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INTRODUCTION

The reputation of Michael Hrushevsky as a historian
and scholar rests mainly on two works. These are his monu-
mental ten volume History of Ukraine-Ru$ based on docu-
mentary primary sources and his famous essay The Tradi-
tional Scheme of “Russion’” History and the Problem of a
Rational Organization of the History of the East Slavs.

This edition follows basically the text of the 1952 Ame-
rican printing but was carefully compared and corrected to
the original 1904 edition. The essay was first printed in Uk-
rainian in 1904 by the Russian Imperial Academy of
Sciences in a volume of essays on Slavic studies. Since that
time it has been printed in Ukrainian, German, English and
French at least eleven times. This is the third English print-
ing but the first issued as an independent title.

The main thesis of the Traditional Scheme is that the
history of the Kiev-Ru$§ period (800-1240) is an integral
part of Ukrainian history and is only indirectly related to
Russian history. According to Hrushevsky it is illogical to
pateh this early period of Ukrainian history onto the begin-
nings of the history of the Russian people because it has its
own origins on Russian territory. The Traditional Scheme
contradicts the present official Soviet historical view that
the three modern nationalities: the Russians, Ukrainians and
Byelorussians have a common origin in the state of Kiev-Rus.

Michael Hrushevsky was born on September 29, 1866 in
the town of Kholm. History fascinated him and his intel-
lectual ability and remarkable memory finally persuaded his
father to send him to the University of Kiev. Here he studied
(1886-—1890) under the famous Professor Volodymyr Anto-
novich and was awarded a gold medal and a scholarship for
hig dissertation.

On the recommendation of Antonovich he was appointed
professor of East European history at the University of Lviv.
Here he taught for twenty years, 1894—1914. From 1897—
1913 he was President of the Shevchenko Scientific Society.
Under his energetic leadership it grew into a virtual Ukrain-
%an }altpademy of sciences with a very high standard of scho-
arship.



A productive scholar, with almost 2,000 books, articles
and reviews to his credit, Hrushevsky was also a writer,
editor, publisher and political leader. By acclamation he
served as president of the Ukrainian Central Rada (Parlia-
ment) from March 27, 1917 to April 28, 1918 when he was
deposed by German soldiers and went into exile.

In 1923 he was elected a member of the Ukrainian Aca-
demy of Sciences and in March 1924 he returned to Kiev on
the invitation of the Soviet Ukrainian government to head
the Historical Section of the Academy. He agreed to give up
politics and to limit himself to scholarly work.

In 1930 he was exiled near Moscow.

On November 25, 1934 at 5:00 pm. he died in the Kislo-
vodosk Caucasus sanatorium at the age of 68. His death was
somewhat mysterious but he was honored by a state funeral
and ceremoniously buried in Kiev, the ancient capital of
Ukraine.

Hrushevsky is apparently largely unknown or dis-
regarded by Western scholars chiefly because of the official
Soviet opposition to his views. A number of leading American
scholars have recognized the value of his works. For example,
Francis Dvornik of Harvard University says that in his His-
tory of Ukraine-Ru$ Hrushevsky is the “most objective”
Slavie historian on the origins of the Cossacks. Professor
Anatole G. Mazour says that Hrushevsky’'s “History of
Ukraine is beyond doubt the standard work in its field and
a contribution to which... Russian historians cannot remain
indifferent”.

The Russian Prince D. S. Mirsky while a professor at
the University of London, said that “The best account of the
literature of the Kiev period is contained in Professor M.
Hrushevsky’s History of Ukrainian Literature”.

In conclusion we might note the statement on Hrushev-
sky in A History of Historical Writing, by J. W. Thompson
and B. J. Holm (New York, 1942. 2 vols.) that his multi-
volume History of Ukraine-Rus$ “is a monument of erudition,
a veritable encyclopedia”.

It is unlikely that any western scholar will dispute the
judgement of Thompson and Holm when they say that
Michael Hrushevsky is “the greatest historian of Ukraine”.



THE TRADITIONAL SCHEME OF “RUSSIAN” HISTORY
AND THE PROBLEM OF A RATIONAL ORGANIZATION
OF THE HISTORY OF THE EAST SLAVS

MICHAEL HRUSHEVSKY

The consideration by the Congress of Russian Philo-
logists of a rational outline of Slavic history for the pro-
posed Slavie Encyclopedia makes opportune a discussion of
the problem of the presentation of East Slav history.! On
more than one occasion I have touched upon the question of
irrationality in the usual presentation of “Russian” history.2
At this time I should like to discuss the problem at greater
length,

The generally accepted presentation of Russian history
is well known. It begins with the pre-history of Eastern Eu-
rope, usually with the colonization by mnon-Slavs, then the
settlement of the Slavs and the formation of the Kievan
State. Its history is brought up to the second half of the
12th century, then it shifts to the Principality of Volodimir
the Great, from here, in the 14th century, to the Principality
of Moscow and then it follows the history of the Moscow
State and then of the Empire.

/ As for the history of the Ukrainian-Rué and Byelorus-
sian lands that were left outside the boundaries of the Mos-
cow State, several of the more significant episodes in their
history are sometimes considered — the State of Danylo, the
formation of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Union with

1 Written in connectign with the plan for a Slavic History, prepared by
the Historical Subsection of the Congress.

2 See my remarks in the Zapysky Naukovoho Tovarystva Imeny Shev-
chenka (“Annals of the Shevchenko Scientific Society’), Vol. XIII,
XXXVII, and XXXIX; bibliography, reviews of the works of Miliu-
kov, Storozhev, Zahoskin, Vladimirsky-Budanov. See also Ocherki
Istoriyi Ukrainskago Naroda (“Outline of the History of the Uk-
rainian People”), ready for publication.

(May I also point out that Professor Filevich, in his review of D.
Miliukov’s work, published in the newspaper “Novoye Vremya”, made
use of the comments I made relative to Miliukov’s work Ocherki po
Istoriyi Russkoy Kultury (“Outline of the History of Russian Culture”),
but with their meaning distorted).
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Poland, the Church Union, and the Khmelnytsky wars. Often
they are completely left out, but in any case with their an-
nexation. by the Russian State these lands.cease. to_be the
subject of this history,

This is an old scheme which has its beginnings in the
historiographic scheme of the Moscow scribes, and at its
basis lies the genealogical idea — the genealogy of the Mos-
cow dynasty. With the beginning of scientific historiography
in Russia, this scheme served as a basis for the history of
the “Russian State.” Later, when the ehief emphasis was
transferred to the history of the people, of the social struc-
ture and culture, and when “Russian history” tended to
become_the history of the Great.. Russian peczple and its
cultural life, the same scheme was retamed in its most im-
portant phases, except that some episodes were omitted. As
time went on, this occurred with ever greater frequency. The
same arrangement, in simpler form, was adopted in the
science of “the history of Russian Law” the Law of the Kie-
van State, of Muscovy and the Empire.

Thus through tradition and long usage, people have
become accustomed to this scheme; and its inconveniences
and irrationalities do not disconcert them especially, even
though it is full of irrationalities, and great ones at that.
I shall point out a few, without presuming to enumerate
them all.

In the first place, it is most irrational to link the old
hlstory of the Southern tribes, of the Kievan State and their
socio- pohtlcal organization, laws and culture with the Vo-
lodimir-Moscow Principality of the 13th and 14th centuries,
as though the latfer were the continuation of the first. This
may have been permissible insofar as the Moscow scribes
were concerned. The genealogical approach may have sa-
tisfied them. Modern science, however, looks for genetic con-
nections and thus has no right to unite the “Kievan Period”
with the “‘Volodimir Period” (as they are inappropriately
‘called), as phases of the same political and cultural procesg.

We know that the Kievan State, its laws and culture,
were the creation of one nationality, the Ukrainian-Rus,
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while the Volodimir-Moscow State was the creation of another
nationality, the Great Russian.? The Pogodin theory aimed
to eliminate this difference by suggesting that the Dnieper
regions of the 10th-12th centuries were colonized by Great
Russians who emigrated from there in the 13th-14th cen-
turies, but I doubt whether anybody today will defend the
old historical scheme on the basis of this risky and almost
neglected theory The Kievan Period did not pass into the
Volodimir-Moscow Period, but_into the Galician.Valhynian
Period af the 13th century and later into_the Lithuanian-
Polish of the 14th-16th centuries.

The Volodimir-Moscow State was neither the successor
nor the inheritor of the Kievan State. It grew out of its
own ‘roots and the relations of the Kievan State toward it
may more accurately be compared to the relations that
existed between Rome and the Gaul provinces than described
as two successive periods in the political and cultural life
of France. The Kievan government transplanted onto' Great
Russ;an soil the forms of a socio-political system, its laws
and culture — all nurtured in the course of its own histo-
rical process; QLthls does not mean that the Kievan State
should be included in the history of the Great Russian na-
tionality, ‘The ethnographic and historical proximity of
_the’\t’v'vo/ nationalities, the Ukrainian and the Great Russian,
should not give cause for confusing the two. Each lived its
own life above and beyond their historical contacts and en-
counters.

- By attaching the Kievan State to the beginnings of the
governmental and cultural life of the Great Russian people,
the history of the Great Russians remains in reality without

8 This is slowly invading the sacrosanct realms of scholarshin. Mr. Sto-
rozhev, the compiler of Russkaya Istoriya s drevneyshykh vremen
(“Russian History Since Ealriest Times”), for example, expresses the
idea fairly clearly. The book was published by the Moscow Circle to
Aid Self-Education. (Moscow, 1898). The author stressed the fact that
the Dnieper Rus’ and the Northeast Rus are two different phenomena
and their histories the result of two separate parts of the Russian na-
tionality. To avoid confusion connected with the theory “of the oneness
of the Russian ationality” it would be better to say ‘‘two nationalities”
instead of “two parts” of a Russian nationality.
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a beginning. The history of the formation of the Great
Russian nationality remains unexplained to this day
simply because it has been customary to trace it
from the middle of the 12th century.t Even with
the history of the Kievan State attached, this native
beginning does not appear quite clear to those who have
studied “Russian history.” The process of the reception
and modification of the Kiev socio-political forms, laws and
culture on Great Russian soil is not being studied thoroughly.
Instead, they are incorporated into the inventory of the Great
Russian people, the “Russian State,” in the form in which
they existed in Kiev, in Ukraine. The fiction of the “Kievan
Period” does not offer the opportunity to present suitably
the history of the Great Russian nationality.

And because the “Kievan Period” is attached to the go-
vernmental and cultural history of the Great Russian people,
the history of the Ukrginian-Ru§ nationality also remains
without a begmnlng/ he old viewpoint persists that the
history of Ukralne, of.\\the “Little Russian” people, begins,
only with the 14th-15th centuries and that before this
it was a part of ‘the history of “all- Russia.” On the other
hand, this “all Russian history” concept, . both consciously
and unconsc1ously, is at every step substituted for the go-
vernmental and cultural history of the Great Russian people,
with the result that the Ukrainian-Ru$ nationality appears
on the arena of History during the 14th-16th centuries as
something quite new, as though it had not existed before or
lacked a history of its own.

The history of the Ukrainian-Ru$ nationality is left not
only without a beginning but appears in piecemeal fashion
as disjecta membra, disjointed organically, the periods se-
parated one from the other by chasms. The only period that
is distinct and remains clearly in mind is that of the Cos-
sacks of the 17th century. I doubt, however, whether anyone
studying ‘“Russian history” according to the usual scheme
4 The fine beginning made, for example, by the work of Korsakov,

Merya i Rostovskoye knyazheniye (“Merya and the Rostov Reign’),
was not later developed.
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would be able to connect this period with the earlier and
later phases of Ukraine’s history and to perceive this history
in its organic entirety.

The Byelorussian nationality fares even worse under
this traditional scheme. It is lost completely in the histories
of the Kievan State, the Volodimir-Moscow State and in
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Though nowhere in history
does it appear clearly as a creative element, its role none-
theless is not insignificant. One might point out its impor-
tance in the formation of the Great Russian nationality or
in the history of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, where
the cultural role among the Slav peoples, in relation to the
less developed Lithuanian tribes, belonged to the Byelo-
russians. /-

The one-sidedness and shortcomings of the traditio-
nal scheme were supposed to be improved by inclusion of
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in the ‘“history of Russia.”
It seems that it was Ustryalov who first, with conside-
rable emphasis, brought forth this idea in historical writ-
ing. Ilovaisky, Bestuzhev-Ryumin and others tried to
present in parallel fashion the history of “Western Rus,”
that is of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, and of “Eastern
Ru§,” that is of the Moscow State. In the history of law,
the school of Professor Vladimirsky-Budanov propagan-
dizes the need of including the Grand Duchy of Lithuania,
though it has offered neither a general course in the “history
of Russian law’’ where the Grand Duchy of Lithuania would
be included, nor a separate course in the law of Lithuania
itself,

This is a correction but the correction itself needs var-
ious corrections. The Grand Duchy of Lithuania was a highly
heterogeneous body, not at all homogeneous. Recently the
gignificance of the Lithuanian factor has not only been de-
preciated, but has actually been ignored. Research into the
inheritance of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania from the old
Ru$ law and the significance of the Slav element in the
process of the creation and development of the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania has led the contemporary researchers in the
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internal organization of that State to extremist conclusions,
in that they tend to ignore completely the Lithuanian ele-
ment. They even fail to present data concerning its influen-
ces, though we certainly must take them into consideration
in connection with the laws and organization of the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania (to mention only, exempli gratia, the
instjtute of “Koymintsy”).

The Lithuanian element aside, the Slav element of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania itself was not homogeneous. We
have here two nationalities — the Ukrainian-Ru§ and the
Byelorussian. The Ukrainian-Ru$§ lands, with the exception
of Pobuzhe and the Pinsk region, were connected only me-
chanically with the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. They stood
apart, lived their own life, and with the Union of Lublin
became part of Poland. The Byelorussian lands, on the other
hand, were very closely connected with the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania. Their influence was considerable in the country’s
gocio-political system, in its laws and culture, while at the
same time they came under the powerful influence of the
socio-political and cultural processes of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, remaining part of it to the end. Thus the history
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania is much more closely linked
with that of the Byelorussian nationality than with the
history of the Ukrainian-Ru$ nationality, which came under
its influence but had little influence in return’ (indirectly,
insofar as the Byelorussian nationality transmitted its laws
and culture which stemmed from the Kievan State; and also
indirectly, by way of the political activities of the Lithuanian
government, the Ukrainian-Ru§ nationality adopted certain
features from the Byelorussians as, for example, the ele-
ments of legal terminology in use by the Lithuanian govern-
ment).

The inclusion of the history of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania in “Russian history” will not therefore take the
place of the pragmatic outline of the particular histories
of the Ukrainian-Ru$§ and Byelorussian nationalities. In the
historical presentation of the social and cultural processes
in the development of the Ukrainian-Ru$§ nationality, one
might note several incidents in the history of the Grand
12



Duchy of Lithuania that were of particular significance.’
The greater part of this would also be included in the history
of the Byelorussian nationality; but to include the history
of the Grand Duchy of Lith nia as a whole in the “history
of Russia” is unreasonable If it is to be not a “history of
Russia,” meaning a history of all that ever took place on its
terrltory, of all the nationalities and tribes that live there
(it seems that nobody presents the problem just that way
tfrﬁgh it mlght be done) "but a history of the Ru$ nationa-
lities or East Slavs.® (I sometimes employ the latter term to
avoid confusion which results from the inaccurate use of the
word “Russky’.)

In general, the history of the organized state plays too
great a role in the presentation of “Russian history” or of
the history of the East Slavs. Theoretically it has long been
accepted that in recording the life of a nation, emphasis
should be transferred from the state to the history of the
peopIe and society., The political factors and those of state-
craft are 1mporta£1t of course, but in addition there are
many other factors — economic, cultural — which may be
of greater or lesser importance and §ignificance, but which
in any event should not be left out.

In the case of Rus$ or of the East Slav tribes, the factor
of statecraft was of greatest significance and was most
closely associated with the life of the people in the Great
Russian nationality, (though here too, outside the bounda-
ries of the Volodimir-Moscow State, we find such forceful

5 It was in this vein that I tried to make use of the history of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania in Vol. IV of my Isleriya Ukrayiny-
Rus’i (“History of Ukraine-Ru§”), dealing with the period from the
middle of the 14th century to 1569.

8 One of the most recognized present systematizers — Prof. V.-Budanov
says that the task of the science of the History of Russian Law is the

. history of the “Russian people”, not of the Russian state. For this
reason he eliminates from it the national law of the non-Russian
peoples of Russia, but he considers this an integral part of the law
of the Rus’ peoples which did not come into the body of the Russian
state. This same view we see in other researches, although it is not
consequently transferred in them the same as with V. Budanov. (See
my review of his course in vol. 39 of th Zapysky (Annals) of the
Shevchenko Scientific Society, bibl. p. 4).
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phenomena, as the “viche” system of Novhorod-Pskov). The
Ukrainian-Ru$§ nationality has lived for centuries without
a national state and has come under the influence of various
organized states. These influences on its national life should
be noted; but the political factor in the course of centuries
of statelessness must inevitably play a less important role
than the economie, cultural and national factors.

The same should be said about the Byelorussian natio-
nality. In this case the Great Russian national state becomes
an historical factor beginning with 1772. Its influence on
Ukraine was a century earlier, but was not felt extensively.
The unique and exclusive significance that the history of the
Great Russian State has in the current scheme of “Russian”
history arises out of the substitution of the term the history
of the “Russian people” (in the meaning of the Ru$ people,
the East Slavs) for the history of the Great Russian people.

" Generally speaking, what is referred to as “Russian
history” involves a combination of several concepts or rather
a competition between several concepts:

1. The history of the Russian State. (Formation and
growth of the state organization and its territory.)

2. The history of Russia, that is, the history of the
events that took place on its territory.

3. The history of the “Ru$ nationalities.”l (Or East
Slavs: Russians, Ukrainians and Byelorussians — ed.)

4. The history of the Great Russian people (in terms
of state organization and cultural life.)

Each of these concepts, logically pursued, might become
a justifiable subject for scientific presentation, but by com-
bining these various concepts, none receives a complete and
logical evaluatioyl/. The subject most relevant to the term
“Russian history” is the history of the Russian State and
of the Great Russian people. With some pertinent changes
it can be transformed into a logical and fully developed
history of the Great Russian People. “Honor and renown”
to the history of this largest of Slav nationalities, but regard
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for its priority and its significant historical role in no way
excludes the necessity for just as complete and consequential
a treatment of the history of the other East Slav nationa-
lities: the Ukrainian-Ru$ and the Byelorussian.

The history of the Great Russian people can never take
the place of the history of the East Slavs and of the govern-
mental and cultural processes involved. No amount of ratio-
nalization offers anyone the right to ignore the history of
the Byelorussian nationality and still less that of the Uk-
rainian-Rus; or, as is the practice now, to provide substitutes
out of the sporadic episodes of the two nationalities and
patch them into the history of the Great Russian people.

For that matter, I am sure that as soon as “Russian
history” is honestly and consequently reformed into a his-
tory of the Great Russian people, its national and cultural
life, then the histories of the Ukrainian-Ru§ and Byelorus-
sian nationalities will in turn find their proper places
alongside that of the Great Russians. But first of all, one
must bid farewell to the fiction that “Russian history,”
when at every step the history of GTeat Russia is substituted
for it, is the history of ‘“all-Russia.”

This point of view is still quite tenacious. In my opinion,
insofar as it is not the handmaiden of politics, it is an ana-
chronism — the old historical scheme of the Moscow histo-
riographers, adapted to a certain extent to the demands of
modern historiography. Basically it is quite irrational. The
history of Great Russia (that is, its history beginning with
the 12th-13th centuries) with the Ukrainian-Ru$§ (Kiev)
beginning attached, is but a crippling, unnatural combi-
nation, and not a history of “all-Russia.” There can be no
“all-Russian” history (obshcherusskaye), just as there is
no “all-Russian” nationality. There may be a history of
all the “Russian nationalities,” If anyone wishes to call it
80, or a history of the East Slavs. It is this term that should
take the place of what is currently known as “Russian his-
tory.””

I have no intention of outlining in detail a plan for a
new arrangement of the history of the East Slav peoples.
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For fifteen years I have been at work on the history of the
Ukrainian-Ru$ people, drawing up a scheme for use in gene-
ral study courses and in works of a special nature. It is ac-
cording to this scheme that I am arranging my history of
Ukraine-Ru§, and it is in this manner that I conceive the
history of the “Ru§” nationalities. I see no difficulties in
the presentation of the history of the Byelorussian natio-
nality in a similar manner, even though it should appear
less rich in detail than the history of TUkraine-Ru$. The
history of the Great Russian nationality is almost ready.
All that is needed is to rearrange its beginning (in place
of the usual Ukraine-Kievan adjunct) and to cleanse its
pages of the various episodes lifted out of the histories of
Ukraine and Byelorussia. Great Russian historians and
society have almost done this already.

It seems to me, that the most rational approach to the
entire problem would be to present the history of each na-
tionality separately in accordance with its genetic develop-
ment, from the beginning until the presen?;.‘”,This does not
exclude the possibility of a synchronized presentation, si-
milar to the treatment of historical material of the world as
a whole, both in the interests of review as well as for peda-
gogical reasons.

But these are details, and they do not interest me very
much. The main principles involved are to do away with the
current eclectic character of “Russian history,” to cease
patching up this history with episodes from the histories of
various nationalities, and consequently reorganize the his-
tory of the East Slav nationalities, and to present the history
of statecraft in its proper place, in relation to the other his-
torical factors. I think that :even the adherents of the cur-
rent historical scheme of “Russian history” agree that it
is not without fault and that my observations are based on
the errors found within it. Whether they approve of the
principles-which I should like see applied in its reorganiza-
tion — is another matter.

Lviv, 9(22) — IX — 1903.
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einer rationellen Gliederung der Geschichte des Ostslawentums. (In:
Ukrainischen Wissenschaftlichen Institut, Berlin. Prof. Michael Hru-
schewskyj: sein Leben und sein Wirken (1866-1934). Berlin, 1935.
p. 38-48.)

. Kopystianski, Adrjan. Schema der ukrainischen Geschichte in der
theoretischen und praktischen Auffassung von Professor M. Hruschew-
skyj. Dienstliche Uebersetzung der Publikationsstelle in Berlin-Dahlem,
ausgefiihrt von Hellmut Engel. Berlin, 1942. 10 leaves.

“Aus Ziemia Czerwienska (Rotreussisches Land), Jb. der Abt. der
Poln. Hist. Gesellschaft in Lemberg, Jg. 1 (1935), H. 1.” Bibliographical
footnotes.

17



Choulguine, A. Michel Hrouchevski et sa conception de [!’histoire
de 'Est Europeen. (In: Cours d’histoire de I'Ukraine, par M. Hruchev-
sky, redigé par A. Choulguine. Paris, Premiére Imprimerie Ukrainienne
en France, 1959. 241 p. illus., facsims., map. See p. 233-242.)

Another French summary may be found in Borschak, E. Mikhailo
Hrugevsky. Le Monde slave, Paris 1935. . See below.

There seems to be no scholarly discussion of The Traditional scheme
in a Western language from the Russian view. Two works opposing
Hrushevsky are: La verite historique et la propagande Ukrainophile,
par A. Wolkonsky, and Ukraina, by A. Koutaisoff.

Hrushevsky’s essay is the first and classic statement on the Uk-
rainian-Russian historiographical relationship. Other scholars have
restated or developed his idea with varying degrees of success. Some of
these are:

Andrusiak, N. Genesis and development of East Slavic states. (In:
East European problems quarterly. New York, Autumn 1956. Vol. 1, no.
1. p. 5-21)

Chirovsky, N. Historical controversy concerning the early stage of
the political organization of Eastern Europe. (In his The Economic
factors in the growth of Russia. New York, Philosophical Library, 1957.
p. 158-161.)

Chubaty, Mykola. Medieval Rus-Ukraine and the emergence of
three East-Slav nations, New York, ODFFU, 1964, 159 p. (Memoirs of
the Shevchenko Scientific Society, 178). In Ukrainian.

—— The problems of modern Ukrainian historiography. New York,
1944. (24 ed. Toronto, Ukrainian Canadian University Students’ Union,
1965) 16 p. Hrushevsky: p. 4-10.

The Ukrainian and Russian conceptions of the history of Eastern
Europe. New York, Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1951. 16 p.

A reprint from the Society’s Proceedings of a paper presented on
June 30, 1951. Bibliographical footnotes.

Korduba, Miron. Die Entstehung der ukrainischen Nation. (In the
work he edited: Contributions a Vhistoire de I'Ukraine au VIle congres
international des Sciences Historiques, Varsovie, aoit 1933. Leopol, So-
ciéte Scientifique au nom de Chevtchenko. p. 19-67.)

Krupnytsky, B. Critique from the Ukrainian point of view of the
traditional division into periods of Russian history. (In: The Ukrainian
review. London, December 1954. Vol. 1, No. 1. p. 5-12).

Mlynovets’kyi, Roman. Narysy z starodavn’oi ta davn’oi istorii
Ukrains’koho narodu. Munich, Ukrainske Naukove Vydavnytstvo, 1964.
222 p.
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Polons’ka-Vasylenko, N. Dvi kontseptsii istorii Ukrainy i Rosii.
Munich, Ukrainian Free University, 1964. 52 p.

Pritsak, O. The Ukraine and the dialectics of nationbulding, by
Omelan Pritsak and John S. Reshetar. (In: The Development of the
USSR, edited by Donald W. Treadgold. Seattle, University of Washing-
ton Press, 1954. p. 236-267.)

An excellent analysis; see also in the same work The role of the
Ukraine in modern society, by Ivan L. Rudnytsky, p. 211-228.

Toynbee, Arnold J. British view of the Ukrainian question. New
York, Ukrainian Federation of U.S.S., 1916. 13 p.

Veryha, Wasyl, Rus’, Russia and Ukraine. (In: Ukraine: A Synopsis.
Toronto, 1964. p. 1-25.)

Bibliographies of Hrushevsky

Bidlo, J. Michal Hrusevs’kyj. Prague, 1935. Bibliography: p. 37-43.

British Museum. Dept. of Printed Books. General catalogue of
printed books. London, 1959-1965. Hrushevsky: Vol. 108, col. 144-148.

Doroshenko, D, A survey of Ukrainian historiography. New York,
1957. Hrushevsky: p. 285-286.

Hnatyuk, V. M., ed. Naukovyi zbirnyk prysvyachenyi prof. M. Hru-
shevs’komu. Lviv, Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1906. viii, 560 p. port.

Contains a list by Ivan Levyts’kyi of Hrushevsky’s works up to
1905.

Izvest. Akad. nauk. Leningrad. 7. Ser. gumanist. 1928, p. 27-32.

Materiyaly do bibliografii drukovanykh prats akad. Hrushevs’koho
za 1905-1928 r. Kiev 1929. (Vseukrains’ka akad. nauk, no. 76-V.)

New York. Public Library. Slavonic Division. Dictionary catalog
of the Slavonic collection. Boston, G. K. Hall, 1959. Hrushevsky: Vol.
9, p. 8312-8314,

Yuvileinyi zbirnyk na poshanu akad. M. S. Hrushevs'’koho z nahodi
60. richnytsi zhyttia ta 40. rokovyn naukovoi diyal’mosty. Kiev 1928?
(Vseukrains’ka Akad. Nauk. LXXVI, 5.)

Zapisk. uchenykh trudakh. Otdel gumanist. Nalk. 1929, p. 27-32.

Biography of Hrushevsky

Bahalii, D. I. Akad. M. S. Hrushevs’kyi i ioho mistse v ukrains’kiy
istoriohrafii. (In his: Narys istorii Ukrainy na sotsiyal’'no-ekonomich-
nomu grunti. Tom I. Kiev? Ukr. Akad. Nauk. No. 72, 1928, p. 73-89.)

Shortened from Red pathway, 1927, p. 160-217.
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Bidlo, Jaroslav. Michal HruSevs’kyj. V Praze, Nakladem Ceské aka-
demie ved a umeni, 1935. 43 p. port. Bibliography of Hrushevsky's
works: p. 37-43.

Borschak, Elie. Mikhailo Hrugevskij (1866-1934). (In: Le Monde
Slave. Paris, janvier 1935. Vol. 12, No. 1-2, p. 12-35.) Bibliographical
footnotes.

—— Mpykhailo Hrushevs'’kyi. (In: Soborna Ukraina. Paris, avril 1947,
p. 33-36. port.)

Chizevs'kyi, Dm. Hrushevs'kyi yak istoryk literatury. (In: History
of Ukrainian literature, by M. Hrushevsky. New York, Knyho-Spilka,
1959. Vol. 1, p. I-X). In Ukrainian.

Chubaty, M. The problems of modern Ukrainian historiography.
New York, 1944. 16 p.

Doroshenko, Dmytro. Moi spomyny pro davne mynule, 1901-1914.

Winnipeg, Trident, 1949. 167 p. ports.
—— A survey of Ukrainian historiography, by Dmytro Doroshenko.
Ukrainian Historiography, 1917-1956, by Olexander Ohloblyn. New
York, Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S,, 1957. 455 p.
(The Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S,,
v. 5-6). Hrushevsky: p. 262-275. Bibliography.

Doroshenko, Volodymyr. Ivan Franko i Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi. Vid-
bytka z zhur. Suchasnist, chch. 1-2, 1962. Munich 1962. 37 p.
Ohnyshche Ukrains’koi nauky: Naukove Tovarystvo imeny T. Shev-
chenka. New York, Shevchenko Scientific Society, 1951. 116 p. illus,
ports.

—— Zhyttya i diyal’'nist Mykhaila Hrushevs’koho. (In: Selected works
of M. Hrushevsky, edited by Mykola Haliy. New York 1960, p. 11-30.)

Herasymchuk, Vasyl’. Mpykhailo Hrushevs'kyi yak istoriograf
Ukrainy. (In: Zapysky N. T. Sh. L’viv, March, 1922. Vol. 133, p. 1-26.).

Hoetzsch, Otto. Michael HruSevs'kyj. (In: Zeitschrift fiir osteuro-
pédische Geschichte. Berlin, 1935. Bd. 9, p. 161-164.)

Hrushevs'kyi, M. Avtobiohrafiya. Kiev? 1906. 16 p. Autobiography;
only 50 copies printed. (2d ed. Kiev 1926, 32 p.)?

Koch, Hans. Dem Andenken Mychajlo Hrugevskyj's gewidmet. (In:
Jahrbiicher fiir Kultur und Geschichte der Slaven. Breslau 1935. N. F.
Bd. 11, H. 1, p. 11-53.)

Korduba, Miron. Michael Hrugevs’kyj als Forscher und als Orga-
nisator der wissenschaftlichen Arbeit. (In: Zeitschrift fiir osteuro-
pdische Geschichte. Berlin, 1935. Bd. 9, p. 164-173.)

Korduba, Miron. Der Ukraine Niedergang und Aufschwung. (In:
Zeitschrift fiir osteuropdische Geschichte. Berlin 1932. Bd. 6, p. 36-60,
193-230, 358-385.)
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Kostiuk, Hryhory. The last days of Academician M. Hrushevsky.
(In: Ukrainian review. Munich, Institute for the Study of the USSR,
1957. No. 5, p. 73-83). Bibliography.

—— Stalinist rule in the Ukraine: A study of the decade of mass terror,
1929-39. New York, Praeger, 1960. 162 p. On Hrushevsky: p. 49-53.

Kripyakevich, Ivan. Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi: zhyttya i diyal’nist’.
L'viv, 1935. 63 p. ports.

Krupnytsky, Borys. Die archiographische Titigkeit M. Hrugev-
s'kyj’'s. (In: Jahrbiicher fiir Kultur und Geschichte der Slaven, Breslau
1935. N. F. Bd. 11, H. 4, p. 610-621.)

—— M. Hrushevs’kyi i yoho istorychna pratsya. (In: History of Ukraine-
Rus’, by M. Hrushevsky. New York, Knyho-Spilka, 1954. See vol. 1,
pages 1-29.) A valuable and authoritative éssay. Bibliography.

—— Trends in modern Ukrainian historiography. (In: The Ukrainian
quarterly, New York, Autumn, 1950. Vol. 6, No. 4, p. 337-345.)

—— Die Ukrainische Geschichtswissenschaft in der Sowjet Union 1921-
1941. (In: Jahrbiicher fiir die Geschichte Osteuropas. 1941, p. 125-151.)

Lavrinenko, Yuryi. Mykhailo Hrushevs’kyi. (In his Reozstrilyane
vidrodzhennya, Paris, Instytut Literacki, 1959. p. 907-919.)

Mazour, Anatole G. Modern Russian historiography. 2d ed. Prince-
ton, N. J,, D. Van Nostrand, 1958. 260 p. Hrushevsky: p. 158-163.
An objective opinion. Bibliography.

Mukhin, M. Prof. M. Hrushevs’kyi (1866-1934). (In: Vistnyk.
L'viv, 1936. Vol. 4; No. 2 (p. 102-115). No. 3 (p. 194-202). No. 4 (p. 268-
277).

Ohloblyn, Olexander. Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi i Ukrains’ke natsio-
nal’'ne vidrodzhennya. (In: The Ukrainian historian. Colorado 1964.
Vol. 1, No. 2-3, p. 1-6.)

A brief penetrating analysis of Hrushevsky’s reputation and his
view of history; by a noted Ukrainian historian in the U. S. Biblio-
graphy.

Ostapovych, Mykhailo. Prezydent: Zhyttya i diyalnist’ Mykhaila
Hrushevs’koho. Napysaly Mykhailo Ostapovych i O. P. Bilozers'kyi.
L'viv, Samoosvita, 1937, 62 p.

Shulgin, A. Mykhailo Hrushevsky (1866-1934). (In: Slavonic and
East European Review. London, 1935. Vol. 14, p. 176-181.)

Simpson, G. W. Hrushevsky: A historian of Ukraine. (In: The Uk-
rainian quarterly. New York, October, 1944. Vol. 1, p. 132-139.)

Stachiw, Matthew. A scientist and social leader as president of the
state. (In: The Ukrainian quarterly. New York, Dec. 1957. Vol. 13,
p. 329-336.)
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Ukraine: A concise encyclopaedia. Prepared by Shevchenko Scien-
tific Society, edited by Volodymyr Kubijovyc. Toronto, Published for
the Ukrainian National Assn. by University of Toronto Press, 1963. Vol,
I. Hrushevsky: p. 566-567.

Ukrainischen Wissenschaftlichen Institut, Berlin, Prof. Michael
Hruschewskyj: sein Leben und sein Wirken (1866-1934). Berlin, 1935.
48 p. (Beitrige zur Ukrainekunde, Heft 3.)

Contents: M. Hruschewskyj als Personlichkeit, von Anton Palme.
— M. Hruschewskyj als Wissenschaftler, von Borys Krupnyckyj. — M.
Hruschewskyj und seine Titigkeit in den westukrainischen Lindern,
von Zeno Kuziela. — Anhang: Das iibliche Schema der ‘“russischen”
Geschichte ..von M. Hruschewskyj.

Vernadsky, George. Preface. (In: A history of Ukraine, by M.
Hrushevsky. New Haven, Yale University Press, 1948, p. v-xiv.)

Works of Hrushevsky

Works of Hrushevsky in West European languages, by date of
imprint.

Geschichte des ukrainischen (ruthenischen) Volkes. Autorisierte
Ubersetzung aus der 2. ukrainischen Ausg. Bd. I. Urgeschichte des
Landes und des Volkes. Anfinge des Kijever Staates. Leipzig, B. G.
Teubner, 1905, xviii, 753 p. map. Bibliography.

Die Kleinrussen. (In: Die Russen iiber Russland. Ein Sammelwerk,
hrsg. von Josef Melnik. Frankfurt a. Main, 1906.)

Ein Ueberblick der Geschichte der Ukraina. Wien, Verlag des
Bundes zur Befreiung der Ukraina, 1914. 16 p.

Die ukrainische Frage in historischer Entwicklung. Wien, Verlag
des Bundes zur Befreiung der Ukraina, 1915. 52 p.

The Historical evolution of the Ukrainian Problem. Translated... by
George Raffalovich. London, S.V.U,, 1915. 58 p.

Translation of article in La Revue politique internationale. Paris,
1914. No. 2, p. 289-328. Bibliography.

Geschichte der Ukraine. T. I. Lemberg, Verlag des Bundes zur
Befreiung der Ukraine, 1916. viii, 224 p. maps.

Translation of Ocherk’ istorii Ukrainskago naroda, 3d ed. St. Pe-
tersburg 1911. No. more published.

Article on Ukraine’s struggle for self-government, reprinted from
La Revue politique internationale. (In: New York Times, Feb. 17, 1918.)

Still another country liberated! The Ukraine. London, 1919.

Abrégé de Phistoire de P'Ukraine, Paris, M. Giard et E. Grigre, 1920,
vi, 253 p. maps. (Institut sociologique ukrainien.)
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La lutte sociale et politique en Ukraine 1917-1919. Prague 1920.

For Galicia! Appeal to the world democracy. Geneva, Delegation of
the Ukrainian Socialistic Revolutionary Party, 1920. 14 p. Signed by
“M. Hrushevski, president”.

Le probleme agraire en Ukraine et le loi agraire du Centralna Rada
(le 18 janvier 1918). Prague 1920.

Die Ukraine und das osteuropidische Problem. (In: Socialist. Un-
abhingige socialdemokratische Wochenschrift. Berlin, 1920. N, 28-30.)

To the civilised nations of the world. Geneva, Committee of the In-
dependent Ukraine, 1920, 5 p. Signed: “President M. Hrushevski”.

Anthologie de la littérature ukrainienne jusqu‘ au milieu du XIXe
siecle. Avec un avant-propos de M. A. Meillet. Paris 1921.

Ukrainas historia till 1800. (In: Ukrainarna. Redigerad av M. Ehren-
preis och Alfred Jensen. Stockholm, P. A, Norstedt, 1921, p. 3-18. In Swe-
dish.

Sur Ihistoriographie ukrainienne du XVIIIe siécle. (In: Bulletin de
PAcademie des Sciences de PUnion des Républiques Soviét. Social. Le-
ningrad. 7. sér. Classe des sciences sociales. Leningrad, 1934, p. 215-223.)

A History of Ukraine. Edited by O. J. Frederiksen, pref. by George
Vernadsky. New Haven, Yale University Press, 1941. xviii, 629 p. maps.
Bibliography.

Cours d’histoire de I'Ukraine. Redigé par A. Choulguine. Paris,
Premigre Imprimerie Ukrainienne en France, 1959. 241 p. illus.

The two major works of Hrushevsky and a selection.

Ictopin Yupainu-Pycu. L'viv, 1898-1937. 10 volumes. ports., maps.
Bibliography.

This is the monumental History of Ukraine-Rus’, based on primary
documentary sources, which covers the period from pre-historic times
to 1658. Publisher was the Shevchenko Scientific Society. Volume 10 was
edited by Kateryna Hrushevsky after her father died and was published
in 1937 at Kiev by the All-Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. It was con-
fiscated and is a bibliographical rarity. However, a complete new edition
has been printed:

—— New York, Knyho-Spilka, 1954-58. 10 v. in 11.)

This is a photo reprint. Vol. 1 has a valuable introd. by B. Krup-
nytsky on Hrushevsky and his historical work.

IcTopin ykpaiHcbkoi Jitepatypu. New York, Knyho-Spilka, 1959-60,
5v.in 4.
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This is a photo reprint of the 1923-27 ed. of The History of Ukrainian
literature published in Lviv and Kiev. Vol. 1 has an introd. by Prof. D.
Chizevsky of Heidelberg University.

Vybrani pratsi. Selected works. Published in memory of the historian
on the 25th anniversary of his death (1934-1959). Material collected and
arranged by Mykola Haliy. New York, Ass. of Ukrainians of Revolutio-
nary-Democratic Persuasions in U.S.A., 1960. 262 p. illus., ports.
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. 32. J. B. Rudnyc’kyj: Slavische und indogermanische Aksentdubletten

(in QGerman with English, French, Russian and Ukrainian
summaries), Winnipeg, 1955.

. 38. W. J. Rose: Cradle Days of Slavic Studies — Some Reflections (in

English), Winnipeg, 1955.

. 24. J. B. Rudnyckyj: Slavica Canadiana A.D. 1954, (Multilingual),

Winnipeg, 1955.

. 25. V. SBwoboda: The “Slavonice” Part of the Ozford Heptaglot Lexicon.

A Ukrainian-Latin Vocabulary of the 1st Half of the 17th Century
(in Ukrainian, English, and Latin), Winnipeg, 1956,

. 26. M. I. Mandryka: A Phase of Bulgarian-Ukrainian Literary Rela-

tions, Shevchenko's Influence on Bulgarian Poetry (in Ukrainian
and Bulgarian), Winnipeg, 1956.

. 27. J. B. Rudnyc’kyj: Slavica Canadiana A.D. 1955. (Multilingual),

Winnipeg, 1957.

. 28. A. Franko-Kluchko: Ivaen Franko’s Manuscripts in Canada (in

Ukrainian), Winnipeg, 1957.

. 29. P, Kovaliv: Adjectival Participles in the Slavic Languages (in Eng-

lish), Winnipeg, 1957.

. 80. J. B. Rudnyc’kyj: Slavica Canadiana A.D. 1956. (Multilingual),

Winnipeg, 1957.

. 81. W. Kirkconnell: The Place of Slavic Studies in Canada (in English),

Winnipeg, 1958.

. 32. J. M. Kirschbaum: L. §tur and his place in the Slavic world (in

English), Winnipeg-Cleveland, 1958.

. 88. J. B. Rudnyc'kyj: Slavica Canadiana A.D. 1957. (Multilingual),

Winnipeg, 1958.

. 84. Clarence A. Manning: English Tenses and Slavic Aspects (in

English). Winnipeg, 1959,

. 85. J. B. Rudnyékyj: Burns and Shevchenko (in Ukrainian), Winni-

peg, 1959.

. 36. J. B. Rudnyékyj: Slavica Canadiana A.D. 1958. (Multilingual),

Winnipeg, 1959.

. 87—88. Anna Stearns: New Canadians of Slavic Origin (in English).

Winnipeg, 1960.

. 89. J. B. Rudnyc’kyj: Slavica Canadiana A.D. 1959. (Multilingual),

Winnipeg, 1960.

. 40. V. J. Kaye — Kysileva’kyj: Ukraine, Russia and other Slavie

countries in English lterature, lectures between 1912—1936 (in
English), Winnipeg, 1961.

41. W. K. Matthews: Taras Shevchenko, the man, the symbol, Win-
nipeg, 1961

42, J. B. Rudnyékyj: Slavica Canadiana A. D. 1960. (Multilingual),
Winnipeg, 1961.

48. J. M. Kirschbaum: Jan Safarik, Winnipeg, 1962,

44. J. B. Rudnyckyj: Etymological Formula, Winnipeg, 1962.

45. J. B. Rudnyckyj: Slavica Canadiane A. D. 1961. (Multilingual),
Winnipeg, 1962.

46—47. S. Hordynsky: The Tale af Prince hor's Camparyn and Ukrain-
ian Folk Poetry, Winnipeg, 1963,



. 48

. J. B. Rudnyckyj: Slavica Canadiana A.D. 1962. (Multilingual).
Winnipeg, 1963.

No. 49. W. Jaszczun: Phonetic, Morphological and Lezical Peculiarities of
the Shnyriv Dialect. Winnipeg - Pittsburgh, 1964.

No. 50. V. 0. Buyniak: The Galician.- Volhynian Chronicle, Winnipeg -
Saskatoon, 1964,

No. 51. J. B. Rudnyc’kyj: Slavica Canadiona A.D. 1963 (Multilingual).
Winnipeg, 1964,

No. 52. J. M. Kirschbaum: Anton Bernolak, the first codifier of the Slovac
Language. Winnipeg, 1964,

No. 58.

James M. Foster: Slavic in North America. 4n exploratory Study
into the Language of Ukrainians in the U. S. 4. Winnipeg-
Urbana, 1965,
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