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EDITOR'S NOTE

The publication of this issue of The Annals devoted to Ukrainian
economics was made possible by generous financial aid from Dean
Seymour L. Wolfbein, School of Business Administration, Temple
University, and the estate of the late Lorry (Ilarij) Wizewsky. The
Academy and the Editor wish to express their gratitude to Dean Wolf-
bein and the executors of the Wizewsky estate.

The transliteration of Ukrainian and Russian geographic and per-
sonal names is from the Ukrainian (with a few exceptions that are
well-known in the West) and from the Russian, respectively, accord-
ing to the modified Library of Congress system. The term “the
Ukraine” is often used in the volume to designate “the Ukrainian
SSR.” The acronym for the latter in Ukrainian is “UR(adians’ka)SR”
and in Russian “US(ovetskaia)SR.” To avoid confusion with the En-
glish abbreviation for the Soviet Union, the terms “UkRSR” and
“UkSSR” are used.






Ukrainian Economics in Scholarly
and Public Thought in the
19th-20th Centuries

OLEKSANDER OHLOBLYN*

In the study of the history of the Ukrainian national economy, the
development of the concept of Ukrainian economics is of basic impor-
tance. Research on this subject leads us logically to its historiographic
and historical beginnings; that is, to the history of Ukrainian
economic thought and the history of the national economy of the
Ukraine. Even today the subject of Ukrainian economics remains un-
settled in scholarly journals and public opinion. For centuries the
Ukraine was under foreign economic and political domination and
this undoubtedly had an impact on Ukrainian economic thought.
Since the Ukraine at first had a close bond with the Polish Common-
wealth and later with the Muscovy Tsardom (which became the Rus-
sian Empire), it was for a long time completely dependent on them
and was deprived of any autonomy. The Polish and Russian public
and their scholars became accustomed to the Ukraine as an insepara-
ble part of their political and economic territories. In subordinating
Ukrainian economic life to their own economic centers, Russia and
Poland assumed the absence of an independent economic territory
with its own economic centers in the Ukraine. Therefore, we must
consider first of all how scholarly and public thought in the Ukraine
approached the concept of Ukrainian economics. But our goal is also
to establish how Ukrainian economic thought defined the importance
of the Ukrainian national economy within the world economy, espe-
cially in its relationship with Russian and Polish economies. The prob-

* This article was an introductory lecture in the course on history of the Ukrainian
economy delivered by the author at the Kiev Institute of National Economy during
1927/28 academic year. It was published in the Kharkiv journal Chervony: Shliakh, 1928,
nos. 9—10, under the title “Problema ukrains’koi ekonomiky v naukovii ta hromads’kii
dumtsi XIX-XX v.” In their remarks, the editors of Chervonyi Shliakh expressed the wish
“to continue the discussion of this topic.” But the situation changed so that not only
discussion, but even the posing of such a problem became impossible. In 1953-54 the
article, with certain changes and cuts primarily of an editorial nature, was repxinted in
the New York journal Visnyk. The present translation was made from the latter version.

The Editor is grateful to Mrs. Larvssa Lozynsky-Kyj, Columbia University, for mak-
ing this translation. Notes have been supplied by the Editor.
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6 THE ANNALS OF THE UKRAINIAN ACADEMY

lem of development of a national economy in the Ukraine was very
complicated.

The subject of Ukrainian economics emerges on the purely prag-
matic grounds of the economic interests of the Ukraine, under condi-
tions of the economic struggle for the Ukrainian market taking place
among Russia, Poland, and Western Europe (mainly Germany) at the
beginning of the 19th century. Up until the end of the 18th century,
the Ukraine was not closely tied with Russia. The Left Bank of the
Ukraine (except the Slobids’ka Ukraine)*! formed an autonomous na-
tional unit—the Hetman State—which had certain political and
economic ties with the Russian Empire. Almost all the entire Right
Bank (the province of Kiev, without the city of Kiev and its suburbs
which belonged to the Hetman State, Volhynia, and Podillia) be-
longed to the Polish Commonwealth and was under the direct influ-
ence of the Polish economy. Finally, the Southern Ukraine (later
called Kherson, Katerynoslav, and Northern Tavria provinces) at that
time made up the territory of the Zaporizhzhia lands (Sitch and sur-
rounding regions), or the unpopulated steppes, “wild lands,” which
either belonged to the holdings of the Crimean Khan, or, like the strip
of the northern coastline of the Black and Azov Seas, belonged par-
tially to the Ottoman Empire. In the economic life of all these lands
Tartar-Turkish influences were felt. It is clear, therefore, that the
18th-century Ukraine was divided both politically and economically,
and only a part of it was tied to the Russian Empire. But, when the
northern coastline of the Black and Azov Seas was taken over by
Russia, and the Russian government started to build ports here
(Kherson, and later, Odessa), the economy of the Right-Bank Ukraine
(especially its southern part—Bratslav and Podillia provinces) started
to look in a southern direction. This was also favored by the tariff
policies of the Russian government which bestowed certain privileges
on the Right-Bank trade, wishing to steer it toward the Russian ports
on the Black Sea. After the last two partitions of Poland (1793 and
1795), the Right-Bank Ukraine also became incorporated into the
Russian Empire. This was a very important event—the unification of
the separated parts of the Ukrainian territory under the scepter of the

! The Left Bank refers to the Ukraine’s territory east of the Dnieper River, while the
Right Bank comprises territories west of this river, except for the West Ukraine (Voh-
lynia, Galicia, Carpatho-Ukraine, Bukovyna, and the Ukrainian part of Bessarabia).
Slobids’ka Ukraina or Slobozhanshchyna refers to the most eastern part of the Ukraine

and comprises the present Kharkiv and parts of Sumy, Donets’k, Voroshylovhrad,
Voronizh, and Kursk oblasts. The latter two are now included in the RSFSR.
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Russian Empire. But this did not sever all the old interests and ties.
The Right Bank still maintained relations with the Polish market,
used transit through Poland to Baltic ports, and traded with Polish
industry; for some time this part of the Ukraine still looked toward
Poland. This was aided by the attitude of the economic interests of
Central Europe which saw their advantage in the weakest ties of this
territory with the Russian Empire. In Europe, Poland’s views on the
situation in the Right-Bank Ukraine prevailed; Russian rule here was
considered a temporary military occupation. Still, the unification of
the Right Bank with the Left Bank and the Steppe region at the end
of the 18th century was more than an ordinary union of various parts
under one political and administrative regime. This was the unifica-
tion of previously dispersed parts, once separated by force, of one
economic organism of the Ukraine. Of course, the process of con-
solidating the Ukrainian economy was slow and complicated because
of the political and economic conditions of that time. At first there was
a fierce battle between German (Prussian, Austrian) and Russian capi-
tal for the Right-Bank Ukraine. German capital, which had captured
the Right-Bank market during the Polish rule, tried to maintain its
position here. The Right-Bank Ukraine was important for Germany
as a source of natural resources, as a market for German industrial
products, and finally as a route toward the East. But this was in con-
flict with the interests of Russian capital which, basing itself on its
political advantage, strongly resisted these intentions of German capi-
tal. In the course of this battle, a third younger power—Polish
capital—appeared. Naturally, the least consideration was given there
to the economic interests of the Ukraine itself. This subject could not
arise in Russian, Polish, or German circles. But this economic struggle
was of primary importance for the economic life of the Ukraine; its
influence, both negative and positive, is very evident. On the one
hand, this stuggle prevented the Ukrainian national economy from
developing normally. Its positive influence is reflected in the fact that
this struggle did not allow Russian (and Polish) or German capital to
dominate the Ukrainian economy completely. In spite of everything,
during this struggle between the opposing capitalistic interests, the
question surfaced of the orientation of Ukrainian economic interests
and whether or not they were in accord with those of the Russian
national economy or the Polish national economy. In this manner the
complicated international economic and political situation in the
Ukraine during the first quarter of the 19th century facilitated to a
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certain extent the posing, as an order of the day, of the problem of
Ukrainian economics.

During the struggle of Russian (and Polish) and German capital,
there was a significant change in the custom duties policies of the
Russian Empire. The new tariff of 1822 introduced a system of pro-
tectionism. Considerable tariff was imposed on foreign products and
many of them could not be imported at all. In contrast, the export of
goods from the Empire was encouraged. Privileges given to Polish
industry and trade in 1819 was affirmed. Indisputably, all these mea-
sures were taken against the interests of other foreign countries, espe-
cially against Germany. The tariff of 1822 had a harmful effect on the
Ukrainian national economy. This was primarily reflected in Ukrain-
ian foreign trade. The effects of the new tariff were especially felt by
the merchants of Odessa. Odessa’s trade before 1822 was growing at
an unusually rapid rate. After 1822 this trade began to decline; the
import of foreign goods declined. A decrease in imports had obvi-
ously to be reflected in exports which, together with the prevailing
unfavorable conditions on the world market for grain, created dif-
ficulties for export of Ukrainian grain.

This hurt the merchants of the Southern Ukraine who were chiefly
engaged in foreign trade. Among them the first sharp reaction
against the tariffs was already being heard in 1822. Naturally, these
protests could not have been widely expressed, but some of them can
be found on the pages of the Russian economic press, especially in
Kommercheskaia gazeta between 1820-30. The paper stated in 1826:
“...itis argued that we cannot sell anything, because we do not buy
anything from foreigners, everything is forbidden or taxed exces-
sively.” Stressing that “. . . these thoughts quickly find supporters . . .”
the paper goes on: “The main source of this view can be found in the
complaints of local merchants who do not respect the interests of the
whole.” However, even the official communication of the Ministry of
Finance had to agree that . . . if we went back to the tariffs of 1819 or
to more limited ones, then naturally the Black Sea ports would gain a
great deal. A large volume of products would come in; trade benefits
and profits would be excellent for the residents.” The advocates of
Russia’s interests kept stressing that the interests of one region of the
country must be subordinated to the interests of the entire country.

The voice of Odessa merchants sounded strongly also because it
expressed to a certain extent the interests of the Southern Ukraine’s
landowners, who had suffered as a result of the tariff of 1822. West-
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ern Europe reacted to this tariff with great hostility. These hostile
feelings, both in the Ukraine and abroad, especially after the events of
December 1825, were so threatening that the Russian government
was forced to make certain concessions. The Odessa transit was re-
stored and portofranco? in Odessa would go on. Therefore, in the
aftermath of the tariff of 1822, the thought arose for the first time
that the interests of the Ukrainian national economy might not de-
velop in the same direction as did the interests of Russia; they might
even develop in the opposite direction. Thus the subject of Ukrainian
economics emerged for the first time on a purely practical basis. Of
course, this subject could not suddenly present a well-defined outline
and be firmly imbedded in public and intellectual thought. Some time
was required before a concept of Ukrainian territorial economics
could be shaped.

The first attempts to form the concept of Ukrainian territorial
economics were made in connection with the activity of a scientific
institution active in Kiev in the 1850s. This was the “Commission for
the Description of Provinces of the Kiev Educational District,” in exis-
tence between 1850 and 1864. Its area of activity was the Kiev school
district which consisted of three Right-Bank provinces and two Left-
Bank provinces (Chernihiv and Poltava). In other words, it comprised
the territory of the East-Central Ukraine. In the revolutionary era of
the 1840s the spirit of nationalism started to spread in Poland. In-
creased revolutionary activity in Poland and among Polish émigrés
undoubtedly reopened the question of the Right-Bank Ukraine. The
Russian government had to prevent this. In 1850 Russia abolished the
customs border between the Russian Empire and the Polish Kingdom,
and Polish products (basically textiles) could flow freely into the
Ukraine after that time. This also had an effect on the sugar market.
Polish refined sugar (or from Poland) appeared in large quantities on
the Right Bank. The volume was so large that Ukrainian refined
sugar was forced to look for new markets in Russia and even in
Siberia. Even though the Polish sugar industry was hardly equal to
that of the Ukraine, nevertheless favorable customs and trade condi-
tions served well the interests of the Polish sugar industry and Polish
trade. In connection with this, Polish economic, political, and cultural
influence started to spread in the Ukraine and this complicated the
position of the Russian government on the Right Bank. Of a number
of measures undertaken by the Russian government, in view of this

2 Free of custom duties.
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increased Polish activity on the Right Bank, not the least important
was an attempt to study the Right Bank in its several aspects (in
comparison to those on the Left Bank) and to prove that this region is
not Poland but a “Russian land.” As a result, the subject of Ukrainian
economics again came up on the daily agenda. The task of the Com-
mission was to collect and systemize material about the natural, geog-
raphic, and demographic conditions, about economic and social ad-
ministration, about the cultural and everyday life of these provinces,
and also to compile and publish an appropriate description of them.
This Commission was made up of Kiev university professors, gov-
ernment officials, local researchers, laymen, and, what is very impor-
tant, Ukrainian landowners. The Commission was very bureaucratic
in its character; it was under the direct control of high administrative
organs in Kiev. But regardless of this bureaucratic nature, the Com-
mission went beyond the scope of its official tasks. Its liaison with the
public at large gave it a certain connotation, as did also the direction to
its activity. Its adherence to the task set for it by the Russian govern-
ment was becoming of rather secondary importance.

The Commission prepared an agenda for the future (“A Plan for a
Statistical Description of the Provinces of the Kiev Educational Dis-
trict”). The author of this plan was the secretary of the Commission,
the prominent Ukrainian statistician D. P. Zhuravs’kyi, who wrote a
major work, in three volumes, entitled Statisticheskoe opisanie Kievskot
gubernii® In this “Plan” main attention was given to economic ques-
tions. The Commission did not complete its work and did not publish
definite economic description of the Ukraine. But among its pub-
lications there were a few works devoted to the specific aspects of
contemporary Ukrainian economics, for example, the work of a
well-known Ukrainian economist, Professor M. Bunge,* O zheleznoi prom-
yshlennosti v guberniiakh Kievskogo uchebnogo okruga. It is interesting to
note that in these studies there are references to the Ukrainian
economy of the past. After the Crimean War, when preparations were
made for peasant reforms, the Commission tried to get in touch with
these new interests and currents, and to broaden its scope. There was
an unsuccessful attempt to change the Commission into a chapter of
the Russian Geographic Society. In the 1860s, the Commission pro-
posed changing its charter. But the government suspected a certain
danger in this, and the work of this Commission was terminated in

3 1810-56; his book was published in 1852.
4 M. Kh. Bunge, 1823-95, economist and state official.
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1864. In the 1850s, the Commission not only formulated the outline
of the study of Ukrainian economics, but also started to shape the
concept of Ukrainian territorial economics and initiated a certain
tradition that later, in the 1870s, found fertile ground in the activities
of the South-Western Chapter of the Russian Geographic Society.
The South-Western Chapter of the Russian Geographic Society,
established in 1873, worked under new conditions. This organization
was founded by the Ukrainian intelligentsia in Kiev, grouped around
the so—called Kiev Hromada (Community). Even though some mem-
bers of the Commission of the 1850s entered this Society, the new
organization was actually in the hands of Hromada’s members, of the
older as well as the younger generations, V. Antonovych, P. Zhytet-
s’kyi, M. Drahomanov, M. Ziber, O. Rusov, F. Vovk, and others? In
the work of the South-Western Chapter therefore were sharply mir-
rored the Ukrainian social, political, and scholarly interests and de-
sires. Interest in Ukrainian economic questions could be clearly seen
in the activity of the Chapter. Typically, even ethnographic works
directed their attention to the economic problems. Two basic features
appeared in the relevant studies of the Chapter’'s members: interest in
the history of the different sectors of the Ukrainian economy (it is
sufficient to mention the work by V. Antonovych, O promyshlennosti
Tugo-Zapadnogo Kraia v 18 v.), on the one hand; and careful attention
to the current problems of Ukrainian economics in general (the works
by F. Vovk, Chubyns’kyi, and especially M. Iasnopol's’kyi).5 Unfortu-
nately, the South-Western Chapter did not have enough time to ex-
pand its activities. The Russian government became fearful of its
national-political interests and closed this institution in the ominous
year 1876.7 But the members of the Chapter did not stop their work.
By that time the Ukrainian intelligentsia had divided into two camps,
the “old” and the “new” Hromada. The “new” Hromada, led by M.
Drahomanov and 8. Podolyns’kyi® transferred its work abroad. The
members of the “old” Hromada continued to work in the territory of
the Russian Ukraine. The watershed year was 1876. These two

5 V. B. Antonovych, 1834-1908, Ukrainian historian; P. H. Zhytets'kyi, 1837-1911,
Ukrainian philologist; M. P. Drahomanov, 1841-95, Ukrainian social scientist; M. I.
Ziber, 1844-88, Ukrainian economist; O. O. Rusov, 1847-1915, Ukrainian ethnog-
rapher; F. K. Vovk, 1847-1918, Ukrainian archeologist and anthropologist.

¢ P. P. Chubyns’kyi, 1839-84, Ukrainian ethnographer; M. P. Iasnopol’s’kyi, 1846—
1920 (?), Ukrainian economist.

" In this year the so-called Ems Order was issued by Tsar Alexander II. It prohibited
the use of the Ukrainian language in publications, theater, etc.

8S. A. Podolyns’kyi, 1850-91, Ukrainian economist.
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groups continued to develop Ukrainian economic thought and thus
the problem of Ukrainian economics was further expanded, studied,
and synthesized.

The second half of the 19th century in the history of the Ukrainian
economy is characterized by the lively growth of capitalist elements,
which developed quite a strong capitalist system between the third
and the fourth quarters of the century. It is understandable that
under conditions of rapid economic development in the Ukraine,
the contradictions of this development unavoidably arose and were
sharpened. They were bound to have an effect on economic thought.
Ukrainian economic life of the second half of the 19th century, as in
the preceding era, did not develop isolated from the influence of the
economies of the neighboring countries, Russia and Poland, or, in a
broader sense, from the economies of all Europe. These processes in
the Ukraine, therefore, were quite complicated. Their nature and
tempo often were in sharp conflict with the interests and require-
ments of Russia and Poland in the Ukraine. The economic battle
between these two countries continued into the second half of the
19th century and found its reflection in the national, political, and
cultural life.

What were the basic features and factors of the economic life of that
time? First of all, the reform of 1861° created suitable conditions for
the free supply of and the demand for labor, and thus facilitated the
expansion of the labor market. Of course, the 1861 reform, whose
main purpose was to serve the interests of industrial capital (because
these interests in fact determined the whole course of reform), also
had an effect on all sectors of the Ukrainian economy. On the other
hand, at the very time when transportation provided by serfs was
done away with, under pressure of keen competition between Russian
and European industrial capital, a burning need appeared to increase
the transport capabilities in the Ukraine—obviously not through im-
provement of the old chumak'® roads but by the building of railroads.
Therefore, during the period of the implementation of the Peasant
Reform, the first railroads were built in the Ukraine, and their net-
work grew rapidly, especially in the last quarter of the 19th century.
The third factor important for the Ukrainian economics of the second

® The emancipation of peasants.

10- Peasants—merchants engaged in trade of salt, dried fish, and grain between the
Black Sea and Don River and the rest of the Ukraine, between the 15th and 19th
centuries.
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half of the 19th century was the development of the Donets’ indus-
tries.

The natural resources of the Donets’ Basin had been known even
earlier (in the 18th century), but under feudalism there was no
economic justification for opening large and strong industrial centers.
This fact requires further elaboration. The development of Donets’
industry initiated a real revolution in the Ukrainian economy of that
time, and this is clearly reflected in contemporary economic thought.
In the first half of the 19th century, the situation of the Donets’
industries was indeed bleak. At that time only the coal deposits were
known in the Donbas, and this coal was mined in very small quantities,
because there was no demand for it. The few existing factories used
the old-fashioned source of energy, wood; coal, which was very dif-
ficult to mine at that time (since contemporary technology was quite
primitive), was expensive and could not compete with wood. The
main coal consumers at that time were the ports on the Black and
Azov Seas and the fleet. But there also was a strong competitor—
English coal was brought to the Ukraine in large quantities, in ships
which took back wheat and other agricultural products. The price of
that coal in Odessa and Tahanrih was relatively low. Transport costs
(there was no railroad in the Ukraine during the first half of the 19th
century) were so high that carrying Donets’ coal was very expensive.
Therefore, this coal from the Donets’ area could not be marketed
cheap. But the development of the Donets’ coal industry was mainly
limited by the lack of metallurgical industries. During the first half of
the 19th century, a view prevailed in the Ukraine as well as in Western
Europe that there was no iron ore in the Donbas. The work of the
Demidov expedition of 1837 (its conclusions were written by Le Play)
came up with this assertion: In the Ukraine iron ore deposits were
believed to be very limited.!! In 1841 a German traveler, Kohl, wrote:
“In all of Southern Russia, there is no place where one can get any
metal. This is a vast area of Europe deprived of any metal; not
enough iron can be found to make one nail.”*? Naturally, this was a
great exaggeration, since small metallurgical enterprises did exist in
the Ukraine (mainly in Polissia) for a long time. However, and cor-
rectly, there were no large metallurgical industries in the Ukraine due

1 Geological and economic expedition organized and financed by the Demidov fam-
ily, well-known Russian industrialists and landowners. Frederic Le Play, 180682,
French geologist.

12 J. G. Kohl, 1808-78; the book referred to is, Reisen in Suedrussland (Dresden und
Leipzig, 1841).
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to the fact that the known iron ore deposits were small and of low
grade. The Ukrainian iron market was subordinated to the Russian
and partially to Polish iron (the Right Bank). Casting in the Ukraine
depended on the import of Russian pig iron. Therefore, the foundry
in Luhans’k (in Donbas)®® that supplied the military needs of the
Empire and the free market (it manufactured various agricultural
and industrial machinery and even steam engines) worked on Ukrain-
ian coal and Russian pig iron. And this pig iron had to be brought
over thousands of kilometers from the foundries in the Urals. This
unquestionably dampened the development of the Donets’ industries.

But in the second half of the 19th century an important event took
place in the history of this industry and in the history of the Ukrainian
economy in general that completely changed the relationship between
the Ukrainian economy and the economy of Russia. This was the
discovery in the 1880s of iron ore deposits in Kryvyi Rih. Under the
influence of Western European capital (French) a large-scale metal-
lurgical industry was organized in Kryvyi Rih and it continued to
grow rapidly. It was the final factor that united the economics and
politics of that time. The aggressive foreign policy of the Russian
Empire in the Balkans in the second half of the 19th century, which
culminated in the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, had considerable
influence on the Ukrainian economy which in turn, began to play a
significant role in imperial designs. From that time on, Ukrainian
industrial circles showed an interest in the markets of the Near and
Middle East (the Balkans, Turkey, and Persia).

All these salient events in Ukrainian economic life of the second
half of the 19th century found their expression in Ukrainian
economic thought. The general conditions in the development of
Ukrainian capitalism also determined the development of economic
thought. Actually, in order to develop and to define the concept of
Ukrainian economics, not only was the growth of a Ukrainian
economy indispensable, but also the sharpening of tensions between
this development and the interests of certain other countries adja-
cent to the Ukraine, first of all, Russia and Poland, and recognition of
these conflicts, had to be considered. Here the obvious political and
economic dependency of the Ukraine on Russia, on the one hand,
and its economic dependence on Poland, on the other, undoubtedly
had an effect on Ukrainian economic thought. This tension became

13 Now Voroshylovhrad.
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very apparent in the matter of railroad construction in the Ukraine.
Railroad building in the territories of the former Russian Empire
began in Russia proper. In the Ukraine, railroads appeared about
twenty years later. The main question that concerned Ukrainian
economic circles was the direction of the railroad trunklines in the
Ukraine. The interests of the Ukrainian economy required that rail-
roads should be first built from the Ukrainian centers to ports on the
Black Sea (Odessa) and also toward the western border of the Empire
with Austria and Prussia (through Poland). The Imperial Russian
government, under the influence of the Russian business interests,
decided on a different direction of the first Ukrainian railway (in the
first place, Moscow—Kharkiv—Feodosiia). This direction, as the central
one, was inconvenient for the Ukrainian national economy, because it
hindered the construction of other railroads in the Ukraine. This
question about the direction of railroad lines caused a sharp discus-
sion that brought out the conflicting interests of the Ukraine and
Russia. Even an official Russian publication (of the Central Statistical
Committee of the Ministry of Internal Affairs) stated in 1864 in a
pamphlet; “About the Direction of Railroad Trunklines in South-
Western Russia” that “. . . after the end of the Crimean War, all the
resources of the state were utilized for the building of railroads in the
north, and the south—the most productive part of Russia—was for-
gotten. . . . Southern Russia began to realize more and more that her
interests were secondary for the government and that the income of
the entire state was in general used for the profit and comfort of the
northern part. The adopting of such a conviction can cause a com-
plete break between the interests of north and south.” In contempor-
ary economic literature, the Civil War in the United States was
mentioned in no uncertain terms. Apologists of Russian capitalism
rejected this notion, generally dismissing all the evidence by stressing
that “the interests of the whole” were above “the interests of parts.”
No attention was paid to protests from the Ukrainian side against
these projects. The projects were implemented and the first railroads
laid in the Ukraine were those convenient for Russia’s trade and in-
dustrial capital. Only later were built those of significance for the
Ukrainian economy. This controversy unquestionably stimulated
Ukrainian economic thought and on the basis of specific problems sharp-
ened the idea that the requirements of the Ukrainian economy dur-
ing a certain period of time might not agree with, but, on the con-
trary, might even be opposed to the interests of the Russian economy.
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Against this background appeared the first works devoted to the
problems of Ukrainian economics. The influence of the pragmatic
interests of the national economy at that time can be clearly seen in
these works. Indisputably, first mention here belongs to Professor
Mykola Iasnopol's’kyi. A scholar of the Ukrainian national economy
and a university professor of political economy and statistics, Ias-
nopol’s’kyi contributed a great deal to the study of the history of the
Ukrainian national economy, writing several works about the con-
temporary Ukrainian economy. Two of these works are of special
interest to us—"Ekonomicheskaia budushchnost” Iuga Rossii i sov-
remennaia ego otstalost’” and O geograficheskom raspredelenii
gosudarstvennykh dokhodov t raskhodov Rossii (Kiev, 1890, 1897). The
former work is a long article published in 1871 in Otechestvennye
zapiski. In it Iasnopol’s'’kyi gave an accurate survey and analysis of the
Ukrainian economy, concentrating chiefly on the economy of the
Southern Ukraine. Here the author foresaw a way out of the impasse
into which the Ukrainian economy had been led by the colonial
policies of the Empire. It is interesting to note that as late as 1871
Kryvyi Rih was not yet an industrial center and the Donets’ industries
were in general not well developed. Regardless of this, Iasnopol's’kyi
foresaw the future growth of Donets’ industries and predicted that
because of this development the importance of Ukrainian economics
would inevitably grow. He ended his work, which consisted of precise
statistical calculations and an accurate description of the different
branches of Ukrainian industry and, indeed, of the entire Ukrainian
economy, with the following interesting statement:

When the industrialization of Southern Russia develops and
together with it the agricultural development, when one of
the main trading routes crosses Southern Russia (i.e.,
Ukraine—O.0.) and the trade in general begins to grow,
when the population density in the southern steppes be-
comes appropriate to their natural wealth, then these
economic successes will completely change the importance of
Southern Russia with respect to other parts of our state (i.e.,
Russia—O.0.). The present superiority of Russia’s north is
due to a large extent to its economic superiority, but when
the latter will be transferred south, its population under
these changed conditions develops its natural potential, then
Southern Russia (i.e., Ukraine—O.0.) will emerge from its
present passive role and will acquire the position commensu-
rate with the natural endowment of the country and its in-
habitants.
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The pragmatic economist in Iasnopol's’kyi foresaw the inevitable
growth of the Ukrainian national economy under the influence of the
factors already described in the Ukrainian economic process during
the second half of the 19th century.

Characteristically, in Iasnopol's’kyi’s later works, even when he
stood apart from Ukrainian political circles, we can find the influence
of those currents and ideas which had characterized his early work on
Ukrainian economics. In his well-known work on the geographical
distribution of the imperial budget, Iasnopol'skyi analyzing the Em-
pire’s revenues and expenditures, ascertained the position of the
Ukraine in the financial system of the Empire. His figures, the figures of
an objective researcher, brilliantly revealed a system of colonial ex-
ploitation and national deprivation that the Russian government im-
posed on the Ukraine. This work complemented Iasnopol’'s’kyi's pre-
vious writings. Together with the research of other contemporary
economists, these studies became the basis for further work on Ukrain-
ian economics and were influential in the formation of appropriate
programs by Ukrainian political forces.

The concept of Ukrainian economics, as territorial economics,
could not have remained for long in its earlier form. The collision
between the economic interests of the Ukraine and its contemporary
political status (understanding of this is to a certain extent evident in
Iasnopol's’kyi) helped to transform the concept of territorial
economics into the concept of national economics. Therefore, it is not
surprising that as early as the beginning of the 1880s the problem of
Ukrainian economics appeared in a national context. For this we are
indebted to Serhii Podolyns’kyi, a noted Ukrainian political leader in
exile. A scholar of the Ukrainian national economy and also of its
historical development, acquainted with the economic life of Western
Europe at that time, he was the first to stress the manifold importance
of Ukrainian capitalism. He did this at a time when the problem of the
capitalistic stage in the development of Eastern Europe was consid-
ered controversial. Podolyns’kyi published his study Remesla ¢ fabryky
na Ukraini in Geneva in 1880. In it was presented for the first time a
general survey of the development of Ukrainian artisan and factory
industry. This work is interesting not only for its analysis of industrial
capitalism in the Ukraine; its importance also lies in the fact that
Podolyns’kyi saw the Ukraine as a separate economic entity in which
the same economic processes had been taking place as in Western
Europe.
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At the end of the 19th century, the subject of Ukrainian economics
arose on the basis of sharp economic conflict between Russian and
Polish capital for the Ukrainian market. The struggle of Moscow and
Lédz industrialists for the Ukranian market left its imprint on Ukrain-
ian economic thought. Moscow textile producers constantly shouted
danger, foreseeing a great threat for themselves in the development
of Polish industries. In the 1880s this voice was very loud. In this
situation the problem of the Ukrainian market could not be avoided.
The question had to be solved about the relationship between the
Ukrainian market and Russian industry, between Moscow cotton tex-
tiles and Lédz cotton textiles. This naturally brought to light the entire
problem of the Ukrainian economy. The conditions of social and
political life of Ukrainians within the borders of the Russian Empire
were such that this work could only be undertaken abroad, specifically
in Galicia. An attempt to solve the problem was made by a well-known
politician in Galicia, Iuliian Bachyns'kyi,* in his work Ukraina irredenta
(first published in L'viv in 1895). Here Bachyns'kyi brought out the
relationships among the Ukrainian, Polish, and Russian economies.
Acknowledging that on the territory of the Russian Empire was taking
place the process of capitalistic development (“economic European-
ization of Russia”), he saw as inevitable the “political Europeanization
of Russia,” which, among other matters, would mean inclusion of
Russia into the circle of bourgeois-constitutional countries, growth
and victory of national self-determination movements, and finally the
collapse of the Russian Empire. It became, therefore, necessary to
clarify the position of the Ukraine within the Russian Empire.
Bachyns'kyi solved the problem by relying on the specific economic
peculiarities of the three countries—the Ukraine, Russia, and Poland.
He was the first to state clearly the problems of three well-defined
economic centers located on the territory of the Russian Empire—
Polish (Warsaw-L4dz), Great Russian (Moscow-Iaroslaw), and Ukrain-
ian (Karkiv). Bachyns'kyi wrote: “The economic distinctiveness of
these territories depends, on the one hand, on the uneven, different
level of economic development of individual regions and, on the
other hand, on the fact that all three tried equally to develop the same
branches of production.” Bachyns’kyi argued that “. . . because of the
lack of agreement among the interests of the individual economic
territories of Russia, and without Russia functioning as one economic

4 Born in 1870. Arrested in the USSR in the 1930s; date of death unknown. Ukrain-
ian political leader and writer.
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unit, it is difficult to think that its political unity can survive.” He
continued: “Political independence of the Ukraine is a conditio sine qua
non for its economic and cultural development, indeed the condition
of its possibility to exist in general.”

Basic achievements in the development of the problem of Ukrain-
ian economics in the 19th century were, on the one hand, research
by respected Ukrainian economists of that period which showed that
the Ukraine constitutes a separate economic territory whose economic
interests should not be overlooked, and, on the other hand, the activ-
ity of Ukrainian political groups at that time. The territorial problem
of Ukrainian economics is interrelated with the national and social
interests of the Ukrainian movement. The Ukrainian community of
the 19th century recognized the conflict that existed between the
economic interests of the Ukraine and its political position. Ukrainian
political circles found a way out of this: national liberation for the
Ukraine. The problem of Ukrainian economics was consolidated as a
concept of national economics which could find its solution through
revolution.

The first quarter of the 20th century is important in the develop-
ment of Ukrainian economic thought. The concept of Ukrainian
economics at this time emerged as an issue in scholarly and public
discussion. The rapid pace of agricultural and industrial develop-
ment, and the continuous inflow of foreign capital into the Ukrainian
economy, resulting in increased foreign domination and exploitation,
influenced the development of Ukrainian economic thought. Two
facts must be emphasized: the spread of influence of foreign capital in
the Ukraine, especially of Franco-Belgian capital, and the economic,
political, and national exploitation that the Ukraine experienced
under the Russian Empire. West-European capital had appeared in
the Ukrainian economy, mainly in industry (first in Donets’ industry)
in the second half of the 19th century, but its influence was felt only at
the end of the 19th century during the period of industrial growth in
the 1890s. As early as the beginning of the 20th century, West Euro-
pean capital in the Ukrainian economy was active as financial capital,
and on the eve of World War I this process in the Southern Ukraine
was probably concluded. The Ukraine then became a certain battle-
ground between Russian and foreign capital; the problem of Ukrainian
economics therefore assumed international significance. But the par-
ticipation of Russian capital in Ukrainian industry was undoubtedly
smaller than that of West European capital. Yet the political influence
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of Russia was obviously much greater. Russian rule in the Ukraine at
the beginning of the 20th century amounted to open economic, politi-
cal, national, and cultural repression. The conflict between the
Ukraine’s vigorous economic development and Russia’s political and na-
tional discrimination against the Ukraine contributed to a resistance
by the Ukrainian population that could not go unnoticed by Western
Europe.

This mood spread widely among the Ukraine’s population. Again,
as had happened earlier during the first quarter of the 19th century,
Ukrainian (territorial) economic circles (chiefly in the Southern Uk-
raine) raised in their numerous meetings and conferences (sometimes
these were even conspiratorial) the fact that the economic and the
national policy of Russia were in direct conflict with the interests of
the Ukraine’s economy. An idea was floated of creating an autonom-
ous Black Sea republic with Odessa as its capital. This idea did not
come from Ukrainian circles but from the cosmopolitan business
community that had already established a firm base in Odessa. Similar
ideas were expressed by Donets’ industrialists.

At that time, interest in Ukrainian economics spread also to Ukrain-
ian national circles which not only protested against the economic
policy of Russia toward the Ukraine, but also expressed certain na-
tional and political demands, putting forth as an order of the day
demands for autonomy and in certain cases for the complete inde-
pendence of the Ukraine. The subject of Ukrainian economics was
treated as a national problem in the political programs and polemical
publications of Ukrainian political parties (both liberal and socialist),
in the numerous publications of their leaders, and in scholarly works
of Ukrainian economists. Considering the fact that the Ukraine is a
separate economic region—a complex economic organism—
Ukrainian politicians and scholars argued that the interests of the
Ukrainian economy required a new, independent form of political life
for the Ukraine. In his polemical writings, M. Hrushevs'kyi®® often
discussed the subject of Ukrainian economics. In an article dealing
with the Ukraine,'® he stressed not only the cultural and national
conditions, but also the purely economic situation of Ukrainian life.
Hrushevs’kyi believed that conditions were such that “. . . they de-
mand independent economic policy for the Ukraine, considering that

15 1866-1934, Ukrainian historian and political leader.

16 “Ukraintsy,” in A. I. Kastelianskii (ed.), Formy natsional'nogo dvizheniia v sovremen-
nykh gosudarstvakh (St. Petersburg, 1910).
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these conditions are fundamentally different from those of North-
Eastern Russia.” Later, several works were published on general and
specific problems that existed at that time in the Ukrainian economy.

One of the leaders of the Ukrainian Social-Democrats, M. Porsh,!?
studied specifically the development of the Ukrainian labor market
(“Robitnytstvo Ukrainy” and other articles). Another economist,
Stasiuk,' in his article “Ekonomichni vidnosyny Ukrainy” collected a
large volume of interesting material that could be used for explana-
tion of the specific weight of the Ukrainian economy within the boun-
daries of the Russian Empire and its relations with the Polish
economy. Several other works were written by Ukrainian economists
(Matviiv, Hekhter, and others).!

This lively development of Ukrainian economic thought was
quickly noticed by the Russians and caused a certain amount of dis-
cussion. A noted Russian economist P. Struve?® in his articles (e.g.
“Obshcherusskaia kul'tura i ukrainskii partikularism”) referred sev-
eral times to the Ukrainian question, particularly to the Ukrainian
economy. Struve was mainly interested in the relationship between
Ukrainian economics and the political and cultural situation in the
Ukraine. He wrote that “. . . capitalism talks and will talk not in
Ukrainian but in Russian.” This position clearly represented the
ideology of Russian imperialist circles. On the other hand, in his
scholarly works devoted to the history of the Russian national
economy (e.g., “Krepostnoe khoziaistvo”) Struve attempted to prove
that there had always existed a bond between the economies of the
Ukraine and Muscovy. The Ukrainians published several rebuttals of
this view. An article by Hordienko (M. Porsch), “Kapitalizm i russkaia
kul'tura na Ukraine,” contained systematic refutation of Struve’s
views. Hordienko argued that capitalism in the Ukraine in its further
development would bring about the spread of the national movement
in the Ukraine and would include a large part of the population in the
movement. Hordienko wrote: “So long as Ukrainian peasants speak
Ukrainian, till then capitalism in the Ukraine will not speak Russian,
but Ukrainian.”

The 19th and the beginning of the 20th century contributed much
toward the creation and formulation of the concept of Ukrainian

17 1879-1944.

18 M. M. Stasiuk, Ukrainian economist and political leader.

19 M. Hekhter, 1885-1947, Ukrainian economist.

20 P. Struve, 1870-1944, Russian economist, historian, and philosopher.
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economics; but this concept was discussed either within the
framework of pragmatic economic activity in the Ukraine, in the
works of Ukrainian economists, or, finally, in the programs of Ukrain-
ian political parties. The subject of Ukrainian economics was of a
practical nature, because it was tied to current economic or to current
political life. Scientific research on this subject began only in the
1920s, in connection with the study of Ukrainian economics within its
historical perspective.
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Dzieci, nie pozwalajcie

starszym bawic si¢ ogniem!

(Children, do not allow

adults to play with fire!)
—Stanislaw J. Lec: Unkempt Thoughts

INTRODUCTION

A critical reader of scholarly historical literature published in the
last decade will have noticed an unusual revival of interest in ques-
tions relating to World War II and, surprisingly enough, to World
War I as well. An enormous number of publications of various kinds
on these subjects reached the book market in the late 1960s and early
1970s. The quality of these publications has been quite uneven; bio-
graphical material on more or less well-known political and military
leaders has been prevalent, and many popular pictorial compendia
have been issued by publishers, frequently in the form of periodical
serials (in weeklies or monthlies). Analytical studies are not so numer-
ous. The official multi-volume histories of World War II have not yet
been finished either in the USA or in Great Britain; the publication of
a much-advertised Soviet ten-volume history of World War II started
only very recently. Work on a German history of World War II is still
in the stage of planning and preparation. What is still more striking is
that extremely few serious studies exist that venture to give verified
statistics concerning either World War I or World War II. General
numerical data are given on the manpower involved in combat, or on
the volume of military production and procurements of that time.
Evaluations in monetary terms of damages caused by the war in vari-
ous areas are also to be found. There are, however, no exact, differ-

! Istoriia vtoroi mirovoi voiny (v 10 tomakh) (Moscow, 1974). In 1974-76 the first 6
volumes were published. Disproportionately, about 70 percent of their content, is de-
voted to German-Soviet campaigns. The projected size of the series was recently en-
larged to 12 volumes (see Vestnik AN SSSR, 1976, no. 6, pp. 3-11). An English edition is
also planned.

23
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entiated official data published to date on human losses, particularly
those of World War 11.

The author of the present paper has set himself the task of inves-
tigating the possibilities for estimating (from the point of view of
population dynamics) one integral part of these human war losses;
namely, the losses of Ukrainian population. Since the data of official
Soviet statistics (as included, for example, in the annual handbooks,
Narodnoe khoziaistvo SSSR or Narodne hospodarstvo Ukrains’ko: RSR) are
too sparse to serve as a basis for analysis, this author will discuss other
relevant Soviet and Western publications in which scattered, yet valu-
able information on the subject can be found. An effort will be made
to compare this information critically and to assess the credibility of
the data.

The demographic situation in the Ukraine was little studied in the
past. In fact, it is difficult to trace any such studies very far back. All
that is available prior to the 1920s are a few population censuses,
which in the early days were conducted by occupying governments
with a single purpose in mind, that of imposing taxation on the popu-
lation. There are sources which support a statement that the first
census on Ukrainian territory was conducted by the Tartars during
their invasion in the 11th and 12th centuries. There are only a few,
rather scattered data available on the situation in ensuing centuries.
The first more or less complete and reliable data are to be found in
the so-called revision censuses (reviziz), of which ten altogether were
conducted between 1719 and 1857 by the Tsarist regime; they cov-
ered, however, only those regions of the Ukraine that had been an-
nexed to Moscow by conquest and by the treaties of that period.? The
first truly scientifically conducted census in the Ukraine (and in the
whole Russian Empire), took place in 1897; this was the only complete
population census in the prerevolutionary period. The western parts
of the Ukraine, which belonged to the Austro-Hungarian Empire up
to 1918, were covered by the Austro-Hungarian 1900 census. Thus,
only on the eve of the 20th century do we have a total picture of the

Z The process of intensified annexation started after the battle of Poltava, bringing
the step-by-step annihilation of the independent Ukrainian administration known as
the “het'manat.” It culminated at the end of the 18th century with the additional
occupation of the Dnieper right-bank Ukraine, which fell prey to Moscow after Po-
land’s collapse. It can be assumed that the fifth to tenth revision censuses in 1795-1857
cover a great part of the central and eastern Ukrainian lands of that time. The western
parts of the Ukrainian national territory were made an autonomous province of
Austro-Hungary (Galicia and Lodomery, Bukovyna).
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demographic situation in the Ukrainian territory. Soviet censuses
were taken in 1920 (a preliminary census), and in 1926, 1937 (inter-
rupted and canceled), 1939, 1959, and 1970; the results of the main
censuses were published in multi-volumed compendia.

Significant scientific study of demographic problems in the Ukraine
may be said to have begun on January 1, 1919, when the Demo-
graphic Institute of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences was estab-
lished in Kiev,® constituting one of the first scientific institutions of
this kind in the world. The men who founded the Institute were
Mykhailo Ptukha, Iurii Korchak-Chepurkivs'’kyi, Petro Pustokhid,
and Mykhailo Tratsevs’kyi. The studies conducted there in the sub-
sequent twenty years resulted in fourteen large volumes of proceed-
ings and numerous special publications; they represent major con-
tributions to demographical research, not only with regard to the
Ukraine, but with regard to world scholarship in general.* The pro-
jects of the Institute were directed and coordinated by scientists of
international reputation such as M. Ptukha (1884-1961), mentioned
above, who became an Academician in the 1920s, Iu. Korchak-
Chepurkivs'kyi (1896-1967), and S. Tomilin (1887-1952). The results
of the Ukrainian Institute’s work no doubt would have become still
more significant had it not been for the tragic event of the Soviet
purges in 1936-38, to which almost all of the staff members of the
Demographic Institute of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences fell
victim. Scientists such as Ptukha, Korchak-Chepurkivs'kyi, S. Os-
tapenko, A. Khomenko, P. Pustokhid, V. Piskunov, P. Golovin, M.
Tratsevs’kyi, and many others, were banned from Kiev. Some were
“evacuated” to Moscow, some to Central Asia, and all were lucky in

3 Andrii Lepkan’, “Nevtomnyi spodvyzhnyk nauky,” Visti z Ukrainy, September 27,
1970. It is interesting to note that demographic studies in Russia proper, if the very
minor activity of the chair of demography at Leningrad University is disregarded,
practically did not exist in the 1920s and 1930s. In that era, the USSR was represented
at all the international conferences in this field by Ukrainian scientists. It may be
entirely accidental, but it is still striking that the most prominent “Russian” demog-
raphers of today are actually not Russians at all: Urlanis (Boris Tsezarovich) is a Lat-
vian; Kabuzan (Vladimir Maksimovich) is a Moldavian; S. I. Bruk is of Dutch origin; Iu.
V. Bromley is obviously of Enlish parentage; P. I. Kushner, Bednyi (Moisei
Semenovich) and Boiarskii (Aaron Iakovlevych) are Jewish scientists.

4 We cannot help but admire the skills and scientific vision of Ukrainian demog-
raphers such as V. P. Petlenko and A. Tkachenko, who as early as the 1920s were
publishing pioneering studies on the impact of carcinogenic agents in the atmosphere
on the health of the population, or on stress as a psychological-demographic factor in
modern industrial society.
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that they survived the deportation?® All discontinued their research
on Ukrainian population problems, and switched over to Russian or
Asian themes. Thus, after the official closing of the Demographic
Institute in June 1938, Academician Ptukha, evidently acting on a
hint from Moscow, wrote in 1939-52 his well-known Ocherk: po istoriz
statistiki XVII-XVIII vekov (Moskow, 1945) and Ocherki po istorii statistiki
v SSSR, Vol. 1 and 2 (Moscow, 1955 and 1959). Korchak-
Chepurkivs’kyi was deported initially to the Samarkand district in
Uzbekistan and later to the notorious Evenki region in Siberia. Tomi-
lin was instructed to restrict his research to purely medical problems
(in the Institute of Epidemiology and Microbiology in Kiev).

The “black years” of 1938-55 brought a complete standstill in
Ukrainian demographic studies. Only in the late 1950s do we witness
some revival of demographic research in the Ukraine: a Department
of Demographic Statistics was established at the Institute of
Economics of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. Scientists who sur-
vived the terror and persecutions of the late 1930s and 1940s revived
the program of demographic research, on a much smaller scale, how-
ever, than in 1919-34. Certain periodicals started to reappear: e.g.,
Demohrafichni doslidzhennia (1970, no. }, 1971, no. 2, 1975, no. 3 in
Ukrainian) or Demograficheskie tetradi (also three issues, in Russian). Of
definitely beneficial and reassuring effect has been the republication
in the 1970s of classical studies by Ukrainian demographers. Selected
papers by Ptukha were published in 19715 as were those by
Korchak-Chepurkivs’kyi’” and S. A. Tomilin? In the late 1960s and

% As early as 1934, the Institute was limited to the study of sanitary statistics. Ptukha
himself was relieved of his duties as director of the Institute on February 21, 1938. See
his preface to the volume, M. V. Ptukha, Ocherki po statistike naseleniia (Moscow, 1960).

& M. Ptukha, Vybrani pratsi, seriia Vydatni vcheni Ukrains’koi RSR (Kiev, 1971). Itis to
be noted, however, that, regretfully, the papers in this collection do not include the
most important studies by Ptukha; those are rather to be found in the volume published
in 1960 in Moscow, entitled Ocherki po statistike naseleniia. We have in mind here the
paper, “Narodonaselenie Ukrainskoi SSR do 1960 goda,” in which a prognosis of
population growth was given for the period of the Second Five Year Plan up to 1938.
The famine of 1933 and the terror of 1934-38 took an extremely heavy toll in the
Ukraine and we can check the real state of affairs in 1938 (or in 1939, the year of the
all-union census) against Ptukha’s prognosis. Not included in the Ukrainian collection
is Ptukha’s paper, “Smertnist'v Rosii i na Ukraini”; only the introduction is reprinted.
However, the Russian collection includes a translation of the whole paper (pp. 173-
452).

7 Iu. Korchak-Chepurkivs'kyi, Izbrannye demograficheskie issledovanniia (in Russian
translation), (Moscow, 1970). Also his famous paper, “Vidtvorennia naselennia
Ukrains’koi RSR do pochatku pershoi p'iatyrichky,” written in May 1934, was published
for the first time 41 years later in Demohrafichni doslidzhennia, 1975, no. 3, pp. 78—-114.

8 S. Tomilin, Demografiia i sotsial'naia gigiena (Moscow, 1973).
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early 1970s, we also find some papers on demographic problems of
the Ukraine published in periodicals and collections of affiliated areas
of scientific discipline such as Ekonomichna heohrafiia (semiannual),
Ukrains’kyt istoryko-heohrafichnyi zbirnyk (1970, no. 1, 1971, no. 2) and
several others.

The tempo of Ukrainian demographic studies most unfortunately
has slowed down in the years since the 1972 purge in Kiev. The work
of scientists gets diverted more and more from Ukrainian problems
and directed mainly towards all-union issues, such as manpower prob-
lems, only exceptionally towards historical demographic themes. Still,
in this field some interesting publications have recently been issued.?
Another very disturbing feature of present-day studies in Kiev is that
they refer exclusively to total, nationally mixed populations of certain
selected areas of the Ukrainian territory. Studies of Ukrainians as a
nation are extremely rare (typical in the existing political situation in
the USSR); these are published not in Kiev but in Moscow.!?
Moreover, the predominant majority of studies are issued in the Rus-
sian language. In Kiev, demographic research is conducted almost
exclusively in the Institute of Economics of the Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences, with only occasional papers published by scholars working
with the Research Institute of the Ukrainian State Planning Commis-
sion or Kharkiv University (M. V. Kurman), while research in Moscow
is conducted by a great many institutions, including the Central
Economic-Mathematical Institute of the Academy of Sciences of the
USSR (the demographic laboratory), the Research Institute of the
Central Statistical Office of the USSR, the Institute of Economics of
the Academy of Sciences of the USSR (B. Ts. Urlanis heads the re-
search), the Institute of Ethnography of the same Academy (V. V.
Pokshishevskii, V. I. Kozlov), the Institute of the International Work-
ers’ Movement (V. I. Perevedentsev), and, directly, the all-union
Ministry of High and Special Education (sektsiia
narodonaseleniaa—D. 1. Valentei).

The general result of the developments described above is that
work in the area of demographic research over the last two decades in
the Ukraine (1955-75) has been far from comprehensive or exhaus-

® M. 1. Dolishnii, Trudovi resursy promyslovosti, na prykladi zakhidnykh oblastei Ukrain-
s’koi RSR (Kiev, 1975); Demograficheskoe razvitie v Ukrainskoi SSR (Kiev, 1977); V. P,
Kopchak and S. 1. Kopchak, Naselenie Zakarpatia za 100 let (1869-1970) (L'viv, 1977); E.
A. lankovskaia, Organizatsiia pereraspredeleniia trudovykh resursov (Kiev, 1977).

YW L. V. Chuiko, Braki i razvody, demograficheskoe issledovanie na primere Uk-
rainskoi SSR (Moscow, 1975).
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tive. This research, in fact, is evidently severely circumscribed and
limited to rather few permissible, or, one might say, tolerated demo-
graphic subjects. Yet the science of demography itself would urge that
demographic problems can be treated in many ways and can encom-
pass numerous questions.!’ Thus studies may be conducted in histori-
cal demography, geographic demography, in mathematical models of
population changes, in demographic forecasting, in social demog-
raphy. Meanwhile, present-day Ukrainian research has concentrated
heavily on classical demographic statistics. Studies on reproduction of
population and on migratory processes are the most frequent and the
best presented. In this area, there has been some excellent work by
present-day Ukrainian demographers, such as V. S. Steshenko, V. P.
Piskunov, V. I. Tovkun, A. F. Zahrobs’ka, H. M. Marchenko, O. 1.
Bereziuk, A. N. Klok, among others. Even here, however, many gaps
are evident. Thus it is in the context of a general scarcity of scholarly
studies that the present author has undertaken to review and analyze
the available information on Ukrainian human war losses, specifically,
the losses suffered in World Wars I and II.

WORLD WAR I LOSSES

The losses of Ukrainian population resulting from World War I
and World War II have, thus far, never been systematically studied
and evaluated. Admittedly, in the short period of comparative free-
dom of research (1919-31), some very interesting studies on problems
related to World War I losses in the Ukraine were published in Kiev.!2
Of main interest are the studies conducted in 1925-28 on the repro-
ductivity of Ukrainian women as well as on the death rates of small
children. These studies add considerably to our understanding of the

! Even standard Soviet textbooks emphasize the variety of research. See, for exam-
ple, A. Ia. Boyarskii and A. P. Shuskerin, Demograficheskaia statistika (Moscow, 1955).
Quite a good selection of topics is given, also, in a collective volume published by the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences under the title: Viiianie sctsial’no-ekonomicheskikh faktorov
na demograficheskie protsessy (Kiev, 1972) in which the impact of difficult living conditions
in the USSR (apartment shortages) and the negative aspects of urbanization are dis-
cussed in detail, as well as such demographic phenomena as divorces, excessive
employment of married women (with children), the ever-increasing number of aged
people, and the erosion of the economic efficiency of the population as manpower by
the above-mentioned phenomena.

12 We will not try here to cite all the works by M. Ptukha, S. Tomilin, Iu. Korchak-
Chepurkivs'kyi, A. P. Khomenko, A. Hirshfel'd, and S. Ostapenko, but we would
strongly recommend that those who would like to analyze the growth of the Ukrainian
population in the 20th century familiarize themselves with these studies.



HUMAN LOSSES IN WORLD WAR I AND 1I 29

impact of the war losses of 1914-20 on subsequent population
dynamics. The losses of 1939-45 have yet to be discussed in a scien-
tific manner in the USSR. No reliable or sound pertinent statistical
data have been published, either in the Ukraine or in the USSR.

War losses, of course, properly include not merely army losses in
action or the total number of servicemen who died of wounds, but
also losses of military personnel who perished in prisoner-of-war
camps and soldiers who died of various diseases and deprivations
caused by war. In addition, we can count as war losses all those of the
civilian population who died or were killed as a result of direct war
activities, such as the bombing of cities and reprisals, also those who
were victims of hunger, malnutrition, and outbreaks of epidemics
conditioned by war shortages. Finally, there are the losses in the fu-
ture of the country’s population due to the decline of the natural
reproduction potential of the population.’®

The real magnitude of war losses in the Ukraine in 1914-18, as
already mentioned, has not been satisfactorily analyzed. The pub-
lished data are few in number, uncoordinated, and scattered about in
varied, frequently unrelated and obscure periodicals or serial publica-
tions. The well-known Soviet demographer, Boris Ts. Urlanis, in his
study on the subject, deals with the war losses of all the major Euro-
pean powers, but he treats the losses of Russia (or the Soviet Union)
rather briefly, with the excuse that most reports on the subject are
controversial and unreliable.** Urlanis does not even attempt directly
to investigate the World War I losses of the Ukraine.

One possible approach is to deduce roughly rhe Ukrainian losses on
the basis of the losses of the former Russian Empire as a whole, with
an estimate of the share of Ukrainian losses. According to the 1897

13 One unresolved issue is whether emigration in the period following directly after
the war and resulting from damages to industry and agriculture caused by the war
should be included in the total war population losses of a particular country. Here we
should mention that France alone received in the period 1919-32 600,000 people from
Poland, 70,000 from Czechoslovakia, and 80,000 from Yugoslavia, Rumania, and Bul-
garia. It has been estimated that nearly half of the emigrants from Poland and about 30
percent of those from Czechoslovakia were actually Ukrainians who suffered from
particularly adverse economic conditions in these countries.

14 Urlanis. Voiny ¢ narodonaselenie Evropy (Moscow, 1960), p. 141. Urlanis’ book
concentrates on military losses (the subtitle of his book reads: Liudskie poteri voo-
ruzhennykh sil Evropeiskikh stran v voinakh XVII-XX vv.) and the sources he cites deal
with military losses exclusively. On the USSR losses in World War I, Urlanis has almost
no discussion. Exactly two pages (pp. 224-25) of his total of 565 pages are devoted to
this subject, with no figures given. Obviously, at the time the book was printed (1960)
scholars were still not permitted to disclose any figures.
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census, the population of the former Russian Tsarist Empire was
124,600,000, and the Ukrainian population within the borders of the
empire was 22,381,000. These data allow us to estimate the Ukrainian
share.’> Most unfortunately, however, estimates of the total losses of
the Russian Empire in 1914-18 vary considerably, ranging from as
low as 908,000 killed in action,'® to 1,700,000,17 2,500,000,18 or even
4,010,200 dead.”® Offering some not very persuasive criticism of these
figures (and their sources), Urlanis accepts a figure of 1,200,000 killed
in action (so called “direct army personnel” losses); it still remains
unclear to what extent this figure covers those who died of wounds
and those missing in action. Examining Western sources, we come to
the conclusion that Urlanis’ cautious figure is probably too low. We
are inclined to assume that the authors who studied the problem
during or shortly after the end of World War I had access to more
complete information than those who worked later from disrupted
archives after the revolution (some military records were taken
abroad by high-ranking Tsarist émigré officers). A figure of 1,700,000
casualties, cited in several Western and Soviet sources, seems to be
closer to the actual number. To this figure should be added the num-
bers of soldiers who died from epidemics, diseases, and accidents.
Thus the total estimate for military losses will amount to approxi-
mately 2,500,000 people. Since the Ukrainian population within the
borders of the former Russian Empire represented about 18 percent
of its total population, Ukrainian losses in the armed services may be
some 450,000, as shown in Table 1 (item 2).

15 E. Z. Volkov, Dinamika narodonaseleniia za vosemdesiat let (Moscow, 1930). Volkov's
estimate of the population of the USSR territory (pre-1939 borders) in 1914 is
140,405,000 people. Thus the share of the Ukrainian population was 19.3 percent in
1914. Soviet statistical handbooks estimate the population of the USSR territory in 1913
as having been 159,000,000. This figure, however, applies to the territory of the USSR
in post-World-War-11 borders. In view of these differences, we prefer to base our
estimates on the safer 1897 census figures. It is debatable whether it is truly correct to
assume the military losses of a part of the country to be proportional to the share of the
population of this part in the total population. There are statements to be found to the
effect that the Ukrainian territories were actually affected worse by war actions in both
World War I and World War II than were the other parts of the Russian Empire and
the Austro-Hungarian Empire. This assumption may immensely complicate any type of
loss estimates. We are of the opinion that the theory of equal burden of all the strata of
the population in the involved country stands well with the critics and simplifies calcula-
tions.

'8 Urlanis, op. cit., p. 146.

7 Volkov, op. cit., p. 52.

18 C. Doring: Die Bevolkerungsbewegung im Weltkrieg, Teil 111 (Copenhagen, 1921), p. 4.

19 E. L. Bogart, Direct and Indirect Cost of the Great World War (New York, 1920), p. 292,
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Table 1

Estimates of Direct World War I Population Losses
in the Ukraine

1. Losses within the former Russian Empire:
a. Ukrainian village losses 285,000
b. Ukrainian town losses 137,500
Total 422,500

2. Alternate estimate derived as a share of
all military losses of the former
Russian Empire
Total 450,000

3. Losses of Ukrainian population outside
the former Russian Empire

a. Losses of Western Ukrainian lands

(within Austro-Hungary) 80,000
b. Losses of the Ukrainian Galician Army
(in the war for independence, 1917-20) 40,000

TOTAL 570,000

Sources and Notes:
1. a. Materialy o sotsial'no-gigienicheskom sostoianii Ukrainskoi derevni (Kharkiv, 1924),
p. 35.
b. Estimated at 2.5 percent of total urban population by Z. H. Frenkel’,
Griadushchoe proiavlenie demograficheskikh posledstvii voiny 1914-1918 (Moscow,
1924), pp. 79-82.

2. Derived by applying the Ukrainian share (about 18 percent) in the total popula-
tion of the Russian Empire to the empire’s total direct military losses, estimated at
2.5 million people.

3. a. Derived by applying the estimated share of the Ukrainian population (7.2
percent) in the total population of Austro-Hungary to the total military losses
of Austro-Hungary estimated at 1.1 million people.

b. A rough estimate from Ukrainian Galician Army data given by O. Dumin,
Entsyklopediia Ukrainoznavstva, vol. 3 (Munich—New York, 1949), p. 1183.

Further data for estimating World War I losses are offered by a
count of military losses in the Ukraine conducted by Ukrainian de-
mographers in 1923. Actually, this study covered losses in the Ukrain-
ian villages, the population of which was 21.7 million in 1913 and
21.9 million in 1923. (In both years the villages represented 81 per-
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cent of the total population of the Ukraine.)? In the autumn of 1923,
263,564 men were interviewed in various, randomly selected Ukrain-
ian villages and the results of this research indicated that those killed
in the army or missing (having not returned home) represented 1.30
percent of the total village population, which means about 285,000
men* When we add to this figure the military losses from Ukrainian
towns (total population 5.5 million in 1913), which were heavier than
those of the villages, we arrive very close to our rough estimate above
(about 450,000). These estimates are presented and documented in
Table 1 under item 1.

To these losses of Ukrainians within the Russian Empire must also
be added losses of Ukrainians who served in the ranks of the
Austro-Hungarian army. The total military losses of the Austro-
Hungarian monarchy in World War I have been estimated at 1.1
million people? According to V. I. Naulko,?® there were 3,385,200
Ukrainians in Austro-Hungary in 1900-10. This figure may be too
low, however. Other sources report 3,208,092 Ukrainians living in
Galicia alone at the beginning of World War 1,24 while the number of
Ukrainians in Bukovyna and Transcarpathia was close to 600,000.
These figures represent some 7.2 percent of the total population of
Austro-Hungary at that time. Accordingly, Ukrainian losses of en-
listed men may be estimated around 80,000. In addition, a large
Ukrainian Galician Army consisting of close to 90,000 men, took partin
fierce fighting for Ukrainian independence in 1918-20. Its losses were
heavy and have been estimated at about 40,000, including victims of
typhus epidemics in 1920.2 The estimates are presented in Table 1,
item 3.

As noted, the figures above represent direct military losses. Thus
the estimates summarized in Table 1 do not adequately reflect war
losses in the full meaning of the term. Under war losses are meant
total losses suffered by the country as a result of war. There is only
one way to estimate this in full magnitude: this is to project the popu-

2 Narodne hospodarstvo Ukrains’koi RSR 1973 (Kiev, 1974), p. 4.

21 Materialy o sotsial'no-gigienicheskom sostoianii ukrainsioi derevni (Kharkiv, 1924), p. 35.

22 L. Grebler and W. Winkler, The Cost of World War I to Germany and Austro-Hungary
(New Haven, 1940), p. 48.

2 V. I. Naulko, Etnichnyi sklad naselennia Ukrains’koi RSR (Kiev, 1965), p. 40.

2 A. Von Guttry, Galizien, Land und Leute (Leipzig: G. Muller Verlag), p. 55.

25 According to O. Dumin in Entsyklopediia Ukrainoznavstva, vol. 3 (Munich-New York
1949), p. 1183, the number of enlisted men was 75,000 in the winter of 1918, and only
18,000 in March 1920. A part of the army survived, however, in POW camps and as
demobilized civilians in the Soviet Ukraine.
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lation of a given territory (or nation) from the situation before the war
either to the date (year) after the war ended, or, better still, to a date
five to ten years after the war and then to compare these projected
figures with actual results of censuses on those dates. This is the
method used by such prominent demographers as F. Lorimer, F. W.
Notstein, E. Z. Volkov, V. K. Voblyi, P. I. Pustokhid, E. Kulisher, J. H.
Simpson, and others. The best summary of estimates regarding
World War I is given in Lorimer’s well-known study ?¢ It is shown that
purely military losses actually represented only a small fraction of the
total population loss caused by the war.

A detailed analysis of the changes of population in the USSR (or the
corresponding territory of the former Russian Empire) between 1914
and 1926 implies a figure of about 28 million people lost in that span
of time. Thus the army losses as estimated by Urlanis, even his higher
estimates, represent only 9 percent of the total losses. The war took its
largest toll among the ranks of the civilian population (about 14 mil-
lion dead). Another large portion of loss is attributable to a birth
deficit caused by the failure of the population to reproduce normally
(about 10 million). Finally, the loss of people who left the country has
to be included. Political mass emigration amounted to some two mil-
lion. With respect to civilian population losses, severe famine in
1921-23 and numerous epidemics played an important role. Typhus,
typhoid, dysentery, and cholera epidemics alone took a toll of
3,327,000 lives during 1914-23. In 1919-22, there was one of the
worst outbreaks of typhus in the Ukraine. The number of cases per
10,000 population rose sharply from about 20 in the beginning of
1919 to 120 in December of 1919, and close to an unbelievable 200 in
January of 192227 The typhus epidemic in the southern Russian re-
gions had a slightly milder course: 105 cases in February 1919, and
160 at the peak in November 1921. In 1924, the epidemics finally
abated; in January 1924, only 4 cases per 10,000 population were

26 F. Lorimer, The Population of the Soviet Union, History and Prospects (Geneva: League
of Nations, 1946), pp. 29-43.

27 All figures here are from Ivan Herasymovych, Holod na Ukraini (Berlin, 1922). In
1975, another interesting booklet on this famine was published, Iu. A. Poliakov,
1921—pobeda nad golodom (Moscow, 1975). This work states that the number of people
suffering from the famine in 192122 reached 23,434,000 in the RSFSR, and 8,280,000
in the Ukraine. It remains a mystery as to why, after half a century, the Soviet govern-
ment finds it necessary to publish still another book on the horrors of famine. There
were many books and papers published on this subject years ago. Does this mean that
Moscow wants to “remind” the people of the USSR that the situation after the 1975
crop failure is far from as bad as the situation in 1921?
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registered on the average. These epidemics, without doubt the result
of war conditions and shortages, took an enormously high toll of the
Ukrainian population, and this toll obviously has to be added to the
‘total population losses of World War 1.

In addition to typhus epidemics, there was a sharp increase re-
corded in the incidence of other diseases caused by the miseries of war,
notably diphtheria (in the Kherson area) and malaria largely in the
North Caucasus and adjoining areas. Of malaria there were 190 cases
registered per 10,000 population in the middle of 1922, and 140 in
October 1923. In 1925-27, the figure dropped to 45. The risk of
contracting malaria in those regions remained high even in the late
1930s. Contagious diseases continued into the late 1920s in the
Ukraine, even in urban areas. Deaths caused by them in 1925 repre-
sented a full 14 percent of the total deaths, as compared with 4.7
percent in Germany or only 2.2 percent in France. The share in the
RSFSR was also lower, 10.5 percent.

To determine the total losses of the Ukrainian population, we must
follow the same procedure as applied to estimate direct military losses.
Thus we take for the Ukraine the share that was represented by its
population in the total population of the USSR. In this way we obtain
a loss of 5,400,000 people for the Ukraine in the 1914-26 period. We
would like to repeat here that this figure represents the absolute total
loss of human life due to the war and all its results. This loss is valid
for those Ukrainian territories which were incorporated in the USSR.
The losses in the western Ukrainian regions were considerably lower
than in the lands belonging to the Russian Empire. Although there
was an evident worsening in the food supply situation in the western
regions in the 1914-22 period, as well as an increase in the incidence
of some diseases, there was no actual famine there, and none of the
extreme losses caused by epidemics were registered. The losses of
civilian population there may have reached, according to conservative
estimates, the neighborhood of a few hundred thousand. Taking this
fact into account we can make an approximation that the total World
War I population losses of the Ukraine amount to some six million
people.

WORLD WAR II LOSSES

The task of estimating the losses associated with World War II is
much more difficult. While the Tsarist authorities and the Soviet
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scholars of the 1920s tried honestly to collect all the available data on
World War I losses and to evaluate their impact, the World War 11
losses of the USSR have never been discussed at length and in detail in
any postwar Soviet publication. Indeed, the data remain to this day
suppressed and unaccessible to both external and internal research. It
is strange to realize that while the material losses of the USSR have
been calculated in monetary terms with incredible (and, we would
add, absurd) exactitude and these super-exact figures (in physical as
well as monetary terms) have been published on numerous occasions
and in many Soviet sources (starting as early as the Nuremberg trial
papers), human losses have been treated only in very vague terms;
exact figures never being cited.

Here and there in the non-scientific literature there have emerged
some rare general indications and hints of the magnitude of Soviet
losses and sufferings. These, however, lack documentary character.
Only during the Khruschev era, more precisely in its early days of
liberalization, did a few Soviet statements venture to indicate the ap-
proximate scope of the direct losses of the USSR in World War I1. On
a few occasions, the figure of about 20 million dead for the USSR as a
whole was mentioned. This figure has also reappeared in some of the
most recent publications.?® The human losses of the Ukraine, how-
ever, or of any individual Soviet republic, remained conjectural.

It was not until 1969 that more detailed figures were given for the
first time in the comprehensive three-volume history of the war.® It
might especially be noted that Marshals A. A. Grechko and I. G.
Iakubovskii were members of the editorial board of this series. In the
third volume of this work we find a brief section (pp. 148-57) dealing
with losses in the Ukraine, including human losses. According to a
table on page 150, from which some data are shown in our Table 2,
item 1, there were 3,898,457 killed in the ranks of the civilian popula-
tion, 1,366,588 perished in military service and prisoner-of-war
camps, and about 2,244,000 were taken as forced labor to Germany.
We are skeptical, however, as to the precision of these figures. The
authors of the report start, in fact, with figures for all the Ukrainian
oblasts (districts) separately, and then they tally them up. Some of the
oblast figures obviously represent very rough estimates (Kirovohrad,

28 See the Great Patriotic War (Moscow, 1975), p. 50.
28 Ukrains'ka RSR u velykii vitchyanianii vitni Radians’koho Soiuzu 1941-1945 rr. (Kiev,
1967-69).
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Table 2

Estimates of Direct World War II Population Losses
in the Ukraine

Source Estimate

1. Ukrains’ka RSR v velykii vitchyz’nianit viini,
vol. 3 (Kiev, 1969), p. 150.

Civilian population losses 3,898,457
Military personnel killed or died as POW 1,366,588
Losses of Zakarpattia and Crimea 250,059

Total 5,515,204

2. a. Iu. V. Arutiunian, Sovetskoe krest’ianstvo
v gody veltkot otechestvennot voiny
(Moscow, 1963), pp. 390, 392.

Losses in Ukrainian villages (working
population) 2,500,000

b. Akademiia Meditsinskykh Nauk Ukrainskoi
SSR, Otchet komissit po obsledovaniiu
poter i sanitarnykh posledstuir voiny
(Kiev, 1946), pp. 18, 19.
Losses in Ukrainian towns 3,500,000
Total 6,000,000

3. V. V. Shcherbyts’kyi,
Radians’ka Ukraina, October 18, 1974.
Total 6,750,000

4. M. M. Palamarchuk, Ekonomichna heohrafiia
Ukrains’koi RSR (Kiev, 1975), p. 80.
Total “more than” 5,000,000

Donets’k, Volyn’), but the data for others are suspiciously (implausi-
bly, from the point of view of statistics) exact. For example, the
number of people killed in Vinnytsia Oblast is given as 204,781, in
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Chernivtsi as 127,778, etc. Therefore, the precision of the totals is
spurious; they are the result of a statistically unacceptable mixture of
rough estimates and red-tape counts, most probably undertaken by
local authorities (or groups of amateurs) in 1945-46.3°

That these figures were far from exact or verified is suggested by
more recent Soviet compilations. In 1975, a book dealing with the war
in the southwestern Ukraine was published. In it are found data on
war losses for the three Ukrainian oblasts L'viv, Stanislav, and Ter-
nopil’3 These data differ considerably from the data given in the
1969 work with which they are compared in Table 3.

Table 3

Population Losses during World War II in the Western Ukraine

1. 2.

L’viv Oblast

Civilian population losses 679,804 508,867

Enlisted men and POW losses 182,104 251,053

Deported to Germany* 170,370 255,000
Ternopil’ Oblast

Civilian population losses 256,040 ca 200,000

Deported to Germany* 164,046** 119,046**
Stanislav (now Ivano-Frankivs'’k) Oblast

Civilian population losses 239,920%* 223,920%**

Notes:
* See Note 35.
** Similarities in the last three digits in these figures lead us to suspect either mis-
prints or miscalculations, or possibly the admixture of round figure estimates or ad-
Jjustments with purportedly precise counts.

Sources:

Column 1: Ukrains'ka RSR u velykit vitchyznianii viini Radians’koho Sotuzu 1941-
1945 rr., vol. 111, (Kiev, 1967-69), p. 150.

Column 2: God 1941—lugo-zapadnoi front (L'viv, 1975), p. 319.

% We have also emphasized the existence of the large discrepancies in these Soviet
statistics because some Ukrainian scholars hastened to accept the data from this history
as final, and have used them in their papers, without question.

31 God 1941 —Iugo-zapadnoi front (L'viv, 1975), p. 319.
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The differences are large and puzzling. We have no basis on which
to judge which figures are closer to the truth; rather, we are inclined
to distrust both. Oddly enough, both sources have top-ranking mili-
tary men among their editors (God 1941—Iugo-Zapadno: front (L'viv,
1975) has Gen. Major 1. S. Mel'nikov, Gen. Major G. L. Rybalko,
among others). These military men may have functioned, however,
largely as “decoration” on the editorial boards (which consist mainly
of Party officials) and we cannot hold them responsible for the strik-
ing statistical inconsistencies.

One further aspect of Ukrainian World War II losses, for various
reasons, remains unclarified and sometimes even mysterious. We
have in mind here the fighting in the Ukraine by partisan units and
resistance forces. After World War I, a similar situation existed in the
Ukraine in 1921-24 when several forces, including some large units,
of anti-Soviet elements were engaged over a prolonged period of time
in minor battles with the Red Army and militia units. It is regrettable
indeed that, although hundreds of volumes were published by both
sides, there is not a single serious, well-documented study available on
the actual size of the forces involved and there are absolutely no
reliable data on the human losses of these forces. The most prominent
Soviet Ukrainian historians, specialists on the 1917-22 period, man-
aged to produce exhaustive studies of the post-World War I civil war
in the Ukraine without any statistical data.?

The situation on the analogous fighting during World War II is
even more complicated in this respect. Whereas we can assume that
losses of the Soviet partisan movement in the Ukraine are included
either in the losses of civilian population or in those losses which
Soviet historians list under the code of “POW-murdered,” little is
known about the losses of the Ukrainian underground armed forces
that opposed the advance of the Red Army front. Large units of the
so-called Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) fought battles with Soviet

32 See A. V. Lykholat, Rozhrom natsionalistychnoi kontrrevoliutssi na Ukraini (Kiev, 1955);
I. K. Rybalka, Rozhrom Dyrektorii na Ukraini (Kharkiv, 1962); M. Suprunenko, Ukraina v
period inozemnoi interventsii (Kiev, 1951). The insurgent units they speak of are mainly
those led by Struk, Shepel’, Zabolotnyi, Hal'chevs'kyi, Orlenko, Khmara, Lykho, and
others. It is important to know that the first Soviet (Bolshevik) armed units are re-
garded even by official Soviet historians as partisan units (chastyny z partyzans’kykh i
povstanchykh zahoniv). The size of the Soviet Ukrainian army as late as December 7,
1918, was only 17,700 people (see I.Dubyns’kyi and H. Shevchuk, Chervone kozatstvo
(Kiev, 1961), p. 150).
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units, particularly in the Volyn’ and Polissia regions in the 1943-45
period. Some UPA units were active even as late as 1946-50 in Car-
pathian and sub-Carpathian forest areas. The losses of these units
were usually very high because little mercy was offered by Soviet
authorities, and members of the UPA frequently preferred death in
battle to a firing squad or long-term imprisonment in Siberian forced
labor camps.

The losses of the regular Ukrainian army units that constituted a
part of the German army (the so-called Divisions No. 1 and No. 2,
which were transformed in the final period of World War II into
Ukrainian National Army [UNA]) were also high, since the bulk of
the first division was encircled by Soviet armies in the Brody-Kniazhe
kettle in 1944, and was destroyed or taken prisoner. Once again, we
must fall back on the assumption that such losses have somehow been
counted in the official statistics for the Ukraine as part of “civilian
population losses.” Estimates offered in some émigré publications
usually lack any statistical or scientific basis and thus cannot easily be
accepted.®

Be that as it may, the number of people who perished in the
Ukraine in 1941-45 amounted, according to our 1969 source, to
5,515,204 (see Table 2, item 1), or in close approximation to five and a

% There is an example of such irresponsible statements in a magazine Nash holos
(Trenton), April 1976, p. 10. An unsigned note states that UPA losses, including the
cases of long-term detention, ran close to one million people “plus two million
hypothetical children that might have been parented otherwise.” The best-known and
most recent record of the mutual atrocities of UPA-Soviet unit battles, with some
documented random statistics of human losses included, is given in Pogranichnye voiska
SSSR, 1945-1950; Shornik dokumentov i materialov (Moscow, 1975). What this compila-
tion of documents (military records) reveals, unintentionally and accidentally, is that all
the special Soviet army units and their commanders were ethnically almost 100 percent of
Russian origin. On the other hand, the UPA units were totally of Ukrainian origin. This
shows that the campaign was of a national character, not of a social nature as some
Soviet sources try in vain to indicate. Some information on UPA losses may be found in
the surprisingly numerous recent Polish publications on the Ukrainian resistance
movement in 1944-50. We note, for example, the following: W walce ze zbrojnym
podziemiem 1945-1947, edited by M. Turlejska, papers by L. Grot, M. Redziriski, W.
Piathkowski, M. Tyliszczak (Warsaw, 1972); also illuminating is M. Juchniewicz, Polacy w
radzieckim ruchu partyzanckim 1941-1945 (Warsaw, 1975). The data presented are rather
fragmentary. Of greater value are the statistics on the forced evacuation of the native
Ukrainian population from areas annexed by Poland in 1945 (the so-called Zakerzon-
nia, mainly Lemkivshchyna) to the USSR (see Turlejska, op. cit., pp. 154-59).
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half million,* in addition to two and a quarter million deported or
evacuated to Germany.®

That this estimate was too low is indicated by the later announce-
ment of yet larger figures. One of these was provided by the First
Secretary of the Ukrainian Communist Party, V. V. Shcherbyts’kyi. In
his well-known speech on October 18, 1974, celebrating the 30th an-
niversary of the defeat of the Germans, Shcherbyts’kyi stated that in
World War II the Ukraine lost every sixth man of its population.
Taking into account the size of the Ukrainian population in 1940, we
arrive at a figure of six and three-quarters million dead, a figure
much higher than the one published in 1969.3¢ (Compare items 1 and
3 in Table 2.)

There is a very laborious and time-consuming possibility of as-
sembling detailed data on war losses in separate Ukrainian towns and
villages. These data are to be found dispersed in many varied publica-
tions (mostly newspapers) issued in the Ukraine over the last thirty

3¢ This figure evidently does not include losses of Ukrainians serving in the army in
the campaign of 193941 (the annexing of the Western Ukraine, the occupation of the
Baltic states, the Finnish war). Those losses were also quite high. We lack the exact
figures on Ukrainians enlisted in the Soviet army in 1940-45. One way of deducing that
figure may be based on the number of Ukrainian soldiers who received medals and
distinctions; they numbered 1,700,000 (see Istoriia Ukrains’koi RSR, vol. 11 (Kiev, 1958),
p. 600). In fact, the total mobilization announced on june 12, 1941, drafted all males
born in 1905-18 (ibid., p. 523). It is interesting to note here that although it is an
extremely pro-Soviet account, the said history talks of the participation of Ukrainians
(and not of the Ukrainskaia SSR) in the “Great Patriotic War” (see pp. 569, 582, 539,
553; see also headings of chapters).

3 Soviet sources always speak of people “taken by force” to Germany. Whereas there
is no doubt that German occupying “employment” authorities summarily deported a
great number of young people (both men and women) to labor camps of the German
industrial enterprises, as well as auxiliary labor for German agriculture, there was also a
great voluntary exodus of various classes of Ukrainians to Germany (and later, mainly,
to the United States and Canada). This was a deliberate exodus of people who other-
wise would surely have become victims of Russian reprisals for actual or hypothetical
“collaboration” with the German administration in the Ukraine. All these deported
people and voluntary emigrants represent a loss in population in the present-day
Ukraine; however, we cannot classify them, as Soviet authors do, as people who
“perished” in World War II.

36 Nota bene, the table cited above from p. 150 of Ukrains’ka RSR u velykii vitchyzniani
viini Radians’koho Soiuzu (see note 29) gives a total of 3,898,457 as losses for the civilian
population, but on previous pages we find, for some reason, separate figures for
Crimea and Zakarpats'ka Oblasts. Civilians killed in the former amounted to 135,177
people; 85,447 were deported. In the latter area, 114,982 civilians were killed and
70,895 deported. Why the Soviet Ukrainian authorities do not add these losses to the
total losses of the Ukrainian SSR is not clear. They seem to consider formally only the
territory that was included in the Ukrainian SSR as of 1941 as being part of the
Ukraine. Zakarpattia became a part of the Ukrainian SSR in 1945 and the Crimea in
1954.
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years. We will give only a few examples here of the kind of data we
have in mind. A certain V. Mikhailivs'kyi, a local correspondent for
the village of Novosilka (Chernivtsi Oblast), mentions the loss of 178
young people of the village killed in action. In another report on a
small village, Hrebeni, a figure of 68 killed in battle and another 24
civilians killed during the German occupation is cited.¥” Another
example is the situation in a large village, Seredne (Zakarpats’ka Ob-
last). Out of a population of 2,552 in 1939, it lost 560 people during
World War I1, or 21.9 percent. This latter information is found in one
of the volumes of the monumental Istorita mist i sil Ukrains’koi RSR.%8
There were 26 volumes published in 1967-74 and these contain hun-
dreds of data on wartime human losses in various Ukrainian towns
and villages. Searching for this type of information in this historical
work represents a project in itself (the average volume contains 800
pages). Numerous figures from it, although the author has thus far
collected them on a random basis, seem to support in a very convinc-
ing manner the magnitude indicated by Shcherbyts’kyi.

Other sources also exist which give us a picture of the extent of
Ukrainian war losses, although not directly. For example, the popula-
tion of all kolkhozes in the Ukraine in 1940 was 14,187,000, but in
1944 this figure fell to 12,533,800. This means that Ukrainian villages
alone, in that span of time, registered a loss of 1,653,200 people.
Moreover, further analysis shows that those living in the villages in
1944 were in the great majority old people and children, and perhaps
also non-working women. The number of the working population in
the Ukrainian countryside fell from 7,246,000 in 1940 to a mere
4,734,100 in 1944. This would mean that the losses of men and work-
ing women in the age bracket of 18-60 years amounted to the enorm-
ous figure of 2,511,900 A rounded figure from this estimate is
included in Table 2, item 2a.

% These reports are taken from nos. 28 and 37 of a weekly Visti z Ukrainy, 1975.
There have been literally thousands of these kind of reports published in Soviet
Ukrainian papers in the 1945-75 period. To collect and evaluate all those reports
would entail a separate major research project.

38 Istoria mist i sil Ukrains’koi RSR, Zakarpats'ka oblast’ (Kiev, 1969), p. 677.

3 Ju. V. Arutiunian, Sovetskoe krestianstvo v gody velikoi otechestvennoi voiny (Moscow,
1963), pp. 390, 392. We cite Arutiunian here because he gives extensive statistics on
village population in the USSR. The equivalent Ukrainian publication by S. P. Lauta,
Kolhospme selianstvo Radians’koi Ukrainy u roky velykoi vitchyznianoi viiny (Kiev, 1965), is rich
in factual material, but its statistical data are not well organized and badly dispersed.
Lauta concentrates, paradoxically, not so much on people as on the cattle and the
farming situation in the Ukraine in 1939-45. He nonetheless succeeds in drawing quite
a detailed picture of the contributions of evacuated Ukrainians in the areas of tempor-
ary wartime settlement (Volgograd and Saratov Oblasts, Urals, Central Asia).
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The losses of Ukrainian towns were even greater than those of the
villages. One illustration of those losses are the German statistics on
the population of Ukrainian cities in 1942-43,% shown in Table 4. As
can be seen, the population of Ukrainian cities at the beginning of
1943 was in most cases half or an even smaller fraction of its 1939
level. In general, the bigger the city, the heavier the losses.

Table 4
Ukrainian Urban Population, 1939 and 1942-43

City Population in thousands
January 17, 1939 1942-43

Kiev 846 330
Odessa 604 300
Dnipropetrovs’k 501 152
Zaporizhzhia 289 120
Mariupil’ 222 178
Kryvyi Rih 198 125
Mykolaiv 167 84
Dniprodzerzhyns’k 148 75
Poltava 130 75
Kirovohrad 100 63
Kherson 97 59
Zhytomyr 95 42
Vinnytsia 93 42
Melitopol’ 76 65

Sources: Deutsche Ukraine Zeitung (Luts’k) February 2, 1943, and Novoe slovo (Kiev),
July 22, 1942.

Many Western scholars, challenged by the continuous inconsisten-
cies in Soviet estimates of human losses during World War 11, have
tried to solve this problem themselves. Some have had considerable
institutional help and scientific background at their disposal; efforts
of others have been individual. Strangely enough, scholars associated
with renowned research institutions often lack intimate knowledge of

40 Deutsche Ukraine Zeitung (Luts’k), February 2, 1943, and Novoe Slovo (Kiev), July 22,
1942.
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the situation in the USSR, frequently due to an almost complete lack
of knowledge of the Russian or Ukrainian languages. Thus they must
confine the scope of their primary study sources to the few publica-
tions which exist in English translation. On the other hand, the real
eyewitnesses of the demographic changes in the USSR often have not
adequately mastered the Western scientific methodology necessary
for sound research.

However, all efforts made with good will deserve attention. First, let
us return to the celebrated volume by F. Lorimer# Since the book
was published in 1946 (all the editorial work actually finished as of
September 1945), its analysis of World War II losses is, naturally, far
from complete, and much less detailed and comprehensive than is
Lorimer’s treatment of World War I. Lorimer estimated the total
World War II population losses of the USSR (including losses due to
the deficit in births and to excessive civilian deaths) as close to 20
million. Here, however, he accepts estimates of military personnel
losses as only 5 million. This figure is obviously much too low, as
became apparent three decades later on the basis of new sources. We
know that Stalin gave a figure of 4,200,000 dead and missing after the
first two years of the war;* but even when we assume that the sub-
sequent years cost the Soviet Union fewer deaths,® the military losses
must have approached the range of 9 to 10 million.*

Another wartime demographic phenomenon that requires study is
the forced evacuation of millions of people from the Ukraine into the
backlands of the USSR conducted in 1941-42 by Soviet authorities.
According to official sources, by the month of December 1941 as
many as 17 million people had been evacuated from war-endangered

4 Lorimer, op. cit., pp. 175-84.

‘2 Pravda, June 22, 1943.

4 This assumption is rather shaky, as we know that the most bloody battles (around
Stalingrad and in the Kursk area, as well as the battles on the left-bank Ukraine, e.g.,
the Korsun'-Shevchenkivs'kyi operation) were fought in the second half of the war; see
Korsun’-Shevchenkivs'ka bytva (Kiev, 1974).

4 This not considering the subsequent birth deficits in the years following 1945, nor
casualties of disease and famine accompanying war actions. As late as 1974 we finally
find scholarly support of the figuie given. B. Ts. Urlanis in his Problemy dinamiki
naseleniia SSSR (Moscow, 1974), pp. 324-25, while criticizing F. Lorimer for his inflated
prognoses of population growth in the USSR for 1970 (see also text, p. 29), states
clearly that the military losses of the USSR in World War 11 were 10 million men, and
that the losses of the civilian population directly in World War II were also 10 million
dead. Urlanis also finds Lorimer’s estimated deficit in births in the postwar period in
the USSR (6 million) much too low and indicates that it might have been almost twice as
high.
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territories in the USSR.** These included urban and rural population
from the Ukraine as well as from the Moscow and Leningrad areas.
Whereas the people shifted from the Moscow and Leningrad districts
were chiefly scientific and research institution staffs, management of
industry, and high party and administration officials, with their wives
and the majority of their children, wholesale masses of population
from the Ukraine were moved to the Volga region and behind the
Urals. These included the bulk of the workers of the most important
plants and factories as well as millions of peasants who were to “ac-
company” grain echelons, large herds of cattle, and agricultural
machinery.

Of the 17 million reshuffled people, only seven and one-half mil-
lion “settled” temporarily in the eastern parts of the USSR. All the rest
were moved continuously from one place to another, becoming a sort
of gypsy population that represented an enormous unattached reser-
voir of auxiliary manpower, used (or rather abused) in numerous
wartime industrial and military projects, mostly construction. It would
be redundant to emphasize the extreme misery of these people, their
high rate of mortality, the millions of broken families, hundreds of
thousands of lost children.

When we discuss the population losses in the Ukraine, we must take
into account also a permanent loss of Ukrainian children whose par-
ents perished in the war.* These children were in large part adopted
by non-Ukrainian families in Asian areas of the USSR. Moreover, this
action was encouraged by the authorities as one of the methods of
denationalization. Thus, these children were brought up as “new all-
Soviet people,” or simply as Russians.®

Further estimates of Soviet evacuation measures also appear in
other publications. The most reliable seem to be the German reviews.
The number of people who had been evacuated from the territories
occupied by the German army by the end of 1941, according to a
German demographer and war reporter, F. Radmer, was about 12.5

4 Eshelony idut na Vostok (Moscow, 1966). p. 13.

4 The detailed description of the evacuation given in Ukrains’ka RSR u velykii vitchyz-
nianii viini, vol. 1, pp. 275-98, does not give the number of persons evacuated from the
Ukraine, but still it supplies a picture of the enormous dislocations of Ukrainian indus-
try, agriculture, and administration. From Kharkiv alone the authorities evacuated
more than 100,000 women and children (G. A. Kumanev, Sovetskie zheleznodorozhniki v
gody velikoi otechestvennoi voiny (Moscow, 1963), p. 61. Soviet evacuation supervisors (as a
rule, personnel of the NKVD) evacuated women (mothers) and children separately; the
men (husbands) were drafted in the first days of World War II or had left earlier for
the East with dismantled Ukrainian factories.

47 Istoriia velikoi otechestvennoi voiny Sovetskogo Sowuza, 1941-1945, vol. 11, p. 548.
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million.*® This territory encompassed all of the Ukraine, Belorussia,
and the Baltic countries. Another German analyst, F. Habicht, men-
tions 15 million as a maximum figure.*® These figures are close to the
Soviet estimate of 17 million, which included those who were
evacuated from front territories that were not yet occupied by Ger-
man armies around the end of 1941. We have to agree with a state-
ment by the German General K. Tippelskirch, according to whom the
Soviet authorities succeeded in evacuating practically all the people fit
for active army duty from territories lost to the Germans in 1941-42 3¢

To single out from these estimates the number of people evacuated
from the territory of the Ukraine alone seems a difficult task. We
suspect that inaccessible party archives in Kiev may contain the in-
formation in question, but it has never been made public. Still more
difficult would it be to estimate the number of Ukrainians moved in
1941-42 to the East. Fortunately, we possess data collected by the
Ukrainian Academy of Medical Sciences in 1944-46 on Ukrainian
cities;®! these data show a permanent loss of 25 percent of their pre-
war population. (This is a mean value for 93 large cities; actually some
large cities, particularly in the Dnieper and Donets’ areas, lost close to
50 percent of their population.) The report of the Academy distin-
guishes between losses due to direct battle and those due to hunger
and diseases, and emphasizes the number of those evacuated by Ger-
man authorities’ Since 93 Ukrainian cities represent a good sample

48 Reicharbeitsblatt, March 5, 1942,

49 Reicharbeitsblatt, November 12, 1942.

% K. Tippelskirch, Geschichte des 2-ten Weltkrieges, in Russian translation, Istoriia vtoroi
mirovot voiny (Moscow, 1956), p. 228.

%1 Akademiia meditsinskykh nauk Ukrainskoi SSR, Otchet Komissii po obsledovaniu
poter i sanitarnykh posledstvii voiny (Kiev, 1946), pp. 18-19. This Academy, which was
established as a war period concession of the Moscow government to Kiev circles,
existed in 194446 only. In 1947 it ceased to exist as a separate institution, and was
incorporated in the all-union Academy of Medical Sciences of the USSR (AMN SSSR).

52 According to Eugene M. Kulisher, “Population Behind the Iron Curtain,” The An-
nals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sciences, September, 1950, pp. 110-11,
3 million people left the USSR during and after World War II, including Ukrainians.
Balts, Germans, Poles, and others, and excess mortality accounts for a loss of more than
2 million, including 1.3 million exterminated Jews. Altogether, the occupied territories
of the USSR had suffered a loss of nearly one-fourth of their population. The vacuum,
particularly in the Western provinces and in the Baltic areas, was filled in 1946-50 from
the outside, predominatly with Russians from the central provinces. Deserted farms,
restoration of industry, housing facilities which, in spite of war ravages, were much
better than in Russia proper, attracted these settlers. More than a million displaced
persons (those taken or evacuated by the Germans from the USSR) refused to return
home and gained their freedom, together with other wartime and immediate postwar

refugees. See S. G. Prociuk, “Problemy potentsiialu ukrains'’koho naselennia,” part 11,
Suchasnist’, July 1961, pp. 78-79.
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of the total urban population of the Ukraine, we can, for practical
purposes, assume that the losses of these cities are characteristic of all
the towns of the Ukraine. The urban population in the Ukraine was
14 million in 1940; thus the loss of 25 percent represents about three
and half million people (Table 2, item 2b).

When we add these figures to the figure reflecting the losses of the
Ukrainian villages (2,500,000, see Table 2, item 2a), we arrive at a
total of around 6 million (Table 2). This figure stands between an
estimate of 5,690,000 total World War II population losses as offered
by this author in 1961, and the figure that may be deduced from
Shcherbyts’kyi's statement in 1974 (6,750,000, Table 2, item 3). Obvi-
ously, all these figures are approximate estimates, but we are on quite
sound ground today when we describe the direct population loss of
the Ukraine in 1941-45 as being in the range of 6.0 million people or
even more. Following the example of demographers associated with
Moscow institutions (such as B. Urlanis or V. Kozlov), some Ukrainian
authors also now feel “safe” in quoting a figure of “more than five
million” as killed in the Ukraine in 1941-45 53 Soviet sources mention-
ing human losses in World War II typically refer to them as “people
destroyed by fascists,” belying the fact that the overwhelming majority
actually died of causes other than combat action.

We should stress once again that the discussion above has referred
only to the direct World War II losses. Thus the estimates presented
thus far do no include losses due to the deficit of births in the sub-
sequent postwar years, nor the losses caused by the outbreaks of dis-
eases due to hunger during 1944-47.

To estimate the total losses, our first approach may be to project the
population of the Ukraine from its 1941 level under the assumption
that no war losses were inflicted and that the reproduction rate re-
mained in the range of the trend indicated from the 1936—41 period.
This projected figure, say for 1950, compared with the actual level in
1950, will give some idea on the magnitude of losses. We must keep in
mind that the 1941 birth rate, on which the Lorimer projections for
World War II were based, had decreased by 30 percent by 1970.
Undoubtedly a major factor in the lower birth rate was the male-
female ratio in the 1945-55 period. For each 100 males (in the work-

33« . . v period Vitchyz'nianoi viiny fashysts’ki okupanty znyshchyly (na Ukraini)
ponad 5 milioniv liudei,” M. M. Palamarchuk, Ekonomichna heohrafiia Ukrains’koi RSR
(Kiev, 1975), p. 80.
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ing population group) in the villages there were 180 females in 1950,
191 in 1951-52, and 185 in 1953. In areas particularly badly affected
by the war, such as Chernihiv or Kharkiv Oblasts, the ratio of women
to men in 1950 was more than 210, which means that not even every
second woman could count on getting married and having children.
As late as in July 1972, there were 5.5 million more women than men
in the Ukraine.

This situation tells us that in spite of a decline of birth rates in the
USSR in the 1914-40 span, the share of losses due to birth deficit in
the total losses of the Ukraine in World War II was actually higher
than that in World War I. A rough comparison of census data in the
Ukraine in 1939 and in 1950 proves this fact. The Ukrainian popula-
tion was 41.3 million in 1939 and only 36.6 million in 1950, whereas
according to projection based on reproduction trends in 1935-39
(following Lorimer’s method) it should have been 47.4 million. Thus
the total loss of the Ukraine in World War II amounts to nearly eleven
million people.

As an alternate approach we may also follow Lorimer’s procedure
of first estimating total World War I1 losses for all of the Soviet Union
and then deducing the magnitude of Ukrainian losses on the basis of
the share of the Ukrainian population in the general USSR popula-
tion as of 1941. Lorimer’s method of estimating total losses in the
country due to World War I cannot be applied here without reserva-
tions, because the size of losses due to famine and diseases in the
USSR in World War II was considerably smaller than that of World
War 1. Nevertheless, a very cautious estimate of the difference be-
tween the USSR’s population as projected from the late 1920s situa-
tion and its actual level and 1951 gives the incredible figure of 74
million people;** those are the losses suffered over the whole 1930-50
span.

To be more realistic in assessing losses attribute to war, we should
project the growth of the USSR population not from the situation as
of the late 1920s, but rather from that of the late 1930s, because it is
obvious that the famine of 1933 in the Ukraine and in the Don and
Kuban’ areas, and the misery of women as mothers in the USSR in the
years of repeated political purges had already considerably reduced
the reproduction rate of population in the prewar decade of 1931-

® Urlanis, Problemy dinamiki, p. 319. The author cites prognoses projected by S. A.
Novosel'skii and V. V. Paevskii.
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415 Another American demographer, F. Notstein, tried to make
prognosis on that basis in 1944, predicting a population of 203 million
for the USSR in 1950.56 In this case, the difference between Notstein’s
prognosis and the actual population in 1950 amounts to “only” 38
million. Since the population of the Ukraine on the eve of World War
I1 represented about 19 percent of the total of the USSR, the Ukrain-
ian losses may here be taken as 7.4 million. Both figures, that of 11
million and that of 7.4 million, are hypothetical, because they are
based on assumptions that a certain rate of reproduction of popula-
tion in the Ukraine would have taken place if the war had not oc-
curred. We are inclined to accept the total loss in the Ukraine due to
World War II as approaching the higher figure of the two because of
the obvious severity of the war action in Ukrainian territory, and its
prolonged endurance, as compared with the action in Russian ter-
ritories.

A reduction by about 30 percent in the number of children under
five years of age, who otherwise would have been expected to be
counted in 1945, and a loss of around two and a half million children
due to the deficit of births and to the excessive infant mortality rate
caused by the war (and this is a very conservative estimate) are the
worst indirect population losses for the Ukraine following World War
II. We now possess complete data on the tragic decrease of fertility
and the reproduction rate of the population of the Ukraine in the
time span of 1940-75, and there can be no better proof of the mag-
nitude of the war’s demographic effects in the Ukraine. The projec-
tions for even the far 1980s and 1990s will still bear the mark of the
wartime population losses in 1940-45. This demographic aftermath
of war deserves, however, to become the subject of separate, extensive
research.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Our present estimates on total war losses in the Ukraine should in
no way be considered as exact or final. No doubt more publications
and findings on the subject will appear far into the future. Quite
recently, in connection with the thirtieth anniversary of the war vic-

55 The birth rate in the USSR fell from 44.0 per 1,000 population in 1926, to 31.2 in
1940; in the Ukraine, to as low as 27.3, Narodne hospodarstvo Ukrains’koi RSR v 1971 r.
(Kiev, 1972), p. 39; Narodnoe khoziaistvo SSSR v 1964 g. (Moscow, 1965), p. 34.

% F. W. Notstein and others, The Future Population of Europe and the Soviet Union;
Population Projections (Geneva, 1944), pp. 312-13.
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tory in 1945, several facts on the direct and indirect human war losses,
hitherto unknown to students of Soviet affairs, have belatedly
emerged. In particular, more detailed data have recently been pub-
lished on the type and classification of military losses, on the number
and kind of wounds, and on the share of fatal cases, on the diseases
that infected the army, and on the far-reaching effects of disabilities
among discharged army personnel, which became a heavy burden to
Soviet postwar society

Even a superficial glance at the magnitude of the USSR’s losses
suggests appalling indifference of the Soviet leadership toward their
very own army, and toward the civilian population as well. It is be-
yond our scope here even to outline all the callous measures that the
Soviet government and military command applied continuously and
ruthlessly during the war. Suffice it to say that an enormous number
of human lives were sacrificed unnecessarily and without any obvious
reason. Almost all the memoirs on the war written by both German
and Soviet commanders prove this thesis beyond any doubt.

Analysis of the Ukrainian population losses, according to this au-
thor’s estimates,

World War I 6 million people
World War 11 11 million people

helps us better to understand the highly unfavorable and unusual
present demographic situation in the Ukraine, and the situation
which may exist there in the future, the period of 1980-2000. These
extremely heavy losses have been a factor in the rapid decline of birth
rates among ethnic Ukrainians from 41.3 per thousand in 1927 to
merely 15.8 in 1959-69.58 The number of Ukrainians increased be-
tween 1959 and 1970 by only 9.4 percent (as compared with 13.1
percent for Russians and as high as 50-53 percent for Central Asian
nations), and this slow rate of demographic growth will persist into

57 Particularly rich in such data are the 1975 issues of Voenno-meditsinskii zhurnal,
devoted to the 30th anniversary of war victory (see papers by I. A. Iurov, T. E. Bol-
dyrev, M. T. Shmatikov, M. A. Marchenko, M. M. Rudnyi, O. S. Lobasov, P. V.
Morozov). Soviet scholars, incidentally, occasionally make it understood that military
archives in the USSR are still under seal and that historians need a special permit to use
their files. In addition, they must submit all their research findings to security au-
thorities to obtain clearance for publication.

*8 To be distinguished from the birth rate of the total population of the geographical
Ukraine, which decreased from 40.3 in 1927 to 17.0 average in 1959-69; nota bene, a
proof that the birth rate of Ukrainians proper dropped more rapidly than that of the
other national minorities there, see Urlanis, Problemy dinamiki, pp. 129, 132.
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the future. There appears to be a sound basis for Alf Edeen’s state-
ment at the meeting of Sweden’s Royal Academy of Military Science
on November 13, 1975, where he stirred the scientific community
with his forecast that the population of the European part of the
USSR will increase over the entire 1985-2000 period by merely 5
million people ®®

The Soviet government has tried various measures to stimulate the
growth of the birth rate in the USSR. Some of these policies (mostly in
the form of financial support) have been extensively applied in the
Ukraine, unfortunately with little or no result. Distinguished demog-
raphers have come to the pessimistic conclusion that the general “so-
cial climate” in the USSR is adversely affecting the “microclimate” of
the family, and they have emphasized an urgent need to design gov-
ernmental incentive measures that will accord perfectly with the views
and wishes of parents.5® It is doubtful however, whether a socialistic or
communist society will ever be able to create such a “climate.” What-
ever their success or failure, it seems clear that another war, a World
War III, irrespective of whether it brought defeat or victory, would be
equivalent to a death sentence for the USSR population.

%9 ABN-Correspondence, vol. XXVI, No. 6, November-December 1975, pp. 12-13.

% It is important to mention here that the rather pessimistic views of most prominent
demographers in the USSR (Urlanis, Perevedentsev, Pokshishevskii, Steshenko, et al.)
differ from the stereotypes to be found in offical party-inspired publications (see
“Semia—mikrosreda etnicheskikh protsessov,” in Sovremennye etnicheskie protsessy v SSSR
(Moscow 1975) pp. 430-57, or the infamous paper by T. V. Riabushkin, “Zadachi
issledovanii narodonaseleniia,” presented at the meeting of the section Problemy
narodonaseleniia of the Academy of Sciences in March 1976, in which he reminds Soviet
demographers that their main task is to outline such methods of full manpower use in
the USSR as will secure higher industrial productivity (see Vestnik AN SSSR, 1976, no. 8,
pp. 127-30). The need to establish a favorable special “climate” for young married
couples, for young mothers especially, as the only remedy for the decrease of the birth
rate, is emphasized strongly not only in the USSR but in other socialist countries as well
(see papers by Polish demographers J. Szejnoch, Kultura, October 24, 1976, or M.
Latuch, Zycie Warszawy, September 30, 1976).
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SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

The author takes a positive attitude toward the problem of urbani-
zation. Urban centers perform an important function in a national
economy. They are the focal points of such nonagricultural activities
as trade, manufacturing, and communication. In addition, they act as
administrative, cultural, and recreational centers. A lack of urban
outlets and weak hierarchical differentiation in a region are always
indicative of a low level of economic development.

The subject of urbanization has been widely discussed by scholars in
the Ukraine. The most comprehensive works are the monographic
study by Iu. Pitiurenko! and an elaborate essay by N. Blazhko.? In
addition there are numerous shorter articles dealing with urban prob-
lems which are regularly published in the journal of the Kiev Univer-
sity Ekonomichna heohrafiia. The best known contributors besides
Pitiurenko are L. Hanechko, M. Kovtoniuk, S. Mokhnachuk, and E.

Shypovych.?

! Tu. Pitiurenko, Rozuytok mist i mis’ke rozselennia v Ukrains’ kit RSR (Kiev, 1972). For a
review of this book, see E. Shypovych, “Problemy rozvytku mist Ukrains’koi RSR,”
Ekonomichna heohrafiia, vol. 15, 1973.

2 N. Blazhko, “Kolichestvennye metody izucheniia sistemy gorodskikh poselenii,” in
Geografiia naseleniia i naselennykh punktov SSSR (Leningrad, 1967).

3 Tu. Pitiurenko, “Terytorial'ni systemy mis’kykh poselen’, zahal'ni zakonomirnosti
ikh rozvytku i suchasna struktura (na prykladi Ukrains’koi RSR),” vol. 10, 1971; Iu.
Pitiurenko and L. Hanechko, “Osoblyvosti ta problemy nozvytku mis’kykh poselen’—
tsentriv hirnychorudnoi promyslovosti Donets’ko-Prydniprovs’koho raionu SRSR,” vol.
12, 1971; Iu. Pitiurenko, “Osoblyvosti i problemy rozvytku mis’kykh poselen’ pivden-
noho ekonomichnoho raionu,” vol. 14, 1973; Iu. Pitiurenko and M. Iakymova,
“Metodychni pytannia vydilennia terytorial'nykh system mis’kykh poselen’ i vyz-
nachennia ikh mezh,” vol. 16, 1974; L. Hanechko, “Pytannia rozvytku mis’kykh
poselen’ na bazi vydobutku i pererobky nerudnoi syrovyny (na prykladi Donets’ko-
Prydniprovs’koho ekonomichnoho raionu),” vol. 13, 1972; L. Hanechko, “Mistofor-
muiuche znachennia hirnychodobuvnoi promyslovosti ta ii vplyv na rozselennia,” vol.
15, 1973; M. Kovtoniuk, “Do pytannia matematychnoho analizu sitky mist Rovens'koi
oblasti,” vol. 10, 1971; S. Mokhnachuk, “Matematychni metody v heohrafii naselennia,”
vol. 12, 1972; E. Shypovych, “Zrushennia v rozvytku i rozmishchenni mis’kykh poselen’
Ukrains’koi RSR za roky Radians’koi vlady,” vol. 17, 1974.
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Distinctive features of these inquiries are their regional character,
their preoccupation with problems of classifying urban centers, their
recognition of spatial ties, and their projections of urban growth. The
methodology is largely that of an inductive geographic analysis. The
studies lack, however, deeper insights of an integrated approach in
evaluating the functional and hierarchical dependence. This is a
weakness which cannot be attributed exclusively to Ukrainian scholars
but is also characteristic of urban research in the USSR.*

When dealing with the global aspects of urban development in the
Ukraine, the studies are highly political in nature; they stress the
historical achievements of the Soviet administration, carefully avoid-
ing comparative evaluations in regard to other regions and countries.
Thus they omit important criteria of appraisal which, as one might
suspect, are not entirely favorable for the Ukraine.

The aim of this study is precisely the opposite. Primary attention is
devoted to the general aspects of urbanization in the Ukraine, deferr-
ing detailed analysis of regional problems to future publications.® At-
tempts are also made to employ comparative evaluation. An impor-
tant benchmark for this appraisal will be supplied in contrasting the
urbanization process in the Ukraine with that of the Russian Republic.
Statistical evidence in this field confirms that the Ukraine trails the
Soviet Union and the Russian Republic, and it appears that the gap
developed does not narrow, but progressively widens. Special atten-
tion is paid here to this problem by estimating the global deficits at
various time periods and allocating them to various sizes of urban
centers.

In addition to the backward characteristics of the global situation,
the regional distribution of urban centers in the Ukraine is charac-
terized by widely polarized differences. On the one hand, it records
an abnormally high agglomeration of urban communities in the
southeastern region, which is associated with coal and iron mining; on
the other hand, it reveals the underdeveloped areas in the west, which
barely meet the minimum level of urbanization. The attempt here is
to illustrate this point in the form of suitable statistical tables and maps
comprising six basic sizes of urban centers and twenty-five provinces
(oblasts).

4 See individual publications of: P. Alampiev, V. Davidovich, B. Khorev, O. Konstan-
tinov, G. Lappo, A. Mints, V. Pokshishevskii, and others.

5 This author is presently working on the subject of “The Hierarchy of Urban Systems
in the Western Ukraine.”
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Attention will be paid to the most recent rates of growth in order to
assess future effects of urbanization. This evaluation will concern not
only developments in the Ukraine versus Russia, but will also apply to
internal differences. It will be of interest to follow the extent to which
regional inequalities have a tendency either to disappear or to become
more pronounced.

Special consideration will be extended to a few dozen principal
centers in the Ukraine; these will be appraised individually from vari-
ous points of view. First, an attempt will be made to assess their rela-
tive status of development under the present level of urbanization; in
other words, they will be compared with the “standardized” values
derived from equalized rural-urban conditions. In the second ap-
proach, selected centers will be evaluated on the potential strength
which they might have attained if the Ukraine had reached a level of
urbanization under conditions of optimal economic development. For
this purpose, the author assumes an urban population of 75 percent
which closely approximates the present rates in Western Europe.®

GENERAL EVALUATION

DEFINITION OF URBAN CENTERS. There are two principal ranks of
urban centers in the Ukraine and in the other republics of the Soviet
Union: cities and towns, the latter officially called “settlements with
urban character.” To become a city, a community must have at least
one thousand inhabitants, 75 percent or more of whom must be
employed in nonagricultural activities. Compared with this, the town
may have a lower rate of nonagricultural occupations, though not less
than 60 percent. However, this is compensated for by the require-
ment of a higher minimum population, a figure is now raised to 2,000
persons.”

There are also two additional subdivisions of cities: middle-size and
large. These are cities which are directly subordinated to the prov-
inces and the republic. In practical terms, they do not belong to the
district area administration but constitute autonomous urban districts

¢ U.N., Demographic Yearbook 1973 (New York, 1974) listed the following percent rates
of urbanization for Western Europe: England 77.9 (1972), France 70.0 (1968), Nether-
lands 77.4 (1973), Belgium 87.1 (1973), Sweden 81.4 (1970), Denmark 79.9 (1970), East
Germany 74.3 (1973); see tables and definitions on pp. 118-22.

? Akademiia Nauk UkRSR, Ukrains’ka Radians’ka Entsyklopediia (Kiev, 1959-1965),
Volume 9, pp. 238-40 and Volume 13, p. 33; Entsyklopediia narodnoho hospodarstva
Ukrains'koi RSR (Kiev, 1972), vol. 4, p. 50.
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or provinces. There were 111 centers in the first category in 1970;
their minimum size oscillated around 35,000 inhabitants, depending
upon their location and upon the degree of urbanization in a given
province. The second category, cities of republican importance, is
comprised of two centers: the capital city of Kiev, with a population of
1,682,000 in 1970, and the city of Sevastopol’. One should add that
the exclusion of the latter center from provincial jurisdiction, unlike
that of the capital city, was not conditioned by its size (population
229,000 in 1970), but by political considerations (the military signifi-
cance of harbor facilities).

It is customary to classify urban communities into various sizes mea-
sured by the number of local residents. Lately, this procedure has
been standardized internationally and can easily be applied to Ukrain-
ian conditions. Table 1 shows the two-fold distribution of urban cen-

Table 1

The Grouping of Cities and Towns in the Ukraine
by Size of Population, 1970

Cities

Total

Repub- Provin- All  Popu-

Population lican cial District Towns Centers lation
(000) (000)
1,000.1 & over 1 1 2 2,855
500.1-1,000.0 6 6 4417
200.1-500.0 1 10 11 3,255
100.1-200.0 22 22 2,952
50.1-100.0 38 38 2,635
20.1-50.0 32 64 2 98 2,950
10.1-20.0 2 138 63 203 2,812
5.1-10.0 52 299 351 2,434
3.1-5.0 13 246 259 1,023
Under 3.0 5 247 252 456
Total 2 111 272 857 1,242 25,689

Sources: SSSR, administrativno-territorial'noe deleniz sotuznykh respublik (Moscow, 1974),
pp. 254-335; Itogi vsesoiuznoi perepisi naseleniia 1970 goda, vol. 1 (Moscow, 1972), pp. 63,
102-03.
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ters in the Ukraine in 1970, by size and by the legal designations
mentioned ?

The statistical listings show the numerical predominance of towns,
which amount to two-thirds of all centers. Regarding population
strength, the median value of district cities is three times higher than
that of towns (13,700 vs. 4,400) and the provincial cities in turn are
approximately five times larger than the district cities (median value
66,500). It is interesting to note that the smallest size centers (under
3,000 persons) comprise less than 2 percent of cities (5 centers) and
more than a quarter of all towns. On the other hand, the 41 largest
centers with over 100,000 inhabitants contain more than half the
urban population of the Ukraine. Fewer than one-third of all centers
have more than 10,000 inhabitants each, and together these centers
account for more than five-sixths of the total urban population.

GLOBAL EFFECTS OF URBAN1ZATION. Table 1 shows that 25,689,000
persons resided in the urban centers of the Ukraine in 1970; this
amounts to 54.5 percent of the total population of 47,127,000. Al-
though this ratio of urban to rural population is quite impressive, how
does it compare with that of the entire USSR or of, say, its largest
component, the Russian Republic?

In the USSR as a whole, the share of urban population is 56.7
percent while in Russia it reaches 62.3 percent. Should one apply the
latter number as a desirable yardstick of urban development in the
Ukraine, then one cannot help but point to a global deficit of
3,650,000 urban dwellers. Since, under normal conditions, the proc-
ess of urbanization is a progressive reduction of rural occupations and
their transfer into urban employment, this figure can also be inter-
preted as a relative surplus of rural population. When associated with
the total number of 21,438,000 rural residents, this yields an excess of
17 percent.

The conditions described above are not very satisfactory from the
point of view of economic development in the Ukraine. One might
speculate that they have been similar in the past and that definite
progress has recently been made to close the existing gap. A closer
evaluation of historical records, however, reveals an entirely different
picture. The relative standing of the Ukraine in the field of urbaniza-
tion has not improved, but has continuously deteriorated over the last
few decades.

8 Itogi usesotuznoi pereprsi naselentia 1970 goda (Moscow, 1972), vol. 1.
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The following quarter century is characterized by a higher rate of
growth of urban population in Russia than in the Ukraine, until the
shares of urban population in both countries became almost identical.
This period was also characterized by a higher rate of decline in the
rural population of the Ukraine; this unfortunately cannot be attri-
buted to the process of urbanization but rather to physical losses
during World War I and to famine during the period of collectiviza-
tion. The varying magnitudes of urban and rural changes in both
countries have produced different rates of overall growth. It is evi-
dent that Russia has been a gainer in this regard; her annual rate of
growth exceeded growth in the Ukraine.

The next twenty years, which cover the periods of World War 11
and reconstruction, were characterized by low rates of overall growth
in both countries, with particularly unsatisfactory results for the
Ukraine. The total population of the country hardly changed. Its
annual rate of growth was 2.5 times lower than that of Russia. The
most significant feature of this period was the still very high rate of
urban growth, counterbalanced by the corresponding decline in rural
population. Unfortunately for the Ukraine, both these rates approx-
imated only two-thirds of the levels applicable to Russia. The final
outcome of this process was the urban advance of Russia, which over-
took the Ukraine and created a negative gap of 2,800,000 persons.

Compared with this development, the following decade appeared
to contain some corrective factors. For the first time in the period
analyzed, the urban and total rates of growth in the Ukraine reached
or even slightly exceeded those of Russia. What is interesting, however,
is the significant difference in the rates of decline of rural popu-
lation: it was much lower in the Ukraine than in Russia. When inter-
preting these results, one cannot help but conclude that the urbaniza-
tion in the Ukraine in the 1959-70 period was not entirely sustained
by the process of rural-urban transformation, but depended also on
an urban influx from outside the republic. It appears that about one-
third of the urban growth (6,542,000 persons) was attributed to the
immigrants mainly from Russia, a fact which can easily be supported
by reference to the increase in the Russian population in the Ukraine
in the same period.?

9 In the Ukraine, the Russian population, which is predominantly urban, has in-
creased from 3,055,000 (8.1 percent of the total population) in 1926 to 7,091,000 (16.9
percent) in 1959, to 9,126,000 (19.4 percent) in 1970; see Itogi vsesoiuznoi perepisi
naseleniia in 1926, 1959, and 1970.
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It is obvious that the projected data for 1980 are less reliable than
those of the previous years, since they represent only very general
approximations. They might be regarded as somewhat speculative
but still highly probable. The forecasts for both countries are based on
the 1959-70 annual rates of growth for the total population, and
these may or may not be entirely true. Estimates of urban and rural
residents are undertaken separately from past trends and then ad-
justed within the framework of global figures. The results show
slightly lower rates of growth for urban population, and higher rates
of decline for rural population than in the previous years. Thus the
projection incorporates some tendency to continue with the self-
sustained processes of urbanization within each of the republics, and
reduces the effects of interregional rural-urban migrations.

It is interesting to note that in spite of somewhat larger rates of
growth of urbanization in the Ukraine, the country does not reduce
the existing gap, both absolutely and relatively. The deficit of
3,650,000 persons in urban centers in 1970, which amounted to 17.0
percent surplus in the rural population, increases to 4,278,000 per-
sons and 21.6 percent in 1980. The urbanization backlog in the
Ukraine can be expressed in terms of ten years of development. It can
be seen from the table that 62.3 percent, which is the projected share
of urban population in 1980, is exactly the same as that of Russia in
1970.

RANK-SIZE RELATIONSHIP OF URBAN CENTERS. The next objective of
this study is to look into the distribution of urban centers by size, and
to evaluate their structural composition. What one does expect is a
reasonable mix, a balanced distribution of all sizes. The urban analyst
should be able to spot the inherent strength or weakness of size dis-
tributions as they apply to two separate economic political regions or
to various historical time intervals.

The customary technique is to use a two way logarithmic graph of
urban sizes and their numerical frequencies known under the name
of Zipf's rank-size relationship of urban centers.’® The following
statistics (Table 3) and diagram (Figure 1) show the urban distribution
patterns of the Ukraine in 1939, 1959, and 1970, in comparison with
that of Russia in 1970. When evaluating the empirical results, one
should concentrate on the slope and linearity of the existing relations.

1® G. K. Zipf, National Unity and Disunity: The Nation as a Bio-Social Organism
(Bloomington, Indiana: The Principia Press, 1941). G. K. Zipf, Human Behaviour and the
Principle of Least Effort (Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley, 1949).



THE ANNALS OF THE UKRAINIAN ACADEMY

60

'¢9—g9 ‘dd 430yy :321n0g

€6L  9L0'T Z¥3'1 8€8°C ¥L2  8I% 166G 666 0'G Iapupn
6SF 899 1€L €P8°‘1 9%  LG§ 16§ 19L 0°01-1°G
€13 10¢ 08¢ 390°1 001 191 €03 9L% 003101
¢IT O¥I LLT 909 3L 16 86 89¢ 0'05-1'03
1§ 6% 6L 8€3 13 G3 8¢ PIIT 0°001-1°0§
03 ¥ I $31 01 Il 33 65 0°003-1°001
01 ¢l 61 G9 9 8 Il 8% 0°005-1°003
2 G 8 L1 12 2 9 Il 0°000°1-1°005
I 3 9 I 4 2 0°000°2-1°000°1
4 I 0'000'6-1°000°2
I I 1940 %8 1°000°G
(000)
6661 6961 0L61 0L61 6661 6961 0L61 0L61 uonendog
oc_mh&D m_wwzm oc_mh&D m_waM

A>uanbaiy sanemunn

Aouanbaig [enpiaipuy

6€61 PUE ‘6661 ‘0L61 ‘Surenyn ay1
ul pue (2,61 ‘BISSNY Ul SIIUID UBQI[) JO UONNGLISI(] JUBY-IZIG

¢ 2IqeL



EFFECTS OF URBANIZATION IN THE UKRAINE 61

10000 T T T T TIT T T T T LN e T T T T

FIG. |
RANK - SIZE RELATIONSHIP OF URBAN CENTERS
IN RUSSIA 1970, AND UKRAINE 1970, 1959 AND 1939

UKRAINE 1959

(LA

UKRAINE 1939

POPULATION OF THE CENTER

|
1 1 | 1 | /.t ! L {1 l} L 1 1111
[ 10 100 1000 10,000

RANK

They can be detected as an approximation through a general observa-
tion or defined in more specific terms by mathematical methods of
fitting a regression line.

For this particular study, the use of free-hand straight lines, tangent
to the empirical curves, is preferred. They apply to 1970 urban struc-
tures in the Ukraine and Russia. The characteristic feature of these
“evaluation” lines is their origin in the convex point of small centers in
which these centers start rapidly to decline in strength. This mark is
then joined in the form of a tightly fitting line with a suitable distribu-
tion of large centers. When selecting the other benchmark, one
should minimize the discrepancies between the actual curve and the
trend line. Since distribution patterns become irregular as one moves
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up toward larger sizes, one or two additional designations may be
required to extend the tangent lines to all centers. While plotting the
successive lines in the northwest corner, one should not allow their
slopes to exceed the preceding lines, since this would constitute de-
parture from the requirement of the best fit. This qualification, how-
ever, does not apply to the largest center. In other words, the ultimate
line does not need to end at the point of origin of the first center if
this is excessively large.

In evaluating the distribution of urban centers in Russia, it can be
observed that the strength of Moscow fits ideally into the existing
pattern of hierarchical relationship (5 percent larger than the re-
quired population). This is not so, however, in the case of the
Ukraine. There is a pronounced leveling off among the top centers,
with the apparent weakness of the capital city, Kiev.!* To make proper
use of the methodology, the strength of the first center had to be
upgraded by extrapolating it from the relationship between the sec-
ond and third ranking centers (Kharkiv vs Odessa). Its theoretical
location then became the termination point of our tangent lines. This
was justified, since the final slope of urban distribution in the Ukraine
was smaller than the preceding ones. Under reverse conditions, one
would have had to position the line between the actual and the
theoretical designation of the first center.

Having completed the drawing of the tangent lines, one might then
ask for the interpretation of the results, which are focused in the
shaded areas of the graphs. They represent the actual variations of
urban structures in the Ukraine and Russia in 1970 from the imposed
pattern of minimal linearity characterized by certain similarities and
differences. Thus both urban groupings have a tendency to terminate
(diminish numerically) at a certain size. In Russia, this comes quite
early, at about 15,000 population, while in the Ukraine it does not
appear until the 6,000 population mark. In practical terms, it means
that the Ukraine has a relative surplus (stronger representation) of
small urban centers.

11 This fact was pointed out by Chauncy D. Harris, Cities of the Soviet Union, Studies in
Their Functions, Size, Density, and Growth (Chicago; Rand McNally & Co., 1970). He
was extrapolating the potential strength of the main centers from the numerical order
of the last 10,000 population center. We do not, however, concur with these findings;
they appear to be greatly exaggerated; 3,000,000 persons were projected for Kiev in
1959 (p. 134). We also find unrealistic his forecast for Moscow of 15,760,000 persons in
the same year (p. 137). The main reason for these results is the acceptance by Harris of
the theoretical (harmonic) slope for all urban sizes.
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The distribution between 10,000 and 100,000 persons is charac-
terized by a concave curve which is almost invisible in Russia but very
strongly pronounced in the Ukraine. Its deepest penetration applies
to the urban centers of between 15,000 and 30,000 persons, and
disappears at 10,000 and 50,000 persons. This characteristic must
lead one to conclude that there is a lack of development in such
centers which one can interpret in terms of the missing population
strength and/or numerical representation. In Russia the same feature
in a very mild form applies to centers of between 10,000 and 50,000
persons.

The large-size centers of the Ukraine are characterized by an un-
even distribution, a zig-zag pattern of size-rank relationship. In most
cases, it is a natural phenomenon attributed to the individual varia-
tions among centers. In this general irregularity, however, one can
discern a tendency toward a somewhat permanent deficit among the
centers between 150,000 and 300,000 persons and then an abnormal
strength erosion of the first four centers (Kiev, Kharkiv, Odessa, and
Donets’k). Compared with these results, the two principal cities of
Russia (Moscow and Leningrad) are very well developed. These
favorable conditions, however, do not apply to the successive urban
ranks, which show a deep concave for one million population centers
and a similar but less pronounced drop for the 500,000 population
centers.

Qualifying these findings, one should add that they represent the
structural features and resulting abnormalities which were derived
from the general characteristic of each urban distribution separately.
No attempt has been made to mix the results together and to tie up
one set of data with other. In other words, they do not show which
country has a more developed (dense) network of urban centers. A
look at the slopes for the two countries, particularly those applicable
to the upper-size centers, leads one to certain expectations and con-
clusions which cannot be properly substantiated. The main reason for
this is the varying scale of the two distributions (1,242 vs. 2,838 cen-
ters), which in turn reflects the ratio of population in both countries
(47 vs. 130 million). In order to overcome this obstacle, one has to
reduce the differences in size between the two countries; this can be
done by comparing the strength of successive urban sizes with the
appropriate shares of the population on farms and in lower ranking
centers. Since the latter are normally located in some proximity to the
larger centers, they may be justifiably identified as the tribuary cen-
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ters, and their population as that of the tributary areas. The method
of this analysis is exemplified in Table 4 and Figure 2.

The graphic presentation shows a more developed status of the
urban centers in Russia, exceeding the strength of their counterparts
in the Ukraine. Closer inspection reveals that the same tributary area
yields varying levels of urban population in comparable ranks. The
greatest gap appears to apply to the centers with 20,000 persons
(matched in Russia by 30,000 persons) and to the principal city of
Kiev (population 1,632,000); it is lacking approximately an additional
1,000,000 persons. It is interesting to note that both countries have

10,000,000 T T T T T 117 T T T T 77T T T T T 1T T T T T T 1113
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66 THE ANNALS OF THE UKRAINIAN ACADEMY

the same share of farm population per center (17,300 persons).'* The
relative weakness of urban structure in Russia, when applied to cen-
ters with 500,000-1,000,000 persons, is confirmed again in the new
graph. It is below the development level of similar size centers in the
Ukraine.

The historical comparison of urban densities in the Ukraine in 1959
and 1970 shows a significant increase for centers in the middle-level
range (30,000 vs. 50,000 persons, 60,000 vs. 110, 000 persons) and
the lower portion of the large centers (100,000 vs. 175,000 persons,
200,000 vs. 300,000 persons). It is less pronounced for the largest
centers, with the exception of Kiev which records a considerable gain
of 500,000 persons. A similar evaluation of 1939 and 1959 distribu-
tions reveals somewhat reverse tendencies, with the smallest increases
recorded for intermediate size centers and more satisfactory growth
for large centers. Overall, the total growth in this period appears to be

less impressive when one takes into account that it was distorted by the
effects of war and economic reconstruction.

The development of larger-size centers within the same tributary
population can also be interpreted as an improvement in urban densi-
ties. Reversing the relationships discussed, we can observe that the
same size urban centers require smaller tributary areas in Russia than
in the Ukraine. Similar conditions can be validated historically. In
practical terms, this means that the region or period which records
higher densities (more developed status of urban centers) must have
achieved this through other factors than the provision of service to
people in the tributary areas. The most likely and logical conclusion is
that the effects of industrialization add to the population agglomera-
tion in the center and widen its reach beyond the borders of the
traditional tributary area. Interpreted along this line, one can see that
the Ukraine is still unable to catch up to the economic (urban) de-

velopment in Russia in spite of impressive growth in the 1959-70
period .13

2 In view of a previous statement about the shortcoming of urbanization in the
Ukraine (54.5 percent) vs. Russia (62.3 percent), this proves that the deficit of
3,650,000 persons does not apply to the centers but to their undeveloped strength.

3 An interesting conclusion can be drawn from the information which was published
in the economic yearbook of the Ukrainian Republic for 1973. (Narodne hospodarstvo
Ukrains’koi RSR 1973, p. 38-39). It shows the participation of the country in various
types of industrial production in the Soviet Union which can be measured in terms of
the specific weights (percents). They are listed in brackets following the designation of
the particular industry. In evaluating the republic’s performance, one should keep in
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STATISTICAL ANALYS1s: UKRAINE—RUSsIA COMPARISON. One can
effectively undertake the appraisal of contemporary urban structures
by means of percentage shares applicable to populations in various
size centers. Such results are free of the physical dimensions in the
two countries, exposing only the inner composition of the urban
groupings. By applying the standard of one region to the other (that
of Russia to the Ukraine), one should be able to figure out the exact
differences in structures which can be interpreted as specific deficits
or surpluses.

Table 5 shows significant deficits for the urban population in three
principal sizes: centers above 1,000,000, 200,000-500,000, and
20,000-50,000 persons. They amount to approximately two-thirds,
one-half, and one-quarter of the present population in these classifi-
cations. The total deficiencies of 4.2 million persons are balanced by
identical surpluses which apply primarily to the small-size centers and
to one or two large-size urban groups. The three last classes of centers
(under 20,000 persons) record a population excess ranging from 25
percent to 35 percent and account for approximately one-half of the
total surplus. Compared with this effect, the large-size category of
500,000-1,000,000 persons shows an excessive strength of 40 percent,
which is equivalent to 1.8 million persons. A relatively small surplus of
400,000 persons applies to centers with 100,000-200,000 persons. In
terms of inner strength, this excess is less than 15 percent of the
population in this group.

These results, which deal with the surpluses and deficits of popula-
tion for various size centers, can easily be transformed into a similar
analysis applicable to the number of centers. To accomplish this, one

mind the overall share of population which amounts to 19 percent and can be used as a
yardstick of assessment for specific industrial development, or the lack of it. Thus it
appears that the primary strength of the Ukraine lies in extractive-type activities: coal
mining (32), natural gas production (29), iron ore mining (56), steel production (39).
Alsoimportant are heavy machinery industries, such as production of locomotives (73),
box cars (54), ploughs (53), seeders (49), and roofing materials (64). Next in line is the
processing of agricultural products: sugar refining (59), butter production (33), and
meat production (27). Compared with these shares, there is almost a completé lack of
paper production (4) and cotton manufacturing (4). About half of the required share
belongs to chemical production (12), automobiles (9), silk (11), woolen products (10),
radios (8), washers (8), refrigerators (11), and photographic cameras (11). Surprisingly
enough, the production of television sets is quite high (33). In general, the Ukraine
lacks the bulk of manufacturing, which contributes to urban employment. The activities
in which she leads are highly capital-intensive, and they have a tendency to concentrate
in certain regions (extractive industries) or even rural areas (agricultural processing).
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needs only to divide the previous population findings by the average
size population in each urban size category. Having undertaken this
step, we observe the lack of one center in the category of cities with
population over 1,000,000 persons. Alternatively this means an insuf-
ficient level of development for Kiev and Kharkiv, which are able to
absorb between themselves the size of an additional center in this
category. The urban classification of 200,000-500,000 needs 5 more
centers added to the presently existing 11 centers, while the group
with populations of 500,000-1,000,000 has an excess of 2 out of 8
centers. A moderate surplus of 3 out of 22 centers exists in the size of
100,000-200,000 persons. One can see that the mutual transfers of
credits and debits among the top four urban classifications reduce the
magnitude of total variation to one center only. This still leaves, how-
ever, a very significant deficit of population of almost 1.3 million
persons. There is also a shortage of 23 centers in the group of
20,000-50,000 persons, which is represented by a total of 98 centers.
The smaller center ranks show considerable surpluses of centers
which outweigh the cumulative deficits many times. Thus, the
surpluses and deficits of population, when balanced within a total of
25,689,000 urban residents, yield a net surplus of 315 out of 1,242
centers. This is exactly 25 percent of the total.

These results appear to be in conflict with the figures in Table 4.
The statistical analysis undertaken previously acknowledged that both
republics, the Ukraine and Russia, had exactly the same average share
of farm population per center in the tributary area (17,300 persons).
If this is the case, then one cannot speak about surpluses of centers in
the Ukraine but must refer to equal urban densities in both countries.

This statement is correct as far as it concerns the total number of
centers, but it does not apply to their individual ranks (see details in
Figure 2 and Table 4). Therefore, one should qualify the global re-
sults in terms of varying strength of the centers. For this purpose, one
should recall that the proportion of urban population in the Ukraine
amounted to only 54.5 percent, whereas in Russia it was 62.3 percent.
If the Ukraine maintained the same ratio of urban to rural population
as Russia, based on its 1970 rural population of 21,438,000 persons
and 1,242 existing urban centers, then it would have required an
urban population of 35,359,000 instead of 25,689,000. Thus
9,670,000 persons need to be added to the existing urban centers to
match the Russian rural-urban ratio. This could have been achieved if
the Ukraine’s total population approximated 56.8 million and not
47.1 million persons.
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One can also interpret the same issue in much simpler terms. The
average urban population per center in Russia amounts to 28,534
persons, while in the Ukraine it reaches only 20,684 persons. The
differential of strength equals 37.6 percent when considering the
Ukraine as the basis for comparison. Thus one needs to increase the
urban population of the Ukraine by the above percentage in order to
eliminate the gap in community strength. (This yields the same result
of 9,670,000 persons.) It is obvious that reversing the problem and
applying the Russian strength of centers to the present urban popula-
tion in the Ukraine must yield a reduced number of centers, as was
shown in Table 5.

Under normal conditions, one does not import urban residents
from outside a country, but relies on the transfer of rural population
into urban settlements. Following this road of development, the level
of urbanization in the Ukraine, comparable with that of Russia, can be
achieved with a much smaller deficit, namely 3,650,000 persons (see
Tables 2 and 6). An increase in the urban population to 29,339,000 is
counterbalanced here by the same decrease in the rural population
(down to 17,788,000). It is interesting to note that there are changes
in deficits and surpluses for various urban sizes under the new as-
sumed conditions. While they retain the same overall pattern, they
show new numerical dimensions. All deficits get more intensified and
the surpluses are reduced. One of the groups, 50,000-100,000 per-
sons, which was adequately represented before, now falls short of the
required share and the classification with 100,000-200,000 persons
loses all its previous surplus.

The other feature which is recorded in Table 6 is the column of
cumulative deficits. Starting this calculation with the evaluation of the
largest center (over 1,000,000 persons) and proceeding downward
toward smaller sizes, one can observe an almost continuous chain of
increments. It reaches its cumulative peak of 4,956,000 persons at the
level of centers with 20,000-50,000 persons. This amounts to 26.1
percent of the associated urban population, which is significantly
more than the 14.2 percent applicable to the global cumulative deficit.
The fact that the latter is smaller numerically is due to the offsetting
results (surpluses) of urban centers in the last three size categories
(under 20,000 persons).

HistoricaL aNaLysis. The comparison of 1970, 1959, and 1939
data discloses not only the general increase in the urban population,
but also some significant changes in its structure. These can best be
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illustrated in the annual rates of growth applicable to two separate
time intervals (1959 vs. 1939, 1970 vs. 1959) and the entire period
(1970 vs. 1939).

The best approach for the evaluation of the structural changes is
the comparison of the annual rates of growth for various size centers
with the overall rate applicable to all centers. The derived differences
should indicate growing strength when the rates of certain groups are
high, and a weakening when they trail behind the general averages.
These results become even more conclusive when one attempts to
couple them with the formerly discussed deficits and surpluses of the
individual group classifications (see Table 7).

Viewed from this perspective, the upper group of centers (over
500,000 persons) records a favorable development; its rate of growth
between 1959 and 1970 is twice as high as that of all centers and is still
very significant when measured over the entire 1939-70 period (50
percent higher). This means that the deficiency of urban population
in high-ranking centers has been gradually reduced, although not yet
fully eliminated. A similar pattern applies to centers with 100,000—

Table 7

Structural Growth of Urban Population in
the Ukraine, 1939-70

Urban Population Annual Rate of Growth

Population
of the Center 1939 1959 1970 1939-59 1959-70 1939-70
(000) (000) (000) (000)

500.1 & over 2,762 4,065 7,272 1.95 5.43 3.17
200.1-500.0 1,739 2,667 3,255 2.16 1.83 2.04
100.1-200.0 1,371 1,628 2,952 .85 5.57 2.50
50.1-100.0 1,506 1,898 2,535 1.16 2.66 1.69
20.1-50.0 2,171 2,841 2950 1.35 .34 .99
10.1-20.0 1,368 2,226 2,812 247 2.15 2.35
5.1-10.0 1,748 2,544 2,434 1.90 -.40 1.08
Under 5.0 904 1,278 1479 1.75 1.34 1.60
All centers 13,569 19,147 25,689  1.74 2.71 2.08

Source: Itogi, p. 63.
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200,000 persons, which are currently well represented in the urban
structure of the Ukraine. Their rate of growth in the 1959-70 period
was two times as high as the average but they had a less pronounced
differential in 1939-70 (25 percent higher).

The negative effects of growth can be observed for the group of
centers with 20,000-50,000 persons. Belonging to the deficit cate-
gory, they show a very low rate of growth for the 1939-70 period (50
percent of the average) turning literally into stagnation in the last
decade (one-tenth of the general rate). Similar qualifications, though
not so marked, apply to the other deficit group, 200,000-500,000
persons. Its rate of growth over the entire period is at the average
level, but in 1939-70 it reached only two-thirds of the general growth.
This means that the previously discussed gap in the urban population
of the Ukraine was not narrowed over time but was actually widened.

Regarding small centers, their population growth is far from uni-
form. The largest size group among them (10,000-20,000), which
might be considered as the closest substitute for missing centers in the
category of 20,000-50,000 persons, experienced an average or above
average development. The next size (5,000-10,000) showed a long-
term rate of growth approximating 50 percent of the general increase
and was also characterized by an absolute decline in the 1939-70
period. This is an economically desirable pattern when one refers to
the previously discussed population surplus in this group. The cen-
ters under 5,000 persons had a rate of growth lower than the average
but significantly higher than the preceding size group. It reached 80
percent of the overall rate applicable to the entire period, and 50
percent of the rate characterizing the last decade.

The bulk of the growth for smallest centers must be attributed to
the legal conversion of rural settlements into urban communities. An
inspection of Table 3 reveals a 22.2 percent increase in centers under
5,000 persons (511 vs. 418) between 1959 and 1970 while the popula-
tion increase in the same period (Table 7) amounts to only 15.7 per-
cent. Compared with these results, the centers with 5,000-10,000
population had no increase in urban units (351 vs. 357) and no in-
crease in population—in fact, they showed a 4.5 percent decline. The
largest size group of small centers (10,000-20,000), in turn, is charac-
terized by a 26.1 percent growth of centers (203 vs. 161) and a similar
growth of population (26.3 percent).

Summarizing the findings, one can see the positive and negative
effects of historical changes. The high rate of growth for large-size
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centers appear to be helpful in correcting the inherited deficiencies of
their underrepresentation. Similarily the arresting of growth for
small-size centers (5,000-10,000) reduces their numerical surpluses.
However, these offsetting changes do not refer to the deficient
middle-size centers (20,000-50,000) which fare very badly, nor to the
smallest-size urban centers, the number of which is still growing.

REGIONAL PATTERN OF URBANIZATION

In addition to global and size comparison, this study evaluates the
regional distribution of urban centers and urban population. It illus-
trates this by means of urban density, i.e. the number of persons in
the tributary areas. In other words, we incorporated the same concep-
tual framework that has been used in the Ukraine—Russia rank-size
comparisons (see Figure 2 and Table 4), but abstained from the
graphical illustration. The magnitude of analyzed regions (25 prov-
inces) made its use fully impractical. Instead of this, we then concen-
trated our attention on the selected urban sizes represented by popu-
lations under 5,000 and over 5,000, 10,000, 20,000, 50,000, and
100,000. We calculated the population of their tributary areas, which
was composed of rural residents, for centers under 5,000 persons,
and the appropriate shares of the urban population as one moved
along the scale of community sizes. In other words, we followed the
concept of hierarchical structure, which was not necessarily confined
in practice to the classifications mentioned.

The uneven dispersal of various center ranks was evidenced in the
presence of a low or high number of persons in the tributary areas.
The lower the figure, the denser was the distribution of urban centers
considered to be and, in reverse, a higher concentration of residents
in the associated areas was identified with the lack of urban centers.
The detailed results of urban densities for individual provinces, and
the underlying statistical information, are listed in Tables 8 and 9.

It becomes apparent that the outcome of our calculations does not
lend itself to general evaluation. The findings are much too polarized,
so that it is difficult to comprehend them in a meaningful fashion. To
facilitate this objective, one has to abstract them, to reduce the indi-
vidual variations and confine them into a pattern through some suita-
ble grouping. This task was accomplished by using the method of
quartile distribution. The characteristic feature of this statistic is the
splitting of analyzed units into four equal parts.
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In the case of the regional density data, the employment of this
method encountered certain difficulties. These were due to the un-
even sizes of individual provinces and the extreme variations of their
urbanization. To overcome these obstacles, the weighted values of the
upper and lower quartiles and the median applicable to the equally
divided tributary populations were used. In this way, the varying sizes
of individual provinces were standardized, but the internal variations
within the groups, which yielded significant effects of skewness, were
not eliminated. This was undertaken in the next step, when the calcu-
lated values were adjusted for a more balanced distribution within a
framework of empirical totals. As a last step, the three dividing marks
were applied to the individual distribution in order to secure the best
possible fit. This resulted occasionally in some slight alteration of the
derived results, which provided, in turn, a more logical division of the
four groups.

The summary results of the analyzed data (see Table 10) unfold
certain features of urban densities which can be identified throughout
all the stages of statistical processing. Thus, the comparison of actual
means with medians {modified means) shows a significant pattern of
skewness which applies to all center ranks. Tilted toward the areas
with a high level of agglomeration (see also individual results in Ta-
bles 8 and 9), it is most pronounced for centers over 50,000 and least
for centers above 5,000 persons. This can be observed in the mag-
nitudes of mean to median ratios.

The evaluation of quartile values reflects a wide range of dispersion
measured by the coefficient of variation. It shows the percent rela-
tionship between quartile range (Q3;—Q;) and the sum of the quartile
values (Q; and Q,). Since the original data did not produce equal class
intervals and the coefficient of variation exceeded 50 percent, it was
necessary to go through the successive stages of adjustment as is
shown in Table 10. It is interesting to note that the common feature
for all results is the relatively narrow amplitude of variation in urban
densities for small centers (over 5,000 persons and 2,000 persons)
when compared with the middle-size and large centers.

The most rewarding results, however, were secured through the
transfer of the grouped information material into maps. This was
undertaken separately for each of the analyzed community ranks, as
shown in Figures 3-8. We must abstain from a detailed discussion of
the individual distributions and concentrate more on the evaluation
of the summary results.
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Table 10

Characteristics of Urban Densities (Tributary Populations)
in the Ukraine by Size of the Centers, 1970

Population
of the Percent  Quartiles Coefficient
Center Median Mean Ratio Upper Lower of Variation
(000) (000) (000) (000) (000)

A. Original data:
Over 100 1,084.5 820.7 75.7 1,924.7 521.5 57.4
Over 50  575.1 393.8 68.5 899.0 252.2 56.2
Over 20  212.0 159.1 75.0 326.0 105.2 51.2
Over 10 96.2 66.7 773 126.4 45.3 47.2
Over 5 40.1 314 783 52.8 223 40.6
Over 2 239 173 724 30.7 12.0 43.8

B. Adjusted for skewness:

Over 100 1,150.8 820.7 71.3 1,709.6 592.0 48.6
Over 50 583.2 393.8 675 872.7 293.6 49.7
Over 20 213.8 159.1 744 320.3 107.3 49.8
Over 10 86.0 66.7 77.6 126.4 45.6 47.0
Over 5 39.0 314 805 52.8 25.2 35.3
Over 2 22.8 173 759 30.7 14.8 35.0

C. Adjusted for mapping:
Over 100 1,150.8 820.7 71.3 1,685.3 616.2 46.5
Over 50  583.2 393.8 67.5 826.8 339.5 41.8
Over 20  213.8 159.1 744 320.0 107.6 49.7
Over 10 86.0 66.7 77.6 129.1 43.0 50.0
Over 5 39.0 314 805 53.3 24.6 36.8
Over 2 228 17.3 1759 29.9 15.7 31.1

Source: Same as in previous tables.

It is apparent from all the maps that the highest density of urban
population (lowest level of population in the tributary areas) applies
to the southeastern Ukraine; it is concentrated in the provinces of
Donets’k, Voroshylovhrad, Dnipropetrovs’k, Crimea, and
Zaporizhzhia. The first three of these exceed the limits of the lower



FIG. 3: TRIBUTARY POPULATION OF URBAN CENTERS
OVER 2,000 PERSONS IN THE UKRAINE, 1970
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FIG.4: TRIBUTARY POPULATION OF URBAN CENTERS
OVER 5,000 PERSONS IN THE UKRAINE, !970
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FIG.5: TRIBUTARY POPULATION OF URBAN CENTERS
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FIG. 6 : TRIBUTARY POPULATION OF URBAN CENTERS
OVER 20,000 PERSONS IN THE UKRAINE, 1970
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FIG.7: TRIBUTARY POPULATION OF URBAN CENTERS
OVER 50,000 PERSONS IN THE UKRAINE, 1970
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FIG.8: TRIBUTARY POPULATION OF URBAN CENTERS
OVER 100,000 PERSONS IN THE UKRAINE, 1970
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quartile in all community sizes; the province of Crimea weakens
somewhat for centers above 10,000 persons, while the administrative
area of Zaporizhzhia shows a definite split along the line of small and
large centers. It is very strongly developed at the level of centers
above 50,000 and 100,000 population (Zaporizhzhia, Melitopol’, and
Berdians’k) and retains only about-average strength for all other
urban categories.

The second group of territorial units which appear to exceed the
median strength consists of seven surrounding provinces. They are
the areas of Kherson and Kharkiv, which are very strongly repre-
sented by centers above 5,000 and 2,000 persons, but lack suitable
development of large centers. Both provinces record the shortfall of
communities in the 50,000-100,000 persons classification and the
Kharkiv region shows the same effect for centers over 100,000 per-
sons. Appearing to be a paradox at first (consider the size of Kharkiv
city), the latter result must be attributed to the existence of one large
center within a relatively large tributary area. These urban sizes push
down the particular ranking of the provinces into the category of
below-median strength.

The two neighboring areas of Mykolaiv and Kirovohrad have a
uniform rating which exceeds the average (median); the only excep-
tion is the weakening of the urban classification over 20,000 persons,
in the administrative unit of Kirovohrad (below the average strength).
The three additional provinces, Cherkasy, Kiev, and Sumy, show the
same below-average development of small centers, over 2,000 per-
sons. The administrative divisions of Cherkasy and Sumy also earn
the same rating for the principal centers over 100,000 persons. The
province of Kiev, in turn, appears to be very weak (lowest rating
classification) in centers over 50,000 persons, while the Cherkasy area
is deficient (below-average strength) in centers over 20,000 persons.

Summarizing the effects of the second strongest urbanized areas,
we can observe that they closely adjoin the primary developed region
in both western and northern directions. They appear to stop exactly
along the Kiev-Odessa axis. An exception to this pattern is the exclu-
sion of two provinces, Poltava and Chernihiv, which split this region
into two parts (Kharkiv and Sumy vs. Kiev, Cherkasy, Kirovohrad,
Mykolaiv, and Kherson). They appear to be somewhat less developed
and belong to the third ranking (below-average) category.

A characteristic feature of the Poltava and Chernihiv urban dis-
tributions is their haphazard variation of ranks. Thus the Poltava
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region shows above-average strength for large centers over 100,000
persons (effect of Poltava and Kremenchuk) and centers over 10,000
persons. Compared with this, the representation by small centers,
over 2,000 persons, is very weak. The Chernihiv area, in turn, has a
relatively sufficient number of small centers over 2,000 persons
(above-average rating) and centers in the category of 50,000-100,000
persons (Pryluky and Nizhyn). This beneficial effect is offset by the
lack of centers above 20,000 persons which have the lowest level of
rating.

The two provinces bordering in the west are Zhytomyr and Odessa.
The first of them shows below-average strength for most of the com-
munity sizes, excepting the two groups, 2,000-5,000, and 50,000-
100,000 persons, which exceed the median urban density (have the
tributary population below the middle mark). The latter effect is at-
tributed to the relative strength of two cities, Berdychiv and Koros-
ten’. The second administrative area of Odessa shows a below-average
density throughout the five center categories, with the exception of
centers between 20,000 and 50,000 persons which yielded a higher
than average rating. This is due to the existence of such centers as
Kotovs’k, Bilhorod, Kiliia, and Balta.

The next subgroup in this category of urban densities consists of
three southwestern provinces: L'viv, Ivano-Frankivs’k, and Transcar-
pathia. The first two can be characterized by an above-average de-
velopment of small centers under 5,000 persons with the latter show-
ing an opposite effect (lowest rating). The province of L'viv appears to
be deficient in the number of large centers over 100,000 and 50,000
persons. There is only one of them in each of these two categories,
L'viv and Drohobych, and this does not appear to be enough when
considering the size of the tributary population. In Ivano-Frankivs'k,
the rating of the principal center over 100,000 persons improves to
above-average standing, while the three successive groups, over
50,000, 20,000, and 10,000 persons, drop into the lowest possible
ranks. Transcarpathia, in turn, considering its population magnitude,
has the undeveloped capital center and the relatively strong (above
average) distribution of centers at the level of 50,000 and 20,000
persons.

Thus the third ranking area of urbanization (below-medium
strength) consists of four separate pockets of administrative groups.
Three of them, Poltava-Chernihiv, Zhytomyr, and Odessa, directly
adjoin the region which was classified as the second highest in the
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country. The fourth component, L'viv, Ivano-Frankivs’k, and Trans-
carpathia, appears to have an independent origin; it is quite remote
from the others and isolated when considering its extreme location.

The last and least urbanized area consists of six provinces which
merge into one territorial expanse that separates the previously dis-
cussed southwest region from the core of the Ukrainian territory.
They are the administrative units of Ternopil’, Vinnytsia, and
Khmel'nyts’kyi (the geographic region of Podillia), Rovno and Volyn’
(traditional territory of Volhynia), and Chernivtsi (historical
Bukovyna).

The smallest amount of urbanization is found in the provinces of
Ternopil’ and Vinnytsia; they have a density below the value of the
lower quartile in all six community groupings. The area of
Khmel'nyts’kyi appears to be stronger in the urban sizes of over
10,000, 20,000, 50,000, and 100,000 persons. In the case of Volyn’
province, the lowest grades (communities over 5,000, 10,000, 50,000,
and 100,000 persons) are mixed, with standings exceeding the gen-
eral average (urban sizes under 5,000 and over 20,000 persons). The
latter outcome is due to the existence of such cities as Novovolyns'k,
Kovel’, and Volodymyr. The area of Rovno has a higher-than-average
strength in centers over 100,000 persons (consider the effect of
Rovno) and a below-average strength in centers over 20,000 persons
(refer to Dubno and Zdolbuniv), while all other sizes fall into the
least-developed category. Compared with these results, the province
of Chernivtsi is well represented by a center over 100,000 persons
(density above the average), has a relatively weak distribution in
groups over 50,000 and 5,000 persons (below-average) and a very
,weak urban representation in sizes over 20,000, 10,000, and 2,000
persons.

After having observed the extreme variations in the regional loca-
tion of urban centers in the Ukraine, one wonders to what extent they
are permanent or transitional. How did historical development affect
them? Are the recent changes such that they minimize the evident
spread, or perpetuate the inherited inequalities?

The answer to these questions can be derived from the statistical
material listed in Table 11. It divides the country into two regions: the
advanced and the undeveloped urban areas. Since we were concerned
with the urbanization effect of all community sizes, we used the per-
cent of urban population as a common denominator. The resulting
grouping is very similar to the one discussed under densities, with two
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or three exceptions. The provinces of Odessa and L'viv, which be-
longed to the less-developed regions (below the medium density),
have now moved into the category of advanced areas. This was mainly
due to the impact of their relatively strong and well-developed princi-
pal centers. The province of Cherkasy, in turn, which has a well-
developed network of urban centers (higher-than-average density)
but a small size in the primary center, slipped back into the lower
urban classification.

The historical progress over the years was not measured by the
growth in urban population but by the relative changes in urbaniza-
tion. Instead of calculating the annual rates of additions to the urban
sector, which was isolated from the community at large, we preferred
to evaluate the urban shares in 1939, 1959, and 1970. This yardstick
of assessment appeared to be more suitable than the other one, since
it was able to take into account the growth of the rural population and
the intensity of the rural-urban transformation.

The numerical results show a significant spread in urbanization or
both advanced and undeveloped areas in 1970; this exceeds a 2:1
ratio (66.9 percent vs. 31.5 percent). Due to a skewness of distribution
(agglomeration of urban population in certain provinces), the overall
average of the republic is higher (55.1 percent) than the interpolated
middle point (48.8 percent). The chronological set of figures for 1959
and 1939 reveals 46.1 percent and 33.5 percent as comparable levels
of urbanization in the Ukraine. This amounts to a 12.6 point increase
in the period of 1939 to 1959 (.63 per year) and a 9.0 point increase
between 1959 and 1970 (.82 per year).

Taking these findings into consideration, one might formulate the
hypothesis that the inequality in the urban distribution would di-
minish if the rates of growth behaved inversely to the levels of urbani-
zation. This would mean a lower-than-average growth for advanced
areas and a higher-than-average increase for undeveloped areas. But
inspection of the cumulative growth in the 1939-70 period repudiates
this hypothesis. It shows that the majority of the provinces in the
upper category exceeded the general level of increments. An excep-
tion to this pattern can be observed for the provinces of Donets'k,
Voroshylovhrad, Kharkiv, and Crimea. The slowdown of their ur-
banization is particularily apparent in recent years (1959-70). Two
other provinces, Odessa and L'viv, also grew less than the average in
the 1939-70 period. This should not, however, be very surprising
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when considering that their center distribution qualified them for the
category of undeveloped areas.

Among the twelve provinces in the second classification, only one
administrative unit ranks above the general average; this is
Kirovohrad, which could have been equally well considered under the
first classification. Thus, the discussed results of 1939-70 disclose
trends which are contrary to the process of urban equalization. With
some slight exceptions, this period has enhanced the regional differ-
ences of urbanization in the Ukraine.

A positive trend of reversal, however, appears to have taken place
in the last decade (1959-70). The statistical information shows that
four additional provinces have reached or surpassed the general av-
erage of urbanization. They are Poltava, Chernihiv, and Rovno in the
undeveloped sector of the republic, and Odessa, which is the border
case of the classification. The remaining administrative areas in the
“B” category trail behind the required standard but not by very much.
Only three provinces, Transcarpathia, Volyn’, and Ternopil’, record a
weak urban growth.

PRINCIPAL CENTERS

PRESENT CONDITIONS. It may be worthwhile to direct our attention
to the principal urban centers in the Ukraine and to assess their pres-
ent status of development before their possibilities of future growth
are explored.

The first question arising here is that of selection. Statistical evi-
dence in 1970 indicated the presence of 41 communities with popula-
tion exceeding 100,000 persons. Is such a delineation satisfactory? Do
we not miss some important centers below the specified minimum
standard? Common sense implies that this is evidently the case. The
population of urban centers taken in isolation is not the true yardstick
of their importance. In view of the excessive urban agglomerations
and dispersions, centers of the same absolute size may merit very
different ranks in their respective spheres of influence. To evaluate
the real role of such centers, one has to eliminate the differences
between regions—an unsurmountable task. The closest approach we
can devise is to relate the activity of urban centers to the rural popula-
tion in the surrounding areas, in other words, to evaluate these cen-
ters as units consisting of two components—an urban and a rural
component. This method possesses a self-correcting mechanism since
usually the industrial centers, which are big, have a small tributary
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rural population, and centers in rural areas, which are small, provide
services to relatively large populations.

As a first step of analysis, we had to apportion the rural population
in each province to the existing urban centers. This was done with the
help of harmonic numbers, which are reciprocal equivalents of the
numerical ranks. For example, ranks 1, 2, 3, and 4 correspond to the
harmonic numbers 1.00, .50, .33, and .25. Itis of practical importance
that one can add the harmonic measures for individual ranks into
cumulative totals, e.g. 1.00, 1.50, 1.83, and 2.08. This, in turn, lends
itself perfectly to allocation of the rural population in the given area
to the existing urban centers. One can observe that their share of the
tributary rural population will depend largely on two factors: total
size of the rural population and the number of urban centers, one of
which has a magnifying and the other a diminishing effect. This can
best be exemplified by two extreme cases: Donets’k and Vinnytsia:

Donets’k  Vinnystia

urban population of the city 878,600 211,600
rural population of the province 616,400 1,589,800
number of urban centers 186 36

The allocation of rural population to Donets’k yields 106,200 persons
(total 984,800), while it adds 38