soon it became apparent that neither the
PASL, nor the WSS would fulfill the directives of the party. The outcome being the creation by the
Communists of their own academy of sciences (Hiibner, 1999). From the 29th of June to the 2nd of
July 1951, the First Congress of Polish Science took place. It was a peculiar turning point in Polish
science, ushering in the stage of its history — the development of science within the model rooted in
the Soviet system. A new Polish Academy of Sciences, modelled on the Soviet Academy of Sciences,
was created by the Act of the 30th of October 1951. Previous academic organizations: the PASL (the
tradition going back to 1815) and the WSS had to cease their activities till the end of 1952. Biological
sciences (including botany) were included within Division II of the new Polish Academy of Sci-
ences. The propaganda of Lysenkoism was one of the tasks of the Division.

On the 2" of March 1952, the Association of Marxist Naturalists merged with the Coperni-
can Society of Polish Naturalists [ Polskie Towarzystwo Przyrodnikéw im. Kopernika]® (Hurwic,
1952). Kazimierz Petrusewicz (1906—1982) became the head of the Society’. Since that time,
the Copernican Society of Polish Naturalists was a major exponent of Lysenkoism among the
public. On the 24th of May 1952, the first session of the Presidium of the new Polish Academy
of Sciences took place. Jan Dembowski, the president of the Academy, gave an inaugural speech,
in which Michurin, Lysenko and Lepeshinskaya’s achievements in the conscious application of
the method of dialectical materialism in science were proclaimed as remarkably successful. The
method was to contribute to the expansion of this research effort, the quickening pace of work
done by scientists and the acceleration of the pace of scientific development (anonym, 1953c, p.
35). From the 7th of July to the 7th of August 1952, a subsequent course of this “new biology”,
organized by the Ministry of Higher Education and the Commission of Evolutionism of the Pol-
ish Academy of Sciences, took place in Dziwnéw (Petrusewicz, Michajtow, Skowron, 1952). The
number of participants of the session amounted to 140—150, mostly young naturalists.

The official reasons for abandoning Lysenkoism in Poland were also political. On the 5th of
March 1953, Joseph Stalin died. Initially, political transformations in the Soviet Union after his
death were not felt in Poland. Cautious attempts to eliminate a totalitarian form of governance
were embarked upon in the spring of 1954. The process of dismantling Stalinism in Poland
was sharply accelerated as a result of broadcasting a cycle of programmes (September 1954) by
Radio Free Europe, in which the former vice-director of the 10th Department of the Ministry
of Public Security (who fled to the West in 1953) denounced the work of the security services in
Poland®. The outcome being that the Central Committee of the PUWP appointed a commis-
sion to investigate irregularities in the security services. On the 7th of December 1954, the State
Council" issued a decree abolishing the hated Ministry of Public Security. A large group of offi-
cers and innocent civilians incarcerated, were released (including Wtadystaw Gomutka (1905—

8The Copernican Society of Polish Naturalists was established in Lwow / Lemberg in 1875.

? Kazimierz Petrusewicz was a graduate of Warsaw University. In 1949—1952 he was the head of the
Department of Research and Higher Education of the Central Committee of the PUWP, in the period of
Lysenkoism, in 1952—1957 he was a secretary of research of the Department I1 of Biological Sciences of
the Polish Academy of Sciences and the head of the Commission of Evolutionism of the Polish Academy
of Sciences (Michajtow, 1987).

10J4zef Swiatto, vice—director of 10th Department of Ministry of Public Security, in September 1954
applied for political asylum in the USA. http://www.ipn.gov.pl/portal/pl/203/1587/Jozef Swiatlo.html
[access 6 January 2010].

"In 1952—1989 the State Council played the role of the collective head of state in Poland.
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1982), Bierut’s opponent, who had been imprisoned since 1951), whereas several persons from
the high ranks of the former Ministry of Public Security were arrested. In January 1955, the
3rd Plenum of the Central Committee of the PUWP took place, during which trenchant public
criticism was centred on the controversial methods of the former Ministry of Public Security.
The Plenum was perceived by many biologists as the admittance by the PUWP that errors made
in science resulted from the fact that the party engineered the scientific life of the country.

Political events occurring in Poland after Stalin’s death and the discussion of the works of
Boshyan and Lysenko in the USSR caused great concern and confusion among Polish supporters of
Lysenkoism. The example being that the “new biology” started to be refuted. The passive attitude of
the people in charge of the biological sciences in Poland against criticism of Lysenko, in some cases
attempts to defend false principles'?, the continuous usage of platitudes and slogans, the concealment
of sensitive issues made the crisis of the “new biology” as a scientific system inevitable by some,
not only young, people (anonym, 1957, p. 9—10). In such an atmosphere, a follow-up Lysenkoist
conference of young biologists was convened from the 18th of August to the 28th of August 1953 in
Kortowo. The Commission of the Evolutionism of the Polish Academy of Sciences and the Coper-
nican Society of Polish Naturalists were the organisers, and the conference brought together about
240 people. Discussions held in the USSR and Poland were expressed in delivered lectures: in some
of them Lysenko was even slightly criticised (Michajtow, Petrusewicz, 1954b, p. 96).

The dismantling of the Stalinist system in Poland made it possible to talk more openly
about the mistakes that had been made. On the 9th of May 1955, the Commission of Evolution-
ism of the Polish Academy of Sciences at its plenary meeting admitted to the failure of propa-
gating Lysenkoism. Notwithstanding this fact, a resolution declaring a fight for the introduction
ofthe “new biology” to Polish science was passed. The upshot of the resolution was the creation
of the special four-person commissions that aimed at the supervision of the scientific works on
Lysenkoism on the following topics: 1 — the inheritance of acquired traits, 2 — the stadiality of
the development of organisms, 3—the process of speciation (anonym, 1955c; 1955d; 1955f, p.
177—179). The second conference in Kortowo, which brought together 246 participants, took
place between the 17th — 25th of August 1955 (anonym, 1955a). During the conference Kaz-
imierz Petrusewicz and Wtodzimierz Michajtow, in their self—critical paper, confirmed the
failure of Lysenkoism in Polish science. They pointed out the following reasons:

dogmatism, issuing orders and declarativeness, limited initiative and militancy of the organizers of
science in the fight for this new biology. [...] Unable to persuade their opponents to accept this
new Soviet biology, they used harsh commands, administrative pressure, they closed down papers
levelling adverse criticism. [...] as a result, in the conference rooms and in the papers people talked
about (and wrote) somewhat different issues than in private conversations. [...] we could not
undertake to a sufficient degree, extensive research in Poland in the field of Michurinist biology.
[...] criticism of Lysenko’s views was adopted in Poland as a sign of the refutation of Michurinist
biology in general, as the slogan which denoted the return to neo-Darwinism and formal genetics
(Petrusewicz, Michajtow, 1955).

Discussions over Lysenkoism, political discussions and the increasingly apparent lack of
empirical confirmation of the assumptions of the “new biology” denoted that the situation in

12 An example being the activities of Kazimierz Petrusewicz, a chairman of the Copernican Society of Pol-
ish Naturalists, who on 30 May 1953 assigned a task of conducting an ideological offensive to the Society, con-
sisting in e.g. spreading basic methodological assumptions of the “creative Darwinism” (Petrusewicz, 1953).
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the biological sciences in Poland at the time resembled the “Emperor’s new clothes” story by
H.Ch. Andersen: a few activists (i. e. Jan Dembowski, Kazimierz Petrusewicz, Wtodzimierz
Michajtow, Teodor Marchlewski (1899—1962)3, Stanistaw Skowron (1900—1976)", Szczepan
Pieniazek (1913—2008)", and Aniela Makarewicz (1905—1990)'), and several institutions still
officially declared their loyalty to orthodox Lysenkoism, while the majority of the naturalists
“unofficially” against it, “officially” stayed silent. In mid—December 1955 an article “Darwin-
ism and Lysenkoism” with the heading: “Let’s stop the conspiracy of silence” was published in
Po Prostu magazine — the title, heading, and the content accurately reflected the situation in
science at the time (Kuznicki, 1955).

On the 14—26th of February 1956, the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union officially condemned the cult of personality. This also influenced the situation in Poland.
Bolestaw Bierut, the First Secretary of the PUWP, the main protagonist of the Stalinist regime
in Poland, participated in the 20th Congress and died in Moscow on 12 March 1956. The cau-
tious steps taken in order to eliminate “perversions” (of what was supposedly the correct ideol-
ogy), and in fact, to weaken the totalitarian form of government, turned out to be delayed and
inconsistent. The country’s inflation rate was rising, the cracks in the monolithic unity of the
PUWRP started to be revealed. Since March 1956 simmering political disputes and polemics in the
press were sparked off in Poland. Discontent reached a critical point in June, when the first mass
demonstrations of workers against the Polish communist regime took place in Poznan. These
events brought about changes at governmental level: Stalinist “hard-liners” ruling in Poland since
1948 were replaced by more pragmatic communists, and in October 1956 Wtadystaw Gomutka
became the First Secretary of the Central Committee of the PUWP. It was the culmination of the
Polish “thaw”. Marshal Rokossovsky was dismissed from all the positions he held in Poland, and
returned to the Soviet Union with more than 500 Soviet military advisers. The PUWP resigned
from its ideological struggle so as to maintain political power (Davies, 2008, p. 1041—1044).

When the 20th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party took place in Moscow, a meet-
ing of the Commission of Evolutionism of the Polish Academy of Sciences was held in Warsaw
(anonym, 1956a). A conference on the inheritance of acquired traits was planned. As part of its
preparatory work, it was decided to gather information about the research conducted in Poland
on this issue: a poll was addressed both to those engaged in crop cultivation and to researchers, so
as to acquire information on whether they had assembled relevant facts from their own practices,
such as those concerning the inheritance of acquired traits, or carried out research involving this
issue in any other way, published any paper about it, delivered a speech on the subject, or were
interested in the above issue, and finally, whether they wanted to participate in the discussions
on the afore-mentioned issue. The results were expected to be submitted by the 1st of July 1956
(Telezynski, 1956). (I have not come across a published response to the above questionnaire.)

3Teodor Marchlewski was a zoologist, a graduate of the Jagiellonian University in Krakdw, and in
1948—1956 its rector (Z.K., 1987).

14Stanistaw Skowron wasa zoologist, agraduate of the Jagiellonian University in Krakow. Inthe Lysenkoist
period of 1947—1949 — a dean of the Faculty of Medicine at the Jagiellonian University (M.J., 1987).

15Szczepan Pieniazek was a fruit—farmer / orchadist and botanist, a graduate of Warsaw University.
He was a professor lecturing fruit-growing, and in 1951—1983 a director of the Institute of Fruit—Growing
of the Main School of Agriculture in Warsaw (anonym, 1984, p. 743—744).

16 Aniela Makarewicz was a graduate of the Main School of Agriculture in Warsaw. She obtained the
title of the extraordinary professor in the course of the extra-ordinary procedures in 1954. In 1951—-1957
she was employed at the Main School of Agriculture in Warsaw, and then in the Unit of Genetics of Polish
Academy of Sciences (Niemirowicz—Szczytt, 1996).
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As a result of the ongoing discussions, lasting from March, on Lysenkoism, on the 17th of
April 1956, a meeting of biologists was held in the editorial board of the Po Prostu magazine. Dur-
ing the meeting, a number of the propagators of Lysenkoism still pledged loyalty to the “new biol-
ogy”, yet most of the participants voiced criticism of the past period. Wactaw Gajewski (1911—
1997)" recalled the history and methods of the implementation of Lysenkoism in the USSR. He
put forward an idea of forgetting about that “sad episode” instantly, recovering and resorting to
normal science, grounded on experimentally verifiable facts (anonym, 1957, p. 100—107).

During the 6th Session of the General Assembly of the members of the Polish Academy of
Sciences on the 11th and 12th of June 1956, the management of the Polish Academy of Sciences
was severely criticized, as well as its activities, as manifested by the imposition of Lysenkoism;
the “new biology” was referred to in terms of the past (anonym, 1956b, p. 5—6, 38—44, 52, 75).
In response to this criticism, the entire presidium of the Polish Academy of Sciences along with
Jan Dembowski, its president, resigned. In the school year 1957—1958 genetics returned to the
curricula of schools and universities.

Botanists took an active part in propagating Lysenkoism as well. The most active of whom
included Aniela Makarewicz," Szczepan Pieniazek and Anatol Listowski (1904—1987).°. In
addition to publishing their works and presenting lectures at numerous conferences, they also
propagated the “new biology” on the air waves of Polish Radio. In 1948—1952 a series of pro-
grammes “A Natural Base for the View of the World” was beamed as a part of “Radio Univer-
sity”. Each of those botanists gave several lectures in the afore—mentioned series, which were
subsequently published.

The review of the research and major publications
of Lysenkoist botany in Poland

A. Research

Engineering of science by PUWP facilitated the introduction of Lysenkoism to the research
programmes of scientific institutions. Below, I propose the main problems of the “new biology”
that were within the scope of interest of a few Polish botanists®.

7Wactaw Gajewski graduated from Warsaw University, where he worked in the Botanical Garden after
1937. He was barred from lecturing during the Lysenkoist period due to his open adherence to genetics. Gajew-
ski later organized the Department of Genetics at Warsaw University, and the Department of General Genetics
at the Polish Academy of Sciences. His publications were devoted to a wide range of issues, including floristics,
experimental taxonomy, cytogenetics and molecular genetics (Rodkiewicz, Szweykowski, 1987).

18 Aniela Makarewicz directly writes about her participation in propagating Lysenkoism (1956b). She
admits that faults were committed during the fight for the primacy of Michurinist biology, science was com-
manded, and Western science was not properly evaluated. She warns, however, against rejecting Lysenko-
ism. In reply to this article Tadeusz Godziszewski from Dg¢bina village (district of Otwock) wrote a letter, in
which he suggests that the Lysenkoist animators should not correct the faults of the past period, but withdraw
from teaching youth and start learning genetics [the Archive of the Polish Botanical Society in Warsaw].

1 Anatol Listowski was a graduate of the Jagiellonian University in Krakéw. After habilitation in 1947
he was appointed extraordinary professor at the Jagiellonian University. Since 1951 he was employed at
the Institute for Crops, Fertilization and Soil Science in Putawy and at the Main School of Agriculture in
Warsaw, in 1954 he was appointed a full professor (Haman, 1988).

2 More on research in Kohler 2010.
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Among all the ideas of Lysenkoism it was the possibility of obtaining vegetative hybrids
that attracted the greatest interest. Beginning in 1948, the Department of Genetics and Plant
Cultivation of the Main School of Agriculture in Warsaw (located in Skierniewice), directed by
Edmund Malinowski, researched vegetative hybrids of potatoes and tomatoes. The studies were
supposed to lead to the generative reproduction of several varieties of potato propagating only
vegetatively (Malinowski, 1950b, p. 202—203). Konstanty Moldenhawer (1889—1962)*' of the
Department of Genetics and Cultivation of Plants at Poznan University performed experiments
aimed at obtaining vegetative hybrids by grafting. The initial results were published (Molden-
hawer, 1949a; 1949b), and after that he concentrated on vegetative hybrids within the families
Solanaceae and Compositae (Moldenhawer, 1951). The State Scientific Institute of Agriculture
(from 1951: Institute of Cultivation and Acclimatization of Plants [Instytut Hodowli i Akli-
matyzacji Roslin]) carried out research on the vegetative hybrids of beets. In the spring of 1950,
work on vegetative hybrids in beet was started. After two years the possibility of wider vegeta-
tive hybrids in beet was stated (Bejnar, 1952a, p. 252, 257). Some time prior to 1953 the Forest
Research Institute [Instytut Badawczy Lednictwa] in Warsaw started vegetative hybridization of
aspen (anonym, 1953a, p. 78). It lacked exact details. A part of Michurin’s original collection,
brought from Michurinsk (USSR) by the Germans during World War II, was located in the
Arboretum in Kornik??, near Poznan®. In Kornik Stefan Biatobok (1909—1992)* was to carry
out field research on vegetative hybrids in order to create forms more suitable for the Polish
climate, and to obtain better fruit from apple, pear and cherry trees (Pieniazek, 1950, p. 396).
Using the Michurinist methods, Biatobok organized special courses to teach students the tech-
niques of vegetative hybridization (Dominik, 1950, p. 203), and conducted work on cultivating
new varieties of poplar (Biatobok, 1953a). The titles of other studies undertaken in Kérnik —
“variability of trees and shrubs with special consideration given to directional variability of
plants,” “a method of cultivation based on the achievements of Michurin’s biology” — also
evinced the influence of Michurinism (Biatobok, 1953b, p. 108).

The introduction and acclimatization of the new and useful plant species from other
climatic regions was, for research as well as economic reasons, of paramount importance to
the practitioners of the “new biology”. Following the theoretical assumptions of Lysenko-
ism (i. e. underlying that plant organisms have a natural, unlimited ability to adapt to dif-
ferent external conditions, and that characters acquired by organisms during their lifetime
are inherited by their offspring), researchers endeavored to acclimatize species not normally
found in Poland. These included castor bean (Ricinus communis L.), sweet sorghum (Sor-
ghum bicolor (L.) Moench), Dalmatian pyrethrum (Chrysanthemum cinerariaefolium (Trev.)
Vis.), and lavender (Lavandula sp.) (anonym, 1951, vol. 1, p. 317—325). Experiments with
cotton (Gossypium sp.), sesame (Sesamum indicum L.) and common coffee (Coffea arabica L.)
failed immediately (Bikont and Zagorski, 1998). Other experiments, such as the attempts to
acclimatize rice (Oryza sativa L.), lasted for a few years. Yet, despite great effort and expense,

2 Konstanty Moldenhawer graduated from the University of Breslau [then: German Empire], and
began working at the University of Poznan after World War I (K. St., 1987).

22]n 1952 the department was renamed the Department of Dendrology and Pomology of the Polish
Academy of Sciences [Zaktad Dendrologii i Pomologii Polskiej Akademii Nauk].

B Written information obtained from Wtadystaw Chatupka (letter of 22 October 2007 from Kornik).

24 Stefan Biatobok graduated from the Main School of Agriculture in Warsaw. From the end of the
World War I1 until 1979 he supervised the Arboretum (from 1975: the Institute of Dendrology of the Polish
Academy of Sciences) in Kérnik near Poznan. He was nominated extraordinary professor in 1954, and full
professor in 1970 (Boratynski, Dolatowski, Oleksyn, 1993).
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these were eventually discontinued as well (Lazarewicz, 2000, p. 9—10). The detailed process
of cultivation and its related work belongs to the history of agriculture, therefore it needs to
be placed outside the scope of this study.

Polish Lysenkoist botany took up issues on stadiality of the development of organisms. In
the years 1952—1954, tests on beech (Fagus silvatica L.) and fir (Abies alba Mill.) seedlings were
conducted at the Higher School of Agriculture [Wyzsza Szkota Rolnicza] in Krakéw. These
studies did not confirm the hypothesis of Yablokov about the existence of the vernalisation
stage and light stage in the annual life cycle of trees (Batut, 1954, p. 198). In the Department of
Genetics of the Polish Academy of Sciences and Department of Genetics of the Main School
of Agriculture in Skierniewice Edmund Malinowski, together with his team, continued to con-
duct experiments at least until 1954 or 1955, the task of which was — as he wrote — the study
of the “heredity of [characters acquired during] ontogenesis,” and the “progress of stadial-
ity and its connection with phenological phases” (Malinowski, 1954, p. 467). Notwithstand-
ing, there is a lack of accurate information on the progress and results of these studies. In the
Bydgoszcz—based State Scientific Institute of Agriculture over a two-year research conducted
on beet seemed to confirm — according to the author’s report — that the data of the Soviet
scientists demonstrated that flowering was the result of these stages of development (Bejnar,
1952a, p. 252, 257).

As it may be conferred from the review of the studies herein, research conducted in Poland
pursuant to the theory of Lysenko was scarce. Individual botanists or few teams endeavoured to
carry out such research in the early 1950s. When no results assumed by the Lysenko theory were
obtained, the studies were quickly terminated.

B. The most important publications

The publications of Polish Lysenkoist botany can be divided into two groups. The first one
includes reports on the results of research carried out in line with the “new biology” (the reports
are mentioned in the previous chapter), as well as theoretical works. The other one consists of
publications (frequently acting as propaganda) about the founders of Lysenkoism and their
achievements. The translations from Russian, which appeared in print, will not be discussed.

As early as 1948, a short work on Michurin and Lysenko was composed (Michajtow,
1948a). It constituted one of the first Polish Lysenkoist publications.

In 1949 other works on Michurin and Lysenko, their theories, a review article about the
history of research on vegetative hybrids in plants, as well as work in this field carried out in the
Soviet Union of the time, were published (e. g. Dembowski, 1949; Kuzdowicz, Bejnar, 1949;
Michajtow, 1949b, 1949c¢). A handbook of botany, in which Anatol Listowski added a compre-
hensive section containing information on new genetics, Lysenko and Michurin, etc. was also
released and published (Listowski, 1949).

The publication in Problemy magazine in 1949—1950 of an interesting discussion between
Tadeusz Dominik (1909—1980)%, an opponent of Lysenkoism, the head of the Department of
Phytopathology and Plant Protection at the University and Technical University of Wroctaw,
and Szczepan Pieniazek, a supporter of this theory, a professor in the Department of Pomol-
ogy, the Main School of Agriculture in Warsaw, on the chromosomes, vegetative hybrids and

B Tadeusz Dominik was a graduate of Poznan University. After World War I he was employed at
the State Research Institute of Agriculture in Putawy, in 1949—1954 — in Wroctaw. Since 1956 — in
Szczecin. He was appointed extraordinary professor in 1956, and full professor — in 1961 (Majewski,
Majchrowicz, 1986).
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inheritance of acquired characters, became an unusual event. Pieniazek claimed in accordance
with the principles of Lysenkoism that

chromosomes do not possess exclusiveness in the transmission of hereditary characters, because
biosomes play a similar role. We call all those extra—nucleus formations in plasma biosomes, which
multiply themselves by division, such as chondriosomes. In addition, inherited characters may
also be transferred by plastic substances, such as sugars, amino acids, organic acids and other
chemicals that circulate in the plant (Pieniazek, 1949b).

Dominik responded to this article and noted (ironically) that the statement about the
transmission of hereditary characters by chemical compounds such as amino acids and sugars
may closely lead to the assumption that water and CO, circulating in a plant or animal can also
transmit hereditary traits to a different plant or animal, with which they might accidentally have
collided. He suggested a simple explanation of the “transmission of hereditary characters” by
callus tissue and plasmodesmata (Dominik, 1949) (similar to the concepts of modern botany).
Whereas Pieniazek, so as to support Lysenkoism, quoted arguments from Soviet literature, and
also adduced to Polish experiments conducted by Edmund Malinowski (Pieniazek, 1949a).
The above arguments, however, did not convince Dominik.

In 1950 further works popularizing and clarifying the principles of Lysenkoism were
launched (e. g. Czartkowski, 1950; Pieniazek, 1950; Starmachowa, 1950). The ensuing review
and articles reporting on further publications in Soviet journals confirming the validity of
the “new biology” were published (e. g. Swigtochowski, 1950). The book Od Darwina do
Miczurina [From Darwin to Michurin] reported on “achievements” of Lysenkoism in Poland
(Chominski, 1950).

In 1951, the publications related to Lysenkoism were dominated by reports from the con-
ference in Kuznice (e. g. anonym, 1951; Jaczewski, 1951). Nonetheless, works popularizing
the “new biology” did not cease to be published (e. g. Pieniazek, 1951; Rosciszewska—Gasio-
rowska, 1951).

In 1952, a brief report on the conference in Dziwndéw was published (Michajtow, 1952).
Further elements of Lysenkoism, including inter alia a paper of Olga Lepeshinskaya on cell-less
forms, works on the founders of Lysenkoism, as well as the review articles about the achieve-
ments of Lysenkoism in the USSR were published (e. g. Bejnar, 1952b; Michajtow, Petruse-
wicz, 1952; Skowron, 1951).

The fifth anniversary of the VASKhNIL session introducing Lysenkoism took place in
1953, the occasion of which an anniversary article was submitted for publication (redakcja,
1953). Several more works on Lysenkoist botany, including an article about the precellular forms
of life (Kunicki—Goldfinger, 1953), the cultivation of poplar (Biatobok, 1953a), or the stadial-
ity development of trees (Obminski, 1953) were published. A review article on the discussion in
the Soviet Union about the origins of the species, quoting critical comments of the two Soviet
biologists referring to the theory of Lysenko was published (Michajtow, 1953). In November
1953, a university textbook of plant anatomy by Edmund Malinowski, which deserves assiduous
attention, was published (Malinowski, 1953). It is the second, revised edition of the “Anatomy
of Plants” of 1938. The changes consisted in, infer alia, the failure to publish information or its
removal, relating to the subcellular structures, which should not occur in the cell in accordance
with the theory of Lysenko, such as chromosomes (chromatin) in the resting nuclei. In the
foreword, the author declared his support for Lysenkoism. In 1953, a textbook or a course book
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on geobotany by Jézef Motyka (1900—1984)% was published, in which the author reassures that
the method of dialectical materialism in geobotany could at least double the growth of wood in
forests, productivity of hay in meadows could increase ten times on average in relation to the
status quo, in many cases even more, without great effort. He also tries to employ the method
of dialectical materialism to explain the distribution of trees and forests in Poland, herbaceous
plants and any plant associations created by them (Motyka, 1953a). Even if the author does not
allude to Lysenko, both this and the subsequent publication (discussed below) can be reckoned
among the “new biology”, bearing in mind the belief that Lysenkoism is the result of a deliber-
ate application of the method of dialectical materialism in botany. The course books preceded
another work by Motyka — a theoretical treatise on the application of methods of dialectical
materialism in geobotany (Motyka, 1953b). The ideas included in the textbook were devel-
oped and extensively expanded, making this publication one of the leading theoretical achieve-
ments of the “new biology” in Poland. Both Motyka’s works follow the recommendations of
Jan Dembowski, the president of the Polish Academy of Sciences, who attempted to ensure
researchers during the meeting of the Presidium of the Polish Academy of Sciences (on the
24th of May, 1952) that the deliberate use of the method of dialectical materialism in science
would help to expand the horizons of the research, quickening the pace of work carried out by
scientists and accelerate the rate of scientific development, the example being the achievements
of Michurin, Lysenko and Lepeshinskaya (anonym, 1953c).

In 1954, a theoretical article about employment of dialectical geobotany in pedology, being
explication of the afore-mentioned work of Motyka, was published (Strzemski, 1954). The
achievements of biology, including Lysenkoism in botany in the post—war decade in Poland,
were also recapitulated (e. g. Michajtow, Petrusewicz, 1954a). The summaries of the discussions
in the USSR over the process of speciation were published as well (e. g. Btazejewicz, 1954).

In mid-1955 (probably) the first article in Polish botany on the experimental demonstra-
tion of the erroneousness of Lysenko’s theory was published (Kuzdowicz, 1955). The author
concluded that:

mutual grafting of alkaloid plants producing tropine alkaloids and nonalkaloid plants to increase
or decrease the content of these compounds, yields no results. It is also not possible to force
a plant to produce compounds not proper to it.

For obvious reasons, Lysenko’s name was not mentioned. In 1955 the articles by the sup-
porters of Lysenkoism (e. g. Kunicki—Goldfinger, 1955; Listowski, 1955), and a review work
on the discussion in the Soviet Union on the species and speciation were published (Guttowa,
Pojmanski, 1955). Additionally, several articles on the occasion of the centenary birthday of
Michurin were printed (e. g. anonym, 1955e; Herniczek, 1955).

In 1956 a number of articles written on the occasion of the centenary birthday of Michu-
rin were published (e. g. Barbacki, 1956; Makarewicz, 1956a). Some authors continuously
justified Lysenkoism, and presented different Soviet concepts (including those of Michurin
and Lysenko) on the developmental stages of woody plants (Batut, 1956). Others still sup-
ported Michurin, yet they also reported on criticism of certain of Lysenko’s views in the USSR
(Pieniazek, 1956).

26 Jozef Motyka graduated from the Jagiellonian University in Krakow. After establishing the Maria
Curie—Sktodowska University in Lublin (1945) he moved there and became professor and head of the
Department of Systematics and Plant Geography (Bystrek, 1985).
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In 1957 a further work criticizing Lysenkoism and reviewing the period of its promotion in
Poland was brought out (Obminski, 1957). Likewise, a work — this time — popularizing Soviet
achievements into research on the development of plants was also published (Grzesiuk, 1957).

It was in 1958 that the last publications, which may be classified in terms of Lysenkoist
botany, appeared in Poland. Nevertheless, they merely constituted summaries or translations of
Soviet works (K.R., 1958), including those of I. Glushchenko (Gtuszczenko, 1958). The study,
revealing the results of further experiments disproving the theory of Lysenko (Wierszyttowski,
1958), and the review article explaining, on the basis of anatomy, the formation of hybrid strains
(i. e. the vegetative ones according to the nomenclature of Lysenkoism), were printed (Woy-
cicki, 1958). A popular study on the history of evolutionism, refuting the theory of Lysenko, was
also released and published (Halicz, 1958).

Attitudes of Polish botanists towards Lysenkoism

Polish botanists took various standpoints towards Lysenkoism. On the basis of the avail-
able bibliographies?”” one can estimate that the vast majority of the botanists (over 96%) under-
took research projects not requiring direct references to genetics and the “new biology”, and
therefore did not publish any work on Lysenkoism. They were also discouraged by the brazen
practicism of the “new biology”.

Several botanists from the very beginning openly presented a hard—line stance on Lysenko-
ism, including Wtadystaw Szafer (1886—1970), Wactaw Gajewski and Maria Skaliriska (1890—
1977). Such an approach did require courage, a consequence of which for a university professor
could be the loss of his/her department and the prohibition on publishing. It was already at
the conference in Kuznice (1950/1951) that Szafer distanced himself from Lysenkoism. In the
following years he showed a consistently uncompromising stance towards the “new biology”
imposed on Polish science, the result being that he was treated as an “enemy of the system.”
Due to the utmost respect he evoked in the country and abroad he did not fall victim to repres-
sion (Kohler, 2009). Similarly, Gajewski adopted an implacably hostile attitude towards Lysen-
koism. Those who recall his speeches affirm that he publicly criticized both the “new biology”
and its propagators®. After several years, in his work “Lysenkoism in Poland” he expounded
the history of Lysenkoism (Gajewski, 1990). Such an attitude resulted in the loss of his depart-
ment at the university and a prohibition on publishing. A somewhat different approach towards
Lysenkoism, yet a negative one, was favoured by Skaliniska. She did not voice her criticism
openly, she just ignored it. Skalinska continued to lecture on classical genetics at the Jagiel-
lonian University in Krakow, though under an altered title “General Botany” (Jankun, 1991, p.
6). Those three names did not constitute the only opponents of Lysenkoism among botanists.
They serve as an example of a negative attitude towards the “new biology”. Passive resistance
of most botanists throughout Lysenkoism was so noticeable that it was presented in official
reports (P., 1950; anonym, 1953b; 1955b). It is worth highlighting that amongst the botanists in
Poland neither any Society of Friends of Michurin nor Lysenko, nor any section within the Polish
Botanical Society was established, the activities of which would be Lysenkoist in character. The

2 Catalogue of Polish biological literature, subsequent volumes of the years 1945—1959.
2 Memories of the eye-witnesses, i. e. prof. Anna Medwecka—Korna$ and prof. Kazimierz Zarzycki
on the 22" of October 2009.
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botanists working at the time assert that the topics related to Michurin—Lysenkoist biology were
shunned. It is symptomatic that the Acta Societatis Botanicorum Poloniae, a scientific journal of
the Polish Botanical Society, did not publish any Lysenkoist work (out of 359 articles edited
in the years 1948—1958). Instead, a work showing the fallacy of Lysenko’s theory was printed
(Kuzdowicz, 1955).

Only 55 botanists published works on Lysenkoism, which amounted to about 3,3% of
Polish botanists in those years®. Only a few of them were botanists who previously had sig-
nificant scientific achievements (S. Biatobok, Wtadystaw Kunicki—Goldfinger (1916—1995)%,
E. Malinowski, K. Moldenhawer, J. Motyka, S. Pieniazek). Most of the authors of the works
on Lysenkoism were either novice researchers or people who later ceased to publish. Others
published works, using the assumptions of Lysenkoism and vouching for the truthfulness of
the “new biology” (A. Makarewicz, S. Pieniazek). For a scant number of its supporters almost
each field of botany could serve for creative reference to Lysenkoism. Even in the issues as dis-
tant from current policy as plant geography, one could accommodate the desired ideological
content of dialectical materialism. There were numerous reasons for such decisions, custom-
arily extra—scientific (e. g. membership in the PUWP). A number of botanists, reluctant to
be exposed to persecution, avoided a formal declaration or, where it was possible, “shielded
themselves” with this Soviet science. This consisted in quoting the classics of Marxism and
Lysenkoism both in oral presentations and publications, which was colloquially referred to as
“quotation science [citatology]”. For those quoting, the references embodied a peculiar tribute
paid either to put the vigilant censorship “to sleep”, or not to expose oneself to criticism which
failed to be substantive.

Among the authors of the publications in the scope of the “new biology”, beside the sin-
cere Lysenkoists, there were, in all probability, also opportunists, the example being Motyka or
Kunicki—Goldfinger. Both botanists, publishing valuable works both before and after Lysenko-
ism, during the reign of the “new biology” in Poland were issuing (especially Motyka) works in
accordance with the principles of Lysenkoism.

On the basis of the available bibliography* one may state that the Lysenkoist publications
amounted only to about 140 out of a total of 3410, i. e. just 4.1 %. The share of the Lysenkoist
works among all the botany-related publications edited each year was the most considerable
in 1949 (11.5 %), and in subsequent years steadily decreased. The occurrence of Lysenkoism
in various botanical publications was limited to ten years (the first ones were published at the
end of 1948, and the last one — at the beginning of 1958). Given the long publishing period of
up to two years, such an occurrence was even shorter — 8 years at the longest. Throughout the
whole period, Lysenkoism was, let it be stressed, a completely marginal phenomenon. Among
Lysenkoist publications, the majority were represented by the papers delivered at subsequent
conferences, as well as reprints of Soviet works. The publications popularizing the principles
of Lysenkoism and its achievements (on the basis of Soviet publications) comprise a relatively
large group, whereas the number of works demonstrating the results of the studies conducted on
the basis of the theory of Lysenko was disproportionate.

¥ See: Catalogue of Polish biological literature...

O'Wradystaw Kunicki—Goldfinger graduated from the Jagiellonian University in Krakéw. From 1951
on he became a professor at the Maria Curie—Sktodowska University in Lublin, then Wroctaw University
(where from 1955—1961 he headed the Institute of Botany), Warsaw University, and the Polish Academy
of Sciences. His primary area of scientific interest was microbiology (Kuznicki, 1996).

3t Catalogue of Polish biological literature...
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Final remarks

Stalinism was characterized by, inter alia, the omnipotence of the apparatus of coercion
(including the Security Service [Urzad Bezpieczenstwal), the overwhelming atmosphere of
intimidation and insecurity, preventive censorship, the top-down reduction of liberties, politi-
cal show—trials, propaganda, or denunciation®?. According to the words uttered by one of the
members of the Polish Academy of Sciences recalling that period, “the terror of the Security
Service and lawlessness ruled the state. The rector of the university disappeared from the uni-
versity for several months and came back a ‘broken’ man” (anonym, 1956b, p. 79%). Lysenkoism
in Poland was not an autonomous phenomenon. Mechanisms and reasons for its occurrence in
Polish science and its abandonment require a separate analysis. At this point, one should only
enumerate the most significant of them: extra-scientific ones, as well as those contained within
Polish science itself.

The political situation of the time played a decisive role among the extra-scientific rea-
sons. The Stalinization of science was manifested in the engineered control by the PUWP
(holding power at the time) (Chatasinski, 1957; Petrusewicz, Michajtow, 1955, p. 737, 740)*,
which was entirely dependent on the Kremlin. Lysenkoism was a part of the then ideology
of the PUPW. The main supporters of Lysenkoism were not only members of the PUPW,
but they played a decisive role in Polish science. Kazimierz Petrusewicz was the head of the
Department of Research and Higher Education of the Central Committee of the PUWP
in 1949—1952, in 1952—1957 — a secretary of research of the Department II of Biological
Sciences of the Polish Academy of Sciences, the head of the Commission of Evolutionism
of the Polish Academy of Sciences, and in 1952—1959 — a head of the Copernican Society
of Polish Naturalists. Wtodzimierz Michajtow (a member of PUWP) was a director of the
Department of Higher Education and Science in the Ministry of Education in 1948—1950, in
1950—1952 — a director of the Department of Science in the Ministry of Higher Education
and Science, and in 1952—1959 — a deputy of the Secretary for Research of the Department
IT of Biological Sciences of the Polish Academy of Sciences. Jan Dembowski (non-partisan)
was a president of the Polish Academy of Sciences in 1952—1956, in 1952—1957 — a chair-
man of the Polish Parliament and at the same time a deputy of the chairman of the State
Council. Both individual careers of scientists and the fortunes of whole scientific institutions
depended on the PUWP.

At least several factors existing in science itself facilitated the emergence of Lysenko-
ism in Poland, among which were war losses, the post-war reorganization of science and its
isolation. During World War II, many scholars died for various reasons. Accordingly, after
the war, one may note the insufficient number of academics, and in turn, students of greater
seniority were employed to teach students of younger years. As a result of hostilities and the
conscious activity of the occupant, many academic libraries were destroyed, and as a con-
sequence, after the war there was an acute shortage of textbooks and specialist literature®.

32 Compare e. g. Dybiec (2001) and a discussion after the presentation of the paper — p. 20—33;
Salmanowicz (2006) and a discussion after the presentation of the paper — p. 95—104. Gabriel Brzek —
a zoologist, recalls the atmosphere existing at universities in those years (1992, p. 377, 383—386).

3 A statement by J. Chatasinski.

*#Engineered control of science was discussed on the reunion of biologists which was organized by the
editorial board of “Po Prostu” magazine on 17 April, 1956 (anonym, 1957).

3 The state of Polish higher education after World War II is described by Putrament in her own
experience (1990).
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The second factor facilitating the introduction of Lysenkoism was the post-war reorganiza-
tion of scientific structures. Polish borders were moved westward, resulting in the loss of two
universities (Stefan Batory University in Wilno [now: Vilnius, Lithuania] and Jan Kazimierz
University in Lwow [now: Lviv, Ukraine]). After the war, new universities were established
i. e. in Lublin, .6dz, Torun, and Wroctaw. The effect of the reorganization of science was,
inter alia, a total dependence of science and higher education on the state authorities, i. e.
the PUWP, the creation of a new Polish Academy of Sciences, and control over the careers
of scholars by awarding subsequent degrees to the loyal ones or refusals to grant them to the
insubordinate (or politically troublesome) ones.

The third factor was the isolation of Polish science. Contacts with western science, dis-
rupted by World War 11, were hardly re-established after 1945%. The latest scientific literature
was not purchased in sufficient numbers. Scientists were rarely permitted to go abroad (Szafer,
1957, p. 61). The ones who could go were mainly those trusted by the authorities, often not
the best in their field (anonym, 1957, p. 137—138)%. At the same time Poland was flooded with
translations of Soviet publications (not always critical or noteworthy, not infrequently at an
embarrassingly low level)®. This was accompanied by propaganda exaggerating every achieve-
ment of Soviet science, showing Lysenkoism as the theory proven in practice and generating
enormous economic results.

One should not forget about the functioning of censorship. Conceivably, as a result of
its activities, merely a few polemic works, or those proving the fallaciousness of Lysenkoist
assumptions appeared in the early fifties. The editors and editorial staff also influenced the con-
tent of the publications: authors were forced to use ‘binding’ quotes of the classics of Marxism
and Lysenkoism (Kuznicki, 2002, p. 62—63).

Not only from verbal communication it is known that the period of Lysenkoism was
a dreadful time. The botanists who did not accept it were pressurised in various ways. Even
its own advocates in Poland — Aniela Makarewicz and Stanistaw Skowron — point that out,
saying that a major role in propagating the “new biology” was played by administrative mea-
sures, which, as usual were not too subtle. It is also known that a considerable influence was
exerted by the fact that Michurinist genetics was “well seen” — those who wanted to benefit
from subsidies, grants or “a good reputation” in general, could not insist on formal genetics
(Makarewicz, Skowron, 1955, p. 749).

The university professors had to stop teaching genetics. Those few who taught it in spite of
everything, risked denunciations, and moreover, censors could not let their works be printed.
The “sole” thing they lost was their work place.

Despite the mobilization of the entire propaganda machine by the authorities and sup-
porters of the “new biology” and the pressures of administrative support of the Polish Gov-
ernment, Lysenkoism in Polish botany proved to be a totally marginal phenomenon. The pic-
ture of Lysenkoism in Polish botany, depicted herein, is certainly not abundant. I cherish a hope
that the future preliminary archival research will contribute to our knowledge of Lysenkoist
botany in Poland.

% A good illustration of it is the number of foreign institutions with which the PASL maintained
contacts before and after World War I (Kohler, 2002, p. 185—189).

7 See e. g. A. Putrament’s speech during the meeting of biologists taking place at the seat of the
editorial board of “Po Prostu” (anonym, 1957).

#The statement by T. Neuman during the meeting of biologists taking place at the seat of the editorial
board of “Po Prostu” (anonym, 1957).
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BoTtaHuka n nbiceHkousM B Monble
Ilite KEnEP

SrennoHCKUIT YHUBEPCUTET,
Kpaxkos, [Tombina;
piotr.kohler@uj.edu.pl

BosnukHoBeHUe JbiceHKou3Ma B [1oJiblie 6110 IJTaBHBIM 00pa3oM CBSI3aHO C 3aBUCUMOCTBIO [1osbim
ot CoBerckoro Coro3a. JIbICEeHKOM3M He TOJIbKO HaCaXKIaJCsi CBEPXY aIMUHUCTPATUBHBIMU MEpaMu,
HO ¥ MIPOTaraHANPOBAICS Ha pa3TMyHbIX KoHDepenurusx (Bapmasa, 1949 r.; Kysnuna, 1950—1951 rr.;
JuBHoB, 1952 r.; KoptoBo, 1953 u 1955 rr.). Tem He MeHee, OImyOIMKOBaIM pabOTHI 10 JILICEHKOU3MY
JIMIIb HEMHOIME OOTAaHMKU M3 TeX, KTO yXKe paHblle Coe/ial 3HAYMTEIbHYIO HaydHyIo Kapbepy. Cpean
Iy GJIMKALIMIA [10 JILICEHKOM3MY IMOAaBJISTIONIEE OOIBIIMHCTBO COCTAB/ISIIM TE3UCHI TOKJIAM0B, CIETaHHBIX
Ha pa3JIN4YHbIX KOH(MEPEHLIMSIX, paBHO KaK U MeperneyaTkil COBeTCKUX padbot. Kpome Toro, Ob110 MHOTO
paboT, MOMYJIIPU3UPOBABIINX JBICEHKOM3M M €ro AOCTHXKEHMSI (OCHOBAHHBIX HA COBETCKUX MCTOY-
HuKax). Y cpaBHUTEIbHO HEMHOIO OBLIO HAyYHBIX TPYIOB, M3JIaraBIIMX PE3YJbTaThl MCCIEIOBAHUMA,
MPOBEICHHBIX HAa OcCHOBaHUU Teopuu JIbiceHKO. [ToabcKre 60TAaHMKM 3aHSUIU ITO3ULIMIO, IIPOTUBOITO-
JIOXHYIO JIBICEHKOM3MY, TaK KakK IMOAaB/siiollee OOIbIIMHCTBO UX IIPOBOIMIM UCCIEIOBAHMUS B TAKUX
cepax, e He TpedOBaIOCh OOpallleHUs] K «<HOBOM 0MOo0TUM». B MOIbCKOI OOTaHMKE JILICEHKOU3M
ObLT UCKJIIOYUTEbHO MAPTUHAIbHBIM SIBJICHUEM.

Kmouessie ciioBa: [Tosblia, IbIcEHKOM3M, OOTaHMKA, TeHETUKA, UCTOPUSI, UI€OJIOTHSI, ECTECTBO3HAHUE,
MporaraHjia.
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Ka3aHCKUit yHMBEpPCUTET B NEPUOJ NIbICEHKOBLLUHbI

b.U. barasanmukos®, A.H. EPMOJIAEB**

* Kazanckuii (I1puBoskckuit) dbenaepanbHblii yHUBepcuTeT, Kazanb, Poccus;
Boris.Barabanchikov@ksu.ru
** Cankr-IleTepOyprekuit punman MHCTUTYTa UICTOPUM €CTECTBO3HAHUST
u texuuku uMm. C.. Basunoa PAH, Cankr-IletepOypr, Poccus;
yamamura@yandex.ru

C 1948 r. B KazaHCKOM rocynapcTBEHHOM YHUBEPCUTETE, KaK M B IPYIMX By3aX CTPaHbI, CTAHOBUTCS
MPUBBIYHBIM HelIOMepHOoe Bo3BennurBaHue uMeH M.B. Muuypuna u T.J. JIsiceHKo. OTHOBpeMEHHO
MPOILTU KAMIIAaHUU 1IeIbMOBAaHUS M YBOJBHEHMS Psiia COTPYIAHUKOB OMOOTHYECKOTro (hakyabTeTa,
Ybsl Hay4YHasl JesITEIbHOCTh TaK WJIM MHAYe KacajJach BOIIPOCOB HACJIEICTBEHHOCTH. B mepByio ouepens
510 H.A. JIuBaHoB, notepsiBuiunii B 1948 r. mecTo 3aBeaytoiero kageapoi 300J0ruu 0eCrio3BOHOYHbIX.
Kpowme Toro, B otBeT Ha pemieHuss BACXHIWJI B KI'Y 6b11a 06pa3oBaHa Kadenpa reHeTUKU U JapBU-
HU3Ma, yepe3 4 roja npeBpaTUBILIASICS B FTeHETUUECKUI KAOMHET. AKTUBHAsI AeSITEIbHOCTb 3TOTO KaOu-
HeTa U TIepPeBOJI ITOM NEsTEIHBHOCTH B HOBOE PYCJIO CTaJI BOBMOXHBIMU TOJIBKO TTOCIIE TTPeKPaIIeHUST
MOHOTIONIUY JILICEHKOBCKOTO HATIPAaBIEHUs B OMOIOTUH.

Kiiouessie cioBa: KasaHckuii yHuBepcuteT, kadenpa reHetuku u napsunusma KI'Y, H.A. JlusaHoB,
3.U. 3abycoBa, M.I". CrekonbiinkoB, M.W. BonkoBa, JIBICEHKOBIIMHA.

Kazanckwuii rocymapctBeHHBIN yHUBepcuTeT (KI'Y) — onuH 13 cTape X By30B CTPaHHI,
B 2004 romy oTMeTUBIINI CBOE AByXcoTieTue (rmompooHee cM.: Mctopust KazaHckoro yHu-
Bepcureta, 2004)'. B nepBoe nociaeBoeHHOe AecsaTuiieTre XX BeKa OH Urpaj Beayllylo pojib B
00JIaCTH TTOATOTOBKY CIEIIMAIMCTOB BBICIICH KBATU(PUKALIMKA U B HAYYHBIX UCCIICTOBAHUSIX
He To1bKo B TaTapcrane. Ero Bnusitaue Berxommto 3a pamku TACCP (Tatapckoit aBTOHOMHOI
COBETCKOI COLIMaTMCTUYECKOM peciyOauKn) U pacrpocTpaHsuioch Ha [1puypanbe u CpenHe-
BoJKCcKuUit pernoH. KI'Y ocraBajcst enMHCTBEHHBIM yHUBepcUuTeTOM B CpenHeM [ToBosKbe
BILTOTh 10 1960—1970-X IT., KOra yHUBEPCUTETHI CTAJIM CO31aBaThCsl BO BCEX KPYITHBIX 00J1a-
CTSIX M1 aBTOHOMHBIX PECITyOJIMKaXx.

Tpaguuuu HaydyHO! Orosornyeckoit mkosbl B KI'Y ObL1H 3a10KeHBI e1le B TepBOii MOJI0-
puHe XIX Beka. B mocieBoeHHBIE TOIBI TTPOIOIKAIOCH MHTCHCUBHOE Pa3BUTHE ITHX MCCIIC-
nmoBaHWi. buonornmyeckuii akyiabTeT TOrAa IMpeacrasisii cienyomiee’. [ToCTOSTHHBIN KOH-
TUHTEHT MpreMa Ha 6uodak B 1946 1. — 100 crymeHToB (50 Ha CITEIUATBHOCTD «300JIOTUST»
n 50 Ha crlenmanabHOCTh «O0TaHMKAa») U 7 acmupaHTOB. Ha dakynbreTe neiicTBOBAIM IIIECThH
Kadeap: cucTeMaTUKM pacTeHuit (3aBenyromiuii mpodeccop B.U. bapaHoB), reoboTaHnKM
(zaBenyrounii mpodeccop M.B. MapkoB)?, pusnonornu pacreHuii (3aBeayroluii mpodeccop

'B 2010 r. KI'Y nepeumenoBan B Kazanckuii (ITpuBosskcKmii) denepaibHbIii YHUBEPCUTET.

2 ApxuB KTI'Y. [leno 6e3 Homepa: «CoobpaxkeHust o pazsutun Kaszanckoro I'ocYHuBepcureTar.
1946. 27 maprta. Ha 168 mucrax.

*Pasznmenenue ennHOM Kadeapbl 60TAaHUKHM Ha ABE MPOM3O0ILIJIO TOJBKO 4TO, B 1945 roay, u 310 c03-
naBajio O0JbIlIMe TPYAHOCTU C JJaOOpaTOPHBIM o0opynoBaHUeM (TaM ke, J. 21, 21 06.): «Bsuay Toro,
yTo Npu pasgene kadeapsl 60TaHUKY HA Kadeapy reoboTaHMKK U Kadeapy CUCTEMATUKM pacTeHMii MOYTH BCe
X035/icTBEHHOE 060PYA0BaHME 0CTANOCh B PAaCNOPsKEHUN NOCNeAHel, kKadeape reo60TaHMKM NPUXOJUTCA BCe
3aBOAWTb 3aHOBO, YTO, €CTECTBEHHO, B HACTOALLEE BPEMSA MOYTU HEBO3MOXHO». B JOKyMeHTax 3Toro nesia

© b.U. bapa6aniuukos, A.N. Epmonaes
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KT'Y na py6exe 1940—1950-x rr. U3 xH.: Mctopust Kazanckoro ynusepcuteta, 2004.

A.M. AnexceeB), 300J0rMu OeCITIO3BOHOYHBIX (3aBeaytouii mpodeccop H.A. JIuBaHOB), 300-
JIOTUY TIO3BOHOYHBIX (3aBemytomuii mpodeccop A.fl. HemommBuH), ¢usnonornu veioBeka
M XUBOTHBIX (3aBemytomuii mpodeccop H.I1. Pe3BsikoB). Heckonbko 1mo3xke mosiBUIach elie
onHa Kadeapa — B 1949 r. ¢ reosioro-nouyBeHHOro (akyabTeTa Ha Orodak Oblla MepeBeneHa
Kadempa MOYBOBEACHUS M arpOXMMUM, TIOCKIe 4ero (haKyIbTeT CTajl OMOJIOTO-TTOYBESHHBIM.
O0111as1 YMCICHHOCTD CTY/IEHTOB Ha (hakyJibTeTe Bhipociia ¢ 206 uenoBek B 1946 1. no 350 yeno-
Bek B 1949-M, TOTOM HECKOJIBKO CHU3WJIACh U cocTaBiisiia B 1953 1. 278 uesnosek (cm.: Mictopust
Kaszanckoro ynusepcureta, 2004, ¢. 408). B 1960 r. Ha 6uodake yumioch 328 cTyaeHTOB?.

HMHTEepecHO MOCMOTpPeTh, KakK oTpasuiuch Ha xku3Hu KI'Y pellieHus1 aBrycToOBCKOI cec-
cu BACXHUII 1948 roma. IepBas peakiust 6modaka KI'Y Ha perieHnsT ceccuu mocieno-
BaJla He3aMeIJIMTEIbHO, U YK€ B aBTyCTe MPOU3OIILIaA OILyTUMas «IepecTpoiika». Bot uro,
Hampumep, coodIaeT aekaH daxkynprera mpodeccop Bragumup Mcakosna bapanos (1889—
1967) B cBoeM oTueTe 0 paboTe Kadenpnl cuctemMaTukul pacteHuiit KI'Y 3a 1948 r.:

«B aBrycre, B nopsaKe NpakTMYECKOro 03HAKOMIEHUS C 3aBOEBAHUAMU MUYYPUHCKOI B1O0-
ruu, Obina opraHu3oBaHa noespka B Muuypunck (npod. B.W. bapaHos, gou. H.M. ApuckuHa, cTy-
AeHTbl T. MamnuHa u A. MapuHa). Bo Bpems noesgku Gbi1o caenaHo MHOro hOTOCHUMKOB U co6paH
00NbLIOK MaTepUan, xapaKTepr3sytoLLnit COBpeMeHHyto paboTy CeNeKLMOHHO-TeHETUYECKON CTaHLUH
u naboparopuu W.B. MuuypuHa, pabotaowmx B cucteme BACXHWJI'a. 3HaunTenbHas 4actb 3Toro
MaTepuana Gblna MCMoNb30BaHa i MOHTAXA [BYX BUTPUH Yy BXoAa B OMonornyeckuit dakynerert,
HaranHO nokasbiBalowmx goctuxkenus U.B. MuuypuHa u T.[. JibiceHko. OfHOBpemMeHHO Kadenpoit
npoBefeHa 6onbluas paboTa No U3y4yeHUID OCHOB MUUYYPUHCKOW BUONOTUK. <...> Ha MUYYPUHCKYIO
TeMaTuKy Obina nepekntoyeHa n paboTa CTYLEeHYECKUX KPYIKKOB, NpUYeM JOKNAfbl CTYAEHTOB, N0ObI-
BaBLWMX B MUYypUHCKe, ObiIM NOBTOPEHBI B PALE WKON U CONPOBOXKAANUCH KPACOYHBbIMU TabnuLamu,
NpUroToBNeHHbIMK cunamu ctypeHToB» (bapanos, 1949).

TMOCTOSIHHO OLIYLIAIOTCSI TPYAHOCTU TOCJIEBOEHHOTO BPEMEHU, HO TOBOPUTCS O HUX Ha YAMBJIEHUE
MaJlo, B OCHOBHOM — O TJIaHaX Pa3BUTHS JJAOOPATOPUI U JaIbHENIINX UCCIETIOBaHUIA.
4ApxuB KTY. ®@. 1337. On. 9. 1. 409. J1. 7.
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HaunHast ¢ 3Toro BpemMeHu BO3HUKAET Tpaauuusl ynoMuHath ums M.B. Muuypuna
K MeCTy U He K MecTy. HanmpuMmep, B mapte 1949 1. mpodeccop B.M. bapanos nmpouen jek-
o «MUIyprH — OCHOBATEJIb TBOPYECKOTO TAPBUHU3Ma» U ObUI TTOKa3aH 1IBETHOU (hUIbM
o0 MuuypuHe?®, a oceHblo TOro Xe rojaa rnpodeccop M.B. MapkoB B ctaTbe 0 nj1aHax Ouogaxa
Ha 1950 r. roBopuT: «Hago akTMBHee BBOAUTL MUYYPUHCKYIO GUONOTUION.

HeTr HMKakoro cOMHEHMSI, YTO MPOHUIIATEIBHBIC YYEHBIC M IMPEKpPacHbIe OOTaHUKU
B.N. bapanoB u M.B. MapkoB BoBce He cOOMpaIrCh PyKOIUIECKATh IO MOBOY JIbICEHKOB-
cKmxX HoBanuii. OHM MIPOCTO HANESTNCh OOOUTHCH «MaJIOi KPOBBIO», pariopTys 00 yKe Tpo-
BEIIEHHOI IepecTpoiike yueOHoro npolecca. Ho Koe-komy 3Toro mokasaaoch Majo.

Bckope Hayanoch 1ieIbMOBaHUE Psila YICHBIX (haKyabTeTa, MPUBEAIIee K YBOJIbHEHUIO
HECKOJIBKMX COTPYITHUKOB.

Ecnu B HoMepe YHUBEPCHUTETCKOM Ta3eThl «JIeHnHel» oT 10 ceHTsaops 1948 1. B cTathe
«3a mepenoBylo OMOJIOTMYECKYI0 HAayKy» pyraji B OCHOBHOM MeHessl U IPYIruX OCHOBOIIO-
JIO(KHUKOB TeHETUKH, TO B CICIYIOIIEM HOMepe’ 00bEKT pyraHu cTaa 0ojiee KOHKPETeH. DTO
npodeccopa buodaka H.A. JIuBanos u A.fl. HenommBuH, nouient 3.1. 3ab6ycona. Tema Obu1a
MPONIOJIKEHA U B CIIeAyIoleM HoMmepe Ta3eTbl. OMHOBpEMEHHO B PeCIyOJIMKAHCKOM Tra3ere
«Kpacnast TaTapusi» mosiBUIach CTaThsl aCCUCTEHTA Ieaarorndeckoro nHcTuryra B. demo-
pOBOIf C OOBMHEHUSIMU B TOM, 4TO JIMBAaHOB SIBJISIETCS IVIaBOIl Ka3aHCKMX BEMCMaHUCTOB-
MEHICIMCTOB-MOPTraHUCTOB. 10 TeM BpeMeHaM 3TO OBbLIO MOUYTH PABHOCWIIHLHO 3JI0BEIIEMY
TEPMUHY «Bpar Hapoaa».

16 ceHTsI0psT cocTosIOCh 3acenaHre KasaHckoro oOlIecTBa eCTeCTBOMCIIBITaTe e, Ha
KOTOPOM, KaK COOOIIaeTcsl B ra3eTe, KpUTUKE OBLIM MOABEPTHYTHI BO33peHUs Mpodeccopa
KI'Y H.A. JIluBanosa u npogeccopa KazaHcKoro rocynapcTBEHHOTO MEAULIMHCKOTO MHCTU-
tyta (KI'MW) B.B. M30cumoBa®.

Kak MoXHO BUIETh, LIEHTPOM OOBMHEHUIA cTy>kKuia purypa 3aBeayrolero kagenpoii 300-
Joruu 6ecro3BOHOUYHbIX Ipodeccopa Hukomnas Anekcannposuya JluBaHopa (1876—1974),
IJIaBBI KAa3aHCKOI MOP(OIOTMUYECKOM IIIKOJIBI, aBTOPa TEOPUU O ITyTSIX SBOJIOLMH KUBOTHOTO
Mupa. B TOT MOMEHT OH ObUT cTapedium mnpernonasatenemM ouodaka KI'Y v uMmen orpoMHbIi
aBTOpUTET B HaydHOM Mupe (cM.: CrekombinykoB, KapumymmiH, 1956; Ionyoes, ITopdupneBa,
2002; Epmomnaes, 2004; 2006). CtouT yrnoMsiHyTh, 4To Koraa B 1918 roay nekper CoBeTa Hapo-
HBIX KOMICCAapOB OTMEHIJI JOPEBOIIOIIMOHHBIC YIeHBIC CTEIICHN 1 3BaHMS M Bce Tpodeccopa
IUISL TIONTBEPSKICHUSI CBOMX 3BaHMiI 00SI3aHBI OBUIM TPENBSIBUTh PEKOMEHAALIMN M3BECTHBIX
yueHbIx, To pekomeHaauuio H.A. Jlusanosy naBan .M. IlImanbrayszer®. Koraa B 1930 1. B KI'Y
ObUTO pemieHo Ha 0Oase ['eonoro-reorpacduueckoro u buonornyeckoro otaeneHuit GU3NKO-
MaTeMaTU4IeCcKOTo (paKyIbTeTa OpraHM30BaTh Te0JI0r0-0MOIOTMIeCKII (DAKYIIBTET, 13 KOTOPOTO
BIOCJIEACTBUM BBIIEIWIICS OMON0rMueckuii pakynsreT, To uMeHHO H.A. JIuBaHOB cTas ero nep-
BbIM JIeKaHOM U ObLT uM 10 1936 r." B hyHnameHTanbHOM «PykoBoncTse 1o 3oomorun» (M.;

SCwMm.: Jlenunern. 1949. No 10. Dta yHUBepCUTETCKAs ra3eTa-MHOTOTHPaXKKa Havyaia BEIXOIUTS eIle
B 1928 r. 1 uznaeTcs 10 cux rnop, Xots u 6s1a B 1991 1. nepeuMmeHoBaHa B «KazaHCKUI yHUBEPCUTET».

0Cm.: Jlenunerr. 1949. Ne 41.

7 Jlenunern. 1948. No 23 (16 ceHT.).

8 Cwm.: Jlenunerr. 1948. No 24. BceBosion Bnanumuposua MzocumoB (1899—1974) Gl yueHUKOM
npodeccopa JIuBanosa. ITociie okonuanus KI'Y B 1924 r. oH paboTaji acCCUCTEHTOM B 300TOMUYECKOM
kabuHere KI'Y, a nocne orkpeitusi KITMMU cran nepsbiM 3aBeayromuM kKadenpoit oduieit 6uosoruu
MenuHeTutyTa (1931—1967 rr.).

® HatmonanbHbiil apxuB Pecriyouku Tatapctan (HAPT). . P-1337. Om. 2. 1. 1.

0 ApxuB KI'Y. Onucs 16. Cs. 7. . 129. J1. 51, 52, 70, 74. Tnunoe neno npod. H.A. JIusaHosa.
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JI.: buomenrus, 1937—1940) JIuBaHOBbIM
HanucaHbl pasgenbl: «Tun HeMmepTuHbI»
(1. 1, c. 656—705), «Kmacc nonuxer» (T. 2,
¢. 10—136), «Knacc sxuypun» (1. 2, ¢. 137—
156), «Kiracc nusiBok» (T. 2, ¢. 205—257).

B 1948 r. mpeaMeToM MpUCTaIbHOTO
BHMMaHUsI KPUTUKOB OBLIM, BO-IIEPBBIX,
BbICKa3biBaHUsl JIMBaHOBAa Ha JIEKLMSIX
10 300JIOTHM, a BO-BTOPBIX — MOHOTpa-
dus «I[lytn 3BOIIOLUMY XKUBOTHOTO MUpa»
(JIuBaHoB, 1946). B Heil ecTh cchblika Ha
ABrycra BelicMaHa — 3HaYUT BeliCMaHUCT!
A BCero-To ObLIO MPUBEASHO HaOIIOACHNE
BeiicMaHa 0 TOM, YTO IOJIOBbIE KJIETKM B
KOJIOHUSIX TUAPOUAHBIX TMOJUIOB MUTPU-
DPYIOT Ul MUTAHMSI B SMMTEIMI KHIIEeY-
HUKa, T1e B C(OOPMHUPOBAHHBIX UMM MEIY-
30MIHBIX 0COOSIX TPOMCXOIUT OOpa30BaHKE
MOJIOBBIX keje3-roHanx (cMm.:. [ony0es,
IMopdupsena, 2002, c. 17).

BoT kKakMMU BbIpa3UTEIbHBIMU CJI0-
BaMU OMUCHIBAET 3TU COOBITHUS TIpodeccop
ouodaka KI'Y, zaenyiouuii Kadenpoii
Gu3noI0ruM YeaoBeka u XKUBOTHbIX MOparum 'mnbmaHoBuy BanuagoB B cBoeli cTaThe
«3a TBOPYECKYI0 MUUYYPUHCKYIO OMOJOTMUECKYI0 HAYKY»:

H.A. JlusanoB. 13 kH.: Epmonaces, 2004.

«CoBeTckune 61ONOMM BOCMPUHSANMN pelleHns aBrycToBckoi ceccumn BACXHWIT ¢ rny6okum yno-
BJETBOpeHMeM. Bo Bcex yyebHbIX 3aBeieHNAX U HayYHO-UCCNeA0BaATENbCKIUX YUPEKAEHNUAX NPOBO-
AMTCA cepbe3Has paboTa no KOpeHHOW NepecTpoiKe HayYHO-UCCNef0BaTENbCKOM PaboThl U yuebHO-
BocnuTaTenbHoit paboTsl Ha ocHoBe pewenuit LK BKM(6) no ngeonornyeckum Bonpocam 1 B ceete
TBOPYECKOI MUYYPUHCKON B1onoruu. 3HauuTenbHas pabota NnpoBefieHa B 3TOM OTHoweHuu u B K'Y,
B YaCTHOCTH, Ha €ro 61oaornyeckom dakynsrere. 34ech, B npouecce rmyboKoi KpUTUYECKOI Npo-
BepKu paboTsl kKadeap 6biIM 06HAPYIKEHBI CEPbE3HbIE METOLL0NIOTMYECKNE OWNOKM KaK B Nefaroru-
YecKoil, TaK U B Hay4YHO-UCCNe0BaTeNbCKONM paboTe, 0COBEHHO Ha Kadeape 30000rMK Hecno3so-
HOYHbIX. bbiBlWKI 3aB. kKadenpoit npod. H.A. JIuBaHOB 1 JOLEHT 370l e Kadeapsl 3.1/. 3abycosa
B CBOMX JIeKLMAX UTHOPUPOBaNK yyeHne MuyypuHa v no cylwecTsy NOAAEPIKMBANN PeaKLUOHHOE
yyeHue BeiicmaHa, Menpens, MopraHa.

Mpodeccop H.A. JlusaHos B cBOei KHure ,lyTy 3BONIOLUM KUBOTHOTO MUPA”, NpefCTaBsio-
el UTOr €ro MHOroNeTHel paboTbl, NPUAEPKUBAETCA ABHO aHTUMUYYPUHCKON UAEANUCTUYECKO
KoHuenuuu. OH OTpULAET BeAylyio poJb BHEWHeH Cpeabl U ecTeCTBEHHOro 0TOGOPa B 3BOJIOLUM
)XMBOTHOTO MUPa, 00BACHAA BCIO 3BOMIOLMIO Wb BHYTPEHHUMU CUNAMU, ,MPUCYLUMMU KAXKLOMY
XM3HEHHOMY npoLeccy”. IBONOLMUS COBEPLIAETCSA, NO MHeHUtO npod. JInBaHOBa, HA OCHOBE camo-
ABWXEHWsA, Nonagas NuLb Nof KOHTPOJb eCTECTBEHHOTO 0TOOPA.

Mo KoHuenuuu npod. JIMBaHOBA, NONOBbIE KNETKM GECCMEpPTHbI U HAacNeACcTBEHHAs nepefaya
€AMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHA TOJIbKO Yepe3 HUX. B ocHoBy cBoeit KHUIKM npod. JINBAHOB NONOXMI, KaK OH
nuwer, naeu nnesasl mophonoros HeanonutaHckoit wkonsl 80-x rofos npowsnoro Beka. OH pabo-
NENCTBYET Nepef UHOCTPAHWMUHOM U UTHOPUPYET AOCTUKEHUS COBETCKOM OUOOrMYECKOR HayKu»
(Banunos, 1950).
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ITon npencenatenbctBoM pekTopa KI'Y nonienta K.I1. CuTHuKoBa'' cOCTOSIOCH pacIliv-
peHHoe 3acegaHue YdeHoro coBeTa 6modaka. Korma pexrop npusBan Hukomnas AnekcaH-
JIPOBUYA TTOKASIThCS B CBOMX rpexax, JIMBaHOB OTBETUJI TaK: «[€HETUKOI 5 HUKOTLA HE 3aHUMancs,
300101, @ BCE BbICKA3bIBaHMsA NPOTUB MEHs ieNaNnch He CNeLmanncTamn, no3ToMy 0TBeYaTh Ha HUX He
Oyay, TaKoe BefeHMe AMCKYCCUM He HayuHO, KaaTbcst MHe He B yemy» (1tuT. mo: I'onyoes, [Topdupbena,
2002, c. 17—18).

B pesynbraTte mpukazom pektopa KI'Y ot 2 okta6pst 1948 r. H.A. JIuBaHOB OBLI CHAT
C IOJDKHOCTH 3aBEAYIONIEeTo Kacheapoil 300JI0TMI OeCITO3BOHOYHBIX (KOTOPOIT OH PYKOBOIIT
¢ 1918 roma), Tak KaK «4utan Kypcbl No OMOAOTMYECKUM JUCLUNIMHAM B lyxe OYPKya3HOro 0ObeKTH-
BWU3Ma, N3N1araN aHTUHAYYHbIE B3MIAALI BEACMAHUCTOB 6€3 KPUTUKM, UTHOPMPOBAN [UANEKTUKO- MaTepua-
nucTuyeckoe yyenune W.B. MuuypuHa, HayuHyo paGoTy Kadeapbl Ha NPOTAKEHUU MHOTUX JIET NPOBOAUN
B MOIHOM OTPbIBE OT MPAKTUKW COLMANMCTUYECKOrO CTPOUTENbCTBA, He 0becneynn noAroToBKY Kafpos
yepes acnUpaHTypy B Ayxe TBOPYECKON MUYYPUHCKOM BUoNOrMm.

DTUM Xe MpUKa30M ObLIa YBOJIEHA U3 YHUBEPCUTETA OavKaiinit moMolHuK Hukomast
AnekcanapoBuya — aoueHT 305 MnmnoaurosHa 3adycosa'?. CoTpyaHUKOB Kadeaphl TUILIWIN
BO3MOXHOCTHM 3aHUMAThCSI TPAAUIIMOHHON NIJIsI HUX 9BOJIOLMOHHON MopdoJorueii oecro-
3BOHOYHBIX. 3aBeoBaTh Kadenpoii 6buta Ha3HaueHa Mapust UBaHoBHa Bonkosa (1897—7?) —
Y3KUI CIEUUATUCT MO KPOBOCOCYLIMM ABYKPBUIBIM HACEKOMBIM.

Hano ckaszatb, uto npotuBocTosiHue JInBaHoBa 1 BOJIKOBOI K TOMY BpeMeHM UMEIO
yxe maBHot0 ucropuio. B oruere KI'Y 3a 1937/38 1. roBOpUTCST O «rpyboii noautuyeckom
owunbke B Kypce ,BeeaeHune B 6Monoruo” no Bonpocy o HacneacTBEHHOCTUY, JOIYIIEHHOH TTpodec-
copoM JINBAaHOBBIM U «CBOEBPEMEHHO 0GHAPYKEHHON foLeHTOM Bonkosoi n accucteHTom Lxanu-
NIOBbIM, NPUCYTCTBOBABWMUMY Ha nekuuu». Ha pacimmpenHom 3aceqaHnu Kadeapsl C yuacTuem
HoBoro Toraa aupektopa KI'V K.I1. CutHukoBa npotus JInBaHOBa TOrna ObLIU BbIABUHYTHI
JKECTKUe 00OBUHEHMS. Bo-TepBbIX, B JIEKIIMM OH MCITOJIb30BaJl MPUMEpP U3 KHUTHU mpodec-
copa T.M. KOguna (1925) o nepenaye 1o HacleACTBY HEraTUBHBIX TICUXUUYECKUX CBOMCTB,
a 9Ta KHUTa OblIa U3bsiTa U3 obpalieHus . Bo-Bropsix, JINBaHOB He chenall MOJUTUYECKU
HYXHYIO0 OTOBOPKY O TOM, UTO JIMIIa, TIPY KalUTaJIU3Me SBJISIOIIMECs] BOpaMU, MPOCTUTYT-
KaMU U JPYTUMU aHTUOOIIECTBEHHBIMU 3JIEMEHTAMU, B YCIOBUSIX MHOTO OOIIIECTBEHHOIO
CTPOSI MOTYT IIPOSABUTD €051 COBEPLICHHO MO-IpyroMy. B-tpeTbux, Jlusanos He pazobnayvain
«j1oxHbie yaeHust B.H. Cnenkosa u H./. BaBunoBa». B-uepTBepThIX, TOAOMpa aCITMPAHTOB
U3 «KYJBTYPHOU Cpeibl». B UTOre mocTyIMpoBaioch, 4To Bo3IIaBisieMast UM Kadenpa 300-

' K.IT. CUTHMKOB 10 CBOEIA CIIEIIMAIbHOCTY OBbLT (PU3MKOM M HUKOTIA He 3aHUMAJICST OMOJIOTHEIA.
B KTI'Y oH nmoka3zait cedst criocoOHbIM aAMUHUCTPATOPOM. TpynHO cKa3aTh, HACKOJIbKO CUTHUKOB BHU-
KaJI B CYIIIHOCTb TUCKYCCHU 1O TeHETUKE MJIU MPOYMX KaMITaHWIi, CTOSIBIITUX Ha CThIKE HAYKHU M ITOJTH-
THUKW; OH BCETO JIMIIIb BBITIOJIHST HOMEHKJIATYPHBIE «IIPaBUJIa UTPhI».

2HAPT. ®. P-1337. On. 31. [1. 174. 3.1. 3a6ycona (1901—1980) nocie yBoabHeHust u3 KI'Y pa6o-
Taja B Ka3aHCKOM CeJIbCKOXO3SiICTBEeHHOM MHCTMTYTE, CHayaja 1Mo COBMECTUTENLCTBY, B 1960-¢ TT.
ObLJ1a TOLEHTOM 3TOT0 MHCTUTYTA.

BHAPT, ¢. P-1337. Om. 32. 1. 137.]1. 4.

4 Hamo ymoMstHyTh, 4YTO HalMcaHHasi ObIBIIIMM 3aBenytonmM Kadenpoii cuxuatpun KI'Y Tuxo-
HoMm MBaHoBuuyem KOnuubim (1879—1949) «Erenuka» (FOnuH, 1925) pe3ko oTmyaiach OT OCHOBHOM
Macchl KHMT T10 €BreHuKe, onyoankoBaHHbIX B 1920-¢ rr. CKopee ee MOXKHO Ha3BaTh By30BCKUM y4eO-
HMKOM T10 MEIMIIMHCKOI TeHeTHKe: B Heil MHOTO (DOPMYJT M Y3KOCIIEIIMAIbHBIX IMOAPOOHOCTE. ABTOD
caM MuIIeT: «HacTosawasn KHUra CTpeMUTC OCBETUTb OCHOBHbIE TEHAEHLMW U BMONOTMYECKUEe OCHOBLI eBre-
HUKW; COLMANBHO- IKOHOMUYECKMUE OCHOBbI EBFEHUKN TONbKO MESIbKOM HaMeyeHbl 3[eCb U AOMKHbI CYXUTb
npeameTom apyroit pabotsi» (KOmuH, 1925, c. 18).
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JIOTUM SIBJISIETCS «PacCalHUKOM BparoB Hapoaar.
B pesynbrate 5 HOs6ps 1937 1. BbIlleN pUKas Mo
YHUBEPCUTETY: «npodeccopa Jinsanosa H.A. cHATb ¢
paboTbl B yHUBEpCUTETE 3a M3BpalleHre Haykuy. Huko-
JTaii AJleKcaHApOBUY HE CMUPUJIICS, a oOpaTuics
¢ xanobamu B Hapkommnpoc PCOCP, nocie yero
B sHBape 1938 r. pacnopstkeHueMm Mo Ympasie-
HUIO BBICIIIEH IITKOJIBI OBIJT BOCCTAHOBJICH B TOJIK-
HOCTHM 3aBeaylollero kadenpoii's. Pacuser abiceH-
KOBIIIMHBI OBUT ellle BIiepenu, n nepsas B Kazanu
MOTIBITKA TOOUTHCI ee mobennl Hal «(opMaJbHON
reHeTukoi» B 1937 r. okoHUMIaCh MPOBAJIOM.

B 1948 r. Bce ObTO MHauve. JIMBaHOB OBLI
CHSIT HE TOJIbKO C TIOCTa 3aBeAylolero Kadbempoi,
HO U ¢ TocToB Tipezaceaarenss OOIecTBa eCTecTBO-
HCTIBITAaTeINe 1 mupeKTopa bronrornaeckoro mHCTH-
tyta KazaHnckoro ¢unuana Akagemun Hayk CCCP.
PacckasbiBatot, yto Hukonaii AinekcaHnpoBU4 OT-
pearupoBasl Ha BeChb 3TOT IIadail B Hayke OYeHb
JOCTOMHO W, MOAAEPKMUBAsI KOJJIET, TOBOPUJI B T€E Tabnuiia u3 y4eOHO-METONNYECKUX
TOIBI: «Huyero, ToBapuuyy, obabiceHe B6UONOTUM HE MO- MaTepuaioB Kaeaper 300morun 6/1
JET NPOLONKATLCA AOAT0!». ¢ Haanuchbio «puc. M. Bynuna, 1928

Bripouewm, uepe3 HEKOTOpOE BpeMsi CITpaBell- rOlT>. CXeMa CIEILIEHHOIO € TIONOM

HacyienoBaHus y Apo3oduiibl. Tadauia
JIMBOCTH, XOTSI ¥ HE B IIOJITHOM O00OBeMe, OblIa BOC- B HACTORIES BPEMS HCTIONb3YETCH HA
cTaHoByieHa. Yxe B Mapte 1949 r. JIusaHoB cHOBa AyTUTOPHBIX 3aHATHAX Kad. FeHeTUKH
OBUT BBEIEH B COCTaB YUYEHBIX COBETOB YHUBEP- KI'Y. ®otorpadus A.W. Epmonacsa.
cuteTa U (pakyabTeTa, TIe M OCTABaJICS OTHUM U3
HanboJjiee yBaxkaeMbIX WIEHOB Ha IPOTSKEHUU
MHOTHX IMOCJIeAYIOIMNX JieT. HecMoTpst Ha TsKeryto 00CTaHOBKY Ha Kadeape, OH IOATOTO-
BUJI K TI€YaTH BTOPOE, PAaCIIMPEHHOE U TOMOJHEHHOE U3IaHue cBoel KHUru «I1ytu aBosto-
LIMH XKMBOTHOTO MM pPa», KOTOPOE BEIIIJIO B MOCKOBCKOM M3aaTeiibcTBe «CoBeTcKast HayKa»
B 1955 r. (JluBanos, 1955)'.

I1paBna, roBOpUTh, UTO «HAy4YHast peadbunutauusi» Jlupanona B 1950-x rr. Obljia MOJHOMA,
He nipuxoautcs. Hanpumep, B okTss6pe 1951 r. nBe ¢ MOJOBUHOM ThICIYU PAOOTHUKOB POC-
cuiickux By30B ykaszamu IIpesuauyma BepxoBHoro Coera CCCP 6butn HarpakaeHbl opJe-
HaMU ¥ MeAasIMU 3a BBICIYTY JIeT U 0e3ynpeuHyio padoty. Cpeau HuX 48 npenogaBareeit
Kazanckoro ynusepcuteta. Ho B cniucke HarpaxneHHbIX HeT H.A. JIuBaHOBa, XOTs UMEIOTCS
damunuu ero ronunteneit noueHta M. M. Bonkosoii 1 npodeccopa U.I'. Banugosa'.

Yepes Tpu roma 24 npenonasatenss KI'Y (omsiTe e 3a BBICJAYTY JIET U 0e3yNpeyHyto
paboty) Obutn HarpaxaeHsl 1o ykasy [Ipesunnyma Bepxosnoro Cosera CCCP ot 9 utons

SHAPT. @. P-1337. Om. 32. [1. 32.

1 PazpaboTKa BOMPOCOB BOIOLIMOHHO MOpdosioriu 6biia mpofo/okeHa JInBaHOBbIM 1 B 1960-X TT.
(JIuanos, 1960; 1970a; 19706). Hukomait AjekcaHapoBHUY IMPOAOIKA KUITYUyI0 HAYYHYIO U IperoaBa-
TEJIbCKYIO IeSITEIbHOCTD BILIOTh 10 CAMO CMEPTH, KOTopast mpousouuia 7 nekadpst 1974 r. Emy ocraBa-
JIOCB IO CTOJIETUST MEHee JBYX JIeT.

"HAPT. ®. P-1337. On. 8. 1. 36. JI. 98—101.
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1954 r."®* 1 BHOBB JIUBaHOB OTCYTCTBYET B 3TOM CITMCKE, XOTSI K 3TOMY BpEMEHU OH MPopado-
TaJ B YHUBEPCUTETE yKe OoJiee ToTyBeKa.

bopnba oduimanbHo uaeosoruu ¢ «hopMaibHON FeHETUKO» B T€ TOAbI HEPEIKO Mepe-
ieTajgach ¢ 00pbOOIi C «<KOCMOMNOJIUTU3MOM». B psifie ciiyuaeB 0OBUMHEHUSI aBTOPaM B ITPEKIIO0-
HEHUU Tlepel UHOCTPAHHBIMU YYEHBIMU MPUHUMATK Komuueckue popmel. Tak, H.A. Jlusa-
HOB B Hauajie 1960-X IT. BCIOMMHAJI, KaK €ro 00OBUHSUIM B HU3KOMOKJIOHCTBe "®. Ha cobpaHuu
B aKTOBOM 3aJie YHMBEPCUTETA BBICTYIAI 3aBeAyIONuii Kadenpoil MapKcu3Ma-JIeHUHU3Ma
C.T. A3nyHu U TbITaICS IOKaszaTh, 4TO Ipodeccop JIMBaHOB yBIeKaeTCsl LIMTUPOBAHUEM
WHOCTPAHHBIX YUEHBIX. B KauecTBe mpuMepa OH MPUBEJT CChUIKM Ha paboThl D.A. DBepcMaHa
u D.A. Meiiepa B kHure H.A. JIuBaHosa «Ilytu aBomonuu xuBotHoro mupa». Ha camom
nejie 0ba MHUMBIX «MHOCTpaHIIa» SABJISIACH ITpodeccopamu KazaHckoro yHuBepcurera”, a
npodeccop Dayapa Auapeesud Meitep 661 yuutenem JluBaHoBa.

Breipatonuiics xumuk, akaneMuk AH CCCP bopuc AnekcanapoBud ApOy30B, KOTOPBIiA
B TO BpeMms 3aBenoBas B KI'Y kadenpoit opraHuueckoit XuMuu, BCIIOMUHAJ:

«ToHeHus kocHynuch u KazaHckoro yHuBepcuteTa, ocobeHHo H.A. JluBaHOBa, KOTOPbIN TBEPAO
Lepxancs CBoux B3INALOB HA FEHETUKY M OTKA3ancsa OT ,MOKasHHbIX” BbICTYNNEHUN, 3@ YTO PeKTO-
pom yHusepcuteta K.M. CUTHUKOBBIM GbiN OTCTPaHEH OT 3aBef0BaHUsA Kadeapoii 300n0ruu Gecno-
3BOHOYHbIX, M Kadeapa hakTuyecku bbina pasorHaHa. Ha mecto 3aBegytouiero kadeapoii K.M. Cut-
HUKOBbIM OblNa Ha3HayeHa BonkoBa, coTpyaHMULUA Kadeapbl, COBEPLIEHHO B HayYHOM OTHOLIEHUM
HeKBanuMuUUMpoBaHHas.

MomHIo, kakas TAxenas atmocdepa 6bina Toraa Ha GuUonornyeckom takynstete, 0COHEHHO Ha
kacdepnpe 6ecno3BoHOYHbIX, rae H.A. JIuBaHOB 0pMANYECKM HAXOAMNCSA Noj Havyanom Bonkosoii. <...>
MHe HeofHOKpaTHO NPUXOAWNOCH CibllwaTh BbicTynneHus H.A. JinsaHoBa Ha YueHOM coBeTe yHUBEP-
CUTETa U Ha ipYruX YHUBEpCUTETCKMX cobpanusx. H.A. JIuBaHOB Bcerga TBEpAO OTCTauBa CBOU Hayy-
Hble ybexaeHusy» (Apoysos, 2000).

IMocnenctBus aBrycroBckoit ceccurn BACXHWII 1948 r. nina KazaHckoro yHuBepcuTeTa
3aKJIFOYAJINCh HE TOJBKO B YBOJIBHEHUM 3a0yCOBOI M CHSATHU CO CBOMX ITOCTOB JIMBaHOBa
U He TOJbKO B YCTAHOBMBILEKCS TPAAULIMU MOCTOSIHHO yrioMuHath uMeHa T.J1. JIbiceHKo u
W.B. Muuypuna. UmeHHO B OTBEeT Ha pelieHus 3toit ceccuu B KI'Y Obuia BnepBbie o0Opa-
30BaHa Kadenpa reHeTUKU, BepHee, Kadenpa aapBuHusMa u reHetuku (Epmonaes, 2004,
c. 88—91). OHa nmena 1eJIbI0 00YyYeHNE CTYICHTOB «I'€HETUKE MO-TBICEHKOBCKM».

JanHas kadeapa Oblj1a co3gaHa MpuKa3zoM MUHUCTpa Bbiciiero oopazosaHust CCCP ot
4 ceHTs6ps1 1948 1. 3ameTka 00 opraHU3alMy 3TOI Kadeapsl MosIBUIACH B ra3eTe «JIeHuHel»
yxe 23 ceHTs0pst 1948 1. (Ne 24). 3aBenoBarh Kadenpoii MpUTIaciv IO COBMECTUTETHCTBY
npodeccopa ceabxo3uHcTutyra M.M. TuxoHosa?'.

OceHpo 1948 1. TOYTH B KaXKIOM HOMEPE YHUBEPCUTETCKOM Ta3eThl MOXKHO HAWTH MaTe-
puyaibl, MponaraHAMPYIOIIME CPeIU CTYASHTUECTBA «TCHETUKY IMO-JBICEHKOBCKM». B craThbe

BHAPT. ®@. P-1337. Om. 8. 1. 65. JI. 25-28.

19 JIngyHbIe BOCTIOMMHAHMSI OTHOTO 13 aBTOPOB CTAThU.

2 Dnyapn AnekcaHaposud DBepcMaHH (1794—1860) — 30010r, npodeccop KazaHckoro yHuBep-
cuteta B 1828—1860 rr., omuH U3 ocHOBaTeseil 300JI0TMYECKOr0 My3est YHUBepcuTeTa. BhITyCKHMK
ITeTepOyprckoro yHuBepcurera dayapa Auapeesud Meiiep (1859—1928) 6bu1 nipodeccopom 30010rUmn
Kazanckoro ynusepcurera B 1902—1913 rr.

2 Cwm.: Jlenunerr. 1948. Ne 33. B Tom ke HOMepe OOBSIBICHO O TOTOBsIIIIECS KOHMDEePEeHIIUH 10
OCHOBaM MUYYPMHCKOI GHOJIOTHH.
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«bronornueckuii (hakyabTeT MepecTpanBaeT CBoo padoTy» (Ne 34) coobiiiaercs, 4YTo BO BCe JieK-
LIV ¥ Y4EOHMKN BBOIUTCS MAUYYPUHCKAs TEOPUS U «M3BJIEKAETCs» cTapoe ydeHue. B Ne 28 man
CITMCOK HOBOI JINTePaTyphl IO OMOJIOTMUECKM HayKaM.

IMpodeccop cenmbxo3mHcturyta M.M. TuxonoB uuran jnekuuu B KI'Y Tonbko omuH
CeMecCTp, a Jajibllie 0TKa3aJICsl, COCIaBIIUCh Ha 00J1e3Hb. B 30-M HoMmepe «JleHnHa» 3a 1949 .
nomenieHa nHdopmanus: «Katbegpa aapsuHu3ma 6e3 pyKoBOAUTENS U YTEHWE KyPCa CPbIBAETCSAY.

Bo3Hukia Hejemas cUTyalns: HaauIo Kadempa 0e3 emMHOTO COTpyOHMKA. B ceHTs-
ope 1949 r. Ha HOMKHOCTH 3aBeaylolero Kadenpoi mapBUHU3MA U T€HETUKHU (DaKyabTeT
BBIIBMHYJI COPOKaJIeTHeTO 30010ra Muxamia ['puropseBrua Crekombiimkona (1908—1983).
CrexkoaplinkoB B 1937 r. okoHums 6uodak KI'Y, mosxe 6bu1 mpusBaH B KpacHyto Apmuio,
ygacTHUK Benukoit OTeuyecTBEHHOM BOIHBI, ObUT TSKEJIO paHeH, B 1947 r. 3aliuTui auc-
cepTalMIo Ha CTeTleHb KaHAuaaTa OMOJIOTMIecKNX HayK «OpraHbl JBIXaHUS TTOJIMXET» IO
pykoBoactBoM H.A. JluBanoBa (bapabaniiukos, 1981).

Kak Bcmomunan cam CTeKOJTBIINKOB, €T TMIPUIIACUIN B TAPTKOM, 00sI3a]T B CPOYHOM
MOPSIAKE U3YYUTh JAPBUHU3M U T€HETUKY M HayaTh npenoaaBath ux B KI'Y. Muxauny I'pu-
TOPhEBUYY 3TO BOBCE HE Ka3aJIOCh 3aMaHUMBBLIM TIPEIIOXKEHUEM, HO OH OBUT WICH MapTHH,
M BbIXO/a y Hero He Obuto. [Tocie mpoxoxkaeHWs KOHKypca, Ha KOTOPBIN APYTUX 3asiBJICHUIN
TaK U He OCTYIuJI0 (100 eMMHCTBEHHBIN YeoBeK B KazaHu, KOTOpBIif MOT OBI ITpodeccro-
HaJIbHO TIpernoaaBaTh reHeTuky — H.A. JIuBaHOB — TpeTeHIoBaTh Ha 3TO MECTO HUKAK He
MOT U, Cy/isl TI0 BCEMY, TIOJIEPXKUBAT KaHIUAATYpy cBoero yuyeHrnka CTeKOobIINKOBa), clie-
nyet nipuka3 mo KI'Y ot 13 suBaps 1950 r.: «K.6.H. Ctekonblmkosa M.I. 3a4nciuTh Ha BOMKHOCTb
3aBepyollero kadeapoi reHeTUkM 1 gapeuHu3Ma ¢ 1 aHeaps 1950 roga»?.

O0s13aHHOCTHU 3aBeAYIOIIETo 3TOM Kadempoii (B Ha3BaHWU Kadenphl HaOIromascs pas-
HOO0OI1, ee Ha3bIBaIM TO KadeApoil TeHeTUKM U JapBMHM3MAa, TO Kadenpoii fapBuHM3Ma U
reHeTuky) CTeKOJbIIMKOB UCTOMHSIT B 1950—1953 rr. EcTecTBeHHO, YTO OH 00s3aH OBLI
MpeIoaaBaTh OAHY JIMILIb «MUYYPUHCKYIO TEHETUKY>.

IToutn HUKAKKMX TAaHHBIX O pabOTe 3TOI KadheApsl HE COXPAaHWIOCh HU B apXvBaX, HU B
OTKpHITON nevaTu. PazBe uTo B HOMepe razetsl «JleHuHel» ot 15 mapTa 1952 1. MOXHO TIpoO-
YUTaTh 3aMETKY O paboTe MUUYPUHCKOIO KpYKKa MpU Kadenpe reHeTUKU.

VYxe B ceHTsI0pe 1953 1. Kadenpa ObLIa 3aKpHITa «KaK MaJOUKMCIICHHAS 110 IITaTy» (4TO
OBLIO BIOJIHE €CTeCTBEHHO, MO0 Ha Kadeape TaK M OCTaJICsl BCEro OIWH IperoaaBareiib) U
MpeBpalleHa B «ITeHETUICCKU KaOMHeT». BO3MOXHO (XOTS M HEIOKa3yeMoO), YTO 3TO SIBU-
JIOCh CJIEZICTBMEM HEKOTOPOTO OCTA0JIeHUs TIO3UIIMI JILICEHKOBCKOTO HaIlpaBJIeHUs T0C/Ie
cmeptu CranuHa.

B nbIceHKOBCKME BpeMeHa TeHEeTUUEeCKUi KaOMHET ocTaBajics MHOPOJHBIM 00pa3oBa-
HUeM B Tesie yHuBepcuTeTa. OH «IIyTellecTBOBal» o Kadenpam ¢axynbTeTa (cM.: Epmonaes,
2004, c. 90—91). Hampumep, 25 Hos0pst 1954 1. BeIxomuT mpuka3s 1mo KI'V: «K.6.H. Crekonb-
iMKOBa M.T. YTBEPAUTL B AOMKHOCTU [OLEHTA Kan. CUCTEMATUKHU paCTEHMVI, FeHEeTUKU N fapBUHU3Ma».
B cnenyromem romy ciemyet HOBBII Tipuka3 (Ne 87 ot 13 mas 1955 1.): «[epesectut gou. Cre-
KonblmkoBa M.T ¢ kad. cucTemaTKM pacTeHuii Ha kad. 300noruu 6/n. NMomelweHne 1 Bce 060pyaoBaHUe
KabuHeTa reHeTUKU U ceNleKLum nepeaatb Kadeape 30010rum 6/n».

B nauase 1960-x IT. TeHeTHUeCKMil KabWHeT Haxoauics B 208-if aymuTOpUU IJIaBHOTO
3naHusa KaszaHckoro yHuBepcuTeTa. DTa KOMHaTa BXOAMWJIA Toraa (Oa M ceiyac BXOAUT) B
COCTaB TTOMEIIECHU, 3aHMMAaeMbIX Kadenpoit 3000ruu 0ecrio3BOHOUHBIX. [TloMuMo 3aBe-
aytomiero (M.T'. CTtekonblliMKoBa) B 1ITaTe KabrMHeTa coctosiia jabopantka C.I. laanymiuHa.

2 ApxuB KI'Y. Omn. 19. Cs. 47. En. xp. 1188. JInunoe neno M.T'. CTeKonbIIMKOBA.
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HIMEHUMBOCTD AWKOW HAMYCTLI

(MoA BAVMGHVEM WMORVUCINMBERNHOIo OMBOPA |
"
1 \

OO6opoTHast CTOpOHA TaOJIULIbI
(bparmeHT).
®otorpadus A.1. Epmornaesa.

Tabauia 13 yaeOHO-MeTOANYECKUX
MaTepuasioB Kadeapbl TEHETUKHU

U 1apBUHU3MA. ApXUB Kad. FTeHeTUKU
KI'Y. ®otorpadust A.1. Epmonaesa.

B 1964 r. npoBeieHre MPAKTUYECKUX 3aHSTUI 110 TUCTOJOTUK U JaPBUHU3MY ObLIO ITIOPYYEHO
accucteHty T.M. YMBIIMHOM, TakKe BBITYCKHUIIE Kadeapbl 300J10TUM OECITO3BOHOYHBIX?,
Taxkum 00pa3oM MOXHO BUAETh, YTO MApaJUIEIbHO C OKOHYaAHUEM TIEPUOA JIBICEHKOBIIIUHbI
MMPOUCXOIUT OXKUBJICHUE PaOOTHI TCHETUYECKOTO KaOMHETa.

B 1963 r. KazaHcKuii yHUBEPCUTET HAMTPABUII YETBEPBIX MOAAIOIINX HAAEKIbI CTYIEHTOB
Ha yuyeOy B MOCKBY /U151 ClieliMaJIM3alluy MO TIpeaMeTaM, CBSI3aHHbIM C MOJIEKYJISIPHOM O1O-
norueit. Ha kadpenpy Mukpoouonaoruu MI'Y Obl1n HanpaBieHbl cTyaeHThl 1V Kypca Pycnan
WBanosckuit 1 Mapk Ymanckuii, ctyneHTt 111 kypca Bukrop Camyunos®. Ha kadenpy rene-
tuku MI'Y noexan yuutbes cryneHT IV kypca bopuc bapabaHmukos.

b.N. bapabanuukos BepHyJjcd B Kazanb nmocie okonuanuss MI'Y u acnupaHTyphl B
1968 r. 3a Bpemsi ero yueObl B OMOJIOrMUY IPOM30IILIA KApAMHAIbHASI ITEPECTPOiKa, OKOHYATEIbHO
yiiia B mpouutoe MpauHas ¢urypa T.J0. JIbIceHKO 1 cOBeTCKasi TeHETUKA HAKOHELI-TO MOJIyduria
BO3MOXKHOCTB ITPOAOJIKUTE CBOE pa3BUTHE. CTEKOMBIINKOB PAIOCTHO BCTPETHI CBOETO OBIBIIIETO
YUYEHHMKa U Iepeaas eMy Kypc TeHeTUKM, OCTaBUB cebe JTapBUHU3M U TUCTOIOTMIo. Briocneacteun
nmeHHo b.W. BapabaHimkos Bo3rmaBmI Kadenpy reHeTrky KazaHckoro yHuBepcuTeTa, KOTo-
past Obuta co3nana B 1976 r. (moapobHee cM.: Epmonaes, 2004, ¢. 101—120).

2B 1972—1975 rr. Tamapa MuxaiiioBHa YMbIIMHA HamMcalla v 3alllMTHAIIA TUCCEPTALIMIO O Kapy-
ocucTeMaTuke MjaHapuii ozepa baiikan. Ee HayuHbIMU pykoBoauTeasimu 6111 npodeccop H.A. JIupa-
HoB u noueHT H.A. ITopdupnena.

2 MBaHoBckmit 1 CaMyHJTOB TTO33Ke cTajiu rmpodeccopamu MI'Y.
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Hano cka3ath, 4TO MHTEpeC K MOJIEKYISIPHO-0MOI0TUYECKUM UccaeaoBaHusiM B Kazanu
HayvaJl posIBISIThCS ¢ cepearHbl 1950-x rr. Hauano aTuM ucciaenoBaHUsIM TOJ0XWIA TIPO-
deccop M.U. bensiea, KoTopas repsasi B Hallleil CTpaHe MPUCTYITUIa K CUCTEMAaTUYECKOMY
M3yYEHUIO POJIM HYKJIeOAeTIoIMMepas B OIyX0JIeBOM pocTe. B yHuBepcuTeTe Obliia OpraHu30-
BaHa Iipo6ieMHast JabopaTopust No 7, B KOTOPOii cOOpaicst KOJUIEKTUB eIMHOMBIIILICHHUKOB.
CosznaHue 3Toit 1abopaToOpUM MOCTYXKUI0 OJHOU U3 MPEANOChUIOK OTKpbITUS B KazaHckoM
yHUuBepcuTeTe Kadeapsl reHeTuku (cM.: Epmonaes, 2004, c. 93—96).

Ecnu paccmatpuBath pakyabTeT B CBOEM pa3BUTUM C PAHHETO MOCIEBOSHHOTO BpeMEHU
1o Havama 1960-X rr., To MOXHO BUICTh, C OJHOM CTOPOHBI, KOJIMYECTBEHHBI POCT MaTe-
puanbHOIi 6a3bl, C IPYroil — HEKOTOpOoe «M3MelbuaHue» (haKyJIbTETCKOW HayKW BO BpeMs
JILICEHKOBILIMHBI, 3aMETHOE JaxKe B CTpoKax o(MLUMO3HbIX JOKYMeHTOB. B Apxuse KI'Y xpa-
HUTCS MAaIIMHOITMCHBIA YepHOBUK MaTepHaiOB HaydHON KOH(EpPEeHINN «YHUBEPCUTET 3a
40 net», nocesueHHoil 40-netnio TACCP?. B cBoeM nokinazne «Pa3Burue 0MoI0rnuyeckoi
Hayku B KazaHckom yHuBepcutere 3a 40 jieT» neKaH OMOJIOTro-MOYBEHHOro (akyabTeTa
X.M. Kypb6aHrajieeBa coobuiaet o Kaenpe 300JI0Tiu 0€CITO3BOHOUYHBIX CEAYIOIIee:

«K 20-m rogam Ha Kadeape 30010run 6ecno3BOHOYHbIX, Bo3rnasnsslweiics H.A. JIMBaHOBbLIM,
OCHOBHbIM HaNpaBJeHUEM B Hay4HoOIi paboTe Oblna 3BoNtOLMOHHAs Mopdonorus. HaunHas ¢ 1933 .
H.A. JiuBaHoB B psfie paboT BbICTYNUA C TEOPUE MUOLENS — 3TO HOBOE NMOHUMAHUE NPOUCXOXKe-
HUS U 3BOJIIOLWM BTOPUYHON MONOCTM Tena — Lesoma. JINBAHOB NoKasar, YTo LesoM B IMOpuo-
HanbHOM pa3BWTUM BCErAa CBA3aH C 3a4aTKaMu MyCKynaTypbl TyNOBWLA W ABAAETCA OMOPOW AnA
MYCKyaTypbl CTEHOK Tena.

<...> HeNb3s He OTMETUTb, YTO B TEOPETUYECKUX 0006weHnsax H.A. JIuBaHOBa N3BECTHYIO Posib
cbirpana ero pabota no usydeHuio 6uoleHo3os Mops. OHa Gbina Hayata ewe B 1910 r. Ha benom
mope. C cooblieHnemM 0 TOM, KaK MOHWMaTb «6MOLEH030B», H.A. JIMBAHOB BLICTYNUA Ha Cbe3fax
300n0roB B 1922 1 1925r. <...>

C 1948 r. npu 3aBefbiBaHUM Kadenpoit 30on0orum 6ecno3BoHoYHbIXx M., BonkoBoii Hayuy-
Has paboTa B 3HAYMUTENbHOI CTeneHM Obina CBA3aHa C Pa3paboTKON BOMPOCOB NapasvTONOrUU.
M.. BonkoBa npoponkana CBOU NpexHue ccnefoBaHUA Mo KPOBOCOCYLIMM BYKPbIIbIM, yBA3bIBAA
3TV paboTbl ¢ co3aaswmnmcs Kyiboiwesckum Bogoxpanunuwem. Mpu 3tom Kadegpa npuHana yya-
CTUEe B KOMNEKCHOW 3KCneauumum no usyyeHuto noimsl Bonru n Kamsl. B 3107 e nepuop uccnepo-
Banuch ukcogosble kel TACCP. HakoHew, npoBOAMANCE paboTbl, CBA3aHHbIE C UCMbITAHMEM HOBBIX
WHCEKTULMNLO0BY.

He MeHee oTueT/IMBO Te XK€ TEHACHLIMU IMPOSIBIISIIOTCS Ha IpuMepe Kadeapbl Gu3no-
JIOTUU >KMBOTHBIX?:

«Kadegpa dusmonornu yenoseka u XMUBOTHbIX <...> BO3HWKNA Ha 6Gase du3nonornyeckon
naboparopuu, opraHusoBaHHoi B 1876 r. B nepsblit nepuop nocne OKTAGPbCKOM peBonlOUUN —
10 1930 r. OCHOBHbIMW BOMPOCAMW HAYYHON JeATENbHOCTU Kadeapbl OblIM BONPOCH O MEXaHWU3Me
nepefayn BO3OYKAEHNA C KNETKM Ha KNETKY U 0 NPUPOAE LieHTpanbHoro TopmoxeHus. Mccnegosa-
Huamu A.®. CamoitnoBa GbI10 NONYYEHO OHO U3 CYLIECTBEHHBIX AOKA3aTENbCTB B NOJb3Yy XUMUYe-
CKOI1 (Me[MaTopHoit) TeopuUM Nepefayn Bo36YKAEHNA C HEPBA Ha MblWLY. <...>

B ApxuB KI'Y. @. 1337. Om. 9. 1. 409: «YHuuBepcuteT 3a 40 1eT». MaTepraibl HAyqIHO KOH(bepeH-
1w, nocesineHHoi 40-netio TACCP. 1960. Uons. Ha 120 nucrax.

% Tam xe. JI. 100—102.

Y Tam xe. JI. 105—107.
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C 1930 r. no 1935 r. B nepuop 3aBegbiBaHua kacdeppon [.C. BopoHUoBa <...> OCHOBHbIM
HanpaBneHNeM Hay4YHOMN AesTeNbHOCTW 0CTaBanach pa3paboTka TEOPETUYECKNUX BONPOCOB HEPBHO-
MblLWEYHOI HDU3MONOTUN C LUMPOKUM NPUMEHEHUEM I1IEKTPODU3MONIOTUYECKONH METOAMUKH. <...>

C 1948 r. nccnepoBaHMs BOMPOCOB, KacaloWMXCA aHanM3a yTOMAEHWUS HEPBHO-MbIWEYHOTO
npenapara U NOCTTETAaHUYECKOr0 YCUNEHNA COKPALLEHNA MbILLbI TPOBOAUAUCH Kadeapoin, yxKe BO3-
rmasnsemon W.T. Banuposeim, nocne cmeptyn H.M. Pe3pakoBax.

Te e TeHAeHLIMU MOXHO HaOI0JaTh HAa TpUMepax Kadeap 300J0TMU MTO3BOHOYHBIX?,
GU3MONIOTUN paCTeHUI U MUKPOOUOJIOTUUY, arpoxuMumn®. HeckosbKo ydlle BBITJSAUT Ha
3TOM (POHE UCTOpUs Kadeapbl OOTAHUKHU 32 ITOT MEPUOT’":

«boTaHuyeckue nccnepgosarus B 1917 r. npoBoauauch B 6oTaHMYeCcKoM KabuHeTe, BO3-
rnasnsemom A.fl. TopAArMHbIM, ABAAKOWNAMCA BULHBIM reo6oTaHuKkomM. CBoMMM paboTamm oH BO
MHOroM cnocobcTBoBan othopmaeHuto KasaHckoi reoboTaHuYeckon wKoabl. <...> ¢ 1925 no
1931 r. yueHukamu A.f. TopasruHa 6bi10 NpoBeeHO 3HAYUTENbHOE KONMYECTBO MapLpyTHbIX
nccnepoBanuit. OHu fanu scHoe npepcTasneHue o gaope u pactutenbHocTu Tatapckoit, Yysalu-
CcKoit pecnybnuk, Mapuiickoit n BsaTckoit obnacteit, npeobpasoBaHHbix B Mapuiickyto n YamypT-
CKyI0 pecnybnuku. <...>

B 1945 r. kadenpa 60TaHMKM pa3genunach Ha aBe: kadeapy reo6oTaHuKM 1 Kadeapy cucrema-
TUKM pacTeHuil. leoboTaHMYecKne ccnenoBaHus kadeapsl reoboTaHUKY, Bo3rmasasemoit M.B. Map-
KOBbIM, GbIIM HanpaBneHsl Ha U3yyeHune daopbl U pacTUTenbHOCTH noiim Bonru u Kambl B npegenax
TACCP. <...>

Kadepnpa cuctematukn pacteHuii nog pykosoactsom B./. bapaHoBa pa3sepHyna coto paboTy
rMaBHbIM 06pPa3oM B Naneob6OTAaHMYECKOM HanpaBfeHWUU, COCPEfOTOYUB BHUMAHUE HA U3YYEHUM
“cKonaemon TpeTuyHoii dnopsl. Pa3BuTuio 3TMX UccnefoBaHUil cnoco6CTBOBANO WHUPOKO pas3sep-
HyTOE B CTpaHe rMAPOCTPOUTENLCTBO, B pe3ysibTaTe KOTOPOro Ha kadeapy nocTynanu marepuans
reosiormyecKoii passenku ons 06paboTku. ITa pabota npoBogMNack No Xx03[0roBopam U oroBopam
coapyxectsa ¢ EHuceitctpoem, lmaponposktom KamcTtpos 1 ynpaeneHusmu ctpoutensctsa Kyibbi-
weBCcKoM n CTanMHIPaACKOi r’MAPO3NEKTPOCTAHLMIAY.

B uenom xe nucTopud Kazanckoro YHUBCPCUTETA B I'OAbI ILICCHKOBIIMHLBI ABJIACTCA BIIOJIHE
BaKOHOMepHOﬁ I/UU'HOCTpaHI/I(?ﬁ JAaHHOIO oTaria B MCTOPUMN COBETCKOI HayK1 1 O6paBOBaHI/IH.
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Since 1948, the exorbitant exaltation of 1.V. Mitchurin and T.D. Lysenko became a customary event in
Kazan State University (KSU) as well as in other universities of our country. Simultaneously, there were
the campaigns of defamation and ejection of a range of the researchers from the Biological Faculty whose
scientific activities were anyway linked with the issues of heredity. Primarily, a famous zoologist Prof.
N.A. Livanov was affected. He was laid off the positions of a Head of the Invertebrate Zoology Depart-
ment of KSU and a Director of the Institute of Biology, Kazan Branch of the Academy of Sciences of
the USSR. As a response to the decision of the August session of VASKhNIL of 1948, a Department of
Genetics and Darwinism was formed in KSU. It was practically understaffed, and was transformed to
Genetic Cabinet 4 years later. The active practice of this Cabinet and its realignment to a new direction
became possible only after stopping the Lysenko’s monopoly in biology. Department of Genetics of KSU
was organized in 1976, and the training of geneticists was started since that time.

Key words: Kazan University, Department of Genetics and Darwinism of KSU, N.A. Livanov, Z.1. Zabus-
ova, M.G. Stekol’schikov, M.I. Volkova, Lysenkoism.
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Vavilov, a Soviet Darwinist in Mexico
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Nikolai I. Vavilov came to Mexico in 1930 and in 1932. In 1925 his working team visited the country
in advance, where they contacted Alfonso L. Herrera and began work with Maximino Martinez, who
was appointed by the Biological Studies Direction to accompany the Soviet Scientific Commission.
Vavilov's research program on the origin of cultivated plants of the world continued de Candolle's proj-
ect that was revised by Darwin and promoted in the 1960s and 70s by Jack R. Harlan and other research-
ers. Vavilov couldn't conclude his program due to obstacles presented by Lysenko. However, Vavilovian
ideas are once again influential in Mexico. Currently, Vavilonian concepts are important in the discus-
sions about the importance of a national food policy and the Biocultural heritage expressed in native
corn and other vegetable resources in South/Central Mexico and Central America. This region, also
known as the Mesoamerican Centre of Origin, has become endangered by the diverse environmental
and food threats brought on by the introduction of genetically modified corn.

Keywords: Vavilov, Mexico, Martinez, Centres of origin, Cultivated plants, Genetics, Ethnobotany.

Darwin’s theory of evolution has profoundly increased the scope of modern scientific
thought. It has heavily influenced both the natural and social sciences, motivating the forma-
tion of groups and research programs with diverse orientations. An example of such a research
program is that of Thomas F. Glick, who studies the impact of crucial ideas in science, analyz-
ing their reception, introduction, tension, and rupture or adoption as related to evolutionism,
relativity, and psychoanalysis (Glick, 1978, Glick & Henderson, 1999).

The further investigation of these theories and related personages, institutions, and
processes in diverse contexts that cross epistemological, national, and cultural boundar-
ies has enabled the recompilation of an important corpus of knowledge on specific cases,
regions, and processes. It has also made possible the elaboration of interpretative frame-
works and analytical categories that are applicable to the research of diverse processes in
Latin America, such as the reception and introduction of Darwinism in Mexico and Bolivia
during the period of 1870—1920 (Argueta, 2009). In the case of the latter, we found a group
of important variables that promoted and hindered this introduction: individuals, social/
academic networks, and institutions such as the school system and the Church. Further-
more, we found that in Mexico, as in many Latin American countries, the introduction of
Darwinism was interpreted as the combination of Lamarckism and Darwinism. Ruiz has
shown that it was an “incomplete” reception and introduction (Ruiz, 1987). Because of
this, in later studies we have questioned who elucidated the concept of Darwinism or of
the synthetic theory, specifically during the first half of the twentieth century. What we
encountered in these studies were factors that established the framework for the reception
and interpretation of Lysenkoism in Mexico during this same period. (Argueta, Noguera &
Ruiz, 2003).

© Arturo Argueta Villamar, Quetzal Argueta Prado
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In the aforementioned studies, the analysis of Lysenko led us to Nikolai I. Vavilov, an
important figure in the fields of Darwinism and Mendelian genetics in the Soviet Union,
protagonist of a worldwide ethno-botanical project, and tireless traveler. Despite the fact
that his work is fundamental in ethnobotany, agronomy, and genetics, and that he has vis-
ited Mexico on two separate occasions, he has received little attention in Mexican scientific
historiography.

Therefore, the purpose of this article is to analyze the following: the fundamental aspects
of this figure, the worldwide influence of the Vavilovian project, and the impact of his two visits
to Mexico in 1930 and 1932—1933.

Brief biographical review of Nikolai I. Vavilov

The name Nikolai I. Vavilov doesn’t currently carry much weight amongst the younger
generation of students of biology, genetics, or agronomy. Nevertheless, some of his research
and proposals have become essential in contemporary debates in Mexico on biodiversity con-
servation policies, germplasm banks, and
genetically modified corn.

Although his scientific proposals are
still considered valid, it seems that they
have been eclipsed for political reasons and
he has been largely excluded from the his-
torical record of science.

Vavilov was born in Moscow on No-
vember 25, 1887. After graduating from Nota acerca de la expedicion botanica
the Institute Petrovskaya of Agriculture rusa en América Latina.
(Imperial Institute), he continued his
studies in Germany, France, and Eng-
land, where he worked under the direction
of William Bateson, focusing on vegetable
immunity (Bateson, 2002)'. In 1917, hav-
ing returned to Russia, then under a revo-
Iutionary government, Vavilov became
a professor of the Agronomical Faculty of
Saratov University.

His research earned him many prizes:
the Przhevalsky Medal of the Russian Geo-
graphical Society in 1926, the Lenin Prize
the same year, and the gold medal of the e
International Conference of Agriculture ' e
in Rome in 1927. In 1929, he was elected

member of the USSR Science Academy and Figure No. 1. Boukasoff, S. “Nota acerca de la
president of the Lenin Academy of Agricul- expedicion botdnica rusa en América Latina”
ture. In 1930, he was elected director of the (1925).

"'William Bateson (1861—1926), biologist and founder of modern genetics.
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Institute of Genetics of the USSR Science Academy and in 1931, president of the Geographical
Society of the USSR. Another notable accomplishment which should not be ignored in the
scientific historiography was his participation as a Soviet delegate with Nikolai Bukharin in
the Second International Congress of History of Science and Technology that took place in
London in 1931.

Vavilov was Vice-president of the Sixth International Congress of Genetics celebrated in
Ithaca, New York in 1932 and was elected president of the seventh congress that was scheduled
to take place in Russia in 1937. However, this congress was postponed until 1939 and moved
to Edinburgh, but the Soviet authorities did not allow him to attend. In 1942, he was elected
member of the Royal Society of London.

Beginning in 1930 the Soviet government monitored his movements. On June 22, 1941,
when Germany invaded the Soviet Union, Vavilov was accused of sabotaging Soviet agriculture
and espionage for the British government. On July 9 he was sentenced to be shot; however,
the sentence was commuted to 20 years of corrective work. He died January 26 of 1943,
hospitalized in the prison of Saratov (in the Ukrainian bank of the Volga) due to malnutrition
and pneumonia?.

Scientific work

“Harvester of life”, “Father of applied phytogeography”, “Universal ethnobotanist”, “Rus-
sian encyclopedist”, “Martyr of genetics”, and “Galileo of the twentieth century” are a few of
the names given to him by his friends and colleagues. These monikers demonstrate the rich and
diverse vital activity displayed by Vavilov.

After learning about his project on the origin of cultivated plants, it is hard not to identify
with the Russian scientist, to adopt his ideas as our own, and assign him a proper distinction.
We’ve decided to call him: “the great seed explorer of the world”. Even though the historiogra-
phy of science exalts the voyages of Cook, Laperousse, La Condamine, Humboldt, d’Orbigny,
Wallace, Bates, and especially of Darwin in the Beagle, Vavilov’s trips should also be recog-
nized: he explored more than 40 countries between 1916 and 1940 when the world wasn’t con-
formed by more than 190 countries as it is today’.

The aforementioned journey had three important purposes: (1) to collect useful plants of
the world to compile the largest germplasm bank of the planet, (2) to determine the centres of
origin of the cultivated plants of the world, and in accordance with his great dream, (3) to join
the efforts of all scientists to end world hunger.

Without a doubt his most fascinating work was related to his ten monumental ethnobo-
tanical voyages. It was during his eighth and ninth voyages when he visited Mexico and Latin
America (see tabl. 1).

2See: Pruna P. El Caso Vavilov. Cuba: La Habana, 2010. 7 p. (Inédito).

*We should remember that the League of Nations, precursor of the United Nations, included
in its origin in 1920, 42 countries as members. And the UN was founded in 1945 with 51 signing
countries. Therefore, the number of countries explored by Vavilov was highly significant for his
time.
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Table 1. Sites visited during his ten trips*

1916 Expedition to Iran (Hamadan and Khorasan) and Pamir (Shungan, Rushan and
May-August | Khorog)

1921—-1922 | Trip to Canada (Ontario) and the U.S. (New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia,
May-January | North and South Carolina, Kentucky, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Wisconsin, Minne-
sota, North and South Dakota, Wyoming, Colorado, Arizona, California, Oregon and
Maine)

1924 Expedition to Afghanistan (Herat, Afghan Turkestan, Gaimag, Bamian, Hindu Kush,
July-October | Badakhshan, Kafiristan, Jalalabad, Kabul, Herat, Kandahar, Baquia, Helmand, Farakh
and Sehistan), accompanied by D. D. Bukinich and V. N. Lebedev

1925 Expedition to Khoresm (Khiva, Novyi Urgench, Gurlen and Tashauz)

1926—1927 | Expedition to countries north and south of the Mediterranean Sea: France, Syria, Pal-
estine, Transjordan, Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Greece, Sicily, the island of Sardinia,
Cyprus, Creete, Italy, Spain, Portugal and Egypt. Expedition to Abyssinia, today Ethi-
opia (Djibouti, Addis Ababa, the Nile banks, the Tsana Lake), Eritrea (Massaua) and
Yemen (Hodeida, Jidda and Hedjas)

1927 Exploration of the mountain regions of Wuerttemberg, in Bavaria, Germany

1929 Expedition to China (Xinjiang — Kashgar, Uch-Turfan, Aksu, Kucha, Urumchi, Kulja,
Yarkand and Hotan) with M. G. Popov, and later alone to Taiwan, Japan (Honshu,
Kyushu and Hokkaido) and Korea

1930 Expedition to the south of the U.S. (Florida, Louisiana, Arizona, Texas and Califor-
nia), and later, for the first time to three Latin American countries: Mexico, Guatemala
and Honduras

1932—1933 | Expedition to Canada (Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Colum-
bia); the U.S. (Washington, Colorado, Montana, Kansas, Idaho, Louisiana, Arkansas,
Arizona, California, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, North and South Dakota, Okla-
homa, Oregon, Texas and Utah).

Another expedition to Latin America: Cuba, Mexico (only Yucatan), Ecuador (mountain
ranges), Peru (Lake Titicaca, Puno and mountain ranges), Bolivia (mountain ranges),
Chile, Brazil (Rio de Janeiro and the Amazon River), Argentina, Uruguay, Trinidad and
Puerto Rico

1921—1940 | Systematic explorations of Western Russia and all the regions of the Caucasus and the
Near East

Institute of Plant Industry (IPI or VIR in Russian)
and the Centres of Origin,
or the continuation of a Darwinian project

As a consequence of the ten great voyages and the participation of many collaborators that
travelled around the planet (similar to Linneaus’ apostles or Darwin’s correspondents), Vavilov
achieved the first of his objectives: to collect and integrate the first and largest germplasm bank

*www.vir.nw.ru/history/history.htm (visited in January, 2009)
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in the world during his time including, according to the 1930 database, more than 300,000
samples of 1000 species of cultivated plants. In some of his letters he noted that although the
US and Germany were also racing to collect and establish germplasm banks they were unable
to keep up with the IPI.

Researchers that study the work of Vavilov have established a clear connection between
the investigations of Alphonse de Candolle and those of Nikolai Vavilov (Smith, 1968). We
consider that the fundamental link between these researchers was Darwin’s work based on de
Candolle's idea of centres of origin of cultivated plants (de Candolle, 1883). In this work Dar-
win reexamines Candolle’s hypothesis and approaches his conceptions of ancestral forms,
adaptive regions, and the history of most cultivated plants, that enabled him to conceive a
single centre of origin for each species. These ideas were very useful to Darwin because they
enabled him to explain domestication and specifically the concept of variation in a domestic
state, a key issue in his theory of the origin of species by natural selection. The importance of
these ideas was manifested in The Origin of Species (1876) and more extensively in The Varia-
tion of Plants and Animals Under Domestication (1875). In both texts de Candolle is one of the
most frequently cited authors.

In Chapter XII of The Origin of Species, dedicated to biogeography, Darwin analyzed the
idea of centres of origin, as is shown in the following:

"Hence, it seems to me, as it has to many other naturalists, that the view of each species
having been produced in one area alone, and having subsequently migrated from that area as far as
its powers of migration and subsistence under past and present conditions permitted, is the most
probable” (Darwin, 1876, p. 321).

And referring to this idea, he emphasized the following:

“He who rejects it, rejects the vera causa of ordinary generation with subsequent migration,
and calls in the agency of a miracle” (Darwin, 1876, p. 320).

Therefore, we can see that the theory of centres of origin in the context of phytogeogra-
phy opposes the idea of a unique creation for all species or of successive creations proposed
by catastrophists like Agassiz or d’Orbigny. Vavilov employed the proposals of de Candolle
and Darwin, whom he read thoroughly (Vavilov, 1931; 1940), to elaborate the ambitious proj-
ect dedicated to establish the centres of greater variability of cultivated vegetables. He studied
these centres with great detail, collecting many samples, and this research gave way to texts of
worldwide importance, such as Studies on the Origin of Cultivated Plants (1927) and other works
published posthumously (1951, 1992, 1997).

Vavilov stated that an organism generates more diversity if it inhabits an area during a lon-
ger period of time and if in these areas the domestication of species is possible. He denominated
these regions centres of origin and he considered subcentres to be areas with endemic forms that
have high variability but no domestication.

Based on this concept he established the existence of eight centres of origin of cultivated
plants around the world (see tabl. 2),’ one of which was Southern Mexico and Central America.
This explains his interest in this region.

S Later Vavilov reduced the eight centres to seven. He joined the Centre of Central Asia to the Chinese
Centre (Vavilov, 1932).
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Table 2. Centres of Origin of Cultivated Plants (Vavilov, 1929; 1934)¢

Chinese Centre:

Considered the largest and most ancient. It includes the mountain regions of the centre and west of
China and the adjacent lower lands. 136 endemic plants were collected. Domestication of millet (Pan-
icum miliaceum), soybean (Glycine max), yam (Dioscorea batatas), bean (Phaseolus angularis), sweet
orange (Citrus sinensis), citrus lemon (Citrus limon), sorghum (Andropogon sorghum), pear (Pyrus sero-
tina), apple (Malus asiatica), common apricot (Prunus armeniaca), cherry (Prunus pseudocerasus), nut
(Juglans sinensis), litchi (Litchi chinensis) and ginseng (Panax ginseng), among other plants

Central Asia Centre:

Includes Northeastern India (Punjab and Kashmir), Afghanistan, Tadzhikistan, Uzbekistan and Kir-
guizia. 43 endemic plants were registered. Common wheat ( Triticum compactum and T. sphaerococcum),
pea (Pisum sativum), lentil (Lens sculenta), herb cotton (Gossypium herbaceum), flax (Linum usitatissi-
mum), pistachio (Pistacia vera), rye (Secale cereale), onion (Allium cepa) and grape (Vitis vinifera)

3. Indian Centre, with two subcentres:

Principal centre: Includes India and Birmania but not Northwestern India, the Punjab but not prov-
inces of the northwestern border. 117 endemic species were found here. Domestication of rice (Oryza
sativa), chickpea (Cicer arietinum), sugar cane (Saccharus officinarum), eggplant (Solanum melon-
gena), mung bean (Phaseolus mungo), coconut (Cocos nucifera), mango (Mangifera indica), tamarind
(Tamarindus indica), cinnamon (Cinnamomum zeylanicum), indigo (Indigofera tinctoria), cotton (Gos-
sypium arboretum), jute (Corchorus capsularis) and cucumber (Cucumis sativus), among other plants.
Indo-Malayan Centre: Includes Indochina and the Malay Archipelago (Java, Borneo, Sumatra),
Philipines and Vietnam. 55 endemic plants were found: banana (Musa cavendishi, M. paradisiacal, M.
sapientum), breadfruit (Artocarpus communis), mangosteen (Garcinia mangostana), clove (Caryophyllus
aromaticus), nutmeg (Myristica fragans), black pepper (Piper nigrum), among others

4. Near Eastern Centre: Includes the interior of Asia Minor, Transcaucasia, Iran and the highlands of
Turkmenistan. 83 plants were registered. Domestication of wheat ( Tritricum monococcum, T. durum, T. vul-
gare, T. orientale, many varieties; the most important centre for wheat), barley (Hordeum districhum), oat
(Avena sativa, A. byzantina), rye (Secale cereale), apple (Malus sylvestris var. paradisiacal), quince (Cydonia
oblonga), pear (Pyrus communis), sour cherry (Prunus cerasus), common fig (Ficus carica), pomegranate
(Punica granatum), alfalfa (Medicago sativa), clover (Trifolium resupinatum), and various vegetables

5. Mediterranean Centre: Includes the complete Mediterranean coast and Northern Africa. 84 plants.
Domestication of vegetables (high diversity and the most important for vegetables): sugar beet (Beta
vulgaris), lettuce (Lactuca sativa), kale (Brassica oleracea), common asparagus (Asparagus officinalis),
olive (Olea europea) black mustard (Brassica nigra), some fodder crops (Trifolium alexandrinum), flax
(Linum flavum), and oat (Avena brevis)

6. Abyssinian Centre: Includes Ethiopia, part of Somalia and Eritrea's hills. 38 species. Domestication of
different types of wheat (Tritricum durum abyssinicum), (Tritricum turgidum abyssinicum), barley (Hor-
deum sativum), sorghum (Andropogon sorghum), linseed (Linum usitatissimum), coftee (Coffea arabica),
sesamo (Sesamun indicum) and castor oil (Ricinus communis)

7. Centre of the south of Mexico and Central America: Includes the south of Mexico and Central America. It
has 66 endemic species. Domestication of corn (Zea mays), bean (Phaseolus coccineus), squash (Cucurbita
ficifolia), red pepper (Capsicum annum), tomato (Lycopersicum cerasiforme; 'jitomate' in Spanish), princes
feather (Amaranthus hipocondriacus), christopohine (Sechium edule), cotton (Gossypium purpurascens),
sweet potato (Ipomea batatas), agave maguey (Agave cantala), cocoa ( Theobroma cacao), various species of
prickly pears (Opuntia amyclaea), papaya (Carica papaya), avocado (Persea americana), wild black cherry
(Prunus serotina), sunflower (Helianthus anuus) and tobacco (Nicotiana rustica)

¢Taken from Herndndez Xolocotzi, 1980, quoting Vavilov, 1951 with additional information from
Bailey, 1949, and the Botanical Garden of Cordoba (Jardin Botdnico de Cérdoba) in Spain, 1992. Only
some plants of each centre are indicated.
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8. South American Centre, with three subcentres (62 plants were registered).

Peruvian, Ecuadorean and Bolivian Subcentre: Areas of high mountains, coasts and tropical and subtrop-
ical zones of the mentioned countries and of Colombia. Domestication of potato (Solanum andigenum),
tomato (Physalis peruviana; 'tomate' in Spanish), quinoa (Cinchona officinalis) sieva bean (Phaseolus
lunatus), guava (Psidium guajava), squash (Cucurbita maxima), amylaceous corn (Zea mays amylacea),
tobacco (Nicotiana tabacum) and cotton (Gossipyum barbadense).

Chiloe Subcentre: Island south of Chile. An important centre of varieties and domestication of common
potato (Solanum tuberosum) and of woodland strawberry (Fragaria chiloensis).

Brazilan-Paraguayan Subcentre. Area with great variation of yucca (Manihot utilissima), peanut (Arachis
hypogea), rubber (Hevea brasiliensis), pineapple (Ananas comosus), Brazil nut (Bertholletia excelsa), Pas-

sion fruit (Passiflora edulis)

Relations with Mexico (1925-1933)

Vavilov visited 13 Latin American countries; however, we have discussed this in another text
(Argueta Villamar & Argueta Prado, 2010). In this article we will focus primarily on his relation-
ship with Mexico.

Vavilov’s trip to Mexico must be contextualized in a particular historical framework based on
the scientific relations of Mexico and the Soviet Union that go back to Dr. Daniel Vergara Lope
and Ivan Petrovich Pavlov’s trips in 1897 (Izquierdo, 1968, p. 1102)’. The relationship between
these countries became closer some years later, starting in 1924 when Mexico recognized
the Soviet state and established diplomatic relations. Following this line of thought, Vavilov’s
connections with Mexico must be viewed in the context of historical Mexican/Soviet relations in
such a way that allows us to effectively expound upon (1) the 1925 voyage of the Soviet Scientific
Commission (SSC)#, and (2) Vavilov’s research and presence in Mexico in 1930 and 1932—1933.

Soviet Scientific Commission in Mexico

The close relationship that occurred between Mexican and Soviet scientific communities
should be understood as a consequence of their ideological proximity due to their respective
revolutions: the Mexican in 1910 and the Soviet in 1917. However, it was a complicated prox-
imity. During certain periods the relation was fractured. Nevertheless, the emergence of pro-
gressive revolutionary processes in both countries generated an affinity between the states and
marked a new era in Mexican/Soviet relations in politics and science.

As has been indicated, the relationship between Mexico and the Soviet Union officially
began in 1924 when Mexico recognized the Soviet state and diplomatic relations where estab-
lished. This is significant because Mexico was the first country in the American continent that

"Izquierdo states that Vergara's visit was made days after his attendance to the XIII International Congress
of Medicine that took place in Saint Petersburg. We should indicate that Daniel Vergara Lope, at the time assis-
tant professor of physiology of the National Institute of Medicine, published various articles written with Alfonso
L. Herrera on the influence of height in the constitution and development of organisms (Herrera & Vergara
Lope, 1895-1896; 1896; 1897—1898; 1899). That is why Alfonso L. Herrera received the commission in 1925.

8 Also named Soviet Explorer Commission, Russian Scientific Commission, Russian Botanical Com-
mission, Russian Botanical Expedition.
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formalized diplomatic relations with the
USSR (Dik, 1996). However, in terms of
our study it is even more significant that
few months later the first Soviet Scien-
tific Commission arrived in Mexico. This
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When the Soviet scientists arrived in Figure No. 2. Bukasov, S. “A Study on a hybrid of

Mexico they relied on the aid of impor-
tant figures of Mexican science such as
Alfonso L. Herrera; Maximino Martinez,
director of the Biological Studies Direction; and Miguel Angel de Quevedo, president of the
Mexican Forest Society (La Redaccion, 1925).

The aid of Mexican scientists was crucial for the Soviet expedition because it permitted the
Soviet scientists to establish connections with the Mexican scientific community, to familiarize
themselves with the most important sources of botanical information and applicable research
institutions, and to move with ease around the country. This was made possible primarily by
Maximino Martinez, who was assigned by Alfonso L. Herrera to accompany the members of
the commission during the trip.

Between October 25 and November 26 professors Bukasov (expert in Solanacea), Juzep-
schuk, and Bossé, accompanied by professor Martinez, traveled the states of Coahuila, Dur-
ango, Chihuahua, San Luis Potosi, Queretaro, and Jalisco. Maximino Martinez published
a summary of the expedition in the magazine Forest Mexico (México Forestal) in which he high-
lighted the botanical richness in desert and semi-desert regions, and the diversity of herbaceous
plants adapted to droughts with potential commercial uses (Martinez, 1926).

During the expedition, the commission assembled a collection of endemic samples and
authored a manual of the uses of the encountered species, an interesting ethnobotany manual,
as well as a brief analysis of the possible commercial uses of these species. Two articles derived

Corn and Euchlaena mexicana (1926).

®Most of them were from the Institute of Applied Botany and Botanical Garden in Leningrad, only
Bossé worked in the Timiriazev Institute, in Moscow.
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from the observations of professor Bukasov appeared in the magazine Forest Mexico. The first was
a general outline of the purposes of the expedition that highlighted the importance of their find-
ings in relation to the Soviet Union because, according to Bukasov, many of the natural resources
employed in the USSR were imported at a high cost to Soviet economy. The second published
article consisted of a study on a hybrid of corn and Euchlaena mexicana (Bukasov, 1926)".

The work of the Soviet Scientific Commission was very important if we consider that, aside
from studying the biotic resources of the country, it established various relations that eventually
laid down the groundwork for future visits of Soviet scientists. It also allowed Mexican scientists
access to Soviet germplasm research and Eastern European scientific enterprises in general.
Therefore, the first Soviet Scientific Commission constructed a bridge that would later be used
to transport other actors, samples, and ideas from one side of the Atlantic to the other.

Vavilov in Mexico

A second period of great importance for the scientific relations between Latin America and
the Soviet Union was when Nikolai I. Vavilov traveled to Mexico in 1930 and 1932—1933".

Vavilov’s first trip to Mexico and Central America took place in 1930 after a long stay in
the southern region of the United States. Due in part to the connections that had been estab-
lished by the Soviet Commission, he received a warm welcome in Mexico which made his work
there considerably easier. Ambartsumov has shown that, apart from these connections, Vavilov
exchanged letters with important figures of the Mexican academy such as Alfonso Pruneda®,
rector of the National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM); Isaac Ochoterena, direc-
tor of the Institute of Biology of the UNAM (prior Direction of Biological Studies chaired by
Alfonso L. Herrera); and “a high ranking official of the Agriculture Secretary, mister Maxi-
miliano Martinez” (sic) (Ambartsumov, 2001, p. 9)%.

The international relevance of Vavilov’s work in the Soviet Union and the attention he
received in the Mexican media after the Soviet Scientific Commission’s 1925 trip to Mexico
made Vavilov an important figure amongst Mexican scientific circles; consequently, during his
first stay in Mexico the Mexican Society of Agronomy named Vavilov an Honorary Member.
In his thank-you speech he surely read some paragraphs from the article Mexico and Central
America, As the Principal Centre of Origin of the Cultivated Plants of the New World (Vavilov,
1931). In this article Vavilov demonstrated the profound influence that the region and culture
had exerted over him stating:

“In Southern Mexico and in Central America the investigator of cultivated plants feels himself,
in the full meaning of the word, in the very furnace of creation” (Vavilov, 1931, p. 188).

0These referred articles can be consulted at the end of the text.

1Sergei Eisenstein, famous soviet filmmaker was also in Mexico between 1930—1932 (Vega Alfaro, E.)

2 Pruneda was rector of the UNAM from December 30 of 1924 to November 30 of 1928 and surely
the communication began during preparations of the visit of Bukasov and Vavilov. However, when Vavilov
first came to Mexico Pruneda was no longer rector.

13 A misnomer. In reality Maximino Martinez was a botanist and ethnobotanist who at the time worked
in the Direction of Biological Studies (DBS) under the direction of Alfonso L. Herrera, who assigned him
the duty of accompanying the Soviet Scientific Commission in their explorations of the centre and north
of the country. After the DBS was closed in 1929 he worked in the Agriculture Secretary.
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Vavilov asserted that this statement was not only due to the existence of the numerous new
species of cultivated plants in the region that he and his collaborators found, nor to the enormous
amount of races, subraces, and varieties, but because he observed something that greatly excited
him: he “discovered” that farmers left wild trees, relatives of their domesticated counterparts,
when clearing forest to make space for planting. This implies that the fruit trees remained con-
nected to their wild relatives, a custom similar to what Bukasov had observed in Mexican corn
farming practices in 1925". He indicated the importance of his observation pointing out that:

“In distinction of some Asiatic and African centres of agriculture (for instance Abyssinia,
Afghanistan), a very characteristic feature of Central America and Mexico is that for many of the
cultivated plants the corresponding wild links are present. For one half, if not for the majority
of endemic cultivated plants in Central America and Mexico, all phases of their introduction
into cultivation may be traced. Thus, the fruit trees of Mexico and Central America are directly
connected with their wild relatives. In clearing forests, the farmer leaves the wild Mexican plum,
Spondias mombin, and Psidium guajava, the hawthorn, in the fields. These facts have been frequently
observed by us in Guatemala and in Southern Mexico” (Vavilov, 1931, p. 188).

And as a footnote, Vavilov also wrote:

“The same may be observed in the Old World in regard to wild pear and apple trees, in the
Caucasus and in Turkestan.” (Vavilov, 1931, p. 188).

The above article is relevant because it elucidates a group of traditional agricultural prac-
tices and also one of the worldwide centres of domesticated vegetables. It is important to note
that although Vavilov made reference to over two-dozen French, American, German, Russian,
and other international authors, he only referenced one Mexican study, Useful plants of the
Mexican Republic written by Maximino Martinez (Vavilov, 1931, p. 186), an author with whom
the Soviet Scientific Commission had established connections and was surely in contact with
Vavilov during his stay in Mexico.

Centres of origin today

Today centres of origin of cultivated plants are known as Vavilov Centres. They are still a point
of scientific interest and new vegetable varieties, races, and subraces are being discovered because
selection under domestication is still a common practice in farm communities around the world.
Numerous new research groups have come from Europe and North America to intertropical
regions, for example, in the 60’s to investigate corn biodiversity and to produce hybrids during
the Green Revolution, and currently to promote genetically modified organisms and cell lines.

In 1971 Jack Harlan analyzed what he called “Vavilov’s theory”. He stated:

“For nearly halfa century the charisma of N. 1. Vavilov and the elegant simplicity of his methodology
have dominated theories and concepts about the origin of cultivated plants... <...> ...but Vavilovian
theory has been virtually demolished by other sources of evidence” (Harlan, 1971, p. 468).

" Boukasoff S. Los Recursos Forestales en las Regiones del Secano de México // México Forestal.
1925. Vol. 3. Ne 11—12. P. 171.
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Harlan adds:

“The modern approach is more in the tradition of De Candolle than Vavilov, in that it attempts
to integrate all sources of information” (Harlan, 1971, p. 468).

Research on sorghum suggested to Harlan that domestication of this species didn’t take
place in a focal point (that for Vavilov was Ethiopia), but in every African savanna. This assump-
tion is based on the evidence that cultivated forms are more similar to wild ones of each region
than to other cultivated forms of different areas. This pattern is present in many other crops, for
example, beans in America and rice in Asia. He considered that it was a diffuse and acentric
domestication and proposed the theory of the complex of three centres and non-centres in the
world. Referring to it he concluded:

“...that agriculture originated independently in three different areas and in each case a
system composed of a centre of origin and a non-centre emerged. The first system was, without a
doubt, the centre of the Near East and its non-centre was Africa, the second system was Northern
China and its non-centre was Southeast Asia and the Southern Pacific, and the third one was
Mesoamerica and its non-centre South America” (Harlan, 1971, p. 473)%.

In our view, Harlan's proposal complements and refines Vavilov's theory of centres and
subcentres.

Vavilov made two other important contributions: the law of emancipation of recessives'®
and the law of homologous series. The second law was proposed in 1920 and states that in
a given area similar patterns of variation in genetically related species and genera occur.
Therefore, says Vavilov, if we know the variation of a species in a specific area we can predict
a parallel variation in proximate species or genera. This is a consequence of parallel evolution
from a common ancestor'’.

Even though it seems that the law of homologous series didn't have much impact at the
time, Kupzow wrote:

“Further support for Vavilov's Law of Homologous Series in Variation is provided by Harlan,
de Wet and Price (1973). These authors present a better understanding of the genetic basis for
homologous variation” (Kupzow, 1975, p. 372).

This law is referenced in Economic Botany:

“After a half century from its formulation this law is still actively discussed among geneticists
and plant breeders. Today the parallelism in variation patterns in plants and animals is studied
with modern biogenetical methods and described with precision exceeding that possible during

51n 1997 a symposium in honor of Jack R. Harlan was held in Syria. It was named The Origins of
Agriculture and Crop Domestication. The initial presentations were dedicated to discussing Vavilov and
Harlan's legacy. See The Origins of Agriculture and Crop Domestication, 1998.

1 The first law states that the frequency of recessive homozygous increases as we move farther away
from the centre of origin. This phenomenae is mainly a consequence of genetic drift, associated with
migrations of groups of individual specimens of a species away from its centre of origin.

7The name of this law recalls Darwin’s “correlated variation of homologous parts” (see Variation of
animal and plants under domestication of Darwin, 1875, p. 314) but refers to different aspects.
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Vavilov's time. It turns out that plants and animals vary similar ways when subjected to similar
selection pressures” (Editors of Economic Botany, 1975, p. 372)'5.

Afterwards, at the Harlan symposium, J.G. Hawkes, one of the most experienced phyto-
geneticists, affirms this in his inaugural presentation titled "Back to Vavilov: Why Were Plants
Domesticated in Some Areas and not in Others?":

“Similar selection pressures even in unrelated crops produced similar types of adaptation, a
process developed by Vavilov into his Law of Homologous Series (...) just one of the extraordinarily
innovative ideas put forward by the great genius, N.I. Vavilov” (Hawkes, 1998).

Fighting hunger in the world

Vavilov’s third objective was never accomplished. In 1933 just as he finished his ninth
trip he was officially accosted by the Soviet state. Vavilov ignored this opposition to the best
of his ability; however, in this moment his project began to be eclipsed by Trofim D. Lysenko,
who appeared in the Soviet agronomic scene in 1927. When Stalin officially backed Lysenko
in 1935, he launched a strong offensive against the other Soviet geneticists (Argueta, Noguera
& Ruiz, 2003). As we have indicated, Vavilov had been monitored by Soviet government spies
since 1930. Accused and sentenced in 1941, he died in 1943. Years later Theodosius Dob-
zhansky wrote an article in his honor that he named “N.I. Vavilov, a Martyr of Genetics”
(Dobzhansky, 1974).

Although he didn’t eliminate world hunger, it is important to note that no scientist after
Vavilov has found a solution to this grave problem®.

In Mexico we continue to remember Vavilov as we oppose the release of genetically
modified corn in national territory. We base this opposition on facts that Vavilov posited and
Harlan confirmed: it is a region of endemisms, great variability, a centre of origin, and a cen-
tre of domestication.

At the beginning of 2009, an experimental dissemination of genetically modified corn
began in Chihuahua, a Mexican state that shares a border with the United States. Supposedly
there is no risk of contaminating native corn. Even though most races of corn are found in the
centre and south of the country; the review Races of Maize in Mexico, Their Origin, Characteris-
tics and Distribution of Wellhausen, Roberts, and Herndandez (1951); or the more recent review
of Ortega Paczka (2003); establishes that in Chihuahua at least three native races are cultivated:
Reventador, Cénico and Tuxpeno.

In accordance with Vavilov’s legacy, it is clear that we don’t have to risk our valu-
able Biocultural patrimony (Boege, 2008; Toledo & Barrera-Bassols, 2008) by introducing
corn of doubtful food quality that promises more productivity but implies higher costs in
supplies (as occurred with grains in the green revolution). Furthermore, the use of geneti-

18 Richard E. Schultes was editor of Economic Botany in that year.

¥In 1970 the Nobel Peace Prize was given to Norman Borlaug for his innovations in the field of wheat
genetics and for carrying out the Green Revolution. However, we cannot affirm that his innovations have
eliminated hunger in India, Pakistan and Mexico, places where he worked and where his projects were
implemented. Of the more than 6,000 million habitants of the world, approximately 1000 million subsist
with low or very low levels of food intake. Furthermore, we find areas of permanent famine.
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cally modified maize binds farmers to eight big commercial companies, obligating them to
buy seeds and supplies from said companies, permanently jeopardizing the possibility of
national food sovereignty. In Mexico, as in many other places of the world, local knowl-
edge has made possible the autonomy, conservation in situ, and experimentation of farmers
(Paczka, 2010; Diaz Tepepa & cols., 2010). It is important to recognize that social innova-
tion resulting from a learning dialogue amongst self-sufficient farmers can give way to new
and useful proposals.

Final reflections

We can learn much from the study of Vavilov’s life and work: the great energy he dis-
played in his diverse field explorations, his visits to herbariums and museums, the librar-
ies he consulted, the conferences he presented, the reception he received in the academic
communities of the countries he visited, his promotion of Mendelian Darwinism that was
already under attack in his own country by Lysenko, his determination to establish the
largest collection of germplasm in the world in an attempt to combat world hunger, and
his legacy that persists in its importance. During his lifetime this legacy was known as
“Vavilov’s ghost”, a phenomenon that continues to emerge in his work, laws, collections,
and research centres.

Vavilov was vindicated in the times of Nikita Jruschov, Stalin’s successor. In 1967 he
received the first public tribute since his death: his published works were reedited and those
that hadn’t been published were edited and released. In 1987 a celebration honoring the one-
hundredth anniversary of his birth was realized by the Academy of Science, where the Vavilov
Medal was instituted and was awarded to Jack R. Harlan. The Institute of Plan Industry was
reopened and has acquired international support in order to continue developing Vavilov’s
research. In 1997 the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (IPGRI) in Rome,
Italy, edited for the first time in English his primary work Five Continents, and established the
Vavilov-Frankel Prize for researchers that study cultivated plants and genetics.
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Huxkomnait UBanosuu Basuios npuesskan B Mekcuky B 1930 1 1932 rr. B 1925 1. ero komanna nocetuia
Mekcuky 3apaHee, BCTYIMJIa B KOHTaKT ¢ Anbdonco JI. ['eppepa m Havyana padborath ¢ MakCUMMHO
MapTtuHecoMm, KoToporo JIupekiinss GUOJTOrMYeCKUX MCCICJA0BAHUI Ha3HAuMIa COMPOBOXIAIOIIMM
CoBeTcKoil HayuHO# komuccuu. McenenoBarenbckasi mporpaMMa BaBuioBa o MpoUCXOKICHUM KYJlb-
TYPHBIX paCTeHU I MUpa MpoaosKaia mpoekT Kanmosie, KOTopblii 66T iepecMoTpeH JJlapBUHOM U TTPo-
naranaupoBaics B 1960-x u 1970-x rr. [Ixxekom P. XapiaHom u apyrumMu uccienoBaTeisiMu. BaBuios
HE CMOT JIOBECTH CBOIO ITPOTPaMMY 10 KOHIIA W3-3a MPETSITCTBUI, KOTOpbIe co3naBai JIbiceHko. OmHaKo
uaeu BaBuioBa cHOBa 0Opesiu MomnyasipHOCTh B Mekcuke. B HacTosiiiee BpeMst BABUJIOBCKHE KOHIIETI-
LMY 32aHUMAIOT BaXXHOE MECTO B IMCKYCCHUSIX O HAIMOHATBHON MUILEBOI MOJUTUKE U OMOKYJITYPHOM
HACJIeINM, KOTOPBIM SIBJISIETCSl TPAAUIIMOHHAS KYKypy3a U JIpyrue pacTuTesbHble pecypchl FOxHOI/
LenTpanbHoit Mekcuku u LleHTpaabHOI AMEpUKU. DTOT PEeTMOH, TAKXKe U3BECTHBII Kak Me3zoaMepu-
KaHCKUI TUTIOLIEHTP MOJBEPICsl OMACHOCTH M3-3a 9KOJOTMYECKOI U MUIIEBOI yrPO3bl, KOTOPYIO HECET
¢ coboit BHeIpeHe TeHHOMOIU(UIIMPOBAHHOM KyKYpPY3bl.

Kmouesbie cioBa: BaBwioB, Mekcuka, MapTuHec, TUMOLICHTP, KYJIbTYpHbIE PAacTeHUsI, T€HETUKA,
3THOOOTaHUKA.
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Stalin and Fighters Against Cellular Theory
VaLEry N. SOYFER

George Mason University, Fairfax, USA

An illustrative example of the intervention of the Soviet totalitarian regime in science is the promotion of
an old Bolshevik, Olga Lepeshinskaya, who declared that she proved the creation of new cells from non-
cellular ‘Living’ :matter and insisted that the well-established Cell Theory should be rejected as erroneous.
Although many leading biologists criticized her statements, Stalin personally supported her views and people
like T. Lysenko enthusiastically agreed with these faibles. At the special session of two Soviet Academies —
the USSR Academy of Sciences and the USSR Academy of Medical Sciences — Lepeshinskaya’s claims
were supported by 27 Soviet biologists who condemned the “bourgeois” science and many frauds presented
fabricated ‘evidence’ in support of the “new Cell Theory”. In 1950, by the special decree of the Soviet Gov-
ernment the Stalin Prize was given to Lepeshinskaya for her “discovery of Live Matter”. The different gov-
ernmental agencies ordered to forbid all research in the field of Cell Theory in the USSR. As a result, Russian
science, that was at the forefront of world science in many fields, lost its reputation and is still suffering.

Key words: Soviet regime, cell theory, “live matter”, Stalin Prize, Olga Lepeshinskaya, J. Stalin, T. Lysenko,
G. Boshyan.

Iosif Stalin Personally Supports Trofim Lysenko
in His Struggle Against Geneticists

In 1935, Lysenko twice gave presentations in the Kremlin in front of Stalin during meetings
of the Soviet Government with collective farm peasants, and from the first meeting Lysenko
played his role perfectly. He addressed to Stalin exactly such words that the latter wanted to hear:

“Comrades, saboteurs and kulaks are to be found not only in your collective farm life. You
know them very well in the collective farms. But they are no less harmful and no less a curse for
science. Much blood has been spilt in various debates with these so-called “scientists” over the
question of vernalization.

The situation was such... that instead of helping the collective farms, they engaged in wreck-
ing. In both the scientific world and the world outside science, a class enemy is always an enemy,
whether he is a scientist or not.

So, comrades, this is how we have dealt with things. The collective farm system has dealt with
this. On the basis of a unique scientific methodology, and a unique scientific leadership, about which
Comrade Stalin teaches us on a daily basis, this has been dealt with...” (Lysenko, 1935a)".

Stalin, filled with enthusiasm by the flowery speech of this “vernalizor,” jumped up at the
conclusion of Lysenko’s speech and shouted to the hall: “Bravo, comrade Lysenko, bravo!”
This outcry was published in all of the Soviet newspapers as a public declaration of Lysenko as
the victor in scientific discussions.

But at the end of the 2" World War Lysenko found himself under the strict criticism of
many scientists and even some Soviet leaders. At this moment Stalin decided to support him.

!'See also the brochure: Lysenko et al., 1935. P. 14—15.

© Valery N. Soyfer



84 NCTOPUKO-BMOJIOTUYECKWE NCCNEQOBAHWUA. 2011. Tom 3. Ne 2

In response to Lysenko’s lamentations that critics were killing his efforts in building up the new
Soviet biology, Stalin sent him a long letter encouraging Lysenko to work further as the leader
of Soviet biology and mentioned specifically that Lysenko’s declaration regarding erroneous
nature of genetics was correct:

“TO ACADEMICIAN T.D. LYSENKO
Dear Trofim Denisovich!

I received your letter of 27 October, 1947. Many thanks for this letter...

What concerns the theoretical concepts in biology, I think that the Michurinist concepts
are the only scientific ones. The Weissmanists and their followers who deny the inheritance of
acquired characteristics do not deserve to have many words wasted on them. The future belongs
to Michurin.

With respect,
I. Stalin
31/10/47™.

Stalin wrote this letter when he was on vacation in Caucasus at the Black Sea. When he
returned to Moscow, he sent a letter to the members of the Politburo of Communist Party
informing them about Lysenko’s note.

“Ne 1144 25 November, 1947
To members and candidate members of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the
All-Union Communist Party (bolsheviks)

To Comrades Andreyev, Beria, Voznesensky, Voroshilov, Zhdanov,
Kaganovich, Malenkov, Mikoyan, Molotov, Stalin, Khrushchev, Bul-
ganin, Kosygin, and Shvernik.

To the Secretaries of the CC of the ACP(b), Comrades Kuznetsov, Popov,
and Suslov, and to Comrades Benediktov, Skvortsov, and Tsitsin.

The letter by Academician Lysenko of 10.27.47 is being distributed to members and candidate
members of the Politburo for their familiarization, because it raises issues that are timely and of
exceptional importance. At the appropriate time the issues raised in this letter will be discussed
in the Politburo.

I. Stalin” 3.

In August 1948, the session of the Lenin All-Union Academy of Agricultural Sciences
(VASHNIL) was held. The decision that the science of genetics was now completely forbid-
den in the USSR by Communists was publicized at this meeting. A month later, in September
1948, the session of another Soviet Academy, the USSR Academy of Medical Sciences was
carried out. The crushing of biology that happened at the August 1948 session of VASKhNIL
was repeated. Now the purging of the agricultural, biological, medical and biomedical scientific
research and educational institutions took place.

2Cited from journal: Herald of History of Natural Sciences and Technology. 1988. No 2. P. 157—165.
See the letter of Stalin on p. 164—165.
3Ibid. P. 165.
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Lysenko’s Claim That Biological Species Can Be Transformed
into Other Species

Lysenko termed Darwinian theory of the evolution of species as “flat evolution,” and
announced that he and his followers would fix the mistakes of Darwinism:

“As a result of the development of our Soviet agro-biological science of a Michurinist orienta-
tion, a number of issues of Darwinism can be seen in a different light. Due to that, Darwinism is not
only cleansed of mistakes, and is not only raised to a higher level, but to a significant decree it is
changed in many of its assumptions” (On the Situation in Biological Science, 1948, p. 38).

Lysenko’s followers declared that they fully confirmed his “discovery” of transformation
of species. In 1941, M.G. Tumanyan published an article in journal Yarovisatsia (Tumanyan,
1941, p. 13—18) about the transformation of hard wheat into soft wheat in Armenia. In 1944,
V.K. Karapetyan who worked under the direct supervision of Lysenko at the Gorki Lenins-
kiye Experimental Station in a suburb of Moscow observed similar transformations, his arti-
cle has been published in Agrobiologia where Lysenko was an Editor-in-Chief (Karapetyan,
1948, p. 5—21). In 1949, M.G. Tumanyan reported that he had found a mixture of rye plants
in wheat crops, and wild oats in rye crops! Not discouraged, V.K. Karapetyan, together with
M.M. Yakubintzer and V.N. Gromashevsky, reported that they had found kernels of rye in
wheat ears: they said that everything is clear now — kernels of a new species were born directly
in the ears of an old species (Cited from the book by Lysenko, 1952, p. 669). A.A. Avakyan
found the creation of Triticum polonicum wheat from the branched wheat, Triticum turgidum.
N.D. Mukhin outdid his Armenian colleagues. He complimented their wheat transformation
with one more discovery: from soft wheat he was able to achieve branched wheat (Mukhin,
1952). Then, L.V. Mikhailov got cabbage from rutabaga and rape. In the hands of the Lysen-
koists barley turned into wheat, rye into barley, peas transformed into vetch, and vetch into
lentils! K.Ya. Avotin-Pavlov added to the list of “birthings” by finding a spruce that sup-
posedly gave birth to a pine tree (Avotin-Pavlov, 1951), while F.S. Pilipenko found that one
species of eucalyptus gives rise to another species of eucalyptus. These reports were then
expanded: “proof” was found for the creation of birch by alder, and of hornbeam by oak. One
“craftsman” explained the appearance of the weeds specific for sunflowers by saying that the
sunflowers had given birth to their own particular weed.

But the most “successful” of all was Lysenko himself. He soon reported at several confer-
ences, assemblies and lectures that warblers give birth to cuckoos! Constantly mentioning Sta-
lin’s beloved “philosophic law” of the transfer of quantity to quality, the Lysenkoists explained
that all of these new forms were the reflection of a single process: the arising of weed plants
from agricultural plants and only sometimes of one type of agricultural plant, admittedly of a
rung lower, from other agricultural plants, coming from the gradual accumulation of something
unfavorable somewhere in its bowels.

To explain this fiasco in agricultural practice, Lysenko decided to shift the blame from
himself to theoretical biology and foremost to Darwinism. He repeated many times in his pre-
sentations and articles that Soviet biologists must correct numerous mistakes in theoretical
biology.
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Why Transformation of Species Became Very Important for Lysenko?

Why did Lysenko need to speak about the “transformation of one species into another
species”? Lysenko warned: incorrect agricultural techniques based on the canons of classical
(bourgeois) genetics, not subordinated to the canons of Michurinist (Lysenkoist) biology,
were leading to the degradation of Nature. His new idea had its origin, of course, not in
the task of fruitfully developing Darwinism, but rather had a very practical goal. Although
Lysenko himself never advertised it, several of his more zealous adepts harped on the idea that
this new “theory” would help to explain the cause of the large-scale proliferation of weeds in
agricultural crops.

The reason for urgency to reconsoder the problem of weeds was that one of the conse-
quences of the Lysenkoists’ dominance in agriculture was anarchy in seed processing. The sci-
entific requirements for the reproducing of pure lines had been debunked. Instead Lysenko
suggested that free cross-fertilization of crops led to improvement of seed material.

The basis for such a voluntarist approach was as follows:

“Darwin’s theory comes from the acknowledgement only of quantitative changes and only
from the principle of increases or decreases, and does not take into consideration the necessity and
regularity of transformations or transitions from one qualitative state to another. And at the same
time, without transformation from one qualitative state of organic forms to another qualitative state
there is no development and transformation of one species into another. There is only an increase or
decrease in quantity. There is only the process that is usually called growth” (Lysenko T.D. Results
of the Work of VASKhNIL and the Tasks of Agricultural Science. Report on the Anniversary
Session of VASKhNIL, 1949. Cited in the book by Lysenko, 1952, p. 632).

This quotation is taken from an article by Lysenko published in 1949. In that same year,
for the seventieth birthday of Stalin, he published the article “I.V. Stalin and Michurinist biol-
ogy.” But although he formulated the new “Law of Biological Species,” according to which
one species can simply turn into a different species without any intermediate stages, he was
unable to provide real explanation for the process of transformation of species. Speculating on
the beloved Stalin’s definition of the philosophical law of the transition of quantity to qual-
ity, Lysenko confidently declared that in nature there is supposedly continuously observed not
gradual evolutionary development, but revolutionary jumps, in which one species turns into
another. However, all biological data contradicted the very idea of such perturbation of cells.
Moreover, several well-established rules, such as famous slogan of R. Virchow “Every cell from
cell” became axiomatic and vetoed ideas similar to Lysenko’s innovations.

And suddenly one of the oldest members of the Communist party, Olga Borisovna
Lepeshiskaya, declared that she discovered that in Nature exists specific “Living matter”
that was not observed by biologists before her, and that she obtained evidences of transfor-
mation of this “Living matter” into normal live cells. Lysenko immediately understood that
due to this discovery all obstacles in the way of acceptance of his “Law of Biological Spe-
cies” could be avoided. If Lepeshinskaya is arguing that besides the cell, there is another
kind of particular, non-cellular matter that is “as if alive,” then from this matter, as if in a
fairytale, a living cell can emerge. So, perhaps, a species turns into another species through
a stage of living matter?

As soon as Lysenko realized the enormous practical value for himself that came from
Lepeshinskaya’s idea, he supported the new revolutionary of Soviet science.
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Olga Lepeshinskaya Starts Her Struggle Against Cell Biology

a) Lepeshinskaya’s Claim that Animal/Human Cells Carry Thick Membranes

and Rejection of This Claim by Leading Biologists

In the end of the 1930s, Lepeshinskaya began to publicize her idea regarding existence of
complex membranes of animal and human cells playing a substantial role in the cells’ life. Sci-
entists by this time had studied phospho-lipid membranes of animal cells and rejected the very
idea that these cells have a special “coat”, much more rigid and complex than thin, relatively
simple in their morphological structure cellular membranes. However Lepeshinskaya rejected
these conclusions without any reliable and sophisticated experiments. Instead, she used very
primitive methods of staining cellular preparations with simple stains.

“Analyzing this process of staining, I came to the conclusion that the purple color of
erythrocytes takes place after staining because there is a mix of two colors — blue and red,
which together should give a purple color. The fact that erythrocytes become red after tannin I
attributed to the fact that tannin, obviously, removes something that was dark blue colored, and
this could only be something lying on the surface, i.e. membranes. Tannin, obviously, ripped them
away and freed the body of the erythrocyte which is colored red with eosin, and the narrow light-
blue border... was nothing other than the remains of the |thick| membrane of the erythrocyte...
On the next day I started my experiments, and straight away came upon a partial rupture of
the membranes with an outflow of protoplasm, that is, a full confirmation of my suppositions
(table 1, diagram 1)" 4.

One reads such things and cannot but be amazed at how easy it is to become a scientist! In
one blink of the eye the unproven supposition, presented in an arrogant tone, is declared to be
the only possible scientific truth, and facts worked out by scientists are thrown out, without any
basis at all, as mistaken.

But where is the proof? Even by the end of the 19th century it was known that tannin does
not tear anything away?, but rather the opposite: it has a strengthening effect, hence the name
(from the French fanner, to tan leather), and that tannin is a “mix of phenol compounds pos-
sessing the ability to form durable crosslinks with proteins and several other natural polymers
(cellulose and pectin substances).” However Lepeshinskaya prepared a book describing her
views. In short period of time, these views were strongly criticized by leading scientists and, first
of all, by Nikolay Koltsov.

However, Lysenko supported her announcement regarding the existence of coats in animal
cells. He suggested her candidacy for awarding with the Stalin Prize in science. Once discussion
of her candidacy to receive this highest Soviet scientific award for her book began, there was a

4 Lepeshinskaya O.B. Membranes of Animal Cells and their Biological Significance (Obolochki zhi-
votnykh kletok i ikh biologicheskoye znacheniye), Moscow, State Publishing House for Medical Literature,
1946 (1947). I have given two dates — 1946 and 1947 — not because I am citing the date only approxi-
mately or from memory. This book, printed on good paper and with an appendix entitled “Atlas to the
Book of O.B. Lepeshinskaya,” is lying in front of me. But it is impossible to discern the precise date of
its publishing: on the cover it is printed “1946,” while on the title page a different date is indicated: 1947.
From this printing information it becomes clear that the book was most likely published in 1947, but the
author apparently wanted to “stake” her priority a year earlier. This is one more reflection of the style of
the Lepeshinskayas, Lysenkos, and people of their ilk. The quatation is on p. 12—13.

>Short Encyclopedic Dictionary (Maly entsiklopedicheskii slovar). St. Petersburg, Brokhouz-Efron,
1902. Vol. 3. P. 1443.
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flood of argumentative objections from many specialists. The Committee voted against giving
Lepeshinskaya the award. Only one member of the Stalin Prizes Committee was in favor of
awarding her. This was T.D. Lysenko.

b) Iosif Stalin supports Lepeshinskaya’s claims

In the middle of the 2" World War Olga Lepeshinskaya was successful in another area. She
was able somehow to “push” her manuscripts onto Stalin. The Kremlin leader looked them
over and interfered in the arguments of scientists, as he had already done on more than one
occasion.

Using the rumors that the Great Stalin supported her views, in 1945, Lepeshinskaya was
able to publish a new book: “The Origin of Cells from Living Matter and the Role of Living
Matter” (Lepeshinskaya, 1945). Lysenko agreed to write the forward (his text was jointly pre-
pared by Lepeshinskaya and 1.Ye. Glushchenko). She wrote:

“The attention of Comrade Stalin... filled me with inexhaustible energy and fearlessness in
my struggle with idealists of all stripes, and with all of the difficulties and obstacles that they have
put in the path of my scientific work” (Lepeshinskaya, 1952, p. 3)°.

Lysenko in his Preface to the book admitted:

“Olga Borisovna Lepeshinskaya’s has made an enormous contribution to the theoretical bases
of our Soviet biology during many years of her successful experimental work... And one can be sure
that the scientific and practical significance of 0.B. Lepeshinskaya’s work will only grow with the
years” (see: Lepeshinskaya, 1945, Forward by Lysenko, p. 5).

However, a group of the most respected specialists in the field of cell theory, centered
around the leading scientific colleagues of the Leningrad academic institutes and Lenin-
grad University, was able to get an appeal to scientists published in the All-Union news-
paper Meditsinskii Rabotnik on July 7, 1948’. Among those who signed the letter were the
Academician N. Khlopin, Corresponding Members of the USSR Academy of Sciences and
Academy of Medical Sciences V. Dogel’, D. Nasonov, and P. Svetlov, Professor V. Alek-
sandrov and others. The review of Lepeshinskaya’s book was concluded with this devastating
remark:

“... the author completely lacks familiarity with biology in general and with the details of the
objects of her study in particular... Presenting entirely evasive, and therefore reactionary, from a
scientific point of view, conclusions as innovative and revolutionary ones, Lepeshinskaya misleads

¢This phrase was repeated in many other publications by Lepeshiskaya, see, for example her broshure:
Path to Revolution, Reminiscences of old Bolshevik woman (Put’ v revolutsiyu. Vospominaniya staroi
bol’shevichki). Perm’: Permskoye Knizhnoe Izdatelstvo, 1963. P. 3.

70On One Unscientific Conception, letter to the editor of the Newspaper / P. Makarov and others // Med-
ical Worker (Meditsinskii Rabotnik). 1948. July 7. P. 3. The text of the letter was prepared by A.G. Knorre,
with help from V.P. Mikhailov. (Altogether there were thirteen signatures of leading Soviet scientists,
including Academician V. Khlopin, Corresponding Members of the USSR Academy of Sciences V. Dogel
and D. Nasonov, Corresponding Member of the USSR Academy of Medical Sciences P. Svetlov, Profes-
sor V. Aleksandrov, Sh. Galustyan, V. Katsnelson, Yu. Polyansky, Associate Professor A. Knorre and
others).
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the layman reader and disorients the young researchers... Lepeshinskaya’s unscientific book is an
annoying stain on scientific biological literature™.

¢) The Communist Party Orders that Scientists Must Reject the Cellular Theory

and Agree With Lepeshinskaya’s Claims on the Resurrection of Living Cells

from Non-Cellular Matter

The sharp criticism of leading scientists did not discourage Olga Borisovna. She did not
begin to repeat her experiments in order to try to convince colleagues with new and more
solid data or to search for new arguments and evidence in her defense. Instead, she became
angry and visited many times the apparatchicks at the headquarters of the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party, and began to seek out any politically motivated loophole to
put pressure on those who disagreed with her. She decided that, using political accusations,
hanging political labels on the scientists opposed to her, and simultaneously insisting on her
unwavering loyalty to Marxist-Leninism, to the Party of the Bolsheviks and to the Great
Stalin, she would get her way. She, for example repeated many times in her presentations and
publications the following phrase:

“...such a formulation of the question is possible only in the Soviet Union. Nowhere in
the capitalist world could such attempts, in principle, be carried out. They are simply the result
of the specific ideological directedness and of specific approaches to the very problem of life”
(Stenographic Report... 1950, p. 7-38).

The All-Union Conference on Living Matter and the Origin of Cells was carried out under
the strict control of the Central Committee of the Communist Party in 1950.
Lepeshinskaya began her presentation with very ideological thesis:

“Bolshevik party spirit in science demands a militant attitude toward the study of scientific
problems and demands to keep the struggle against idealism and metaphysics in science...”
(Lepeshinskaya, 1950, p. 10).

Professor A.D. Speransky (1887—1960), a laureate of the Stalin Prize, much decorated,
a Full Member of the USSR Academy of Sciences and the USSR Academy of Medical Sci-
ences, a member of the Communist Party since 1943, and famous specialist in pathology and
pathophysiology, whitewashed the long running and ugly conflict between Lepeshinskaya and
scientists, and greeted her with the following phrases:

“One can say straight out that 0.B. Lepeshinskaya for a long time bore the cross of vilification.
She never lost her optimism, however... Only an Old Bolshevik, which Lepeshinskaya is, would have
to overcome these derisions and obtain such proofs that can convince others. Personally, for me
it would have been sad if, due to insufficiencies of methodology, the work of 0.B. Lepeshinskaya,
and through that all our Soviet science, would be discredited, and if our science will be subjected
to ridicules from those people who are always ready to throw around such malicious insults”
(Stenographic Report... 1950, p. 125—126).

Twenty seven speakers at this meeting publicly agreed with Lepeshinskaya’s views and
declared that in the future they would base their research entirely on her understanding of laws

80n One Unscientific Conception, letter to the editor of the Newspaper / P. Makarov and others. P. 3.
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of cell biology. Among them were scientists with stable reputation in their fields and several
people, previously unknown in biological circles. Nevertheless, these unknown people pre-
sented ambitious reports in which they informed listeners with absolutely fantastic fabrications.
However, none of more than 100 attendants of this session argued with absurd statements and
all of them even applauded every speaker.

M.M. Nevyadomsky, for example, alleged that lymphocyte-like cells had formed from the
sarcoma virus. Foreseeing possible objections, he parried them ahead of time:

“My data presents nothing unexpected. Why? By means of an electron microscopy with
magnification of 28-50 thousand times, it makes clearly visible that when increased, a virus becomes
in very much extent to resemble a swollen cell” (ibid, p. 163).

Another sorcerer, K.A. Lavrov, told that he was able to clearly distinguished new cells that
were formed inside of older cells. “Here is a lip tumor,” he said. “Inside of a cancer cell there is an
another cell” (ibid, p. 120).

N.M.Sisakyan who declared that he had found biochemical evidences of the origin of cells
from “living matter”, studied the biochemistry of this “matter” and declared straight out: “The
task of the artificial creation of molecules of proteins... is alien to scientists from capitalist countries
due to their ideological orientation” (ibid, p. 124—125).

After the Conference, the Chairman of the State Committee for Science and Technology,
as well as the Ministers Public Health, Agriculture, Higher Education and Public Education
issued decrees stating that all Institutes and laboratories in the USSR that carried cytological
research must be re-oriented and stop any further work in classical cell biology. Only Lepeshin-
skaya’s views were permitted in the country. As a result of these draconian policies, a vast num-
ber of laboratories and institutes stopped productive work, and thousands of researchers were
required to admit publicly that they had promulgated wrong, idealistic, reactionary or bour-
geois beliefs and that from this moment they are acceding completely their loyalty to Com-
munist views.

The final resolution of the Conference was repeated in the orders of all the Ministers and
contained the following phrases:

“By acknowledgement of the Conference of the Academy of Sciences, and through the work
of the Cytological Laboratory of the USSR Academy of Medical Sciences, for the first time the
idealistic concepts of Virchow in this sphere have been completely unmasked and, in spite of
all difficulties and obstacles, the idealistic proposals of Virchow and his successors have been
boldly discarded, which creates the possibility for the advancement of science” (Lepeshinskaya,
1952, p. 5).

In the same year, Stalin publicly expressed his special tribute toward Lepeshinskaya. He
signed the decree of the Soviet Government awarding her with the Stalin Prize of the 1% degree
for her discoveries. Every year these highest state awards were given to several dozen leading
scientists of different disciplines on Stalin’s birthday, and they never were presented to just one
scientist. On this occasion, the prize was issued to only Olga Borisovna Lepeshinskaya. It was,
in fact, an absolutely exceptional award!
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The Widening Number of Charlatans Who Followed Lepeshinskaya

In the spring of 1952 Lepeshinskaya received permission from the Central Committee of
the Communist Party to call a second All-Union Conference on Living Matter. On April 22,
1952 Lepeshinskaya opened this conference with a paper entitled “Cellular Theory at a New
Stage of Development” (Lepeshinskaya, 1954, p. 7—16). In this address she presented herself
as an absolute dictator in the cell theory and victor of ideological battles. Then new follow-
ers reported their fantastic achievements. Lepeshinskaya mentioned that: “I.1. Rimpan presented
interesting data that show that nerve cells multiply in organisms the same way as all other cells” (ibid,
p. 14). K.M. Zavadsky from Leningrad State University reported that he found that young divid-
ing plant meristematic cells appeared from “living matter” (Zavadsky, 1954, p. 37—48)°. Profes-
sor L.S.Sutulov from Ryazan Medical Institute insisted that he observed how “living matter”
was transformed into lymphatic cells, and how the connective tissue was formed from these
cells later (Sutulov, 1954, p. 80—81). V.V. Averburg, a professor from Odessa, surely reported
how tuberculosis bacilli enabled the transformation of non-pathogenic cells into pathogenic
ones in the presence of “living matter” (Averburg, 1954, p. 100—107). The USSR Academy of
Medical Sciences Corresponding Member N.I. Zazybin from Dnepropetrovsk Medical Insti-
tute went even further and pronounced obvious nonsense about the new formation of nerve
fibers from living matter (Zazybin, 1954, p. 137—146).

A separate panel was devoted to the discussion of the very innovative idea of the transfor-
mation of living matter into cancerous cells (Lipchina, 1954, p. 191—106). N.N. Kuznetsov,
an associate professor at the Kishenev Medical Institute reported truly sensational “discover-
ies” (New Data on the Problem... 1954, p. 151—157). He sewed pieces of tissues taken from
the abdomen of large horned farm animals to the abdominal cavities of dogs and cats. Before
the sewing took place, the future transplants were killed by treatment with formalin and 70 %
alcohol with following sterilization in an autoclave and drying out at high temperature. But
the author declared: the living matter is living, and cannot be killed by anything! The killed
material after a short time was brought back to life: “...it preserves ...the full ability to live... New
vessels arose in this tissue which through anastomosis are transformed into a submucous membrane”
(ibid, p. 156). M.M. Nevyadomsky, repeated his early “discovery”: viruses (that is, non-cellu-
lar forms) are able, with the help of “living matter”, to be transformed into “lymphocyte-like”
cells. Explaining what such a “cell” is like, the innovator said: “It is round, and there is no struc-
ture and no protoplasm within it"'°.

The concluding declaration of the Conference emphasized two points that should be the
most important for Soviet biologists:

“To enforce the future development of new principles of cell theory the struggle against the
remains of the Weissmanist, Morganist, and Virchowist views ...must be considered as one of the
most important tasks”!!.

?In the abstracts of papers published before the opening of the conference (Abstarcts of the Confer-
ence... Moscow, 1954), K.M. Zavadsky (see his abstract entitled “On the New Formation of Meristematic
Cells within One Cell of the Epidermis of the Begonia Leaf,” p. 6—8). contended that in certain plant cells
“in the first phases of development it is not possible to find a nucleus” (ibid, p. 7). His conclusion sounded
as follows: “...a new plantis born... not though ‘differentiation’ of the cell... but through the formation of
new meristematic cells within one cell of the epidermis of a begonia leaf” (ibid, p. 8).

1"Medical Worker. 1948. Sept. 15 (Ne 39). P. 2.

" Bulletin of the USSR Academy of Sciences (Vestnik AN SSSR). Ne 9. P. 108.
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“The work on living matter is progressing unsatisfactorily... The work on the reformation of
cytology, histology, embryology, microbiology, pathology and biochemistry is acknowledged to be
unsatisfactory”'2.

In her final remarks, Olga Lepeshinskaya, when she described her activity, again used
political accusations against biologists. She said:

“Such a work could be completed only in the Soviet country, where leading revolutionary sci-
ence is supported by the [Communist] Party and government and is directed by our leader, the dear,
beloved by all, and the greatest scientist, Comrade Stalin.

In a multitude of letters received from the Countries of Peoples’ Democracies and from the Peo-
ples’ Republic of China, it can be seen that the new theory is met with great interest. In all of these
countries the book “The Origin of Cells from Living Matter” is being translated and published...

This is entirely not observed in capitalist countries. Fascist obscurantists from science, not
only in the USA, but also in England, France, Belgium, Italy, and other countries, are intention-
ally silencing the issues of biological science brought forward by Soviet scientists. Nevertheless,
through the iron curtains, artificially created in countries where the dollar rules over everything,
news about the new discovery of Soviet science is seeping in” (Lepeshinskaya, 1952, p. 75).

Many academic journals published information about this Conference. The President
of The USSR Academy of Sciences, Sergei Vavilov (the brother of arrested and killed Nikolay
Vavilov), signed a resolution addressed for fulfillment by all Soviet biologists. The resolution
praised Lepeshiskaya’s views and contained the following orders to Soviet biologists:

“...to re-examine the syllabi and textbooks on general biology, histology, cytology and other
disciplines with the goal of removing idealistic conceptions in these fields of knowledge...” 4

“...to propose to the Editorial Boards of the biological journals published by the USSR
Academy of Sciences that they subject defenders of Virchowism to criticism” °.

12Bulletin of the USSR Academy of Sciences (Vestnik AN SSSR). P. 108.

13 See: Resolution of the Conference of the Academy of Medical Sciences and the Section for Bio-
logical Sciences of the Prezidium of the USSR Academy of Sciences with the participation of Institutions of
Higher Education // Bulletin of the USSR Academy of Sciences (Vestnik AN SSSR). Ne 9. P. 109—110. This
resolution was published in the journal Archive of Anatomy, Histology and Embryology, 1952, Ne 9, p. 93—95
and in other journals. See also: Khrushchov G.K. On the Results of the Conference on the Problem of the
Development of Cellular and Non-Cellular Forms of Living Matter // Bulletin of the USSR Academy of
Sciences. 1952. Ne 9. P. 92—95. According to Khrushchov, the most important aspects of the conference were
the presentations by A.A. Imshenetsky that showed that nuclei of bacteria arise anew from living matter; by
Glushchenko Ya.Ye. Ellengorn and Afanasieva on the role of living matter in the formation of cells in plants;
by associate professor K.M. Zavadsky, “which directly demonstrated (analogous to Glushchenko, Ellengorn and
Afanasieva) the new formation of nuclei in nucleus-less cells”; by L.S. Sutulov about how “new cells of blood were
formed from non- cellular structures in the lymphatic sacks of amphibians”; and by A.N. Studitsky that asserted
“a regular change in cell and non-cell phases in the regeneration of the lung.” According to the opinion of
G.K. Khrushchov, Professor N.I. Zazybin made “an extremely important announcement: non-cellular matter
is structurally closely connected with the nervous system.” About himself, Khrushchov said that he was able to
prove a “self- regeneration of loose-connective tissue, that took place through a stage of living matter” (p. 95).

14 Resolution of the Presidium of the USSR Academy of Sciences of June 7, 1950 // Izvestiya AN
SSSR. Biology Series. 1950. Ne 5. Point 3.

51bid. Point 7.
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“Triumph” of Gevorg Boshyan

One among those “luminaries” of science who were abruptly promoted in those years
was Gevorg Mnatsakanovich Boshyan. A veterinarian by training, he worked at the All-Union
Institute for Experimental Veterinary Science under the USSR Ministry of Agriculture. In
1940, he published a short article in which he disputed widely accepted methods for diagnosing
anemia in horses. The 2nd World War caused a break in Boshyan’s scientific career, and his
next publication (an article in a journal) came to light only in 1947. This article was written with
apparent pretensions of being an innovation, although it led to no decisive turns in science.

Then, suddenly, in 1949 he published a book “On the Nature of Viruses and Microbes™
(Boshyan, 1949, p. 5) that immediately drew attention to him. The author reported fantastical
things, which contradicted to many of firmly accepted canons of world science.

Discovery ONE: “The concept... of microbiologists that the transition of viruses into microbes
isimpossible is fundamentally wrong and is a metaphysical one. The results of our work... disprove
this statement” (ibid, p. 78). “A microbe cell is comprised of thousands of viral particles, each of
which can give rise to a new microbial cell” (Ibid, p. 89). “Achieving the transformation of viruses
into microorganisms is not at all easy, and for this a gradual “taming” of viruses to microbial cells
the certain culture medium is necessary” (ibid).

Discovery TWO: “Our experiments demonstrate the erroneousness of the proposition that
viruses can develop only in the presence of living cells... viruses develop with great success in
blood plasma, in serum and in the fluids of tissues and organs” (ibid, p. 86). “Viruses can be
developed in artificial culture mediums...” (ibid, p. 142).

Discovery THREE: “Until now there existed the concept that bacterial allergens... are non-
living components of microbial cells. Working with an anemia allergen, we became convinced

that... it is possible to isolate the original microbial culture from all anemia allergens of horses”
(ibid, p. 112).

Discovery FOUR: “The declaration of D'Herelle on the bacteriophage as an independent ultra-
microscopic parasite of bacteria turned out to be mistaken” (ibid, p. 121).

Discovery FIVE: “...the modern concept regarding the non-living nature of antibiotics is
mistaken and scientifically unproved. Antibiotics are nothing other than a filtered forms of those
microorganisms from which they were obtained” (ibid, p. 124—125).

Discovery SIX: “...the old concept on sterile immunity is mistaken. Any immunity against any
infection is a non-sterile infectious immunity” (ibid, p. 135).

Discovery SEVEN: “Microbe cells have been isolated from malignant tumors... A uniform
culture of small bacilli was isolated from... the blood serum of three patients with stomach
carcinoma, from two patients with carcinoma of the mucous of the mouth and the urinary bladder,
and also from the filtrate of a mammary gland tumor” (ibid, p. 74).

Discovery EIGHT: “The isolation of live microbes from what were earlier thought to be sterile

compounds... disproves the results of the famous experiments of Louis Pasteur dealing with this
question” (ibid, p. 146).



94 NCTOPUKO-BMOJIOTUYECKWE NCCNEQOBAHWUA. 2011. Tom 3. Ne 2

A Tapeworm, Echinococcus, is Being Transformed In Human Bones!

In the article published in the journal of the USSR Academy of Sciences, Uspekhi sovre-
mentoi biologii (“Achievements of Modern Biology”) Gaspar A. Melkonyan declared that the
tapeworm Echinococcus (mammalian body parasite) might be transformed in human bones
(Melkonyan, 1951, p. 309—311). The echinococci were extracted by him from a human shin
bone and placed for several years in formalin (a mixture of formaldehyde and methyl alcohol)
that is poisonous for all living cells. Formalin is used for preserving museum specimens and for
preventing the growth of bacterial or fungal cells that seep in from the air. However, after many
years of being in formalin, in full accordance with the law of the transformation of non-living
matter into living matter discovered by Lepeshinskaya, living, growing bones appeared in the jar
with the echinoccus cysts.

“Facts are a stubborn thing [Melkonyan is repeating a well-known phrase of Stalin’s that was
very popular in those years — 1.5.], and they must be considered and cannot be ignored, otherwise
there cannot be progress in science... We almost gave in to this temptation of negativity and
ignoring facts... when, observing the fact of the formation of bone tissue in the jar instead
of the preserved sample, we thought at first it was mischief by one of the patients, who had
replaced the specimen with bones... Only upon more sober discussion... we were prevented from
throwing the jar with the bones away and searching for the ‘mischief maker ...Soon in that very
same jar and in the same fluid [in formalin! - V.S.] after the bones were removed, more and more
new bones again began to form, which gives us the right to come to believe in the authenticity
of the observed fact” (ibid, p. 309).

Professor Melkonyan lost his calm. He began to run from one professor of the Yerevan
Medical Institute to another, begging them for help. His colleagues — Professors and Heads
of different Departments of that Institute — Aleskanyan, Babreilyan, Bunatyan, Chakhmakh-
chyan cordially offered him their friendly help: they confirmed “the formation of bones again in
the jar”, conducted chemical analyses, looked for “collagen fibers in polarized light”, “discovered a dual
light Nicol refraction, which is characteristic for the presence of collagen fibers”. “The interference of
beams of light also gave a positive result” (ibid). Melkonyan delivered a paper at the Third Confer-
ence of Surgeons of the Transcaucasus Countries on September 30, 1947, and then his article
was published in Moscow in the journal of the USSR Academy of Sciences.

No less a soul-shaking discovery was made by Faina N. Kucherova, a researcher from the
Rostov-Don University. She ground up — what would you think? — MOTHER OF PEARL
buttons. She then injected the powder into the body of animals and observed the following:
LIVING MATTER AROSE FROM THE POWDER (Kucherova, 1950, p. 145—160). She
stated that these changes were inheritable. “And what of it?” Kucherova explained. “Mother of
pearl is made from shells, and shells used to be living! Thus, they have preserved the character-
istic of a living thing.” Kucherova defended her PhD dissertation on the basis of this observa-
tion, and the Higher Certifying Commission awarded her the desired degree! All the more so
as the deputy chairman of the biological and medical council of the Commission was a devout
Lysenkoist N.N. Zhukov-Verezhnikov.

After that she became the head of the Department of Histology. Apparently, Kucherova
was considered in the university to be a promising teacher, because when the Department of
Histology was closed, she was transferred as an associate professor... to the Physics Depart-
ment, and in the 1970s she defended her dissertation of Doctor of Sciences, and not just any-
where, but at Moscow State University.
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Intervention of Soviet totalitarian leaders in science has led to tragic consequences both for
science and for the societal morale. Charlatans and demagogues occupied leading positions in
the scientific and educational institutions, whereas gifted scientists and productive professors
lost their jobs. Russian science that was at the forefront of world science lost its reputation and
is still suffering due to this politically motivated ignorance of Communist leaders.
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CTanuH n 60puLbl C KNETOYHOW Teopuein
Buiepnit H. Colioep
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BTopkeHMe COBETCKOTO TOTAJIMTAPHOTO peXKMa B HayKy IPUBEJIO K TPArMUECKUM TOCISACTBUSIM. MHO-
Tvie JOJDKHOCTHU B HayKe M 00pa30BaHUM ObITU 3aHITHI IIapjlaTAHAMU U IEMaroraMu, TOraa KaK TaJJaHTJIM-
BBbI€ YUEHBIC U TTeIarory MOTepsii paboty. [IprMepoM TOMY CITy>KUT BBIABMIKEHHUE CTApPOTO OOJIBLICBUKA
Onbru bopucosHbl JlenemnHcKoi, Kotopas 3asisuia B 1930 r., uto oHa pazpadoTtajia TeOpUIo O CO3AaHUNU
KJIETOK 13 BHEKJIETOUHOM «KUBOI» MaTepyuu. BOIBIIMHCTBO YIEHBIX BBICTYIIAIO TIPOTUB 3TOM «TEOPUN»,
HO K Heit ¢ aHTy3ua3zmoM otHecauch M.B. Cranun u T./1. JIbiceHko. 1o npukazy CrajiyuHa ObLIO CO3BaHO
oco0oe coBellaHue IByX COBeTCKMX akanemuit — Akagemuu Hayk CCCP u AkageMuu MemuIMHCKUX
HayK, — Ha KOTOPOM 3asiBJIeHMs JIenelMMHCKOI ObLTN TToIepskaHbl 27 COBETCKIUMU OMOJIOTaMM, 3aKJIeHi-
MUBILIMMU OypXKya3HYyIo KjieTouHyio Teopuio. B 1939 r. k 1o6uiero CranuHa o0butn yupekaeHbl CraaiH-
ckue ipemMur. HoMuHaaHnToB BeIOMpam cam CTajquH M crieniaibHas komuccust. B 1950 r. ata mpemust
ObUTa BbITaHa B 0OXOI BCEX MPOIEIYp M B HEMOJIOXEHHOE BPEMS BCETO JIMIb OMHOMY HOMMHAHTY —
0O.b. JlenemmHCcKoM 3a OTKPHITUE «KUBOI MaTepun». B KOHeYHOM HUTOre cCoOBEeTCKasl OMOJI0Tusl, ObIBILIAs
IO TOTO Ha TTepeIoBOIf MUPOBOI HAYKM BO MHOTHX 00J1aCTSIX, ITOTEPsiIa CBOIO PEITYTALIMIO.

KimoueBbie c/i0Ba: COBETCKUI PEXMM, KJIETOUYHAsI TEOPHS, «KHMBas Matepust», CTallMHCKasT TPeMus,
0O.b. JleneimuHckasi.
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This article applies U.S. anthropologist Katherine Verdery’s analysis of the animation of the dead in East
European politics, to a historical study of Lysenkoism. Verdery convincingly described the use of those
who have passed away to influence current events, and the interpretation of history, in Eastern Europe.
Verdery focused on the practices of commemoration and reburial. While these are important topics within
the Lysenko controversy, biology — as the study of life — also invites us to consider Verdery’s framework
in scientific terms as well. I describe three instances in the history of Lysenkoism, where the dead were
enlisted for political use. I use the term “politics,” as Verdery does, to refer to behavior intended to make
policy, justify action, claim authority, and manipulate meaning and context. My first example — the tragic
suicide of Viennese Zoologist Paul Kammerer — may be interpreted as a precursor to the Lysenko contro-
versy. The second — an essay published by Polish architect Szymon Syrkus in a 1948 issue of Architektura
(Architecture) — is an example of when the dead were used in support of Lysenko. The third — the entry
on Lamarck by University of Pennsylvania botanist Conway Zirkle, in the 1961 Encyclopedia Britannica —
shows an instance where a deceased individual was used against him. I am interested not only in how those
no longer around to speak for themselves were used to achieve a goal, vis-a-vis Lysenko, but the motiva-
tions of those involved. I also explore how notions of life, death and rebirth — so deeply embedded in the
Lysenko controversy — may be re-imagined accordingly, and inform our understanding of what the word
“Lysenkoism” means.

Key words: Lysenkoism, Michurinist biology, Katherine Verdery, science of life, the dead scientists.

In The Political Lives of Dead Bodies: Reburial and Postsocialist Change, anthropologist
Katherine Verdery described the use of those who have passed away to influence current events,
and the interpretation of history, in Eastern Europe. As Verdery noted, this phenomenon is not
exclusive to the history of the Cold War. The “political life of dead bodies” stretches back to the
classical period, and continues through the importance attached to the reburial of significant
figures in the history of the Enlightenment, such as Thomas Paine and Napoleon Bonaparte.
The most obvious example of the symbolic power wielded by the dead in the history of com-
munism is probably the removal of Stalin from Lenin’s tomb, and his reburial in a corner of the
Kremlin wall, in 1953. The body count goes much higher once you consider the Cold War as a
global event, and includes personalities ranging from Che Guevara — whose body was claimed
for reburial by three different countries — and Pol Pot — whose corpse was nearly put on trial
in the hopes of providing his victims with catharsis (Verdery, 1998, p. 1-3).

The “Lysenko affair” is a topic which begs interpretation within Verdery’s framework,
because not only was the question of “life” (i. e. how organisms evolve) at the center of it, but
what the dead thought, said, or believed, was fundamental as well. This is most clearly true in

' Editors’ note: The editorial board considers the paper as a work in progress, and not as a completed
piece of research. It poses more questions than provides answers. However we believe the author’s approach
to be very interesting and promising, and therefore we are delighted to publish his paper in our journal.

© William deJong-Lambert
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terms of the struggle between Lysenko and his opponents over the interpretation of Darwin’s
theories, and their respective claims to his legacy. Lamarck would also likely have been shocked
to realize the important role played by his ideas — albeit often caricaturized and distorted —
over a century after his death. The fact that Lysenko’s children were denied their wish to have
him buried alongside Nikita Khrushchev, Ilya Ehrenburg, Vladimir Mayakovsky, and Alek-
sandr Oparin, in the prestigious Novodevichi cemetery, makes this avenue of investigation even
more intriguing.

In the article which follows I will describe three instances in which the dead were put
to political use in the history of the Lysenko affair. In doing so I am interpreting the term
“politics” in the same sense as Verdery; behavior intended to make policy, justify action,
claim authority, and manipulate meaning and context (Verdery, 1998, p. 23). I have chosen
three examples which illustrate the role of death in the Lysenko controversy. One may be
interpreted as a precursor; the second as an example when the dead were used in support of
Lysenko; and the third an instance in which a deceased individual was used against him. The
first case covers the tragic suicide of Viennese Zoologist Paul Kammerer, and his rehabili-
tation by Soviet Commissar of Education, Anatol Lunacharsky. Next is an essay published
by Polish architect Szymon Syrkus in a 1948 issue of Architektura (Architecture), at a time
when Lysenkoism, along with other features of Stalinization such as Socialist Realism, were
being introduced in Poland. The last covers the entry on Lamarck, as revised by University
of Pennsylvania botanist, anti-communist, and historian of science, Conway Zirkle, in the
1961 Encyclopedia Britannica. With these examples I am interested not only in how those no
longer around to speak for themselves were used to achieve a goal, vis-a-vis Lysenko, but
the motivations of those involved. I also explore how notions of life, death and rebirth — so
deeply embedded in the Lysenko controversy — may be re-imagined accordingly, and inform
our understanding of what the word “Lysenkoism” means.

To accomplish the latter goal I use use a classic attempt to deconstruct science, Bruno
Latour’s Black Box (Latour, 1987). Latour analyzes how a scientific theory becomes a “black
box,” i. e. taken for granted as truth, and how this problem affects our understanding of what
science is. Latour’s idea is an influential feature of a culture in which “Lysenkoism” has become
a synonym for pseudoscience. The important point is not whether Lysenko was or was not
a “pseudoscientist,” it is how the notion of “Lysenkoism” undermines Latour’s theory. Lysen-
koism, as pseudoscience, shows that pseudoscience, like science, can also be black boxed. As
I show, framing the Lysenko controversy in terms of death is helpful for deconstructing Latour’s
deconstruction, and resurrecting the problem of what counts as science. The Cold War was
a struggle for survival between two competing world systems — a competition which affected all
facets of human culture. Because heritage connects the past to the present, we must examine
instances when the former is enlisted on behalf of the latter, and the dead are reanimated to
influence the living.

These issues are also central to Lysenko’s theories. In a Lamarckian interpretation of evo-
lutionary history, every organism carries physical evidence of the past. Your ancestors were
shaped by their environment, and this has been transmitted to you through biological inheri-
tance. But Lysenko also claimed species could be transformed — literally remade into some-
thing that had never existed before — by being exposed to new conditions. This concept purges
the burden of history, the ghosts of the past, the influence of the dead.

We can go further by exploring how Lysenko articulated his notion of life, as well as his por-
trayal of genetic research. As Theodosius Dobzhansky pointed out, geneticists tended to focus on
lethal mutations. This was not because, as Dobzhansky put it, they had particularly “gruesome
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tastes,” but because these were the easiest kind to study?>. Some might be better than others at
spotting bent wings or white eyes, but anyone can tell if something is dead or alive. It takes little
effort, however, to see how such methodology could be made to sound morbid. Since, as will be
detailed further below, “Lysenkoism” was in many ways a game of associations, “Mendelists-
Weismannists-Morganists” were easily portrayed as using science as a pretext for indulging a taste
for murder. If that analysis sounds overblown, take into account the extent to which the fear of
death composed the context of Stalinism. The fate of Nikolai Vavilov must have been very much
on the mind of geneticists across the communist bloc after the summer of 1948.

The difference between life and death certainly influenced Lysenko. In two of his publica-
tions I read in Polish translation at the Library of Agriculture in Warsaw, he emphasized the role
of the environment in evolution by pointing out that the difference between organisms which
were dead, versus those that were alive, should be conceived of in terms of their relationship
with their physical surroundings. The same elements — air, water, and warmth —upon which
a living body depends, cause a dead body to decompose (Verdery, 1998, p. 3). Elsewhere he
pointed out that survival is based upon the ability of live organisms to consume, and be replen-
ished by, dead matter, which they use as energy for transformation(Lysenko, 1950a, p. 9, 72;
1950b, p. 14). Clearly the subject of death and Lysenko gives us much to think about.

Death Foretells

One would have thought the nadir in Jean Baptiste-Lamarck’s legacy would have been
reached once George Cuvier delivered a deliberately insulting eulogy at his funeral. Despite col-
leagues’ attempts to persuade him to edit several lines, Cuvier proceeded to dismiss Lamarck’s
theories as “fanciful notions” wherein “vast edifices” constructed on “imaginary foundations...
not unlike those enchanted palaces that, in our old novels, can be made to vanish by breaking the
charm on which their existence depends” (Shank, 1982, p. 13). Though Darwin initially referred to
Lamarck’s theories as “nonsense,” by the final edition of The Origin of Species it is clear Darwin
had traded in Natural Selection for a more Lamarckian interpretation of evolution. Neverthe-
less, much Lamarck-associated tragedy would follow in the Twentieth Century and, thanks in
overwhelmingly large part to Lysenko, he would become a pariah after World War I1.

The most famous casualty of Lamarckism (aside from Lamarck himself) was also possibly
the only person whose suicide note has ever been published on the pages of a scientific journal:
Viennese zoologist Paul Kammerer. Kammerer achieved international fame prior to the First
World War for his experiments which seemed to prove Lamarckian inheritance. Kammerer
claimed he could make salamanders change color, blind newts develop eyes, and turn land-
loving midwife toads into water-dwellers. Midwife toads get their name from the fact that after
mating the males carry the eggs. Since they mate on land, the male toads do not possess the
dark pigmented thumb pads that other frogs and toads have for copulating underwater. Kam-
merer claimed he caused the midwife toads to mate underwater by heating their aquariums.
They then acquired dark thumb pads and the next generation of toads had them as well.

In 1923 Kammerer embarked on lecture tours of Europe and the United States where he
was a huge hit. The The New York Times hailed him as the next Darwin’. When asked what

2B: D65 Dobzhansky Theodosius. Reminiscences, Part I. The American Philosophical Society. P. 280.
3 Kammerer Gives Proof of Theories // New York Times. 1923. Dec. 20.
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the inheritance of acquired characteristics implied for the future of the human race, Kam-
merer said our descendants will learn quickly what we already know well, accomplish easily
what for us is great effort, and be able to withstand that which would kill us now. They will not
repeat our mistakes, they will begin where we end. “Take a very pertinent case,” he said, “the next
generation of Americans will be born without any desire for liquor if the prohibition law is continued
and strictly enforced™.

Kammerer was also a socialist, and the extent to which theories of heredity were mapped
out onto political ideologies in this period is evident in an excerpt from his work, The Inheri-
tance of Acquired Characteristics. He wrote:

“...the theory of Natural Selection is not unsocialistic, for its war-cry, “let the best man win,”
eliminates the prerogatives of birth and money, of internal and external inheritance. Class struggle
is a veritable struggle for existence: a race with mental weapons, without violence, a bloodless
and a positive selection — the survival of the fittest. War is synonymous with negative selection,
with the left over of the weak and halt; and alcohol ... very often allows the drink-permeated
and alcohol-poisoned ones to survive. But are these corpulent, fatty-hearted, shrunken-kidneyed,
generically-rotted examples a suitable basis for the betterment of the race? Such a “selection” may
be considered suitable for a punishment of the nation and for a breeding of a race of lackeys that
begets worthless gun-fodder, but hardly to build up a “chapter for race-refining” (Kammerer,
1924, p. 263—-264).

Such views, as well as his global reputation, attracted the attention of Soviet authorities.
Kammerer was offered a professorship at the Timiriazev Institute, and began organizing a labo-
ratory. Kammerer repeatedly refused requests to have his claims verified. But as Kammerer’s
fame grew the pressure mounted. Finally, as he was packing his bags and shipping his scientific
equipment to the Soviet Union, his specimens were examined. It turned out his midwife toads’
dark thumb pads were no more than injections of India ink.

Kammerer wrote a letter to the Russian Academy of Sciences which was later published in
Nature: “| see that | am not in a position to endure this wrecking of my life’s work...” The
next day he dressed in a dark suit, took a walk in the hills outside a small village, and shot him-
self in the head. In a note found in Kammerer’s pocket he requested that his body be dissected
so his colleagues might discover in his brain a trace of the qualities they found absent when he
was alive’.

Kammerer’s story does not end there. Two years after Kammerer’s suicide, Anatol Luna-
charsky, commissioned and wrote a script for a film, Salamandra, which could be read as
a eulogy which vastly revised what had happened. In the movie a young scientist succeeds
in inducing the inheritance of color, altered in response to the environment, in salamanders.
Alocal priest learns of the discovery and, fearing it will undermine the power of the church and
upper-classes, decides to sabotage the biologist’s work. The priest meets with a young prince
who shares his views of the dangers of scientist’s innovation to the established order. The pries-
tis then able to have the prince appointed as an assistant to the biologist. That night the priest
and the prince sneak into the lab and inject the salamander specimen with ink. When the young
scientist announces his discovery the next day the salamander is dipped into a jar of water. All

4Scientist Tells of Success Where Darwin Met Failure // New York Times. 1923. June 3; Biologist
to Tell How Species Alter // New York Times. 1923. Nov. 28.

> Paul Kammerer Papers. B: K128. The American Philosophical Society. For a defense of Kammerer
see Arthur Koestler, 1973, and for a recent reassessment of Kammerer’s work see Sander Gliboff, 2006.
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the color runs out and the biologist is accused of being a charlatan and kicked out of the univer-
sity. However just as he is about to commit suicide, the biologist is informed that Lunacharsky
has ordered that he be saved from persecution by the bourgeoisie. The biologist is invited to
Moscow, and the last scene shows him on a train heading east with a banner reading: “To the
land of liberty™.

Lysenko’s rise to authority in Soviet biology during the 1930s, as well as Stalin and CPSU’s
motives for endorsing his views in 1948, is obviously far more complex than the relationship
between Lamarckism and socialism (Krementsov, 1997; Pollock, 2006, p. 41—71). However
Lamarck’s theories and legacy were central features of the Lysenko controversy. Lysenko was
routinely accused by his opponents of being a Lamarckian, and his allies defended him in these
terms. At the VASKhNIL conference 1.1. Prezent referred to Lamarck in a way that implied
that both his and Lysenko’s theories were challenged because they threatened the existence of
an antiquated, bourgeois political order.

“Asisknown, Lamarck’s theory arose in connection with the ideas of the French encyclopaedists
and the French materialists. It reflected the revolutionary epoch of that time. ... The reaction
against the French Revolution also caused a strong reaction against the ideas of Lamarck...” (The
Situation in Biological Science, 1949, p. 273).

Lamarck is dead: Long live Lysenko.

Death and Design

...where the Polish capital once stood, only ruins and cinders remain. Maybe, someday, a new
town will emerge in this place, but it will not be Warsaw.
Warsaw Calendar, 19467

Warsaw was literally a graveyard after World War I1. The “architecture” consisted primarily
of shattered buildings, destined for removal. Beneath the wreckage were thousands of bodies in
various states of decomposition, and makeshift grave markers dotted the pathways that wound
through the rubble. The aura of death was so profound that memorials recounting numerous
random executions are still a prominent part of the cityscape. Warsaw was so badly damaged
that the proposition of not rebuilding, and relocating the Polish capital elsewhere, was briefly
considered. Despite the fact that the Poles did rebuild, many believed that “Warszawa” —as the
above quote from the 1946 Warsaw Calendar reiterates — was gone for good.

The devastated cities of East and Central Europe proved particularly vulnerable targets
for the architects of Socialist Realism. A lot of buildings had to be built, they had to be built
quickly, and there was one — and only one — aesthetic style accompanying concurrent policies
(industrialization, collectivization, Lysenkoism etc.) designed to create “little democracies.”
June 20-21, 1949, nearly three months after the March 30 meeting in Warsaw to inform Pol-
ish biologists that Lysenko’s Michurinism had been officially endorsed by Polish Communist

¢This plot summary comes from Richard Goldsmith’s account published in: Death of a Science in
Russia. 1949. P. 19—20. See also Gershenson, 1990.
7Kalendarz warszawski na rok 1946 (Warszawa, Krakow: Towarzystwo Gniazd Sierocych, 1946).
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Party (PZPR)3, another meeting was held to inform architects that Socialist Realism was the
only acceptable doctrine for design. The line separating Polish architecture before and after this
conference is obvious on the pages of the country’s primary architectural journal, Architektura
(Architecture). The articles published in issues in the first years after the war are what you
would expect: They cover immediate repair of infrastructure, the reconstruction of heritage
sites like Old Town Warsaw, and reflect architectural trends begun in the interwar period. After
the summer of 1949 socialist utopian concerns kick in and pictures of Stalin appear on the
pages. At this point the magazines could be used as examples of the extent to which his presence
haunted every aspect of professional life during the period.

Five months after the June meeting for architects in Warsaw, Building Minister, Mar-
ian Spychalski, was removed from his post, brutally interrogated and imprisoned (Tomasik,
1999, p. 84)°. The individual most responsible for promoting Socialist Realism in Poland was
Edmund Goldzamt, who had spent the Second World War in the Soviet Union, where he was
schooled in its theory and practice. This experience provided him with personal contacts and an
attendant authority which could not be contradicted. Goldzamt’s contempt for Socialist Real-
ism’s perceived aesthetic antithesis — modernist trends of the interwar period — are apparent
in a 1949 article in Architektura, where he expressed his disdain for Corbusier’s notion of the
house as a “machine for living.” According to Goldzamt, such notions reduced architecture to
mere material and structure, empty of anything socially meaningful. Buildings became bodies,
without souls (Goldzamt, 1949, p. 187).

Obviously, not everyone in Polish architecture shared Goldzamt’s tastes. A notable attempt
to insert modernist notions into Socialist Realist theory occurred in an essay, “ W sprawie roz-
woju tworczosci architektonicznej” (“The Evolution of Architectural Creativity”) published in
another issue of Architektura that same year, by Szymon Syrkus (1949). Syrkus and his wife
Helena were prominent members of the Polish avant-garde during the 1920s and 30s. From
1911—1920 Syrkus studied architecture in Vienna, Graz, Riga, Moscow and Warsaw. From
1920—1921 he studied sculpture and painting at the Academy of Fine Arts in Krakow, and
from 1922—1924 he traveled through Weimar, Berlin and Paris, where he encountered Bauhaus
and De Stijl. In 1925 he designed the building for the National Health Service, and in 1926
presented his work at the First International Exhibition of Modern Architecture in Warsaw. In
1926 he also formed the Constructivist group Praesens, which represented Poland at the 1928
Congres internationaux d'architecture modern (International Congress of Modern Architecture,
C.I.A.M.). That same year he married Helena Niemirska.

The Syrkus’s went on to collaborate on important examples of East European Functional-
ism such as Rakowiec Siedlung in Warsaw, 1930—1936. They also played an important role in
the C.I.A.M. congress in Paris in 1937, and in 1939 Walter Gropius invited them to Harvard
University. They chose to remain in Poland, however, during the German occupation, where
they directed an office for architecture and planning in the Polish underground, and projected
designs for a postwar “socialist Warsaw.” These activities were interrupted in 1942 when the
Syrkus’s, who were Jewish, were sent to Auschwitz (Ockman, 1993, p. 120).

The couple survived the war to witness Poland’s resurrection and transformation into
a Soviet ally. Whatever their ambitions might have been for a socialist reconstruction of War-
saw, it is clear that Szymon, at least, realized that postwar Socialist Realism meant little more

8 Polska Zjednoczona Partia Robotnicza (Polish United Workers Party).
 Spychalski was rehabilitated and released in 1956 at which point he became Minister of National
Defense, a post he held until the Gomutka regime was removed from power in 1970.

STUDIES IN THE HISTORY OF BIOLOGY. 2011. Volume 3. No. 2 103

than a slavish imitation of the Soviet model.2! According to the formula of Socialist Realism,
architecture should be socialist in content, and nationalist in form. This meant, that although
all socialist countries must make sure that the economic and political features of a “peoples’
democracy” provided the content for design, the form of that design could reflect specific fea-
tures of national heritage. The extent to which the latter portion of the doctrine could be sin-
cerely followed, is evinced by the fact that the most prominent building in the Warsaw skyline,
the Palace of Culture, is virtually identical to its counterparts in Moscow.

Nevertheless, Syrkus gave it a shot. To make it more likely that a Socialist Realist aesthetic
would align with visions of leftist architects from the interwar period, he enlisted Lysenko’s the-
ory of heredity as a model for developing a specifically Polish Socialist Realist style. He wrote,

“Socialist Realism as the antithesis of cosmopolitanism. An analogue to the question of
inheritance in architecture and urbanism can be found in the theory of Michurin and Lysenko.
Not mechanistic, fatalistic inheritance—but rather fostering the features best-suited to further
development, while eliminating whatever inhibits flourishing.

In terms of the past,

polish gothic,

polish renaissance,

polish neoclassicism,

in the art of my generation: the work of Jasieriski, Czyzewski, Malewicz and Szanajca contain
details which must be developed further, because they find in our epoch — like Michurin’s ear of

wheat — the right climate and soil for yields one-hundred times greater” (Syrkus, 1949).

Syrkus’ idea is fascinating for two reasons: One, it is an example of the use of a scientific
theory to inform a theory of aesthetics, where in both cases the issue of heredity is central; two,
his references to the work of Bruno Jasienski, Tytus Czyzewski, Kazimierz Malewicz and Jézef
Szanajca belie his refutation of “cosmpolitanism.” All four of these men, like Syrkus, had been
active members of the Polish avant-garde. Jasienski was the co-founder of Polish Futurism,
Czyzewski was among the original practitioners of Polish Expressionism, and also a follower
of Futurism and Primitivism. Malewicz was influenced by Russian Postimpressionism, Fau-
vism, Expressionism, Cubism, and published a Suprematist manifesto. Szanajca was devoted
to Functionalism, Constructivism and Bauhaus.

Clearly, Syrkus invoking their names in his essay in Architektura was an attempt to have the
work of individuals he liked, be a major influence on the development Polish Socialist Realism.
This move was dangerous. “Art for art’s sake” was as derisive a term as “science for science’s
sake.” Abstract art was no less abstract than using fruit flies to study humans. Every discipline
must serve the people, or at least be able to explain how it does.

If his ideas were rejected, all four might be rounded up and arrested, or at the very least be
barred from employment in their profession. Syrkus also could be accused of bourgeois fetish-
ism, and suffer equally grim consequences. Fortunately, however, the only individual at risk
was Syrkus, because the other four were all dead by the time the essay appeared. Jasienski had
relocated to the Soviet Union in 1929 where, in 1937, he was arrested and shot. Czyzewski died
in Krakow in 1945 at the end of the war. Malewicz had died in Leningrad in 1935, and Szanajca
had been killed in Poland in the early days after the Nazi invasion, in September, 1939.

1" Helena Syrkus became a leading apologist for Stalinist cultural policy outside of Poland (Ockman,
1993, p. 120—122).
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Syrkus’ argument was not only clever, it was strategic. It is noteworthy that his friends were
only useful to him because they were dead. Had they been alive he would almost certainly not
have drawn attention to their work during the interwar period, given the radical shift to Social-
ist Realism, and the climate in which it was enforced, in the early years of the Cold War. Syrkus
animated the dead for a collaborative project that only he was alive to witness: A design for life.

The Dead Are Not There to Defend Themselves

Among those who most frequently invoked Lamarck against Lysenko was Conway Zirkle.
Zirkle was keenly aware of how the reputations of the dead — usually in gross distorted ver-
sions — could be used to slander the living. He called this practice “verbalism,” and discussed
it in his 1949 book on Lysenko, aptly titled, Death of a Science in Russia.

“The term “verbalism” is used here to denote not only an excessive attention to words but also
a usage in which words do not label ideas but are substituted for ideas. ... First, we find that all
Communist doctrines, theories, and hypotheses are personalized. ... The second function of Russian
verbalism is to obfuscate the issues at crucial points by means of playing a sort of word-game. The
object is to separate the words from their meanings. ... In considering the third aspect of this verbal-
ism, we must realize that the crucial words have a definite rank, they are actually in a hierarchy. ...
“Dialectical materialism” of course is at the top. ...0One final aspect of this subject should be noted.
It is that, when words are meaningless, they sometimes become very shifty and alter their rank in the
hierarchy with great speed. These changes may be either positive or negative. Terms once derogatory
may achieve eminent respectability, or the reverse may happen. Thus “Lamarckism,” a damning label
in 1940 ... had acquired ... prestige in 1948” (Death of a Science in Russia, 1949, p. 8—11).

The most obvious evidence that Zirkle and other Lysenko critics absorbed this lesson well,
is the coinage of the term “Lysenkoism” — a term which has become such a standard part of
the lexicon of “pseudoscience,” that it has even spawned the term “neo-Lysenkoism”". In the
meanwhile, it is also clear that “Lamarckism” became tainted by association.

Zirkle’s antipathy for Lamarck precedes the VASKhNIL conference. In 1946 he published an
article, “The Early History of the Idea of the Inheritance of Acquired Characters and of Pangen-
esis” in the Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society, wherein his disdain for Lamarck’s
theories was clear (Zirkle, 1946). Before quoting the passage from Philosophie zoologique where
Lamarck described how storks evolved long legs, Zirkle stated Lamarck was “simply asking for ridi-
cule” (ibid, p. 92). After quoting Lamarck on the development of horns and tusks, Zirkle remarked,
“the story of how the elephant’s child got its trunk, however, is not Lamarck’s but Kipling's” (ibid).

Equating Lamarck’s theories with Just So Stories is obviously insulting, and indicative of
the overall tone of Zirkle’s account. Though trained as a botanist, Zirkle was a well-published,
and well-respected, historian of science. In addition to the official journal of the oldest scien-
tific society in the U.S., his articles appeared in the American Journal of Botany, The Virginia
Law Register, Botanical Gazette, Agricultural History, Journal of the History of Biology, Isis, Sci-
ence, and several others. It strikes the reader that it should have been possible to evenly discuss
Lamarck’s ideas, without sarcasm — despite their lack of currency. Zirkle’s characterization
seems at best, immature, and at worst, cruel.

See: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lysenkoism.
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Zirkle’s views vis-a-vis Lamarck and Lysenko coincided in the 1961 entry on the former
in the Encyclopedia Britannica. Most readers consulting the 1961 Encyclopedia to learn about
Lamarckism probably did not notice the entry had been heavily revised from previous editions.
That it would be updated is not surprising. Zirkle’s name now appeared in the writer credits,
next to T.H. Morgan, who had previously been listed as the sole author. Individual scientists are
bound to interpret the history of their disciplines quite differently, and new collaborators often
bring new ideas. What is striking in this instance however, is the nature of the edits, what is not
discussed, and one detail many readers were probably unaware of.

Morgan’s entry had focused exclusively on the persistence of belief in Lamarckism, as
well as the scientific evidence against it. After reviewing popular examples (the blacksmith’s
son who inherits stronger arms thanks to his father’s repeated use of heavy hammers; the musi-
cally-gifted child who has talent results from the hours their parent spent practicing), Morgan
described Lamarck’s influence upon Darwin, and later attempts to prove the inheritance of
acquired characters by Kammerer, Diirken, Pavlov, and McDougall. Morgan concluded with
a paragraph attributing the persistence of the doctrine to the fact that social evolution occurs
thanks to the transmission of information from one generation to the next, and it is therefore
natural that we would apply this to the inheritance of physical features'.

In the 1961 edition a few new sentences appear amidst the discussion on Darwin, wherein
the Soviet Union is mentioned for the first time. The text reads,

“In the Soviet Union, for example, where the inheritance of acquired characteristics is
accepted and where it has an official standing, it is presented as a part of the Darwinian theory and
is referred to generally as “creative Soviet Darwinism,” distinct from the “reactionary Darwinism”
of capitalist countries”".

This point is elaborated further on in text, inserted between what had been the penulti-
mate and final paragraphs of the entry. The new section describes how a “prolonged and bitter
scientific controversy raged in the Soviet Union from 1936 to 1948”, which resulted in Lamarckism
being “revived rather violently by the Communist authorities”. According to the “authors,” Marx
and Engels were “staunch Lamarckians” because they believed “this type of inheritance would
guarantee the future improvement of the human race”, Soviet biologists supported it because it put
them in a “strong tactical position in the socialist competition for status” and the outcome of the
1948 conference at the Lenin All-Union Academy of Sciences (VASKhNIL) where genetics
was banned was a “boon to the communist theoreticians”'.

While most of Zirkle’s analysis reflects his superficial views of the controversy, what is most
interesting about the entry is something most readers would probably not have recognized: Morgan
was dead when the entry appeared. Once again, there is not necessarily anything unusual about this.
Very often authors’ and editors’ names remain attached to updated versions of works they no longer
have a hand in writing or editing. In this case though two things are important. One, T.H. Morgan’s
name and reputation vastly exceeded Zirkle’s, and gave the definition far greater authority than it
would have were Morgan’s name removed; Two, Morgan, had he been alive, would never have
agreed to have his name attached to the version containing Zirkle’s revisions.

It is obvious Zirkle must have been conscious of the first point. What did he need Morgan’s
name on the entry for anyway? He had published an article on the history of the inheritance of

12 Lamarckism // Encyclopedia Britannica. Vol. 13 (1958). P. 607—610.
13 Lamarckism // Encyclopedia Britannica. Vol. 13 (1961). P. 607.
41bid. P. 609.
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acquired characteristics for Isis, among the leading journals in the field of history of science. It
would have been no problem at all for him to entirely revise the entry and make it his own work.
That, however, would give it less credibility among those for whom Morgan’s name rang a bell.
As for the second point, as Morgan’s biographer, Garland Allen, has described, Morgan
loathed political activism. He believed scientists must remain apolitical, because involvement
in social causes had no place in scientific practice. In fact, it is likely that among the contribut-
ing factors in Morgan’s fractious relationship with one of his most famous students, Hermann
J. Muller, was Muller’s eagerness to engage the social and political controversies surrounding
his work whenever possible. Morgan, we might say, would roll over in his grave had he known.

Life, Death and Lysenkoism

Thanatology is the study of death, and biology is the study of life. As I have described,
the tension between these two opposites is an as yet unanalyzed feature of the controversy.
This dichotomy provides another way of thinking about Lysenkoism within the broader context
of Cold War science. As Nikolai Krementsov has noted, biology is an understudied topic in
this framework, because most researchers are interested in weaponry and technology, the areas
where most energy was focused towards defeating the “enemy.” However Lysenko’s anti-genet-
ics campaign shows us how U.S.-Soviet rivalry placed pressure upon scientists of all disciplines
and, because the issues under discussion — genetics, evolution — were not “top secret”, the
nature of the controversy was far more public than in other areas (See Krementsov, 2009).
A thanatology of Lysenkoism also reiterates the extent to which the meaning, goal and role of
scientific practice in human societies, had changed after the Second World War. The phenom-
enon whereby scientific and technological “progress” came to seem like ends pursued for their
own sake, rather than benefitting humanity, gained serious momentum by the end of World
War I1. As historians of the arms race have documented, science became a source of fear, rather
than hope. My analysis can be read as a contribution to research in this area as well.

As for what I wrote above about broadening our understanding of what “Lysenkoism”
means: Science haunted people during the Cold War. The unqualifiedly positive notions of the
late 19" century were buried in the trenches of the Somme and Verdun, and radiated landscape
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Lysenko was a Frankenstein monster, animated by Stalinist-Marx-
ist science, to wreak havoc®. Again, if that sounds like a stretch, think about the fact that Mary
Shelly, the author of Frankenstein, or the Modern Prometheus, is considered a Romantic author,
and Karl Marx, the co-author of the Communist Manifesto, is considered a Romantic philoso-
pher. Shelly’s novel is often read as a dystopian account of science run amuck, and Marx is
often portrayed of the founder of a science-based philosophy, whose utopian ambitions went
badly astray. Within this framework, Lysenko can be seen as the uncontrollable creature let
loose among biologists in the USSR. Just as Victor Frankenstein’s Frankenstein was a “fake”
human pieced together from dead parts brought to life by electricity, Lysenko was a “pseudo” —
scientist whose power to impose a theory as un-biological /un-scientific/improbable as the body
of Frankenstein’s creation, derived from Stalin; and he destroyed genetics.

This gets to the relationship between the dead and the living. Syrkus was a member of the inter-
war avant-garde. This identity was premised upon a rejection of old ideas about what counted as art,

15 By “Stalinist-Marxist” I am referring to Pollock’s analysis of Stalin’s role in Soviet science (Pol-
lock, 2006).
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beauty etc. — and their replacement with new ones. At various points in the 1920s and 30s this was
a free-wheeling environment, in which attitudes and behaviors such as receptiveness and open-
mindedness were highly valued. At the point when Syrkus made his address invoking Lysenko,
however, it was clear that revolutionary aesthetics had been hijacked by party planners, with their
own ideas about what art was, and what purpose it should serve. Syrkus attempted to resurrect
members of his generation to continue the mission their deaths, and a radically different milieu in
East and Central Europe, had interrupted. He invoked the dead to serve a purpose in the present.

This notion of generations was also fundamental to Zirkle. In a 1959 letter to L.C. Dunn,
a geneticist who played a notably active role, albeit with entirely different motives than Zirkle,
in the Lysenko controversy, Zirkle wrote,

“Most historians of science are convinced that the periodic changes that occur in the orienta-
tion of scientists are not due to any conversion of any scientist, but to the replacement of one gen-
eration of scientists by another. What has fascinated me in this is that often the changes occurin the
complete absence of argument. One generation succeeds the other apparently without having made
any intellectual contact. I cannot go into the whole problem here, but can only say that I hoped to
stimulate some of my contemporaries into giving me data that, historically, is very scanty.

I may have ultimately to ask forgiveness from a great many of my friends”'.

Zirkle was referring to “Marxist” scientists. He believed that many of his colleagues in the
U.S. were essentially communists, who had been heavily influenced by Marxist philosophy. As
a “cold warrior” Zirkle believed such individuals were an anathema to the profession, however
he was not worried. Someday they would die off, and their ancestors would think differently
than they did. According to Zirkle, the history of science — whether it be theory or ideology —
proved the beliefs of the dead were replaced the living.

A final point is the relationship between “Lysenkoism” and “pseudoscience.” As I men-
tioned, the former has become a synonym for the latter. It has been — to use Bruno Latour’s
phrase — “Black Boxed” — as that which science is not, as proved by the fact that Lamarck’s
ideas suffered from guilt by association. The irony is that though Latour’s goal was deconstruct
the appearance of objectivity, Lysenkoism shows he did the opposite: he reified it. Latour’s
strategy requires he presume there is such a thing as “normal” science which we must analyze.
But what happens to this analysis when we prove “pseudoscience” can also be a Black Box? At
this point the Black Box becomes a coffin in which we must again bury attempt to define sci-
ence, once it has shown to be no different from what, supposedly, it is not.
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Wcnonb3oBaHmMe MepTBbIX B HAYKax O XXM3HU: TAHATONOTMA NIbICEHKOM3MA
Buwibsm qe Hor-JIAMBEP
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Cratbsi IOCBSIIIIEHA aHAIM3Y JILICEHKOM3Ma KaK SIBIHUS] HAyYHO! , 00IIIECTBEHHOM M ITOJIMTUIECKOM KM3HU
SITOXU XOJIOAHOM BOMHBI. ABTOp TIpe/utaraeT B3IJISTHYTh Ha M3y4aeMoe SIBJIEHUeE TTO, HOBBIM, JIOCTATOYHO
HEOOBIYHBIM YIJIoM 3peHust. Omnmpasich Ha paboThl M3BECTHOTO aMePUKAHCKOTO aHTPOIIOJIOTa, CIIeIIuaI-
cta o LlentpasnbHoit 1 BoctouHoit EBponie Katpun Bepaepu, aBTop cTaBUT BOMPOC O TOM, KaKylo pojib
WUTpaJli UMEHA U TBOPYECKOE HACIeINE YIISAIINX 13 XXKU3HU YICHBIX U IesITeNICi KYJIbTyphl B YTBEPXKICHUHT
JIBICEHKOM3Ma B HayKe, a COIMATMCTUYECKOTO peajii3Ma — B MCKYCCTBe KoHIa 1940-x — Havanma 1950-x IT.
B CTpaHax COBETCKOTO OJIOKA, a TAKXKE B MapauUIeIbBHOM IPOIIecce TTPeBpallieHUs JIBICCHKOM3Ma B CHHOHUM
JDKeHayKu Ha 3armazie B 9T Xe robl. Kak mojiaraet aBTop, caMul TIOHSITUST XKU3HU Y CMEPTH, PasIoXKEeHUS 1
BO3POXKICHUSI, HACJICACTBEHHOI Mepeaayn He TOJbKO OMOIOTMIECKMX, HO M COLIMATBHBIX TPU3HAKOB, KYJIb-
TYpPHOU TPaAMIIMK, TTPOOJIeMa CMEHBI TTOKOJIEHUI B HAyKe 1 MOJIMTUKE UTPaI KITFOUEBYIO POJIb B O0pr0e
MPOTUBHUKOB U cTOpOHHUKOB T. JIbiceHko. [ToaTomy yriny0aeHHbII aHaIU3 UCTIOJIb30BAHMS STUX IIOHATUI
MOXET CYIIIECTBEHHO MPOJABUHYTD Hallle TOHUMaHUe JbICeHKOM3Ma B 11eJIoM. C 3TOM 11e/IbI0 aBTOp aHAIM-
3UPYET TPU BIM30/1a U3 UCTOPUM ITPOTUBOCTOSIHUS JIbICEHKOMCTOB U aHTUJIBICEHKOMCTOB.

Kimouesbie ciioBa: JibiceHKon3M, Katpun Bepnepu, HayKu o XKU3HU, TTOKOMHBIE YICHBIE.

BOCNOMUHAHUA U UHTEPBbLIO
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2Kopec METBETEB

London, UK;
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Ky6aHckas 3emnsa

Hama cembs1 Bctperuia BoliHy B PoctoBe-Ha-/loHy. MHe Obu1o Toraa 15 ner. Ho yxe
yepe3 TpW Mecslia HeMellKass apMuys 3axBaTmiia TaraHpor, B cTa KMjoMeTpax oT PocToBa.
Mpi1, 6pocuB Bce, yexanu B TOWIMcH — ropof, rae s poauics. Korna npuiiia moBecTka U3
BOEHKOMaTa, MpeanuchiBaBiias aBuThes 1 (eBpans 1943 roga ¢ BemiaMu U JOKYMEHTaMU,
S elle YYUJICS B IEeCSATOM KJlacce M MHe JIMIIb HeJaBHO MCHoMHWIOCh 17 net. B BoiiHe yke
mpownsotien moBopoT. CoBeTcKast apMusi, ocBoboxnast CeBepHblii KaBkas, mpuomKanach
K KpacHomapy. ApMuu CpouHO TpeOOBAINCH TTOITOJTHEHUS M CPOK IPHU3BIBa ObUT CABUHYT Ha
roJl BHU3 1 IBa rojia BBEpX.

Mosonbix HOBOOpaHIIEB OTIpaBWIM Ha odoyyeHue B Kyraucu. 3nmech 3a ropogom ObLia
TepPUTOPHUS PE3ePBHOIO II0JKA, B KOTOPOM IIUIO YCKOPEHHOE OOy4YeHHEe BOCHHOMY IEy:
CTPEJISATh, OpocaTh rpaHaTHI, ITOI3aTh MO-TJIACTYHCKH, KOJIOTh IITBIKOM, ONTh IMPUKIIAIOM,
OpyA0oBaTh CaliepHOii JJomaTKoi. £ mormnaj B mepBy0 MaplIeBYIO POTY Halllero MpU3biBa, KOTO-
DPYIO OTIIPABJISUIM B ACHCTBYIOIIYIO apMUIO B KOHIIE aIlpesis.

Boennsrit amenon npurancs u3 Kyrancu no KpacHomapa yepe3 baky m HemaBHO 0CBO-
ooxneHHbIir CeBepHblii KaBka3. Ha cTaHIMSIX MeCTHBIC XKUTEIN TPUHOCUIA HaAM MOJIOKO
M x1e6, nHorma u cano. M3 KpacHogapa Ha MaliMHax Mbl goexaiu K craHuue Kpbeimckoit

' B HacTosiieM HOMepe MBI MPUBOIMM TEPBYIO YacTh BocmoMuHaHuii JKopeca AjlekcaHapoBrya
MenseneBa, KOTOpble OH HayaJl IMKcaTh B MPOILTOM roay. K HacTosieMy MOMEHTY MOUYTH TOTOBBI €I
TP YaCTU 3TUX BOCTTIOMUHaHM. — [TpuM.pen.
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Ha TaMaHCKOM MOJIyoCTpOBe. DTY CTaHUILY OCBOOOIMIIM JIUIIb HEAEI0 Ha3al B 00SIX IO TIpo-
puiBY «['01y0oii TMHMKU» HEMELKOM apMUM, 3allMIlaBIIeid TToACTyIbl K HoBopoccuiicky u
Kepuu. C Mops1, Hemaneko oT HoBopoccuiicka, ObLT BRICAXKEH IeCaHT, MOTeCHUBIINIA HEMIICB
U CO3AaBLINM MangapM (3HameHuTast «Manast 3emiisi»). [1o mnaHy KoMaHIOBaHUS, KOTOPbIi
ObLT HAM OOBSICHEH TOCIe 3aurcaeHust B 169-i cTpesKoBbIi MoJK 1-it Ocoboro Ha3HaYeHMsI
JIMBU3UU 56-11 apMUu, HAIIl TIOJIK ObL1 BKJIIOYEH B IPYIIITY MPOpPbIBa BTOPOro pybexa «I oayboit
JIMTHUW» U OCBOOOXIeHMs cTaHu1Ibl KueBckoit. J1Jist momaepsKKu IeXoThl Obljla CTSIHYTa MOIITHAS
TEeXHWKa, B OCHOBHOM apTujuiepusi, He MmeHee 200 cTBoIOB Ha KmtoMeTp dpoHTa. [1eXoTHBIM
YacTsIM, TIPOPBABIIKCH Yepe3 HEMEIKYI0 0OOPOHY, TIPEACTOSTIO B3ATh C XOAY W CICHYIOIINIA
pyOeX, «Ha TIjIedax OTCTYMAIOIIETo MPOTUBHUKA», KaK TOBOPWJIOCH B 3aUMTAHHOM IIPHKa3e.
YV Hemenkoit apmMuM Ha ronctyrax K HoBopoccuiicky 6b110 MHOTO YKPEIJICHHBIX Y3710B.

BoenHble ornepaniin Ha TaMaHCKOM TTOJIyOCTPOBE MOYTH HEM3BECTHBI B 3aITaTHOMN JIUTE-
paType 110 UICTOPUU BOMHBI, XOTSI 31IeCh OblJIa HUBBICIIIAsl KOHIICHTPAIIYsI BOMCK, IO CPAaBHEHUIO
¢ npyrumu poHTamMu. Ha mmamm dponta HeMHormM Oosbie 100 KM OblIa TUCIOLMpPOBAaHA
17-s1 HemellKast apMKsi, UMeBIIas 16 TIEXOTHBIX JVUBU3MiA, TBC TAHKOBBIE Y YEThIPE OTACTBHBIX
nonka. M3 KpbiMa HeMelKyto apMUIO TIPUKPBIBAIU OO0JbIlE THICSYM CAMOJIETOB. DTO MOYTU
CTOJILKO e BOMCK M TEXHUKHU, CKOJIBKO ObLIO B apmuu ¢enbamapinaia [Maymoca nmon CrannH-
rpamoM. C COBETCKOI CTOPOHBI Ha TaMaHCKOM ITOJIyOCTPOBE ICMCTBOBAIM TPY APMUU, COCTOSIB-
e 13 21 AMBU3KU U IITU OTAEIbHBIX Opuran. Ha iuauu npopseisa B 30 KM riepes 56-it apMueit,
KOTOpOIi KOMaHAO0BaJI reHepasl I'peuko, B IIyOOKOIl 000pOHE CTOSUIM 5 HEMELIKUX JUBU3UIA.

[TpopsIB HEMELIKOI 0OOPOHBI MOC/IE MOIITHOM apTIOATOTOBKM U YIapOB C BO3MyXa ObLI
CpaBHUTEIBbHO OBICTPBIM. IIpoBoJIOUHBIE 3arpakaeHusi ObUIM pa3MeTaHbl 110 CTOPOHAM.
B Hemenkux TpaHIesx (OHU IIJIM B HECKOJIBKO PSIIOB) MBI, Aep>Ka BUHTOBKM C IIPUMKHY-
TBIMM IITHIKAMU HAaroTOBe, IIPO0ETaI B OCHOBHOM II0 TpyraM HEMEIKHUX cojmat. I TaBHOMi
MpoOIeMOil Ha TMOACTYMaX K TpaHIIEsIM SIBISTUCH TPOTUBOTIEXOTHBIE MUHBI. OHU ObLIN
Be3le, He MeHee THICSTYM Ha KaXIbIi KIJIOMETp (hpoHTa. MBI TPUOIMKAIMCH K HEMEIIKUM
OKOTIaM psilaMu, IpYT 3a IpyroM. TOT, KTO ObLI BIiEpeau, HEPEIKO HACTYIal Ha MUHY...

3a HeMeLIKMMHU TTO3UIIUSIMU ObLIa y3Ke CTeIh, OUeHb XOIMUCcTasl. Boanu 3eneHena camaMu
cranuia Kuesckast. Ho mepen Heit Obl1a 3apaHee ITOCTPOSHA eIlle OMHA TMHUSI MHOTOCIIOMHOM
HEMEIIKOI1 000POHBI, C KOJIIOUEH TPOBOJIOKOM 1 MUHHBIMU TTOJISIMU. B34ITh ee ¢ X0y «Ha 1iie-
YyaxX OTCTYMAIOIIETro MPOTUBHMKA» HAIII TTOJIK YKe He cMOT. [IpOTMBHUK He OTCTyIal, a CTpO-
YUJI U3 MyJIeMEeTOB. MblI 3aJIeTJIU 1 CTaJIu OKaMbIBaThCs. MHE MocYacTIMBUIOCh — MOOU30-
CTM OKa3ajach BOPOHKA OT OOMOBI, KOTOPYIO s1 OBICTPO MpeBpaTUiI B TIyookuii okomn. Ctaao
cMepKaThesl. B TeMHOTe mpuexaa u 1ojieBasi poTHas KyxHsI Ha KOHHOM TsITe, TTOIBE3JIH XJIe0,
MaXOpKy, caxap 1 OYTHUIKH ¢ BOIKOI. Bo BpeMst 60eB KaxkmoMy OOMITY MOJIaraJich 3HAMCHM -
Thle «<HAPKOMOBCKUE CTO rpamMM». ['opsiueit eqoit (miueHHas Kaiia ¢ aMepuKaHCKOM TYIlIeH-
KOIt) HamoJ HsUIM KoTeJku. Ho odyepenb K poTHOM KyXHEe BbICTpouJach HeOosblas. JIHeM
paHbIIIe B JIECOUKE Tepell HayaJloM ITPOPhIBa B MTOJTHOCTHIO YKOMITJIEKTOBAaHHON pOTe, KOTO-
poii komaHgoBai KanutaH [leTpos, 6610 150 cTpenkos. K Beuepy rmepBoro IHs 60€B B CTPOIO
octaimch 30 gemoBek. [Tocae KyxHr TonBe3nn 6oerpumnachl. S B3suT cebe SIIUK MaTPOHOB U
IecTh rpaHar. Jpyrue 60ULbI TOXe 3amacajauch HagoJIro.

Ha cnenyromuii ieHb HEMIIbI HEOXUIAHHO MPEANPUHSIN KOHTpaTtaKy. VX reHepaisl
3HaJIM, YTO MIPOTUB UX JIMHUU CTOSIT pa3peKeHHbIC YaCTU B OECTIOPSIIOYHBIX MHIAUBUIYATb-
HBIX OKOMax. YNpaBiATh TaKOH 000poHOM TpyaHo. Kaxnblii congar 1efdcTByeT caMoCTos -
TeJbHO. ['J1aBHBIN ynap KOHTpaTaky ObL1 HampaB/ieH Ha COCeIHUM MoJaK. Mbl ObUIM BBIILIE,
oHU BHU3Y, MeTpoB 400—500 oT HaIIMX MO3ULIUIA. BbITM BUIHBI MOJ3YLIME BAATU HEMELIKUE
TaHKM, 0KOJI0 nBafauaT. Cpa3y 3a HUMU MaJieHbKHe (hUrypku cojiiat. M3 mraba mojka npu-
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Oexkasl CBSI3HOM, MJIAAIIUIA JEUTeHAHT, Tepenai MpuKa3 — «IOoAAepXaTh COCeleli OTHEM».
ITocne 3TOoro OH He BepHYJICS B IITAOHOM OJIMHIAX, a CIIPLITHYJI B MO OKOII, Yy MEHsI ObLIO
JNIOCTaTOYHO MecTa Ha ABOouX. IIpuliebHbI OroHb Mo OerymuM HeMeUKHUM cojigaTaM Ha
TaKOM PacCTOSIHUU ObLT HeBO3MOXeH. Ho s cTpeisin B HampaBlieHUU TaHKOB, OBICTPO MEHSIS
o0oiiMmy 3a oboiimoii. [1aTpoHOB ObUIO MHOTrO. Maaliuvii JIeWTeHAHT BAPYT MOIPOCUIT «Hdait
MOCTPEISATh». Sl OTHal eMy BUHTOBKY U MPUCEN OTAOXHYTh. OH BBICYHYJICS, IPULIEJIUIICS, HO
BBICTPEIUTh He ycmel. Pazgancs kakoii-to OynbKarouyii 3ByK U MOU cocell cTajl CIlo3aTh
BHM3. OH ObLT MepTB, MyJisd npodusia emy 1ieto. [Ipexae yem BCTaThb, s1 BBICYHYJI Ha IITHIKE
HapyXy cBOIO KacKy. JI3mHb! — Kacka mpobuTta HaBbuieT. COBETCKME KaCKM OBIIN CIIUIIKOM
ToHKUMHK. OHHU 3aIUIIAIN JUIIb OT OCKOJIKOB MUH U I'paHaT. I me-To HemajaeKo Hallld ITO3K-
LMY YK€ IeprKaJl IO IIPULIETIOM HEMELIKMI CHAMIIED.

KonTparaka npotuBHuKa Obuta 0TOMTA. MHIMBUAYaTbHBIE OKOIBI HE JAIOT BO3MOXHO-
CTU MaHeBpa, HO U3 HUX B OTKPBITOM CTeNM HUKTO He mobdexxuT. HyxxHo outhes 1o koHua. Ha
noJie 6051 ocTaaucCh TpU HEMeUKMX TaHKa. Houblo GOMIIOB COCEHETO MOJKa OTBEIN B ThLI,
3aMEHUB PE3ePBHBIM 0aTaTbOHOM. MHOTMX BBIHOCWJIM Ha HOCUJIKAX.

buonorua, meguumHa uan arpoHoMuA?

B auBape 1944 roga s npuexan u3 PoctoBa-Ha-/loHy B MOCKBY ¢ HaMepeHUEM TOCTY-
MUTb Ha Gronornueckuit akynsrer MI'Y. [1pruema cTyneHTOB 3MMOI HET, HO Y MEHS HE ObLIO
npyroro Beixona. B nekabpe 1943 rona pa3npobieHHbIe mysieit Ha TamaHckoM (hpOHTE KOCTH
CTOITBI CPOCTHCH JOCTATOYHO ITPOYHO, YTO TTO3BOJIMIIO MHE CMEHUTHh KOCTBIIA Ha IaJIOUKY.
Ilocne paneHus s MOOBIBaJ B TPeX BOCHHBIX TOCIIUTANSAX, CHavaida B KpacHomape, 3aTeM B
baky u norom B Tounucu, MmoeM poaHoMm ropone. C TamaHckoro ¢poHTa jetoM 1943 rona
1IIEJT CTOJTb OOJIBIION MOTOK PaHEHBIX, YTO BCE TOCITUTAIN B 3aKaBKa3he ObUIH MTePETTOJTHEHBI.
Oxka3zatbcs BOpYT B TOumrcu 06110 00bINON ynayeir. Mama HU4Yero He 3Hajla O MOeil cynboe
noyTu Tpu Mecsua. bpat Poii Obl1 Ha BOeHHOM cllyX0e B ThIJIOBBIX YyacTsx. Kak nemoouim-
30BaHHBII U3 apMUU 110 MHBAIMIHOCTH I UMEJ TeTlepb IPaBo BEPHYThCS B POCTOB, KOTOPHIi
ObLT 0OCBOOOXIEH BecHoM 1943 rona. [leiicTBoBann yKasbl, KOTOpPbIE FapaHTUPOBAIM BO3Bpa-
IABIIMMCS B OCBOOOXKIEHHBIE TOPOa IMPaBO Ha KUJITUIONIA b,

PoctoB-Ha-J10HY, KOTOPBI ObLT NBaXIbl OKKYITUPOBaH, oceHblo 1941 u tetom 1942-ro,
MOABeprayicsl CHJIBHBIM OoMmOapaupoBkaM. Ho msaruaTtaxkabiit gom Ne 78 Ha [lymkmHCKOM
yIIHIe, B KOTOPOM Haxoauach Hallla IByXKOMHAaTHasi KBapTHpPa, CTOSUT HeBpenuMbIM. KBap-
TUpa 3Ta npuHaiexana Tete Hage c 6abyiikoii. Mbl mepexaliu K HUM nocjie apecta B Mockse
Haiero orua AnekcaHapa PomanoBuya, npodeccopa BoeHHoi akageMuu. OH ObLT OCYyKIeH
Kak «OyxapuHel» 1 ymep B mapte 1941 roma B omHOM U3 jarepeil MaramaHckoil 06JacTu.
Orell ObIT OYCHB CHIIBHBIM MYKUMHOU 1 (PM3NIECKU 3aKaJISUT M HAC ¢ OpaToOM ¢ paHHETO ACT-
ctBa. Ho pabGoTy Ha MmeaHbIX pyaHuKax Ha KoJsibiMe He BblaepxKas 1 oH. B Hatei pocToBcKoit
KBapTUPE XKWIHN Terepb cpa3y TPU CEMbH, TIEPECeICHHbIC U3 Pa3pyIICHHBIX TOMOB. XJIOIO-
TaTh O €€ BO3BpallleHUM He MMeJIO CMbIcia. HUKaKux mpuHaaiexXaBIIuX HaM BeILel TaM yxke
He Obu10. [Tponana u 6osbias 6ubIMOTEKA OTIIA, KOTOPOU Mbl JOPOXKUIN OOJbIIE BCETO.

Mosi ABOIOpOIHAsI TETS, XOPOILIO U3BECTHBIN B PocTOBE 3yOHOI Bpay ¢ COOCTBEHHBIM KaOu-
HEeTOM Ha mpocriekTe byneHHoro, He yexaBIlasi U3 ropoja, ObUTa pacCTpeisiHa BMECTE C My>KeM
NpU JTUKBUAALUM HEMILIAMU BCEX POCTOBCKUX eBpeeB. (BTopuuHas okkymnaius PocTtoBa mpo-
u3oiiria 24 urons 1942 r. Ho yxe 11—12 aBrycra Bce ocTaBIIMECS B TOPOJIE EBPEU, OKOJIO 15 ThICcsSY
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YeJIoBEK, BKJIIoUast AeTei, ObLIM paccTpessiHbl B 3MUEBCKOI Oajike 3a ropoaoM.) Mbl yoexkaanu
TETIO yexaTh, HO OHa He XOTeJia Bce OpocaTthb, HafesiCh Ha CBOIO pyccKyto dhammtmio «CaxapoBa»
1 Ha TO, YTO XOPOIITre 3yOHBIe Bpaur HYXKHBI TTpH JTI000M pexkmMe. CBOUX JeTeil y Hee He OBLIO.
B ee 3ameuatenpHYIO KBapTUPY BCENIIICS ITpH OKKymamu odpuiiep ['ecraro. Temepb Tam Toxe
>KWJIA HECKOJIBKO CEMEIA.

B PocToBe 51 ipoxkui okono Henenu. MHe gaja MpUIOT MaTh IIKOJAbHOTO apyra Koctu
ParosuHa, koTopsiii BoeBaa rae-t1o B benopyccuu. Ero oten «mmpomnan 06e3 BecTU» JIETOM
1942 roma Ha mmoactymax K CraauHrpamy. [denaTs B ropone MHE ObUIO HeUero, U s ToIes Ha
BOK3aJI, 4YTOOBI €xaTh B MOCKBY. B To BpeMsT B KaXXIIOM MacCCasKUPCKOM IT0e311e ObLT BaroH
«IIJIS pAHEHBIX», B KOTOPBII OIETHIM B COJIIATCKYIO IIIMHEITb IIO3BOJISIIOCH CAIUThCS Oe3 Onte-
ToB. Exanu B 607b1110#1 TecHOTEe. YeTBepTh MaccakMpoB BaroHa COCTABJISIIN TsKeJIble clyJau,
Hepenko 0e3 HOT. Takux CONMpoBOXKAAIM CAHUTAPhl MJIM MEACECTphl. B mopore Ha cTaHLIMSIX
IIJIST BO3BPAIIABIIMXCS 13 TOCIIMTANIC TeMOOMIN30BaHHBIX OBUIM O0COObIe CTOJIOBHIe. IIpsi-
MOTO coobIIeHNs Mexkay PoctoBoM 1 MOCKBOIA ellle He HaTaauiIn, ¥ TIOe3 I IIPoe3Kail uyepes
pyunbl CtanuHrpana, a B MocKBe s1 0Ka3ascs JUIb Yepe3 1IeCTh JHEN.

HexaH 6uocdaka NMpUHsT MEHsI MPUBETIMBO U ObLI FOTOB 3aUMCIUTL KAaHAUAATOM B CTY-
IeHTHI IS Havasia yueObl B OKTs0pe. MIHBaIMI0OB BOMHBI MPUHUMAIN B TO BPEeMsI B BY3bl
BHE KOHKypca M 0e3 BCTYIMUTEIBHBIX 3K3aMeHOB. CTYyIEeHTOB-MYXUMH OBLIO OYEHb MaJIo.
Ho yHuMBepcuTeT, TOJIBKO HETABHO BEPHYBIIWIACS M3 3BaKyaunu B KazaHb, He mMen elle
OOLIEXUTUS 11 CTyAeHTOB. Bo BropoM MeIMLIMHCKOM MHCTUTYTE OBbLIM Te XK€ MpoOJieMbl
¢ obmexuTeM. JIupeKTopa MHCTUTYTA SIBHO YAWBUJIA MOSI 3PYIULIMS B ITpoOJIeMax MeIu-
LIMHBI (OcHOBaHHas Ha KHuUrax MeunukoBa, [Toas ne Kpyn u boromonblia, mpoynTaHHBIX
eme B Poctose). OH OB TOTOB IMPUHSITH MEHS B CTYJACHTHI Cpa3y, HO JIUIIb HA CAHUTAPHBIN
dakyapTeT: «BHI IPOITyCTIIN aHATOMUIO YeJIOBeKa, 0¢3 Hee Ha JiedeOHOM (haKyIbTeTe IeIaTh
Hedero. Hy>KHO XXIaTh 10 OCEHU».

B MockBe s xXuj yxe IaTh IHel, Houys 1160 Ha KazaHckoM, 1160 Ha JIeHuHrpanckom
Bok3anax. IIpu KapToyHOI1 cucTeMe Ha MPOAYKTHl MUTAHUSI KYMUTh KaKylo-TO €1y MOXHO
OBLIO JIUIIIF HAa BOK3ajaX B OydeTax OTIeIbHBIX 3aJI0B I BOCHHBIX U TEMOOMIN30BaHHBIX.
Koe-rne 6put1 1 cToToBBIC IJ1sT paHeHBIX. COTHM THICSTY MHBAJIMIOB BOWHEI, BEITTMCAHHBIX U3
TOCTIUTAJICH, ITyTEIIeCTBOBAIM IO CTPaHe, He MMesT BO3MOXKHOCTH BEPHYThCS oMo, Biacti
IPOCTO He 3HAJIN, YTO C HUMMU JeJIaTh, M BOK3aJIbI CTAJIM IUISI HUX OOIIEXXUTUSIMU. VIX poIHBIE
ropoja 1 iepeBHU ObLIM CUJILHO, a YaCTO U MOJHOCTbIO pa3pylleHbl, T100 He OCBOOOXKIEHDI.
B suBape 1944 roga Kpeim u Onecca ObLTH e11ie OKKYITMPOBaHbBI HEMEIIKOI apMueli, 00U IILIx
3a Kpusoit Por. Toabko B 3TO BpeMs TIPOU30IIIET pa3rpOM HEMEIIKUX apMUi, OKPY>KaBIITNX
Jlenunrpan, a Bcro benopyccuto, [Tpubantrky u Mongasuio elie NpeacTosijio OCBOOOXIATb.

B TIlerpoBcko-Pa3zymoBcKoe, Te pacKMHYJIMCHh Ha OOJBIION TEpPUTOPUM KpacHBBIC
y4eOHbIe KOpITyca, OOLIEXXUTHS, ONBITHBIE 1TOJIS, IPYAbI U JIec MOCKOBCKOM CEJIbCKOXO031i-
crBeHHo akagemuu uM. K.A. Tumupszesa (TCXA), g npuexan Ha IPUTOPOITHOM ITTOe3/1e
¢ Jlenunrpaackoro Bok3ajna. JlekaH arpoHOMHYEeCKOro dakyiabreTa Ipodeccop Huxomait
AJexcaHapoBUY MalicypssH OKa3ajicsi MOMM 3eMJISTKOM, OH POIUJICS M OKOHUYMII YHUBEPCH-
teT B Toumucn. $S1 cHoBa MOJTyd /T IIpeIIoKeHUEe CTaTh KAaHIUIATOM B CTyIeHTH. Ho 31ech 1o
Hayaja HOBOTo y4eOHOro roja MHe MpeIjoXuIu padboTy U obluexuTue. PaboTa Oblia mpo-
cTasl, HO OIlacHasi — IMPOMbIBaTh KOHLIEHTPUPOBAHHOI COJISTHOM KUCIOTOM Oeblii KBapLeBblit
IIECOK, YTOOBI OCBOOOIUTH €T0 OT BCEX MUHEPAJIbHBIX CONCi. DTOT IMECOK OTMBIBAIM 3aTeM
M OT COJITHOM KMCJIOTHI IIPOCTOM M TUCTWJIMPOBAHHOM BOIOM, M TOHHAMU HCIIOJIB30BaJIN
IIJIST aTPOXUMUYECKHX ¥ (PH3MOJIOTMIECKIX OIBITOB C Pa3HBIMA KOMOWHAILIMSIMU YIOOPEHMIA.
B nonBaite, rjie cTOSUTM MPOMBIBHEIE OaKM, PUXOIMIIOCH HaeBaTh POTUBOra3. BecHoli, Kak
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K. MenBenes B 1946 romy

paboyeMy ONBITHON CTaHLIMU, MHE MPEUTOXUINA IBE COTKU YK€ pacliaXaHHOTO ITOJIS yuxo3a
«OTpamHOe» IO OrOpoJ, TaK UTO B OKTSIOPE, KOTrma 1 HAKOHEIl CTall CTYIEHTOM, T0J MOEH
KPOBAaTHIO B OOIIEKUTHUH JIEKAIN IBA OOIBIINX MEIIIKA C KAPTOIIKOIA.

Tpoum [leHncosuy JibiceHKo

Mou uHTepechl B 00J1aCTH TIPOOJIEMbI CTaPeHUs CIIOXKWIKMCh EI1le TOTIa, KoTraa MHe ObLIO
15—16 netr. 3umoit 1942 rona st yacaMu MPOCUXKMBAJ B IyOIM4HOM Oubimroreke Toumucu,
KoHcneKTupyst MoHorpaduio A.B. Haroproro «ITpobiaeMa ctapeHUst U JOJITOJIETUS», U3TaH-
Hyto B XapskoBe B 1940 romy Tupaxkom Bcero B 400 skx3. B CeabCcKOX03SI1ICTBEHHOM aKaje-
MMU TOXE UMEIUCh Kadeapbl 300JI0rMU, O0TAHUKK, XUMUK U PU3UKO-XUMUH, (DU3KOJIOTUN
n 6roxuMun. To, 9TO TYT 3TO IPUMEHSIIOCH K pACTCHUSIM 1 XKMBOTHBIM, a HE K UYEJIOBEKY, HE
MMeJIO OOJIBIIIOTO 3HAYECHUSI.

PacTteHust u XUBOTHBIE TOXE CTapeloT, XOTsI U HEOAMHAKOBO. [J1s1 JKUBOTHBIX HEOOXO-
IHUMOCTb CTApEHMSI Tesla JOCTaTOUHO JIOTUYHO OOBbsICHsIa Teopusl BelicMaHa 0 cMepTHOCTH
COMBI 1 OeccMepTHM 3apOoblllieBoii M1a3Mbl. Ho y pacTeHuii SIBHO He ObUIO OTAEIbHOTO OT
COMBI 3apOIBIIIEBOrO IyTH, OHU CITOCOOHBI K HEOrPAHUYEHHOMY BEI€TATUBHOMY Pa3MHOXe-
HU10. Y13 coMaTHIeCKUX KIICTOK MOXKHO TIOJIyYUTh HOBOE pacTeHune. PacTeHUs pa3MHOXAIOTCS
KJIyOHSIMU, YepeHKaMM, KOPHEBBIMU OTBOIKAMU. ToUKa pocTa cTeOIIsI, COCTOSIIIAs 13 OBICTPO
JEJISIIIAXCS BETeTaATUBHBIX KJIETOK, KOTOPBIE 00pa30BBIBAJIM JIMCThsI, HECOXKMIAHHO — BECHOM,
JISTOM WJIM B TEIUIBIX KpasiX OCEHbIO, a MHOLJA K Yepe3 IO/, — BAPYT HauKMHajia (OpMUPOBaTh
LIBETOK C ITOJIHBIM HabOpOM MYXCKHX M XKEHCKMX PEIPOAYKTUBHBIX opraHoB. IlepBast Teo-
pusi, KoTopasi c(popMUPOBaIACh Y MEHSI, MbITAJIACh OOBSICHUTh UMEHHO 3Ty 3aranky. S mpen-
TTOJIOKIJI, YTO B TOYKAX POCTA PACTCHUIT Cpead B OCHOBHOM COMATHUYECKUX KJIETOK €CTh U
MOTEHIIUATBLHO 3apobiiieBble. CoMaTUUECKUe KJIETKH, 3aMeUIsIs CBOU JAeJICHUsI U3-3a cTape-
HUSsI, TIOCTETIEHHO 3aMeIlaoTCsT 3apOAbIIIEBEIMI, M1 UMEHHO ITO3TOMY TOYKA pOCTa HAYMHAET



114 NCTOPUKO-BMOJIOTUYECKWE NCCNEQOBAHWUA. 2011. Tom 3. Ne 2

¢opMuUpOBaTh HE JIMCThSI, a IIBETOK C MTOJIOBbIMU OpraHamu. M Horna 1o 3aMeyieHue AeJieHui
COMAaTUYECKHUX KJIETOK MOXET BBI3BIBATHCS XOJIOMHON TeMIlepaTypoii, KaK Y O3MMBIX pacTe-
Huii. MHOTIA cMeHOI (DOTOTIEPMOIOB OT BECHHI K JICTY.

Mos TeopHust B YeM-TO TOITOJHSJIA TCOPUIO CTAIMITHOTO pa3BUTHUSI pacTeHUI, TIpocia-
BuBIyto Tpoduma JIsiceHko ente B 1929 roay, Korna oH BiepBble Ha MPaKTUKE CMOT TIOBECTH
03UMYIO MIIEHUILY 10 PeMPOAYKIIMU MIPU BECEHHEM MoceBe, MPOoAepKaB Mpopociee 3epHO
JIBe HEACJM MOJ TaJIbiM CHEroM. fl M3J0XWI CBOIO TCOPMIO Ha IISITU CTPAHUIIAX PYKOMIUCHU
KaJuurpaduIecKMM ITOYepKOM U TTociall B ampeie 1945 roma 1mo moyTe OauH 3K3eMILISIp
akageMuKy JIBICEHKO, TIpe3uAcHTY Bcecoro3Holt AKaneMun CeTbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIX HAYK
uM. B.W. Jlenuna (BACXHWJI), a apyroit nepenan 3aBeaymouiemMy kKadenapoil 60TaHUKU
Hamel akagemuu npodeccopy Iletpy Muxaiinosuuy 2KyKoBCcKoMy, sipKre€ JIEKIIMKA KOTO-
poro [Ist Hac, CTyAEHTOB MEPBOTo Kypca, ObLIM HanboJjiee yBieKareJbHbIMU. Henenu yepes
nBe 51 moy4yus otBeT B KoHBepTe BACXHMWII. ITricbMo oT JIBICEHKO OBLIO KOPOTKUM:

«YBaxaewmbiit XKopec Anekcannposnd! Bammm naen KaxxyTcss MHe MHTepecHBIMU. Bynere
B MockBe — 3axongute. AkageMuk T./1. JIbIcEHKO».

AKanemMust CeIbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIX HayK B boJbiiioM XaprTOHBEBCKOM TepeyJiKe B LIEHTPe
MockBbI 3aHMMaJa 3IaHKe CTApUHHOTO ABopLa KHs13el KOcymoBbix. Tabnnuka cOOKy oT Bxona
M3Bellana, 9YTo 3TO NaMITHHUK apxuTekTyphl XVII Beka, oxpaHsieMblii rocynapcTBoM. B o6mmp-
HOI ITpUeMHOI1 Tiepe ABEPhMU KaOMHEeTa IIpe3uIeHTa ke CUIesI0 0Kojo 30 4eTloBeK, MHOTHE
SIBHO TIpYeXaJld U3ajieka U U3 IepeBeHb. [1pueskaBimx BCTpevaan cekpeTraplia 1 MOMOIIT-
HUK, CITpallinBasi O MpUYMHAX BU3UTa. S TMOKa3aja MOMOIIHUKY MUChbMO. JIBICEHKO HauMHAaIT
npueM B 11.00. Ham 00bsicHUIM, UTO aKaJeMUK MPUHUMAET He M0 ouepean, a Bcex cpasy. OH
OyneT beceaoBaTh CIIepBa C arpOHOMOM, KOTOpHIi npuexan n3 Cubupu. Ho Mbl Oynem cuaeThb
B KaOMHETE 1 MOKEM 3a1aBaTh BOIIPOCHI 1 IeJIaTh peIlTKI. Hepenko, Kak HaM cKazajiu, JIIOIT
MMPUXONAT K aKaIeMHUKy ¢ OTHUMU U TeMU Xe TipodiaemMamu. Her HMKaKMX orpaHMYeHUI Ha
3ancu. THTepecHbIe MBICIM YacTO ITPUXOAIT aKaAeMUKy MMEHHO B XOJIe TaKuX Oeces.

Touno B 11.00 moceTuTenu cTajv BXOAUTH B OOJBILION KaOUHET npe3uaeHTa. JIbIceHKO
YK€ CHUIEN 3a CBOMM OTPOMHBIM CTOJIOM, OH BOIIEJT 4Yepe3 OTAeAbHYIO IBepb. KaOWHETHI
KPYITHBIX COBETCKUX aAMUHUCTPATOPOB BCEIIa COCTOSIIM U3 IBYX KOMHAT: OXHA OOJIbIIAs,
IJIST TIPUEMOB, BTOpas «JIMYHas», C JUBAH-KPOBAThIO IJISI OTOBIXA, OY(PETOM M CaHy3JIOM.
Cron JIbiceHKO ObL 3aBajIeH CeIbXO3MPOAYKIIME — HECKOJIbKO CHOIMKOB MILIEHULBI M PXKU,
KPYITHbIE KapTOMeJnHbI, MOYaTKU KYKYPY3bl. bojiblie CHOMbI MIIEHUILIbI, TIPUBE3EHHBIC U3
Pa3HBIX KOHIIOB CTPAaHBbI, CTOSIA BO3JIe CTeH, HelaleKo OT MMCbMEHHOTO cTtoja. CTybs I
IIOCETUTEJICH paCIIolaraICh BHOJb OOKOBBIX CTeH. KHIDKHBIX ITKadoB, KOTOpHIE BCerma
BCTpEYAIMCh BIOJb CTCH KAOMHETOB IEKaHOB, JTUPEKTOPOB U ITpoheccopoB, He OBUIO BUTHO.

«Camutech, — obpaTuics K HaM JIBICEHKO, HEOKUIAHHO TPOMKUM, HO OYEHb XPHUILIBIM
rojJlocoM, — s Oyay TOBOpUTH ¢ arpoHoMoM u3 OMCKoOi1 obiacTtu (OH Ha3Bajl (haMUIMIO).
'V Hero BOIPOC MO MOBOIY ITOCEBOB O3MMOI IMIIIEHUIIBI IO CTEPHE».

B 1943—1944 romax 1moceBbI 03UMOI TIIIIEHUIIHI TT0 cTepHe B Cubupu 1mo MeTomy JIBICeHKO,
TO €CTh IO HeoOpabOTaHHOMY, He BCIIaXaHHOMY TIOJTIO, OBUIM TJIaBHOM TEMOI HUCKYCCHUI B
CeJIbCKOXO3SMCTBEHHBIX Kpyrax. B 1942 romy HactyruieHue HeMelkoi apmuu Ha CeBepHBI
Kapka3 n Ha CrajmHIpaa Hayajaoch JUIIb B KOHIIE MIOJS, KOrma yoopKa ypoxkas o3uMOi
TMIIIeHULIBI OblIa YK€ 3aBepliieHa. Bojibliyio yacTh 3epHa yCIieau BbIBE3TH B 3aKaBKas3be U 3a
Bosnry. Ho moceB o3umoii rireHuIIsI 11st ypoxkast 1943 roma mpoBoauTh 06110 Herne. B Cubupu
03MMYIO IIIICHUITY He CesUTi, OHa BbhIMep3aia. JIBICEHKO MPEeIIOXIII CeITh O3MMYIO IIIICHUITY
B OMcKoil 1 HoBocubupckoit 061acTsx Mo CTepHe OT YOpaHHOI SpoBOii, TO €CTh IO HeBCIa-
XaHHBIM TT0J1M. 1o ero Teopuu, MPoBePSITh KOTOPYIO HE OBbLIO BPEMEHM, 3UMHSISI THOETh
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POCTKOB MPOUCXOAUT HE OT CAMUX MOPO30B, a OT 00pa30BaHUsI KPUCTAJIOB JIbIa U YIUIOTHE-
HUS U TIEPEMELLIEHUN 3aMep3aroleil phIXJION 36MJIM, PAa3pbIBAIOIIMX Y3€/ KYILEHUS 3J1aKOB U
KOPHM, Haxo s yecs noj 3emieil. B mioTHo# He BcrmaxaHHOM 3eMJie TaKMX pa3pbIBOB He OyIeT
U POCTKU HE MOTMOHYT. Ecnu y3en KylleHus Lef, pacTeHUs] pEreHEPUPYIOT BECHOI OOKO-
BbIE€ TTIOYKHU 1 Bce nmoderu. CTepHeBas 1IeTHHA, OCTAOIIAsICs OT CKOIIEHHOTO ypoKasi, JIyJIlle
COXPaHUT CHeT, 3alluiias nmoysy. B aBrycre-centsiope 1942 rona B Uensiounckoii, HoBocuoup-
ckoii 1 OMCKOIi 00J1aCTSIX OBLTU TTOCESIHBI IO CTEPHE COTHU ThICSY TeKTapoB. Pe3ynbrarhl Obu1u
MPOTUBOPEUYMBBIMU. B 0MHUX KOJIX03aX ObLT yposKaii, B IPYTHX MTOCEBbI BHIMEP3IH.

ArpoHom 13 Cubupu ObLI 13 TeX, Y KOro ypoxkaii moctpagan. Coopaiu CKOJbKO U Moces-
qu. Havancsa cnop. CuneBiiue BIOJb CTEH aKTMBHO B HEM ydacTBoBaiM. OKOJIO 4yaca JHS
B KaOMHET BOLUIM OGUIIMAHTKYU C IMOAHOCAMU, pa3aaBasi CUAEBIIUM ITOCETUTEISIM KPEIKUIA
yaii B cTakaHax C cepeOpsIHHBbIMU TTOACTaKAaHHUKAMU U OOJIbIIKME OYyTepOpOIbl C KpacHOM
WKPOI U C ceMToii. DTo ObLIO MPUATHBIM clopripu3oM. K TpeM yacaM aHS mpreM 3aKOHYUJICS.
JIbIceHKO cKazai, 4yTo ero XkayT Ha coBeliaHuu B Kpemiie. /1o o0cyXaeHust MOei TEOPUHU IeJI0
He go1uio. Ho 51 Bo3Bpalasics B 001IEXUTUE BITOJTHE YIOBJIETBOPEHHBIM.

Netp Muxannosuu XXykoBcKui

ITpodeccop KykoBckuii ObLT HanboJIee MOMYJISIPHBIM U aBTOPUTETHBIM YYEHBIM Halllei
akanemuu. OH 661 akanemukomM BACXHWJI, naypearom CTaJlMHCKON MTPpEeMUN U aBTOPOM
CUMTABIIETOCS JYYIIMM ydyeOHMKa OoTaHuKU. B skcrepuuumsax B Manyio Asuio, Cupuio,
MecormnoramMuio oH cobpaj THICIYM 00pa3loB KYJATYPHBIX pAaCTeHUM, Hamucan KHUTY «3eM-
nenenbuyeckast TypLisi» M OTKPBUI B 3aKaBKa3bhe HOBbIM BUJI paHee HEM3BECTHOM IIIEHUIIbI,
YHUKAJIBHOI IO CBOEMY BHICOKOMY MMMYHMTETY K TPUOHBIM 00JIE3HSIM. DTOT BUJ ITILICHUIIBI,
Ha3BaHHBIN 2KYKOBCKMM B 4ecTb cBoero yuurteias TumodeeBa Triticum timopheev Zhuk.,
HCIIOIb30BAJICS /1T CKPEIIMBAHUM CEeJIEKIIMOHEePAaMU TIIIEHHUI] BO MHOTUX CTpaHax ISl yCH-
JICHUSI UMMYHUTETa Y BBIBOIMMBIX UMM COPTOB.

KykoBckOMy He TpebOBajoCh OTBeYaTh
Ha Moe muchMo. boTaHuka Oblla OTHMM U3
IJIABHBIX NIPEIMETOB IIEPBOro Kypca U KaxKAylo
Heneso Hallla ydeOHasl rpyIa MpUXoauia Ha
Kadenpy 00TaHUKM B y4eOHbIN Koprryc Ne17 mist
MPaKTUYECKMX 3aHATUM. M3 mBamuiaty 4wieHOB
TPYNOIBl 1 ObUT €IMHCTBEHHBIM MYXKUMHOM, U
Kyxosckuii MmeHs yxe 3Ha. [Tocie ouepenHoro
ceMuHapa MHe ckasanu, uto Iletp Mwuxaiino-
BUY XIET MEHS B cBoeM KabuHeTe. 2KyKoBcKuii
BCTPETWJI MEHSI MPUBETIMBO, AdaXe CEPAEeYHO.
JlabopaHTKa mpuHecaa HaM 4aii u OyTepOpoIbI
¢ ceipoM. 2KYKOBCKMI1 TTOXBAJIWII MO ITOYEePK U
cTuib. «Balia pykonuch HamucaHa XOPOLIUM
Hay4HbIM SI3bIKOM». Pacrnpocui HeMHOro 61o-
rpacpuro. «Moil ceiH AJlelmika ceifyac Toxe Ha
¢poHTe, yKe B [epMaHnu, HaneOCh, YTO OH He
noru6» (B 3To BpeMsl, B KOHIIE arpeis, IJIu 6ou
yxe 3a bepnun). «/laBaiiTe BMecTe TpOBEPSTH IT.M. XKykoBckuit
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Bally Teopuio. Y Hac Ha Kadeape ecTh JJabopaTopusi SMOPUOJIOTUM Y LIUTOJOTMU PACTEHUIA.
MbI nagum BaM Xopoluuii Mukpockorn. Ho HyXHoO ellie MHOroMy HayuuThes...» Ha cieny-
oI ICHB S TIPUIIeIT B JabopaTtopuro. Efo pykoBoauiaa onmbITHEIN uToor AHanma Mocu-
doBHa ATtabekoBa, noieHT. Kak oka3anock, oHa ObUla XXeHOU nekaHa MaiicypsiHa U TOXe
ponwiack B Tounucu.

Yepes nBe HeAenu 3aKkoHYMach BoitHa. CblH 2KyKOBCKOTO AJielia He TTIOruo0, 1 yepes roj
s C HUM MO3HAKOMMJICS. A BOT Moii poctoBckuit npyr Koctst Paro3uH 0bu1 yOUT B YAUUHBIX
60s1x B bepaune. O6 3TOM s y3HaJ OT ero MaTepy Mpu HOBOM TocellieHun PoctoBa-Ha-JloHy
B 1946 romy.

Hukutckuin 6oTaHuyecKum cap,

41 yuniies u paboTait oueHb nHTeHcuBHO. M3 'epmanuy mo penapanysaM B KoHlie 1945 rona
B TCXA mnpuBe3nu HoOBeilllee MUKPOCKOMUYECKOEe O0OpYIOBaHUE U JAOOPATOPHYIO MOCYy.
A1 ocBow paboTy Ha MMKPOTOME, HayYMJICS OKPaIIMBaTh CPpe3bl C TOUEK POCTa PACTEHUIA, 1e1aTh
MuKpocdotorpaduu. B 'epmanuu emie B 1939 romy 0b110 OIyOJIMKOBAaHO MCCIIEIOBAaHUE, TTOKa-
3aBIIee, YTO Y BOTOPOCTIEH My>KCKHE 1 XKEHCKIE KIIETKH COIePXKaT pa3Hble HA0OPHI KAPOTUHOW/I -
HBIX IUTMEHTOB. DTH ITUTMEHTBI TIOYTH BCeTAa ITPUCYTCTBYIOT B IIECTUKAX M B PBUIBLIAX IIBETKOB
pacteHuii. 2KyKOBCKUII MOPYYMJT MHE COOpaTh MO 3TOMY BOIIPOCY BCIO BO3MOXKHYIO JIMTEpa-
Typy Ha aHmMiickoM. OH caM CBOOOIHO BJianea HEMELKUM M (hpaHIly3CKUM, HO HE aHTJIU-
CKUM. Sl creman mIst HeTro MmepeBOIbl ¢ aHTJIMICKOTO OOJIBIIOTO YMCIIA ITyOIMKALIMiA, M B HaUaIe
1948 roma oH MOATOTOBWII MO ABYMSI HAIIUMU (paMUTUSIMU 0030p «3HAYEHUE CBETOBOM HEp-
MM ¥ KAPOTUHOMIOB JUTSI pa3BUTHST GECIIONIOTO 1 TI0JIOBOTO TIOKOJICHUH B PACTUTEIBHOM MUPE»,
KOTOpBIIi ObIJT BCKOPE OIMyOJIMKOBAH B XKypHaJe «Ycrnexyu COBpeMEHHOI OMOJIOTUM»2,

BecHoii aToro ke roga 2KyKOBCKUi1 TIpeIoXuI MHE KOMaHIUPOBKY B ['ocynapcTBeHHBIM
Hukutckuit 6otaHmueckuii cang B KpbIMy I1sT 3KCIIepUMEHTATBHOTO M3YUYECHUST COCTaBa Kapo-
TUHOWIHBIX TUTMEHTOB B MY>KCKMX U XKEHCKHX OpraHax pacTeHuit. MHe Hy>KHO ObLITO JOCPOYHO
cHaTh 3a4eThl M 9K3aMEHbI 32 YETBEPThIi KypcC, YTOOBI BhlexaTh B KpbIM Kak MOXHO paHblIIe,
BeIb OOJBIIIMHCTBO pacTeHU BETYT BecHOM. 1o Teoprnu 2KyKOBCKOTO HEKOTOPBIE TTPOITYKTHI
00MeHa KapOTMHOMIOB MOTJIA UTPaTh POJIb PACTUTEIBHBIX ITOJIOBBIX TOPMOHOB. Y pacTeHUM
CyIIIEeCTBYET 00JibllIee pa3HooOpa3ue (hopM MOJOBOM peNpPOAYKIIMHI, YEM Y KMBOTHBIX, M TOPMO-
HaJIbHAsl PETYJISILMS 3TUX MPOLIECCOB ObLa MaJIo M3ydyeHa. MHe MpeacTosI0 OCBOUTb METOIUKY
pasnesieHus XKeATHIX TMTMEHTOB pacTeHUM pacpeAeTUTeIbHON 1 pa3aeIUTeIbHOI XpoMaTo-
rpadueil 1 M3YIUTh COCTAB STUX IMMTMEHTOB B PEPONYKTUBHBIX OpTaHaX HEKOTOPHIX BUIIOB
PACTEHUIA, IMEIOIINX KPYITHBIE TEIMUHKH U TTIECTUKU IPKO-3KEJITOTO IIBEeTa.

JlaGoparopusi 6uoxumMuu HUKUTCKOro 60TaHMYECKOTro caia, pacrloyioKEHHOTO Heaa-
Jieko oT AnTel, umena oTaMYHOEe oOOpynoBaHUE, MpUBe3eHHOe U3 ['epMaHuM mo penapa-
LIUSIM ¥ OOIIMPHBIN HAOOp XMMHUUYECKHMX PEaKTUBOB. 3aBeAyIOIINii TadbopaTopueii mpodec-
cop Bacunuit UBanosuy Hunos 6611 apyrom 2KykoBckoro. Hukurckuii 60TaHu4ecKuii caf,
OCHOBaHHBIN KaK UMIIepaTopcKuii B Havaje XIX Beka®, uMesr 60raTylo KOJJIEKIIUIO FOXKHBIX

2 Kykoeckuit I1.M., Medsedes 2K.A. 3HaueHne CBETOBOM SHEPIMU U KaPOTUHOMIOB [UTSI Pa3BUTHS
0ecIoJIoro M MoJoBOro MOKOJEHUI B pacTUTEIbHOM MuUpe // Ycnexu coBpeMeHHOol 6uosornu. 1948.
T. 26. Bein. 4. C. 501-514.

3 HasBaHue cama MpOMCXOAMIIO OT ceja HUKMTCKOro Ha CKJIOHE BBIIIE TUIOLIAAKK, BRIOpaHHOM
OOTaHUKAMU.
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U cyOTponmMYecKuX pacTeHuii. S mpuexal cioja B cepeauHe anpest U ObICTPO MPUCTYITUI K
pabore. ['maBHOIt NpobaeMoit 1ist Bcero nodepekbst Kpbima Oblia, omHako, Boaa. B mepuon
okkynaiuu Kpeima Hemuamu B 1941—1944 rogax Ha cKJIOHaX rop BeIPYOUJIU BCe Jieca, YTO
OBUIO cIeaHO KaK Mepa OOphOBI ¢ TTapTU3aHaMU. B jecax mpsiTaanuch OCTaTKA HECKOIBKIX
nuBu3nii KpacHoit apMum, 0Tpe3aHHbBIX ObICTPBIM HEMEIIKMM HACTYIUIeHHueM JeToM 1941 roma
M HeMaJioe YMCJIO yYaCTHMKOB MHOTOMeCsuHOI 00opoHbl CeBacTornoJis. boenpunace u rpo-
JIOBOJILCTBHE UM COpachIBaJId C CAMOJIETOB.

IIpu oTcyTCcTBUM JIECOB Ha CKJIOHAX TOP BOJA JOXIEH He MUTala POAHUKH, JaBaBIIne
B TIPOIILTOM BOIOIIPOBOMHYIO Bomy SliiTe, a CMBIBajia IIOYBY CKJIOHOB B Mope. Ilocie Kaxk-
JIOTO JTOXKAST MOpPE CTAHOBUJIOCH KOpMYHEBLIM Ha 2—3 KM. CuiibHO crpagan u Hukurckuii
OOTaHMYECKUIA call, MHOTME PelIKUe pacTeHUsI KOTOoporo Tpedosaau rnojausa. [IutbeByto Bogy
JUTSL SKUTeJIeit SIaThl 1 BCero 1modepeskbsl TPUBO3WIIN 1O MOPIO TaHKepamMu. Ha omqHoM 13 XoJ1-
MOB Bo3jie HUKUTCKOTO cama ObUT OXpaHseMbIii JJarepb HEMEIIKUX BOEHHOIIEHHBIX, OKOJIO
200 conmar. OHM 3aHUMAaJIMCh PaOOTAMM IT0 CO3MAHMIO Ha CKJIOHAX IUIOCKMX Teppac 1 BOIO-
COOPHBIX COOPYKEHUI, YTOOBI YMEHBIIINUTh CMBIB ITOYBHI B MOpe U HAKaIlJIMBaTh BOMY IS
nosuBoB. BoitHa Bce emie HanmoMuHana o cebe. Heganeko ot Hukurckoro cama mo npumMop-
CKOM «ITyIIKUHCKOW» TpomuHKe B I'yp3yd CTOsIT HEOOJIbIIOM MOHYMEHT ¢ Haanuchio: «Ha
oToM MecTe 17—18 nekadbpst 1942 roma ObUTM pacCTpesITHbl HEMELKUMU OKKYITaHTaMu 0oJiee
IISITUA THICSTY COBETCKUX IpakaaH — KuTeseit SIITel». SI moHMMAa, 94To 3TO OBLIN SUITHHCKHE
eBpeU, MY>KUMHBI, SKCHIITUHBI 1 ICTH.

Most pabota Obu1a yBiIeKaTeabHOU. Kaxablii eHb yTpoM s riaBai B Mope. 2K B OTIeb-
HOI KOMHAaTe JoMa Mpre3Xux yueHbIX. [Tomydan naxxe HeOObIIyIO 3apIliaTy, B IOMOJHEHUE
K CTyI€HUYECKOM CTUMIEHANN 1 TTleHcun nHBamuaa 11 rpyrimer, KoTopyio MHE ellle COXpaHsIIu,
XOTSI ST MOT YK€ U OeraTh. bela mupeKTrBa IpaBUTEIbCTBA — BBIILIAYMBATDL TICHCUU BeTepa-
HaM-CTyIeHTaM, HE3aBUCUMO OT COCTOSTHUS UX 3M0POBBSI.

DTa uanms Oblla HapylleHa 1 aBrycra, korna B «[IpaBae» 1 Bo BceX Apyrux LEeHTpaIb-
HBIX TazeTax ObUI HAa HECKOJbKUX CTpaHWIIAX OMYyOJMKOBaH OOLIMPHBINA TOKJIAA akaaeMUKa
T.. JIbicenko «O nojioxkeHUr B OMOJI0TMYECKOI HayKe», caejaHHbli Ha ceccun BACXHNII,
OTKphbIBLIElics 31 utons.

ABrycToBckuit nepeBopor

W3znarars 3meck comepxxanue gokinana JIeiceHko HeT HeooxonuMocTu. B nctopuun CCCP
He OBLJIO MPELIeNeHTOB, YTOObI HayYHbIE JOKJIaAbl YUYEHBIX JIIOOOTO paHra myoJuKoBaJucCh B
TakoM (opMmaTe U OIHOBPEMEHHO BO BCEX LIEHTPaJbHBIX razerax. Takoe ObLIO BO3MOXHO
JIMLIB JUISI OTYETHBIX WK IMPEKTUBHBIX JOKJIaA0B Ha mieHyMax wiu cbeszaax BKII(6). Oro
O3HavaJio, 4To Jokian JIbICEHKO ObLI NUPEKTUBHBIN, ogoOpeHHbI [lonuTtdiopo U JIMYHO
CTalMHBIM ¥ YTO PpEKOMEHIAIIMHY TOKJIaaa OyIyT He3aMeJIUTeIbHO BHEIPSTHCSI BCEMU aaMU-
HUCTPATUBHBIMU U MOJUTUYECKUMU MeToIaMu. MexXny TeM OCHOBHbIE MOJOXKEHUS TOKIana
JIbiceHKO ObUTM MPUMMUTUBHENIIIECH MCEBIOHAYKOM, KOTOpasi BO3Bpalliajia OMOJOTUIO U BCE
CBsI3aHHbIE C Hell nucuMIUIMHbL Ha 150 JeT Ha3an K TeopusiM Jlamapka o HacjienoBaHUU OJia-
ronpuodpeTeHHBIX Tpu3HaKoB. B CCCP oTMeHsIIMCh MM 3ampelianch Kak peaKIIMOHHBIC,
Oyp>Kya3HbIe M MICTUCTHYECKHUE CPa3y HECKOJIbKO BaXKHEWIITMX MUCIUTUIMH, TIPEXIE BCETO
TCHETHUKA C €€ XPOMOCOMHOM TEOPUEN HACIECICTBEHHOCTU, TEOPUU TEHOB, MyTalluiA 1 MHO-
roe apyroe. 3amnpelnaiach Kak peakllMOHHas HayKa MEAUIIMHCKAask TeHeTHKa. ABCTPUNACKUIA
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MoHax MeHzaenb pocTo olubdancs, GopmMyaupyst «ropoxoBbie 3aKOHBI», BelicMaH co cBoeit
TEOpHEl 3apOIBIIIEBOI TUIa3MbI OBUT PEAKIIMOHHBIM MACAIMCTOM, a XPOMOCOMHAST TCOPUS
HacJIeACTBEHHOCTU MopraHa ciyXuiaa MHTepecaM aMepUKaHCKHX PaCHCTOB.

B mipenusix o mokiamy JIsiceHKo KyKOBCKUMIA BBICTYITJI C HauboJiee pe3Koil KpUTH-
KOI, 3aIIuias B OCHOBHOM XPOMOCOMHYIO TEOPUIO HACIICACTBEHHOCTU M IPUBOIS SIPKUE
MPUMeEpPHI (ITOCTOSTHCTBO YMCJIa XPOMOCOM Y KaXK/I0r0 BUA, PeAYKIIMOHHOE JIeJIeHUE XPOMO-
coM 1pu (OPMUPOBAHUM TaMET, CBSI3b MyTaIllii ¢ U3MEHEHUSIMHU B XPOMOCOMAX U JIPYTHE).
Ho Ha 3akJ1104UTEIbHOM 3aceJaHu CECCUM 6 aBrycTa, Imocje Toro Kak JIbiceHKo nHGOpMHU-
pOBaJl yYYaCTHUKOB O TOM, UTO ero nokian ob11 onoopeH LlentpansabiM KomuteTom BKII(0),
KykoBckuit cCHOBa B3s1T CJIOBO M OOBSIBUII O TOM, UTO OH MOHSIJI CBOM OIIIMOKYU U 3a0TyXIe-
HUS ¥ OyIeT B JaJIbHEHIIIeM padoTaTh TSI Pa3BUTUS «MUIyPUHCKOI OMOoI0THI». JIBOE IPyTHX
YUEHBIX, B IIPOIIJIOM KPUTUKOBABIIMX JIBICEHKO, TaK3Ke MyOJIMYHO «PACKAMIIACH».

Hna mens AsryctoBckasi ceccuss BACXHWMII HanmomuHana (eBpaibCKo-MapTOBCKUIA
I[Inenym LK BKII(0) B 1937 romy, pelieHHs KOTOPOTO CTajJiy HadaloM Teppopa 1937—
1938 ronos. Penpeccuu npunecin CCCP koyioccanbHbIN MOJUTUYECKUI, IKOHOMUYECKU I
1 MOpPaJIBHEIN yIIlepO M VI CTpaHy HanboJiee CIIOCOOHBIX JIIOIEil, B TOM YMCJIC BOCHA-
YaJIbHUKOB 1 yueHbIX. ToT Teppop caenan CraivHa aOCOMIOTHBIM AUKTAaTOPOM. ABIYCTOB-
ckast ceccust aenana JIBICEHKO TUKTAaTOPOM B OMOJOTMYECKMX U CEITbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIX
Haykax. [{J1s1 Bceit cTpaHbl TaKOi TTOBOPOT ObLT KaTacTpodoii. OH CHIILHO OCIa0JIsT aBTOPU -
TeT 1 o3y camoro CrajMHa KaK MUPOBOTO Jinnepa. B pyKoBoICTBe cTpaHbI SIBHO IIIa
Kakasi-To MojuTuyeckasi 6opbda, MUILIEHbIO KOTOpoii ObLT AHapeii 2KnaHoB, cekpeTtapb LIK
U TJIaBHBIU MICOJIOT CTpaHbl, BTOPOH Mo mapTuiitHoMy paHry mocjie CranuHa. 2KmaHoB Mo
ymHnn [Tonut6iopo nmommepskuBan KpuTuky JIsicenko. FOpuit 2KmaHoB, ceiH AHnpes 2Kna-
HoBa 1 MyX nouepu CranuHa CBeT/iaHbI, OB B 3TO BpeMsl 3aBeAyIOIIUM oTaesoM Hayku LK
BKII(0). FOpuit ZKnaHos B Mapte 1948 roma BBICTYIWII C JOKJIAAOM Ha COBEIIAHUM IpOIa-
TaHIUCTOB, XapakTepu3oBaB uaecu JIbiIceHKO Kak rceBnoHay4yHble. Temnepb «IIpaBma» Hare-
yarayia nucbmMo KOpusg Knanosa CtajinHy, B KOTOPOM OH MpU3HaBaj CBoM olnoku. [Tokas-
Hus 2Kykosckoro u FOpust 2KnaHoBa 06U 9acThio clieHapusi. UM «pa3pelnmin» moKasThes,
M 3TO O3Hayajo, YTO UX He OyIyT TporaTh B HaMeuaBllleMcs 001eM norpome. S co3Hasai,
YTO TIEPEBOPOT B HAYKE HE MOT OCYIIECTBIISITHCS 0e3 KaKMX-TO KOPHEH B MapTUITHO-TOCY-
JIapCTBEHHOM PYKOBOJACTBE. BbLIO 0OUEBUIHO, UTO ClIeAyeT OXKUIATh TOCTATOUHO MAaCCOBBIX
penpeccuii He TOJbKO cpeau 6uonoroB. Ho moHsATh BClo KapTUHY OJuxariliero 0ymayiiero
s1 e11le He MOT.

MHoro JieT ciycTs g y3Haul, YTo AHnpei 2ZKnaHoB, ObIBILIUIA TApTUIHBIM TUAepOM JIEeHUH-
rpana, He JaBaJl CorslacHsI Ha apecT akaneMnka Hukomas MBaHoBrua BaBuioBa, nupekTopa
BWPa, xotopslit rotoBuscs eue B 1937 rony. ZKnaHoB oTHocuicsl K BaBuiioBy ¢ GoJibIIMM
yBaxxeHreM. Apect BaBuioBa ObUT moaTOMY ITpou3BeaeH 6 aBrycra 1940 roma Bo BpeMst 9KC-
nenuuuu BaBunoBa B 3ananHyio YkpauHy. «ITocTaHoBIeHUE Ha apecT», HaliIcHHOE B apX1Be
7 TIOATIMCAaHHOE CTAPIINM JICSMTEHAHTOM TOCOe30ITacHOCT! Py3WMHBIM, TI0 CTIUTIO M comepKa-
HUIO OBIJIO SIBHO JIMILIB IIPOEKTOM, TOTOBBIM ¢ KOHLA 1937 roma, oHO gaTUpyeTCsT 5 aBrycra.
Ero yrBepaun 6 asrycrta 1940 roga JlaBpentuii bepusi. Cankuust IpoKypopa 1aTupoBaHa
7 aBrycra‘. BaBuioB ObLJI apecToBaH B I10Jie Heaajaeko oT YepHoBull B JIbLBOBCKOI 00J1aCTH.
Crneurpyrina uist apecta npruosuia u3 Mocksbl. CaMoJIeT MOT PU3EMIIUThCS TOJIbKO B Kuese.

4 Basunog I0. B lonrom IMoucke: Kuura o 6patbsix Hukomae u Cepree BaBuioBbix. COOpHHK
TIOKYMEHTOB 1 BocrtoMuHanuii. M.: MU3n-Bo ®UAH, 2008. C. 122—128. (D10 penkoe u3naHue, Hareva-
TaHHOE Ha cpeacTBa aBTopa TupaxoM 500 3k3.).
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CoBeplIeHHO OUYEBUAHO, YTO apecT BaBuyioBa OCyIIECTBIISIICS HA OCHOBAaHUHU YCTHBIX ITPpUKa-
30B, OTAAHHBIX 3 WK 4 aBrycTa, U BCe MUCbMEHHbIE JOKYMEHTHI MOAMUCHIBATUCH MOCIIE TeJe-
doHHBIX coodLIeHuli cieurpynibl. B JleHnHrpaae 06 apecte BaBuioBa y3Haau Jullb Yepes
HECKOJIPKO THEI OT YJICHOB BEpHYBIIEHCS SKcnenuinu. B Havame Omokanel JIeHMHTpana,
B KoHIle 1941 — Havane 1942 roma, 2KnaHoB mpuHUMaI MHOTHE PELIEHUS CaMOCTOSITEIbHO,
He coryiacoBbIBast UX co CTaJUHBIM.

10 unu 11 aBrycra B Huxkutckuit 60oTaHmyeckuii can HeoxuaaHHo mpuexan Iletp
Muxaiinosuu Kykosckuii. EMy TpeboBaiicst otabix. HUKATCKMI can uMen cTaTyc MHCTUTYTa
B cucteMe BACXHUJI. XKykoBckwit, KaK eTUHCTBCHHBIN aKageMUK-00TaHUK, TPEICTaBIISII
B aKaJeMMH HaydHbIe MHTEPECHI cala U PelieH3MPOBaj ero OTYCTHI U TUIaHBI. B TOM ke mome
MPUE3KUX YUSHBIX eMy OblIa BbIZC/ICHA JIydlllasi KOMHAaTa ¢ BepaHA0i ¥ BUIOM Ha Mope. Mbl
BCTPETUIUCH KaK cTaphbie Apy3bsi. OH MeHsT 0OHsLI, Ha IJ1a3ax y Hero ObUIM ciie3bl. «f 3aKito-
yu ¢ JIeicenko bpectckuii mup... [Toransiit Mup... S cnenan aTo paayd MOUX YYEHUKOB».

lpyras akapemus

Korna s1 BepHyscst B MOCKBY B KOHIIEe CeHTSIOpsi, TuMupsizeBckast akageMusi Oblia yxKe
npyroii. PekTop akameMuu, KpyIHBIE 5KOHOMMCT-arpapHuk, akazemuk B.C. HemuuHOB
obu1 cMenieH. HoBbiM pekTopom akagemuu ctai B.H. CroneToB, KaHIUIAT OMOJIOTUYECKUX
HayK, TaBHUI COTpYIHUK JIpiIceHKO. BT CHAT 3aBemytomunii Kadeapoii TeHETUKU U CeJIeK-
U pacteHuii akaneMuk A.P. XKebpak, u oty kadenpy Bo3riaBui caM JIbICEHKO, KOTOPOMY
MIPEACTOSITIO TeTIePh YUTATh KyPC «MUIYPUHCKOM TeHETUKI» TIPEXKIE BCETO CTYIACHTAM ISITOTO
Kypca, KOTOpbIe PaHbIIIe YIUINCh «MOPIraHU3MY-MEHACIN3MY». BbIJI cMellleHbI 1Ba JeKaHa
M MHOTO NIpyrux npenonasarteneii. Ha kadenpe 6otanuku yBonwiu goneHta A.M. Arabe-
KOBY. KyKOBCKMI1 COXpaHWJI CBOI TTOCT, HO Ha Kadeapy K HeMy Ha3HauYWJI1 0e3 ero coriacust
«aCIMpaHTa», KOTOPBII ObUI IeMOOMIN30BaH U3 KAKOTO-TO CITeIIoApa3neiicHus. 2KyKoB-
CKMI1 cpa3y MOHSII, YTO 3TO ocBegoMuTe b 3 MI'b 1 MeHsIT TeMy pa3roBopa, ecJii B 1abopa-
TOPHIO BXOIUJI «aCIIAPaHT».

HoBblii acriupaHT mosrydmn oT 2KyKOBCKOTO «MUYYPUHCKYIO» TeMY: €My IPEICTOSUIO
M3YIUTh BOBMOXHOCTH ITepeHOCa UMMYHHUTETA K TpUOKaM ¢ TIOMOIIIbIO BeTreTaTUBHOM TMOpU -
ou3auy (OH paboTal OYeHb MHOTO, CHENIaJl COTHM TIPUBUBOK, HO yCIlexa He JTOOMICS).
Hosrrit pekrop CTOJI€TOB IIpUKa3aMU MEHSUI TEMBI MCCIeIOBaHUI acTIMpaHTOB. Mol ApyT
Bacs 3eMckuii, Tak:Ke MHBAJIM BOMHEBI C TIPOTE30M PYKM, HayaBIIWUi Mpu Kadenpe hpu3nosao-
MU pacTeHUIt TeMY 10 TOPMOHAM POCTa, MOJIyYUJl HOBYIO TeMY T10 (DU3UOJIOTUU «BETBUCTOM
TIIIEHUIIBI» , TIOJIYIUKOTO BUIA C HU3KHUM TTPOLIEHTOM OeJiKa, C IIOMOIIbI0 KOTOPOTo JIBICEHKO
obelan yaBouTh ypoxan. B 0coObIX YCIOBUSIX U TIpU OYeHb pa3pekeHHBIX MOCeBaX KOJIOC
y OTOU TIIEHUIIBI BETBWJICS U TIPEBPAIIAJICI B TPO3Ib, IIPOU3BOIS BIICUATICHUE Ha JIIOICH,
HE3HAKOMBIX C OOTAHUKOM MIIICHMUII.

B HOBBIX yCIOBUSX Y MEHS OBLJIO MaJIO IIIAHCOB OCTaThCS B aCUMpPaHType s MoJyde-
HMST HaydyHOU cteneHM. CTymeHThI, KOHYABIIKME aKaJeMUIO, TTPOXOIWIM TaK Ha3bIBAeMOE
«pacrmpezesieHre» 10 CIUCKaM BaKaHCHI B KOJIX03aX U COBX03aX, KOTOPbIE BHIBEIITMBAIUCH
B gekaHate. CBOOOIHOE TPYIOYCTPOINCTBO TUTUIOMUPOBAHHBIX CITCIINATNCTOB HE TTPAKTUKO-
BaJIoch. HampaBiieHre B acipaHTypy TPEOOBAIO OCOOBIX XapaKTEPUCTUK U PEKOMEHIAITUIA.
PaGoTaTh 110 «MUUYpPUHCKUM» TeMaM sl He MOT. ¥ MeHsI BO3HUK Apyroii miaH. [Ipexne Bcero,
sl pellu MPOMJIUTh CPOK CBOEro oOyueHust Ha rofl U KoHvaTh He B 1949, a B 1950 romy. st
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9TOTrO 51 OCYILECTBU MEPEBOJL M3 arPOHOMMYECKOTO (haKkyabTeTa Ha (haKyJbTeT arpOXMMUU U
nouBoBeneHus. Jekan H.A. MalicypsiH, COXpaHUBILIWI CBOM MOCT LIEHOW MOKAsTHUS U 00e-
IIaHUS TIEPEHTU Ha «MUIYPUHCKHUE» TTIO3ULIMHU, TOMOT MHE U B 3TOT pa3. Ha HoBoM (hakyib-
TETe MHE MPEACTOSUIO M3ydaTh HECKOJIBKO HOBBIX IMOJIE3HBIX JIJIST aTPOXUMUKA TUCITUTIIINH,
1 TIO3TOMY 51 OCTaBaJICsS Ha TOM e YeTBEPTOM Kypce. Y MeHsI BIiepeIr ObUIH TeIleph IBa roaa
y4eObl, a He OIMH. 3a 3TH JIBa I'0jia MOXKHO TOATOTOBUTh HE TOJIBKO IMIUIOMHYIO paboTy, HO
M HAITMCATh JUCCEPTAIIMIO Ha COMCKAHNE YUYSHOM CTeIleH! KaHINIaTa OMOJI0THYSCKIX HAyK
U CIAaTh KaHAWIATCKUE 9K3aMeHbl. Sl yxke uMes ABe MyOoJrKaliu B HayYHBIX XKypHajiax, U TpU
CTaThU TT0 KAPOTMHOMIAM PACTCHMI HAXOMWINCH «B TIeUaT» B «JloKitagax AKameMun HayK
CCCP» (oHM ObUTH OITyOJIMKOBaHBI B 1949 1.).

B HOBOM KopIIyce 00IIeXUTHS (haKyIbTeTa arpOXUMUN U TTOYBOBEICHNUSI MOMMHM COCe-
ISIMU 0 KoMHate Oblin ctapblie Apy3bst Kons [Tanos u bopuc IlnenikoB, o6a MHBaIUIbl
BoiiHBI. [TaHOB ObLT paHeH B Hory B CtanuHrpane. bopuc [11emkoB, mocTynuBLINi B akaje-
Muio B 1945 romy, ObUT KOHTYKEH IIpH B3phIBe cHapsima B UexocinoBakun. B cocemHeil Kom-
HaTe XWJIU YeThIpe cTyaeHTKU. OmHoi u3 Hux 6buta Puta by3uHa, most Oyayiuas xeHa.

[MomuTaecKoe MoI0KEHNE B CTpaHe MEXKAY TeM MPavyHe 10 KaskIblii Mecs1l. AHnpeit 2Kna-
HOB yMep OT MH(apKTa B KOHIIe aBrycra. ['1aBHbIM naeojorom BKII(6) cran ['eopruit ManeH-
KOB, KOHCEpBaTOp, aHTUCEMUT M MTOKpoBuUTeNb JIbiceHko. Hayanuch roneHust Ha BsiuecnaBa
MonotoBa, BToporo nociie CtajaHa yeJloBeKa B IpaBuTenbcTBe. B sHBape 1949 rona Oblna ape-
croBaHa xkeHa MosoTtoBa [TonuHa XKemuyxurHa, 0OBUHEHHasi B CHOHU3Me (OHa Oblia eBpeii-
koit). Terepy «HacnemHMKoM» CTajanHa CTaHOBUIJICS MaJICeHKOB, COIO3 U JIpy:KOa KOTOPOTO
¢ JlaBpenTueM bepueii He cynmuin Hu4Yero xopoiero. Hukonaii BosHeceHcKMi, MOI0101 WiieH
[MomuT610p0, CITIOCOOHBIN 5KOHOMHUCT M OpTraHU3aTOP, TIePBLIi 3amecTuTe b CTaHA B ITIpaBHU-
TEJIbCTBE, BAPYT TalfHO «McYe3» 0e3 BCIKUX o0bsicHeHu (1 Mas 1949 r. ero mopTpeTra He oKa-
3aJ10Ch Cpeau NOpTPeToB wieHOB [1oauTOIOpO, KOTOPhIe BHIBEIIMBAINCH B LIEeHTpe MOCKBHI).
Kak BBISICHMIIOCH TO3IHEE, OH OBLIT apecToBaH B Havasie 1949 rona o «JIeHUHTpaICcKoOMY IeTy»,
0 KOTOPOM 3HaJIW JIMIIIb B JICHMHTpaze, U TallHO PacCTpesIsiH BMECTE CO CBOMM OpaTOM U JIEHUH -
IrpagcKUMU NapTUTHBIMK auaepami®’. CMmepTtHas Ka3Hb Ob1a otMeHeHa B CCCP B 1947 rony
B yecTb 30-netust OKTSIOphcKoli peBomoiuu. 12 suBapst 1950 rona mpou3BoAMTCS BOCCTAaHOB-
JICHHE CMEPTHOI Ka3HHU (IT0 OTHOIIEHUIO K U3MEHHUKAM POAMHEI, IIIITMOHAM 1 TUBEPCAHTaM).

IInu apects! ¥ B JICHUHIpaACKOM YHUBEPCUTETE, TAE B TO BpeMsI YUUJICS Ha DUITOCO(DCKOM
dakynbrere Mol 6pat Poii. O coObiTusix B JIeHUHrpaze s y3HaBaJl OT HETO U OY€Hb OECITOKOUIICS
o ero cynnoe. B JlenuHrpane xwta u cectpa otua Tocs, iepekuBiias 61okamy ropona. B Mockse
TaKKe apeCTOBBIBAIIN B CBSI3U C «JIEHUHIPaICKUM JIEJIOM» KPYITHBIX YUHOBHUKOB B TTPABUTEITb-
ctBe PCOCP. Cynpl 0bUTH 3aKPBITBIMU, W IIPUTOBOP MPUBOAWIICS B UCTIOJTHEHNE HEMEUICHHO.
PaccTpensiHeIx KpeMupoBaiu U TaliHO XOpoHWIW. Teppop Havyaucs, HO 1IeN MO CEKPETHOMY
CILIEHapHIo, 0e3 OTKPHITBIX CYIOB 1 00BMHEeHM. [IprurHa HOBOTO Teppopa Kaszajaach MHE OUe-
BUIHOI, HO Sl HU C KeM He JEJIUJICS CBOMMU MpPeanoioKeHusiMU. CTaIuH Ha JOJTOM TOpXKe-
CTBEHHOM 00MJIeITHOM 3acenaHuu B bosbiioM Teatpe no ciayyato csoero 70-netust 21 nekabpst
1949 roma BeITJIsIIE OOJBHBIM, ObUT HETIOABVKEH U HE TIPOMOJIBIII HU OMHOTO cj1oBa. OH He MOT
BCTaThb ¢ KpecJia U MogoiTn K MukpodoHy. Ho oH roroBui cebe Ha CMeHy JIIofIei, KOTOpbie He
CTaHYT 3aHMMATBCST pa300IadeHUSIMU TIpecTyIuieHnit CTtanrHa ¥ Teppopa MpOIUIBIX JeT. s
9TOT0 PYKU BO3ZMOXKHBIX HACJIETHUKOB 00arpsulMch TeNepb CBEXXE KPOBBIO.

STpencenatens CoBeta MuHuctpoB PCAOCP M. . Ponuonos, cekperapb LIK BKII(6) A.A. Ky3-
HeloB, cekpeTapb JIeHuHrpaackoro ookoma I1.C. [Tonkos u apyrue. B JIeHuHrpane ObU1M apecTOBaHbI
OKOJIO JIBYX THICSTY YEJIOBEK.
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Kangupar 6uonornyeckux Hayk

Ha netHroto mpakTuky B 1949 roay s octajicsa B MockBe. AHaIM3bl MOXHO OBLIO TTPO-
BOIUTH Ha Kadenpe arpoXMMHUM U OMOXUMUM pacTeHUI, KOTOpas Takxe pacriojaraiach
B 17-M Kopmyce, B ero crapoil yactu. B monsasie atoro xe 3naHus s B 1944 rogy npombli-
BaJl COJISTHOM KMCJIOTOM MEeCOK MMEHHO ISl COTPYIHUKOB Kadeapbl arpOXMMUM, CTaBUB-
IIIUX OTBITHI B BETETAIMOHHOM JOMUKE 3a KOpITycoM. B To Bpemst eliie ObLT KUB aKaaeMUuK
H.H. IMpsguuiHukoB, yueHuk K.A. Tumupssesa u yuutenb H.W. BaBunoBa, cambiii B TO
BpeMsI 3HAMEHUTHI YICHBIIT AKaJleMUU M OCHOBATellb COBETCKOI arpoxumuu. OH mMMel
3BaHue ['eposi Coumanuctuyeckoro Tpyna u MHOTO Opyrux Harpald. Ero HacTOHYMBOCTD
B co3nann B CCCP HecKOJIbKUX 3aBOAOB IO IMPOU3BOICTBY XMMUUECKUX YIOOpEHMIA, 0CO-
OEHHO a30THOKMCJIOTO aMMOHMUS M KaJUNHOM CeMUTphl, ObLla OlleHEHa BO BPEeMsl BOMHBI
(3TH 3aBOBI OBICTPO TTEPEOOOPYTOBATN Ha IIPOM3BOACTBO ITOPOXa U B3PHIBUATHIX BEIIECTB).
IpsHumHukoB ymep BecHolt 1948 roga B Bo3pacte 83 jet. I[TpodeccopoB kadenpsl arpo-
XUMUU «OoprMepbl» 1948 roma He KOCHYNIUCH, XOTS [IpSHUIIHUKOB OBbLUT U3BECTHBIM IIPO-
TUBHUKOM JIpIceHKO. [IpMumHBI X «HETIPUKACAEMOCTH» I BCKOpe MOHSI. B omHOI m3
Jnabopatopuii Kadeapbl arpOXUMUM, UMEBIINIA OTASIBbHBIN BXOM C YJIWIILI U CUMTABIIEHCS
«CEKPEeTHOI» (37eCh M3YyJaloCch ACHCTBME HA PAcTCHUS paauallniu), padoTaia yXe MOo4YTh
necathb aeT Huna TeiiMypazoBHa bepusi, KaHaAUIAT CeIbCKOXO3SIMCTBEHHBIX HAyK 1 XKeHa
JlaBpentus IlaBnoBuya. OHa Obina yuyeHuueit [lpssHumHukoBa. Ee 0ObIYHO TpuBO3UJa
K moabe3ny jadopatopuu «Ilodena» ¢ modepom. B mrtate coTpyaHUKOB Kadeapbl OHA YKC-
Jjachk nofd cBoeil neBruubeit pamunueit I'ereukopu. Ha cemuHapsl Ha Kadenape u KoHpe-
peHLIMU Ha (paKyJabTeTe OHA He MPUXOAUIIA (s ¢ Helo CAyJaifHO TT03HaKOMMIICS B 1952 romy
B KabuHeTe 3aBenylomero Kadempoit mpodeccopa A.T'. Illectakosa).

B HebGonbmoM 60TaHMYEeCKOM cany Kadeapbl O0TAaHUKU S Hadajl OMNBITHI IO M3yde-
HUIO OMOXMMUUYECKUX Pa3IUUMil MYKCKUX U XXKEHCKUX 3K3eMIUIIpoB KoHoruiu Cannabis
sativa. DTo AByAOMHOE (pa3aesibHOMoj0e) pacTeHue. S crapancs OMOXMMUYECKUMU U
GUBUKO-XMMUYECKUMU METOAAMU OIpPEeNesIUTh, CYLIECTBYET JIM B 3TOM cllyyae KaKoii-
60 AUMOPGU3M MBUIBIBI 1 MOXHO JIM YCTAaHOBUTH, KaKWe TIBLIbIIEBbIE 3epHA SIBJIS-
FOTCS «MYKCKUMM» M KaKHe «KEHCKUMU». Y HEKOTOPBIX IBYIOMHBIX PACTCHUU MYXKCKHUE
¥ XKEHCKUE TBIIBIIEBEIC 3epHa Pa3INYaloTCsI IO BeJIMYNHE. Y KOHOIUIM OHM MMEJIN OIM-
HaKOBbIN pazMep. OMHAKO TIPU HEKOTOPBIX BUAAX OKPAIIMBAHUS C U3MEHEHMEM IIBETA,
B 3aBUCHUMOCTU OT HEOOJBIIMX CABUTOB KHMCIOTHOCTH (pH), MHe ymamoch 0OHApyXUTh
IUMOPMOU3M MBI KOHOTLIN®.

OceHblo 1949 rona s1 Hauaj rOTOBUTD CBOIO AKMccepTalvio. PaboTan BocCHOBHOM B OMOIM-
oTeke akagemMuu. Hepenko mpuxoauaoch e3AUTh 1151 padoThl B ['ocymapcTBeHHYO TyOInyY -
Hyto 6ubnuroreky CCCP um. B.W. JleHuna. B Heil 6611 60J1ee 1IMPOKUIA BEIOOD XXyPHAJIOB 10
OrMOXUMUU U (HPUUOJIOTUU PACTEHUIA.

K xon1ity dpespans 1950 rona pabora Obuta 3akoH4YeHa. 3ariaBue auccepranun «Duzno-
JIormyeckas pupoaa GopMUPOBAHMS TTOJIOBBIX TTPU3HAKOB y BBICIINX PACTCHMI» JaBajio
MIPOCTOP TSI TEOpEeTUUECKNX 00o01eHuit. [TocmeqHss riiaBa nuccepTaiu, onbITel 1949 ro-
Jla ¢ KOHOILIEH, MOTJIa TakKe CIYXXUTh U KakK IUIJIOMHas pabora. Jluccepraiuu B To Bpe-
M umenu o0bldHO 200—250 cTpaHul, aurioMHbie padoThl 40—50 ctpanuu. HukTo, maxe
KykoBckuii, He 3Hal 0 Moux IlaHax. CiyyaeB IpencTaBieHMs TUCCepTalldii CTyIeHTaMuy

¢ Medsedes K. A. DU3NKO-XUMUYECKUIT TUMOPGhU3M TMbUIbLBI ABYAOMHBIX pacTeHuii // JIoKaaabl
Axkanemun Hayk CCCP. 1949. T. 68. Bein. 4. C. 777—780.
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B UCTOPUU aKaJeMUU He ObU10. MOKeT ObITh, UX He ObLJIO U BO Beeit Mockae. A moHuman, 4to
HOBBII PEKTOP aKaaeMUU MOT Bo3paxatb. 2Kopec MenBeneB, Kak YIeHUK 2KyKOBCKOTO, MMeIT
peryTauunio IpoTuBHUKA JIbiIceHKo. Bo BCIKOM citydae OH SIBHO He «MUIyprHEI». HyxkHO
OBIJIO BCEX CTABUTH TTepel CBepIIMBIIMMCS (pakToM. PaboTta cienaHa, IpencTaBiIeHa — Terepb
pelaiite. DTo KaK B CIOPTE, MEPENPHITHY/T HEOXKUIAHHO aTyIeT 0oJiee BHICOKYIO TIAHKY XOTh
OIIMH pa3, Y>Ke He OTHUMeIIb. B ofHY ceKyHIy MOSIBSIETCSI HOBBI YeMITUOH.

S omnatun nepeneyarky auMccepTaliMy Ha MalllMHKe Ha xopoiieit oymare. [Tomyunnoch
260 ctpanul. OQHOBPEMEHHO FOTOBUJICS K CIaye 9K3aMEHOB I10 IIpeAMETaM «KaHAMIATCKOrO
MHUHUMYMa»: MapKCU3M-JICHUHU3M, aHIIMACKUI 1 (pu3monorus pacteHuid. S yxe permi,
YTO TIPEJCTABIIO AUCCEPTALIMIO JUTSI 3allIUThl HE Ha yYeHbIN coBeT ¢hakynbrera, a B MHCTH-
TyT usnonorun pacrenuit AH CCCP. Jlupekrop 3TOoro mHcTUTyTa akageMuk Hukonai
AnexkcaHapoBu4 MakcHUMOB ObLT TakKKe 3aBeIylolInM Kadenpoil (u3noJorun pacTeHuil B
TCXA u xopoiro meHs 3Han. OH sBsuics apyroM 2KyKOBCKOTO, 1 UMEHHO OH TIPEICTaBIISIIT
B «loxianel AH CCCP» Hamm ctatbu. Y Hero ObLT gaBHUI criop ¢ JIBICEHKO O TIpUopu-
TeTe B (POPMYITMPOBAHUY TEOPUH CTATUITHOTO PAa3BUTHS pacTeHUI. MaKCUMOB OITyOJIMKOBAT
CBOIO BepCHI0 TEOPUU Ha ABa roja paHblie, B 1927 r., Ho B «Tpynax Bcecoro3Horo nHctutyTa
pacTeHueBoaCTBa» (OH B TO Bpems padoran B BUPe, Bmecte ¢ H.M. BaBunosbsiM). JIbiceHKO
OITyOJIMKOBAJI CBOIO BEPCUIO TeOPUH B rasere «[IpaBma».

HeMoxkpaTryecKas Iporenypa OTKPBITHIX MYOJIMIHBIX 3aIIUT AUCCEePTALIMil Ha YICHBIX
coBeTax (PaKyJIbTETOB U HAyYHBIX MHCTUTYTOB Obula YHacienoBaHa B CoserckoM Corose oT
Tpaguunii mMneparopckoit Poccum. B mpyrux crpaHax mpucykaeHHWe HaydHBIX CTEIeHEH
MPOUCXOIUT MHAYe, B Y3KOM KPYI'Yy HECKOJbKUX 3KCIIEPTOB U TJIABHYIO POJIb UTpaeT Ipo-
deccop, mom pyKOBOIACTBOM KOTOPOTO JaHHAsI paboTa BBHIMOMHSIIOCH. «Poccuiickuii» Bapu-
anT no3Bonstt Muctutyry dpusnonorun pacrenuniit AH CCCP caMmocTosITeIbHO Ha3HavaTh
OIIIOHEHTOB IO AUCCEePTALIMSIM U TIPUCYKIATh CTETICHN KaHAuAaTa M JOKTOpa HayK TaifHBIM
rojJJocoBaHueEM 13 4JIeHOB CBOETro YUeHOro coBeta. Mol pyKOBOIUTEIb MOT TIPUCYTCTBOBATD,
HO y4yacTHs B TOJIOCOBAaHUU He NMPpUHUMaJ. Pe3ynbTaThl roJ0COBaHUS ObLIM OKOHYATEIbHBIM
peureHueM. Mo kanammarckum aucceprauusMm B 1950 romy He TpeOOBalOCh YTBEPXKICHUS
pelIeHN I THCTUTYTOB MUHICTEPCTBOM BBICIIIETO 00pa3oBaHus. Tyna, B Brelciryro arrecTa-
IIMOHHYIO KOMUCCHIO, TIOCTYIAIN Ha 3KCIIEPTU3Y JINIIb JOKTOPCKUE JUCCEPTAIINMN.

4 xopomio 3Han Torna NpoTUBHUKOB 1IKOJbI [1.M. 2KykoBckoro. 9T1o Obutr 1eKaH (haky/ib-
teta arpoxumuu mpod. B.B. Bunbamc u B.H. Croneros. Illkona akagemuka B.P. Bunbsimca,
ymepiero B 1939 r. (B.B. 6bu1 ero chBIHOM), COCTOSIa B HEIIPUMUPUMOM KOHMIUKTE CO
Koot akamemuka [psHuimAnKoBa oyt 30 j1eT. DTo ObUT IPUHIIUITHATIBHBIA KOH(IMKT
0 MYTSIX Pa3BUTHUS COBETCKOTO CEITBCKOTO XO3siicTBA. [IpIHUIITHUKOB CUUTAJ, YTO HYKHO WITH
10 €BPOIIEIICKOMY ITyTH M PACIIMPSTh IPOU3BOICTBO U TIPUMEHEHEe MUHEPATIBHBIX yI00pe-
Huii. B.P. BunbsiMc ObLT TPOTUB MUHEPAIbHBIX YIOOPEHU, pa3pyllalolIUX IKOObI CTPYKTYPY
MTOYBBI, 1 MPOIIaraHAMPOBAJI «TPABOIOJIbHYIO CUCTEMY» 3eMJICIEINS M TTpeoOpa3oOBaHMUe TIPH-
POIBI CTETICH IMyTeM CO3MaHMsI JIECO3AIIUTHBIX Tos1oc. B 1948 romy Ha BoTHE MOOET «MUIypUH-
CKOI1 OMOJIOrMM», TPaBOMOJbHAsS CHCTeMa OblIa MpW3HAaHA ¢IMHCTBEHHO IPaBUILHOI. BB
puHAT «CTAIMHCKWI TUTaH» TTpeo0pa3oBaHUsT TIPUPOILI M CO3MAHMS TOCYIAPCTBEHHBIX JICC-
HBIX oJioc o Bcemy tory CCCP.

B.H. CroneroB B Hauase 1950 rona yxe He 6611 pekTropoM TCXA. Ero HazHaummu 3ame-
CTUTEJIEM MUHUCTpA celibcKoro xo3siictBa CCCP, a Bckope MUHHUCTPOM BBICIIEr0 00pa3oBa-
Husg CCCP. On Tenepb nepeBOIMI Bce 00pa30BaHNE B CTPaHE HA «MUIYPUHCKUE» TTO3UIINMN.

B mapre 1950 rona s 3alMTHI IUIIJIOMHYIO pa®oTy, clajl TOCyIapCTBEHHbIE dK3aMEHbI
10 MapKCU3MYy 1 aHIJIMiicKoMy. Pemrenriem I'ocynapcTBeHHOM 9K3aMeHALIMOHHON KOMUCCUN
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oTr 10 mapTa MHe OblIa MpUCBOEHA KBaJTU(MUKALUS «yYEeHBI arpOHOM» MO CIeLUaIbHOCTU
«ATpPOXUMHUS U TIOYBOBeIcHNEe». HO peaqbHBIe TUTUIOMBI BHIIABAINCH JIUIIB ITOCTIE OIIpeIe-
JIeHnst MecTa paboTel. CIMCKY BaKaHCHIT OBLUTM BBHIBEIIICHBI B IeKaHaTe. B KoHIIe MapTa s
MPUHEC MEePBBIA AK3eMILISIp pyKonucu auccepranuu I1.M. 2KykoBckomy. OH ynuBuics, HO
ObLT 0OpagoBaH. Mos 6yayias cyasba 6ecriokonia u ero. Pykonuch OH Mpo4yuTa B TeUeHUe
HECKOJIBKMX JHEU 1 Hu4ero He n3MeHwI. OH MMOAIICa IpeAcTaBIcHE Ha 3alIUTy B MHCTH -
TYT (PU3UOJIOTUM, U S OTBE3 TPU IK3EMILISIpAa YICHOMY CeKpeTaplo MHCTUTYTA, KOTOPBI ObLIT
pacriojioxkeH Ha 1ore MockBbl. PaboTy MpUHSIN 1 TOCTaBUJIU «B OUepelib». 3aliuTy odelain
oceHblo. Ouepenpb noluia 10 MeHsT Tojbko 1 nekadbps 1950 roma. B aToT neHb cocTosiiach
MyOJIMYHAsT 3allldTa ¢ TAWHBIM TOJOCOBaHUEM. PellieHne «I10CTOMH» OBLIO eIMHOTIACHBIM.
Ha crnenyrommit neHs s moayyui Beinucky u3 Ilportokona: «Pemenuem Cosetra MHcTUTYyTa
dusunonoruu pacreHuit um. K.A. Tumupsizesa ot 1 nekadps 1950 r. rpaxnanuHy MeaseneBy
XKopecy AekcaHapoBUIy MPUCYKIeHA YIeHas CTEIIeHb KaHAuAaTa OMOJIOTHISCKUX HayK».

MocnecnoBue

B 1990 rony, uepes 40 yieT mociie 3TOI 3alUThI, «<BHOBB S TIOCETUJ TOT YTOJOK 3EMJTU».
VYnuua, Ha KoTopoii cTosi Kopiyc 17, ctapblii 1 HOBBI, ObL1a Tenepb yauuen [TpsaHumHu-
KoBa. B ckBepe nepen KOpImycoM CTOSIT BO BeChb pocT 6poH30BbIi mamMsaTtHuk JI.H. Ipsaaum-
HUKOBY. Bo3sjie Hee — MemopuaibHasl Jocka B nmamsTh o Tnpodeccope I1.M. ZKyKkoBckoMm,
ymepiieM B 1975 romy B Bo3pacte 87 jiet. B ckBepe Bo3je TIIaBHOTO 3TaHMST aKaAEMUM CTOSIT
OpoH30BbIi mamMaTHUK B.P. BunbsgMcy. Ha creHe riiaBHOTro Kopiiyca IosiBUjach eiie oJHa
MeMopHuabHas f1ocka, camast 6osbinas — «3aech B 1908—1911 rogax yuuscs BeTUKUit COBET-
ckuit yueHslit Hukomaii UBanosuu Basusnos». Moii npyr bopuc [liemkos, ctaBiimii mpo-
deccopom u gekaHoM (dakyabTeTa arpoXuMumn B 1965-M, ymep HECKOJIbKUMU rogaMu MO3XKe.
Ha nocty nexana B 1972 roay ero cmenun Huxkonaii [TaHoB, Takske rpodeccop U akaneMuk
BACXHMUIJI. B 1990 rony oH 66171 B 106poM 3apaBun. Mbl OOHSTUCH U HAYAJIMCh BOCIIOMUHA-
Husl. Ero cekperapiiia BCKope IpuHecia Ham 0yTepOpoibl ¢ UKPOI U OYThUIKY BOAKU. YTOOKI
OTMETHUTD TaKYIO BCTPeUy, Yyasi ObLJIO HEMOCTATOUHO...

A Dangerous Occupation
ZHORES MEDVEDEV

London, UK;
zhmedvedev@yahoo.co.uk

Authobiographical essay which covers period 1938—1950. It presents some episodes of Stalin’s terror
of 1937—1938 and of Great Patriotic War (1941—1945). Author gives some pictures of student life in
1944—1950, his meeting with T.D. Lysenko and the consequences of the ill-famous “August Session” of
the Lenin Academy of agricultural sciences in 1948, which started long period of domination of pseudo
science in Soviet biology.

Key words: Great Patriotic War, T.D. Lysenko, “August session”, biology.
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JUCKYCCUM MEXKOY IF€CHETUKAaMM M IIPUBCPKCHIAMU TaK

Ha3bIBAEMOTI'O0 MUYYPHUHCKOI'O YYC€HUA, ITPOTUBOCTOAHUEC TPOI#M'I[ CE) Tlzze )
COGENI RN R2PHOHOM,
Guoios, ceneh ep

H.W. BaBunosa u T /1. JIbICEHKO OTOIIUIX B 1aJIeKOE IIPO-
IIIJTI0€, UICTOPHSI BEICTABIIIA CBOM OKOHYATEIbHBIC OLICHKM.
Ho, ger... [TogBUINCH 1 TIPOIOIIKAIOT IOSIBISITHCS KHUTH,
ITOCBSIIICHHBIC IBYM aKameMukaM. OIHM U3 HUX — BOC-
xBasstronye T. JIBICeHKO 1 3a00HO HAITOMUHAIOIINE, YTO
TEHETUKN — BTO «MYXOJIIOOBI-4eJIOBEKOHEHABUCTHUKI».
Jpyrue, nocesienHble H. M. BaBuioBy, MOXHO oxapak-
TepU30BaTh KaK COCOIUHEHUE IBYX KAHPOB — HAyIHOM
ouorpacdun ¥ MacKBUJISL.

Kuura B.U. IlsikenkoBa «Hukomnait MBaHoBuY
BaBuioB — 0OTaHMK, aKajgeMHUK, TPaXIaHUH MHpa»'
KakK OBl COCTaBJIsIeT mapy ¢ apyroii — «Tpodum deHu-
coBnd JIBICEHKO — COBETCKHMII arpoHOM, OMOJIOT,
ceekLoHep»2. O6e KHUrU U3aaHbl KypHanaoM «CaMo-
obpazoBaHue». IHTepecHO, YTO B TIOMCKOBBIX CHCTeMaX

" [Totcenxos B. M. Hukonait UBanoBuu BaBuiioB — 60TaHUK, aKageMUK, IpaxkIaHWH MHUpa: yueo-
Ho-HayuyHoe uznaHue. M.: Camoo6pazoBanue, 2009. 131 c. Tupax 1000 3k3. (Cep. Dnoxa CranuHa).

2Tpodum denncoBnd JIBICEHKO — COBETCKMIA arpOHOM, OMOJIOT, CeJIeKIIMoHep: ¢0. ctaTeil. M.:
Camoo6pazoBanue, 2008. 192 ¢. Tupax 1000 5k3. (1T0A3aro0BOK «HAyYHOE U3TAHUE»).
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HMHTepHeTa COBpEMEHHOTI0 XXypHaJla C TAKMM Ha3BaHHWEM HAlTU He yAaeTcsl, He OT3bIBaeTCs 1
YKa3aHHBI B 00eMX KHUTaX UTPUBLII 3JIEKTPOHHBIN agpec www.luch.luchshe.net.

OdopmiieHne o6eMx KHAT OTHOTUITHO; Ha 00JIOXKKaX ITOPTPETHI, TOJIHKO Ha OTHON —
noptpet T. JIbiceHKo B o6pamiyieHuun nioptpetoB M. CranuHa, a Ha apyroit — ¢dororpadpuu
H.. BaBuiioBa, B OOJIbILIMHCTBE CAeJIaHHbIE BO BpeMsl 9KCIIeANLMIA NN 3aTpaHUYHBIX TTOEe3-
noK. KHUIY SIBHO COCTaBJISIIOT OHY CEPUI0, €€ Ha3BaHUe, BIIPOUEM, YKa3aHO TOJIbKO Ha BTO-
poit — cepus «Bnoxa CraauHa». OT 3TUX JIIOOOIBITHLIX AeTaneil opopmaecHUsS oOpaTuMCcs
K COIeprKaHMIO KHUT.

«Tpodum Henucoud JIbiceHko» — cOopHUK cTaTeit. OcHoBHOI aBTop — H.B. OBUMH-
HukoB. M HamucaHbl 1Be ctaTb — «TBOpueckast buorpadus akagemuka T.J. JIbiceHKO» 1
«bopbba cranuHckoro pykooactBa CCCP mpotuB eBreHuku». B mepBoil Ha 55 cTpaHuiiax
M3JIaraloTcs TeopeTnyeckre B3mIsabl T. JIBICEHKO — TakK, KaKk OHU ObLIM chOPMYIUPOBAHBI
B 1930—1940-¢ 1T. [1pencraBieHUsT «MUYYPUHCKOI OMOJIOTUM» O HACJIEACTBEHHOCTH JAHbI CJie-
JTYIOIIUM 0OPA30M: «OCHOBHbIM MOMOXEHUEM MUYYPUHCKOI GUONOrMN B ONUCAHUMN ,MeXaHU3Ma” Hacnes-
CTBEHHOCTH, OTIMYABLUEN €€ OT BECMAHN3Ma, BbI0 YTBEPXKAEHME, YTO HACNEACTBEHHOCTb 06ECNeYMBaIOT He
TO/IbKO 3aK/I0YEHHbIE B AiPe XPOMOCOMbI, HO BCs KNETKA, B KOTOPOIi B CXKATOM BUE XpaHUTCs BO3AenCTBHe
BHelWHeN Cpefibl Ha OPraHMU3M W ero OTKIMKM Ha 3TO BO3AENCTBME HA NPOTSKEHNUM MHOMKECTBA MOKONEHN»
(c. 21). 3mech ke U3M0XKEeHA UCTOPUST AUCKYCCHUI ITO BOIIPOCAM TeHETUKH M celeKuu B 1930—
1940-e rr. [ToxBanbHoe coBo T. JIbicenko Hanucan [1.M. Konounkos (B Hauane 1950-x rr. —
acrpaHT MHCTUTYTa TeHEeTUKH, Toraa ero nupektopoM Obi1 T. JIBICEHKO; HbIHE — JIOKTOP
CeJIbCKOXO03sICTBEHHBIX HayK, rpodeccop BHUMCCOK PACXH).

Oco0bIit MHTEpeC MPEACTABISIOT IPUIOXKEHUS K CTaThsIM COOpHUKA. 3/1eCh TOMEIIEHbI
HECKOJIbKO cTaTeit u BoicTyruieHuit T. JIsicenko (mpui. 1). [lepemeyaTan u ¢pparMeHT 3Ha-
MEHHTOM CTaThM, TaK CcKa3aTh, Kiaccuku xkaHpa, A.H. Ctyomurckoro «Myxomo0bI-uesio-
BeKOHEeHaBUCTHUKMW» (1949). B Heli, B 4acTHOCTU, yTBepxKIaeTcsl: «MeHaenesckas reHeTuka,
€BreHnKa, pacu3m 1 nponaraHaa uMnepuann3ma B HacTosliee BPeMs HeoTAeMMbI. BoT noyemy pasrpom
MeH[EeN3Ma-MOPraHN3Ma Ha aBrycTOBCKOM ceccuu Bcecoio3Hoil akafeMuu CenbCKOX03sMCTBEHHbIX
HayK M. JIeHWHa BbI3Ba TaKylo 3100y peakLUOHepoB OT MOJIUTUKM U HAYKKU BO BCEM MUPEX.

B mpunoxenun 2 codpaHbl TOKyMeHTHI. [1yO0mMKyroTCs Te, KOTOpBIE OpOCaroT TeHb WA
nopouat H.U. BaBuioBa, 1pyrux reHeTUKOB, a TakXKe 3a01HO JlaypeaToB npemun A. 1. Cormxke-
HUIIMHA, U3 KOTOPBIX YITOMUHAETCS akaneMuK A.A. 3alM3HsK, U3BECTHBIN JIMHTBUCT, JlaypeaT
T'ocynapctBeHHOM npemun Poccum (KOoTophiit, pasymeeTcst, K uctopuu T. JIBICEHKO HUKAKOro
OoTHoOIIeHUs He uMeeT). IlpuBeneH cricok naypeatoB CtaamHcKoi rmpemun 3a 1949 r. (cpenu
Hux — T.J1. JIBICEHKO), CITUCOK TODKEH ITPOIEMOHCTPUPOBATh, KAKKE TOCTOWHBIC JIIOIU TTOJTY-
yanu CTaJIMHCKUE MPeMUM, B OTJIMUMe OT JaypeaTa npeMun CokeHulbiHA A.A. 3aU3HsIKa.

Cpenu npyrux matepuasion, umeroinux K H. M. BaBunoBy majioe oTHolLIeHUe, pazaen «Jleino
Tumogeena-PecoBckoro». 3aech, moMuMo pegakiimoHHoit ctatbu 0 H.B. TuModeeBe-Pecos-
CKOM, TIpuBOaUTCS rpoctpaHHoe mucbmo H.I1. [lyonHnHa B pegakumio xxypHaia «Hamr Cospe-
MeHHUK» (1989), B KOTOPOM C TTO3UIIMIA HPaBCTBEHHOCTH OocyxKmaeTcs moctyrmok H.B. Tumo-
(eeBa-Pecosckoro, He BepHysierocsi B CCCP u gonrue rombl paboTtasiiero B (paimcTcKon
I'epmanuu. Psagom ¢ nmucbMom akagemuka H.I1. JIlybMHMHA cocenacTBYeT MUChbMO pabouyero
E.B. KonHoBa B pepakuuio «JIutepaTypHOI ra3eTbl»: «...370 He 3ybp, a hawmncTckas rueHa, cBo-
noyb». Bech aTOT pasmen mpemHasHaueH pa300J1auyuTh OMHOTO M3 BUIHBIX TEHETUKOB U TEM
CaMBIM CO3/IaTh KOHTPACT C IMIYHOCTHIO MX IMMPOTUBHMKA, COBETCKOTro arpoHoMa T. JIbICeHKO.

OcranpHBIe MaTepualbl IIPUBEICHBI C IIEJNbI0 TaK WJIM WHA4Ye OIOPOYUTH CaMOTO
H.W. BaBuinona. IlepBblit 3 HUX — nucbMo 9 akageMukoB U 10 nmpodeccopoB «MbI Tpe-
OyeM OecnolaaHoM pacnpaBbl ¢ MOMIbIMY NIpeAaTe sIMU Halllelt Beaukoit PonuHbl» (razeta
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«H3Bectus», 27.01.1937). «Mbl Tpebyem 0OT HalEero COBETCKOro cyaa 6ecnowasHoi pacnpassl ¢ Noa-
nbiMu npegatensmu! Mol TpebyeM YHUUTOXKEHNS NPE3PEHHbIX BbIPOAKOB», — TOBOPUTCS B IUCHME,
B KOTOPOM pedb MaeT o Tpoukwmcrax. I[Imchmo mommucamm akamemuku B.JI. Komapos,
A.H. bax u npyrue, cpenu Hux — H.U. BaBuos.

BoipBaHHOE 13 KOHTEKCTA 3ITOXU, TMChbMO, IEHCTBUTEIBHO, BBITJISIIUT yapy4Jarolie. Eciau
JKe He 3a0bI1BaTh 00 0ocTtaHoBKe 1937 I. (a TOT, KTO €€ He 3HAeT, MOXET ITO3HAKOMUTHCS ¢ Heil
IO COOTBETCTBYIOLIEH JIMTEPaType), TO TOJDKHO OBITh ITOHSITHO: T€, KTO COTJIACUIICS TTOIITH -
caTb, UMEJIM BCE OCHOBAaHUS OMacaTbCsl HE TOJBKO 3a CBOIO XXM3Hb, HO U 3a CBOIO CEMbIO,
UCTIBITHIBATh OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 32 CyIb0Y PYKOBOIMMBIX UMU HayYHBIX KOJUIEKTUBOB. Bee atn
oraceHus O6pUTM 00JIee YeM 00OCHOBAaHHBIMU. [1pH 3TOM MOANMCHIBAIOIINM OBLIIO TIOHSITHO,
YyTO OecrolagHasl pacrpaBa HeM30exXHa, a MoJA00HbIE MPOJIUKTOBAHHBIE BJIACTHIO MHUCHMa
JIMIIb CO3[A0T BUAUMOCTb HAPOAHOMN MOAIEPXKKU PEMPECCUIA.

Hanee TIpUBOIATCS HEKOTOpBIE TOKYMEHTHI ciemcTBeHHoro neina H.M. Basumosa:
cnpaBku HKBJI, oTpbiBKM 13 TpoTOKOJI0B gorpocoB H.M. BaBuioBa, mpoTOKOJBI OYHBIX
craBok Basunona ¢ JI.W. T'oBopoBbeiM u ¢ I'.JI. KapneueHnko. [Togbopka 3Tux maTepuagon
IMpeaHa3HavYeHa IMoKa3aTh, uto H./. BaBmiIoB, ero Koiery Impu3HaIN, YTO 3aHIMAJINCh BPe-
JIUTEIbCTBOM, BXOIMJIN B aHTUCOBETCKYIO BPEIUTEIbCKYIO TpyIiy, uTo H. M. BaBmioB Ha3Ban
JI.LU. ToBoposa, I'. 1. KapnieueHko (e1e 40 ux apecta) U ApYyrux CBOMMU COOOIIHUKAMU.

B 4em OblI, corjlacHO NMPUBOAMMBIM IPOTOKOJIAM, HU TPU3HABAJIUCDH IOACIEICTBEH-
HBIE, CYUTATh OTH TIPOTOKOJIBI JOCTOBEPHBIMU TOKYMEHTaAMU HEBO3MOXKHO. JIOTIPOCH OBLIN
M3MAaTBIBAIOIIUMU (Haxke eciiu (pru3nIecKoe BO3AEUCTBUE K MOACICICTBEHHBIM 1 HE TIPUME-
HSJIOCh), MHOTOYacoBbIMU. Tak, 6—7 centsi0ops monpoc H.M. BaBunosa miuics 13 yacos,
3aKOHUYMJICS B 5 yacoB HOUM. [TpoTOKO 3Ke U3JI0KeH Bcero Jiulib Ha 115 cTpoukax — 3To He
creHorpamma’, TOUHO JIM OTPaXKaloT 3TU CTPOUKHU OTBEThI JonpalinBaeMoro? B kakom ¢usu-
YECKOM M MCUXUYECKOM COCTOSIHMU K KOHILY JoIpoca ObUI MOACAEACTBEHHbIN? Mor Ju oH
aJIeKBaTHO BOCTIPUHSITH TO, YTO TIOAITUACHIBAT?

OTBeTa Ha 3T BOMPOCH! TTOJIYIUTH ceifgac HEBO3MOXHO, HO SICHO, YTO JIeaTh KaKue-
160 BbIBOIKI, Topouainve H.M. BaBuioBa win apyrux jmoneil, moaBeprapIiuxcs TaKUM ke
JIOTIpOcaM, Ha OCHOBAHWY TIOJOOHBIX «TOKYMEHTOB» HEJTb3sI.

B mpumeuannm Kk ctatbe H.B.OBUMHHIKOBA yTBEPXKIACTCS: «...3a CBOW HayuYHbIE B3Msfbl HE
Obl/1 PENPECCUPOBAH HUKTO — BOMPEKM WMPOKO PAcNpOCTPaHEHHbIM B NGEPabHOIM 1 aHTUPYCCKOM Npo-
naravge mucdam» (c. 47). Te xXe reHeTUKU, KOTOpbIe ObUTU apeCTOBaHbI U TTOTUOJIN, ObLIN apecTo-
BaHbI JINOO KaK TPOLIKUCTHI, 1100 Kak Bpeauteau (H.W. Basunos, I'.Jl. Kapneuyenko). Jixxusoe
YTBEPXKIEHME O TOM, YTO HUKTO HE TTOCTPaaall 3a HAYIHBIC B3IJISIIBI, JIETKO OIPOBEPracTCs.

B utone 1939 1. (1. e. mocne uzBectHoro nucbMa M. IIpesenra B.M. MonoToBy) HapKoMm
BHYTpeHHUX nen JI. bepus HanmpaBuwi npock0y ToMy ke MoJIOTOBY TaTh CAaHKIIMIO HA apecT
akagemuka H.M. BaBuiosa. OgHO 13 000CHOBaHMIT HEOOXOMMMOCTH apecTa «NpOoABUKEHUE
3aBefoMO BpaxaebHbIx Teopuii u 6opbba npoTus paboT JibiceHko, LinyuHa, MudypuHa, nmeowmnx pewaro-
lee 3HaueHue ans cenbckoro xo3siictea CCCP»*. B moctaHoBiaeHuu Ha apect I'.JI. KapneueHko
TOBOPUTCS, UTO OH ITOJ pPYKOBOICTBOM BaBMITOBa BEJI OTKPBITYIO OOPHEOY IIPOTUB «NepefoBbix
METOJ0B Hay4YHO-MUCCNe0BaTENbCKOM PabOoThl U LEHHENWNX JOCTUKEHNI aKaaemMuKa JIbiCeHKO no nosny-
UEHWUIO BBICOKUX YPOXKaeB» .

3Cwm.: Cyn nmanaya: Hukomnaii BaBuiios B 3actrenkax HKBJI: buorpadudeckuii ouepk. JIOKyMeHTBI.
M.: Academia, 1999. C. 271-273.

4 Basunos 0. H. B monrom noucke. M.: ®UAH, 2004. C. 98.

3 Coparnuky Hukonast UBanosuya Basuiosa. CI16.: BUP, 1994. C. 223.
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B cBs13u ¢ aTuM cnenyet npusectu 1 oteeT JI.U. I'oBo-
poBa (pacctpensH 28 utoist 1941 r.) Ha OOHON U3 OUHBIX
CTaBOK: «fl npu3Hato cebs BMHOBHbIM B TOM, YTO 33 MOCNEAHUE uronaii Heanonwy Baenor -
rOfibl YMbILIIEHHO BO BPAXECKUX LIENAX. .. LEeIMKOM NOCBATUN cebs BOTANHK, ARATENHE, | MM MI3
paboTe Hag ,akageMuyeckumu” npobiemamu U3 06nacTu 3Boio-
LMW CenbCKOXO3SNCTBEHHbIX pacTeHuit u reHetuku» (Tpodbum
Henucouy JIbICEHKO... ¢. 168).

Oo6painych Tenepb K kHure B.W. ITbokenkoBa «Huko-
nait UBanoBuu BaBuyioB — 0OTaHMK, akageMMK, Tpaxkaa-
HUH MUpa». HekoTopkle 13 cBeaeHuii 00 aBTOpe, KOTOphie
nanbl B kaure: B.W. TTbpkeHkoB poauics B 1936 r., JleHuH-
TPAICKUM CETbCKOXO3UCTBEHHbBIA MHCTUTYT OKOHYWJI B
1963 1. B 1966—1969 rr. — acniupanT BUPa, B nanbHeliiem
pabotan B oTaese oBOLIHbIX KyabTyp B Pa. lokTop cenb-
CKOXO3SIICTBeHHBIX Hayk, mpodeccop. C 1992 mo 2006 r.
3aBenoBal Kadenpoil TeHeTHKU, CeJIeKLIMU U CEMEHOBO/I-
ctBa CaHkT-IleTepOyprckoro arpapHoro yHuBepcuTeTa.

Bo3M0OXHO, 4TO aBTOPOM TEepBOHAYAIBHO JABUTANIO CTPEMJIEHUE pa3o0paThCsl B Hayy-
HoM Hacneauu akagemuka H.M. BaBunoBa, 1 OH 1OOpOCOBECTHO cOOMpPaa COOTBETCTBY-
ollIMe TUTepaTypHbIE MaTepUaIbl, OTHOCSIIIMECS K 3aKOHY TOMOJIOTUYECKUX PSIIOB U TEOPUH
LIEHTPOB TMPOUCXOXKAEHMS, a Takke K oTHoleHusM H.M. BaBunoBa ¢ 3aBenywomnm Hpio-
Nopkckum 61opo MHcTuTyTa NprkianHoit 6otanuku JI. H. BoponuHeiM. OQHAKO, COTIACHB-
LIKCh Ha MPOBEACHHYIO pelaKiMel «afanTaluuio TeKCTOB Ans Gosee Wupokoit ayautopum» (c. 7)
M BKJIIOYEHME B KHUTY MPUIOXEHUS, COCTOSIIEr0 U3 TEHIESHIMO3HO MOJ00PaHHBIX TOKY-
meHTOB, B.W. ITbIKeHKOB MpeBpaTul CBOIO KHUTY B MAaCKBWJIb. B TIpuioxkeHnun — Bce Te Xe
Matepuaibl aena H. . BaBuioBa, KoTopbie ObLIM MPUI0XKeHbI U K KHUre o T. JIbiceHKo (oHU
OBLI PACCMOTPEHBI MHOIO BBIILIE).

B aT0ii cuTyalMm BeCTU Cephe3HYI0 IUCKYCCHIO MO HayuyHbIM BorpocaM ¢ B.W. ITbikeH-
KOBBIM HEBO3MOXXHO. HeckonbKo 3aMeuaHuii, KOTOphIe 1, TeM He MeHee, CAeJialo, alpeco-
BaHbI HE €My, a TeM YUTaTesIsIM, KOTOpbIe, ObITh MOXET, HENOCTaATOUHO 3HAKOMBI C 00CYK-
JaeMbIMU MTpoOIeMaMMu.

B.U. [TbkeHKOB, MpUBEAs OOLIMPHbIEC U JOCTATOUHO MHTEPECHBIE MaTepHallbl U3 TPYIOB
npeniectBeHHUKOB H. M. BaBunosa B pa3paboTke mpo6ieMbl TOMOJIOTUM U TEOPUU LIEHTPOB
MPOUCXOXKIEHUST KYJIbTYPHBIX PAaCTeHUI, MPUXOIUT K BBIBOMY, UTO U Ta, U ApPYyrasi KOHLIET-
LIMM, CUUTAlIOIIMECs IIaBHBIMU B HayuHOM TBopuecTBe H.U. BaBunosa, He opurnHaibHbl. [1o
MHEHUIO aBTOpa, TOMOJIOTMYECKUE PSIAbl B HACAEACTBEHHON M3MEHUMBOCTUM MOXKHO HaWTH
B Tpynax Y. JlapBuHa, LeHTPbI MPOUCXOXIAECHUS KYJIbTYPHBIX PACTEHUI ObLIM OOOCHOBAHBI
A. lekannosiem. Q0111 BIBOI — «[oAAMHHO BCEMUPHYIO N3BECTHOCTb focTaBuan emy [H. ). Basu-
N0BY] He ero Hay4Hble OTKPBITUA NPU KNU3HK, a ero Tparuyeckas cmeptby (C. 9). [TombITKU MPUHU3UTH
u gaxe orpuuarth Bkiaan H.W. BaBunoBa B Hayky, Kotopblie nenatorcss B.M. [TbkeHKOBBIM,
He MOTYT MOKOJiebaTh MUPOBOTO aBTOPUTETA YUEHOTO.

B 1932 r., 3aponro go Havyana auckyccuii T. JIbICEHKO ¢ TeHeTHKaMU 1, TeM OoJiee, 10 X
Tparnueckoit pas3ssizku, H.M. BaBuioB Obl1 n30paH Bulie-nipe3uaeHToM VI MexayHapoaHoro
TeHeTIeCKOro KoHrpecca, mpoxomusiiero B CIIIA, uro, 6e3ycioBHO, CBUICTEIBCTBYET O BHICO-
KOM HayYHOM aBTOPUTETE TIPH €T0 JKU3HM.

Haxownen, 06 orHomeHuu K H. Y. BaBuiioBy B HacTosIee BpeMsI B 3apyOeKHO# HayKe.
Ero tpynsl mon HazBanmeM “Origin and Geography of Cultivated Plants” OblIM mepen3naHbl
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B 1992 r. B Benuko6puranuu (Cambridge University Press). B cBo-
et kaure, n3nanHoil B 2007 T., aHIIMICKUIT OMOXUMHUK pacTe-
Huit B. Mepdu Hanucan: «Ecnu kakoii- 1160 yueHblit 3acnyxuBaeT
nocmepTHoit HobeneBckoil npemum, To 310, KOHeYHo, Hukonaii MieaHosuy
BaBunos»®.

[TomoGHbBIE MpUMEPHI U CBUIETEILCTBA MOXKHO ObLIO OBI ITPO-
momkuTh. Tem He MeHee B Poccnu TreuaTarorcss KHUTH, TOpoYa-
mue kak H.M. BaBunosa, Tak u Bcto reHeTuky. Tak, FO. Myxun
n3nan KHury «I[IpomaxkHas eBKa reHeTHKa: IMTo3HaHe MUpa WU
KOpMyllIKa?»’, Ha3BaHUE KOTOPOUl TOBOPUT camo 3a cebsi. MHe
KazaJoch, W KOJIJIETM OBLIM CO MHOI COIJIACHBI, YTO BCTyHaTh
B TOJEMUKY C MapruHajiaMu He cienyeT. Bo3HuKaeTr, omHako,
BOIPOC — KTO (prHaHCUpYeT NogoOHbIe akuuu: «[TpogaxHas aeBka
TeHeTHKa» BBIIIUIA B TBepmoM Tieperriere, ThpaxkoM 4000 3K3. (st
CpaBHEHMsI — akajeMuyeckoe uzaaTenbcTBO «Hayka» KHuTY
aBTopa 3THX cTpoK «I'eHeTnka B XX Beke. OUepKu MO UCTOPUM»
CMOIJIO U3M1aTh B KojinuecTBe Jullb 400 3K3eMILISPOB).

Kammanusa Bo3sennuuBanus T.J1. JIbiIceHKO mpomoskaeTcs.
Vxe B 2010 1. mossBUIMCh HOBBIe KHUTH — H.B. OBUMHHUKOBa
u I1.®. Kononkosa®. [1osiBieHre cTaTeil B Ka3ajloch OBl pecIieK-
TabenbHOM «JluTeparypHoii raszere» (2009, Ne 11, 23), BO3MyTUB-
LIMX HAYYHYIO OOIIECTBEHHOCTh, U3aHKe BblllIeHa3BaHHbBIX KHUT,
nocBgmeHHbIX T.J. JIeicenko u H.W. BaBuioBy, He MO3BOISAIOT
MoJIyaTh. SICHO, YTO AENalOTCS MOMBITKU MEPEOLIEHKU UCTOPUU.
3a cynsbamu H.M. BaBunosa u T /1. JIbiIceHKO SIBHO CTOUT pUrypa
Crammna. [TogHsTre Ha mbemecTalt JIBICEHKO JIUIIIb SITM301 B KaM-
MaHuU, HaMpaBJeHHON Ha onpaBaaHue cTaluHu3Ma. I He moau-
TOJIOT U He OepyCh CyaUTh, KEM MHCIUPHUPOBAHA U ITPOBOIUTCS
9Ta KaMITaHMSI.

B «IIpemucnosun pemakuum» K KHure «ITpodpum JleHnco-
BUY JIBICEHKO...» TOBOPUTCSI: «...B CBOEH Hay4YHOI M 06LECTBEHHOI
peatensHoctu T.[0. JIbiCeHKO He TONbKO NpUHEC 6oNblUyIo NO/b3y HaleMy
HApOAY M TOCYAApCTBY, HO M HAHeC... yuepd KakMM-TO CepbesHbIM UHTE-
pecam BparoB pycCKOro Hapofa: nomewan KakoMy-TO HaMpaBieHUID UX
AEATeNbHOCTM NPOTUB HalLel CTPaHbl; rae-To YyBCTBUTENbHO 3agen 6one-
BOI1 HEPB ,MUPOBOMN AeMOKpaTUK”. BbiCcKasbiBanuch NpefnoNoXeHus, 4to
TaKoBbIM Ob110 yyacTue T.[. JlbiceHKo B 60pbbe NPOTUB €BreHUYeCcKMX npo-
€KTOB, aKTMBHO npopasuraslmxca B 1920-30-x rr. BegyWwnMMn reHeTUKamu
CCCP. 3Tv npoeKTbl, NOApa3aensBlUMe COBETCKUX NIOAEN Ha ,MU30paHHbIX”
W ,BTOPOCOPTHBIX", OblAN 6AN3KM 00Pa3y MbIWNEHUS KaK TOTAAWHMX TPOL-
KUCTOB — aHasIOroB HEMELKUX HALUCTOB, UX KONNEr-KOHKYPEHTOB — TaK U1

Axanemuk
Tpodhum [lenucouy JlbicenKo

Hpuii MyXun
——PYCCRA——

NPABAA
Npoantias =y

fesia )
[ EHETHKA
IV

Tosnanne Mupa
HAH KOPMYLIKA?

® Murphy D.J. People, Plants and Genes. Oxford University Press, 2007. P. 57.

” Myxun FO. TIponaxHasi ieBKa TeHeTHKa: ITo3HaHKe Mupa wir Kopmymika? M.: beictpos, 2006. 416 c.

8 OBunnaukoB H.B. Akagemuk Tpodum Henucosuu Jisicenko / moxn pen. I1. Kononkosa. M.:
JIya, 2010. 232 ¢. Tupax 1000 sx3. Kononkos I1.®. Bknan T.[. JIsicenko B modeny B Benukoit Oteue-

cTBeHHOMI BoitHe. M.: Camoo6pasoBanue, 2010. 16 ¢. Tupax 250 sk3.
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MHOTUX HbIHEWHUX NMGEPasos, UX NPeeMHUKOB 1 4acTo poauyeir» (c. 6). Miaeomornyeckast mo3uumst
u3naTeseil pacCMOTPEHHBIX KHMUT, XypHana-npuspaka «CamooOpa3oBaHME» IOCIE TaKUX
3ag4BJIEHUI COBEPIIEHHO sACHA. I10J00HOE «OOJIBIIEBUCTCKOE» MBIIUIEHUE OKa3bIBAETCs
OJIM3KUM M HEKOTOPOI 4acTU HAayYHBIX paOOTHUKOB — TeM, KTO ObL1 BocniutaH B CCCP,
MOJIY4MJ1 00pa30BaHKE B rOJbI JILICEHKOBIIMHbI, a [IOTOM 3aTall O0OMIbl HA «<MUPOBYIO IEMO-
Kpatuio». OgHako ceiiuac uaeu T. JIbICEHKO He MOTYT BOCIIPUHUMATLCS BCEPbe3 U MPOI0JI-
JKEHME TUCKYCCUU MEXIY TeHETMKAMU U JIbICEHKOBLIAMU B paMKaX HayKH HEBO3MOXHO.

Yro Xe KacaeTcsi TOM ApaMbl, KOTOpasi pa3bIrpblBajlach B COBETCKOM Ouosioruu B 1930—
1940-¢ 1r., OHa M TOrAa MMeJia He HayyHble, a COLMaIbHO-MOAUTUYeCKUe KopHU. Han ee
y4aCTHUKAMU CYJI UCTOPUHU yKe COCTOsIICs. Ee mpuroBop He MoUIeKUT MepecMOTpYy.

Kputuuyeckui aHanus teopyecrsa U.B. Muuypuna
A. B. KynpusHos

HanmonanbHbI MccenoBaTeIbcKnii YHUBEPCUTET — BhICITast IKoia 95KOHOMUKU,
Cankr-Ilerepoypr, Poccus;
alexei.kouprianov@gmail.com

ITo cioBaM aBTOpa, KHUTA® MIPEACTABIIIET cO00I mepepabOTaHHBIM M TOMOJTHEHHBIN
BapMaHT OoJyiee paHHeU Tybonaukaumu'®. B mpemmcioBum yKa3zaHO, 4TO TIpU IepepaboOTKe
ObLT fo0aBiaeH noapasaen «MUudypuHCKU TapBUHU3M»,
nepepaboTaH pasaes O JUMIHOCTA MuaypruHa ¥ BHECEHBI
MHOTOYMCJIEHHBIE TIPABKU 1O BCceMy TekcTy (c. 7—8). He
Oepych CyOWUTh, HOCTATOYHHI JU OBUIM 3TH W3MCHECHWS,
YTOOBI C TUTYJIBHOTO JIMCTA BTOPOTO U3TAHUS MCUYE3ITU IBa
W3 TpeX aBTOPOB MEPBOTO.

KHura HamomMuHaeT, cKopee, XYpHAJIUCTCKOE pac-
clieoBaHNE, YeM NCTOPUKO-HAayUHBIN Tpyd. B Heil ciam-
KOM XOpPOIIO MPOCMATPUBAETCS TTO3UINST COBPEMEHHOTO
O1oJI0Ta ¢ HEIOYMEHUEM BIJISIIBIBAIOIIECTOCS B HedaBHEe
MpoIIIoe cBoeil HayKu. CBSI3bIBasI Ype3MEPHYIO ITOMYJISIP-
HocTb M. B. MuuypuHa ¢ BAUSIHUEM JIBICEHKOBIIWHBI,
aBTOP 0ECKOMITPOMHUCCEH B CBOMX OlleHKaX. OJHAKO st
WCTOPUKOB OMOJIOTMM KHUTA TEM W MHTEpPECHA: KOHTPACT
MEXIy OXXUIAHWSIMU COBPEMEHHOTO OMOJIoTa, W TeM, UTO
MOXET «IIPeUIOKUTE> MUUypUH, TTO3BOJISICT YBUIETH TOT
MMyTh, KOTOPBII TIPOIIUIM T€HETHKAa, CEJICKIUS U ITIIONO-
BOJICTBO 3a ITOCJIETHEE CTOJIETHE.

T.H. COKOJIOBA

HACJIEAUE
N.B. MUTYPHUHA.
MHU®bI U PEAJIbBHOCTb

® Coxonosa T.U. Hacnenue W.B. Muaypuna. Mudsl u peanbHoctb. Jlyranck: TTL[ «Makcum»,
2010.432c.

0 Cokonos U.J1., Coiu E.U., Coxonosa T.H. Hacnenue N.B. Muaypuna. MicTopust ipeyBeTMueHuin
¥ HeoMouBOK. JIyraHck: DnrtonH-2, 2001. 217 c.
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AHaIM3UPYS TEKCThl, HalTMCaHHbIe MUUYpUHBIM B pa3HOE BPEeMsl, aBTOP MOKAa3bIBaeT,
910 MUUYypHUHCKOE TTOHMMAaHK1E CeJICKIIMOHHOM 1 IUTOIOBOIYECKOI IMTPAKTUKU TTYOOKO OTJIM -
yaeTcs OT coBpeMeHHOoro HaM. OH Ha3bIBaJl COPTaMHM OTIEJbHBIC IePEBhSI B CBOEM Caly, YpoO-
JKafHOCTBIO — YTO TIPpUACTCS (HO HUKAK HEe OTHOIIEHWE MacChl ypoxKast K TIIOIIAAN, ¢ KOTO-
poil oH coOpaH), He TPOBOJS €€ KOJUYECTBEHHO OLEHKM (M Y4acTo 2JIeMEHTApHO IMyTasiCh
B LM(dpax OT ONHOI BepcUM ONUCAHUS copTa K Ipyroit). Mmes cBoeobpasHble Mpencrasiie-
HUS 0 3a7avax ceJeKiuu, MudypuH, cKopee, MCKajl Kypbe30B, KOTOpbIe MOTJIM 1103a0aBUTh
JIFOOUTEIISI TMKOBMH, HO OBLIM MaJIO IIPUTOMHBI IJIST IPOMBIIIICHHOTO CalOBOACTBA. DKCITe-
PUMEHTATBHBIN MEeTO ObLI TTIYOOKO UyKI €My, M HapyIIeHHe 3JIeMeHTapHBIX IIPaBUJI 9KCITe-
PUMEHTAJIbHOI pabOoTHI (ITOJTHOE OTCYTCTBHE KOHTPOJISI, YHUKAJIBHOCTD MCCIIEyeMbIX 00pa3-
1I0B, HEIOCTaTOYHAsl JUIMTEJIbHOCTh UCTIBITAHUI) HAYMCTO JIMILAJIO0 JOKa3aTeIbHOW OCHOBBI
He TOJIbKO XBaJieOHbIE OTTMCAHUSI COPTOB, HO M BCE €r0 MOJOXEHUS B 00IaCTH TEOPUHU CEIeK-
IIMOHHOI paboOTH (METOA MEHTOpPA, BOCIIUTAHNE PACTEHUI, PA3HOTO Pojia IpeIiogaracMbie
9 deKThl OTHaJeHHOU THOpuaM3aluu). MUUYYprH CIHpaBeIMBO pacCMaTpUBA CUCTEMY
TOCYIapCTBEHHOTO COPTOMCIIBITAHMS KaK IIPEIISITCTBHE IJIT PACIIPOCTPAHEHMSI CBOMX COPTOB,
M cucTeMa robdeauiia — JIMIIUBIIUCH «aIMUHUCTPATUBHOW» MOIAEPXKKH, copTa MUIypuHa,
MOJYYMBIIIME IIIMPOKOE pacipocTpaHeHue B KoHILe 1940-x — Havase 1950-x IT., Mo 60Jblei
YaCTU MAaJIOLIEHHBIE, YCTYUIU MECTO APYTUM, KaK TOJIBKO pe3yJbTaTaM COPTOUCITBITAHUS
CHOBA CTaJIA TOBEPATH OOJIBIIE, YEM 3aBEPEHNSIM «MUYYypHUHIIEB». K HacTOsdIIIEMy BpeMeH!
B TocpeecTpax paloHUPOBAaHHBIX COPTOB Poccuu 1 YKpanHbl ocTanoch He 6oJiee MSITH OTHO-
CHUTEJIBHO MaJIopacIpOCTPaHEHHBIX COPTOB (M3 HECKOJBKUX JECSATKOB, ITOMABIINX B Calbl
B TOIIbl pacliBeTa JIbICEHKOBIIWHBI). ABTOP KOHCTAaTUPYEeT IMOJHbBIM MpoBaji CeJIeKIIMOHHOM
MMporpaMMbl, HapucoBaHHOI BooOpaxkeHmeM WM.B. MwuuypuHa (OT OTKa3a COBPEMEHHBIX
CEJICKIIMOHEPOB OT CHEIN(UICCKUX «MUIYPHUHCKIX» METOIOB CEJICKIINH 10 (PMACKO B CYIIIE-
CTBEHHOM pacIINpeHUN COPTUMEHTA M MMPOABIKEHUHN cagoBoacTBa Ha CeBep).

KHura cocTouT M3 Tpex pasienoB U 0J0Ka MpuiIoXeHuid. B mepBoM paszmeine odcyxkmia-
I0TCSI TeopeTnueckue npeactapiaeHus: M.B. MuuypuHa B 006JacTh celeKUMU U METOMAbI €ro
pabotsl. Bo BTopoMm — cynpba copToB MuuyprHa 1 I3MEHEHIE COPTUMEHTA IIOIOBBIX CaloB
C IOMUYIYPUHCKUX BPeMEH 0 HAIKX THei. TpeTuii pa3mes mocBsieH TnaHocTy M. B. Muay-
puHa. [TompoOHO pa300paHBI BOIIPOCHI O €TO BO3MOXKXHOM OTBHE3/IE 3a TPAHUILY, OTHOIICHUSIX
C KOJTeTaMHU-CeJIeKIIMOHE paMH | TITI0OTOBoAaMU. B IIpHIIoKeHUSIX OITyOJIMKOBAaHBI BBIIECPKKI
U3 peecTpa COpToB, U3BeCTHas cTaThsd CTyIUTCKOro «MyXOIt00bI-4e10BeKOHEHABUCTHUKU»
U OIHA M3 COBPEMEHHBIX Ta3eTHBIX MyOJIMKAIIMi, TTOCBSIIIEHHBIX HEKPUTUUECKOMY BOCXBA-
JneHuo MuuypuHa.

KHura He nmuieHa HeIOCTaTKOB, CBSI3aHHBIX, KaK MHE KaXeTCsI, CO CITA0OCTBIO pelaK-
LIMOHHOM MOATOTOBKM, BOOOIIE XapaKTEePHOM IJIT MHOTMX M3TAHWIT TTOCIEIHUX OBYX IeCs-
TWIETUM, MpUYEeM 3TO KacaeTcsl KaK TeXHUYECKOro, Tak M HayYHO-JIUTePaTypHOro perak-
TUpPOBaHUS. B cricke auTepaTyphl OTCYTCTBYIOT MHOTHE M3 pabOT, YIIOMUHAEMBbIX B TEKCTE.
C KOMMO3WIIMOHHON TOYKM 3PEHUS, HEONPABIAHHO JUIMHHBIMU KaXKyTCSI Pa3Ieiibl, TTOCBSI-
IIEeHHBIC U3JTOXKEHUIO OCHOB COBPEMEHHBIX IIPEACTABICHHI B 00JIACTH TEHETUKHU U CEJICKITUU
pacTeHunii. Bo3MOXHO, 3TO 00BSICHSIETCS TEM, UTO, TI0 3aMBICJTy aBTOpa, KHUTA aJipecoBaHa He
TOJIbKO UCTOPUKAM HAyKHU, TEHETUKAM U CEJIEKLIMOHEPaM, HO U MACCOBOMY YMTATEII0, B TOM
qucIie MpenoaaBaTelisiM CpeaHUX 1KoJI. OqHako Mu3epHbIil Tupax B 300 3K3eMIISIPOB rOBO-
pUT, CKOpee, 0 TOM, YTO KHHMTa aflpeCoBaHa y3KOMY KPYTY CIICIIUAICTOB, IJIsI KOTOPHIX TAKKE
MMOSICHeHUS M3MUIITHU. He 0001mT0Cch 1 6¢3 HEKOTOPOTO KOJMYECTBA OITeYaTOK (OrOBOPOK?),
13 KOTOPBIX «IIPOJTAMapKCUCTCKUE ITyOJIMKAIINY TTOCIIEAHUX JIeT» (C. 8), TIoXKaIyi, IpocsTCs
B OJIVH PSIJ] CO CTaBLINUM YK€ KJIaCCUKOI «wIamapKcu3dMom» 1930-x rT.

XPOHUKA HAYYHOW XXU3HU

BoeHHO-MeaULUHCKUIA My3eilt — YHaCTHUK NpPa3aHOBAHUA
200-netus co aHa poxkaeHua H.U. NMuporoea

FO.B. UB4HOBCKHH

BoenHo-mMenuumHCKM My3eit MuHuctepcTBa 06opoHbl Poccuiickoit @eneparuu,
Cankr-Ilerepbypr, Poccus;
medar@milmed.spb.ru

B Hos6pe 2010 r. ucroamiiock 200 J1eT co THS POXKISHUS BETMKOTO PYCCKOTO XUpypra 1
aHatoma Hukonas MBanoBuya Iluporosa. MeauimHcKast OOIIIECTBEHHOCTD Halllell CTpaHbl
LIMPOKO OTMETUJIA IOOMIEHHYIO AaTy.

B cootBetcTBUM ¢ YKazoM [Ipesnnmenta PO Ne 1850 ot 25 nexadpst 2008 1. «O mpa3aHo-
Banuu 200-1etus co nHs poxaeHus H. M. ITuporosa» pacniopstkenuem [IpaBurenbctBa PO ot
24 yronst 2009 1. Ne 860-p GbIT 06pa3oBaH OpraHU3alMOHHBIM KOMUTET O TTOATOTOBKE U MPO-
BEICHUIO MPAa3THUIHBIX MEPOIIPUSITUIA, IIpeAceaaTelieM KOTOPOTro OblIa yTBEpXKIecHA MUHUCT]
3IpaBOOXpaHeHUsI U collaibHOTO pa3BuThs PM T.A. l'onmkosa. B coctaB oprkoMuTeTa BOIIUTA
BUIHbIE YU€HbIE-MEIMKU U 001IecTBeHHbIE nestenu: npe3uaeHT PAMH M. . [1aBbinoB, ripe3u-
neHT HanmmonanbHOTro Meauko-xupyprudeckoro eHtpa uMm. H. . IMuporosa KO.JI. IlleBuenko,
TreHepabHbIN qupekTop Toro ke eHtpa 0.9, Kapnos, HauanbHUK BoeHHO-MeTMIIMHCKON aKa-
nemuu uM. C.M. Kuposa (BMA) A.b. benesutuH, nupekrop LleHTpaibHOro Hay4YHO-UCCIIe-
JOBaTeJIbCKOTO MHCTUTYTA TpaBMatosioruu u opronenuu uMm. H.H. ITpuoposa C.I1. MupoHoB,
3aBeaylolunii Kagenpoit MocKoBcKo# MenuuuHckol akagemMun um. .M. CeueHoBa riiaBHbII
yueHsblii cekpetrapp PAMH A.M. Crouuk, HauanbHUK BoeHHO-MenuimHckoro my3es (BMM)
MunncrepctBa 060poHEI PO A A. Bynko. OpraHn3alimoHHBIM KOMUATET pa3padoTai 1 yTBep-
IV TUTaH M CPOKY TIPOBEICHMSI OCHOBHBIX MEPOIIPUSATHI TI0 TTOATOTOBKE K MpPa3mHOBAHUIO
200-netus co nus poxaenuss H.U. TTuporosa.

OmHYM U3 TIaBHBIX MEPOTIPUSITUI ITpa3IHOBAaHMS CTajla MEXXIyHapOIHasl HaydHasi KoHbe-
pennus «Hacnenue [Tuporosa: mponuioe, HacTosiiee, Oyayiiee», CoCTosiBIasicst 25—27 HOSIOpst
2010 r. B Cankr-IletepOypre Ha 6aze BoeHHO-MenuimHckol akangemun uM. C.M. Kupoga.
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BMM coBmecTHO ¢ CaHkT-ITeTepOypr-
CKMM Hay4YHbIM OOILECTBOM MCTOPUKOB Me-
JIULIMHBI TIPUHS y4acTHe B Npa3IHOBAaHUU
oounest H.U. I[Tuporosa no TpéM 0OCHOBHBIM
HarnpaBJIeHUSIM.

[TepBoe HampaBieHHe — COCTaBJIeHUE
M M3IaHue WIIIOCTPUPOBAHHOIO Kartajora',
OOBEIMHSIONIETO TMMPOTOBCKUE PEJIMKBUU,
XpaHsIIIMecs B pa3IMYHbIX MY3esIX U opra-
Hu3auusx. [IpuHATH ydacTue B CO3NaHUU
KaTajiora ObUIO IPEIIOKEHO BCEM 3auHTe-
pPECOBaHHBIM CTOPOHAM, HO, K COXaJICHUIO,
OTKJIMKHYJIUCh JUIb Kadenpbl U ¢yHaa-
MeHTabHas Oubaroreka BMA.

Karanor coctout u3 nisitu yacteit. B mep-
BOIM 4YacTU TepevMcieHbl M300pa3uTeIbHbIC
HMCTOYHUKM: KAPTUHbBI, PUCYHKH, CKYJIBITYPHI,
a TakKe IevyaTHbIe IMPOU3BEIeHUs U300pa-
3UTEJILHOTO MCKYCCTBa, MoKa3biBatole Hu-
kojast iBanoBuya [Tuporosa B pa3Hbie epu-
onbl ero ku3Hu. OcoOylo LIEHHOCTb Ipe.-

Puc. 3. Jlutorpadckuii kKaMeHb
CTaBJISIOT TaKUE >KMBOIUCHBIE TTOJIOTHA, KaK C M300pakeHUEM Pa3pe30B TOJIOBbI YeI0BEKa
kaptuHa «ITpuesn H.W. ITuporosa B MockBy (u3 ponnos BMM).

Ha 50-JIeTHUI 100UJIEN» KUCTU 3HAMEHUTOIO

pycckoro xynoxHuka u ckyabntopa U.E. Peniuna (1887—1888), akcrionupytomasicst B [Tupo-
roBckoM 3ae BMM, u noptper H.U. INMuporosa padotsr H./. JIMutpuesa-OpeHOyprckoro
(1897), xpansiiuiics: Ha Kadenpe ornepaTMBHOM XUPYPIUU aKaaeMUU.

CKyJbIITYpHBIE TPOU3BEICHUS MPEACTaBIEHbBl OPOH30BBIM M300pakeHUEM CHUISIIETO
H.A. IMuporosa ckynbnropa M.S. Xapnamosa (1913) B 6ubnuoreke akaaeMuu, OIOCTOM
Huxonast UBaHOBUYA, BBITIOJHEHHBIM C OOIbIION 3Kcnpeccueii ckyabntopom B.U. IN'opao-
HoM (1960), B KoH(epeHII-3a1e My3esl U JAp.

B cnenyroiieit yactu KaTajora mpeacTaBieHbl BELIECTBEHHbIE MCTOUHUKM: 3HAKU
(kpectbl) opaeHa Cgroro Baagumupa II u IV crenenu u opneHa Caaroii AnHbI 11 cTe-
MEeHU ¢ UMIIEPaTOPCKOM KOPOHOIi, KOBaHbIe cepeOpsiHble 3BE31bl opieHoB Cpsitoro Braau-
mupa, Cearoit AHHBI 1 CBaToro CtaHucliaBa ¢ Me4aMM, BOMHCKHE MeAaan, KOTOPbIMU ObLT
HarpaxaéH H.W. TTuporoB. B aToM e pa3zaene nepeyrcieHbl HarpyIHbIe 3HaKU, MaMsSITHbIE
U XyIOXECTBEHHbIe Melaiu, NpuHamiexasiue Hukonato MBaHOBUYY, €ro JIMUHbIE BEIU
(akameMuyeckas Iaroyka, IrapamHasl Tpeyrojika, KypuTelbHas TpyOKa, cepeOpsiHasl pas-
JIMBaTeIbHAsl JIOKKa C JapCTBEHHOM HAAMMUChIO OT KHs351 BOpOHII0Ba), M3rOTOBJICHHbBIE UM
aHaroMuyeckue mnpenapatbl. OcoOyI0 ILIEHHOCTh IPEICTaBISIOT HA0OpPbl XUPYPrU4eCKUX
WHCTPYMEHTOB, KOTOpbIMU TToJib30Basicst H.W. TTuporos, a Takke 12 4ynomM coOXpaHUBILIUXCS
nurorpa)CKUX KaMHei, ¢ KOTOPBIX MedyaTajcs 3HAMEHUTBIN aTjlac paciujIoB 3aMOPOXKEH-
HOTO YeJIOBEYECKOro TeJa.

! UnmiocTpupOBaHHBIN KaTaJor MUPOrOBCKUX peiukBuii / A.A. Bynko, 10.B. MBaHoBckwmii,
W.TI1. Ko3wipuH, b.U. Hazapues, H.P. 3otukoBa, T.B. Kpucnaras, I1.E. Pynenko, M.B. TBapnoBckas,
H.®. ®omun. CI16.: BMA, 2010. 80 c.
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JInunsie Beum H.W. [Tuporosa: kyputenbHas TpyOKa, pa3ivBaTesbHasl JIOXKKA U IIKATYJIKa
1tst koprivn (13 doHnoB BMM).

Tpetpto, HanboOJIee HACHIILIEHHYO YaCTh KAaTajJaora, COCTABISIIOT MHOTOUKMCIICHHBIC TTACh-
MEHHbIE MaTepuajbl, COOpaHHbIC B KOJUICKILIMSIX aKaAeMUU U My3es: MMCbMa U PYKOIMUCHU
H.W. TTuporosa, TOKyMEHTHI, OTpaxkawluue MpodecCUuOHaIbHYI0O U OOLIECTBEHHYIO Hes-
TeabHOCTh HuKonasgs MBaHOBMYA, TIPKU3HEHHBIC M3MAHUS €T0 HAyYHBIX TPYIOB, a TaKXKe
MMOCMEPTHBIE PapUTETHBIC Y MAJIOTUPAXKHbIE M3MAHUS €r0 TTPOM3BEACHUIA.

Hawnboiiee neHHBIMU TMPOTOBCKUMU aBTOrpadamu, xpaHsiumucsa B BMM, gapnsitoTcs
TOCJIeHSIST 3amucKa, cneilaHHas ciabetonieit pykoit H.W. I[Tuporosa, ¢ 1marHo3oM cBOEro
3a00JIeBaHUS I PYKOTIMCh HEOKOHYEHHOTO aBTOOMOrpacmIecKoro Tpyaa «JIHeBHUK CTaporo
Bpayar. B doHmax My3est XxpaHSITCS U OpUTMHAJbI 45 3HAMEHUTHIX CEBACTOMOJBbCKUX MTHUCEM,
anpecoBaHHbIX H.W. TTuporoBeiM cBoeit xXeHe AjleKcaHipe AHTOHOBHE.

B pykonucHom donzme dbyHnmameHtaibHol 6ubnmnoreku BMA cobpaHbl coTHU oduiiu-
aJIbHBIX TOKYMEHTOB, Kacawluxcs aesteabHoct Hukonass BaHOBMYA B TOJKHOCTH TIPO-
deccopa Meauko-xupypruueckoil akaneMuu: MpoTOKOJIbl 3acenaHnii KoHdhepeHunu (y4eé-
HOTO COBETa) aKafeMuu ¢ yuyacTuem [Inuporosa, ero nmiuchbMa v JOKJIaTHbIE 3aTTUCKU.

Crenyromuii pa3aen Katajiora — (poToMaTepHraibl — CONEPKUT MePEUNCICHUE TTOIIH-
HBIX IpUKU3HEHHBIX (poTorpacduiit H.U. [Tuporosa u 4ieHOB ero ceMbH, a TakxkKe (DOTOKOMUU
yTpadyeHHBIX paHHUX nopTpeToB Hukonas MiBanosnya. cTMHHOE TIpecTaBIeHUE O BHEII -
Hoctu H.W. Iluporosa B mocnenHue ronbl €ro XKM3HU OAOT, Hampumep, rnoptper Huko-
nas MiBaHoBMYA B CIOPTYKE M KPYIJIOM OGapxaTHOI IIaIlOuKe, BBIMOJIHEHHBIN (oTorpadom
B. Bricoukum B Kuese B 1870-x rr., u pororpadpust H. . ITuporona c A.JI. Obepmusiepom,
cnenmanHast pororpacdom A. CymoBckuM B KummmHéBe B ssHBape 1877 T.

IMocnennuii pa3men Karajgora BKJIIOYAET IepeYeHb MEMOPHUAIbHBIX MaTepUajIoB, IIpe-
K€ BCET0 — MHOTOYMCEHHBIX TeJIerpaMM U MHCEM C BbIpa’keHUEM COOO0JIE3HOBAHMS JKEHE
AnekcaHape AHTOHOBHe B ¢Bsi3u co cmepThio H. . TTuporosa.

Karajor 3aBepiacTcst 0OJBIINM WITIOCTPATUBHBIM PSIIOM, pa3MelIéHHBIM Ha 20 cTpa-
HUIIaX, B KOTOPOM MpeacTaBieHbl (poTorpacduu Hanbdosaee I1eMOHCTPAIIMOHHO-MHTEPECHBIX
9KCIMIOHATOB U3 KOJUIEKIIUI My3esl U aKaIeMUM.
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K coxanenuto, npyrve My3eu roka He MPUHSUIM Y4acTvs B CO3JIaHUM €IMHOrO Karta-
JIora BCeX MUPOTOBCKUX PEJIMKBUM, XpaHSIIMXCSI B POCCUUCKMX My3esix. B mpemucioBumn
K Katanory npogeccopa A.b. benesutnn n A.A. Bynko nomuepKHy/Iu, 4TO CO3IaHUE IIEPBOTO
KaTajora, oObeIMHSIIONIEro My3eiiHbIe TpeaMeThl, xpaHsiuecss B BMA u BMM, saBnsieTcs
CYIIECTBEHHBIM IIIATOM Ha ITyTH K COCTaBJICHUIO ¢IMHOTO POCCUICKOTO KaTajora BCeX IMUPO-
TOBCKUX PEJIUKBUI, KOTOPHI CTaJl OBl JIYUIINM MaMITHUKOM T€HHUIO OTEYCCTBEHHOU MEIM-
uuHbl Hukonato MBanosuuy IMuporosy.

CrenyioluM HampaBieHUEeM AesTebHOCTU My3es B ¢Bsi3u ¢ 200-71eTueM co JHS poxk-
neanst H.M. Tluporosa craja mmpokasi TOMyJIsipyu3alivsl MTMPOTOBCKOTO HAacCeIus, B TOM
Yyyclie B HAyYHOU JIUTepaType U CpeAcTBaX MaccoBoil MHMopMauu. beui moaroToBieHb
U OIyOJIMKOBaHBI BE KPYITHbIE 0030pHbIE CTaThU, PACCKa3bIBAIOIIIME O XKU3HU U TBOPUECTBE
Huxonas MBanosuya ITuporosa: «H.W. INuporos: B Hauayie nmyTu» B «BoeHHO-MeIULIMH-
ckoM xxypHaie»’ u «H. . I1luporos: Ha BepiinHe ciaBbl» B «BecTHuke Poccuiickoit BoeHHO-
MEIULIMHCKOI aKageMun»’. B 1eHb OTKpBITUS KoHbepeHLH, 25 HostOops 2010 1., mocaeaHss
cTaThs ObLJIa TIepereyaTaHa ra3eToit « BoeHHEBIN Bpau»*, KaK HanboJIee TIOJIHO OTpakaromasi,
110 MHEHMUIO pefakinu, nesirenbHocth H.W. TTuporosa B akagemun.

CrnenMaaucThl My3esl y9acTBOBaJIM B ToaroroBke MatepuanoB o H.U. TTuporose mist
CPEeACTB MaccoBOil nH(opMalMy (HampuMep, ra3eTbl «ApryMeHTbl U (DaKThbl»), HEKOTOPbIX
MEepUOANYECKUX M3MaHU, KOHCYJIbTUPOBAIM ChEMOYHBIE T'PYMIbI KUHOCTYIWIA, CHUMa-
fomrue duasMbl 0 H. .. TTuporose, naBaau MHTEPBbIO B NeYaTH, HA paando U TEJACBUICHUU.

CoTpyIHMKU My3esl TIPUHUMAaJIM yJacTue MPaKTUUEeCKM BO BCEX KPYIMHBIX KOHMEpeH-
X, mocBamEHHBIX 200-1eTrio co aHs poxneHus H.U. IMuporosa m mpoxoauBIIMX KakK
B Cankr-IletepOypre (12—14 mas 2010 r. B ApTriuiepuiickoM My3ee), TaK U 3a ero Ipeie-
namu (B CeBactomone 14—15 oxrsi6pst 2010 1.; B MockBe — B LleHTpaqbHOM BOSGHHOM KJIH-
HudeckoM rocriutaie uM. I1.B. Manapeiku u [JTaBHOM BOGHHOM KJIIMHUYECKOM TOCITUTAJIE
uMm. H.H. Bypnenko — 2—3 nekabps 2010 r.).

Bo Bpems pabothl KoHbpepeHuuu «Hacnenue IMuporosa: npoiiuioe, HacTosiee, Oyay-
mee» BMM coBMecTtHO ¢ CaHKT-IleTepOyprcKuM HaydyHbIM OOIIIECTBOM MCTOPUKOB MEIM-
LIMHBI Ha CBOE# 0a3e MOoAroToBMJ U MpoBEN 3aceqanue cekuuu «H.U. TTuporos B uctopuu
MEIULMHBI», KOTOPOE MTPOXOIMIIO 26 HOSOPS B KOH(MEPEHII-3alie My3esl.

K Hauany 3acenanust ObLIM TTIOATOTOBJIEHBI CTeHABI ¢ TMUYHBIMU BetlamMu H. . [Tuporosa,
€ro HarpagaMu 1 HanOoJjiee IIeHHBIMU B My3¢/A{HOM OTHOIIEHUU MPMKU3HEHHBIMU M3IaHM -
SIMM TIMPOTOBCKUX TPYIOB II0 TOMOTpapMIecKOil aHATOMUY M BOCHHO-IIOJIEBOI XUPYPIUH,
XpaHSIIUMHACS B (DOHIAX My3esl.

[Mepen HauaaoM pabOTHI CEKIINHU ITPUCYTCTBYIONINE ITOYTHIIM MUHYTO MOJTYaHUS ITAMSTh
Tparn4yeckKu MOruoIIero B aBTOKaTacTpode BUTHOTO OTEUECTBEHHOTO UCTOPUKA METUIIMHBI
Mapka bopucosuuya Mupckoro, ¢ 10Kjaaaa KOTOpPOro A0JKHA OblIa HAUMHATBCS MTOBECTKA
JTHSI CEKIIMHU.

2 beaesumun A.b. Hukonait UBanoBuy IMuporos: B Havyase myty (K 200-yeTrio co QHS pOXICHMS
BeJIMKOTO Xupypra u aHatoma) / A.B. benesutuH, A.A. Bynko, 10.B. ViBaHoBckuii // BoeH.-MeM. KypH.
2010. Ne 10. C. 84—90.

3 beaesumun A.b. Huxkomnaii iBanoBud [Tuporos: Ha BepiimHe ciaBbl (K 200-JeTHIO CO THS POXK-
nenust) / A.b. beinesutnH, A.A. Bynko, F0.B. UBanosckuii // BectH. Poc. Boen.-men. akam. 2010. Ne 2.
C.226—234.

4 Beaesumun A.b. Huxkomnait UBanoBuu [Tuporos: Ha BepiirHe ciiaBbl (K 200-JIETHIO CO THSI POXKIe-
nusi) / A.b. BeneButuH, A.A. Bynko, H0.B. Banosckuii // BoeH. Bpau. 2010. Ne 22—23 (1774—1775).
C.2-4.
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OCHOBHBIE 3Tarbl XKU3HEeHHOTo Tyt Huko-
nas MBanosuua [luporosa, ero 3aciyru mepen
OTEYECTBEHHON U MUPOBOI MEAUIIMHOM TIpeacTa-
BUJI B CBOEM BBICTYIUJICHUM HavyalbHUK BoeHHO-
MeIuLMHCKOro My3sest npodeccop A.A. bynxo.
3aBeaytoniasi KypcoM UCTOPUU MEIULIMHBI MeIU-
HUHCKOro ¢akynbTera Poccuiickoro yHuBep-
cuteta Apyx6bl HapomoB (Mocksa) mpodeccop
T.C. Copoxkuna nomyepkHyJia, yro H.U. [Tuporos
yKe TIpY XKM3HU CHUCKAJ TPU3HAHUE U TTyOoKoe
YBaXX€HUE CBOMX KOJUIETr He Toibko B Poccuu, HO
M 3a e€ TIpeae/iaMu.

3asenytoiasi Kadeapoii ryMaHUTapHbBIX JUC-
uurIuH U ouostuku Cankrt-IlerepOyprckoit
TOCYJapCTBEHHOW MEIUaTpU4YECKOW MEIULIH-
ckoit akagemuu [.JI. MuxkuptuyaH B CBOEM
IOKJIaZe OCTAaHOBWJIACh HA 3TUYECKUX B3IJISALAX C noxnanom «Hukonait UBaHoBuu
H.N. ITuporosa, OTMETUB, YTO CBOMM OTKPOBEH- IMuporos: YenoBek-3moxa»

HBbIM ¥ UYECTHBIM MOIXOAOM K TMPU3HAHUIO COO- BBICTYIIMT HA9a/IbHAK
CTBEHHBIX OLLIMOOK OH OTKPbUI HOBYIO CTPAHULLY BoeHHO-MeMUMHCKOTO Mysest A.A. byiiko
B Mpo¢eCCUOHAILHOM 3TUKE.

MHoro uHTepecHOro 006 ucTopuu ykpanHckoro umeHusi Hukonass MBaHoBuua pacckaszana
3aBenyronas OTAEeJOM SKCMO3UMILMOHHBIX U PEeCTaBPallMOHHBIX PabOT MUPOTOBCKOIO MYy3esi-
ycanp0bl «Bumrasa» K.@. AHTOIIYK, 0cO00 MOTYEPKHYB 3aCAyrd COTPYIHUKOB BoeHHO-
MEIULIMHCKOTO My3esl B (pOpPMMPOBAHUM M OpraHU3aliu pabOThl My3esl-ycaabObl, KOTOPBIi1
BHavasie spisuics puamaiom BMM. B KOpoTKUX BBICTYIIEHUSIX APYTUX YYACTHUKOB CEKLIUU
paccMatpuBaich 6osee yacTHble Borpockl AestenbHoct H.U. IMuporosa.

B nepepbiBe Mexay mokjagamu TipeactaButean ¢upmbl «Kurydast XuU3Hb», OpraHu-
3aTopa u3BecTHOro (ectusans «IlerepOyprckuii camoBap», yroumaad cOOpaBIIMXCSI YaeM,
Ko(de, TpaBIHBIMU HACTOSIMU C CyIIKaMu, 6apaHKaMU U KpeHAeJbKaMu, YTO CO3aJI0 HEeIo-
BTOPUMYIO aTMOC(hepy ApYKeCKOoi HEMPUHYKIEHHOCTH BCEr0 MEPOIIPUSITHS.

Tpetbum HanpaBiaeHueM B npazgHoBaHuu 200-yetus co aHs poxaeHus H.U. TTuporosa
cTajla HemoCpPeICTBEHHO My3eiiHasi paboTa Mo YBEKOBEYEHMIO MAMSITU BEJIMKOIO PYCCKOIO
xupypra u aHaroma. C artoii uenbio B BMM 0Oblia cylecTBeHHO OOHOBJIEHA 3KCITO3UIIUS
MUPOrOBCKOrO 3aJia, pa3BEPHYTHI TeMaTU4eCcKue BbicTaBKU, TocBsaEHHbie H.U. [Tuporosy,
pa3paboTaHbl HOBbIe MY3eliHbIe 9KCKYPCUM, paccKa3biBatole o aesteabHoctu H. . ITupo-
roBa B pa3HbIe NepUOAbI ero kKr3HU. K 3HaMeHaTeIbHOI JaTe ObLIM M3MaHbl TeMaTUYECKUE
OYKJIEThI U KaJIeHAApU ISl TTIOCETUTENe My3esl.

CoTpyaIHUKU My3esl 00ecIeurid OpraHU3alMio U MPOBeNeHNEe BbIE3MHBIX BHICTABOK Ha
€XXeromHoM MockKoBckoM (ectuBane «MHtepmyseii—2010», B KemepoBo, benropone u npy-
TMX ropoJax, B MaTepuaiax KOTopbIx Ha Tpumepe Bennkoit OTeuecTBEHHOI BOMHBI TTOKa3aH
Bkiaan H.W. TTuporoBa B pa3BuTHe BOEHHO-TI0JIEBOI MEAULIMHBI.

B nnu npoBeneHust Kondepenuuu «Hacnenue [Muporosa: npoiioe, HacTosee, Oyay-
1ee» IJIsl BCeX XKeJarlUX YYaCTHUKOB KOH(MEPEHIIMU U BCEX MOCETUTENIe B My3ee ObLIu
OpraHM30BaHbl 3KCKYypcuMu Ha Temy «KusHb u aestenbHocTs H.W. Tluporosa: momivH-
HUKU Y papuUTeTh» 1 NTokas ¢punbMoB o H.U. TTuporose. DKCKypcuu mpoBOAUINUCH CUJIaMU
HauOoJiee TOATOTOBJIEHHBIX PAOOTHUKOB My3esl, HEOOJbIIMMU IPyMNMNaMu U B yIOoOHOE
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NI TIoceTuTesiel BpeMsi. Pazymeercs, 1o xkKeJaHu0 3KCKYPCaHThl MOTJIM O3HAKOMUTHCS C
JIIOOBIMU APYTUMU KCITO3ULIUSIMU MY3€sl.

B 3akiroueHune HeOOXOAMMO OTMETHUTD, UTO € 3aBepleHueM npa3aHoBaHus 200-1eTHEro
oounes co qus poxnenuss H.W. TTuporoBa usyyeHue XU3HU U TBOpYECTBA BEJIUKOTO PYyC-
CKOTO XMpypra OTHIOAb He 3akaHuuBaeTcs. Heobxogmmo ycKOpUTh pabOTy MO CO3AaHUIO
€IUHOro KaTrajora BCEX COXPAaHMBIIHUXCSI B CTpaHE IMUPOTOBCKUX DPEJIMKBUIA, TIIATEIbHO
UISHTUDULMPOBATh M TOKYMEHTHUPOBATh My3eiHbIe TIpenMeTsl u3 (ponmoB H.U. ITuporosa,
MPOJIOJIKATh UCCIIeNOBaHMS Bcero MuporoBckoro Hacyenus. ['ox 2011 Toxe mo-cBoeMy 1001-
JIeiHBIN: B HOsIOpe ncnioHuTes 130 et co masa cmeptu H.U. [TuporoBa, u 3Ta mata Takke He
JTOJKHA OCTAThCSI He3aMeUeHHOIA.

Military-medical museum — the participant of celebrating
the 200 anniversaries from the date of N.I. Pirogov’s birth

Juriy V. Ivanovsky

Military-medical museum of the Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation,
St. Petersburg, Russia;
medar@milmed.spb.ru

The military-medical museum has taken part in celebrating anniversary of N.I. Pirogov in three basic
directions. The first direction — drawing up and the edition of the illustrated catalogue uniting Pirogov’s
relics, stored in museum and Military-medical Academy. A following direction is wide popularization
of Pirogov’s heritages in the scientific literature and mass media. The third direction — directly museum
work on perpetuating memory of the great Russian surgeon and the anatomist.

0630p paboTbl cekuun «Uctopua 6uonorumn»
Ha oyepefHOU roaUYHON KOH(epeHLun
no uctopuu u punocoun HayKn n TeXHUKU

A.B. Iloiepon, A.A. DEJOTORA

Cankr-IletepOyprekuii punuan MHCTUTYTAa UCTOPUM €CTECTBO3HAHUS
u texuuku uMm. C.1. Basunoa PAH, Cankr-IletepOypr, Poccus;
polevoi66@mail.ru, f.anastasia.spb@gmail.com

C 22 no 26 Hosiopst 2010 1. B CankT-Iletepbypre mpornuia ouepenHas XXXI MexmayHa-
ponHas roguyHas koHdepeHius CaHkT-IletepOyprckoro otaeneHus: Poccuiickoro Hanuyo-
HaJIbHOTO KOMUTETA o ucTopuu u dhunocodun Hayku u TexHuku PAH. Ha aToT pa3 KoHpe-
peHuus Hocuia HazBaHue «Hayunbiit CaHkT-Iletepbypr u Bennkass OTedyecTBeHHast BOiiHA
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(x 65-netuto IToGempr)»®. DTOi TeMe ObIJIO MOJHOCThIO MOCBSIICHO TJICHApPHOE 3acelaHue,
nposeneHHoe B Masiom koHbepeH-3ane CI16 HL[ PAH 23 Hosa6ps. Ha 3acenanuu cexuuu
«Hctopust 6uosorun» 25 HOSIOPS TPAgUIIMOHHO paccCMaTPpUBAJIUCh COOBITUSI B OTEUECTBEH-
HOU OMOJIOrMY, HAUMHAs € TTepBoii mojloBUHBI XIX B.

Hoxmnan A.B. bekacoBoii OBLT ITOCBSIIEH TOMY, KaK (hOPMUPOBAIUCH IPEACTABICHMS
o pecypcax u gaHamacdrtax B Poccuu neppoit mosoBuHbl XIX B. Ha npuMepe aHain3oB Tek-
CTOB IYTEBOAUTEIICH, IMYyTEBBIX OYCPKOB ITyTEIIECTBEHHMKOB, a TAKXKe MAaTePHUAJIOB POCCHII-
CKOI Hay4YHO!, BEAOMCTBEHHOM 1 MOMYJISIPHOM MyOIULIMCTUKU OBLIO MOKAa3aHO, KaK IMPour3-
BOJCTBO U ITOMYJISIPU3AIIS €CTeCTBEHHO-HAYUYHBIX ¥ TeorpadMueCKNX 3HAHWI OBbITN CBSI3aHbI
¢ (hopMupoBaHMEM HAIIMOHAJIIBHOTO TOCYAApCTBA.

A.A. ®enoToBa B CBOEM COOOIIIEHUH TOMBITAJIACh paccKas3aTh, KaK cO3/aHue 00IIecTB
€CTeCTBOUCIIBITATE/ICH TP POCCUNCKUX YHUBEPCHUTETAX CIIOCOOCTBOBAIO OOBEIMHEHUIO
00TaHUKOB — MpodecCUOHAIOB U JIIOOUTEei BO BTopoii mosoBuHe XIX B., U Kakue pe3yib-
TaThI 3TO JAJIO B M3ydeHNU (PIIOPHI U pacTuTeIbHOCTH EBpomneiickoit Poccun.

H.E. beperoii B cBoeM nokiane OCBeTWIA BIUSHHUE 3KOHOMMYECKMX IPEAINOCHUIOK,
TaKMX KaK IMOBaJIbHBIC TTAeXKN CKOTa IO MPUIMHE YYMBI POTaTOTO CKOTa, Ha Pa3BUTHE BeTe-
PUHApHOI HAayKM M TOCYAapCTBEHHOTO aIMUHUCTPUPOBAaHUsS B BeTepuHapuu. bbuio oTMme-
YeHO, UTO U3yyeHue 9Toro 3adojeBaHus1 Hadyanoch B Poccuu eiiie B 1830-€ IT., a K KOHILY Tiep-
BOI1 TTo10BMHBI XIX B. 3TH MCciemoBaHMs HaYaIy MPUBJIEKaTh (pMHAHCHMPOBAHKE CO CTOPOHBI
npaBuTeabCTBa. B 1879 1. ObUT MPUHAT 3aKOH 0 3a00€ BCero 00JIbHOIO YyMOW WJIM TTOI03PU-
TEJILHOTO CKOTa, YTO MIPUBEJIO K NICKOPEHEHMIO 09aroB 3aboyieBaHus B EBpomeiickoii yactn
UMITepuM K pyodexy BekoB. Ilocie pesomtounu 1917 r. 6bl1a co3naHa cucTeMa MpOTUBOUYM-
HBIX CTaHIIMI (MHCTUTYTOB) 1 K 1920 r. uyma Oblia MOJTHOCTBIO MOOEXIeHA.

Coobiienue A.B. Camokulll ObIJIO MOCBSIIEHO NESITEIbHOCTUA TENaroroB-ecTeCTBEH-
HUKOB B ITePBbIE MTOCIEPEBOTIOIIMOHHBIE Tobl B [leTporpane. B 310 Bpemsi ObuIM CO31aHbBI
IIKOJIbHBIC OMOJIOTMYEeCKHE CTAHIIMHI, PYKOBOIMMBIC €CTECTBOUCITBITATSIISIMUA U TIearOraMu.
ITpu cTaHIMSIX OBUIA YCTPOSHBI MY3e 1 MECTHOM IPUPOIBI M 3KMBBIE YTOJKN. CO IIKOIbHUKAMU
padotanu: U.U. Ilonsinckuii, b.E. PaiikoB K.M. [eprorun, A.A. Enenkun, B.H. Jlio0u-
MeHko, B.JI. Komapos u ap. B 1921—1923 rr. uzgaBanuch KypHajibl «DKCKYPCUOHHOE AeJI0»,
«KuBast npupoa».

W3 noxnama A.B. IloneBoro ciemyer, 4To B OTBET Ha MUCHbMO 3aBEAyIOIIEro Kademapoit
dusnonoruu pacrenuii [lerporpanckoro ynusepcurera akagemuka C.I1. Kocteraea u apyrux
KPYIHBIX y4eHbIX CoBeT HapOoIHBIX KoMuccapoB B 1920 1. IpuHST pellieHre 00 opraHu3aiuu
IMereprodckoro ectecTBEeHHO-HAyYHOTO MHCTUTYTA [leTporpanckoro yHuBepcuTera B ycaaboe
«CeprueBka», tae C.I1. KocteiueB co3nman radopatopuio (GU3NOIOTUN pacTeHUii. B Heil,
a Takke B PyKOBOOMMOI MM Jabopartopuu duszuonoruu u ouoxumuun pacteuuit AH CCCP
BIIEPBBIC HAYAJIOCh CHCTEMATUICCKOE M3yUeHNe (DOTOCHMHTE3a PACTEHUI B IIPUPOTHBIX YCIIO-
Busx JleHuHrpaackoit oonactu, CpenHeir Asuu, YepHoMopckoro nmoodepexbs (Cyxymu)
1 MypMaHCKoro mmodepekbs JIemoBUTOro okeaHa. DTH UCCICIOBAHUS SIBIUIMCH BasKHEHIITNM
BKJIAJIOM B OTEUECTBEHHYIO M MUPOBYIO 3KOJIOTMUECKYIO (DM3UOJIOTUIO PACTEHUIA.

B coobmienuu H.B. Cnenkosoii (3UH PAH), noapo6Ho pa3dupanoch BIUSIHUE My3€ii-
HOTO Che3a, IporcxoauBInero ¢ 1 mo 5 gekadps 1930 r., Ha TPOBOIMBIIYIOCS PEOPTAHM-
3aluio My3eeB Akanemuu Hayk. CorlacHO MOCTaHOBJEHUSIM MpaBuTeabcTBa 1928—1934 .,

SHayka 1 TexHuKa: BOIpockl uctopuu 1 Teopuu. Tesuchl XXXI MexayHapoIHON TOMUIHOM KOH-
depenunu CaHkT-IletepOyprekoro otneneHusi Poccuiickoro HallmoHaaIbHOTO KOMUTETA 10 UCTOPUU U
dunocobun Hayku u Texuuku PAH (22—26 Host6pst 2010 1.). Bem. XXVI. CI16., 2010. 436 c.
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My3eH JIOJKHbBI ObLIU IPEBPATUTHCS B IMOJIUTUYECKUIM MHCTPYMEHT, IIPY IIOMOIIY KOTOPOIO
MOKHO (hOpMUPOBaTh MUPOBO33peHue Joaei. B 1933—1937 rr. 6611 yTBep:KAeH MATUIECTHUI
IJIaH peopraHu3aly My3est 300JJ0TMYECKOro MHCTUTYTA C CO3AaHMeM IIeCTH OTaea0B. KoH-
TPOJIb 3a pabOTOI My3esl ocyllecTBIsIa Komuccust JIeHcoBeTa, KoTopasi ciaeaunia TakkKe U 3a
BOCIIMTaHMEM KaZpOB B IyXe MaTepuaanu3Ma.

ITpodeccop B.U. Komunnckuii onucwiBan BnusHue uneit 2K. Kiosbe u 2K.b. Jlamapka Ha
pPOCCHUIACKUX YUeHbIX. Miest 0 HeM3MEHHOCTH BUIOB 1 O KaTacTpohUIeCKMX CMEHaX MCKOIIa-
eMbIx Jiop u payH KroBbe cTanm ocHOBOI (DOpMUPOBAHUS OTEUECTBEHHOM MaJeOHTOJIOTUU
B niepBbie AecaTuaeTuss XIX B. Tpyasl JlJamapka ctanu nu3BecTHbl B Poccuu TOJIBKO B cepenrHe
XIX B. 6imarogapst K.®. Pynse. Ho nocne usnanus «IIpouncxoxaeHust BuaoB» nms Jlamapka
CTajo 3HaMEHEM KOHKYPHUPYIOIIETro ¢ NapBMHM3MOM HampaBjieHus. B mepuon JIbICeHKOB-
mrHbI Jlamapk ObUT MPU3HAH CO3IaTe/IeM IIePBOI TEOPUU SBOJIIOLIMU M €TI0 MIEU MCIIOJIb30-
BaJIMCh JIS1 TOKa3aTeJIbCTBA MpaBoThl NpeacTasiaeHuit T./0. JIsiceHko, a unen KroBbe KecTKo
KPUTUKOBAJIMCh.

Coobuienue M.b. KoHaleBa ObLI0 MOCBSILIEHO aHAIM3Y MEPENUCKU OAHOTO U3 apXU-
TEKTOPOB 3BOIIOIIMOHHOrO cuHTe3a D.I'. JIoOp>KaHCKOro M YOEXKIEHHOIo KpeallMOHUCTa
®.JI. Mapiia, THULIMMPOBAHHOM MTOCIeAHUM B 1945 .

Pabora yueHbIX-010J10r0B B rofsl Bropoit MupoBoii BoitHbI ObL1a pacCMOTpEHA B TOKJIa1e
K.B. Manoiinenko. I1pe3ugentr AH CCCP 6oranux B.JI. Komapos u arpoxumux [I.H. Ips-
HMIIIHUKOB O0OPaTUJIMCh B MIEPBbIC JHU BOMHBI K YUEHBIM C IIPU3bIBOM MHTEHCUBHO paboTaTh,
CcrnocoOCTBY# pasrpomy aimmsma. MHorue u3 ydeHbIX O0TAaHUMKOB U (DM3MOJIOTOB PacTeHUI
VIUIM B HAPOIHOE OIOYEHUE, a OCTABIIMECS OOPATUIMCh K MPUKJIAAHBIM BoripocaM. JIeHUH-
rpajackue (U3MOJIOrH B YCIOBUSX OJIOKAIbl aHAIM3UPOBAIM COAepKaHUE BUTAMUHOB B OBOLII -
HBIX KYJIbTypax, paboTaJlt ¢ JIeKapCTBEHHBIMU PACTEHUSIMU, U3y4alld BO3MOXHOCTH UCITIOJIb30-
BaHMS B TIUIILY MXOB U JUIIAiTHUKOB. CaMOOTBEPKEHHBII Tpya O0TaHMKOB-(U3MOJI0roB pac-
TeHU1 ObUT BKJIAZIOM B 0OI1IyI0 IToOeay Hallero Hapona B Beaukoit OTeyecTBeHHOI BOiTHE.

Overview of the section “History of biology” at the annual conference
on the history and philosophy of science and technology

ANaroLy PoLEvol, ANAsTASIA FEDOTOVA

Saint-Petersburg Branch of the Institute for the History of Science and Technology RAS
St.Petersburg, Russia;
polevoi66@mail.ru, f.anastasia.spb@gmail.com

The “History of biology” section was devoted to the history of Russian biology in the 19" century,
1920—1930 and during the Great Patriotic War. The section involved more than 30 people. Papers were
presented by 10 researchers. The presented results of the research is reflected in the XXVI issue of the
annual collection of papers “Science and Technology: historical and theoretical aspects” (2010).
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International Workshop on Lysenkoism
WiLLiaM DEJONG-LAMBERT

Columbia University, City University of New York, New York, USA:
wrl4@columbia.edu:

December 4—35, 2009, the International Workshop on Lysenkoism was held at the Gradu-
ate Center of the City University of New York and the Harriman Institute at Columbia Univer-
sity. The meeting brought together thirty-three scholars from eleven countries who presented
their research on the response and reaction to Lysenko’s anti-genetics campaign in the United
States, the Soviet Union, China, Japan, East Germany, West Germany, Italy, Czechoslova-
kia, Poland, Hungary, Mexico and Holland. The workshop — the first ever devoted to this
topic — was a tremendous success. The meeting demonstrated that the Lysenko affair is a topic
of enduring interest to historians of science and the Cold War. A follow-up is currently being
planned for the University of Vienna, in June, 2012.

The workshop opened with remarks by CUNY Vice Chancellor for Research, Gillian
Small, and a panel, Lysenko and Agriculture, chaired by Deborah Coen of Barnard College.
Jenny Leigh Smith of the Georgia Institute of Technology presented a paper, “Lysenko’s Leg-
acy: Ignorance, Bliss, and the Persistence of Proletarian Science,” which compared Lysenko-
ism to another examples of “non-conformity” in the history of science. Stpehn Brain of Mis-
sissippi State University presented, “Lysenko and the Transformation of Nature,” where he
described Lysenko’s role in the 1949 Stalin Plan for the Transformation of Nature.

The next panel, The Reaction in the United States, was chaired by Chris Robinson, a pro-
fessor of biology at the Bronx Community College, CUNY. In the first paper, “How Lysen-
koism Became a Pseudoscience: Dobzhansky to Velikovsky,” Michael Gordin addressed the
question of how “pseudoscience” is defined, by comparing the reaction to Lysenko’s theories
with the response to the ideas of Immanuel Velikovsky. Rena Selya, an Independent Scholar,
followed with a paper, “Defending Scientific Freedom and Democracy: The Genetics Society
of America’s Response to Lysenko,” where she described the pressures within the Genetics
Society of America over how to — or even whether to — issue an official statement on the con-
troversy.

After a break for lunch in the Graduate Center café, the participants reconvened for a panel
chaired by Frances Bernstein of Drew University, on The New Biology in Central Europe.
The first paper, “Lysenkoism in Hungary,” was presented by Miklos Muller, professor emeri-
tus at Rockefeller University, and provided a first-hand account of Lysenko’s 1960 visit to the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences. The second paper, “Lysenkoism in Czechoslovakia,” was
an account by Michael Simunek of Charles University, of the reception to Lysenko’s theories
in Czechoslovakia. The third paper, “Lysenkoism in Poland,” was presented by the workshop
organizer, William deJong-Lambert of Bronx Community College CUNY and the Harriman
Institute of Columbia University. It focused on the response of one Polish geneticist, Stanistaw
Skowron, as way of addressing the relationship between Lysenkoism and Nazi eugenics.

The final panel of the first day, Lysenko, Stalinism and Lamarckism, was chaired by
Daniel Kevles of Yale University. The first paper, “Lysenko and the Plot Against the Jew-
ish Doctors,” was presented by Jonathan Brent of the YIVO Institute for Jewish Research,
and covered Lysenko’s role in the notorious final purge of Jewish physicians, that was never
carried out thanks to Stalin’s death. Next, Eduard Israelovich Kolchinksy, the Director of
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the St. Petersburg Branch of the S.I. Vavilov Institute for the History of Science and Tech-
nology, Russian Academy of Sciences, presented “The Cultural Revolution in the USSR
(1929—1932) and the Beginning of the Union of Prezent and Lysenko.” The paper chronicled
Lysenko’s relationship with his most important sponsor, the communist party philosopher
I.I. Prezent. The final presentation of the day by Nils Roll-Hansen, emeritus professor at
the University of Oslo, “Lamarckism and Lysenkoism Revisited,” analyzed the difference
between Lamarck’s and Lysenko’s ideas, further deconstructing conventional wisdom (i. e.
Lysenko was a “Lamarckist”) on the topic. The day concluded with a banquet dinner at Bello
Sguardo on the Upper West Side.

The second day of the conference began with a panel chaired by the Director of the Har-
riman Institute, Cathy Neponmyashchy, Lysenko and Genetics. The first presenter, Audra
Jayne Wolfe of the University of Pennsylvania, described the influence of the Lysenko con-
troversy upon planning for the Golden Jubilee of Genetics, in her paper, “Commemoration
as Political Weapon, Or, Why We Think of Mendel as the Father of Genetics.” The next
presenter, Luis Campos of Drew University, presented a paper, “Dialectics Denied: Muller,
Lysenko, and the Fate of Chromosome Studies in Soviet Genetics,” wherein he described
how the rise of Lysenkoism impacted research on the effects of chromosomal variation on
speciation in plants.

The next panel, on Western Europe, was chaired by Bruno J. Strasser of Yale Univer-
sity. Francesco Cassata of the University of Turin gave the first paper, “The Price of Obedi-
ence: [talian Marxist Biologists Front of PCI’s Lysenkoism (1948—1953).” This presentation
described how the Lysenko controversy caused ruptures within the Italian Marxist community
for reasons ranging from Stalin’s demands for conformity within the Cominform, the refusal
of the left-wing publishing house Einaudi to produce an Italian translation of the VASKhNIL
conference. Leo Molenaar gave a paper, “Dutch Treat: The Reaction to Lysenkoism in Hol-
land,” where he explained how and why Lysenkoism re-emerged as a controversial topic for
Dutch Marxists in the 1980s.

After lunch at the Harriman Institute the participants reconvened for the two final panels
covering East Germany, West Germany, Asia and Latin America. The first panel, Germany,
was chaired by Philipp Rothmaler from the mathematics department at Bronx Community
College, CUNY. The first presentation was by Alexander von Schwerin, Max Planck Institute
for the History of Science in Berlin, on “Lysenkoism and the Reform of Postwar West German
Genetics.” This paper focused on the motives and strategy of West German geneticist Hans
Nachtsheim in speaking out against Lysenko. In the next paper, “Lysenkoism in East Ger-
many,” Ekkehard Hoxtermann of the Free University of Berlin described the response from the
other side of the “iron curtain” in Germany.

The final panel, Asia and Latin America, was headed by Joe Dauben of Lehman Col-
lege and the CUNY Graduate Center. The first paper, “Lysenkoism in China 1950—1957:
Party Authority vs. the Autonomy of Science,” was by Laurence Schneider, emeritus profes-
sor at Washington University in St. Louis. The presentation chronicled the widely varying
approaches to implementing the Lysenko doctrine in Chinese agriculture, amidst the turmoil
of the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution. The next paper by Arturo Argueta
Villamar of the Centro Regional de Investigaciones Multidisciplinarias, de la Universidad
Nacional Auténoma de México, and Quetzal Argueta Prado from the Instituto de Investi-
gaciones Historicas de la Universidad Michoacana de San Nicolds de Hidalgo, “Lysenko
and Vavilov in Mexico and Latin America,” chronicled Nikolai Vavilov’s work in Mexico,
in context with the Mexican response to Lysenkoism several decades later. The last paper,
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“Geneticist Hitoshi Kihara and His Particular Role in the Period of Lysenkoism in Japan,”
by Hirofumi Saito of the Tokyo Institute of Technology, focused on the response of one
biologist to outline the reception to Lysenkoism in postwar Japan.

As the brief summaries above indicate, the workshop was an invaluable opportunity to
consider the extraordinary range of reactions to Lysenko’s anti-genetics campaign worldwide.
These case studies revealed the importance of geographic and historical context, as well as the
role and impact of the individuals involved. The papers also allowed us to compare variations
within specific case studies (e. g. the genetics community in the United States), and address
larger questions, such as how the Lysenko affair can inform our understanding of the broader
topic of “pseudoscience.” This last question was addressed directly in the final roundtable,
which included Elena Levina, Institute for the History of Science and Technology, Russian
Academy of Sciences, Moscow, Nikolai Krementsov, University of Toronto, Loren Graham,
emeritus professor of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and Douglas Weiner, Uni-
versity of Arizona. Nikolai Krementsov suggested we move beyond the term “Lysenkoism,”
and continue working towards a deeper understanding of what the controversy meant, and
why it has been a topic of such enduring interest among historians of science.

Portions of the workshop were filmed by CUNY TV, and can be viewed online at the fol-
lowing addresses:

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=80DQSmVtSzI; http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=
37ck9UPiJc8; http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ct3kA 0jgHs&feature=channel; http://www.
youtube.com/watch?v=WVovS-pNnEk&feature=channel; http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=
3SPkuK3HMXI&feature=channel; http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c8pH_tF5hil&feature=
related; http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8ZGKoGzCe o&feature=channel.

MexayHapoAHbIN CeMUHAP NO NbICEHKOU3MY
Bwwibam ge Hor-JIAMBEP

Konym6uiickuit yausepcutet, Hoio-Mopk, CILIA;
wrl4@columbia.edu

MexxayHapoaHbIIi CEeMUHAp MO JbICEHKOU3MY ObLT IpoBeneH 4—5 nekadpst 2009 r. B LieHTpe noKTOpaH-
Typsl Hblo-Mopkckoro yHusepcurteta u B MHcTHTyTe Xappumana Konym6uiickoro yausepcutera. Ha
ceMUHap codpanaoch TPUALATH TPU YUEHBIX U3 OMMHHAALIATU CTPaH, KOTOPbIE MTPEACTaBUIM CBOU UCCTIe-
JIOBaHMUSI TOTO, KaK Ha JIICEHKOBCKYIO aHTUTEHETUYEeCKYI0 KammnaHuio orpearuposaiu B CILA, Cosert-
ckoMm Corose, Kurae, Simonuu, Bocrounoit 'epmanuu, 3anagHoii l'epmanuu, Utanuu, Yexocaosakuu,
IMonbme, Beurpun, Mekcuke u I'outanayuu. 1o ObUT EPBBIM U3 KOTAa-11u00 MPOBEAeHHBIX CEMUHA-
POB Ha JaHHYIO TEMY, M OH MUMeJ TPaHIMO3HbII ycrieX. OH cTal LeHHel el BO3MOXHOCThIO PaccMO-
TPETh camble pa3HOOOpa3HbIe U HEBEPOSTHBIE BapUAHThl PEaklMU Ha JILICEHKOBCKYIO KaMITaHHUIO IO
BCEMY MUDPY. DTU UCCIEIOBAHUS BbISIBUIM BaXXHOCTb reorpacuyeckoil 1 UCTOPUUYECKOM COCTaBIsIIO-
LIMX BOIPOCA, paBHO KaK M POJIb BO3ACHCTBHUSI, OKa3bIBAEMOTO OTAEIbHBIMU JIMUHOCTSIMU.
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Pa6ouee coBewaHme MCTOPUKOB HayKu B TannuHe
H.B. CienkoB4

3oonornueckuii uHCTUTYT PAH, Cankr-Iletepoypr, Poccus;
snv@zin.ru

17 nexao6pst 2010 r. Ha 6a3e TamnuHckoro TexHudeckoro yHuepcureta (TTY) cocrto-
SITICST CeMUHAp UCTOPUKOB Hayku n3 Poccum, Dctorun n OuHasHANNA. Meponpusitie ObLIO
OpraHu30BaHo 1o ciaeaaM 24-it MexayHaponHoi bantuiickoii KoHpepeHUIUN MO0 UCTOPUM
Hayku, npoxonusiieit B Tammune 8§—9 okrtsiopst 2010 1.6 OpraHuzaTopoM ceMuHapa, mojy-
YuUBIIEro Ha3zBaHue «HeKoTopbie acleKThl UCTOPMM €CTeCTBEeHHBIX HayK B Poccum, ®uH-
JITHAVY U DCTOHUM», BhICTynM Maitt Tansre (Mait Talts, TTY) u Anacracus ®enorosa
(CIlo® UMUET PAH).

Mapuna BuktoposHa JlockyroBa (CII6® MUET PAH) BeicTynmmia ¢ moxkiagom
«Cbe3apl pyCCKUX eCTECTBOUCIIBITATEICH M Bpayeli Kak MyTh K MO3HAHUIO HAYYHOTO CO00-
IIeCTBA B €ro cTaHOBIeHUN». MoxanHa JIunbs (Johanna Lilja, ®uHcKoe 0611eCcTBO MCTO-
puM HaykKu M oOpa3oBaHUs, XeJbCUHKHN) claenaja coobuieHrue «O0MeH myOJuKauusMu
uHCcKUX yueHbix obmectB (1821—1939), ¢ akuienTom Ha cBsi3u OuuasHaUU 1 Poccum».
Penarta Coykana u PaiiBo Kanne (Renata Soukand, Raivo Kalle, JIutepaTypHbIii My3ei,
Tapty) ocBeliaau Borpoc (GOpMUPOBAHUSI ICTOHCKUX A3THOOOTAHUYECKUX KOJIEKIIMIA.
Momnopoii uccnenosateab U3 TapTyckoro yHuBepcutera Tapmo Kuuk (Tarmo Kiik) cne-
Jan cooOiieHue Ha temy «KoHTakTel AnamMa MoranHa doH Kpy3eHiuTepHa ¢ MopssKaMu
U YYCHBIMU» Ha OCHOBE aHajIu3a MUCEM, XPaHSIIUXCSI B apXUBHBIX (DOHIAX DCTOHMMU.
Xenbayp Cangep (Heldur Sander, DcToHCcKUlT yHUBEpCUTET HAyK O XU3HU, Tapty) pac-
cKazaJl O BKJIAaJe POCCUMCKHUX OOTAaHUKOB B pa3BUTHE OOTaHMYECKOTro cama TapTycKoro
yHUBepcuTeTa B TepBoii nmosoBrHe XIX B. OOWIMiIA MHTepec BbI3BAI MOKJIaL OOTaHUKA
Martu Jlaane (Mati Laane, Tamiuna) «PoacTBeHHBIE CBSI3M M3BECTHBIX OAJITUICKUX MCCIIe-
JIoBaTeJIeii TPUPOIBI U OCHOBaTe el TapKoB». AHacTacust AnekceeBHa Denorosa (CITodD
NUUET PAH) npencraBuia GMHCKUM U DCTOHCKUM KoJuteraM XypHal « McTtopuko-61oo-
rUyecKue UCCAeOBaHUSI» U paccKasasa o MOJUTUKE ero peakoyieruu. B meaoMm cemuHap
TOCJTY>KWJI TUIOILAIKOM JUIsI TUIOAOTBOPHOTO OOIIEHSI MCTOPUKOB HayKu Tpex bantuiickux
CTpaH M COCTaBJICHUS TIJIAHOB NaTbHEUIIEro OOIIeHMSI.

ITocne cemrHapa yyacTHMKaM ObLIa MPeIOCTaBIeHA BO3MOXHOCTh OCMOTPETh HOBOE
3JlaHUE YHUBEPCUTETA U ero OMOJIMOTeKy. YHUBepcuTeTckuii ropogok TTY B Mycramsie,
KOTOPbIii Hayallk CTpouTh B 1960-X IT., pa3BuBaeTcs U B nocjaeanue roabl. B 2009 r. oTKpbLin
CBOM JBEpU JBAa HOBBIX 3MaHUs: Y9KOHOMUYECKOTO M COIIMOJOTUYECKOro (akyJIbTeTOB
u 3maHue HaydHoii 6ubanorexku TTY. HoBoe 3manne oubdanoreku TTY odeHb HHTEPECHO
o oopmiieHr0. Ero cTeHbl MOKPBITHI MMOTO0YCTONYMBONM TOJIMMEPHOM KOMITO3UTHOM
TKaHbIO, UMUTHPYIOIIECH CTPYKTYPY APEeBECHOTO YINsl. B HeM msATh Ha3eMHBIX 3TaxKel U
onuH noaszemMHbli. Ha epBoM staxe Haxonsarcs myseir TTY, tunorpadus, aBroMar st
BO3BpaTa KHUT, TeXHUYECKHE MOMEIIeHNsT N Kade. B mog3zeMHOM 3Taxe pacliojiaratorcs
XpaHWIKMIIA 0MOJMOTeKU U HeOOIbIask MapKoBKa.

¢ Marepuai 06 3Toil KOH(MEPEHLIMK CM. B IipeabiayiieM HoMmepe: Talts M., Kulasalu M. 24" Interna-
tional Baltic Conference on the History of Science at Tallinn University of Technology, 8—9 October 2010 //
Hcropuko-ouonornueckue uccienosanust. 2011. T. 3. Boim. 1. C. 114—123.
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VYyacTHHUKY cOBelaHusI cripasa Haneso: Maiit Tanbrce (Mait Talts), Anacracust Denorosa, MoxanHa
Jlunbs (Johanna Lilja), Tapmo Kuuk (Tarmo Kiik), Mapuna JlockyroBa. ®oto aBTOpa

Bo BHyTpeHHeM aBope TTY B 1986 r. Obu1a 3a10keHa AJjiesl akaieMHUKOB (aBTOP CKYJlb-
ntyp Aitme Kyynsoypui-Ménbaep, apxurektop Peiin Jlyym). 3aech MOXHO YBUAETb CKYJIb-
NTYpHBbIE M300paxkeHUsl akaaieMUKoB ATy AapHa, AnbOpexTta AlbTMa, ApHOJbIa Xymala,
ITayna Korepmana, Xappu Ksaap, Otromapa Maaucona, FOpu Hyyta, Bopuca Tamma, FOxaHa
Baabeis1, Ayrycra BenbHepa, Anekcannepa Bonbaeka u Mismapa Eonnka. Hekotopble 13 HUX
ObUTH peKTOpaMU yHUBepcuTeTa. Ajieto nepeodopmuiu B 2008 1. K 90-1eTuIo yHUBEpCUTETA.

Workshop on the history of science in Tallinn
NADEZHDA V. SLEPKOVA

Zoological Institute, Russian Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg, Russia;
snv@zin.ru

On the 17th of December 2010 in Tallinn Technical University (TTU) the seminar "Some aspects of the
history of science in Russia, Finland and Estonia” took place. About 10 scientists from Russia, Estonia
and Finland participated. The event was organized in the wake of the 24" International Baltic Conference
on the history of science, held in Tallinn, 8-9 October 2010 by Mait Talts from TTU and A.A. Fedotova
from St-Petersburg brunch of the Institute of the history of the science and technology.



YuTtante B 61MKANLIMX HOMEPAX XKYpPHana

Crenytomuii HoMmep oyneT nocsiieH 200-1eTHel roToBIIMHE CMEPTHU
Ilerpa Cumona Ilannaca

D.U. Koauunckuii. Tannac: KpeallmOHUCT WU JOJAPBUHOBCKUI 9BOMOLIMOHNCT? (MHO-
rOBEKOBOI1 criop 00 aBomonoHHbIX B3rsiaax [1.C. INannaca)

Ryan Jones. Peter Simon Pallas and the Republic of Letters
B.U. I'apanun. Ietp-Cumon Ilannac u usyuenue ¢gayHnl Bomkcko-Kamckoro kpas

B.C. Cobones. «[Jap ¢ HeOa criaBLIuii...» (13 uctopuu sxkcrieauumu I1.C. IMamtaca 1768—
1774 rr.)

A.T. Abaiidynosea. K uctopun coznanus wutoctpaunii s “Zoographia Rosso-Asiatica”
I1.C. [Mamnaca: HeonmyoimKoBaHHbIe pucyHku u3 pormos CI1O APAH

Ilemp Cumon Ilasnac. MeMyap 00 I3MEHUYMBOCTHU XXUBOTHBIX (T1ep. ¢ ¢p. A.B. Camoxuiir)

Ilemp Cumorn Ilanrnac. KpaTkue mojIoKeHUsI, KOTOPBIE ITPU YCTPOMCTBE JIECOB IIPEUMY-
LIECTBEHHO TOJKHBI OBITh NIPUHATH BO BHUMaHue (1ep. ¢ Hem. B.®. I'nyuesoii). [1yonm-
kanus A.K. CeiTHa

U Apyrme MaTepwuarbhl...



