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based on this new

information and use the age-specific rate method of demographic
projection.

Basing
our calculations on the initial age structure, we obtained a

hypothetical age structure fonned on the basis of the Donna] natural

movement of population unaffected by crisis factors. Starting
with the

age structures given in the 1926 and 1939 censuses, we shifted the age

distribution step by step up to 1939 and 1959, when the successive
actual

age
structures can be derived from the AII..Union censuses. We

thus carried out a comparative analysis between the computed

hypothetical age structure and the real one which allows for devia-

tions to be assessed within each of the age groups. These deviations
characterise the scope

of the demographic crises caused by the

upheavals of the 1930s and 19408,and their age
distribution gives us

an idea of the structure of losses. whose effects can be seen in the age-

structure of subsequent generations.)))
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Preface)
.')

This volume consists of selected papers presented or offered to the
Fourth World

Congress
for Soviet and East European Studies, held in

Harrogate, Eng1and in July 1990. Since that time the object of the

study of the international gathering has changed beyond recognition.

The USSR is no longer. The Communist Party ,of the Soviet Union has

been banned. Ukraine is an independent state.
The 24 August 1991

proclamation
of independence by Ukraine's

parliament was overwhelmingly endorsed by the 1 December 1991
referendum. Given Ukraine's difficult and tragic past, the fact t.hat

that country achieved its independence without the loss of a single life

borders on the miraculous. However, the full import of the events of

1991 can only be appreciated when viewed in historical
perspective.

The first three papers in this volume discuss aspects of Ukrainian
national identity in the nineteenth century. In that century, that

identity appeared to have a tenuous future. Much bas been written

about the problems confronting the Ukrainian national self-assertion
in Russian-ruled Ukraine. All too o,ften, however, this topic has been

treated in isolation from intellectual and social developments in

Russia. The authors in this volume have taken the opposite approach
an,d have presented interesting case studies of the relationships between

the two.
The other

essays
deal with key questions of twentieth-century

Ukraine4 Two papers discuss population loss. They examine
migra-

tion, and the demographic consequences of the tragedies of the 1930s
and 1940s. Given the enormous controversy which surrounds this

question, the papers serve as an antidote to studies of population loss

not grounded in modern demographic methods. The study on the

establishment of Soviet po,wer in Kharkiv is o'ne of few regional case
studies of the Bolshevik take-over of Ukraine. Another paper portrays
the impossible choices confronting the Ukrainian nationalists during

the Second World War. Finally, two authors deal with Ukraine under
Gorbachev, and two developments

which set the stage for Ukraine's

declaration of independence: the rise of autonomous
political organi-

sations, and the formation of an opposition in parliament in the wake
of the 1990 elections.

In conclusion, I would like to thank the Institute of Economics,
Academy of Sciences for arranging for the translatio,n of Serhii)

. .
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Pirozkov's contribution, and to note that a modified Library of

Congress transliteration system has been used throughout.)

DoRDAN KRA WCHENICO)))



General Editor's

Introduction)

The fourth World
Congress

for Soviet and East Eur10pean Studies took

place in Harrogate, Yorkshire, in July 1990. It was an unusual

congress in many ways. It was the first of its kind to take place in

Britain, and the first to take place since the launching of Gorbachevts
programme

of perestroika and the revolutions in Eastern Europe
(indeed so rapid was the

pace
of change in the countries with which

we were concerned that the final programme had to incorporate over

600 amendments). It was the largest and most
complex congress of

Soviet and East European studies that has yet taken place, with
twenty-seven pane'ls spread over fourteen sessions on six days. It was
also the most representative congress

of its kind, with over 2000

participants including - for the first time
- about 300 from the USSR

and Eastern Europe. Most were scholars, some were activists\037 and a

few were the new kind of academic turned part-time deputy:
whatever

their status, it was probably this Soviet and East European presence
that contributed most

,directly
to making this a very different congress

from the ones that had preceded it in the 19708 and 19805.

No series of volumes, however numerous, could hope to
convey

the

full flavour of this extraordinary occasion. The forma) panels alone

incorporated almost a thousand
papers.

T'here were three further

plenary sessions; there were many more unattached papers; and the
subjects that were treated ranged from medieval Novgorod to,

computational linguistics, from the problems of the handicapped in

the USSR to Serbian art at the time of the battle of Kosovo. Nor, it

was decided at an early stage, would it even be desirable to attempt a

fully comprehensive 'congress proceedings', including all papers in

their original form. My aim as General Editor, with the strong support

of the International Council for Soviet and East European Studies
(who co-sponsored

the congress with the British Association for

Soviet, Slavonic and East European Studies), has rath,er been to

generate a series of volumes which will have some thematic coher-

ence, and to bring them out as quickly as possible while their
(often

topical) contents are still current.

A strategy of this kind imposes a cost, in that many authors have had

to find outlets for what would in different circumstances have been very

publishable papers. The gain, however, seems much greater: a series of)

.'
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x) Gerneral Editor's Introduction)

real books on properly defined subjects, edited
by

scholars of experience

and standing in their respective fields, and placed promptly before the
academic community. These, I am glad to say, were the same as the

objectives of tbe publishers who expressed an interest in various aspects
of the congress proceedings, and it has led to a series ,of volumes as well

as of special issues of journals covering a wide range of interests. There

are volumes on art and architecture t on history and literature, on law

and economics, on society and education. There are further volumes on

nationality issues and the Ukraine, on the environment, on interna-
tional relations and on defence. There are Soviet volumes, and others

that deal more
specifically

with Eastern (or perhaps more properly East

Central) Europe. There are interdisciplinary volumes on women in

Russia and the USSR, the Soviet experience in the Second World War,
and

ideology
and system change.. There are special issues of some of the

journals that
publish

in our field, dealing with religion and Slovene

studies, emigres and East European economics, publishing and politics,

linguistics and the Russian revolution. Altogether nearly forty separate
publications will stem from t.he Harrogate congress: more than twice as

many as from any previous congress
of its kind, and a rich and enduring

record of its deliberations.
Most of these volumes will be published in the United Kingdom by

Macmi.lJan. It is
my pleasant duty to acknowledge Macmillan.s early

interest in the scholarly output of the
congress,

and the swift and

professional attention that has been given to all of these volumes since

their inception. A full list of the Harrogate series appears in the
Macmillan edition of this volume; it can give only an impression of the
commitment and

support
I have enjoyed from Tim Farmiloe, Clare

Wace and others at all stages of our proceedings. I should also take

this opportunity to thank John Morison and his colleagues on the
International Council for Soviet and East European Studies for

entrusting me wit}} this responsible task in the first place, and the

various sponsors
- the Erasmus Prize Fund of Amsterdam, the Ford

Foundation in New York, the British Foreign and Commonwealth

Office, the Brit.ish Courlcil, the Stefan Batory Trust and others - whose

generous support helped to make the congress a
reality.

The next congress will be held in 1995, and (it is hoped) at a location
in Eastern Europe. Its proceedings can hardly hope to improve upon
the vigour and imagination that is so abundantly displayed on the

pages of t.hese splendid volumes.)

Universil}' of Glasgow) STEPH EN WHITE)))
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1 The State. and the

Ukrainian TriuInvirate in

the Russian Empire,
1831-47)

Orest Pelech)

Contemp1ating nineteenth-century. Ukrainian history, one is stru,ck by
the importance of the Ukrainian triumvirate of Mykola Kostomarov

(1817-85), Panteleimon Kulish (J819-97) and Taras Shevchenko
(1814--61)in the creation of a new body of knowledge around which
all subsequent Ukrainian

experience
has been centred. Kostomarov

created a new paradigm of Ukrainian history based on
contemporary

standards of scholarship..! Kulish played a key part in the codification
of a Ukrainian

prose canon; among his many accomplishments was a

modern Ukrainian translation of the Bible.2

Shevchenko is the

national poet analogous to Pushkin for the Russians, Mickiewicz for

the Poles, Dante for the Italians. However, for Ukrainians, his

importance is not limited to his poetic genius or to his role in the
codification of modern Ukrainian. 3

In addition, his incarceration and

exile between 1847 and 1859, followed by his premature death in 1861

served as a metonym of a suffering nation.
This triumvirate was not

original
in choosing to write Ukrainian

poetry, prose and history: others had preceeded them in all three
activitiesp Rather, what is striking is their productivity, the authority of
their work and their

invincibility
even under the most adverse

conditions. Notwithstanding their lowly social ,origins,. they somehow
acquired

a confidence that made possible their choice of vocation and
accounts for their ability to fulfil their personal potential.

It is tempting to apply the word 'professional' to the triumvirate.

After all, in the ) 840s, they h,eld responsible positions in the Ministry
of Popular EnJightenment, and were generously rewarded for their

scholarship and teaching.
s

This is in contrast to their predecessors,

individuals such as Ivan Kotliarevskyi (1769-1838), Petro H ulak-

Artemovskyi (1790-1865), Hryhorii Kvitka-Osnovianenko (1778-

1843), Mykola Markevych (J 804-60), who pursued their Ukrainian)

1)))



2) The State and the Ukrainian Triumvirate)

interests not as part of their service o.bligations. Whereas there is a

spirit of experimentation and even dilettantism among the latter t the

triumvirate, OD tbe other hand, was thorough and single-minded in its

development of Ukrainian belles-let Ires, scholarship and conscious-

ness. However, the word 'professional' also suggests a rational pursuit
of material interests or even opportunism, whereas the triumvirate

pursued their Ukrainian interests at an extraordinary cost to their
careers.

6

We will argue that the triumvirate's confidence and choice' of
vocation were acquired between 1835 and 1840. The turning points
in these three .young lives occurred as a result of their contact with

participants in the cultural revolution that was started
by

the Russian

Imperial state. This experien.ce gave the triumvirate a new awareness
and a sense of vocation so firm that neither punitive measures nor

ridicule could weaken th.eir resolve. The changes which had taken place
in the internal politics of the Russian

Imperial
state in the reign of

Nicholas I served as tbe background to this transformation. Examin-
ing

these changes and their impact on the triumvirate is the major
focus of this chapter.

Over tbe course of two centuries of Russian imperial history, the
ideal of citizenship changed. The imperial model had given way to a
nationalist one. Between the

early eighteenth century and the 18208,

the Russian imperial model satisfied the traditional definitions of

imperial citizenship: a subject needed to be loyal and efficient in his
fulfilment of state service, but there was no need for him to convert to
the religion of the national identity of the dominant ethnie. 7

From

Peter I to Alexander I, some of the highest servitors of the Imperial
state were either foreigners or members of the non-Russian national-
ities of the Empire.

8

In the Imperial institutions of higher learning, first
the Academy of Sciences, then the Academy of Arts, and later the

universities, the majority of staff were foreigners, many of whom never

learned Russian even after decades of service in St Petersburg and
Moscow. 9

It was only in the last years of the reign of Alexander I that the

nationalist model of Imperial citizenship began to emerge. Emblematic
of this change was the fall from grace in 1823 of Alexander's former

favourite, the Polish Prince Adam
Jerzy Czartoryski, whose Vilna

Educational District became an object of government concern and
distrust.

10

However, it was really Alexander\037s younger brother, Nicho.
las I, who began the

lengthYj systematic and often traumatic process of

changing the imperial model of citizenship to the national model.)))



Ores! Pelech) 3)

Nicholas I himself was much less cosmopolitan than Alexander I or
their

grandmother\"
Catherine II. For example, unlike Alexander's,

Nicholas's entourage of courtiers, ministers, generals and
governors

did not include foreigners, except for the incumbent Nesselrode (a
German Catholic) as head of the Foreign Office. Especially after the

failed Polish revolt of 1830-1, it became less acceptable to Nicholas to

have the Imperial academies and universities staffed by foreigners.
Under th,e brilliant leadership of his Minister of Popular Enlight-
enment, S. S. Uvarov, a post he held from 1833 to 1849, the secular

educational system became an instrument not only of instruction, but
also of Russification..

11
Certain sub-sets of the Empire's nobility were

\037favouredt with greater attention than others. In the 18308 and 1840s, it
was the Polish nobility of the nine Western provinces who were the

primary targ'et of Russification, whereas the tiny Baltic German

nobility were spared until the 18808. 12

When Emperor Nicholas chose the strategy of Russification, he did
not have a

ready-made
Russian 'high' culture to impose upon OOD-

Russians, or indeed, upon the Russians themse1ves.

13
The Russian

language itself had only recently emerged as a standardised vehicle for

formal communications such as belles-lettres. Modern Russian litera-

ture was just emerging as a vital tradition in the early 1830s.1
4

Russian

historical scholarship was also ill the early stages of development at
both ends of the historiographical continuum: that is, archives needed

to be put in order and textbooks had to be written.
1S

There was a

chronic shortage of cadres in this effort: the Russian nobility was

notoriously indifferent to the pursuit of higher education, and thus

professors, teachers and students had to be found among marginal
groups such as impecunious nobles and raznochintsy.

One needs to linger on these points because the spectacular
successes in Russian literature and other arts, in scholarship' and

science in the last three Romanov reigns (1855-1917) overshadow

the precarious and very modest status of the noetic
enterprise

in the

reign of Nicholas I. Another systematic block in apprehending the
cultural revolution of his reign is the extraordinarily bad press that

Nicholas has received from almost all historians -
Soviet, Imperial

Russian and Western. 16

Nicholas's was a failed perestroika: specific-

ally, he throttled his own reforms in the aftermath of the revolutions

o,f 1848 and thus his reign is usually viewed through the dark glass of

his last seven years.
17

Nevertheless, in the period 1831-48, the

institutions of Russian literature and scholarship were ,either fonned

or consolidated. The indigenisation of science and arts became the)))
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motive principle of cadre selection in the Imperial Academies and

universities.
IS

Pe.rhaps most importantly, the meta-institution of

language - to use Jurgen
Habennas's term - became firmly entren-

ched: Contemporary Standard Russian became the exclusive language

of Cannal and public disc'ourse,

Pursuing the shift from the imperial to the nationalistic model of

citizenship, Nicholas turned to a secular Russian culture that had been
slowly forming among some of the Great Russian nobility since the

mid-eighteenth century. Before Peter I\" Russians had two cultures: the

peasant and the ecclesiastical, ea,ch with its own language, literature

and cultural code. After the upheaval of Peter's
rejgn\037

a small but

growing number of Russian nobles became irreconcilably alienated
from the Russian

peasant
and ecclesiastical cultures, and beginning in

the 1760s, created a new secular culture 'with its own language t

literature and cultural code that were fundamentally different from
the former.

In the reigns
of Catherine II, Paul I and Alexander I, the relation-

ship between the Imperial Court and the new secular Russian culture

was episodic and inconsistent. For example, a pioneer of the new

culture such as Nikolai Novikov was alternately cosseted and perse-
cuted

by
the Empress. Under Alexander I, a 'pro-Russian' lobby of

Nikolai Karamzin and Nikolai Novosill\037v
emerged to advance what

they perceived as Russian national interests, especially in the western

provinces acquired from Poland.
19

However, the Russian rulers were
themselves a cosmopolitan lot, with a preference for Western Eur.

opean languages, arts and tastes. It was Nicholas who
began

to

promote the new secular Russian culture and use it as the focus of a

new model for the organisation of the Empire, the Russian nation and

even the Court itself.

Before developing my argument, it is necessary to consider what
constitutes a culture, how it is communicated and what the salient
characteristics of the modern R\\lSSian cultural codes are. These are

important questions because the modern Russian cultural code
profoundly changed the behaviour of Russians and those influenced

by carriers of this code. The Ukrainian triumvirate, as discussed below,

experienced a fundamental shift ,of attitudes in early adulthood
because of contact with mentors who were missionaries of the modern
Russian cultural code,

A culture is a shared memory of a selfwdefined group within a

specific time and
place.

20
Cultures are realised in human behaviour

through cultural codes.)))
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Cultural codes are systems of more or less conventional signs that a.
member of a given society must internalize in order to participate
competently in that

society's
life. The possessor ,of such a cultural

code is able to distinguish within the flow of raw experience those

elements significant from the point of view of his culture, identify

their value and react to them. Like any native language, the codes of
s,ocial behavior are not consciously created or learned, they are

acquired during the
ordinary practice of social relations.

21)

Cultural codes are a meta-language that narrows the number of
choices for an individual in any behavioural situation. Cultural codes

define fundamental aspects of human values such as a sense of time,

place, purpose, importance, beauty and virtue. They define tbe prestige
and desirability of discrete forms of behaviour. For example, consider

readership in Russia. Before 1750, prior to the gradual introduction of

the modern Russian cu1tural code, reading among Russians was an
exotic

practice
limited to a tiny number of devotees.

22
However, as a

result of the introduction of a new cultural code, Russians became ever

more voracious readers, so that by 1913, notwithstandi.ng
a 72 per cent

illiteracy rate, the Russian Empire published three times as many
books as France..

23

Perhaps the most dominant feature of the new Russian cultural code
was historicism, or a vision of the significance and purpose of the lives
of groups such as nations and of its individuals, past present and

future. For example, one of the artifacts of this new cultural code was

the diary or the personal journal. This genre did not exist among

Russians before the mid-eighteenth century;24 afterwards, there is a
growing stream of diaries and journals, and then memoirs and

autobiographies. To a traditional nobJeman, time slipped effortlessly

b'y, day by day, in the pursuit of pleasure ,and
gain. Keeping a record

of each day would have been pointless. To the new secular ,culture,

each day mattered, and it needed to be recorded rigorously for future

examination and evaluation. Here was a sense of personal history, a

completely new organisation of memory that was utterly unlike the

memory of peasant, priest or traditional nobleman.25

This militant carpe diem was focused on the pursuit of personal and
collective improvement, which in turn, was premised on a new

awareness of human
sufTerin,g

inherent in Russia's social order and

of its backwardness vis-a-vis the West. Proponents of the new cultural

code expressed this sensitivity and ameliorative teleology in a variety of

ways. On the ,one hand, beginning with Alexander Radishchev (1749-)))
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1802), there was a radical tradition which advanced a devastating

critique of the social order and t eventually, revolution.
26

On the other

hand t engage intellectuals, such as men of the Arzamas circlet

27

pursued ameliorative strategies discreetly and within tbe framework

of the existing political order.
In 1833,Nicholas chose one of the Arzamas alumni, S. S. Uvarov,

to direct his transformation of the Ministry of Popular Enlightenment

into a tool for unifying the Empire into a nation-state.
..\037mong

a

multitud,e of problems facing the new incumbent was the Russian

nobility's dependence upon foreign tutors, their occasional study in

European universities and a systematic avoidance of the Ministry's
schools. Uvarov was sufficiently wise to realise that simple police

measures, such as restricting exit documents for Russian nobles and

entry documents for foreign tutors were not enough.28 Russian nobles

had to be attached to the Imperial universities because they were equal
to the best European

universities. Alas, in 1833, this was far from the

case, and so, Uvarov
proceeded

to overhaul completely the Empire's

universities. He began by changing their purpose as stated in their

charters (wta,y) from being outposts of general education to being
,centres of the 'research imperative' institutionalised so recently at the

newly-founded University of Berlin.29

Then, Uvarov carried out a

systematic purge of his university faculties, and with remarkable
skill,

he identified promising young men to send abroad to complete their
education and to return as Russia's first research professors. This is

precisely how Uvarov touched the life of one of the Ukrainian

triumvirate, Mylcola Kostomarov.

Kostomarov entered Kharkiv University in 1833 when it, like other

Imperial universities, was in a sad state of decline. One
conspicuous

source of corruption was the practice of students boarding in
pro fesson ,

houses. 'This supplemented the income of professors t but

the practice also led to a mockery of academic standards because

professors wouJ,d not jeopardise this source of money by giving low
grades to their own or to their colleagues' students. K\037ostomarov

boarded with tbe Professor of History, Hulak...Artemovskyi,
one of

the pioneers of modem Ukrainian literature. Nevertheless, it is curious
that while

living
with Hulak..Artemovskyi, Kostomarov did not

develop any interest in Ukrainian, in history or even in serious study

of any kind. Instead, Kostomarov pursued the usual frivolities of
undergraduates: wine, women, song, brawling and \037cram' studying

only before examinations.)))
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However, in his third year a\037 university, Kostomarov witnessed a

profound change in the environment:)

The year 1835 was remarkable in the history of Kharkiv University:
some kind of rejuvenation was

experienced\037
The various faculties

received fresh, young forces, new people, returning from abroad,
where they were sent by the minister [Uvarov] to finish their
education. Our historico-philological faculty was renewed by the

appearance of two talented and learned professors..
30)

One of these was Alfons Walicki (1808--58), a major translator into
Polish of Goethe\037 Hoffmann, Sophocles, Euripides and Aeschylus. The

other was Mikhail Lunin (1806--44), Professor of Universal History,
and

new1y
returned from two years of study at the University of

Berlin. 31

Lunin's lectures, Kostomarov noted, 'made a tremendous

impression on me and made a decisive turning point in my spiritual

life: I fell in love with history more than with anything else, and from

that time threw myself into studying history books.,32 This is a

description of a religious conversion, a complete shift in values and
behaviour.

Kostomarov's
subsequent

life was Dot easy. His populist approach
to history was not welcome in his alma mater; his

professorial
career at

8t Vladimir University in Kiev was terminated abruptly in 1847with a

year's incarceration in the dreaded SS. Peter and Paul Fortress, and
was followed by a decade of exile in Saratov province. After another

brief period as a professor of history at St.. Petersburg University from

1859 to 1862, Kostomarov was bann,ed permanently from teaching.
Throughout his professional setbacks and personal misfortunes, too

numerous to mention here, Kostomarov was heroically faithful to the

role of the scholar and by the end of his
life,

he published over 400

titles that remain at the core of both Ukrainian and Russian historio-

graphies.

Another transformation followed Kostomarov's existential decision

to be purposeful and serious, namely,
his discovery in 1837 of the

peasantry., Once again, this change was facilitated not by independent

observation, not by exposure to Hulak-Artemovskyi or the Kharkiv

Ro,mantics. but
by

a close relationship with another of Uvarov's

proteges, Izmail Sreznevskii (1812-80).
),)

Kostomarov's discovery of

the peasantry was remarkable because he was not some aristocrat
whose ambience was limited to the salons of St Petersburg and the)))
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spas of Central Europe, and worlds apart from the narod - the people.
On the contrary, Kostomarov was the bastard son of a Russian

landowner and a Ukrainian serf. After the senior Kostomarov's
murder by disgruntled serfs, his cousins inflicted several weeks of

servitude upon the eleven year old
Mykola

in order to extort

successfully most of tbe deceased's estate from the young boy's
mother.

34

Therefore. Kostomarov had first-hand experience with

serfdom. He had direct contact with Ukrainian peasants because his

mother was one, and they surrounded him in both the
province

and

city of K.harkiv. Furthermore, Kostomarov could have been exposed
to an enthusiasm for

peasants
and for Ukrainian folkways in the house

of Hulak-Artemovskyi, who, after all, wrote in the language of the

local peasants about peasant heroes. Instead, Kostomarov remained
indifferent both to the class and nation of his mother.

It was only Sreznevskii who managed to open Kostomarov's eyes to

the peasants around him, and this changed the direction of Kostomar-

ov.s new-found seriousness.
35 Rather than become a classicist and a

universal historian like his mentor, Lunin, Kostomarov hurled himself

headlong into a 'khozhdenie , narotf:

Little Russia became my idee fIXe and this approached eccentricity_
At times, I would see a university worker or some other khokhol.
and 'begin questioning him, 'what does this word mean?' . . . I was

possessed by some kind of passion for
everything Little Russian. I

was beside myself lh,at vulgarians, of whom there were many, spoke

with contempt about the khokhly, and that any kind of Little
Russian word

provoked only laugbter.
36

This transformation led Kostomarov to a rapidly growing corpus of
ethnography, for example, Mykhailo Maksymovych's 1827 anthology

of Ukrainian songs, as well as to ethnographic belles--/ettres, such as

Gogol's Evenings 011 a Farm near Dikanka and TarOJJ
Bulba. More

importantly to posterity, Kostomarov chose to combine his two new
passions, history

and the folk.. The result was a drastic shift of noetic
territory from the customary 'kings, battles and dates' to &kings,
battles, dates and peasants', as a

legitimate subject of historical

inquiry.. In our demotic times, there is nothing shock.ing, unusual or
upsetting

about such a noetic venue; however, in tbe late 18305, this
was an intellectually radical choice - and utterly unacceptable e,'en to

sympathisers witb the folk such as Hulak-Artemovskyi.37

To another member of the Ukrainian triumvirate, Panteleimon
Kulish, the rote of mentor in the values and ideas of the new Russian)))
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cultural code was played by .yet another of Uvarov's proteges,
Mykhailo Maksymovych (1804-74).38Maksymovycb

was the product

of an impoverished Poltava gentry family who sought his fortune
through higher

education. He graduated from Moscow University in

1823 at the age of nineteen; two years later, he began to teach botany
there. However, Russian nationalist politics attracted

Maksymovych

even more: in 1830, at a ceremony marking the 75th anniversary of the
founding

of Moscow University, the provincial Ukrainian read a fiery
speech that called for an indigenous Russian educational establish-

ment. Upon becoming Minister of Popular Enlightenment three
years

later, Uvarov remembered the young botanist-ideo,logue, fired his

parasitic senior professor and elevated
Maksymovych

from lecturer

to senior professor at the age of thirty., When Uvarov chose to relocate

the plundered resources of the Polish Vilna University to Kiev in order
to create a new Russian university, he also chose Maksymovych as the
first rector.

It was Maksymovych who 'discovered' Kulish in 1839 when the

obscure provincial raznochinets entered St Vladimir University. Not...

withstanding Kulish's social status and his inability to pay tuition

costs, Maksymovych recruited Kulish for various projects and roles in

the effort to Russify the Polish gentry of the three southwestern

provinces. So, Kulish was first exposed to his future metier of

ethnography by
o'ne of its contemporary masters, Maksymovych.

Masksymovych introduced Kulish to the world of scholarship and
print by involving him in the publication of his journal Kiev'/ianin. It
was Maksymovych who introduced Kulish to the historical novels of

Sir Walter Scott, which became the model of Kulish's most important

contributions to Ukrainian literature. Maksymovych found employ-
ment for his protege in one of the Ministry's gymnasia in Volyn

province, and then in the city of Kiev itself, notwithstanding Kul...

ish's lack of either a university or even a gymnasium diploma. Finally\"

Maksymovych passed Kulish on to the most generous and influential

of Uvarovls proteges, the rector of St Petersburg University, tutor of

the future Alexander II and Pushkin's most faithful friend, Petr

Pletne v.
39

Pletnev never could accept Kulish's Ukrainian interests; however, he

was civiliscd enough to agree to disagree on the issue of a distinct
Ukrainian literature and identity\037 This disagreement did not interfere

with Pletnev's extraordinary generosity to Kulish: until Kulish found

his own quarters upon moving to St Petersburg, he lived with Pletnev.

Pletnev found him employment as teacher of Russian both in the)))
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University and a local
gymnasium. Finally,

it was Pletnev who

recommended Kulish for one of th'e most prestigious pri7..eS available

to an Imperial scholar: a two-and-a-half year grant (from
the Imperial

Academy of Sciences) to travel to Slavic lands in order to become a

professor of Slavic Studies upon return\037 This part of Kulish's

ambitions was thwarted
by

his arrest in the SS Cyril and Methodius

Brotherhood affair. However, even then, Pletnev did not reject his

protege, and indeed continued to help Kulish financially and through
his inOuential connections when Kulish was in exile in Tula province.

Although Kulish could be an attractive and charming person, he

was often difficult and imperious. During the course of his long life, he

managed to alienate almost every supporter and friend, including
eventually Kostomarov and Shevchenko..

40

Nevertheless, the condi-

tioning that Kulish received from Maksymovych in 1839 and 1840 in

the virtues of hard work, in the role of the writer and scholar, in the
importance

of the Ukrainian language and folk - this conditioning
served Kulish well in the many lonely years of either exile or self-
inflicted isolation. Like his peers, and sometime friends, Kostomarov

and Shevchenko, Kulish acquired in later adolescence from a carrier of

the new Russian culture what the American sociologist, David Ries-
m.an, calls an 'internal gyroscope',41 that was not dislodged by the

exigencies ,of a turbulent life.

In the period, 1835-40, Shevchenko's biography differs from that of
Kostomarov and Kulish.

Although
Shevchellko was an employee of

Uvarov's Ministry of Popular Enlightenment at the time of his arrest

in 1847, Shevchenko's appointment to the Ministry came well after he
found his mission as a poet and his subject for poetry in Ukrainian
ethnography and history. Shevchenko did not leave any extensive

memoirs or autobiographies, but it is clear from his police interroga-

tion that he began to write in 1837.42

Also, there is general agreenlcnt

amollg his biographers that the person who exposed Shevchenko to

belles-lettres generally and to Ukrainian belles-lettres specifically was
levh,en Hrebinka (18]2-48), himself a minor writer in both Russian

and Ukrainian..
43

An alumnus of the Bezborodko
LycCe,

Hrebinka was three years

younger than his eminent school mate Nicholai Gogo) (1809-52). Like

Gogol, Hrebinka chose to pursue a literary career in St. Petersburg
wllile making a

living
in government service, specifically in Uvarov's

Ministry of Popular Enlig}'tenment.
44

Just as Lunin and Sreznevskii

were crucial to Kostomarov, and Maksymovych to Kulish, so
Hrebinka was crucial in his mentorsbip of Shevchenko. It was)))
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Hrebinka who introduced
She\037chenko

to the power and beauty of

contemporary Russian and Ukrainian poetry. It was Hrebinka who

gave Shevchenko that early encouragement that is so crucial to the
development of

arti\037tic identity.4S It was Hrebinka who tried to exploit
his own extensive literary connections in the capital to publish

Shevchenko''s outpouring of first-class verse, and he succeeded with

Shevchenko's first edition of the famous Kohzar of 1840.

As Shevchenkots circle of acquaintances, friends and patrons

widened, as his fame grew among both Russians and Ukrainians,
Hrebinka faded quickly into the shadows of Shevchenko's life.

Nevertheless, it is to Hrebinka that
beloDgs

the credit of discovering

and channelling the immense verbal talents of the previously untutored
peasant, Shevchenko. Shevchenko found his persona as a writer in St..

Petersburg in the year of Pushkin's death. In his language and choice

of subjects, he rapidly became the premier Ukrainian poet. Howe\\'cr,

in his confidence and in his vision of the writer as a secular-religious
figure,

Shevchenko was very much the Russian writer on the eve of the
'Magnificent Decade'.

To summarise,
I offer tbe following model of the r,elationship

between the Russian Imperial state and Ukrainian self-consciousness..

In the beginning were the peasants. It was their
language\037

their world

,of symbo1s, their historical experience that fed the language, the
literature\037 the historiography of both secular Russian and Ukrainian

cultures. This point may seem truistic, but, it needs to be made 'because

all too many chauvinists of the Russian persuasion (and many
are not

even themselves Russian) believ,e that th,e Ukrainian language, litera-
ture and history were the 'artificial' product of some intellectuals' or

even foreign agents' cabal. 46

However, Bot even the triumvirate's

genius could have created a Ukrainian culture ex nihi/o.

Secondly, as a result of the influx of foreign ideas and foreigners into
the Russian

Empire
of the 18th century, a 'Dew Russian culture began

to form among some Russian nobles in the t 76Os. This culture was

profoundly different from the traditional culture of the Russian

peasant, priest and noble in such basic human categories as percep-
tions of timet place and purpose in life. It was a culture that was
historicist: its members placed a high value on exploring the past, but

they also had a vision of
personal

and social progress for the future.
47

Specialized
forms of behaviour, such as reading belles-lettres and

keeping diaries, became indicators of membership in this culture.

Thirdly, for reasons of state, the Emperor Nicholas in the period

1831 to 1849, especially through the institutions of the Ministry of)))Kharkiv was)))
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Popular Enlightenment, broadcast the language and behavioural

norms of this new Russian culture to a far broader audience th.an

could have been reached by isolated individuals. By placing one of the
new Russian culture's heroes, Uvarov, at the head of the Ministry of

Popular Enlightenment, the Emperor pursued an agenda, not
only

of

Russifying the Polish nobility in the nine western provinces, but also of
the creation of a body of Russian national knowledge that included

archeology, archeography, ethnography arId history\037

Fourthly, in the period 1835-40, a period of great intellectual
ferment and

expectations,
three socially marginal Ukrainians were

recruited into Uvarov.s Ku/tu,rkampf. They found a personal sense of

purpose t a sense of dedication to their work and to their nation. as well

as to their role as artists and scholars at the hands of Uvarov's
missionaries of the new Russian culture.

Fifthly, in the search for a 'usable Russian past' that was central to

Uvarov's programme, the Ukrainian triumvirate found an alternative
Eastern Slavic identity and history.

In considering the topic of 'Tbe State and the Ukrainian Triumvir-
ate in th.e Russian Empire, 1831-47', I have chosen not to pursue
certain loc; classici of both Russian and Ukrainian historiography. I

have not characterised the politics of the Nicholaevan state in

exclusively negative terms, nor have I described the Ukrainian
triumvirate as martyrs. I have not chosen to pursue Ukrainian-

Russian intellectual communications in terms of 'legitimation by
association' of Ukrainians with acceptable Russian radicals.

48
Nor

have I attempted to engage in a traditional
history

of the transmission

of ideas - a field that is far from exhausted for this time and place.

Rather, I bave chosen to focus on values and their transmission. On

the individual, the micro-level, this entailed the examination of the
period in late adolescence and early manhood when the Ukrainian
triumvirate found their personae as artists and scholars. On the

societal, the macro-level, this entailed the examination of a new
Russian culture that was harnessed by the Emperor to change his

country from a cosmopolitan empire to an
empire

that aspired to be a

nation-state. It is a complicated history, but
especiaJly

in our era of

'new thinking', a history that needs to be
explored..)

Notes)
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41-9; and his The Political Systems of Empires (London, 1963), pp. 50-68.
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Regime (New Haven, 1989).
9. The first sixteen members appointed to the Imperial Academy of Sciences

in 1725 were all foreigners: thirteen Germans, two Swiss and one
Frenchman. See Alexander Vucinich, Science in Russian Culture, vol. 1

(Stanford, 1963), pp. 75-125.
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2 From Savage Ukrainian

Steppe to Quiet Russian

Field: Ukrainian

Ethnographers and

Imperial Russia in the
Reform Era)

Catherine B. Clay)

In the nineteenth century educated Ukrainians began to define the
meaning

of the Ukrainian nation for the Russian empire. In doing so,
they turned to a study of the Ukrainian naro,d (people).) In 1855 two
Ukrainian ethnographers joined this ongoing inquiry. Hitherto, edu-

cated people and state servitors had asked two kinds of questions

about the common people: what was the narod (in order to know what

it meant to be 'Russian,\" or 'Ukrainian,' or 'Slavic\;") and how could

the narod be c,ontrolled as a resource for taxes and conscripts?
Questions of romantic nationalism and imperial finance merged in

this official and unofficial redefinition of narodnost'. A third and more
pressing question for the empire emerged from this inquiry: how

should the modem empire accommodate nation? Two Ukrainian

ethnographers took advantage ,of the reform era, that brief moment
of glamost and

perestroika
of the last century, to offe.r answers to that

question.
In 1855, questions 0'[

imperial
reform preoccupied the new Naval

Minister, the Grand Duke Konstantin Nilcolaevich. He envisiol1edan
Empire

that would accommodate nation, region and locality. He was

convinced that tbe reforming Empire must rely on educated indigenous

talent who must be given a free rein to, investigate and disseminate

their findings. l-lis vision led to the Ethnographic Expedition
of the

Russian Imperial Naval Ministry and he commissioned ethnographers
on komandiro,ka, or

scholarly expeditions. He invited them to report
their findings according to 'their own personal discretion't

2

especial1}f

concerning the regions' potential to offer the Navy an.d the Empire a)

18)))
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prosperous, future. Two of the eight commissioned
ethno'graphers,

both Ukrainians, investigated fhe way of life in Ukraine, and wrote
reports for the Naval Collection which gave a nuanced Ukrainian

commentary on imperial refonn.
G. P. Danilevskii and A. S. Afanasev...Cbuzhbinskii were born in

1829 and 1817 into Ukrainian landholding families of Poltava and

Kharkiv respectively. After their university education, they wrote and
served in the government. Their scholarly, journalistic and literary
work of the 1840s and 1850s focused on local conditions and the lives

of the common people. The Grand Duke believed that such work

prepared them for their komandiro\\'ka. Furthermore, their service in
the Imperial Russian bureaucracy showed loyalty to the empire.

3
Their

government experience meant the)' were familiar with the language and

culture of the bureaucracy, and would know their intended audience

well. Thus, in 1855, the Grand Duke and his Naval Ministry offered

them ethnographic commissions.

The fact that the two Ukrainians were commissioned by the
Imperial

state illustrates the astonishing degree of change in the

political climate represented by
the refonn era. The commission of

the two Ukrainian ethnographers came only six years 8.fter the break-

up of the Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood. Danilevskii and Afana-

sev-Chuzhbinkii resumed the earlier efforts of Panteleimon Kulish,

Mykhailo Maksyrnovych, Taras Shevchenko and others to
study

ethnicity and reformulate the relationship between south and the

north in Imperial Russia. 4

Such efforts had introduced Imperial

Russia to a wider world of slavdom. Like many other Ukrainians in

the empire, the two ethnographers, witbout being Ukrainian nation...
alists in the modem sense\" expressed their Ukrainian identity in a new

way.'s
In their reports, the two Ukrainians stressed the authority of local

ways against the centralising tendencies of the Imperial state, much

like the \037federaljstt or 'provincial ideologist' historians Afanasii

Shchapov and Mykola K.ostomarov had done in the 1850s and

1860s, and as did most of the other naval ethnographers of 1855.

Danilevskii investigated chumaky (in Russian, chumak,) or Ukrai-

nian ox-cart drivers of the 'the
Imperial

southwest'. Afanasev-Chuzh-

binskii studied people living along the Dnieper.
6

Both investigated the

history and character of the people, their heroes, religiosity, workways
and law. These aspects of life along the Dnieper served to organise
Afarlasev-Chuzhbinskii's policy directives: to

prosper, Imperial
Russia

should accommodate Ukrainian history, law, knowledge and people in)))
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its reforms. For
Danilevskii,

each of the aspects of chumaky life

represented crucial elements of a culture that must be preserved if

Ukraine were to survive.

Danilevskii and Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii combined ethnography with

history in a new way. They asked how past mores differentiated one

people from another. They argued that Ukraine had its own neglected

history. Indirectly they were refuting Vissarion Belinsldi, the influential
culture broker and critic. Belinskii attacked the idea of Ukraine in a

review of M. Markovych's lsloriia Malorossii published in Moscow in

1842-3. Advancing Russian statist arguments, Belinskii maintained
that 'Little Russians' were 'only a tribe, never a people, even less a
state'. The story ,of the tribe's past showed they were 'p,reviously cut ofT

[from civilisation) by the insurmountable obstacle of [their] semi-

barbaric life-style'.
7

Both 1855 ethnographers showed a different history and a different

people. Danilevskii criticised prevailing historical representations and

judgments which he argued were shaped by regional hatred. He

reported that anecdotes circulating in Moscow about the
'slyness

and laziness of chumoki... are adroit inventions,.8 For Danilevskii,
the chumaky, infused with the traditional Ukrainian cossack spirit,

represented the essence of the Ukrainian narod. Danilevskii noted that
'Little Russian' folk songs and tales treated chumaky as heroes. They
had tamed the steppe, something the Russian empire should acknowl-

edge. A romantic, Danilevskii maintained that life on the steppe was

better before the imposition of Russian control. Imperial taming
of the

steppe through violence and the establishment of bureaucratic rule had
reduced the Ukrainian people to complacency.

Danilevskii maintained that the memory of the 'Little Russian' or
Ukrainian past was importaDt\037 He wrote about Ukraine in tenns of
'our historyJ, 'our heroes', not within the context of tsars and

Russians. 'Pathfinder Little Russian
9

leaders in a violent steppe

world; society and law as it bad developed in the region; the sich

(Cossack commune) and SlId (traditional court); these were the
agents

which held back the forces of disorder. He offered a special blend of
cu]tural nationalism and a resigned. realistic assessment of the future

being brought by Imperial progress and modernisation. 'The
steppe,

the savage Ukrainian steppe, is becoming simply a quiet Russian field,'
he lamented.9

Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii observed such 4quieting' of the Ukrainian

narod with far less remorse than Danilevskii. He welcomed modern

ways and did not fear their influence on the Ukrainian
way

of life. He)))

10us church communities in central and eastern Ukraine became

closely linked with informal groups and with Rukh in particular,)))

Sbornik dokurnenlo, (Kiev, 1962),p. 150.
9. There is no certain explanation for the existence of the variations. It was

not. commented on by memoirists who wrote shortly afterwards. News..
paper accounts show that the meeting was chaotic, and imply that it
finally voted a motion with the undentanding that it wou]d be cleaned

up)))
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was, however, disquieted by th\037
loss of concern for communal well-

being, and believed this could be corrected by maintaining or
revising

certain traditions. He remained an advocate of modernisation and
Ukrainian assimilation into Imperial Russia. Though something was

lost in the process, he welcomed Tsarist ,Russian hegemony because of

the order and security it seemed to ensure.
Like Danilevskii, Afanasev Chuzhbinskii

argued
that the Little

Russian narod was entitled to an honest account of its distinct and
glorious history. 'Several critics Dot so long ago inappropriately
mocked the entire Little Russian tribe, I do not know to what

purpose. . . .
' He criticised writers who considered Little Russians as

'slaves' or dismissed them as being most famous 'for the ability to
play

a role in some kind of comic story', He asserted, 'The good hospitable
Little Russia, before mergin,g forever with Northern Rus', had its own

history, eloquent pages which are worth both enlightened attention

and warm interest.,lo

Ukraine had a right to 'an
unprejudiced history' since it had 'joined

itself to the One Belief and One Tribe,.11 Later he wrote, 4It is

impossible not to be sad that the best episode from the life of Little

Russia remains in the shadow and anyone who takes it into his head to
reproach and mock it, is wrong.,12 'Imprints of tribal hatred' had

sometimes distorted the work of Russian and Polish historians.
Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii aimed to redress that, and believed Ukrainian

historians and ethnographers had a special duty
'to avoid wrath and

artificial fervor. . . , be thoughtful about every fact and present each in

such a light that things are called by their
proper

names' \037

13
This was

the method he advocated in writing Ukrainian history. He felt that

Danilevskii at times succumbed to 'artificial fervo'r'.

Both ethnographers believed Ukrainians must reconstitute their

heroic history. Both responded to attacks or dismissals of the ethnic
cultural

heritage
and history, in much the same way that Russian

Slavophiles had responded to Piotr Chaadaev decades before.

Altho,ugh Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii and Danilevskii wrote about

Isword and
scythe\037

in their accounts of Ukrainets past and present,

they differed in their evaluation of the heroes of Otis land. Afanasev-

Chuzhbinskii aimed to flesh out the image of the Little Russian

character by showing 'the way of life of this tribe which, exchanging
lance and sword fo,r plough and scythe, peacefully occupy themselves

with their work in locales where terrible
bloody

dramas were played

out in the past centuries'. Peaceful productivity, that quintessential
Ukrainian trait, wo,uld contribute significantly to a prosperous)))
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imperial future'. His cultural, social and religious analysis was framed

by this point of view. He placed the
highest

value on a docile, hard-

working narod, held together in quiet family lives, assimilated or

integrated to support the imperial future.

Danilevskii's account of the
quieting

of the steppe was somewhat

different. He emphasised the unity of 'sword and
scythe\"

in the chumalc

traditions, drawing on Kostomarov's work on the origins of Little
Russia.)

Popular
demand called Cossacks to action; and chwnaky created

Little Russia, its social needs and popular spirit.
Little Russia ended

its warlike vocation; a new era began. The sword was
replaced by

the scythe, the gun by the plough.)

But the wild Ukrainian steppe maintained its imprint on the Ukrainian

people.)

Could the Little Russian narod, playing such a
tragic role, forget it

quickly? Nature loves gradual change. Thus, the Cossack gradually
settled in little settlements and he became' a chumak and barge..
hauler. The chumak, though by occupation a muzhik [peasant], is by

spirit a Cossack.
14

-)

For Danilevskii, the chumak, having taken up the scythe, had not
forgotten the sword.

Danilevskii and Afanasev...Chuzhbinskii differed on whom they

considered to be heroes of Ukrainian history. The romantic Oanilevs-

kii recalled that Shapka, the first otaman (ataman) trailblazer, had
traversed the Ukrainian

steppe
when there were no roads, with

caravans of salt for the Crimea, fish for the Don, grain for Zaporizhia
and other goods for Ochakov. In the

eyes
of the settled Zaporozhian

dwellers and nomadic people alike, Shapka was the essential
chumak,

'a pathfinder of the Ukrainian wilderness', who bad earned respect for
his bravery and

knowledge
of the wilderness.!\037 Danilevskii told the

story of a chumak in the naked
steppe, tar-covered, a gun in hand -

with a little bag around his neck holding an
Imperial passport

-
facing

plague, foul reptiles, and savage Nogai Tatars.

Imperial power stopped
at the frontier. In the past, the power of the

official note allowing passage,
whether printed in Russian or Turkish,

did not extend into the land of the nomadic
steppe

tribes. The chumaky

.crossed the frontier and brav,ely met their enemies'. Danilevskii)))



Catherine B. Clay) 23)

venerated the frontier experience of the
chumaky. However, by 1855,

WI

'Modern times changed the chumaky... Crimean and Nagai T'atars
have been suppressed. In the

steppe,
wells have been dug everywhere

and th,e population is booming. But the memory of the original

chumaky has not disappeared.'16 Chumalc families attempted valiantly
to maintain their traditions in song, memory, language, work and

religion.
Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii opposed Danilevskii's romanticism..' He

emphasised the
positive

role of Imperial leaders such as Prince

Potemkin, 'creator of New Russia't and founder of KhersoD6 How-

ever, Imperial power would be enhanced if educated Ukrainians were
included in a new partnership.

IS

He argued that 'the Cossack way of life passed' with the 'destruction

of savage neighbors and it would be absurd to
pity

the disappe,arance

of coarse boldness based on physical force'. Cossack heroes deserved
an honoured

place
in the historical record. However, the Imperial

ethos required a balanced approach. 'We, their remote offspring,

should Dot find all the activity of the [cossacks] irreproachable.' This
was 'pseudo-patriotism'. He granted that 'the very destruction of the

Sich in 1775 [by tbe
Imperial Government] was accomplished in a

dishonorable way'. But, 'the Sich was already not
only superfluous,

but also onerous for the government\037. It was an outmoded institution
that barred the march of progress.. Those who resisted Imperial Russia

deserved to be overc,ome.
Imperial leaders,

Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii argued, were agents of

modernisation,. whereas traditional leaders (in the Caucasus, he
hastened to

add) only excelled in military matters and despotism,

qualities fostered by conditions of uncertainty. Ukraine and the
Russian empire

were ready for progressive\037 modem leadership. 'Look

at the land of Don Cossacks. What a rich region! What material

treasure it has!' How,ever, the Empire needed the support of local elites

for this potential to be realised. He contrasted modern settlements

with the traditional kind. Potemkin constructed Kherson in a modern

way, and it prospered.
On the other hand, an atamao y a sword-

carrying ]eader like Shapka, had founded Cherkask in the traditional
manner. 'Cherkask itself, arising from the whim of one ataman, does

not have water and cannot be praised for being well-constructed,

although whole working regiments were in its service on a
daily

basis..'
19

In the modern era\037
Afanasev-Chuzbinskii argued, wise governance

by modern-day heroes, and local enlightened people acting in partner-)))



24 Savage Ukrainian Steppe to Quiel Russian Field)

ship with the
reforming empire co,uld bring effective economic

modernisatioD. Prosperity depended on the degree of enlightenment
of those at the

top
of the social hierarchy.20 Modernity allowed man,

through science and rationality, to make the best of natural resources

to enrich and better the life of the empire.

The two ethnographers also examined Ukrainian religiosity \037
and

their distinctive approaches were also reflected here. Danilevskii hoped
to represent and

preserve
chumak religiosity in the Imperial menta/ite.

Afanasev-Chuzbinskii, by contrast, focussed on the development of a
modern imperial religious policy.

Fascinated by the smallest details of the chumak way of life,

Danilevskii noticed how their devotional experience was interwoven

in the whole fabric of their life and work; fonnalised 'Orthodoxy' held

no special meaning for the people.
Like Danilevskii, Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii also presented religiosity

as part of the life ,of the Ukrainian people, so evident in their prayers

about planting and harvesting crops, in their icon corner with 'iron
case and icon adorned with flowers, mainly cornflowers and carna-
tions'. Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii found the veneration of nature to be

widespread among the people.
He reported on the often uneasy co-existence of various religious

communities, Orthodox Ukrainian, Old Ritual Great Russians, Jews,
Gennan Catholic and Mennonite colonies and Tatar settlements. He

placed the highest value on religiosity that fostered economic produc-

tivity, social cohesion and integration into the imperial future. 21

A fanasev-Chuzbinskii was pleased to observe that even erstwhile

Old-Ritualists bad found some use for the Orthodox institutions of

parish church and music-loving priest.)

The parish church is sometimes useful to them to render justice; it is
not only well-decorated, but for a village, even luxurious..... The

old priest, who fusses a lot around the adorned
church,

has

organized a sizable and rather good choir from the schoolboys;
they come

together thus, under the spontaneity of his command,
and beca use of this, other

villages envy Kamenka, since in most

other villages, there is o'oly one decrepit reader in the choir who

sings all the liturgies (usually in a lifeless voice).

22)

Like others who wished for an Orthodox revival, he suggested that the
Empire

needed more such conscientious parish priests.
23

The church
could offer a location for judicial proceeding,s and provide continuity)))
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and much needed community services in a backward but rapidly..,

changing society. Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii believed this kind of church
could contribute to' imperial prosperity.

An Orthodox revival was important to Afanasev-Cbuzhbinskii

because he was concerned about religious obscurantism and alcohol-

ism. Thus he favoured religiosity that unified and supported moder-
nisation, temperance and enlightenment. He believed the empire

should appreciate resourceful Ukrainian Orthodox parish priests
who, by ,organising village choirs and

adorning their churches,

contributed to imperial cultural unity.
Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii's and Danilevskii's investigation of Ukrai..

nian workways showed most clearly their differences in defining
Ukraine's place in the

Empire.

Danilevskii focussed on recording for an Imperial audience and

posterity the fast disappearing workways of a unique Ukrainian group.

Chumaky were doomed to extinction. Railroads were destroying
chumak work. The chumaky 'have maintained much that is original
and distinctive [about the Ukrainian people],.24 He voiced his concern,

and reported to the Ministry the anguish of many chumaky
about the

changing world around them.
2S Danilevskii offered no solutions to the

dilemma. He merely took solace in the fact that &the free untrammelled

steppe' had left an impact on the people who lived tb,ere. 'There are

still families. . . where grandfathers, fathers t sons, grandsons and great-

grandsons live an,d work as chumaky and transfer legends and
traditions about

workways
from... generation to generation, and

maintain this memory in popular songs.
,2,6

Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii, by contrast, studied workways to see how

Ukraine could become integr,ated into the Imperial economic and

social order. He investigated fanning methods and offered advice on
how to improve the Ukrainian village economy.27 He paid particular
attention to the practices of foreign colonists.

28
He discussed modem

developments that fostered trade, such as railroads, steamships
and

canals. Unlike Danilevskii, he believed technology was the way of the
future. He took

seriously
the original request of the Naval Minister to

point out what would help bring
the Navy and the Russian Empire

prosperity.
Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii saw the Ukrainian village as part of a

developing imperial commercial economy, and Doted that some

adapted more
effectively

than others. He contrasted the stagnation

of a traditional agrarian colony with the prosperity of the villages

engaged in shipping and trade.
29

Vasylivka, an example of the former,)))

the Ukrainian

Autocephalous Church received a base in Western Ukraine from
which it would expand to the central and eastern regions. Autocepha-
10us church communities in central and eastern Ukraine became

closely linked with informal groups and with Rukh in
particular,)))

Sbornik dokurnenlo, (Kiev, 1962), p. 150.
9. There is no certain explanation for the existence of the variations. It was

not. commented on
by

memoirists who wrote shortly afterwards. News..

paper accounts show that the
meeting

was chaotic, and imply that it

finally voted a motion with the undentanding that it wou]d be cleaned
up)))
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lacked wharfs or docks which would facilitate trade. Its inhabitants led

a paltry existence by fanning and
breeding

cattle. Mykolaiv, on the

other hand, through wise governance, achieved prosperity and its

people
-lived in clover'. A canal had changed the socia] and economic

organisation of the town, making
the people wealthy.

Trade, economic diversification, wharfs, canals and barges, built
and operated by

a productive peasantry and resourceful villagers

working for enlightened upper classes in partnership with the new

modernising imperial government: these were tile ingredients for

pr,osperity which Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii offered landholders, includ-

ing the largest landholder. the Tsar and the state. Imperial policy
should incorporate loca1 people, their talents and strengths to develop
and implement such policy, and then assist the population in adapting

to the new era. Make the region prosperous, and the
Empire

will also

prosper, be argued.

Afanasev..Chuzhbinskii advocated a careful balancing of local
tradition and

knowledge
with Imperial interest in the process of

modemisatioD. He gave a
s))ecific

instance where such a policy was

urgently needed, namely, in the attempt to build a canal on the

Dnieper to circumvent the four rapids. Building commissions had
been short-sighted

because they ignored history. He advised the

engineering branch of the Naval
Ministry

to consider using the old

Cossack trai.l. Furthermore, imperial bureaucrats would do well to
study

the past when they made maps too. Because 'official people' did
not pay attention to Ukrainian names, they could not produce good

maps.30 Local knowledge and local enlightened people were essential if

modernisation ,and prosperity were to be achieved.
In their examination of

warkways,
both ethnographers believed that

tbe state should restrain tbe tyranny and arbitrary rule of local

landowners. The difference between the two lay in the fact that while
Danilevskii entertained a romantic hope that traditional workways
could be retained in the new scheme of

things, Afanasev..Chuzhbinskii

believed that an enlightened Imperial state, enlightened local proprie-
tors and

enterprising people should co-operate in forging a better

future. However, the reports of both
implied

that any new Imperial

ethos must find acco mmodation with the distinctive regional ethos.
The two Ukrainian ethnographers also studied Ukrainian customary

law. They respected traditional ways of keeping order and shared an

ambivalence towards Imperial law and conflict resolution. Even the

imperialist AfaD&Sev-Chuzhbinskii believed that the
Imperial Russian

order, hierarchical and authoritative as it was, was more violent, less)))
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just and less effective than local customs. Tbe two ethnographers.

characteristically differed on how to respond to the unjust and
conupt order. Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii hoped to influence and aid the

new reforming government, while Danilevskii seemed
resigned

to its

unchanging character.

Danilevskii examined past ways of keeping order, and contrasted
them with contemporary practice. 'When... two Cossacks argued in
the winter camp, or when crops were trampled by cattle, both [bought]

fancy bread in the ba7.aar and [went] to the neighborhood court of the

Cossack settlement.. .. ..
.31

Having receiv,ed the bread, the court listened
to both sides, and the affair would end peacefully and honourably

because the court understood the realities of a subsistence
economy

and compromise solutions would l?e found. Traditionalla'w testified to
the ingenuity and mildness of the people, and it maintained peace,

honour and dignity.
Danilevskii contrasted this

dignified procedure to the more recent

patterns of resolving disputes. The same 'litigants' bought the same

fancy bread, but by tbe end of the affair they would have had to

purchase many more as the case moved from one hierarchy to another
to anotherll until at the highest echelon, the offender was ignominiously
thrown down and beaten with sticks by order of the chief ataman until

he confessed and made the
necessary pledges.. The messa,ge was clear:

with the advent of the so-called new justice, coercion and bureaucratic

violence had replaced persuasion and communal resolution.

Proizvol or arbitrary rule was the main charge Afanasev-Chuzhbins-

kii levelled at authorities in the locales he investigated. Imperial

gov'emance
must not tolerate proizvol, for it contradicted the very

nature of Imperial expansion\037
whose historical role was to create order

out of disorder. The arbitrary rule of some officials was the most

serious obstacle to progress: 'The spirit of force and intolerance under

the influence of arbitrary rule of bureaucrats' threatened the estab-

lished order. 32

Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii presented several instances of injustice.

Inhabitants were not compensated as p,romised for carts taken during

the Crimean war. 'Money was sent for distribution among the
inhabitants, but it did not reach its destination..'33 People were ill-

informed about government decrees on free movement and free land,

and they did not know about the abolition of these temporary
freedoms.. Some peasants packed up and moved to new land, only to

be seized by a new landowner
acting

under the terms of a new

cadastral survey. The landowners simply impounded movable
goods)))
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or stock. While the peasants' cases were pending, the landowners

forced these aspiring free settlers to work for them. When courts were

finally held to decide the land and serf ownership issues, justice was

administered by other landholders or bureaucrats who sympathised
with the local landowners.

:w

When he presented another example of the way the people experi-
enced

proizvol,
be provided an image of a Iawsui\037 a peasant Jamdyce

and Jarndyce straight out of Dickens' Bleak House. In 1841, a

merchant Agarkov wilfully took 75 head of cattle from Golubov,

and 'in spite of all the evidence and eyewitnesses
t

, the case 'dragged on'

in the courts for seventeen years.
35

Reams of over-complicated

documents were produced, however 'no action at all was taken
by

the judicial officials!,36 'This highly edifying case bears witness to the
conditions of our justice, especially

in the unknown and remote village

communes,' he wrote.]1

Afanasev..Chuzhbinskii advocated a liberal-imperialist conception
of

people 'under
t

the law, and where the law was 'above' the daily, ethnic
realities. 38

He believed that enlightened law created enlightened

society. A productive and adaptive Ukrainian
people were a critical

ingredient in his recipe for Imperial prosperity. While he believed that
the empire steered Ukraine to progress and prosperity, current abuses
in the Imperial order threatened progress when they alienated local

people.

He understood that people became passive under abusive govern..

ment. Fearful, bumble slave..like servitude characterised the country..
side's relation to the state. Afanasev\037Chuzhbinskii reported how he

had to explain to the people along the Dnieper that bureaucrats and
military

officers did Dot have the right to live off the land nor demand
anything without paying for it, even if the peasant had wealth beyond
mere subsistence. 39

Danilevskii noted that under 'th.e new justice'. the old mildness of
the Ukrainian

people
was replaced by a distinctive kind of placidity or

complacency. This was a new kind of alienation which both Danilevs..

kii and Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii implied would bode ill for Ukraine and
the

Empire.

Like Danilevskii, Afanasev-Chuzbbinskii had little use for the

ineffective, wasteful, conflict resolution procedures of the Imperial

bureaucracy. However, he placed his hopes in the new enlightened
Imperial Russian leadership of the refonn era to initiate a just and
effective law system in Ukraine.. Danilevskii, however, expressed few

such hopes.)))
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When Danilevskii and Afanasev-Chuzhbinski discussed the question
of law, or other issues, they upHeld a new view of the place and future

of Ukraine in the Empire. The predominant view, exemplified by
'Muscovites' like Belinskii, maintained that 'Little Russia' had no

alternative but to submit to imperial domination, and had little or
nothing of its own to offer to the empire and humanity. The two

ethnographers, while partners in
attempting to revise this opinion,

foresaw different effects of Ukrainian assimilation into the modem
Empire.

Danilevskii's work often implied that Ukraine's future in the
Russian Empire was bleak. At other moments he seemed to believe

that perhaps in the reform era Ukraine's salvation lay in tbe

appreciation and preservation of traditional ways. He clearly did
not consider the Imperial bureaucracy

as an agent of modernity.

The only question that interested him was whether the
chumaky

could resist modernity's degenerating influence by continuing to
maintain their customs. He thought this was unlikely and the fate of

the chumaky served as his index for the fate of Ukraine. His reports

provided readers with fleeting glimpses of degeneration, erosion,
taming

- the process whereby the steppe became 'a quiet Russian
field' .

By contrast, Ukrainian history and ethnography taught Afanasev-

Chuzhbinskii that Ukraine was better off under an
enlightened

Imperial
Russia. He judged harshly the steppe pirates and their

displays of ',cruelty and
savage mockery, and the uncurbed and

beast-like arbitrariness that might come into their head'. Afanas'ev-

Chuzhbinskii's view was that Danilevskii's Shapka and chumaky had

learned too much from the 'savage Nogai'. on the 'naked steppe'.

For Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii. that which was indeed a
'gI0riO'U5,

independent history' before the eighteenth century natural1y culmi-

nated in purposeful, pluralistic unity
with the empire. Ukraine should

continue on that path, offering the reforming empire several necessary

ingredients for prosperity. He wrote that although once \037Little Russia'

convulsively seized on the concept of independence, however, 'from the
time of Peter I, she recovered, and with one heart realized that. .. . there

is not one tribe inhabiting our hug'c Empire that had more need to

defend itself against unjust attacks'.4O Any movement for political

autonomy was unnatural, almost a convulsion. Imperial protection

was critical for Ukraine. It joined the empire to defend itself more

effectively. Once secure there\037 Ukraine would flow into 'the ocean of

humanity'. While love of independence was a strong trait among the)))
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'Little Russians'. in the future they
must and would assimilate.

Mansev-Chuzhbinskii argued.)

Zaporozbe no longer exists; Little Russia has completely merged

with Russia and is one of the best grain-producing provinces in the

empire; our tribe works, in all walks of life of the state; a multitude
of households which share one life; finally the rays of civilization

begin to smooth
away

the sharp differentiating features.
41)

The empire would civilise and modemise, and 'Little Russia' would

prosper as part of a developing Imperial culture.

Both Danilevskii and Afanasev-Chuzbinskii showed a concern for
the region and its people in all their detail and singularity. The

ethnographers gave identities to the people they investigated,
so that

they would no longer appear as faceless obstacles in the
way

of

progress. They recorded the conversations. and the people working on
the Dnieper thus came to the attention of educatc,d Russians in

the capital. Both stressed the authority of local ways and importance

of local people against some centralising tendencies of the
Imperial

state.

The two ethnographers formulated essentially similar criticisms of

imperial arbitrariness and faceless bureaucratic hierarchy. Both recog..

nised modernity as a steamroller, riding roughshod over traditions,
imposing uniformity and turning the Ukrainian people into a faceless

mass. Both advocated retaining a
persuasive, community-based meth-

od of conflict resolution rather than the existing hierarchical author-. .ltanan
system.

The image of Ukrainian history and people that arises from the
combined

reports
testifies to the emerging sense of national differentia-

tion in response to potential accommodation by the empire. Perhaps

when writers under Nicholas I or Alexander III wrote about a

historical 'Rus' not led by Moscow or Petersburg, the word had
lanti-governlnent implications,.42

In the era of tbe Great Reforms,

however, those who used such terms
hoped

to force acknowledgement

of the Ukrainian nation from the reforming Imperial state and inject
'Ukrainianism' into 'official nationality'. The two ethnographers

shared this goal. They felt the reform era offered an invitation to

raise the new question of imperial accommodation of nation.
Clearly, they

differed on several issues, especially on what the
transition represented by the reform era meant for Ukraine, and what

fonn the accommodation between nation and Empire might take.)))
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Their differences originated in the something akin to the 'struggle

between Slavophiles and Wes.temers. Danilevskii continued to be
drawn to the earlier question of nation and traditional culture, while

Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii was influenced by the questions of fiscal and

military control.
43

Danilevskii suggested that Imperial servitors should
be both attentive to and

respective
of narodny; byt (popular way of life)

and regional memory. He valued local tradition, local memory and

locaI order that were in tension with Imperial tradition and Imperial
order. He was far more ambivalent about modernity and empire,

seeing only a potential trag1edy
and loss of a 'nation' in the inevitable

modemisation and alienation.
Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii advocated

enlightened Imperial ru)e in

Ukraine, free of arbitrariness, a rule of science and progress over

steppe barbarism. He envisioned Ukraine participating in the great
Imperial future with state-en.couraged prosperity

and education, one

language, and one religion, if not one history. He served the empire as

an educated Ukrainian in his ethnographic investigation and profited
from involvement in a larger community.\"He provided advice on how

the Empire and Ukraine should accommodate each other, placing all

his hopes in this dual process; while the enlightened modernising
regime would tUfn to the best of local ways and loca1 enlighten,ed
elites, Ukraine would adapt to the challenge of modernity to achieve

prosperity.

Both nation and empire were affected by their work. The ethno-

graphers, with their balance of ethos and empire, aimed to forge a 'self.

defined nation' as Walker Connor wrote. 'While an ethnic group may

be other defined, the nation must be self-defined.
,...5Thus the ethno-

graphers, and others before and after th.cm, created the Ukrainian

nation from the material life and history of the Ukrainian narod

around them.

The empire was also influenced by their work. The reports were read

avidly by Naval Ministry readers, many of whom were part of a

progressive faction of the Imperial government.. Among these readers
were key figures,

such as the Grand Duke, who hoped to modernise

government and people, and at the same time involve the educated

public in the reforms. Afanasev-Chuzhbinskii's work answered the

progressive faction's need for a modem Imperial ethos.. Such a new

ethos provided a justification for expansion other than the traditional

Great Russian, ill-informed, autocratic \"might makes right'. In the

modern era, a polity was required to forsake exclusion and embrace
inclusion of its people in the governing and reforming process. The)))
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ethnographic reports expanded
in various ways UV8,rov's narrow

Russian imperial formula of 'Autocracy, Orthodoxy and Narodnost t

.

Autocracy must not be arbitrary, and should consider regional
traditiolls; the people had always dermed itself, ,and would continue

to do so. Thus the nationality question was changed for the empire as

well. Cultural nationalism and imperial reform ,
cam e together to argue

for imperial a\037ommodation of natioD.
The mid-century ethnographic movement of which the two Ukrai-

nians were a part worked to bring the ethos of the diverse peoples of

the empire to the attention of Petersburg readers, in order to transform

Uvarov's Great Russian narodnost' into a more realistic narodnos(

based on diverse ethnic and regional groups, i.e. into a 'nation'. Few

had brought imperial diversity, its meaning, opportunity and chal-

lenge, under such scrutiny before. Once these two Ukrainian ethno-

graphers apprehended the dual force of ethos and empire, they could

mediate between Imperial Russia and Ukraine, between educated

people and the narod, and suggest how the reforming Empire and
Ukraine

might
accommodate each other.)
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3 A. N. Pypin's Defence of

Ukraine: Sources and

Motivation)

Alexis E.
Pogorelskin)

In late April 1885 while writing a series on Ukrainian ethnography
for the St

P,etersburg journal Vestnik Evropy, A. N. Pypin interrupted
his work to travel to Ukraine and see the region fOf' himse1f. His

daughter later explained that her father went at th,e invitation of 'long

tirn,e close friends' and that the trip 'fulfilled' a long held 'wish to see

Ukraine' .
I

Pypin's interest in Ukraine therefore predated his compositions on
the subject and in fact can be traced to experiences of alm,ost three

decades before. To understand Pypin's writing
on Ukraine, one must

examine his ear1ier associations with Ukrainian scholars. This chapter
analyses Pypin's

treatm,ent of the Ukrainian question in relation to his

friendship with M\037 I. Kostomarov and M. P. Drahomanov. Pypin's

interpretations of Ukraine cannot be understood without reference to

those two domineering figures in Ukrainian culture in the second half
of the nineteenth century. Finally, we will argue that while incorpora-

ting a Ukrainian viewpoint, Pypin modified it to argue for Ukrainian

cultural autonomy from a Russian perspective.
Pypin became

acquaint,ed
with Kostomarov in Saratov. Kostomarov

had been exiled there in 1847 after serving a year of imprisonment in

the SS Peter and Paul Fortress. His crime had been membership in the

Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood, a clandestine society that had

included some of the brightest members of the Kievan intelligentsia.
2

Kostomarov, then a rising star at St Vladimir Univers,ity, had been
that society's 'chief

ideologist'
and written its programme which

advocated autonorny for Ukraine within a federation of free and

equal Slavic peoples.) An informer betrayed the group, and Kosto-
marov was incarcerated, then banished from Ukraine.

Far from languishing in the provincial Volga town of Saratov,
Kostomarov took

up important
work. He turned to a study of Stenka

Razin and of Russian
peasant

life in the sixteenth and seventeenth)

35)))
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centuries. The subsequent publication
The Revolt of Stenka Razin

(1858) and Sketches of the Do\037stic Life and Morals of ,he Great

Russian People in the XVI and XVII Centuries (1860) led to his
rehabilitation and the invitation to resume his acadeo1ic career at t.he

St Petersburg University, the premier university
in the empire.. The

emperor himself insisted on reading Kostomarov's work on Razin
before the appointment could be approved. He did so in the summer of
1859, in the end praising the author for turning a potentially

dangerous topic into an acceptable yet exciting
work.\"

Pypin came to know Kostomarov precisely when be began to apply
the methods and sensibilities of the Ukrainian scholar to problems of

Russian history.. Kostomarov.s work in Saratov was an outgrowth ,of

his previous research in Ukraine. He was steeped in the decades-old

practice of Ukrainian ethnographic studies. He had learned tbe

language of the narod and collected songs among the peasantry

around Rivne.
5

In Saratov he turned to the Russian
pea,santry

whose

songs praised the exploits of Stenka Razin..
6

It was ironic that Kostomarov's treatment of a Don Cossack rebel

should have been so i01portant in his rehabilitation to
respect.ability

and academic prominence. Kostomarov would have been attracted to

Stenka Razin for several reasons. Razin, a Ukrainian hero, had

revolted against the Russian state sixteen years after it incorporated
eastern Ukraine into its domains,. For that reason K,ostomarov might
have found Razin sympathetic. Kostomarov used his own grievances

against Russian state power.. It had twice intervened in his life, once to

ban his master's dissertation
7

and again to exile him from his home-
Jand.. While hardly a rebel himself,. Kostomarov harboured resent-

ments and frustrations that found a constructive outlet in the study of

a figure who was. In his seemingly new.found role as a Russia,n

historian, Kostomarov incorporated his Ukrainian experiences. At
the same time he continued work on Ukrainian history, producing a

major study on Bohdan Khmelnytskyi while in Saratov. It was very

much as a Ukrainian scholar that Kostomarov exerted his influence on
both

Pypin
and Pypin's cousin N. G. Chernysbevskii.

Pypin's account of his relationship to Kostomarov was curious.

Nowhere does he acknowledge the influence that Kostomarov must
have bad on him, at times even taking pains to obscure or deny it\"

Pypin admits that his cousin became close to Kostomarov in the early
18508 while both were living in Sa\037atov: 'They saw each other

c.onstantly; they were people of the same scholarly level.... N. G \037\" .

rated Kostomarov's work very high and compared it to that of the)))
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famous Thierry,'8 Pypin implied that Chemysbevskii atone expressed

such enthusiasm for Kostomafov. Yet at that time both Pypin and
Chemyshevskii were consumed by the cause of Russian scholarship
and saw their life's work as contributing to its advance.' Kostomarov-

brilliant, glib, already a scholar of accomplishment - must have moved
Pypin

as he did Chemyshevskii. Other infonnation suggests that

Kostomarov influenced a whole circle of
people, Pypin included, and

engaged them in scholarly research based on a new approach to
history.

10

Among those whom Kostomarov inspired were the future historian
D. L. Mordovtsev and A. G. Tikhm,enev. Both were students in the

Saratov gymnasium during Kostomarov's period of exile. Mordovtsev,

a close boyhood friend of Pypin, established 'a friendship with...
Kostomarov' and at that time 'nourished an interest in the history of

everyday peasant life' ,I

t
Mordovtsev subsequently saved the local

Saratov archives from 'cleaning', that is. 'mass
destructio'n\037t

and used

the material to compile a major study on peasant revolts along the

Volga.]2 Kostomarov's imprint on those endeavours was unmistak-

,able. Similarly, Tikhmenev published his work 'On the Importance of

the Study of Narodnost' in General and in Saratov Province in
Particular' in 1853, having just graduated from the local gymnasium
where Chemysbevskii was an instructor. I)

Chemyshevskii joined Kostomarov in the same activity.. Pypin
described their ethnographic collaboration

circumspectly. tDuring his

stay in Saratov, Kostomarov, al,ong with one other person, collected
[peasant] songs...

,14

At the time Pypin wrote,. his cousin had been

banished from public life and languished in Astrakhan after years of

Siberian exile4 The censorship forbade Cbernyshevskii's name or work

to appear in print. Pypin bad none the less revealed that the local
gymnasium instructor, like his pupils, had been caught up in Kosto-

marov's ethnographic enthusiasms.
Pypin

was no exception, but the way in which he described his

activity in Saratov in the early 18508 was peculiar. He gave two

different versions of it. In the first version which appeared in works

published in Kostomarov's lifetime or shortly after he died, Pypin

acknowledged their closeness.
IS The second one, in his autobiography,

dictated sixteen
years

after Kostomarov's death, ignored their rela-

tionship.16 In his obituary of Kostomarov, Pypin noted that the two

of them had conducted research together in the Saratov archives in
the ear1y 1850s,17 and he had then become enthusiastic about

Ukrainian culture and 'peasant life' .18 In his autobiography Pypin)))
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dates those enthusiasms to the same period but failed to mention

Kostomarov. He wrote:)

I was familiar with peasant Jife from childhood; now I saw only

that. Meanwhile my father lived for a time. . . in the
large village of

Baland . . . populated almost entirely with Ukrainians. Ukrainian

speech, costumes, practices
were kept to the hilt and here for the

first time. . . the physical and moral differences of the two branches

of the Russian people struck me. I already understood that before

me was [the phenomenon of] ethnographic diversity.19)

Pypin's use of 'already' suggested independence and
precocity.

More

likely he visited the village at Kostomarovts prompting or at least
after Kostomarov had aroused his curiosity about the southern stavs.

Pypin's understanding of what he observed certainly came from

Kostomarov. It was Kostomarov who enunciated the concept of
the Russians and Ukrainians as two peoples who branched off from
an original Slavic

group.20
The phenomenon of 'ethnographic divers-

ity. was precisely the subject that Kostomarov urged his
pupils

to take

up.

Pypin was similarly disingenuous in his autobiography about the
identity of his first scholarly mentors. He omitted Kostomarov

altogether and named I. I. Sreznevskii along with V. I. Grigorovicb

as the two to whom he was most 'obligated for his interest in Slavic

studies [s/av;anstvo]...
,21 On Sreznevskii. Kostomarov.s former col-

league at Kharkiv
University, Pypin contradicted himself. In his

autobiography be stated that at St Petersburg University in the

1840s, Sreznevskii was at his most enthusiastic over Slavic matters. 22

In a portrait of Sreznevskii written a decade and a half earlier, Pypin
explained

that Sreznevskii's appointment to 5t Petersburg University
in 1847 coincided with 'the recent sad outcome of romantic pan-

Siavism in Kiev', that is, the suppression of the
Cyril

and Methodius

Brotherhood.
23

As a result Sreznevskii cooled toward Slavic matters
and lost his 'former enthusiasm' for 'Slavic scholarship and the

contemporary Slavic movement'.24 Tbe first account suggests that

Sreznevskii imparted his Slavic enthusiasms to Pypin. The second
one, written when Kostomarov was still alive, revealed Sreznevskii

as unlikely to have been the catalyst in
Pypin's subsequent scholarly

development.

Although Pypin's autobiography remained unfinished, ending with
events from the late 18505, the slight to Kostomarov was all the more)))

Internationalist wing.

The presence of a growing Ukrainian political movement, socialist in
orientation and

supporting
the Central Rada, facilitated this broad

coalition. Initially, the Ukrainians and the Don-Bolshevik socialists)))
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striking because the two remained close after both had left Saratov. In

the mid.1850s they met frequently while conducting research in the St

Petersburg Public Library.25 As professor.s at St Petersburg University,
Pypin and Kostomarov lived 'two steps' away from each other.

26
Both

collaborated for years on Vestnik Evropy. If Kostomarov played the

role of mentor in Pypin's scholarly career, particularly regarding

Ukraine, the relationship could have continued well beyond the
Saratov years.

One can only speculate
as to why Pypin's accounts of Kostomarov

were contradictory.. He may have resented the inaccuracies in

Kostomarov's autobiography. He and Chemyshevskii agreed Kosta-

marov's self revelations 'had sometimes been simple untruth,.27

Chemyshevskii felt that Kostomarov had devalued their relationship
and distorted his

opinio,ns.

28

pYpin may have chosen to diminish

K.ostomarov in his account for that reason. He may also have been

uncomfortable acknowledging how profound Kostomarov's influence
had been on him in his most formative years as a scholar. To name
Sreznevskii and Grigorovich was to emerge self taught, devoid of

intellectual debts.

Yet Pypin's subsequent career was a testament to Kostomarov's
influence. H.is spirited defence of Ukraine grew out of Kostomarov's

teaching imparted to his Saratov
disciples

in the early 18508.
29

At that

time Pypin accepted a concept that had underlain Kostomarov's

programme for the Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood and that

permeated his historical writing (see especially his essays in Osnova),

namely that Ukraine an,d Great Russia were equal partners in sharing
a common Slavic heritage. Pypin also

accepted
another lesson taught

by Kostomarov: Russian history was morc than an account of
Muscovite or Petrine state power. Kostomarov disdained the notion

of gosudarstvennost' which dominated most contemporary historio-
graphy.30 Pypin's ,own scholarship focused on social and cultural

opinion and those who formed it.. Pypin became a historiatl of

Russian society in part because Kostomarov provided the
example..

Kostomarov's originality as a historian arose from his ethnographic
research in Ukraine; Pypin could recognise his debt to the same source.

Because unpublished correspondence docum,ents Pypin's relation-

ship
with Drahomanov, the ambiguity and manipulation discernible in

the accounts of Kostomarov are absent.
Pypin

and Drahomanov were

close at least through the 18708.. The origin of their
friendship

is

unclear, but it apparently predated their collaboration on Veslnik

Evropy which began in 1870 with Drahomanov's first contribution.:
H)))
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Pypin
had joined that journal three years earlier and was to devote his

entire career to it.

More than proCessional commitments bound the two. In the early
18708the families of both men had suffered a similar tragedy. In

March 1872 Drahomanov's one.year-old dau,ghter
died.

32
In May

1871 the Pypins also lost a daughter at a
very Y011ng age.

J )
PypiD'S

wife, travelling in Europe, met Drahomanov for the first time shortly

after his loss. She wrote to her husband,
' .. . we became quite friendly

with . . . Drahomanov . . . He is a fine and simple person but overcome

with anguish... which I... more than anything can share with
h

.
,34

1m . . .

Pypin subsequently turned to Drahomanov in what for him was also
a

family matter, nanlely the publication abroad by P. L. Lavrov and
other Russian radicals of Cbernyshevskiits Siberian novel Pro[og.35

Pypin regarded its publication as detrimental to his own reputation
and to the well-being of his cousin still incarcerated in Siberia. He

begged Drahomanov, who knew Lavrov, \037Do everything possible

. . . the affair is bloody to me . . .your assistal1ce will be a sign of your

great friendship in which I do not doubt. 736

But most sustaining of a)1 for their friendship was their shared love
of Ukrainian culture. Drahomanov

wryly observed, 'despite the large

number of 'brothers' in [Slavdom] in 5t Petersburg, it is difficult to find

a human attitude to Kievan interests... [But] you, Alexander Niko-
laievich, are very nearly the most slavnyi of such brother residents' of
the capital:]7

Writing
from Kiev, Drahamonov regarded Veslnik Evropy as an

important outlet. It not
only

added substantially to his income, but as

one of the most important 'thick journals' in St Petersburg,. it could

pro'vide a cachet for writing favourable to Ukraine when no other
journal

of its stature wouJd publish such material.

The point was a sensitive one. The Ukrainian journal Osnova had

Dot lasted even two years, and Stasiulevich had removed Kostomarov
as his co-editor precisely for opening the pages of Vestnik Evropy to
one of Osno\\la's founders, P. O. Kulish.)8 But the early) 8708 witnessed
a measure of tolerance for Ukrainian culture. In 1872 a branch of the

Imperial Geographical Society was permitted to
open

in Kiev, and

Stasiulevich readily accepted Drahomanov\"s work in Vestnik
E\037ropy.39

When the government reverted to the hostility shown Ukraine in the
early 18605,at the time of the Polish \037evolt,40 Pypin became more a
defender than an editor for Drabomanov. He sought to persuade
M. M. Stasiulevich, the owner and publisher of Vestnik

Evropy, of)))
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Drahomanov's value as a contributor. Their
correspondence

revealed

not only Pypin's deep commitment to Ukrainian issues, but also
Stasiulevich's hostility to Drahomanov, even contempt for him and

the cause he represented. The point was significant because it showed

yet another level of censorship that Pypin had to surmount to
replace

Drahomanov as a defender of Ukraine on Vestnik Evropy.
By early 1876 Drahomanov could be certain that Vestnile Evropy

had become a reluctant ally, if an ally at all. He told Pypin that

Stasiulevich had been making unkept promises for two years to
publish

his essay entitled 'New Material on Ukrainian Ethnograp,hy'.41
In June of that year the situation for Ukraine worsened dramatic-

ally. Pypin wrote to Stasiulevich, then abroad, that although Drho-
manov 'remained one of the wisest writers in current Russian
literature. . . public circumstances' now made it unlikely that he could

write even on innocent top,ics for VestniJc
Evropy.42 Through his

contacts with the Ukrainian circle in St Petersburg, Pypin had just
learned of the contents of the Emperor's Ems decree, issued a month
earlier and never made

public.

43
He explained that one of Drahoma-

nov's associates had brought him word that a
special government

commission had rendered tbe following prohibitions on Ukraine: (I)
plays, written in the Ukrainian

language
co,uld no longer be performed;

(2) only scholarly books in Ukrainian may be published and those

'must be presented to the censorship in St Petersburg'; (3) 'the Kiev
section of the Geographical Society is closed'. The commission 'raised

the question about personal persecution against certain writers, but it

was voted down'.44

On the last point Pypin'8 information was incorrect. Drahomanov

subsequently wrote that he had been singled out for persecution.

Although Drahomanov was already living in G,eneva, gendarmes
had come to his 'fonner

apartment
in Kiev... to drive [him] from

the city with a prohibition to live in the southern
provinces

or any of

the capitals. . . This order is equal to banishment and entails further

- ,4.5

conseq uences.

Despite such official hostility, Pypin none the less persevered with
Stasiulevich. He wrote him circumspectly that 6if it turned out that

Ukrainian articles..... are now inconvenient there remains the poss-

ibility of keeping [Drahomanov's] former connection with the jour-
nal...the time will come again for that task to which his heart is most
drawn. .. . fOf now he can do many other things useful for literature. I
advised him to correspond with you' about writing for Vestnik

46
Evropy.)))
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For Pypin, Drahomanov's
plight

evoked the agony of his cousin

who along with physical banishment experienced the additional
punishment

of exile from the Russian press. Pypin badgered Stasiule-

vich that Drahomanov's recent articles were 'removed from any of the

latest national questions'.47 But Stasiulevich would not
accept Pypin's

reassurances, telling him that 'even if I ask [Drabomanov] to write
about

pickled
cucumbers... I am sure that be... will move to the

Ukrainian question... people
of such a mood ,cannot bear any

contradiction; for them, he who is Dot for them is against them. . .
.48

Pypin's efforts had been futile. Stasiulevich had discerned months

before word of tbe Ems decree leaked out that Ukraine had become a
dangerous topic for Russian journalism. He had then warned Pypin,

'your article [on Ukraine]. . .presents. . . serious danger.. . . cuts in it are

necessary; but even with this, I will not guarantee its security\037
,49

Pypin
was able to satisfy Stasiulevich's anxiety; no article by him on Ukraine

appeared in Veslnik Evropy in 1876.
He had to wait nearly a decade to write on that subject for

Stasiulevich's journal. With minor
exceptions nearly all of his Ukrai-

nian essays dated from 1885 and 1886. In
fact, starting

in July 1885,

Pypin had a major essay on Ukraine in every issue until April 1886,

that is, ten essays in alt.

They were remarkable in many respects,
not the least of which was

the fact that a polemical tone characterised each of them. Pypin

challenged nearly every major policy directed against Ukraine in the

reign 0,( Alexander II. He defended the journal Osnova, printed in
Russian and Ukrainian and closed in 1862 after less than two years
existence. He deplored the closing of the southern branch of the

Imperial Geographical Society in 1876 and the suppression of the

Ukrainian language in the same year. He sought to defend the
phenomen,on of

ukra;nofilstvo. He bad done so briefly during the

'Dictatorship of the Heart', noting that 'in recent years' there was

'no possibility to refute slanders [against it]'.
so

In the mid-1880s he

took up a more extended defence. Finally, he symbolically returned

Drahomanov and the ethnographer P. P. Chubynskyi from exile,
praising their scholarly work as unique and deploring its absence as
a loss for all of Russian scholarship. Chubynskyi along with Draha-

mooov had been declared persona non grata in the summer of 1876.

Pypin's essays could not have appeared in the reign of Alexander II,
at least not after promulgation of the Ems decree. But technicaJly
Pypin did not challenge official policy. As he said of the closing of the
Kiev branch of the Geograpllical Society:

it had occurred 'for some)))
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reason until now unexplained in our press'.
51

The regime never

fonnally proclaimed the Ems. decree, although Pypin through his
Ukrainian contacts had known of its contents within a month of its

signing. In one of his Ukrainian
essays he listed the prohibitions that it

contained but gave no indication that either a law or a decree had

launched them.
52 Another factor in Pypin's favour

may have been that

the government of Alexander II, notoriously hostile to the Jewish
population of Ukraine, seemingly possessed a measure of tolerance for

the Slavic people of the region. In 1881the Ukrainian theatre, still with

a restricted repertoire, was allowed to renew perfonnances..53 Pypin
\037\037as one of the few figures in Russian journalism willing to push the
matter and take up actual defence of Ukraine.

Unbeknown to his editor or the censorship, he had been ably

assisted by Drahomanov. Stasiulevich had already discerned a sim.i-

]arity in what
Pypin

and Drahomanov wrote. He a,dmonished his

editorial assistant that an article he had
r,ecently

submitted 'presented

serious danger' because it 'repeated everything. . . that made it imposs-
ible to finish printing.. .. .. [one] by Drahomanov'.

54
Pypin's article like

Drahomanov's did not appear. Drahomanov
shortly

thereafter went

into exile; and Stasiulevich presumably dropped the matter of his
relationship to Pypin.

A decade later, when Pypin again turned to the Ukrainian question
for Vestnik Evropy', he produced a substantial series on Ukrainian

ethnography. Those essays owed much to Drahomanov. He suggested

that Pypin expand an earlier group of articles collectively titled
'Characteristics of Literary Opinion from the 1820s to the 1850s','5

where he had discussed Slavophilism and the development of ethno-

graphic studies in Russia.. Drahomanov urged Pypin to expand those

essays with a
spe,cial chapter on similar developments in Kharkiv and

Kiev between 1815 and 1863.56

Drahomanov recommended that he

include 'depiction of the Masonic movement and the Decembr-
ists .. . . southern slavism and the study of narodnosl' . . . Kostomarov,
Kulish,.S7 The result was Pypin's five part series entitled 'Survey of

Ukrainian Ethnography,S8 in which he assessed the work of all major

Ukrainian ethnographers from the 18308 to the 1860s.
He followed Drahomanov's advice, devoting a chapter each to

K,ostomarov and Kulish. He discussed the Masonic movement in the

south (pypin had already written extensively on Masonry in Russia)

and the emergence of southern slavism.
59

Pypin was well versed in all

of these subjects, but the compendium tl1at he produced was just what

Orahomanov had recommended.)))
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No doubt
helpful

to Pypin was Drahomanov's own essay entitled

'New Material on Ukrainian Ethnography', which had been sent to

Stasiulevich in late 1875 or early 1876.
60

,Pypin urged him to print it,

but to no avail.. 61

It never appeared in Yeslnile Evropy except, one can

sunnise, through the mediation of Pypin's
work ten years later.

Drahomanov further advised Pypin that in writing on Ukraine,. he

distinguish carefully between &Ukrainian Slavophilism' and 'the

Moscow ones\".62

Pypin emphasised the distinction throughout his

Ukrainian essays. He ,attacked .the Moscow exclusivenessof the latest

Slavophilism' and 'the backward idealism' of the old. 63

He said of

Kostomarov that he 'had little in common with the [Moscow]
Slavophiles'

whose 'narodnyi principle
t

was imbued with 'Moscow

exclusiveness' .64

Pypin wrote the essays on Polish-Ukrainian literary relations'S in

part from material supplied by Drahomanov. To treat that subject he
needed Galician publications, that is, the literature of Ukrainians

living in the Austro-Hungarian Empire.
AIn St Petersburg,' he wrote

to Drahomanov, 'it is difficult to have.... the publications... or of this

literature.,66 After going into exile abroad, Drabomanov acted as a
middle man for Pypin in the complex world of trade in Slavic books.

Among his prime concerns in that endeavour was to supply Pypin with

Galician material. lIe wrote from Geneva:)

Concerning Galician literature I have asked Lviv to send you
'M. Katkovskii and Galician Literature' .. . . I am also sending you
a brochure by Fed'kovich with an introduction

by
me.. .. it would be

useful to have full runs of Pravda and Drug. Ask Khomiakovskii to
send to Iinitskii in Kiev for my offprints 'Society of Learning' and
'Galician Relations of the Slavic Committee' if you do not have
them. 61)

The same problem emerged two years later when Pypin attempted to
expand his History of

Slavic Lileralu'es\037 He again discovered that he

'had insufficient... information namely on the Galician part'.
68

He

wrote Drahomanov that he needed 'the latest information about
personalities currently active in Galician literature... make me... a
short synopsis [of]. .. the main trends... the main persons,.69

Drahomanov's influence on Pypin's understanding of Gogo) was
even more

significant.
He caused Pypin to change his interpretation of

the great writer. Drahomanov criticised
Pypints essay OD Gogol

included in the series 'Characteristics of Literary Opinion from the)))
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18208 to the 18508',70 admonishing him for
failing to take account of

Gogol's identity as a Ukrainian: He explained that)

if one does not value the contrast that exists in tbe soul of Gogo)
between the image of Taras Bulba, the Cossack songs, etc. and [the
image of]

St Petersburg, then one will not... comprehend the

appearance of The Inspector General and other works... it seems

that you ,.. did not perceive in Gogol the 'Ukrainiaot

'
a type of

Shevchenko, up to his very death,11)

Pypin accepted Drahomanov's
insight

and offered an interpretation

of Gogol in the first of his essays on Ukrainian
ethnography which

differed significantly from the previous essay on Gogol published in
the early 1870s.

Echoing Drahomanov, Pypin observ.ed that Oogol wrote such works
as The Inspector General and The

Wedding precisely when he devoted

attention to Ukrainian songs and history. The coincidence was

significant because, as he explained,)

We will never understand... [how] an ill-educated provincial, a
stranger to the results of leading European thought ... [could]
became the awakener of critical self-consciousness in Russian

society, if we igno.re the connection of the appearance of The

Inspector Gene,'al... and Gogol's preoccupation with Ukrainian

songs and history.
72)

Pypin added that it was precisely the contrast between the 'grandiose
images' of tbose songs and 'the pettiness and mediocrity which

entangled our life' which gave Gogo) the insight to depict Russian

society as he did.

Pypin had extended Drahomanov's interpretation, arguing that
Russian cuJture t through Gogol, owed a great debt to the songs of
the Ukrainian peasantry

because they had helped inspire a Ukrainian

writer's insights into Russian life. Pypin's defence of Ukraine emerged

from the tutelage of Kostomarov and Drabomanov t but the reasoning

he employed to argue for Ukrainian cultural autonomy came from a

purely Russian perspective. It is time to, examine Pypin's essays on
Ukraine in light of that judgment.

Pypin condemned the attacks against Ukraine in the Russian
press.

Just as destructive as government measures, tbose attacks focused on
the phenomenon labelled ukrainofil'stvo. To the conservative publicist)))

in the

city. Red Guard.s and pro-Bolshevik troops occupied key points\037

However, later that day a joint meeting of the executive committees
of thre,e soviets

- the Kharkiv Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers'

Deputies, the Province (guberniia)
Soviet of Peasants' Deputies, and

the Regional (ob/ast) Soviet of the Donets and Kryvyi
Rih basins -

none of which were Bolshevik controlled, continued to
survey

the

situation. They repudiated the Bolsheviks' actions and instead decided

to create a broader revolutionary-democratic organ of poweT\037 This led)))
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M. N. Katkov the word meant nothing less than 'a Polish intrigue
t

to

cause Ukraine to break away from Russia. Katkov bad begun his

denunciations against Ukraine at the time of the Polish insurrection of

1863;73 but in the years following the Ems decree, the c.onservative
Russian

press ,stepped up the campaign and increasingly denounced

Ukrainian separatism, labelling it ukrainojil
t

slvo.

Even before his major articles on Ukraine appeared, Pypin had
discussed the subject in various

essays
so that his position was already

clear,74 As a result, a writer for Katkov's Russkii vestnilc named de

Pule, identified Kostomarov and Pypin as defenders in the Russian

press.

7S

Pypin defended himself briefly,76 but addressed the issue at

length only three years later with his first major piece on Ukraine,

'Volga and Kiev..'7
He insisted that uJe,ainofil'stvo was a feeling to which the Ukrainians

were perfectly entitled.
Ukra;nofzJ'stvo,

'an awkward, bookish term',

was simply 'the healthy feeling of a people for their homeland'.
78

This

'simple feeling of attachment to one's homeland' was 'a natural human

feeling' and 'constitutes the basis of ukrainojil'stvo,.79 Far from being
'a pernicious tendency', Pypin, argued that love for one's region is

'naturally joined to.. . love for the fatherland,.80

He explained that inexcusable ignorance motivated the enmity
towards the phenomenon. 6The main basis (for] . . . accusations against

ukrainofil'slvO. . . consists of local g,ossip... as is known, talk has

reached the point of mythopeic separatism...
,81 Another source

consisted of 'the self-professed patriots [who)...made the famous

discovery that ukraino/ifstyo...was a weapon of 'Po1ish
intrigues

tJ

. . . how could there occur this unbelievable discovery?.. [when] all
the heroes of Ukrainian

poetry
and history are the enemies of

Poland',82 Pypin. an acknowledged expert on Polish
cl\\lture, called

the accusations 'a vulgar absurdity,.8]

Finally, Pypin a,ddressed 'the fear that
ukrainoJl1

'
stvo can do damage

to Russian literature'. Russian lit,erature 'needed no police protection

from the rudiments of local literature.
tS4

On the contrary, southern
Russian scholars of the seventeenth and

eighteenth centuries had

contributed to Russian enlightenment and in the pr,esent, Ukrainian
culture had

given Gogol to Russian literature. Such a culture, for the
sake of Russian literature

itself, should .not be constrained in its

creativity..
,8S

Pypin's defence of the journal Osnova grew out of his discussion of

ukrainofil'.vtvo. 'Opponents of the Ukrainian literary movement
consider. , .OsnOYQ to be the first declaration' of that phenome-)))
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non. 86 The essay on Osnova did more than defend a long suppressed

casualty of tsarist censorship;. it fulfilled Drahomanov.s wish that
Pypin 'talk in more detail about the Kostomaro,v circlet.

87
Those who

fo,unded Osnova in 1861, that is, the Kostomarov circle, Kulish,

Shevchenko, and Kostomarov himself had formed the Cyril and
Methodius Brotherhood fifteen years earlier. But 'the circle had

changed somewhat' since then. Their 'fantastic dreams had died of

themselves'.. By that Pypin meant their advocacy of federation that
had

provoked
criminal charges. With Osnova, on the other hand, the

group sought 'to study the Ukrainian p'ast. .' . and assist. . . the printed
Ukrainian word,.88 Osnova had appeared in bot.h Russian and

Ukrainian. Far from being a separatist plot that sought 'union with
the \"Polish right\"

t
t Osnova was 'only one of the manifestations of the

social mood. . . and excitement that distinguished the first years of the

last reign
t

.
89

Pypin's final argument in defence of Osnova was a purely Russian
one., However

well-justified
and apolitical its contributors, they

deserved the right to their own journal because
they

had done so

much for Russian culture. The great collectors of Ukrainian poetry
like Kostomarov, Kulish, Sreznevskii ,and Maksymovych had gathered

'numerous poetical works of unusual beauty that. I. had excited

Pushkin and. . . inspired Gogol,.90

Pypin used a similar argument in condemning tbe closing of th,e

Kievan branch of the Imperial Geographical Society. He noted that
'local scientific strivings' and 'a lively intellectual movement' had

encouraged its establishment in 1872.91

The Kiev section then

sponsored many publications such as The Historical Songs of
the

Ukrainian Peasantry by Drahomanov and Antonovych, 'which be-

came the point of departure for subsequent research' on the Ukrainian

epic.
92

Equally significant were the ethnographic studies of Chubyns-

kyi 'whose work occupies first p1ace in the history of... Ukrainian

ethnography'.93 With the closing of the society in 1876, its 'mem-

bers . .. . had to leave Kiev'. Drahomanov.s work was never cODlpleted,
and the loss of Chubynskyi's was 4a great loss for all Russian

ethnographic science,.94 Pypin seemed unable to explain why
tbe

society 'for some reason' had ,closed its doors and why such produc-
tive individuals should leave work unfinished. He could at least praise
what they managed to

accomplish..

The suppression of the Ukrainian language, Pypin argued, was the

most hannful policy of all because of the profound debt that Russian

culture owed that language in one form or another. He cited numerous)))
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instances. For example, without 'ancient Kievan pisme1l1los( ... Rus-

sian literature is unthinkablc t both southern and northern' .95 In the

seventeenth century when Moscow needed scholarly forces for purify-

ing the ,church, for the conduct of schools, for the decorum of the

Tsar's court.' scholars came from the Kievan Academy of Petro

Mohyla.
96

Mohyla's classical philologists represented .the first firmly

grounded Russian scholarship' which was 'a
fully

southern Russian

cause,.'7 Discovery and study of peasant culture came with the revival

of Ukrainian literature at the end of the eighteenth centtlry..98 Pypin
repeated the

example
of Gogol 'in whose person Ukraine again

contributed to Russian poetry and enlightenment'.99
Pypin

also discussed at length the numerous scholarly debates

concerning the relationship between Russian and Ukrainian.
loo

He

insisted that the resolution of 'linguistic differences occur 'on reason-
abJe and calm scholarly soil\" not, he implied, by the administrative

prohibition of one
language by another.

101

One of the themes that underlay all of Pypin's Ukrainian
essays

was

the conviction that the 'southern Russian people are [themselves] a
Russian people,.lo2 And again, 'the southern Russian narodnost' is

most Russian,;103 'one common root of ethnicity' existed for both

peoples.
I04

Because of that fact, the fulfillment of Russian self.
consciousness

(samosoznanie)
or self-knowledge, -about which so

much is said',
IOS

depended on knowledge of Ukrainian culture. 'The

unfamiliarity of our great writers with Kiev and in general southern

Russian life... closed for.... Russian literature a whole side of....
Russian nature and peasant life.' If we ignore them 'our so.called
samosoznanie will remain an empty phrase.'I06 In even

stronger terms

Pypin reiterated that without knowledge of the people who 'populate
the Russian land from Poland to the Caucasus\037 all talk about national
distinctiveness will be empty nonsense'..107

Pypin bad come filII circle from the teachings of Kostomarov in
Saratov more than three decades earlier. Kostomarov had unified

ethnography and history by applying the study of peasant life to the

orderly exposition of history.'os He had distinguished himself as a
historian witll such methods. Pypin, the Russian scholar, broadened

Kostomarov's insight. To know themselves, Russians had to know

more than the history of state politics; they needed to know the history
of all the Russian peoples \037'hicb also included those 'between Poland
and the Caucasus'..

Pypin's courage
and generosity in his treatment of Ukraine made

him almost unique in Russian journalism in the mid-1880s. G%s)))
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published a few pieces sympathetic to Ukraine, but it was closed in

1884. Kostomarov himself died. in early 1885.

Also noteworthy was that the essays, polemical
in tone, should have

appeared when they did. Pypin had to convince the cautious Stasiu..

levich to publish them. Stasiulevich had DO particular sympathy for

Ukrainians, all of who'm he thought were like D'rahomanov, imbued

with fanaticism. The conservative government of Alexander OJ was

hardly known for a liberal nationalities policy. Still, Pypin was able to
criticise the Ukrainian policy of the previous monarch, and do it

having already earned a reputation for strong pro...Ukrainian senti.

ments. Even before the ten major essays appeared, Pypin learned that
'in Ukraine they rendered' him 'godlike homagc,.I09

As we have suggested in this essay. the influence of K.ostomarov and

Drahomanov permeated Pypin's writing on Ukraine. Yet it was
curious that

Pypin
took pains to obscure or deny Kostomarov's

contribution to his intellectual development. He may have harboured

personal grievances against Kostomarov or sought to portray himself
as independent and

original.
Both impulses may have motivated him\"

The fact of Drahomanov's influence can only be discerned from a

correspondence that remains unpublished. Important sources for

Pypin
t

s essays have therefore gone unnoticed or unexamined.

Beyond the influence of such
towering figures, Pypin found his own

point of view, a thoroughly Russian perspective, from which to defend

Ukraine. Russian culture owed an immense debt to Ukrainian culture.
To constrain the latter harmed the potential for Russian creativity and

the samosoznanie, so important to the very press th,at denounced the

Ukrainians for ukrainofil'st\037o.

Pypin's work on Ukraine also grew in part from the extensive

research he had recently completed on the Polish question. In his

essays entitled, 'The Polish Question in Russian Literature', he had

argued that the constraints on the Polish language and its culture

imposed by St Petersburg encouraged German influence to grew

among the Poles.. Polish literature had abandoned Warsaw and

gravitated to Austrian and Prussian Poland.
11o

Pypin deplored the

Russian mistreatment of feJlow Slavs.

He employed similar arguments for the Galicians. that is, the
Ukrainians in Austria-Hungary. The constraint

imposed
on the

Ukrainian language in 1876 constituted 'a heavy blow, limiting the
means of their national struggle against German-Polish and Hungar-

ian pressure \037. w their natural enemies had to be happy about the

measures of 1876'. III)))
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Pypin argued a position that he and Drahomanov shared. Russia

faced competitio'D west and south rrom a growing German threat to
the Slavs\037 The Russification policies in Poland in tbe 18605 and
Ukraine in the 18708undermined Russian credibility in areas where

Gemlanic influence spread among the Slavs.

Pypin's expertise on the Polish question might have made\" him more

sensitive to one aspect of the Ukrainian issue which he dismissed out of

hand. He treated with contempt the notion that a link existed between

ukruinojil'stvo and 'Polish intrigues'. Yet he scrupulously employed
throughout his essays the adjective

.malorusskii' (Little Russia.n), and

not the relatively new tenn 'ukrainskif' condemned in goven1ment

decrees of the early 18605.
112

P. A. Valuev, Minister of Interior
t

had denounced 'the so..called

Ukrainian language now being formed. . . by some Little Russians, and
especially by Poles,.113 In fact the new language that Valuev con-
demned emerged from the ethnographic studies conducted by Kharkiv

professors who fonned a literary language from their own poetry and

the dialects of the Left Bank. 1 14

Lacking a credible vernacular of its

own, the Ukrainian language was often at the mercy of ethnographers

of Polish and Russian origin. The Kharkiv region in
particular boasted

a significant Polish population. It was where Kostomarov had learned
Polish,

I IS
and the adjective 'ukrainskii' to designate all of LittJe Russia

was a Kharkiv term.

J 16

But Pypin had assumed the role of advocate. He dismissed two
centuries of Polish influence in Ukraine as an unfortunate illterval. The
Ukrainians and Russians were two branches of one people now

reunited. The northerners possessed the talents to build a state while

the southerners were the carriers of poetry and enlightenment.
117

However
simplified

or exaggerated Pypin's arguments, they solJght
to mitigate a destructive cultural chauvinism. Taken as a who1e, his

Ukrainian essays mark a sad commentary on decades of Tsarist
policy

in Ukraine.)
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4 Ukrainian Migration to

Siberia before 1917: The

Process and Problems of

Losses and Survival Rates)
Ihor

Stebelsky)

Ukrainian migration to Siberia was part of the great Siberian
migration and colonisatioD of the frontier of Asiatic Russia. At its

peak, between 1894 and 1914,some five million people from all regions

of the Russian Empire crossed the Urals to the east. Of this total,

nearly 1.5 million returned, but more than 3.5 million settled in Asiatic

Russia.
I

The number of Ukrainian peasantry migrating to Siberia was very
large, but their exact numbers are not known. Russian migration

records did not differentiate the migrants according to their natio-

nality or the language they spoke, but they did list the province of

origin of each migrant and thus provided a basis for various
estimates. 2

The most comprehensive estimate of Ukrainians in Asiatic Russia

was made by Volodymyr Kubijovyc.

3

Using migration statistics for

intercensal years\" he calculated that about two million Ukrainians

migrated east of the Urals between 1897 and 1926. Adding this influx
to the 312000 Ukrainian speakers present in Asiatic Russia in 1897,
and pro-rating the natural increase in the population over time, he

estimated that some three million Ukrainians resided east of the Urals

in 1926.. According to Kubijovyc, the fact that the 1926 census
registered only two million Ukrainians could not have resulted from

the rapid assimilation of nearly one-third of the Ukrainian settlers

within one generation. ,Since there was, no known large-scale return
flow during

the revolution, he suggested that the discrepancy could be

accounted for by a bias or
under-representation by the census-takers

in 1926.

We intend to test an alternative explanation. It could be that

Ukrainian migrants suffered high losses, and that as a result of)
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lower survival rates, fewer Ukrainians were registered in 1926. Both

the Russian and Ukrainian intelligentsia noted at the time that

illnesses, epidemics and death were common amongst migrants
because of the arduous journey and hard pioneering conditions.

Ukrainians were particularly disadvantaged: their voyage was long-
er, wood and water were more scarce in the areas where they settled
and Russian

migrants
and officials exhibited animosity towards them.

We will review the conditions of migration and settlement, estimate

the losses of migrants and the rates of survival beyond the Urals, and

on this basis discuss an alternative assessment of Ukrainian migration
to Siberia.

Before the Siberian Railway,
travel was long and difficult. Migrants

used their own horses and carts or ox-drawn wago,ns, travelling by dirt

roads in long trains and traversing major rivers by barge. Distances

wer'c enonnous: from Poltava, the epicentre of Ukrainian out-migra-
tion, it was about 1000 kilometres to the Volga River, followed by
another 700 to 1000 kilometres to the Urals, and then, depending on

the final destination, some 1000 to Omsk, over 2000 to the Yenisei

River, or 'nearly SOOO kilometres to the Amur River valley in the Far
East. A

journey
to Omsk could be accomplished in one season;

migration to the Far East
by

cart would require a sustained effort

of two summers, with winter spent in Siberia. The
migrants

had their

carts or wagons loaded down with many objects of sentimental value,
which only added to the burden of the journey. Along the way, they
lacked night accommodation or

p,rotection
from the weather, a

healthy food supply, or proper hygiene and medical attention.
Consequently, illness was common, often resulting in death. Some-

times entire families perished. or perhaps only
a chi1d or two might be

left, fortunately adopted by fellow migrants. According to J. I. Popov,
death rates reached 10 per cent among adults and 30 per cent among
children.4

With the advent of trains and steamships it was possible to travel
greater distances in shorter periods or tilDe. Increasingly, more

migrants chose to sell their equipment and ,animals at home, travel

with food and personal belongings on a co,mbination of train and
steamer or barge. and then

purchase a horse and wagon or a hand-

pushed cart in Siberia to reach their final destination. Throughout the

18805 and until 1895, an increasingly larger proportion of the migrants

chose this modern mode of travel to Siberia through Tiumen. Such a
journey involved

taking a special train which served migrants to a

point of embarkation on the Voiga River, travel
by barge up to Perm)))



Ihor Slebelsky) 57)

(since barge rates were cheaper than train fares), then
again

board the

train to Tiumen and there, wait for a barge or steamer that
plied

the

Ob- Irtysh river system.

Travel by rail or barge was arduous. 5

Trains which served migrants

consisted of freight cars which were crammed tightly with 40 to 60

settlers and their belongings. The box cars were often unheated and
had neither toilet nor cooking facilities. Filth and vile odours

accumulated quickly. Doors were open during the day to allow fresh

air to circulate, but w,ould be kept shut at night to keep sleeping people

from rolling out. Barges and steamers were equally congested and
uncomfortable. These cargo vessels, depending OD size, held from

several 'hundred to a thousand people and
baggage\037

The migrants

d,escended down ladders into ,dark cargo holds, where they were
confined to squalor and filth for 'periods of 1 S to 20 days until the
next landing. Under such conditions of crowding, poor hygiene and

paltry nutrition, illness and death were common.
Corpses

would be

unloaded for burial at the next station with a cemetery; the sick would
not receive medical attention for days on end.

Tiumen serv1ed both as a major transit
point

and the government

registration centre for migrants to Siberia. By 1892, some 8S
per

cent

of all migrants to Asiatic Russia went through Tiumen\" Of the
remaining migrants, the larger share took the trains through Syzran

(a government registration centre on the
Vo,lga)

to Orenburg, from

where they continued by horse and cart or on foot to the Steppe
Krai

or Turkestan; the rest took trains on a new line from Samara (on the

Volga) to Zlatoust (in tbe Urals), from where they ventured onto the

Siberian trail. With a doubling of migrants in 1888 and re-doubling in

1891, the transit point at Tiumcn became a severe bottleneck.

Extreme crowding in shoddy housing, poor food supply and meagre
medical facilities were aggravated by long delays in shipping caused

by ice on the middle Db in the spring. Often, migrants bad to cart

downstream to an alternate point of embarkation and wait until early

summer when the water level of the Tura River dropped at Tiumen.'
Destitute,

malnourished and sick, many of the migrants died in the

'death trap' at Tiumeo.
According

to medical records, settlers who

stayed in Tiumen for one month, experienced a death rate of 10 per

cent; for those who had to stay a second month, the rate increased to

13 per cent.
7

The next transit point, Tomsk, served as a launching point
for

overland travel to the Yenisei River in Eastern Siberia and the Amur
River in the Far East. Conditions here were somewhat better, but the)))
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rigours of travel and
crowding

on the vessels took their toll. According

to medical records at Tomsk, the illness rate per 1000 migrants

increased each year. On average, the migrant was seriously ill at least

once. Among registered patients at Tomsk, the registered death rate
was 9

per
cent.

I

Construction of the Trans-Siberian Railway facilitated migration to

Siberia\037 Construction began in 1891 from both east (Vladivostok) and

west (Zlatoust). From the west, the railway was routed through

Cheliabinsk, the new gateway to Siberia, reaching the Irtysh at Omsk

in 1894 and the Db at Krivoshchekovo in 1896. From Novoniko..
laevsk (now Novosibirsk)

on the east side of the Ob, the railway
reached the Angara near Irkustsk in 1899 and Lake Baikal in 1899.

By-passing slow and difficult construction around Lake Baikal, a

steamer linked travellers with its continuation on the other side, which
reached Sretensk. the head of navigation for barges on the Shilka

River, tributary of the Amur, in 1901. Meanwhile, from Vladivostok,

the Ussuri line was completed to Khabarovsk on the Amur in 1897.

'Then, efforts from both ends went into the construction of the
Chinese Eastern

Railway
across Manchuria, which linked Vladi\037

vostok with the Trans-Baikal stretch of the Trans-Siberian
Railway

in 1903. In the Russo-Japanese war (1905). however, the Chinese
Eastern Railway was lost to the

Japanese;
the replacement rout.e,

along the north side of the Amur River, was not
completed

until

1916.

The Trans-Siberian Railway had ,eliminated arduous transfers to
steamers or barges as far as Lake Baikal. Along the way, points were
set up which provided migrants with hot soup, medica,) care, and loans.

Such conveniences, together with the reduction of the price of tickets

in 1898, doubled (1895) and redoubled (1898) the number of
migrants

to Siberia. Once again facilities became congested. A longer stay was
needed in Cheliabinsk for registration and to find the baggage, which
often got lost en route, or even thrown out of the train by some hostile
migrants. Longer waits were also needed ,at points of disembarkation

along the Trans-Siberian Railway, from where the settlers were to

travel to their settlement. Delays at such points were phenomenal,
taxing

the supply of available food, water and housing; sett1ers had to
use temporary shelters such as nomad huts, tents or lean-tos made of
branch,cs. Illness continued to be common. However, according to ,3

report by A. Kulomzin, the administrator of the Siberian
Railwa.y

Committee, the death rate was reduced at such migration points to less
than I per cent.

9)))
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The delays were Dot simply associated with the increased numbers of

migrants and the logistics of obtaining a horse and cart or barge
transport to the point of destination. The Siberian Railway Commit-

tee, responsible for the survey and allocation of land for settlement

until 1906\" could not keep up with the demand. Officials in charge of

the migration points would Dot allow migrants to depart unless
they

had permits for specific destinations where land was available to them.
They would

prevent
the departure of such 'irregular' migrants by

withholding assistance from them until land could be found to

accommodate them. The 'irregular' migrants,. therefore, often found
themselves in insurmountable

difficulty and, after much waiting and or

futile attempts to settle, would return home, baring
financial and

sometimes human losses.

Pioneering involved considerable outlays of capital. Funds were
needed to

purchase
a wagon and horses or oxen, and to build or

purchase a house. It would have been easier to join an existing

community of established settlers, but enrolling in such a community

was a daunting procedure. A n,ewcomer had to fonnally enroll in a

community. To do this, he had to send three years of taxes to his home

community, and pay an admission fee to his prospective community
ranging from 50 to 100 rubles (roughly the purchase price of a wagon
or a horse). Finally, he had to send his certificate of admission to his

home village and request, in return, a certificate of discharge.

Frustrated by this bureaucratic red tape and expense, many settlers
chose to carve a new settlement out of the wilderness. Occasionally,
authorities were horrified to ,discover new settlements on lands that

were designated out of bounds. Nevertheless, it was impracticable for

them to force the settlers to return, and they were usually allowed to
stay.

BuiJding
a w,ooden frame house, or spending a winter in a sod hut or

a dug-out was a difficult task. There was a shortage of trees for

building materials. Water
supply

was also a major problem. In 1896

Kulomzin found that epidemics had hit nearly all recently established

settlers, and especially those with a poor water source. 10

Ukrainian migrants were more disadvantaged than their Russian

counterparts. First, Ukrainians had to deal with a distinct cultural

barrier. They spoke a language not always understood
by

officialdom

and the Russian migrants and railway crews were often hostile towards
them. A. Omelchenko, who administered the Krivoshchekovo migra-

tion camp in 1896, observed the animosity which existed between
Russians and Ukrainians. Derogatory name-calling and brawls were)))
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common. If, by chance, a Ukrainian should end up in a box car of

Russians, his belongings might be tossed out with no remorse.

Omelchenko noted that Ukrainians were less collectivist in their
behaviour. They would make individual requests for financial sup..

port, and never begged for assistance. Russianst by contrast, always

spoke as a group, requested support for the group, and did not hesitate

to get on their knees to maximise collective gain.
II

Secondly, Ukrainians tended to occupy marginal lands. The first

settlers obtained the best lands, and those who followed were relegated

to less favourable districts. Since, with time, Ukrainians formed an
increasing.

share of the migrants to Siberia, exceeding SO per cent of all
the migrants in 1904-5 and 1910-11, a large number of them had to
settle on marginal lands.. In many instances these were the dry

grasslands, of the Steppe Krai. where trees and water were in poor

supply. The largest concentration of Ukrainian settlers was to be

found in the Steppe Krai and in the distant Far East. 12

Finally, on 8ve'rage, Ukrainians had to travel greater distances than
Russians. This was a particular problem

for the areas which had to be

traversed by horse and cart in Siberia and the
complex

transfers

beyond Lake Baikal to the Arnur and the Far East. These were tbe

most backward areas with the fewest doctors and medical facilities. 13

In measuring migrant
losses and the survival rates of settlers, one is

confronted by the fact that reports of epidemics and deaths among

migrants and settlers were mostly anecdotal in nature. Estimates of

death rates are fragmentary. Moreover, the data on epidemics or
deaths do not distinguish migrants by nationality or origin. In view
of this problem, aggregate migration and population data will be used

to measure losses and survival rates in an indirect way. Specifically, we

will use the February 1897 census and the December 1926 census as

benchmarks for both population and end results of D_ligration;
migration data for the intervening years, natural population increase

data from 1897 to 1913, and population estimates of the Central

Statistical Committee for January 1911 and January 1913.
The procedure being proposed involves two steps: (I) to establish a

general level of losses and survival rates for all migrants to Asiatic

Russia. and (2) to do the same for the migrants from the nine

Ukrainian provinces.. Tbe two sets of data can then be compared. By

balancing the 1897 and the 1926 end results of migration survivors
with migration statistics for the intervening years one can establish a

general level of population loss and survival rates. The results of this

approach are given in Table 4.1.)))
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Table 4.1 CalcUlation ,of
misratiC?D surviyon

for 1926 using a death rate of
2.3 per cent on

migratIon
survJvon of 1897 and subsequent. .

migrants)

Year Migrants or Retention rate MigrlUJl80' Discrepancy

migrant fo, each year migrant from
sury;'t'ors(G) up

1o 1926 survivors benchmark

4Jsuming 2.J% relained by
Death R.JJte (II) 1926 (C)

(1000) (%) (l()()()) (1000) (%)

Pre..
]897 1400 31.0 434
1897 70 33.3 23

1898 176 35.6 63

1899 192 37.9 73
1900 177 40.2 11
1901 94 42.5 40

1902 88 44.8 39
1903 105 47.1 SO

1904 39 49.4 19

1905 39 51.7 20
1906 195 54.0 10S
1901 513 56.3 289

1908 102 58.6 411

1909 642 60.9 390
]910 320 63,.2 202

]911 196 65.5 128

19'12 244 67.8 165
1913 317 70.1 222

1914 242 72.4 175

1915 28 74.7 21
1916 1 ] 77.0 9

1917 6 79.3 S

1918 64 81.,6 52
19]9 0 83.9 0

1920 85 86.2 73

1921 71 88.5 63

1922 7 90.8 6
1923 3 93.1 3

1924 13 95.4 12

1925 94 97.1 92
1926 81 100.0 81
Dec.-
1926 3305 3336 31 (O..9\302\260h,))

Notes overleaf)))

to Kubijovyc, the fact that the 1926 census

registered only two million Ukrainians could not have resulted from

the rapid assimilation of nearly one-third of the Ukrainian settlers

within one generation. ,Since there was, no known large-scale return
flow during the revolution, he suggested

that the discrepancy could be

accounted for by a bias or under-representation by
the census-takers

in 1926.

We intend to test an alternative explanation. It could be that

Ukrainian migrants suffered high losses, and that as a result of)

55)))



62) Ukrainian Migration to Siberia before 1917)

Notes to Table 4.1

(8) Pre-J897 are migrant survivors (residents of Asiatic Russia who were born
in European Russia), according

to the February 1897 census.
14

1897 to 1913 are net
migrants,. adjusted on the basis that 47 per cent or those

registered
as returnen actually returned.

15

December 1926 are migrant survivors (residents of Asiatic Russian who were

born in European Russia), according to the December 1926 census. 16

(b) The retention rate is based on tbe assumption that 2.3
per

cent of migrants

died each year until 1926, and only the remaining migrants,
would be

registered as migrant survivon in the 1926 census.

(c) Calculated
by multiplying the net migrants of a given year (coJumn I) by

the
respective

retention rate (column 2).)

Data from the February 1897 census are used for the first year of the

time series. In the light of this information, there were I 400 000

residents in Asiatic Russia who were born in European Russia.
By

December 1926, the last year of the time series, there were 3 305000
residents in the Asiatic USSR who were born in European USSR. By
applying an appropriate death rate backwards from 1926 to each

group of migrants who settled in Asiatic Russia in the intervening

y'ears, (including the migration survivors registered in the 1897 census,
so that the resultant migrants and survivors of 1897 c.orrespond to tbe
survivors of the 1926 census), the death rate thus obtained should

approximate the death rates experienced by the migrants over the
period

as a whole. After a number of iterations, a mean ,annual death
rate of 2.3 per cent gives the closest approximation.

Next, an attempt was made to
verify

the results, including net

migration figures and the death rate applied to migrants. Population
growth

in Asiatic Russia was simulated and compared to population
estimates for 1911 and 1913.

(See
Table 4.2.) This was done by taking,

the February 1897 census data as a benchmark, and
successively

adding for each year from 1891 to 1913 net migration, and natural
increase, less expected deaths at the 2.3 per cent mean annual death
rate, The results thus obtained show a small overestimation of

population, w'hich clearly rules out the possibility that the
suggested

mean annual death rate is too high.
The second stage of the analysis involves

balancing the 1897 and

1926 results of migration survivors from the nine Ukrainian
provinces

'with migration statistics for intervening years for the same provinces.
Using migration data for the provinces circumvents the problem of

determining Ukrainian national identity and accounts for
]inguistic)))
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Table 4.3 Calculation of
migration

survivon from nine Ukrainian provinces
for 1926 using a death rate or 2.3\302\260,.. on migration survivors of

1897 and subsequent migrations)

Year Migrants or Retention rate Migrants or Discrepancy

migrant for each year lip migrant survivors from

surviyors r') to 1926 DSsuming retained by 1'826 benchmark
2.3% UDtJa 'ale

(1000) ('YO) (1000) (1000) (%)

Pre-
1897 293.2 31.0 90.9
1897 28.S 33.3 9.5
1898 26.9 3S.6 9.6

1899 45.6 37.9 17.3
1900 74.3 40.2 29.9
1901 45.8 42.S 19.5
1902 37.9 44.8 17.0

1903 39.S 47.) 18\0376

1904 2.5.. 8 49.4 12.7

1905 27.5 51.7 14..2
1906 87.6 54.0 47.3
1907 J99.6 56.3 J 12.4

1908 280.1 58.6 164.1
1909 291 .5 60.9 177.5
1910 195.2 63.2 123.4

1911 101.1 6S.S 66.2
1912 71.5 67.8 48.S
19J3 ) 30.9 70.] 91.8

]914 113.3 72.4 82.0
1915 6.4 74.7 4.8
]916 2.5 77.0 1.9

1917 1..4 79.3 1.1
1918 14.7 81.6 12.0
1919 0..0 83.9 O.

1920 19.6 86.2 J6.9

1921 16.3 88.', J4.4
1922 1.6 90.8 1.5
1923 0.7 93.1 0.7

1924 3..0 95.4 2.9
1925 21.6 97.7 21.1
1926 18.6 100.0 18.6

Dee..

1926, 10044.0 1248.3 + 204.3
(19.6\302\260t'c.))))
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Notes 10 Table 4.3

(a) Pre..1897
migrant

survivors are i-esidents of Asiatic Russia who were born
in the nine Ukrainian

pro,vinces, according to the February 1897 census.
20

Figures for 1897-1'914 are net migrants from nine Ukrainian provinces,
calculated on the basis of detailed sample migration data,21 and adjusted to

the more complete data of Table 4.1, column 1.
Figures

for 1915-26 are net migrants from nine Ukrainian provinces,
calculated on the basis of a percentage of Ukrainian migrants for this time
period,22 multiplied by

the net migrants in Table 4.1, column 1.

December 1926 data are migrant survivors from Dine Ukrainian provinces
according to the December 1926census. In

conformity
with preMSoviet

administrative areas, the numben inc]ude a small part of the UraJ region.

2J)

assimilation over time. The procedure is identical to that employed in
Table 4.1 and is illustrated in Table 4.3.

The February 1897 census, the first year of the time series, indicated

that 293 000 residents of Asiatic Russia were born in the nine
Ukrainian provinces.

19

By Decen1ber 1926, the last year of the time
series, 1 044000 inhabitants of Asiatic USSR indicated a Ukrainian

province as their place of birth. In Table 4.3, the same death rate of 2.3

per cent was applied backward in time for each year of migrants,

including the migration survivors registered by the 1897 census, and
the figure thus obtained compares with the actual survivors revealed

by the 1'926census.
Clearly\" given the average annual death rate,. the

number of expected survivors in 1926 should have been almost 20 per

cent higher than was the case. In ord,er to provide a closer result, the

simulation required a mean annual death rate of 2.8
per

cent as shown

in Table 4.4.

Finally, an attempt was made to compare these migration results to

the growing numbers of Ukrainians in Asiatic Russia. Tbe latter was

estimated by S. I. Bruk and Y. M. Kabuzan using language id,entifica-

tion data of the 1897 census data and the preliminary census returns of
1917 which they calJccted in archives and other registries.

25

The same

method as used in Table 4.2 and described in Table 4.5 was used to
simu1ate results. The total number of Ukrainian speakers in Asiatic

Russia was established using the
F\037ebruary

1897 census results. Then

the net migration from the nine Ukrainian provinces, plus the rate of

natural increase (the same as for the general population in Asiatic
Russia)

were added for each year from 1897 to 1917, less expected
deaths (at the 2.8 per cent mean annual death rate).)))
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Table 4.4 Calculation of migratioD lurvivon from nine Ukrainian provinces
from 1926 using a death rate of 2.80/. on migration survivoR of
1897 and subsequent migrants)

Year Migrant. or Retentio\" 'al\037 MigrQllts or DucnJHIIICY

migrant for eQCh yeQT up migran' _\"\",',orl from
survivors (.) to 1926 asswning retained by 1926 benchrruu/c

2.8% dealh rat\037

(1000) (%) (1000) (\

Pre.
1897 293.2 16.0 46.9
1897 28.5 18.8 5.4
1898 26.9 21\0376 5.8

1899 45.6 24.4 11.1
1900 74.3 27.2 20.2
1901 45.8 30.0 13.7

1902 37.9 32.8 12.4

1903 39.5 35.6 14.1
1904 25.8 38.4 9.9
1905 27.5 41.2 11.3

1906 87.6 44.0 38.5
]907 199.6 46.8 93.4
1908 280.1 49.6 138.9

1909 291.5 52.4 152.7

1910 195.2 55.2 107.8
1911 101.1 S8.0 58.6
1912 71.5 60.8 43.5

J913 130.9 63.6 83.3

1914 113.3 66.4 75.2
1915 6.4 69.2 4.4
1916 2.5 72.0 1.8

]917 ) .4 74.8 1.0
1918 14.7 77.6 11.4
1919 o. 80.4 O.

1920 19.6 83.2 16.3

1921 16.3 86.0 14.0
1922 1.6 88.8 1.4
1923 0.7 91.6 0.6

1924 3.0 94.4 2.8
1925 21..6 97.2 21.0
1926 18.6 100.0 18.6

Dec.

1926 1044.0 ]036.0 --8.0 (--0.8-;0)

(8) For sources J see Table 4.3.)))
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Table 4.5 Comparison of growth of Ukrainian speakers in Asiatic Russia
between 1897 and 1917, with simulated growth from migration

and natural increase in the same period)

Year Benchmark Plus nel Less 2.8

population migration death

(a) (b) rat\037 of

(c))

Plw Next year's Discrepancy
natural expected from
increase population benchmark

(d))

] 897 325.5

1898

1899

]900

1901
1902
]903
1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909
]9JO

1911

1912

1913

1914

1915

1916
1917 1700.0)

28.S
26.9
45.6
74.3
45.8
37.9

39.5

25.8

27.5

87.6

]99.6

280.1

291.5
195.2
101.]
71.5

130.9
I J 3.3

6.4

2.5)

.8

.8

1.3

2.]
1.3
1.1
1.1
.7
.8
.2

5.6
7.8
8.2
5.5

2.8

2.0

3.7

3.2

0.2

0.1)

5.2
5..4
5.8
6.6
8.3
8.0

10.5
10.0

9.8

11.1

12.5

16.7

21.3

29.4

31.5
31.8
31.3

(33.7)
(33.4)
(34.0))

358.4

389.9

440.0

518.8

571.,6

616.4

665.3
700.4
736.9
835.4

1041.9
1330,.9

t 635,5

1854.6

1984.,4

2085.7

2244.2

2388.0
2427.6
2464.0) 763.2

(44\0379%))

(a) Source in note.
25

(b) As in Tables 4.3, 4.4.

(c)
Ca1culated as 2.80/0.

(d) Applying the same rate as obtained for each year in Table 2, column 4.

The simulated growth of the Ukrainian
population

in Asiatic Russia

between ] 897 and 1917 indicated an expected increase that exceeded
the 1917 census returns by almost 45 per cent. This result suggests that

even with a death rate of 2.8 per cent for the Ukrainian migrants, a far

greater proportion of the settlers underwent linguistic assimilation or

were simply not counted as Ukrainian speakers in the ] 917 census.

In c,onclusion, the difficult migration conditions we described

suggest sizeable losses of migrants and settlers which our indirect

measurements confirm. For al) migrants between 1897 and 1913, the)))
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losses were equivalent to a mean annual death rate of 2.3 per cent. The

hypothesis that Ukrainian migrants, for reasons of greater distances,

social barriers, and more arduous conditions of settlement, bad higher
mortality was also substantiated. Migrant losses from the nine

Ukrainian provinces was equal to a mean annual death rate of 2.8

per cent. Nevertheless, when Ukrainian population growth in Asiatic
Russia was simulated. the losses of Ukrainian migrants could in no

way compensate for the much lower registry of Ukrainian speakers in

191 7 and, as Kubijovyc nt)ted, in 1926. The very large difference can

only be accounted for by linguistic assimilation or a census bias.)
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5 Ukrainian Nationalism

and 'Soviet Power':

Kharkiv, 1917)

Rex A. Wade)

The October Revolution in Petrograd ignited a complex struggle for

power in Kharkiv which sheds light O'D both the process of the spread
of 'Soviet power' in 1917and the

development
of Ukrainian national-

ism. The two were intrinsically intertwined in the events in Kharkiv

between 26 October and 9 December 1917, when Bolsheviks took

power by means of an armed seizure. This was the result of both a

prolonged political struggle within the city, during
which Ukrainian

national assertiveness rose markedly, and the appearance of outside
armed forces, both Ukrainian and 'Muscovite'. The successful estab-

lishment of Soviet-based power set the stage for the Bolsheviks'

declaration of a Ukrainian Soviet Republic on 13 Deceo1ber, after
the arrival in Kharkiv of Bolshevik leaders fleeing Kiev.

Response to the news of the Bolshevik seizure of power in Petrograd

varied widely from place to place, depending on local
political

conditions. In some cities the Bolsheviks controlled the local soviet,
held a preponderance of armed force, and immediately established

Soviet power with little or DO opposition. In other cities the process

was more difficult. lasting several days and involving some
fighting.

In

yet a third type of situation a protracted political struggle of one to two

months ensued before the Soviet or Bolshevik forces prevailed. In these

cases the Bolsheviks usually did not control the local soviet, or they
were confronted with a strong alternative force.. Kharkiv was such a

place.
Kharkiv was a major industrial and financial hub, growing rapidly

in tbe half century before 1917 from about 3S 000 to 382000

inhabitants. It had several large metalworking factories, some of
which had been evacuated from Latvia. K.harkiv leaders felt it to be
an important regional centre, the focus of 'Left-Bank Ukraine'.

However. Ukrainian nationalism was much less
de\037-eloped

here than

in Kiev, and only a minority of the population of Kharkiv was)

70)))
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Ukrainian (the surrounding peasantry was another matter). Russians

dominated both the oOiciaIdom 'Of the city and the factories (a feature
found in other

large cities). Other nationality groups, especially Jews

and, after 1914, Latvians and Poles, were significant in the city.
Ukrainian nationalism developed slowly even after the February

Revolution and appears not to have been a
strong force until the

autumn of 1917. It became much more important after the October

Revolution posed anew the issue of political loyalties.
1

The February Revolution in Kharkiv developed quickly along the
lines of events in Petrograd. By

2 March 1917 a Soviet and a Public

Committee (which drew heavily on the
professional classes and the city

duma) had been form,ed. Tbe Kharkiv Soviet was d,ominated
by

the

Mensheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries (SRs). as was the duma
after the summer elections. Both' the SR and Menshevik parties in

Kharkiv were significantly to the left of their national organisations,

especially by the autumn\" Tbe Bolsheviks gained some strength in the

summer, but new elections in mid-August showed them still with only
30

per
cent of votes in the Soviet, behind the SRs but ahead of the

Mensheviks. Ukrainian socialist parties had yet smaller but growing

representation. Despite the Bolsheviks' minority status, P.A.
Kin,

a

Bolshevik who had been a champion of social democratic unity, was
chosen as chairman of the Soviet in August (a fact which would have

special significance in October). This election was the result of complex

political manoevres\" in which Ukrainian sociali,sts as well as some
Mensheviks and others gave their support to Kin. Indeed, at this time
the Ukrainian socialist parties were able to playa balancing role in the

Soviet, with their support sometimes deciding the outcome of disputes

and votes.
2 It should be stressed that the Bolsheviks did not control the

Kharkiv Soviet, either directly ,or through coalition, which would

prove
to be critical after 2S October.

When the first news of the October Revolution in P'etrograd reached

Kharkiv tIle morning of 26 October, Kin used his office to summon

quickly the local Bolshevik leaders and proclaim Soviet power in the

city. Red Guard.s and pro-Bolshevik troops occupied key points\037

However, later that day a joint meeting of the executive committees
of thre,e soviets

- the Kharkiv Soviet of Workers' and Soldiers'

Deputies, the Province
(guberniia)

Soviet of Peasants' Deputies, and

the Regional (ob/ast) Soviet of the Donets and
Kryvyi

Rih basins
-

none of which were Bolshevik controlled, continued to survey the
situation. They repudiated

the Bolsheviks' actions and instead decided

to create a broader revolutionary-democratic organ of
poweT\037

This led)))
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to fonnation of a 'K.barkiv Province Military Revolutionary Commi.t-

tee' (MRC) as the supreme authority in the area. The MRC in turn

elected a nine-man executive bureau, popularly referred to as the
deviatka. 3

This ,action thus not only reversed the efforts by the
Bolshevik to

quickly proclaim support for events in Petrograd (about
which they had only limited information), but also established a

fundamentally new political authority in Kharkiv.

Turning to the Kharkiv MRC, it should be noted that it was

established as a broad-based but distinctly leftist organisation,
with

an unprecedented Ukrainian representation. In discussions leading to
its establishment, the Ukrainians had insisted on equal representation

with the Russians (apparently meaning balf the places). Tbe allocation

,of membership gave five places each to the Soviet of Workers' and
Soldiers'

Deputies (the city soviet), to the City D'uma, and to the
Province Soviet of Peasants'

Deputies (dominated by th,e Ukrainian

SRs), three places to the Regional Soviet of Workers. and Soldiers'

Deputies, two to the factory committees, and one each to thirteen

political parties and eight public
-

mostly workers' - organisations,
and thirty to 'Ukrainian organizations'. Party

affiliations were not

entirely clear, but approximately ]6 out of some 56 members were

Bolsheviks. The deviatka consisted of two Bolsheviks, two left SRs

(Russian), one Menshevik-Internationalist, two Ukrainian social

democrats, and two Ukrainian SRs. A. S. Severo-Odoevskii, a Ukrai-
nian SR, was elected chairman of the MRC.

4
The large Ukrainian

representation on the MRC reflected an increasingly assertive Ukrai-

nian sentiment, including the claim by these political groups of the

ex,clusive right to speak for all Ukrainians.

The MRC's political position might be described as favouring

'soviet power', that is, a socialist government based OD the soviets,

but it did not equate this with Bolshevik domination. The MRC
supported

some of the steps being taken by the new revolutionary
government in Petrograd. but

rejected
others. This posture reflected

both the influence of a strong non-Bolshevik left and the attitude of

the Ukrainians. It represented the kind of broad socialist coalition
government which the left of the SR and Menshevik parties in

Petrograd were advocating. It also indicated that the Kharkiv SRs

were significantly to the left of their national
leadership

and that the

local Mensheviks were predominantly from the Internationalist wing.
The presence of a growing Ukrainian political movement, socialist in

orientation and supporting the Central Rada, facilitated this broad

coalition. Initially, the Ukrainians and the Don-Bolshevik socialists)))
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had a mutual interest in banding together
to defend the idea of a

politically inclusive strategy re}:Jresented by the MRC, against the

Bolsheviks.

The role of the Ukrainian groups requires special attention.
Ukrainian nationalism had not

played
an important role in Kharkiv

until the autumn of 1917, when rising nationalist sentiment led to

support for the Central Rada in Kiev. This added a new source of

tension in the city. By October the Ra,da and the Provisional
G,overnment were in such conflict that the Ukrainians easily suppor-
ted the ousting of the Provisional Government. However, it was less

clear which government they would back. Some Ukrainians
argued

that the Central Rada was in fact soviet power in Ukraine, a reference

to the Rada's generally socialist composition and to the fact that rada
was the Ukrainian language eqUivalent of the Russian soviet. To

further confuse matters, some Bolsheviks suggested
that a 'rada'

would indeed playa role, but only one elected by an All-Ukrainian
Congress

of Soviets. After the October Revolution the Central Rada

asserted itself even more, complicating
the problem of defining the

relationship. The Central Rada's Third Universal on 7 November 1917
provided

for a stronger Ukrainian government and gave a focus for

Ukrainian political aspirations. Yet, it did not declare a completely

independent Ukraine, providing rather for the Central Rada to be the

govemm1ent in Ukraine within some larger federation (whose capital
would probably be Petrograd). Moreover, the Central Rada and the

Bolsheviks in Kiev were thus far working together against the

supporters
of the old Provisional Government and other perceived

'counter-revolutionary' movements. Indeed, in Kharkiv the 'Soviet

applauded the Third Universal.
s

It took_ some time, and growing
hostility between the Central Rada and the Petrograd Government,

to clarify the extent to which a socialist Ukrainian government (the

Rada) and the Bolsheviks could or could not co-operate, whether in
Kharkiv or in Kiev and Ukraine as a whole.

After the formation of the MRC the deviatka moved quickly to

assert its authority. On 27 November it announced that political
authority rested with the MRC and the devialka, its executive organ.

Claiming as its basis 'the union of all the revolutionary-democratic

forces', the MRC also announced its intent to suppress all counter-

revolutionary activities. Interestingly, perhaps as a reflection of the

Ukrainian influence, it stated that it represented
the will of the Central

Rada as well as that of the soviets of workers', soldiers', and peasants'

deputies and other revolutionary organisations.
6

The assertions of the)))
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devialka seem to reveal both a commitment to the principle of a broad

socialist government and an
appeasement

of Ukrainian sentiments. It

also had the virtue of delaying a decision ,on whether or not the

Bolshevik seizure of power should be accepted, and it gave an illusion

of responding to news from Petrograd, while in fact awaiting the
outcome of developments.

However, the K.hark-iv Bolsheviks quickly began a sustained

campaign to gain support for Lenin's government in Petrograd and

recognition of Bolshevik power as the only valid expression of Soviet

rule. This vigorous political struggle lasted throughout November and
into

early
December. The Bolsheviks' drive to establish Soviet power

and recognition of the Council of People\"s Commissan confronted

Ukrainian assertiveness and their demand for support or tbe Central
Rada. That these two positions were not seen by all as necessarily
mutually ex,clusive confused, but did Dot lessen, the rivalry. In this

period tbe Bolsheviks had Dot
yet developed a clear position on the

nature of their relationship to the Central Rada.
The Kharkiv Soviet resolution of ]0 November, which some cite as

signalling the establishment of Bolshevik soviet pctwer in the city, in

rea1ity demonstrates the prevailing confusion. A motion was intro-

duced reorganising the Kharkiv Soviet, aloDg with calls for the Soviet
to be the supreme authority in Kharkiv. This provoked bitter debate.

S. Petrenko, a leader of Ukrainian social democrats, charged that the

motion represented an attempt by the Bolsheviks to seize power 'OD

the sly' and he threatened bloodshed if they persisted. Artem (F. A.
Sergeev),

the Bolshevik leader, argued that power must rest with a
Ukrainian Congress of Soviets, to- which the Central Rada must

subordinate itself. A. S. Severo-Odoevskii (8 Ukrainian SR) rcspcto-

ded that the Rada was the sole and supreme authority. Other party
spokesmen appealed

for a unified 'revolutionary-democratic: authority'

and some SRs reminded everyone that the Constituent
Assembly

was

in fact the ultimate authority.'

The 10 November resolution bas been the source of considerable

controversy over the years. Soviet collections of documents used by
most Soviet historians omit an important passage from the resolution.

(Alternatively, the other versions of tbe resolution had a passage added

to the original.) The first part of the resolution welcomed the over-
throw of the Provisional Government, supported the resolutions of the
Second AII--Russian Congress of Soviets

(proclaiming peace and land),

and rccognised the authority of the Central Executive Committee and
the Council of People's Commissars as the 'AII..Russiao' (obshche-)))
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rossiiskoe) government. It then ,caUed for the country to be organised
on a federative basis and welcomed the initiative of the Ukrainian

Central Rada in proclaiming the Ukrainian People's (Narodna)
Republic. Having thus

praised
both Petrograd and Kiev, the resolu-

tion read, 'We recognize that in Ukraine, as in all the rest of Russia, all

authority both locally and centrally must belong to the
Congress

of

Soviets of Workers', Soldiers' and Peasants' Deputies of the Ukrainian

republic and to the Central Rada ,and Ge'neral Secretariat chosen by it,
and we will do our utmost to convene in the shortest possible time a

Ukrainian Constituent Assembly.'s The disputed passage is
given

in

italics.

The resolution raises many interesting questions. Without the

passage it
suggests

that the Soviet in effect recognised the authority
of both the Central Rada and the Council of People's Commissars.

This has been the generally accepted reading, and the compromise

wording is consistent with the balance of forces in Kharkiv at the time.
If the passage is included, then the interpretation has to be adjusted in
two respects. First. the resolution no longer implies a clear recognition
of the Rada as a sovereign body,

but rather views it as an organ
subordinate to a Ukrainian Congress of Soviets

(and presumably to be

elected by it). However, it also alters th,e degree of recognition of the

government in Petrograd. While accepting it in the first part of the

resolution, the latter part points to the authority of a future Ukrainian

Congress of Soviets, and even of a Ukrainian Constituent Assembly,
as the governmental authority for Ukraine within a broader federation

of republics. Indeed, the idea of a federal state, probably very
decentralised, expressed in the Third Universal had extensive support
at tbe time, including Kharkiv. It also fits within the then unclear

definitions of rada and so-viel and their relationship(s) referred to

above. Which version and interpretation was intended remains UD-

clear, as does the reason for the difTerence.
9

The resolutio'D in any case did not change political power relation-

ships, and the political struggle continued t ever more bitter, through-

out November. The respective authority of the Central Rada and of

soviet institutions was the subject of debate in various forums and

meetings throughout the city.. It was the main issue at the 17, 19 and 24
No,vember meetings of the Soviet. On 24 November the Bolsheviks

finally won passage of a resolution on relations with the Rada. This is

also the date often given for the establishment of soviet power in

Kharkiv. In reality, the 24 November resolution was as ambiguous as

the ) 0 November motion.)))
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The resolution denounced tbe Central Rada for claiming to be the

government of Ukraine. It recognised 'only one authority - the
authority (vlml')

of the soviets'. This, however\" was defined as an

authority to be established
by

the All...Ukrainian Congress of Soviets

of Workers', Soldiers' and Peasants' Deputies. Indeed, to further
confuse matters, it designated a 'Rada' to be elected by this Congress
as the supreme authority of Ukraine. The Rada was explicitly

identified as the equivalent of the Central Executive' Committee of

the Ukrainian Congress of Soviets. Moreover, this Rada was to
convene a Ukrainian Constituent Assembly. The Council ,of People's
Commissars in Petrograd was recognised, in a final sentence which

seems almost an afterthought, to be the lawful government of a federal

state.
10

In other respects, the 24 November meeting did represent a major
step

toward Bolshevik control and Soviet power in Kharkiv. The
results of the re-election or

deputies
to the Soviet, which tbe Bol-

sheviks had pressed for throughout November, were confirmed at this
meeting

and were reflected in the election of a new executive committee
of the Soviet. There was a major increase of Bolshevik supp<>rt even

though an absolute majority still eluded them. They received 19 out of

41 seats on the D.ew executive committee, and the more hard-line
Bolshevik t Artem, was elected chairman.

II
The Ukrainian socialists

held four seats in the new Executive Committee.
12

After 24 November, however, the focus of the struggle for power

now began to shift to preparation for armed confrontations. The
relative military strength

at the disposal of the two sides at this time
is unclear. This was because

party
lines were not neatly drawn. Nor

was it certain who should be included in 'soviet' power. Finally,

Ukrainian armed forces in the city were just beginning to take shape.
Examining

the military situation in Kharkiv, it appears that the city
garrison had between 30 000 and 40 000 men, many of whom, perhaps
a third, were convalescents.

By
the end of November the active

garrison may have been reduced to some ] 0000 men. While the idea

of 'soviet power' had strong support in the garrison, whether this

would be translated into backing for the Bolsheviks was doubtful. Tbe
most important units were the 28th, 30th, and 232nd infantry
regiments, the 15t Sapper Regiment, and the 29th Annoured Car

Regiment. The 30th was the most actively pro-Bolshevik, and later
Bolshevik memoir accounts refer almost exclusively to it when speak-
ing of troops playing an active role in the events of late November

and early December. Although Soviet historians always refer to the)))
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232nd and the 1st Sapper regiments as pro-Soviet, the paucity of

references to them during these\037days suggests that as units they gave

little if any support for the Bolsheviks. The 29th Armoured Car
Regiment was a special case. It had come to the city only recently and

supported the revolution in the broad sense, but did Dot back tbe

Bolshevik version of Soviet power and, if anything, had an SR
orientation. The Bolsheviks were very worried about what it would
do in a confrontation.

Ukrainian strength was concentrated in the 28th Regiment, which at

this time began to reorganise itself into the 2nd Ukrainian Regiment.

(We will refer to it as the 2nd Regiment.) Efforts to 'Ukrainise' it were

among the sources of tension in early December.. At the
beginning

of

December steps were taken to remove non-Ukrainian elements from
the regiment, a move which may have originated either with the

garrison commander, Cbebotarev, or with the Central Rada. As
early

as 1 December about one hundred officers protested a decision by the
regiment to send to the front all officers failing to swear support for
the Central Rada, and a list of non-Ukrainian officers was drawn up.

I]

In a series of stormy meetings
between 1-4 December the issue of

Ukrainisation was debated, with the participation of speakers from all

political parties, including the Bolsheviks. On 4 December the

regiment resolved to
recognise only the Rada as the supreme power

in Kharkiv, to support the Third Universal, and to expel from the

regiment and out of the territory of the Ukrainian
republic

all

(including ethnic Ukrainians) those who did not recognise the Rada.

They also, asked to be renamed the 'Kharkiv Cossack Regiment' .14

However, some of the troops present at the meeting declared support

for the Soviet.
15

At the same time, rumours abounded of th,e arrival of other

Ukrainian troops. Indeed, this became a staple of the newspapers in

early December. For example, !zt'esli;a iuga on 2 December spoke of
small

groups
0,( Ukrainian soldiers arriving daily, and Iuzhnyi krai on

5 December reported that I'several hundred' Ukrainian cossacks with

officers had arrived the day before. Apparently, some soldiers from

the Ukrainian Chyhyrynskyi and Pereiaslavskyi regiments did enter

the city in early December. These reports tended to be vague about

the size of the regiments in question and whether tbe soldiers stayed in

the city or were merely in transit. There were also reports of

Ukrainian troop movements toward or around Kharkiv. Many of
these accounts were published

in the Ukrainian language section of

lzvesliia iuga.. What all of this added
up

to is not entirely clear. The)))



78) UkrainUm Nationalism and 'Soviet Power')

press reports created the impression that a
huge

Ukrainian force was

already in K.harkiv or converging on it. As we discuss below, this was

not the case, but it does explain the reluctance of tbe Kharkiv

Bolshevik leaders to force a confrontation. The fact that Bolshevik
memoirs constantly refer to Ukrainians having a preponderance of

force in the city would indicate that Bolsheviks took -the threat

seriously.

In addition to the soldiers, both sides also drew upon other armed

forres. Here the Bolsheviks clearly bad the upper hand. By early
December the Red Guard which bad formed at industrial enterprises
had become a

significant
force\037 Not only bad it grown in number -

about 3500 by the
beginning

of December - but some of the units had
been hardened in military

action outside the city in November, most

importantly in clashes in the neighbouring Russian city of BelgorOO.

The Red Guard were the most aggressive of the armed forces and

were staunch supporters of soviet power in its most radical. that is,
Bolshevik meaning,16 On the Ukrainian side some volunteer 'free

cossack' units were being formed. Little is known about the size or

level of organisation of these units. Apparently, most came from the

area around Kharkiv rather than the city itse,lf. On 8 December the
'General Staff of the Free Cossacks' issued a call for .al) the
Ukrainian toiling population to

organize
units of free cossacks. to

defend their freedom and the C.entral Rada, and announced, a general

assembly of free cossacks of the Kharkiv region to be held 10
December.

I'
'The appearance of free cossacks caused considerable

apprehension in Soviet circles, but as events turned out, unlike the

Red Guards, they did not playa role in the
political-military

conflict

of \0379 December 1911.

Although figures on the overall relative strength of the two sides arc

imprecise, it appears that the Bolsheviks had the upper hand,
although it was not one they could play with any degree of
confidence. On the Ukrainian side t estimates range from approxima-

tely 2000 'Ukrainized' soldiers, mostly from the 2nd Regiment, to
about 8000, comprising

most of the 2nd Regiment (whose total

strength was about 3500 men), free cossacks, as well as smaller

groups of Ukrainian soldiers who came to the city in late November

and early December.)8 The .figure of 2000 probably reflects the force
that could actually be called upon to participate in action, whereas the

larger number was indicative of
poten,tial support. Bolshevik support

in the Kharkiv garrison, both real and potential, was probably equal
in size. A. F. Ignatov writes that some 9000 soldiers, were of a)))
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'revolutionary mood,.19 Although this is probably correct, it is
doubtful that anywhere near that number were willing to go beyond
'mood' to use arms in support of the Bolshevik vision of power in

early December. The Bolsheviks would have been hard pressed to
summo,n more than 2000 soldiers. (The pro-Bolshevik 30th Regiment
was by then reduced to ,several hundred troops, far below regular

regiment strength.) It was, however, the Red Guard which gave

Bolsheviks a clear edge. Comparatively large and politically commit-

ted, the Red Guard could playa decisive role in a situation where

determination was more important than formal military training and

where actual shooting would be minimal.
An important advantage the Bolsheviks had over their Ukrainian

rivals was control of the Kharkiv Soviet. Since the February Revolu-

tion, the soviet was the strongest political authority in the city, and by
December it had reasserted some of the dominance it had lost to the

Mi1itary Revolutionary ICommittee after October. In part this was a

reflection of the weakness of the MRC as a long.term political force: it

was an unstable coalition of parties, and its vision of a broad socialist

coalition government had lost credibility nationally. However, it was
also in

part due to the ability of the Soviet to reassert its traditional
role as the focus of worker and soldier loyalty, reinforced by the
successes the Bolsheviks had in the November factory re-elections of

de'puties. In contrast, the Ukrainians did not have' a comparably strong

city political leadership. The main institution was the Kharkiv Free
Ukrainian Rada led by S. Petrenko, which backed the Central Rada as
the all-Ukrainian

government
and considered itself the Rada's local

representative. The Kharkiv Rada had only recently emerged and had
not

yet developed a stron,g popular base or an experienced unifying

leadership. Whether it could have emerged as the dominant political

force is uncertain given that Ukrainians were a,
minority of Kharkiv's

population and that there was a division amongst Ukrainians between

supporters of the Rada and tbose favouring Soviet rule. In any case,
the armed seizure of power

on 8-9 Decem her 1917 precluded the

possibility.
The political atmosphere in Kharkiv was charged with nervous

anticipation by the end of the first week of December. During that

week there were numerous reports of the arrival of Ukrainian soldiers,

of fighting in nearby cities, and of the possible arrival of Bolshevik

troops from the north. Tensions were heightened by the bitter

exchange between the Soviet
government

and the Central Rada which

occurred 4-6 December 1917. The Bolsheviks issued a series of)))
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demands, including that the Rada
stop disanning Soviet troops and

Red Guards and that they facilitate the passa
ge

of Soviet troops south

(probably through Kharkiv)t and threatened war if the demands were
Dot immediately met. The Rada responded by ridiculing the 'sad

experiment' in the Muscovite territories and promised to defend itself

with anns. Within Kbarkiv various groups issued increasingly strident

declarations, and in some instances engaged in hostile actions. On 6
December a city-wide meeting

of Red Guards gave stormy approval to

a statement by M. L. Rukhimovich, a
prominent Bolshevik, that the

Red Guards would 'not surrender a single shell,\" in response to a

proposal to disarm them,20 On 7 December the garrison commander
Chebotarev, a Rada supporter, ordered them to disarm within 24

hours. Nova IJromada on 8 December issued a stirring call to

Ukrainians to prepare for tbe 'decisive battle' for Ukrainian free-

dom: 'Russia appears
- in its relations to Ukraine - in the role of a

landowner who does not wish to renounce his property voluntarily.
And none will renounce it, neither Kadets nor Bolsheviks.. I For

Ukrainian democracy one road remains, the road of firm, resolute
struggle with the Muscovite drones.,21 Meanwhile, both sides had

taken some aggressive measures. For example, the Red Guard carried

out a number of raids and searches for 'counter-revolutionaries' at
hotels and other

places.

22
IzvestiitJ iuga described the tension in the

city: 'In Kharkiv machine guns stand
ready

and whole regiments have

been sitting alert in their barracks for some nights, without
sleep,

in

armed preparedness, as if at any moment artillery fire might begin to
roar.'

The crisis came to a head in the morning of 8 December with the
arrival in Kbarkiv of a Bolshevik expeditionary force commanded by
Rudolf Sivers. This included about 1500 soldiers, 300 Baltic FJeet

sailors and an unspecified number of Petrograd Red Guards. Taking
a much more

aggressive
stand than the Kharkiv Bolsheviks had been

willing to do, they provoked a confrontation. In an effort to resolve

the situation without an anned clash, a meeting of all political groups
was held in the evening ,of 9 December. The focus of the gathering
was how to reconcile the conflicting Bolshevik and Ukrainian

positions. Tbe Bolshevik demands centred on (J) guarantees of free

passage for Soviet troops south to combat anti-Bolshevik forces on
the Don; (2) guarantees of the movement of food and goods north;
(3) stopping the disarming of Russian troops and Red Guards and the
.Ukrainization' of military units. Ukrainian spokesmen, while

pre-

senting several different viewpoints.. generally insisted (I) on a)))
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Hrebinka who introduced
She\037chenko

to the power and beauty of

contemporary Russian and Ukrainian poetry. It was Hrebinka who

gave Shevchenko that early encouragement that is so crucial to the
development of

arti\037tic identity.4S It was Hrebinka who tried to exploit
his own extensive literary connections in the capital to publish

Shevchenko''s outpouring of first-class verse, and he succeeded with

Shevchenko's first edition of the famous Kohzar of 1840.

As Shevchenkots circle of acquaintances, friends and patrons

widened, as his fame grew among both Russians and Ukrainians,
Hrebinka faded quickly into the shadows of Shevchenko's life.

Nevertheless, it is to Hrebinka that
beloDgs

the credit of discovering

and channelling the immense verbal talents of the previously untutored
peasant, Shevchenko. Shevchenko found his persona as a writer in St..

Petersburg in the year of Pushkin's death. In his language and choice

of subjects, he rapidly became the premier Ukrainian poet. Howe\\'cr,

in his confidence and in his vision of the writer as a secular-religious
figure,

Shevchenko was very much the Russian writer on the eve of the
'Magnificent Decade'.

To summarise,
I offer tbe following model of the r,elationship

between the Russian Imperial state and Ukrainian self-consciousness..

In the beginning were the peasants. It was their
language\037

their world

,of symbo1s, their historical experience that fed the language, the
literature\037 the historiography of both secular Russian and Ukrainian

cultures. This point may seem truistic, but, it needs to be made 'because

all too many chauvinists of the Russian persuasion (and many
are not

even themselves Russian) believ,e that th,e Ukrainian language, litera-
ture and history were the 'artificial' product of some intellectuals' or

even foreign agents' cabal. 46

However, Bot even the triumvirate's

genius could have created a Ukrainian culture ex nihi/o.

Secondly, as a result of the influx of foreign ideas and foreigners into
the Russian

Empire
of the 18th century, a 'Dew Russian culture began

to form among some Russian nobles in the t 76Os. This culture was

profoundly different from the traditional culture of the Russian

peasant, priest and noble in such basic human categories as percep-
tions of timet place and purpose in life. It was a culture that was
historicist: its members placed a high value on exploring the past, but

they also had a vision of
personal

and social progress for the future.
47

Specialized
forms of behaviour, such as reading belles-lettres and

keeping diaries, became indicators of membership in this culture.

Thirdly, for reasons of state, the Emperor Nicholas in the period

1831 to 1849, especially through the institutions of the Ministry of)))Kharkiv was)))



82) Ukra'iniDn' Naliol'Ullism and 'So,iet Power')

a happy island in a stormy sea of bloody conflict in Moscow, Belgorod

and on the Don,.26 The editors could not have imagined the bloodshed

and suffering that lay ahead for their
city,.)
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6 Population
Loss in

Ukraine in the 19308

and 1940s)

Serhii Pirozhkov)

During the twentieth century Ukraine experienced far-reaching

changes in the development of its population. This was in part due

to the demographic transition from high levels of fertility and

mortality _ typical of underdeveloped societies, to conditions of low

paramet.ers of population reproduction. Ukraine also endured major

catastrophes
- the First World War, the civil war, the

epidemics
and

famine of the early 19208 which followed in its wake, the man-made
famine of 1932-3\037 the mass repressions of the 1930s, 1940s and early
19508, the Second World War, the deportations of the 19408, and tbe

famine of 1947 -
all of which disturbed the normal process of th-e

natural movement of the population.
The

period
from the end of the twentieth century to the middJe of

the 19208was studied in detail by Ukrainian statistical organisations
and demographers who worked in the Institute of Demography of th,e

Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR (1919-38), the first of its

kind in Europe. However, the study of the 19305 was a forbidden area
for Ukrainian demography. From the end of the 19205 to the mid-
19508,reliable data on tbe natural movement of the population and its

size were not available, and -certain officially published summary

demographic indices \\\\-'ere falsified. The materials of the 1937 popula-
tion census were su'ppressed B.nd its organisers punished as 'enemies of

the people'.
i

In the absence of reliable statist.ical materials on the natural move-
ment of the

population
for the 19305 and 19408, many historians and

writers on social and political affairs, particularly in the West,

developed their OW'D estimates of population loss in the USSR and
Ukraine which bave 1ittle scientific basis. The total number of

population losses due to the famine of 1933 and mass repressions
was often overstated. It should be noted that many Western studies

simply did not take into account the
experience of long-term popula-

tion projections carried out in the 19305 by authoritative Soviet)

84)))

authority. On 27 November it announced that political

authority rested with the MRC and the devialka, its executive organ.

Claiming as its basis 'the union of all the revolutionary-democratic

forces', the MRC also announced its intent to suppress all counter-

revolutionary activities. Interestingly, perhaps as a reflection of the

Ukrainian influence, it stated that it represented
the will of the Central

Rada as well as that of the soviets of workers', soldiers', and peasants'

deputies and other revolutionary organisations.
6

The assertions of the)))
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demographers such as S. A. Novoselskii and V.V. Paievskii, or the

Ukrainian scholars M. V. Ptukha and A. P. Khomenko. 2

The work of

the above prompted us to carry out our own computations with the

aim of trying to provide credible data on tbe scope of population losses

during this tragic period in the history of Ukraine.
We will not dwell on a detailed analysis of tbe estimates of

population loss for the 1930s given by other authors and the

methodology used to obtain them.] We should only note that much
of the research was based solely on a direct computation of the number
of deaths and births. Most of these calculations related to the losses of

the 19308, and to a lesser extent, to that of the 19408, even though

populatio'n losses in the latter period wer,e particularly high. Advocates

of the direct computation technique claimed that one could obtain a
reasonably

accurate picture of the-population dynamics for the 1926-

39 intercensa) period. Comparing the population size reconstructed in

this way with the 1939 census published data, permitted researchers to
draw inferences regarding population 10ss.

The problem with this method of computing population loss is that

it requires an initial reliable data base on the natural movement of the
population. Such a base was locked away in the closed sections of the
archives and was not available until recently. The difficult task of

reconstructing the initial statistical data on the population of the

USSR was, to our knowledge, accomplished only by the Department
of Demography

of the R.esearch Institute of Statistics of the State
Committee for Statistics of the USSR.4

Other computations are, in our

view, simply unreliable. OUf calculations are based on this new

information and use the age-specific rate method of demographic

projection.
Basing our calculations on the initial age structure, we obtained a

hypothetical age structure fonned on the basis of the Donna] natural

movement of population unaffected by crisis factors. Starting with the

age structures given in the 1926 and 1939 censuses, we shifted the age

distribution step by step up to 1939 and 1959, when the successive
actual

age
structures can be derived from the AII..Union censuses. We

thus carried out a comparative analysis between the computed

hypothetical age structure and the real one which allows for devia-

tions to be assessed within each of the age groups. These deviations
characterise the scope

of the demographic crises caused by the

upheavals of the 1930s and 19408,and their age
distribution gives us

an idea of the structure of losses. whose effects can be seen in the age-

structure of subsequent generations.)))
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It should be noted that our findings are preliminary since some

demographers have called into
question

the reliability of the 1926 and

1939 population censuses which we use as the initial data base. A more

aCC11rate assessment of tbe census materials (through an analysis of the
archival documents) will pennit the scope of the demographic cata-

strophes of tile 19305 and 19405 to be defined more precisely. More..

over, we did not take into account population migration which

undoubtedly influenced the actual age structure. However) population
decrease caused by migration can also be considered a consequence of

the tr8wna5 of the ] 9305 and 1940s.
Taking into account that the results of our calculations are of

particular significance in estimating Ukraine's population losses, we

consider it necessary to dwell on some of the issues bound up with
both the techniques used in the computation and with the fertility and

mortality hypotheses that we take as a basis. Our estimates of

population losses in the ]9305 will also be compared with the

population projections (based on the 1926 certsus) carried out
by

Ptukha and Khomenko.

The gradational shift in the age-structure of the population of the

Ukrainian SSR for 1926-39 was carried out in two stages:)

]. The sex-age structure
according

to the 1926 census was corrected

for data on the natural movement of the
population

for I January

1927; the age-specific birth rates for 1926-7, and the life table for

1926-7 served as initial data. Based on them, by performing a
gradational five-year shift, the population structure of 1932 was

obtained.

2. The population sex-age structure for 1929, obtained as the linear

combination of the age structures for 1927 and 1932,served as the

basis for the principal computation. Then, a five.year shift with
two

steps
for 1934 and 1939 was accomplished. Here the age-

specific birth rates were reconstructed for the entire period of the

population projection using the Coale.. Truesdell model which best
describes the distribution of tbe new-borns by the mother's age in
Ukraine (the method of spline..function was also used for

comparison).
S)

Tbe age probabilities of death were at our disposal only from the life

tables for 1926-7 and 1933-9. For
th\037 remaining periods, the linear

interpolation of the life expectancy index for males and females was

carried out. According to this index, the age-specific probabilities of)))
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death from the Coale-Demeny tables (model 'West', level 11) were

selected. As a result\037 the following data OD fertility and mortality were

posited:)

Years) Total fertUity

rate

4.24

3.97

3.87)

Life expectancy (year old)
Males Females
45.0 48.4
48.4 51.4
49.8 54.2)

1928-9

1933-4

]938-9)

On the basis of such initial bypotheses, the
population sex-age

structure for 1939 was computed and compared with tbe age structure
according to the 1939 census (see Table 6.1). The results of compara-
tive analysis are presented in Table 6.2 and Figure 6.1.)

Table 6.1 Hypothetical sex-age structure of Ukraine's
population compared

with the 1939 census results r))

Age group Both sexes Males Females

( ]OOOs) (1000s) ( 1000s)

Hypothetical' census Hypothetical census Hypothet;cal census

0-4 37S7 4988 1908 2516 1849 2472
5-9 2539 4452 1259 2240 1280 22]2

10-14 3909 4200 1936 2117 1973 2083
15--19 2962 3431 1436 1724 1526 1707

20-24 2764 3124 1376 1553 1388 1571
25-29, 3235 3248 1548 1593 1687 1655

30-34 2705 2940 1328 ]416 1377 1524

35-39 2258 2422 1047 1146 1211 1276

40-44 1708 19S1 799 912 909 1038

45-49 1329 1562 606 732 723 830
SO-54 1086 1258 491 594 S95 664

55-59 903 999 348 468 555 531
60-64 702 774 219 352 423 422

65-69 50S 581 188 253 317 328
70-74 302 409 J 10 '172 192 236

75-79 168 238 S9 99 109 139
80+ 114 133 36 54 78 79

Total 30946 36710 14754 17941 16192 18167

(a) Hypothetical, meaning the

sex-a\037e

structure which would have existed in
1939 had the tragic events of the 19 Os not taken

place.)))



88 Population Loss in Ukraine in the 1930s and 1940s)

Table 6.2 Hypothetical sex-age structure of Ukraine.s population compared
with the 1939 census results)

Age group Both sexes Males Females

( lOOOs) ('YO) ( ]OOOs) (%) ( lOOOs) (%)

(-, decrease; +, increase)

0-4 -1231 32\0378 -608 )1 \0379 -623 33.7

5-9 -1913 75.3 -981 71.9 -- 932 72.8
10-14 -291 7.4 -181 9.3 - 110 5.6
15-19 -469 lS\0378 -288 20.1 -181 11.9

2(}-24 -360 13.0 -177 12.9 -183 13.2
25-29 -13 0.4 -45 2.9 +32 1.9

30- 34 -235 8.7 -88 6.6 -147 10.7
35-39 -164 7.3 -99 9\0374 -65 5.4

40-44 ---243 14.2 -113 14.1 -129 14.2
45-49 -233 174S -126 20\0378 -107 14.8

50-54 --.
J 72 IS.8 -103 21.0 -69 ) I a6

55-.59 -96 10.6 -]20 34.5 +29 4.3
60-64 -72 10.3 -73 26.2 +1 O\0372

65-69 --76 IS.O -65 34.6 \037
i J 3.5

70-74 -107 35.4 -62 56..4 -44 22.9
75-79 -.10 41.7 -40 67.8 -30 27.5

80+ -19 J6.7 -18 50.0 -I 1.3

Total -
5764 18.6 - 3187 21.6 -257.5 15.9)

Figure 6.J Ukraine: population loss by age..group, 1929-39
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Proceeding from data reported in Table 6.2, we have good grounds to

state that Ukraine's population losses both direct and indirect
during

the 19308 constituted about 5.8 million people. It should be noted that
in the ten-year period

from 1929 to 1939 children's age groups suffered
most with the unborn and dead children accounting for S4.S per cent of

total losses (that is, the potential demographic
losses of children was

approximately 3.1 million people) and the direct losses of children and

youths aged under 2S represented 13 per cent, or 760000 people.
Tbe total

population
loss figure derived by us diffen from estimates

provided by various recent sources. Some auth.ors do not engage in any
real analysis of demographic materials, but rather

supply figures based

on eye-witness testimony. In this category belongs the often quoted
figure

of eight million people, which allegedly represents Ukraine's

rural population loss during the 19305famine. recently reported in the

Declaration of the Ukrainian Peasant-Democratic Party.6 In the West,
the

figure
of seven million appears to be widespread. In Ukrain1e, P.

Vasilevskyi has provided a similar figure based on the personal

reminiscences of A. M. Kiselov, head of the secretariat of the Council

of People's Commissars in the 19308.
7

Other estimates have been provided by scholars, mainly historians,
who hav'e used archival documents and data on the natural population

changes to reconstruct missing information. Although these figures are
closer to the reality, tbey too cannot be considered as reliable since, as
we have mentioned above, the real statistics of the natural movement

of the population are missing and attempts to reconstruct them

without the use of modem techniques of demographic simulation
cannot yield satisfactory results. Robert Conquest, who claims that

Ukraine lost five million people in the 1932-3
famine,

is a case in

point.
8

Similarly, the Kiev historian S. V. Kulchytskyi has claimed

that the figure is 3.5 million peopl.e.
9

Yet an analysis of month1y data
kept

in the archives reveals that the average number of deaths in the

period from Septmber
1932 to February 1934 in Ukraine amounted to

four million, with the urban areas
accounting

for 0.6 million and the

rural areas 3.4 million - that is, t 5 and 85 per cent of the total

respectively.
10

Finally,
.8 third group bas approached the study of population loss

based on a simulation of demographic transition and gradational shift

in age structure, supplemented with estimates based on the data of

population censuses and those on changes in the natural movement of
the population. In our view,

th.e latter source can provide a reliable

estimate of demographic catastrophes. S. Maksudov is a Western)))
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scholar whose work falls ioto this category. He gives a population loss

figure
of 4.5 million people for the, 1927-38 period.

II

Returning to our analysis of shifts in age-structure, it should be

stressed that the population loss figure we obtained - 5.8 million
-

includes both indirect (the unborn) and direct Josses (the physica1loss
oftbe

living).
The number of births and deaths which took place in the

course of demographic trallsition, that is, the Donnal natural move-

ment of population, has been excluded.
Analysing the age structure according to the 1939 census, one can

see tbe emergence of a new dip in the children's
age groups under 10

which is conditioned by the indirect losses. In terms of the number of

losses, this dip is more significant than that which was observed in the

same age groups in the 1926 census, caused by the First World War,
civil war and 1921-3 famine. We can thus ,conclude that the cataclysms
of the 19308 bad more devastating impact on Ukraine's population

than the above mentioned upheavals.
Studying the demographic development

of Ukraine over the inter-

censal period 1926-39, attention should be paid to the population
projections by

Ptukha. In 1931 his long-range projections for the

period from 1927 to 1960 were published in French.
12

In comparing
his result with our calculations, carried out some 60 years later with the

benefit of historical hindsight, we had to process Ptulcha's data in a

preliminary way since he published the sex-age structure of Ukraine's
population

for 1 January 1940, but not for 19,39. The two sets of data
arc presented

in Table 6..3.

Ptukha's projections exceeded the results of the 1939 census
by

4451 000 people, tbat is 14.4 per cent. Interestingly, the shape of the
age structure distribution in Ptukha's work corresponds to the

deviatioDs obtained by us. In this connection it should be noted that

in the 19605 the well-known Ukrainian demographer, lu. A. Korchak-
Chepurkivskyi,

commented on divergences in the 10-1S year-old age
cohorts. In his view, these were due D1ainly to the fact that Putkha

failed to correct the undemumeration of young childreD in the 1926

census.
13

Ptukha himself strongly objected to such a correction. He
believed the 1926 census in Ukraine was of such high quality that there
was no reason to correct for the undernumeratioD of the population.
Korachak-Cherpurkivskyi's point is not well taken since he did not

even allow f()r the possibility that th,c discrepancies could be accounted
for by the 1932-3 famine.

Comparing Putkha's results with our own, we note that our
figures

diverge by 1313000 people. Elucidating this difference, we examined)))

the

Kiev branch of the Geograpllical Society: it had occurred 'for some)))
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Table 6.3 Ptukha's projections of the
sex-ap structure of Ukraine's

population compared pith the J 939 census results)

Age group Bo,1I s\037xe8 Males Females

( 1OOOs) (%) ( }t}OOs) (\") (1000) (%)
( -, decrease,.. +, btcrease)

0-4 - lOS3.2 28.0 - S23.4 27.4 S29.7 28.6

5-9 - 1754.3 69.1 -905.7 71.9 - 848.S 66.3
10-14 -141.3 3.6 -109..8 5.7 - 31.4 1.6
15-19 -346.6 11.7 - 230.0 16.0 -116.6 7.6

20-24 - 248.5 9.0 -124.8 9.1 -123.7 8.9
25-29 + J 02.9 3.2 +8.S O.S + 94.4 5.6
30- 34 - 129.9 4.8 -40.4 3.0

- 89.S 6.5

35-39 - 77.3 3.4 - 60.5 S.8 -
16.9 1.4

40-44 - 172.2 10.1 -82.3 10.3 - 89.8 9.9'

45-49 - 177.1 13.3 - ]01.4 16.7 -75.7 10.S

50-54 -127.0' 11.7 -83.0 16.9 - 43.9 7.4
55-59 - 60.2 6.7 -

104.3 30.0 + 44.0 7.9

60-64 - 44.2 6.3 - 61.2 21409 + 16.9 4.0

65--69 -55.) 10.9 - 56.S 30.0 + 1.4 0.4
70-74 -91.3 30.2

- 56.2 S 1.1 -35.) 18.3
75-79 -61.4 3,6.6 -36.7 62\0372 -24.7 22.7

80+ -14.2 12.4 - 16.2 44.9 +2.0 2.5

Total -44SI 14.4 - 2584 17.5 - 1867 11.5)

the results of the two population fo recas ts for every year for the

period analyzed. (See
Table ,6.4.) Examining the data it can be seen

that marked discrepancies in population size
begin in 1929, after

which time they increase smoothly, reaching I 313 000 people by

1939. On the one hand, this is due to the fact that Ptukba assumed

an invariable mortality and fertility rate which, in the long run, leads

to a reduction in the size of the population owing to high population
loss,

in particular in children's age groups. On the other hand, in our

population for ecas t the initial size of the population taken as the basis
for the series exceeds the size of populatio,n obtained by Ptukha's

forecast for 1929 by 374000
peo,ple,

which also contributed to the

discrepancy. If Ptukha had accepted the hypothesis of reduced
fertility

and mortality levels, which bad in fact occurred, his population

projections would have revealed even more significant discrepancies

in the size of the separate age groups as compared with the 19'39

census da 18.)))
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This point is ,corroborated by the population projection for 193.'

carried out by K.homenko. He was first in the USSR to accept the

hypothesis of reduced mortality in his long range projections
and

produced a figure of 3S 617 000 as Ukraine's population for 1937.14

This exceeded Ptukha's estimates of population size for this period by
I 284000, and the 1937 census results by 7 229 000. It should be

pointed out, however, that the 1937 population census materials, first

published by the USSR State Statistical Committee, gave Ukraine's

total population as 28388800.
1 .5

However, the census archival docu-

ments which were used contain information only on the civilian

population of Ukraine since the 1937 census of military personnel,
and the

personnel
of tbe Commissariat for Internal Affairs was taken

separately. The latter were evidently not included in the final estimate

of Ukraine's population total; hence, the 1937 and t 939 census

populatio'D figures must be defined more precisely.)

Table 6.4 Ukraine:
population projections, 1927-39 (1000))

Yea, Population Birlhs Deaths Nal.\"a/ increase
(J January)

A B A B A B A. B

1927 29037 29037 IlSS 1184 536 S8S 619 601
1928 29624 29638 IlS4 1139 536 586 618 553
1929 30565 30191 J093 1040 529 579 S64 461

1930 31075 30652 1108 1068 529 583 579 485

193) 31641 31137 1120 1096 529 592 591 504
1932 32242 31641 1129 1120 527 604 602 516
1933 32867 32157 1135 J 146 S25 614 610 532

1'934 33488 32689 1136 1174 522 628 614 S46

1935 34121 33235 1134 1192 518 641 616 551
1936 34779 33786 1129 1198 514 651 615 547

1937 35443 34333 1120 1195 S08 660 612 S3S
1938 36093 34868 1107 1198 502 669 60S 529
1939 36710 35397 1090 1206 496 678 594 S28

A = our projections; B = projections by M. V. Ptukha)

Ptukha's and Khomenko's population projects bave more than
historical interest.

Ffhey contribute towards an assessment of the

demographic consequences of the trag,edies which interfered with t,he

normal reproduction of Ukraine's population.)))
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During the 19405 and early 19508Ukraine also
experienced serious

population loss which has yet to be studied. Using the age structure
data for the period from 1939 to 1959 we computed the hypothetical
age distribution (corrected for tenitorial changes after 1939). (It
should be noted that the Transcarpathian region was incorporated

into the USSR only in 1946.) The hypothetical age distribution was
compared with the census results. Deviations of the real age structure
from the hypothetical one

give
an idea about the scope of the

population losses during this period. OUf
hypothesis for fertility and

mortality for the series ar'c as follows:)

Years) Total fertility rate)

1939

1944

1949

1954

1959)

3.87
2.77
2.42
2.30
2.30)

Life expectancy (year old)

\037{ales Females

49.9 54.2

52.4 58.4
54.8 62.6
61.8 67.6
66.1 72.6)

From the above data it is evident that the demographic transition
in Ukraine was in progress during the post-Second World War

period. We included this factor in our simulation of Ukraine'}s

hypothetical demographic development, that is, the situation which
would have existed had the tragedies of the 19408 and 1950s not

occurred. The hypothetical sex-age distribution of the population of

Ukraine for 1959 (see Table 6.5) was compared with the age
distribution data

presented
in the 1959 census. The two are compared

in Table 6.6.
As can be seen from Table 6.6, according to the normal population

reproduction regime in Ukraine between 1939 and 1959, the country

would have had 9 737000 people more than was recorded in the census

(excluding Transcarpathia, 8 818 700). Tbe heavy loss of life during the

Second World War, some 4.6 million,16 the 1947 famine, deportations,
repressions and mass migrations took their toll. Indirect losses account

for 3955000 people (or 40.6 per cent of the total), and direct. losses,

5 782000 peop1e (or 59.4 per cent of the total
figure). Sex-age

demographic data are presented in Figure 6.2.

Our calculations of the hypothetical age
structures indicate that the

catastrophes of the 19308 and 194Os, ignoring the natural movement of

the population, resulted in demographic loss of about 14.6 million

people over a
30-year period (1929-59). This is roughly equivalent to)))
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Table 6.5 Hypothetical sex-age structure or Ukraine's population compared
with 1959 census resuJu (.))

Age group Both sexel Males Females

( 1(003) (IOOOs) ( ]OOOs)

IlypotheticaJ censw Hypothetical census Hypothetical ce1UUS

0-4 3987 4424 2040 2242 1947 2182
5-9 3904 4327 1990 217S 1914 2152

10-14 2979 4426 1512 2210 1467 2216
15-19 351 ) 5159 1742 2578 1769 2581

20-24 4107 4368 2012 2196 209S 2172
25-29 3351 3320 1612 1641 1739 1680

30-34 3829 4730 1680 2330 2149 2400

35-.39 2S88 3646 )001 116S 1587 1881

40-44 2168 3179 813 1553 1355 1625
45-49 2757 3764 100S 1775 1712 1989

50-54 2352 3088 917 1477 1435 1610
55-59 1947 2461 682 1101 1265 1360
60-64 1502 1737 549 767 953 970

65-69 1167 1232 414 515 753 716
70-74 875 854 299 344 576 509

75-79 485 S3S 163 183 322 3S3
80+ 360 356 104 tIS 256 240

Total 41869' 51606 18575 24967 23294 26636

\\) The hypothetical
sex-\037

structure is for 1959 and is

co:ruted
on the

basis of the 1939census. c
reproduction regime is unafTect _ by the crisis

events of the 19401.)

35 per cent of the population total given by the 1959 census. The losses

during tbe 19308, which we have estimated as 5.8
million, can be

defined more precisely if one obtains r'eliable age distribution data for

the 1939 census. The 1939 census, as the reconstruction of the data for

the USSR as a whole has demonstr,ated, overstated the total popula-
tion

by
2.1 million or by 1.2 per cent.

Our analysis of population loss shows that chil.dren and youth age

cohorts suffered most9 The loss of those under 20 years of age
amounted to about 7.9 million people, or more than half the total
losses_ In our view, the

figures
we produced offer a reliable assessment

of the demographic consequences of the tragedies of the 19305 and

194Os.)))
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Table 6.6 Hypothetical sex-age structure of Ukraine's
popuJation compared

with the 19S9 census results
.)

Age group Both sexes Males Females

( 1000s) (%) ( }()(}()s) (%) (1000) (%)

( -, decrease; +, increase)

0--4 -437 11.0 -202 9.9 -235 12.1

5-9 -423 10.8 -185 9.3 -238 12.4
10-14 -1447 48..6 -698 46.3 -149 St.t

15-19 -1648 46.9 -836 48.0 -812 45.9
20-24 -261 6.3 -184 9.1 -77 3.7

25-29 +31 0.9 -29 1.8 +60 3.4
30-34 -901 23.5 -650 38.7 -2S1 11.7
35-39 - 1058 40.9 -764 76.3 -294 18.S
40-44

- ]011 46.6 -740 91.0 -271 20.0
43-49 -

1007 36.5 -730 69.8 -277 16.2

50-54 -736 31.3 -560 61.1 -176 12.3
55-59 -514 26.4 -419 61.4 -95 7.5

60-64 -235 15.6 -218 39.7 -17 1.8
65459 -65 5.6 -101 24.4 +36 4.8
10-74 +21 2.4 -45 15.0 +66 11.S
75-79 -50 10.3 -20 12.3 -30 9.3
80+ +4 ] .1 -II 10.6 + IS 5.9

Total - 9737 23.2 -
6392 34.4 - 334S 14..4)

Figure 6.2 Ukraine: population loss
by age-group, 1939-59)
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of the USSR, the UP A called for a conference
of 'captive nations', which was held on 21-22 November 1943. The
resolutions of the 'First Conference of Captive Nations of Eastern

Europe and Asia' stated that only 'a new international order t based on

the respect of the political rights of every nation, would
provide

each

nation with tbe means for its complete cultural and economic
development'.

)4

The Ukrainian revolutionary movement, as represented by the

OUN, made significant strides during 1943.
By

the end of the year
the territorial and internal structure of the UPA had become quite

comprehensive. The UP A continued to defend the Ukrainian
popula-)))



7 Between Two Leviathans:

Ukraine during the

Second World War)

Taras Hunczak)

Ukrainians found themselves in a most difficult position when the
Second World War broke out. They were divided among states such

as Poland and Czechoslovakia,' Hungary and Romania, forming

different communities who called themselves Ukrainians, or in some

cases, by the archaic name Rusyny. These communities differed in

terms of their level of national consciousness and
by degree of political

commitment to national emancipation or, to put it simply, to the idea
of Ukrainian statehood. The most politically developed community

was that of Galicia which, despite rather hard Polish rule, managed to

develop an entire social, cultural and economic infrastructure, factors

which translated into political power, or at least into a significant
power base.

The situation of Ukrainians in the Soviet Union was much different.

Collectivisation, the 1932-3 famine and mass
repressions

had devasta-

ted Ukrainian society. The population was reduced to a state of
atomisation and political

inertia. During the 19305 Ukraine ceased

to a significant politicaJ factor in Moscow's
political

calculations. The

republic was merely an administrative unit of a supra-national state
run from Moscow.

In view of these political realities, it should be obvious that Soviet
Ukrainians were incapable of becoming an independent factor during

the Second World War. That role was to be played by the politically

articulate West Ukrainians, who, building on an existing infrastruc-

ture, developed a nationalist movement which gave birth to the

Organisation of Ukrainian Nationalists..
I

It was this organisation,

armed with the exclusivist ideology of integral nationalism, tbat was

to play a leading role, even trying to act independently, as tbe

representative
of the national interests of the Ukrainian people.

The Organisation of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) was created in

1929 and, in the course of ten years of active struggle against Poland,)

97)))
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became a serious factor' in the life of Western Ukrainians. During
those years the

organisation
articulated its programme and built its

infrastructure, appealing particularly to youth, who sought a radical

solution to the Ukrainian problem. rejecting the possibility of a

parliamentary solution which seemed to have been leading nowhere.

The '0 UN, as all other clandestine authoritarian movements of its

kind, was subjected to various internal and external pressures in which
the

personalities
of the leading individuals played a significant role.

The split in the ranks of the OUN which occurred in April 194], wa,s

only the last phase of a longer brewing problem. Henceforth, the two

factions of the OUN were to be represented by tbeir
respective

leaders, Andrii Melnyk and Stepan Bandera, reflecting their ap-

proach to the centra,) idea of the OUN - the liberation of U\"kraine
from foreign domination. Each faction felt that it alone had the

proper solution. 2

What options, one might ask, were rea1ly open to Ukrainians during
the Second World War? The Soviet Union presented no viable

alternative for Ukrainians. The mass terror which accompanied the

imposition of Soviet rule in Western Ukraine once again reminded
Ukrainians of their colonial subjugation.] The Germans, on the other

hand, with whom OUN maintained contacts throughout the 1930s,

were seen as the lesser evit,. Some Ukrainians were particu1arly
encouraged by

the writings of Alfred Rosenberg, who assigned
Ukraine a rather prominent role in Eastern Europe within the

reconstructed new Europe..5

Obviously those Ukrainian leaders who were favourable to the idea

of German-Ukrainian co-operation were unaware, or perhaps did not
want to know, that many highly placed German officials and

politicians viewed their dealings with Ukraine only in terms of a

master-slave relationship. These officials of the lnird Reich viewed
Ukraine's role ,as Lebensraum, .a colonial land for [German] settlement

and exploitation'.'
The idea of colonial

exploitation
was promoted by Hitler himself. In

his 12 September 1936 speech, he portrayed Lebensraum as a bonl of

plenty. Giving vent to his imagination he said, 'If we had at our

disposal the incalculable wealth and stores of the Urals mountains and
the unending fertile plains of Ukraine to be exploited under National.
Socialist leadership, then... our German

people would swim in

plel1ty.
,7

While favourably disposed toward Germany t the OUN leadership

became increasingly uneasy about Gennanyts non-committal
position)))
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concerning the re-establishment of an independent Ukrainian state,
which was the central tenet of the ideology of OUN. It was probably
this

uncertainly
,or doubt about the German objectives that drove the

nationalists,. particularly the Bandera faction of the OUN, known as

OUN(B), to espouse a policy of accomplished fact. The first effort in

this direction was the 30 June ]941 proclamation of an independent
Ukrainian state by laroslav Stetsko, Bandera's deputy.s By this act,
the leadersh-ip of the Bandera faction forced the Gennan authorities to

reveal their true intentions. German hints that Ukrainian
political

aspirations would be satisfied in the distant future were confronted
with an unexpected political reality.9

The German authorities were taken by complete surprise by the
audacious act of the Bandera wing of the OUN. The Germans moved

quickly to intimidate the OUN' with the aim of forcing them to

liquidate the newly created government. The DUN refused to accede

to th,eir demands and this confr,ontation set the stage for German-
OUN(B) relations for the duration of the war.

Bandera explained the OUN's position during his interrogation on 3
JuJy

1941. He said that in the absence of any other political force, the
OUN(B) acted on behalf of the Ukrainian nation in proclaiming the

establishment of a Ukrainian state.
Undersecretary

Ernst Kundt

countered by saying that only Hitler had the authority to decide the

po]itical status of the territories conquered by the Germany army.
Bandera rejected that argument, maintaining

that this right properly

belonged to tbe Ukrainian people.
10

The lines were thus clearly drawn - the positions of both parties
were irreconcilable. Gennan plans for Eastern Europe precluded the

establishment of an independent Ukrainian state, while the DUN

could not compromise on this issue without losing the very purpose
for its existence.

II
The OUN(B) thus crossed its Rubicon in the very

first days of the German-Soviet war, placing it in an adversarial

position viJ-d..yis the Gennans.

The German response was quick. They arrested Bandera and

Stetsko, sending
them on 15 September 1941 to the Sachsenhausen

concentration camp.
12

ArresL. of rank-and-file OUN members quick.ly

followed suit, and reached large-scale proportions in 1942-3.]] Most of

those arrested were sent to concentration camps. while others were

execu ted.
14

From that point it became obvious to the leadership of the

OUN(B) that it had to pursue a policy independently and in

opposition to the 'German authorities in order to achieve their)))
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political objectives\037 The new position was clearly articulated during
the Second Conference of the OUN(B) , held in April 1942. The

resolutions adopted by the conference spoke about a policy
based

on an independent effort of Ukrainian revolutionary and military
forces and on

mobilising
the entire nation for a national liberation

struggle when the appropriate moment arrived. Referring to Nazi

Gennany and the Soviet Union as imperialistic states, the conference
proposed

its own vision of an international order based on the

principle of sovereign national states united under the banner 'free-

dom of nations and individuals'. IS

The Third Conference of the OUN(B), held 17-21 February 1943,
reaffirmed its previous stand on the imperialist nature of the war

between Gennany and the USSR, the goal of which, the resolution

stated, 'was to turn entire countries and nations into an object of
colonial exploitation...

,16
Thus 'Ukraine found herself between the

hammer and the anvil of two hostile imperialists
- Moscow and Berlin

- both of whom treat her as a colonial object:
17

The conference

delegates felt that the two principal combatants -
Nazi Gennany and

the USSR - wo,uld exhaust themselves in the war, providing
Ukrai-

nians with an opportunity to rid themselves of foreign occupation.
Therefore, they condemned any collaboration with the German

occupation authorities not only because it was wrong from the point
of view of Ukrainian national interests, but also because it would play
into the hands of the Communists, who would exploit it in their

propaganda efforts designed to tarnish the Ukrainian
struggle

for

independence as an instrument of Gennan imperialism..
18 This position

was re-affinned by the Third Extraordinary Grand
Assembly

of the

OUN(B) held in August 1943.
19

The OUN faction led by Andrii Melnyk, on the other hand,

prevaricated on the question of condemning German colonial ambi..
tions in Ukraine. Even when the Germans demonstrate,d their

disregard for the political ambitions of the Ukrainian people, Melnyk

still believed, or rather hoped, that they would change their policy. He

persisted in this attitude even after the Germans executed, in Babyn
Yar in February 1942t leading members of his organisation, among
them outstanding individuals such as Olena and

Mykhailo Teliha.

Ivan Rohach and laroslav Chemerynskyi. Melnyk's failure to take an
openly anti..Gennan stand

prevented his faction from playing a major

political role.

The Bandera faction of the OUN, by
its immediate stand against the

Germans, presented quite a contrast to the Melnyk group. At a 10 July)))
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1941 meeting the Bandera leadership decided to
reorganise OUN(B)

in

order to
\037repare

the population for anned struggle against Nazi
Germany. (With

the ,arrest of Bandera and Stetsko, Mykola Lebed

assumed the de facto leadership of
OUN(B)

- a position he held until

May 1943.)
The reorganised OUN(B), as well as the Melnyk faction, continued

to implement their programmes, which often called for great self.
sacrifice. Certainly one of the most ambitious programmes undertaken

by both factions of the OUN was to organise and send. on the heels of

the Gennany army, expeditionary groups (pokhidni hrupy) into Eastern

Ukraine, whose task was to raise the level of national
consciousness,

help revive civil life, open schools, publish newspapers, and, if possible,
organise cells of the OUN

underground organisation\03721 Despite

seemingly insurmountable obstacles, these 8000 young men and
women reached their destinations for the most part and achieved the

objectives expected of them. Many paid
with their lives for their

activity. Among those who perished were leading OUN(B) members

Dmytro Myron-Orlyk and Mykola Lemyk.
22

German authorities viewed with alarm the OUN
campaign.

From

the Nazi archives we know that Germa.D security authorities carefully
noted the DUN propaganda efTorts.

23
German intelligence reports

quoted extensively from OUN underground publications..
For exam-

ple, one report cited an OUN brochure which stated, 'Germany
pretends to be an ally and liberator, but really does not wish to see
Ukraine united and

independent;
does not want a Ukrainian state to

exist, and wants to turn Ukraine into her
colony

and the Ukrainian

people into... slaves.
,24 Another report quoted an OUN(B) 'Bulletin'

article which maintained that Communism and Fascism were similar

in their basic objectives, but differed only in the tactics they

employed.
2s

Analysing tbe OUN(B) propaganda, a German
intelligence report of

27 November 1942 concluded that the leaflets of the Bandera faction

were inflammatory, calling for the assassination of Germans, particu-

larly of the security policc.

26
Tbe German perception of OUN(B)

intentions was correct, for by November 1942, the OUN(B) had
already organised its first units of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army

(UPA), one of whose tasks was to resist the brutal Nazi administra-

tion.
27 The Gennans themselves created the conditions which favoured

the development of armed resistance. Mass executions, imprisonment
and deportations to Germany led many young people to flee into the

forests, creating a ready reserve for the Ukrainian national resistance)))
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movement. These run-aways served as the basis for the first Ukrainian

partisan groups which were organiscd D'ear Samy in Volbynia by Taras

Borovets (alias 'Bulba'), a political activist Dot affiliated with the

OUN.
28

Bulba's and similar groups protected the civilian population
against the arbitrariness of German authorities, as well as against the

requisitions and other abuses by the Soviet partisans.

The UP A as a unified force with a clearly defined ideology emerged

in the winter of 1942 and received a significant boost in March 1943
when thousands of Ukrainians serving in the German auxiliary police
deserted en masse and joined the UPA 9 bringing with them weapons

and ammunition.
29 From that time OD, the UPA was clearly on the

offensive, increasing its control over most of the rural areas of Polissia

and V olhynia.]Q Tbe Germans controlled only the larger towns and
cities which became strongholds from whicb they conducted their

. .. ,

punItIve operations.

Besides the Germans, the UP A also fought the Soviet partisans,
whose primary focus of activity was to wrest control of the Polissia-

Volhynia region from the lJPA. Soviet partisans would masquerade as

UPA units and engage in actions
specifically designed to provoke the

Nazis to take bloody reprisals4
31

All too often their tactics succeeded

and the Nazis would carry out mass executions of the Ukrainian

civilian population.
32

In 1943 the lJPA published its platform entitled 'What is the UPA

Fighting ForT This was a important programmatic statement, which
elaborated upon the nature of Russian and German imperialism, and

proposed a programme for the unity of action of oppressed peoples.
33

Support for the principle of national self-determination brought into
the ranks of the UP A an ever increasing number of units made up of
Tatars, Azerbaijanis, Georgians, Uzbeks and other Central Asians. To

encourage the anti-Soviet resistance movement among the various
non-Russian nations of the USSR, the UP A called for a conference
of 'captive nations', which was held on 21-22 November 1943. The

resolutions of the 'First Conference of Captive Nations of Eastern
Europe and Asia' stated that only 'a new international order t based on
the respect of the political rights

of every nation, would provide each

nation with tbe means for its complete cultural and economic

development'.
)4

The Ukrainian revolutionary movement, as represented by the
OUN, made significant strides during 1943. By the end of the year
the territorial and internal structure of the UPA had become quite

comprehensive. The UP A continued to defend the Ukrainian popula-)))
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tion against German military an.d police units, as well as against Soviet

p'artisans. The battles fought by the UPA in this
period

showed

considerable operational dexterity.35

Having emerged as a national military force of some
consequence,

the UPA leadership felt that it had to create a political centre which
would direct the Ukrainian

revolutionary struggle at home and

represent the movement abroad. 36

With that end in mind, representa.
tives from all parts of Ukraine attended a

meeting
in the Carpathian

mountains on II-IS July ]944, and declared themselves the provi-
sional

parliament of Ukraine. The Supreme Ukrainian Liberation

Council (Ukrainska Holovna Vyzvolna Rada -
UHVR)

elected a

revolutionary government and adopted a democratic political plat-
form.]7

The emergence of the UHVR as a revolutionary government with a
democratic programme constituted the zenith of Ukrainian nationalist

political activity during the Second World War. In its universal

(appeal) to the Ukrainian
people,

the UHVR explained that it was

'the largest and sole guiding body of the Ukrainian nation for the

duration of its revolutionary struggle, until the creation of the

government of an independent and
sovereign

Ukrainian state,.J8

The OUN(B) and the leadership of UPA were criticised after the war
by

their opponents for bringing reprisals upon the civilian population

by their use of armed force against the Germans and the Soviets. There

is; of course, some merit to the argument. It can, however, be argued

that Ukrainians bad no other options if they wanted to try to become a

factor in the international arena, as well as assert their right to an

independent political life. The only other alternative was to pursue a

policy of survival, with the understanding that nothing could alter
Ukraine's colonial exploitation by

the two super-powers. Most

Ukrainians were indeed passive and accepted such a position, making

the task of colonial domination by the two Leviathans much easier.
The Gennans'

occupational apparatus was able to create a basic

administrative infrastructure which helped it run vast areas with the

assistance of the conquered people. To be sure, this was nothing
unique, for the Gennans were even more successful in finding peop1e
who would co-operate with them in Western Europe. Yet the point

must be made that thousands of Ukrainians served
freely

in the

Gennan administration,39 in the indigenous police and the Galician
Volunteer Division.40

On a less voluntary basis, Ukrainians also served

in the Ukrainian Liberation Army (UVV), which was formed from the

prisoners-or-war of the Soviet
anny.41)))
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On a much larger scale, Ukrainians served in the Soviet state

apparatus, in the Red Anny, and in the Soviet partisans. Unlike

those who served in the Gennan administration or the army, a

significant number of those serving in Soviet formations were dedi-

cated communists who were willing and ready to fight and, if

necessary. die for the cause which they frequently identified with

Joseph Stalin. Their story is complex and has
yet

to be told in all of

its dimensions. Certainly, many believed that things would change

after the war, still others preferred the devil they knew to one who was

unknown.

Ukrainians who were members of the nationalist or communist

partisan movements, O'f who fought iD the ranks of the Red Army or in
German formations, or those who tried to remain uninvolved, paid

dearly for finding themselv,cs in the midst of this epic struggle. Some

22 000 villages and over 700 towns were destroyed. The population loss

was over 10000000 - the largest of any country.42
In the final analysis, Ukrainians were powerless, hapless victims.

Their attempt to play an independent political role was doomed to

failure,. an assessment that many OUN and UPA members would have
shared. Yet, as

many
members of the nationalist underground

admitted, they fought to earn a place in history. In that respect, they
did not tigh t in vain.)
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Restructuring from

Below: Informal Groups

in Ukraine under

Gorbachev, 1985-89)

Taras Kuzio)

For fifteen years Ukraine had been ruled by Volodymyr Shcherbyts-
kyi\"

the First Secretary of the Communist Party of Ukraine (CPU).
Widespread repression of all forms of dissent, an all-embracing

cam paign of Russification and subservience to Moscow authorities
had characterised his tenure of office.' While the Western media

speculated on Shcherbytskyi's demise after MikhaiJ Gorbachev came

to power in April 1985,2 the arch-conservative boss of Ukraine
remained in control. Perestroika in Ukraine was undoubtedly sacri-

ficed in the interests of maintaining centralised control. As the former

political prisoner Iuri Badzio noted, 'Gorbachev wanted to maintain
political stability in Ukraine at the expense of democracy.,3

Under the circumstances informal groups emerged
as the engine of

change. As Leonid Kravchuk later admitted, 'I agree that if it had not

been for Rukh [popular Movement of Ukraine in Support of

Restructuring] and other democratic currents we would Dot have

come so far so fast..

t4I

This chapter examines the evolution of informal

or independent groups from small circles to serious
competitors, for

political power.

Tbe story of the first stage of the birth of civil society in Ukraine is

linked to the amnesty of prisoners of conscience who provided dissent
with its organising cadres. The majority of political prisoners were

released in the first half of 1987 and they breathed new life into a

society which had stagnated under the party's grip.

The most important independent group to be formed at this time
was the Ukrainian Helsinki Union (UHU).. Officially founded in

March 1988, the UHU viewed itself as a continuation of the

Ukrainian Public Group to Promote the Implementation of the)

107)))
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Helsinki Accords which had been established in November 1976 and

whose membership bad been decimated by arrests. S

Unlike the

Moscow Helsinki Group, the Ukrainian Public Group had never
disbanded. The

membership
of the revived Ukrainian Helsinki Union

read like a who',s who of Ukrainian dissent of the 19605 and 19708. In

another link with the past, Viacheslav Chomovil relaunched the
samvydav (samizdat) Ukrains'kyi visnyk (Ukrainian Herald) in 1987

as issue number 7, fifteen years after it had been closed down by the

authorities. Ukrains'kyi vJ'snyk
became the official organ of the

Ukrainian Helsinki Union. 6

Levko Lukianenko, who had spent 26 years in prisons, was elected
head of the UHU. In the winter of 1988, while still in exile, he wrote
an essay entitled 'What Next?' which was the groupJs first program-

matic statement. In Lukianenko's view, perestroika was a 'life or
death' issue for Ukraine. 'The continuation of pre-perestroika policies
would have meant the total assimilation and destruction of our

nation.' He argued that the UHU should reach out to the masses

and encourage their participation in political life. The population b,ad
to be assisted in overcoming its fear and atomisatioo. Although

Lukianenko did not disguise his view that
independence

'was the

most favorable condition' for Ukraine, nevertheless the priority was
'to defend tbe rig11ts of citizens and to raise language and cultural
issues). 7

In the summer of 1988 the Ukrainian Helsinki Group released its
'Declaration of Principles

t

written by Chomovil, Mykhailo Horyn and

Bohdan Horyn.
8

The document represented a tactical compromise

designed to win broad endorsement from a public still reluctant to

support radical demands\" Tbe Declaration defined the UHU not as a
politica1 opposition party but as, 'an organization which activates tbe

masses in o,rder to encourage participation
in the government of the

country'\" It was a 'federative union of
self-governing

human rights

groups and organizations'. In
shor\037 the UHU regarded itself as an

unofficial popular front with the intention of uniting a broad
range of

people around a basic programme.
The Declaration dealt with political, economic, constitutional,

educational and cultural reform. It advocated the transformation of
the USSR 'into a confederation of independent states' with each state

having the right to independent diplomatic representation. It called for

a transfer of power from the Communist party to elected soviets,
public control over law enforcement agencies, the legalisation of

banned religious denominations and an end to nuclear power. In the)))
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economic sphere, the Declaration advocated market reform. It should

be noted that the 'Declaration of Principles' was conceived as a
'minimum'

programme
which could serve as a common platform for

the nascent informal groups.
One of the first initiatives of the Ukrainian Helsinki Union was an

attempt to break the regime's monopoly
on culture. In his August

1987 'Open Letter to Gorbachev' Chomovil announced the Union's
intention 'to form our own ,creative circles independent of the official
ones'.. 9

This was a reference to the Ukrainian Asso,ciation of

Independent Creative Intelligentsia (UANTI)
which was launched in

October 1987. U,ANTI was to serve as an alternative because official

creative unions 'developed only a pseudo-culture, modelled upon
socialist realism,.lo UANTI

promised
to publish literary periodicals

and almanacs and hold art exhibits. The signatories of the UANTI

declaration included seven honorary members of the International
Pen Club: Ihor Kalynets, Mykhailo Osadchyi, Mykola Rudenko,

Icvhen Sverstiuk t Ivan Svitlychnyi, Iryna Senyk and Viacheslav
Chomovil.

UANTI's first campaign was around the demand for tbe re-burial in
Ukraine lof the bodies of the talented poets and public figures

- Vasyl
Stus, Oleksa Tykhyi and Iuri Lytvyn

- murdered during the period of

stagnation'. UANTI called on the Ministry of Culture to officially

honour the fiftieth anniversary of Stus' birth, publish a selection of his

work. and obtain from the KGB works which they had confiscated
from Stus in the camps.

1 J

VANTI's first congress\037 held in Lviv, in January 1989, fifteen
months after it was founded, was attended by twenty.six participants

from all regions of Ukraine. Congress reports noted that association

members had succeeded in establishing the following periodicals:

Kafedra (Lviv, edited by M. Osadchyi), -Ievzhan zillia (Lviv, edited

by Iryna Kalynets), Karhy hir (Kolomyia, edited by Danylo Hrynkiv),
Snip (K.harkiv. edited by Valerii Bondar) and Porohy (Dnipropetrovsk,
edited by Ivan Sokulskyi).12

The Kiev-based Ukrainian Culture and Ecology Club (known as the

Culturological Club) also deserves mention as a pioneer of the drive

for democracy in Ukraine. Founded in August 1987
by

several former

political prisoners, it set as its mission the politicisation of the

population of Ukraine's capital. Led by Serhii Naboka, Leonid

Miliavskyi t Dies Shevchenko and Olha Matusevych, the group

campaigned for the release of all remaining prisoners of conscience

and for a widening of the discussion around the so-called 'blank spots')))
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of Ukraine's history, the man-made famine of 1932-3 in particular. It

organised commemorative meetings to honour figures such as
Vasyl

Stus and Taras Shevcbenko and discussions of nuclear power, the

environment and other
pressing

issues.

The Culturological Club was the first to organise sizea ble demon-
strations in the capital. On 26 April 1988, on the second anniversary of
the Chemobyl nuclear accident, it held a demonstration .in central

Kiev. Authorities used loudspeakers to drown out
speeches

and

arrested seventeen people, among them Oles Sbevchenko. This fonner

political prisoner was sentenced to fifteen days imprisonment.

As one of the most active informal groups in lGev, the Cultur-
ological

Club soon became the focus of a concerted press campaign
orchestrated by Communist officialdom. Articles such as those which

appeared in RadiDni ka Uk,aina, 1'9-21 May 1988, far from arousing
popular hostility,

in fact generated public interest in the club's activity.
The Kiev example spurred the formation of similar culture and

ecology clubs in other cities, including the eastern industrial
city

of

Kharkiv.
13

The radicalisation of the opposition and the public at large led to a
decline in the activities of the Culturological Club towards the end of
1988. Many felt that the club was an inadequate form of organisation
and moved to other

groups
such as the Ukrainian Helsinki U nioD or

the movement to legalise the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox

Church.

The above mentioned groups were led by former political prisoners.
Hromada, the Kiev University student organisation which was formed

in the spring of 1988 at the initiative of students from the physics

faculty, reflected the politicisation of a new generation. The student

group began to publish a journal and a bulletin. One of its first

activities was to hold a meeting on the fate of the Kievan Mohyla
Academy, a seventeenth century institution whose premises were

occup,ied by a military school. Echoing the position of the Cultur-

ological Club, the students demanded the immediate removal of tbe
military from this major historical site.

In September 1988 members of Hromada travelled to Armenia to
express solidarity with Armenian demands over Nagomo-Karabakh.
Hromada was also the principal organiser of the November 1988

demonstration in Kiev attended by some 10000 in support of the
formation of a Uk.rainian popular front and in opposition to nuclear

power. The students also called for the removal of Shcherbytskyi. In

the autumn of 19'88 the group organised a successful
boycott of)))



Taras Kuzio) 111)

military instruction classes at Kiev University. Hromada's joumal t

Dzv;n, was among the first to discuss the question of the formation of

Ukraine's own anny. Other iS$Ues it raised were the abolition of party
privileges\"

an end to new nuclear plant construction, economic

sovereignty and the need to introduce Ukrainisation policies to

overcome the legacy of decades of Russification. 14

The impact of Hromada can best be gauged by the hostile official

reaction to it. The Kiev University official organ published numerous
attacks on th,e students throughout ] 988, accusing them of being
\"overcome by dogmatic nationalistic slogans'. Initially,

the authorities

insisted, they were not hostile to Hromada, but the group had become

too politicised. When in November 1988 Hromada organised a

meeting at the university to discuss the Ukrainian Helsinki Union's

'Declaration of Principles' this was the last straw for authorities who

began to expel student activists. I\037

In this first period of the rebirth of Ukrainia,n society, a number
of other

groups
and movements deserve special mention. One which

had a sizeable following was the Committee in Defence ,of the

Ukrainian Catholic Church, headed by the fonner political prisoner
Ivan Het.

Despite being outlawed, the Ukrainian Catholic Church,

based in Western Ukraine, had continued to function in the under-

ground. The 'Church of the Catacombs', as it was known, emerged
in

the summer of 1987 with scores of bishops and hundreds of priests,
monks and Duns. The Committee spearheaded the campaign for the

church's legalisation. It published periodicals,
and organised mass

protests.
16

Perhaps the most important unofficial youth organisation to be

established in this period was Tovarystvo Lev (the Lion Society, which
took its name from the lion in Lviv's coat of arms).. Founded in the

spring of 1987, the society heralded the arrival of Galician youth on

the political arena. The first leaflet issued by the group declared that

the cultural, ec,onomic, environmental and moral crisis facing Ukraine

could only be overcome 'if a large section of conscious people, in the

first instance, young people' moved into action. The group announced
that it would focus on 'concrete deeds' .11

Indeed, ,characteristic of Tovarystvo Lev's activities was the concen-
tration on

specific projects such as the clean-up of the Lychakivskyi

cemetery in Lviv, the renovation of churches, the opening of a school to

teach long forgotten crafts, the revival of national traditions such as

performances of the vertep (New Year's plays) and
hahilky (spring)

dances. The young people developed an ambitious cultural
pro-)))
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gramme sponsoring rock music concerts and theatres. The ecological

expedition which they organised, 'Dniester 88', focused public aware-

ness on the terrible pollution
of the river. Tovarystvo Lev also

initiated mass visits of Eastern Ukraine
by

Galician youth in an

attempt to raise the national consciousness of this Russified region
of Ukraine.

11

It took two years of struggle before authorities agreed to
formally

register
the student group, even though it functioned under the

auspices of the Lviv University Komsomol and received limited

financial support fro,m the Ministry of Culture. 19

Indicative of the

group's dynamism was its launching of Postup in April 1989, 'the first

unofficial youth newspaper in Ukraine' with a circulation of 20000.

Tovarystvo Lev served as a major training ground for a new

generation of Galician leaders. 'Tbe older generation of dissidents, it

should be noted, were not without influence in this new milieu since
UHU members such as Iryna Kalynets served as key advisers to the
student group.

The
Chemobyl

nuclear disaster in April 1986 was the catalyst for the
formation of many infonnal groups because it clearly demonstrated

Ukraine's powerlessness in the face of central control.
Zelenyi

svit

(Green World) emerged as a direct response to Ukraine's environ-
mental emergency. The

republic's largest informal ecological group

came into being in the autumn of 1987 and it focused on a campaign

against the cover-up of the full effects of the Chemobyl tragedy.
In

time, Zelenyi svit moved to tackle a wide range of environmental
issues, from ecological education to safety of food supply.

Kiev's first large demonstration on 13 November 1988 served to

increase tbe influence of Zelenyi svit. Some 10000 demonstrators stood
in the rain for three hours while speakers, among them spokesmen for
Zel.enyi svit, described the ecological crisis in Ukraine and criticised

authorities for their inaction. 20

The informal groups that have been mentioned so far were among
the most

significant
actors in the first phase of the development of

autonomous political life in Ukraine. This period, which lasted from

1987 to late 1988, was characterised
by

an attempt by amnestied

political prisoners to deepen and broaden the definition of glasnost
and

peres'roika\037
Small unofficial groups were launched. Although

some could claim sizeable public support, none could be called mass

organisations. While student circles had been drawn into dissent, the
social basis of the informal groups was still very narrow. The move-
ment of national

awakening
was focused in Western Ukraine and Kiev)))
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and the new groups had little presence in the other regions ,of the

republic.

In the autumn of 1988 autoDomous political lire in Ukraine moved

to a new stage of development as existing groups realised that
they

had

to build alliances and forge a more broadly...based movement. It is to
this second stage that we now turn.

The example of Eastern Europe and the Baltic
republics

demon-

strated the potential power of popular fronts. In Ukraine, th,e first

attempt to establish such a broadly-based coalition occurred in Lviv.
The Ukrainian Helsinki Union, the Committee in Defen,ce of the

Ukrainian Catholic Church, Tovarystvo Lev and the Ridna mava
Society (Native Language Society, the precursor of the Shevcheoko

Ukrainian Language Society) joined together to form the Democratic

Front in Support of Perestroika. The citizens of Lviv, the most
politicised

in Ukraine, had grown impatient at the slow pace of

change in Ukrainc. Throughout the summer of 1988 mass meetin,gs

were held in the city which regularly attracted some 20000 to SO 000

people, many of whom held pictures of Gorbacbev. 21

The Democratic

Front was a direct product of this popular mobilisation. The Front
p,Jedged

to stand in elections and ensure the continuation of the
democratisation process. Local authorities reacted to this new asser-

tive mood by bringing out the OMON, the Special Purpose
Militia

Detachments and invoking special legislation against unsanctioD,ed

meetings. With increasing use of the OMON, the mass meetings in

Lviv dwindled to 3000 to 4000 and the prospects of the emergence of a

powerfu1 popular front looked bleak.
22

However, events took a
different turn because o,f initiatives that were taken in Kiev.

The first Kiev.based attempt to form a popular front came in June

1988 when some 500 people from a number of informal groups met in

the Philhannonic Hall. The meeting resolved to launch a Popular
Union in Support of Restructuring with Oleksandr Sheikin as the

head of the Initiative Committee. In early July the Popular Union met

in a theatre in Kiev where a prominent speaker
was Leonid Miliavskyi

from the Culturological Union. Both the name of the Popular Union
(Narodnyi soiuz) and the name of its publication, Narodnaia volia

were in Russian, indicating that the impetus for the organisation had

come from Russians outside the structures of the main Ukrainian

dissident circles.
23

This attempt to launch a popular front did not
succeed.

The
origins

of the organisation which came to be known as Rukh

(Popular Movement of Ukraine in
Support

of Restructuring) were)))
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somewhat different and are bound up with developments. within the

non-dissident Ukrainian intelligentsia. That intelligentsia, especially its

'writers and scholars, while becoming iDcreasingly
bold in voicing their

views, had Dot yet taken organisational initiatives as a group. The
intelligentsia

was organised around unions and academic establish-

ments and had newspapers and journals under their control. They were

the soldiers of the 'ideological front', as party leaders often reminded
them. If they and the institutions under their control were to become

centrally involved in launching an
independent organisation,

this could

seriously threaten the party's grip on civic life.
The story of Rukh is one of th,e defection of the intelligentsia from

the party to the forces of the democratic movement. The previous

work of the dissent circles had prepared the ground. It should be noted

that the division between the dissident and non-dissident sectors of tbe

intelligentsia was Dot always clearly defined. Both had often worked in
the same institutions and they tended to move in the same social
milieus. The dissident

intelligentsia merely stiffened the others' back-

bone.

The original idea of a popular front was proposed by two writers,

Pavia Movchan and Viktor Teren, at a 1 November 1988 me'eting of

the Party organisation of tbe Kiev branch of the Writers' Union of

Ukraine.
24

Shortly after the Kiev demonstration on 13 November

1988, the Kiev Branch of the Writers' Union of Ukraine and the

Institute of Literature joined forces to fonn an initiative committee to

launch a Ukrainian Popular Front. The move
gained support and the

joint plenum of cultural unions which met in mid-November resolved
to draft a programme and struck a working group consisting of twenty
writers and literary scholars headed by Ivan Drach.

25
The December

1989 plenum of the Writers. Union endorsed this proposal and

instructed the initiative group to work on 'a draft of a program for

a Ukrainian Popular Movement in Support of Restructuring'.
26

As a result of this development, leading cultural and literary figures
came to the fore, supplanting dissident groups who would help in the

background with organisatio,nal matters\037 On 4 December 1989

supporters of a popular front met with representatives from UHU,

Zelenyi svit and others. On 31 January 1989 the initiative group
presented

a draft programme to the plenum of the Writers' Union.
Communist authorities were at first disoriented by the turn of

events. Leonid Kravchuk, a secretary in the ideological department

of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine tried to
derail the drive towards the formation of a popular front, claiming that)))
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it was unnecessary since the Party itself was undertaking perestroika.

Kravchuk attacked the programme as 'anti-constitutional' and CPU

members were advised not to join the front.
27

Another approach taken

by party officials was to demand that the programme have a clause

supporting the \037leading role' of the Communist Party.
Having written a draft programme, Rukh now confronted the

pro,blem of bringing it to the public\"s attention. There was a concerted
campaign

to prevent the publication of the draft programme in the

newspapers and it looked as if the programme would have to appear in

limited circulation in samizdat. In the face of these obstacles, Ivan

Drach and a gro,up of writers travelled to Moscow on 13
February

1989 to appeal directly to Gorbachev. Gorbachev was forced to make
an unscheduled visit to Ukraine on 19 February to deal with the rift.
That day the organ of the Writers' Union of Ukraine, Literatuma

Ukraina, printed the programme. Gorbacbev's visit itself was a

disappointment, since he used the occasion to attack Ukrainian
nationalism. The CPU felt that its stance was vindicated and

proceeded to launch an all-out campaign against
Rukh.

28

The draft programme, the subject of such controversy, called for a
front of independent groups and the reformist wing of the CPU in

opposition to the leadership of the party. The leadership of Rukh

included many party members who
hoped

to establish a working

relationship between Rukh and the liberal wing of the party, some-

thing which the popular fronts of the Baltic republics had done with
such success.

The draft programme described Rukh as a 'demonstration of

support for revolutionary restructuring set into motion by the party.

It represents a new coalition of Communist and non-party members

united in a new struggle for fundamental social renewal of all spheres
of public, government

and economic tife in the Ukrainian SSR.' As a

programme it exhibited a left-liberal profile emphasising 'humanity,

peace and progress'. Rukh 'recognised the leading role of the party in a

socialist society', since without this phrase, the organisation could not

hope to become officially registered. The document stated that the

movement is a unifying link between the programme of restructuring

proposed by the party and the initiative of the broad masses of the

people. Rukh would assist the CPU in broadening democratisation. It

promised to expose all attempts at
slowing

down democratisation,

improve the environment, fight to increase living standards, ensure the
establishment of the rule of law and campaign for the sovereignty of

the republic.
29)))
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The controversy over tbe publication of Ruth'.
programme

and

CPU-orcbestrated campaign against it served to stimulate public
interest. The editor of Vech;,.,,;;Xyi, DOted that by the summer his

newspaper had received thousands of letters dealing with the draft

progr
amm e. two thirds of which supported it. 30

LilnallU1ltl Uk,aina

received 3000 letters which expressed overwhelming support for

Ruth's positions.
3 I

The party's attack on Ruth continued for months on end. The party
mobilised loyal

writers and academics to join the chorus of denuncia-

tion. Boris, Oliinyk t for example.. wrote that the programme was

marked by 'spontaneity and dilettantism'. It was clearly 'worked out

without the participation of specialists' and was marred by 'con-
frontational positions,.32 High ranking members of the Academy of

Sciences wrote that popular fronts in the Baltic republics 'could not

boast of a real contribution to practical achievements in restructuring.

But the division along national lines, mutual suspicions and distrust,
on the other hand run quite deept\037 They attacked Rukh for 'by-passing
the party ,organization of the republic't and considered the call to

Ukrainise the educational system a violation of the
riFts

of 'twenty
million Russian..]anguage speakers' living in Ukraine.

3

The question of dual membership in the party and Rukh become a

thorny one. Rukh leaders were criticised for remaining in the CPU and
their actions were labelled a breach of party discipline: 'They have to
remember that

ideological
and organizational unity are an inviolable

law in our party's life and that any manifestation of factionalism and

grouping is incompatible with adherence to the Marxist-Leninist
party.,34

Kravchuk asked, how could Ruth leaders remain memben

of the CPU when they regularly criticised itr' 1ne
leadership

of the

Union of Journalists added, 'One cannot help but see that around the
initiative group of the Popular Movement. for Restructuring are

unconstructive, anti-socialist, nationalist inclined groups who are

pushing on a course to de-stabilize and dislocate the party and people
from the restructuring process.,36

The writers, poets and academics who had taken the initiative to
form Rukh were caught ofT guard by the vicious media campaign
against them. They were accused of fomenting civil war, nationalism

and separatism.); Whatever hope the intelligentsia had that Moscow

and Gorbachev would support Rukh was dispelled when Pra\037da and

other central newspapers joined the chorus of attack,s. 38

The CPU claimed that Rukh had became a vehicle for groups such
as the UHU which had \037no mass following', who through Rukb had)))
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expanded their influence. Special concern was expressed about West-

ern Ukraine where the UkraiDian Helsinki Union was said to be the
dominant force.

39
The party's fears were well-grounded since Rukh

was rapidly becoming a mass organisation. At the July 1989 lGev

oblast branch conference of Rukh, Ivan Drach claimed that the
popular front had 200 local ,groups with 200 000 members despite
the fact that the

'ideological apparatus has launched an offensive

against it,.40

The rise of Rukh marked a new phase in the development of

autonomous associations. An important factor in Rukh's growth
was the

expansion
of the social basis of informal groups. A number

of important developments have to be dealt with in this respect.

Among the most significant was the revival of the Ukrainian
Autocephalous

Orthodox Church. The Initiative Committee in Sup-

port of the Revival of the Ukrainian
Autocephalous

Church was

launched in Kiev in February 1989 with the support of Rukh and

the Ukrainian Helsinki Group. The Autocephalous Church threatened

one of the central institutions of Soviet rule in Ukraine - the Russian

Orthodox Church. Ukraine was the 'jewel in the crown. of the Russian

church. In 1988, for example, ,out of ,6893 functioning parishes in the
USSR, 4000 were located in Ukraine, 2000 of which were centred in
the Western region of the republic. By contrast, the RSFSR boasted

only 2000 churches. A church schism in Ukraine was therefore a

'mortal danger' to the Russian Church, and a threat to the central state

institution which backed it.
41

Throughout 1989, the Autocephalous Church revival was focused

primarily
in Western Ukraine. In August of that year, the parish priest

of the Church of SS Peter and Paul in Lviv seceded from the Russian
church and became the first Autocephalous parish in Ukraine. This

was the beginning of a process which led to the collapse of the Russian

church in Western Ukraine. It also created tensions with the Ukrainian

Catholics. Parish priests in Western Ukraine were confronted with a

choice - either to join the Ukrainian Catholic Church or the
Autocephalous

Orthodox Church. A sizeable number of priests joined
the Autocephalous Church, not wishing to break with Orthodoxy,

something which could not help but lead to friction over the allocation
of buildings. However, what was significant was that the Ukrainian

Autocephalous Church received a base in Western Ukraine from

which it would expand to the central and eastern regions. Autocepha-

10us church communities in central and eastern Ukraine became

closely linked with informal groups and with Rukh in particular,)))

Sbornik dokurnenlo, (Kiev, 1962), p. 150.
9. There is no certain explanation for the existence of the variations. It was

not. commented on by memoirists who wrote shortly afterwards. News..
paper accounts show that the meeting was chaotic, and imply that it
finally voted a motion with the undentanding that it wou]d be cleaned

up)))
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and they provided the popular front with support amongst worken

and peasants.
The March 1989 elections to the USSR

Congress
of People's

Deputies served as the first lesson in electoral campaigning. These
were the first 'semi-free elections in the USSR since the Bolsbevik

revolution. Although groups such as the UHU called for a boycott of

the elections because the procedures were so patently unfair, none the

less, once a number of popular candidates were nominated, informal

groups swung to
support

them as a way of deepening the politicisation
of the population.

The vast majority of candidates in the election were members of the

CPSU. A third of them ran unopposed. Yet the CPU was shocked by

the election results. In Lviv, 36000 ballot cards were defaced or left

blank, primarily in protest against candidates running unopposed. In

Drobobych, near Lviv, the oblast first secretary Ia. Pohrebniak ran

uDopposed and received less than 12 per cent of the vote.
42

Despite

dirty tricks, a number of opposition candidates were
elected, among

them lury Shcherbak\037 head of Zelenyi svit, Mykola Riabchenko_
Dmytro Pavlychko, Rostyslav BratuD and V. Martyrosian. The

opposition gained a new platfonn. The 1989 elections served as a

dress rehearsal for the March 1990 electoral campaign.
Another important event was the launching of the Ukrainian

Historical-Educational Society Memorial in March 1989 with the
support of various informal groups and the Cinematographers.,
Theatre Workers' and Architects' Union and Ukrainian Cultural
Fund. The inaugural congress took place in the midst of the election

campaign and on the anniversary of Stalin's death. Tbe spotlight was

also on Ukraine's Katyn, a mass
grave

of over 200 000 bodies near

Bykovnia which the authorities for years had attributed to Nazi

atrocities, but which turned out to be the work of Stalin's repressive
forces.. 3

Tbe congress attracted 500 delegates from 40 cities. The rally
next day stressed that

\"Although
Stalin is dead, his followers are still

among us.' The congress resolved to resea,rch and publicise Stalin's

crimes in Ukraine. investigate and ensure the prosecution of officials

involved in repression under Brezhnev, and secure access to KGB and
MVD files. The congress also voted to support Rukh.\"

Another important group founded at this time was the Shevcbenko

Ukrainian Language Society. Tbe Language Society grew out of the
Ridna mova Society (Native Language Society) organised in Western

Ukraine the year before and \\\"hic'h had some 10000 members. The

inaugural congress of the Ukrainian Language Society was sponsored)))
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by the Writers' Union, the Institute of Language and the Institute of

Literature. It was attended by 500 delegates representing infonn,al
groups, government departments and creativ,e unions. Ie. Ielchenko,

head of the ideological department of the Central
Committee, who

addressed the congress, attempted to drive a wedge between the
Language Society -

who,se goals were praised
- and Rukb, which

was condemned. When the Ukrainian Language Society
voted to

support Rukh, lelchenko w,alked out in defeat. 45

Membership in the Ukrainian Language Society was often an

intermediary step to full involvement in Rukb. Seemingly more

innocuous than R ukh, the Society soon established branches in

government offices, factories, schools and collective farms. By mid-

1989 the Society had 70 ,000 members.
46

The inaugural congress of Rukh held in Kiev on 8-10
September

1989 could be considered the final chapter of the second phase in the
development of autonomous movements in Ukraine. Attended by over

1000 delegates representing almost 300000 people, the congress elected

Ivan Drach as chainnan, Serhii Koniev, a Russian from
Dniprodz-

herzhinsk as his deputy, and Mykhailo Horyn, a leading member of
the UHU as head of the secretariat. The draft programme was adopted
after long discussion and many amendments. It was announced that

Rukh would put forward candidates in elections, propose new
legislation,

and mobilise public opinion to ensure political democrati-

sation, economic reform and real political sovereignty.
The revival of

the Ukrainian language and culture and defence of the rights of
national minorities were also stressed.

47
With the first congress of

Rukh, the political map of Ukraine was re-drawn.

Between j 985 and J 989 the opposition movement in Ukraine

passed through two distinct stages. It began with the release of

prisoners of conscience who provided the values, courage and

organisational skills needed to establish autonomous
groups.

The

founding of a wide spectrun1 of associations - ecological, religious
and cultural -

marked a genuine re-birth of civil society. The growth
of infonnal associations soon posed the need for co-ordination and

pooling of resources to ensure the development of an effective

opposition movement. Th,e defection of the main-stream intelligentsia
to the side of the opposition gave

autonomous movements cadres an,d

access to resources of the society hitherto denied them. With the

launching of Rukh, the democratic movement in Ukraine moved to a

higher plane
of activity. It was now poised to enter the contest for

political power.)))
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9 The March 1990

Elections in Ukraine)

Peter J.
Potichnyj)

The March 1990 elections to the Supreme Soviet in Ukraine were a
significant step

in the democratisation of political life. This chapter will

analyse the electoral
campaign

and the final results, which represented
a watershed in the history of the

republic.

In preparation for the 4 March 1990 elections three laws had to be
adopted.

I

Wark on them began in August 1988 when the Presidium of
the Ukrainian

Sup,reme
Soviet established two working groups

mandated to prepare draft Jaws which could be submitted for
public

discussion and eventually considered for adoption by parliament. The

public discussion of the draft laws occurred over a two-and-a-half

month period and involved some 15 million people. According
to a

report by V. s. Shevchenko\037 Chainnan of the Presidium, the Commis-
sion on Legislative Proposals of the Supreme Soviet received over
235000, amendments and propositions from citizens (of which 150000

were very concrete), and more importantly, nine alternative drafts, of
which one -

prepared by six People's Deputies of the USSR Supreme
Soviet - was published in the press as an 'alternative draft,.2 Important

suggestions proposed by the alternative draft, as well as by various

opposition groups, primarily Rukh circles, were selectively incorpora-
ted in the law adopted by the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet.

3
These' laws

differed from the provisions of the USSR constitution in a number of

key respects.

An important issue was how to enhance the authority of the

republican ,Supreme Soviet. Ukraine, unlike the All-Union structure,
chose to do

away
with the Congress of People's Deputies and retained

the (uni-cameral) Supreme Soviet as the highest organ of state power..

Ukraine also rejected the ejection of deputies on the basis of quotas
allocated to the Communist party and party dominated social

organisations. This too differed from the
practice

at the USSR

level.
4

The size of Ukraine's Supreme Soviet was reduced from 650

to 450 deputies. Candidates could be nominated by a majority vote at
a meeting where 200 or more electors were present.)

123)))

specifically was

levh,en Hrebinka (18]2-48), himself a minor writer in both Russian
and Ukrainian..

43

An alumnus of the Bezborodko LycCe, Hrebinka was three years
younger than his eminent school mate Nicholai Gogo) (1809-52). Like

Gogol, Hrebinka chose to pursue a literary career in St. Petersburg

wllile making a living in government service, specifically in Uvarov's
Ministry

of Popular Enlig}'tenment.
44

Just as Lunin and Sreznevskii
were crucial to Kostomarov, and Maksymovych to

Kulish,
so

Hrebinka was crucial in his mentorsbip of Shevchenko. It was)))
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In preparation for the election, 450 electoral districts were estab-

lished, each with approximately 82200 voters. A Central Electoral

Commission (CEC) composed of 31 members, and 450 District

Electoral Commissions (DEq, were fonned.\037

From the very beginning of the nomination process, 3 November

1989, there were plenty
of indications that the DEC. were not

operating within the spirit of the newly adopted electoral law. One

of the reasons may bave been that the right to create these commis--

sions, according to the Electoral Law, was given to the Obla,st
Executive Committees

(ob/vykonkoms),
and the Executive Committees

of the lower soviets, the majority of which were in the hands of arcb-

conservative elements.' In many localities it was especially difficult for
some social

organisations
or even voters' meetings to nominate their

candidates without encountering numerous objections and harassment
from the DECs. The laws were interpreted in such a way as to prevent
the newly established so-called 'informal organisations' from nomina-

ting their candidates\0377

The nomination process was unusually cumbersome. It gave local

communist officials many opportunities to frustrate the Domination

initiatives of their democratic opponents. Nominating meetings had to
be approved by the Executive Committee of the local Soviets and the

DEC or else they were declared invalid. Permission had to be given in

writing, and obtaining this piece of paper from the local Executive

Committees was not an easy task. Mustering the required 200 voters'
quorum

was relatively easy. However, the fact that all voters attending
the meeting had to

register
and offer proof of residence and age

created difficulties..
Given that communists dominated the

membership of the District

Electoral Commissions, and given their hostility towards infonnal
organisations, it is not surprising that there were numerous infractions

of the electoral law. Thus, for example, the Sbevchenko Ukrainian

Language Society, although an officially registered organisation as of
20 May 1989, was prevented on many occasions from fielding its
candidates. The Society, a leading oppositional force, proved power-

less in the face of bureaucratic arbitrariness. District Electoral
Commissions claimed that they could not register the Society's
candidates because the Central Electoral Commission had not certi-

fied the Society's status as a legal organisation. However, V. F.
Boiko,

Chairman of the Central Electoral Commission, asserted that because
the Society was

officially registered th.ere was DO need to notify the
DECs on this score. Yet this did not prevent many DECs from)))
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refusing to register the Shevcheoko Language Society
candidates. In

fact, in K.harkiv, Temopil, Rivne and Mykolaiv, the DECs did not
reverse their negative decision even though they were ordered to do so
by the Central Electoral Commission.

9

Communist officials used various underhanded means to ensure
control of the nomination process. Nomination meetings would be

held at an inconvenient time; or a meeting would be scheduled in the

evening and then held four hours earlier but only 'reliable' people were
notified of the

change
of time or place..

10
Permission to hold meetings

was often denied for
totally

trivial reasons, and to ensure that there

would be no appeal, the decision would Dot be given in writing. In this

manner, in Kiev, eight candidates of the ecological movement Zelenyi

svit (Green World) were refused registration.
I I

The most blatant example of interference in the electoral process was
the refusal of authorities to register Rukh, which had the best chances
of winning a substantial number of seats in the Supreme Soviet. Rukh

(the People's Movement of Ukraine for
Restructuring), the largest and

most authoritative democratic organisation in Ukraine, was refused

registration until February 1990,that is. only after the deadline fOf the

nomination of candidates to the 4 March 1990 elections had past, thus

preventing it from fielding candidates. 12

Tbe actual registration of candidates took place between 4 January
and 4 February 1990.It did not pass without controversy. Boiko, the

Chairman of the Central Electo'ral Commission, defended district

commission decisions to refuse the registration of candidat\037\037 from

various informal groupS.13 M. O. Ly tvyn , secretary of the 'Central

Electoral Commission, admitted that hundreds of voters had protes-
ted violations of the Electoral LaW.)4 Tbe public was clearly dissa-

tisfied with the work of the electoral commissions and continued to

pressure for a more equitable treatment of oppositional groups.
However, the Central Electoral Commission refused to review most

complaints. When asked whether the \"District Electoral Commissions
are

placing
artificial obstacles' to prevent the Shevchenko Ukrainian

Language Society, the ecological association Zelenyi svit and other

infonnal associations from running candidates in the election.. Boiko,
dismissed these accusations as

6groundless attempts to discredit

democratically elected electoral organisations'. He would only admit
that the CEC received 120 appeals of DEC decisions, 68 of which were

reviewed; the ruling of the DECs was upheld in 42 cases, and reversed

in anothe'r 16 cases, including four involving the Shevchenko Ukrai..

nian Language Society and Zelenyi svit.I's)))
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It is interesting to examine some of the tactics used to block

opposition participation in the elections. In K.harkiv, for instance, a

candidate was refused registration on the grounds that a member of

the DEC was Dot present at the nominatiDg meeting. even though such

a presence was not required by the Electoral Law. 16

In Bila Tserkva,

the militia harassed those attending the nominating meeting called
by

the Shevchenko Ukrainian Language Society, and eventually the

meeting had to be held in the corridor of the local cultural centre

since all other rooms were denied. 17

In Dnipropetrovsk oblast, the

DEC declared that the Novomoskovsk Shevchenko Ukrainian Lan-
guage Society had DO legal right to Dominate candidates, c'vcn though
the Society's right to do so was recognised by the Central Electoral

Commission.
18 ]n Rivne, the secretary of the K.uznetsivsk city party

committee travelled to Kiev and stole a form from the central office of

the Shevchenko Ukrainian Language Society used to register local

chapters of the organisation, and signed it in the name of the

Kuznetsivsk Shevchenko Ukrainian Language Society. He used this

as proof that anyone can fonn a local chapter of tbe society hence its

candidate should be refused registration!.'

This widespread violation of registration procedures was
protested

by two deputies of the USSR Congress of People's Deputies, both of
whom headed the organisations most affected. Dmytro Pavlychko,
chainnan of the Shevcbenko Ukrainian Language Society and Yuri

Shcherbak, chairman of Zelenyi svit asked the Presidium of the

Supreme Soviet to use its constitutional powers to investigate infrac.

tions of the ElectoraJ Law and the work of the electoral commissions.
20

A large rally held in Kiev on II February 1990 also ad,dressed the

registration issue.
21

The protests did Dot reverse the decisions of
electoral commissions. The irregularities, however, served to discredit

the party apparatus in the eyes of growing democratic public opinion.

The electoral campaign itself played an important role in the
politicisation

of the population. In preparations for the elections, the
Central Comlnittee of the Communist

Party
of Ukraine (CPU)

published its platform and an appeal to voters. Both documents
emphasised

that only the party could 'guarantee restructuring',
express \037the interests of all ct asses and social groups' and guarantee
social stability. The

appeal
attac'ked 'extreme elements' in S()Ciety who

were using the -elections fO'f their narrow egotistical goals... to push

people into political adventurism'. These forces were
stirring up

.national enmity' which could lead to a 'fratricidal civil war t

.
22

For

the party the main enemy was Rukh.)))



Peter J. Potichnyj) 127)

It should be noted that at this time, the party bad unleashed a

campaign designed to heightel1 inter-ethnic tensions. Ukraine was

swept by rumours of imminent anti.Jewish pogroms. Provocateurs,

dis\037ised
as Rukb members, were spreading anti. semi tic propagan.

da.
3

On 17 February 1990, the communist controlled Supreme Soviet
issued a proclamation appealing for calm and support for the

government.
24

This campaign, designed to convince voters that the Communist

Party was the last
refuge

of law and order, back-fired because it was so
obvious who was generating the tension. The

government
and the

KGB had to admit that it was a false alarm. The electoral
ploy

worked

against the party, and helped speed up the internal decay and
disintegration within party' ranks,25

Party control of the mass media was widely abused during the
electoral

campaign.
The CPU platform received wide publicity, while

the positions of others were passed over
largely

in silence. The party

press publici sed the only the names of CPU-backed candidates.

26

Party-dominated mass organisations were also used to bolster the
CPU campaign. On 2 December 1989 Ukraine's trade union organisa-
tion adopted a programme which largely aped the party position.

27

The same could be said of the platfonn of tbe Women's Councils of

the republic.
28

A significant exception to this rule were the electoral
campaigns of candidates from the Komsomol. They represented an

important breach in communist monolithism.
The electoral platform

of the Komsomol organisation of the Kiev

Poly technical Institute was an interesting example
of the growing

diversity of opinion. It called for the 'transfer of real power from the

party to the soviets; adoption of democratic laws regulating strikes,
meetings, demons,trations and the press'; constitutional guarantees for

the developing social movements and organisations; a review of the
union treaty; a r,ebirth of the national consciousness, history and

cultures of all nations living in Ukraine; the return of land to the

peasants and factories to the workers; the introduction of cost

accounting in all sectors of the econ,omy;, the encouragement of co-

operatives (private ownership);
and finally, measures to improve the

living conditions of youth and especially students.

29

Even more iconoclastic was the 'Proclamation to the People of
Ukraine' issued in the name of 'young candidates' - a loose inter-

regional grouping. The candidates claimed that since they 'were not

weighed down by bureaucratic chains, stereotypes and ambitions' it

would be easier for them 'to bring about reforms that would)))
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fundamentally change political and economic relations in the republic'.

Signed by 37 candidates. the proclamation highlighted the fact that out

of 3653 nominated candidates, only 216 represented young people.
30

In a document entitled 'Position', issued by the same group of young
candidates, they advocated genuine political and economic sovereignty

for Ukraine and called for a renegotiation of the terms of the union

treaty. They also supported improved social programmes and a more

equitable distribution of the national income.\"

Similar in content and in tone were the
proclamations

and resolu-

tions of the Eighth Plenum of the Central Committee of the Ukrainian
Komosomol. The Komsomol leaders were much bolder than their

parent party organisation in raising the national
question

and identify-

ing the economic and political measures that had to be taken to resolve

it. The Plenum passed resolutions calling for 'real sovereignty' and
demanded a new union treaty. The

position
on sovereignty was in fact

similar to Rukb's. The Komsomol also tackled a
highly charged

symbolic issu,e by defending the use of the blue-and-yellow flag by
public groups.32 (The blue..and-yellow flag was banned in Soviet

Ukraine since it was identified with the national movement which

fought for Ukraine's independence during the 1917 revolution.)
It should be pointed out that the

party platform ,did not reflect the

views of all party members. In fact, so many party members and party-
affiliated organisations took exception to the party platform,

tbat one

journalist asked, 'How many parties are there actually withjn the
Party?

.33

If one examines proposals from individual communists or those
from some local party organisations, ODe can appreciate the correct...

ness of the above question. For example, Academician K. M.
Sytnyk,

a

Central Committee member, wrote that 'many people do not believe
our assurances, promises, slo'gans and declarations'. He condemned

.conservatives' in the party who instead of confronting the economic

problems facing tbe country preoccupied themselves with 'blackening
Rukh members'. In his view, Rukh was essential in the battle

a\037instconservatives and 'good Rukh candidates' should be supported.
Some groups

within the party were indeed quite radical in their call
for reform and renewal. The pream.ble to the platform adopted by
1 124 delegates to the party conference of the Kiev Polytechnial

Institute stated, 'The transition from a totalitarian system with a
monopoly of power in the hands of the party apparat to a democratic

political system demands a truly democratic party, which builds its

relationship with other organisations and movements on the basis of)))
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equal partnership, intellectual and moral authority.' The conference

rejected the party's mODopo1y of power and 'dogmatic Marxism-

Leninism', and called for an early congress to revamp the party roles

and prog ramm es. It called for close co-operation with Rukh.
35

Even m'ore critical were the suggestions outlined
by

the Kiev party

committee of the Ukrainian Writers' Union. The writers said Ukraine
was confronted with a 'crisis of ideas, degradation of economic
structures and lack of faith in the future'. Radical reform was needed

and this entailed re-shaping the USSR into a 'voluntary union of

republics
- sovereign states' and the CPSU had to become a 'voluntary

union o,f communist parties'. Political power should rest with the
soviets, and the party apparat should be placed under the democratic

control of the party membership.36 The position of the group reflected

many of the ideas of Rukh, which was not surprising since some of the
signatories, among them S. Plachynda, lu. Mushketyk and I. Drach,
were prominent members of Rukh.

The main opposition to the party in the elections was provided by
Rukh, a coalition of Ukraine's democratic forces. Rukh's constituent

congress was held in the autumn of 198'9and the 11S8 delegates in

attendance represented some 280000 people. To prevent Rukh from

contesting the election, authorities delayed the organisation's registra-

tion to February 1990, until the deadline for the nomination of

candidates had passed . This action, coupled with the vicious cam-

paign
that was unleashed against Rukh, was probably beneficial for

the organisation because it helped keep' it united. Without this pressure
from the outside, Rukh could have broken up into a number of

political groups, each pursuing its own specific political goals.
It should also be added that many of the constituent organisations

of Rukh were
officially registered

and despite great difficulties were

able to field their candidates. (Ibis was especially true of Memorial

and the Shevchenko Ukrainian Language Society.) While the compo-
nent organisations issued their own electoral platforms and appeals,

tbe most important and authoritative programmatic statement was

issued by the Rukh congress and it became the electoral platform of
the vast majority of opposition candidates. R,ukh called for the

political and economic sovereignty of Ukraine within a renewed

USSR. It upheld the national, cultural and religious development of

all nationalities inhabiting Ukraine.. It called for political democratisa-
\302\267

d k

\302\267

ed

\302\267
r 37

tlOO an mar et-onent economic relOmt.

When the election date was closer, and the attacks on opposition

members multiplied, it was deemed necessary to face the elections in a)))
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co-ordinated CashioD. The experience of the Baltic repub,lics was

studied and in many cases
adopted

to the Jc.caI situatioD. Mykhailo

l-foryn. chairman of the Rukh secretariat, admitted as much in a

newspaper interview when he said that he was working on establishing
'pre-electoral coordinating

councils and preparing a list of 500-600

candidates for nomination,.38 On 18 November 1989. under Ruth

auspices, some 43 different organisations came together in Kiev to
form a Democratic Bloc, hoping in this manner to present the

electorate with a clearer. identifiable alternative to
f:rty nominees,

who q,uite ,often tried to camouflage their affiliations.

The Democratic Bloc group of candidates issued their own 6Electoral

Manifesto', in which they condemned the slow process of 'restructur-
ing' in Ukraine, and proposed to bring about 'real political and

economic sovereignty for Ukraine, political pluralism
and a multiparty

sy,stem based on equal forms of ownership (state, cooperative, private,
corporate. individual and mixed), a new constitution for Ukraine with

strong guarantees of individual human
rights

aDd freedoms, national

revival of the Ukrainian people and the free development of the

cultures and languages of minorities in Ukraine, real freedom ,of

worship.
and the legalization of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church

and the Ukrainian
Autocepa)ous

Orthodox Cburch,.40

In addition to the collective platfonn, each of the candidates had
one of his own. Some candidates had the good fortune 'of being
interviewed by a newspaper or radio correspondent, and their views

were actually published. Each candidate also bad a limited number of

leaflets issued. Noteworthy in the campaign to bring the views of
oppositional candidates to the public was the role of the newspaper of
the writers' union, Uteraturna Ukraina. It can be said to bave acted as

the organ of the candidates of the Democratic Bloc. The role of a

number of Komsomol publications and Radio Kiev was also
signif-

icant in this respect.

Unfortunately we have little survey data to be able to
gauge public

opinion on the eve of the elections. However, there is much evidence to
suggest

that the party was losing the battle for the 'hearts and minds'
of the electorate. In secret instructions issued to party candidates, Ia.

Pohrebniak, th,e First Secretary of the Lviv CPU oblast committee,

admitted 'sociological studies showed' that party and Soviet candi-
,dates were supported primarily by 'members of the Communist Party,
wl1ite-collar staff, so]diers, Russians, non-Ukrainians

generally
and

pensioners'. The opposition, on the other hand, was 'supported by
young Ukrainian workers in large industrial enterprises' .41)))
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The Ukrainian Branch of the All-Union Centre for the Study of

Public Opinion conducted a survey of the attitudes of young people

which asked questions directly relating to the election. Of those
surveyed t

not a single respondent thought the party was functioning
better than it had in the past. Some 45 per cent preferred their

candidate not to be a party member; 5'S per cent preferred them to

be economists, lawyers or
sociologists.4&2

The first round of the election was held on 4 March 1990. According
to the Central Electoral Commission there were 2999 candidates

running for 450 seats in the Supreme Soviet. Only in four electoral

districts were there single candidates; 34 districts had two candidates;
130had from three to four; 211 had from five to nine; 64 had from ten

to 19 and seven electoral districts had 20 or more candidates. Only 112
deputies,

or 2S per cent of the total, su cceed ed in obtaining the
absolute majority

needed to be declared a winner on the first round.
Voter turn-out was high

- 84.6 per cent of 37.2 million eligible voters. 43

The most remarkable fact of the elections was the strong showing of
candidates of the oppositional Democratic Bloc. They won 43 seats,

primarily in Western Ukraine, on the first round. The winners included

fonner political prisoners Viacheslav Chomovil, Mykhailo Haryn,
Bohdan Horyn, Stepan Khmara, Iryna Kalynets, Levko Lukianenko

and Bohdan Rebryk. Rukh leaders Ivan Drach and
Volodymyr

Iavorivskyi and won in Lviv and Kirovohrad oblast respectively. In

addition, some 124 Democratic Bloc candidates placed either first or

second (and in some cases
both)\037

and were to participate in th,e mo..ofT

elections in 112 electoral districts. 44

By contrast, some prominent party leaders were forced into the
second round. This was the case with Volodymyr Ivashko, First

Secretary of the CPU. Prime Minister V. Masol, Central Committee

secretaries, 84 Hurenko, L. Kravchuk, were among the party notables
who were elected

Oargely
because they had chosen to run in rural

districts).

Although the Electoral Law
specified

that the run-ofT elections had to

take place Dot later than two weeks after the first round, the decision

when to schedule the contest was left in the hands of the District

Electoral Commissions. As a consequence, the second round occurred

between 10 and 18 March, depending on the oblast. Contesting the
elections in the second round were 664 candidates, and 330 were

declared winners. Voter turn-out ranged from 60 to 80 per cent..

45

During the March elections 442 out of 450 deputies were elected. In
six electoral districts new contests were scheduled for 22 April, and in)))
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two districts recounts were ordered. According to nationality, 331 of

those elected were Ukrainian\" 99 Russian, S Belorussian. 4 Jewish, 1

Armenian, 1 Bulgarian and I German. Party functionaries at all levels
captured

97 seats, among them 22 oblast co mmi ttee secre taries. High
functionaries of the state appar,atus gained 54 seats. The single largest

group was accounted for by the intelligentsia (science, education,

health and culture) who bad 104 deputies. There were 73 enterprise

directors and 33 collective or state farm chairmen\037 The military had J 6

deputies and the KGB and tbe Ministry of the Interior, 13 scats. Only

23 deputies were workers and not a single collective farm worker was
elected. Interestingly, nine of the elected gave unemployed as their

occupation -
sev,en of whom were former political prisoners and

leading members of the
oPPOSitiODa

46

Democratic Bloc candidates swept Lviv oblast winning all 24

ridings. In Ivano-Frankivsk oblast they won 11 out of 12 seats and

in Temopil, 8 out of 10. Opposition candidates also did well in Volyn,

capturing 6 of the 9
ridings.

In Kiev, the capital. the Democratic Bloc

won 18 out of 22 electoral districts, and in Kharkiv oblast one third of

the seats went to th,em. In eastern and southern Ukraine, Democratic

Bloc candidates did poorly, wioning approximate 20 out of 148 seats. 47

Throughout Ukraine, 117 Democratic Bloc candidates were elected.

(In timet other deputies joined
the ranks of the Democratic Bloc,

increasing the parliam,cotary representation of the opposition to
1240)

lbe Democratic Bloc deputies represented a new force which trans-
formed the political scene in Ukraine.)
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