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Preface

As I tried to answer the question of when this book originated and who
helped me most in my work on it, my thoughts kept returning to a day
in the early 1980s. I was in graduate school at the University of
Dnipropetrovsk, and my undergraduate adviser, Iurii Mytsyk, showed
up on my doorstep with two books in his bag. One of them was a pre-
1917 edition of Mykhailo Hrushevsky's Illustrated History of Ukraine,
and the other was Mykola Zerov's Lectures on the History of Ukrainian
Literature, published in 7977 by the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies. My guest had reason to believe that he was under investigation
by the authorities for anti-Stalinist remarks that he had made at a
private meeting. He was expecting a search of his apartment and wanted
to get rid of the compromising publications in his home library. I agreed
to take both books for safekeeping. I had read Hrushevsky before in the
special collections of the Moscow, Kyiv, and Lviv libraries, but this was
my first opportunity not merely to gulp down excerpts in the course of
short research trips, but to read a whole book carefully at home, think-
ing about what I was reading. Hrushevsky's book struck me as a revela-
tion about the Ukrainian past - a truth hidden from us by official Soviet
historiography and the regime that it supported. It was my first en-
counter with an alternative account of East Slavic history, one that went
far beyond the class-struggle-driven and Russocentric narrative of So-
viet historiography. Its scholarly appeal and the fact that it was prohib-
ited in the USSR made it especially attractive in my eyes. From that
point on, I knew what the history of Ukraine was and how the Soviet
version had to be reconstructed to meet the demands of historical
scholarship.

In the early 7990s,when the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies,
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the publisher of the second 'prohibited' book brought to me by -y
former professor, invited me to participate in the Hrushevsky Trans-
lation Project undertaken by its Peter jacyk Centre, I was given the
opportunity to become much more intimatelv acquainted with
Hrushevsky and his work and to fully appreciate his talent as a histo-
rian. My work on the project - an English translation of Hrushevsky's
ten-volume History of Ukraine-Rus'- also gave me ample opportunity to
put the historical narratir.e that had so impressed me in the early 1980s
into a much broader context, comparing it not only with the anemic
Soviet narrative of the USSR's last decade of existence but also with a
number of other narratives with which it had interacted and competed.
In the process, I lost my earlier belief that I knew what the history of
Ukraine was supposed to be, but maintained my admiration for
Hrushevsky and the historiographic revolution or paradigm shift that
he accomplished through his writings. The actual text of this book grew
out of my work on the Hrushevsky Translation Project.

Thus, my thanks go to Professor Mytsyk in the first instance for
entrusting me with one of his prohibited bibliographic treasures. I am
also grateful to those r,t'ith whom I have been working at the Peter Jacyk
Centre. In my work on this project, I have benefited greatly from their
support and expertise. I particularly appreciate the advice offered me
by the director of the Centre, Frank Sysyn, and the cooperation of
the managing editor of the Hrushevsky Translation Project, Uliana
Pasicznyk. My special thanks go to the senior editor of the project,
Myroslav Yurkevich, who edited the original text of my book and
helped me handle numerous editorial and bibliographic problems. With-
out his help, support, and encouragement, this book probably would
still be in the making. In the course of my work on the manuscript, I
benefited greatly from discussions with my colleagues at the Canadian
Institute of Ukrainian Studies and the Department of History and Clas-
sics at the University of Alberta.ZenonKohut read the text and strongly
supported the project from the very beginning. John-Paul Himka of-
fered advice on improving the manuscript, while Bohdan Klid and
Andriy Zayarnyuk shared their insights into East European social and
intellectual history. I would also like to thank Peter Matilainen, who, as
always, was verv helpful in dealing with computer glitches, viruses,
and the author's inability to grasp some basic principles of the cyber-
netic work ethic.

My stay at the Ukrainian Research Institute of Harvard University in
the spring semester of 2002 as Petro Jacyk Distinguished Fellon al-



Preface xr

lowed me not only to complete the first draft of the manuscript but also
to benefit from the expertise and advice of Roman Szporluk, Lubomyr
Hajda, and the Eugene and Daymel Shklar fellowi at the Institute,
Volodymyr Kulyk and Olia Hnatiuk. During my tenure as visiting
professor at the Department of History of Harvard University in the
spring of 2003,I had very helpful discussions on the content of my book
with Terry Martin, David Brandenberger, Eric Lohr, and Kathleen
McDermott. I am also thankful for the support and encouragement
given to me by Dr Roman Procyk. Hiroaki Kuromiya read the manu-
script and offered useful advice on impror.ing it. Special thanks are due
to Lubomyr Wynar for his help in acquiring unpublished materials, as
well as to colleagues in Ukraine who shared their knowledge of Ukrain-
ian and Russian history and historiography. I would like to thank
Oleksii Tolochko, Natalia lakovenko, and Vladyslav Verstiuk for their
advice. I learned much from my discussions with Ukraine's leading
experts on Hrushevsky - Ruslan Pyrih, Iurii Shapoval, Vasyl Ulianovsky,
and Ihor Hyrych - as well as with the intellectual leaders and organiz-
ers of impressive conferences on Hrushevsky and his historiographic
legacy, Iaroslav Dashkevych and Iaroslav Hrytsak. My special thanks
go to Hennadii Boriak, Liudmyla Demchenko, and Halyna Svarnyk for
their help in gaining access to archival materials in Kyiv and Lviv.

A grant from the Peter jacyk Centre helped cover expenses related to
bibliographic research and editing of the volume, while the Jaroslawa
Demianchuk-Paclavsky Exchange Fellowship awarded to me bv the
Ukrainian Research Institute at Harvard University, as well as a grant
from the Kennan Institute at the Woodrow Wilson International Center
for Scholars, were instrumental in helping me finish the project. I am
also grateful to the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada for a publication grant and for financial support for the publi-
cation of this book from the Ukrainian Studies Fund Inc. (New York). At
the University of Toronto Press, my thanks go to Suzanne Rancourt,
Barbara Porter, and Miriam Skey for their advice and assistance. Last
but not least, I would like to thank my wife, Olena, who not only
encouraged me to undertake the writing of the book and put up with
my research trips to Ukraine and long stays at Harvard, taking care of
our two teenage children, but also brought order to my chaotic filing
system - not the least important prerequisite for writing a scholarly
work.

My research and writing of this book led me to contemplate not only
the historical analyses produced by the scholars I discuss but also the
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ierrible price that many of them were forced to pay for their loyalty to
their political beliefs and the conscientious practice of their profession.
The book's protagonist, Mykhailo Hrushevsky, who was arrested in
1931 and exiled from Ukraine, died under suspicious circumstances
in 1934. His daughter, Kateryna Hrushevska, a historical anthropolo-
gist, was arrested in 1938 and perished in the GULAG during the
Second World War. Hrushevsky's younger brother, the historian
Oleksander Hrushevsky, was arrested in 1938 and died in the spring of
1943 while in exile in Kazakhstan. His nephew Serhii Shamrai, also a
historian, was arrested twice, in 1933 and7937, and died in the CULAC
in 1939. Their fate was shared by many other historians in the USSR -

people of various nationalities - who had their lives and careers de-
stroyed by Stalin's terror machine. I dedicate this book to their memory.
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Introduction

The eieventh edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica, which appeared in
print in 1911 and presented the pre-First World War compendium of
Western knowledge about the world, introduced Kyiv (Kiev) to its
readers as a 'city of Russia.'l Some eighty years later, following the
dissolution of the USSR, the fifteenth edition of the Britannica (as re-
vised in 1993) referred to Kyiv not as a Russian city but as the capital of
Ukraine.2 The history of Kyiv was also treated quite differently in these
two editions of the Britannica. If the authors of the eleventh edition
claimed that'the history of Kiev cannot be satisfactorily separated from
that of Russia' and presented it as the seat of the first Christian church,
school, and library in Russia, the authors of the fifteenth edition treated
it as the capital of Kyivan Rus', which was defined as the first East
Slavic state.3 Behind the terminological change adopted by the editors
of the Britannica, who replaced the words 'Russia' and 'Russian' with
'Rus',' 'East Slavic,' and 'Ukrainian,' lies the major geopolitical and
cultural shift that took place in Eastern Europe in the course of the so-
called short twentieth century (7974-91i.+ the editorial changes also
reflected a major paradigm shift in the sphere of East European histori-
ography - a change closely associated with the geopolitical shift in that
part of the world. The present work is primarily concerned with this
historiographic transformation.

The specific paradigm of Russian history that was profoundly re-
structured in the course of the 'short twentieth century' was a product
of imperial Russian historiography. Imperial Russia, as distinct from
Muscovite Russia before it and Soviet Russia after it, had an established
view of itself as a tripartite nation. For a long time the Russian imperial
elites officially maintained that the Russian nation consisted of three
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branches: Great Russian, Little Russian (Ukrainian), and White Russian
(Belarusian). That view, which came into existence in the aftermath of
the Muscovite government's occupation of the eastern Ukrainian and
eastern Belarusian territories in the second half of the seventeenth
century, expired (on the official level, at least) with the collapse of the
Romanov regime in the flames of the 1917 revolution. The rise of
independent states on the territory of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus
spelled the end of imperial Russia and undermined its concept of a
t r ipar t i te  Russia n nat ion.

The dismantling of the institutional, intellectual, and spiritual heri-
tage of the empire did not begin or end with the Bolshevik victory of
1977.Its demise resulted from the failure of the pan-Russian project of
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, which sought to establish
a modern Russian nation on the basis of the Russian, Ukrainian, and
Belarusian ethnic groups (nationalities). The failure of the imperial
Russian state to assimilate the ukrainian peasantrv to the Russian
nationality was closely related to the development of the ukrainian
nationalizing project, which succeeded in turning most Little Russian
peasants into Ukrainians in the course of the revolution and immedi-
ately after it. The Belarusians followed suit, reducing the builders of the
modern Russian nation to little more than their Great Russian core. The
imperial Russian authorities, who realized relatively early the danger
of a split in the 'Russian nationality,'strove to prevent the development
of the Ukrainian movement. TWice in the second half of the nineteenth
century they attempted to stop the spread of 'subversive' ideas in
Little/Southern/Southwestern Russia, as the Ukrainian provinces of
the empire were known at the time, by prohibiting Ukrainian-language
publications. These measures proved futile. Efforts to accomplish the
Iinguistic Russification of the Ukrainian peasantry through the educa-
tional system were quite weak, lacking both resources and consistency
on the part of the government; moreover, the official campaign against
the much more obvious danger, that of Polish influence in central and
western ukraine, required the assistance of the Ukrainophile intelligen-
tsia and thus had the ultimate effect of strengthening the Ukrainian
movement in those regions.s

When pressure on Ukrainian activists in Russian-ruled Ukraine be-
came too strong to withstand, they crossed the border into neighbouring
Austria-Hungary, where the Habsburg regime was much more tolerant
of the nation-building efforts of the local Ruthenians, as the ethnic
Ukrainian population of the region was known at the time. In the late
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nineteenth century, the Ruthenian intellectuals of Galicia and many of
their compatriots in Bukovyna, not unlike their counterparts in Dnipro
Ukraine, were torn between two competing nationalizing projects, Rus-
sian and Ukrainian. Ironically, the prohibitions imposed on Ukrainian-
language publications in the Russian Empire resulted in the transfer of
Ukrainophile nation-building initiatives to Calicia, which helped local
Ukrainophiles defeat the Russophile (Muscophile) nationalizing pro-
ject in the Habsburg realm. Calicia became a veritable Piedmont of
Ukrainianism, preparing the ground for the rapid expansion of the
Ukrainian project in the Russian Empire during and after the Revolu-
tion of 1905. The Russian imperial government's exclusive reliance on
repressive methods clearly backfired.6

The failure of the pan-Russian enterprise, like the collapse of any
other imperial project, was closely associated with the dismantling or
deconstruction of its historical narrative. Neither process took place
overnight. In the case of the Russian imperial narrative, its disintegra-
tion began with the penetration of romanticism and populist ideology
into the realm of historiography and acquired a new dynamic in the
1890s, given the growing dissatisfaction with the legacy of the 'statist'

school in Russian historiography and its subsequent revision. This pro-
cess reached its nadir at the turn of the 1930s, before the Stalin-era
attempts to reassemble the Russian historical narrative under the rubric
'History of the Peoples of the USSR.' The forty-year period from the
early 1890s to the mid-1930s also proved crucial for the fate of the
Ukrainian national narrative. The formulation of the new historical
paradigm, which brought about the 'nationalization' of the Ukrainian
past and established Ukrainian history as a separate field of study,
provided the young nation with a birth certificate and curriculum vitae
sufficiently respectable to support an application for membership in the
exclusive club of modern European nations. Not surprisingly, the de-
limitation of the pastbetween Russia and Ukraine turned into a process
involving nrr*"ious encounters, conflicts, and negotiations between
individual historians and entire historiographic schools throughout the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries.T

No historian was more intimately involved in that process or played
a more prominent role in the demise of the old imperial Russian narra-
tive and the forging of the new Ukrainian paradigm than Mykhailo
Hrushevsky (7866-7934). Hrushevsky was one of the most eminent
figures of the Ukrainian national movement of the late nineteenth and
earlv twentieth centuries. He took an active part in the work of Ukrain-
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ian scholarly, cultural, and political organizations, becoming the first
head of the independent Ukrainian state in 1918. Hrushevsky received
his graduate degree in history from Kyiv University. His professor there
was Volodymyr Antonovych, a well-known historian and founder of
the Ukrainian'documentary school,'and his field of specialization was
Ukrainian history of the medieval and early modern periods. Upon
graduation, Hrushevsky accepted a position at Lviv University, where
he taught Ukrainian history from 1894 until the outbreak of the First
World War. He served as president of the Shevchenko Scientific Society
in Lviv, headed the Ukrainian Scientific Society in Kyiv, presided over
the Historical 'Institutions' of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, and
held its Chair of Modern Ukrainian History. Hrushevsky was perse-
cuted both by the tsarist regime and by the Soviet authorities. in the
early 1930s Hrushevsky was arrested by the Soviet secret police and
released, only to die under suspicious circumstances in 1934, effectively
becoming a martyr for the Ukrainian cause.s

If one were to apply Miroslav Hroch's periodization of national move-
ments to Ukraine, it would become apparent that Hrushevsky was a
leading figure of the Ukrainian movement in all three stages of its
development.e As the greatest Ukrainian national historian and a promi-
nent political activist, he played a leading role in stages A (scholarly
interest), B (patriotic agitation), and C (the rise of a mass movement),
partly because those stages overlapped and varied in different parts
of Ukraine. In a fascinating way, Hrushevsky's life brought together
a number of very different periods and trends of the Ukrainian na-
tional revival. It encompassed the cultural and political struggles of
late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Lviv and those of pre-
revolutionary and revolutionary Kyiv, the life of 6migr6 circles of the
7920s, and cultural and political developments in Kyiv and Kharkiv
during the first decades of Soviet rule. Hrushevsky was a major figure
on the Ukrainian cultural and political scene in all those centres through-
out the period, and one could hardly overestimate his role in shaping
the modern Ukrainian nation and its vier,r' of itself, of its past and
future. Hrushevsky's major scholarly work, which preoccupied him
throughout his life, was the History of Ukraine-Rus', his ten-volume
magnum opus published in Lviv and Kyiv between 1898 and 1936.10 It
covers its subject from ancient times to the mid-seventeenth century
and is widely regarded as the major achievement of modern Ukrainian
historiography. The History was impressive proof of the maturity of
Ukrainian scholarship; it was also a major cultural and political state-
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ment strengthening Ukraine's claim to national distinctiveness and
ultimately supporting the cause of its political independence.ll

This book examines the dismantling or deconstruction of the Russian
imperial narrative, and construction of the Ukrainian one, as funda-
mental elements in the unmaking of Russian imperial identity and the
creation of Ukrainian national consciousness. Approaching these prob-
lems through the life and writings of Mykhailo Hrushevsky, I do not
limit myself to analysing the role of the historian as nation-builder by
tracing his involvement in the political transformations of the period,
but go on to examine how particular historiographic concepts sug-
gested and promoted by Hrushevsky were related to the formation of
the new national identity.l2 It would be difficult, if not impossible, to
overestimate the role of history in the formation, maintenance, and
subsequent disintegration of national identity. Every nation has its 'story,'

and agreeing on that story is essential to becoming and remaining a
nation. The modern era became a golden age of history by dramatically
increasing the demand for 'stories,' which were sought after not only by
monarchs, their courtiers, and diplomats of premodern times, but also
by incomparably larger numbers of nation-builders, state elites, and
citizens. History, dressed in national costume and divided as a schol-
arly discipline along national lines, not only provided nations with their
own exclusive 'stories'but also gave much-needed legitimacy to their
existence.l3

In dealing with the widely discussed and highly challenging topic of
the construction of national identities, my study takes as its point of
departure Benedict Anderson's maxim that modern nations are in fact
imagined communities.la I treat the deconstruction of imperial identi-
ties and their replacement with new nationai ones in the context of the
paradigm of the 'making, unmaking and remaking' of nations, origi-
nally suggested by Roman Szporluk as an approach to the interpreta-
tion of Ukrainian history.tq I extend his maxim that 'one nation's fall is
another nation's rise' to the realm of imperial and national identities
and historical narratives. As the foregoing discussion indicates, my
approach to the interrelation of history and nation-building is based on
the assumption, broadly accepted in contemporary scholarship, that
the development of national identity requires the construction of a
coherent historical narrative. My other key assumption is that the
'othering' of ethnic groups (often dominant ones), in opposition to
which the new identity is constructed or reconstructed, plays a major
role in the formation of national grand narratives.l6
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For the purposes of this study, I treat the historical narrative as an
intellectual framework that serves, according to Alun Munslow's defi-
nition, as 'the primary vehicle for the transmission, and arguably the
constitution, of historical understanding.'17 In this book I discuss a
number of historical narratives that belong to two major categories,
imperial and national. The Soviet historical narrative is in a class by
itself, for at different stages of its development it included numerous
elements of both the above-mentioned narratives in varying propor-
tions. For present purposes, I regard every historical narrative as a
product of a number of different discourses, which I treat in the broad-
est terms - again, in accordance with one of Munslow's definitions - as
a 'shared language terrain.'18 The interrelations between the dominant
and oppressed/alternative discourses in the Russian Empire and later
in the Soviet Union are treated here as a process of negotiation through
which the creation, maintenance, and deconstruction of different his-
torical narratives took place.le

In my analysis of tn-e decline of the Russian imperial narrative and
the emergenie of the Ukrainian one, I distinguiih Russo-Ukrainian
relations in the sphere of culture and identity from Russia's relations
with the non-Slavic nations of the empire in those same spheres. it is the
first set of relations that I discuss in this book, and my treatment of
the crisis of Russian imperial narrative is related first and foremost
to the failed imperial project of creating one modern nation on the basis
of the three East Slavic peoples of the empire. I treat Russia's relations
with the non-Slavic nations of the former empire only in the course of
discussing the Soviet historical narrative, which sought to establish a
common historical identity for both the Slavic and the non-Slavic peoples
of the former Romanov realm - a project all but ignored by Russian
imperial historiography. Thus, when I write about Russian imperial
historiography and the Russian imperial narrative, what i mean is the
dominant historical narrative of the Russian Empire, not a narrative
centred on Russia's relations with the subject peoples of the empire. The
latter simply did not exist, for Russian historiography of the time all but
ignored the historical experience of the non-Russians, treating the whole
empire as a Russian nation-state. As Andreas Kappeler has correctly
noted, 'the Creat Russian historians of the nineteenth century, Karamzin,
Soloviev, Kliuchevsky and Platonov, wrote national history, like the
majority of historians in other countries.'20

My interpretation of the Russo-Ukrainian historiographic encounter
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries in terms of the interrelation
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between different historical narratives builds on research undertaken in
the last decade by Stephen Velychenko, Zenort Kohut, David Bran-
denberger, and Serhy Yekelchyk.2l A distinguishing feature of my ap-
proach is that I begin the ascent to the heights of the historical grand
narrative from the level of the individual author, examining in depth
how those narratives interacted in the writings of Mykhailo Hrushevsky,
by far the most important actor in the whole process. In taking a close
look at Hrushevsky and his role in the restructuring of East European
historiography, I have been helped enormously by the recent boom in
research on Hrushevsky and his legacy. The boom began in the 1960s in
North America, where Ukrailns'kyi istoryk (The Ukrainian Historian,
published in Munich and New York), the official organ of the Ukrainian
Historical Association, emerged as one of the main vehicles for the
popularization of Hrushevsky and his ideas. Its editor, Lubomyr Wynar
(Liubomyr Vynar), became a leading specialist on Hrushevsky, produc-
ing dozens of studies on the life and legacy of the great master and
promoting research on Hrushevsky as a distinct field of historical study.
The late 1980s saw the publication of the first English{anguage schol-
arly biography of Hrushevsky by Thomas Prymak.22 The English trans-
lation of Hrushevsky's ten-volume History of Ukraine-Rus' was a project
that the Ukrainian community in North America conceived in the 1960s
and began to realize in the 1990s with the publication of its first volumes
by the Peter ]acyk Centre for Ukrainian Historical Research at the Cana-
dian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of Alberta.23

The disintegration of the Soviet Union in7997 and the proclamation
of Ukrainian independence in August of that year made Hrushevsky
one of the major heroes of the new Ukrainian state. A great historian, a
socialist politician, and head of the first Ukrainian parliament who was
also rightly perceived as a victim of Stalinism, Hrushevsky was an ideal
father figure for the builders of the new Ukraine. Although his legacy
was interpreted in different ways, it was embraced by all Ukraine's
major political forces, from the nationalists and national democrats on
the right to the slightly reformed communists on the left. The ruling
elite contributed to the veneration of Hrushevsky by treating him as the
first president of Ukraine, although in reality he was president of the
Central Rada.2a Monuments to Hrushevsky were erected in the major
cities of Ukraine. Academic institutes vied with one another for the
right to bear his name, and streets were renamed in his honour: thus,
both the parliament and the government of Ukraine are currently
located on Hrushevsky Street in downtown Kyiv.2s
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Hrushevsky's transformation from prohibited author to national hero
generated enormous interest in the man and his work in Ukraine's post-
Soviet academic community. The ten-volume History of l.Jkraine-Rus'
was reissued in Kyiv, with the print runs of some volumes reaching
100,000 copies.26 The publication of Hrushevsky's collected works in
fifty volumes has recently begun in Ukraine,2T while Hrushevsky's
previously inaccessible diaries and memoirs have been published by
Serhii Bilokin, Leonid Zashkilniak, and Ihor Hyrych.28 A number of
monographs and hundreds of articles dealing with Hrushevsky and his
writings have been published in Ukraine in recent years.2e Special
library collections in which Hrushevsky's works were concealed during
the Soviet regime are now open to the public. The same is true of
formerly closed archival collections containing numerous sources on
Hrushevsky's life and careet especially in Soviet Ukraine during the
7920s. A number of books based on previously inaccessible archival
materials were published in Ukraine in the 1990s. Among the most
importarrt is a book by Ruslan Pyrih that draws mainly on Communist
Party archives.30 Pavlo Sokhan, Vasyl Ulianovsky, and Serhii Kirzhaev,
and recently Oksana Iurkova have researched Hrushevsky's work in
the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, mainly on the basis of that
institution's archival collections.3l Thanks to the efforts of Iurii Shapoval
and Volodymyr Prystaiko, partial access was obtained to the former
KGB archives, with the subsequent publication of archival materials
pertaining to the secret police surveil lance and persecution of
Hrushevsky. Today Hrushevsky is probably the only person investi-
gated by the Soviet secret police whose GPU/NKVD special flle (delo-

formuliar) has been studied by historians and partly published.32 In the
last several years a number of interpretative studies of Hrushevsky's
historical views have been added to the already impressive body of
Ukrainian Hrushevskiana. These include the historiographic studies
of Vitalii Telvak and Vitalii Masnenko,33 as well as an in-depth analysis
of Hrushevsky's writings based on the application of postmodern ap-
proaches by Volodymyr Vashchenko.3a

The opening of the archives in the early 1990s and the research
conducted by Ukrainian scholars over the past decade has contributed
immensely to our  understanding of  Hrushevsky h imsel f  and the mul-
tiple contexts in which he acted during the last decade of his life. In
researching the development of relations between the Russian and
Ukrainian historical narratives, I often had to cross the boundaries that
divide the contemporary historiographic map of Eastern Europe, where
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the old-fashioned approach based on empires and states still holds its
ground against the aggressive advance of the national paradigm. I
studied subjects and topics defined by that map as belonging to the
realm of Russian imperial history, the chronicles of the Habsburg Mon-
archy, the annals of the Russian Revolution and, finally, the records of
the Soviet Union. In a number of ways, this book deals with all the
above subdivisions of East European and Eurasian history, while also
touching on a variety of topics in Russian, Ukrainian, Belarusian, Pol-
ish, and Austrian history. Studying the career and activities of Mykhailo
Hrushevsky helped me bring together all these realms and periods,
which are now compartmentalized by modern historical scholarship.

This study of Hrushevsky's intellectual biography and scholarly ac-
tivities thus affords unique insight into the encounter between Russian
and Ukrainian historiography and identity at a crucial juncture in their
development. It also touches upon a number of other historiographi-
cally important topics, and I hope it contributes to the better under-
standing of historiographic problems related to those topics. The major
themes discussed in this book include the disintegration of the Russian
and Austro-Hungarian empires - a process to which Hrushevsky con-
tributed immensely through his scholarly and political work. Another
subject of my study is the history of the Russian and Ukrainian revolu-
tions, in which Hrushevsky played a major role as head of the first
autonomous and then independent Ukrainian state in 1917-18. The
cultural revolution in the USSR and the role of academics and acad-
emies of sciences in that process is another important subject treated in
this study. No less important as a field of research has been the history
of the USSR as a multinational state and the role of the Soviet policv of
korenizatsiia (and, in the case of Ukraine, of l inguistic and'cultural
Ukrainization) in the shaping of Soviet-era institutions and identities.
All these major topics of East European history of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries figure in one way or another in the present
work.

In my research on Hrushevsky's role in the construction of Ukrainian
historical identity, I was often haunted by the 'accursed' question of
modern historiography: to what degree was my protagonist biased in
his interpretation of history, and what was the relationship between
evidence and paradigm in his historiographic construction? Ever since
the early twentieth-century rejection of the Rankean view of historical
writing as a discipline that could describe the past as it actually hap-
pened, debates between proponents of history as a science and their
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'relativist' opponents have shaken the historical profession.3s That de-
bate was given new impetus by the advent of postmodernism, which
prompted traditionalist historians to try to prevent history from being
'killed'by the new methods.36 In the present work, which is influenced
to some degree by postmodern approaches (as the description of my
research methods makes apparent), I often interrogate my sources by
posing the 'accursed' question, seeking to determine to what degree
Hrushevsky's interpretation of history was driven by his nation-build-
ing agenda as opposed to a 'scientific' study of sources. My answers,
which vary from one case to another, are presented in the text, but my
work on this project has strengthened my original belief that, although
influenced and often driven by a very specific nation-building agenda,
Hrushevsky made an enormous contribution to the expansion and
deepening of our knowledge about the history of Eastern Europe.

'Getting history wrong is an essential factor in the formation of a
nation,' wrote Ernest Renan,3z basing this observation on his analysis of
the nation-building experience in nineteenth-century Europe. Contrary
to Renan's statement, the national historians of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries generally believed that they were finally putting
things right and returning the histories of their peoples, usurped by
oppressive states and dominant nations, to their rightful owners -

nations awakened from long intellectual slumber. The national histori-
ans of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, unlike their
postmodern successors, were convinced of their ability to uncover the
truth about the past.38 As Anthony Smith has argued, national his-
torians were generally faced with a twofold task: to endow their emerg-
ing nations with ancient and glorious histories, thereby justifying claims
to autonomous or independent political existence; and to present those
histories in a scholarly manner so that they might be properly recog-
nized by neighbouring nations.3e In pursuing the latter task, these histo-
rians contributed tremendously to the development of historiography
as a scholarly discipline. As Hrushevsky's example attests, the de-
construction of imperial narratives and the promotion of national ones
in the course of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries not only
extended our knowledge of subjects traditionally at the centre of atten-
tion of imperial historiographies but also helped change the field in
qualitative terms. The advent of national historiographies dominated
(as in Eastern Europe)by imperial paradigms helped shift the attention
of historians and societies alike from political to social historv; from
dynasties and states to peoples; from elites to masses; from ruling
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nations to submerged ones, thereby contributing to the development of
the type of historical vision that we share today.

In conclusion, a few words about the chronological framework and
structure of this book. It covers the period from 1890, when Hrushevsky
published his first scholarly work, to 1934, the year of his death. This
period coincides with an all-important stage in the development of
Russo-Ukrainian relations in general and their historiographic dialogue
in particular. The 1890s saw the rise of the concept of Ukrainian political
independence. That was also the period in which Russian imperial
historiography faced an ever more insistent challenge from representa-
tives of national and Marxist historiographies. The year 1934 was in
many respects a turning point in Soviet history. In the political sphere, it
marked the end of a period of relative pluralism in the Soviet political
system and inaugurated the era of Stalin's despotic rule, as the assassi-
nation of Sergei Kirov in December of that year opened the door to a
campaign of mass terror. The same year witnessed a major turn in the
development of Soviet historiography, which was supposed to follow
the new guidelines set forth by the supreme party leadership repre-
sented by Joseph Stalin, Andrei Zhdanov, and the soon to be assassi-
nated Kirov.a0 The period of autonomous (if not completely independent)
development of national historiographies was effectively over, and their
amalgamation into the Russocentric 'history of the USSR'was about to
begin.

The book consists of two parts, each divided into three chapters. Part
1 discusses the interrelations between the imperial Russian historical
narrative and the newly emerging Ukrainian national paradigm. The
first chapter deals with Hrushevsky's biography and the development
of his political and cultural views from his student years at the Tbilisi
gymnasium until his brief tenure as leader of an independent Ukrain-
ian state. The next two chapters discuss the interrelated process of the
deconstruction of the Russian imperial narrative and the construction
of the Ukrainian national one. Chapter 2 analyses the reclamation of the
Ukrainian past in Hrushevsky's historical writings. The third chapter
focuses on the main principles and methods employed by Hrushevsky
in constructing his national narrative of Ukrainian history. Part 2 com-
prises three chapters that focus on the encounter, conflict, and negotia-
tion between the national and class-based paradigms of Russian and
Ukrainian history under Bolshevik rule. Chapter 4 discusses the evolu-
tion of Hrushevsky's political and cultural views in the 1920s and early
1930s. Chapter 5 deals with his reevaluation of the major problems of
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Ukrainian history as exemplified by his treatment of the Khmelnytsky

Uprising - a topic that Hrushevsky studied throughout his scholarly
career, which spanned more than thirty years. Chapter 6 looks into
the relations between the Russian Marxist, Ukrainian Marxist, and
Ukrainian national historical narratives during the first decade of the
existence of the USSR. It analyses the processes that led to the official
suppression of the Ukrainian national narrative, making it exceedingly
dangerous for professional historians to imagine Ukraine outside the

prescribed Russia-based historiographic scheme.

In the text of this book, the simplified Library of Congress system is

used to transliterate Ukrainian, Belarusian, and Russian personal names
and toponyms. This system omits the prime (') used to transliterate the
Cyrillic soft sign (r) and, in masculine personal surnames, the final'rZ'
(thus Hrushevsky, not Hrushevs'kyi). The same system is applied in
non-bibliographic references to persons and places in the endnotes.
This simplified transliteration has the virtue of presenting East Slavic
names to the reader in a form well adapted to standard English

orthography.
In the bibliography and bibliographic references in the endnotes,

where the reader must be able to reconstruct Cyrillic spelling precisely
from its Latin-alphabet transliteration, the full Library of Congress
system (ligatures omitted) is used, and the titles of publications are

given in modernized orthography. Variant spellings of authors' names
are noted in the bibliography. In endnote bibliographic references, the

author's name appears in the language of the given publication. Thus,
in references to Hrushevsky's Ukrainian-language publications, his sur-
name appears as'Hrushevs'kyi,' while the Russian form,'Grushevskii,'
is used with his Russian-language publications. Similarly, the historian
Viacheslav Lypynsky figures as 'Lypyns'kyi' in endnote bibliographic
references to his Ukrainian-language publications and as 'Lipiriski' in

references to his Polish-language publications.
Unless otherwise noted, all translations of quoted material are mine.

As mentioned in the preface, Mykhailo Hrushevsky's magnum opus,
the History of Ukraine-Rlrs', is currently being translated into English
by the Hrushevsky Translation Project of the Peter jacyk Centre for
Ukrainian Historical Research at the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies, University of Alberta. Volumes 7,7, and 8 have been published
to date, and quotations from them appear frequently in my book. In
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bibliographic references to the History, the author's name appears in its
simplified English form, 'Hrushevsky,'which is used in the series.

Toponyms are transliterated from the language of the country in
which they are now located. Thus, Ukrainian forms are used for geo-
graphic names in Ukraine: Kyiv, not Kiev; Kharkiv, not Kharkov; Lviv,
not Lw6w or Lemberg; Odesa, not Odessa; the Dnipro (not Dnieper)
River, and so on.

Because Ukraine did not become a united country until the twentieth
century, I have capitalized the names of the various Ukrainian lands
(Eastern Ukraine, Western Ukraine, and so on). The same principle
applies to the capitalization of Western, Southwestern, and Northern
Rus', which were not regions of a centralized polity but developed into
the three East Slavic states of Beiarus, Ukraine, and Russia.

The Julian calendar used by the Eastern Slavs until 1918 lagged
behind the Cregorian calendar used in the Polish-Lithuanian Common-
wealth and Western Europe (by ten days in the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries, eleven days in the eighteenth century, twelve days in
the nineteenth, and thirteen days in the twentieth). Pre-1918 dates
in this book are generally given in both styles, with the Gregorian-
calendar date in parentheses, for example,T (77) April.



Part 1

Nation nnd Empire

When Muscovite Russia was turned into a modern state through the
efforts of Peter I, his associates and successors, it took on the name of
the Russian Empire. Thus the modernization of Russia took place under
an imperial banner, and that coexistence of two contradictory projects
under the auspices of a single state could not but affect another mod-
ernizing project of the day - the creation of the modern Russian nation.
Peter's appropriation of the name 'emperor' for himself and 'empire'

for his country in7721. brought a new name but not a new self-image to
the Muscovite elites, who prided themselves on their Byzantine heri-
tage and ruled over the vast territories and numerous peoples of the
former Mongol Empire. Indeed, Peter's imperial acquisitions appeared
small and inconsequential in comparison with the territorial gains of
his famous ancestors Ivan III, Ivan IV (the Terrible), and even his own
father, Aleksei Mikhailovich. What was definitely new in Peter's impe-
rial ideology, however, was the definition of the empire in national -

Russian - terms. The concept of the nation that defined European
politics of the early eighteenth century and was brought to Russia by
Peter as part of a Westem 'package deal' was indeed novel to the
Russian elite. It was to serve Russia well in its competition with the
West, as it helped define and legitimize Russia as a distinct nation and
mobilize its resources for confrontation with the Western powers. Yet
the new self-proclaimed nation was in fact an empire - a multiethnic
conglomerate of numerous races, cultures, and peoples gathered to-
gether by the power of the Muscovite tsars, who had now become
Russian emperors. Thus the Western concept of the nation was imposed
on an empire non-Western in origins and development. The paradox
r,vas to haunt East and West alike for generations to come.l
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Among the Russian imperial elites, one group was better prepared

than the rest to apply the concept of the nation to Peter's realm. That

group comprised the learned Kyivan monks whose services Peter re-
tained to help him formulate and disseminate the new Western ideol-

ogy and silence its main opponents, the Russian Orthodox Church and

the growing number of Old Believers. The Kyivans, represented by the
tsar's chief ideologue, Teofan Prokopovych, and the de facto head of the
Russian church, Stefan Iavorsky, came from Eastern Ukraine. Until 1654

that territory had been under Polish rule, and it was there that the

modern concept of national identity began to develop in the last de-

cades of the sixteenth century. It was also there that the term 'Russian'

(derived from rossiiskii, the Hellenized adjectival form of Rus') was

routinely applied to the local Ukrainian population and the idea of the
nation as distinct from the state (the ruling elite of the latter being
Catholic by religion and Polish or Lithuanian by nationality) was first

elaborated in the East Slavic world. It was in his addresses to Ukraini-
ans whose loyalty Peter was trying to gain after the revolt of Hetman

Ivan Mazepa that he used the word 'fatherland,' probably for the first

time in his official pronouncements. Eager to gain the emperor's favour
after the Battle of Poltava (7709), which had turned out so disastrously
for Mazepa and his ally, Charles XIi of Sweden, the Kyivan monks were

prepared to move their 'Russia' from the banks of the Dnipro to those of
the Neva and help endow the empire with its new identity. It is hardly

surprising that the sons of Little Russia (as Eastern Ukraine came to be

known in the Russian Empire) were among the most active 'nation-

builders' of eighteenth-century Russia. The identity to whose develop-
ment they contributed naturally included them and their homeland,
turning eighteenth-century Russian national consciousness into a com-
plex tangle not only of national and imperial loyalties, but also of Great
Russian and Little Russian (Ukrainian) ones.2

By the end of the eighteenth century, most of the Ukrainian lands
were under the control of the Russian emperors. Only Galicia, Bukov)'na,
and Transcarpathia remained in the realm of the Habsburgs, while the
other Ukrainian territories, from Lutsk and Kamianets-Podilskyi in the
west to Kharkiv in the east, were part of the Russian Empire. In terms of
nation-building, those territories can be divided into four major sec-
tions that differed from one another in historical development, political
tradition, and social strucfure despite their common ethno-cultural char-
acteristics. The first region, Left-Bank Ukraine, was controlled until the
1780s by an autonomous Cossack polity known as the Hetmanate. It
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was the only region of Ukraine that met Andreas Kappeler's definition
of an 'ancient' nation - a distinct ethnic group with its own history of
statehood, distinct political and cultural tradition, and native ruling
class.3 All other parts of Ukraine lacked some or all of those characteris-
tics. In Right-Bank Ukraine, the peasantry was dominated in political,
economic, and cultural terms by the Polish nobility. The far eastern
Sloboda Ukraine, centred on the city of Kharkiv, was rooted in the
Cossack past but had no history of political autonomy. its ruling class
consisted of Great Russians and numerous Ukrainian noble families that
ruled over the ethnically Ukrainian peasantry. Southem Ukaine, which
developed around Katerlmoslav and Odesa, featured an ethnically mixed
population. Although Ukrainian peasants constituted an absolute major-
ity, the region as a whole was dominated in political, economic, and
cultural terms by Russian nobles, officials, and entrepreneurs.

In the nineteenth century Kappeler's 'ancient' nations had a clear
head start in the formation of modern national identity, and it is not
surprising that the former Hetmanate led the other Ukrainian ethnic
territories in their national 'revival.' Its leading role in Ukrainian na-
tion-building was fully apparent in the fact that two toponyms applied
in the early nineteenth century exclusively to this region, 'Little Russia'
and 'Ukraine,' came to encompass all of Ukrainian ethnic territory.a
Although the nobility and clergy of the Hetmanate also staffed the
ranks of the nineteenth-century Ukrainophile movement,s the Ukrain-
ian national revival began in the early decades of the nineteenth cen-
tury in Sloboda Ukraine, where the University of Kharkiv was founded
in 1805 and the romantic school of Ukrainian poets and writers was
formed. The revival then came to encompass Kyiv whose university
was established in 1834, with Mykhailo Maksymovych, a founder of
modern Ukrainian historiography, serving as its first rector. By 1846 the
Brotherhood of SS. Cyril and Methodius, the first Ukrainophile political
organization, was formed in Kyiv under the leadership of another
Ukrainian historian, Mykola Kostomarov. The brotherhood was uncov-
ered by the secret police and its members arrested, but Kyiv, the ancient
capital of Rus', situated on the boundary of the former Hetmanate and
serving as the administrative centre for the Russian provinces of Right-
Bank Ukraine, firmly assumed the role of capital of the Ukrainian
national movement.b

The ideas of the SS. Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood, which envi-
sioned Ukraine as part of a broader Slavic confederation on a par with
Russia, were developed by the Ukrainophile hromady (communities),
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most of whose members subscribed to the populist ideology, with a

strong emphasis on the cultural needs of the Ukrainian people. The
leaders of the hromnda movement, which eventually spread to other
major cities of Ukraine, including Odesa, featured such luminaries of
the national revival as the publicist and political thinker Mykhailo
Drahomanov and the historian Volodymyr Antonovych, founder of the
Kyiv 'documentary' school. The shift of the centre of Ukrainian activ-
ism from Kharkiv to Kyiv during the 1830s and 1840s coincided with

the transition of the national movement from its first stage, defined by
Miroslav Hroch in relation to the small nations of Europe as the heri-

tage-gathering phase, to the second, characterizedby growing political
activism. The politicization of the Ukrainian movement was neverthe-
less hindered by government initiatives ranging from prohibitions on
Ukrainian-language publishing enacted in 1863 and 1876 to the arrest
and exile of Ukrainian activists: in that regard, the actions taken against
the Brotherhood of SS. Cyril and Methodius were just the beginning.z

The struggle of Ukrainian activists for the enhancement of their na-

tional identity was fought on two fronts. The first was represented by
Russian society and the imperial government, which embarked on the
project of creating a modern Russian nation after the Polish Uprising of
1830. The second front extended through Ukrainian society itself, which
was dominated by proponents of all-Russian unity. In the projected
formulation of Ukrainian national identity, elements of imperial dis-
course interacted closely with those of national discourse, not only in
the sense that national discourse opposed imperial discourse and vice
versa, but also that two distinct national discourses and nation-building
projects were in competition with each other. One, pursued by officials
of the Russian government and some of the leaders of Ukrainian soci-
ety, was the project of creating a larger Russian nation by taking over
the construct of eighteenth-century Russian imperialism and turning it
into a modern national identity on the basis of the Great Russian cul-
tural and political tradition. The other was the project pursued by the
Ukrainophiles, who had to deconstruct the all-Russian imperial tradi-
tion developed in the course of the eighteenth century, reappropriate
the contribution made to it by their Little Russian ancestors, and build a
distinct Ukrainian history and identity on that foundation.8

In the Ukrainian case, the problems normally associated with the
emancipation of nations from imperial political and cultural domi-
nance were complicated by the close entanglement of Russian and
Ukrainian identities. Characteristic of the problems encountered by the
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Ukrainian national movement in the Russian Empire was the fact that
some of the most oppressive government measures, such as the Ems
Ukase of 7876, which banned Ukrainian publications, were adopted on
the initiative of those circles in Ukraine that regarded themselves and
Little Russia in general as part of the Russian nation.e Except for the
legacy of the Cossack Hetmanate, Ukrainian activists had very little in
the way of a usable political, cultural, and historical tradition on which
to develop their nation-building project. While the traditions of the
former Hetmanate were indispensable to the Ukrainian movement, the
Hetmanate itself presented the authors of the Ukrainian project with an
innate difficulty. As noted above, it was the clergy and elites of the
Hetmanate who acted as leading architects in the construction of Rus-
sian imperial identity. The political tradition of the Hetmanate embod-
ied in the anonymous History of the Rus', which circulated in manuscript
during the early nineteenth century, stressed the glorious Cossack past
and the particular rights and privileges of the Left-Bank nobility. It did
not, however, argue for a separate Ukrainian identity, but demanded a
place of honour for Ukrainians in the political and social structure of the
Russian nat ion. lo

The Ukrainian movement faced a highly uncertain future unless it
could resolve the problem of multiple identity represented by the politi-
cal tradition of the Hetmanate. The Little Russian legacy had to be
adapted in such a way as to promote the creation of an exclusively
Ukrainian identity. That task was all but impossible without the con-
struction of a distinct Ukrainian historical narrative.
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The Historian as Nation-Builder

Hans Kohn, a Western pioneer in the study of East European nation-
building, maintained that East European nationalisms differed pro-
foundly from their West European counterparts because of their
orientation toward the past. 'Nationalism in the West,' wrote Kohn,
'arose in an effort to build a nation in the political realitv and the
struggles of the present without too much sentimental regird for the
past; nationalists in Central and Eastern Europe created often, out of
the myths of the past and the dreams of the future, an ideal fatherland,
closely linked with the past, devoid of any immediate connection with
the present, and expected to become sometime a political reality.'1
Kohn's differentiation of East and West European nationalisms was
viewed with scepticism by many students of the region. One of the
most prominent, Hugh Seton-Watson, flatly refused to accept the no-
tion 'that nationalism in eastern Europe is something different from
nationalism in western Europe, that it is something essentially reaction-
ary and harmful without the positive features that made west European
nationalism, in earlier centuries, a force for progress.'2

Further research on European national movements has indeed shown
that the adaptation of historical myths and the construction of glorious
pasts were essential elements of nation-building projects in both parts
of Europe.3 Still, what continues to give pause to students of national-
ism in Europe is the role played by historians in shaping nationalist
ideologies and nations themselves in the eastern part of the continent.
There, unlike in Western Europe, historians not only endowed their
nations with imposing traditions but also crossed the line between the
writing and making of history, taking a direct hand in the construction
of their nations and securing independent statehood for them. The
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symbol of the Polish uprising of 1830 and leader of the great Polish

emigration in Western Europe, joachim Lelewel, was one of the East

European historians who successfully combined historical scholarship
with political activism in service of a national cause.a TWo prominent
Romanians, Mihail Kogdlniceanu, an eminent historian and Romanian
foreign minister in the 1870s, and Nicolae Iorga, another great historian
and president of the Romanian Council of Ministers in the 1930s, come
to mind as political activists and authors of East European national
histories.s Aiso no stranger to historical scholarship was a professor of
philosophy at Charles University in Prague and the first holder of the

chair of Slavic Studies at the University of London, and subsequently
the first president of Czechoslovakia, Thomas Masaryk.6 The promi-
nence of historians in the struggle of East European nations for their
independence indicates among other things the importance of the
historical element in the broader undertaking of destroying empires
and constructing nations in modern-day Eastern Europe. In this sense,
national projects in that part of Europe were indeed different from those

in the West. So was the social role of historians.
In many ways, Mykhailo Hrushevsky ideally fit the profile of an East

European historian-awakener of his suppressed nation. In Ukraine he
merely continued the tradition of political activism established by his

predecessors in the field of Ukrainian history. Mykola Kostomarov, the

author of the first scholarly monograph on Ukrainian history, also

wrote the first political program of the Ukrainian movement, and, as

noted above, headed the clandestine Brotherhood of SS. Cyril and

Methodius.T Hrushevsky's own professor at Kyiv University, Volodymyr
Antonovych, was a leader of the Kyiv Hromada.b No less active in
politics were some of Hrushevsky's younger colleagues, such as Dmytro
Doroshenko, the author of the first survey of Ukrainian historiography
(7923) and of popular histories of Ukraine published in the 1920s and
1930s, who was also a minister in the government of Hetman Pavlo

Skoropadsky (1918).e Hrushevsky's main ideological rival of the 1920s,

Viacheslav Lypynsky, the founder of the 'statist school' in Ukrainian
historiography, served as the Skoropadsky government's ambassador
to Austria.l0 Hrushevsky was only one of many Ukrainian historians
who took part in the Ukrainian national movement, but he was by far

the most prominent in political importance and scholarly achievement.
Hrushevsky's life and activities well exemplify the interconnections

between nation-building and historical writing in Eastern Europe in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and are thus of particular
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interest to students of the demise of empires and the rise of nation-
states in that part of the world. This chapter examines Hrushevsky's life
and political activities up to the Revolution of 1917, focusing mainly on
the development of his political ideas, and more specifically on the
evolution of his views about the Russian-Ukrainian entanglement. The
chapter follows Hrushevsky from his years at the Tbilisi gymnasium
and Kyiv University through his professorship at Lviv University and
involvement in the Ukrainian movement in the Habsburg and Russian
empires, culminating with his role in the Revolution of 1917 and the
emergence of independent Ukraine. The elements of Hrushevsky's in-
tellectual biography presented here provide a background for under-
standing the development of his historical views, which are discussed
in subsequent chapters.

The Shaping of a Populist

In the course of his long academic and political careet Mykhailo
Hrushevsky never forgot the place where he was born - the town of
Kholm (Chelm) on the Polish-Ukrainian ethnic border, a battleground
of several nationalizing projects throughout the nineteenth and a good
part of the twentieth century. Hrushevsky often addressed the problem
of the Kholm region in his numerous articles and historical studies,
claiming Ukrainian rights to that territory.

Hrushevsky was born in Kholm on17 (29) September 1866. The time
and place of his birth are highly symbolic for the history of the Ukrain-
ian national movement. Hrushevsky's fathet Serhii, like many of his
compatriots, came to the former Congress Kingdom of Poland as part of
the government-sponsored program to Russify the area after the Polish
insurrection of 78634. Unexpectedly for the government, the de-
Polonization of Ukrainian ethnic territory helped keep the Ukrainian
movement alive in the empire. Quite a few government recruits sent to
the Congress Kingdom in the 1860s shared Ukrainophile sympathies.
This was especially true of those who, like Serhii Hrushevsky, came to
the Kholm region as teachers at the invitation of the head of the local
school administration, Feofan Lebedyntsev (7828-7907), the subsequent
publisher of the Ukrainophile journal Kieoskaia starina (Kyivan An-
tiquity).11 Among the cadres recruited by Lebedyntsev to the Kholm
region was one of Hrushevsky's future literary mentors, the famous
Ukrainian writer Ivan Nechui-Levytsky.12

Serhii Hrushevsky was a descendant of an Orthodox priestly family
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in the Chyhyryn region on the Right Bank of the Dnipro. Thanks to
multiple reprints of his textbook of Church Slavonic, he became widely
known and even well-to-do. Even though he spent most of his career in
the North Caucasus (the family moved there from Kholm in 1869), he
was deeply attached to his Ukrainian roots and passed on his love of
Ukraine and its culture to his children.13 'The vital attachment to the
Ukrainian element that I can recall within me from a very early age
must, of course, be credited entirely to my father's legacy,' wrote
Hrushevsky in his memoirs.la Hrushevsky's mother, Hlafira Opokova
(Opotskevych), came from a family with a strong Polish cultural bent.
She was educated in Polish and Russian, although she knew and spoke
Ukrainian. She was also the one who started Mykhailo's education at
home, using a Russian grammar as a textbook.ls Although the family's
link with Ukraine and its culture remained unbroken, the young
Hrushevsky was growing up in a Russian linguistic and cultural
environment.

In 1880 Mykhailo's parents sent him to Tbilisi (the family was then
living in Vladikavkaz) to attend a classical Russian gymnasium. There
he became an avid reader of Russian and Western literature. Among
other authors, he read Vasilii Zhukovsky, Mikhail Lermontov, and Ivan
Turgenev - his favourite Russian author at the time - as well as Byron,
Emile Zola, Alphonse Daudet, and Leopold von Sacher-Masoch.16 Para-
doxically at first glance, the years that Hrushevsky spent at the Tbilisi
gymnasium made him more attached to his distant homeland than ever
before. It was in those years that his interest in Ukraine and its history
and culture took concrete form under the influence of books and ar-
ticles on Ukrainian and Russian history and literature.17 The gymna-
sium library had no books on Ukrainian literature or history (the only
exceptions were collections of popular Ukrainian songs, which Mykhailo
read with deep interest), and Hrushevsky used his trips to Ukraine,
which the whole family occasionally visited during summer vacations,
to acquire books on Ukrainian topics; he also ordered them by mail. In
his autobiography Hrushevsky specifically mentioned works of Mykola
Kostomarov, Panteleimon Kulish, Apollon Skalkovsky, and Aleksandr
Pypin among the books that most influenced him, as well as collections
of Ukrainian folk songs published by Mykhailo Maksymovych and
Amvrosi i  Met lynsky.rg

It appears that the young student was particularly impressed by the
journal Kieuskqia starina, published by the members of the Kyiv
Ukrainophile circle known as the Hromada. Serhii Hrushevsky sub-
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scribed to the journal, which began publication in 1882 under the aegis
of his former director in Kholm, Feofan Lebedyntsev. Mykhailo noted in
his memoirs that by acquiring the issues of the journal published in
1882 and subscribing to it in the followingyear, his father gave him
'tremendous pleasure and, perhaps without anticipating it, indicated
the path of my further activity.'1e What was the political and cultural
orientation of Kieaskoia starina, and what impact could it have had on
the upbringing of a young student? In its first years, the journal pub-
lished numerous articles on Ukrainian history, literature, and folklore,
thereby promoting local Ukrainian patriotism and culture. Conversely,
the journal was a product of the political circumstances of the 1880s,
which were unfavourable to the Ukrainophile movement. As a result of
restrictions imposed on Ukrainian publications by the Valuev circular
of 1863 and the Ems Ukase of 7876, the journal was published in
Russian. Its content also reflected a major shift in Ukrainophile activity
of that period from the politicai sphere, as was the case in the 1870s, to
the cultural one. Under pressure from the authorities, a leader of the
Ukrainophile movement, Volodymyr Antonovych, professor of Russian
history at Kyiv University and one of the most influential contributors
to Kieaskaia starina, tried to stay as far away from politically sensitive
topics as possible. Lebedlmtsev, the journal's publisher, was largely
responsible for its Orthodox and anti-Polish stand, as he tried to acquire
a subsidy for its publication from the Holy Synod.20

Despite the anti-Polish overtones of many contributions to Kieaskaia
starina, the orientation of the Kyivan Ukrainian movement of the 1880s
toward apolitical cultural work largely paralleled the dominant trend
among Polish national activists of the day.21 After the defeat of the
uprising of 1863, they declared their loyalty to the foreign states control-
ling Polish territory and focused on'organic work'- the development
of Polish culture and society in apolitical forms.22 It was only in the
1890s that the clear politicization of both the Polish and the Ukrainian
national movements began, and the leaders of both camps strongly
rejected the limitation of national activity to the cultural sphere. It was
from this new perspective that Hrushevsky later gave an unflattering
assessment of Ukrainophile activity in the 1880s. 'Cultural work,' he
wrote in 1906, 'developed in two directions. One, represented in part by
the Kieaskaia starina circle, had - I shall permit myself to express it this
way - a more all-Russian character. It relegated political and social
work, in a more liberal or conservative direction ... to the all-empire
elements, so to speak. It was the Ukrainians' place to build a super-
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structure over that activity in the form of studying Ukraine and pre-

serving the tradition of the Ukrainian language and literature at least in

the most modest scope - "for home use," as the expression went - that

would not arouse charges of separatism.'23 In his memoirs, written in
1918, Hrushevsky somewhat softened his assessment of the journal,

noting that'it could be said of Kieasknia stsrina in its first years that "the

glass from which it drank was small, but its own," and that glass was
fairly clean.'7aFor all the reservations that Hrushevsky expressed in the

revolutionary year 1906 about the activities and ideology of Kieuskaia
starina, it was the journal that turned him into a Ukrainian patriot.2s

In 1883 Hrushevsky, then a seventeen-year-old student of the sixth
grade at the Tbitisi gymnasium, began to keep a private diary that
provides unique insight into the formation of his world view.26 As it

appears from his diary, Hrushevsky's adoption of Ukrainian identity
was a conscious choice. Like other leaders of the Ukrainian movement
at the time, Hrushevsky had to master a language and culture that were

foreign to his milieu. Hrushevsky began his diary in Russian, but in

time included more and more excerpts in Ukrainian as he tried to
improve his written command of what he considered his native lan-

grug". Following a long diary entry written in Ukrainian in September
1883, Hrushevsky noted in Russian: 'Yesterday I read what I had writ-

ten: my command of the language is poor. There are many words I do

not know; thoughts that I cannot express with the vocabulary that I

have. But what am I to do: I must practise the language as much as

possible. I have already suffered great harm from the circumstance of

having spent my childhood in the Caucasus, far from my homeland,
among foreigners. Nevertheless, I am bound to know the Little Russian
language, and, given the impossibility of studying it in practice, I must
be satisfied with the few methods available to me: reading Little Rus-

sian books, synopses in the Litile Russian language, and so on.'27
Hrushevsky's reading of Leopold von Sacher-Masoch's novel Dle

Ideale unserer Zeit in Russian translation also led him to comment on the

problem of choosing a language in which to write. He believed that

Masoch, the son of the Lviv police chief, was a Ukrainian by birth, and
regretted that he had forgotten his native language and become a Ger-
man author at a time when Ukrainians needed good writers of their
own. Hrushevsky commented as follows on Masoch's 'choice' to be-
come a German writer: 'It is clear that he has a fine knowledge of his
native Galicia and could probably converse in his native language.
Perhaps it was also not to his liking that his writing would not have
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gained such a reputation if it had been written in Ruthenian, but it
would have been all the more valuable to Ukraine, and from Ukraine it
would slowly have spread across the whole world.'28 Hrushevsky also
regretted Nikolai Gogol's choice of language.2e These comments in the
diary reflected Hrushevsky's own dilemma at the time.

Far from his family, which was then living in Vladikavkaz, and even
farther from the ancestral land that he glorified in his poems and diary
entries, Hrushevsky developed a very strong attachment to Ukraine,
which he viewed as his homeland.3o In the romantic dreams that he
recorded in his diary, the young Hrushevsky aspired to devote his life
to Ukraine and gain a place in history by serving his homeland. He
wanted to be 'the leader of a Ukrainian circle; to become, as they say,
the leading fighter of all the boys who love their Ukraine.' 'Well,' wrote
the young Hrushevsky in his diary, 'perhaps God will help me become
leader: I shall work as much as I can to that end. And I want it very
much, for these leaders will shine in history above all others.'31

From the verv beginning, Hrushevsky's romantic nationalism had
strong populist overtones. He was concerned first and foremost with
the plight of the people, and while he was not prepared to idealize the
peasantry, he was extremely unforgiving in his assessment of its
'exploiters,' whether Ukrainians or foreigners. Recording his impres-
sions of Ukraine in his diary, Hrushevsky wrote that idyllic scenes of
Ukrainian life did notblind him to its negative characteristics. 'Through

the rainbow prism of my love for Ukraine,' wrote the young student, 'I

discerned much that is unenviable - poverty, drunkenness, bowing low
to the strong, strivings to abandon one's milieu, and so on. Of course, it
would be as unjust to blame the people for all that as to hold up the
peasant as some kind of ideal of honesty and nobility. The general
exploitation of peasant labour had a particularly unpleasant effect on
me. Although the Poles, Jews, and Germans are generally foremost in
that regard ... the Russian [East Slavic] "bourgeoisie" also gives the
peasants no respite.'32 Hrushevsky's thinking about the role of the
native elite in the exploitation of the peasantry was clearly influenced
by his reading of Ukrainian history. In his diary, Hrushevsky compared
the situation of the peasantry in his own day to that under Polish rule,
commenting ironically on the role played in the exploitation of the
peasantry by the Cossack officer stratum. According to Hrushevsky,
that stratum, 'overflowing with patriotic feeling and cursing the Poles,
tore the skin off the very same "common people" (not all did so, of
course) whom it had resolved to defend, all the while considering itself
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the veritable bastion of the Ruthenian nationality.'33 This critical ap-
proach to the history of the Ukrainian elite, fully developed in the
writings of many regular contributors to Kieaskais starino and picked up
by the young Hrushevsky during his gymnasium years, would long
dominate his historical writings.

Especially important for Hrushevsky's intellectual development were
the writings of Mykola Kostomarov. Kostomarov's idea of the betrayal
of the popular masses by the elites, who first sided with the Poles, then
with the Muscovites, and eventually returned to their own people
under the banner of the Ukrainophile movement, would later become
an important element of Hrushevsky's own interpretation of the history
of Ukraine. Following Kostomarov Hrushevsky noted in his diary that
the Ukrainian movement was not the result of an anti-Russian intrigue
but evolved naturally out of elite interest in the popular language and
culture.3a Hrushevsky fully accepted Kostomarov's argument that the
Ukrainian people spoke their own language, not a corrupt version of
Russian. Commenting on Kostomarov's thoughts about Ukrainian lit-
erature, Hrushevsky noted in his diary: 'As for those who say that there
can be no literature in Ukrainian, that is a lie: if a man wants to express
his thoughts in his native language, he has the right to do so; hence a
native literature can exist and has the right to do so. Here, it seems, one
may adduce the principle that anything can exist and has the right to
exist when it is needed; when it is prompted by a need.'35

Notwithstanding all the influence that Kostomarov and his ideas
exerted on the young Hrushevsky, he was quite critical of Kostomarov's
federalism - an attitude that was to become more moderate with the
passage of time. Upon learning of the death of Volodymyr Barvinsky, a
leader of the Ukrainian movement in Galicia, Hrushevsky recounted in
his diary Barvinsky's views on the Ukrainian issue and objected to his
idea of a Slavic federation. 'But I am thinking,'wrote the young critic of
federalism, 'how to avoid any harm to us from this "federative" model:
we have already had a scent of this federation and are well aware of
what it implies; we have already been with Lithuania and then with the
Poles "as equal with equal and free man with free rr.ar.," and we have
already seen more than enough of it. No, first we have to regain our
freedom, win it back, then bring our land properly back to rights,
repairing all that is amiss, and only then make all sorts of unions and
"federations. "'36

There is little doubt that the young Hrushevsky's suspicion of feder-
alism was rooted in his distrust of the prospective future members of
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such a federation - Poland and Russia. In complete accord with the
general line taken by the editors and authors of Kieaskaia starina,
Hrushevsky considered the period of Polish rule in Ukraine to have
been the worst for the Ukrainian peasantry. Surprisingly, his attitude
toward the Russians was no more favourable, and he often used de-
rogatory terms - moskali and katsapy - when referring to them in his
diary. This negative attitude toward the Russian role in Ukrainian his-
tory could not have originated with Hrushevsky's reading of Kieaskaia
starina, but can easily be traced back to Taras Shevchenko and some of
the writings of Mykola Kostomarov that did not appear in Kieasknia
stnrina. Although, as Hrushevsky wrote, he was not a 'fanatical wor-
shipper' of Taras Shevchenko, he admired the verses of the 'great

Taras,' as he called him, and defended him against accusations that his
works were lacking in social content.3T To Hrushevsky's mind, the
Russians were directly responsible for the persecution of Ukrainian
culture and attempts to deny the existence of a distinct Ukrainian
people with its own language and literature. Commenting on Mykola
Petrov's article on the history of Ukrainian literature serialized in the
Istoricheskii aestnik (Historical Herald),38 Hrushevsky wrote in his diary:
'Let them now assert - these katsapy, who have become so overbearing,
and have forgotten how the Thtars and the Poles once gave it to them
hot and heavy, and have become so eager to breathe down the necks of
others - let them assert, I say, that there can be no Ukrainian or, better,
Ruthenian people with a life of its own; that it cannot have its own
literature. It is no great thing to stick a gag into a man's mouth and say,
"Look, he cannot speak: he is struggling and trying to get something
out, muttering something under his breath, and that is all." Let them
just give Ukraine its freedom, and then they will see with what fine
flowers Ukrainian literature will pride itself among the others.'3e

During his gymnasium years Hrushevsky came under the strong
influence of Russian radicalism. The reading of back issues of the jour-
nal Russkoe slouo (Russian Word), the organ of Russian radical thought,
to which he gained access during one of his trips to Sestrynivka, a
family estate in Ukraine, introduced him to nihilism.ao Entries in
Hrushevsky's diaries reflect the influence of the ideas of Dmitrii Pisarev,
which were then extremely popular among Russian gymnasium youth.
Hrushevsky's favourite author at the time was Ivan Turgenev, and his
favourite literary character was Bazarov in Turgenev's Fathers and Sons -

a 'nihilist' of the sort admired and popularizedby Pisarev. Also close to
Hrushevsky's heart were Pisarev's ideas about forging a new man - one
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prepared to sacrifice himself for the common good.al Hrushevsky's
attitudes to society at large were also shaped by the ideas of Petr Lav-
rov, whose thinking influenced generations of young intellectuals in the
Russian Empire. Lavrov promoted the ideal of the 'critically thinking
individual'(a formula employed in Hrushevsky's diaries) and saw the
intelligentsia as playing a crucial role in Russian society by educating
and awakening the people. Like Lavrov, Hrushevsky believed in the
special role of the intelligentsia in society and refused to idealize the
popular masses.42

The young Hrushevsky graduated from the Tbilisi gymnasium an
ardent supporter of the Ukrainian cause; a believer in the existence of a
distinct Ukrainian people with its own language and literature and in
the natural right of Ukrainian culture to develop freely. Hrushevsky
saw the source of that right in the common people. Living in a society in
which young people embraced populist ideas en masse, reading the
nihilist Russkoe sloao as well as the loyalist and conservative but
Ukrainophile Kieasksia starina, Hrushevsky had evolved into a particu-
lar type of populist. In the tradition of Ukrainian populism, he hated
both foreign and native exploiters of the people. He dreamed of bring-
ing freedom to his native Ukraine and the unification of its ethnic
territory, rejecting the idea of a future federation with Russia and Po-
land. In his memoirs, Hrushevsky retrospectiveiy assessed his views
as follows: 'My world view took shape in a moderate liberal direction
with populist deviations and a cultural and national coloration.'43
Hrushevsky's diaries attest that his actual views during his last years at
the Tbilisi gymnasium were more radical than he was later prepared to
admit.

In 1886 Hrushevsky came to Kyiv and enrolled at the St Volodymyr
(Vladimir) University, then a hotbed of Ukrainophilism. In Kyiv
Hrushevsky met many of the authors whose works he had read in
Kieaskaia starins and other scholarly and literary journals. Back in 1885
he had unsuccessfullv attempted to make contact with the leaders of
the Ukrain ian cul tura i  communi ty  in  Kyiv  through h is  acquaintances in
the North Caucasus. Now he could meet manv of them in person.
Hrushevsky's university diary, which, like his previous diary of the
Tbilisi years, was written with unusual openness and sincerity,aa gives
us a unique insight into his spiritual life, although it has much less open
discussion of issues pertaining to his interest in Ukrainian affairs. In the
late 1880s and early 1890s Hrushevsky maintained close contacts with
the leading members of the'Old'Ukrainophile Hromada in Kyiv and
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supervised the activities of the Ukrainian circle at the Orthodox semi-
nary, but his diary is silent about these matters.

Mykhailo's father agreed to finance his son's education in Kyiv on
condition that he not join any student circles and stay away from
politics. The young Hrushevsky honoured that condition for quite a
long time, concentrating first and foremost on his studies. Ukraino-
philism was a punishable offence, as Hrushevsky knew even during his
years in Tbilisi. His grandfather Zakharii became quite upset when he
saw Ukrainian books in Hrushevsky's possession, and both Mykhailo
and Serhii Hrushevsky were worried about possible consequences when
they decided to order Ukrainian books by mail from the Ukrainian
bookstore in Kyiv in 1882.45 Hrushevsky became even more aware of
the dangers associated with the Ukrainophile movement during his
years at Kyiv University. Not only his father, but also his uncle, who
resided in Kyiv, warned Hrushevsky against taking part in student
meetings.a6 Some of his close friends at the university had problems
with the police because of their Ukrainophile activities. There can be
little doubt that Hrushevsky was cautious about what he wrote in his
diary because he did not want to give the police the evidence they were
seeking against the members of the Ukrainian movement.

There was another reason why Hrushevsky's university diaries dif-
fered from those of his gymnasium years. Clearly, the Hrushevsky who
entered Kyiv University was a very different person from the one
revealed in his Tbilisi diaries. During his last months at the gymnasium,
he suffered a major psychological breakdown that took more than three
years to overcome. The crisis was caused by the denial of a medal that
Hrushevsky deserved and badly wanted to receive because fellow stu-
dents had stolen questions for the matriculation exam - a traditional
student prank at that time.az Hrushevsky's mental breakdown turned
him into a very religious individual who often attended church services
and was known among other students as an extremely pious Christian.
Hrushevsky later referred to this stage in his life as a period of deep
religiosity and explained it by psychological traits inherited from his
mother, who was also extremely rigid in carrying out her religious
obligations. In his memoirs Hrushevsky wrote openly about'a certain
lack of psychic balance in my character' and stated in that regard: 'At

every moment, at every stage of my life I must have a certain goal
before me to which I must devote myself completely and without
reserve, straining my energies to the utmost, to self-oblivion, and I feel
normal only when I can devote myself to the attainment of that goal
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with no obstacle.'48 Eventually, Hrushevsky managed to turn this trait
of his character into one of the sources of his success.

Hrushevsky's psychological crisis coincided with and probably was
exacerbated by the need to make some difficult choices. One of the most
fundamental was whether he should devote his life to serving God or
the people, as he had dreamt of doing in his gymnasium years. It
appears thatby 1889 Hrushevsky had overcome his psychological prob-
lems and resolved to serve his people. The first step in that direction
was to join the Ukrainophile student movement. The promise
Hrushevsky gave his father not to join the student movement was
effective only up to a point. With the growth of Hrushevsky's reputa-
tion at Kyiv University as an outstanding student and potential profes-
sor, he came under increasing pressure to join clandestine Ukrainian
student organizations. In the end Hrushevsky's religious piety was put
to good use by his Ukrainophile advisers, as he agreed to lead the
Ukrainophile student circle at the Kyiv Theological Seminary.ae Once
Hrushevsky decided to devote his life to serving his people, he had no
doubt that his research would be devoted to Ukraine. That conviction
made it relatively easy for him to decline recruitment efforts on the part
of professors who specialized outside Ukrainian history. In December
1888, when Iulian Kulakovsky, a professor of ancient and Byzantine
history, approached Hrushevsky with an offer to specialize in ancient
philosophy, praising his knowledge of Greek and hinting at the possi-
bility of a postgraduate degree, Hrushevsky responded that he was not
interested. He noted in his diary: 'I thought myself a hero, declining
advantage for the sake of Ukrainianism.'50

In Kyiv, as in Tbilisi, Hrushevsky maintained a mostly negative view
of the roles played by Russia and Poland in Ukrainian history. In 1888,
while at Kyiv University, he published two reviews of works devoted to
Slavic studies in the Lviv periodical Praads (Truth), criticizing pan-
Slavic tendencies coming first from Poland and then from Russia.sl
Judging by another of Hrushevsky's reviews, published in Prauda in
1892 (this time of a study of the Ukrainian nobility by Aleksandra
Efimenko [Oleksandra Iefymenko]), Hrushevsky had quite a negative
attitude toward historical Russia,/Muscovy, which exploited conflicts
between the Ukrainian masses and elites to enhance the centralization
of the Russian state and curtail Ukrainian autonomy.s2 When one of
Hrushevsky's acquaintances, the Russian scholar Fedor Uspensky, sug-
gested that he was choosing his research topics out of patriotic motives,
Hrushevsky recorded the comment in his diary with no indication of
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disagreement.s3 Nevertheless, the compatibility of his patriotism with
scholarly objectivity was a question that bothered Hrushevsky. He dis-
cussed it with Nikolai Ogloblin, a Moscow historian and native of Kyiv
whom Hrushevsky met repeatedly in Moscow during his visit there in
February and March 7892, and noted in his diary: 'But I am still uncer-
tain before my conscience: am I tendentious?'sa

By the time of his graduation from Kyiv University, Hrushevsky was
well read in the Russian, Ukrainian, and Polish historical literature, had
a good knowledge of European historiography, including writings on
British, French, and German history, and possessed sufficient knowl-
edge of ancient and modern European languages to embark on a suc-
cessful scholarly career.S5 Among Ukrainian historians, apart from his
supervisor, Volodymyr Antonovych, Hrushevsky was especially well
read in the works of Mykola Kostomarov whose book on Bohdan
Khmelnytsky, the first scholarly monograph on Ukrainian history, had
impressed him the most. 'Yesterday I spent the whole day reading
Bohdan Kh[melnytsky}. It makes too strong an impression on me: some-
times I cannot read it; it is so difficult,'noted Hrushevsky in his diary.s6
Among Polish historians, Hrushevsky was clearly influenced by the
works of Michal Bobrzyfiski, a representative of the Cracow historio-
graphic school. He paid special attention to Bobrzyfrski's statements on
the historian's need for a broad education and on the importance of
objectivity in historical research. The latter question particularly inter-
ested Hrushevsky with reference to his own Ukrainophilism. Another
important question for the young student, especially given his populist
upbringing and the strong populist influences among professors and
students at Kyiv University, was the role of the individual in history. He
read Nikolai Kareev's study of the philosophy of history and discussed
the role of the individual with his acquaintances in the Ukrainian com-
munity.57 He also read Thomas Carlyle's famous study on the hero in
history, concluding that the book had more to do with poetry than with
philosophy or historical research.5s

As for Hrushevsky's views on the philosophy of history, they under-
went a profound evolution from the rejection of philosophical positiv-
ism to its complete acceptance. In July 1889, reacting to a letter from a
friend, he recorded in his diary his thoughts about Western education
and Western influences: 'I received a letter from S. - very sad. He writes
that without European education we shall perish. I am always some-
what displeased when people go overboard in making obeisance to
European education; I am afraid, as it were, that instead of what is truly
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good in that education, people will substitute the false worship of
false and fickle intellect, such as positivism, etc. For there is certainly
good where there appeared true humanism, freedom, the rights of the
individual, and concern for the infirm, not to speak of scholarly attain-
ments.'Se Thus, Hrushevsky accepted Western humanism and scholar-
ship but rejected some of the more recent trends in European thought
that he termed 'positivism.'He was to change his views on that point in
very short order. As Hrushevsky's diarv attests, in his last years at Kyiv
University he became well acquainted with the works of some repre-
sentatives of positivist scholarship and sociology, including Henry Buckle
and Thomas Malthus. He familiarized himself with European philoso-
phy, read Hegel, knew the works of Charles Darwin, and was especially
well read in European political economy, including works by Adam
Smith, David Ricardo, and Karl Marx.60

As Omeljan Pritsak has noted in his study of Hrushevsky's
'historiosophy,' his writings on Ukrainian history were profoundly
shaped by positivist terminology and ideas, which found expression,
inter alia, in his belief in progress and evolution.6l In that respect
Hrushevsky followed his professor, Volodymyr Antonovych, who was
influenced by the positivist ideas popular among Polish intellectuals of
the late nineteenth century.62 Hrushevsky's acquaintance with leading
proponents of positivism among the historians of the Russian Empire -
his professor at Kyiv University, Ivan Luchytsky,63 and his Moscow
acquaintance Nikolai Kareev6a - attracted him to that school of thought.
Later he cooperated in scholarly and political affairs with Maksym
Kovalevsky, an ethnic Ukrainian and one of the most original positivist
thinkers in the realm of sociology.6s It was Kovalevsky who invited
Hrushevsky to teach a course on Ukrainian history at the Advanced
School of Social Sciences in Paris in 1903. A11 the above-mentioned
scholars worked in historical sociology, and Hrushevsky often consid-
ered himself a historian-sociologist, as he was influenced by the ideas of
the Paris sociological school, especially the writings of Emile Durkheim
and Lucien L6vy-Bruhl.66

During his years at Kyiv University, Hrushevsky developed into a
scholar in his own right. He began his scholarly career under the super-
vision of Volodymyr Antonovych, whose article on the history of Kyiv
in the first issue of Kieasksis st(uina had impressed him so much, and
whom he already considered his teacher when he was enrolled in the
gymnasium.6T It was under Antonovych's supervision that Hrushevsky
published his first scholarly works, an essay on Ukrainian castles of the
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sixteenth century and a history of the Kyivan Land up to the end of the
fourteenth century.68 The publication of his master's thesis on the his-
tory of the Bar starosta district in 1894 was followed by a two-volume
collection, Documents of the Bar Starosts District.6e Hrushevsky's first
major study, his graduate thesis on the history of the Kyivan Land,
acquainted him with the Rus' chronicles and the rich literature on the
history of Kyivan Rus'. His master's thesis made him an expert on Rus',
Lithuanian, and Polish archival materials and introduced him to the
study of major topics in Ukrainian, Lithuanian, Polish, Crimean, and
Ottoman history of the early modern era.

The book on the history of the Kyivan Land made Hrushevsky's
name known to broad circles of historians specializing not only in
Ukrainian but also in Russian history. It was positively reviewed by
Ivan FilevichT0 and somewhat critically by Pavel Miliukov who criti-
cized Hrushevsky for an alleged lack of source analysis in his narrative
and noted that he was a moderate supporter of the 'Ukrainophile

theory' on the continuity of settlement in the Kyivan Land from the
days of Kyivan Rus' to the Lithuanian period.71 The book had a strong
Ukrainian undertone indeed, as it attacked Mikhail Pogodin's theory
of the Great Russian origins of the Kyivan population during the
princely era and developed the views of Mykhailo Maksymovych,
Volodymyr Antonovych, and other Ukrainian scholars on the continu-
ity of Ukrainian presence in the region.72 The study, written on a topic
suggested by Antonovych, was a continuation of the work done by
Antonovych's students on the history of the particular 'lands' of Ukraine.
Hrushevsky's study was clearly superior in scholarly quality to the
master's theses written by Antonovych's previous students, including
Petro Holubovsky,T3 Nykandr Molchanovsky,Ta and Dmytro Bahalii.Ts
Hrushevsky's work was awarded a gold medal by Kyiv University,
brought him the recognition he was seeking in the scholarly commu-
nity, and helped him apply successfully for postgraduate studies at the
university. It also eventually contributed to his appointment to a teach-
ing position at Lviv University.

In the Habsburg Monarchy

Despite Hrushevsky's desperate attempts during his first years at Kyiv
University to stay away from Ukrainophile organizations, he eventu-
ally became very closely associated with the leaders of the Old Hromada
in Kyiv. Apart from Volodymyr Antonovych, these included such indi-
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viduals as Oleksander Konysky, the editor of the Galician newspaper
Prauda, who lived in Kyiv and was one of the young Hrushevsky's
closest advisers, and Vasyl Vovk-Karachevsky, whose daughter, Mariia,
he wanted to marry.76 All these authoritative leaders of the Ukrainian
movement predicted a great future for the young scholar, and at recep-
tions at Vovk-Karachevsky's house, Hrushevsky was often seated next
to the most respected guests, such as Konysky and the leading Ukrain-
ian composer Mykola Lysenko, who was also a member of the Old
Hromada.TT Antonovych not only encouraged Hrushevsky's research
and growth as a scholar but also recommended him to others as his best
student and thought that one day Hrushevsky would become as re-
spected a scholar as he was.z8 Antonovych's support and recommenda-
tion were crucial to Hrushevsky's appointment to the chair of history at
Lviv University, which was originally offered to Antonovych himself.
The appointment represented a major success for the young scholar,
fresh from the master's program, who was immediately given the rank
of full professor. In the Russian universities he would have qualified at
best for the dotsentura (associate professorship), obtaining tenure and
promotion to full professorship only after the defence of his doctoral
dissertation, as was the case with another of Antonovych's students,
Dmytro Bahalii, at Kharkiv University. Hrushevsky's supporters in
Kyiv were jubilant about the appointment. Konysky, for example, wrote
to one of his correspondents on hearing the news: 'For me personally
this is an ineffably great jov! This is the moment with which the history
of our national education and culture will begin.'7e Konysky's words
were prophetic indeed.

In his autobiography Hrushevsky presented the background and
significance of his appointment to the position at Lviv University as
follows: 'In the Ukrainian circles of Kyiv in which I moved, great
importance was attached to the reform of the Shevchenko Scientific
Society. Following the so-called "agreement" of the Ukrainian populists
of Galicia with the government, support was expected from the Polish
side for the Ukrainian cultural and educational movement. At the be-
ginning of 1891, Professor Antonovych, having returned from a trip to
Galicia, told me of the plan for a chair of Ukrainian history at Lviv
University; the chair had been offered to Professor Antonovych, but he
did not want to take that burden on his old shoulders and recom-
mended me. I accepted the plan with enthusiasm, given the importance
then attributed to the Galician movement in Ukrainian circles: in Galicia
they hoped to create an all-Ukrainian cultural, literary, and scholarly
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centre and, through the work of literati and scholars of all Ukraine and
through its achievements, to break the system of proscription of the
Ukrainian word and nationality in Russia, revive the national move-
ment there, and so on.'80

The chair of Ukrainian history at Lviv University with Ukrainian as
the language of instruction was the fifth Ukrainian chair at that institu-
tion (the others were in Ukrainian language and literature, civil law,
criminal law, and theology),81 which had ceased to be a German-
language school in 187i and was supposed to offer instruction in the
languages of the local population. Under the circumstances, that meant
Ukrainian and Polish. In a few years, however, Polish academics took
complete control of the university, creating a situation in which any
new chair with Ukrainian as the language of instruction could be estab-
lished only as a result of strong political pressure. Ukrainian populist
polit icians, led by Oleksander Barvinsky,s2 demanded a chair of the
history of the Ruthenian people (ruthenischen Volkes) but had to settle
for a chair of world history with special emphasis on the history of
Eastern Europe. A report of the imperial minister for religious affairs
and education, Paul von Gautsch, found that'under prevailing condi-
tions, there are no grounds for the exclusion of the Ruthenian popula-
tion of Poland from the history of Poland, which might give rise to a
conflict between the Polish and Ukrainian populations that would be
harmful to the country and the monarchy.'s3 In hindsight, it is quite
clear that Hrushevsky's appointment to the chair of 'world history with
special emphasis on the history of Eastern Europe' helped make that
'exclusion' not only possible but obligatory, from the political view-
point as well as the scholarly one.

How did a young graduate of Kyiv University, as Hrushevsky was at
the time of his appointment to the chair, manage to acquire such an
important post? As Barvinsky stated in a letter to one of the Polish
proponents of the 'new era,' Prince Adam Sapieha, both sides needed
not just a professor but an experienced 'statesman' who could reconcile
Poles and Ruthenians and serve as a contact in dealings with Ukraine.
He and his colleagues saw Volodymyr Antonovych as just such a per-
son, but the viceroy of Galicia, Count Kazimierz Badeni, and the Aus-
trian authorities had reservations about him, treating him as a politically
dangerous pan-Slav.8a Nor was Antonovych interested in the position,
for which he recommended his best student, Hrushevsky. As his gradu-
ation from the master's program became imminent and Antonovych's
Galician friends realized that they would not be able to get the master
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himself, they decided to settle for his student. Hrushevsky accepted the
idea with enthusiasm and began to prepare himself for the appoint-
ment.85 He gave his formal agreement on three conditions: hJwould
accept the appointment only at the level of full professor; he would not
move to Lviv until he had defended his master's thesis and published
the documents related to it; and he would not change his ieligion.86
These conditions were accepted and in April 1894, even before
Hrushevsky's defence of his master's thesis, he was appointed full
professor of world history at Lviv University, effective 1 October 1894,
by order of the emperor himself.8T

Hrushevsky was viewed as an acceptable candidate, if not an ideal
one, by all the parties involved. The Polish professors of the faculty of
arts at Lviv University, where the new chair was located, were in favour
of the appointment, although they expressed regret that this young and
talented scholar did not know any languages other than Slavic ones.
This inaccurate assessment probably reflected the fact that prior to his
appointment in LviV Hrushevsky had published his works exclusively
in Russian and Ukrainian. Count Badeni obtained information on the
candidate's political background, which was corroborated by the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs. In these reports Hrushevsky was characterized
as an individual who devoted all his time to scholarship and was
neither a pan-Slavist nor a radical nationalist, but gave his political
allegiance to the Young Ruthenian/Ukrainian orientation.S8 In other
words, Hrushevsky was characterized as an adherent of the Ukrainian
populists, a party that supported the 'new era'and thus fit the require-
ments. The authorities were apparently trying to avoid the appoint-
ment of a Russophile or a pan-Slav supporter of the Russophile
movement - an orientation of which they suspected Antonovych. The
Austrian bureaucrats assured the emperor that, once appointed,
Hrushevsky would renounce his Russian citizenship.se He never did so.
But even more than the emperor, Hrushevsky was to disappoint the
Polish professors at Lviv University and his own supporters among the
Ukrainian populists. He came to Lviv above all as a representative of
the Kyiv Ukrainophiles and embarked on his own agenda, which was
not easily reconciled with the plans of the Austrian government, the
Polish ruling elite, or even the leadership of the Ukrainian populists.

For some of Hrushevsky's Ukrainian backers, the surprises began
with the young professor's inaugural lecture, delivered at Lviv Univer-
sity on 30 September (12 October) 7894.e0 He presented a view accord-
ing to which the history of the popular masses served as the principal
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theme of Ukrainian historical development. As Hrushevsky saw it, the

economic, cultural, and spiritual life of the people was the principal

subject of historical research, wiih the history of the state and elites

removed to the periphery of the historian's attention.el The lecture,

crafted in the best traditions of Ukrainian populism, presented the

history of Rus'/Ukraine as a history of the popular masses. Its principal

thesis was based on the inaugural lectures of Mykola Kostomarov at St
Petersburg University in 1859e2 and Volodymyr Antonovych at Kyiv

University in 1870.e3 While it probably would not have caused any

controversy among the Ukrainian public in Russian-ruled Ukraine, that

was not the case in Galicia. It appears that many conservative members

of the Ukrainian community were shocked by Hrushevsky's presenta-

tion of Rus' history as a struggle of the popular masses against their

rulers, while the younger generation was eager to embrace that thesis.ea

But even the students were shocked by Hrushevsky's desire to treat

them as equals and by his addressing them as 'comrades,'seemingly an

accepted practice in Kyiv, but one that was viewed with suspicion by

the polit ically more conservative Galicians.qq
Hrushevsky came to Lviv and began to work in Ukrainian scholarly

and cultural circles under the auspices of individuals like Barvinsky,

who spared no effort to develop and strengthen the Ukrainian project in

Galicia. This allowed Hrushevsky to get an early start in Lviv but it

took him a while to reformulate the Ukrainian project in Galicia accord-

ing to his own views, and not those of his allies. An early beneficiary of

the policy of political compromise with the Polish elite for the benefit of

Ukrainian culture, Hrushevsky soon became disappointed with it and

distanced himself from his former benefactors, such as Barvinsky, who

remained loyal to the 'new era.'When young and still very religious,

Hrushevsky met Barvinsky for the first time in Kyiv in October 1890

and was very gratified to find that Barvinsky was 'for religion.'e6 But

that was also the time when Hrushevsky rejected the socialist ideals of

the Protestant sects on the grounds that they undermined the Gospel.

Lviv saw a very different Hrushevsky. Much later, Hrushevsky would

write that intellectually and politically he had been brought up in the
'strict tradition of radical Ukrainian populism.'e7 In Galicia, that tradi-

tion fully manifested itself in Hrushevsky's political, scholarly, and

cultural activities.
During his first years in Galicia, Hrushevsky sought to take a position

'above the battle' and avoid excessive involvement in party politics so

as to draw support for his scholarly and cultural projects from all
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quarters of Ukrainian society. The years 1898-9 were a major turning
point with regard to Hrushevsky's involvement in Galician politicJ.
The 'bloody' 

Galician elections of 7897, in which the polish administra-
tion put pressure on populist candidates who did not support the ,new

era,'led him to break with proponents of the polish-Ukriinian compro-
mise. After some hesitation Hrushevsky also turned against the 'new

era,' citing his disappointment with the behaviour of the polish politi-
cians, who had not kept their part of the bargain.es He wrote in his
autobiography: 'It was still more disagreeable to learn that the hopes of
favourable circumstances for Ukrainian cultural and special scholarly
development, of a favourable attitude toward the Ukrainian national
idea on the part of the government and the poles with which I went to
Galicia, relying on the assurances of Kyivans of the older generation
who were better acquainted with Galician conditions, *ere based on
false assurances from the Poles, who, by means of the ,,agreement,, 

and
at the price of certain concessions in the sphere of national culture,
sgug]rt_ to crush any oppositional, freedom-loving movement among
the Galician Ruthenians.'se In 1898 Hrushevsky explained his oppo-
sition to the'new era'in a letter to the newspaper Dilo (The Deedf.too
Later he commented on it in an essay of 7910, where he explained his
critique of the policy as follows: 'It was entirely clear to anyone of sober
disposition that only actual strength could give the ukrainian move-
ment serious achievements in the cultural sphere, as in every other
aspect of Polish dominance in Galicia.'101

Hrushevsky strongly believed that the only way to acquire culturar
and national rights for the Ukrainian population in Galicia was through
uncomprornising struggle with the Polish ruling elite. Hrushevsky,s
stand on Polish-ukrainian relations was closely linked to his popuiist
ideas, for he saw the struggle against Polish oppression of the Ukrain-
ian nation as a struggle against the social oppression of the Ukrainian
popular masses by the Polish elite. That elite possessed the fullness of
administrative and economic power in Galicia and, in Hrushevsky's
opinion, consciously strove to deprive Ukrainians of a high culture,
hindering their transformation from an ethnic mass into a nation (or'nationality,' 

as Hrushevsky called it).102 Indeed, the leaders of the
Polish national movement in Galicia, especially with the rise to promi-
nence in the 1890s of the National Democratic party led by Roman
Dmowski, aggressively pursued the Polonization of the Ukrainian peas-
antry, claiming that if the Ukrainians wanted to build their own nation,
they would have to prove their right to do so in open confrontation with
Polish society.lo3
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Very soon after his arrival in Galicia, Hrushevsky became interested

in the activities of the Ukrainian Radical Party - a political grouping

with strong socialist leanings. He was also looking for ways to bring the

radicals and moderate populists together in one polit ical party.

Hrushevsky not only began to cooperate closely with the famous

Ukrainian writer and poet Ivan Franko, a political radical, but also met

with other leaders of the Radical Party to discuss the possibility of
joining radical and populist forces.lOa The time for action came in 1899,

when most of the populists, dissatisfied with the 'new era' policy,

decided to create a new party by allying themselves with a group of

radicals. This resulted in the formation of the National Democratic

Party, led by the populist Iuliian Romanchuk. Both Hrushevsky and

Franko were elected to the party presidium - Hrushevsky, in fact,

became its deputy leader. He apparently came to the conclusion that he

could no longer limit his activities to scholarship and should go into

oolitics. For both the Ukrainian and the Polish national movements, the

1890r -e.e marked by a revolt against the earlier paradigm of 'organic'

work (or'cultural'work, as the Ukrainians called it) and the establish-

ment of political parties with clear goals on their agendas. Thus, during

the last years of the nineteenth century, Hrushevsky was also leav-

ing behind the era of kul'turnytstao - the exclusive concentration of

Ukrainian intellectuals on cultural and apolitical activity - and making

the scholarly and cultural achievements of previous generations acces-

sible to the general public. In Miroslav Hroch's terms, Hrushevsky was

successfully crossing the boundary between the 'scholarly interest' and
'patriotic agitation' stages of the Ukrainian national project in Dnipro

Ukraine and going on to the 'mass movement' stage in Austrian
'  t o quKrarne.'"-

The program of the new party, drafted by Franko, possibly with some

heln from Hrushevskv included a number of politically bold state-

ments. In the social sphere, as noted above, it called for a Ukraine
'without serf or landlord.' It advocated national autonomy for ihe Ukrain-

ian lands within the Habsburg Monarchy and expressed support for

the Ukrainian movement in the Romanovs' realm' As the party's ulti-

mate goal, the program proclaimed the achievement of the cultural,

economic, and polit ical independence of the united 'Ukrainian-

Ruthenian'people. It was the first time that a major political force, not a

marginal leftist group, had put these slogans on its banner, and

Hrushevsky had much to celebrate upon the creation of the new party,

which subscribed to the all-Ukrainian agenda so dear to his heart. But

the honeymoon did not last very long, as real power in the new party
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remained in the hands of the former populists, who often paid only lip
service to the national and social principles that Hrushevsky viewed as
a sine qua non. He soon became disenchanted with the new party and
suspended his participation in politics for a time.106

Hrushevsky had come to Lviv with a twofold task. On the one hand,
there was a need to strengthen Galicia's links with Eastern Ukraine and
support the Ukrainian project in Galicia, which was not only under
attack by Polish officialdom but also had to compete with the Russophile
project of turning the Ruthenian peasants not into Poles, as the authori-
ties wanted, nor into Ukrainians, as the populists were endeavoring to
do, but into Russians. Hrushevsky's scholarly and cultural activities
in Galicia, supported by financial and intellectual assistance from
Russian-ruled Ukraine, would help the Ukrainian project prevail. The
other element of Hrushevsky's mandate was to attain in Galicia the
goals that the Kyivan Ukrainophiles could not achieve in Russian-ruled
Ukraine. Hrushevsky's teaching at Lviv University was a major accom-
plishment in its own right. The position of the Austrian authorities, who
believed that Ukrainian history did not constitute a scholarly subject or
that it was politically inexpedient to separate it from Polish history, did
not prevent Hrushevsky from teaching courses in Ukrainian history or
postulating its existence as a distinct scholarly discipline. The Russian
authorities did not give similar scope to Antonovych in Kyiv or Bahalii
in Kharkiv. Teaching in Ukrainian at the university level was also for-
bidden in the Russian Empire. Thus, in Lviv Hrushevsky gained oppor-
tunities that could not even be dreamt of in the Russian Empire, and he
was eager to use them to their full capacity. His courses in Ukrainian
history gathered huge audiences, as most Ukrainian students at Lviv
University attended them. Hrushevsky made good use of his seminars
to prepare talented young students for scholarly work in Ukrainian
history.

His major achievement was the publication of the first volumes of his
multivolume History of Ukrnine-Ras'. Initially Hrushevsky intended to
write a three-volume popular history of Ukraine but then came to the
conclusion that a solid, thoroughly researched account of the Ukrainian
past was required. He began work on the project early in 1897, and the
first volume appeared in print at the end of the following year. When
Hrushevsky abandoned the idea of a popular history of Ukraine, he
expected that his scholarly history would require five or six volumes,
then extended it to seven, eight, and nine, and eventually stopped
planning how many volumes it would include.1O7 The first six volumes
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covered the initial periods of Ukrainian history, those of Kyivan Rus'

and of Lithuanian and Polish rule, and included chapters on Ukrainian

economic, political, religious, and cultural life in the second half of the

sixteenth century. With volume seven, Hrushevsky entered the third
(Cossack) period of Ukrainian history. The seventh and all subsequent

volumes of the History, which constituted a separate series titled The

History of the Ukrainian Cossacks, were published between 1909 and

7936.
Needless to say, Hrushevsky's aggressive development of Ukrainian

studies gained him no support among the Polish academics, who ini-

tially looked down on their young colleague and later, disturbed by his

actions, tried to use political pressure to curtail his activities. They were

too late. Hrushevsky held the position of full professor, behaved inde-

pendently, and followed his own course despite the admonitions of

the university authorities.lOs Hrushevsky's plans, in fact, reached far

beyond the walls of Lviv University. Among his many nation-building

projects, two deserve special attention. The first was the nationalization

of scholarship, entailing the formation of a Ukrainian scholarly elite

and the establishment of a prototype of a national academy of sciences.

The other was the nationalization of higher education and the founding

of a Ukrainian university. The two projects were interrelated, and the

progress of the first created important preconditions for the achieve-

ment of the second. Both were crucial to the success of Ukrainian

nation-building.
Hrushevsky's ruling passion, especially during his first years in

Galicia, was the Shevchenko Society, which his Kyivan mentors Konysky

and Antonovych wanted to turn into a thriving academic institution.

Later, Hrushevsky viewed the Shevchenko Society and its counterpart
in Eastern Ukraine, the Ukrainian Scientific Society, which he headed

from its foundation in 1907, as forerunners of the Ukrainian Academy

of Sciences.l0e The society was founded in Lviv in 1873 as a literary

association, at the initiative and with the financial support of Ukraini-

ans in the Russian Empire, in order to help Ukrainian authors circum-

vent the restrictions imposed on Ukrainian publications by the Valuev

circular of 1863. In 1892, at the behest of Konysky, who had been a

founder of the society in7873, and Oleksander Barvinskv who was its

head at the time, the society was transformed into a scholarly institu-

tion and began the publication of its journal, Zapysky Naukoaoho tot;arystz:a

im. Sheuchenka (Memoirs of the Shevchenko Scientific Society).11o Its

first issue began with an article by Mykhailo Hrushevsky, then still a
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student at Kyiv university,lll and during its early years the journal
relied heavily on materials and scholarly advice from Russian-ruled
Ukraine.

Hrushevsky devoted enormous energy and all his organizational and
scholarly talent to turning the Shevchenko society into a premier aca-
demic institution. After his arrival in Lviv, Hrushevsky assumed re-
sponsibility for the scholarly aspect of the society's activities and was
formally elected its head in 1897. The way in which he organized its
work shows that he viewed it as part of a larger nation-building initia-
tive.'The main emphasis was on the humanities - history, language,
and literature - the areas of scholarship immediately reiated to the
construction and preservation of national identity. Hrushevsky aspired
to transform the society from a Ukrainian literary and cultural club,
which it was during the first years of its existence, into a scholarly
institution whose work, publications, and opinions would be treated
with respect not only by Ukrainians themselves but also outside the
ukrainian community, in both Austria-Hungary and the Russian Em-
pire. The first obstacle on the way to achieving that goal was the
existing leadership of the society, headed by Hrushevsky's benefactor
oleksander Barvinsky. The latter, like many of his supporters in the
society, was a political and cultural activist who wanted to use the
society as an instrument of party politics. The old guard objected to
the admission and then to the promotion within the society of scholars
who did not support its political views. Hrushevsky -us ible to over-
come this opposition thanks to his impeccable scholarly credentials and
skilful manoeuvring between ihe different factions of the ukrainian
community. His election as head of the society led to a change of its
statute that ensured the,prevalence of scholars over community activ-
ists in its ruling bodies.112

Turning the shevchenko society into an institution respected in
the scholarly world required years of hard work. when Hrushevsky
arrived in Galicia, he was assured by his Kyiv mentors that literary
authors and scholars from Eastern Ukraine, who were not permitted to
publish their works in the Russian Empire, would flood the shevchenko
society's Memoirs with their articles. The prediction proved wrong, and
Hrushevsky had to rely almost exclusively on his own contributions
and those of his students at Lviv University.ll3 Eventually, his efforts at
reforming the society paid off. By 1914, when Hrushevsky ceased to
head it, the society had published more than ninety volumes of Mem-
oirs, more than sixty volumes of its literary and socio-political journal,
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Literaturno-naukoayi oisnyk (Literary and Scholarly Herald), and eleven
volumes of historical sources in the series Zherela do istoril'Ukrailny-Rusy
(Sources on the History of Ukraine-Rus'). Even more important, owing
to many years of work in the Shevchenko Society, Hrushevsky was able
to educate a new generation of scholars specializing in various aspects
of Ukrainian history. They included such historians as Myron Korduba,
Stepan Tomashivsky, and Ivan Krypiakevych, who were to gain future
renown.114

Hrushevsky's other major nation-building project, as noted above,

was the establishment of a Ukrainian university. Unlike the reformation

of the Shevchenko Scientific Society, which Hrushevsky managed to

accomplish in a relatively short time, the university project proved

impossible to achieve, as its realization depended not only on the

support of the Ukrainian community but also on the attitude of the
authorities, especially the Polish ruling elite of Galicia, which continued
to subsidize the Shevchenko Society but drew the line at approving a

university. It was in\897 that Hrushevsky voiced the idea of establish-

ing a separate Ukrainian university. He also came up with a plan of

establishing parallel Ukrainian chairs at Lviv University that would

eventually be separated from the institution. In the following year the

issue was raised by a Ukrainian deputy on the floor of the Austro-

Hungarian parliament in Vienna, while the Shevchenko Society sent the

government a memorandum on the matter.115 The Ukrainian demand

for a separate university clearly antagonized Polish academic circles.

The year 1901 became one of open confrontation between the Polish

university administration and the Ukrainian students. That year saw

the administration forbid Ukrainian theological students to fill out their

registration forms in Ukrainian, followed by a conflict between

Hrushevsky and the dean over the use of Ukrainian at faculty meetings.

When a student meeting adopted a resolution demanding the establish-

ment of a separate Ukrainian university, the administration refused to

cooperate and expelled some of the participants in the student meeting,

although the students, in Hrushevsky's opinion, were prepared to settle

for the introduction of courses with Ukrainian as the language of in-

struction in the faculties of arts, medicine, and law. In protest against

the actions of the administration, a number of Ukrainian students with-

drew and transferred to other universities of the empire. Although

Hrushevsky opposed the withdrawal, he was accused by Polish aca-

demics of having provoked student unrest.116
The conflict obliged all Ukrainian political forces and the leader of
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the Ukrainian Greek Catholics, MetropolitanAndrei sheptytsky, to come
out in defence of the students. ukrainian politicians presented the
government with a special memorandum on the establishment of a
Ukrainian university drafted by none other than Hrushevsky.llz He also
elaborated on the issue in a number of essays, countering-arguments
raised against a ukrainian university by polish academic ind io-mu-
nity leaders. Hrushevsky based his-argument on the principle of 'na-

tional justice,' which was often invoked by polish leaders to advance
their agenda in the Habsburg Monarchy. He maintained that Ukraini-
ans constituted the majority of the population of eastern Galicia; like
the Poles, who had obtained a university of their own in Cracow (the
principal city of western Galicia), they had the right to establish a
university in the eastern part of the province. Countering polish argu-
ments that there were not enough students for the prospective univer-
sity, Hrushevsky cited enrollment statistics to the effect that there had
been close to 800 ukrainian students at Lviv university in the winter
semester of 1905. He compared that figure to the total enrollment at
Chernivtsi university, which had only 400 students registered, and
remarked that no one questioned the existence of thit university.
Hrushevsky also rejected the Polish claim that there were not enougi
Ukrainian professors to staff such a university, as there was little if aiy
interest in scholarship on the part of ukrainians. Hrushevsky ridiculed
that argument, noting that one could speak with no less aciuracy of a
lack of interest in scholarship among the poles of the Russian Empire,
where the number of Polish professors at warsaw university was steidily
declining because of government policy. Hrushevsky went on to claim
that the Ukrainians could staff their university with professors within a
three-year period, just as the Poles had done at Lviv University in the
early 1870s. He believed that the shevchenko scientific society had a
role to play in that undertaking.ll8

The 'Liberation of Russia'

Hrushevsky had been sent to Lviv by the leaders of the Kyivan old
Hromada with an all-Ukrainian mandate - one that he never forgot
during his residence of more than twenty years in Galicia. The essence
of that mandate was to help turn Galicia into a 'Ukrainian piedmont'
where ukrainian national culture, scholarship, and ideorogy could be
developed free of the restrictions imposed on the ukrainian movement
by the Russian authorities. This idea mirrored the concept of a 'polish
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Piedmont'developed by the Polish leaders in Galicia, who considered
Austrian rule more favourable to Polish national development than
German or Russian rule. Activists of the Polish movement saw Galicia
as a proving ground where Polish society could develop political, cul-
tural, and social practices forbidden elsewhere on Polish territory.lle

As Hrushevsky learned when he decided to leave the scholarly ghetto
and present his nationaliztng project to a wider world, theie"were
serious obstacles on the way to realizingthe Kyivan Ukrainians'dream
of turning Galicia into a Ukrainian Piedmont. Even with the victory of
the Ukrainian project in Galicia, the imperial border between the two
parts of Ukraine made it extremely difficult to import Galician achieve-
ments into the Russian Empire. This became apparent after the publica-
tion of the first volume of Hrushevsky's History of llkraine-Rus' inl898,
when he began thinking of ways to make the History and his other
works accessible to readers in Eastern Ukraine. The ban on importing
Ukrainian-language books into the Russian Empire was an almost insu-
perable obstacle. The Kyiv intelligentsia's circumvention of the Ems
Ukase of 7876 by moving Ukrainian publishing activities to Galicia
clearly allowed the Ukrainian printed word to survive one of the most
difficult eras in its history and conquer Galicia, but that did not solve
the problem of disseminating it in the Russian Empire. Unless the
empire lifted its ban on Ukrainian publications, the whole idea of the
Galician Piedmont and the raison d'6tre of Hrushevsky's work there
was in serious trouble.

Hrushevsky had to act, and in 1899 he waged the first battle of his
campaign to abolish the ban on Ukrainian publications. That year,
when the Eleventh Russian Archaeological Congress was scheduled to
be held in Kyig Hrushevsky and his students and associates at the
Shevchenko Scientific Society submitted their proposals for participa-
tion in Ukrainian. On the one hand, this was a natural way of proceed-
ing, given that Lviv historians published their research exclusively in
Ukrainian. On the other hand, Hrushevsky was fully conscious of the
political, cultural, and scholarly implications of his initiative in the
imperial Russian context. Later he wrote in his autobiography: 'I raised
and squarely posed the issue of allowing papers to be read in Ukrain-
iut'r.r120 Hrushevsky's demarche caused confusion in Russian govern-
ment and academic circles. The organizing committee of the congress
did not reject the Ukrainianlanguage papers, as it accepted papers
written in other Slavic languages, but refused to publish them in Ukrain-
ian in the proceedings of the congress. That compromise, suggested by
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liberal-minded members of the committee, was superseded by a ban
imposed by the Ministry of Internal Affairs on the presentation of
scholarly papers in Ukrainian. At this point the imperial Ministry of
Education entered the scene and proposed a new compromise, accord-
ing to which the presentation of Ukrainian-language papers would be
allowed not at plenary sessions open to the general public but only at
panels with no more than twenty-five people present. This proposal
was rejected both by the congress organizers and by Hrushevsky and
his associates. The papers that were to have been presented at the
congress were published in two volumes of the Memoir s of the Shea chenko
Scientific Society. As Hrushevsky noted in his autobiography,'it was also
necessary to document that these claims for the recognition of Ukrain-
ian as a scholarly language were backed by genuine scholarly work.'121

The negative ruling of the Ministry of Internal Affairs was provoked
by public statements made by proponents of the all-Russian idea, who
protested against giving the Ukrainian language the same status as
Russian at the congress. The attack on the liberals in the organizing
committee was led by Hrushevsky's former dean at Kyiv University,
Timofei Florinsky - the same individual who, following Hrushevsky's
defence of his master's thesis in 1894, had sarcastically invited the
young scholar to defend his doctoral dissertation at Kyiv University in
the Ukrainian language.122 In the eyes of Florinsky and other Russian
nationalists, Hrushevsky emerged after the Eleventh Archaeological
Congress as the leader of Ukrainian separatism. Once it became known
in Russia that Hrushevsky had signed the declaration of the Ukrainian
National Democratic Party calling for a united and independent Ukraine,
he was accused not only of undermining Russian cultural unity but also
of challenging the political unity of the empire.123 Another even more
important consequence of the language scandal was that it made the
general public aware of the existence of Ukrainian scholarship and put
the issue of lifting the ban on Ukrainian-language publications on the
political agenda. As Hrushevsky's student Ivan Krypiakevych later
wrote, Hrushevsky's stand on the issue 'made a great impression in
academic circles in Russia. Everyone began talking about Ukrainian
scholarship; they also began talking about unjust restrictions on the
Ukrainian language.'1 2a

In terms of the future of the Ukrainian language at scholarly confer-
ences held in Russia, the scandal of 7899 also had a significant impact.
In the short run, it was more negative than positive. To avoid further
problems, the organizers of Russian archaeological (in fact, historical)
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congresses, which were held every three years, decided not to invite
Galician scholars. That was the case at the twelfth congress, held in
Kharkiv in 7902, where papers were read oniy in Russian. The tactic
was only partly successful, as keeping Galicians away from the con-
gresses was not enough to keep the Ukrainian language out of the
congress proceedings. The following, thirteenth, congress, which took
place in Katerynoslav at the time of the 1905 revolution, was addressed
in Ukrainian by its honorary chairman, Mykola Sumtsov of Kharkiv
University.lz5 In fact, the ban on scholarly publications in Ukrainian
was broken by Hrushevsky even earlier, in 1903, in connection with
preparations for the Congress of Slavists that was to be held in St
Petersburg. After lengthy debate, the Ukrainian language was allowed
at the congress, but the congress itself never took p1ace.126 The papers
submitted to the organizing committee were published nevertheless,
and some of Hrushevsky's Ukrainian-language articles, including his
most famous essay on the traditional scheme of Russian history, which
deconstructed the all-Russian historical narrative and cleared the way
for the introduction of a Ukrainian one, were published in a collection
issued by the Russian Academy of Sciences.lzz The irony of the situation
lay in the fact that although the Slavic congress never took place and the
Ukrainian language was never heard from its podium, its organizers
went further than the liberal organizers of the Kyiv archaeological con-
gress had been prepared to go: they published the papers in Ukrainian.

In the autumn of 7904 Hrushevsky became involved in polemics with
one of the foremost Russian'Ukrainophiles,'Aleksandr Pypin. He tried
to persuade Pypin to publish a Ukrainian-language article in lzuestiia,
the journal of the Department of Russian Language and Literature of
the Imperial Academy of Sciences (IzORIaS). Sometime in the summer
of that year, Hrushevsky wrote to Pypin, offering for publication one of
his Ukrainian-language articles and citing as a precedent the earlier
publication in lzaestiia of a Czech-language article by Jiii Polivka.128
Pypin responded in September 1904, refusing the article. He stated that
although the department was not indifferent to the fate of the 'Little

Russian literary language,' it preferred not to take a position in the
conflict between local dialects. Pypin argued that lzaestiia was a Rus-
sian publication, not a pan-Slavic one; that the article in Czech was
published as an exception, as it was bibliographic in nature and its
author did not know Russian, while Hrushevsky knew the language.12e

Hrushevsky shot back that his own article was no less specialized
than Polivka's and that Pypin's claim about lzaestiia's being a Russian
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publication left no place for the Ukrainian language in Russian or Slavic
studies. Not without irony, Hrushevsky wrote: 'Here again we have the
same vicious circle in which the Ukrainian question keeps turning in
Russia. The Ukrainian language, literature, and the like are excluded
from the Slavic dialects as an integral part of the "Russian" disciplines
but are not included in the corpus of the latter. In consequence, there is
no place for them either in Slavic courses, publications, ind the l ike or
in "Russian" ones, and ultimately they are excluded from scholarly
practice. Regarding the Ukrainian language from its own viewpoint as
an integral part of the Russian language (see, for example, the draft of
its Slavic studies bibliography), the department could, with perfect
consistency, make room on the pages of its organ for the (Little) Russian
language alongside the (Great) Russian ot"r".'130

Nevertheless, Hrushevsky's main argument was based not on the
assumption that the Ukrainian language was entitled to a 'Russian'

status but on the assertion of its complete independence. Hrushevsky
found it strange that a knowledge of Russian should prevent anyone
from writing in his native language. He and his countrymen were
writing in Ukrainian not out of ignorance or inability to learn Russian
or any other foreign language, but because their own language was
capable of serving as a medium of intellectual communication. The
capacity of the Ukrainian language to perform scholarly tasks had long
been established, claimed Hrushevsky. The purpose of his article was to
inform the scholarly community in Russia about the work of Galician
scholars, while its socio-political task was to make a 'breach in Russian
censorship policy, which exclud.es the Ukrainian language from use in
scholarly writing.' Hrushevsky called on the department to treat the
Ukrainian question not as a political football but 'from a principled
viewpoint, i.e., from the viewpoint of free self-determination.' We do
not know whether Pypin ever responded to this letter from Hrushevsky
(he died on 26 November [9 December] 1904),131 but Hrushevsky's call
for members of the academy to support the 'self-determination' of the
Ukrainian language did not fall on deaf ears. In the final analysis, it was
the attitude of the Russian philologists at the academy that helped lift
the ban on Ukrainian publications.

The year 1904 marked an important step in Hrushevsky's campaign
to introduce the Ukrainian language into Russian imperial scholarly
and cultural discourse. By the end of that year, permission had been
granted to import his History of Ukraine-Rus' rnto the Russian Empire.
Thatbreakthrough, which was directly related to the coming revolution
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in Russia, resulted from a letter that Hrushevsky wrote to Prince Petr
Sviatopolk-Mirsky, the new Russian minister of the interior. judging by
the draft preserved in Hrushevsky's personal archive, his appeal to
Sviatopolk-Mirsky was a continuation of his earlier attempts to con-
vince Russian officialdom to lift the ban on importing the History into
the Russian Empire. Hrushevsky petitioned the heads of the Imperial
Directorate in charge of publications in 1902 and 1903 but received
either empty promises or no answer at all. Finally he decided to write to
Sviatopolk-Mirsky, taking him at his word, as the minister had made an
official pledge to 'alleviate the situation of the printed word in Russia
and introduce freedom and justice into national relations.'132 Citing the
Ems Ukase of 7876, Hrushevsky complained to the minister that even
the few copies of his History sent to individual scholars and educational
institutions had for the most part been confiscated by the Russian
authorities. Hrushevsky was determined to use every argument he
could muster, appealing even to East Slavic solidarity: as a Russian
subject, he wrote, he was ashamed and indignant that a Polish-
language book on fifteenth-century Polish and Lithuanian history writ-
ten by a former schoolfellow of his was allowed into Russia, while the
fourth volume of Hrushevsky's own History, which covered the same
chronological period, was not.133 Whether the motive was the prince's
anti-Polish animus or, more probably (as Hrushevsky wrote in his
autobiography), his desire to calm Russian public opinion in the wake
of defeat in the war with ]apan and growing popular discontent, per-
mission was granted to import the History of Ukraine-Rus' into the
Russian Empire.l3a

In 1904 Hrushevsky also managed to publish in St Petersburg his
survey of Ukrainian history - the first to appear in the Russian Empire
since the 1840s. The project was the result of an invitation from Maksym
Kovalevsky, a prominent Russian sociologist of Ukrainian descent, to
deliver a course on Ukrainian history at the Advanced School of Social
Sciences in Paris. Hrushevsky gave the course in April and May 1903,
reworking it into a book in the summer of that year. Hrushevsky's
Suruey History of the Ukrainian People was written in Russian and crowned
his long campaign to circumvent the ban on his works in Russia by
publishing in languages other than Ukrainian. In 1900 Hrushevsky
approached a number of German publishers to issue a German transla-
tion of his History of Ukraine-Rus'but, as he wrote in his autobiography,
'the unusual nature of the subject (compare Gautsch's argument) and
the great dimensions of the work were an obstacle: publishers responded
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negatively.'13s Not until 1903 did Hrushevsky find a publisher for the
first volume of his 'big' History in German (at his own expense) and a
brief history of Ukraine in French. The next step was to find a Russian
publisher, which proved diff icult. After prolonged negotiations,
Hrushevsky decided to publish the book at his own expense.l36 It was a
success and was reissued twice before being replaced by Hrushevsky's
Ukrainian-language Illustr ated Hist ory of Ukr aine in \972.137

During the Revolution of 1905 in the Russian Empire, Hrushevsky's
activities began to shift more and more toward Kyiv. By intellectual
upbringing and psychological make-up, Hrushevsky was definitely a
product of the Kyiv cultural and scholarly atmosphere and did not feel
completely at home in Lviv. Apart from that he saw new prospects for
his political, cultural, and scholarly work opening up in Dnipro Ukraine
and was eager to take advantage of those opportunities. Until 1905
Hrushevsky had been forced to suspend his trips to Kyiv and other
centres of Ukrainian political and cultural life in the Russian Empire.
He remained a Russian citizen, and his friends in Russian official circles
warned him about the danger of such trips to Eastern Ukraine. Given
his active participation in Ukrainian cultural and political life in Lviv,
Hrushevsky's well-wishers apparently did not exclude the possibility
of his arrest in the Russian Empire. The 1905 revolution changed the
situation radically. Not only could the History, previously banned in the
Russian Empire, now be sold there, but Hrushevsky himself was able to
travel to the empire and was allowed to publish his political writings in
Ukrainian and Russian periodicals.l3s Hrushevsky's professorial status
made it easier for him than for other Ukrainian activists to publish pro-
Ukrainian writings, and his readers encouraged him to do even more in
that vein.13e

A number of important battles were won; the door to the Russian
Empire was now open; but the campaign to lift the ban on Ukrainian
publications still lay ahead. The publication of Hrushevsky's Suraey
History of the Ukraininn People in Russia was met with open hostility by
proponents of all-Russian unity.1ao The Suruey was used by those forces
as an example of what could be expected of the Ukrainian movement
once the ban on Ukrainian publications was lifted. That was the leitmotif
of an anonymous article published under the pseudonym 'Kyivan'

(Kiealianin) in the newspaper Grnzhdsnin (Citizen). Its editors treated
the article as an expression of the opinion of the Kyiv 'Russian Assem-
bly'- a club of Russian nationalisis - on the issue. The anonymous
author claimed that lifting the ban on Ukrainian publications would
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amount to a revision of the treaty of 1654 between Tsar Aleksei
Mikhailovich and Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky, that the publication
of scripture in Ukrainian would help spread Protestantism (shtunda) in
Little Russia, and that freedom of association would help establish
militant organizations among the peasantry along the lines of the
Galician Sich societies. Hrushevsky responded to these accusations
with an article titled 'Phrases and Facts' published in the newspaper
Syn otechestzra (Son of the Fatherland) in April 1905. There he claimed
that his opponent had a poor knowledge of history, as the treaty of 1,654,
which in fact gave Ukraine the right of self-government, had already
been revised by the Muscovite bureaucracy, which took away Ukrain-
ian freedoms. He further asserted that the restrictions on Ukrainian
publications should be abolished without delay and that the Russian
Empire was badly in need of restructuring (perestroika).t+t

Hrushevsky's debate with the 'Kyivan'took place at a time when the
government, under pressure from the Ukrainian community, was look-
ing into the possibility of lifting the ban on Ukrainian publications. In
December 1904, the imperial cabinet decided to examine the issue,
stating that the restrictions had initially been imposed to curb the
Ukrainian movement, which in fact constituted no threat to the govern-
ment, while the ban on Ukrainian publications was hindering the edu-
cation of the peasantry. The cabinet asked for advice from the Russian
Academy of Sciences, Kyiv and Kharkiv universities, and the office of
the governor-general of Kyiv. All these institutions recommended the
lifting of the ban.142 The following year, 1905, saw the publication of
memoranda prepared by the Russian Academy of Sciences and Kharkiv
University in support of abolishing the ban. For Hrushevsky this was a
dream come true. The text of the academy's memorandum, which was
immediately translated into Ukrainian and published in Literaturno-
naukoayi aisnyk, appeared later as a separate brochure. In his introduc-
tion to the Ukrainian publication of the memorandum, Hrushev-
sky stressed the section in which its authors claimed that the ban on
Ukrainianlanguage publications in Russia helped promote such publi-
cations in Galicia, where they took on an anti-Russian character.la3 Thus
the achievements of the Ukrainian project in Galicia were not only
recognized by Russian scholars but also used as an argument in the
high-level debate on the future of the Ukrainian language in the Rus-
sian Empire.

In the spring of 1906 the Russian government issued new regulations
on publishing activities that silently dropped the restrictions imposed
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on Ukrainian publications by the ukase of 1876.144 The obstacles that
had hindered the development of Ukrainian cultural and political life
for decades were removed, and the Galician Piedmont could now start
sending its books and journals to Dnipro Ukraine. Hrushevsky had
every reason to be satisfied.las In an article titled 'The Ukrainian pied-
mont' (7906), addressed to a Russian readership, Hrushevsky wrote: 'In

the last decade of the nineteenth century, Galicia, despite the highly
difficult conditions of its own national and economic existence, has
become the centre of the Ukrainian movement, and in relation to the
Ukrainian lands of Russia it is now playing the role of a cultural arsenal
in which resources for the national, cultural, and socio-political revival
of the Ukrainian people have been created and perfecte-d.'146

The spring of 1906 brought the election to the First Russian Duma of a
number of Ukrainian activists, as well as many deputies who, though
not active in the Ukrainian movement, considered themselves to be of
Ukrainian origin and were sympathetic to the Ukrainian cause. These
deputies formed a Ukrainian caucus in the Duma that published a
Russian-language newspaper, Ukrainskii aestnik (Ukrainian Herald), be-
tween May and August 1906. Hrushevsky went to St Petersburg as soon
as the deputies began to assemble for the opening of the first Russian
parliament and was immediately accepted by them as the unchal-
lenged leader of the Ukrainian movement. It was Hrushevsky who,
more often than not, defined the political course of Llkrainskii aestnik, to
which he contributed numerous articles.laz Hrushevsky was eager to
share his experience with the political leaders of the Ukrainian move-
ment in Russia. In the above-mentioned article, 'The Ukrainian Pied-
mont,' which appeared in the second issue of tlkrainskii aestnik,
Hrushevsky acquainted the Ukrainian public in the Russian Empire
with the Galician experience, not only with regard to the development
of Ukrainian culture, but also in the organization of Ukrainian corunu-
nal and political life, spheres of activity unfamiliar to the leaders and
rank-and-file members of the Ukrainian movement in the empire prior
to the 1905 revolution.ra8ln his first speech to the Ukrainian deputies of
the Duma, Hrushevsky 'acquainted those present with the rlsults of
forty years of constitutionalism in Austrian Ukraine and indicated the
obstacles with which its social and cultural movement had had to
contend and that must be borne in mind so as to avoid them in the
construction of political and social relations in Russia.'14e

One of Hrushevsky's most important contributions to Ukrainian
polit icaf discourse in 1905-7 was his introduction of the 'Ukrainian
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question' to broad circles of Russian imperial society. Hrushevsky's
articles also reached out to those of Ukrainian origin who did not read
Ukrainian and were not involved in any type of Ukrainian cultural
activity. These two audiences were the main target of the numerous
pamphlets and essays that Hrushevsky published in the Russian Em-
pire, in both Ukrainian and Russian, throughout the 1905 revolution. In
a number of articles, he presented a survey of Ukrainian history de-
signed to help the reader understand the origins of the problem. He also
explained the development of Ukrainian political thought up to the
Revolution of 1905.1s0 Hrushevsky did not discuss the'Ukrainian ques-
tion' in isolation but treated it as part of a much broader political
problem. In 1907 he published many of his political writings of that
period under the title The Liberation of Russia and the Ukrainian Ques-
tion.lsl The title of the collection embodied the main idea of Hrushevsky's
writings of the day: the solution to the 'Ukrainian question,' which
Hrushevsky saw in the granting of national-territorial autonomy, was
presented as a necessary condition for the 'liberation of Russia.' That
term was used in the Russian Empire to define a broad movement of
the imperial intelligentsia and a public-opinion campaign designed to
force the authorities to adopt a constitution. In Hrushevsky's view, the
'liberation' agenda had to include not only the adoption of a constitu-
tion and the granting of political freedoms to the population at large but
also the reorganization of the Russian Empire on a federal basis. 'Russia

is an "empire of peoples," among which the ruling nationality consti-
tutes a minority. It cannot develop freely and successfully as long as
that restructuring does not provide for the free and genuine existence
and development of its component parts - its peoples,' wrote Hrushevsky
in his introduction to The Liberetion of Russia.15z

Hrushevsky defined the'Ukrainian question'as part of the national
question in general - in his opinion, one of the most important ques-
tions that the Russian Empire had to confront on its way to the 'libera-

tion' of its society. An important element in Hrushevsky's reformulation
of the 'Ukrainian problem' was his refusal to treat it as an issue of
restoring the historical rights granted to Bohdan Khmelnytsky by the
Russian tsars and then taken away by the imperial government.
Hrushevsky occasionally used that argument, but only in a supporting
role. For a historian to marginalize a historical argument was surely no
easy matter, especially as his more radical rivals within the Ukrainian
ranks, such as the early proponent of Ukrainian sovereignty, Mykola
Mikhnovsky, used this argument to legitimize their claim to indepen-
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dence.153 By moving the historical argument to the periphery of his
political discourse, Hrushevsky was in fact parting ways with the age-
old tradition of Little Russian autonomism, whose leaders had continu-
ously referred to the return of the rights guaranteed to Ukraine in
Khmelnytsky's day as their political goal.

Hrushevsky also removed the 'Ukrainian question' from the frame-
work defined by the concepts of 'all-Russian' culture and nationality.
He considered the existence of a distinct Ukrainian nationality with its
own history, Ianguage, literature, and culture to be an issue resolved
once and for all. The official stand of the Russian Academy of Sciences,
whose memorandum of 1905 suggested that the all-Russian language
was in fact the Great Russian one, while the Ukrainians required educa-
tion in their own language, significantly reinforced Hrushevsky's argu-
ment. The'Ukrainian question'according to Hrushevsky, was not part
of the 'Russian question,'but had much more to do with the 'questions'

of the 'non-Russian nationalities' - the Poles, Finns, Ceorgians, and so
on. The Ukrainian question could be solved, in Hrushevsky's opinion,
only as part of the solution of Russia's national problem in general,
which entailed a reorganization of the Russian Empire along national
lines, with national-territorial autonomy for the non-Russian peoples.
None of those peoples was to be treated preferentially by the authorities
or to be discriminated against on the grounds of its alleged 'immaturity.'

Even though the goals of Ukrainian autonomy and the federal re-

structuring of Russia were among the traditional slogans of the Ukrain-
ian movement, Hrushevsky's reformulation of these demands within
the context of the right to national self-determination and constitution-
alism put the Ukrainian movement on an entirely different basis. The
change in status of the Ukrainian movement - from one struggling for a
more prominent place within the all-Russian ethnic hierarchy to one
that rejected that hierarchy altogether and adopted the goal of creating
its new national identity outside the all-Russian ethnic construct - was
vehemently rejected by the proponents of all-Russian unity. Still, the

position taken by the leaders of the Ukrainian movement during the
1905 revolution and the reality of political struggle and dissension in
the empire influenced even them. In 1910 Prime Minister Petr Stolypin,
an outspoken supporter of Russian nationalist organizations, issued a
circular in which he included the Ukrainians among the non-Russian
nationalities of the empire. The 'error'was soon corrected by the tsarist
authorities, but this had little impact on the way in which the members
of the Ukrainian movement now saw themselves and their people.lsa
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It made considerable sense for Hrushevsky to present the Ukrainian
agenda as part of the solution to Russia's nationality problem in general
and to seek support not only from the Russian liberals but also from the
non-Russian national movements. The major stumbling block on that
road appeared to be the 'Polish question.' An alliance between the
Polish national movement, represented by Hrushevsky's adversaries in
Galicia - the Polish National Democrats, led by Roman Dmowski - and
the Russian liberals, led by Pavel Miliukov's Constitutional Democrats,
was in the air from the first days of the revolution.l55 From Hrushevsky's
viewpoint, that was a dangerous alliance, as it could lead to the solution
of Russo-Polish problems at the expense of Ukraine. Exasperated with
Polish rule over the Ukrainian part of Galicia, Hrushevsky feared a
similar situation in the Russian Empire if the Vistula Land - the former
Congress Kingdom of Poland - were to obtain autonomy. That could
legitimize the continuation of Polish rule over the Ukrainian population
of the Kholm region, replicating the situation in Austrian Galicia. An-
other concern of Hrushevsky's was that the achievement of national-
territorial autonomy by the Poles within the Russian Empire would
curb Polish opposition to the regime and weaken the forces of the non-
Russian peoples striving for their national rights. Without the Poles,
neither the Ukrainians nor the other non-Russian peoples would be
strong enough to achieve national-territorial autonomy on their own.
All these considerations influenced Hrushevsky's stand on the issue of
national autonomy in the Russian Empire and account for his repeated
appeals to all the non-Russian nationalities to maintain a common front
against the regime, as well as his demands to the authorities not to
discriminate among the nationalities and treat all of them as equally
entit led to national-territorial autonomy within the empire.

Apart from the 'Polish question,' another important ethnic and reli-
gious issue that attracted Hrushevsky's attention during the 1905-7
revolution was the 'jewish question.' Hrushevsky, who considered the

Jews of Ukraine no less victimized by foreign dominance than the
Ukrainians themselves, enthusiastically welcomed the submission to
the Duma of a bill to abolish the pale of settlement. In an article titled
'The End of the Ghetto,' Hrushevsky wrote: 'The draft law on civil
equality submitted to the Duma should remove from the Ukrainian
lands of Russia one of the most shameful relics of the Middle Ages that
continues to hang over them, through no fault or volition of their own,
that is, the pale of jewish settlement.'156 Hrushevsky did not consider
either Jews or Ukrainians responsible for their mutual animosity but



60 Nation and Empire

blamed the Polish and then the Russian government for creating the
']ewish question.' He also attacked the foreign rulers of Ukraine for
causing the jewish pogroms, stating that'centralist socio-economic and
nationality policy, which condemned the Ukrainian masses of the re-
gion to irredeemable ignorance, to cultural and economic poverty, de-
priving them of all opportunity for self-determination and development,
created the other pole of that terrible question, which does not cease to
stun us with the most terrible conflicts that have often reduced social
thought to a despairing standstill.'1s7 Hrushevsky despised the restric-
tions and persecutions inflicted on the ]ewish population by the tsarist
authorities. He saw the ]ews as possible allies in the cause of Ukraine's
liberation and hoped for future cooperation between Ukrainians and

Jews. Hrushevsky believed that all 'conscious' members of Ukrainian
society were bound to welcome the abolition of the pale of settlement,
which would turn the artificially divided segments of the Ukrainian
population into compatriots, working together for the benefit of their
homeland.

Hrushevsky's political pamphlets of 7905-7 show him operating
within the context of a number of discourses, notably populist (drawing
up the agenda for the Ukrainian cultural elites) and nationalist (em-
ploying the paradigm of the national revival). Within the parameters of
the populist discourse, the people were important to Hrushevsky as the
source of legitimacy for the program of Ukrainian nation-building. It
was the need ascribed to the Ukrainian people for free cultural, na-
tional, and economic development that Hrushevsky strove to satisfy
through the proposed autonomization of the Russian Empire. It was
also in the name of the people that he called upon the Ukrainian
intelligentsia to join the Ukrainian movement. At the same time, in
Hrushevsky's national discourse, the 'people'were not to be used as an
instrument to divide Ukrainian society into opposing groups of 'haves'

and 'have-nots'but rather to unite the prospective nation in the struggle
for its rights. Social issues, even such important ones as the agrarian
question, were now viewed by Hrushevsky through the prism of the
national paradigm. He believed, for example, that the distribution of
land to the peasantry would benefit the Ukrainian nation, predomi-
nantly made up of peasants, while hurting the Poles in Ukraine - a
nation of landlords.lss Hrushevsky also skilfully navigated within the
dominant political discourses of the time. He often attacked the Polish
elites within the framework of the 'national justice' discourse they had
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constructed, while presenting the Ukrainian agenda to the Russian
liberals as part of the program for the 'liberation of Russia.'

During the first decades of the twentieth century, the Ukrainian move-
ment found itself in very different situations in the Russian Empire and
the Habsburg Monarchy, with well-developed national institutions in
the latter and only the first signs of their emergence in the former. The
immediate goals of the movement were also different in the two em-
pires. Hrushevsky's populism, with its strong socialist overtones, which
was a stimulus to the democratization of the well-developed Ukrainian
movement in Galicia, could have created insuperable divisions in the
young Ukrainian political movement of Eastern Ukraine and was there-
fore modified by Hrushevsky in favour of a more inclusive policy and
discourse. The strategies that Hrushevsky employed in his writings
published in the Russian Empire differed from the ones that dominated
his Galician writings. Instead of challenging and attacking the leaders
of the Ukrainian community, as he had done in Galicia, in Dnipro
Ukraine Hrushevsky was more concerned with uniting the scattered
forces of the delayed Ukrainian revival. These two strategies were
related to very different images of the national'other.' If in the first case
the enemy was the Polish elite, and often Polish society at large (to the
degree that it supported the policies of the elite), in the second it was the
right-wing proponents of all-Russian unity, the Russian bureaucracy,
the imperial regime, and so on, but never Russian society as a whole.

The differentiation between regime and society that was so striking
in Hrushevsky's writings for the Russian public and so seldom appar-
ent in his works written for Galician consumption is to be explained
first and foremost by the political conditions of the time. The Ukrainian
movement in Russian-ruled Ukraine was much more dependent on the
support and cooperation of Russian political parties than it was in
Austria, where it could not rely on the good will of the Polish parties
and could easily survive without their support. There was also another
factot perhaps of even greater importance: in Ukrainian consciousness
at the turn of the twentieth century, the image of Russia and the Rus-
sians had not acquired the characteristics of an ethnic 'other' to the
degree that Poland and the Poles had done. In Eastern Ukraine
Hrushevsky had to wage a long and difficult campaign to convince not
only the authorities but the Ukrainian intelligentsia itself that Ukraini-
ans indeed constituted a separate nation and that the intelligentsia's
first duty was to serve that nation, not some general 'all-Russian' cause.
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Between Two Revolutions

From 1905 on Hrushevsky's political and cultural work in Dnipro
Ukraine took more and more of his time and energy, but that did not
lead him to abandon his involvement in Galician political and cultural
life. Hrushevsky became more active in Galician politics after 7907,
with the passing of a new electoral law in the Habsburg Monarchy that
introduced universal male suffrage, thereby changing the political scene
in Galicia.

Hrushevsky's interest in party politics in Galicia reflected his general
position on the issue of Ukrainian nation-building. He favoured all po-
litical alliances that could promote the independence of the Ukrainian
political process, rejecting and condemning those that might compro-
mise its independence and hinder the national self-determination of the
Ukrainians of eastern Galicia. For example, Hrushevsky welcomed the
alliance of the Ukrainian National Democrats and the |ewish Zionists in
the elections of 1907 but vehemently opposed the creation of a Ruthenian
parliamentary club uniting Ukrainian and Russophile deputies. The
declaration of two of the five Russophile deputies that they considered
themselves Russians gave Hrushevsky additional ammunition in his
struggle against Russophilism and the Russian nationalization project
in Galicia. So did the political alliance between the Polish National
Democrats and the Russophiles. Hrushevsky condemned the Polish
National Democrats'revival of pan-Slavic ideology, which was intended
to improve relations between the Polish elite and the Russian imperial
government on the basis of common anti-German sentiment. As these
forces were opposed to the Ukrainian cause, Hrushevsky appealed for
an end to the pan-Slavic tradition of the Ukrainian movement and
stressed the importance of Germanic influences on Ukrainian culture
and history. He also encouraged his readers to seek allies among the
Belarusians and Lithuanians.lse

Hrushevsky avoided membership in political parties but clearly
favoured the Nationai Democrats, whose meetings he again began to
attend. Despite his interest in their activities, Hrushevsky had never
been reluctant to criticize the policies of the party leadership. In 1911 he
collected some of his earlier articles on political topics and published
them as a brochure trtled Nasha polityka (Our Politics). In these articles,
Hrushevsky sought to mobilize Ukrainian society to struggle for its
economic, cultural, and national rights. Hrushevsky, who had consis-
tently followed Antonovych in stressing the importance of scholarly
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and cultural work for the Ukrainian cause, was now placing special
emphasis on the need for political action. The main targets of his cri-
tique were the National Democratic leaders and representatives in the
Vienna parliament and the Galician diet. Hrushevsky criticized their
activities from the viewpoint of the 'people,' claiming that the people's
representatives had an obligation to recognize their needs and lead
them toward national and social liberation. The main deficiency of the
National Democratic Party, in Hrushevsky's opinion, was its lack of
principle, which meant readiness to compromise with the Polish au-
thorities and settle for small concessions instead of fighting for the long-
term goals of the Ukrainian movement. For most of his years in Lviv,
Hrushevsky remained a staunch opponent of compromise with the
Polish authorities and their rule in Galicia. He strongly believed that
Ukrainian national and social liberation depended on a resolute struggle
for the attainment of the rights offered to the Ukrainians by the Habsburg
political system but illegally denied them by the Polish elite.

The publication of Our Politics caused an uproar in Ukrainian society
and a great deal of trouble for its author. It spurred the leadership of the
National Democratic Party, as well as Hrushevsky's old and new en-
emies in the Ukrainian scholarly community, to stage a revolt against
him in the Shevchenko Scientific Society, forcing him to resign from its
leadership. A new statute was adopted that gave voting rights to non-
scholarly members and took them away from corresponding members
in Eastern Ukraine - a constituency traditionally loyal to Hrushevsky.
In the opinion of one of Hrushevsky's most talented students, Ivan
Krypiakevych, who stood by his teacher during the conflict, the situa-
tion was not eased by defects in Hrushevsky's character - his
authoritarianism and intolerance of opposition.l6o Eventually, he had to
resign.161 Although this was a major blow to Ukrainian scholarship in
Galicia, even these drastic changes to the society's statute did not affect
its scholarly character, which Hrushevsky had firmly established.
Throughout the First World War and the interwar period, the society
continued to function as an unofficial Ukrainian academy of sciences in
Polish-dominated Lviv, where Ukrainian scholars had no other forum
to present, disseminate, and popularize their scholarly findings.

Among the reasons that may account for Hrushevsky's unwilling-
ness to make any compromises in Galicia, which eventually cost him
the leadership of the Shevchenko Scientific Society, was his ever deeper
involvement in the politics of Dnipro Ukraine. One of the consequences
of the 1905 revolution that was not reversed after its end was the lifting
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of prohibitions on ukrainian-language publications in the Russian Em-
pire, which allowed Hrushevsky to move his scholarly and cultural
activities to Dnipro ukraine. The publication of hrs History of lrkraine-
Rus', which was transferred to Kyiv beginning with volume six, was
only one of the signs of this major shift. while remaining active in
Galician politics, Hrushevsky became heavily involved in Kyrv poritics
as well. He worked diligently there, trying to persuade the Russian
government to establish chairs of Ukrainian studies in the universities
of Ukraine. He also played an important role in the publication of the
Kyiv newsp aper Rada (Council), which he agreed to edit, inviting Symon
Petliura, the future leader of the Ukrainian government of 79IB-2I, to
serve as managing editor of the pub1ication.162

From 1906 on Hrushevsky had definite plans to move to Kviv him-
self; his family (wife and daughter) lived thlre most of the time. In t908,
during his brief visits to Kyiv, he was often busy supervising the build-
ing of the family home, which was finished by the autumn of 1909.163 In

_1908 
Hrushevsky applied for the position in Russian history at Kyiv

University. His competitor was a professor of the Nizhyn Historical and
Philological Institute, Volodymyr Savva, a specialist in early modern
Russian history. 164 Among those supporting Hrushevsky,s application
for the position were the philologist volodymyr peretts and the histo-
rian MytrofanDovnar-Zapolsky, both of whom held chairs at Kyiv Uni-
versity. The legal historian Mykola vasylenko published an article in the
local newspaper Kieaskii golos (Kyivan Voice)16s supporting Hrushevsky,s
application, but the university chose Sawa for the position.

Hrushevsky's plans to base his activities in Kyiv encountered resis-
tance not only from proponents of 'all-Russian' unity but also from
certain leaders of the ukrainian movement there. The expansion of
Hrushevsky's activities in Dnipro Ukraine met with suspicion and re-
sistance on the part of other leaders of Ukrainian circles in Kyiv. Among
those who voiced their concerns were the writer Borys Hrinchenko and
the literary scholar Serhii Iefremov, who apparently feared that the
leadership of the Ukrainian movement in the Russian Empire might
pass from them to the strong-willed Hrushevsky.l66 probably the great-
est surprise for Hrushevsky was that his return to Dnipro Ukraine met
with resistance from his former literary mentor, the renowned Ukrain-
ian writer Ivan Nechui-Levytsky. unlike Hrinchenko, Nechui-Levytsky
was concerned less with the possibility of Hrushevsky's taking control
of the ukrainian movement in Kyiv than with his alleged attempts to'calicianize' 

the ukrainian language and ukrainian culturar rife in
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Dnipro Ukraine. In 7907 Nechui-Levytsky wrote a brochure against
Hrushevsky and his alleged linguistic 'Galicianization' that served as a
basis for subsequent attacks on Hrushevsky from all sides of the politi-
cal spectrum.l67

Despite all the difficulties that he encountered in Kyiv, Hrushevsky
went on with his projects. In December 7906 the editorial office of
Literaturno-naukoayi aisnyk was moved from Lviv to Kyiv with the help
of one of the leaders of the Ukrainian movement in Eastern Ukraine,
Ievhen Chykalenko, who was also the movement's devoted financial
sponsor. The transfer of the editorial office of Literaturno-naukoayi aisnyk
ultimately played an important role in Hrushevsky's efforts to bridge
the gap between Ukrainian cultural life in the Russian and Austro-
Hungarian empires. Hrushevsky's other major preoccupation in Kyiv
was the Ukrainian Scientific Society, which he headed. That new insti-
tution was supposed to play in the Russian Empire the same role that
the Shevchenko Scientific Society had played in Galicia. Hrushevsky
was elected president of the society's executive board and thus gained
control of the activities of the two major Ukrainian scholarly organiza-
tions. In Lviv Hrushevsky continued to edit the Shevchenko Society's
principal journal, the Memoirs of the Sheachenko Scientific Society; in Kyiv
he assumed the editorship of the major periodical of the Ukrainian
Scientific Society, Zapy slcy Ukr alns' koho N aukoaoho Tou ary sta a (ZLINT,
Memoirs of the Ukrainian Scientific Society). Hrushevsky's organiza-
tional energy and talent were enormous. The fact that he headed the
Ukrainian scholarly societies in Lviv and Kyiv and edited their peri-
odicals, as well as Literaturno-naukoayi oisnyk and a number of other
Ukrainian journals, led not only to numerous complaints on the part of
Hrushevsky's rivals in Ukrainian cultural circles but also to some con-
fusion among opponents of the movement. The Kyiv-based Russian
nationalist Anatolii Savenko erroneously assumed that Literqturno-
naukouyi aisnyk served as the periodical of the Ukrainian Scientific
Society in Kyiv and that the Kyiv Society was named after Shevchenko
and had been transferred by Hrushevsky from Lviv to Kyiv.168

With the end of the revolution and the reimposition of restrictions on
all forms of political activity in the Russian Empire, Hrushevsky was
forced to change the focus of his activities from political propaganda to
cultural and scholarly work. But even then he never completely aban-
doned political activity, insofar as it could be conducted in the post-
1907 Russian Empire. In the era of government repression of political
opposition in general and the Ukrainian movement in particular that
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followed the Revolution of 1905, Hrushevsky remained faithful to the
program that he had formulated for the Ukrainian movement during
the revolutionary period. In Dnipro Ukraine he cooperated with the
Society of Ukrainian Progressives, whose political goal was the achieve-
ment of Ukrainian autonomy. Hrushevsky was a staunch supporter of
that postulate of the Ukrainian movement and led the Ukrainian
progressives in their attempt to convince the Russian Constitutional
Democrats, especially their leader, Pavel MiliuLsy, to support Ukrain-
ian demands for autonomy in 1914. The Constitutional Democrats, for
their part, were prepared to push for the introduction of the Ukrainian
language into the school system but considered federalization danger-
ous to the Russian state. Hrushevsky was eager to cooperate with the
Russian liberals and peasant representatives in the Fourth Russian
Duma on other issues close to his heart, including the establishment of
chairs of Ukrainian studies in Ukrainian universities and the introduc-
tion of Ukrainian as the language of instruction in elementary schools,
but refused to give up his demand for Ukrainian autonomy.l6e

The 'Polish question,' especially the issue of the Kholm region,
remained at the centre of Hrushevsky's attention between the two revo-
lutions, and in 1913 he did not hesitate to render public support to a
government plan, promoted by the Russian nationalists, to establish a
separate Kholm gubernia, thereby removing it from the prospective
Polish autonomous region. He explained his position (and that of Ukrain-
ian activists in general) on that issue in a letter read to the deputies of
the Third Duma by a member of the Constitutional Democratic Party.170
The |ewish question also continued to concern Hrushevsky. in 1913
he commented with disgust on the trial of Mendel Beilis in Kyiv, con-
demning manifestations of anti-Semitism in Ukraine and holding the
imperial government responsible for them because it was preventing
the development of culture and education among the Ukrainian popu-
lation. He knew that the Beilis case would tarnish the image of
his homeland but was proud that the jury, which consisted of simple
Ukrainian peasants, pronounced Beilis innocent.171

One of the main goals of Hrushevsky's activity in Dnipro Ukraine
between the 1905 revolution and the outbreak of the First World War
was to preserve and secure the concessions that the Ukrainian move-
ment had obtained from the government during the revolution. He was
eager to use those concessions in order to move the Ukrainian idea from
the narrow circle of the urban intelligentsia to the countryside and
develop national consciousness among the vast masses of the Ukrain-
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ian peasantry. It was in this period that Hrushevsky became engaged in
the publication of Ukrainian-language newspapers for the peasantry,
Selo (Village ,7909-77) and Zasiu (Sowing, 7971.-72). He was also active
in publishing and reissuing his own popular writings on Ukrainian
history. In 1907 he published a popular history of Ukraine, Pro stsrt
chasy na Ukraini (About Old Times in Ukraine), and in 7909, a popular
biography of Bohdan Khmelnytskf, Pro bat'ka kozats'koho Bohdana
Khrrel'nyts'koho (On the Cossack Father Bohdan Khmelnytskiz), both
intended for a peasant readership. Hrushevsky's Ukrainian-language
Illustrsted History of Ukraine, which replaced his Russian-language Str-
uey History of the Ukrninian People and was addressed primarily to the
Ukrainian intelligentsia, was issued four times before 1917.t22

Hrushevsky was actively inculcating national consciousness into the
Ukrainian masses, and it would appear that his efforts were yielding
the expected results. Readers in the Russian Empire were now gaining
access to his publications and writing to him in Lviv to express their
opinions, request advice, and the like. A court clerk from Berdychiv,
Petro Saviovsky, wrote to Hrushevsky in his capacity as editor of
Literaturno-naukouyi uisnyk, complaining about the distrust of Ukraini-
ans in the Russian Empire and asking whether there were any transla:
tions of Gogol into Ukrainian. 'It is most unfortunate,'wrote Saviovsky,
echoing some of Hrushevsky's own concerns of his gymnasium years,
'that Gogol was a great literary capacity but wrote such a marvellous
poem as Taras Bulba in a language other than Ukrainiun.tT73 Hrushevsky
was receiving correspondence not only from the Eastern Ukrainian
intelligentsia but also from workers and peasants.u4Apeasant from the
homestead of Poluianiv F. Shelest, wrote to Hrushevsky in Lviv that he
and three other peasants had subscribed to Selo and were glad to have
read its articles about Taras Shevchenko. Shelest welcomed the 'pro-

gressive' orientation of the newspaper and the Ukrainian language in
which it was written: 'Your bulletin is to our liking not only because it is
freedom-loving and progressive, but also because it is written in our
nat ive Ukrain ian language. '  I  7o

The outbreak of the First World War caught Hrushevsky vacationing
at his summer house in Kryvorivnia in the Carpathian Mountains.
Because of wartime conditions he was unable to return to Lviv, but the
Austrian military authorities would not allow him to stay in Kryvorivnia.
Faced with the advancing Russian troops, Hrushevsky embarked on
a long and challenging odyssey. He left first for Budapest and Vienna
and then for Italy, finally arriving in Kyiv in November 1914. There
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Hrushevsky was arrested by the Russian authorities, who exiled him to
Simbirsk.176 On the eve of the First World War, Hrushevsky was per-
ceived both in the Russian Empire and in the Habsburg Monarchy as
the leader of the Ukrainian movement. His treatment by the authorities
of those warring states during his three-year odyssey may therefore be
viewed as a good indication of the way in which the Russians and
Austrians approached the Ukrainian problem.

It is not surprising that the attitude of the Austrian government to the
ukrainians and their leader at the beginning of the First world war
continued to depend mostly on the position of the Polish ruling elites in
Galicia. The Polish National Democrats exploited the outbreak of hos-
tilities to direct the state apparatus against their enemies in the ukrain-
ian camp, whom they accused of Russophilism - a treasonable offence,
given the state of the war between Austria and the Russian Empire.
Throughout his years at Lviv University Hrushevsky had remained a
Russian subject, which made him an easy target for accusations of
Russophile sympathies. He was also well known for his lack of defer-
ence to the Dual Monarchy. In the first weeks of the war an issue of
Literaturno-naukoayi uisnyk containing an article of Hrushevsky's with
an unflattering characterization of the recently assassinated Archduke
Franz Ferdinand had been confiscated by the Austrian police. Recog-
nizing the danger to Hrushevsky, leaders of the Union for the Libera-
tion of ukraine, an organization of young Ukrainian activists established
in vienna in close cooperation with the Austrian authorities, helped the
historian leave his summer house in the carpathians first for Budapest
and then for vienna.177 Despite the intervenlion of the well-connected
members of the lJnion, the Austrian police kept Hrushevskv under
surveil lance while he was in vienna and issued an arrest *u.ru.rt charg-
ing him with Russophilism after he left the city.178

Even less tolerant of Hrushevsky as leader of the Ukrainian move-
ment were the Russian authorities. In late August 1,974, long before
Hrushevsky crossed the borders of the Russian Empire, a warrant was
issued for his arrest. It was executed on 28 November, a few days after
Hrushevsky's arrival in Kyiv. He was imprisoned and, following nu-
merous interrogations and a search of his houses in Kyiv and Lviv (now
occupied by Russian troops), sent to Simbirsk.lTe Only a media cam-
paign in his defence, featuring such prominent Russian academic and
political figures as Aleksei Shakhmatov and Petr Struve, saved him
from being sent to an even more remote Siberian location. Some of
Hrushevsky's colleagues at the Russian Academy of Sciences, such as
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Shakhmatov, stood by him and worked hard to make possible his

transfer from Simbirsk to Kazan, and finally to Moscow. Others, like

Sergei Platonov took a more ambivalent approach, advising the Acad-

emy of Sciences to exercise caution in advocating Hrushevsky's transfer
from Simbirsk. Hrushevsky's situation improved only as the revolution
drew near and he was allowed to move first to Kazan and then to
Moscow, where he was able to return to work on his multivolume
History of LJkraine-Rus' .180

Why did the Russian authorities consider it important to arrest and

exile Hrushevsky despite the protests of some of the most prominent

Russian intellectuals? An answer to this question may be found in a

book published by S.N. Shchegolev, an imperial Russian censor and
'Little Russian'by background, prior to the First World War. Entitled
The l.-lkrainisn National Mooement as a Contempornry Stage of South Rus-

sian Separatism, the book not only presented a detailed history of the

Ukrainian movement in the Russian Empire but also made a strong

case against Hrushevsky and other leaders of the Ukrainian movement

in Galicia.181 Many of the ideas advocated by Schegolev made their way
into a report filed in january 7915 by the head of the Russian police

directorate in occupied Galicia, Colonel Mezentsov. Hrushevsky was

presented there as the leading Russian 'Mazepist' in Calicia. In the

official Russian lexicon, the term 'Mazepist'was a synonym for traitor

and separatist: given wartime conditions, Hrushevsky and other lead-

ers of the Ukrainian movement were considered potential traitors.1s2 In

his report Mezentsov portrayed the whole Ukrainian movement in

Galicia as Mazepist, with its leaders aspiring to carve a Ukrainian
kingdom under Austrian protection out of the Ukrainian ethnic territo-
ries of the Russian Empire. Mezentsov claimed that Hrushevsky, as
leader of the Mazepist movement, had been summoned to Kyiv by his
accomplices in the Union for the Liberation of Ukraine to conduct
Mazepist propaganda among the population and Russian troops

stationed in Dnipro Ukraine.183
The aggressive Russian stand against the 'Mazepists' resulted in a

thoroughgoing campaign against the Ukrainian movement in the Rus-

sian Empire. The authorities shut down almost all the Ukrainian insti-

tutions and their media. In that context Hrushevsky's arrest was little

more than a logical outcome of government policy toward the Ukrain-
ian movement. With the outbreak of war, the defenders of all-Russian
unity and old enemies of Hrushevsky, such as his former dean, Florinsky,

were given unlimited opportunities to go after their main ideological
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foe. Russian newspapers were eager to give space to authors who
accused Hrushevsky of every conceivable transgression against the
Russian Empire. if in Austria Hrushevsky was accused of being pro-
Russian, in Russia he was accused of being pro-Austrian. This was the
leitmotif of an article published in the newsp iper Kiculiani n (The Kyivan )
by Hrushevsky's former professor, Iuliian Kulakovsky.l8l The article
provoked Hrushevsky's response in Rech' (Speech) that in turn trig-
gered the investigation into Hrushevsky's anti-Austrian activities in
Lviv. Hrushevsky ridiculed Kulakovsky's assertion that he was respon-
sible for the formation of Sich Riflemen detachments in Galicia merely
because his former students had joined them. He could no more be
responsible for the actions of his students, stated Hrushevsky, than
Professor Kulakovsky could be responsible for the actions of Hrushevsky
himself.lss Kulakovsky's unbridled accusations reflected the new atmo-
sphere that took hold of Russian society during the war, making it
difficult for Hrushevsky's friends to defend him against government
sanctions.

In his letters to the exiled Hrushevsky, Shakhmatov tried to cheer up
his colleague, expressing relief that Hrushevsky had been sent only to
Simbirsk and not to Tomsk gubernia, as the military had advocated. He
attempted to persuade Hrushevsky to suspend his political activities,
saying that it was necessary to call a halt to the internal struggle in order
to ensure the success of the external one - a clear reference to the course
of the First World 1,yur.186 Hrushevsky, for his part, adopted a stand best
reflected in the words of another Ukrainian exile, Taras Shevchenko: 'I

am tormented, I suffer, but I do not repent.' His spirits were clearly low,
but he refused to give up political activity even in exile. In the summer
of 1915 he wrote from Simbirsk to his supporters that the war was
dragging on and it r.t as impossible to postpone all activity until its end.
Hrushevsky advised them to take advantage of the change of ministers
in the imperial cabinet to lobby for lifting the ban on Ukrainian activi-
ties imposed at the beginning of the war. He suggested a program for
the Ukrainian movement geared toward the responsibilities of indi-
vidual ministers. From the minister of internal affairs, the Ukrainians
were to demand an end to the prohibition on Ukrainian publications,
liberalization of censorship, and improvement of conditions for Galician
internees. The minister of education n as to be lobbied for recognition of
Ukrainian-language education as a private matter, as well as for the
introduction of Ukrainian subjects in the curricula of teachers'colleges
and secondary schools. From the Procurator of the Orthodox Synod,
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activists were to demand the introduction of Ukrainian-language ser-

mons in churches and an end to the Russification of the clergy.187

Hrushevsky remained involved in Ukrainian political life after his trans-

fer to Kazan and then to Moscow. 188 Even in exile, he flatly refused to give

up his role as leader of the Ukrainian movement in the Russian Empire.

Hrushevsky's opponents in the Habsburg Monarchy and the Russian

Empire accused him of acting on behalf of each other's governments,
although it is patently obvious that both accusations could not be true.

But was at least one of the warring sides right? There is no evidence to

suggest that Hrushevsky's activities aimed directly at the disintegration

of either Austria-Hungary or the Russian Empire. Hrushevsky appears

to have been quite candid when he stated in his response to Kulakovsky

that his goal was the regeneration of Russia on the basis of the free

development of its nationalities. Hrushevsky certainiy was not an Aus-

trian pltriot, and the pro-Austrian stand taken by the leaders of the

Ukrainian community in Galicia at the beginning of the war, as well as

the activities of members of the Union for the Liberation of Ukraine,

held little appeal for him. On the contrary, a meeting of the Society of

Ukrainian Progressives held in Kyiv at Hrushevsky's initiative before

his arrest in November 7974 urged the Union to refrain from speaking

on behal f  o f  a l l  Ukra ine. lsq
As Hrushevsky's own recollections suggest, from the very beginning

of the war he wanted to go to Kyiv.1e0 The desire to secure his property

in the Russian Empire because of new regulations issued by the Russian

government upon the outbreak of the war - the reason for leaving Lviv

University cited by Hrushevsky's colleague Kyrylo Studynskyiel - can-

not, of course, be taken at face value. The version of events presented by

Hrushevsky himself seems much more credible. In his autobiography
Hrushevsky claims that he retumed to Kyiv at the urging of his friends.le2

Depending on the course of the war, new opportunities could arise for

the development of the Ukrainian movement, including the achieve-
ment of Hrushevsky's main political goal at the time - Ukrainian au-

tonomy.le3 Hrushevsky wanted to be at the centre of the coming events,

and that centre was clearly Kyiv. By leaving Austria-Hungary, did

Hrushevsky miss his opportunity to become the'Ukrainian Masaryk,'

as some of his later critics have suggested?1e1 Apparently not. By 1914

Hrushevsky had little if any influence on Ukrainian politics in Calicia,
and his only future as a political and cultural leader lay in the Russian

Empire. By going there in November 7914,he clearly lost in the short
run. Given the dismissal of the Austrian court case against him and the
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inconclusive results of the Lviv university investigation, it is unlikely
that Hrushevsky would have encountered in Lviv the fate that awaited
him in Russia. There can be little doubt, however, that by going to Kyiv
Hrushevsky won in the long run. The fall of the Russian autocracy
found him in the role of national martyr and recognized leader of the
all-Ukrainian movement, not somewhere abroad, but within striking
distance of Kyiv. It was in Kyiv that the future of Ukraine and the
ukrainian cause was decided, with Hrushevsky's active participation,
in the course of 7977 - one of the longest years in Ukrainian history.

The Birth of Ukraine

In March 1917 Hrushevsky finally returned to Kyiv from his rong exile
to be elected chairman of the Central Rada - the institution that he
turned into Ukraine's first parliament in the course of the year. He led
the Rada and all Ukraine to an assertion of ukrainian statehood and
independence. It was a stormy process punctuated by four proclama-
tions ('universals') of the Rada. The first proclamation, issued in June
1917, declared Ukraine's intention to begin the process of acquiring
national autonomy. The second, published in iuly, informed the popu-
lation that the Central Rada had decided to postpone its declaration of
autonomy in exchange for recognition by the Provisional Government
in st Petersburg as the regional government of ukraine. The third
proclamation, issued in November in the wake of the Bolshevik coup
in st Petersburg, declared the formation of an autonomous state, the
Ukrainian People's Republic. By the end of the year, that republic had
acquired de facto independence, which was officially proclaimed in the
Fourth Universal of january 1918. within a short period the Central
Rada dramatically transformed the Ukrainian politicar scene, and con-
sequently that of the former Russian Empire as a whole.les Hrushevsky
stated in h is speech at a Decemb er 1917 session of the Rada, ,Beginning

with the modest organization of cultural and professionar Ukiainian
organizations that gathered in one of the tiny premises of this building
[the Pedagogical Museum in downtown Kyiv], we have turned our-
selves into an organ of supreme authority recognized by alr of Ukraine
... In the political sphere we have done a great deal. Circumstances were
such that we have accomplished even more than we set out to do. we
have stood and continue to stand for the principle of federation ... But
circumstances are such that, as I said at the outset, ukraine has in fact
become a free and independent republic.'1e6
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The Central Rada grew into the goverrunent of an autonomous and

then an independent Ukraine as a result of intense competition with

numerous rivals, including the Kyiv city council, the Kyiv Soviet, and

the Provisional Government's military authorities. This happened in

part because the Rada's leaders set themselves the clearly defined goal

of securing Ukrainian statehood and evinced a strong desire to take on

the task of governance. It is difficult, if not impossible, to overestimate

Hrushevsky's role in keeping the Central Rada focused on the achieve-

ment of Ukrainian statehood, though his own path to the adoption of

that goal was not a straightforward one. In 1,974, at a meeting of the

Society of Ukrainian Progressives with Pavel Miliukov, Hrushevsky

emerged as the staunchest proponent of autonomy, which he placed on

the agenda despite the displeasure of the leader of the Russian Con-

stitutional Democrats. After the outbreak of the First World War,

Hrushevsky made haste to Kyiv in hopes of reconstructing the Russian

Empire on a federalist basis, but the government crackdown on the

Ukrainian movement and the years he spent in exile apparently made

him more cautious about promoting Ukrainian autonomy.

During the first days of the revolution, he was more than reluctant to

raise the issue of autonomy, to say nothing of independence.leT Like

many Ukrainian activists of the pre-First World War era, Hrushevsky

was unsure of what strategy to choose during the February days of

1917. Since the veterans of the Ukrainian movement initially viewed

the revolution as a short-term disturbance, they did not want to com-

promise their political reputation in the eyes of the regime or jeopardize

the future prospects of the Ukrainian cause. It was younger activists,

not burdened with the previous experience of negotiating with the old

regime, with no political capital to lose, who raised the Ukrainian

banner during the first weeks of the revolution. Hrushevsky proceeded

with extreme caution. He rejected a proposal to join the Moscow Duma

as a representative of Ukrainian organizations, stating that after two

years of exile he did not want to get involved in anything that might

prevent his return to Ukraine. He also scorned the'broad revolutionary

perspectives' elaborated by younger members of the Ukrainian com-

munity in Moscow, pointing instead to the task of organizing schools

and publishing books and newspapers, which he considered the agenda

of the Ukrainian movement for the next decade. In a letter to Aleksandr

Kerensky, then minister of justice in the Provisional Government and a

politician whom he knew personally, Hrushevsky presented a list of

Ukrainian demands limited to the return of the Galicians exiled to the
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interior of the Russian Empire during the war, the establishment of
Ukrainian primary schools, the introduction of ukrainian subjects in
secondary schools, and the use of the Ukrainian language in the gov-
ernmental institutions of Ukraine.le8

There can be little doubt that Hrushevsky's return to Kviv from
Moscow, on the night of 12 March 7917, d'ramatically changed his
attitude. In Kyiv, no longer concerned about an official prohibition on
returning to ukraine, Hrushevsky became much more adventurous
than most of the 'old'Ukrainians 

and joined the younger generation in
its push to deepen the revolutionary transformations. The very first
public meeting that Hrushevsky attended after his return to Kyiv - the
congress of cooperatives of Kyiv gubernia, held on 14 March - adopted
a resolution calling for ukrainian autonomy. on 19 March Hrushevsky
addressed the first mass Ukrainian demonstration with a speech in
which he called upon those present: 'Let us all swear at this great
moment as one man to take up the great cause unanimously, with one
accord, and not to rest or cease our labour until we build that free
Ukraine.' He also invoked the authority of Taras Shevchenko, Mykola
Kostomarov, Panteleimon Kulish, and the members of the SS. Cyril and
Methodius Brotherhood, who had resolved, according to Hrushevsky,
to liberate ukraine from the Muscovite yoke and transform it into a free
republic in a federation of slavic nations. Hrushevsky declared that
wiih the fall of tsardom, Ukraine was Joining a free union of peoples of
the Russian Federative Republic as a free member.'lee

'A free Ukraine in a free Russia' and 'an autonomous Ukraine in a
federal Russia'were the slogans of the day, and Hrushevsky invested a
great deal of energy in convincing Ukrainian activists to abandon their
old, mostly cultural, goals in order to support the demand for national
and territorial autonomy. In his article 'The Great Moment,, written
after the demonstration of 19 March lgrT,Hrushevsky addressed the
Ukrainian old guard with the following words: 'There can be no greater
error at present than to pull out the old Ukrainian petitions and present
them to the government afresh as our demands of the moment.,20o
Hrushevsky presented the new demands ten days later in the article'There T-q No Turning Back,' in which he reacted to a speech made by the
head of the Provisional Government, Prince Georgii Lvov, who sug-
gested that the granting of cultural-personal autonomy would solve tlie
national question in Russia. Hrushevsky replied that the Ukrainian
movement demanded broad territorial autonomy and the reconstruc-
tion of the former empire on a federalist platform.2O1
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In the same article Hrushevsky raised the possibility of Ukrainian

independence. At that point, he was using it as a threat against the

Provisional Government in St Petersburg if it should refuse to Srant
Ukraine national-territorial autonomy. Hrushevsky wrote: 'The flag of

independent Ukraine remains folded. But will it not be unfurled at the

moment that the all-Russian centralists should wish to tear from our

hands the banner of broad Ukrainian autonomy in a federative and

democratic Russian republic?'zo2 On the issue of the future status of

Ukraine, Hrushevsky often found himself under attack by the radical

supporters of Mykola Mikhnovsky, who advocated the immediate proc-

lamation of independence and were especially popular among the mili-

tary. ]udging by Hrushevsky's memoirs, which were written in Soviet

Ukraine in the mid-1920s, he was particularly hostile to the activities of

Mikhnovsky's group, whose ideology he characterized as nationalist,

militarist, and even fascist. Throughout most of 1917 Hrushevsky re-

garded demands for independence as counterproductive, probably

because he did not believe that the Ukrainian movement was strong

enough to acquire and sustain the independence of a state that had yet

to be established. In his memoirs Hrushevsky made a very telling

comment with regard to his own attitude toward autonomy and inde-

pendence and that of his colleagues. 
'If 

[we] were independentists

awaiting the collapse of the old Russian Empire and the failure of its

revolution, we could take malicious pleasure in such evidence of its

poverty,' wrote Hrushevsky with regard to the Provisional Govemment's

refusal to recognize Ukraine's right to autonomy in May and ]une 1917.
'But we had no hope of surviving on our own; we were more fearful

that the gains of the revolution might perish beneath its [ruins]''203
As soon as the demands for autonomy and statehood became the

principal slogans of the Ukrainian movement, the problem became one

of attracting not only Ukrainians but also the other nationalities of

Ukraine to that slogan. Hrushevsky did his best to persuade the minori-

ties that they had no reason to fear Ukrainian autonomy. In March 1917

he addressed the issue of minority attitudes to Ukrainian autonomy in a

number of articles that appeared in the newspaper Noaa Rada (New

Council), the mouthpiece of the Ukrainian movement at that time. In

the first of them, titled 'To the Peoples of Ukraine,' Hrushevsky stated

that Ukrainians were not struggling for their freedom in order to take

away that of other peoples. On behalf of the Ukrainian movement, he

declared that in an autonomous Ukraine, the minorities would receive

proportional representation in government institutions; that in areas of
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compact settlement of a given nationality its language would be used in
the school system and civil administration; that cultural institutions
would be subsidized by the central government, and so on.

short of territorial autonomy, Hrushevsky was offering the national
minorities all the rights for which Ukrainians had struggled before the
revolution. He also pledged to fight all manifestations of nationalism
and chauvinism within the Ukrainian movement but asked in return
that the minorities support the Ukrainian bid for autonomy: ,Those

who stand resolutely, openly, and courageously by the Ukrainians at
this decisive moment will establish a strong spiritual and cordial link
between the ukrainian people and themselves. Those who stand apart
or remain hostile cannot, of course, expect particularly warm feelings
from the Ukrainian side./204 The message was quite clear: stand with us
and receive all the rights we can offer, or you are on your own. The date
of Hrushevsky's article was highly significant: it appeared in the Easter
issue of Norta Radq (New Council), a day traditionally known for po-
groms against Jews. In his article Hrushevsky made special reference to
the Jews, whom he called 'the most numerous of the non-Ukrainian
nationalities of ukraine, which by that token has the right to our par-
ticular attention.'2os The ukrainian leaders were 

"speiiully 
eager to

attract the Jews to their side, and their worst fear was that the Black
Hundreds might provoke another anti-Jewish pogrom that would jeop-
ardize the prospective alliance between ukrainian and ]ewish activists.
Apart from Hrushevsky's article, the Easter issue of Nouq Rada contained
a special appeal to readers not to trust people with'an angel,s voice and a
devil's soul,'206 hinting at organizers of anti-jewish pogroms.

In the course of 7977 the Jewish question became prominent in
Ukrainian public discourse as never before. Hrushevsky's traditional
syrnpathy for the plight of the Jewish population reinforced his hope,
which materialized during the revolutionary days of 1917, that the
Jewish community would endorse the Ukrainian cause. Its support -
more specifically, that of the leadership of the Bund (General Jewish
workers'League) - indeed turned out to be crucial in Ukraine's bid for
autonomy. In June 1977, after the publication of the Rada's first procla-
mation, which unilaterally proclaimed ukrainian autonomy, members
of the Provisional Government came to Kyiv to negotiate a compro-
mise. when they insisted on the inclusion of representatives of the
national minorities in the Central Rada, the position of the Jewish left
was vital to working out an agreement. Taking into account the security
concerns of the jewish community, as well as Jewish social demandi,
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the leaders of the Bund managed to find common ground with Ukrain-
ian leftist parties in the Central Rada. 'Jewish s[ocial] democrats as

allies of Ukrainian demands,' wrote Hrushevsky with regard to the

Bund's resolution in support of Ukrainian autonomy, 'meant a great
deal to the St Petersburg ministers, even though their motives were not

so much of an all-state character, but rather inspired by self-defence,
against pogroms ... '207 There is little doubt that the policy of coopera-
tion between the Ukrainian movement and the Jewish socialists adopted

by the Central Rada under Hrushevsky's leadershiP was largely re-

sponsible for the fact that the ]ewish population of Ukraine suffered no

pogro^r during the first months of the revolution.20s
The increasing prominence of the jewish question in Ukrainian poli-

tics could not, of course, reduce the traditional importance of the Rus-

sian and Polish questions to the Ukrainian cause. In his article 'To the
Peoples of Ukraine,' Hrushevsky offered rights of cultural autonomy to
members of both communities in Ukraine. Another article of his on the

issue of national minorities titled 'Is Ukraine Only for Ukrainians?'

dealt specifically with the Russian question. Hrushevsky condemned
the efforts of some Ukrainians to force Russians out of Ukraine in order

to take their posts for themselves. He was convinced that such efforts

originated, more often than not, with those who had had no attachment
to the Ukrainian movement before the revolution. Hrushevsky called
on the progressive Russian elite to stay in Ukraine, maintaining that the

country needed qualified cadres and that the leaders of the Ukrainian
movement were prepared 'to leave every post in the hands of people

sympathetic to us, in accord with us, who support the interests of this

land and its people, recognizing the rights and needs of the Ukrainian
majority while protecting the rights of the minorities.'2oe Loyalty to the

territory and its people, not to Ukrainian nationality or ancestry, was

proclaimed by Hrushevsky as the new government's principal require-

ment of the residents of Ukraine. With the declaration of that principle,
Hrushevsky was laying the cornerstone of Ukraine's proposed relations

with its national minorities.
When Hrushevsky almost single-handedly formulated the policy of

the Ukrainian movement during the first weeks of the revolution, he
was fully cognizant of the responsibility that he was taking on. With
regard to his early pronouncements on the rights of the national minori-
ties, he later wrote that he had attempted to calm those far removed
from the Ukrainian movement 'with assurances that we would not

allow the Ukrainian national movement to become nationalist and
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would ensure the free development of the non-Ukrainian population ...
Who "we" were remained an enigma, and, in expressing my thoughts
on the most immediate tasks and responsibilities of the ukrainian citi-
zenry so self-confidently, at my own risk and responsibility, I issued
bonds that were guaranteed - guaranteed, it is true, completely and
without reserve - by the new composition of the Central Bu4u.'210

While Hrushevsky strongly believed in the possibility of finding
common ground between the Ukrainian and ]ewish national move-
ments and in the peaceful resolution of Russo-Ukrainian tensions, he
was much more sceptical when it came to Polish-Ukrainian coopera-
tion. Hrushevsky was adamant that the status of the polish minority in
Ukraine be resolved as part of the implementation of the policy of
personal-cultural autonomy granted to all the peoples of Ukraine, not
on the basis of any special arrangements. He remained extremely suspi-
cious of Polish intentions vis-d-vis ukraine, given the record of polish
rule over Ukrainians. Recalling the first Ukrainian demonstration in
Kyiv in March7917,he clearly r.r'elcomed the participation of the Ukrain-
ian Poles but could not forget the history of Polish oppression in
Ukraine. He wrote in his memoirs: 'somewhere there was also a velvet
banner with the Archangel Michael embroidered on it, made with love
and enthusiasm out of some family raiment by "Ukrainian Catholic
women," F. Volska and company, like a friendly hand extending from
beneath the age-old incursions of Polish nobiliary faithlessnesr.'211 1tt
7917, as during the Revolution of 1905, Hrushevsky continued to regard
the Poles as the nationality that would suffer most from land redistribu-
tion. He feared that Polish national-cultural autonomy would create a
basis for the consolidation of reactionary forces opposed not only to
ukrainian statehood but also to the social achievements of the revolu-
liot't.212 Hrushevsky's pessimism about the future of Ukrainian-polish
relations deepened with the renewed confrontation over the Kholm
region, which was awarded to Ukraine at the insistence of Hrushevsky
and the Central Rada delegation by the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk between
Ukraine, Germany, and Austria-Hungary (10 t A;.zt:

Adjusting the national and social demands of the Ukrainian parties
and balancing them with the interests of the non-Ukrainian groups in
the Central Rada was Hrushevsky's major challenge in his attempt to
lead ukraine toward national-territorial autonomv. In a speech to the
Central Rada in mid-Decemb er 7977, Hrushevsky speci?ically men-
tioned complaints of non-Ukrainian members of the Rada that the
debates were focusing mainly on issues of nation and state rather than
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social problems. In the spirit of the prevailing populist discourse,

Hrushevsky responded by indicating the position of the rePresentatives

of the Ukrainian toiling masses, whom he thanked for their ability to

balance social and national tasks, 'not allowing themselves to be dis-

tracted for an instant by any social intolerance or maximalism inappro-

oriate to the moment or to be attracted to national chauvinism.'214
Hrushevsky's longevity as head of the Central Rada was based on his

ability to stay (at least formally) above the squabbles between the

Ukrainian parties and negotiate compromises between them. Another

reason for his political success was that as the masses became radicalized,

he was able to evolve with them. With the passage of time, Hrushevsky
moved further and further left, despite objections from his old friends
in the Society of Ukrainian Progressives. They resented Hrushevsky's

closeness to the young radicals of the Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revo-
lutionaries, who were prepared to go much farther along the road of
social reform than their conservative predecessors, specifically on the

question of land redistribution. Hrushevsky, for his part, no longer

trusted the former progressives, who in his opinion had written him off
during his exile of 1914-77. As Hrushevsky saw it, they did not want to

compromise themselves by contacts with him during the war and sum-
moned him back to Kyiv to chair the Central Rada only to help them
deal with the rebellious youngsters.zls When Hrushevsky's long-time

supporter Ievhen Chykalenko, who (apart from the transfer of Hru-

shevsky's Litersturno-naukoayi uisnyk to Kyiv) had financed numerous

Ukrainian initiatives from the proceeds of his family estate before the
revolution, told him that the Socialist Revolutionary approach to agrar-

ian reform 'would make everyone who owned more land than the
working norm into an enemy of the Ukrainian state, and one could not

build the state on the basis of the proletarian class alone,' Hrushevsky
replied that he would follow the majority in the Rada.216

If Hrushevsky had rejected the socialist program of land redistribu-

tion in his youth as contrary to the Gospel, he now embraced it as a

reflection of the desires of the peasantry and the demands of the revolu-

tion. For good reason, given the demands of the moment, Hrushevsky

was reviving his populist beliefs of the 1890s and dressing them up in

new and fashionable socialist clothing (even the former progressives
now called themselves socialists, renaming themselves the Ukrainian
Party of Socialist Federalists in 7917). Although Hrushevsky long
refused to join the Socialist Revolutionaries - the largest and most

influential party in the Central Rada - he closely cooperated with its
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leadership, especially with those members of the party who were in
charge of the Peasant Union, which constituted the backbone of the
Rada's support in the countryside. He often advised the activists of the
Ukrainian movement to listen to the people, respond to their demands,
and not allow events to outpace them. The land issue, along with that of
ending the war, was the crucial one in the Revolution of \917, and
Hrushevsky was determined not to lose the support of the peasantry at
this new stage of development of the Ukrainian movement.zlz

During 1917 Hrushevsky produced a record number of articles and
popular brochures on the history and current tasks of the Ukrainian
movement. He also wrote new historical works and reissued old ones
that advanced the Ukrainian cause. Many of Hrushevsky's works were
printed in tens of thousands of copies and helped turn unprecedented
numbers of 'Little Russians' into Ukrainians, as well as explain to their
neighbours what the Ukrainian movement was about. First of all,
Hrushevsky continued to educate the popular masses in the realm of
Ukrainian history. In 7977 his Illustrated History of Ukraine saw its fourth
edition.218 His brief work intended for a peasant audience, About OId
Times in Ukraine, first published in 7907, was reprinted three times in
1977.21e Responding to the growing interest in the history of Russian-
Ukrainian relations, especially the Pereiaslav Agreement of 1654 be-
tween Ukraine and Muscovy, Hrushevsky published a brochure on the
subject that was issued twice.220 He also reprinted some of his old
articles on historical topics that he considered relevant to the new
era,221 as well a number of brochures that explained the origins of the
Ukrainian movement and its goals. These included the essays Who the
Ukrainians Are and Whnt They Wont and Where the Ukrainian Mouement
Came From and Where It Is Going. Both essays were issued twice in
1977.222 A brochure explaining the main task of the Ukrainian move-
ment - the achievement of autonomy (What Kind of Autonomy and
Federation We Want) was issued four times.223 There were two issues of
Hrushevsky's brochure On the Ukrainian Langttage and the Ukrainian
School, which was published for the first time in 7913.2?4 Hrushevsky's
newspaper articles from the first months of the revolution were re-
printed in 1917 under the title Free Ukraine. That collection was also
issued three times in the cours e of a year.2zs

How did Hrushevsky find time to publish, let alone write, all this
material? Some of his critics implied that he was devoting too much
attention to his own publishing projects. One of them, Volodymyr
Vynnychenko - a prominent writer and prime minister of the govern-
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ment formed by the Central Rada - wrote in that regard: 'I have given

all my attention throughout this year to the creation of a Ukrainian

state, but I just do not have Hrushevsky's ability to use everything

for my own good and proofread brochures while at the same time

announcing the law of the Ukrainian republic.'22e The secret of

Hrushevsky's productivity did not, of course, lie in neglect of his duties

at the Central Rada. Hrushevsky's energy and capacity for work had

always amazed his contemporaries, but during the revolutionary months

of 1977 he apparently outdid himself. In his memoirs Hrushevsky

recalled those days as one of the happiest times of his life. 'Yes, the work

was hard,' he wrote. 'But I considered myself hupPy, after several years

of exile, in my pleasant office, amid the old Ukrainian art collected in

it... when I raised my eyes from the paper to find our Ukrainian sun

looking in and a peaceful scene opening out on the Kyiv hills and in the
Dnipro valley. I would rise early and work until noon, striving to receive

no one and interrupting my work only for the telephone. From noon, of

course, the whole time was taken up by all kinds of meetings. A great

expanse of work unfolded, but there were few people [to do it].'227

If 7977 was one of the happiest years of Hrushevsky's life, 1918

turned to be one of the most difficult and tragic. It began with the

Bolshevik advance on Kyiv and continued with the Central Rada's

abandonment of its capital and retreat to the west. It witnessed the

return of Hrushevsky and the Ukrainian government to Kyiv in March

1918, only to be deposed by a German military administration that

installed the government of Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky in April.

Hrushevsky, who was elected president of the Central Rada, was forced

into hiding. During the stormy winter and spring ol 7918, a number of

questions attracted Hrushevsky's particular attention. The most impor-

tant of them was the issue of Ukrainian independence and relations

with Russia. It was Hrushevsky who declared the de facto indepen-

dence of Ukraine during the session of the Central Rada on 77 (30)

December 1977. He was one of the authors of the Fourth Universal of

the Central Rada of 12 (25) ]anuary 1918, which proclaimed Ukrainian

independence de jure. It was also Hrushevsky who insisted on the

proclamation of Ukrainian independence by the Central Rada, and not

by the Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly in January 1918. What hap-

pened to Hrushevsky in the last months of 7977 to change his attitude

toward independence in such a dramatic way? He himself indicated the

new political circumstances. Both in the text of the Fourth Universal

and in Hrushevsky's articles explaining it, independence was presented
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as an act forced upon the Central Rada by unfavourable circumstances.
What were those circumstances? ]udging by the text of the proclama-
tion, the first one was the much-discussed issue of peace. The Bolshevik
regime was dragging its feet on the issue of ending the war. To achieve
the long-awaited peace, Ukraine had to declare its independence and
become a subject of international law. The second reason was the state
of war imposed on Ukraine by the Bolshevik government.228

In his speeches and published articles of the time, Hrushevsky often
declared that the Ukrainian movement remained faithful to the idea of
federalism and would return to it once unfavourable circumstances
were overcome. He did not promise, however, that the return would be
swift. In his article 'The Great Duty,' Hrushevsky wrote: 'The weighty
word has been spoken! Ukraine has become a free and independent
separate state. How long it will remain in this condition, that is, how
soon an actual opportunity will present itself to establish a federal
association with other republics, no one at this moment can say with
cefiainty.'zze Writing about a future federation, Hrushevsky stated that
the time to seek partners would come when life had returned to normal
and the social and national goals of the revolution had been secured.
'That will be the time to look about at the neighbours who organize
themselves around Ukraine and consider with whom our peasant-
worker-laborer People's Republic can walk a common path.'230
Hrushevsky was in fact returning to the position that he had first
expressed more than thirty years earlier in his gymnasium diary. Ukraine,
he had written at that time, did not have to rush into a new federation.
It should first organize its own affairs and only then look for partners.
An important element of Hrushevsky's old/new attitude to federal-
ism was that he did not view Russia as an obligatory partner in the
new federal arrangement. He wrote that the Bolshevik leaders of
Russia (Vladimir Lenin and Leon Trotsky) had discredited the federal
principle by replacing it with the old Russian centralism and that it
would be difficult for anyone to call himself a federalist in the near
future.231

The Bolshevik offensive that triggered the proclamation of Ukrainian
independence was viewed very differently in St Petersburg and Kyiv. If
for the Bolsheviks it was an attempt to impose their proletarian rule on
the territory of the former Russian Empire, crushing the resistance of
the local 'bourgeoisie,' for Hrushevsky and most deputies to the Cen-
tral Rada it manifested the revival of Russian imperialism. The Bolshe-
viks were discredited in the Fourth Universal and in Hrushevsky's
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numerous writings on a number of different levels. Apart from being
exposed as pseudo-federalists, they were characterized as invaders
who had come to Ukraine to take grain from the peasants. They were
also denounced as traitors to democracy and revolution in general.
'Our struggle with Bolshevism,' wrote Hrushevsky,'is simultaneously
a struggle with counterrevolution, which concealed itself behind it

[Bolshevism] and awaited the moment when, following in its tracks or
advancing side by side with it, the revolution could be crushed.'232
Hrushevsky believed that by invading Ukraine the Bolsheviks were
realizing the dreams of the Russian bourgeoisie, which hoped that
before destroying itself, Bolshevism would return Ukraine to Russian
control.233 For the first time since the onset of the revolution, Hrushevsky
was prepared to separate the Ukrainian Revolution from the Russian
one in his own mind and in the minds of his readers and followers. He
regretted that the Ukrainian Revolution had long been obliged to de-
velop within the bounds of the Russian Revolution, which'dragged us
through blood, through ruin, and through fire./231 Now he felt no obli-
gation toward the Russian Revolution, as in his mind it had joined
forces with the Russian counterrevolution in its offensive against
Ukraine's national existence.235

The declaration of Ukrainian independence allowed the leaders of
the Central Rada to treat the Bolshevik offensive in terms of interna-
tional conflict. That interpretation gave the Central Rada additional
means to discredit the Bolshevik intervention. Hrushevsky, for his part,
claimed that after the declaration of Ukrainian independence no one
could treat the Bolshevik conflict with the Central Rada as a mere
skirmish between two political groups and declare neutrality. 'There is
now a struggle between two states, Ukraine and Creat Russia,' he
wrote, 'in which all citizens of the Ukrainian Republic, all its residents,
regardless of their views and convictions, are obliged to support the
Ukrainian government.'236 Hrushevsky also regarded the Bolshevik
offensive as the aggression of one nation against another, denouncing it
as such within the framework of nation-based discourse. He claimed
that although the Bolshevik leaders avoided explaining their actions in
national terms, the national character of the conflict was apparent on
the ground. 'The motif of national struggle is perfectly apparent, in its
most obvious and unadorned aspect, at least in the views and expres-
sions of the rank-and-file masses,' wrote Hrushevsky in February
1918 after the exodus of the Central Rada and its government from
Kyiv. 'For it, the purpose of this campaign is to "beat the topknots,"
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who, after 250 years of enslavement, have dared to raise their heads
and throw off the Muscovite yoke.'z3z

The moment of truth in Hrushevsky's thinking on Russo-Ukrainian
relations came with the Bolshevik assault on Kyiv, which left his house
in ruins; his library, manuscript collection, and Ukrainian artefacts
burned; and his mother dead as a result of shock suffered during
the Bolsheviks' deliberate bombardment of Hrushevsky's house.
Hrushevsky was convinced that his personal ordeal and disenchant-
ment with his old beliefs reflected the tragedy and reorientation of
Ukraine as a whole.238 In an article titled 'The End of the Muscovite
Orientation,' he wrote: 'The first thing that I consider outworn and
obsolete, something "that has burned in my office," is our orientation
on Muscovy, on Russia, long and insistently imposed on us by force,
and finally, as often happens, in fact accepted by a considerable portion
of the Ukrainian citizenry.'23e In attacking the traditional orientation of
Ukrainian society on Russia, Hrushevsky built on arguments devel-
oped in his articles written at the time of the 1905 revolution. He
condemned the sacrifices made by Ukrainians for the sake of the all-
Russian cause, which, in his opinion, originated in the self-seeking
motives of the Ukrainian elites, reinforced by the terror inflicted on
Ukrainian society by the Russian authorities. Hrushevsky attacked the
Muscovite orientation of Ukrainian society in the strongest terms, stat-
ing: 'I shall speak harsh but true words: this spiritual slavery; the
truckling of a slave who has been beaten in the face so long that they
have not only destroyed all vestiges of human dignity within him but
made him a supporter of subjection and slavery, its apologist and
panegyrist.'2ao

Hrushevsky took no prisoners in his campaign against Ukrainian
servility, attacking even Nikolai Gogol, a sacred cow of Little Russian
identity, whom he described as a product of the 'moral and political
demoralization of Ukrainian society.' Russians and Ukrainians, he
claimed, were 'akin by blood but opposed in spirit' and divided by
historical, cultural, and psychological boundaries. Hrushevsky hoped
that the Bolshevik assault would help Ukrainians recognize those dis-
tinctions. In his political writings of 7978, Hrushevsky in fact declared
the Russians as much 'others' in relation to Ukrainians as were the
Poles. If in his articles and brochures of the spring and summer of 7977
Hrushevskyblamed the Muscovite authorities and the oppressive tsarist
regime for Ukraine's troubles, while stressing the revolutionary solidar-
ity of all participants in the Russian Revolution and insisting on Ukraine's
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joining a federation of peoples led by Russia, he now defined his en-
emies not just as the Bolsheviks but as the whole Russian nation.

Hrushevsky was convinced that the flames that consumed his house
had not only destroyed the old orientations of Ukrainian politics and
culture but forged new ones as well. Rejecting the Ukrainian orientation
on Russia in his writings of 1918, Hrushevsky indicated another, pro-
Western, tradition in Ukrainian history. This was a politically expedient
argument, readily understandable to his readers, given the de facto
German occupation of Ukraine at the time. By highlighting the pro-
Western tradition in the Ukrainian past, Hrushevsky was seeking to
depict Ukraine as a European country and reinforce the historical and
cultural boundaries between Ukraine and Russia. He viewed the Rus-
sians as a Westernized but still Eastern people, while representing the
Ukrainians as a Western people that had been gradually Easternized in
the course of its history. The gap between Russia and the West was fully
demonstrated, in Hrushevsky's opinion, by the nineteenth-century
Slavophiles, who, among other things, idealized the Russian soul and
were convinced of Russia's moral superiority over decadent Western
Europe. Commenting on the Slavophiie idealization of elements of the
Russian national character, Hrushevsky noted: 'Only it would be better
not to endow these characteristics with fine names and idealize them,
for they rarely attain the level of "God-bearing":lack of human dignity
in oneself and disrespect for the dignity of others; lack of taste for a
good, comfortable, well-ordered life for oneself and disrespect for the
interests and needs of others in such a life and the achievements of
others in that sphere; lack of will to establish an organized social and
political life; a disposition to anarchism and even social and cultural
destructiveness; a careless attitude toward cultural and social values
and the vaunting of one's own lack of culture and organization with
regard to such values; constant vacillation between social and moral
maximalism and utter nihilism, which often descends to a complete
loss of moral criteria - there is little to admire in all this, and in the face
of all these flaws of social character, various good - even very good -

traits of individual character recede into the background.'241
Hrushevsky's critical assessment of the Russian national character

was strongly influenced by an intellectual tradition going back to Mykola
Kostomarov and Volodymyr Antonovych. The positioning of Ukraine
closer to the West than to the East in the East-West paradigm, a tradition
in Ukrainian political thought that can be traced back at least to the
writings of Mykhailo Drahomanov, helped Hrushevsky portray Ukrain-
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ians not only as different from Russians but also as culturally superior

to them. He regarded Ukrainians as a people endowed with respect for

personal dignity and a love of established forms of life, good manners,

order, and beauty, which gave them a greater affinity for the West than

the Russians possessed.za2 In formulating the tasks of Ukrainian cul-

tural development, Hrushevsky warned Ukrainian society against re-

peating the mistakes of the Russians, who had indeed enriched world

culture with the works of such titans as Fedor Dostoevsky, Ivan Turgenev,

Leo Tolstoy, and Peter Tchaikovsky, but failed to educate their masses.

The westward reorientation of Ukrainian political and cultural life ad-

vocated by Hrushevsky was not meant to lead from one extreme to

another. In his view, Ukrainians were to take the best from every culture

with which they came into contact, and Ukraine's future geop,olitical

and cultural role was to be played out in the Black Sea region.2a3 The

Ukrainians were faced with the task of transferring the 'culture of

beauty,'which Hrushevsky took to mean certain elements of artistic

culture, into the 'culture of life,'by which he meant the education of the

popular masses and the modernization of Ukrainian society'2aa

After the dissolution of the Central Rada by the German occupation

forces, Hrushevsky was forced to go underground. He returned to

active political life only with the collapse of the Skoropadsky regime in

Iate 1918. He welcomed the return to power of his former allies in the

Central Rada - representatives of Ukrainian populist and social-demo-

cratic parties - but times had changed. His former disciples became

political leaders in their own right. Inl'919 Hrushevsky emerged as one

of the leaders of the centrist faction of the Ukrainian Party of Socialist

Revolutionaries, but the centre turned into the left when the original left

wing of the party split away, adopted the name 'Borotbists,' and even-

tually joined the Communist Party (Bolshevik) of Ukraine. With the

desertion of the left, Hrushevsky lost his struggle with the right-wingers

and had little choice but to leave the Ukrainian political scene. In late

March 1919 he left for Western Europe to attend the Congress of the

Socialist International as a delegate of the Ukrainian Socialist Revolu-

tionaries. By that time his political career in Ukraine was all but over'

The common national front had dissolved, differences between parties

were increasing, and Ukrainian politics no longer called for a leader

who could negotiate among competing factions and serve as a symbol

of national unity. Conflict and confrontation were defining the new face

of the revolution. Bolshevik intervention and the resulting civil war

propelled to power military governments and leaders willing to take on
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dictatorial powers, and Hrushevsky was no longer willing or able to
adapt to the demands of the moment. The Ukrainian Revolution had
long passed its parliamentary stage. He had to go.2a5

For most of Hrushevsky's life, up to the Revolution of 1917, the main
source of his own and his family's income were the proceeds from
numerous reprintings of his father's textbook of Church Slavonic.
Hrushevsky called the book 'our source of nourishment over many
years' and was involved in preparing a new edition of it as late as the
end of 1976.216 The revolution effectively removed Church Slavonic
from the school curriculum in the former Russian Empire, putting an
end to an era in which it symbolized the existence of a common all-
Russian language and culture, and a book produced by a talented
graduate of the Kyiv Theological Academy could be as much at home
in Russia as in Ukraine. Mykhailo Hrushevsky turned out to be one of
the most unrelenting critics and destroyers of that world - an activity
that he helped finance with the proceeds from his father's textbook.
Born and raised in the family of a government employee who made his
living out of the Russification of the imperial borderlands, Hrushevsky
rejected the all-Russian imperial identity and raised his father's
subnational Little Russian consciousness to the level of a national one.
The young Hrushevsky was motivated to embark on his Ukrainian
journey by a deeply felt duty to his people. A romantic and ambitious
youth, he wanted his life to matter and be remembered by history: as a
mortal struggling to overcome his mortality, he was eager to devote
himself to a cause larger than life. Faced with the dilemma of choosing
between service to his people and service to God according to the all-
Russian Orthodox tradition that he then embraced, Hrushevsky chose
service to the people. It was a very personal choice, not imposed on him
by family or circumstance, but made of his own free will. Still,
Hrushevsky's experience helps reconstruct the larger picture of the
Ukrainian 'awakening' of the nineteenth century, for he was not the
only one who made such a choice.

Hundreds, if not thousands, of members of the nineteenth-century
Little Russian intelligentsia embraced the new Ukrainian identity, build-
ing, reconstructing, and reformulating it in the process. Why did they
do so? Why did they decide to kill the goose that laid the golden egg,
refusing to immerse themselves in the Russian cultural sea and share
the spoils of empire with the Creat Russians? There is little doubt that
the rise of nationalism in late nineteenth-century Eastern Europe in
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general and the Russian Empire in particular should be held respon-
sible for the cultural rebellion of Hrushevsky and his generation. The
shell of all-Russian culture was dissolving before their eyes, with Great
Russian identity emerging as its most powerful successor, and the new
generations of Little Russians had to make a choice: either to follow the
mirage of all-Russian culture and turn themselves into Great Russians
or to overturn the old hierarchy of identities, ending the subordination
of the Little Russian identity to the all-Russian one, declare its indepen-
dence, and draw a clear dividing line between that new national iden-
tity and its new 'other'- the Great Russians.

Like many but not most of his compatriots, Hrushevsky made the
latter choice. He was prepared and encouraged to make it by the ex-
ample of two previous generations of Ukrainophiles - the romantics of
the 1840s and the populists of the 1860s. It was under the influence of
their writings, with Taras Shevchenko and Mykola Kostomarov stand-
ing for the first group and Volodymyr Antonovych and Mykhailo
Drahomanov representing the second, that Hrushevsky's assimilation
to Ukrainian identity took place. Hrushevsky entered Ukrainian politi-
cal and cultural life during the 1890s in an atmosphere defined by new
views, ideas, and trends of social thought. Having been converted to
positivism during his years at Kyiv University, as a young professor he
witnessed the rise of idealism and neoromanticism. Having grown up
under the influence of moderate populism, he had to adjust to the
demands of social radicalism. Having been taught by his advisers and
by prevailing circumstances to confine his Ukrainian activism to the
sphere of cultural work, he confronted the rapid politicization of cul-
tural life and the creation of national parties where earlier there had
been only small apolitical groups of Ulrainophiles terrified of official
persecution. These dramatic changes, which influenced the ways in
which national movements defined themselves and their leaders and
formulated their goals and strategies, were not limited to the Ukrainian
movement: they were also representative of Russian developments
and, to an even greater degree, of the Polish national revival of the
period.

The Poles, the traditional 'other' of Ukrainian cultural identity, were
fighting a campaign against the dominant Russian culture very similar
to the one being waged by the Ukrainians. In the course of the nine-
teenth century, the Ukrainian movement, like its Polish counterpart,
experienced romanticism, disappointment with romantic ideals, and a
retreat to positivism and cultural work, followed by an era of political
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activism. While following a course parallel to that of the Polish national
movement, the Ukrainian movement fought it every step of the way,
first under the banner and cover of the all-Russian idea, as in the 1860s,
and later under its own banners and slogans. Thus the Poles served as
an example and an inspiration to the younger Ukrainian national activ-
ists. They were also adversaries of the Ukrainians in the Russian Em-
pire and in the Habsburg Monarchy, where they exercised political,
economic, and cultural dominance over the Ukrainian peasant majority
and the weak Ukrainophile intelligentsia. Hrushevsky strongly believed
that the Polish nation-building strategy resembled the Great Russian
one, for it also depended on restricting Ukrainian culture to a prenational
level of development and strove to exploit the Ukrainian ethnos as raw
material for the construction of Polish national culture. In the two-way
contest of Polish and Ukrainian projects for the nationalization of the
'Ruthenian' peasantry, the Ukrainian project was by far the weaker.
Consequently, Hrushevsky did not hesitate to accept Russian help in
fighting the Polish project, as in the case of the administrative separa-
tion of the Kholm region from the Vistula Land, or to play the Polish
card - the strength of the Polish movement in the Russian Empire - to
force the Russian authorities to make concessions to the national mi-
norities, including the Ukrainians.

If fighting the Polish project was hard enough for the Ukrainian
activists, confronting the Great Russian one was even more difficult.
The 'othering' of the Poles did not constitute a major problem for the
proponents of the Ukrainian movement, given the existence of a clear
religious, linguistic, and cultural boundary between Poles and Ukraini-
ans, which was deeply rooted in Ukrainian (Little Russian under the
Romanovs; Ruthenian under the Habsburgs) historical tradition. There
was little sense of such a boundary when it came to Russo-Ukrainian
relations and historical narratives. The proponents of the two types of
all-Russian identity - Little Russian in the East and Russophile in the
West * worked hard to make the existing boundary between the two
nationalities all but irrelevant for the purposes of the Great Russian
nation-building project, which was still developing under the all-Rus-
sian banner. Hrushevsky entered the struggle under the all-Ukrainian
banner. His goal was to reinforce the western boundary between Poles
and Ukrainians, to establish a new border in the east, building on the
foundations of the Little Russian identity, and to bridge the political,
cultural, and historical gap that divided the two parts of the prospective
Ukrainian nation: Habsburg Ruthenia and Romanov Little Russia. This
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was Hrushevsky's task both as a political and cultural activist and as a
historian, one who saw in the past not only the answers to the concerns
of the present but also the contours of the future.

The Revolution of 1905 in the Russian Empire, the lifting of the ban
on Ukrainian-language publications, and the expansion of opportuni-
ties for political and cultural work made possible the progress of the
Ukrainian movement in the Russian Empire from the stage of scholarly
interest to that of mass propaganda (to cite Miroslav Hroch's formula).
Hrushevsky had been working toward that goal since the late nine-
teenth century and was better prepared than anyone else to transfer the
expertise accumulated by the 'Ukrainian Piedmont' (Galicia) to the
fertile soil of Russian Ukraine. Populist and positivist by upbringing, he
embarked on the project of developing a broad national identity by
creating the image of an ancient and democratic Ukraine and dissemi-
nating it in hundreds of articles and historical works. This was a Ukraine
oppressed by its social and national enemies but now risen from its
knees and advancing to meet its destiny - the conquest of national
freedom - under the leadership of the rebellious intellectuals who were
her heroes.

The sowing of the seeds of national consciousness bore fruit with the
outbreak of lhe 7917 revolution. The revolution liberated Hrushevsky
and the whole Ukrainian movement from the internal exile of the first
years of the war, propelling them to heights previously undreamt of.
The idea of national-territorial autonomy - an old Ukrainophile slogan
relentlessly propagated by Hrushevsky throughout the prerevolutionary
years - was finally accepted by the masses, the new masters of the
situation. Now that slogan was embraced by the Little Russian peas-
antry and the peasant-based military, who were being transformed into
Ukrainians in the struggle for its implementation. Hrushevsky guided
the process. Consolidating the strongest bloc of political parties in the
Central Rada on the basis of his national platform, he accommodated
the social demands of the masses while Jeading them toward Ukrainian
autonomy and, eventually, independence. He published tens of thou-
sands of copies of his popular brochures on Ukrainian history, culture,
and politics, awakening the masses and turning fellow travellers of
Ukrainian autonomy into enthusiastic supporters of the cause.

From his articles, public pronouncements, and memoirs, Hrushevsky
emerges as a federalist by conviction who regarded Ukrainian indepen-
dence as a temporary phenomenon dictated by prevailing circumstances;
a transitional stage preparatory to Ukraine's entry into a federation
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with other democratic republics on the basis of complete equality.
Probably the best way to define Hrushevsky's stand with regard to
Ukrainian autonomy and independence would be to state that, without
prejudice to his federalist convictions, Flrushevsky supported Ukrain-
ian independence whenever he thought that the Ukrainian state could
sustain it and the popular masses could benefit from it. If in the summer
of 7977 he fiercely opposed the independentists in the Ukrainian ranks,
considering their actions mere manifestations of nationalist ideology, he
clearly changed his mind in late 1917 and early 7918, when Bolshevik
Russia launched a military offensive against the Central Rada, and the
only way to save Ukrainian autonomy and the gains of the revolution
was to declare independence. With the proclamation of independence
in ]anuary 1918, Hrushevsky developed a whole program to national-
ize Ukrainian identity, for which he intended to marshal the resources
of the newly established state. Despite Hrushevsky's later retreat from
the principle of Ukrainian independence and his return to the idea of a
federation with other nations, including Russia, his articles of 1918
completed a symbolically important transition in the development of
the Ukrainian idea. With unprecedented authority and conviction, the
leader of the Ukrainian nation had explicitly declared a complete break
of the Ukrainian movement with Russia. For the Ukrainian national
project, there was no going back.



Chapter 2

The Delimitation of the Past

In 1853, once the shock of the Revolution of 1848 and the 'spring of the
nations'had receded in the Habsburg Monarchy, the Austrian historian
and adviser to the imperial minister of educationlosef Alexander Helfert
undertook to formulate an official view of the meaning, role, and tasks
of national history (Nationalgeschichte).In a pamphlet titled On ltlationol
History and lts Current State of Cultiaation in Austria, he wrote: 'It is true
that mankind is divided into a great number of tribes that differ as to
language and colour. But according to our ideas, national history is not
the history of any such group defined by its racial origin. We think that
national history is the history of the population of a territory that is
politically united, subordinate to the same authority and living under
the protection of the same law. For us, Austrian national history is the
history of the Austrian state and people as a whole.'1

For the vast majority of nineteenth-century Russian historians, their
national history was also defined not as the annals of a particular ethno-
national group but of the state and those who had settled its territory.
Although the latter was understood as the Russian people,2 the notion
of Russianness was quite broad and included the three 'Russian' tribes
- the Great Russians, Little Russians (Ukrainians), and Belarusians.
Ukraine was a special case in the changing imperial narrative of Rus-
sian history: depending on the dominance of the statist or nationalist
element in that narrative at any given time, certain segments of Ukrain-
ian history were either included in it or excluded from it. The Russian
dynastic historical narrative, which was constructed in the course of the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, had always been based on the founda-
tions of Kyivan history. The incorporation of Kyiv and Left-Bank Ukraine
into the Muscovite state in the second half of the seventeenth century
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further emphasized the role of Kyivan Rus' in the grand narrative. At
that time, the old historical scheme of the sixteenth-century Muscovite
scribes who linked Kyivan and Muscovite history by means of dynastic
bonds was reinforced by the notion of ethnic affinity between Russia
and Ukraine.3 That view was popularized by the author of the Kyivan
Synopsis (1674) -by far the most popular historical work to appear in
the pre-nineteenth-century Russian Empire. The Synopsis identified Kyiv
as the first capital of the Russian state and treated the history of Russia
and Ukraine as that of one 'slavic-Russian' people.+

A new stage in the development of the all-Russian historical narra-
tive began with the publication of Nikolai Karamzin's History of the
Russian State (7876-24). Karamzin, a founding father of modern Rus-
sian literature, focused his attention almost exclusively on the history of
the Russian monarchy and the Russian state. He treated Kyivan Rus'as
part of the Russian past, giving only occasional attention to subsequent
periods of Ukrainian history as part of the annals of a more broadly
conceived Russian'fatherland.'There is little doubt that Karamzin did
not discriminate consciously against Ukrainian history, but his focus
on the development of the Russian state and the fact that his magnum
optts did not go beyond the early seventeenth century left most of the
Ukrainian past outside his grand narrative, relegating it to the history
of the Polish and Lithuanian states - a development that was to have a
profound impact on later Russian and Ukrainian historiography.5

The partial 'correction' of Karamzin's scheme on the imperial level
and the reintegration of parts of Belarusian ('west Russian') and Ukrain-
ian ('south Russian') history into the Russian imperial narrative was
undertaken in the 1830s by Nikolai Ustrialov as a reaction to the Polish
uprising of 1830-1 and the imperial effort to claim the territories for-
merly controlled by the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth for the 'Rus-

sian nationality.' Ustrialov's 'correction' of Karamzin's paradigm resulted
in the further incorporation of the Russian (under the circumstances,
all-Russian) national discourse into the imperial historical narrative,
which had been founded on Russian monarchical mythology, and intro-
duced elements of the post-Kyivan Ukrainian past into Russian his-
tory - a significant development based on the treatment of Ukrainians
as part of one Russian people, the masters of the Russian Empire.
Ustrialov's paradigm should be considered one of the factors that slowed
the division of Russian and Ukrainian historiography into separate
fields of scholarship. Ukraine and its history now came to be regarded
as an integral part not only of the Russian imperial narrative but also of
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the emerging Russian national one. Tiue, apart from the history of
Kyivan Rus', it was assigned roles that were far from central to either of
those narratives.6

By the turn of the twentieth century, Russian imperial historiography
had managed to produce a historical narrative that combined elements
of Russian statist and national discourses.T Throughout the nineteenth
century it developed along two principal lines. One, reflected in the
most popular textbooks - those of Ustrialov and, later, of Ilovaisky -

responded to the practical needs of the empire and the increasing
importance of the concept of official nationality by presenting signifi-
cant parts of Ukrainian history in the context of the all-Russian his-
torical narrative. The other tendency was represented by the authors
of academic histories of Russia, including Karamzin and Vasil i i
Kliuchevsky, who focused predominantly on Great Russian history
(with the usual exception of Kyivan Rus'). Either because of their statist
approach or their genuine interest in Great Russian history, these writ-
ers inadvertently excluded the history of the other 'Russias' from the
imperial narrative. Some Russian intellectuals even undertook a con-
scious attempt to expel the Ukrainians and their history from the old
all-Russian historical narrative, a process best illustrated by Mikhail
Pogodin's theory of the Great Russian origins and ethnicity of Kyivan
Rus'.8

Russian and Ukrainian historians of the second half of the nineteenth
century often found conunon ground in combating the Normanist theory
or refuting Polish claims to cultural superiority and a mission ciailisatrice
in Eastern Europe but generally pursued these agendas on behalf of
distinct historical paradigms. The works of Mykola Kostomarov and
Hrushevsky's professol, Volodymyr Antonovych, may serve as examples
of such cooperation between the two historiographies. Still, the con-
tinuing replacement of the all-Russian narrative with the Great Russian
one in the works of Vasilii Kliuchevsky deepened resentment in Ukrain-
ian ranks and increased pressure on Ukrainian historians of both the
Ukrainian and the Little Russian persuasionse to renegotiate the status
of the history that they were writirg vis-d-vis the changing imperial
narrative. These tensions became particularly apparent in the last decade
of the nineteenth century and the first decade of the twentieth, when
Mykhailo Hrushevsky took the helm of Ukrainian historiography.

As noted above, Hrushevsky's work on Ukrainian national history
involved two interdependent processes, dismantling or'deconstruction'
of the imperial all-Russian historical narrative and the construction of
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the Ukrainian national one. This chapter will deal mainly with the first
process but will also touch on elements of the second as it follows
Hrushevsky's efforts to separate the historical narratives of Russia and
Ukraine. The chapter begins with Hrushevsky's undermining of the
imperial narrative by exposing the artificiality of its historical scheme
and its inadequacy to the demands of modern scholarship. It continues
with a discussion of Hrushevsky's attempts to claim for the Ukrainian
narrative the most ancient period in the history of the Eastern Slavs and
to exclude the Great Russians from historical developments on the
territory of Ukraine. The cases of the Antes and the Normans serve as
examples of Hrushevsky's treatment of the early ethno-political history
of the region and elucidate his search for the origins of the Ukrainian
people. The chapter concludes with a discussion of Hrushevsky's con-
tribution to the best-known aspect of the Russo-Ukrainian historical
debate - the contest for Kyivan Rus'. The Ukrainian claim to the Kyivan
heritage, which until then had been the cornerstone of the Russian
historical identity (in its dynastic, statist, and national incarnations),
was the single most important step in the dismantling of the Russian
historical narrative and the creation of a Ukrainian one, and as such
receives special attention in this chapter.

Challenging the Imperial Narrative

In 1904 Mykhailo Hrushevsky published his by far most famous article,
'The Tiaditional Scheme of "Russian" History and the Problem of a
Rational Organization of the History of the Eastern Slavs.'Conceived as
a contribution to the proceedings of the Slavic Congress of 1903 in St
Petersburg, it was published there in one of the collections of the Rus-
sian Academy of Sciences.lo As one of Hrushevsky's biographers has
noted, 'this brief essay was to revolutionize thought about Ukrainian
history.'11 If that was indeed the case, what was so revolutionary about
that particular article?

The most obvious characteristic that distinguished the article from all
other writings on Ukrainian history issued in the Russian Empire at the
time was the simple fact that it was written and published in Ukrainian.
As discussed above, since 1876 there had been a severe prohibition on
the publication of virtually all categories of Ukrainian literature in the
empire. It was the inclusion in the published proceedings of contribu-
tions in languages other than Russian by foreign participants in the
Slavic Congress that facilitated the appearance of Hrushevsky's article
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in the otherwise prohibited language. Its novelty, however, went far
beyond the language of publication. Hrushevsky used the issue of the
'rational' organization of Slavic history raised by the congress organiz-
ing committee to attack the traditional paradigm of 'Russian history.'
His major charge against it was lack of rationality, a fatal flaw in the
positivist world of Russian scholarship at the turn of the century. In-
deed, Hrushevsky set out to deconstruct the historical grand narrative
of the Russian Empire. He had actually embarked on that project long
before, but the article of 1903 was the clearest, most eloquent, and most
provocative presentation of his argument.

Hrushevsky characterized the traditional scheme as follows: 'The

generally accepted presentation of Russian history is well known. It
begins with the prehistory of Eastern Europe, usually with its coloniza-
tion by non-Slavs, then the settlement of the Slavs and the formation of
the Kyivan state. Its history is brought up to the second half of the
twelfth century, and then it shifts to the Grand Principality of Vladimir;
from here, in the fourteenth century, to the Principality of Moscow; then
it follows the history of the Muscovite state and then of the empire.'12
Hrushevsky asserted that this scheme amounted to little more than a
continuation of the genealogies of the medieval rulers of Muscovy.
Particularly questionable, in his opinion, was the link established by the
old scheme between the history of the Kyivan state on the one hand and
that of the Principality of Vladimir-Suzdal and the Tsardom of Mus-
covy on the other. Hrushevsky postulated that the Kyivan state was the
creation of one nationality (Ukrainian-Ruthenian), while the principali-
ties of Vladimir-Suzdal and Moscow, with their distinct law and cul-
ture, were products of the historical development of another (Great
Russian) nationality (n aro dnost' ).

Hrushevsky further argued that with the rise of scholarly interest in
national histories, the traditional scheme of Russian history had been
transformed into the history of the Great Russians. That process was
abetted, in Hrushevsky's opinion, by the special importance ascribed to
the development of the Muscovite state in the traditional scheme of
Russian history, given that for centuries neither the Ukrainians nor the
Belarusians had had states of their own. 'The unique and exclusive
significance of the history of the Great Russian stite in the current
scheme of "Russian" history,'wrote Hrushevsky, 'is actually due to the
replacement of the concept of the history of the "Russian people" (in the
meaning of the Rus', East Slavic nationalities) by the concept of the
history of the Great Russian people.'13 Exposing the traditional imperial
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paradigm that had deprived the Ukrainians and Belarusians of a his-
tory of their own, Hrushevsky suggested the creation, on the ruins of
the dismantled all-Russian narrative, of separate narratives for the
Russian (Great Russian), Ukrainian, and Belarusian nationalities.

Did the historical paradigm described by Hrushevsky really exist,
and, if so, who represented it at the turn of the twentieth century? It
would be no exaggeration to state that in assaulting the traditionai
scheme of Russian historv Hrushevsky was declaring war on virtually
all Russian historians of the period. Still, it is difficult to think of a better
representative of the dominant historiographic trend than the dean of
Russian historians at the time, Vasilii Kiiuchevsky.la In\904, the year in
which Hrushevsky's ground-breaking article appeared, Kliuchevsky
began the publication of his famous Course of Rttssian History, which
was based on lithographic copies of lectures that he had delivered at
Moscow University in the 1880s. That text was revised and brought up
to date for publication at the turn of the twentieth century. Kliuchevsky's
Course represented the most authoritative interpretation of Russian
history produced by the Russian historical establishment of the late
imperial era, and it was against this work that Hrushevsky and his
scheme of Ukrainian historv were often judged by the Russian edu-
cated classes of the first two decades of the twentieth century.ls

What was the scheme of Russian history set forth by Kliuchevsky,
and what place did he reserve in his narrative for the Ukrainian and
Belarusian nationalities? Kliuchevsky's general outline corresponded
fully to the traditional scheme of Russian history as summarized by
Hrushevsky. it began with the history of the Kyivan state and pro-
ceeded to the development of the Vladimir-Suzdal principality, the
Tsardom of Muscovy, and finally the Russian Empire. Kliuchevsky's
scheme of Russian history serves as a perfect illustration of what
Hrushevsky had in mind when he wrote about the transformation of
the traditional, dynastically oriented narrative into a history of the
Great Russian nation. In his Course, Kliuchevsky enjoined his students
to recall how Russian history of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries had
been taught in Russian gymnasiums. As he put it: 'Up to the mid-
twelfth century (i.e., to Andrei Bogoliubsky), the student's attention is
concentrated chiefly on Kyivan Rus', its princes, and the events that
took place there, but from the middle or end of the twelfth century, your
attention was abruptly shifted in a different direction, to the northeast,
to the Suzdal Land, to its princes, and to the events that took place
there. The historical scene was shifted almost too suddenlv, without
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sufficient preparation of the observer for such a shift. Under the first
impression of that change we cannot apprehend either where Kyivan
Rus' disappeared or where the new upper-Vblga Rus, came fro.r,.,
Kliuchevsky proposed that the problem be resolved through research
on the causes of this change, which he saw in the migration of the mdn
mass of the 'Russian' 

population from the Dnipro to the Upper Volga
region.16 Thus Kliuchevsky recognized the pioblem inheient in the'traditional' 

scheme of Russian history, but instead of challenging the
old dynastic paradigm, he reinforced it with a new argumettt i.o*
the arsenal of national history.

For Kliuchevsky, state and nationality were the two main subiects of
Russian history, while its periodization was based on the migrations of
the broadly defined 'Russian nation.' Russian history began with the'Dnipro 

period,'which lasted from the eighth to the thirteenth century.
It was succeeded by the 'upper volga period' (from the thirteenth to the
mid-fifteenth century), which in turn was followed by the 'Great Rus-
sian'period (from the mid-fifteenth to the early seventeenth century).
The last element of Kliuchevsky's scheme was the ,all-Russian, 

period,
which lasted from the seventeenth to the mid-nineteenth century. Ac-
cording to his scheme, the main actors of the first two periods of'Russian' history were the Russian people in general. The foimation of
the Great Russian 'tribe,' which Kliuchevsky defined as a separate
branch of the Russi an narod (nation or people), took place in the third,'Creat Russian,'period, when the main mass of the ,Russian popula-
tion'moved from the Upper Volga region to the Middle volga and Don
areas. It was then, according to Kliuchevsky, that the 'Great Russian
tribe was united for the first time in one political entiW under the author_
ity of the Muscovite sovereign.' During the fourth period, the ,Russian

people' expanded across the entire plain between the Baltic, White, and
Black seas, and even moved beyond the ural Mountains and the Caucasus.
At that time, argued Kliuchevsky, all the components of the ,Russian

nationality'were united under a single political authority.lz
This was the periodization presented by Kliuchevsky in his lectures

for the 1884-5 academic year. It remained intact in the 1904 edition of
the lectures, although Kliuchevsky made a few minor additions to his
original rext, some of which are of special interest for the present dis-
cussion.ls To his old definition of the fourth period as the one in which'politically 

almost all parts of the Russian nationality are united under
one authority,' Kliuchevsky added a new detail: ,One after another
Little Russia, white Russia, and New Russia adhere to Great Russia,
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forming the All-Russian Empire.'1e This was the first t ime that
Kliuchevsky introduced the notions of Little Russia (Ukraine) and White
Russia (Belarus) into his basic scheme of Russian history. He treated

them not as names of national entities but as territorial designations,
lumping them together with New Russia (Southern Ukraine). The onlv
national entities with an active role in Kliuchevsky's scheme were the
'Russian' and Great Russian peoples. In 1904 as in 1885, Kliuchevsky
subscribed to the view that treated Russian history as an account of the
'Russian' ('all-Russian') nation and state, presenting the Creat Russians
as the principal actors of that history.

As for the origins of the'Russian'nationality, Kliuchevsky was rather

vague and inconsistent in defining the period when it came into exist-
ence. He regarded early Kyivan Rus' as a 'Russian state' but not as a

state of the 'Russian people,' which he did not consider to have existed
in the tenth, eleventh, or even twelfth centuries. According to
Kliuchevsky, in the mid-eleventh century there existed only certain
'ethnographic elements' that later formed the 'Russian nationality.' In

his opinion the bond between the various Slavic tribes that inhabited
the Kyivan state was mainly 'mechanical,' not spiritual. As proof
Kliuchevsky cited the example of the Viatichians, who in the early
twelfth century still did not accept Christianity.20 He believed that in

the Kyivan era national identity was only coming into existence, as it

expressed itself not in loyalty to the nation (people) but to the Rus' Land
in general.21 This generally realistic assessment of the extent of national

self-identification in the Kyivan state all but contradicted the logic of
Kliuchevsky's general scheme of Russian history, according to which

the 'Russian' nationality, in order to be divided after the decline of
Kyivan Rus' and reunited in an 'a11-Russian' state during the fourth
period of 'Russian' history, had first to be formed during the Kyivan
Rus'period.

Kliuchevsky placed special emphasis on the disintegration of the
'Russian' nationality in the additions that he made to the text of his

Course prior to the publication of its first volume in 1904. In this slightly
revised presentation of his general scheme of 'Russian' history,
Kliuchevsky noted the 'general breakup and dispersion of the national-
ity'between the thirteenth and mid-fifteenth centuries.22 Also added to
the original text was Kliuchevsky's broad interpretation of the history
of the 'Russian nationality.' 'The Russian nationality,' wrote Kliuchevsky,
'having been formed in the first period, was torn apart in the course of
the second. The main mass of the Russian people, retreating before the
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insuperable external dangers from the southwestern Dnipro region to
the Oka and upper Volga, gathered its shattered forces there, recovered
in the forests of central Russia, saved its nationality and, arming it with
the strength of a consolidated state, came back to the southwestern
Dnipro region to rescue the weaker portion of the Russian people,
which had remained there, from the foreisn voke and influence.'23 To
legi t imize such a v iew Kl iuchevsky needed to posi t  the ex is tence
of a 'Russian nationality' prior to the thirteenth century. The term
zaaiazaushaiasia (havingbeen formed), employed by Kliuchevsky in the
passage cited above with respect to the formation of the 'Russian na-
tionality,'was apparently introduced in order to downplay the contra-
diction between the historian's earlier claim concerning the lack of a
common national identity in the Kyivan period and his theory of the
division of the 'Russian nationality'into tlr.o branches. Consequently, in
another addition to the original text of the lectures, he introduced the
notion of an 'initial Russian nationality' that allegedly began to divide
into the 'two new branches' sometime in the thirteenth centurv.2a

Kliuchevsky associated that division with the decline and alleged
depopulation of the Kyivan Land in the thirteenth century, caused by
the resettlement of the local population to the northwest (Galicia and
Volhynia) and the northeast (the Suzdal principality).2s His views on
the issue were reminiscent of some elements of Mikhail Pogodin's
theory, which claimed that the native population of the Kyiv area was
Great Russian and had not migrated northward until the thirteenth
century, whereafter it was replaced by the Little Russians. 'The Pogodin
theory sought to erase that distinction by settling the Dnipro region
with Great Russians in the tenth to twelfth centuries and subsequently
making them emigrate from there in the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, but I doubt that anyone would want to defend the old histori-
cal scheme today on the bisis of that risky and almost completely
abandoned theory,' wrote Hrushevsky in his article on the traditional
scheme of 'Russian' history.26 To be sure, Kliuchevsky's scheme was
much more sophisticated than Pogodin's, although it was also based on
the idea of the depopulation of the Kyivan Land and the migration of at
least part of its population to the northeast.

Unlike Pogodin, though, Kliuchevsky did not believe in the existence
of Great Russians and Little Russians in the tenth to twelfth centuries,
preferring to discuss either prenational 'ethnographic material' or the
'initial Russian nationality.' Although Kliuchevsky dated the beginning
of the depopulation of the Kyivan Land to the twelfth century and
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sought the origins of the division of the 'Russian' nationality in the
migrations of the thirteenth century, he did not begin applying the

terms 'Great Russian' and 'Little Russian' to groups of the East Slavic
population until his account reached the fifteenth century. It was then,
according to Kliuchevsky's scheme, that the Slavic population of the
Upper Volga region moved to the area of the Middle Volga and Don,
and the Great Russian period of 'Russian history'began. The formation
of the Little Russian branch of the 'Russian' people was linked, in
Kliuchevsky's opinion, with the resettlement of the Dnipro region by

immigrants from Poland, Galicia, and Volhynia whose ancestors had

allegedly left the Kyivan Land in the thirteenth century. He also sug-
gested that Turkic nomads of the steppe area, who moved there after
the decline of Kyivan Rus', participated in the formation of the 'Little

Russian trlbe.'27
Kliuchevsky's treatment of the various elements of Ukrainian history

within the framework of the all-Russian paradigm also corresponded

closely to Hrushevsky's description of the 'irrationalities' of the tradi-

tional scheme of 'Russian' history. In his article of 7904, Hrushevsky

argued that in shifting the centre of attention from Kyivan Rus' to the

Vladimir-Suzdal principality in the thirteenth century, the traditional
Russian narrative showed no interest in the subsequent history of
Ukraine and Belarus, making an exception only for a limited number of
episodes that were included in the all-Russian narrative for a variety of
reasons. 'As for the history of the Ukrainian-Rus' and Belarusian lands,
that remained outside the boundaries of the Muscovite state,' wrote
Hrushevsky. 'Certain of the more significant episodes are sometimes
included (Danylo's state, the formation of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania
and the union with Poland, the church union, and Khmelnytsky's wars)
and sometimes not included at all, but in any case, with their annex-
ation to the Russian state these lands cease to be the subject of that
history.'28

Kliuchevsky treated the episodes of 'West Russian' history in a man-
ner closely resembling the 'traditional' scheme of 'Russian' history as

described in Hrushevsky's article. He began his narrative with the
times of Jagiello (Jogaila), discussed the consequences of the Union of
Lublin (1,569),which established the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth,
moved on to the settlement of the Ukrainian steppe, and proceeded to
consider the struggle of Cossackdom for the 'Russian faith and nation-
ality.' He discussed all these developments at relative length, but only
as background to the 'Little Russian question,' which emerged in Rus-
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sian foreign policy in the mid-seventeenth century. Conceptually,
he treated the 'Little Russian question' Iike any other 'question' of
seventeenth-century Russian foreign policy, including the 'Baltic' and
'Eastern' ones.2e Kliuchevsky attempted to legitimize this traditional
approach of imperial Russian historiography by stressing the particular
importance of the Great Russian nationality for 'all-Russian' history. To
prove the point, he claimed that most of the 'Russian'population had
assembled in the Upper Volga region following the decline of Kyivan
Rus'. He also invoked the national factor, referring to the 'Russian

forces' that found safe haven in the Finnish woods of the Oka and
Upper Volga region: in Kliuchevsky's account, they took up and contin-
ued the 'defeated national cause of Kyivan Rus'.'30 Kliuchevsky also
stressed the importance of the Great Russians in 'all-Russian'history 

by
claiming that they constituted more than two-thirds of the entire 'Rus-

sian' population of the empire, since there were three times as many
Great Russians as Little Russians, and three times as many Little Rus-
sians as Belarusians.3l

Preparing his lectures for publication in 1903-4, Kliuchevsky appar-
ently felt obliged to pay more attention to the history of 'other Rus-
sians.' He significantly extended his discussion of the separation of the
'Russian people'into two branches and paid somewhat more attention
to 'Little Russian' issues. The time that elapsed between the litho-
graphic publication of Kliuchevsky's course in the mid-1880s and its
appearance in print in the first decade of the twentieth century had
placed the Ukrainian question on the scholarly agenda as never before,
and Kliuchevsky now had to explain why he, a Russian national histo-
rian, had not covered other parts of the history of the 'Russian nation.'
'Having cast a cursory glance at the fate of Southwestern Rus' in the
period under study,' wrote Kliuchevsky in one of his additions to the
original text, 'we lost sight of it for a long time in order to concentrate all
our attention on the northeastern half of the Russian land ... Such a
limitation of our field of vision is an inevitable concession to the condi-
tions of our study. We can follow only the dominant movements of our
history and sail in its mainstream, so to speak, without deviating into
offshore currents. From the thirteenth century, the strongest national
forces concentrated in the Upper Volga region, and that is where we
should seek the origin of the bases and forms of national life that later
became dominant.'32

Symptomatic of the new political and cultural atmosphere in the
Russian Empire was the fact that the explanations offered by Kliuchevsky
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could hardly satisfy either proponents of a separate Ukrainian history,

like Hrushevsky, or moderate historians of the Little Russian persua-

sion, who, like Kliuchevsky himself, strongly believed in the existence

of one Russian nationality. Whatever Kliuchevsky's assertions at the

time, he was the first modern Russian historian to stress the profound

differences between the Kyivan and Upper Volga periods of 'Russian'

history - emphases that facilitated the interpretation of Kyivan Rus'

history as the creation of a nationality distinct from the one that estab-

lished the Upper Volga principalities.33 Kliuchevsky's almost exclusive

focus on Great Russian history, which he treated as the mainstream of

Russian history in general, also helped undermine the legitimacy of the

all-Russian narrative.
One of the moderate Ukrainian historians dissatisfied with the

practice of reducing all-Russian history to that of Great Russia was

Ivan Linnichenko. Like Hrushevsky, he was a student of Volodymyr

Antonovych, but unlike his professor or his younger colleague,

Linnichenko had little sympathy for the Ukrainian cause and believed

strongly in the unity of the 'Russian' people.3a Linnichenko expressed

his dissatisfaction with the dominant trend of imperial Russian histori-

ography in his inaugural lecture at Moscow University, the bastion of

Kliuchevsky and his school, in1897. 'In certain instances we repeat with

pride,'stated Linnichenko in his lecture, 'that Rus' is everywhere, from

the icy Finnish crags to flaming Colchis; from the White Sea all the way

to the distant Carpathian Mountains. But as soon as it comes to defining

the basic features of the Russian character and Russian national institu-

tions, we immediately begin to throw overboard one group of Russians

after another; we strike out one period of our history after another; and

so we conclude by endlessly narrowing Rus', both territorially and

historically.'35
Linnichenko's reference to the broad geographic definition of Rus'

alluded to a well-known verse by Aleksandr Pushkin,36 but it also was

very close to Kliuchevsky's geographic description of Russia in his

Course. Kliuchevsky could also be considered a target of Linnichenko's

critique of those who defined the Russian national character and Rus-

sian national institutions on the basis of the character and institutions of

only one part of the all-Russian people. In suggesting an alternative to

this dominant scheme, Linnichenko did not want to discard the old

imperial paradigm but rather to extend and broaden it so as to give

greater prominence and attention to Ukrainian-Belarusian history. He

demanded for Western (Belarusian) and Southwestern (Ukrainian) Rus'
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the same rights as those accorded to the history of Northern (Great
Russian) Rus'. Linnichenko claimed that the history of the western and
southwestern territories was not 'local' history, alluding to the term
used to define particular regions of Great Russia, but part of 'all-

Russian' history.3T
Linnichenko's position was largely shared by another prominent

Ukrainian historian, a Great Russian by origin, Aleksandra Efimenko.38
In the preface to her survey History of the Ukrainian People (7906),
Efimenko expressed her dissatisfaction with the dominant practice in
the 'Russian scholarly literature' of treating 'Russian' history exclu-
sively in terms of Northeastern Rus'. She believed that such an interpre-
tation of 'Russian' history made for a 'historical understanding so
one-sided as to verge in particular instances on the falsification of social
self-understanding, though entirely involuntary and unconscious in
most instances.'3e Like Linnichenko, Efimenko believed that Russian
history was composed of two parts: the history of Northeastern or
Muscovite Rus' and that of Southern and Western, or Polish-Lithuanian
Rus'. She justified that approach by the size of territory and population
of Southwestern Rus', which she considered comparable to the territory
and population of Northeastern Rus', as well as by the distinct nature of
their respective cultures and histories. Efimenko treated the two parts
of Rus' as equals. She tended, though, to equate the history of Polish-
Lithuanian Rus'with that of Southern Rus'/Little Russia, claiming that
only Southern Rus' 'lived its own political life, while Western Rus'- the
Belarusian tribe - ended its political existence with its absorption by the
Lithuanian state.'40

Efimenko stressed the importance of research on Southern Rus' for
the advancement of general 'Russian'historical studies, addressing her
argument first and foremost to the Russian'Westernizers.' She asserted
that the study of Polish-Lithuanian Rus'would alter prevailing views
about the opposition between Russia and Europe and help 'establish a
clear view of our genuine national particularities, our true difference
from Europe, which is rooted not only in the relatively late conditions
and particularities of Northeastern Rus'.'41 Efimenko buttressed her
argument by indicating the neglect of the history of Southwestern Rus',
as demonstrated by the lack of general histories of Ukraine. ln Efimenko's
opinion it was only the events of 7904 (an apparent reference to the
liberal policies of the new imperial minister of the interior, Prince Petr
Sviatopolk-Mirsky) that served to legalize Ukrainian history, a develop,
ment that she associated with the publication of Hrushevsky's Suruey
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History of the Ukrninian People in the same year. It is interesting to note

that while criticizing the dominant paradigm of Russian history from a

very moderate standpoint, Efimenko felt it necessary to defend herself

against possible accusations of 'South Russian national subjectivism.'
She did so by referring to her Great Russian origins and to the work she
had accomplished in the fietd of Great Russian history.az

Efimenko's attempt to raise the profile of 'Southwestern Rus" by
incorporating the history of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania into all-
Russian history was hardly an original undertaking. In his article on the

traditional scheme of 'Russian history,' Hrushevsky noted similar at-

tempts by the Russian historians Nikolai Ustrialov, Dmitrii Ilovaisky,

and Konstantin Bestuzhev-Riumin, who 'tried to present in parallel
fashion the history of "Western Rus'," that is, of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, and of "Eastern Rus'," that is, of the Muscovite state.'43
Among the most prominent adherents of that tradition was Kliu-

chevsky's student and successor in the chair of Russian history at
Moscow University, Matvei Liubavsky. In his Suraey History of the

Lithuanian-Russian State (7970), Liubavsky complained, as Linnichenko

and Efimenko had done before him, about the lack of scholarly interest

in the history of 'Lithuania and Western Rus'.'In keeping with the spirit

of post-1905 Russia, he attempted to interest his readers by drawing

attention to the constitutional traditions of the 'Lithuanian-Russian'

state. Liubavsky wrote that if the Muscovite state had evolved toward

monarchical absolutism, 'The Grand Duchy of Lithuania developed in

the direction of constitutionalism and political decentralization. Ulti-

mately it issued in a kind of elective monarchy (within dynastic limits;.'aa

Liubavsky saw the Russian past as a history of two 'Russian' states,
Muscovy and 'Lithuania-Russia,' and believed that the study of
'Lithuanian-Russian' history helped explain the Russian historical pro-

cess as a whole. He asserted that not only the history of the Muscovite

state but also that of the 'Lithuanian-Russian' state was, 'in a certain
sense, a direct continuation, a further development of the history of
Kyivan Rus'.' He even went so far as to argue that'Lithuanian Rus" had

preserved many more Kyivan Rus'traditions than Suzdal Rus', which,
'having settled along the Upper Volga and its tributaries, established its
existence there on new foundations, different from those of Dnipro and
Dvina Rus'.'as Liubavsky believed that the Union of Lublin (7569),

which marked the de facto abolition of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania as

an independent political entity and incorporated the Ukrainian and

Belarusian lands into the Polish-led Commonwealth, was 'an event of
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the first importance in all-Russian history.'According to him, the sig-
nificance of that union lay in the fact that it associated Lithuania and
Western Rus' much more closely with Poland, while separating and
estranging them from Northeastern Rus'. In Liubavsky's opinion, the
time had come for Lithuanian Rus', 'already united with Eastern Rus'
for more than a century [as a result of the partitions of Poland], to
become united with it in the scholarly sense as well.'46 With regard to
the timing of his enterprise, Liubavsky was clearly mistaken. The time
for a scholarly and ideological undertaking of that kind was already
past, and the 'unification' did not work either in political or in historio-
graphic terms. In the latter case, the future belonged not to state-based
paradigms but to nationally based ones, such as the historical scheme
advanced by Hrushevsky.

It appears from Hrushevsky's article of 1,904 that he was at least
as dissatisfied with the 'traditional' scheme of 'Russian' history as
Linnichenko, Efimenko, and Liubavsky. He wrote that 'one must bid
farewell to the fiction that "Russian history," when at every step the
history of Great Russia is substituted for it, is the history of "all Rus-
sia."'47 But in seeking a solution to the problem, Flrushevsky proceeded
in a direction entirely different from the one suggested by his col-
leagues, none of whom challenged the idea of all-Russian history per
se, advocating instead the restructuring of the paradigm and giving
greater prominence to the history of Southwestern Rus'. Hrushevsky,
for his part, postulated the complete separation of Ukrainian history
from that of Russia. If Liubavsky's and Efimenko's division of all-
Russian history was informed by the statist approach, Hrushevsky
based his outline of East Slavic history on the principle of nationality.
For Hrushevsky, each of the East Slavic nationalities deserved a history
of its own.

He claimed that 'indeed, there can be no "all-Russian" history, iust as
there is no "all-Russian" nationality.'48 Consequently, he arguedthat the
old'Russian'history should be divided into three parts, not two, with
the Russians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians all acquiring historical narra-
tives of their own. Hrushevsky admitted that Belarusian history would
be less rich in detail than that of Ukraine and proposed that numerous
episodes traditionally viewed as belonging to all-Russian history be
reassigned to the history of the Belarusians. He wrote in that regard:
'The Belarusian nationality fares even worse [than the Ukrainian] un-
der this [traditional] scheme. It is completely obscured by the histories
of the Kyivan state, the Vladimir-Moscow state, and even by the Grand
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Duchy of Lithuania. Though nowhere in history does it clearly figure as

a creative element, its role nonetheless is not insignificant. I shall limit

myself to noting its importance in the formation of the Great Russian

nationality or in the history of the Great Duchy of Lithuania, where the

cultural role among the Slavic peoples, in relation to the much less

developed Lithuanian tribes, belonged above all to the Belarusians.'ae
In his deconstruction of the 'traditional scheme,' Hrushevsky indi-

cated tendencies within Russian historiography itself that he found

consonant with his own views and ideas. He assumed that even proPo-
nents of the traditional paradigm would recognize that its faults and

errors were too significant to be ignored. Some of the most important

ideas advanced in Hrushevsky's article of 1904 had been introduced in

his earlier reviews of the works of Russian historians such as Pavel

Miliukov Nikolai Zagoskin, and Mikhail Vladimirsky-Budanov.s0
Miliukov a student of Kliuchevsky and a rising star of Russian national
historiography,sl was singled out for praise by Hrushevsky, who re-

viewed al1 his major works of the 1890s. These included two volumes of

Essays on the History of Russian Culture and the first and only volume of

Main Currents of Russian Historicsl Thought.sz In his review of Main

Currents, Hrushevsky wrote: 'Professor Miliukov has taken a highly

serious approach to his subject. Not content with published material, he

also makes use of unpublished sources, studying the main currents of

historiography in connection with cultural and spiritual tendencies in

general. He evaluates them from a progressive scholarly viewpoint free

of all official, chauvinist, and other conventions that are sometimes so

deeply rooted in Russian historiography; hence we must recognize that

Mr Miliukov's work constitutes a very serious contribution to the litera-

ture.'53 In his review of the Essnys, Hrushevsky criticized Miliukov for

confusing 'Russia' with 'Great Russia' and writing essentially Great
Russian history while using the term'Russian' in the title of his book.

Nevertheless, he considered the first two volumes of the Essays highly

interesting in content and ideas.sa
What did Hrushevsky find so valuable in Miliukov's works? His

reviews provide part of the answer, while a comparison of Hrushevsky's
views with Miliukov's on history in general and Russian history in

particular sheds further light on the matter. First of all, Hrushevsky and
Miliukov were shaped as historians by similar ideas. Both were positiv-
ists influenced by sociological thinking, which made them view the
history of peoples and society, not that of heroes, states, and legal

institutions, as the principal subject of new historical research.ss Some
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of Miliukov's views on specific issues of Russian history were conso-
nant with Hrushevsky's own interpretation of the Russian and Ukrain-
ian past.56 Miliukov for example, considered Kyivan Rus' separate
from later periods of Russian history 'not only chronologically but
actually.'s7 He also all but excluded the Kyivan Rus' period from his
discussion of Russian culture, for which he was criticized by Venedikt
Miakotin.ss In Hrushevsky's opinion, Miliukov's discussion of the his-
tory of Russian culture was in fact limited to the evolution of Great
Russian or, more specifically, Muscovite culture.se Hrushevsky also
expressed the hope that in his Ma in Currents, Miliukov had 'consciously'

excluded the discussion of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ukrain-
ian historiography from his survey.60

More importantly, it was none other than Miliukov who began the
process of dismantling the traditional scheme of 'Russian' history by
demonstrating that the basic elements of the Russian historical narra-
tive put together by Nikolai Karamzin in the early nineteenth century
were initially formulated as a response to the immediate tasks of Mus-
covite foreign policy of the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries.
In analysing Karamzin's views inhis Main Currents, Miliukov made a
brief excursus into the history of Muscovite political thought. He noted
how the idea of the direct responsibility of the princes for the division of
Rus' lands into appanages came into existence in the times of Ivan III
and how Muscovite diplomacy invoked the notion of the hereditary
rights of the Muscovite tsars to the Rus'lands under Lithuanian admin-
istration. He also traced the development of the notion that the power
of the Muscovite princes derived from Byzantine origins. According to
Miliukov all these ideas had been employed as cornerstones of the
Russian historical scheme.6l

There is little doubt that Miliukov's deconstruction of the Muscovite
historiographic scheme, especially its treatment of the role of the Kyivan
dynastic factor in Muscovite political thought, strengthened Hru-
shevsky's own critique of the traditional scheme of 'Russian' history. It
was under the influence of Miliukov's 'discoveries' that Hrushev-
sky wrote in his review of Main Currents (1898): 'The historical
scheme of Muscovite historiography of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, its officious and utilitarian character had their influence on
Russian historiography of the eighteenth and even nineteenth centu-
ries.'62 He stressed this point again in his article of 1904 on the tradi-
tional scheme of 'Russian' history: 'This is an old scheme that has its
beginnings in the historiographic scheme of the Muscovite scribes, and
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at its basis lies a genealogical idea - the genealogy of the Muscovite

dynasty. With the beginning of academic historiography in Russia, that

rin"-" became the basis for the history of the "Russian state."'63 In the

late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, both Hrushevsky and

Miliukov were involved in the deconstruction of the old imperial para-

digm of Russian history. Neither shared the fascination of the previous

generation of Russian historians with issues of political and legal his-

tory, and both welcomed the advance of the new paradigm of national

history.6a
Hrushevsky thought that Russian historians had already done a good

job of developing a new scheme of Great Russian history by'cleansing'

the 'all-Russian' narrative of episodes properly belonging to Ukrainian

and Belarusian history. By far the most important episode of the Ukrain-

ian past artificially attached to that of the Great Russian nationality, in

Hrushevsky's opinion, was the history of Kyivan Rus'. That is why he

welcomed the penetration of the 'national' paradigm into Russian his-

toriography of the Kyivan state. Here again, as elsewhere, Miliukov's

contribution cannot be overlooked. There is little doubt that Miliukov's

interpretation of Kyivan Rus' ethnic history was much closer to the

views of Hrushevsky than to those of his former professor, Vasilii

Kliuchevsky. By virtue of his acceptance of Pogodin's theory of the

depopulation of the Kyivan Land in the thirteenth century, Miliukov

also subscribed to Pogodin's thesis that the history of the Rus'nationali-

ties could be traced back to the times of Kyivan Rus'. If Kliuchevsky

found it appropriate to speak of the Great Russian and Little Russian

nationalities only from the fifteenth century on, Miliukov believed that

the 'Russian dialects' took shape long before evidence of them became

available in historical sources. He also strove to associate the 'North

Russian' and'South Russian' (Little Russian)'dialects' with particular

East Slavic tribes. Miliukov traced the 'Little Russian dialects'back to

the White Croats of Galicia and the Volhynians, frequently employing

the terms 'Ukrainian' and 'Ukrainians' in his analysis. He also linked

the Belarusian dialects with the Krivichians but was more cautious in

associating other tribes with either North Russian or South Russian
'dialects.'65

A Russian historian whom Hrushevsky particularly praised for his

interpretation of the historv of Kvivan Rus' was Vasilii Storozhev who

vie*ed Dnipro (Kyivan) Rus' and Northeastern Rus' as products of the

historical activity of two different parts of the Russian nationality. In his

article on the traditional scheme of 'Russian'history, Hrushevsky noted
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that it would be preferable to treat these two parts as separate nationali-
ties but generally praised Storozhev's approach.66 Hrushevsky's high
opinion of Storozhev's views was also expressed in his earlier review of
a collection of articles on Russian history published by Storozhev in
1898. There, apart from lauding Storozhev's analysis and expressing his
opinion of the need to treat the two branches of the 'Russian'nation as
separate nationalities, Hrushevsky noted that Great Russia was influ-
enced in its evolution by the political and cultural heritage of Kyivan
Rus' but compared the relation between the principalities of Kyiv
and Suzdal-Vladimir to that between Rome and barbarian Gaul.67
Hrushevsky later used this comparison in his article on the traditional
scheme, where he wrote: 'The Vladimir-Moscow state was neither the
successor nor the inheritor of the Kyivan state. It grew out of its own
roots, and the relation of the Kyivan state toward it might more accu-
rately be compared, for instance, to the relations between the Roman
state and its Gallic provinces than described as two successive periods
in the political and cultural life of France.'68 Another Russian scholar
whose contribution to the field of East Slavic history Hrushevsky noted
in his article of 1904 was Dmitrii Korsakov, the author of a book on the
history of the Rostov principality.6e Hrushevsky treated Korsakov's
work as an attempt to discover the origins of Great Russian history in
the history of Northeastern Rus' - a development that he obviously
welcomed.

\A/hatever the contributions of these Russian historians to Hrushevsky's
deconstruction of the imperial Russian narrative, it is clear that by
introducing the concept of a distinct Ukrainian national narrative he
took their conclusions several steps farther, reaching a qualitatively
new stage in the development of East European historiography. How
did Russian historians respond to his challenge? judging by the reac-
tion in Russian scholarly publications, Hrushevsky's critique of the
traditional scheme of 'Russian' history did not go unnoticed, but we
know relatively little about the response of those historians whose
works Hrushevsky mentioned in his article of 7904.

Little is known about Miliukov's reaction to Hrushevsky's interpreta-
tion of his views and his deconstruction of the traditional scheme,
except that, as mentioned earlier, Miliukov regarded Hrushevsky's at-
tempts to establish an unbroken Ukrainian presence in the Kyiv region
as a continuation of the 'Ukrainophile' tradition.z0 The friendliest and
most supportive of the Russian historians appears to have been
Storozhev, whom Hrushevsky first met during his archival trip to Mos-
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cow in 7892.71 Storozhev's attitude to Hrushevsky's article on the tradi-
tional scheme of 'Russian' history can be reconstructed on the basis of
his general appraisal of Hrushevsky's Suraey History of the Ukrainian
People, which developed many of the ideas presented in the article. In a
letter of January 1905 to Hrushevsky, Storozhev expressed enthusiasm
for the Suraey. Addressing Hrushevsky's apparent concern that some
Russian scholars might consider the book rather partisan, Storozhev
wrote: 'You write that I am "a man free of various nationalist preju-
dices." That is not entirely true: You could freely write that I am an
ardent hater of those prejudices. Having read your book, I would not

say that even a single page was offensive to me by virtue of its tenden-

tiousness. Your book contains only that "goodly share of tendentious-
ness" that adorns every vital piece of work.'7zWe know very little about
the response to Hrushevsky's article on the part of Korsakov, who
reviewed the second edition of the Suruey History (1906) and generally
praised it but apparently was uneasy about Hrushevsky's 'Ukrainization'

of Kyivan Rus'.73 Korsakov and Hrushevsky later maintained good
relations: in1913, for example, Hrushevsky contributed to a festschrift

for Korsakov.Ta The latter thanked his younger colleague for his contri-

bution and wrote that he welcomed cooperation between 'Creat Rus-

sian' and 'South Russian'historians, which had developed 'in spite of
self-styled representatives of true Russian people, those epigones of
Katkov ian phan tasmagorias.'75

Storozhev and Korsakov were clearly among those Russian histori-

ans who were prepared to judge Hrushevsky's contribution to the field

on the basis of its scholarly merit, irrespective of the political ramifi-

cations of his theories. There is good reason to believe, however, that
most Russian historians not only did not welcome Hrushevsky's
deconstruction of the imperial narrative but were hostile toward it. One
such historian was a Ukrainian by birth, Ivan Filevich, who was then
teaching at the University of Warsaw. As noted earlier, in 7892 he was

among those who welcomed the publication of Hrushevsky's book on

the history of the Kyivan Land and gave it a highly positive assess-
ment.76 Ten years later, in 1902, Filevich published a brochure in Lviv
attacking Kostomarov's theory of the two Rus'nationalities. He singled
out Hrushevsky as a scholar who had applied that theory, contrary to
historical fact, in order to establish the distinctive character of Ukrai-
nian history.TT

Judging by the scant evidence available on the response to
Hrushevsky's article in the Russian Empire, the clash between Propo-
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nents and opponents of Hrushevsky's views took place mainly in
Ukraine. A good indication of its character is given by the debates
conducted on the issue at the Historical and Philological Society of the
University of New Russia in Odesa. The initiative to hold a discussion
on Hrushevsky's article came from the head of the society, the philolo-
gist Vasilii Istrin.78 Petro Klymovych, a lawyer and active member of
the Odesa Ukrainian Hromada, gave a paper based on the article.
Writing to Hrushevsky in March 1905, Klymovych described the reac-
tion of the audience to his presentation: 'There was hot debate: the
moskali [derogatory term for Russians] (and our university is "swarm-
ing" with them) attacked stronglv ... I was supported by only two of our
countrymen, and weakly at that, while the moskali turned on me in
droves as I defended your tenets.'Istrin, who, judging by Klymovych's
letter, was wounded by Ivan Franko's critique of his work and called
him a 'zealous khokhol [derogatory term for Ukrainians],' was reluctant
to allow Klymovych to give a new paper based on another article of
Hrushevsky's about old Rus'ethnography published in the same col-
lection as the article on the traditional scheme of 'Russian' history.
Eventually Klymovych was allowed to deliver his paper, but a presen-
tation by an opponent of Hrushevsky's, the philologist Boris Liapunov,
was scheduled for the same day.Ze

It was also the Odesa milieu that produced the first (and only) sub-
stantial response to Hrushevsky's article of 7904, although it was de-
layed for more than a decade. The response appeared in the revolutionary
year of 1977 under the title The Little Russian Question ond the Autonomy
of Little Russia: An Open Letter to Professor M.S. Hrusheasky. Its author
was Ivan Linnichenko, well known to us from the discussion above,
who spent most of his career teaching at Odesa University. Linnichenko's
brochure contained a critical review of Hrushevsky's article of 7904, as
well as Linnichenko's arguments against the autonomization of Ukraine
rn 1917. According to Linnichenko, the first part of his brochure was
written soon after the publication of Hrushevsky's article on the tradi-
tional scheme of 'Russian' history, but its putlication was delayed
because, under prevailing circumstances, Hrushevsky would have had
no opportunity to respond to Linnichenko in the public press with'full
freedom and sincerity.'80

The 'lenient' treatment of Hrushevskv bv his Russian and Little Rus-
sian opponents before the Revolution of 1917 was later regretted by
another historian of the Little Russian persuasion, Andrei Storozhenko.
Writing after the revolution under the pseudonym 'A. Tsarinny,'81
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Storozhenko expressed his dissatisfaction that Russian academics had
spared Hrushevsky from criticism before the revolution. In that context,
Storozhenko mentioned the name of Aleksei Shakhmatov and com-
plained that Kharkiv University had awarded honorary doctorates to
Hrushevsky and Ivan Franko at the initiative of the 'Ukrainophiles'

Dmytro Bahalii and Mykola Sumtsov. The reason for such appeasement
of Hrushevsky, according to Storozhenko, lay in his revolutionary po-
litical convictions. Storozhenko expressed the hope that someday some-
one would write a whole volume exposing Hrushevsky's 'distortions,

misrepresentations, and arbitrary fabrications.'82
There are no grounds to question the sincerity of Linnichenko's state-

ment that he initially spared Hrushevsky from public criticism because
of the latter's lack of opportunity to respond to him in kind or to deny
the existence of a certain degree of solidarity among liberal-minded
Russian scholars. There is, however, sufficient proof that not all of
Hrushevsky's opponents were as protective of him as Linnichenko
when political persecution was at issue. The collection of articles pub-
lished in Kyiv in 1,908 to prevent Hrushevsky's election to the chair of
history at Kyiv University indicates that there was no lack of political
denunciators.s3 Still, it was only the Revolution of 1977 that turned the
Ukrainian movement into an unprecedented threat to proponents of the
'all-Russian' identity and created a demand for the examination and
critique of the historical views of its leader, Mykhailo Hrushevsky.
Symptomatic of the new atmosphere was the stand taken by Aleksei
Shakhmatov toward the Ukrainian movement. Shakhmatov who was
instrumental in the lifting of the official ban on Ukrainian-language
publications in 1905 and helped ease restrictions imposed on Hrushevsky
during his exile in Simbirsk in 791.4, took a very different approach to
the 'Ukrainian question' on the eve of the 1917 revolution. He allegedly
told one of the leaders of the Ukrainian movement in St Petersburg
(Petrograd), Oleksander Lototsky: 'Until now I was with you. However,
when it comes to autonomy for Ukraine, I fasten all my buttons. For this
involves the most vital interests of the Great Russian nation, which you
are separating from the warm [Black] sea.'84 The outcome of the revolu-
tion made the proponents of the all-Russian idea much more aggres-
sive. Telling in that regard is the fact that Storozhenko wrote his Ukrainian
Moztement in response to a request published in an 6migr6 Russian
newspaper for a survey history of the Ukrainian movement.85 The
author of another anti-Ukrainian work that employed quotations from
Kliuchevsky to refute Hrushevsky's views, Prince Aleksandr Volkonsky,
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wrote his Historical Truth and Ukrainophile Propagandn in 1920 in order to
counter Ukrainian publications distributed in Western Europe and per-
suade the Entente to deny political support to an independent Ukraine.s6

What were the arguments leveled against Hrushevsky by his oppo-
nents? Linnichenko's brochure offers the most comprehensive answer
to this question, as it was by far the most scholarly and professional
treatment of the controversy over the traditional scheme of 'Russian'

history and Hrushevsky's views in general. Linnichenko's views on the
issue were generally in accord with those of other Great Russian and
Little Russian critics of Hrushevsky. As noted earlier, Linnichenko was
an imperial Russian historian of Ukrainian origin who became dissatis-
fied quite early in his career with the lack of attention to 'South Russian'
history within the'a11-Russian' paradigm and demanded greater atten-
tion to the history of that region. He claimed that Hrushevsky's article
of 7904 also addressed the problem he had indicated in his lecture of
7897 at Moscow University, but from a different perspective - one that
Linnichenko considered unacceptable. Linnichenko quoted from
Hrushevsky's article at length, giving excerpts in Russian translation
and presenting a generally accurate account of Hrushevsky's views.87

The main point of Hrushevsky's interpretation of East Slavic history
with which Linnichenko could not agree was his treatment of the his-
torical role of state and nationality. Linnichenko perceived a major
'contradiction' in Hrushevsky's injunction to study the history not of
the Russian state but of the Ukrainian nationality, 'which,' added
Linnichenko,'never possessed independent statehood.' According to
Linnichenko, Hrushevsky went too far in seeking to shift the focus of
historical research from the history of the state to that of people and
society. In separating the state from the people, he allegedly followed
the 'old Slavophiles,' who viewed state and people as independent
entities and confused the state with the government. Proposing to de-
fine the state as the product of a social union, Linnichenko claimed that
it was impossible to study the history of society without studying the
history of the state, which alone could serve as the focal point of any
historical narrative.ss

Not surprisingly, Linnichenko believed that Hrushevsky grossly un-
derestimated the role of the state as a general factor in history. He
quoted Hrushevsky's assessment of the role of the state from his article
of 1904 ('The political and state factors are important, of course, but in
addition there are other factors, economic and cultural, that may be of
greater or lesser significance than the political one, but in any event
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should not be overshadowed by it'), concluding that Hrushevsky did
not fully appreciate the importance of the state, which exercised a
dominant influence on the cultural development of society.8e Linnichenko
claimed that because Ukraine (Litt le Russia) lacked in independent
state, it never developed its own independent culture, being influenced
instead either by Polish or by Great Russian culture.eO He supported his
argument about the historical absence of Ukrainian statehood by invok-
ing the authority of Professor Volodymyr Antonovych, who had super-
vised both Hrushevsky's work and his or,vn. It was Antonovych, noted
Linnichenko, who expressed the opinion that the Little Russians had
not created a state of their own in the seventeenth centurv as they were
a's tate less '  people.o l

In his polemic with Hrushevsky, Linnichenko made a spectacular
reversal of the views expressed in his lecture of 1897 at Moscow Univer-
sity. If originally he had protested the neglect of the history of South-
western Russia that resulted from the old historical paradigm of Russian
history and challenged the definition of its history as'local,'he now did
the exact opposite, defending the Kliuchevskian focus on Great Russian
history. Linnichenko wrote in his brochure of 7917:'Mr Hrushevsky
seems to assume that the particular attention devoted by our historians
to the history of the Great Russian state is an evil intention, a bureau-
cratic intrigue - the substitution of the notion of "Great Russian" for
that of the "Russian people." But in his enthusiasm for narrow national
sympathies, Mr Hrushevsky is unwilling to comprehend that a histo-
rian comes to know the truth by studying the past and, if he discovers in
it an agent of great creative powet then, naturally, he focuses attention
on it; and even he will not deny that the creative agent in the establish-
ment of the contemporary Russian state as an integral whole was pre-
dominantly the Great Russian nationality.'ez Thus, Linnichenko justified
the special focus on Great Russian history against which he had earlier
protested by indicating the special role of the Great Russians in the
formation of the 'all-Russian' state. For Linnichenko the state remained
the alpha and omega of historical research, and he accused Hrushev-
sky of seeking to replace history with ethnography.e3 In countering
Hrushevsky's strategy of deconstructing the old imperial historical nar-
rative by means of the nation-based approach, Linnichenko ultimately
fell back on the old-fashioned statist argument.

If the intellectual response to Hrushevsky's effort to deconstruct the
imperial historical narrative and replace it with three national narra-
tives was delayed by thirteen long years, the political consequences of
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the rejection of his views by most of his Russian and Little Russian
colleagues were felt almost immediately. Hrushevsky's new scheme,
especially its implementation in the Suraey History of the Ukrainian
People (7904), helped establish his reputation in Russian scholarly circles
as a leader of 'Ukrainian separatism.' Hrushevsky wrote in his autobi-
ography that 'the enemies of the Ukrainian movement justly perceived

[in the Suraey] a historical justification of Ukrainian national strivings
and of the program of Ukrainian autonomy.'ea The same forces pre-
vented Hrushevsky's appointment to the chair of Russian history at
Kyiv  Univers i ty  in  1908.es

The Search for Origins

It would be difficult to overstate the importance of the myth of origins
for any national narrative. One of the absolute requirements of national
mythology and national historiography (to the degree that the two
overlap) is that every nation must have its own myth of origins, which
cannot be shared with any other nation. Otherwise, the myth could not
fulfill its main function - that of legitimizing the existence of a given
nation by endowing it with an ancient and preferably glorious past.
National narratives of suppressed nations could not therefore share the
founding myths underlying the narratives of imperial nations: new
ones had to be produced or, failing that, parts of the imperial narrative
had to be appropriated. The national'awakeners' of the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries were fascinated by the mysterious origins of
their respective nations, which helped turn the fathers of modem na-
tions into historians and vice versa.e6

Hrushevsky's search for the origins of the Ukrainian nation took
place at a time when many of his colleagues in Central and Western
Europe were busy establishing the prehistoric origins and early histori-
cal roots of their own nations. In his History, Hrushevsky commented
specifically on one such attempt undertaken by the German scholars
Matthiius Much and Gustaf Kossinna, who argued in favour of Ger-
many as the ancestral homeland of the Indo-Europeans and presented
the Germans as direct heirs of Indo-European culture. Hrushevsky
noted that the theories of those two authors 'coincided with the aspira-
tions of German society and gained a large number of supporters,'but
dismissed them as 'pure fiction.'e7 He took care to ensure that his own
search for the origins of the Ukrainian nation was based on the solid
foundations of historical sources and scholarly literature.
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Below I shall examine Hrushevsky's attempt to claim for the Ukrain-
ian national narrative the most ancient parts of the historical and pre-
historic past that had previously been taken to belong to Russian
history. I shall discuss his interest in the pre-Slavic history of Southern
Ukraine, the region in which imperial art museums harvested numer-
ous masterpieces of Scythian gold; his attempts to find ancestors of
the Ukrainian nation among tribes earlier considered proto-Russian,
or at best East Slavic; and, finally, his interpretation of one of the most
controversial problems in East Slavic history - the origins of the Rus'
state.

In1922 Oxford University Press published a book by a distinguished
scholar of the ancient world, a native of Kyiv and a graduate of Kyiv
and St Petersburg universities, Michael Rostovtzeff (Mikhail Rostovtsev),
titled lranians nnd Greeks in South Russia. Adapted from Rostovtzeff's
Russian-language monograph Eltinstuo i iransiuo na luge Rossii (1918),
the work was augmented with an excursus on the history of Kyivan
Rus'. The latter was based on Rostovtzeff's French-language essay about
the origins of ancient Rus' that subsequently appeared rn the Reaue des
1tudes slaaes. In his new book, Rostovtzeff treated the Russian past as
the history not of a state or a nation but of a territory. He explained his
approach as follows: 'The history of Russia as an economic and political
organism is much more ancient than the earliest references to the Slavonic
race ... We must therefore treat the history of Russia not as the history of
the Slavonic race but as the history of the country of Russia.'e8

In applying this method to his account of Russian history, Rostovtzeff
was primarily concerned with establishing connections between the
pre-Slavic and Slavic history of the Kyivan Rus' lands. He considered
this a novel approach to the history of 'Southern Russia' and criticized
his predecessors for failing to see any connection between the history of
the pre-Slavic and Slavic histories of the region. Rostovtzeff specifically
mentioned Vasilii Kliuchevsky and Sergei Platonov as representatives
of the 'view which denies the existenie of any link connecting the
history of Slavonic and the history of pre-Slavonic Russia or rather the
possibility of finding such links.'He also noted the work done in that
area by the 'archaeologists' Ivan Zabelin and Nikodim Kondakov, who
allegedly were 'the only scholars who have felt (rather than proved)
this connection.'Dmytro Bahalii and Mykhailo Hrushevsky were char-
acterized by Rostovtzeff as scholars who treated the history of the two
periods not in conjunction but in opposition.ee

Rostovtzeff, a noted specialist and professor of the history of the
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ancient world at St Petersburg, Wisconsin (Madison), and Yale Univer-
sities, unfortunately was all but a dilettante in the field of Slavic history.
The connection between the pre-Slavic and Slavic history of the region
that he called Southern Russia had been studied by historians of Ukraine
long before the publication of Rostovtzeff's book in 7922. As early as his
inaugural lecture of 1894 at Lviv University, Hrushevsky had indicated
the linkbetween the pre-Slavic and Slavic history of Ukraine: 'Archaeo-

logical studies do not discover the Rus'peoples in their contemporary
settlements only in a state of notably high culture. In these settlements
they had predecessors in the culturai lives of other peoples, of other
races, who experienced a long period of elementary culture that goes
back to the earliest times, the times of the early Stone Age (Paleolithic

period). That ancient race did not disappear; it lived together with the
Slavic migrants and merged into one nation with them.'100 Thus, in a
review of Rostovtzeff 's works written in1925, Hrushevsky questioned
the novelty of Rostovtzeff's approach, pointing out that the influence of
pre-Slavic cultures on later Slavic settlements had been clearly identi-
fied in earlier studies by Ukrainian historians. He referred to the work
done by Kyiv historians in the 1880s and 1890s, noting that Antonovych,
in his lectures of 1893, inspired by the archaeological discoveries of
Vikentii Khvoika, had demonstrated the intermingling of historical
cultures and races in the Kyiv region. 'In the first volume of rny History
of Ukraine,'wrote Hrushevsky,'I attempted to do the same for Ukraine
as  a  who le . ' l o l

Indeed, Hrushevsky's search for the origins of Ukrainian history took
him back to pre-Slavic and prehistoric times. In the opening chapters of
volume 1 of his History of Ukraine-R;zs', Hrusher.sky interpreted the
Ukrainian past as the history of the territory settled by Ukrainians by
the end of the nineteenth century. 'The history of our country as a
territory ... begins with the most recent geological formations,' wrote
Hrushevsky in the opening paragraph of the second chapter (that is, the
first, if one excludes introductory remarks) of volume 1 of the History.l02
He gave considerable attention to archaeological findings on the terri-
tory of Ukraine pertaining to Paleolithic and Neolithic cultures, as well
as to the copper, bronze, and iron ages. One chapter was devoted to the
history of the Greek colonies in the northern Black Sea region, as well as
of the Cimmerians, Scythians, Sarmatians, and other peoples who popu-
lated the territory of Ukraine. Hrushevsky did thorough research on
these subjects, whose treatment underwent significant revision in the
second and third editions of volume 1 of the Hisf orv.703 He was resolute,
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however, in including the ancient history of the territory eventually
settled by Ukrainians in their national narrative.

If the history of Ukraine began for Hrushevsky with the history of
geological formations, his starting point for the history of the Ukrainian
people was the Slavic settlement of Eastem Europe. Being a primordialist
par excellence, Hrushevsky was prepared to look much farther back in
time than Kyivan Rus' for the origins of his people. At the same time, he
showed great caution in making use of archaeological and anthropo-
logical material to define the Ukrainian physical type according to the
latest scholarly trends.104 'This work seeks to trace the historical devel-
opment of the life of the Ukrainian people or of those ethnopolitical
groups that form what we think of today as the Ukrainian people,'
wrote Hrushevsky in his introductory remarks to the third edition of
volume 1 of the History.los

Hrushevsky strongly believed that Ukrainian territory constituted
part of the ancient 'homeland' of the Slavs. In his opinion that home-
land was located between the Carpathian Mountains in the west and
the Valdai Hills in the east, a view shared by most Slavists of the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.106 By placing the Slavic home-
land in that area, Hrushevsky rejected the theory that limited it to Sub-
Carpathia. The latter theory especially popular among Russian historians
from Nikolai Nadezhdin to Vasilii Kliuchevsky, was based on the argu-
ment that Slavic linguistic elements were better preserved in the
toponyms of Galicia and Volhynia than an)'where else. It made Ukraine
the earliest homeland of all the Slavs and was thus in accord with
Hrushevsky's search for Ukrainian ancestry among the first Slavic tribes.
Nevertheless, Flrushevsky rejected it, as he believed that conclusions
drawn on the basis of toponymical material were not supported by
evidence from other sources.107 Hrushevsky the scholar was clearly
contradicting Hrushevsky the nation-builder, rejecting on scholarly
grounds a theory that would have given Ukraine the exclusive right to
call itself the cradle of Slavic civilization.

Hrushevsky believed that in the fourth century A.D. Slavic coloniza-
tion had extended across most of Ukrainian territory. In his opinion it
was the advance of the Slavic tribes all the way to the northern Black
Sea region that brought together the ethnic and territorial factors of
Ukrainian history, initiating the formation of the Ukrainian nation. In
the first volume of his History of Ukrainian Literature (7923), Hrushevsky
wrote: 'At this moment the southeastern, Ukrainian branch [of Slavdom]
takes over the territory destined for it by fate as its historical workshop.



120 Nation and Empire

Until now the history of this territory had followed its own separate
paths, independently of the history of the future Ukrainian population.
From this time forward, these two elements become indissolubly bound
together, and there begins the process of national formation - the trans-
formation of the population into a national community on its national
territory under the influence of the circumstances afforded by this
territory.'1os

Hrushevsky's search for the ancestors of modern Ukrainians among
the Slavs led him to believe that the first'ethno-political group' that
should be viewed as a direct ancestor of the Ukrainian tribes was the
Antes (Antae). This was a tribal alliance that occupied the northern
Black Sea region from the Danube in the west to the Sea of Azov in the
east between the fourth and seventh centuries A.D. It is known that in
385 the Antes were defeated by the Goths. They were known toByzan-
tine authors of the sixth and seventh centuries as one of the barbarian
peoples in the northern borderlands of the empire. The Antes disap-
peared from Byzantine view in the early seventh century and were
most likely wiped out by the Avars, who established their rule over the
territory in the seventh century.lOe

Discussions concerning the ethnicity of the Antes continue to this
day, with some authors arguing their Alano-Iranian or Gothic descent.
Nevertheless, as in Hrushevsky's time, most scholars believe that the
Antes were of Slavic origin.110 The strongest support for that theory
comes from the first direct reference to the Antes in historical sources.

Jordanes, the author of De origine nctibusque Getarum (551), referred to
the Antes as an entity that together with the Sclaveni constituted a natio
called the Veneti, a name that at the time was reserved for the Slavs.111
In the 1830s a German scholar, Kaspar Zeuss, proposed a hypothesis
according to which the Sclaveni of Jordanes were regarded as Western
Slavs, while the Antes were considered to be a combination of Eastern
('Russian') and Southern Slavs.112 Between the 1860s and 1880s, a num-
ber of Russian scholars attempted to link the Antes with one of the East
Slavic tribes. Aleksandr Gilferding, Iosif Pervolf, and Dmitrii ilovaisky
all saw the Antes as ancestors of the Viatichians,ll3 a northeastern East
Slavic tribe that settled the basin of the Oka River. Evgenii Golubinsky
considered them ancestors of the southern tribes of Ulychians and
Tivertsians.lla These hypotheses were criticized by a German scholar,
Gregor Krek, who 'improved' Zeuss's old theory by suggesting that the
Antes were Eastern ('Russian') Slavs.115 Some scholars regarded the
Antes primarily as a political as opposed to an ethno-political alliance.
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This view, first introduced in the 1870s by the Russian historian Arist
Kunik, met with little support, mainly because Kunik's speculation that
the Antes were an Asian dynasty was based on no evidence at all.116

Hrushevsky was well versed in the historiography of the Antes prob-
lem and presented his views on it in an article titled 'The Antes' (1898)
and in volume 1 of his academic History.1l7 He rejected Kunik's theory
as contradicting the account of Prokopios, who claimed that the Antes
were governed not by authoritarian rulers but by a popular assembly.
He also rejected a linguistically based hypothesis that linked the Antes
with the Viatichians, as he found its argument questionable. Instead, as
a starting point for his discussion, Hrushevsky accepted the view ad-
vanced by Krek, who regarded the Antes as Eastern Slavs. Hrushevsky
found Krek's hypothesis particularly convincing, given that the South-
ern Slavs of Moesia and Pannonia were known as 'Sclaveni' and could
not have belonged to the Antes group. 'Therefore, the Antes could only
have been the eastern group, though not necessarily all of it, since we
do not know how far north the Antes name reached,'wrote Hrushevsky.
'In theory, it may have encompassed all the East Slavic tribes, but in our
references we encounter the name only in connection with events and
circumstances that bear on the southern, Black Sea colonization of the
East Slavic branch.'118

This conclusion of Hrushevsky's, based on the accounts of Byzantine
authors, who indeed reported on activities of the Antes only in the
Black Sea region, corresponded to Pavel Safaiik's earlier observation
that it was unknown how far north the territory of the Antes extended
and came very close to Golubinsky's theory that the Ulychians and
Tivertsians were descended from the Antes. Hrushevsky referred to
Safaiik's observation in his discussion of the issue but rejected
Golubinsky's theory as unsubstantiated, noting the lack of evidence
that Ulychian and Tivertsian settlements had covered the whole area
originally populated by the Antes. In his article of 1898, Hrushevsky
asked: 'Why was it these two particular Rus' peoples that joined to-
gether under one general name?' For Hrushevsky, the Ulychians and
Tivertsians alone made little sense as descendants of the Antes but
could be viewed as such in conjunction with the Siverianians.lle

Why, we may ask in turn, did this combination of tribes make more
sense to Hrushevsky than the two tribes suggested by Golubinsky? The
answer to this question was provided by Hrushevsky in the following
statement: 'The Antes are not the northern-eastern-southern branch of
Slavdom but the southern part of its north-eastern division - those
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tribes that compdsed the ethnic group known today as the Ukrainian-
Rus' people.'120 Apparently, in Hrushevsky's opinion, the Siverianians,
Ulychians, and Tivertsians had more reason to be together as the nucleus
of the future Ukrainian nation than the Ulychians and Tivertsians on
their own. The essence and novelty of Hrushevsky's approach to the
Antes issue was his introduction of the national factor into the discus-
sion. According to his logic, not only did the national narrative of
Ukrainian history find its starting point in the Antes union, but the
composition of the union could be defined on the basis of subsequent
ethnic affinity. Siverianians and other'proven' ancestors of the Ukraini-
ans had to be counted in, while the Viatichians, as 'proven' ancestors of
the Russians, had to be excluded from the union.

Why, then, one might ask, did Hrushevsky leave other proto-
Ukrainian tribes out of the list of direct heirs of the Antes, limiting it to
the Ulychians, Tivertsians, and Siverianians? An answer to this ques-
tion may be found in the fact that the settlements of most other proto-
Ukrainian tribes were too far north and west to be considered pirts of
the area originally inhabited by the Antes. The Polianians, who settled
southwest of the Siverianians, constituted the only exception but were
excluded from Hrushevsky's list, apparently because their 'Ukrainian'

character was disputed at the time by some Russian scholars. In new
editions of the first volume of the History, as opposed to his article of
1898, Hrushevsky felt it best not to name specific tribes at all, present-
ing the Antes as ancestors of Ukrainian tribes in general.12l He summa-
rized his argument as follows: 'Everything points to this identification
of the Antes with the ancestors of our people and endows it with a
probability that verges on certainty.'122

Not surprisingly, Hrushevsky's attempt to claim the Antes exclu-
sively for Ukrainian history provoked strong criticism on the part of
Russian scholars. The earliest reaction to Hrushevsky's 'Ukrainization'

of the Antes came from Aleksandr Pogodin, whose study From the
History of Slaaic Migrations (1901) advanced the theory of the East Slavic
origins of the Antes.123 Pogodin's interpretation of the ethnic origins of
the Antes was followed by Aleksei Shakhmatov who discussed the
issue in the context of his search for the ancestral homeland of the Slavs
in general. In his lntroduction to a Course on the History of the Russian
Language (7976), Shakhmatov stated that 'Sclaveni' was a term tradi-
tionally applied to the Southern Slavs, while the Eastern Slavs (he used
this term interchangeably with 'Russians') were known to Byzantine
authors as the Antes. Shakhmatov offered no specific argument to
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support his treatment of the Antes as Russians. Instead, after a two-
paragraph review of what was known about the Antes from historical
sources, he made the following assertion: 'The relation of the Slovenes
to the Antes, their mutual geographic location, common descent, and
subsequent dispersion - all this seems to me to provide irrefutable
proof of the above-mentioned identification of the Slovenes with the
ancestors of the Southern Slavs and of the Antes with the ancestors of
the Eastern Slavs, that is, the Russians. The history of the Russian
people should therefore begin with the sparse data preserved for us by
the historical sources about the Antes.'i24

In effect, Shakhmatov accepted Hrushevsky's 'nationalization' of the
Antes but did so on behalf of the 'al1-Russian' nation, not the Ukrainian
one. If Hrushevsky treated the history of the Antes as the starting point
of the history of the Ukrainian people, Shakhmatov regarded it as the
beginning of 'Russian' (East Slavic) history. This approach was devel-
oped in his subsequent publications. In his monograph of 7979, The
Most Ancient Destinies of the Russian Tribe,T?s Shakhmatov disagreed
with Hrushevsky's interpretation of the Antes' history, claiming that
the division of the 'Russian tribe' had occurred not before but after the
Antes' arrival in'Southern Russia.' He continued to regard the Antes as
'ancestors of the Russian tribe as a whole.' Responding to this argument
in 7926, after Shakhmatov's death, Hrushevsky presented it as an ex-
ample of a priori thinking. He noted Shakhmatov's treatment of his
own hypothetical suggestions as established facts and commented: 'Be-

ing familiar with the late scholar's professional style, exceedingly rapid
in proposing scholarly hypotheses and in unceasingly reworking and
changing them in connection with the new ideas produced by his
prolifically creative intellect, one might think that over the seven or
eight years that have gone by since the publication of these works, he
himself would have made a variety of changes to them.'126

Hrushevsky believed that one of the requirements for the formation
of a people was its settlement and continuing existence on a com-
pact territory. He was therefore especially (and critically) attentive
to Shakhmatov's attempts to identify such a homeland for the 'all-

Russian'people. He claimed that Shakhmatov had developed his hy-
pothesis on Slavic migration under the influence of the events of the
First World War, with an eye to the theory of the existence in ancient
times of a united Russianpeople and one Russian statehood. Hrushevsky
ridiculed Shakhmatov's theory of Slavic migration, pointing to its hid-
den agenda of carving out a separate homeland for the Eastern Slavs:
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'That is why [Shakhmatov] conjures up the fantastic journey of this
Russian people around Kyiv (from the Baltic Sea to the mouth of the
Danube, from there to Volhynia, from Volhynia to the Dnipro, and from
beyond the Dnipro back to the Baltic region), which resembles nothing
so much as the wanderings of the Hebrew people in the Arabian desert
under the leadership of the prophet Moses.'127

Shakhmatov's interpretation of the Antes issue was rejected not only
by Hrushevsky but also by one of the foremost authorities in Slavic
history and ethnology, the Czech scholar Lubor Niederle. In 1910
Niederle published an article on the history of the Antes that became
the basis for his discussion of the Antes problem in his later studies on
the history of the Slavs. These included the first volume of Niederle's
Manuel de I' antiquitd slaue (7923) and the volume of his Slaaic Antiquities
devoted to the history of the Eastern Slavs (1924). In the dispute be-
tween Hrushevsky on the one hand and Pogodin and Shakhmatov on
the other, Niederle took an intermediate position. He claimed to reject
both Pogodin's and Shakhmatov's views of the Antes as Eastern Slavs
in general and Hrushevsky's treatment of the Antean state as a precur-
sor of Kyivan Rus'. Niederle believed that the Antes constituted a
temporary political union of a number of 'South Russian' tribes. His
position was identical to the one developed by Hrushevsky, the sole
exception being that Niederle refused to identify the Antes with the
ancestors of the Ukrainians. Inhis Monuel de I'antiquitd slnae, Niederle
underscored this view by asserting that the Antes were not Ukraini-
ans, as no such people had existed between the fourth and eleventh
centuries.128

A year later, in the volume of Slaaic Antiquities specifically devoted to
the history and ethnology of the Eastern Slavs, Niederle advanced this
argument even further, but this time he limited the period in which a
separate Little Russian/Ukrainian people could not exist to the fourth-
seventh centuries. 'This was not a distinct Slavic people, "Little Rus-
sian" or "Ukrainian" in the sense of the more recent Ukrainian theories,'
wrote Niederle. 'Between the fourth and seventh centuries, there was as
yet no such people here. There were only a few South Russian tribes
associated for some time as a political entity. The Antean alliance can-
not be considered Little Russian in the national sense of the word, as we
do not know whether all of Shakhmaloo'rr12e Little Russian branch
constituted it, and, in the second place, this was only a temporary
political alliance ... of South Russian tribes grouped around a large
centre comparable to the one that was beginning to be established in
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Novgorod the Great in the north, in Halych (among the Croats) in the
west, and on the Oka in Riazan.'130

In reacting to this critique, Hrushevsky maintained that Niederle's
interpretation of the Antes issue in his article of 1910 introduced no new
elements that could challenge his own account of Antean history.
Hrushevsky also believed that Niederle took essentially the same posi-
tion on the composition of the Antean union (limiting it to the southern
branch of the East Slavic tribes) as he did and that Niederle's critique of
his reading of the issue was little more than a misunderstanding.l3l
Indeed, Niederle's critique of Hrushevsky did not challenge the core of
his scholarly argument. Niederle's characterization of Hrushevsky as a
proponent of the idea that Kyivan Rus'was in fact an Antean state was
based on a passing remark of Hrushevsky's in the conclusion to his
article of 1898. There Hrushevsky indeed referred to Kyivan Rus' as a
state of the Antes while making a point about the continuity of interna-
tional politics in the area.132 This was clearly an overstatement, and
Hrushevsky not only avoided such comparisons in his subsequent pub-
lications but also claimed that he had never considered the Antes any-
thing but a pre-Kyivan entity.133

Apparently in order to avoid provoking his critics even further, in his
Russian-language publications Hrushevsky replaced references to the
Antes as Ukrainian tribes with references to them as South Russian
tribes. That was the case with the Russian translation of the first volume
of Hrushevsky's History, published in 1911 under the title Kieaskais Rud .
There Hrushevsky removed all references to the Antes as ancestors of
the Ukrainians, replacing the terms 'Ruthenian' and 'Ukrainian' with
'South Russian' and 'Southern East Slavic.'As a result, the passage that
in volume 1 of the History read 'All this, I say, makes it certain, it might
be said, that in the Antes we have the ancestors of the Ukrainian tribes'
was rendered in Russian translation as 'AIl this, I repeat, makes it
certain, it might be said, that in the Antes we have the ancestors of the
later South Russian tribes.' The passage 'The identity thus established
between the Antes and the Ukrainian tribes reveals to us a number of
facts about the earliest history of their colonization' from the History
was rendered as 'The identity thus established between the Antes and
the southern East Slavic tribes reveals to us a number of facts about the
history of their early coloni zation.'134

Indeed, there was no difference between Niederle's approach and
Hrushevsky's interpretation of the Antes issue in his Russian-language
book on Kyivan Rus', but Niederle, who knew and cited that book,
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preferred to overlook this change in terminology and continued to
criticize Hrushevsky instead of admitting the latter's priority in identi
fying the Antes as southern tribes of East Slavic origin. Hrushevsky
believed that Niederle's critique of his interpretation of Antean history
was politically motivated. In his critical review of Niederle's Manuel de
I'antiquiti slaae,Hrushevsky presented Niederle's position on the Antes
issue as a manifestation of his concern about 'the undermining of Rus-
sian unity.' He supported this statement with a reference to the conclud-
ing remarks of Niederle's book, in which the author claimed that Great,
Little, and White Russia had always been and still remained parts of
one nation, and even if they were to become autonomous in the future,
they would still remain constituents of a single nation and, it was to be
hoped, of a united Russian state.135

After 7977 Hrushevsky's critique of Niederle's political viewpoint
provoked a response from Russian 6migr6 circles. An author known
only under the initials E.K. published an article in the Russian 6migr6
newspaper Vozrozhdenie (Rebirth) titled 'M. Hrushevsky versus L.
Niederle,' in which he branded Hrushevsky a 'headlong separatist'
whose attack on the 'great Slavist' Niederle was termed 'the extreme of
crudity and savagery.' The anonymous author characterized Niederle's
concluding passage on the unity of the three East Slavic peoples as
'words to which a Russian has decidedly nothing ,o u44.r136 In 7925,
reviewing Niederle's Slauic Antiquities, Hrushevsky responded to this
Russian 6migr6 attack as follows: 'I consider it superfluous to justify my
right to make a critical assessment of the research of a Czech Slavist
whose work I have followed closely for thirty years, and it is highly
likely that I can assess its strong and weak points no worse than the
anonymous author. But I think it impossible to overlook this small but
characteristic illustration of where Professor Niederle's all-Russian dec-
Iarations find their supporters - declarations with which he spoils his
scholarly works in the eyes of every serious scholar and with which he
has been unable to dispense in this new book of his.'137 In his review
Hrushevsky specifically mentioned Niederle's statement that in his
opinion, Ukraine and Russia would remain united in the future, and
those who wanted to divide the two 'Russian'peoples would also seek
to divide the Czechs and Slovaks. 'This may be a highly apt ad hom-
inem argument to use on the Czech reader - if he recognizes Ukraine's
right to self-determination, then by the same token he must recognize it
for Slovakia - but such politicking creates an unpleasant impression in
a book that aspires to take the place of Safaiik's great work for present-
day Slavdom,' wrote Hrushevsky.l3s
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Returning to his differences with Niederle in an article of 1926 on the
early history of the Kyiv region, Hrushevsky once again stressed
the similarities between his and Niederle's approaches to the history
of the Antes. 'Whether one calls it "Ukrainiarr," "Little Russian," or
"South Russian,"'wrote Hrushevsky in regard to their disagreements,
'is a matter of taste, for all the names are anachronistic. In calling it
"South Russian," Niederle also falls into anachronism, as he considers
the name of Rus' to be no older than the ninth century in Ukraine.'13e As
is apparent from this quotation, Hrushevsky remained a staunch oppo-
nent of Shakhmatov's efforts to characterize the Antes as representa-
tives of one'all-Russian'people and continued to view them as ancestors
of the Ukrainian nation, but the admission that calling the Antean
union'Ukrainian' was as much an anachronism as their identification
with the 'South Russians'was an indication of Hrushevsky's increasing
caution on the issue.

The development of the debate on the ethno-cultural identity of the
Antes after the publication of Hrushevsky's article of 1898 was pro-
foundly influenced by early twentieth-century political polemics be-
tween proponents of 'all-Russian' and Ukrainian identity. It was also
informed by conflicting views on whether one 'al1-Russian' nationality
or separate 'Great Russian' and 'Little Russian' ones took historical
precedence in East Slavic history. Moreover, the demarcation of na-
tional histories was based not only on debates over the inclusion of
particular episodes in the historical narrative of one nation or another
but also on efforts to exclude or marginalize such episodes, or indeed
whole epochs in the histories of peoples or ethnic groups, when con-
structing national paradigms. If Hrushevsky's position on the ethnic
origins of the Antes represented a case of inclusion, his stand on the role
of the Normans,/Norsemen/Varangians represented a case of exclusion
of a major historical actor from (or, more precisely, marginalization
within) the national historical paradigm.

The issue of the origins of the Rus' state was one of the most impor-
tant problems discussed in Russian historiography of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. Was the Rus'state and dynasty'Russian'or
Varangian, meaning 'Germanic'? It was in debates on these questions
that imperial historiography first acquired national characteristics and
began to construct its narrative in opposition to the West. As the con-
cept of modern national identity challenged the imperial Russian narra-
tive, itbecame necessary to revisit the Varangian issue. For Hrushevsky,
the answer to this 'accursed' question of Russian history was no longer
limited to the 'Russian' and 'Germanic' options but included a Ukrain-
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ian option as well. The Ukrainian national narrative inherited the
Varangian problem from the Russian imperial narrative and responded
to it within the framework created by its predecessor. The choice be-
tween foreign and native founders of Rus' pitted Normanists against
anti-Normanists, and Hrushevsky made a clear choice in favour of the
natives, whom he took to be ukrainians. Thus he emerged in his schol-
arly works as a staunch anti-Normanist. By taking a stand on the
varangian issue, Hrushevsky was entering an already crowded fierd of
historical polemics between the Normanists and the anti-Normanists -
those who believed in the Norman origins of the Rus, princely dynasty
and credited the Norsemen with the creation of the Rus' state and legil
system and those who denied them such a role, arguing the local
origins of the dynasty, state, and name of the nation.

The origins of the Normanist controversy, which are closely associ-
ated with the origins of historical scholarship in the Russian Empire, go
back to the eighteenth century. Gottlieb Siegfried Bayer, a founder bf
Russian historiography as a scholarly discipline, is also considered the
father of Normanism. His views on the role of the Normans in early
Rus' history were accepted and further developed by a number of
scholars, mostly of Central European origin, who belonged to the Rus-
sian Academy of Sciences. Among them were Stroube de piermont, G.F.
Mtil]er, and August Schlozer. A paper on old Russian history read by
Mriller in 1749 provoked a strong critical response from a scholar of
Russian origin, Mikhail Lomonosov. From that time the discussion of
the role of the Norsemen in the history of Rus' has had clear political
overtones, since Russian scholars have viewed it as a struggle against
the alleged attempts of western scholars to deny Russians/Eastern
slavs credit for creating their own state. That tendency in the interpreta-
tion of the role of the Normans in Russian history became firmly estab-
lished in Russian scholarship, notwithstanding the fact that such
prominent Russian historians as Karamzin and Mikhail pogodin sup-
ported the Normanist theory, while such non-Russian scholars as Gustav
Ewers were among its staunchest opponents.laO

Among Ukrainian historians the first to take part in the Normanist
debate was Mykhailo Maksymovych, followed by Mykola Kostomarov.
Both were anti-Normanists in the sense that they believed in the slavic
origins of the Rus' state. For both of them, as for all anti-Normanists,
one of the most difficult aspects of the problem was the interpretation of
the account in the Primary Chronicle (the earliest of the Rus' annars) of
the invitation issued to the varangians by the Novgorodians in the
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ninth century and the chronicler's belief in the Varangian origins not

only of the Kyivan dynasty but of the Rus' name itself. References to the

chronicle account were among the arguments most often employed by

the Normanists, and opponents of their view had to deal with that

account in one way or another. Maksymovych and another scholar of

Ukrainian origin, Iurii Venelin (Gutsa), questioned the Scandinavian

ethnic origin of the Varangians of the Primary Chronicle, arguing that

the Varangians invited by the Novgorodians were in fact Baltic Slavs.1a1

Kostomarov, for his part, traced the origins of the Rus'/Varangians to

Lithuania but later abandoned that theory.la2

Given the position taken in the Normanist debate by Maksymovych

and Kostomarov one might claim that Hrushevsky continued the es-

tablished tradition of Ukrainian historiography, although he did so in a

new and much more sophisticated way. In his interpretation of the

origins of the Kyivan state, Hrushevsky subscribed in many respects to

the theory advanced in the 1870s by none other than Dmitrii Ilovaisky,

whose textbooks on Russian history were among the most important

vehicles promoting the idea of the unity of the 'Russian' people. In the

7870s, Ilovaisky published a number of anti-Normanist articles. He

pressed the attack in his later publications, as well as in his general

course on Russian history.la3 Hrushevsky, while sharing Ilovaisky's

general approach to the issue, was quite critical of his scholarly qualifi-

cations, considering him rather superficial in argumentation. 
'To be

sure,' wrote Hrushevsky, 'the anti-Normanists may often have wished

for a less energetic but more cautious advocate. The philology with

which Ilovaisky hoped to counter the Normanists'philology was often

appalling, his research methods were very weak, and he slashed through

rather than resolved questions.'1aa
Nevertheless, Ilovaisky introduced two important elements into the

Normanist dispute that were later followed up and developed by

Hrushevsky. The first was Ilovaisky's rejection of the Primary Chronicle's

account of the invitation to the Varangians as unreliable. The second

was the development of a theory according to which the name of Rus'

belonged not to the Varangians but to the Kyivan Polianians, who

established the Rus' state and gave their name to it, as well as to its

population. In the first instance, Hrushevsky gave Ilovaisky full credit,

also noting the influence on his writings of ideas initially expressed by

Mikhail Kachenovsky and Stepan Gedeonov.las In the second case,

Hrushevsky avoided mentioning Ilovaisky, although his own interpre-

tation of the history of Kyivan Rus' as a state built by the Polianians
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closely resembled Ilovaisky's views. Hrushevsky's silence on the mat-
ter is at least partly to be explained by the fact that he used his hypoth-
esis about the dominant role of the Polianians as a basis for advancing
an exclusive Ukrainian claim to the history of Kyivan Rus' - a claim that
challenged and deconstructed Ilovaisky's vision of the Russian past as
the history of one Russian people.la6

Hrushevsky gave an extensive historiographic survey of the Nor-
manist dispute in one of the excursuses to the text of volume 1 of his
academic History. There Hrushevsky analysed the pros and cons of the
Normanists' arguments. He explained away the Varangian origins of
the names of Rus'warriors by accepting that there were indeed many
Varangians in the service of the Rus' princes and among the Rus,
merchant class. In Hrushevsky's opinion it was those newcomers to the
Rus'lands who could easily create the impression among neighbouring
peoples that the Rus' were generally of Swedish origin. That is how he
explained the reference to the Swedish origins of the Rus' in the Annales
Bertiniani, the Norse origins of the Rus' names of the Dnipro Rapids
recorded by Constantine Porphyrogennetos, and the Scandinavian ori-
gin of the names of Rus' representatives listed in their treaties of 97I
and 944 with Byzantium. Hrushevsky considered the origins of the
name 'Rus" to be the Achilles'heel of the Normanist theory. He ridi-
culed the notion that the Swedes, known to the Finns as 'Ruotsi,'would

abandon their own name and accept someone else's appellation as their
own. He also claimed that the Kyiv area was known as 'Rus" long
before Riurik was even born.14z

Especially important for Hrushevsky's anti-Normanist argument was
his research on the composition and textual history of the primary
Chronicle - a subject to which he devoted the second of the rwo
excursuses to volume 1 of his History. There Hrushevsky drew inspira-
tion and critical zeal from the works of Aleksei shakhmatov, the leading
authority on the study of the Rus' chronicles and a Normanist par
excellence. Shakhmatov revolutionized the study of the primary

Chronicle by reconstructing its oldest version from the text of the sec-
ond redaction of the Novgorod I Chronicle.148 This and other discover-
ies and hypotheses of Shakhmatov's profoundly affected Hrushevsky,s
own research on chronicle-writing in Rus', regardless of whether he
followed Shakhmatov's lead or rejected it. One of Shakhmatov's theo-
ries that met with criticism from Hrushevsky was his assumption that
the 'Oldest Kyivan Compilation,' which allegedly served as the basis
for the earliest accounts in the Primary Chronicle, came into existence
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ca. 7037. Hrushevsky noted the problems associated with that particu-
lar interpretation of the chronicle text and suggested that the earliest
redaction of the Primary Chronicle stopped before 1037. He also dis-
agreed with Shakhmatov's identification of Nestor the Chronicler with
Nestor the Hagiographer and suggested the important role played in
the editing of the chronicle by Sylvestr, the hegumen of the Kyiv
Vydubychi Monastery.lae Malor points made by Hrushevsky under-
mined the Normanists' acceptance of the Primary Chronicle as a reli-
able historical source. They also proved valid from the scholarly
viewpoint, as many of them were further developed by students of
Kyivan chronicle-writing in the 1920s and 1930s.150

One of the main hypotheses proposed by Hrushevsky in the course of
his research on the Primary Chronicle was his suggestion that the
chronicle was composed by a number of authors/editors over a period
of some sixty years and had undergone a number of revisions in the
process. Not by accident, Hrushevsky used the Primary Chronicle's
account of the invitation to the Varangians to explain the nature of those
revisions. 'The story of the invitation of the Varangian princes to Rus',
as compared with the short account in the older redaction,' wrote
Hrushevsky, 'has been expanded to support the Normanist theory - for
example, after the words "they went overseas to the Varangians," the
chronicler added, "For it is so that these Varangians were called Rus', as

[now] others are called Swedes, and others Northmen ..." etc., as well
as the very telling addition, "they took with them all the Bnt'."'ls1
Hrushevsky also noted several more instances, indicating that the origi-
nal version of the chronicle was subsequently revised to support or
accommodate the theory of the Norman origins of the Kyivan princely
dlnasty. The message to the reader was very clear: the Primary Chronicle
in general and its account of the invitation to the Varangians was a
construct of later times, and arguments advanced by proponents of the
Normanist theory based upon it could not be taken at face value. Thus
Hrushevsky sought to establish 'reasonabie doubt' about the chronicle
version of the Varangian story.

In volume 1 of his academic History, Hrushevsky presented the
Normanist theory of the origins of the princely dynasty as only one of
the many legends that circulated in Kyiv around the time of the com-
position of the Primary Chronicle. Competing with that legend, in
Hrushevsky's opinion, was a story about the founding of Kyiv by the
three Polianian brothers Kyi, Shchek, and Khoryv and their sister Lybid;
the story about Kyi's ferry on Dnipro, which allegedly gar.e its name to
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the city; and the Novgorodian legend based on the story of the conquest
of Kyiv by the Novgorod Varangians, which served the purposes of
advancing Novgorodian interests and defending Novgorod's autonomy
within the Kyivan state. In Hrushevsky's opinion there were several
factors that facilitated the rise to prominence of the Varangian theory
over all other Kyivan legends. These included the tradition of the
Varangian conquest in Northern Rus', the prominent role played by the
Varangians in Kyiv in the tenth and eleventh centuries, and the early
acceptance by the Varangians of the local name of 'Rus'.'1s2

Many of the points made by Hrushevsky in his attack on the Normanist
theory provedvalid and were accepted by the new generation of stu-
dents of Kyivan pnr'.153 The survey of the Normanist controversy that
appeared as an excursus in volume 1 of his History was particularly
useful, as it summed up the Normanist debate at a time when historical
and linguistic arguments were giving way to arguments based pre-
dominantly on archaeological material.lsa But not all of Hrushevsky's
assumptions stood the test of time. Among the latter was Hrushevsky's
belief in the Slavic origins of the names of some of the first Kyivan
princes, including Princes Oleh and Ihor and Princess Olha. Hrushevsky
rejected the Normanist identification of these names with the Scandina-
vian names Helgi, Inger, and EIga, but his own attempts to find Slavic
roots for them were less than successful. In his excursus on the Normanist
theory, Hrushevsky simply avoided the issue. Commenting on the ori-
gins of the names of Rus' representatives listed in the diplomatic trea-
ties with Byzantium, he wrote: 'The names in the treaties attest that in
the first half of the tenth century, in particular, there were very many
Varangians in the prince's senior retinue. The names of the Kyivan
princes present a somewhat less clear picture. The Normanists derive
them from Scandinavian roots, but their Scandinavianism is not so

, l  q E

cer ta rn . ' - ' -

Hrushevsky's attempt to derive the names of the first Kyivan princes
from Slavic roots met with strong opposition from the Polish philologist
and culturai historian Aleksander Bnickner, who reviewed the German
translation of volume 1 of the History (1906).156 Bnickner was a con-
vinced Normanist, and while lauding Hrushevsky's historical erudi-
tion, he severely criticized the latter's arguments against Normanism.
In his critique of Hrushevsky, Brr.ickner often assumed a paternalistic
and condescending tone, deriding the anti-Normanist scholarly trend
as a 'heresy.'He described Lomonosov, Ilovaisky, and Hrushevsky (all
anti-Normanists) as philological dilettantes and characterrzed the phi-
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lology of Ilovaisky and Kostomarov as 'Mongol-Cossack.' To be fair to
Brr.ickner, it should be noted that he meted out similar treatment to
some proponents of the Normanist theory. Mikhail Pogodin, for ex-
ample, was characterized as an individual 'from under a dark star, in
whom only reliability }oyalty to the regimei functioned instead of a
brain.' As an authority on Slavic literature and linguistics, Bri.ickner
focused his main attention on the linguistic side of the Normanist
debate. 'If Swedish names appeared only among the retinue, we could
still manage to reckon with that subterfuge,' wrote Brtickner about
Hrushevsky's claim that the Norse names of Rus'warriors were to be
explained by the large number of Varangians in the service of the
Kyivan princes, 'but what are we to do with the fact that the princes
themselves, from Riurik to lhor, all have Swedish names - or were they,
too, in the service of the Slavs? Naturally, in the face of this fact, all
subterfuges are useless, and nothing remains but to deny the fact itself
and assert that the names of the ruling princes are not Swedish. Here
the author comes to grief because he is not a philologist.'1s7 When it
came to history, Brtickner was a specialist neither in Kyivan Rus' in
general nor in the Normanist issue in particular. Consequently, he
tended to counter Hrushevsky's arguments not with conclusions based
on his own research but with standard Normanist postulates and clich6s.

Why did Hrushevsky put his scholarly reputation on the line in order
to defend some of the most controversial elements of the anti-Normanist
view, and why did he join the anti-Normanist camp in the first place?
The answer to the latter question was provided by Hrushevsky himself
in his excursus on the Normanist theory. There he wrote: 'Yet, whereas
accusing the Normanists of a "German plot" is absurd, the charge that
Normanism was harmful to the investigation of Rus' history is quite
just. The " clear and simple" Normanist legend obscured the beginnings
of the sociopolitical life of Rus' before 862. It relieved the historian of
the need to search for traces of social evolution within the people
themselves, because history began "in a vacuum" - from the arrival
of the Northmen.' 'These distortions,' continued Hrushevsky, referring
to the impact of the Normanist theory on Russian historiography, 'went

much deeper - to the very heart of things. Given its unprecedented
beginnings, the history of Rus' differed fundamentally from the history
of other peoples. Universal laws of evolution could not be applied to
Rus', as M. Pogodin clearly stated in the introduction to llris Dreaniais
rossiiskaia istoriia do Mongol'skogo iga ([Ancient Russian History to the
Mongol Yokel, 1871). This gave birth to the Slavophile theory that
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political rights had been renounced and that there had been no struggle
in the history of Rus', the theory of the age-old passivity of the Slavic
ethnos and its need for foreign creative elements.'1s8

As a strong proponent of the study of the socio-political history of
the Rus', Hrushevsky needed no deus ex machina to explain the origins
of the Rus' state, law, and social order. He also believed in the applica-
bility of universal laws to Rus' history and did not consider the Slavs
inferior to their western and northern neighbours. There was also
another factor that could not but influence Hrushevsky's stand on
the Normanist issue. That factor was Hrushevsky's own scheme of
Ukrainian history, which began with the hisiory of the territory, pro-
ceeded to the history of the Antes as the first Ukrainian ethnic and
political entity, and then turned to the history of the Kyivan state,
created by the Ukrainian tribe of the Rus'/Polianians. There was no
place in that nationally inspired narrative for the Varangians or for a
state established by them.

As noted earlier, Hrushevsky's treatment of the Polianians as the
original bearers of the name of Rus' and as founders and masters of the
Rus' state finds parallels in the views of another prominent anti-
Normanist, Dmitrii Ilovaisky. The latter's anti-Normanism was also
inspired by the belief that the Eastern Slavs needed no northern assis-
tance in the development of their state, society, and culture. As Ilovaisky
himself noted in that regard, 'It was not from impoverished, half-
savage Scandinavia that the seeds of civilization penetrated Russia at
the time, but rather the other way around, from Rus'into Scandinuuiu.'1se
Ilovaisky's belief in the special role of the Polianians in establishing the
Kyivan state fitted well into his general scheme of the Russian past as a
history of the tripartite Russian nation. It fitted Hrushevsky's paradigm
of Ukrainian history even better. The difference between Hrushevsky's
and llovaisky's approaches lay in the fact that while agreeing to elevate
the Polianians to the status of creators of the Kyivan Rus' state, they
could not agree on which nation should be credited for that accomplish-
ment, the tripartite Russian people or the Ukrainians.

The Contest for Kyivan Rus'

The question of who had the better claim to Kyivan Rus', the Russians
or the Ukrainians, was crucial to Hrushevsky's attempt to deconstruct
the Russian imperial paradigm. In many ways, Hrushevsky's answer to
that question defined his image and that of his historical paradigm in
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the eyes of his contemporaries, and even more so in the eyes of future

generations of scholars. It should be noted nevertheless that Hrushevsky

was a relatively late arrival to a debate that had originated in the mid-

nineteenth century.l5o
The debate itself began as a reaction to the writings of Mikhail Pogodin,

the author of the theory of Great Russian outmigration from the Kyivan

Land to the northeast in the aftermath of the Mongol invasion. In the

1840s Pogodin accepted the view advanced by Mykhailo Maksymovych

that treated the Polianians as a Little Russian tribe.161 As a result Pogodin

regarded Kyivan Rus'history and culture as essentially'Little Russian,'

a designation he also applied to the Riurikid dynasty of the Kyivan

period. FIe even declared the twelfth-century prince of Suzdal-Vladimir,

Andrei Bogoliubsky, a 'Little Russian,' an assertion that drew critical

remarks from none other than Maksymovych himse1f.162 Indeed, Pogodin

not only embraced the 'national'approach to the history of Kyivan Rus'

but was prepared to advance the Ukrainian claim to its history further

than the Ukrainians themselves. All that was about to change with the

onset of official repression against the members of the Brotherhood of

SS. Cyril and Methodius, which signalled the end of Pogodin's superfi-

cial Ukrainoph i I ism, 163

In the 1850s, while furthering his new political agenda of Rus' unity,

Pogodin accepted a theory advanced by the philologists Izmail

Sreznevsky and Petr Lavrovsky, who claimed that Kyivan Rus' literary

monuments were written in a language much closer to Great Russian

than to Ukrainian (Little Russian).164 In a letter to Sreznevsky written in

1851 and published in 1856, Pogodin suggested a theory that would

later bear his name. According to this theory, the Kyivan Land was

originally populated by Great Russian tribes that migrated to the north-

east after the Mongol invasion, taking with them their language, cul-

ture, and political system, while the Kyiv region was later repopulated

by Little Russian migrants from the west.165 Pogodin's hypothesis drew

an enthusiastic response from Russian scholars and literary figures,

including Ivan Aksakov, who wrote to Pogodin: 'I have thought much

the same about the Little Russians for some time, though I trace the

origins of the khokhols [Ukrainians] to Tmutarakan./166 It was more

difficult to prove the soundness of Pogodin's theory to the khokhols

themselves. The first to protest against Pogodin's attempt to deny

Ukrainians all rights to Kyivan Rus' was his friend of many years/

Mykhailo Maksymovych.l6T As Pogodin's theory was based primarily

on a linguistic argument, linguistics along with history became the
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major battleground between Pogodin and his supporters on the one
hand and Maksymovych and his followers on the other. Eventually, in
order to shield himself from Maksymovych's criticism of his linguistic
argumentation, Pogodin was obliged to admit that he was not a special-
ist in philology. At the same time, he was unable to come up with
enough evidence to support his historical argument.168

The discussion unexpectedly gained a new stimulus in the 1880s,
with the prominent Russian philologist Aleksei Sobolevsky raising his
voice in defence of Pogodin's theory.l6e Almost immediately, Sobolevsky
was countered by a number of Ukrainian historians and philologists
who claimed that Pogodin's theory was mistaken, as there was little if
any historical or philological evidence to support it.r70 The confronta-
tion between proponents and critics of the Pogodin theory took the
form of an exchange of papers at meetings of the Kyiv Historical Soci-
ety of Nestor the Chronicler. Summaries of these papers, originally
delivered in 1882, were published in Kyiv in the late 1880s, when
Hrushevsky was beginning his scholarly career at Kyiv University un-
der the supervision of Volodymyr Antonovych, who had participated
in the debates.lzl It was on Antonovych's advice that Hrushevsky de-
cided to work on the history of the Kyivan Land from the eleventh to
the fourteenth century, a period exceptionally important for the debate
on the Pogodin theory. Ai noted earl^ier, the work grew eventually into
Hrushevsky's first monograph, A Suroey History of the Kyiaan Land
(1897),172 which established his name in Ukrainian and Russian schol-
arly circles. Thus Hrushevsky entered the historical profession in the
ranks of the opponents of Pogodin's theory.

What were Hrushevsky's views concerning Pogodin's hypothesis,
and what was his contribution to a scholarly debate thathad been going
on for more than thirty years, engaging some of the best names in the
field, by the time Hrushevsky's first monograph was published? It
should be noted that Hrushevsky discussed various aspects of the
Pogodin theory not only inhis Suraey History of the Kyiuan Landbut also
in a number of articles and reviews, as well as in volumes 1 and 3 of his
academic History.Takentogether, all these works give a good idea of the
nature of Hrushevsky's contribution to the debate and make it possible
to follow the evolution of his views on different aspects of the problem.
Hrushevsky's contribution was most substantial in the historical dis-
cussion of Pogodin's hypothesis rather than in linguistic analysis, where
he relied mainly on research done by others. As proponents of the
Pogodin theory claimed that the language of the literary monuments of
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the Kyivan era was almost entirely free from the influence of Ukrainian

dialects, Hrushevsky countered those statements with references to

research suggesting that Kyivan literary works written in the eleventh

century and later constituted a separate, Eastern Ukrainian corpus of

East Slavic literature. Hrushevsky also suggested that the 'Kyivan liter-

ary school was not local in character, but one that encompassed people

from various other centers, resulting in the emergence of a kind of

common language, similar to the Greek koine.'u3
Hrushevsky's historical critique of the Pogodin theory addressed

three major issues. One was the question of the ethnic origins of the

Rus' tribes of Polianians and Siverianians, who constituted the core of

the Kyivan state. Another issue was the extent of Mongol destruction of

the Kyivan Land, and whether it was severe enough to cause the de-

population of the area. The third question concerned the alleged exodus

of population from the Polianian Land immediately after the Mongol

invasion and its replacement at some later point by migrants from

Western Ukraine.
When it comes to the ethnic origins of the Polianian and Siverianian

tribes, Hrushevsky became a participant in the ongoing discussion of

this issue in a somewhat unexpected manner. In the late 1890s he was

asked his opinion about the ethnic origins of the Polianians by the

Croatian philologist Vatroslav lagi(, a professor at the universities

of St Petersburg and ViennalTa and one of the best-qualified critics

of Sobolevsky's theories. Jagii published Hrushevsky's response in

one of his articles in which he asserted that there were no grounds to

believe that the Polianians belonged to the Great Russian linguistic

group. The essence of Hrushevsky's argument in his letter to jagii was

that the Polianians could not belong to an ethnic and language group

different from that of the population that surrounded them in Right-

Bank Ukraine.175 Hrushevsky believed it was |agii's stand that con-

vinced his student Aleksei Shakhmatov, who had originally held that

the Derevlianians, Polianians, and Siverianians were Great Russians, to

drop the first two tribes from his list of speakers of Great Russian

dialects.176 Indeed, Shakhmatov's decision to abandon the theory of the

Great Russian character of the Polianians spelled the end of one of the

most powerful arguments advanced by proponents of the Pogodin

theory. The battle was won but the war was far from over, as the

question of the ethnicity of the Polianians' neighbours to the north and

east, the Siverianians, soon became a major bone of contention between

the two scholarly camps.
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The hypothesis concerning the Great Russian origins of the
Siverianians was supported by the authority of the same philologists
who admitted the Ukrainian/Little Russian origins of the Polianians,
namely, Jagii and Shakhmatov. The idea was first advanced by Jagii in
the same article in which he accepted Hrushevsky's argument against
the Great Russian character of the Polianians. As Jagii provided no
evidence in support of his assertion, Hrushevsky believed, apparently
not without reason, that jagii was merely offering a compromise solu-
tion to proponents and opponents of the Pogodin theory. He was de-
priving the former of the Polianians while proffering them the
Siverianians, who were also claimed by the latter. The Dnipro would
emerge in this scheme of Jagii's as a boundary between the Great
Russian and Ukrainian tribes.177 Shakhmatov, who, as noted earlier,
was among those who accepted lagii's compromise, tried to provide at
least some argumentation in support of the new theory. One of the
arguments that he advanced was based on the troublesome history of
relations between Kyiv and ChernihiV the respective centres of the
Polianian and Siverianian territories, which also served as centres of
separate principalities. Shakhmatov believed that relations between
Chernihiv and Kyiv were so troublesome because one was the centre of
a Little Russian tribe and the other of a Great Russian one.178

Hrushevsky considered this argument of Shakhmato\"s poor evi-
dence of any ethnic differentiation between the Polianians and the
Siverianians. He made reference to the history of Pereiaslav, another
centre of the Siverianian Land that was often at odds with Chernihiv
not because of ethnic animosity but because the Pereiaslav princes
sought special relations with the Suzdal principality in their attempts to
remain independent of Chernihiv. Hrushevsky's conclusion was that
political divisions did not coincide with ethnic ones, as political consid-
erations often contributed to carving separate entities out of ethnically
homogeneous territories. Hrushevsky also countered Shakhmatov's
'political' argument with archaeological and linguistic data, asserting
that the Polianian and Siverianian burials were barely distinguishable
one from another, while there were significant differences between the
burial types of the Siverianians and the Viatichians, ancestors of the
Great Russians. Hrushevsky also supported his argument by noting
the existence of archaic Ukrainian dialects in the Desna region, a terri-
tory settled by the Siverianians. Moreover, he rejected another of
Shakhmatov's hypotheses that explained the Ukrainian presence in
traditional Siverianian territories by the possible migration of the Right-
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Bank Ukrainian population to that area. In an article of 7904, 'Contested

Issues of Old Rus' Ethnography,' Hrushevsky demonstrated that there

was no evidence whatever to support Shakhmatov's hypothesis.lTe In-

deed, Shakhmatov eventually accepted most of Hrushevsky's argu-

ments in one form or another. He first dropped his support for the

theory of the Great Russian origins of the Siverianians (1907),180 and

then, in lais Introduction to s Course on the History of the Russian Language
(1976),identified the Siverianians as part of the'southern group' of East

Slavic tribes, assigning them a territory south of the Desna.181

In his article 'Chernihiv and the Siverian Land in Ukrainian History'

(7927), Hrushevsky still disagreed with some of Shakhmatov's asser-

tions and hypotheses, including the latter's belief that the Don region

was originally settled by the Viatiachians, while territories to the north

of the Desna were settled by the Derevlianians, but generally he cele-

brated a victory over his opponent on the issue of the ethnic origins of

the Polianians and Siverianians.ls2 Hrushevsky wrote about the prob-

lem as follows: 'Hypotheses on the Siverian Land's standing apart from

the southern group of East Slavic tribes may be considered relegated to

the archives since the appearance of Shakhmatov's above-mentioned

book [the lntroduction]. ]ust as in the late 1890s the new edition of his

Suroey meant the complete renunciation of the theory of Kyivan Creat

Russians, so this course of 7916 means the liquidation of the Great

Russians of Chernihiv. Today the membership of the Siverian Land in

the Ukrainian group no longer encounters any serious objections; the

polemics of the 1900s have placed a cross over them, and any current

doubts are a belated echo of an argument that is dead and buried''183

The'doubts'mentioned by Hrushevsky did not, of course, disappear

overnight, as was apparent from Niederle's Manuel de I'antiquitd slaae'

There Niederle counted the Polianians among the ancestors of the
'Little Russians,'while listing the Siverianians among the ancestors of

the Great Russians. He made reference in that regard to Shakhmatov's

article of 1899. Although Niederle noted that the Russian scholar had

changed his mind and now regarded the Siverianians as part of the

southern group of East Slavic tribes, he himself refused to change his

position.lsa Some questions concerning Hrushevsky's theory were also

raised by the Ukrainian scholar Volodymyr Parkhomenko, who re-

viewed his article of 1927 on the history of Chernihiv and the Siverian

Land. Parkhomenko believed that the Polianians had come to Kyiv

from the area north of the Sea of Azov and questioned anything that

was not in accord with his view of the issue.18s Basing his argument on
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Hrushevsky's own observations concerning the rivalry between
Chernihiv and Pereiaslav, he raised the question of whether Pereiaslav
could have been settled by a tribe other than the Siverianians, indicat-
ing the possibility of Polianian settlement of the area. Parkhomenko
also asked why scholars invariably linked Ukrainian dialects of the
Desna area with Siverianian settlement when they could be linked with
the Derevlianians.ls6 In essence, Parkhomenko's questions challenged
some of the premises of Hrushevsky's argument against Shakhmatov
but did not undermine its basic rationale. The course of the discussion
generally vindicated Hrushevsky's position: by the end of the 1920s
theories of the Great Russian ethnicity of the Polianians and Siverianians
had all but vanished.

As noted earlier, the second basic premise of the proponents of the
Pogodin theory was a belief in the severe destruction of the Kyivan
Land at the time of the Mongol invasion (7240), a development that
allegedly caused the depopulation of the region and the migration of its
inhabitants to the northeast. This belief in the devastation of the Kyivan
Land to an extent unknown in other Rus' territories was first ques-
tioned and successfully refuted by Mykhailo Maksymovych. He lhal-
lenged the relevance to the subject of two sources used by Pogodin to
support his hypothesis. One was the account of the devastation of
Ukrainian territories recorded by the author of the Suzdal Chronicle;
the other consisted of the notes of Giovanni da Pian del Carpini, the
pope's emissary to the Mongols, who visited Ukraine in 1245 and
7247.1'87 in Maksymovych's opinion these accounts said nothing about
outmigration, and while they indeed conveyed a picture of Mongol
devastation of the area, there were no grounds to assert that it was more
severe than that caused by the Mongol invasion of northeastern Rus', or
that the towns destroyed by the invaders were not rebuilt in southern
Rus' as they had been in the north-eastern portion of the former Kyivan
state.188

Maksymovych's critique of Pogodin's historical argumentation was
further developed by Antonovych. In his article of 1882 on the history
of Kyiv between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries, Antonovych
devoted particular effort to a critical analysis of the reports on the
Mongol invasion in the Rus' chronicles. After comparing the accounts
in the Hypatian and Laurentian codices and the Voskresensk and
Hustynia chronicles, as well as the description of the Mongol sack of
Kyiv in the Kyivan Synopsis (7674), he concluded that the scope of the
Mongol devastation had been vastly exaggerated by the authors and
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editors of the Rus' chronicles and other historical writings. Antonovych

also noted the information provided by the same chronicles on the

continuity of political, religious, and social life in Kyiv and the sur-

rounding area in the decades following the invasion. He admitted the

decline of Kyiv's political importance in the Mongol period but not the

exodus of the Kyivan population - the crucial component of the Pogodin

theory.lse
When Hrushevsky entered the Pogodin debate with the publication

of his book on the history of the Kyivan Land (1891),1e0 he faced the

very specific task of countering the arguments marshalled in defence of

the Pogodin theory by one of its most outspoken and talented propo-

nents, Aleksei Sobolevsky.lel This linguist's numerous works on the

ethnic origins of the Kyivan population appeared after the publication

of Antonovych's essay of 1882 on the history of Kyiv, and it fell to

Hrushevsky to respond to Sobolevsky's arguments. In his book

Hrushevsky offered a brief review of Sobolevsky's linguistic hypothesis

and made a number of critical comments about it but focused attention

on Sobolevsky's historical arguments. In countering them, Hrushevsky

divided the question of the Mongol devastation of the Dnipro region

into two parts: the sack of the city of Kyiv and the alleged devastation of

the Kyivan Land. Hrushevsky took the view that if the extent of Kyiv's

destruction was arguable, there was no evidence whatever to suggest

that the land as a whole had been so devastated as to prompt out-

migration on a mass scale. In Hrushevsky's opinion, even the devasta-

tion of the city of Kyiv as a result of the invasion was grossly exaggerated

by proponents of the Pogodin theory.
The sources most often cited by those proponents to establish the

devastation of the Kyivan Land were the notes of Carpini and the Life

of St Mykhail of Chernihiv, neither of which, in Hrushevsky's view,

sufficed to prove their contention. Hrushevsky demonstrated that

Carpini's account of Mongol destruction was in fact related not to the

Kyivan Land but to Volhynia, while the picture of devastation Pre-
sented by the author of the Life St Mykhail made no specific reference

to the Kyivan Land but pertained to the general situation in all the Rus'

lands attacked by the Mongols. Hrushevsky also objected to Sobolevsky's

interpretation of the chronicle account of the return of Prince Mykhail

frornPoland to the Kyiv region after the Mongol attack and his subse-

quent stay on one of the islands in the vicinity of Kyiv. Sobolevsky

treated that information as proof that Mykhail had nowhere to stay in

Kyiv, as it had been completely destroyed. Hrushevsky responded that
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at least two earlier Kyivan princes had built their palaces on islands in
the Kyiv area, as Prince Mykhail might also havl done. Hrushevsky
also rejected another argument adduced by Sobolevsky to demonstrate
the complete devastation of Kyiv after the Mongol sack of the city. That
argument was based on the chronicler's account of the Mongols sparing
the life of the voevoda Dmytro (who was in charge of the defence of
Kyiv) as an indication that all other inhabitants of Kyiv were massa-
cred. With reference to Carpini's evidence, Hrushevsky argued that the
Mongols generally killed all nobles and that the simple fact of their
having spared Dmytro's life was worth noting by the chronicler, regard-
less of the fate of the rest of the Kyivan population.le2

Even less credible, in Hrushevsky's opinion, was Sobolevsky's at-
tempt to prove the alleged devastation of the whole of the Kyivanland.
Hrushevsky argued that none of the chronicles provided any informa-
tion about its devastation, while the Volhynian Chronicle account held
that after the sack of Kyiv the Mongols, led by Batu Khan, did not stay
in the area but proceeded westward. Nor did Hrushevsky agree with
Sobolevsky's suggestion that the Kyivan Land had suffered more from
the invasion than the northeastern part of the Rus' realm. Sobolevsky
made this claim on the basis that the population of the northeast could
take shelter from the Mongols in the surrounding forests and found
support for his hypothesis in chronicle accounts of the rapid revival of
the Rostov territory after the Mongol invasion. Hrushevsky responded
by pointing out that there was hardly any lack of forests in the Kyiv area
and that there was no reason to consider the population of that territory
any less resistant to the attacks of the Mongols than the population of
the northeastern region.le3 The true reason for the lack of historical
information on the return to normality in Kyiv and the surrounding
area in the wake of the invasion was, in Hrushevsky's opinion, not the
devastation of the land but the lack of a local chronicle recording
developments in the region and taking note of the obvious political
decline of Kyiv, which had begun long before the Mongol attack. Ac-
cording to Hrushevsky, the Mongol invasion disrupted links among the
major centres of Kyivan Rus'. This led political centres that maintained
their chronicle-writing to lose interest in Kyiv and the surrounding
area, creating gaps in the accounts of its history.

Hrushevsky revisited the debate over the alleged devastation of the
Kyivan Land in the third volume of his academic History, which was
first published in 1900 and appeared in a second edition in 1905. There
his treatment of the issue was less polemical, as he no longer considered
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it his major task to respond to the specific arguments made by

Sobolevsky. He focused instead on a general discussion of the issue

based on an analysis of the narrative sources, particularly the Rus'

chronicles. Continuing the research begun by Antonovych, Hrushevsky

critically assessed the chronicle accounts, paying special attention to

their data on the continuty of social organization in the Kyiv area
following the Mongol invasion. In assessing the impact of the invasion

on the lands of the Middle Dnipro, Hrushevsky wrote as follows: 'Our

sources are not lacking in very powerful images of the devastation of
these lands ... But on obtaining more detailed reports about these lands,

we conclude that in fact things were not so terrible as one might think
from the words of the chronicler.'1ea He believed that the population of
the Kyivan Land was accustomed to constant raids by the steppe no-
mads and could easily survive the Mongol attack by retreating into the
forests. 'There can be no lack of certainty,' he wrote, 'that the old, pre-
Thtar population was completely preserved in the forest belt of Ukraine -

in Polianian, Derevlianian, and Siverianian Polisia.'1e5
In his book of 1891 on the history of the Kyivan Land, Hrushevsky

paid special attention to the issue of the 'restructuring of political and

social relations' in Ukraine under the influence of ihe Mongol inva-

sion.1e6 He argued that after the invasion, the Kyiv region witnessed the
disappearance of princely rule as many of its cities and towns came
under Mongol administration in one way or another. Hrushevsky was

convinced that this shift had inaugurated a period of communal rule in

Eastern Ukraine as the city and village communes broke away from the
authority of their princes and conducted their internal affairs indepen-

dently, under the nominal control of the Mongols. Hrushevsky found

the embodiment of this free communal life in the history of the Bolokhiv
Land in the upper Boh area. For the most part, Hrushevsky welcomed
the desire of the Bolokhovians and other 'Tatar people,' as the Ukrain-
ian population under Mongol control was known to the author of the

Galician-Volhynian Chronicle, to resist the reimposition of princely
control over their affairs, because such resistance corresponded to his

populist-inspired views on the role of communities in Ukrainian his-

tory in general.lez
In 7892, under the pseudonym 'Serhiienko,' Hrushevsky published

an article devoted to the history of Ukrainian communal life under
Tatar rule.1e8 There he reinforced many of the points originally made in
his monograph of 1891. He praised the resistance of the Bolokhovians

and other 'Tatar people' to the attempts of Prince Danylo of Calicia-
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Volhynia - one of the major heroes of the Ukrainian historical narrative,
including Hrushevsky's own works - to regain control over those com-
munities under the banner of the anti-Mongol struggle. The article had
a mixed reception. Hrushevsky's professor, Volodymyr Antonovych,
reacted very favourably, as the article reflected many of his own popu-
list ideas. By contrast, from his exile in Bulgaria, Mykhailo Drahomanov
severely criticized Hrushevsky's position. Drahomanov attacked the
very idea of counterposing state and community in Ukrainian history, a
tendency that in his opinion was inspired by the Russian scholarly
tradition and promoted the separation of Rus' history from that of
Europe. He also regarded the confrontation between Danylo and the
Bolokhiv communities as one between different states and gave a nega-
tive assessment of the'Tatar people's' actions, as they prevented Danylo
from waging an effective struggle against the Mongols.lee Hrushevsky
was familiar with Drahomanov's critique and apparently agreed with
some of the points made by the patriarch of the Ukrainian movement.
He presented a much more balanced treatment of the 'Tatar people'
issue in the second edition of volume 3 of the History. Now he was not
so enthusiastic about the democratic nature of the 'communal move-
ment,' paid less attention to its history, and noted much more clearly
than before that the whole movement benefited the Mongols.2o0

The 'Tatar people' controversy was all but forgotten when Hrushevsky
made reference to his article of 7892 in his revolutionary-era political
pamphlet on the current tasks of the Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revo-
lutionaries (1920), in which he was a leading figure. Hrushevsky re-
called the controversy surrounding the article and the support expressed
for it by Antonovych in order to make the point that there had always
been a strong populist and anti-state tradition in the Ukrainian national
movement. The reference to the 'Tatar people' also served another
purpose: Hrushevsky strained to convince his readers that, given the
new political circumstances, his party should not pursue the mirage of
independent statehood but draw closer to the masses and return to
Bolshevik-occupied Ukraine, as the 'Tatar people' of the thirteenth cen-
tury had returned to the Mongol-controlled territories in order to es-
cape the authority of the princes.201 Hrushevsky's references to the
episode of the 'Tatar people' provoked a sharp and effective critique by
other leaders of the Ukrainian movement, including the historians
Viacheslav Lypynsky and Dmytro Doroshenko. The latter accused
Hrushevsky of neglecting the history of Ukrainian statehood in his
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scholarly work and of opposing Ukrainian statehood in general. The
point completely overlooked by Hrushevsky's critics, however, is that
his interpretation of the 'Tatar people' was not only influenced by his
views on the role of the state and the people in history but was also a
major argument in his polemic with proponents of the Pogodin theory.
Hrushevsky viewed the history of the princeless communities in Mon-
gol-ruled Ukraine as a crucial piece of evidence supporting his theory
of the survival of the Kyiv-area population after the Mongol invasion.
Thus, in the 'Thtar people'Hrushevsky found not only the embodiment
of his social ideals but also proof of a continuous Ukrainian presence in
the region.

The third major element of the Pogodin theory on which both its
proponents and opponents continually focused was the issue of the
migration of peoples in the Middle Dnipro region. This postulate con-
sisted of two parts - the outmigration of the population in the wake of
the Mongol invasion and the subsequent resettlement of the region by
new immigrants in the centuries following Mongol rule. Proponents of
the Pogodin theory tried to prove that both migrations had actually
taken place, while its opponents indicated the lack of any conclusive
data in that regard. In this instance the opponents had a much easier
task than in other cases, as there were indeed few if any traces of such
migration in the area.

It was Maksymovych who first pointed out to Pogodin that he was
unable to provide any reliable evidence of outmigration of the Polianians
to the north. He commented specifically on the account of the emigra-
tion to Muscovy in 1332 of the Kyiv noble Rodion Nesterovych, a case
used by Pogodin to support his hypothesis that there had indeed been
such a migration. Maksymovych argued that Nesterovych's emigration
occurred long after the Mongol invasion, and according to the Pogodin
theory, anyone emigrating to Muscovy at that time had to be a Creat
Russian, not a Little Russian. Maksymovych also maintained that the
number of people accompanying Nesterovych on his journey to Mus-
covy (1,700) suggested, if anything, the existence of a large population
in the Kyiv region.2O2 He proceeded to ridicule Pogodin's argument
by asking why the latter thought that the new migrants from the
Carpathians would want to subject themselves to Mongol rule when
the Polianians were fleeing it. 'And what sort of historical evidence do
you have of this resettlement of Little Russians from the Carpathians to
the Dnipro in the Tatar era?' continued Maksymovych. 'You have not
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presented me even with a historical hint of this resettlement. And is not
this as arbitrary an invention of yours as the invention by others of the
settlement of an abandoned Ukraine by "Lithuanian refugees"?'203

The subsequent studies of Volodymyr Antonovych and Mikhail
Vladimirskii-Budanov devoted to the settlement of Dnipro Ukraine
established the correctness of Maksymovych's postulate that there was
no noticeable migration to that area from Galicia or Volhynia. Only in
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries did new migrants move there, not
from the west but from the Prypiat forests and marshes to the north.
Hrushevsky used the research of these scholars as a prominent argu-
ment in his critique of the Pogodin resettlement theory. He also brought
a socio-economic factor into the discussion. In countering Sobolevsky's
view that the Kyivan Land was resettled by migrants from the west, he
suggested that the mass outmigration of the Volhynian population in
the sixteenth century was caused by the growing power of the land-
lords and an increase in peasant labour obligations, a development that
did not occur in Volhynia in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.
Hrushevsky also pointed out that in the mid-sixteenth century Volhynian
landlords were complaining about the escape of their serfs to the west,
especially to Poland, not to the east.204 Furthermore, Hrushevsky devel-
oped Maksymovych's critique of Pogodin's argument regarding the
emigration to Muscovy of Rodion Nesterovych in 1.332.Indicating the
unrealistically high number of people whom Nesterovych was said to
have brought with him to Muscovy, Hrushevsky considered the whole
account, which was preserved in the family chronicle of the Kvashnins,
a Muscovite boyar family, to be a legend. He interpreted the incident as
proof of outmigration to the north not by the population at large but by
members of the local elite - a phenomenon caused by the political
decline of Kyiv. The main mass of the population, in Hrushevsky's
opinion, retreated to the forest areas of northern Ukraine and survived
the Mongol invasion there.zos

Hrushevsky was so convinced of the strength of the scholarly argu-
ments against the Pogodin theory that in his article of 7904 on the
traditional scheme of 'Russian' history he expressed doubt whether
anyone was still prepared to defend the old hypothesis.206 His attitude
proved too optimistic: as noted earlier, some elements of the Pogodin
theory were revived by Vasilii Kliuchevsky in his Course. Kliuchevsky
believed that outmigration from the Kyiv area began before the Mongol
invasion, which only intensified it. He repeated the standard argu-
ments employed by proponents of the Pogodin theory about the devas-



The Delimitation of the Past I47

tation of the Kyivan Land and found proof of northward Kyivan migra-
tion in the hydronyms and toponyms of Suzdalian Rus', which indeed
often resembled those of the Kyivan region. Kliuchevsky found further
support for his hypothesis in the popularity in the Russian North of the
byliny of the Kyiv cycle, a folk tradition that was lost in the Kyiv region
itself. He dated the beginning of the alleged resettlement of the Middle
Dnipro region to the fifteenth century, viewing it as a movement of
population from west to east. In Kliuchevsky's opinion, that movement
was prompted by two factors - on the one hand, the disintegration of
the Golden Horde and the strengthening of the Muscovite state and, on
the other, the introduction of serfdom in the Polish state.207

In the third edition of volume 1 of the History (1913), Hrushevsky
characterized Kliuchevsky as a 'resolute defender' of the Pogodin
theory.208 In reality, though, Kliuchevsky subscribed only to some ele-
ments of Pogodin's hypothesis. As noted earliet he believed that the
Polianians migrated both north and west and that their descendants
allegedly resettled the Kyiv region from the west after the end of Mon-
gol rule. Kliuchevsky's theory of the outmigration of the Kyivan popu-
lation in two directions had scant support in the historical sources and
was little more than an attempt to find a compromise solution to the
Pogodin-Maksymovych controversy. His hypothesis'established' the
Great Russian link with Kyivan Rus' without denying such a link to
the Ukrainians. In essence, Kliuchevsky's view resembled the theory of
the division of Kyiv's political power between Suzdal and Halych
postulated by Maksymovych back in the 1830s.20e

Kliuchevsky's hypothesis was briefly criticized by Hrushevsky in a
footnote to the second edition of volume 3 of the History. The volume
appeared in print in 1905, the year following the publication of the first
volume of Kliuchevsky's Course, and Hrushevsky, who referred to the
latter as a recent contribution, apparently added this note at the last
moment. Hrushevsky considered Kliuchevsky's evidence weak and
inconclusive. 'These indications,' he wrote, 'aside from being rather
weak in general, say nothing about emigration from the Dnipro region
after the Tatar devastation - they speak of an earlier colonization, in the
tenth to twelfth centuries (and sometimes not even about colonization,
for example, the establishment of direct communication between the
Ukrainian Dnipro region and the Volga region; the building by princes
of towns whose names were borrowed from Ukraine; or the preserva-
tion of the Kyiv bylina cycle in the North - all these are facts that have
other explanations, not only migration).'210 If in 1905, when sending the
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second edition of volume 3 of his History to print, Hrushevsky did not
have enough time or space to react to Kliuchevsky's theories at length,
it appears that subsequently he did not consider Kliuchevsky's views
important enough to warrant a special response. In a note to the third
edition of volume 1 (1913) of lhe History, he simply cited an article by
Aleksandr Spitsyn that examined and criticized Kliuchevsky's argu-
ment about the migration of the Kyivan population.Zll

In hindsight, Hrushevsky's lack of interest in and disregard of
Kliuchevsky's theories proved a tactical error. While Hrushevsky may
have won the scholarly argument, the battle to shape the public percep-
tion of the history of Kyivan Rus' and the ethnicity of its core popula-
tion still lay ahead. Kliuchevsky's views on the depopulation of the
Kyiv region, for all their speculative nature, gained currency among the
Russian public at large, first and foremost because of the popularity of
Kliuchevsky in general and his Course in particular. They also made
their way into Russian 6migr6 and Soviet historiography, thereby pro-
foundly influencing the treatment of the issue in Western historiogra-
phy as well.

Mykhailo Hrushevsky became involved in the scholarly debate on
the historical legacy of Kyivan Rus'at a relatively young age, and as the
debate wore on he shifted position: from a faithful continuator of
the Maksymovych tradition, which saw the debate as hinging on the
issue of which of the Russian nationalities had a better claim to Kyiv, he
developed into a national historian who posed the same question with
reference not to nationalities but to separate nations. It would appear
that Hrushevsky was still a follower of Maksymovych when he wrote
his award-winning book on the history of Kyivan Land and even when
he came to Lviv in 1894. In his inaugural lecture at Lviv University
Hrushevsky still spoke about Kyivan Rus'as a federation held together
by the unity of the Rus'people.212 Only later, at the turn of the twentieth
century, did he emerge as one of the boldest promoters of the new
scheme of Ukrainian history, which was based on the assumption that
no such coherent ethnic group had ever existed.

Hrushevsky's well-grounded claim to Kyivan Rus' history on behalf
of the Ukrainian national narrative marked the turning point in the
separation of Ukrainian history from Russian. His name became closely
associated with that revolution in East Slavic history and with the
scheme of Ukrainian history that began with the period of Kyivan Rus'.
But how novel was the idea of starting Ukrainian history with the Rus'
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era? There have been recent attempts to answer this question by putting
Hrushevsky's contribution to the debate on the legacy of Kyivan Rus'
into a broader historiographic context. Some historians have noted the
contribution of Hrushevsky's predecessors, including Maksymovych
and Antonovych, to the formulation of the Ukrainian claim to the
Rus'era.213 Others, in defining the essence of Hrushevsky's'conceptual
revolution,' tend to exclude from it any direct reference to his claim
to Kyivan Rus'.214 Nevertheless, Hrushevsky is known to broader his-
torical circles in Eastern Europe first and foremost because of his 'ap-

propriation' of Kyivan Rus' for the Ukrainian historical narrative.
Representative of that view is the assessment of Hrushevsky's contribu-
tion to Ukrainian history made by his older colleague Dmytro Bahalii.
In the 1920s Bahalii pointed out that the historical scheme employed by
Hrushevsky was not entirely of his own making but continued to asso-
ciate that scheme with Hrushevsky's name and reaffirmed his own
adherence to the 'Hrushevsky scheme' despite attacks from Marxist
critics and pressure from the authorities.2ls

Given these contrary opinions, how should one define Hrushevsky's
actual contribution to a debate that began long before his birth? One
may argue that it was at least twofold. In the first place, Hrushevsky's
claim to the Kyivan Rus' period was an exclusive one. Unlike his
predecessors, he was not satisfied with part of the Kyivan heritage but
wanted it all: for Hrushevsky, the Rus'period was no longer a portion
of the all-Russian narrative but constituted a separate narrative in its
own right. Second, Hrushevsky was a recognized authority in the field
of early Rus' history whose expertise surpassed that of all contempo-
rary authors of general surveys of Russian history. Given Hrushevsky's
preeminent status, his conclusions could not easily be ignored or
dismissed.

Hrushevsky's exclusive claim to Kyivan Rus' on behalf of Ukraine
left Russian history without its starting point, and it was this attempt to
remove the keystone from the arch of the Russian imperial paradigm
that drew most fire from Hrushevsky's critics. Exceptionally important
in the rejection and discreditation of Hrushevsky's paradigm of East
Slavic history was the role of Ukrainian historians of the Little Russian
persuasion. Such scholars as Filevich, Linnichenko, and Storozhenko
were in the forefront of the historiographic and political debate initiated
by Hrushevsky, which raises the question of whether the whole contro-
versy was an internal Ukrainian problem. To the degree that the histo-
riographic debates reflected the split within the Ukrainian intelligentsia
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over the choice of modern national identity, it was indeed a Ukrainian
problem. But it was a major Russo-Ukrainian problem as well. Among
the initiators of the historiographic controversy were such Russian

scholars as Pogodin and Sobolevsky, and among Hrushevsky's oppo-
nents in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were such
representatives of Russian scholarship as Florinsky, Liapunov, and

Shakhmatov. Indeed, the Russo-Ukrainian aspect of the controversy
overshadowed the internal Ukrainian one, since the debate on the
'all-Russian' historical narrative went to the core of both Russian and

Ukrainian identity.
At least two major tendencies were apparent among the Russian

participants in the discussion. The first tendency coincided r,r'ith the
growth of the modern Russian national identity, reflecting the growing
interest of Great Russian society at large in Creat Russian history. It was

this tendency that Hrushevsky tried to enlist in supPort of his
deconstruction of the traditional scheme of 'Russian' history. This ten-

dency was opposed and eventually defeated by those historians who

adhered to the Russian imperial narrative or regarded the Russian

national narrative as composed of the histories of all three 'Russian

tribes': Great Russians, Little Russians, and White Russians. As noted

earlier, the Ukrainian revival and struggle for independence from Rus-

sia during and after the Revolution of 1917 brought home the threat

posed by Hrushevsky's scheme to the idea of Russian unity not only to

proponents of the all-Russian idea in Ukraine but also to historians in

Russia itself. Prior to the Revolution, only one major Russian historian,

Aleksandr Presniakov, the author of a monograph on the foundations of
the Great Russian state, admitted to being somewhat influenced by
Hrushevsky's scheme. As a result he traced the origins of Great Russian
history to Northeastern and not Southeastern Rus'.216 Among other

eminent Russian historians whose views were influenced in one way or

another by Hrushevsky's works, one might name Matvei Liubavsky
and Sergei Platonov.217 Their major works (including Presniakov's book

on Great Russian statehood) were written prior to the Revolution of
I9I7 , refTecting the significant degree of tolerance toward the Ukrainian
project that then prevailed in Russian academic circles. That attitude
perished in the flames of the revolution.

Representative of the new tendency in Russian scholarship was the

position taken by Michael Rostovtzeff with regard to Hrushevsky's
interpretation of Kyivan Rus'. In the above-mentioned French-language
article of 1922 on the origins of Rus', he made extensive use of
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Hrushevsky's History of Llkrnine-R s' but severely criticized its author

for his attempt to separate Russian and Ukrainian history and to assign

the Kyivan period exclusively to the history of Ukraine. He noted that

Hrushevsky's key concepts, namely 'the complete separation of Rus-

sian and Ukrainian history and the exclusive claim to Kyivan history

for the latter make the reading of the book a painful task.' 'This is all the

more regrettable,' added Rostovtzeff, 'as the author's erudition is

great.'218 Hrushevsky responded to Rostovtzeff 's critique by stating in

his 1925 review of Rostovtzeff's works: 'unfortunately, in spite of the

decentralizing tendencies of the revolution, Ilovaisky's old scheme finds

new defenders among scholars of whom something better might have

been expected.'27e
After 1977, with Hrushevsky's scheme making impressive headway

in Soviet Ukraine, it was no longer possible to ignore the Ukrainian

challenge to Russian historiography and reject Hrushevsky's claim to

Kyivan Rus' out of hand. Traditional Russian historiography looked in

several directions for a solution to the 'Ukrainian problem.' It took

notice of the complaints and proposals of Liubavsky, Linnichenko, and

Efimenko, who wanted a new paradigm of Russian history including as

much as possible of the history of Western and Southwestern Rus'. The

multivolumeHistory of Russia produced by George Vernadsky, the scion

of the Russian imperial historiographic school and the prot6g6 of

Rostovtzeff at Yale University, may be regarded as a contribution to the

creation of such a paradigm. In his Russian history courses Vernadsky

paid unprecedented attention to the history of Ukraine.220 In 1941 he

wrote an introduction to the English translation of Hrushevsky's lllzs-

trated History, praising its author as 'the leading Ukrainian historian,

whose authority has been widely recognized both in and outside of his

country.'221 Without criticizing Hrushevsky's appropriation of Kyivan

Rus', Vernadsky presented it as the common inheritance of Russians

and Ukrainians.222
Vernadsky was among the most prominent of the Russian 6migr6

'Eurasianists,' a group of intellectuals lvho placed special emphasis on

Russia's Asian connection and considered the Russian Empire the di-

rect heir not of Kyivan Rus'but of the Mongol Empire. That approach

removed Kyivan Rus' from the centre of the Eurasianists' attention but

did little to change their general interpretation of Ukrainian history as

part of the all-Russian narrative.223 In discussing the history of Russo-

Ukrainian relations, one of Vernadsky's fellow Eurasianists, Prince

Nikolai Trubetskoi, invariably referred to the notion of a common Russo-
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Ukrainian high culture advanced at the beginning of the twentieth
century by Petr Struve.22a But it was the ideas and approaches first
suggested by Vasilii Kliuchevsky that were by far the most influential in
shaping the Russian response to the Ukrainian historiographic chal-
lenge. In his above-mentioned political pamphlet, Historical Truth and
Ukrainophile Propaganda (7920), Prince Aleksandr Volkonsky quoted
whole passages from Kliuchevsky's Course toprove the migration theory.
He explained his fascination with Kliuchevsky as follows: 'All that we
have said so far about the Little Russians has been copied word for
word, or almost word for word, from Professor Kliuchevsky's course.
We have consciously resorted to such a simplified method of exposi-
tion. The Ukrainophile party freely accuses its opponents of lying and
juggling with the facts. Let it reckon not with me but with Professor
Kliuchevsky. There are those among the dead who are more difficult to
defame than the living.'22s

While Ukrainian historiography, beginning with Hrushevsky, has
had no difficulty in rejecting Kliuchevsky's approach, that approach
gained numerous supporters in the ranks of Russian and then Soviet
historians. Kliuchevsky's interpretation of Kyivan Rus' history as the
product of a single all-Russian nationality offered a convenient resolu-
tion to the old debate on the Pogodin theory, which was reinvigorated
in the twentieth century by the construction of the Ukrainian national
narrative. If one were to consider Pogodin's exclusive claim to Kyivan
Rus' on behalf of the Creat Russians the original thesis, then
Hrushevsky's attempt to claim it for the Ukrainians alone could be
considered the antithesis. The Kliuchevsky-inspired compromise gave
both sides a claim to the Kyivan legacy, based on the theory of a single
'old Russian' nationality that allegedly existed in the times of Kyivan
Rus'. That compromise solution, which was fully developed by Soviet
historiography, continues to dominate scholarly attitudes toward Kyivan
Rus'history. It also establishes the Rus'era as the only safe haven of the
nineteenth-century concept of all-Russian nationality, which dominated
all periods of East Slavic history in pre-revolutionary historical writing.



Chapter 3

The Construction of a
National Paradigm

Not unlike the old scheme attacked by Hrushevsky, his own outline oI
Ukrainian history was rooted in the historiographic tradition of the
medieval and early modern chronicles. Indeed, the tradition of treating
the Principality of Galicia-Volhynia as the successor to Kyivan Rus'was
initiated by the compilers of the Hypatian Codex and the authors of the
Calician-Volhynian Chronicle, a portion of the codex that was written at
the end of the thirteenth century and covered events from 1201 to 1292.1
This scheme was later employed by Ukrainian chroniclers of the early
modern period, especially Feodosii Sofonovych,z and was followed and
further developed by Ukrainian historians of the nineteenth century.
The latter brought about a confluence of the two main currents of early
modern Ukrainian historiography: that of the church historians, who
saw the history of Rus' in its various political and cultural incarnations
as the main subject of their narration, and that of Cossack historiogra-
phy, which focused on the glorious deeds of the Cossacks and their
leaders. These two trends merged in the 'Little Russian'narrative of
Ukrainian history, which united interest in Rus' history and in the
exploits of the Cossacks, focusing on the development of Little Russia -

the Rus' territory settled by the Cossacks.
Modern Ukrainian historiography began its development in response

to the publication of Karamzin's History of the Russian State. The rise of
Karamzin's star in imperial Russian historiography coincided with the
demise of the common all-Russian high culture that was constructed in
the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries with the active
participation of the Ukrainian secular and religious elites. The spec-
tacular progress of Creat Russian high culture and its efforts to sup-
plant the all-Russian cultural construct of the eighteenth century were
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among the major factors that led to the disintegration of the old all-
Russian historical narrative. The development of linguistics and the
onset of romanticism in the early nineteenth century turned the atten-
tion of the scholarly community to the existence of separate languages
and peoples, inspired historians to search for ethnic origins, and led to
debates over which nation had the best claim to particular parts of the
all-Russian historical construct. The rise of anthropology and the devel-
opment of archaeological research in the second half of the nineteenth
century advanced the national projects even further, triggering a search
for ethnic anthropological types in prehistoric times.

As Karamzin's narrative failed to include significant parts of Ukrain-
ian history, Ukrainian authors of the first half of the nineteenth century
sought to redress this perceived anomaly, attempting to secure a place
for the history of their homeland in the imperial narrative. The anony-
mous author of the History of the Rus', which began to circulate in
manuscript in Ukraine after the publication of Karamzin'sHistory,iden-
tified the Little Russians rather than the Creat Russians as the true heirs
of the Kyivan legacy and claimed pride of place in Russian history for
his compatriots. Dmitrii Bantysh-Kamensky, the author of the History of
Little Russia (1822), sought to correct Karamzin's 'error' by reintroduc-
ing'Little Russian'history into the imperial narrative. His attempt was
only partly successful. Ironically, it was the critique voiced by the
Russian journalist and historian Nikolai Polevoi, who attacked Bantysh-
Kamensky's History for narrating the Ukrainian past as the history of a
mere Russian province and not of a separate entity, that set off the
Ukrainian search for a distinct historical paradigm. That search began
with the publication in7842-3 of the History of Little Russia by Mykola
Markevych. The work, written in the tradition of the eighteenth-cen-
tury Cossack chronicles, reintroduced many'peculiarities' into Ukrain-
ian history but still viewed it as part of the all-Russian historical narrative.
As Zenon Kohut has noted, 'in essence, Markevych and the other histori-
ans of the early nineteenth century r,vanted Ukraine to h.ave its proper
place within the history of this [Russian] monarchy and state.'3

The transformation of the Little Russian subnational narrative into
the Ukrainian national one began with the works of the first rector of
Kyiv University, Mykhailo Maksymovych. In his polemics with Mikhail
Pogodin, Maksymovych laid claim to the Kyivan Rus' heritage on
behalf of Ukraine and defended the distinct character of Ukrainian
history in polemics with Polish historians. Still, not unlike his Cos-
sack predecessors, Maksymovych used the term'Ukraine' mainly in
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reference to the Dnipro region and focused his research on it. The break
with the Cossack historiographic tradition occurred in the works of
Panteleimon Kulish, Osyp Bodiansky, and Mykola Kostomarov, who
argued for expanding the Ukrainian narrative in chronological, geo-
graphic, and social terms. In the second half of the nineteenth century,
Ukrainian historiography was often confined to a supporting role in
the imperial Russian response to Polish claims to Right-Bank Ukraine,
but Mykhailo Maksymovych, Mykola Kostomarov, and Volodymyr
Antonovych managed to lay the foundations for a new synthesis of
Ukrainian history. The concept of East Slavic unity was questioned and
the continuity of Ukrainian history asserted; attempts were made to
include lands as geographically remote as Galicia in the new narrative.a
Still, none of these theses was fully developed in scholarly terms, and
Ukrainian history was not considered an academic subject in its own
right.

It fell to Mykhailo Hrushevsky to continue the research conducted by
the founding fathers of Ukrainian historiography and address the chal-
lenges it faced in the age of national 'awakening'by creating a national
narrative of Ukrainian history. This chapter discusses the process, prin-
ciples, and methods of construction of the Ukrainian national narrative.
Its first section examines the conditions in which that project developed
at the turn of the twentieth century - the obstacles that it encountered in
Russian Ukraine and the circumstances that favoured its development
in Galicia. The second section considers the compound term'Ukraine-
Rus',' which was used to define the Ukrainian national narrative at its
inception. It investigates the ways in which the continuity of Ukrainian
history was established and how the structuring of the new narra-
tive developed in the course of debates on the periodization of the
Ukrainian past. The third section deals with l{rushevsky's develop-
ment and implementation of a historical paradigm that allowed him to
turn Ukrainian history into a national grand narrative - the story of the
rise, decline, and resurgence of a nation. The fourth and last section
discusses Hrushevsky's treatment of the history of the Ukrainian Cos-
sacks, showing how premodern historical mythology was adapted to
serve the purposes of the national narrative.

Toward a New Narrative

After Mykola Markevych, Ukrainian historians refrained from writing
general surveys of Ukrainian history. One reason for this was the preoc-



156 Nation and Empire

cupation of many Ukrainian authors (shared by a significant number of
their West and Central European colleagues) with the task of uncover-
ing and publishing historical sources, often at the expense of their
interpretation. Mykhailo Drahomanov voiced a conviction of many of
his Ukrainian colleagues of the 1870s when he stated that the Ukrainian
nation and its history would be acknowledged by others once the
wealth of documents pertaining to that history was published.s
Volodymyr Antonovych's activities in the Kyiv Archaeographic Com-
mission, which produced the multivolume documentary series Archiae
of Southwestern Russia, clearly helped achieve that goal.6 But times were
changing, and by the early 1890s the leaders of the Ukrainian move-
ment were coming to realize that what they needed at that new stage of
the movement's development was not just new collections of docu-
ments but a new synthesis of Ukrainian history.

The same Drahomanov now criticized Antonovych and his school for
avoiding any assessment of historical facts in their works and called for

a synthesis that would not focus on the Cossack era alone but present
the Ukrainian past in the context of European history.z He further
maintained that the new narrative should go beyond national and
confessional paradigms - a reference to the dominant interpretation of
Ukrainian history as a struggle between Orthodox Rus' and Catholic
Poland * to address a broad spectrum of issues. Drahomanov wrote:
'... Our history must be examined as a whole in all its eras: princely,
feudal Lithuanian, lordly Polish, Cossack, and tsarist Russian (along

with the imperial and constitutional Austrian period), and in each of
these eras we must pay attention to the growth or decline of population,
the economy, mores and ideas in the community and the state, educa-
tion, and the direct or indirect participation of Ukrainians of all classes
or cultures in European history and culture.'8

The need for a new synthesis of Ukrainian history was also obvious
to members of Antonovych's circle, although they placed less empha-
sis on the European context. Antin Syniavsky, an exiled student of
Antonovych's whose political convictions were inspired by Drahomanov
and who played a leading role in 'recruiting' Hrushevsky into the
Ukrainophile movement in the late 1880s, wrote in the Lviv newspaper
Zoria (Star) in 1891: 'We lack a complete history of the Rus'-Ukrainian
people; of all its lands - Ukraine, Galicia, Bukovyna, and Hungarian
Rus'. It must correspond to the current growth of national self-knowl-
edge and tell us about the fates of our people from our own viewpoint.
At present, the majority must examine its history through tendentious
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Polish and Russian glasses.'e Drahomanov's opponent of the time, Borys
Hrinchenko, also called for a survey of Ukrainian history, stressing the
national awakening of the popular masses. Commenting on the na-
tional identity of the Ukrainian peasant, he wrote: 'He does not know
his history, nor can he know it: to this day our patriots have not man-
aged to write it, and oral narratives themselves are lacking, and even
those we have are already being forgotten, and in places they have
indeed been forgotten entirely. Consequently, our peasant does not
even know his national name.'10

Whatever the Ukrainian activists' conceptions of the new historical
narrative, all agreed on the need to create one. The task fell to Antonovych
and his circle, more precisely on the shoulders of its younger gen-
eration, including Antonovych's most talented student, Mykhailo
Hrushevsky. In Hrushevsky's own words, the production of a complete
history of Ukraine was 'a matter of honour not only for me but for my
whole generation.'11 In December 1895 the editorial board of the
Ukrainophile journal Kieztsknia starina announced a competition for writ-
ers willing to produce a survey of Ukrainian history.l2 Although the
winner was Aleksandra Efimenko, it was Mykhailo Hrushevsky - prob-
ably considered too young and inexperienced at the time - who first
responded to the challenge faced by Ukrainian historiography of the
day. in 1898 Hrushevsky published the first volume of his academic
History of Ukraine-RLts', and in 1904 he not only presented an outline of
Ukrainian history as a national narrative in his article on the traditional
scheme of 'Russian' history but also convinced the Russian authorities
of the need to publish his Suraey History of the Ukrainian People, which
presented a coherent narrative of the Ukrainian national past.

Even though all three of the above-mentioned appeals for the
creation of a Ukrainian historical narrative came from activists of East-
ern Ukrainian origin, they were published in the Ukrainian media in
Austria (Drahomanov's and Syniavsky's in Calicia and Hrinchenko's in
Bukovyna), and the narrative itself was created by another representa-
tive of Dnipro Ukraine who held a teaching position at an Austrian
university. These facts suggest that the creation and publication of such
a narrative was all but impossible in the Russian Empire (prior to 1904,
at least). It was not only the intellectual reservations of Antonovych and
his associates that prevented them from creating a national narrative of
Ukrainian history, but also political conditions prevailing in the Russian
Empire from the official persecution of the SS. Cyril and Methodius
Brotherhood in 1.847 up to the relative relaxation of Russian censorship
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on the eve of the Revolution of 1905. As late as 1904 Hrushevsky
encountered numerous obstacles to the publication of his work in Rus-
sia. ]udging by his autobiography, Russian publishers were more than
reluctant to issue his Suraey.'One of the most liberal publishers de-
clined,'wrote Hrushevsky, 'fearing that an account of Ukrainian history
that differed sharply from the accepted account of Russian history (that
is, the inclusion of ancient Rus') would bring down an unfavourable
judgment on the book from Russian scholarly circles.'13 The precedent
created by the publication of Hrushevsky's survey and, more impor-
tantly, the revolutionary events of 1905 made it possible for other au-
thors to publish surveys of Ukrainian history. Not only did Aleksandra
Efimenko finally publish her History of the Ukrainian People in 1906, but
her work was soon followed by the appearance of a History of Ukraine-
Rus' (1908) by Mykola Arkas.la

The long absence of general accounts of Ukrainian history was la-
mented in introductions to these publications. 'There is no comprehen-
sive Russian-language survey of the history of the Ukrainian people,
although the need for one is apparent, if only from the success of the
recently reprinted old History of Little Russis by Bantysh-Kamensky,
which is being bought avidly thanks to its title alone,'15 wrote
Hrushevsky. Efimenko also regretted the long absence of systematic
accounts of Ukrainian history, noting the reissue of Bantysh-Kamensky's
survey as an indication of the lack of modern interpretations of the
history of 'Southern Rus'.' 'For anyone interested in gaining a general
idea of the history of this half of Rus',' wrote Efimenko, 'nothing re-
mains but to turn to the works of Bantysh-Kamensky and Markevych,
which go back to the thirties and forties of the past century. Those
works under the title History of Little Russia indeed constitute a system-
atic survey of the subject. But both those works have become so dated in
their methods, suffer so much from the lack of historical criticism, and
have fallen so far behind in relation to their sources that by now their
significance is merely bibliographic: they offer nothing either to histori-
cal scholarship in the strict sense or to the public.'16 The problem,
though, lay not only in the failure of the old narratives to meet the
demands of modern scholarship in terms of their treatment of sources,
as noted by Efimenko, but also in their incompatibility with new ideo-
logical and historiographic trends. Both Bantysh-Kamensky's and
Markevych's histories were written r,r'ithin the framework of the Rus-
sian state-based paradigm, while Efimenko herself was writing the
history of a people, not of a state.
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Surprisingly at first glance, none of the surveys of Ukrainian history
published in the Russian Empire was written by a scholar holding an
appointment at a Russian university. Hrushevsky was a professor in an
Austrian university, while Efimenko never received even a master's
degree (only in 1910 did Bahalii, then rector of Kharkiv University,
succeed in granting her a doctorate in Russian history honoris causa)
and never taught at a university. Also lacking a historical education was
Mykola Arkas, a navy officer and a prominent bureaucrat in the Kherson
province of Southern Ukraine.

The lack of professional historians from the Russian universities among
the authors of the first surveys of Ukrainian history reflected the lack of
university courses covering Ukrainian history as a whole. This in turn
was a product of the anti-Ukrainian attitudes that persisted in Russian
universities in Ukraine into the first decade of the twentieth century. A
vicious circle developed: political pressure precluded the introduction
of a general course of Ukrainian history, making it unnecessary to
produce a survey of the subject, and the lack of a survey hindered the
introduction of Ukrainian history into the university curriculum. The
political factor was paramount in that process, as shown by the situa-
tion prevailing in Russian universities in Ukraine after the Revolution
of 1905. Surveys were published and professors prepared to teach
Ukrainian history were available, but the courses were not offered
because of interference from the university administration.

What academics could do, however, was discuss particular topics or
periods of Ukrainian history in general courses on Russian history, or
offer them as subjects of special courses dealing with local history. That
solution did not undermine the validity of the all-Russian narrative and
was tolerated by the university administrators. As a result, Volodymyr
Antonovych tried to infuse his lecture courses on Russian history with
as much Ukrainian content as possible. His course on'Russian'history,
which he taught in collaboration with Vladimir Ikonnikov, would begin
with the history of Kyivan Rus' and then separately consider its two
successors, Southwestern Rus' and Northeastern Rus', before 'reunit-

ing' them in the historical account of imperial Russia.17 That was
Antonovych's answer to the problem posed by the traditional scheme
of 'Russian' history, especially its neglect of 'Southwestern Rus'.' The
same approach was taken by Antonovych's student and professor of
Russian history at Kharkiv University, Dmytro Bahalii, in his courses on
Russian history.l8 Oleksii Markevych, who taught at Novorossiisk
(Odesa) University between 1880 and 1895, offered a special course
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every semester on the history of 'southem Russia,'1e but at Odesa Uni-
versity, as eisewhere, there were no general courses in Ukrainian history
and, as a result, no surveys or textbooks on the subject were produced.20

This is not to say that Ukrainian historians wrote no surveys at aII,
only that such works were not surveys of Ukrainian history. Instructive
in this regard is the case of Hrushevsky's older colleague Dmytro
Bahalii. The fact that Bahalii did not produce a survey of Ukrainian
history prior to the revolution and busied himself with writing text-
books on Russian history, even at a time when Hrushevsky and Efimenko
were concerned with responding to the growing demand in Ukrainian
circles for a separate historical narrative, can be explained only in part
by the demands of his successful administrative career. Bahalii was
rector of Kharkiv University, later a member of the State Council of the
Russian Empire, and finally head of the Kharkiv city council, which
made considerable demands on his time and energy, yet he still found
time to work on his Russian history textbooks.2l

Probably a more important factor accounting for Bahalii's reluctance
to produce a survey of Ukrainian history was the atmosphere of hostil-
ity toward Ukrainian scholarship in the Russian universities of Ukraine.
Scholars who focused on topics in Ukrainian history and literature, or
who were suspected by the authorities of sympathy for the Ukrainian
national movement, encountered difficulties in obtaining positions, re-
ceiving tenure, and getting promotions. The only way to pursue a
university career and carry out research in Ukrainian studies was to
present them as part of Russian studies, an exercise in which both
Antonovych and Bahalii proved successful, holding positions in Rus-
sian history at Kyiv and Kharkiv universities, respectively.22 Thus, Bahalii
was one of the Ukrainian historians who continued to work within the
all-Russian historical paradigm. Apart from his predominant concen-
tration on topics related to the history of Ukraine, Bahalii's self-identifi-
cation as a Ukrainian historian was demonstrated by his continuation
of Kostomarov's federalist approach to Russian history and by his
adherence to the regional (oblastnicheskaia) school of Russian imperial
historiography associated with the names of Afanasii Shchapov and
Volodymyr Antonovych, as opposed to the 'centralist' school, which
was represented by Sergei Soloviev and, in relation to Ukrainian his-
tory, Soloviev's student Gennadii Karpov.Z3

It is fair to assume that, had it been possible freely to teach courses
in Ukrainian and publish textbooks on the subject, the creation of a
Ukrainian national narrative would have been much easier, and the
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separation of the Russian and Ukrainian historical narratives would
have proceeded more quickly. On the other hand, one should not as-
sume that, given such conditions, Ukrainian historians would necessar-
ily have produced a national narrative. After all, Efimenko's survey
shows that even after the publication of Hrushevsky's work, Ukrainian
history could still be presented as part of an ali-Russian narrative.
Despite the title of her book, the History of the Ukrainian People, Efimenko
regarded Ukrainian history as a chronicle of Southern Rus' and consid-
ered it part of all-Russian history. She used 'Ukraine' mainly to desig-
nate the Eastern Ukrainian Cossack territories and regarded the
Ukrainian language as a simple folk (prostonarodnyi) dialect. She also
claimed that the South Russian question could have been resolved as
early as 1655, when the 'Russians' (the term encompassed both Musco-
vite and Cossack detachments) took control of Lithuania and 'Southern

Rus" as far as Lviv and Lublin.2a In many r.t'avs, Efimenko continued
Mykola Kostomarov's tradition of designating Ukrainians as Southern
Russians, and in terms of the 'Ukrainization' of the Ukrainian past she
was far behind Antonovych and his school.

The political freedom that Hrushevsky exercised in Austria-Hungary
was one of the crucial factors allowing him to develop a paradigm that
presented Ukrainian history as a separate field of study, not only equal
in significance and importance to Russian history but also independent
of it. It is equally apparent that his task was eased not only by the
absence of Russian censorship in Austrian Galicia but also by the rise of
the mass Ukrainian movement there and its earlier attempts to create a
Ukrainian historical narrative wholly distinct from the histbry of Russia.

In the second half of the nineteenth century conditions in Galicia and
Bukovyna were much more favourable to the Ukrainian national move-
ment in general and its historical project in particular than in the Rus-
sian Empire. Still, even there, the Ukrainian movement had to confront
proponents of the pan-Russian national project. With its rise in the
1860s and 7870s, the Ukrainian movement in Galicia was faced with
the already r.t'ell-developed ideology of the Russophile movement
(Muscophiles, 'Old Ruthenians'),25 which was busy transferring the
pan-Russian project of the Romanov Empire to Galician soil. In the
realm of historiography, this was done by one of the forerunners of
the Russophile movement, Denys Zubrytsky, the author of The History
of the Ancient Galician-Russian Principality (7852-5).26 As Zubrytsky ex-
plained the mission of his history in a letter of 7852 to Mikhail Pogodin,
his 'main intention in writing it was to acquaint Galicians both with
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Russian history and, to the extent possible, with the Russian language.'27
The all-Russian interpretation of history was further advanced by Izydor
Sharanevych in his History of Halych-Volodymyr Rus' frotn the Earliest
Thnes to 1453 (18$).28 The author of the first Galician historical synthe-
sis was the Russophile Bohdan Didytsky, who published a People's
History of Rus' in1877.2e Didytsky's history was followedby tine lllus-
trated People's History of Rus' (1890), written by another Russophile,
Teodor Ripetsky.30

For some time, proponents of the Ukrainian movement ('Young
Ruthenians'or'populists'in the terminology of the day) failed to pro-
duce a counterpart to the Russophile interpretation of the history of
their homeland, and the Ukrainian movement in Galicia long relied
mainly on the publication in Galician periodicals of popular historical
essays written by Ukrainian activists from Russian-ruled Ukraine.3l
The major obstacle to the creation of a Ukrainian historical narrative in
Calicia was the distaste for the romantic intenrretation of the Ukrainian
past - especially the glorification of princes, hetmans, and other heroes
of traditional historiography, without whom the construction of the
new national narrative would have been all but impossible - that ran
deep in the psyche of the Galician populists. In 1863 one of the early
activists of the Ukrainian movement in Galicia, Danylo Taniachkevych,
gave a rather pessimistic assessment of the social role of history: 'The

days of the boyars have passed and unruly Cossackdom has become
extinct, and perhaps Cod is to be praised for that ... There is no trace in
history of the building of new fortresses and castles upon the great
ruins: the hand of the farmer is sowing God's seed here! Nor is there
any reason for heartfelt pining and looking back there, for it is not a
paradise that we have lost. And that huppy paradise is more probably
ahead of us, only we do not know how to find it.'32 In 7876 the
Ukrainophile Prosvita Society refused to publish a biography of Bohdan
Khmelnytsky on the grounds that it portrayed an individual, not the
people in general, as the protagonist of history.33 'Why the devil have
you sent me an article about hetmans?' wrote one of the leaders of the
Ukrainian Radical Party, Ivan Franko, to another populist leader,
Mykhailo Pavlyk, in 1878. 'Do you really think there is nothing better to
print here than such swill?'31

Another reason for the relatively long absence of a Ukrainian histori-
cal narrative in Calicia was the simple lack of scholarly expertise. As
Taniachkevych asserted in 1863, the study of history called for high
qualifications and strong devotion. He advanced the idea of establish-
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ing a chair of 'our history in our native tongue' at Lviv University, to
which he proposed to invite Mykola Kostomarov.rs The project never
materialized, and the first serious attempt at a Galician-Ukrainian svn-
thesis of Ukrainian history came only in the late 1870s with the publica-
tion of a Polishlanguage polemical tract, The Poliul of the Poles torusrd
Rus',by the Ukrainophile Stefan Kacha1a.36 Kachala's work was influ-

enced by the writings of Panteleimon Kulish and found understanding
and appreciation in Dnipro Ukraine, where excerpts from it were trans-
lated into Russian and published in the Ukrainophile journal Kieasknia
starinn.3T

The demand for a new synthesis of Ukrainian history, which r.t'as
strongly felt in Galicia, was partly met by the compilation of a
multivolume anthology on the subject. The idea of publishing such an
anthology occurred to a Galician activist, Oleksander Barvinsky, r.t'ho
later became a moving force behind the establishment of a chair of
Ukrainian history at Lviv University and the invitation to the young
Kyivan Mykhailo Hrushevsky to accept the position.3s Barvinsky
regarded the planned anthology of works on Ukrainian history as

a means of raising the level of national consciousness among the
Ukrainian intelligentsia - a clear departure from the nihilistic view of
Ukrainian history expressed in the early 1860s by Taniachkevych. In his
memoirs (7973), Barvinsky explained his decision to publish the anthol-
ogy as follows: 'The experience gained up to that point on the basis of

the activity of the Prosvita and Ruthenian Discourse branch in Ternopil,
as well as the establishment of reading rooms in Podilia and the popu-
lar lectures and evening programs held there, convinced me that the
educated stratum of our society also required a deepening of its na-
tional consciousness, and that could be achieved with the help of a
fundamental acquaintance with our past. My popular little books on
the History of Rus'published by the Prosvita Society could not, in mv
view, satisfy that need; they could not give our intelligentsia fundamen-
tal historical knowledge, and at that time we had no complete picture of
the history of Ukraine-Rus' for the educated stratum of our society.'3e

In 1886, in order to present a 'complete picture' of national history,
Barvinsky began to publish the Ruthenian Historical Library. In order
to determine the content of volumes in the series, which were to be
translated from Russian and Polish (very few historical works were
then available in Ukrainian), Barvinsky visited the dean of Ukrainian
historians, Volodymyr Antonovych, in Kyiv. The latter supported
Barvinsky's initiative as an effective way of raising national conscious-
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ness and gave his recommendations concerning texts to be included in
Barvinsky's historical library. He suggested that the series begin with a
Ukrainian translation of Stefan Kachala's seneral survev of Ukrainian
history, to be followed by individual monographs on the subject from
the princely era to modern times. These would include works by
Antonovych himself, as well as numerous studies on Ukrainian history
by Mykoia Kostomarov.4o

The publication of the Ruthenian Historical Library proved an un-
qualified success. In all, between 1886 and 7904, twenty-four volumes
of the Library appeared in print.al Apart from the works of well-known
Ukrainian historians, the series included the writings of opponents of
the Ukrainian idea, including studies by Dmitrii Ilovaisky (on the his-
tory of Kyivan Rus' and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania) and Ivan
Linnichenko (on the social structure of Galician Rus').42 Thus, when it
came to bringing some of Ilovaisky's ideas into the mainstream of Ukrain-
ian historical writing, Barvinsky, bv all accounts, was a forerunner of
Hrushevsky. This applied particularly to Ilovaisky's anti-Normanist
views, as one of the volumes of the Ruthenian Historical Librarv included
translations drawn from a collection of his article s, Resenrclrcs on the Ori-
gins of Rus'.43 Barvinsky's popularization of anti-Normanist ideas in the
publications of the Ruthenian Historical Library provoked a negative
response from some activists of the Ukrainian movement. One of
the reviewers of the Library, Omelian Kalytovsky, considered anti-
Normanism contrary to the goals of Ukrainian historiography. Kaly-
tovsky's position becomes clearer in l ight of the views of another
Ukrainian activist, Omelian Partytsky, who believed that Normanism
supported the assertion of Ukraine's distinct historical character.aa If in
Eastern Ukraine anti-Normanism had become part of the Ukrainian his-
toriographic tradition long before the turn of the twentieth century, in
Western Ukraine it was considered a new, controversial, and potentially
harmful deviation. Generally speaking, the publication of the Library
proved an important episode in the development of Ukrainian his-
toriography, as it created a new historiographic canon that included
Ilovaisky and Linnichenko along with Kostomarov and Antonovych.

Barvinsky tried his hand not only at publishing the Ruthenian His-
torical Library series but also at compiling the first Ukrainophile survey
of Ukrainian history to be published in Austria-Hungary. The efforts of
the Galician Ukrainophiles to create their own narrative were finally
crowned with success in 1890, when the Ukrainophile Prosvita Society
published Barvinsky's Illustrated History of Rus' in Lviv.as The book
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covered the history of Ukraine (both Russian and Austrian parts) up to
the second half of the nineteenth century. The narrative was divided
into three periods: before the Lithuanian conquest, under Lithuanian
and Polish rule, and from the Cossack era to the nineteenth century.
Barvinsky's Ukrainophile narrative clearly benefited from its Russophile
forerunners, who stressed the independence of Rus' history from the
Polish narrative - a tenet shared by the Ukrainophile authors.

Although the Russophiles presented the history of Galicia as part of
all-Russian history, in many cases their reading of the Galician past
foreshadowed the interpretation of Galician history developed by the
Ukrainophiles. That was true of the special emphasis placed by repre-
sentatives of both historiographic trends on the Galician-Volhynian
principality. In the eyes of both Russophiles and Ukrainophiles, its
history was an important link with the all-Russian past - the history of
Kyivan Rus'. Interest in that era was also regarded with favour by the
authorities, as the incorporation of Galicia into the Habsburg Monarchy
was officially justified by the dynastic rights of the Habsburgs, alleg-
edly rooted in medieval Rus'history. Another important element of the
Russophile historiographic approach, shared with their Ukrainophile
adversaries, was their interpretation of the era of Polish rule over Calicia
as a 'dark age' in its history. In time, the Russophile historiographic
scheme, which initially included lengthy segments of the history of
Russia, evolved into an outline fairly similar to the one eventually
constructed by the Ukrainophiles. That process was best reflected in the
writings of Teodor Ripetsky. Inhis Illustrated People's History of Rus' , the
Iatter limited his coverage of Russian history to the absolute minimum,
drawing his narrative line from Kyivan Rus' through the Galician-
Volhynian principality to the history of the Cossacks.a6

Barvinsky's history soon emerged as the most popular historical
work in the Galician village reading clubs and maintained that status
until the publication of Hrushevsky' s Illustrated History of Ukraine in the
second decade of the twentieth century.{7 The publication of Barvinsky's
Illustrated History of Rus'was also welcomed by historians from Dnipro
Ukraine. One of them, Antin Syniavsky, published a review in which he
called it 'a valuable gift to Ruthenian-Ukrainian society that we do not
have with regard to our history and that should be in every Ruthenian-
Ukrainian family. This is all the more reason to regret that this history of
Rus' is not permitted to see Ukraine.'48 The leitmotif of Syniavsky's
review, however, was not praise for Barvinsky but insistence on the
need for a full scholarly narrative of Ukrainian history, not just a brief
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popular historical survey. What did Antonovych's student find wanting
in Barvinsky's pioneering work? To begin with, he did not approve the
distribution of the material or the periodization. He was also concerned
that Barvinsky did not know the most recent literature, used a good
deal of legendary and unverified data, and either remained aloof from
scholarly debates that were extremely important to scholars from Dnipro
Ukraine or took the wrong side in such debates. One of them concerned
the ethnic origins of the Ukrainian people and the formation of the
Belarusian, Great Russian, and Ruthenian-Ukrainian'tribes.' Another
was the issue of the devastation of Kyiv after the Mongol invasion.
Barvinsky's of{hand remark that Kyiv had been reduced to ruins flew in
the face of the efforts of Antonovych's circle to prove Mikhail Pogodin
and his followers wrong. Nor was Syniavskv entirely satisfied with
Barvinsky's treatment of social factors in history.

Syniavsky began his review by claiming rather undiplomatically that
Barvinsky was free to follow those Polish historians who wrote that the
Poles did not have a written record of their own history and say the
same about the Ukrainians. He concluded with the hope that Barvinsky
would find time to write a 'complete'history of Ukraine. The Dnipro
Ukrainians wanted a history written on the same scholarly level as the
Russian and Polish narratives. They wanted that narrative to reflect
their interest in the origins of nations and to present all aspects of the
history of their people and society, not only political developments.
Last but not least, they wanted it to address the most contentious issues
of Russo-Ukrainian relations, including the problem of Kyivan Rus'.
The Galicians were well aware that they could not produce such a
narrative, given their lack of professionalism at a time when history
was coming to be regarded less as an art than as a science.

That reaiization was at least partly responsible for Barvinsky's own
efforts to establish a chair of Ukrainian history at Lviv University and to
invite a scholar from Dnipro Ukraine to fill it. Hrushevsky, who was
appointed to the chair, fully addressed the scholarly interests of his
Kyir.. mentors and colleagues in his works, but he was probably no less
attuned to the concerns of his Galician forerunners.

Structuring the Past

Galician realities of the late nineteenth century found expression, among
other things, in the title of Hrushevsky's magnum opus, the History of
Ukraine-Rus'. What was the origin and significance of that compound
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term, which already seemed outdated and inadequate to Hrushevsky's
Eastern Ukrainian contemporaries in the first decade of the twentieth
century? Its origins were directly related to the development of the
Ukrainian historical project in Galicia. The massive translation effort
undertaken by the publishers of the Ruthenian Historical Library con-
centrated attention on the need for a Ukrainian scholarly terminology,
first and foremost the selection of a suitable term to denote the Ukrain-
ian people and their territory. The problem was not so simple as it
might appear at first glance. The terms'Ukraine' and'Ukrainian,'which
were adopted by the Ukrainian national 'awakeners,' had both advan-
tages and drawbacks. Ironically, back in the early nineteenth century,
the leaders of the Ukrainian national movement in the Russian Empire
had chosen for themselves and their land names that were as little
established in their countrlz's intellectual tradition as they were among
the common people. During the princely era, the term 'Ukraine' was
used by the Rus' chroniclers to define the borderland of the settled area.
In the early modern period, it was applied to the middle Dnipro territo-
ries, the cradle of Ukrainian Cossackdom. Not until the nineteenth
century was it employed to define the Ukrainian ethnos or its ethnic
territory as a whole. The choice of the nineteenth-century national
awakeners was apparently influenced by two major considerations.
First was the desire to stress their links with the glorious Cossack
tradition, as Ukraine - the middle Dnipro region - was above all the
homeland of Cossackdom, and second was the imperative of drawing a
clear distinction between their own land and people and those of Rus-
sia. The existing tradition of using ethnonyms and toponyms derived
from'Rus" -'Ruthenia(n)' in Western Ukraine and 'Little Russia(n)' in
Eastern Ukraine - implied too close an association with Russia to allow
Ukrainian activists of the early nineteenth century to make a plausible
case for the distinctive character of their Little Russian/Ruthenian
people.ae

Besides offering solutions, the term 'Ukraine' created difficulties.
One of the many problems with the terms 'Ukraine' and 'Ukrainian'

was that they introduced even more discontinuity into the history of
Ukraine, which, from the viewpoint of any traditional-minded histo-
rian, was already full of discontinuities, given the long centuries of
absence of a state ruled by local elites. The first cautious attempts at
the Ukrainizatron of the 'Little Russian' past by proponents of the
Ukrainian movement in the early nineteenth century had already met
with protests on the part of the anonymous author of the History of the
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Rus' , a forerunner of Ukrainian national historiography. In the introduc-
tion to his work, he attacked those who were beginning to apply the
terms 'Ukraine' and 'Ukrainian' to the history of the Dnipro region. For
the author of the History of the Rus', that land was Little Russia. He
claimed that the inhabitants of Little Russia were the true Rus' people
and denounced the whole 'Ukrainization'project as a Polish intrigue.s0
The terms 'Ukraine' and 'Ukrainian'were even more difficult to popu-
larize in Western Ukraine. In Habsburg-ruled Galicia and Bukovyna,
popular historical memory had no particular attachment to the Cossack
past, and the terms 'Rus" and 'Ruthenian' served reasonably well to
distinguish the local population from the dominant Polish minority and
the Austrian ruling elite.

A solution was eventually found in the introduction of the term
'Ukraine-Rus" into political and scholarly discourse in the last decades
of the nineteenth century. It resulted from a conscious effort to over-
come the terminological differences between the Russian and Austrian
branches of the Ukrainian national movement. ]udging by Barvinsky's
memoirs, that term was suggested by Antonovych in the course of their
discussion of the Llbrary project. As Barvinsky wrote in 1913,'it was
also necessary to establish an expression in relation to the name of our
land and people as opposed to Muscovy, and on Antonovych's advice
the adjective "Ukrainian-Rus"' (ukrains'ko-rus'lcyi) was adopted as op-
posed to "Great Russian" (uelyko-rus'koho), and the noun "Ukraine-
Rus"' (Ukraina-Rus') as opposed to "Muscovy."'51 It is thus quite obvious
that in Barvinsky's eyes the use of the new term was justified by the
need to distinguish Ukraine clearly from Russia. One might also as-
sume that Antonovych hoped the new term would eventually replace
another compound ethnonym, 'Little Russian,' opening the way to a
gradual change of popular self-identification. If that was indeed the
plan, then it was never realized in Eastern Ukraine, where the com-
pound 'Ukraine-Rus" failed to gain any noticeable popularity, even
among the intelligentsia. It proved much more successful in Galicia and
Bukovyna, where, once accepted, it dominated public discourse for
more than a quarter-century. The success of the term in the Habsburg
Monarchy can be explained by its capacity to bridge the gap between
the two parts of the Ukrainian national movement, 'Great Ukrainian'
and Galician, whose representatives - even in Barvinsky's own
memoirs - were respectively termed 'Ukrainians' and 'Ruthenians' on
numerous occasions.

In both parts of Ukraine, the introduction of the term 'lJkraine-Rus"
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obviously helped bridge the gap between the new national movement
and the Ukrainian historical tradition. Writing in 1913, Hrushevsky

explained the use of the term by the need to bring together the new

Ukrainian movement and historical Ukraine: 'As awareness of continu-
ity and uninterruptedness of ethno-national Ukrainian life grew, the
Ukrainian name came to encompass the entire history of the Ukrainian
people. In order to underscore the link between modern Ukrainian life
and its ancient traditions, the name was also employed (during the final
quarter of the last century) in the compound forms "Ukraine-Rus"' an.:.d
"Ukrainian-Ruthenian," wherein the old traditional name was com-
bined with the new term representing national rebirth and the national
movement.'52

Barvinsky's series, which maintained its original title of Ruthenian
Historical Ltbrary, included volumes that popularized the compound
ethnonym, such as the translation of excerpts from llovaisky's works
titled The Princely Period in the History of Ukraine-Rus'. As the term
gained currency among the population at large, it lent momentum to

the project of raising the national consciousness of Ukrainians in Galicia
and Bukovyna. Peasant readers of Barvinsky's Library thanked him for

his work in the following words: 'Accept these few simple words of
thanks for such great efforts on your part for the good of your people.
As far as we have acquainted ourselves with the History of Ukraine-Rus',
it is a work of great significance that encompasses our past, showing the
tracks followed by our ancestots, where they slipped, and where we

should tread today so as not to perish without trace and attain some
position in the world ... [The Libraryl is our bible and law, which should
be in every home, and we would then be a people like others, for then
we would know ourselves."l

The compound term 'Ukraine-Rus" proved transitional in Hru-

shevsky's usage, employed at a certain point in his career and all but
abandoned later. In his work of 1891 on the history of the Kyivan Land,

published in Russian, Hrushevsky used the term russkii (Russian) in
relation to the Ukrainian population of the princely era. In 1894, dis-

cussing the early history of Ukraine in his inaugural lecture at Lviv
University, he used the term rus'kyi (Ruthenian) in the same way as
russkii in his Russian-language publications. This proved an exception
to Hrushevsky's practice in Galicia. In his Ukrainian-language publica-
tions there, beginning with his article of L892 in the Memoirs of the
Sheachenko Scientific Society, Hrushevsky made almost exclusive use of
the compound'Ukraine-Rus'.'He also employed it in the series title of
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the Sources on the History of Ukraine-Rus', initiated in 1895, and in the
title of his academic History of Ukraine-Rus', the first volume of which
was published in LB98.sa The compound also appeared in Hrushevsky's
famous article on the traditional scheme of 'Russian' history (1904), but
that was one of its last occurrences in his work. In his Russian-language
Suraey History of the Ukrainian People, published in the same year as his
programmatic essay, Hrushevsky abandoned the compound and
switched to the simple 'Ukraine.' He followed the same policy in his
Ukrainian-language Illustrated History of Ukraine (1911). As early as
1913, upon issuing the third edition of volume 1 of his academic History,
Hrushevsky noted that the compound 'Ukraine-Rus" was now all but
supplanted in the scholarly liteiature by the term 'Ukraine.' The out-
dated term nevertheless remained in the title of Hrushevsky's major
work, whose consecutive volumes, the last of which appeared in print
in 1936, served as a reminder of those not so distant times when the
term 'Ukraine' still needed additional components in order to root
the nationalization project in the historical past and extend it beyond
the boundaries of Dnipro Ukraine.

Hrushevsky's gradual but decisive switch from'Rus" to 'Ukraine' in
writing the history of Kyivan Rus'drew a barrage from both the Polish
and the Russian/Little Russian camps. In7913, reviewing volumes 4,5,
and 6 of Hrushevsky's History, the Polish historian Ludwik Kolankowski
wrote that he would not use the term 'Ukrainian' in his discussion of
the work. He maintained that even if the 'Ruthenians' accepted the
term, the Poles should continue to use their own historical terms, Rirj
andruski.ss The same position was taken in1977by a reviewer of one of
Hrushevsky's German-language brochures, Czeslaw Frankiewicz, who
stated that the term 'Ukrainian'was ill-suited to the discussion of Rus'
history and that Polish scholarship had to continue employing terms
endowed with historical legitimacy, namely, Rui and ruski.s6 Also ex-
tremely critical of the term 'Ukrainian' (instead of 'Ruthenian') was
Hrushevsky's arch-enemy, Franciszek Rawita-Gawroriski.sT It was only
after Hrushevsky's death that one of the Polish reviewers of his works,
Adrian Kapystiaftski, effectively accepted Hrushevsky's terminological
innovation by using the terms 'Ruthenian,' 'Ukrainian-Ruthenian,' and
'Ukrainian' interchangeably in the course of assessing the historian's
scholarly legacy.s8 Ironically, some Little Russian authors, such as Andrei
Storozhenko, who was highly critical of Hrushevsky's use of 'Ukraine,'

discerned a Polish 'intrigue' in the introduction of the term.se In reality,
what united representatives of both the historiographic traditions once
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dominant in the Ukrainian lands was their determination to stop the
'nationalization' of Ukrainian history. One way of doing so was to deny
it the right to use a name different from the ones established in both
dominant historiographic traditions.

Establishing the continuity of Ukrainian history was an important
element of Hrushevsky's project, and the title of his History was only its
most obvious manifestation. The actual 'glue' with which Hrushevsky
intended to piece together the various periods of Ukrainian history in

order to produce a continuous account was the history of the people
(narod). That historiographic approach was most eloquently expressed
by Hrushevsky in his inaugural lecture at Lviv University (1894). There
he asserted: 'I have gone beyond the bounds of my chronological course
in order to show how closely and indivisibly all periods of Rus'history
are connected with one another, how one and the same popular striv-
ing, one and the same leading idea extends across that whole row of
centuries amid such different political and cultural circumstances. Only
from that viewpoint do this link and this unity become clearly discern-

ible, supplanting the mechanical coupling of distinct periods. The people,
the popular masses, bind them into a whole and are and ought to be the

alpha and omega of historical research.'60
From the very start of his scholarly career, Hrushevsky put the people

at the centre of his historical writings. In political terms, his focus on the
people reflected the views of Kyivan populist circles of the second half

of the nineteenth century. In purely scholarly terms, it can be traced
back to the works of Mykola Kostomarov, which stressed the impor-

tance of the ethnographic approach to the writing of history.6l Both

tendencies combined and reinforced each other in the circle established
by Volodymyr Antonovych and his students at Kyiv University, which
served as Hrushevsky's intellectual cradle.

It comes as little surprise that the two major subjects of Hrushevsky's
inaugural lecture at Lviv University echoed central themes presented in
Antonovych's own inaugural lecture at Kyiv University (7870), as well
as in the latter's introductory lecture to a course on the history of

Galician Rus'and Ukrainian Cossackdom delivered in the early 1870s.
Like Antonovych before him, Hrushevsky believed that the historian's
task was to study the history of the people as opposed to that of the
state and placed special emphasis on the importance of scholarly objec-
tivity in historical research.62 Among the views expressed by Antonovych
that influenced Hrushevsky's interpretation were the understanding of
the Ukrainian past as a continuous process from ancient times to the
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present; the view of Kyivan Rus' history as a product of the interaction
of princes, their retinues, and popular communesi the positive assess-
ment of the Lithuanian period of Ukrainian history; and an extremely
negative attitude toward Polish rule in Ukraine.63

Under the influence of Antonovych, Hrushevsky became a strong
believer in and adherent of populist ideology, but with the passage of
time he adopted a broader national approach - a process reflected in his
use of the fundamental term narod. Slowly but surely, its meaning
changed in Hrushevsky's writings during the last decade of the nine-
teenth century and the first decade of the twentieth. If at first he used it
as a synonym of 'popular masses,'he gradually came to regard it as the
equivalent of 'nation.' in his inaugural lecture at Lviv University in
1894, Hrushevsky asserted that the history of the state or of culture
should interest the historian only to the degree that it reflected and
influenced the life of the people or, on the contrary, was itself influenced
by it.6a With the passage of time, this strict interpretation of Ukrainian
history as a predominantly 'populist' account made way in Hrushevsky's
thinking for a more inclusive national project, which, while remaining
attentive to the history of the popular masses, did not disregard or
marginalize the history either of the state or of culture. As discussed
earlier, in his article of 1904 on the traditional scheme of 'Russian'

history, Hrushevsky placed nationality (narodnist') at the centre of his
scheme of Ukrainian history. His transformation from 'populist' into
broadly defined national historian was all but complete by the First
World War. Presenting his new understanding of the Ukrainian histori-
cal process in the introduction to volume 1 (third edition) of his aca-
demic History (7973), Hrushevsky not only switched to a new use of the
term 'people' (in the sense of 'nation') but also introduced culture
(along with the social factor) as one of the two paramount elements in
the historical experience of the Ukrainian people (nation) after the
collapse of Ukrainian statehood. The view that the history of the state
was only partly relevant to the history of the people, which Hrushevsky
had asserted in his inaugural lecture of 1.894, was limited in his work of
1913 to the role of non-Ukrainian states in Ukrainian history.6s

Hrushevsky expressed his new credo in the following words: 'Thus,

social and cultural processes constitute the leitmotif that leads us through
all the fluctuations of political life, through all the stages of its rise and
decline, and unifies into a single whole the history of Ukrainian life,
regardless of the various upheavals, even catastrophes, that it experi-
enced. Historians have usually taken the opposite approach. Tiacing



The Construction of a National Paradigm 773

the history of political organizations, they tacked on parts of the history

of the Ukrainian people to that of the Polish or of the Russian state, so
that this history disintegrated into a series of disjointed episodes lack-
ing all connection and continuity. When, however, Ukraine's social and
cultural processes are viewed as the foundation, that history becomes
an organic whole, a whole in which continuity has never been broken
and in which even the most dramatic changes occurred on an ancient and
stable foundation, which changed very slowly under their impact.'66

As Hrushevsky's outline of Ukrainian history attests, he did not rely

on a purely populist approach for too long. In his article ol1904 on the

traditional scheme of 'Russian' history, he suggested that the line of
Ukrainian historical development proceeded from the Kyivan period to
the Galician-Volhynian one, and subsequently to the Lithuanian-Polish
era. The construct of Ukrainian history suggested by Hrushevsky, like
the old scheme of 'Russian' history that he criticized, was based on the
statist approach. It also included at least one major geographical shift,
from the Kyivan Land in the twelfth century to the Principality of

Galicia-Volhynia in the thirteenth. But there were also major differences
between these two approaches. Unlike Pogodin and Kliuchevsky,
Hrushevsky did not believe in mass eastward or westward migrations

of population from the Kyivan Land. His rationale was of a different
kind. Hrushevsky viewed both the Kyivan Rus' state and the Principal-
ity of Galicia-Volhynia as products of the historical activity of one and

the same Ruthenian-Ukrainian nationality.6T Hrushevsky's emphasis
on the history of the people and his later fascination with the social and

cultural life of the nation proved crucial for establishing the continuity
of the Ukrainian historical experience and served as the framework for
the new national paradigm of Ukrainian history.

In his critique of Hrushevsky, Linnichenko suggested that 'Mr

Hrushevsky's new scheme is very old news.'68 Although it is not

entirely clear what Linnichenko meant, there can be little doubt that in a

number of ways, the scheme of Ukrainian history employed by
Hrushevsky completed the preparatory work accomplished by a score
of Ukrainian historians of the populist orientation, including Mykhailo
Maksymovych, Panteleimon Kulish, Mykola Kostomarov, and Hru-
shevsky's own professor, Volodymyr Antonovych. While none of them
produced a major synthesis of Ukrainian history, their research on
particular topics not only challenged the dominant imperial historical
paradigm but also laid the foundations for Hrushevsky's interpreta-

tion.6e Hrushevsky's own scheme of Ukrainian history (as presented in
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his article ol7904 and his Suraey History of the Ukrninian People) closely
resembled the outline of a series, 'Essays on the History of Little Rus-
sia,' suggested in December 1895 by the editorial board of the journal
Kieaskaia starina. The outline was drafted with the active participation
of Volodymyr Antonovych and followed by Aleksandra Efimenko in
her History of the Ukrainian People (1906). It began with prehistoric times
and proceeded to the history of the Kyivan principality and the appa-
nage period in 'Southern Rus" (with special emphasis in Efimenko's
survey on the history of the Galician-Volhynian principality). Apart
from the Antonovych-Efimenko scheme, Hrushevsky's outline of
Ukrainian history had much in common with the outlines presented in
Oleksander Barvinsky's Illustrsted History of Rus' and the review of that
work by Antin Syniavsky.zo

The historical paradigm sketched by Hrushevsky in his article on the
traditional scheme of 'Russian' history and further developed in his
Suraey , Illustrated History of Ukraine, and the academic History of Ukraine-
Rus' not only manifested a continuation of the Ukrainian historio-
graphic tradition but also incorporated a number of innovations. These
become particularly apparent when one considers the differences be-
tween Hrushevsky's periodization of Ukrainian history and the scheme
adopted by Efimenko in her History of the Ukrninian People. With regard
to the princely era, the salient difference was Hrushevsky's introduc-
tion of the state factor as a major criterion for the periodization of the
Ukrainian past. The first chapter of Efimenko's course, titled 'The Pre-
historic Era,' corresponded in Hrushevsky's lllustrated History to a sec-
tion titled 'Before the Founding of the Kyivan State.' The period from
the tenth to the fourteenth century, covered by Efimenko in a chapter on
the origins of the land of Rus' and one titled 'The Appanage Era,' was
rendered by Hrushevsky in a chapter titled 'Statehood.' In his lllustrated
History, Hrushevsky not only stressed the role of the state in the first
centuries of Ukrainian history but also used the state factor to link two
areas of Ukraine, the Dnipro region (including Kyiv) and Galicia.

Presenting the history of different Ukrainian lands as the past of a
single national entity was one of the major challenges and objectives of
Hrushevsky's narrative. He dealt with the problem not only in his
definition of the Kyivan-Galician period of Ukrainian history but also
in establishing the chronological scope of the following period, which in
his account covered the Ukrainian past from the mid-fourteenth to the
end of the sixteenth century. Both in his article on the traditional scheme
of 'Russian' history and in his lllustrated History of Ukraine , Hrushevsky
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called this the Lithuanian-Polish period.71 In Efimenko's survey that
era was covered by a chapter on Southern Rus' within the Lithuanian
state (with a subsection on the history of Galician Rus') and another
chapter on the history of Southern Rus' under Polish rule from the
Union of Lublin (7569) to the Khmelnytsky Uprising (764q.72 In general
terms, Efimenko's outline (and the one developed by Antonovych on
which it was based) followed the scheme developed by Mykhailo
Maksymovych. In his article of 7857 on the history of Polish-Ukrainian
antagonism, Maksymovych divided post-Kyivan Ukrainian history into
a number of periods. The first of these was the era of Tatar control. The
second period, 'The Era of Lithuanian Rule,'covered Ukrainian history
from 1320 to 7569. The third period, termed 'The Era of Polish Rule,'
extended from 1569 to 1648 and thus corresponded exactly to the analo-
gous chapter of Efimenko's work.73

Why did Hrushevsky not follow Maksymovych and Efimenko
in designating the period between the Union of Lublin and the
Khmelnytsky Uprising as a separate era of Ukrainian history? Part of
the answer is to be found in Hrushevsky's desire to produce a historical
scheme that would fit the history of Eastern and Western Ukraine alike.
Hrushevsky could not follow Maksymovych's example, because the
latter's periodization of Ukrainian history applied first and foremost to
'IJkraine' as that term was understood in the mid-nineteenth century,
that is, the Dnipro region, leaving Galician history out of account. The
division of Ukrainian history into Lithuanian and Polish periods
also separated late medieval Galician history from that of the rest of
Ukrainian territory, for Galicia became part of the Polish state in the
mid-fourteenth century, while Ukrainian lands to the east were under
the tutelage of Lithuanian princes. By introducing the notion of a
'Lithuanian-Polish' period, Hrushevsky was able to treat both Western
and Eastern Ukrainian lands prior to the Union of Lublin as an entity.
In so doing, he follor.r.ed the periodization employed by his fellow
Galician Barvinsky and effectively rejected Syniavsky's critique of that
approach.Ta Another important element in Hrushevsky's definition of
the 'Lithuanian-Polish'period was its choronological extension to the
end of the sixteenth century. After that point, according to Hrushevsky,
Ukrainian history entered a new period of its development, the Cossack
era, which covered almost the whole of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. By introducing this dividing line between the Polish-
Lithuanian and Cossack oeriods of Ukrainian historv. Hrushevskv was
refusing, in effect, to treat the state factor, which was crucial io his
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definition of the first period, as a guiding principle for the periodization
of Ukrainian history after the decline of Ukrainian statehood.Ts

Thus, Hrushevsky's scheme of Ukrainian history took account of
several important factors and addressed a number of concerns ex-
pressed in Ukrainian historiography of the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury, both in Galicia and in Dnipro Ukraine. These included the issue of
the unity of the Ukrainian lands (implying the unity of the Ukrainian
national narrative), as well as the role of the state and the significance of
social and national factors in Ukrainian history. Despite all the criticism
of his scheme from enemies and well-wishers alike,76 Hrushevsky man-
aged to include all these factors in his paradigm and arrange them in a
balanced manner to produce a national narrative of Ukrainian history -

a historiographic product qualitatively different from all previous nar-
ratives of the history of Ukraine. At the core of this new narrative lay
the story of the Ukrainian nation.

The Story of a Nation

Hrushevsky strongly believed in the distinct character of the Ukrainian
nation, which he regarded not so much as the product of any racial
distinctiveness (he believed that the Ukrainian nation was racially mixed)
as of long historical evolution. in that respect, Hrushevsky followed
scores of nineteenth-century activists and theoreticians of the national
movement, including the enormously influential Mykhailo Dra-
homanov.zT In the introduction to the third edition of volume 1 of his
academic History (7973), Hrushevsky wrote: 'The Ukrainian population
differs from its closest neighbours both in anthropological characteris-
tics - i.e., in body build - and in psychological features: in individual
temperament, family and social relationships, way of life, and in mate-
rial and spiritual culture. These psychophysical and cultural character-
istics, some of which emerged earlier than others, are all the result of a
lengthy process of evolution and quite clearly unify the individual
groups of the Ukrainian people into a distinct national entity that dif-
fers from other such national entities and possesses an unmistakable
and vital national personality - that is, comprises a separate people with
a long history of development.'28

In the last decade of the nineteenth century and the first years of the
twentieth, as Hrushevsky's focus shifted from the people as the em-
bodiment of the popular masses to the people as constituents of a
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nation, his history became more and more national in character. It
acquired its own logic and rhythm that influenced the periodization
established by Hrushevsky in the earlier stages of work on his academic
History.In this respect/ as in others, the national factor in Hrushevsky's
interpretation of the Ukrainian past showed to best advantage in his
writings of the period following the Revolution of 1905. To show how
Hrushevsky's national paradigm of this period accorded with his gen-
eral scheme of Ukrainian history, I shall turn again to his introduction to
the third edition of volume 1 of the academic History (1913).

There, Hrushevsky divided Ukrainian history into four major peri-
ods. The first, the 'princely era,'which was dominated by the activities
of Ukrainian principalities, was followed in Hrushevsky's scheme by
the 'transitional' period, which began in the mid-fourteenth century
and was characterized in political terms by the dominance of the
Lithuanian and Polish states. The third period covered the 'popular'

or Cossack era, and the fourth, with a survey of which Hrushevsky
intended to conclude his academic History, was termed the 'era of
Ukrainian national revival' and covered the developments of the nine-
teenth century.Te Hrushevsky viewed that period as the apotheosis of
Ukrainian history. He wrote: 'If we were to apply the old historio-
graphic terminology, the two periods in which Ukrainian political life
flourished - the ancient princely era and the more recent populist
(Cossack) age - could be regarded as the thesis and antithesis, which
reach their synthesis in the century of Ukrainian rebirth. Popular aspi-
rations are reemerging and becoming enlightened by progressive Euro-
pean thought, and they are being adopted by the new intelligentsia that
has emerged on this ground under the impact of progressive ideas.'80

By 'the old historiographic terminology,' the historian obviously meant
the Hegelian triad, a product of the romantic age perceived by
Hrushevsky and his contemporaries as somewhat outdated in the era
of positivism. Nevertheless, Hrushevsky the historian-sociologist, as he
often referred to himself,badly needed that outdated terminology to
formulate his essentially romantic national paradigm of Ukrainian his-
tory. At the centre of that paradigm was the concept of the rebirth/
revival of the Ukrainian nation. That concept can be traced back to the
first document of modern Ukrainian political thought, Kostomarov's
Books of the Genesis of the Ukrainian People, which are clearly marked by
the Polish messianism of Adam Mickiewicz.sl Hrushevsky's paradigm
also reflected the influence of sociological concepts popular at the turn
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of the twentieth century that drew on the biological sciences, regarding
societies as organisms subject to cycles of growth, competition, and
decline.s2

Apparently, Hrushevsky was so fascinated with the tripartite para-
digm of national history that he applied it not only to the 'long' history
of Ukraine - from prehistoric times to his own day - but also to its short
variant, from the iimes of Kyivan Rus' to the end of the Cossack era,
with the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries also figuring as a
period of national revival. Thus Hrushevsky's historical scheme, as
it evolved over time, comprised two declines and two revivals of
Ukrainian national life. The first decline took place after the last of the
Ukrainian states lost its independence in the mid-fourteenth century
and continued until the end of the sixteenth century. It was succeeded
by the resurgence of the late sixteenth century, which found expression
in the rise of the Ukrainian national and cultural movement and the
growth of Cossackdom. The second decline took place in the second
half of the eighteenth century with the abolition of the Ukrainian Cos-
sack state (the Hetmanate) and the Zaporozhian Sich. That decline was
followed by the Ukrainian national revival of the nineteenth century.
The complexity of the scheme forced Hrushevsky to adopt such terms
as 'first revival' and 'second revival,'which he frequently used in the
1920s.83

Let us consider in greater detail how Hrushevsky applied his na-
tional paradigm to the first 'cycle' of his academic History, covering the
three periods from Kyivan Rus' to the 'first' revival of the late sixteenth
and early seventeenth centuries and analysed in the prerevolutionary
volumes of his magnum opus. Hrushevsky gave his most comprehen-
sive characterization of the first period - the 'princely era' - in the
introduction to the third edition of volume 1 of his History (1913). In his
view the first period was shaped politically by the Rus' state. The
inclusion of all branches of the Ukrainian people in a single state helped
develop common cultural and social characteristics. Hrushevsky made
specific reference to the introduction of Christianity, which entailed the
influence of Byzantium, and the spread of Kyivan law throughout the
Rus'lands. In social and economic terms the period was characterized,
in Hrushevsky's opinion, by the dichotomy between the princely retinue
and the popular masses, as well as by the emergence of the merchant-
boyar stratum.s4

Hrushevsky treated the rule of Volodymyr (Vladimir) the Great (978-
1015) as the pinnacle of Ukrainian history in the princely era. Ever since
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the Primary Chronicle, Volodymyr and his age had been especially
important to historians of the Rus'. The authors of the first chronicles
and compilations based upon them singled out Volodymyr from a score
of other famous Kyivan princes (including his father, Sviatoslav, and his
son Iaroslav the Wise) primarily because of his role in the Christianization
of Rus', which began ca. 988 and continued with Volodymyr's strong
support until the end of his reign. The tradition of eulogizing Volodymyr
was also strong in the early modern Ukrainian historiographic tradi-
tion. In tll.e Synopsis (1.674), the Kyivan monks presented Volodymyr as
the first Russian (rossiiskii) monarch. The monks had more than enough
reason to glorify Volodymyr the Great, who as a venerated Orthodox
saint enhanced the importance of Kyiv and its brand of Christianity in
the Romanov realm.85 But what was Hrushevsky's basis for considering
Volodymyr and his era the summit of Kyivan Rus' history? Indeed,
why did Hrushevsky esteem Volodymyr more highly than Sviatoslav
or Iaroslav the Wise?

Hrushevsky's own answer to this question is to be found in the first
edition of his Suruey History of the Ukrainian People (7904), where he
wrote: 'The time of Volodymyr the Saintly or the Great was the culmi-
nating point in the formation of the Kyivan or Rus' state, in the
mechanical process, so to speak, of its evolution.'86 After that, in
Hrushevsky's opinion, the Kyivan state declined steadily, with Iaroslav
the Wise presiding over the initial stage of the process. According to
Hrushevsky, the decline was all but complete by the mid-thirteenth
century, and only the rise to prominence of the Galician-Volhynian
principality ensured the continuity of Ukrainian statehood.sT Hence, in
1904 Volodymyr and his era were important to Hrushevsky first and
foremost as a reflection of the high point in the development of the
Ukrainian state. As compared with Hrushevsky's inaugural lecture at
Lviv University, that judgment signified a major shift in his interpreta-
tion of Ukrainian history and was a far cry from the populist principles
he had declared ten years earlier.8s

Although Hrushevsky did not entirely abandon the populist views of
his youth, he was clearly prepared to make significant changes of
emphasis in his interpretation of the princelv era. In 1894 he did not
distinguish between the role of the native and the foreign state, assert-
ing that 'whether native or foreign, it [the state order] was never, or
hardly ever, created according to their wishes [that is, those of the
popular masses], and the community and the state stood opposed to
each other not only in the ancient period.'8e By 7912 Hrushevsky drew a



180 Nation and Empire

clear distinction between the control exercised over the popular masses
by native and foreign states. 'From the national standpoint,' wrote
Hrushevsky in the Illustrsted History of Ukraine,'it meant a great deal
that this sovereign independence [of Ukraine] protected our people
from enslavement by other peoples and from the exploitation of our
economic and cultural forces for the development and strengthening of
the culture of some other sovereign ruling nationality.'eo Hrushevsky
now believed that as long as the state remained in the hands of local
elites, they used the available resources, among other things, to develop
national culture, which also served the interests of the popular masses.el
Thus, by adopting a national standpoint, Hrushevsky managed to rec-
oncile (if not completely harmonize) some of the conflicting interests of
the elites and the masses, as well as to rehabilitate the state within the
framework of populist discourse as an institution that served the inter-
ests of the masses by defending them against foreign oppression and
developing national culture.e2

Hrushevsky's new emphasis on the role of the national factor in
Ukrainian history helped make Volodymyr the Great an even greater
hero of his nationalized historical narrative, for he could now be pre-
sented as a builder not only of the state but also of the nation. In
Hrushevsky's opinion, Volodymyr was able to consolidate the various
parts of the vast Kyivan state, originally assembled by mere force of
arms, through the use of political, legal, and cultural ties. The new
elements that Volodymyr introduced into the political and cultural life
of Kyivan Rus'in order to strengthen its unity were a princely dynasty,
with Volodymyr's sons ruling major parts of the Kyivan state, the
establishment of the Rus' law throughout the state, and the introduc-
tion of a common Christian culture promoted by the Orthodox Church
and based on the cultural accomplishments of Byzantium.e3'A variety
of lands and tribes,' wrote Hrushevsky, 'were bound together not only
by the dynastic link - common princely descent and a common stratum
of retainers that spread from Kyiv across all those lands, and with it the
common Kyivan law and order that was propagated and established
throughout the lands by princely governors, officials, and judges. They
were also bound together by a common faith and church, as well as by a
common hierarchy (priesthood) subordinate to the Kyivan metropoli-
tan, by literature and education strongly tinged with an ecclesiastical
coloration, and by art.'ea

Hrushevsky was generally successful in accomplishing the transfor-
mation of Vladimir the Great, the Orthodox saint and one of the leading
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ideological symbols of the Russian Empire, into Volodymyr the Great, a
Ukrainian national hero. (That transformation must have had special
meaning for Hrushevsky, given his attachment to Kyiv, with its itatue
of the famous prince and baptizer of Rus' on the hills sloping down to
the Dnipro, as well as the historian's alma mater bearing his name.)
Hrushevsky presented Volodymyr as a positivist hero, a builder of state
and nation. He was also inclined to retain the traditional image of
Volodymyr as baptizer of Rus', for he was much less sceptical with
regard to the Primary Chronicle's account of the baptism of Rus' than
were other students of the chronicle.es No other Rus; prince could rival
Volodymyr in Hrushevsky's narrative. The only comparable figures in
his History were those of the Galician-Volhynian princes Roman and
Danylo, builders of another medieval Ukrainian state. Hrushevsky ad-
mired them both and depicted them more as romantic than as positivist
heroes, distinguished by their energy and, in the case of Danylo, by
the popularity he enjoyed among the population at large.e6 Given
Hrushevsky's populist beliefs, Danylo was in many ways an ideal ruler,
as he was known for mustering the support of the people in the struggle
against the boyar elites, but even he did not outshine the nation-builder
Volodymyr. Danylo's failing, apparently, was that the Galician-Volhynian
state he helped strengthen proved incapable of gathering all the
Ukrainian lands, as had the Kyivan state of Volodymyr the Great, even
though it prolonged the period of Ukrainian sovereignty.eT

Hrushevsky strongly believed that Volodymyr/s reforms helped re-
duce the importance of boundaries between different Ukrainian tribes,
establishing national links that outlived the Kyivan state itself. He
did not, however, seek to assert that those changes affected only the
Ukrainian tribes. Not only in his academic History but also in his popu-
lar works, including the Russian-language Suraey History of the LJkrain-
ian People and the Ukrainianlanguage Illustrated History of llkraine,he
pointed out that the Kyivan era helped draw together Ukrainian,
Belarusian, and Russian territories.e8 In his Russian-language publica-
tions Hrushevsky continued to use the term'Russian'in relation to the
Kyivan state.ee He clearly did not want to frighten away his Russian
readers by mentioning Ukraine in the same breath as Kyivan Rus',
which lay at the foundations of Russian historical consciousness. At the
same time, Hrushevsky remained true to his principal thesis that Kyivan
Rus'was a creation of the Ukrainian nationality and found it frustrating
that his interpretation of Kyivan Rus' history was far from generally
accepted. As he noted in the Suraey:'Only with difficulty and very
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slowly is the scholarly literature becoming cognizant of the clear and
perfectly obvious fact that the Kyivan state, its laws, everyday exist-
ence, and culture were the product of the Ukrainian nationality, and its
laws and culture in the Great Russian nationality constitute almost the
same kind of reception as Byzantine or, for example, Polish law and
culture in the life of the Ukrainian people in the seventeenth and eigh-
teenth centuries.'1oo

As noted earlier, in Hrushevsky's historical scheme the era of na-
tional decline was assigned to the 'transitional' period that lasted from
the mid-thirteenth to the end of the sixteenth century. Hrushevsky's
original account of this period of Ukrainian history exemplifies the
development of some of the most effective methods of constructing
national identity - seeking external causes for the nation's woes, defin-
ing the enemy in ethnic/national terms, and blaming that enemy for the
hardships besetting the historian's own people. Hrushevsky believed
that the dramatic decline of Ukrainian national life was caused not only
by prevailing circumstances but also by a very specific enemy with a
clear national identity. That enemy, in Hrushevsky's eyes, was Poland.
In volume 4 of his academic History (1903,2d ed. 7907), he rendered the
following assessment of the Polish factor in the 'transitional' centuries
of Ukrainian history: 'Having brought the Ukrainian lands under its
rule, it [Poland] sought to reduce Ukrainian life to its Polish design.
This was a process of bending and breaking historically developed
Ukrainian forms in the social, political, and cultural spheres to fit the
Polish mould. A process of enslaving the Ukrainian people to the Polish
nationality, not only in the cultural or political sphere but also in the
social and political one - returning the Ukrainian populace to the condi-
tion of a servile, subject, exploited nationality. And the lack of strong
and sharp opposition to this process on the part of Ukrainian society, on
the part of the Ukrainian people, endowed this fatal process, these
lethal Polish efforts, endowed these times with the character of a period
of decline not only of the political but also the social forces of the
Ukrainian people.'101

In 1913, in his introduction to volume 1 of the History, Hrushevsky
broadened his approach to the assessment of the 'transitional' period of
Ukrainian history presented only a few years earlier. In political terms,
Hrushevsky now characterized that period as a time of Lithuanian and
Polish control over the Ukrainian lands. In cultural terms, he saw it as
an era of the decline of the Byzantine legacy and the growth of Western
influences. In social terms, it was a period of growing antagonism
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between masses and elites, and in the national sphere it was a time
when social antagonisms acquired a national and religious colouring,
and Ukrainian society began to take cognizance of the 'threat of im-
pending national death.'102 Despite this much more balanced account of
the 'transitional' period of Ukrainian history, Hrushevsky's negative
view of the Polish factor in Ukrainian history remained one of the main
features of his general interpretation of the Ukrainian past.

The problem that Hrushevsky faced in relating his Ukrainian histori-
cal paradigm to the Polish one was different from the challenge posed
by the imperial Russian narrative. In the latter case, Hrushevsky's main
task was to delimit the past and establish a Ukrainian claim to many
significant episodes of the imperial historical narrative. With regard to
Poland, the task was not so much one of presenting Ukrainian history
as a distinct process, separate from the Polish grand narrative (this had
already been achieved by his predecessors), as of giving the Ukrainian
nation a sense of equality in relations with its historically dominant and
culturally much more Westernized counterpart, which was also far
more advanced in terms of nation-building. In dealing with this prob-
lem, Hrushevsky found himself following in the footsteps of a number
of nineteenth-century Ukrainian historians.

The origins of the Ukrainian response to Polish theories about the
benefits of Poland's rule over Ukraine can be traced back to the anony-
mous author of the History of the Rus', who argued that the Cossacks
were not organized by the Poles and that the Dnipro area was settled
not by the Poles but by 1fi" ftnrr.103 Another Ukrainian historian who
took an active part in historiographic discussions with Polish scholars
was Mykola Kostomarov. He not only rejected the claims of Polish
authors who asserted that the Ukrainians (Ruthenians) belonged to the
same nation as the Poles10l but was also very critical of the suggestion
that Polish rule had benefited Ukraine, claiming that it had not im-
proved the condition of the popular masses in any way.10s Volodymyr
Antonovych was also a strong opponent of the interpretation, popular
among Polish historians, of Polish-Ukrainian relations as an encounter
of the civilized and tolerant Polish state with the uncouth and brutal
Ukrainian peasant who refused to acknowledge how much he owed to
the benevolent rule of his masters.l06 But by far the most important of
Hrushevsky 's  forerunners in  the cr i t ique of  Pol ish h is tor ica l  myths was
Mykhailo Maksymovych, the original critic of the Pogodin theory.r0z

In his open letter of 7857 to the renowned Polish historian Michal
Crabowski, Maksvmovvch polemicized with the latter's assertion that
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it was the Polish authorities who settled the Ukrainian territories laid
waste by the Tatar invasion. Maksymovych suggested that the Polish
period in the history of Ukraine (as noted earlier, in his usage the term
referred only to the Dnipro region) had been relatively short, lasting
only eighty-five years, from the Union of Lublin (1569) to the Pereiaslav
Agreement (1654). Thus, argued Maksymovych, many accomplishments
attributed by Grabowski to the Poles could not in fact be laid to their
account. Second, Maksymovych rejected the theory of the depopulation
of Ukraine after the Tatar invasion, citing numerous indications of the
continuity of organized life in the middle Dnipro region. Thus, in his
letter to Grabowski, Maksymovych fought against the historical as-
sumption (of the depopulation of Ukraine after the Tatar invasion) that
served as the basis for Russian and Polish claims to the area.108

Maksymovych countered Grabowski's assertion about the just and
tolerant character of Polish rule in Ukraine, noting the numerous Cos-
sack uprisings provoked by that regime. in refuting Crabowski's thesis
that the Polish government had no conscious plan to oppress Ukraine,
Maksymovych referred to its consistent support for the church union
and the officially sponsored persecution of Orthodox Ukrainians.
Maksymovych also argued against Grabowski's thesis of a significant
Polish influence on the origins and organization of the Zaporozhian
Cossacks. He pointed out that Cossackdom had become established in
Ukraine in the first half of the sixteenth century, prior to the Polish
incorporation of the area, and that the first Cossack leaders were not
Poles but'Orthodox Ruthenians.' Among other things, Maksymovych
criticized Grabowski's assertion that the Cossack uprisings were little
more than soldiers' uprisings, revolts of the rabble, and manifestations
of civil strife, since the leaders of Ruthenian nation ignored them and
remained on the side of the Polish government. The Ukrainian histor-
ian countered his opponent's argument by citing numerous actions of
Ukrainian nobles who either defended the interests of the outlawed
Orthodox Church or joined the Cossack Host in the times of Bohdan
Khmelnytsky.loe

Hrushevsky thought highly of Maksymovych's critique of Polish
historical mythology with regard to Ukraine. In volume 3 of his aca-
demic History, he noted that Maksymovych had made a number of very
important observations concerning the Polish theory of the resettlement
of the Ukrainian stepoe in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
Hrushevsky regarded Grabowski's article, to which Maksymovych had
taken exception, as a manifestation of the historical theory that 'has
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become a commonplace since the mid-nineteenth century, when stress
began to be placed in Polish historiography and literature on the Polish
cultural mission and its achievements on behalf of universal culture:
allegedly, Poland collapsed for no other reason than exhaustion from its
striving for those lofty goals.'110

Hrushevsky was generally rather sceptical with regard to the positive
impact of Polish culture in Ukraine. In volume 6 of the History (1907), he
wrote that prior to the second decade of the sixteenth century, Poland
had very little to offer Ukraine in the realm of culture, since it was itself
a 'hinterland' of Western Europe. Until then, argued Hrushevsky, if the
Polish cultural element maintained superiority over the Ruthenian one,
it was only because Polish culture was supported by the Polish state.
That situation changed only in the course of the sixteenth century, when
the Polish social and cultural movement inspired by the Reformation
began to exercise a major influence on Ukrainian cultural life. But even
then, in Hrushevsky's opinion, that influence was more negative than
positive, for in the competition between Polish and Ruthenian culture,
the new Polish movement'sharply and strongly tipped the balance in
the Polish direction.'111 Hrushevsky clearly viewed Polish cultural in-
fluences in Ukraine through the prism of the struggle between the
Ukrainian people and its most powerful oppressor at the time.

Hrushevsky sought the origins of Polish-Ukrainian antagonism in
the medieval contest between the two nations for control of the border-
Iand.1t2 He supported his argument by quoting the words of the
eleventh-century Prince Vasylko of Terebovlia, who justified his war
against the Polish princes in national terms: 'I thought of the Liakh
land: I shall advance on it over the summer and winter; I shall destroy
the Liakh land and avenge myself upon it for the Rus' land.'113 By
asserting that the Polish-Ukrainian antagonism of the medieval era was
rooted in national differences, Hrushevsky challenged the interpreta-
tion of the dean of Galician Russophile historians, Denys Zubrytsky,
and Hrushevsky's own frequent opponent, Ivan Linnichenko, who be-
lieved that during the princely era wars between the Polish and Galician-
Volhynian princes had resulted from dynastic conflicts, not national
ones. Hrushevsky ridiculed that notion, stating that for all practical
purposes, Linnichenko accepted Thras Shevchenko's romantic interpre-
tation of the Polish-Ukrainian conflict, according to which it was 'insa-

tiable priests and magnates' who instigated the quarrel between the
two peoples. The only difference between the two interpretations, noted
Hrushevskv was that Shevchenko dated the conflict from the sixteenth



186 Naiion and Empire

century, while Linnichenko moved its origins back to the fourteenth
century, when Poland conquered Galicia. Hrushevsky was convinced
that the Polish takeover of Galicia in the mid-fourteenth century did not
initiate mutual animosity between the Poles and Ukrainians, as
Linnichenko claimed, but transformed the sporadic conflicts between
them into a permanent confrontation.ll4

Hrushevsky's almost exclusively negative assessment of the role
played by the Polish element in Ukraine contrasted sharply with his
much more balanced interpretation of the role of the Lithuanian factor
in Ukrainian history. The Lithuanian state took control of most of the
Ukrainian lands in the mid-fourteenth century and maintained its pres-
ence there until the Union of Lublin (1569). It was in this period that the
remnants of Ukrainian political autonomy were eliminated and the
Catholic offensive on Orthodox Rus'began. While Hrushevsky regret-
ted a1l these developments, he was much more forgiving in his assess-
ment of Lithuanian policy toward Ukraine than in his attitude to Poland.
Part of the explanation for this anomaly may lie in Hrushevsky's view
of the Ukrainian record from the fourteenth to the sixteenth century as
'the history of the enserfment of the Ukrainian land and the Ukrainian
people by neighbouring states, whose gains were ultimately gathered
almost completely, without exception, by the Polish state.'lls Another
reason for Hrushevsky's differential treatment of Polish and Lithuanian
rule in Ukraine probably lay in the political circumstances prevailing at
the turn of the twentieth century, as the Lithuanians posed no threat to
the Ukrainian revival of that period, while the Polish national elite in
Habsburg Galicia did everything in its power to hinder the develop-
ment of the Ukrainian national project.

There were also important historiographic factors that influenced
Hrushevsky's interpretation of Lithuanian-Ukrainian relations in the
late medieval and early modern periods. Some of them derived from
the common tradition of nineteenth-century Russian and Ukrainian
historiography, r,vhich viewed the Grand Duchy of Lithuania as a
Lithuanian-Russian/Ruthenian, Russian/Ruthenian-Lithuanian, or sim-
ply West Russian/Ruthenian state. That tradition was based on the
historical record of the Grand Duchy, in which Ruthenian (Ukrainian-
Belarusian) elites often played a major role in decision-making and in
the governance of the state. Hrushevsky's interpretation of the history
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania continued that tradition, and many of
his views on the 'Lithuanian' period of Ukrainian history can be traced
back to the writings of Maksymovych, Antonovych, and a student of
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Ukrainian and Belarusian law, Mikhail Vladimirsky-Budanov. Not un-
like his predecessors, Hrushevsky regretted the ease with which the
Ruthenian elites of the fourteenth century surrendered their indepen-
dence to the Lithuanian princes but found compensation for it in the
iatter's willingness to adopt the local political tradition, religion, lan-
guage, and culture. Hrushevsky claimed that Ruthenian became the
official language of the Duchy, while a significant part of the Lithuanian
ruling elite accepted Orthodoxy, married into Ruthenian families, and
regarded their state as a Lithuanian-Ruthenian polity, perceiving them-
selves as continuators of the political tradition of Kyivan Rus' and
engaging in competition with the Grand Principality of Moscow for the
territories of the former Kyivan state.116

A tendency in the political life of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania that
met with Hrushevsky's strong disapproval was its ever-growing de-
pendence on the Kingdom of Foland. That process was iniiiated by the
union of Poland and Lithuania concluded in Kreva in 1385, which
culminated in the complete incorporation of the Lithuanian state into
the Polishled Commonwealth as a result of the Union of Lublin (1569).
Hrushevsky viewed this gradual incorporation of the Grand Duchy
into the Polish state as the single most important factor in the political
life of the Ukrainian lands between the fourteenth and sixteenth centu-
ries. He maintained that from the very beginning of that process, the
Polish ruling circles set themselves the goal of the complete incorpora-
tion of the Grand Duchy into the Kingdom of Poland.In Hrushevsky's
opinion, the Union of Kreva put an end to the Ruthenization of the
Lithuanian state. Among the conditions of that union was the accep-
tance by the Lithuanian nobles, hitherto mostll' pagan, of the Catholic
faith, and the extension to this newly Catholic elite of the privileges
enjoyed by the Polish nobility. The members of the Orthodox Ruthenian
elite were left out of that process. In Hrushevsky's opinion, the division
of the ruling elite of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania into two competing
groups, Lithuanian and Ruthenian, had the effeci of weakening the
state, creating conflicts between the two ruling groups, and forcing the
Lithuanian magnates to look for support to Poland, while the Ruthenian
nobles were encouraged to seek help from Muscovy.llz

In Hrushevsky's view the Union of Lublin, which, among other things,
incorporated all the Ukrainian lands directly into the Kingdom of Po-
land,118 had two major consequences for Ukraine. First, it established
closer links between Calicia, already under Polish control since the
mid-fourteenth century, and the central and eastern Ukrainian territo-
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ries, which until then had been ruled by Lithuania. These territories
were now encompassed by the borders of a single state - a develop-
ment clearly welcomed by Hrushevsky. Second, by annexing Central
and Eastern Ukraine to the Kingdom of Poland, the Union of Lublin
opened it up to Polish political, social, cultural, and religious influ-
ence - an absolute evil in Hrushevsky's belief system. He stressed the
negative character of that development as follows: 'Ukrainian life was
broken to fit Polish patterns and Polonized. This was a complete re-
structuring from top to bottom that left not one stone upon another in
Ukrainian life. it transformed that life according to Polish patterns,
pushing the Ukrainian populace, which clung to its Ukrainian national-
ity, to the very bottom./l1e The results, in Hrushevsky's opinion, were
disastrous for every sphere of Ukrainian life.

Hrushevsky believed that social and economic relations were the
proper focus of historiography dealing with the era of the gradual
decline of the Ukrainian nation. In line with that thesis, he devoted
more than half of volume 5 of his academic History to a discussion of the
structure of Ukrainian society from the fourteenth to the sixteenth
century, and almost half of volume 6 to an analysis of Ukrainian eco-
nomic life of that period. As a national historian, Hrushevsky did not
have to pay such sirupulous attention to the economic or social history
of Ukraine at the time of its political decline, but, in the tradition of
populist historiography, he strongly believed that those aspects of
Ukrainian life had more to say about the people's existence than did
political history. Generally speaking, in the 'Lithuanian-Polish' vol-
umes of the History Hrushevsky was able to complement his populist
views with a national outlook. His general conclusions about the socio-
economic development of Ukraine during that period supported his
thesis about the negative impact of Polonization on all aspects of Ukrain-
ian life. It was Polonization that, in Hrushevsky's opinion, spread unru-
liness among the nobility, subordinated urban life to nobiliary control,
ruined the culture and economy of the towns, and promoted the
enserfment of the peasantry.12o Particularly unbearable to Hrushevsky
was the condition of the Ukrainian Deasantrv. which worsened as a
result of the growing demand for giain on international markets, a
development that increased the exactions of corv6e labour.121

Like Maksymovych before him, Hrushevsky gave the Polish govern-
ment very little credit for the colonization and settlement of Eastern
Ukraine. Unlike Maksymovych, though, he believed that social and na-
tional factors were closely intertwined in the fabric of Polish-Ukrainian
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antagonism and that the Polish oppression of Ukraine had not only
a national but also a social character. It was the overburdened and
disillusioned peasants who, in Hrushevsky's opinion, set off the coloni-
zation drive from the settled areas of Ukraine to the steppe borderlands
along the Dnister and Dnipro rivers. The nobility, for its part, benefited
from that movement of peasants into the eastern territories, as it ac-
quired rights from the Polish kings to lands already settled by peasants
fleeing enserfment or about to be settled by them. Hence, in Hrushevsky's
opinion, the settlement of Eastern Ukraine was the result of the coloniz-
ing movement of the Ukrainian peasantry.122 In volume 7 of the History
he strongly disputed the view presented by one of the most authorita-
tive students of Ukrainian colonization, the Polish historian Aleksander
jablonowski. The latter, in line with the Polish historiographic tradition,
attributed the growth of the settlement of southern Ukraine to the
activities of the Polish nobility, which allegedly became interested in the
colonization of the region after the Union of Lublin. Hrushevsky be-
lieved that the Polish nobiliary role was secondary to that of representa-
tives of Ukrainian princely families, who came to the area not because
of the political consequences of the Union of Lublin but because of the
success of the popular colonization of steppe Ukraine.123

Why did Hrushevsky take such a strong anti-Polish stand in his
interpretation of early modern Ukrainian history? However much he
may have sought to 'other' Ukraine's western neighbour, there is no
evidence to suggest that Hrushevsky consciously manipulated his evi-
dence to that end.12a Moreover, the events of the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries, which Hrushevsky began to discuss in volume 6
of his academic History, were full of examples of strong Ukrainian-
Polish antagonism and of the repressive role played by the Polish-
dominated Commonwealth in relation to its Ruthenian subjects. There
are, of course, also other factors that should be taken into account in
assessing Hrushevsky's interpretation of Polish-Ukrainian relations. One
of them was the Ukrainian historiographic tradition, which could not
but shape some of Hrushevsky's attitudes. Hrushevsky's hostility to
Poland directly echoed the sentiments expressed by the authors of the
clerical chronicles of the seventeenth century and the Cossack chronicles
of the eighteenth century, who saw the Catholic Poles as their main
enemies. That attitude was also encouraged by the Russian imperial
authorities, beginning with Peter I, and further strengthened by the
nineteenth-century Russian-sponsored ideological campaign against
Polish claims to Right-Bank Ukraine. This was the atmosphere in which
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Antonovych's documentary school was allowed to flourish, making it
possible for Antonovych and his students to build the foundations of
Ukrainian national historiography, since they claimed Right-Bank
Ukraine not so much for the Russian Empire as for their own Ukrain-
ian project. Numerous students of Antonovych's were countering the
belief of Polish scholars in their country's civilizing mission in Eastern
Europe, which was inspired by nostalgia for and idealization of
Poland's lost statehood and by the powerful influence of European
imperialism.

Hrushevsky wrote most of his academic History at a time of severe
crisis in Ukrainian-Polish relations in Galicia. That circumstance could
not but affect his account of the 'transitional' era in Ukrainian history.
The potential for cooperation between the two oppressed nations, Pol-
ish and Ukrainian, in the struggle against their common enemy - Rus-
sian imperial rule - never materialized, notwithstanding the fact that
the Polish national movement not only combatted its Ukrainian coun-
terpart but also profoundly influenced it in the course of the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. This situation was also reflected in the
relation between the two historical narratives. After all, it was the
doyen of Polish historiography, Joachim Lelewel, who opened the door
to Hrushevsky's deconstruction of the Russian imperial narrative by
stating in 1839: 'The greatest of all the legends,lies, and mistakes with
which the history of Rus' [Ukraine and Belarus] is filled is [the notion]
that this history is synonymous with Muscovite and Russian history
and the history of the tsars and emperors.'12s

How did Polish historians react to Hrushevsky's interpretation of the
history of Polish-Ukrainian antagonism? Probably the best summary of
Polish views on the issue is to be found in Ludwik Kolankowski's
lengthy review of volumes 4-6 of Hrushevsky's History , published in
1913 in the Lviv Kwartalnik Historyczny (Historical Quarterly).126 Like
most Polish reviewers of Hrushevsky's works, Kolankowski acknowl-
edged Hrushevsky's extraordinary erudition but considered his inter-
pretation of Poland's role in Ukrainian history extremely biased. Not
without reason, he believed that Hrushevsky's anti-Polish prejudice
was rooted in the current status of Polish-Ukrainian relations in Galicia.
'The strained Polish-Ruthenian relations of the present age,' wrote
Kolankowski, 'have made a highly deleterious impression on Hru-
shevsky, with the result that this extraordinarily industrious, simply
tireless researcher, in his work, which has all the external characteristics
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of a scholarly product, yields passages and entire chapters worthy at
best only of a poor publicist.'122

Kolankowski quoted at length from Hrushevsky's History in order to
show how negative it was toward Poland and its policies. Many of
Hrushevsky's statements were reproduced without comment, as if
Kolankowski were convinced that their tendentiousness was too obvi-
ous to require elaboration. In those cases when Kolankowski com-
mented on Hrushevsky's position, he did not deviate significantly from
the standard Polish line as presented by Michal Grabowski in his article
of 1857. Kolankolyski criticized numerous aspects of Hrushevsky's in-
terpretation of Polish-Ukrainian relations, presenting factual arguments
with regard to three of them: the religious policy of King Kazimierz
the Great toward the Orthodox Church of Galicia in the second half
of the fourteenth century; the consequences of the Union of Lublin for
the Ukrainian lands; and the role of the Polish government in the
settlement of Eastern Ukraine.

Kolankowski ended his review by summarizing Hrushevsky's opin-
ions on the role of the Polish factor in the conclusion of the Union of
Brest (1596)but did not comment on them, probably assuming that the
mere presentation of Hrushevsky's position on the issue was sufficient
to convince the Polish reader of the artificiality of the latter's assess-
ments. What were those assessments? The issue of the religious policy
of the Polish government in Ukraine, especially the role of the Polish
authorities and the Catholic Church in the introduction of the church
union at the end of the sixteenth century, had been one of the most
sensitive topics in Polish-Ukrainian debates ever since the religious
polemics of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. The
nineteenth century brought into the ongoing discussion the idea of
Polish religious tolerance and the absence of any deliberate plan on the
part of the Polish authorities to persecute the Orthodox Church. That
idea was presented, among other works, in Michal Grabowski's article
(severely criticized by Maksymovych in 1857) and in Kolankowski's
review of volumes 4-6 of Hrushevsky's History.It was this interpreta-
tion of Polish-Ukrainian religious relations that Hrushevsky countered
in his own writings on the history of religious and national life in early
modern Ukraine.

Hrushevsky viewed the expansion of Catholicism and the subse-
quent church union in the Ukrainian lands as a form of Polonization of
the Ukrainian people and condemned it as such. At the same time, he
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was careful not to ascribe to the religious factor an exclusive role in the
development of Polish-Ukrainian antagonism, as he believed that with
the passage of time, the ethnically based conflict between Poles and
Ukrainians in the border areas superseded the religious one. In
Hrushevsky's view, however, the opposing religious affiliations of the
Catholic Poles and the Orthodox Ukrainians gradually lent a religious
coloration to the Polish-Ukrainian conflict. 'With the Polish occupation
of Western Ukraine in the second half of the fourteenth century,'wrote
Hrushevsky, 'there were no longer episodic and sporadic encounters
and conflicts with a foreign nationality and religion, but all along the
line the Ukrainian nationality and its "Ruthenian faith" encountered
the privileged nationality and the state Polish Catholic religion. At
every turn, especially after the transitional period of the occupation
itself, the local Ruthenian had occasion to feel that he was a schismatic,
almost a heathen; he had to defend his ancestral faith against plans to
supplant it with the Catholic Church, and himself against a variety of
dues for the benefit of the latter.'128

Hrushevsky (himself a devout Orthodox Christian) treated the his-
tory of the Orthodox Church in Ukraine as a Ukrainian national phe-
nomenon. He viewed the support givenby the princes, nobility, burghers,
and Cossack leaders to that church as an endorsement not only of the
religious agenda but also of the national one. During the early decades
of the seventeenth century, wrote Hrushevsky, 'the circumstances of
Ukrainian life ... led to the concentration of national interests, national
aspirations, and national struggle in the defense of the existence of the
Orthodox Church.'12e It was with this thought in mind that Hrushevsky
presented in his academic History a detailed discussion of the brother-
hood movement, the revival of Orthodox learning and the founding of
the Ostrih Academy by Prince Kostiantyn Ostrozky, and the rise of a
Ukrainian polemical literature arguing for and against the church union.
In Hrushevsky's view, these developments marked the beginning of the
Ukrainian national revival. In his study of The Culturnl and Nntional
Moaement in Ukraine, published in 1908, Hrushevsky wrote that the idea
of nationality was a creation of relatively recent times and that earlier it
had taken the form of ideas of political, social, religious, geographic,
and cultural loyalty.130 This definition of national identity (which may
strike some as unexpected from a leader of the Ukrainian national
'awakening' and the author of the first complete history of the nation)
gave Hrushevsky a unique opportunity to analyse numerous forms of
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early modern political, cultural, and religious life within the context of
the Ukrainian revival.

The Cossack Mythology

After the Revolution of 1905 in the Russian Empire, when Hrushevsky
began work on the Cossack-era volumes of his academic History,his
scholarly interest did not focus primarily on the history of the popular
masses as such but on the Ukrainian national 'awakening' of the late
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. In the preface to the seventh
volume of his History, Hrushevsky characterized the Cossack era as a
period in which 'for the first time in historical memory, the Ukrainian
nation came forth actively as the architect of its own destiny and life,
rising to a life-or-death struggle for the realization of its dreams and
desires; but, after age-old strivings, bleeding and exhausted in the
struggle against insurmountable obstacles, it fell on the battlefield, its
hopes and dreams shattered. Since this is the most vivid and interesting
period of Ukrainian life from the viewpoint both of the Ukrainian
descendant of those generations of Ukrainian fighters and of the out-
side researcher, the historian-sociologist, it has long been treated sepa-
rately in the history of the Ukrainian nation as a self-contained ,rt-ti1.'131

In volume 7 of the History, Hrushevsky clearly drew a parallel be-
tween the contemporary'awakening' of the Ukrainian nation, for which
he had worked so intensively, and the Cossack period, which he re-
garded as an important factor in the seventeenth-century 'revival' of
the Ukrainian nation. This parallel established the Cossack past in the
eyes of the Ukrainian intelligentsia as Ukraine's 'golden age,' replete
with heroes whose daring exploits were to serve as a source of inspira-
tion for Hrushevsky's contemporaries. Cossack history had acquired
many characteristics of a Ukrainian 'golden age' long before Hru-
shevsky's day,132 providing a foundation for one of the myths that john
A. Armstrong, in his pioneering study on the role of historical mythol-
ogy in the evolution of Ukrainian national consciousness, defined as
'the integrating phenomenon through which symbols of national iden-
tity acquire a coherent meaning.'133

The transformation of the Cossack image into an icon of Ukrainian
historical identity apparently began in the early eighteenth centurv
within the boundaries of the Hetmanate. As Zenon Kohut argues, the
ruling elite of the Hetmanate needed the Cossack past and Cossack
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history to justify and defend its privileges against advancing Russian
absolutism.l3l The need to record the Cossack past became especially
urgent after the defeat of Hetman Ivan Mazepa at Poltava in 7709 and
the abolition of the hetmancy by Peter I in1722. Around the same time,
fundamental works of Cossack historiography were produced by
Hryhorii Hrabianka and Samiilo Velychko, and Cossack history was
substantially introduced into Ukrainian historiography (the most im-
portant work of pre-Cossack Ukrainian historiography, the Synopsis,
almost completely ignored the Cossack past). This newly conceptualized
Cossack history also provided the emerging Ukrainian nation with its
first Cossack hero, Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky, whose cult played an
important role in the formation of modern Ukrainian consciousness.l3s

Ukrainian authors'of the nineteenth century helped disseminate
Cossack-related historical memory far beyond the boundaries of the
Hetmanate. The new, romantic image of the Cossack past was pre-
sented in the writings of the Ukrainian national poet and 'father' of
the Ukrainian nation, Taras Shevchenko. Through the medium of
Shevchenko's poetry, the main elements of Cossack 'mythology'were

disseminated throughout Ukraine and provided the 'awakening' na-
tion with the sense of a shared glorious past. Cossack history thus played
an important role in shaping modern Ukrainian national identity.136

The significance of the Cossacks in early modern Ukrainian history
was very special indeed. Although Cossackdom as a way of life was not
limited to Ukrainian territorv and represented a historical phenomenon

shared by Ukrainians and Russians, the roles played by Cossacks in the
history of these two peoples were profoundly different. In Russia the
Cossacks remained a marginal factor in national history, border war-
riors who challenged the Russian state on a number of occasions but
eventually were defeated by it. In Ukraine the Cossacks were those who
took upon themselves the difficult task of defending the national reli-
gious and cultural tradition against the attacks of foreign states, which
culminated in the creation of a oolitv of their own. The Ukrainian
Cossacks were able to extend their rule and spread their political cul-
ture across the vast territories of Dnipro Ukraine, thereby becoming one
of the most important factors in the formation of the modern Ukrainian
nation.rrl

Mykhailo Hrushevsky was fully aware of the importance of the Cos-
sack period in Ukrainian history and largely shared the general fascina-
tion of Ukrainian patriots with the Cossack past. In his autobiography
Hrushevsky noted that discussions of the origins of the Ukrainian
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Cossacks in Ukrainian and Russian periodicals of the 1880s figured
among the intellectually challenging topics that prompted him (then a
gymnasium student in Tbilisi) to choose Ukrainian history as his future
field of specialization.l3s Nevertheless, at the beginning of his academic
career, Hrushevsky was more than sceptical about the role of Cos-
sackdom in Ukrainian history, seeing the Cossacks as antagonists of the
popular masses. Hrushevsky's original lack of enthusiasm was shared
by many Ukrainian populist leaders of the second half of the nineteenth
century. Unlike the romantics of the first half of the century, the new
generation of Ukrainian activists was highly dubious about many tradi-
tional elements of the Cossack historical myth.13e

Hrushevsky's early views on the historical role of the Cossacks were
fairly close to those held by Orest Levytsky, an older colleague of
Hrushevsky's, and like him a student of Volodymyr Antonovych.
Levytsky expressed the populist credo of contemporary Kyiv historians
in his doctoral dissertation (1875), in which he claimed: 'Whenever the
Cossacks, relying on the popular masses, succeeded with their help in
overcoming circumstances disadvantageous to themselves, they would
immediately manifest a tendencv to lock themselves in a separate estate
and take hold of certain rights, without allowing the people to partici-
pate in them and, in general, abandoning their loyal ally to his fate.'taO
Hrushevsky quoted that extract from Levytsky's dissertation in volume
9 of his academic History in order to illustrate the views of Volodymyr
Antonovych and his school on Cossack history, which he no longer
shared.lal

If in 1898, in his article on Bohdan Khmelnytsky and his era,
Hrushevsky presented Cossackdom as a stratum that betrayed the
interests of the peasant masses,l42 in his Suraey History of the Ukrainiart
People (7904), written with an eye to boosting Ukrainian national con-
sciousness and presenting the Ukrainian historical record to imperial
Russian society, Hrushevsky completely abandoned Levytsky's approach
and gave a highly positive assessment of the Cossacks. He also ex-
cluded the issue of social differentiation within the Cossack ranks from
his discussion of the Khmelnytsky era. He claimed that, while differ-
ences between the Cossack officers and the rank and fILe (chern'\ were
discussed in the sources soon after the death of Khmelnytsky, the Cos-
sack officers did not consolidate as a distinct stratum until the end of
the seventeenth century.la3 Hrushevsky further modified his views on
the issue in volume 7 of his academic History (1909), where he success-
fully elevated Cossackdom to the status of chief protagonist of Ukrain-
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ian history, representing the desires of the popular masses. He achieved
this transformation by dividing the Cossacks into poor rank-and-file
soldiers and well-to-do officers. In his narrative Hrushevsky sided with
the Cossack chern', which he treated as part of the populace.laa If in
his introduction to the second edition of volume 1 of the Historu fl904\,
Hrushevsky, in complete accord with populist ideas, characterized tl 'Le
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Ukraine as a period of 'popular

struggle aimed at toppling a hostile socio-economic order and reform-
ing social relations so as to conform to the national ideals of justice,'145
five years later, in the preface to volume 7 of the History, he had clearly
changed his mind. He went out of his way to state that the volumes
covering the third period of Ukrainian history would be'devoted to the
history of the national revival, carried out with the aid of a new
socionational agent (factor) - Cossackdom. The cycle will be primarily a
history of this new national force and, furthermore, a history of its
struggle against the hostile Polish regime; of the revival of cultural and
national forces; of the efforts to rebuild social and national relations
with the assistance of the Cossack forces and under their protection,
according to the wishes and ideals of society.'146

One of the problems that most interested Hrushevsky in his work on
the early history of the Ukrainian Cossacks was that of continuity in
Ukrainian history. In the preface to volume 7 of the History, Hrushevsky
stressed that the Cossack period 'must be meticulously examined for
links with the previous stages, for the organic connectedness and conti-
nuity of a people's life are never totally broken by any change or
turning point as long as that people lives.'147 He thus confirmed his
loyalty to the principles declared in his inaugural lecture of 7894, where
he claimed that the popular masses constituted a natural link between
different periods of Ukrainian history.las

Hrushevsky selected his epigraph for the seventh volume of the
History from the text of the 'Protestation' (1621) , an Orthodox document
that depicted the Cossacks as noble warriors whose roots went back to
the times of Kyivan Rus' itself. The 'Protestation' claimed that the
Cossacks were an integral part of the Rus'nation, fought for Rus'under
Prince Oleh, and accepted Christianity at the time of Prince Volodyrnyr.lae
The epigraph must be treated more as an attempt on Hrushevsky's part
to convey a sense of the continuity of the Ukrainian past than as evi-
dence of such continuity. Hrushevsky went on to address the issue in a
strictly academic manner in the text of the volume.

In a thorough analysis of the writings of his predecessors and con-
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temporaries, Hrushevsky divided all theories regarding the origins of
the Cossacks into two major groups: those that sought the roots of
Cossackdom in the history of Kyivan Rus' and those that linked their
origins to the Circassians. Hrushevsky dismissed the'Circassian' theory,
which had been developed by a number of prominent historians, in-
cluding the Russians Ivan Boltin, Mikhail Pogodin, Sergei Soloviev and
Mikhail Vladimirsky-Budanov and the Ukrainians Panteleimon Kulish
and Mykola Kostomarov. He argued that the whole historiographic
tradition was based on a confusion created by the author of the
Voskresensk Chronicle, who regarded the Ukrainian Cossacks (the
cherkasy of contemporary Muscovite documents) as descendants of
the non-Slavic Circassians.lso

Hrushevsky paid significantly more attention to the analysis of theo-
ries that associated Cossack origins with the princely era. The idea of
the existence of a strong link between Cossack social institutions of the
late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries and the Kyivan Rus' com-
munes of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries was introduced into
modern Ukrainian historiography by the writings of the young Mykola
Kostomarov (who later sided with supporters of the'Circassian'theory),
Mykhailo Maksymovych, and Volodymyr Antonovych. The latter sup-
ported the so-called princely theory of Cossack origins.151 Hrushevsky
dismissed the argumentation of proponents of all the 'Kyivan Rus"
theories, claiming that the historians who developed them compared
the institutions of Kyivan Rus' to those established by the Cossacks
around the turn of the seventeenth century. He was convinced that the
beginnings of Cossack social organization had been shaped by the
specific circumstances of their life in the steppe and by government
regulation of the Cossack stratum much more than by the legacy of
Kyivan Rus'. In his approach to the problem, Hrushevsky strongly
committed himself to the study of the Cossacks as a distinct social
stratum, noting the lack of evidence of such group identity before the
late sixteenth century.l52

The obvious danger of such an approach for a scholar who had
undertaken to write the national history of Ukraine lay in the fact that it
effectively cut off Cossack history from the pre-Cossack Ukrainian past,
thereby undermining Hrushevsky's most important historiographic
objective - that of establishing the continuity of Ukrainian history.
Hrushevsky avoided the possible conflict between the two approaches
by treating Cossackdom as a two-dimensional phenomenon. According
to him, the history of the Cossacks as a social formation began in the
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iate sixteenth century, but Cossackdom as a way of life could be traced
back as far as the times of Kyivan Rus'. Hrushevsky made the point as
follows: 'As a way of existence, the features of Ukrainian life that
become known to us in the sixteenth century under the specialized term
'Cossackdom' (kozatstao) are as old as Ukraine. This was the result of an
age-old struggie between the sedentary, agricultural way of life and the
rapacious, nomadic robber population of the steppes, a struggle that
continued for centuries in constantly new and changing forms and
var iants on the same terr i tory of  Ukra ine. ' l ' r

In his study of the early forms of Cossack social organization,
Hrushevsky found himself situated between two established historio-
graphic traditions. One was represented by Mykola Kostomarov and
Voiodymyr Antonovych, who, as mentioned earlier, sought the
origins of Cossack social institutions in the times of Kyivan Rus'.
The other, associated mostly with the names of Marian Dubiecki,
Panteleimon Kulish, and Andrei Storozhenko, tended to view the
Cossacks as unruly warriors incapable of establishing any form of
social organization on their own and benefiting in that respect from
the innovations of outsiders.

Writing in the tradition of Polish historiography, with its belief in the
civilizing mission of the Polish element in Eastern Europe, Dubiecki
argued that the Ukrainians (lud rusiriski) could not have created on their
own the forms of social organization that existed inZaporizhia. He also
claimed that Zaporozhian society was organized by the Polish leaders
of the Cossacks on the models provided by Western religious brother-
hoods. Commenting on Dubiecki's views, Hrushevsky questioned the
Polish ethnic origin of such Cossack leaders as Ostafii Dashkovych and
Dmytro Vyshnevetsky, pointing out that others, like Przeclaw Lancko-
rofiski and Samiilo Koretsky, had nothing to do with the early history of
Zaporizhia. In Hrushevsky's opinion, 'Polish "knightly" circles could
have grafted onto Cossackdom and Zaponzhia only what they had -

anarchy, disrespect for law and government, lack of discipline, disre-
spect for society and other people's property and labor - and graft them
indeed they did. On the other hand, tine Zaporozhians' strict simplicity,
discipline, and disinclination to sybaritism and to excess could have
formed only independently of Polish influences.'15a

Hrushevsky argued that the Zaporozhian Host - the Cossack mili-
tary organization - took shape in the Lower Dnipro area, which served
as the true cradle of Cossackdom. It was there, in his opinion, that the
Cossacks first established themselves as a social group. Only later did
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they manage to form a distinct stratum in the settled area, where the
control of the nobles and local authorities over the populace \ /as too
severe to permit the existence of a Cossack order before the imposition
of  government  regulat ion. l55 ln  general ,  Hrushevsky tended to min i -
mize the impact of such government officials as the border starosta
Ostafii Dashkovych and others on the early history of Cossackdom. In
discussing the conflicts between Dashkovvch and the population of the
borderlands, Hrushevsky clearly took the side of the 'people.' He ar-
gued that nobles who headed Cossack expeditions against the Thtars
were not the true organizers of Cossackdom and even tried to conceal
from the central government the extent of their actual links with the
Cossacks.ls6

At the same time, Hrushevsky was convinced that the formation of a
Cossack stratum was closely associated with the attempts of the Polish
government to hire Cossacks for military sen'ice. Members of Cossack
detachments recruited by the government were exempt from the juris-
diction of the local authorities and subject to the military administra-
tion. That innovation was introduced by the government in the 1570s
and reinforced by King Stefan Batory's regulations of 1582. Hrushevskv
argued that before this type of Cossack immunity was put in place by
the authorities, 'the overwhelming majority of Cossacks was concealed
in other social strata. The Cossacks did not set themselves apart within
such strata, because it was not in their interest to declare or manifest
Cossackdom as their status in society.'157 With the introduction of Cos-
sack immunity from the local authorities, the new social status became
very attractive not only to actual Cossacks, who began to claim mem-
bership in the Cossack stratum, but also to members of other strata,
especially peasants and burghers.

Hrushevsky also carefully studied the role played by government
regulations in shaping Cossack organization. According to him, those
regulations imposed a new structure on the basic social nucleus that
already existed in the steppe, namely the military and commercial
company headed by the otaman. Recognizing the role of government in
the organization of the Cossack Host in the settled area, Hrushevsky
refused to admit the same role with regard to the Lower Dnipro
(Zaporizhia) Cossacks. In that instance, Hrushevsky remained faithful
to the basic principle of his populist outlook, maintaining his belief in
the creativity of the popular masses in general and the Ukrainian Cos-
sacks in particular. In Hrushevsky's opinion, the governmental reforms
provided only an impulse toward the transformation of the Cossacks



200 Nation and Empire

into a new social stratum, while the actual transformation was accom-
plished by the Cossacks themselves.l5s

For Hrushevsky, Ukraine's interaction with the steppe was one of the
most important factors that influenced the history of the Ukrainian
people and certainly the most important factor in the history of
Cossackdom. Hrushevsky wrote at length about the impact of the steppe
on Ukrainian history in the introduction to volume 115e utt4 discussed
the colonization of the steppe areas in volumes 5,6, andT of the History.
He produced a thoroughly researched account of the Ukrainian move-
ment into the steppe and presented the early history of the Cossacks as
an integral part of that process. Although Hrushevsky paid close atten-
tion to official efforts to secure the steppe border against the Tatars, his
main interest lay in the history of the popular colonization of Southern
Ukraine. As for the nature of colonization and the role of various social
groups in that process, Hrushevsky believed that it was the success of
popular colonization that made possible the transformation of the unin-
habited steppe into a settled area. In the 'Cossack' volumes of the
History, he developed some of the opinions expressed in the volumes on
the Lithuanian-Polish period.

With the advance of colonization in Dnipro Ukraine in the second
half of the sixteenth century, which brought a huge influx of newcomers
to the steppe areas, the Ukrainian Cossacks rapidly grew in numbers.
According to Hrushevsky, the new Cossacks were recruited from the
ranks of peasants who were forced to leave their villages because of
growing economic pressure from the nobility. Another important factor
that brought newcomers to the steppe was Cossack status itself - the
fact that the Cossacks as a distinct social stratum were exempted from
the jurisdiction of the local authorities. Hrushevsky urg,l"d that the
growth of colonization changed the very nature of Cossackdom. Apart
from the Cossacks, who continued to regard military expeditions into
the steppe as their main occupation, there appeared another expanding
group that availed itself of Cossack status in order to evade nobiliary
control and government taxation while tilling the land. The two groups
supported each other, combined into a single stratum, and mutually
benefited from their activities.l6O Apart from the division of Cossacks
into 'warr iors '  and 'p lowmen, '  Hiushevsky d iscussed the d iv is ion
between the wealthy and the poor, which he employed in order to
explain the nature of the conflicts between various Cossack groups in
the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.161 The settled Cos-
sack areas were generally strongholds of the well-to-do Cossacks,
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while the Lower Dnipro area, especially Zaporizhia, tended to attract
DOorer elements.

In Hrushevsky's opinion, the government's introduction of the Cos-
sack register helped draw a legal distinction between well-to-do Cos-
sacks and poor ones. He pointed out that the registered Cossacks were
not only supposed to perform their military duties in time of war but
also to police the rest of the Cossacks in peacetime. In general,
Hrushevsky did not overestimate the importance of the register, noting
that after its introduction in Ukraine in the sixteenth century, there were
long periods when there were no registered Cossacks at all. The Polish

goverrunent simply had no need to hire Cossack detachments, nor
could it afford their services.162 For the most part, Hrushevsky re-
mained loyal to the dominant trend of Ukrainian nineteenth-century
historiography, which viewed the growth of Cossackdom as a response
of the Ukrainian population to the advance of Polish government of-
fices and institutions into Ukraine. For Hrushevsky, the Cossacks repre-
sented the spirit of freedom, which contrasted with the growing
enslavement of the popular masses outside Cossack territory. Conse-
quently, the population of the borderlands, which came from every
social background, was able to defend itself not only against Tatar raids
but also against the claims and abuses of government officials.163

Nowhere is Hrushevsky's interest in the 'golden age/ of Cossackdom
so clearly stimulated by his role as a national awakener of Ukraine as in
his treatment of the Cossacks' association with the Ukrainian cultural
revival of the first decades of the seventeenth century. Hrushevsky
rightly saw the Cossacks as closely related to the revival and as the
stratum that took upon itself the defence of the national interests of the
Rus'. The event that most attracted Hrushevsky's attention was the
participation of the Cossacks led by Hetman (at that time Colonel) Petro
Konashevych-Sahaidachny in the consecration of a new Orthodox hier-
archy in the autumn of 7620. The ceremony was performed by Patriarch
Theophanes of ]erusalem against the will of the government and could
be carried out only thanks to the protection offered by the Cossacks.

Hrushevsky presented Cossackdom as an ethnically and culturally
Ukrainian phenomenon, emphasizing the growth of the Dnipro Cos-
sacks as part of the development of the Ukrainian nation. He did not
comment on the statements of the Polish authorities, who claimed in
their attempts to avoid responsibility for Cossack attacks on the Otto-
man domains that the Cossacks were not really subjects of the Polish
king and came from various ethnic backgrounds. Instead, Hrushevsky
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attempted to reconstruct the ethnic composition of the Cossack Host on
the basis of the 1581 census of a Cossack detachment that took part in
the Livonian War (1558-83). He explained the presence of a large num-
ber of Cossacks from Belarus and Muscovy in that detachment by
pointing out that the regiment had been involved in military operations
on those territories and thus necessarily included a significant number
of local recruits. Having analysed the composition of the rest of the
detachment, Hrushevsky concluded that most of the Cossacks were of
Ukrainian background.l6a

The discussion of Cossack involvement in church affairs during the
1620s presented Hrushevsky with an opportunity to discuss the issue
of their general religiosity.165 In the historiographic discussion of the
issue, which can be traced back to the writings of Mykola Kostomarov
and Panteleimon Kulish, Hrushevsky, as was often the case, sided
with Kulish. He accepted Kulish's argument that Kostomarov and his
followers had exaggerated the religiosity of the Zaporozhian Cos-
sacks in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries by attributing to
that period information taken from eighteenth-century sources.
Hrushevsky disagreed with Platon Zhukovich, who saw proof of the
existence of chaplains in the Cossack Host in the newly discovered
'Protestation' 

of the Orthodox hierarchs. He treated that document
more as proof of the existence of a strategic alliance between the
Cossack officers and the Orthodox hierarchy than as evidence of gen-
eral Cossack religiosity.166

The point on which Hrushevsky disagreed with Kulish was the Cos-
sack role in the consecration of the new Orthodox hierarchv. Kulish
argued that the Cossacks were not really interested in churih affairs
and that it was Patriarch Filaret of Moscow and his circle who initiated
the consecration of the new hierarchy by Patriarch Theophanes of Terusa-
lem.167 Hrushevsky replied that Theophanes consecrated the new bish-
ops at the insistence of the local Orthodox clergy and laity, against the
wishes of the Polish king. The consecration, which gave a new impulse
to the religious struggle in Ukraine and contributed immensely to the
religious polemic and the development of Ukrainian religious, political,
and social thought, would have been impossible without the assistance
of the Cossacks, who offered protection against government sanctions
both to the patriarch and to the newly consecrated hierarchy.168

Hrushevsky viewed the Cossack- Orthodox alliance as one forged'on
the basis of a Ukrainian national platform in the name of what then
amounted to a national postulate.'16e He referred to the Orthodox hier-
archy that was consecrated under Cossack protection in 7620 as the
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'Ukrainian intelligentsia,' observing:'The Cossacks proclaimed their

solidarity with the Ukrainian intelligentsia in its religious and national

aspirations, and from that time on, for more than a century, the story of

Cossackdom became central to Ukrainian life.'170 The forging of an
alliance between the intelligentsia and other strata of society on the
basis of a 'Ukrainian national platform' was a crucial issue for the

Ukrainian intelligentsia both in Galicia and in Dnipro Ukraine at

the time of the 1905 revoiution. Hrushevsky interpreted the events of
the 1620s as a successful example of such an alliance.

In Hrushevsky's view, the early modern 'Ukrainian intelligentsia'

included, apart from the Orthodox hierarchy and clerics, rePresenta-

tives of the Ukrainian nobility and burghers as well. He viewed the

alliance of Cossackdom with the nobility and burghers as a union of

otherwise mutually hostile social elements. In his opinion, Cossackdom
as a social stratum had much more in common with the peasantry, and
by establishing close links with the 'intelligentsia' (the leaders of the

Orthodox clergy and nobility), the Cossacks positioned themselves

between those two major social forces of early modern Ukraine. As

Hrushevsky put it: 'From a general national viewpoint, the fact that

between the two polarities of the Ukrainian element, which were sepa-

rated by socioeconomic interests - that chasm of Polish nobiliary law -

there appeared a specific unifying factor in the form of Cossackdom,
which bound the disunited Ukrainian nationality with a new bond,

could also be considered advantageous./171
Hrushevsky the 'national awakener'clearly welcomed the alliance of

the Cossacks with the Ukrainian nobility, but Hrushevsky the populist
was uneasy about it, reproaching the Cossacks for their inability to part
ways with the upper classes and take a more decisive stand in defence

of the social interests of the peasantry. Hrushevsky wrote with obvious
regret that 'Cossackdom's attitude to the socioeconomic demands of

the masses did not go beyond the stage of a certain consonance, a

certain sympathy or union of interests.'172 Hrushevskybelieved, though,

that the involvement of the Cossack officers in church affairs was p;reeted

with sympathy by the rank-and-file Cossacks. To quote him, 'Yet we

know of the Cossacks'inclination to cloak their border hunt for booty in

the idealistic garb of a struggle "against the enemies of the "Holy

Cross." Thus we can understand that even a wild freebooter who, when
the need arose, would be equally unsparing of his coreligionist, an

Orthodox Muscovite or Belarusian, as of a Muslim, found it pleasant to

sense a higher mission in Cossack life, to have some ideological frame-

work for his rampages in the steppe borderland.'173
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Hrushevsky's study of the early history of the Ukrainian Cossacks
presented him with a unique opportunity to revisit the old historical
narrative created by the authors of the eighteenth-century Cossack
chronicles. An element of the narrative that no longer met the demands
of modem scholarship was the early history of the Zaporozhian hetmans.
A list of hetmans reaching as far back as the early sixteenth century was
often included in the Cossack chronicles of the eighteenth century,
when the institution of the hetmancy was under constant threat of
abolition by the Russian authorities. Under those circumstances, the list
served as an important argument in the Cossack officers'bid to defend
their traditional rights. Hrushevsky traced the history of the list in
historical writings of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. On the
basis of his research, he concluded that Ostafii Dashkovych and Przeclaw
Lanckorofiski, often identified as the first Cossack hetmans, were not in
fact the first organizers of Cossackdomi rather, they played a role simi-
lar to that of such border officials as Iurii Pats, Senko Polozovvch. and
Biernat Pretwicz.lT+

Hrushevsky gave his most enthusiastic approval to the activities of
another legendary hetman, Prince Dmytro Vyshnevetsky. Contrary to
his treatment of Pats, Polozovych, Dashkovych, and Lanckoroflski,
Hrushevsky considered Vyshnevetsky a true leader of emerging
Cossackdom - above all, a forerunner of the Zaporozhian Host. Al-
though Vyshnevetsky's activity beyond the Dnipro Rapids was short-
lived and not very successful (Vyshnevetsky and his Cossacks were
forced by the Tatars to abandon their newly built fortress in 1557),
Hrushevsky discerned the beginnings of the Zaporozhian Host in
this expedition. He saw it as another important achievement that
Vyshnevetsky introduced Cossackdom to the world of international
politics and made, or attempted to make, alliances with Muscovy, the
Ottoman Empire, and Moldavia. Hrushevsky disagreed with those of
his predecessors who saw Vyshnevetsky's actions mainly as the 'aim-

less movements of a restless spirit.' 'But even in the worst case,' wrote
Hrushevsky, 'even if that opinion were justified, the phenomenon was
still so extraordinary and glamorous against the background of the
immobile, routine life of our Ukrainian magnates that it must attract the
attention of any student of life in those times.'17s In1909, the year in
which volume 7 appeared in print, Hrushevsky published a study of
the image of Dmytro Vyshnevetsky in Ukrainian folklore, arguing that
the prince was depicted in one of the Ukrainian epic songs (dumy)
under the name of Baida.176
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Along with the history of the first Cossack hetmans, a significant part

of the eighteenth-century historical narrative reexamined by Hrushevsky

was the history of the 'Batory reform.' He was not the first historian to

challenge the eighteenth-century chroniclers' claim that it was King

Stefan Batory of Poland who had created the six-thousand-strong Cos-

sack army, divided it into six regiments, and established Cossack ranks.
In questioning the Batory legend, Hrushevsky followed Pantelei-
mon Kulish and Aleksander jablonowski, while opposing Mykola
Kostomarov Volodymyr Antonovych, and Dmytro lavornytsky. At the

same time, he criticized the viert's of WlodzimierzlaroszlTT and Andrei

Storozhenko, who maintained that Batory's regulations had no major

impact on Cossack organization and social life. Hrushevsky viewed

those regulations as an important step toward establishing Cossackdom
as a distinct social group.178 gir analysis of the issue effectively put an
end to the popularity of the Batory legend in Ukrainian historiography.

Another important element of the old historical narrative questioned
by Hrushevsky was the belief in the anti-Uniate character of the first

Cossack movements led by Khrystofor Kosynsky and Severyn

Nalyvaiko. Polish authors of the first half of the seventeenth century
referred to the Orthodox in general as'Nalywaikoites'and called Ortho-
doxy'the Nalyvaiko faith.' The Ukrainian historiographic tradition that
began with Hryhorii Hrabianka and ended with the anonymous author
of the History of the Rus' presented both Cossack leaders as martyrs for

the Orthodox faith who rebelled against the introduction of the church
union at the Synod of Brest (1596). According to the story recounted by

the author of the History of the Rus', Hetman Koslnsky (who in fact died
in 1593) was arrested at the Brest synod, 'immured in a stone pillar at a

monastery and starved to death.'17e Commenting on the popularity of
this legend, Hrushevsky noted in th.e History:'Such was this story,
repeated widely in textbooks and popular books. When I was a small
boy, it made my heart, too, cringe in sorrow and anger.'180 Hrushevsky
not only rejected the idea of Kosynsky's involvement in church affairs

on the side of the Orthodox but also questioned the motives of
Nalywaiko's intervention in that struggle. He believed that Nalyvaiko's
attack on the possessions of an initiator of the church union, Bishop
Kyrylo Terletsky, was prompted more by personal considerations than
ideological ones. Hrushevsky also concluded that Nalywaiko's detach-
ments became involved in the religious conflict only accidentally, as
they had never pursued any religious or national goals.181

Hrushevsky declined to interpret the Cossack revolts led by Kosynsky
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and Nalyvaiko as anything but a manifestation of Cossack'unruliness.'
He disagreed with Kulish and Iavornytsky, who considered that the
main goal of those movements had been to end Polish rule in Ukraine.
Hrushevsky did not trust contemporary Polish statements on the mat-
ter and saw no evidence of such ideas in the Cossack documents. He
treated the Cossack disturbances of the period as a series of unrelated
outbursts that lacked a definite program,182 characterizing them as
'mischiefs,''conflicts,'' w ars,' and'movements,' but never as'uprisings'
or 'revolts.' Hrushevsky reserved the latter terms for the Cossack rebel,
lions of the seventeenth century. According to him, the two main areas
in which the Cossacks played an important role were seventeenth-
century social movements and the Ukrainian cultural revival of the
period.183

Hrushevsky was not the first historian to question or criticize many
components of eighteenth-century Cossack historiography, but he was
the first to do so systematically and consistently. His 'demythologiza-

tion' of Cossack historv allowed him to present a scholarly account of
the Cossacks that met the needs of the Ukrainian cultural revival.
Hrushevsky demonstrated that the old historiographic tradition, which
depicted the Cossack leaders of the late sixteenth century as defenders
of the Orthodox faith and the Ukrainian nation, was sharply at odds not
only with historical reality but also with the national paradigm of
Ukrainian history. Not without irony, Hrushevsky wrote, 'Now we
know very well that "Kosynsky's uprising" was at the outset nothing
more than a clash between a Cossack chieftain, perhaps one not even
Ukrainian or Orthodox by origin, and the pillar of Orthodoxy and
Ukrainian identity at the time, Kostiantyn Ostrozky.'184 The old Cossack
mythology fell victim to the new paradigm of Ukrainian national his-
tory. Those elements that did not promote the new ideology of the
national 'awakening'were either dropped entireiy or reshaped to meet
the new standards of national myth-making.

Hrushevsky devoted more than half of his academic Hl story to Ukrain-
ian Cossackdom. Some critics and reviewers of Hrushevsky's magnum
opus, including Dmytro Bahalii, even argued that he overemphasized
the role played by the Cossacks in Ukrainian history, and, beginning
with the seventeenth century, all but replaced the history of Ukraine
with that of the Cossa.1r.185 One might add that if Hrushevsky's His-
tory had not ended where it did (in the mid-seventeenth century), he
would have devoted even more attention to Cossackdom. In account-
ing for this fascination of Hrushevsky's with the history of the Cos-
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sacks, it is hard to overlook the direct impact on him of the Cossack
chronicles and of the tradition initiated by the author of the History of
the Rus' , for whom nine-tenths of his subject was Cossack history. It is
also difficult to overstate the significance of historical mythology in the
nationalization of the East European historical past in the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. The father of Czech national historiogra-
phy, Franti5ek Palacky, with whom Hrushevsky has often been com-
pared, built his grand narrative of the Czech past around the Hussite
movement.l86 Hrushevsky accomplished the same task with regard to
Ukrainian history by first rehabilitating and then fully utilizing the
myth of Ukrainian Cossackdom for the purpose of constructing Ukrai-
nian nationhood. He was more than successful in turning the Cossacks
from Little Russians (as most earlier Ukrainian historians had defined
them) into Ukrainians and presenting them not only as representatives
of the Ukrainian popular masses but also as exemplars of the Ukrainian
nation at large.

Hrushevsky's paradigm of the Ukrainian past as the history of the rise,
fall, and resurgence of the Ukrainian nation conformed closely to the
general scheme applied by the national 'awakeners' of the nineteenth
century to the history of Central and East European nations in general.
The belief that once glorious nations had fallen asleep at some point
and needed to be awakened was widespread among the leaders of the
European national movements. Still, Hrushevsky's application of this
paradigm to the 'long' and 'short' (that is, until the end of the eigh-
teenth century) narratives of Ukrainian historv was influenced not only
by the prevailing trends of the time but also by the Ukrainian historio-
graphic tradition that preceded Hrushevsky by centuries. The focus of
the historical narrative on the glorious deeds of the Kyivan princes can
be traced back to the earliest Rus' chronicles. Hrushevsky's identifi-
cation of the period of Polish rule as a period of darkness and his focus
on the history of the Dnipro Cossacks, with its well-developed mythol-
ogy, can be traced back to the traditions established by the Cossack
chroniclers.

But it was in Hrushevsky's writings that those features of earlier
narratives acquired most explicit articulation and new meaning. Pro-
viding Ukrainian history with the most ancient beginnings imaginable,
he established its continuity over a period of some 1,500 years and
extended his narrative to cover all of Ukrainian ethnic territory, from
Transcarpatia and Galicia in the west to the Azov steppes and the
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Kuban peninsula in the east. Hrushevsky's narrative did not neglect the
history of the state or the elite and its culture, but its principal subject
was the people, whose evolving story ensured the continuity of the
narrative itself. Although the meaning of the term 'people' gradually
changed in Hrushevsky's usage from 'popular masses' to 'nation,' he
always held the masses in high regard, which prevented him from
developing such figures as Kostiantyn Ostrozky and Bohdan Khmel-
nytsky into full-fledged heroes in his account.

Hrushevsky's appropriation of essential episodes of the Russian his-
torical narrative to construct his account of Ukrainian history, establish-
ing it as a subject of study separate from Russian history (in its imperial
statist or national populist incarnations), created a great stir in scholarly
circles and in public opinion. Nevertheless, Russia never figured in
Hrushevsky's prerevolutionary historical writings as the major 'other'

of Ukraine. That role was clearly reserved for the Poles, who emerged
as the major villains in the story of the Ukrainian nation.

Hrushevsky clearly believed that his scheme of Ukrainian (and, by
extension, East Slavic) history offered a much more accurate interpreta-
tion of the historical process than did the traditional scheme of 'Rus-

sian' history. That belief came to be shared by a whole generation of
Ukrainian historians. The historical narrative created by Hrushevsky
almost immediately became the master narrative of Ukrainian history
and of the development of the nation. Hrushevsky was not the first to
suggest a comprehensive scheme of Ukrainian history. He was, how-
ever, the first to implement a distinct Ukrainian historical scheme con-
sistently in his prolific writings. He endowed that scheme with scholarly
credibility and authority, closely associating it in the process with his
own name and historiographic legacy.

What of the public response to Hrushevsky's work? Did general
readers note the emergence of a Ukrainian national narrative in
Hrushevsky's writings and, if so, how did they understand it? What
aspects did they accept and reject? What difference did their reading of
Hrushevsky make to their understanding of Ukrainian history? It is
generally difficult, if not impossible, to answer questions about popular
reaction and attitudes toward changes in intellectual paradigms. The
main problem here is the lack of sources reflecting such attitudes. In
Hrushevsky's case, we are in a somewhat better position to deal with
these questions. Since he presented and developed his views in numer-
ous popular writings, some of his nonacademic readers made the effort
to write to him or to his colleagues in order to express their views. Letters
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of this kind have been preserved in Hrushevsky's personal archive,
giving us an opportunity to explore the questions formulated above.

judging by the available correspondence, the lifting of the official ban
on the import of the first volumes of the History of Ukraine-Rus' aroused
interest in Hrushevsky's work among nonhistorians, who wrote to him
about acquiring copies of the multivolume edition.isz As might be
expected, however, it was the publication of the lllustrated History of
Ukraine that produced a much more profound impact on general read-
ers. Its first edition appeared in1977, followed by a revised version in
7972. It is apparent from the letters that the lllustrsted History was
especially popular among the nationally conscious Ukrainian intelli-
gentsia and workers of the Russian Empire. The fact that these letters
were written in Ukrainian indicates that their authors were already
active in the Ukrainian revival, with which they closely associated
themselves. A letter written to Hrushevsky in August 7972by a teacher
from Tarashcha, O. Hrunko, shows that those who read the lllustrated
History were eager to acquire the academic History as well. But it also
appears that the Ukrainian intelligentsia in the provinces could not
afford the outlay required to buy all the published vo1umes.188 Letters
to Hrushevsky from Siberia attest that it was financially difficult for
political exiles there to buy even the one-volume Illustrated History.lse

What were the expectations of those who wanted to acquire Hru-
shevsky's book, and what was the reaction of those who actually read
it? The first group was alerted to Hrushevsky's work either through
publications in the Russian press or by word of mouth and regarded the
book as a revelation of the Ukrainian national past. Hryhorii Porevych,
a political exile who wrote to Hrushevsky from Ust-Sysolsk, stated:
'Your work is so popular and substantial that it is my heart's desire to
obtain it.' He added that his 'great desire to take cognizance of our
historical life'had caused him to write to Hrushevskv with a request for
a copy of the book.le0 Such expectations were heightened by the com-
ments of those who had read the lllustrsted History. The above-men-
tioned Hrunko from Tarashcha confided to Hrushevsky: 'This year,
with great difficulty, I managed to obtain a copy of your Illustrtiled
History of Ukraine, which I read with ardour, heatedly, without even
stopping to take a breath. There I learned certain things about Ukraine
that conventional Russian textbooks did not offer./1e1

Excitement on learning the 'truth' about Ukraine that had been con-
cealed by official Russian historiography is particularly strong in a
letter from F. Iaronovetsky, a Ukrainian worker in Siberia, who corre-
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sponded with Lev lurkevych, a Ukrainian political activist in Lviv with
whom Hrushevsky was acquainted. Thanking lurkevych for sending
him some Ukrainian books, including Hrushevsky's lllustrated History,
Iaronovetsky wrote: 'And I thank you again for the books, which are
of very great value to me, for I have never yet read such books in my
life, and until now I used to think that our Ukraine had no significance
in its life in relation to other states; and now, having read these books,
I learned that Ukraine was far from what Russian patriots consider it

to  bel '1e2
Iaronovetsky's letter is particularly significant not only because it

was never intended to be seen by Hrushevsky, and thus offers a candid
reaction to the book, but also because it reports precisely what im-
pressed this reader in Hrushevsky's work and how he understood its

content. The 'truth' about Ukraine that Iaronovetsky gleaned from the
lllustrated History had to do first and foremost with the struggle against
the Ukrainian inferiority complex and the project of endowing Ukraine
with a glorious past, including a record of statehood, military victories,
and cultural achievement. Iaronovetsky wrote that after reading the

books sent to him by Iurkevych (the context suggests that he was
referring particularly to Hrushevsky's work), he learned that Ukraine
'had priority in culture over Russia, and that it was the same kind of
state as others, and gained glory through its army just like other states,
and in addition it has its own ancient ianguage and writing.'AIso not

lost on Iaronovetsky was Hrushevsky's paradigm of the rise and de-

cline of the Ukrainian nation. Referring to the demise of Cossack state-
hood as discussed by Hrushevsky, Iaronovetsky wrote: 'And now I
know how it [the Ukrainian state] fell and was destroyed.'1e3 Clearly,
the 'nationalization' of the old populist narrative of Ukrainian history
undertaken by Hrushevsky at the turn of the fwentieth century was
finding a positive response among readers.

There were two events in Ukrainian history that particularly at-

tracted Iaronovetsky's attention: Khmelnytsky's'error,' meaning the
Pereiaslav Agreement of 7654, and the alleged visit of Peter I to Pavlo
Polubotok, the acting hetman of Ukraine, whom Peter imprisoned for
defending Ukraine's freedoms. These key episodes, which took place at

critical junctures in Russo-Ukrainian relations - the mid-seventeenth
century and the early eighteenth - clearly did not leave the reader
indifferent. Iaronovetsky was obviously excited by the legend of Peter's
visit as retold by Hrushevsky, believing that the powerful tsar had
indeed gone to his victim to ask forgiveness. In Iaronovetsky's mind,

l

I
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the scene symbolized the admission of wrongs done to Ukraine by
Russian rulers. Ukraine emerges from Iaronovetsky's letter as a country
with its own glorious history, more a result of the joint efforts of its
people than of its individual representatives. While Polubotok could
clearly be regarded as one of the 'heroes' of the Ukrainian narrative,
Iaronovetsky does not comment on him at all and mentions Khmelnytsky
only in connection with his 'error' at Pereiaslav. It is hard to say how
many readers were as alert and receptive to Hrushevsky's views as
Iaronovetsky, but the fact that there were such people indicates that the
historical narrative he created was playing its part in the formation of
modern Ukrainian national identity.

Some of the secret police reports of the period indicate that
Hrushevsky's narrative was contributing not insignificantly to the par-
allel project of politicizing Ukrainian identity. In November 1913 a
secret police agent code-named 'Cogol' (apparently to underline the
Little Russian character of his views and loyalties) reported to his
handlers about a meeting of a clandestine Ukrainian student group in
Kharkiv: 'Extracts from the History of Ukraine were read (according to
Hrushevsky), and it was emphasized in Bazhanov's lecture that ... all
the events up to Volodymyr and after Volodymyr concerning Kyiv and
Volhynia were events not of Russian but of Ukrainian history.'1ea The
students present at the meeting were 'technologists,' indicating that
interest in the new paradigm of Ukrainian history was spreading be-
yond the ranks of historians and specialists in the humanities to em-
brace wider circles of the young Ukrainian intelligentsia as far east as
Kharkiv. The thesis itself, as advanced by Bazhanov on the basis of
Hrushevsky's writings, was evidently considered politically dangerous
by 'Gogol' and his superiors. Indeed, it would appear that whether
Hrushevsky was prepared to admit it or not, his historical paradigm
was undermining not only the imperial historical narrative but also the
foundations of the state that the narrative was designed to legitimize.



Part 2

Nation and Class

The Revolutionof 7977 in the Russian Empire was a turning point in the
unmaking of imperial Russia. It redefined relations between the all-
Russian, Great Russian, and Ukrainian projects, as well as between
dominant discourses on the one hand and historical paradigms and
narratives on the other. Among the main victims of this restructuring
was the all-Russian project, as the Bolsheviks - the new masters of the
former Russian Empire - came to accept, not only in theory but also in
practice, the division of the all-Russian nationality into three separate
nations: Russian, Ukrainian, and Belarusian.

As the Russian imperial discourse, based on the paradigm of an all-
Russian nationality, was discarded along with the now defunct empire,
it was replaced by a nation-based anticolonial discourse that stressed
the rights of the formerly oppressed nationalities vis-d-vis the formerly
dominant ones, as well as by a ciass-based discourse that emphasized
class interests and class struggle. The concepts of class and nation
defined the formulation, articulation, and presentation of Bolshevik
policy toward the nationalities at every significant juncture of Soviet
history. In the final analysis, it was the primacy of class over nation in
the official hierarchy of discourses that allowed the Bolsheviks to for-
mulate their new empire-saving project - a policy designed to keep the
non-Russian nations of the USSR under Moscow's control.

Not surprisingly, it was the Great Russian project that emerged as the
main beneficiary of Bolshevik efforts to save the empire. Around this
core nation, they sought to mobilize the non-Russian subjects of the
former empire in the 1930s. The Russians returned to the centre of
nation-based political discourse, although they were dramatically dif-
ferent from the Russians of the recent imperial past. The Ukrainians
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and Belarusians were no longer part of the dominant Russian nation,

and in that sense prerevolutionary imperial Russia ceased to exist. In

the minds of the peoples of the former empire, and then of the world at
large, it was replaced slowly but surely by the notions of a new Soviet
polity and a new Russian identity.

The path toward the formulation of a model for the 'solution' of the
national question in the USSR, as well as toward the establishment of a

balance between class and national discourses intended to legitimize

that model, was neither simple nor straightforward. The task of unmak-
ing the old imperial structures and identities and the concomitant de-
velopment of post-imperial national ones brought together the Bolshevik

authorities and the leaders of the Ukrainian national movement, mak-
ing possible Hrushevsky's retum to Ukraine in7924. Thus, Hrushevsky's
life and work in the USSR fuom7924 until his death in 1934 affords a

unique opportunity to examine the interrelation between competing
national projects, dominant discourses, and historical narratives in So-
viet Ukraine and the USSR during the first postrevolutionary decades.

It shows how and under what circumstances cooperation between the

Bolshevik regime and the activists of the Ukrainian national movement

became possible, what impact it had on their political positions and,

finally, how their uneasy compromise shaped the historical narratives
produced by both sides. A close reading of Hrushevsky's writings of the

period also helps establish the degree to which the dominant narrative

created by Soviet historiography in the 1920s and early 1930s was

influenced by national interpretations of East Slavic history, and vice

versa. Ultimately it also helps explain the formation of Soviet nationali-
ties and national loyalties, as well as the role of the communist experi-
ence in producing separate Russian and Ukrainian national identities.



Chapter 4

Negotiating with the Bolsheviks

In March 1924 Mykhailo Hrushevsky and his family returned to Kyiv
from their period of emigration in Central Europe.l Seven years had
passed since Hrushevsky's return to Kyiv from exile in Russia in March
7977. In retrospect, the difference between the two returns was enor-
mous. If in1977 Hrushevsky made his way to Kyiv to lead the Ukrain-
ian Revolution, in 1924he came back as a symbol of the defeat of the
Ukrainian cause in that same revolution. From the very beginning,
Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine was a matter of political contention.
His former colleagues in the Ukrainian Party of Soiialist Revolutionar-
ies, such as Mykyta Shapoval, viewed it as an act of treason that turned
Hrushevsky into a 'political corpse, going past which Ukrainians should
hold their noses.'2 Kyiv students, by contrast, saw Hrushevsky's return
as an attempt on the part of the Ukrainian political emigration to shift
the centre of anti-Bolshevik resistance to Ukraine.3 The Bolshevik re-
gime, for its part, viewed Hrushevsky's return as a major propaganda
coup. He was treated by the authorities as a representative of the smena
uekh (change of landmarks) movement - the return to the USSR of exiles
who had initially opposed the revolution.

How did Hrushevsky, a leader of the Ukrainian Revolution, consent
to be treated as its opponent? How was it that he - the head of the
independent Ukrainian state who announced in January 1918 that the
Bolshevik war on Ukraine marked the end of the Ukrainian orientation
on Russia - could agree to recognize the legitimacy of a party that he
considered a mere regional branch of the Russian Bolsheviks? Explor-
ing these questions is essential to understanding relations between the
communist and national projects in the USSR and the uneasy process of
"negotiation" between them. Answering them requires a consideration
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of several related questions: when and under what circumstances coop-
eration became possible; whether a compromise was reached and, if so,
under what conditions; and who the ultimate beneficiary of the ar-
rangement was. These were the questions that guided my research into
the last decade of Mykhailo Hrushevsky's life.

The Return to Ukraine

The question of why Hrushevsky returned to Ukraine was first posed
by the Soviet Ukrainian scholar Fedir Shevchenko rn1966 in an attempt
to 'rehabilitate' the historian and his writings in the Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic (Ukrainian SSR). Shevchenko answered this question
by indicating Hrushevsky's leftist leanings and claiming that he recog-
nized the achievements of the Bolshevik Party in the socialist revolu-
tion. Hrushevsky's goal, claimed Shevchenko, vl'as not to foment an
insurrection against Soviet rule but to continue serving his people.a For
all the restrictions imposed on historical scholarship by the Soviet re-
gime, Shevchenko wis able to give a generally coir".i answer to the
question that he posed. At the time of his return to Ukraine, Hrushevsky
indeed acknowledged the leading role of the Bolshevik Party in the
socialist revolution and was prepared to cooperate with the authorities
in promoting socialist construction in Ukraine. What remains unex-
plained, however, is the change in Hrushevsky's views between early
1918 and early 1924 that led him to adopt such an attitude.

There can be little doubt that any search for an answer to this
quandary should start with the coup d'6tat arranged by the German
high command in April 1918, which removed the Central Rada, its
president, and government from power and installed the regime of
Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky. It would be difficult to exaggerate the
impact of the events of April 1918 on Hrushevsky. On the personal
level, the coup turned Hrushevsky from a head of state into a fugitive.
On the political level, it shattered the united front of Ukrainian political
organizations that Hrushevsky had managed to build, splitting the
allegiances of Ukrainian activists along social policy lines. Many of
Hrushevsky's prerevolutionary friends from the Society of Ukrainian
Progressives, from whom he had distanced himself in 7977, now sup-
ported the new regime, which not only had the backing of the German
military but was also endorsed by the Ukrainian landowning class.
Such old acquaintances of Hrushevsky's as Dmytro Doroshenko and
Oleksander Lototsky even held ministerial posts in the hetman's gov-



Negotiating with the Bolsheviks 277

ernment. Hrushevsky, for his part, refused to cooperate with the new
regime. He continued to regard the Ukrainian Revolution as a process
that would bring the Ukrainian people not only national but also social
liberation. For a while, Hrushevsky abandoned politics and even went
into hiding. On the one hand, he wanted nothing to do with the conser-
vative forces that had set themselves against the redistribution of land
and thus the revolution in general. In Hrushevsky's opinion, they had
hijacked the Ukrainian state-building project and were exploiting the
achievement of Ukrainian independence to stop the revolution, deny-
ing the Ukrainian peasantry its long-awaited emancipation. On the
other hand, Hrushevsky did not join the Ukrainian Socialist Revolu-
tionaries and Social Democrats in preparing an armed insurrection
against Skoropadsky in the last months of 1918. He returned to the
political arena only in the aftermath of the insurrection.s

Hrushevsky's experience under the hetman's regime brought him
closer to the Bolsheviks than he could ever have imagined. At the
Ukrainian Labour Congress, which was summoned in January 7979 to
replace the Central Rada and legitimize the new government, known as
the Directory, Hrushevsky found himself at the head of a small group of
delegates who advocated the Soviet system of government in Ukraine.
He claimed that the Soviet system was not the invention of the Bolshe-
viks but that they had taken it over from the Mensheviks in the course
of the revolution. Although Hrushevsky stopped short of supporting
the left wing of the Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revolutionaries (UPSR),
which advocated an alliance with the Bolsheviks, he argued that the
Ukrainian Socialist Revolutionaries should support the Soviet system
as a temporary measure. Very soon, that position cost Hrushevsky his
political career. In the spring of 1919, when the leaders of the Directory
accused him of involvement in a conspiracy to carry out a leftist coup
d'6tat, Hrushevsky left for Western Europe as head of the Foreign
Delegation of the UPSR to a conference of the Second International.
Exiled in Vienna, he and his colleagues in the delegation went through a
number of stages in defining their attitude toward the Bolshevik re-
gime, evolving slowly but steadily toward the recognition of Bolshevik
rule in Ukraine.6

In February 7920, a conference of the UPSR in Prague approved
positions very close to those of Hrushevsky and the Foreign Delegation,
adopting a resolution favouring the creation of a Ukrainian coalition
government composed of Bolsheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries.T In
the same month, the Central Committee of the UPSR condemned the
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military struggle against the Bolshevik regime and allowed party mem-
bers to accept appointments to the Soviet government of Ukraine.s In
April of the same year, the second conference of Socialist Revolutionar-
ies abroad decided to recognize the legitimacy of the Soviet govern-
ment of Ukraine on condition that it truly represent the 'national, social,
and statist interests of the Ukrainian toiling masses organized in the
sovereign socialist soviet republic.' As the term 'sovereign' did not
necessarily mean'independent' in that particular context, the Bolshevik
regime fit the description of the 'soviet' government that the Socialist
Revolutionaries were prepared to recognize, dropping their previous
demand for a coalition. At the same time, the conference condemned
the Ukrainian govefl:rrnents of Symon Petliura, Isaak Mazepa, and Ievhen
Petrushevych for violating the national, social, and state interests of the
Ukrainian people and allying themselves with international capital and
the Polish and Romanian nobilities.e In May 1920, the third conference
of the UPSR and its Foreign Delegation issued a joint statement con-
demning Petliura for undertaking a military campaign against the So-
viet regime together with the Polish forces of |6zef Pilsudski.lo In July
1920, Hrushevsky wrote to the secretary of the Central Committee of
the Bolshevik Party in Ukraine, Stanislav Kosior, whom he addressed as
'comrade,' to express his support and that of his colleagues (not with-
out reservations) for the socialist transformations in Ukraine and Bol-
shevik efforts to take control of Western Ukraine.ll

The attempts of Hrushevsky and his followers to find common ground
with the Bolsheviks proceeded from the simple fact that by 1920 the
Bolsheviks had emerged as masters of Ukraine, while the UPSR was all
but annihilated. Its left wing established a separate Borotbist Party that
joined the Bolsheviks, ensuring their victory in Ukraine. If Hrushevsky
and his colleagues wanted to return and continue their political work,
they needed Bolshevik approval. Another factor that clearly influenced
Hrushevsky's attitude toward the Bolshevik regime was the change
in its nationality policy. By the 1920s the Bolsheviks, learning from
their mistakes, had stopped their persecution of all manifestations of
Ukrainian cultural life and were even trying to encourage the linguistic
Ukrainization of the local party and government apparatus.l2 The Bol-
shevik conflict with the resurgent Polish state for control of Ukraine
also helped Hrushevsky and his group find common ground with
Moscow. Hrushevsky continued to see the Poles as the main threat to
Ukraine and categorically opposed any new partition of Ukrainian
lands between the Russian Federation and the Second Polish Renublic.
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Last but not least, in political terms Hrushevsky found much more in
common with the Bolsheviks than with the Poles or the Ukrainian
govemment of Symon Petliura. What the Socialist Revolutionaries shared
with the Bolsheviks was not only support for the Soviet form of govern-
ment but also belief in socialist revolution.

Not surprisingly, in Hrushevsky's writings and statements of this
period, class-based socialist discourse replaced the nationalist discourse
of early 1918, helping him and his colieagues justify their change of
heart with regard to the Bolsheviks. If in 1918 Hrushevsky portrayed
the Bolsheviks as representatives of the old Great Russian centralism
and chauvinism, denouncing them as tools in the hands of the Russian
bourgeoisie, he now regarded them as leaders of the socialist revolu-
tion. In June 1920 Hrushevsky explained the change in his attitude as
follows: 'Indeed, from the uncertain adventurists dominated by all the
sins of Muscovite chauvinism and imperialism that they may have
seemed at the outset, the Russian Bolsheviks have developed in the
course of these three years into leaders of the world socialist movement
to whom the whole labouring world, all those wronged and swindled
by the contemporary capitalist regime, look with faith and love. What-
ever the errors of the Bolshevik leaders in their policy toward Ukraine,
however trying the activity of their agents in Ukraine may be to
Ukrainians, every effort must be made to avoid conflict with Bolshe-
vism out of respect for the significance to all humanity of the socialist
revolution that it is leading.'13 Hrushevsky condemned any attempt to
fight Bolshevism at a time when it was beating back an offensive of
'world capitalism and its hirelings.'14 He claimed that every time
reactionary forces threatened to take over Ukraine, the popular masses
looked to the Bolsheviks as the most uncompromising fighters against
the bourgeoisie. Hrushevsky welcomed Bolshevik attempts to sup-
port Ukrainian cultural aspirations, while remaining extremely criti-
cal of Bolshevik intolerance toward other pro-Soviet socialist parties
and th_e growing centralism of Moscow in the political and economic
arena.t)

Hrushevsky also strongly believed in the future of the Ukrainian
Party of Socialist Revolutionaries and opposed its dissolution - a pros-
pect that became a reality when some members lent their support to the
Petliura camp, while the leftist Borotbists joined the Bolsheviks en
masse. According to Hrushevsky, the Socialist Revolutionaries had a
revolutionary mission to achieve something that no one had done be-
fore them: to win over the peasantry to the socialist cause and turn
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Ukraine from an obstacle on the path to world revolution into its
springboard. Hrushevsky discussedthe mission and specific objectives
of the UPSR in an article titled 'The Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revolu-
tionaries and Its Tasks,' written in june-july 1920 and published in the
first issue of the journal Boritesia - poborete! (Struggle - You Shall Over-
come!), issued by the party's Foreign Delegation.l6 In it Hrushevsky
developed some of the ideas expressed in his earlier writings. Among
the new elements was his discussion of the role of tradition in party
activity. Hrushevsky traced the ideological roots of socialist-revolution-
ary doctrine back to the SS. Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood, estab-
lished by Kyivan Ukrainophiles of the 1840s. He also commented on the
views of Taras Shevchenko and Mykhailo Drahomanov, going on to
consider elements of social radicalism in the writings of Mykola
Kostomarov, Volodymyr Antonovych, and Oleksander Lazarevsky.

In fact, Hrushevsky was claiming for his party the major part of the
all-Ukrainian cultural and political heritage, most notably the well-
developed cult of Taras Shevchenko. The article was followed by an
appendix titled 'Shevchenko as Leader of the Social Revolution' in
which Hrushevsky presented the celebrated father of the Ukrainian
nation as a prophet of socialist ideology.lT Hrushevsky claimed that in
7917 It was the young Socialist Revolutionaries who had taken the trail
blazed by Shevchenko, r,r,hile the older generation of Ukrainian activ-
ists, especially his former friends and colleagues from the Society of
Ukrainian Progressives (later the Ukrainian Party of Socialist Federal-
ists) had chosen the path of Panteleimon Kulish. Hrushevsky presented
the latter as Shevchenko's antipode who had betrayed the interests of
the Ukrainian masses. According to Hrushevsky, the older generation
of the Ukrainian intelligentsia had transferred power to the bourgeoi-
sie in order to suppress the revolution in Ukraine on condition that
Ukrainian cultural needs be satisfied.ls Clearly, what Hrushevsky had
in mind was the support rendered by the Socialist Federalists to the
regime of Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky. More generally,by reinterpret-
ing the tradition of the Ukrainian national movement in general,
Hrushevsky opened the door to the Bolsheviks'subsequent adoption of
certain elements of the Ukrainian national narrative.

Central to Hrushevsky's discussion of the Ukrainian political and
social tradition was the issue of relations between the state and the
masses, involving the right of the masses to rebel against the govern-
ment if it did not represent and protect their interests. That set of issues
was particularly important to Hrushevsky and his supporters in the
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UPSR, given that more than once they had broken the bonds of national
solidarity and rebelled against Ukrainian governments for the sake of
socialist revolution. That was the case with the uprising against the
hetman in late 1918, the alleged coup attempt against the Directory in
7979, and the condemnation of the Petliura government in 1920.
Hrushevsky was clearly seeking to legitimize those acts not only in
social terms but also within the context of national discourse, and the
easiest way of doing so was to provide an appropriate reinterpretation
of the Ukrainian political tradition. To make his point as convincing as
possible, Hrushevsky recalled an episode from his own academic ca-
reer - the publication in 7892, in the first issue of the Memoirs of the
Sheochenko Scientific Society, of an article titled 'The Communal Move-
ment in Ukraine-Rus' in the Thirteenth Century.'1e The article dealt
with the Mongol invasion, interpreting the conflict between Prince
Danylo of Galicia-Volhynia and the local communities that accepted the
rule of the Mongol khans, while resisting Danylo's attempts to reim-
pose his jurisdiction over them, as a conflict between communes and
princes in general. Writing in the tradition of Ukrainian populist histo-
riography, Hrushevsky took the side of the communes. As discussed in
chapter 2 of this book, the article was criticized by Drahomanov but
enthusiastically supported by Antonovych, who, as Hrushevsky wrote,
'was imbued with principled sympathy for all opposition and active
struggle against the oppressive power of the state.'20In7892 Hrushevsky
apparently shared these views of his professor. He went much farther in
1920, drawing a clear parallel between Prince Danylo (whom he had
presented as a national hero during the prerevolutionary era) and the
Ukrainian'bourgeois'governments on the one hand and the princeless
communities and the popular masses on the other. He even called the
members of those princeless communities'Bolshevized Ukrainians.'21

Hrushevsky discussed the circumstances surrounding the publica-
tion of his article of L892 in order to demonstrate the traditional strength
within the Ukrainian movement of those factions that'promoted social
interests before national ones, going so far as to struggle against their
state in defending the communal interests infringed by ft.'zz Writing
about the Ukrainian populists of the late nineteenth century, Hrushevsky
noted 'the antipathy with which these circles treated the efforts of the
Ukrainian bourgeoisie to build a class-based national state, contrary to
the socialist dreams of the masses.'23 If Hrushevsky, having adopted a
national platform between the revolutions of 1905 and1917, was highly
critical of Antonovych and his circle, he now praised Antonovych's



222 Nation and Class

populism and found much in the antistatist opinions of his teacher that
was consonant with his own views. In order to make his point, how-
ever, Hrushevsky was clearly stretching his evidence. \z\4rile Antonovych
had indeed been critical of the state and its attributes, it was an exag-
geration to take his favourable reaction to Hrushevsky's article as indi-
cating that Antonovych or his followers had gone 'so far as to struggle
against their state in defending the communal interests infringed by it.'
Equally questionable was Hrushevsky's new interpretation of the course
taken by the Ukrainophile journal Kieaskaia starina, which, under the
leadership of Oleksander Lazarevsky, had allegedly engaged in 'draw-

ing up a bill of indictment of that bourgeoisie [the Cossack officer
stratum] for its transgressions against the toiling populace.'Hrushevsky's
statement in that regard was an oversimplification at best.

Ironically, Hrushevsky was paid back in kind by his opponents from
the camp of Skoropadsky's supporters, Dmytro Doroshenko and Via-
cheslav Lypynsky. They exploited his politically motivated argument in
support of the masses' right of rebellion to argue that Hrushevsky was
an avowed antistatist who minimized the role of the state in Ukrainian
history.2a Quite shocking to Hrushevsky's former supporters of 1.917
and early 1918 was his treatment of Ukrainian independence exclu-
sively as an act forced upon Ukraine by unfavourable circumstances
and his pledge of loyalty to the old federalist ideals. Hrushevsky stopped
short of denouncing independence as such - as he saw it, that ideal, for
which good and honest sons of Ukraine had spilled their blood, was
irrevocable. He claimed nevertheless that the slogan of Ukrainian inde-
pendence had been appropriated by the worst elements of Ukrainian
society - bandits, organizers of anti-Jewish pogroms, warlords, and the
like - who had turned it into an instrument of struggle not only against
Soviet Russia but against socialism itself. Hrushevsky maintained that
Ukraine had to reach an understanding with Soviet Russia.

Denouncing military struggle against the Bolsheviks, he insisted that
the realities of the current situation and the threat of resurgent Russian
imperialism obliged the Ukrainian political parties to reach an agree-
ment with the Bolsheviks, even at the price of certain concessions.
According to Hrushevsky, the solution to the Russo-Ukrainian problem
lay in an economic and military alliance between the two states, leaving
in abeyance the question of future federative or confederative ties. He
hoped to see Russia and Ukraine enter an all-European/world federa-
tion of socialist republics as equals. 'I do not expect,'wrote Hrushevsky,
'that the Russian communists would want to insist that even in this
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world federation Ukraine should play the role of some adjunct to Rus-
sia ... But if such a plan should arise, it would be nothing other than a
survival of the old Russian imperialism, not motivated by any interests
of socialist revolution but, on the contrary, opposed to them and coun-
terrevolutionary, for such tendencies would have to evoke a national
reaction in Ukraine with renewed force.'2s

Hrushevsky was quite critical of actual Bolshevik policy in Ukraine.
He expressed his reservations not only in his articles, including the one
on the tasks of the UPSR, but also in his letter of luly 7920 to the
secretary of the Bolshevik Central Committee in Ukraine, Stanislav
Kosior. There Hrushevsky tried to find common ground with the Bol-
sheviks, citing the common interests of the world revolution. Indicating
to Kosior that Ukraine, with its large peasant class, had become a
stumblingblock rather than an asset to the world revolution, Hrushevsky
offered the services of the UPSR to involve the Ukrainian peasantry in
the socialist cause. He claimed that his party had called off its struggle
against Soviet Russia and was denying support to nationalist forces
eager to continue that struggle with the help of the European bourgeoi-
sie. The basis for the proposed agreement between the Bolsheviks and
the UPSR, argued Hrushevsky, was his party's acceptance of the plat-
form of the Third (Communist) International and Bolshevik support for
the principle of national self-determination. As before, Hrushevsky saw
an obstacle to the development of the socialist revolution in Ukraine in
the centralist policies of the Bolshevik leadership in Moscow. Once
again, Hrushevsky lent his support to the idea of a federation of Soviet
republics but objected to any federation in which Ukraine would be
linked more closely to Russia than to any other member state. In
Hrushevsky's vie\., the federation of Russia and Ukraine proclaimed
by the Bolsheviks in February 7920 was a major politic;l error. As
Bolshevik power was limited to the cities, and the Soviet system was
making little progress in the Ukrainian countryside, Hrushevsky pro-
posed to Kosior that cooperation be established between the Bolsheviks
and pro-Soviet Ukrainian parties. He wrote: 'The CP(B) [Communist
Party (bolshevik)l should strive to transfer power in the Ukrainian SSR
to the Soviet Ukrainian parties with all possible speed.'26

Did Hrushevsky mean what he was suggesting to Kosior? Did he
consider it possible that the Bolsheviks would indeed hand over power
to the parties whose government they had just defeated on the battle-
field? Or was this just a bargaining strategy intended to promote a more
modest goal - the legalization of the UPSR in Ukraine? The latter was
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indeed a much more realistic objective. In fact, the year 1920 saw the
legalization of the Central Committee of the UPSR in Ukraine. The
Bolsheviks also allowed the return of the former head of the Central
Rada government and a Social Democratic member of the Directory,
Volodymyr Vynnychenko, who was appointed deputy head of the Bol-
shevik government in Ukraine but excluded from the Bolshevik polit-
buro and Central Committee - the true centre of power under the
communist regime. The policy of cooperation with the Bolsheviks seemed
to be bearing its first fruits, and Hrushevsky may indeed have had
inflated expectations concerning its further course.

Any such hopes were dashed by the events of the summer and
autumn of 7920. The changing fortunes of the Bolshevik war with
Poland brought the Pilsudski-Petliura forces back to Ukraine, and many
members of the UPSR who had earlier cooperated with the Bolsheviks
now changed sides. The Bolsheviks, who had never completely trusted
the Socialist Revolutionaries in any event, arrested the members of the
UPSR Central Committee. Disappointed with the Soviet regime,
Vynnychenko returned to Central Europe and became an ardent foe of
all cooperation with the Bolsheviks.

The Bolsheviks, for their part, were sending mixed signals to
Hrushevsky and his group. The situation was aggravated by the public
trial in May 1927 of the UPSR Central Committee members arrested by
the Bolsheviks in the previous year. The trial, at which the leaders of
Hrushevsky's party were 'unmasked' as enemies of the toiling masses,
was a grave setback to Hrushevsky and other Socialist Revolutionaries
who wanted to resume their political work in Ukraine. Hrushevsky and
his group issued a statement condemning the trial and terming it an
error that hindered the cause of the socialist revolution. The statement
accused the Bolshevik government of introducing a one-party dictator-
ship in Ukraine.2T Hrushevsky also noted the intolerance of the Bolshe-
vik regime toward other political parties in April 1927 tn his article
commemorating the fiftieth anniversary of the Paris Commune. There
he wrote that the Bolsheviks' 'sectarian exclusiveness and intolerance of
non-communist socialist parties weakens the achievements of commu-
nism more than does the diversity of ideas in the Paris Commune.'28
For all his harsh statements, Hrushevsky clearly had not given up hope
of finding common ground with the Bolsheviks. He and his Vienna
group of Socialist Revolutionaries continued their attempts to establish
a dialogue with the Bolshevik masters of Ukraine.2e Not surprisingly,
Hrushevsky's attitude led to a split in the Socialist Revolutionary orga-
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nizations abroad. Part of the membership, led by Mykyta Shapoval,
joined Vynnychenko in opposing cooperation with the Bolsheviks.
Shapoval, who resided in Prague, managed to create an alternative
party centre that gained the support of Sccialist Revolutionary organi-
zations in Poland and Galicia, outflanking Hrushevsky's Foreign Del-
egation in Vienna. The split became public at the fourth party conference,
which took place in Prague in January 7927, and gathered momentum
in the spring and summer of that year.3o

Hrushevsky and his group, which advocated further negotiations
with the Bolsheviks even after the trial of the Central Committee mem-
bers, found themselves in a very precarious situation. They either had
to demonstrate that negotiations with the Bolsheviks could bring re-
sults or join the UPSR majority, which, given the circumstances of the
conflict, was hardly feasible, for relations betr.t'een the two 6migr6
groups had become very hostile indeed. Not surprisingly, Hrushevsky
decided to go ahead with the negotiations. In May 1921 Oleksander
Zhukovsky, his close associate and secretary of the Foreign Delegation,
r,'isited Riga and sent a telegram and a note to Kharkiv, the capital of
Soviet Ukraine, asking for the legalization of the UPSR in Ukraine. In

June another member of the Foreign Delegation, Mykola Chechel, left
for Moscow to take part in the Congress of the Third (Communist)
International and meet with the Ukrainian communist delegation. In

July Chechel met with Oleksander Shumsky (a former Socialist Revolu-
tionary and Borotbist who now headed the Ukrainian delegation at the
Soviet-Polish peace talks in Riga)3l in Moscow and then travelled with
him to Kharkiv where he had meetings with the head of the Soviet
Ukrainian government, Khristian Rakovsky, and the influential party
leader Dmytro Manuilsky. Chechel also met the imprisoned members
of the UPSR Central Committee, who at his urging supported the
Foreign Delegation's policy of negotiations with the Bolsheviks.32

How did the Bolsheviks respond to all these efforts to establish a
dialogue? judging by the minutes of Ukrainian Politburo meetings,
which are now available to scholars, between January and |une 1921 the
supreme party organ in Ukraine discussed the issue of Hrushevsky and
his colleagues at least four times. Eventually the Politburo confirmed
its opposition to the legalization of the UPSR but decided to allow
individual party members to return to Ukraine on condition that they
leave the party and condemn its activities.33 Hrushevsky's emissary,
Mykola Chechel, learned of the Politburo decision from Oleksander
Shumsky at their meeting in Moscow in ]uly 1921. According to Shumsky,
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the decision was made in May in response to information supplied to
Kharkiv by Oleksander Zhukovsky.3a

Given the Politburo's previous refusals to permit Hrushevsky,s re-
turn to Ukraine, its decision of May-june 1921 should be considered a
victory for those forces in the Bolshevik leadership that favoured his
return. From the viewpoint of Hrushevsky himself, who was pushing
for the legaiization of his party in Ukraine, it was a clear disippoint-
ment. All his arguments in favour of legalization, carefully crafted
within the context of revolutionary discouis", *er" bluntly rejected by
the Bolsheviks. The position of the Bolshevik leadership was presented
most explicitly by shumsky at his meeting with Chechel in Moscow in
luly 7927. According to shumsky, the Bolshevik leadership berieved
that the Hrushevskv group was sincere about wanting to piomote the
soviet cause in ukraine. Nevertheless, it was convinced that the legal-
ization of the UPSR would have rather negative consequences. Appar-
ently in response to Hrushevsky's claim that the socialist Revolutionaries
could win the ukrainian peasantry over to socialism, shumsky stated
that broadening the social base of the dictatorship of the proleiariat in
such a manner was not in the Bolsheviks'best interests, as it would
corrupt the regime by bringing in the influences of the petty bourgeoi-
sie. The Bolsheviks equated the dictatorship of the proletariat withthat
of their own party, argued Shumsky, and were uu"ir" to sharing power
with other parties. Thus the legalization of the UpsR would inevrtauty
create a rallying point for opposition forces, first and foremost the petty
bourgeoisie, which Shumsky characterized as the Communist pirty;s
main enemy at that moment.-r5 The common ground on which Hru-
shevsky wanted to initiate a dialogue and build a relationship with the
Bolsheviks - the cause of world socialist revolution - *as t-toi regarded
by his intended counterparts as sufficient reason to allow the regaliza-
tion of any noncommunist party.

The Boishevik leadership agreed to Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine,
not as a political leader but as a private citizen who could lend badly
needed recognition and legitimacy to the regime. Hrushevsky refused.
In his open letter of 15 November 1921 to the head of the Soviet
ukrainian government, Khristian Rakovsky, he expressed his dissatis-
faction with the communist regime's decii ion to deny legalization to
the UPSR and stressed that by dispensing with the cooperation of non-
communist parties, the Bolsheviks were endangering the cause of the
socialist revolution in ukraine. Among the threats to the regime, he
indicated its growing bureaucratization and the penetration of its appa-
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ratus by individuals who harboured Ukrainophobic prejudices and
were unsympathetic, if not overtly hostile, to socialist ideals. Claiming
that those elements had effectively alienated the Ukrainian population
from the regime, Hrushevsky once again offered his party's cooperation
in bringing the people closer to the Bolshevik government and warding
off imminent peasant uprisings. The actual reason for the refusal to
legalize his party in Ukraine, asserted Hrushevsky, was that such legal-
ization would contradict the existing system of government in prin-
ciple. He called on Rakovsky to change the system: 'As one socialist to
another, in the name of the common interests of the socialist revolution,'
wrote Hrushevsky, '... I have resolved to address this appeal of mine ...
to your party, to those on whom the direction of your policy depends ...

[C]asting aside exclusiveness of party, it is necessary to apply the joint
forces of all to strengthen Soviet construction and fill it with r.ital
content and vital forces capable of protecting it against the threat of
cataclysms and shocks on the part of all sinister forces, both internal
and external.'36

For all its criticism of Bolshevik policy toward Ukraine, Hrushevsky's
letter to Rakovsky did not affect the government's stand on the desir-
ability of Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine as a private citizen. In Janu-
ary 7922 the Politburo once again asked Rakovsky to look into the issue
of admitting Hrushevsky and his group of Socialist Revolutionaries to
Ukraine.3T In April of the same year Hrushevsky was invited to attend a
scholarly congress in Kharkiv. He did not go but sent his close associ-
ates, Chechel, Zhukovsky, and Volodymyr Zalizniak, as representatives
of the Ukrainian Sociological Institute, a scholarly institution founded
by Hrushevsky in Prague in I9I9 and then moved to Vienna.38 Appar-
ently, Hrushevsky was not prepared to travel to Ukraine without secur-
ing concessions from the Bolsheviks. That, after all, was the essence of
his criticism of Vynnychenko's return to Ukraine in 1920.3e Neverthe-
less, Hrushevsky was already contemplating a return to Kyiv and even
beginning to make preparations for it. As early as April 7922, in a letter
to Kyrylo Studynsky, Hrushevsky asked his former colleague at Lviv
University to take care of the publication and sales of his books in Lviv,
'especially if I return to Kyiv, from where I will be unable to monitor
either sales or prices or printing.'40

The difficult financial situation in which Hrushevsky found himself
in Vienna also obliged him to think about his future. In September 7922
he wrote Studynsky that he was seriously considering a return to Ukraine
- if not a permanent one, then at least a short-term visit or a fact-finding
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mission - but realized that conditions were not yet ripe. Among the
reasons that made his return pointless, he cited general apathy in soci-
ety and disorientation in government circles caused by the bad harvest
and famine. Neither government nor society could muster sufficient
resources for cultural work, argued Hrushevsky, hence his relocation to
Ukraine made little sense.41 Workinq conditions in Vienna were. how-
ever, also far from ideal. Hrushevsk"y and his family supported them-
selves through the sale of his works, which he was actively reprinting at
the time, but sales were declining, and in October 7922 Hrushevsky
confessed in a letter to Studynsky: 'It is simply terrifying to think what
will happen if we are unable to return next autumn.'a2 The following
month Hrushevsky formally resigned his post in the Foreign Delega-
t ion.  The road to Ukraine was now oDen.

It was not only Hrushevsky who *as thinking of a return to Ukraine
but also his younger colleagues in the Vienna group of Socialist Revolu-
tionaries. After some debate it was decided that they would return not
as a group but individually.a3 In the spring of 1923 Hrushevsky's close
collaborator Chechel was already in Kharkir', and it was through him
that Rakovsky extended another official invitation to Hrushevsky to
return to Ukraine. The terms were the same as those offered by the
authorities in 7921: Hrushevsky was to devote himself to scholarly
work in the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.aa In May 1923 Hrushevsky
received a private letter from the academy asking whether he would
agree to be elected as a member. He hesitated at first, but in August
7923, upon receiving an official request from the academy, he gave his
consent. He did not want to become a government employee, but the
academy remained at least pro forma a nongovernmental institution,
and a position there could give Hrushevsky some measure of indepen-
dence.45 In November the Ukrainian Politburo adopted a resolution
permitting Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine.l6 Following his election to
the Academy of Sciences in December 1923, that institution began the
process of obtaining an official letter from the government granting
Hrushevsky immunity from political prosecution - one of the condi-
tions of his return to Kyiv.aT

The financial difficulties that Hrushevsky and his family experienced
in the emigration were certainly a factor in his decision io return, but
not the main one. There is no reason to disbelieve Hrushevsky's state-
ment in a letter written from Kyiv to one of his American correspon-
dents: 'You are mistaken in having gained the impression that I regret
my return and that I returned merely because of material need.'48 It
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should be mentioned that apart from an offer Hrushevsky received
from Ukraine, there were other options for him to consider at the time.
For a short period he even contemplated the idea of going back to Lviv
where he still had a house, but he did not think that the Polish authori-
ties would admit him or that it would be possible to work in Lviv
without 'humiliation.'ae Prospects of teaching at Oxford or Princeton
were discussed as well, but for a number of reasons were not high on
his list of priorities. Hrushevsky wanted to stay as close to Ukraine as
possible and wrote that he would go to the United States only if he had
to 'avoid starving to death.'so

Hrushevsky gave much more consideration to an offer from the
Ukrainian Free University in Prague and the Economic Academy in
Poddbrady. He had been corresponding with the Prague Ukrainians
about teaching there for most of 1923. In October of that year Hrushevsky
was still hesitating whether to go to Prague or Kyiv.sl In mid-November
1923 he finally decided in favour of Kyiv, probably as a result of the
Politburo resolution permitting his return to Ukraine. The formal rea-
son for turning down the Prague offer was that Hrushevsky and his
counterparts there could not agree on a salary, but no less important
was Hrushevsky's unwillingness to accept an offer from circles close to
Mykyta Shapoval, his archenemy in the ranks of the Socialist Revolu-
tionary Party. The party leaders did not want Hrushevsky to go to
Ukraine, as they believed that his return would compromise the UPSR
and the Ukrainian cause in general, but failed to convince Hrushevsky
of this.s2 In November 1923, when he had already made his decision to
return to Ukraine, Hrushevsky wrote to Kyrylo Studynsky: 'In moral
terms, it would be very unpleasant for me to go to Prague. Shapoval
and Co. have probably resorted to intrigue (in which they are great
masters!) to compromise me as much as possible in a1l respects; there I
would have no opportunity either to live peacefully or to work, but
only to be constantly on the lookout for various intrigues - and who
knows whether I could manage to overcome them!'53

The Bolshevik authorities were eager to exploit Hrushevsky's return
to boost their political image even before he crossed the border. One of
the Kharkiv newspapers published a cartoon depicting Hrushevsky as
an old man pulling a cartload of his books back to Ukraine.sa While still
in Vienna, Hrushevsky had to protest through his colleagues in Kharkiv
and Lviv against a statement made by Mikhail Frunze, at that time one
of the top communist leaders in Ukraine, to the effect that Hrushevsky
had written a letter of repentance asking the Bolshevik authorities to
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aliow him to return. What made Hrushevsky choose Kyiv despite all
his concerns regarding his Bolshevik counterparts? As Hrushevsky,s
letters attest, he was arranging all his affairs in Central Europe as
though setting out for a land of no return.ss An important reason for his
decision to risk the return, disregarding warnings from friend and foe
alike, was expressed in a letter to one of his American correspondents:
'I have come to the conclusion that work abroad is becoming ever less
productive and useful from the national standpoint and that it is now
possible to work more usefully in Ukraine.'56 Hrushevsky believed that
the true task at hand was not to lobby foreign governments abroad and
become involved in 6migr6 politics but to conduct cultural work at
home, where political conditions had become favourable to such activ-
ity. In the same letter Hrushevsky stressed his commitment to cultural
work as an important factor in the construction of national identity:
'You justly lament the lack of national consciousness among emigrants
from Ukraine. But what can instill such consciousness if not cultural
work? It did not exist; it could not exist under the tsarist regime!'57

During the last months of his stay abroad, Hrushevsky was clearly
searching for elements of Bolshevik policy that could justify the deci-
sion he had already made. He enthusiastically welcomed the comments
of a socialist Federalist who told him that the Bolsheviks were perform-
ing a great service for Ukraine by destroying Russian power there.
Hrushevsky even believed that they were doing so much more radi-
cally than the Ukrainians themselves.5s'For your information,'he wrote
to Studynsky, 'I consider that in the given situation, in which I foresee
no imminent change, we can liberate Western Ukraine and defend
ourselves against the Muscovite onslaught only with the help of the
Bolsheviks; our own forces, on which we should orient ourselves above
all, are insufficient for that purpose, for we are undergoing a period of
weakness.'se He also wrote to Studynsky that one of his reisons for
going back was to organize a scholarly response to proponents of the
'all-Russian'idea 

who were now scattered throughout the world, busily
discrediting the Ukrainian cause in scholarly circles.60

It is interesting that in his letters to Studynsky, whom he addressed as
'comrade'more 

often than not, Hrushevsky never tried to legitimize his
return to ukraine within the framework of socialist discourse. Nor did
he ever refer to the interests of the r.t'orld revolution and the advance-
ment of socialism in Ukraine - motifs dominant in his letters to Bolshe-
vik officials in 7920 and 7927. The same holds true for his letter to his
American correspondent Tymotei Pochynok, whom he also addressed



Negotiating with the Bolsheviks 231

as'comrade.' Among Ukrainians, Hrushevsky employed only national
discourse to legitimize his return to Ukraine. He was accepting a com-
promise with the Bolsheviks not for the sake of socialist revolution but
for the benefit of the Ukrainian cause.

The Soviet Academician

Hrushevsky returned to Ukraine at the invitation of the Ukrainian
Academy of Sciences, with which he maintained close connections until
the last days of his life. Hrushevsky's work in Soviet academic institu-
tions impinges on a number of questions that go beyond his own
scholarly activity and the evolution of his political views. They include
the role of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in undermining the all-
Russian national project and advancing the Ukrainian one, as well as
the policy adopted toward the academy and academic life in general by
the Soviet authorities in Moscow and the Ukrainian Bolshevik leader-
ship in Kharkiv. Did the authorities welcome the participation of old-
school academicians in public debates? To what extent was the academy
autonomous of the statgduring the first two decades of Soviet rule? \A4rat
were the academic establishment's motives for cooperation with the
regime, and how far was it prepared to go in order to secure official
support?61 These are the questions I had in mind while following the ups
and downs of Hrushevsky's career in the Soviet academic establishment
prior to his arrest and de facto exile to Moscow in the spring of 1937.

Our saga begins with the first day of Hrushevsky's return from
the emigration. A few hours after his arrival in Kyiv in March 7924,
Hrushevsky was invited to attend a meeting of the sociology section of
the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. No sooner had he come in than he
was elected to the academy's chair of sociology. For a scholar who
had long regarded himself as a 'historian-sociologist,' founded the
Ukrainian Sociological Institute in Vienna, and dreamt of transferring
its activities to Ukraine, that election should have been a major triumph
or, at the very least, a step in the right direction.62 Hrushevsky neverthe-
less refused to accept the honour, claiming that he had returned to
Ukraine primarily to continue his historical projects and r.r'ould not
have time to supervise the sociological section of the academy. Why
was he so uncooperative and even ungrateful in responding to the offer
from the institution that had made possible his return to Ukraine?

Hrushevsky's problems with the academy and its leadership went
back to its inception in 1918 by the government of Hetman Pavlo
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Skoropadsky. At that time Hrushevsky opposed its founding for both
political and ideological reasons. On the one hand, he did not want to
support a project initiated by the hetman; on the other, he had his own
concept of the academy that differed significantly from the one ad-
vanced by the government. Hrushevsky envisioned the UkrainianAcad-
emy of Sciences as an institution focused primarily on the humanities -
disciplines directly related to Ukrainian studies and thus to ukrainian
nation-building. Instead, the academy was established along the lines
suggested by its f irst president, the natural scientist Vladimir
(Volodymyr) Vernadsky. In 7979, after the fall of the hetman,s regime,
Hrushevsky even advocated the abolition of the academy in its current
form, but it survived, partly reorganized and somewhat Ukrainized.63
Soon, with the support of the Bolshevik government, it appropriated
the Ukrainian Scientific Society - Hrushevsky's scholarly base in Kyiv,
which he had regarded, along with the Shevchenko Scientific Sociery, as
the nucleus of a future Ukrainian Academy. Like Ukrainian statehood
itself, the idea of the Academy of Sciences, on which Hrushevskv had
worked so hard prior to the revolution, was hijacked by the hetman,s
government, and Hrushevsky could hardly reconcile himself to that.6a

The report filed by Main Political Directorate (GpU) agents on 15
March 7924 - a mere week after Hrushevsky's arrival in Kyiv - pre-
sented the whole affaft of Hrushevsky's election to the chair of sociol-
ogy as an intrigue of his enemies at the Academy of Sciences. According
to the report, some of the academicians had initially planned to offer
Hrushevsky the post of president in order to ensure his participation in
a united front against the authorities but eventually decided on the
tactic of keeping him away from the management of the academy. The
leadership of the academy, represented among others by its vice-presi-
dent, the literary scholar serhii Iefremov, and its academic secretary, the
renowned Orientalist Ahatanhel Krymsky, wanted to marginalize
Hrushevsky by denying him the academy's chair of Ukrainian history.6s

Whoever informed the GPU on the situation in the academy appar-
ently had first-hand knowledge of what was happening in its top ech-
elons. The private diaries of one of the leaders of the anti-Hrushevsky
group, Serhii iefremov, indicate that from the very beginning he had
serious reservations about Hrushevsky's return to Kyiv and his work at
the academy.66 Hrushevsky, who had supporters at the academy, was
well aware of the difficulties awaiting him there and prepared to wage
a lengthy positional war with his enemies. On the personal level, there
was no love lost between Hrushevsky and his academic opponents,
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Iefremov and Krymsky. But there were also important ideological rea-
sons for their mutual animosity. Although Krymsky's and Iefremov's
personal Ukrainian credentials were scarcely less impeccable than
Hrushevsky's, both stood to the right of Hrushevsky on social issues.
Iefremov was a former member of the Ukrainian Party of Socialist
Federalists, which had supported the hetman's regime, and both he and
Krymsky cooperated closely with the socially conservative academy
members. On top of that, Hrushevsky regarded Krymsky as the dicta-
tor of the academy who kowtowed to the authorities and suspected
Krymsky and his supporters of delaying his election to the academy in
the second half of 1923.67 Hrushevsky's opponents, for their part, doubted
the sincerity of his leftist convictions and believed that he was compro-
mising the autonomy and relative independence of the academy vis-ir-
vis the state and party apparatus by cooperating with the authorities.
They also had serious reservations about his character.68

Whatever the negative effects of the internal bickering in the acad-
emy, Hrushevsky soon managed to establish a large-scale research and
publishing program whose like the academy had never experienced.
He was elected chairman of the academy's department of Ukrainian
history, responsible among other things for the training of graduate
students. Within a relatively short period, Hrushevsky attached a vast
network of 'historical institutions' to that department, including a his-
torical section of the former Ukrainian Scientific Society and numerous
scholarly commissions. By the mid-1920s Hrushevsky's'historical insti-
tutions' had become the most important centre of historical research in

Ukraine, setting an example for other academic centres and Marxist
scholarly institutes to follow. As always, Hrushevsky was tireless when
it came to his scholarly projects. He resumed work on the History of
Ukraine-Rus' and served as editor in chief of the scholarly journalUkraina.

He also edited numerous collections of articles on Ukrainian culture,
literature, political thought, and history published by various sections
of his academic 'empire.'Hrushevsky performed miracles in adapting
to the new conditions of scholarly work in Soviet Ukraine, which was
financed and controlled by the Bolshevik bureaucracy. An accomplished
scholar accustomed to the atmosphere of imperial Russian and Aus-
trian universities and privately funded scholarly associations, he turned
into a skilful Soviet-era administrator capable of extracting additional
funding, positions, and office space by lobbying the communist au-
thorities. In so doing, he would often negotiate with the authorities in
Kharkiv bypassing the president and official leadership of the acad-
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emy. No doubt, that tactic created even more friction in Hrushevsky's
relations with the academy.6e

What impact did Hrushevsky's experience in Soviet Ukraine have on
his political opinions and attitudes? The question is complicated by the
fact that under the conditions of the Bolshevik regime, Hrushevsky had
very little opportunity to express his views openly. Nevertheless, the
task of answering this question does not seem entirely impossible.
Letters to his foreign correspondents offer some information in that
regard. Another source of information on Hrushevsky's attitudes dur-
ing the last decade of his life are the reports of those from whom he
sought to conceal his actual views - the informers and secret agents of
the GPU. Information drawn from these two very different sources
makes it possible to reconstruct Hrushevsky's political views of that
period with considerable accuracy.

During the first months after his return to Ukraine, Hrushevsky was
trying to persuade his correspondents that he did not regret his decision
to come back to Kyiv and wanted them to disregard any rumours
suggesting otherwise. That was the case with his letter to Pochynok. It
was also the burden of Hrushevsky's numerous letters to Studynsky.T0
Hrushevsky welcomed the policy of Ukrainization, which, as he wrote
to Studynsky, 'is being implemented rather firmly and is making its
way forward, though with great difficulty.'7l Ukrainization, formally
adopted by the Ukrainian communists in April 1923 in an attempt to
strengthen the Bolshevik regime in Ukraine, made possible the intensi-
fication of cultural work, which Hrushevsky viewed as crucial to the
success of the Ukrainian nation-building project. He was prepared to
take full advantage of the new opportunities presented by that policy,
which he treated as a joint effort of the government and Ukrainian
society. Informing Studynsky about the current situation in Ukraine,
Hrushevsky suggested: 'One must think how to avoid allowing cultural
life to backslide. So far, both government and society are holding their
own. The Soviet republic is becoming visibly stronger, not weaker. All
are interested to see what will happen on 1 August [7924] - the deadline
for officials to learn the Ukrainian language and go over to conducting
official business in Ukrainian.'72

Should one trust these statements of Hrushevsky's in letters ad-
dressed to correspondents abroad? He himself clearly expected that his
letters would be read by the authorities and took the necessary precau-
tions. For example, in a letter to Studynsky from Kyiv dated 22 May
1924, Hrushevsky conspicuously avoided mentioning the title of his
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book From the History of Religious Thought in Ukrnine, which was then
being published in Lviv, as he assumed that the authorities would not

approve of a work on a religious topic.z3 Still, there is good reason to

believe that the vast majority of those statements were genuine and
reflected Hrushevsky's actual thoughts and feelings. As a rule, they not

only correspond to the general trend of Hrushevsky's thinking prior to
his departure for Kyiv but also do not contradict statements made in
private and recorded by agents of the Bolshevik secret police. Accord-
ing to those reports, immediately after his retum to Ukraine, Hrushevsky
tended to be more positive than negative in his assessment of Soviet
reality. InApril 1924, meeting with his former UPSR colleagues Vsevolod
Holubovych and Ivan Lyzanivsky, Hrushevsky allegedly blamed the
wartime devastation of Ukraine not only on the Bolsheviks but also on
the Ukrainian revolutionary governments, the White armies, and the
Poles. At the same time, he was critical of the 'petty despotism' of the
Bolsheviks and their refusal to legalize other parties. He believed that
the national question in Ukraine was only half-resolved and expressed
his scepticism about the Ukrainization of higher education.Ta

Secret police reports suggest that the unification of the Ukrainian
lands in the context of a future struggle with Poland remained on
Hrushevsky's political agenda after his return to Ukraine and, as before

the revolution, he did not hesitate to seek Russian support to that end.
The formation of the Ukrainian Socialist Soviet Republic (as it was

known untll 1937, when'Soviet'preceded'Socialist') and, later, of the

USSR created much better conditions for achieving that goal than those

prevailing under the tsarist regime. Consequently, Hrushevsky's atti-
tude toward the USSR was quite positive. Discussing the future of
Ukraine after the celebration of his jubilee, which took place in October
7926,he allegedly stated: 'I consider the USSR not only necessary but in

fact vital to Ukraine, for we will only be able to combat Russia when all
the Ukrainian lands are united. How is that to be accomplished? Only
by involving the USSR in a war with Poland, and that war will take
place. The inevitable development of events is leading us toward that

war, and on the backs of the Russians, at the cost of sacrifices on the part

of Creat Russia, we shall obtain a united Ukraine.'75
When it came to Ukraine's relations with the all-Union authorities,

Hrushevsky, judging by GPU reports, suggested supporting those Com-
munist Party and government leaders who favoured administrative
decentralization. He considered it futile for former Socialist Revolu-
tionaries to contend for positions in the Soviet Ukrainian apparatus as
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long as the true centres of power - the Central Committee and the GpU
- remained in Moscow. Instead, he proposed to ignore the all-Union
structures. 'Bettel' stated Hrushevsky, according to a secret police re-
port, 'not to interfere with the USSR and live independently, in a cul-
tured manner, but "unobtrusively," quietly and peacefully. Ignoring the
authorities, the Ukrainian element is developing its national feeling,
but by no means in conflict with the USSR. No, we are loyal to the
USSR, so loyal as to make the GPU gnash its teeth.'26

These views, though expressed privately by Hrushevsky, became
known to the authorities. In February 1927 the head of the Ukrainian
GPU, Vsevolod Balytsky, quoted them in his report to LazarKaganovich,
the general secretary of the Ukrainian party organization, and a mem-
ber of the Ukrainian Politburo, Volodymyr Zatonskv. For a time such
views were welcomed by the authoriiies, as they differed drastically
from those of more conservative members of the Ukrainian intelligen-
tsia. On the other hand, the authorities never trusted Hrushevskv. see-
ing him first and foremost as the former head of the Central Ruau -
their main enemy in late \977 and early 1978, the crucial period in the
development of the Boishevik Revolution. The official attitude to
Hrushevsky was well expressed in a comment by Vlas Chubar, who
headed the Council of People's Commissars of Ukraine in 1923-34. in
response to Hrushevsky's attempt to secure additional funding for one
of his scholarly projects, Chubar allegedly stated: 'Why has the Central
Rada bestirreditself?'77 Some GPU assessments of Hrushevsky's politi-
cal views - especially those dating from 7924-5. before Ukrainization
was implemented on a large scale - were even less favourable to him.
The GPU opened a file on Hrusher,'sky on 20 March 7924, alrnost
immediately after his return to Ukraine. He was often followed by GpU
agents,Z8 who classified him as a Ukrainian counterrevolutionaiy of a
Ieftist orientation. They characterized him as an'avowed independentist'
and gave a generally accurate assessment of the stability of his political
views: 'He changes neither his political views nor his orthography; he
bends but does not break.'7e

Still, the authorities considered Hrushevsky a lesser evil than the
group headed by Iefremov and Krymsky. As noted above, in the mid-
1920s Hrushevsky and his supporters in the academy were seen by the
authorities as representatives of the smena aekh (change of landmarks)
movement, while his opponents were considered outright enemies of
the Soviet regime. In his speech at a meeting of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of Ukraine in Februarv-March 1927, Lazar
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Kaganovich mentioned Hrushevsky among the 'former smenoaekhoatsy'
who continued to hold'liberal-socialist-revolutionary' views. That group,
in Kaganovich's opinion, posed little if any danger to the regime. In-

stead, he saw the main danger in groupings of Russian and Ukrainian
academics who adhered to the constitutional-democratic ideology.

Kaganovich specifically mentioned Iefremov as the leader of the aca-
demic group overtly hostile to the regime.8O His assessment of the
political situation in the Academy of Sciences explains why for the time
being party officials not only supported Hrushevsky and his followers
but also wanted him to become president.

Hrushevsky was first considered for the presidency at the time of the
academy's inception in 1918. The offer came from Hetman Pavlo

Skoropadsky, and Hrushevsky responded to it with a categorical'no.'81
In1923, at the time of Hrushevsky's election to the academy, there was
a faction that advocated his election as president. Hrushevsky was even
privately informed by his supporters of such a possibility.s2 In Novem-
ber 1923 Volodymyr Zatonsky, a member of the Ukrainian Politburo,

asked a Ukrainian official in Prague, Mykhailo Levytsky, to hint to

Hrushevsky that if his candidacy were proposed, the authorities would

support him.83 Upon Hrushevsky's return to Kyiv, the local GPU sug-
gested to its headquarters in Kharkiv the idea of promoting Hrushevskv
for the presidency. The GPU officers believed that no academician
would dare to vote openly against Hrushevsky. Another option sug-

gested by the Kyiv agents was that of surrounding Hrushevsky with
informers and secret agents who would exploit his authority to carry

out tasks on behalf of the GPU.Sa Kharkiv headquarters responded that

there was no point in promoting Hrushevsky as president, for he would
not follow GPU instructions, and if the party authorities were to ask
him to support their policies, he would probably want to be elected to

the Central Committee, which the GPU considered impossible. For the

time being, headquarters also did not encourage the idea of planting
agents in Hrushevsky's entourage, asking the Kyiv office to focus its

attention on Iefremov instead. The main task of the secret police at the

time was to encourage conflicts within the academy. In the eyes of the
Kharkiv authorities, there was no need to promote Hrushevsky for
the presidency in order to achieve that goal.85

The situation changed quite dramatically over the following two
years. In the spring of 1925 the newly appointed general secretary of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine, Lazar

Kaganovich, visited Kyiv and met separately with the leaders of the
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opposing factions in the academy, Krymsky and Hrushevsky.s6 Upon
Kaganovich's return to Kharkiv, the Ukrainian Politburo discussed the
issue of party work among the intelligentsia. The communist authori-
ties were concerned about the relative independence of the academy
and wanted to reform it with a view to increasing their influence there
and among the Ukrainian intelligentsia in general. The specific refer-
ence to Hrushevsky in the Politburo resolution on that matter permits
the suggestion that Hrushevsky's candidacy for the presidency of the
academy may have been discussed on that occasion.sT In early ]anuary
1926 the Politburo returned to the issue of the academy. On its agenda
were the impending academic elections and the choice of a new presi-
dent. Hrushevsky clearly emerged as the front runner for the office, but
the authorities wanted a statement of political loyalty from him. The
head of the Ukrainian government, Vlas Chubar, was authorized by the
Politburo to work with Hrushevsky on such a statement.ss Although
there are indications that Hrushevsky never produced a statement com-
pletely satisfactory to the authorities,se by April 1926 the Politburo had
already decided to support Hrushevsky's candidacy for president of
the Academy of Sciences.eo

That decision was made possible in part by the new strategy that
Hrushevsky adopted at the beginning of 7926, allowing for limited
cooperation with the regime on a number of political issues. In January
1926 Hrushevsky made an important speech at a session of the Direc-
torate for the Development of Scholarship (Holovnauka) held to dis-
cuss the organization of scholarly work in Ukraine. In his presentation
Hrushevsky stressed the role of the Soviet government in developing
the Academy of Sciences, noting, however, that official support for the
academy had helped legitimize Soviet power in the eyes of Ukrainian
society. The authorities greeted this speech with enthusiasm, and its
text was published in the newspapers.el During his trip to Kharkiv in
early April 7926,Hrushevsky agreed to make a statement condemning
the organizers of the Congress of Ukrainian Studies to be held in Prague.
At the initiative of the authorities, Hrushevsky also agreed to convene a
meeting at the academy to denounce the congress. His promises were
fulfilled. In an interview with the newspaper Proletars'ko praada (Prole-
tarian Tiuth), Hrushevsky claimed that the congress was nothing but a
political demonstration convened to undermine actual scholarly work
being conducted in Soviet Ukraine. He also attacked the position of the
Czechoslovak government, which supported the congress. Not without
sarcasm, Hrushevsky stated that it would be better if the congress were
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organized not in Prague but in Transcarpathia, whose Ukrainian popu-
lation was being subjected to Czechization.e2

In a letter to Studynsky, Hrushevsky offered an explanation of his
actions. He claimed that he was particularly exasperated by the Prague
group's attempt to play the role of an all-Ukrainian scholarly centre.e3
In another letter to the same address whose content became known to
the GPU, Hrushevsky wrote: 'I value the scholarly work being done
abroad but resolutely condemn any political intrigue in it directed
against the Ukrainian Soviet Republic, with which our scholarly future
is associated. The Czech government is feeding the Ukrainian emi-
grants in Prague and is not allowing them into Subcarpathian Ukraine
(where Ukrainian forces and schools are particularly needed), so that
they do not interfere with the Czechization and Russification of that
unfortunate land, and the emigration is lauding the Czech government,
exalting it as a great protector of Ukrainian culture and deliberately
concealing from the world the Czech double-dealing with regard to
Subcarpathian Ukraine and the injustice being done to its people.'ea
There is little doubt that Hrushevsky's old disagreements with the
Prague 6migr6s and annoyance with their scholarly pretensions influ-
enced his decision to cooperate with the authorities in denouncing the
Prague Congress. The authorities, for their part, expected to reap major
political dividends from Hrushevsky's statement. Indeed, his position
in the academic world and his close contacts with Studynsky, who then
headed the Shevchenko Scientific Society in Lviv, helped prevent that
organization from participating in the congress, but in Ukraine, the
Ukrainian intelligentsia largely ignored Hrushevsky's statement. It was
generally believed that he had been forced to make it under official
pressure.95

Hrushevsky's public statements in support of government policy on
academic matters and against the Prague Congress, made in the first
months of 7926, introduced him to the sphere of Soviet public life, to
which he had apparently aspired ever since his return to Ukraine. Soon
after his arrival, Soviet officials had promised Hrushevsky that he
would be consulted on a number of policy-related matters, including
the drafting of the republican budget, the construction of the Dnipro
hydroelectric power station near Zaporizhia, and other issues of public
interest.e6 Hrushevsky's activities immediately after his retum to Ukraine
made some of his opponents in the academy suspect that his plans
extended far beyond the limits of pure scholarship and had much to do
with politics. The official support that he received in Kharkiv from
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some former Borotbists who had joined the Bolsheviks, as well as the
Communist Party decision to support his candidacy for the presidency
of the academy, also must have created the impression that Hrushevsky's
public careet if not his political one, was still a going concern.eZ

In the summer of 1926, when Hrushevsky's relations with the au-
thorities were particularly close, he made an attempt to enter the public
arena on his own terms by submitting an article on cultural policy in
Ukraine to the journalUkraina, which he edited. The article, titled 'in

Shameful Memory,' marked the fiftieth anniversary of the Ems Ukase
of 1876, which had effectively banned Ukrainian-language publications
in the Russian Empire.e8 In his article, Hrushevsky stated that although
the 'bell of 1876' had sunk, one could still hear it resounding from
beneath the waves.ee What Hrushevsky had in mind was that while the
restrictions imposed on the Ukrainian national movement by the Ems
Ukase were iong gone, the policy aimed at subordinating Ukrainian
culture to Russian still had its supporters and promoters in the USSR.
Hrushevsky claimed that proponents of Russian'great-power chauvin-
ism'wanted to secure dominant status for the Russian language, cul-
ture, and history in the school curricula of Ukraine. He also noted
attempts by the central authorities to curb translations from West Euro-
pean languages into 'provincial' languages so as to preserve the role of
Russian culture as a 'window on Eurorre' for the non-Russian cultures
of the USSR. He went on to discuss the attempts of 'pan-Russians' to
hinder the development of high culture among the non-Russian nation-
alities and restrict the use of local languages to the family sphere.
Hrushevsky then attacked the all-Union authorities for diverting re-
sources from the republics to the centre in order to develop all-Union
institutions, which in fact remained Russian in character. In his article,
Hrushevsky presented not only his critique of what he considered
remnants of Russian great-power nationalism but also his positive pro-
gram for the development of Ukrainian culture. He declared as his goal
the elevation of the Ukrainian language and culture in Ukraine to the
same level as its Russian counterpart in Russia.

There is no doubt that Hrusher.sky was addressing himself to a much
wider audience than the regular readership of Ukralna. His article was
intended as a contribution to the larger discussion on the future of
national cultures in the USSR that was then under way, involving party
members and Soviet functionaries at the republican and all-Union
1evels.100 In entering the Soviet public sphere, Hrushevsky was also
adopting the vocabulary and rules of the dominant Soviet political
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discourse. By asserting that the motives of the new 'pan-Russians'were

not very different from those responsible for the tsar's prohibition of the
Ukrainian language and culture in1876, Hrushevsky directly linked the
policies of his opponents with those of tsarist officialdom, effectively
delegitimizing them within the framework of the dominant discourse.

In attacking the proponents of Russian cultural dominance in Ukraine,
Hrushevsky stated that the resumption in the USSR of a cultural struggle
whose outcome was to be determined by the strength or weakness of a
given nationality would compromise the very idea of a union of Soviet
republics. He went on to say that preventing the Ukrainian nation from
attaining the level of cultural development that it could achieve under
capitalism would discredit the construction of socialism in the Soviet
Union. Hrushevsky also maintained that granting Russian culture domi-
nant status in the USSR would limit the Soviet Union to the boundaries
of the former Russian Empire and jeopardize its chances for future
expansion. Any appeasement of Russian'great-power nationalism' by
the authorities would only provoke outbursts of Ukrainian nationalism,
which, in the historian's opinion, was little more than the reaction of an
oppressed culture to the advance of the dominant one. While indicating
the danger of resurgent Ukrainian nationalism, Hrushevsky suggested
that the communist government had to wage a war on two fronts,
counteracting the imperialist aspirations of Russian, Polish, Czech, and
other great-power nationalisms on the one hand and opposing Ukrain-
ian nationalist 'exaggerations' on the other.

In making these arguments, Hrushevsky invoked a number of major
ideological paradigms of the hegemonic Soviet discourse. Among them
was the officially proclaimed thesis of the equality of all the nationali-
ties of the USSR, irrespective of their numerical strength, as well as the
Soviet claim that only socialism could guarantee minority cultures their
highest level of development. That postulate of official propaganda was
of special importance to Ukraine, whose western territories were di-
vided among the 'bourgeois' states of Poland, Romania, and Czechoslo-
vakia. Hrushevsky also played on communist hopes for world revolution
and the eventual adherence of other revolutionary nations to the USSR.
The formula of struggle on two fronts against Ukrainian nationalism
and Great Russian chauvinism was quite popular in official communist
circles at the time, and Hrushevsky took it directly from the writings of
party ideologists.

Hrushevsky also proclaimed his full support for the policy of
Ukrainization. According to him, the wise and resolute nationality policy
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adopted by the Communist Party and the Soviet government and con-
ducted in the interest of a rapprochement between town and village
was more effective in neutralizing the 'elevated emotions of Ukrainian
society' than some of the writings of Mykhailo Drahomanov. That
argument was based on the official interpretation of Ukrainization as a
process intended to strengthen the link between the Russian-speaking
city and the Ukrainian-speaking village so as to draw the working class
and the peasantry closer together. But not all the officially accepted
clich6s that found their way into Hrushevsky's article were the product
of its author's attempt at political mimicry. Hrushevsky shared many of
the views of his former colleagues from the Ukrainian Party of Socialist
Revolutionaries who had joined the communists in the early 1920s with
the intention of building a peasant-worker socialist Ukraine. At the
same time, there can be little doubt that the politically loaded vocabu-
lary employed by Hrushevsky was deliberately chosen to help legiti-
mize his views in the thoroughly controlled public sphere.101

In entering the discussion on the future of national cultures in the

USSR, Hrushevsky lent his support to those Soviet Ukrainian leaders
who favoured Ukrainization. He expressed alarm that the voices of
proponents of Great Russian chauvinism and great-power arrogance
were being raised not only in private conversations in the USSR and in
White 6migr6 publications abroad but also in the All-Union Central
Executive Committee. He specifically attacked the high-ranking Mos-

cow bureaucrats Iurii Larin and Avel Enukidze, who had criticized
nationality policy in Ukraine when speaking at a committee session in

Aprll1,926. Arguing in favour of Ukrainization and against the domi-
nance of Russian culture in Ukraine, Hrushevsky made arguments that
were neither new nor entirely original. Some of them were much more
forcefully presented by the communist writer Mykola Khvyliovy.1o2
The speeches of Larin and Enukidze were also criticized by Ukrainian
communist leaders, including Mykola Skrypnyk, then People's Com-
missar of justice in the Ukrainian government.lO3 In presenting his
views on Ukrainian cultural development, Hrushevsky probably ex-
pected his voice to be heard and supported by the Ukrainian commu-
nist leaders committed to the policy of Ukrainization, whom he himself
endorsed in the all-Union discussion on the direction of cultural policy.lOa
If that was indeed the case, then he was badly mistaken.

Soon after its publication, Hrushevsky's article was attacked by a
former member of the Central Rada and ideologue of the independent

Ukrainian Communist Party, Andrii Richytsky (Anatolii Pisotsky), who

r
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dismissed Hrushevsky's worries about the future of Ukrainization. He
claimed that the bell of Russian great-power chauvinism could not toll,
as it had been shattered by the October Revolution.l05 The leaders of the
ruling Bolshevik Party were no more sympathetic. The major rebuke to
Hrushevsky came in November 1926 in a speech by the Ukrainian
People's Commissar of Education, OleksandeiShumsky.106 The speech
was primarily devoted to a critique of Mykola Khvyliovy and the
neoclassicist Ukrainian writers.107 As for Hrushevsky's article, Shumsky
maintained that its author should have limited his discussion to the
tsarist prohibition of Ukrainian culture and his own struggle against it.
In Shumsky's opinion, Hrushevsky had no right to draw a line of
continuity between the policy of tsarist Russia and that of the Soviet
government in Moscow. In so doing, he was allegedly thrusting aside
the sympathies of Soviet Ukraine for Moscow, the capital of the Union
and the centre of the world proletarian movement. benouncing Hru-
shevsky's article as a 'defamation of Soviet power intended to discredit
the Union and break up the brotherhood of peoples,' Shumsky ques-
tioned the sincerity of Hrushevsky's 'willingness to work for the cause
of the socialist construction of our homeland.'108

It is hard to say to what degree Shumsky himself believed the accusa-
tions that he levelled against Hrushevsky. After all, in November 7926
Shumsky was already on his way out as chief communist ideologue of
Ukraine, having been accused by Stalin himself of nationalist deviation
from the party line. Shumsky's attacks on Khvyliovy, whom he had
earlier defended against political accusations by his party comrades,
and his critique of Hrushevsky should be regarded in this context as
one of his last attempts to prove his loyalty to the party. judging by the
comments on Shumsky's speech by his successor as People's Commis-
sar of Education, Mykola Skrypnyk, Shumsky failed to convince his
enemies in the party leadership that he was a sincere opponent of
Ukrainian nationalism.loe Whatever the true thoughts and aspirations
of Shumsky, whom Hrushevsky considered a personal enemy,110 his
argument against Hrushevsky adhered to one of the main rules of party
propaganda of the day - the replacement of national categories with
class-based ones. The canon that called for treating Moscow, the new
centre of the former empire, not as the capital of Russia but as the
epicentre of the world proletarian movement was introduced into
Ukrainian political discourse by joseph Stalin in his letter of Aprll7926
to the Ukrainian Politburo in connection with Khvyliovy's 'transgres-

sions' and then repeated in the resolutions of the May 1926 session of
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the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine.111 Shumsky
adopted Stalin's logic when he wrote: 'Red Moscow has also been

created by the will, effort, and blood of Ukrainian workers and peas-
ants. Moscow is the capital of our Union. Moscow is the centre and
brain of the proletarian cause throughout the world. This is our Mos-
cow.'112 Thus, the national paradigm was effectively replaced with a
class-based internationalist one. The idea of reorienting Ukrainian cul-
ture from Moscow to Europe was now viewed as a rejection of proletar-
ian culture for that of the bourgeoisie. This paradigm made it possible
to justify the strengthening of Moscow's control over Ukraine and the
maintenance of the dominant role of Russian culture in class terms
rather than national ones.

Shumsky's speech once again reinforced the party message to the
'bourgeois' intelligentsia that despite all its efforts to adopt the vocabu-
lary and norms of the hegemonic Soviet discourse, it was not welcome
to participate in public life.113 According to the logic adopted by Shumsky,
which reflected the attitude of party cadres in general, representatives
of the nationalist camp had no right to interfere in political discussions,
for those were the exclusive preserve of the party. Shumsky claimed
that the true goal of Hrushevsky's intervention in the party discussion
was not to promote socialist construction but to exploit disagreements
among Bolsheviks in order to foment animosity between ethnic groups.
Shumsky stated that, together with Comrades Larin and Enukidze, he

would merely have laughed off Hrushevsky's avowed support for his

position were it not for Khvyliovy and his deviations. He attacked
Khvyliovy as a party member who'erred'and'played into the hands'
of 'the whole nationalist camp, from Academician Hrushevsky at its
head all the way to [Dmytro] Dontsov.' For Shumsky, Khvyliovy's case
was profoundly different from Hrushevsky's, as it involved a fellow

communist who had allegedly become disoriented in the course of the
ideological struggle, so much so as to abandon the proletarian camp. If

Hrushevsky was beyond redemption in Shumsky's eyes, Khvyliovy
was still worth saving for the communist cause.

In September L926, two months prior to Shumsky's attack on
Hrushevsky, the Ukrainian Politburo discussed the party's position on
Hrushevsky's impending jubilee - his sixtieth birthday and the fortieth

anniversary of his scholarly career.lla The Politburo's main concern was
that the occasion not take on the characteristics of a Ukrainian national
celebration.lls Thus, a special commission of the Politburo, including
Volodymyr Zatonsky, Fedor Korniushin, Oleksander Shumsky, and
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Panas Liubchenko, was created to deal with the matter. It was decided
that the journal Zhyttia i reaoliutsiia (Life and Revolution) would pub-
lish two articles to mark the jubilee, one dealing with Hrushevsky's
scholarship and the other with his political activities. The members of
the Politburo wanted to gain political points by exploiting the fact of
Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine. Accordingly, they recommended that
the prospective author of the article on Hrushevsky's political activities
present him to the public as a politician who had no prospects as long as
he was guided by the ideology of petty-bourgeois nationalism. For all
his errors, Hrushevsky had found the strength to recognize the positive
changes introduced by the proletarian revolution. The future author
was also advised to stress, 'despite the actions of Hrushevsky himself,,
that he had abandoned his former views.116

Characteristic of the party's new attitude to the policy of Ukrainization
was the Politburo's recommendation to the author of the article to
emphasize that it was not the Bolsheviks who came to Hrushevsky, but
Hrushevsky himself, 'a custodian of the continuity of Ukrainian cul-
tural development,'who had come to the Bolsheviks. In this case, the
Politburo was clearly countering the earlier argument advanced by
Hrushevsky, who claimed that the official policy of Ukrainization sig-
nalled the regime's rejection of its former anti-Ukrainian orientation
and constituted an attempt to legitimize itself by taking over the nation-
building platform of the Ukrainian national parties. In the above-
mentioned speech delivered at the session of the Directorate for the
Development of Scholarship in January 1926, Hrushevsky made the
following statement concerning the activities of the Ukrainian Acad-
emy of Sciences: 'And so, when it [Soviet power] began the energetic
development of that supreme cultural centre dreamt of by generations
of Ukrainian activists, in the eyes of Ukrainian society this became
something of a symbol that Soviet power was taking these historic
Ukrainian national tasks upon itself.'117 Now it was time for the au-
thorities to respond to this challenge.

Beginning in May 1926, when the communist leaders of Ukraine
accelerated the linguistic and cultural Ukrainization of Ukraine's public
sphere, following Stalin's recommendation to take over the cultural
movement in Ukraine and free it from the influence of 'national devia-
tionists,' the issue of who - communists or nationalists - were the true
champions of Ukrainian nation- and state-building became an impor-
tant topic in communist discourse. In June 7926, in his long speech at a
session of the Central Committee of the Young Communist League of
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Ukraine, Volodymyr Zatonsky handled this issue in the spirit of Soviet-
style dialectics: 'If anyone should now attempt to present the matter in
such a way as to suggest that the Bolsheviks, carrying on the social
struggle, had no interest in the national question and stood aside from
the building of Ukraine, while Vynnychenko, Hrushevsky, and others
held the idea of national renewal in their hands, that is a lie. It is no less
a revision than that of the social nature of the [Central] Rada. The
dialectic of life consists in the fact that it was indeed those same Red
Guards, who hated Petliura and everything Ukrainian along with him,
the same ones who almost shot Skrypnyk and me in Muraviev's time -

it was they, and not the Hrushevskys, who built Soviet Ukraine ...
Objectively, was it not the Muravievists who almost shot me? Was it
not in fact with their hands that possibilities for the development of
Ukrainian culture were created?'118 In 1918, when Kyiv was occupied
by the Red Cuards of Mikhail Muraviev, Zatonsky was almost shot
dead by his comrades-in-arms merely for speaking Ukrainian on the
street. By 7926, seeking to take over the Ukrainian revival so as to
marginalize Hrushevsky and the Ukrainian national activists, Zatonsky
was exploiting the fact of Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine as proof of
the correctness of party policy.lle

The celebrations of Hrushevsky's jubiiee took place at the height of
the Ukrainization campaign in Ukraine, pursuant to a resolution of the
May 7926 Plenum of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Ukraine. The jubilee marked the beginning of a period of some two
years during which the authorities supported Hrushevsky in his schol-
arly undertakings, even though they did not allow him to take a more
active part in the political and cultural life of Ukraine.120 At his jubilee
celebrations, which took place on 3 October 7926 in the conference hall
of Kyiv University, HruJhevsky delivered a speech summarizing the
major elements of his scholarly, cultural, and national agenda.121
Hrushevsky clearly treated his jubilee as a manifestation of the triumph
of the Ukrainian idea and insisted on the continuity of the Ukrainian
scholarly tradition from the prerevolutionary era to Soviet times. He
credited the authorities with creating conditions for the successful de-
velopment of Ukrainian scholarship and culture but failed to repent his
role as leader of the Ukrainian Central Rada and offered no assurances
of his loyalty to the regime. Not surprisingly, his jubilee was treated by
those present at the celebrations as the apotheosis of Ukrainian scholar-
ship, not of the Communist Party or Soviet power.122

In his speech, Hrushevsky raised two important issues of clear politi-
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cal significance. The first was the formation of the Ukrainian prole-
tariat, a previously missing component in the social structure of the
Ukrainian nation, while the second was the problem of gathering all
the Ukrainian lands within the borders of a Ukrainian state. Addressing
the first issue, Hrushevsky declared his loyalty to the party's general
line, which proclaimed that the proletariat defined the character of the
current epoch. This formal acceptance of the party line allowed
Hrushevsky to present his own cultural and national project in a man-
ner congruent with official discourse. Dressing his national agenda in
class trappings, Hrushevsky suggested that Ukraine would become a
workers'state only when the nationally conscious masses of the peas-
antry joined the working class, providing a basis for its cultural
Ukrainization. Accordingly, he called on the Ukrainian intelligentsia
to continue its cultural work for the benefit of the Ukrainian peas-
antry. Seeking to justify his stand, Hrusher.sky referred to the then
popular communist slogan, 'Let's turn our face to the village' (Lytsem
do seln). Hrushevsky was, in fact, advocating the continuing Ukrain-
ization of the cities through the influx of peasants as a way of complet-
ing the formation of the Ukrainian nation.l23

Hrushevsky's call for the unity of the Ukrainian lands was first
presented in his main speech at the celebrations and repeated in his
closing remarks. He reminded his audience about those parts of the
Ukrainian nation that remained outside the 'workers' and peasants'
Ukraine' and took no part in the national revival there. He specifically
listed Ukrainian cities then under the rule of Poland (Kholm, Lviv,
Ostrih, Lutsk), Czechoslovakia (Uzhhorod), and Romania (Chernivtsi,
Khotyn, Akkerman). At first glance Hrushevsky's call for the unity of
all Ukrainian lands within one 'Ukrainian state of workers and peas-
ants' fully corresponded to the official party line, known as the Pied-
mont policy, which called for the accelerated development of Ukrainian
national culture in the USSR so as to attract Ukrainians living in capital-
ist countries and destabilize the latter.l2a At the same time Hrushevsky
departed somewhat from the official line. In quoting Ivan Franko's
verses about the Ukrainian people as the future master of all its ethnic
territory from the Carpathians in the west to the Caucasus in the east
and the Black Sea in the south, he made a direct reference to Ukrainian
ethnic territories within the boundaries of the Russian Federation.
Hrushevsky's reading of Franko's verses was hailed with an ovation,
and in the words of Hryhorii Kostiuk, a participant in the event, 'it can
be said with certainty that at that moment, for all participants in the
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jubilee celebrations, with the exception of a few stooges who were
undoubtedly in the audience, there was neither Soviet power nor the
Communist Party nor its dictatorship. In their consciousness there was
only the image of a great united Ukraine and its spiritual leader, Acade-
mician Mykhailo Hrushevsky.' 125

The official line on Hrushevsky's jubilee was fully reflected in the
speeches of the party and government officials present at the celebra-
tions. Panas Liubchenko, who represented the Kyiv regional authori-
ties, and Leonid Levytsky, who represented the government Directorate
for the Development of Scholarship,lz6 demanded a clear statement
from Hrushevsky on his attitude to Soviet power. They claimed that
unlike representatives of other scholarly disciplines, historians could
not stay out of politics, and urged Hrushevsky to accept the proletarian
revolution and Soviet power'not only pro forma, but also in essence.'
What the authorities really wanted was a formal declaration of Hru-
shevsky's loyalty to the Soviet regime; a statement supporting commu-
nist policy in Ukraine and presenting the new regime as a legitimate
heir to the prerevolutionary Ukrainian national movement.

How far the authorities wanted Hrushevsky to go in demonstrating
his political loyalty to the regime becomes apparent from the published
materials of 1927 jubilee celebrations of another prominent historian,
Dmytro Bahalii, who, it was claimed, wholeheartedly accepted the
outcome of the Bolshevik Revolution. The historian Nataliia Polonska-
Vasylenko, a supporter of Bahalii in the factional conflict within the
Academy of Sciences, treated his jubilee as a reaction of the ruling
group in the academy, led by academicians Iefremov and Krymsky, to
the Hrushevsky jubilee, which received no more than formal approval
from the acaderny.Tz7 As may be judged from the published texts of the
speeches delivered at Bahalii's jubilee, its organizers made a great effort
to outdo the Hrushevsky celebrations. Bahalii's jubilee, which attracted
very little outside attention despite the full support of the Presidium of
the Academy of Sciences and the political authorities, was presented
as 'a Ukrainian national holiday, a demonstration of the strength of
Ukrainian culture'- the very things with which the Politburo did not
want the Hrushevsky jubilee to be associated.i28 Hryhorii Kostiuk, who
was present at both ceremonies and heard the Russian-language
speech delivered at Bahalii's celebrations by Pavel Postyshev, an influ-
ential member of the Ukrainian Politburo, considered the official praise
for Bahalii a direct challenge to Hrushevsky and his interpretation of
Ukrainian history.l2e
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Bahalii's loyalty to the new regime, as well as his attempts to use
Marxist methodology in his writings, created an ideal image of the
Ukrainian historian and cultural activist to which the authorities wanted
Hrushevsky to conform. The political dividends of such a metamorpho-
sis on the part of Hrushevsky would be much greater than those de-
rived from Bahalii. After all, in addition to significantly less impressive
scholarly accomplishments, Bahalii was never regarded by the Ukrain-
ian political and cultural activists as their leader, as was the case with
Hrushevsky. How greatly Hrushevsky outranked Bahalii not only as a
political figure but also as a scholar was demonstrated by the elections
to the All-Union Academy of Sciences in 1928.130 In June 1928 the
People's Commissariat of Education of Ukraine suggested Bahalii (along
with Hrushevsky) as a candidate for membership in the academy.
Bahalii was the Ukrainian authorities'favourite candidate, but in Mos-
cow only Hrushevsky's name appeared on the list of candidates sup-
ported by the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party.
While the Ukrainian authorities admitted that Bahalii was a much less
prominent scholar than Hrushevsky, he was politically far more desir-
able to them, and they believed that his failure to make the list would
hurt their image, while building up Hrushevsky's reputation. The
Kharkiv authorities tried once again to convince their superiors in
Moscow to place Bahalii's name on the officially promoted list of candi-
dates but failed to achieve any positive result.131 The old-guard scholars
in the Russian (now All-Union) Academy of Sciences did not consider
Bahalii acceptable either in terms of his scholarly contribution or with
regard to his political attitudes. Many of them, including Vladimir
Vernadsky, could not reconcile themselves to Bahalii's excessively cosy
relations with the authorities and the support he offered them in dis-
mantling the traditional system of academic institutions in Ukraine.l32

Hrushevsky, on the other hand, had impeccable academic creden-
tials. At a meeting of the Humanities Division of the All-Union Acad-
emy on 12 December 1928, he received sixteen out of seventeen votes in
favour of his election, and twenty-six out of thirty votes at a general
meeting of the academy on 72 January 1929.t22 Among those who
probably voted against Hrushevsky was the academic (permanent)
secretary of the academy, Sergei Oldenburg. At a meeting of the nomi-
nating committee, he allegedly read a First World War-era letter writ-
ten by Hrushevsky from exile to the president of the Russian Academy
of Sciences, Konstantin Konstantinovich Romanov, in which Hrushevsky
assured the latter of his loyalty to the regime. Oldenburg stated that
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there was no reservation about Hrushevsky's candidacy on academic
grounds, but the letter to Romanov had to be taken into account as a
negative factor. In the same presentation, Oldenburg mentioned that
Hrushevsky's candidacy for election to the academy had first been
considered in 1906, but Romanov had then suggested that the gov-
ernment would not approve his election. It is difficult to assess the
influence of Oldenburg's revelation on the elections.l3a Most Russian
academicians did not sympathize with the Bolshevik regime and prob-
ably did not consider the letter to Romanov a major factor in
Hrushevsky's bid for membership in the academy. As for the authori-
ties, they learned about the letter relatively late - in November 7928.
The Ukrainian party and secret police officials, who wanted their re-
public to be well represented in the All-Union Academy, were quite
sceptical about the whole affair. Not surprisingly under these condi-
tions, Bahalii's great supporter, the Ukrainian Marxist historian and
government official Matvii Iavorsky, recommended Hrushevsky for
election to the All-Union Academy on behalf of the Ukrainian Marxist
establishment.l35

Hrushevsky's activities in the All-Union Academy give a unique
insight into the ways in which his general views on Russian-Ukrainian
relations turned into practical action within the context of academic
politics. The All-Union Academy of Sciences was created by the au-
thorities in Leningrad on the basis of the old Russian Academy of
Sciences. Indeed, the Russian Academy took over the all-Union man-
date, monopolizing access to central funding and marginalizing the
republican scholarly institutions. The Russian scholarly establishment
rvas becoming dominant over those of the other nations of the USSR -

precisely the model of organization of academic work that Hrushevsky
wanted to avoid at all costs. When Hrushevsky joinecl the All-Union
Academy in1929, he became part of an institution that he wanted to
reconstruct according to his own model.

In1925, when the Russian Academy was transformed into the All-
Union Academy of Sciences, forty-two Ukrainian scholars signed a let-
ter of protest. Hrushevsky took an active part in preparing the Ukrainian
Academy's memorandum on the subject, which suggested that all-
Union scholarly institutions could not be established merely by renaming
Russian academic units. They could be formed only as associations of
existing republican institutions, and only their organizational work, as
well as the activities of units working on scholarly problems of common
interest to members of the association, could be financed from the all-
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Union budget. The memorandum referred to the Soviet constitution,
which assigned issues of culture, education, and scholarship to the
jurisdiction of the individual republics, and to the pertinent resolutions
of the first all-Ukrainian congress for the study of Ukraine's productive
forces. It also made use of a still vital Bolshevik dogma according to
which the Soviet Union had been created to include all the communist
nations of the world, which was at odds with the notion of allowing the
Russian Academy of Sciences to monopolize all-Union scholarship.136

Hrushevsky's memorandum was supported by the Ukrainian Aca-
demic Assemblyl3T and was fully consonant with the position formu-
lated at that time by the Ukrainian Commissar of Education, Oleksander
Shumsky. In a letter to the Russian Commissar of Education, Anatolii
Lunacharsky, Shumsky wrote: 'The proclamation of the Russian Acad-
emy of Sciences as an all-Union institution is an attempt to subordinate
the scholarly institutions of less developed national cultures to the
scholarly institutions of Russia and to place the Russian Academy in a
privileged position, in material terms as well ... Take the path of coordi-
nating work, not guiding it,' Shumsky urged his Russian counterpart.l38
These protests from the Ukrainian party authorities and academic insti-
tutions had some resonance in Moscow At a meeting of representatives
of the republican directorates for the development of scholarship, the
idea of an association of republican academies was considered but
rejected on the grounds that most republics had only begun to develop
their own scholarly programs and thus were not yet prepared to take
part in an association. It was suggested instead that all academic insti-
tutions whose work had broader scholarly implications would be clas-
sified as all-Union institutions and financed from the all-Union budget.
At the same time, they would remain under republican jurisdiction. In
his speech at the session of the Ukrainian Directorate for the Develop-
ment of Scholarship in january 1,926, Hrushevsky welcomed the sug-
gested compromise but requested that the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences
as a whole be given all-Union status, making it equal to the Russian
Academy of Sciences, and financed from the all-Union budget.l3e

In the long run, Hrushevsky's defence of the equal status of the
Ukrainian Academy with the Russian proved unavailing, as the mar-
ginalization of non-Russian scholarly institutions proceeded apace.1a0
In the first years after the Bolshevik takeover, the Russian Academy of
Sciences, like its Ukrainian counterpart, took full advantage of the
principle of academic autonomy in order to shield itself and its mem-
bers from the dictate of the authorities. If in the Ukrainian case that
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attitude facilitated the promotion of Ukrainian scholarship within the
academy, the Russian Academy preserved the prerevolutionary all-
Russian mentality, which was particularly apparent in the structure of
its humanities divisions. Under these circumstances, Hrushevsky was
determined to do all he could to ensure that the new structure acquire
as much of an all-Union character as possible and not remain the old
Russian Academy under a new name.

In April 7929, at the first session of the All-Union Academy of Sci-
ences following the election of its new members, Hrushevsky sug-
gested a change in the name and structure of the division of Russian
language and literature, which was responsible for research in all Slavic
languages and literatures. He argued that leaving the old name un-
changed would amount to the preservation of great-power imperialist
traditions. The meeting of the new members of the division approved
the change and endorsed Hrushevsky's proposal to establish separate
institutes of the Ukrainian and Belarusian languages and literatures, as
well as an institute for the study of the languages and literatures of the
Western and Southern Slavs.1a1 Hrushevsky was also a driving force
behind the idea of the representation of non-Russian historiography in
the All-Union Academy. He proposed the creation within the Humani-
ties Section of separate institutes of Ukrainian and Belarusian history, as
well as splitting the Caucasus institute of history and archaeology into a
number of separate institutes dealing with the history of the Caucasian
and Central Asian peoples. In May 1929 the Humanities Section ap-
proved Hrushevsky's proposal for the formation of an institute of Ukrain-
ian history. Although that resolution was never carried out, the academy
created a commission on Ukrainian history in the autumn of 1930.142

Hrushevsky, who genuinely regretted that the transformation of the
Russian Academy into an all-Union one deprived the Russian scholars
of their own academy, was working hard to give the All-Union Acad-
emy a pluralist character. As he had previously stated, he was so loyal
to the USSR'as to make the GPU gnash its teeth.'No doubt, the kind of
USSR and all-Union institutions that he envisioned were meant to
guarantee Ukraine and its culture equal status with Russia.

The Historian

According to Hrushevsky's own statements, he returned to Ukraine
primarily to continue his scholarly work, although he was uncertain
whether he would succeed in doing so. In a letter to Studynsky written
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in January 1924, several months before Hrushevsky left Vienna for
Kyiv, he said: 'In my interview in Nash prapor (Our Banner) I deliber-
ately outlined my scholarly plan in order to document why I made the
journey and what I wanted. Perhaps it will prove impossible to realize
any of it. I shall try.'t+z Indeed, Hrushevsky made his first attempts to
carry out his scholarly agenda as soon as he settled in Kyiv. Inldy 1924,
in an addendum to a letter addressed to his former party colleague
Panas Butsenko, now secretary of the All-Ukrainian Central Executive
Committee and an important figure in the Bolshevik administration of
Ukraine, Hrushevsky sought to enlist his support. Among his major
tasks, Hrushevsky listed the revival of the joumaT Ukraina, publication of
a bulletin of scholarly information for the outside world, and the continu-
ation of his History of Llkrainian Literature and History of Llkraine-Rus' .1M

How successful was Hrushevsky in attaining these goals? Did he
accomplish what he had hoped forby returning to Ukraine, or were his
expectations misplaced? Answering these questions is essential to de-
termining the extent to which the Bolshevik regime allowed the realiza-
tion of the scholarly agenda of the national project. I shall address them
by taking a closer look at the aspect of Hrushevsky's scholarly activity
that consumed most of his time and energy during the 1920s and early
1930s. This was the continuation of his 'big' History of Ukraine-Rus' and
the archival research and archaeographic activities associated with that
undertaking.

There is no question that the continuation of the History of Ukraine
Ras'was one of the projects Hrushevsky wanted to advance by return-
ing to Ukraine in the spring of 7924. His work on the History had been
halted by the outbreak of the 1977 revolution. Hrushevsky completed
part 3 of volume 8 of the History in early \917 , whrle in exile in Moscow.
In the autumn of that year, he sent the corrected proofs of this part to
his Moscow printer from Kyiv, where he was serving as head of the
Ukrainian Central Rada. He reissued all three parts of volume 8 in the
emigration rn7922.1a5

The uncertainties of 6migr6 life, lack of archival materials, and grow-
ing difficulties in gaining access to library collections made it impos-
sible for Hrushevsky to continue his 'big history' abroad. Instead, he
focused his energies on organizing the Sociological Institute in Vienna,
studied the history of primitive societies, which resulted in the publica-
tion of his Origins of Society (A Genetical Sociology) (1927), and began
work on the multivolume History of Ukrainian Literature, which, unlike
the History of Ukraine-Rus' , did not require archival research. As always,
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Hrushevsky put long hours into his work on these projects. He wrote
four volumes of the History of Ukrainian Literature, three of which were
published while he was still in the emigration. He took the manuscript
of the fourth volume to Ukraine, where it was issued in 1925. While
abroad, Hrushevsky reprinted some of his earlier works, mainly to
generate income but also in response to continuing demand for them.
The new complete edition of volume 8 of the History was an especially
important undertaking, given that part two of the volume had first
appeared in an edition of a mere 500 copies, and the whole press run of
part 3 had perished in Moscow in 1918. That part was reprinted from
the only remaining copy, which Hrushevsky chanced to receive from
the printer.la6

In late 1923, when Hrushevsky and his family made their final deci-
sion to return to Ukraine, the historian turned to his old Lviv colleague
and confidant Kyrylo Studynsky with a request to look for a number of
books that he wanted to take with him to Ukraine. 'When I get to Kyiv,'
wrote Hrushevsky, 'I want to set to work immediately on the continua-
tion of the big History, 7650-1725.'ra7 Two of the three works that
Hrushevsky asked Studynsky to locate in his abandoned Lviv library
were directly related to his planned continuation of the History. One of
them was a collection of letters from papal nuncios pertaining to the
Khmelnytsky Uprising and edited by Hrushevsky's former student
Stepan Tomashivsky. Another was a multi-volume collection of studies
by Ludwik Kubala, whom Hrushevsky later called 'the most ardent
panegyrist' of Khmelnytsky. 148

There is little doubt that in the last volumes of his History, Hrushevsky
made a particular effort to shield his scholarship from the prevailing
political biases of the period. In his foreword of 7927 to the second
editlon of part 3 of volume 8 of his History, Hrushevsky wrote that he
had refrained from making'any changes in it, so as to avoid introduc-
ing into the exposition any of the "politics" inspired by the events of the
last few years. Let it stand as written at the time, when Ukrainians were
not yet divided by contemporary politics.'ue This desire to escape the
influence of changing political circumstances was also expressed by
Hrushevsky in his introduction to volume 9 of the History.150 There is
reason to believe that Hrushevsky's resistance to pressure from political
supporters and opponents alike contributed to the way in which the
Soviet-era volumes of the History were written. Both volumes (9 and 10)
were extremely rich in source material and rather deficient in authorial
interpretation of events. Hrushevsky's research, which was based pre-
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dominantly on little-known or completely unkno\ /n sources from the
Moscow archives, allowed him to make a tremendous contribution to
his contemporaries'knowledge of that period and present many events
and trends of the mid-seventeenth century in a new light. This is espe-
cially true of the diplomatic history of the period. The diplomatic reia-
tions of the Cossack state in the crucial years of 7654*8 (between the
Pereiaslav and Hadiach agreements) with Muscovy, Poland, the Danube
principalities, and Sweden were studied by Hrushevsky with a thor-
oughness as yet unsurpassed.

The continuation of Hrushevsky's magnum opus in Ukraine was no
easy task, especially given its author's interest in archival materials.
The regular cycle of work on the History, which involved Hrushevsky's
students in archival research for future volumes of the History as their
professor completed his current volume, was broken. Apart from that,
Hrushevsky's own notes and copies of documentary sources on the
Khmelnytsky era fell victim first to wartime hardships and police
searches and then to the devastating fire at Hrushevsky's home caused
by the Bolshevik bombardment of Kyiv.1s1 Consequently, when
Hrushevsky returned to Kyiv and presented his plans for the future in a
letter to Butsenko, he did not mention the continuation of the History
among his immediate priorities. Regarding the History of Ukraine,Hru-
shevsky wrote: 'I would also like to continue the big History of Ukraine-
Rr.is', which stopped with 1650 (volume 8). But as the prepared materials
were burned in our house in7977, one would need time to collect them
again and resume work.'152

In October 1924 Hrushevsky left Kyiv for a short trip to Kharkir',
Moscow, and Leningrad. There he engaged in considerable lobbying on
behalf of the academy's 'historical institutions' and familiarized him-
self with the new arrangement of the archival repositories with the
intention of resuming his work on the 'big history.'153 Flrushevsky was
generally satisfied with the results of his trip. Writing to Studynsky
from Leningrad (to which he referred by its pre-First World War name,
St Petersburg), Hrushevsky noted: 'I was taking a look at conditions for
scholarly work in connection with my plans to continue the big history.
I see that in Kyiv we have no reason to complain too much about
working conditions; we should just get down to ws1ftl/15;1 That was
exactly what Hrushevsky intended to do. In Kyiv he began his prepara-
tory work on the History just as he had done in Lviv, by arranging an
archaeographic expedition and recruiting young historians to partici-
pate in it. In his letter to Studynsky from Leningrad, Hrushevsky asked
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his old friend to look for a qualified person who could advance his

projects in the archival repositories of Lviv and Cracow, promising to

pay for the work.15s In May 7925he again asked Studynsky to find him

a few qualified people in Lviv and Cracow to do archival research for

the next volume of the History and wrote that he was under pressure on
all sides to continue the work.156 In june and July he appealed once
more to Studynsky to help him find research assistants in Lviv and

Cracow. He also mentioned that he was planning to complete the

manuscript of the fifth volume of the History of Ukrniniqn Literature in

September 7925; after that he wanted to begin preparing materials for

the next volume of lhe History of lJkrnine-Rus' .157
In 7925, on the basis of the 'historical institutions' of the Ukrainian

Academy of Sciences, Hrushevsky organized an archaeographic expe-
dition to the Moscow archives, which lvere particularly rich in materi-

als on the Khmelnytsky era. The expedition began its work in1926 and

continued it on a regular basis unti l 1931. Participants included

Volodymyr Ievfymovsky, Viktor Iurkevych, Dmytro Kravtsov, Sylvestr

Hlushko, and Prokip Nechyporenko, with Mykola Petrovsky and

Anatolii Iershov taking part on an occasional basis.158 Members of the

expedition studied an enormous number of Muscovite diplomatic

sources pertaining to Ukrainian history for the years 1650-79 and sent

copies of this material to Kyiv.1se Thanks to the availability of additional

government funding, Hrushevsky was able to pay salaries, award schol-

arships, and cover expenses not only of his graduate students who took

part in the expedition to Moscow but also of those who, like the Nizhyn

historians Mykola Petrovsky and Anatolii Iershov, participated in the

expedition from time to time. Clerks were also hired in Moscow to

speed up the copying of the documents. Moreover, Hrushevsky paid

Vasyl Herasymchuk and Myron Korduba for their work in the Polish

archives, as well as their copyists and other individuals working on the

project.l60
No doubt this diversion of funds to projects related to Hrushevsky's

work on the History made many people unhappy in the cash-strapped
academy.161 Even Fedir Savchenko, who had once been close to
Hrushevsky, complained in one of his letters to Studynsky that he could
not get any travel money from the department, as all the funds were

going to pay for trips taken by associates engaged in the archaeographic
expedition to Moscow or to assist Hrushevsky's daughter, Kateryna,

r,r'ith her scholarly projects.162 In the summer of 1930, when Hrushevsky

found himself under direct attack bv the authorities, the question of his
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alleged abuse of power was placed on the agenda of the academy's
'purge'commission. Oleksii Baranovych, Lev Okinshevych, and Mykola
Tkachenko, all former graduate students of Hrushevsky's departmentl63
and members of the professional association committee at the time of
the purge, asked one of the members of the archaeographic expedition,
Volodymyr Ievfymovsky, what portion of his time in the archives he
devoted to working on his own topic and how much of the materials
collected he passed on to Hrushevsky. Ievfymovsky answered that
approximately 10 per cent of the material was related to his own topic
and the rest went to the Archaeographic Commission.l64

Like all other members of the archaeographic expedition, Ievfymovsky,
who was an official candidate for graduate studies (kandydat u aspiron-
ty) rn 1924-6 and became a graduate student at the Department of
Ukrainian History in 1926-9, worked on his own thesis as well as
on Hrushevsky's projects. The subject of his dissertation, 'Muscovite

Voevodas in Ukraine in the Times of Bohdan Khmelnytsky,' was closely
related to the materials that he was studying on behalf of Hrushevsky.
He defended his thesis in 1930.165 Also closely related to the themes
being studied by Hrushevsky was the thesis topic of another active
member of the archaeographic expedition, Dmytro Kravtsov. His sub-
ject was the impact of Stepan Razin's uprising on Ukraine.166 Viktor
Iurkevych was working on a thesis about Ukrainian resettlement to
Muscovy in the Khmelnytsky era.167 In Kyiv, as previously in Lviv,
Hrushevsky sought to combine his own research interests with the
topics studied by his graduate students. Conversely, there is little doubt
that long stays in Moscow sometimes interfered with individual pro-
grams of graduate study at the academy. The correspondence between
Hrushevsky and his students in Moscow often referred to their thesis
work and progress in their examinations.l68

Hrushevsky apparently had full control over the use of archival
materials collected by the members of the archaeographic expedition.
He approved the works of his graduate students for publication and
was well acquainted with the research done by other members of the
expedition, whose work in the Moscow archives he helped fund through
the academy. Relations between Hrushevsky and his associates are well
illustrated by letters to him from Anatolii Iershov, a Nizhyn historian,
who worked as a temporary member of the expedition in 7927. ln
September of that year, he wrote to report on his findings in the archives
and asked permission to use some of those materials to write an article
on Ivan Vyhovsky's relations with the Ottomans. He was very careful
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and diplomatic in formulating his request: 'On the basis of these reports
I would like to write a brief article on Vyhovsky's (Eastern) policy -

only if this is appropriate in your opinion, of course. Otherwise, I shall
make no use whatever of this material.'16e Iershov was among the
scholars whom Hrushevsky thanked for their assistance in the intro-
duction to volume 9 of the History,170 but we do not have his response to
this particular request.

Hrushevsky stayed in close touch with his associates, following the
progress of their work and often asking them to check and recheck
documents that he needed at any given time.171 He also did archival
work himself while on short visits to Moscow and Leningrad. In order
to save time, he would ask his associates to obtain advance permission
for him to r.t ork in the archives, as well as to order the documents he
was specifically interested in seeing.172 Members of the archaeographic
expedition conducted their search for archival documents in two ways.
One would begin with Hrushevsky's specific request for a particular
document cited in the works of Sergei Soloviev or Mykola Kostomarov.lT3
The other method was a global search for documents in those archi-
val collections where documents related to Ukrainian history were
most likely to have been deposited. These included the collections of
the Military Office (Razriadnyi prlkaz), the Ambassadorial Office
(Posol'skii prlkaz, with its documents on Little Russian, Polish, Molda-
vian, Turkish, Crimean, Hungarian, and Swedish affairs), the Siberian
Office, the Office of Secret Affairs (Prlkaz tainykh del), and so on. The
global search would be done on a year-by-year basis, but sometimes
documents relevant to the period on which Hrushevsky was working
would come from files pertaining to later periods. This was the case
with the letters of Tymish Khmelnytsky's widow, Rozanda, to the Mus-
covite tsar, which were located by Viktor Iurkevych while studying
documents of the 1660s. These letters were copied at Hrushevskv's
request and cited at the end of the first part of volume 9.17+

As a rule, members of the archaeographic expedition would read the
documents, compare them with the published materials (mostly in the
Akty IUZR [Documents on the History of Southwestern Russia]) and
excerpts of documents quoted by Soloviev or Kostomarov, and then
select excerpts for copying. The copyists hired by the archaeographic
expedition would then transcribe individual documents, or parts of
them. After that, a member of the expedition would check the copies
against the originals and send them to Hrushevsky in Kyiv.175 Some-
times the rcLts (stolbtsy) were mixed up, and Hrushevsky's associates
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would have to do detective work to reestablish the original sequence of
materials.176 On occasion Hrushevskv would ask his associates to double-
check the original or copy illegible words and passages on tracing
paper. Ievfymovsky even suggested to Hrushevsky that typed copies of
pages of the History containing excerpts from copied documents be sent
to Moscow to be proofread there.177 It is not clear whether Hrushevsky
took this advice. Members of the archaeographic expedition r.t orked
closely with local archivists, including S.I. Porfiriev who was thanked
by Hrushevsky in the introduction to volume 9, and occasionally con-
sulted scholars in Moscow, including Matvei Liubavsky and Vitalii
tr lngorn.' '  "

The archival research conducted by members of the archaeograpl-ric
expedition in Poland and Western Ukraine focused on the Lviv, Cracow,
and Warsaw repositories. In Lviri they worked in the Ossolif,ski Li-
brary, with its copy of the diaries of Albrycht Stanislaw Radziwill, the
compendium of Marcin Golifrski, and the Stanislaw Lukas files, as well
as the Baworowski and Dzieduszycki collections.iTe In Cracow, they did
research in the City Archives, with their Rusiecki and Pinocci collec-
tions; the Czartoryski Library, with its Naruszewicz flles; and the

]agiellonian Library. In Warsaw repositories, special attention was paid
to materials recently transferred there from Russia.180 Both in Russia
and in Poland, members of Hrushevsky's archaeographic expedition
r.t'ere able to collect an enormous amount of previouslv unknown mate-
r ia l  that  presented many episodes of  the IGmelnytsky Upr is ing in  a
new light. This explains, at least in part, Hrushevsky's decision to
publish many of those documents in the text, notes, and appendixes of
the Soviet-era volumes of his History.

Apart from work on Hrushevsky's assignments and their own schol-
arly projects, members of the archaeographic expedition were involved
in preparing collections of documents. As head of the Archaeographic
Commission of the Academy of Sciences, Hrushevsky had ambitious
plans of continuing documentary publications initiated by previous
generations of Ukrainian scholars but never brought to fruition.l8l These
included the publication of a volume of documents on Cossack history
covering the years 1628-38 compiled by Panteleimon Kulish and then
taken over by the Archaeographic Commission of the Ukrainian Acad-
emy of Sciences in 7979. Hrushevsky considered the planned publica-
tion of Herasymchuk's collection of documents on the post-Khmelnytsky
era a continuation of the documentary series started by the Archaeo-
graphic Commission of the Shevchenko Scientific Society in Lviv. He
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also planned the publication of a documentary series on the history of
the Hetmanate, a project contemplated by the Archaeographic Com-
mission of the Ukrainian Scientific Society in Kyiv prior to the First
World War. In addition, there were plans to publish documents on the
haidamakn movement, a project originated by Volodymyr Antonovych.
Another project dealt with the publication of documents on Russian-
Ukrainian relations: it was planned as a continuation of the Aktll luZR
series, which had reached the year 7678before it was terminated.l82 In
terms of archaeographic work, Hrushevsky was often picking up where
he himself or his colleagues and predecessors had stopped at the begin-
ning of the First World War.

Hrushevsky's plans also included the publication of a new series of
volumes of Ukrainian diplomatic documents (Ukrains' lcyi dyplomatarii).
The first volume, comprising the proclamations of Bohdan Khmelnytsky,
was planned for publication in 1932-3.183 Needless to say, it never
appeared. A variety of reasons delayed and then prevented the publica-
tion of Herasymchuk's collection of documents on the years 7657-65.r81
The published volumes of Ukrains'kyi arkhia (Ukrainian Archive, vols 1,
2, and 4) stand as a reminder of Hrushevsky's ambitious plans for the
publication of Ukrainian source materials.185 His major project in this
sphere was never realized, initially for lack of funding and later be-
cause of the destruction of his 'historical institutions' at the academy.
Yet there is little doubt that in Hrushevsky's mind, his most important
task was not the publication of the materials collected by the archaeo-
graphic expedition but the continuation of his two multivolume histo-
ries of Ukraine and Ukrainian literature.

Hrushevsky was impatient to resume work on his magnum opus. In
early 7926, without awaiting the results of the newly organized
archaeographic expedition, he began writing the new (ninth) volume of
the History. As Hrushevsky noted in his introduction to the volume, he
initially wrote the parts covering the years 1650 and 1651, and later, in
the course of 1926-8, when he gained access to more archival material,
completed the narrative up to the death of Bohdan Khmelnytsky.tuu kt
Aprl\7926 Hrushevsky wrote to Studynsky that he was working on the
ninth volume of the History, most likely referrinq to this first draft of
the volume."7 By that t ime work on volume dnua clearly become
Hrushevsky's scholarly priority. Nevertheless, his administrative ac-
tivities, academic politics, and lobbying in Kharkiv on behalf of the
"historical institutions" were taking a great deal of his time and energy.
in April 1928 Hrushevsky complained to Studynsky that he had had a
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very difficult year, and his work on the History was suffering as a result
of constant commotion (metushnia).r88 The lack of progress on the His-
tory that so concerned Hrushevsky should, of course, be seen in relative
terms. By early August 1928 the historian was already informing his
Lviv colleague that he was completing the volume and planning to
send its first chapters to the press later that month. Hrushevsky was
tired and wanted to see the project completed. He complained about
the lack of literature and difficulties in obtaining the books he needed
but stressed that he wanted to get rid of the vo1ume.18e That was no easy
task. The volume kept ballooning as a result of new archival material
sent to Hrushevsky by his associates, and its final version consisted not
of ten chapters, as originally planned, but thirteen.

Probably for the first time in his work on the History, Hrushevsky was
approaching an era covered by an enormous amount of sources that
were either unpublished or completely unknown to his predecessors.
Hrushevsky could now not only offer his reader a new interpretation of
known sources, as in the previous volumes of the History, but could also
choose to allow the previously unknown sources to speak for them-
selves, thereby reducing to a minimum the role of the historian as
interpreter of events. Hrushevsky expressed his fascination with the
new sources in the introduction to volume 9: 'I have relegated the
literary elaborations of the Khmelnytsky era to the background, giving
preference to contemporary reports in documentary material collected
in the publications of the last few decades, which I have supplemented
with the help of my collaborators. This documentary material has been
supplemented so considerably as to fill in some of the previous gaps
and shed new light on events. This should be said particularly of the
last years of the Khmelnytsky era, which have been very superficially
treated in the scholarly literature to date. The factual content of the
Khmelnytsky era has been considerably enriched, and its overall image
appears much clearer, although the new material has rather compli-
cated than simplified it. For my part, I have tried not to schematize this
image or simplify it artificially, so as not to bend it to my subjective
perceptions, even though I provide general comments in some places,
especially at the end of the volume.'1eo

The first chapters of volume 9 were submitted for printing to the
State Publishing House of Ukraine in September 7928.1e1The printing
of book 1 of the volume was apparently completed by the end of
April.1e2 In his letter of 18 May 7929 to Studynsky, Hrushevsky wrote
about sending him a copy of the book.1e3 Hrushevsky sent the manu-
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script of the second part of volume 9 to the State Publishing House of
Ukraine in September 1929,1e4 but publication was long delayed, and
the book did not come out until 1931. In his letter of 7934 to Viacheslav
Molotov, Hrushevsky wrote that the volume was published before his
arrest in the winter of 1930-1 .res When exactly it in'as issued is hard to
say. It is known that in December 1930 Hrushevsky was still busy
proofreading the volume, making last,minute additions and correc-
tions.le6 In February 1931 payment of the author's honorarium for the
publication of the book was still being discussed by Hrushevsky's
associates and the oublisher.leT

Meanwhile, Hrushevsky continued to work on new l,olumes of the
Histonl. On the agenda was the next (tenth) volume of his magnum
opus. Some information about his work on this volume may be gleaned
from an official report on the activities and plans of the Department of
the Modern History of the Ukrainian People, one of the academic units
chaired by Hrushevsky. It was reported there that in 1929-30, Hru-
shevsky was working on the history of the Vyhovsky era. It was also
noted that in7927-8 he had completed part 1 of volume 9 of the History
(thirty-seven printed signatures), and in 1928-9 he had finished part 2
of the volume (ciose to fifty signatures). He was planning the comple-
tion of part 1 of volume 10 (about thirty signatures) in 1920_1 andpart2
of the volume (also close to thirty signatures) in 19"1-2.1e8

Part of volume 10 of the History was issued posthumously by Kateryna
Hrushevska in1936. As published, it covers a two-year period (7687-.8)
and is limited to a discussion of the hetmancv of Khmelnvtskv's imme-
diate successor, Ivan Vyhovsky. There is no indication anywhere in the
published text that what appeared in print was not a complete volume,
although it is much smaller than the thirty signatures that Hrushevsky
planned for part 1 of the rrolume in 1930. Most likely, volume 10 of the
History as issued by Kateryna Hrushevska represents only the first
chapters of the volume as originally planned. But did Hrushevsky's
work end there? Was he able to extend lnis History beyond 1658? The
question takes on particular significance in light of reports that the
second part of volume 10 was seen in Kyiv repositories as late as
the 1950s.1ee It is hard to say how well elaborated it really was.

Hrushevsky's plans to reissue the out-of-print volumes of the History
in Ukraine remained unfulfilled. Soon after his return, he signed a
contract with the State Publishing House of Ukraine to reprint those
volumes. The publisher was also supposed to arrange the import of
volumes 1-4 and 8 of the History from Lviv for sale in Soviet Ukraine.200
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There were plans to reprint volume 5 of the History but, as Hrushevsky
wrote in August 1926, the publisher failed to do so for lack of funds.201
Moreover, in August 1925 the secret police issued a circular to its
regional offices branding the History as a work hostile to the Soviet
regime and recommending that GPU officials pay special attention to
those interested in reading it.202 The shortage of funds and the suspi-
cious attitude of the authorities apparently prevented the republication
of earlier volumes of the Histortl in later years as well. Nevertheless,
Hrushevsky and his associates continued their efforts in that regard. In
january 1930 Fedir Savchenko informed Kyrylo Studynsky that the
authorities had decided to reprint some of the volumes.203 This deci-
sion, like ail the previous ones, was never carried out.

Clearly, Soviet realities of the 1920s, particularly the reorientation of
party policy in Ukraine of the early 1930s, prevented Hrushevsky from
realizing many of his plans. This was an enormous disappointment, but
it should be recognized that the achievements of Hrushevsky and his
students were equally enormous. Even judged against Hrushevsky's
most optimistic hopes at the time of his return to Kyiv, the results of his
work in Soviet Ukraine surpassed all expectations. While in Ukraine,
Hrushevsky was able to continue almost all the major projects initiated
in Lviv prior to the First World War. He also trained a new group of
scholars and managed to organize archival research on a scale previ-
ously unsurpassed. Was it indeed the case that Soviet power could take
credit for an unprecedented flourishing of Ukrainian culture and schol-
arship, as was often declared in official pronouncements of the day?
Not entirely. To begin with, Hrushevsky's achievements in Lviv, which
were partly supported by funds provided to the Shevchenko Scientific
Society by the Polish-controlled Galician Diet, were no less impressive
than his accomplishments in Soviet Ukraine. Moreover, much of what
Hrushevsky achieved at the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences came about
not with the assistance of the authorities but against their will.

All this being said, it should be admitted that during the 1920s the
Soviet authorities in Ukraine offered Hrushevsky and his coworkers
better conditions to carry out their scholarly projects than they could
have found anywhere else in contemporary Europe. Why did they do
so? One reason was the official attempt to present Soviet Ukraine as a
Piedmont for the Ukrainian intelligentsia and 'toiling masses' outside
the USSR. Another was the policy of Ukrainization, especially the Bol-
shevik effort to find allies among the predominantly hostile Ukrainian
intelligentsia. Under these circumstances, archival and scholarly projects
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like those undertaken by Hrushevsky were tolerated or even supported
by the authorities to the extent that they did not directly contradict the
party line and supported the official project of dismantling the ideologi-
cal foundations of the old regime. That policy, which allowed
Hrushevsky's archival projects to flourish, was implemented for most
of the 1920s but came to an abrupt halt toward the end of the decade.

The'Counterrevolutionary'

The year 7929 marked the beginning of officially sponsored attacks on
Hrushevsky in Marxist publications. In january the politburo of the
Communist Party of Ukraine passed a resolution withdrawing its
previous support for Hrushevsky's 'historical institutions' at the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. That decision cleared the way for a
well-orchestrated campaign of media attacks on Hrushevsky and his
associates.20+

The story of the Soviet authorities' persecution of Hrushevsky in the
last five years of his life is well researched and familiar to scholars. The
publication over the last decade of a number of monographs based on
the archives of the party, the Academy of Sciences and, more impor-
tantly, the secret police has not only fully reconstructed the details of
this campaign but has also added to our understanding of the inner
workings of the Soviet regime in the non-Russian republics.2Os My
account, then, will briefly summarize the official persecution of
Hrushevsky as it emerges from formerly secret documents preserved in
the Soviet archives. My main focus, however, will be on the nature of
the argument used by the authorities to legitimize their actions. The
questions I pose here deai mostly with the dominant Soviet discourse of
the period and its transformation in the late 1920s and early 1930s.
Hrushevsky found himself confronting an official effort to take full
control of the main institutional symbol of knowledge and scholarship
in the land - the Academy of Sciences and its publications. Arguably,
never had the relations between power and knowledge been so starkly
exposed as they were during the first decades of the Soviet regime.
Hrushevsky's Soviet odyssey and the resulting human drama were
thus characteristic of a profound change in the status of the Academy of
Sciences, from relative autonomy in the former Russian Empire to
political subservience in the USSR, as the coercive new regime iought
to take over the country's academic and intellectual establishment.

Hrushevsky's fate was determined by the new Soviet policy of com-
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plete intolerance toward the 'old cadres' and the nationally conscious
intelligentsia, who were banished from the public sphere, with little or
no opportunity to respond in public to the accusations against them.
This does not mean, however, that negotiations (in the postmodern
sense of the term) between Hrushevsky and the authorities were com-
pletely abandoned. As has recently been argued with regard to the
post-Second World War Soviet attack on Ukrainian historians, official
accusations against actual and perceived enemies of the regime re-
mained part of the negotiation process, even though the victims had
very limited resources at their disposal to answer their accusers.206
Thus, it is the shifting position of the dominant side in these 'negotia-

tions' that is central to my discussion.
The change in the Kharkiv authorities'policy toward the academy,

the termination of official cooperation with Hrushevsky, and the launch
of an all-out attack on him and his associates should be viewed in the
context of two interconnected processes that were under way in the
USSR in the late 1920s. The first was the beginning of a new stage of the
cultural revolution marked by an attack on the 'old cadres.' The second
was the change in party policy toward the Ukrainian national revival.
Both developments had a devastating effect on the Ukrainian Academy
of Sciences.

In Russia the 1928 elections to the All-Union Academy of Sciences
resulted in the virtual takeover of the academy by the authorities. They
forced the academicians to vote for their candidates, such as Nikolai
Bukharin and Mikhail Pokrovsky, and appointed party cadres to posi-
tions of power in the academy. That campaign was foliowed by the
arrest of a number of scholars, including the prominent Russian histo-
rian Sergei Platonov. In Ukraine the GPU fabricated a case against the
'Union for the Liberation of Ukraine,' and scores of scholars from the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, including Serhii Iefremov were ar-
rested and sentenced to imprisonment in the GULAG system.2o7 The
campaign against the Ukrainian intelligentsia went hand in hand with
a propagandistic assault on 'Ukrainian nationalism,' a political offen-
sive aimed at eliminating all manifestations of Ukrainian political
assertiveness and opposition to Moscow's drive for the centralization of
Soviet political, economic, and cultural life. Not surprisingly, the vic-
tims of the new policy included not only 'old cadres'but also highly
placed party functionaries, such as the leading Marxist historian Matvii
Iavorsky, who was severely criticized for alleged nationalism, forced to
leave Ukraine, and later arrested.Z08
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The party's assault on Hrushevsky came after the bogus trial of the'union 
for the Liberation of ukraine' (March-April 1930), but the change

in official policy toward him can be traced back to the end of 1927. Tie
limits that Hrushevsky placed on his cooperation with the regime should
be seen as an important reason for the party's reluctance to propose his
candidacy for the office of president of the Academy of sclenies. The
authorities' support for Hrushevsky all but evaporated by December
1927, once they realized that he and his allegedly irreconcilable foes,
Iefremov and Krymsky, had reached agreement and formed a common
front againstthe regime's policies within the academy. In the following
year, the authorities removed Iefremov and his supporters from the
leadership of the academy and resolved on its 'communization.'once

Iefremov was gone, the authorities iost interest in Hrushevsky as a
natural counterweight to what they viewed as a 'constitutional-demo-

cratic' grouping in the academy. official support was withdrawn, and
funds earlier available to Hrushevsky were now allocated to establish
an institute to be chaired by the new president of the academy, the
biolo gist Danylo Zab olotny.zoe

By the summer of 1930 Hrushevsky found himself under continuous
assault. At the academy, his 'historical institutions' were either taken
away from him or their employees harassed by numerous commissions
looking for signs of nationalism in Hrushevsky's scholarry work. Before
his return to Ukraine in 1924, Hrushevsky had acquirbd two letters
from the authorities guaranteeing his immunity frorrrpolitical persecu-
tion. The first was issued by the Ukrainian central Executive Commit-
tee; the second was signed by the head of the government, Vlas Chubar,
and the head of the GPU, vsevolod Balytsky. Neither of these official
guarantees was of any avail to Hrushevsky when on 22 March 1931 the
Politburo of the Communist Party of Ukriine gave its approval for his
arrest as leader of the fictitious 'Ukrainian 

National Centre.' The next
day Hrushevsky was arrested in Moscow (where he had gone on a
r"-rg1Th trip), brought back to Ukraine, and interrogated by a number
of GPU officers, including Balytsky himself. After that he was returned
to Moscow, where he was unexpectedly released from custody and
rescinded the self-incriminatory testimony that he had given under
duress in ukraine. someone in the higher echelons of poiarer had de-
cided to spare the historian's life. Hrushevsky was allowed to continue
his scholarly work in Moscow but remained under secret police surveil-
lance until the end of his life and was never allowed to return to
Ukraine.2lo
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For a more detailed look at the political accusations levelled against
Hrushevsky by Bolshevik propaganda, let us examine a government-
sponsored pamphlet directly related to Hrushevsky's arrest. Its author
was Andrii Khvylia, an official of the Ukrainian Central Executive
Committee, and his pamphlet,'The Bourgeois-Nationalist Tribune,' was
published in Bil'shoayk Ukrainy (Bolshevik of Ukraine) soon after
Hrushevsky's arrest.211 This was the first political article specifically
concerned with'rrnmasking'Hrushevsky. In it, Khvylia revived many
of the accusations made by Marxist reviewers of Hrushevsky's works
prior to 1931 but also introduced some new elements into anti-
Hrushevsky polemics.

The main purpose of Khvylia's article was to depict Hrushevsky as
an ideologue of Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism and the journalUkrqilno

as a mouthpiece of his ideas. Most of the charges levelled against
Hrushevsky by the organizers of the new campaign did not pertain to
his major work, the History of Ukraine-Rus',but to his political writings
of the revolutionary era, as well as his postrevolutionary publications in
the journal Ukraina on Ukrainian national historiography and the cul-
tural revival of the nineteenth and eariy twentieth centuries. The ar-
ticles published in that journal had been attacked by Marxist critics
back in 1927 and1929, and Mykola Skrypnyk himself went on record at
least once with the claim that the journal was publishing articles of a
political nature under the cover of scholarship. Hence it comes as little
surprise that publications in Ukralnn served as the basis for Andrii
Khvylia's attack on Hrushevsky.

Khvylia claimed lhat Ukraina lacked articles dealing with topics im-
portant to Soviet society, such as class struggle and the history of the
revolutionary movement. At the same time, he stated that Ukrainnhad
not become an 'archival journal' and was involving itself in politics. In
his critique Khvylia suggested that as editor of Ukraina, Hrushevsky
was not only deliberately misrepresenting Ukrainian history and cul-
ture but also propagating bourgeois nationalism. Khvylia developed
some of the charges that Oleksander Shumsky had brought against
Hrushevsky in1926 wiih regard to his article'In Shameful Memory.'He
also repeated arguments earlier voiced by Vlas Chubar and Volodymyr
Zatonsky, who claimed that it was Hrushevsky who had joined the
communists in the Ukrainian nation-building effort, not vice versa.
There were also important new elements in Khvylia's attack on
Hrushevsky. In order to discredit the journal and its editor even further
in the eyes of the Soviet readership, Khvylia depicted Ukrnina as a
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tribune for the propaganda not only of nationalist and bourgeois ideas
but also of religious ones.212

Hrushevsky emerged from the pages of Khvylia's article as a politicar
enemy of the state who was summoning his supporters to an armed
uprising. Clearly, the only proper place for such an individual was
behind bars, and the main goal of Khvylia's article was to justify
Hrushevsky's arrest. In making his case against Hrushevsky, Khvylia
not only misinterpreted and decontextualized many of Hrushevsky,s
statements but also falsified some of them. In particular, he charged
Hrushevsky with having stated that the national question could noi be
resolved within the framework of a proletarian state. He also insinu-
ated that in writing about the 'emotional' 

as opposed to the ,rational,

arguments of Ukrainian activists, Hrushevsky was in fact referring to
armed struggle against the proletarian revolution. Khvylia concluded
his attack on Hrushevsky and Llkrainaby noting the journal's fairure to
condemn the activities of the 'ljnion for the Liberation of Ukraine,,
which had been fabricated by the secret police. According to Khvylia,
the journal had kept silent on that matter because its editors did not
approve the proletariat's verdict against the 'criminals.'

In the spring of 7937, during Hrushevsky's forced exile in Moscow,
mock trials disguised as scholarly debates were staged by the authori-
ties in Kyiv and Kharkiv for the purpose of discrediting Hrushevsky
and his writings. Their other goal was the legitimization of the all-out
attack on Hrushevsky's colleagues and students, as well as on the
Ukrainian intelligentsia in general. Hrushevsky was probably the first
ukrainian scholar with an established prerevolutionary reputation whom
the regime sought to destroy by meins of public 'alsputes.' Later the
same year, new debates were held in order to'unmask'the'true, views
of academicians Kostiantyn vobly and Leonid Iasnopolsky, as well as to
criticize the allegedly bourgeois scheme of Ukrainian history produced
by Hrushevsky's antagonist at the time, Oleksander Ohloblyn.zta

The three 'Hrushevsky 
debates' took place in Kyiv in May 1931.

They were held in the building formerly occupied by the Central Rada,
the conference auditorium of the Academv of Sciences, and the Kviv
Opera.2la At these carefully orchestrated puUti. discussions, party schol-
ars would attack Hrushevsky for his non-Marxist and allegedly anti-
Soviet views. The historian Nataliia Polonska-Vasvlenko, who was
present at the debates, later remarked that what she found most diffi-
cult to endure was listening to the speeches of 'repentance, 

given by
former students and associates of Hrushevskv who were forced to
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blame their leader for his alleged'errors.'She also noted that there were
individuals courageous enough to refuse to join the accusers.215 The
published text of one of the speeches delivered at the debates makes it
apparent that some of those present at the debate of 5 May 1931 sent
unsigned notes to the presidium reminding the audience that it was
Hrushevsky who had led the Ukrainian people in their struggle for
liberation.2l6

Texts of speeches delivered by some of the participants were later
published in leading Ukrainian journals, giving us a better understand-
ing of the discourse of denunciation employed by the regime to crush
its real and imagined opponents. A reworked text of Andrii Richytsky's
speech on Hrushevsky's sociological views appeared in the May 1931
issue of the Ukrainian party's main theoretical organ, Bil'shouyk Ukrai'ny,
while an extensive tract on Hrushevsky's political views by Mykhailo
Rubach (Rubanovych), based on his speech at one of the 'Hrushevsky

disputes,' was published in Cheraonyi shliakh (Red Pathway) in the
latter half of 7932.217

Andrii Richytsky's presentation was devoted to 'unmasking' Hru-
shevsky's harmful views in the realm of sociology. As might be ex-
pected of a presentation at a politically charged'dispute,'Richytsky not
only attacked Hrushevsky's methodological 'errors'but also levelled a
number of politically harmful charges against him. He claimed that
Hrushevsky had never been a revolutionary populist himself and was
responsible for Ivan Franko's decision to abandon the revolutionary
populist platform and join the national-democratic camp. As an ideo-
logue, Hrushevsky allegedly represented the views of the Ukrainian
bourgeoisie of the'Cadet'camp (that is, members of the Russian Con-
stitutional Democratic Party). Richytsky characterized Hrushevsky's
adherence to the UPSR not as the result of a genuine evolution of his
views but as an opportunistic move intended to secure his influence
over the masses. The fact that Hrushevsky's alleged former foe (and

Constitutional Democrat) Mykhailo Mohyliansky2ls came to his de-
fence during the 'dispute' was interpreted by Richytsky as evidence
that various bourgeois groupings were prepared to create a united front
against the dictatorship of the proletariat. Richytsky portrayed Mohy-
liansky as a representative of Russian Constitutional Democratic ideol-
ogy, while Hrushevsky allegedly represented its Ukrainian equivalent.
According to Richytsky, their ideological unity underlay the resistance
of the bourgeois and capitalist elements to the advance of socialism, as
well as kulak resistance to the collectivization of agriculture. Cenerally
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speaking, Richytsky made every effort to present Hrushevsky's case as
an illustration of the party's then current slogan about the intensifica-
tion of the class struggle as a result of the socialist offensive in the
village. The final political blow came at the end of the article, where
Richytsky stated that although Hrushevsky might not be a supporter of
imperialist intervention against the USSR on the subjective level, objec-
tively his scholarly activities represented nothing other than the inter-
vention of bourgeois scholarship in the process of socialist cultural
construction.

In his attack on Hrushevsky, Richytsky touched on a number of
topics that were developed much more consistently by another inveter-
ate critic of Hrushevsky, Mykhailo Rubach. For the Hrushevsky 'dis-

putes,'Rubach prepared a paper devoted to a critique of the historian,s
socio-political views. It was first presented in April 7931 at a session of
the Ukrainian Society of Marxist Historians and then delivered on 25
May at a joint session of the historical, philosophical, and sociological
sections of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in Kyiv. A reworked and
expanded version was published a year later, in the second half of 1932,
in the journal Cherztonyi shliakh. Rubach's career as a 'specialist, on
Hrushevsky began in the mid-1920s in a seminar on Russian historiog-
raphy conducted by Mikhail Pokrovsky. At that time Rubach prepared
a long article on federalist theories in Russian historical thought that
paid special attention to the works of Hrushevsky. In that article, which
was published in 1930, Rubach developed Pokrovsky's view of
Hrushevsky as a continuator of the federalist approach to Russian
history first introduced into Russian historiography by Mykola
Kostomarov.2l9

By contrast, Rubach's article of 1932 on Hrushevsky was less a schol-
arly discussion and more a direct political attack. The very title of the
latter article, 'Bourgeois-Kulak 

Nationalist Ideology in the Guise of
Democracy of the "Toiling People,"' indicated its main goal. Rubach
proposed to unmask Hrushevsky as an ideologue not only of Ukrainian
bourgeois nationalism in general but also of the Ukrainian kulaks
(kurkuli) - well-to-do peasants who were then regarded as the party,s
main internal enemy. Taking Hrushevsky's autobiography and his po-
litical works as the basis of his 'class analysis,' Rubach presented the
following picture of Hrushevsky's ideological and political evolution.
In terms of social origin, Rubach described Hrushevsky as a descendant
of a well-off clerical family, characterizing his father as a typical moder-
ate liberal. All these markers of social and political identity, ,priest,'
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'moderate,' and 'liberal,' \A/ere pejorative and dangerous words in the
dominant Bolshevik discourse of the time. Rubach claimed that Hru-
shevsky had never been a socialist, and if he continued any tradition
represented by Mykhailo Drahomanov it was that of bourgeois liberal-
ism, to which Drahomanov descended in the last years of his 1ife,
abandoning the platform of petty-bourgeois democratism. Although
Hrushevsky had been persecuted by the tsarist authorities, Rubach
maintained that he was no more radical than the Russian Cadets. Ac-
cording to Rubach, Hrushevsky had joined the UPSR during the revolu-
tion for the sole purpose of taking control of the masses and removing
them from the influence of the proletariat.

Rubach presented Hrushevsky as the author of the theory of a 'single

national front,' which had been conceived with that goal in mind. To
make that theory work, Hrushevsky had allegedly advanced the supple-
mentary thesis of the 'non-bourgeois' character of the Ukrainian nation,
which Rubach characterized as a manifestation of nationalist, bour-
geois-kulak ideology. That thesis made it possible for Hrushevsky to
represent and defend the interests of Ukrainian landlords and bour-
geois. According to Rubach, Hrushevsky did not regard the class struggle
as the main agent of history - a Marxist view that became dogma under
the Bolshevik regime - but as an anomaly of historical development.
After Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine, continued Rubach, he had de-
clared his support for the Soviet regime but remained opposed to the
dictatorship of the proletariat and was hostile to industrialization. In-
stead, he had propagated a model of economic development that would
benefit the kulaks, not the workers. Another of Hrushevsky's alleged
transgressions was his call to unite the Ukrainian lands divided among
the USSR, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Romania. Rubach claimed that
under cover of the national banner, Hrushevsky was attempting to
downplay the opposition between the USSR and the capitalist world. In
making his case against Hrushevsky, Rubach cited Lenin's maxim that
within every nation there were two nations, one of the exploiters and
the other of the exploited, just as there were two national cultures.

Rubach summarized and further developed many of the political
accusations made against Hrushevsky by his predecessors during the
1920s and early 1930s, offering the most systematic account of the
historian's 'subversive' ideas yet presented. Rubach had clearly read
more of Hrushevsky's works than any other Marxist critic, which al-
lowed him to present a biased but quite coherent critique (within the
limits of party doctrine) of Hrushevsky's political views. The reason for
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the delay in the publication of Rubach's article, as compared with those
of Khvylia and Richytsky, is not entirely clear. It appeared when the
political campaign against Hrushevsky had long passed its peak of
1931, and the leaders of the party cell at the academy were even being
reprimanded by their superiors for having treated the old cadres too
harshly. The publication of the paper, which was later considered a
classic example of the Soviet critique of Hrushevsky, in a predomi-
nantly literary journal rather than in Bil'shoayk Ukrailny, the party's main
theoretical organ, also raises questions. The most plausible explanation
of this anomaly is that by 1932 Rubach himself had fallen on hard times
and found himself under criticism by the party. He was removed as
director of the Kharkiv Institute of Party History, and his publications
were attacked as national-democratic, rightist-opportunistic, and
Trotskyite falsifications. Later he was accused of being a Iavorskyite
and of treating the Ukrainian Revolution as a phenomenon separate
from the Russian one.220 The publication of the reworked version of
Rubach's anti-Hrushevsky paper may be seen as a desperate attempt to
demonstrate his continuing loyalty to the regime and eagerness to fight
the enemies of the party on the historical front. Ironically, the article that
Rubach apparently published to save his own skin during the 'intensifi-

cation of the class struggle' later served as a basis for the formulation of
the official view of Hrushevsky and his works for generations of Soviet
historians.22l

How different was the party-sponsored campaign of the early 1930s
against Hrushevsky from the critical attacks of the 1920s? In79374, as
opposed to the officially sponsored attacks of previous years, Hrushevsky
was presented by party ideologists not as an accomplice but as the main
perpetrator. The objective of the new campaign was not to demonstrate
the methodological shortcomings of Hrushevsky's writings, as was the
case previously, but to 'unmask'him as a political enemy - a Ukrainian
bourgeois nationalist and fascist allegedly working toward the separa-
tion of Ukraine from the USSR and its subjugation by the capitalist
West.222 The basis for bringing charges and fabricating evidence against
Hrushevsky and other members of the Ukrainian intelligentsia was
presented in January 1934 by the de facto ruler of Ukraine, Pavel
Postyshev, in a speech to the TWelfth Congress of the Communist Party
of Ukraine. Commenting on the 'findings' of the GPU, Postyshev claimed
that the intensification of the class struggle within the country and the
interventionist plans of foreign imperialists were leading to the
activization of nationalist counterrevolutionary organizations.223 The
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most serious political accusation against Hrushevsky was twofold, in-
cluding elements of state treason (the violation of Soviet territorial
integrity) and class-based subversion - the dismantling of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the restoration of the bourgeois order in
Ukraine. These general themes of the officially sponsored attacks on
Hrushevsky were worked out in detail in the list of 'crimes'imputed to
him after his arrest. They included leadership of a clandestine organiza-
tion that was allegedly preparing an armed uprising against the Soviet
regime and the establishment and maintenance of conspiratorial ties
with enemies of the USSR abroad. Hrushevsky's contacts with Euro-
pean and Western Ukrainian scholars were treated as incriminating
evidence against him and his colleagues. In 1934, while in Moscow,
Hrushevsky was investigated by the secret police as a member of the
'Russian National Party,' another clandestine organization fabricated
by the GPU whose alleged members were accused of having contacts
with fascist Germany and preparing to overthrow the Soviet regime.22a

These and earlier charges brought against Hrushevsky by the GPU
were a far cry from the official assessment of his political attitude in
7929. At that time, it was claimed that Hrushevsky belonged to a group
of smenoaekhoutsy who were pushing the authorities toward a more
radical policy of Ukrainization but opposed foreign intervention or civil
war in Ukraine, as they believed that under the circumstances only the
Soviet regime could guarantee Ukraine's independence and cultural
development. The GPU files on Hrushevsky show that within a rela-
tively short period, between 7929 and 1931, the secret police made a
drastic policy change: after having persecuted perceived enemies of the
regime on the basis of charges that at least partly reflected their political
views, they began laying completely trumped-up charges that reflected
only the political goals of the regime, bearing no relation to the current
or even former opinions of those accused.22s

The key to understanding the nature of Soviet discourse of the 1920s
and early 1930s lies in the party's complete control of the public sphere
within which competing speakers were interacting. The print media
were entirely subject to the Soviet regime, which consequently deter-
mined the scope and direction of public discourse. As demonstrated by
the articles on Hrushevsky's jubilee of 7926 and the attacks on him in
1931, both positive and negative publications were given prior ap-
proval by the authorities. By establishing complete control over public
space and determining not only what was said but also what was not
said, the regime was able to turn press discussion into a forum in which
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the current party line was presented, its enemies crushed, and public
hysteria and witch-hunting promoted.

When it came to official discussions of political and scholarly mat-
ters, only party members were allowed a voice, as was clearly indicated
by Shumsky's response to Hrushevsky in the autumn of 1926. The
regime also attempted to control all opposing discourse and later to
eliminate it completely. Hrushevsky's experience and that of his col-
leagues in the Academy of Sciences affords numerous illustrations of
this. In 7926 the authorities blacklisted Mykhailo Mohyliansky for pub-
lishing a short story in one of the Kyiv journals that was perceived as a
nationalist attack on Hrushevsky. Since Hrushevsky was then consid-
ered loyal to the regime, the story was viewed as dangerous. In 1928 the
authorities launched a campaign against Serhii Iefremov for publishing
an article in the Lviv newspaper Dilo, which was out of reach of the
Soviet regime. The campaign led eventually to Iefremov's arrest, which
was followed by the fabrication of a criminal case against the so-called
Union for the Liberation of Ukraine.226

Publications of the Academy of Sciences were initially exempt from
Soviet censorship and consequently much freer than the rest of the
Soviet press, but soon an unofficial censorship was established there as
well. In his diaries, Iefremov noted a major difference between the old
(tsarist) and the new (Soviet) censorship. If the old censorship confined
iiself to banning the publication of certain materials that it considered
hostile to the regime, the new one went further, demanding the publica-
tion of materials favourable to the regime. This was exemplified by a
Soviet censor's demand that Hrushevsky write and sign an article
marking the anniversary of Lenin's birthday.zz7 Under these new cir-
cumstances, the traditional significance of public statements by leading
figures was subverted, and Hrushevsky's half-hearted declarations in
support of the regime, as well as his condemnation of the Prague
scholarly congress of 1926, acquired a new negotiated meaning. As
secret police reports make clear, the general public was convinced that
Hrushevsky had been coerced into making his statement condemning
the congress. A tacit code of public discourse gradually emerged in the
USSR, with statements of exaggerated gratitude to the regime serving
as warning signals to the public, which came to realize that such state-
ments from the older generation of scholars, artists, and writers could
not be taken at face value.228 Within the framework of strictly controlled
public discourse, a new meaning was assigned to silence. Iefremov's
refusal to write for Soviet periodicals was viewed as a major insult to
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the authorities, who repeatedly attempted to force him to publish as an
indication of loyalty. The fact that Hrushevsky did not publicly con-
demn the alleged members of the 'Union for the Liberation of Ukraine'
was viewed by the authorities and the general public as a direct chal-
lenge to the regime.

After a series of public 'discussions' 
organized by the authorities to

'unmask' and 'ideologically disarm' Hrushevsky and his school, what-
ever was left of his 'historical institutions' in the Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences was either completely dissolved or purged and taken over by
his competitors. The campaign of criticism lt ent on, and Hrushevsky
was never allowed to return to Kyiv. The following years witnessed the
man-made famine in Ukraine and an official attack on the proponents
of national communism within the party ranks. Mykola Khvyliovy and
Mykola Skrypnyk, the two members of the Communist Party of Ukraine
whose names were most closely associated with the Ukrainization policy,
committed suicide in order to avoid arrest. During that t ime,
Hrushevsky's name was frequently mentioned in accusations against
new victims of Stalin's terror. He was portrayed as one of the leaders of
the Ukrainian fascists, and Mykola Strypnyt himself was accused of
sharing Hrushevsky's views on Ukrainian history.22e The journ alLlkrnina,
u'hich had been founded and edited by Hrushevskv resumed publica-
tion in 1932 under new editorship. It was now full of brutal attacks on
its former editor.

The political campaign against Hrushevsky was reactivated in early
1934 in connection with another purge of the Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences. In january 1934 Hrushevsky was attacked by Volodymyr
Zatonsky, the Ukrainian People's Commissar of Education, in his speech
at a session of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.230 In the same year
the newly established Institute of Historical Archaeography issued the
first volume of a serial, with two of its five articles devoted to 'uncover-

ing' the 'fascist' and 'nationalist' character of Hrushevsky's conception
of Ukrainian history.231 Hrushevsky's anomalous position as the main
enemy of the regime in Ukraine who remained at large in Moscow
caused a number of problems for party officials in Ukraine, who de-
manded that Moscow clari{u Hrushevsky's status. Suggestions (probably
fabricated by the Ukrainian GPU) to the effect that Hrushevsky was
contemplating defection to the West were forwarded to Moscow and
served as a basis for putting him under close surveillance by the secret
police. An undercover agent was sent to Kyiv to question Hrushevsky,s
relatives there, and Hrushevsky was followed by GPU agents while
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vacationing at the Academy of Sciences resort in Kislovodsk. It was

there that he died under suspicious circumstances in November 1934.232

On 25 November 1934, the day after Hrushevsky's death in Kis-

lovodsk, the Kyiv newspaper Vlsfl (News) informed its readers of his

passing and published the text of a Ukrainian government resolution

announcing a state funeral for Hrushevsky and awarding his family a

special government pension.233 The enemy of the regime was buried

with the honours reserved by that same regime for its major leaders.

Hrushevsky's obituary u,as published by the Moscow Prqr)dn and then

reprinted in the Ukrainian media, appearing in some journals in the

same issue as the bulletin about the assassination of Sergei Kirov on

1 December 1934.234
The authorities' unexpected 'change of heart' immediately following

Hrushevsky's death and his officially sponsored funeral in Kyiv created

an atmosphere that helped preserve some of his unpublished manu-

scripts. At its extraordinary meeting called to make preparations

for Hrusher.sky's funeral, the Presidium of the Ukrainian Academy

of Sciences recommended to the Ukrainian People's Commissariat of

Education that a special commission be established for the study of

Hrushevsky's papers and suggested Hrushevsky's daughter, Kateryna,

as a member. It was as part of her work on her father's manuscripts that

Hrushevska managed to prepare for print and publish volume 10 of the

History in 1936. Preparations for the publication of part 1 of volume 6 of

the History of Ukrainian Literature also resumed. Moreover, a monument

to Hrushevsky was erected on his grave.235
Part of the explanation of this change in official policy regarding

Hrushevsky is related to the government's decision to reintroduce his-

tory courses in secondary schools and switch party support from Mikhail

Pokrovsky's school of Marxist historians to the older generation of

scholars trained before the revolution. The change of policy was felt by

Hrushevsky before his death. In his letter to Molotov Hrushevsky

attempted to exploit the new policy line in order to improve his stand-

ing with the authorities. He wrote: 'Serious attention is now being paid

to mastering the facts of history and literary history; sooner or later

there will be an acute need for material prepared on a scholarly level.

But it cannot be obtained immediately: it must be prepared well in

advance, but work has now ceased.'236 In the late 7930s, these changes

in official policy modified attitudes toward the legacy of prerevolutionary

scholars. It came to be believed that their works should not be rejected

outright but could be used to educate younger generations, future
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builders of socialism. This period saw the reissue of works by Russian
historians of the imperial period, including the writings of Pokrovsky's
former professor and main ideological adversary, Vasilii Kliuchevsky.
The rehabilitation process was mostly limited to works by Russian
historians, but the publication of volume 10 of Hrushevsky's History
attests that there was also some spillover of this policy in the realm of
Ukrainian history.

There is sufficient evidence to assume that the new r:olicv was ex-
tended to include Hrushevsky with the approval of none other than
]oseph Stalin himself. In july 1939 Hrushevsky's widow, Mariia, wrote
to Stalin requesting his intervention in the case of Kateryna, who had
been arrested by the secret police in the previous year. In this letter, she
wrote: 'You knew and valued the scholarly merits of my late husband,
paid due respect to his memory, and acknowledged the value of his
scholarly work in history. Your highly authoritative estimation of my
late husband as a scholar whose works, according to your authoritative
assessment, are a valuable contribution to Soviet scholarship, valuable
as inexhaustible material for young Soviet historians, gives me
grounds to appeal to you in connection with the misfortune that has be-
fallen me.'237 This statement on the importance of Hrushevsky's works
for research conducted by young Soviet historians, which Mariia
Hrushevska attributed to Stalin, was in complete accord with the new
official line. That new policy even allowed some advocates of Hru-
shevsky's work to claim that his writings could be employed to coun-
teract nationalist falsifications of Ukrainian history. It was on this basis
that Oleksander Biletsky advocated the publication of the first part of
volume 6 of Hrushevsky's History of Ukrainian Literature, claiming that
his work was 'one of the monuments of the "cultural legacy" of the old
world that we should study and critically assess. The content of this
particular book, aside from its scholarly value, may also prove useful in
our struggle against all sorts of nationalist falsifications of the historical
development of literature.'238 lJnfortunately, the window of opportu-
nity foi the publication of Hrushevsky's *oikr that opened briehy after
1934 closed too soon to allow his major unpublished works to reach
their intended readers. In that context, Kateryna Hrushevska's publica-
tion of even an incomplete version of volume 10 of the Histonl was
nothing short of a miracle.

Was Hrushevsky right to return to Ukraine? He himself would prob-
ably have given different answers to this question depending on when
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it was asked. On a personal level, Hrushevsky and other members of

the ukrainian intelligentsia paid an enormous price for their bold at-

tempt to exploit the Bolshevik regime in order to advance their national

ug"trda. Nevertheless, during the first years after his return to Soviet

Ukraine, Hrushevsky clearly did not regret his decision and even en-

couraged the son of his close friend Kyrvlo Studynsky to follow his

example.z3e But the excitement of the first years of Hrushevsky's work

in Ukraine was short-lived. If GPU reports are to be trusted - and in

Hrushevsky's case, at least until the laie 1920s, they are quite reliable -

by late 1927 or early 1928 he had become disillusioned about the pros-

pects of work under the Soviet regime. By the early 1930s Hrushevsky

and his family regarded the choice they had made in l924with a certain

amount of fatalism. As Kateryna Hrushevska noted in a letter written

prior to the family's exile to Moscow, there was no other Ukraine, and

they had to serve the one that was there.2a0
Hrushevsky returned to Ukraine after admitting his political defeat.

By 7924 he no longer expected the Bolshevik authorities either to turn

o\rer power to the Ukrainian national parties, as he had demanded in

\920, or to legalize those parties, as he called on them to do in 1921'

Hrushevsky was coming back to Ukraine for the sole purpose of con-

tinuing his scholarly and cultural work. In his opinion, it was a unique

opporiunity to continue promoting the formation of Ukrainian national

identity, which he and his colleagues had begun prior to the revolution.

Indeed, Hrushevsky's activities in Ukraine during the 1920s contrib-

uted tremendously to the cause of Ukrainian nation-building. That

contribution was manifested in his work at the Ukrainian Academy of

Sciences, where he organized the 'historical institutions'; the publica-

tion of the journal Llkraina, which was intended for a broader audience;

and, last but not least, the continuation of the historical and literary

national narratives - the multivolume histories of Ukraine and Ukrain-

ian literature. Through his participation in public discourse, especially

during the first four years of his residence in Ukraine, Hrushevsky

promoted Ukrainian scholarship and culture, maintained and devel-

oped Soviet Ukraine's links with Galicia and Bukovyna, and defended

the rights of Ukrainian culture and scholarship in the USSR.

There is little question that by returning to Ukraine, Hrushevsky was

able to do much more to dismantle the ideological heritage of imperial

Russia and promote the formation of Ukrainian national identity than

he could have accomplished in the emigration. The Bolsheviks not only

accepted the existence of the Ukrainian nation, culture, and history, but
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for most of the 1920s they also committed organizational support and
resources to implementing their vision of a new interethnic order - one
that at least in theory regarded Russia and Ukraine as equal partners in
the Soviet Union. No doubt the Bolshevik regime was viewed as a
natural ally by such left-leaning intellectuals as Hrushevsky and his
socialist-revolutionary colleagues. What the Bolsheviks gained from
this alliance was not just qualified cadres who returned to Ukraine and
took part in the construction of socialism but also the partial legitimiza-
tion of their regime in the eyes of its numerous foreign and domestic
opponents. The fate of the returnees, including Hrushevsky and his
colleagues, depended directly on shifts of Bolshevik policy in social and
ethnic affairs, but it is clearly apparent from internal party and secret
police documentation that they were never completely trusted by the
regime.

judging by Soviet publications of the time and secret police reports
that are now available to scholars, Hrushevsky underwent an amazing
political evolution during his decade of work in the USSR. On returning
to Soviet Ukraine in 1924 as a former member of the UPSR, he de-
nounced anti-Soviet political organizations in the emigration and for
some time was even a leading official candidate for president of the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. By the early 1930s, according to the
secret police, he had allegedly joined his former party colleagues in
creating a clandestine anti-Soviet organization, the'Ukrainian National
Centre,' which conspired to foment an armed uprising against the
Bolshevik regime. On the basis of that charge, Flrushevsky was ar-
rested, then released and exiled to Moscow. Judging by Soviet propa-
ganda materials, Hrushevsky initially supported the Soviet regime
because it tolerated Ukrainian statehood but then conspired to take
Ukraine out of the Soviet Union in the interests of world imperialism
and fascism. By the last year of his life, Hrushevsky had allegedly
become involved in another anti-Soviet plot and was presumably plan-
ning to defect from the USSR.

If one attempts to trace the development of Hrushevsky's historical
views as presented by his critics, the resulting picture is no less confus-
ing than that of his alleged political evolution. According to the critics,
Hrushevsky began as a populist and a follower of Kostomarov's feder-
alist theory. From there he proceeded to economic materialism and
eventually to Marxism, of which he adopted some important elements
without ever grasping the historical importance of the class struggle.
Although at different stages of his academic career Hrushevsky 'ori-
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ented' himself either on the toiling masses in general, the peasantry, or
the intelligentsia, he also advanced a theory of the classlessness of the
Ukrainian nation. He denied the existence of the Ukrainian bourgeo-
isie, and in so doing became its principal ideologue. In his historical
writings, Hrushevsky allegedly resorted to documentalism, psycholo-
gism and, above all, nationalism, making him a quintessential eclectic.
By the end of the 1920s Hrushevsky's main ideological platform
became Ukrainian nationalism. From there, in the early 1930s, he de-
scended to 'national democracy' (an opprobrious and dangerous epi-
thet in the USSR at the time) and eventually to fascism. As a 'national

democrat,' Hrushevsky abandoned his original populism and adhered
to the statist school of Ukrainian historiography. As a fascist, he falsified
the history of the Ukrainian peasant war of 1648-54.

Apparently, death itself could not stop the evolution of that great
spirit. The obituary characterized Hrushevsky as one of the most promi-
nent bourgeois historians of Ukraine who returned from the emigraiton
in 1924, allegedly because of his realization that 'only Soviet power
could ensure the social and national liberation of the Ukrainian people.'
The death of the historian was the Bolshevik regime's last opportunity
to derive political benefit from his return to Ukraine.2al The calm tone of
the obituary, which was in sharp contrast with the earlier attacks on
Hrushevsky, clearly confused some party and Komsomol activists who
for years had been exposed to articles and lectures accusing the histo-
rian of being the worst possible enemy of the Soviet state. When a
disoriented young Marxist scholar asked the seasoned 'bourgeois spe-
cialist' Nataliia Polonska-Vasylenko how the government could give
Hrushevsky such a funeral, she gave a sarcastic response: 'How can you
fail to understand? This is the dialectic!'242

No less 'dialectical,'certainly, was the decision of the Kyiv city coun-
cil in 1936 to carve Hrushevsky's tombstone out of a piece of granite
that had served as a base for a monument to Emperor Nicholas I before
1919. The 'unmaking' of imperial Russia and the rise of a new Ukraine
out of its ruins suddenly acquired an unexpected symbol in Hrushevsky's
tombstone. It is unlikely that the council's decision-makers realized the
significance of their action.



Chapter 5

Revisiting the Revolution

What impact did the revolutionary and Soviet experience have on
Mykhailo Hrushevsky as a historian? The question is best addressed by
looking at the new volumes of his magnum opus, written in the 1920s.

The Soviet-era volumes of the History continued Hrushevsky's dis-
cussion of the Khmelnytsky Uprising. Long before Hrushevsky, the
Khmelnytsky era and its aftermath had been considered one of the most
important periods in Ukrainian history. It was also endowed with
particular significance for Hrushevsky. The Khmelnytsky Uprising fea-
tured prominently in all-Russian historiography, since it marked the
point at which Ukrainian history reentered the imperial narrative, hav-
ing virtually disappeared from it after the disintegration of the Kyivan
state in the thirteenth century. With minor variations, the Russian impe-
rial and national narratives both treated the uprising of 1648 as a revolt
of the Russian Orthodox against Polish Catholic and ]ewish subjugation
in order to secure the reunification of the Rus' tsardom/nation. The
uprising was also a crucial episode of the Little Russian historicai
narrative, which was conceived as an integral part of all-Russian his-
tory. Thus, claiming the Khmelnytsky era for the Ukrainian national
narrative was a fundamental task of Ukrainian historiography. That
process began with the publication of Mykola Kostomarov's three-
volume study of Bohdan Khmelnytsky, the first scholarly monograph
on the Ukrainian past, but Kostomarov still treated the uprising within
the confines of all-Russian history, and it fell to his successors to sepa-
rate the all-Russian and Ukrainian narratives at their most sensitive
junction.

It was there that Ukrainian history acquired (more precisely, took
over from the rival all-Russian narrative) its first real hero since the
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times of St \blodymyr - the Cossack hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky. The
period included two major events that in many wavs defined Ukraine's
subsequent relations with its two powerful neighbours, Russia and
Poland. The first of these was the anti-Polish uprising of 7648, while the
second was the Pereiaslav Agreement of 7654 between the Hetmanate
and Muscovy, which made Cossack Ukraine a Muscovite protectorate.
The interpretation of these two events could either promote the creation
of a separate Ukrainian national identity, defined in opposition to its
two major 'others,' the Poles and the Russians, or undermine that
project. The Khmelnytsky era, as depicted in nineteenth-century histo-
riography, linked two major myths of the Ukrainian national revival -

the myth of Cossackdom and the myth of the people. Ukrainian activ-
ists also regarded that period as marking the emergence of a separate
Ukrainian identity, while the new statist school in Ukrainian historiog-
raphy considered it the cradle of early modern Ukrainian statehood.

The period from 1650 to 7657 encompassed an era that saw the
transformation of Cossackdom from a rebellious stratum into a state-
building force. After the bloody but victorious uprising against Polish
domination in 1648 and the formation of a Cossack state - the Het-
manate - as a result of the Zboriv Agreement with the Polish king
(1649), Cossackdom emerged as a significant political factor in Eastern
Europe. It was a force to be reckoned u'ith not only by the embattled
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth but also by the neighbouring
powers of Muscovy, the Ottoman Empire and its vassals, the Crimean
Khanate, Moldavia, and Wallachia. Even after the Battle of Berestechko
(1651), a disaster for the Cossack Host that entailed a drastic reduction
of the territory subject to the Cossacks under the terms of the Peace of
Bila Tserkva (7657), the Hetmanate managed to recover and defeat the
Polish army at the Battle of Batih (1652). The leader of the Cossack state,
Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky (1595-L657), even forced the hospodar
of Moldavia, Vasile Lupu, to marry his daughter to Khmelnytsky's son
Tymish, ensuring the rebel Cossack leader's entry into the exclusive
club of East European rulers.

Further tests of strength with the Commonwealth, such as the indeci-
sive Battle of Zhvanets (1653), obliged Khmelnytsky to seek protection
from a stronger power. Although the Ottoman sultan first emerged as a
possible protector of the Cossack polity, it was the tsar of Muscovy to
whom the Cossack elite swore its allegiance at the Pereiaslav Council in
january 1654. Not only was the tsar of the same Orthodox faith as the
Cossacks, but he was also prepared (unlike the Muslim sultan) to com-
mit his forces to war with the Commonwealth. The military success of
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the allied Muscovite-Cossack forces exceeded all expectations. They
took away from the Commonwealth not only most of present-day
Ukraine and Belarus but also the capital of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania,
Vilnius, and a significant part of its territory. As Protestant Sweden and
Transylvania entered the war, invading the Commonwealth from the
north and south, and Lithuanian Protestant magnates joined their
coreligionists, the once mighty Polish-Lithuanian state found itself on the
brink of collapse - the ultimate goal of Cossack foreign policy of the time.

It was here that the interests of the Cossack hetman and the Musco-
vite tsar diverged. The former wanted the complete defeat of the old
Cossack enemy, while the latter feared the unchecked strengthening of
Swedish power in the region and signed an armistice with the Com-
monwealth in7656 against the advice of his Cossack allies. Khmelnytsky
sought an alliance with Sweden and Transylvania, undermining if
not violating his agreement of 1654 with Moscow. His death in 7657
delayed the Cossack breach with the tsar, but it occurred in 1658 under
his successor, Hetman Ivan Vyhovsky. The latter signed the Union of
Hadiach with Poland, which positioned Cossack Ukraine as a third
partner in the Commonwealth (along with Poland and Lithuania). The
deal was rejected by most of the Cossack elite, which resented the very
idea of returning to Polish control, while Muscovy opposed it with
military force. Vyhovsky's brief hetmancy (7657-9) thus initiated a new
round of Muscovite-Polish wars over Ukraine that saw the Cossacks
themselves fighting one another under different banners, led by con-
tending hetmans.l

\Alhat was Hrushevsky's interpretation of that crucial period of Ukrain-
ian history, and how was it related to his general view of the Ukrainian
and Russian past? i shall address these questions by considering the
interrelation of the two most prominent discourses, populist and na-
tional, in Hrushevsky's writing. My discussion will begin r,vith an analysis
of the last ('Soviet') volumes of Hrushevsky's History, but the evolution
of his views and interpretations over the years, especially as a result of
the 1977 revolution, wil l also be taken into account. Hrushevsky was
involved in research and writing on the Khmelnytsky era for most of his
career/ beginning with his essay of 1898 on Bohdan Khmelnytsky and
his era and concluding with the publication of book 2 of volume 9 of the
History of Ukraine-Rus' in 7931. One could hardly choose a topic that
better demonstrates the evolution of his historical views and political
sympathies over more than three decades of scholarly research. The
subject also affords a unique opportunity to consider the interrelation
between such elements of historical writing as evidence, research, and
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paradigm in the unmaking of imperial narratives and the construction
of national ones.

The Revolution

In volume 9 of his History, Hrushevsky went so far as to state that the
Khmelnytsky era was 'the most important epoch in the life of our
people and the greatest revolution that it experienced.'2 Was this his
way of comparing the 'Ukrainian revolution'under Khmelnytsky with
the one that he and all of Ukrainian society had just experienced? It is
hard to tell, but there is reason to believe that the revolutionary epoch
Hrushevsky was living through contributed significantly to his inter-
pretation of the Khmelnytsky Uprising as a Ukrainian revolution. As an
avowed positivist and historical sociologist, Hrushevsky believed in
the evolutionary development of society from lower to higher forms of
organization. For him, evolution was the way of social progress, but
there was also a place for revolutions in this scheme. They could accel-
erate progress but not replace the evolutionary process.3

The application of the term'revolution' to the Khmelnytsky Uprising
was not Hrushevsky's invention, as it had figured in writings on the
Khmelnytsky era at least since the early 1890s. in 1891 Hrushevsky's
one-time fellow student Antin Syniavsky characterized the Khmelnytsky
Uprising as 'a great popular revolution under the leadership of Bohdan
that almost toppled Poland, but produced no actual results owing to
lack of consciousness and political development.'a The term was also
used in 7892 by the Polish scholar Tadeusz Korzon, who was very
critical of the uprising,s as well by the dean of the Ukrainian populist
school and Hrushevsky's professor, Volodymyr Antonovych, who took
a positive view of it. In his lectures of 1895-6 on the history of the
Ukrainian Cossacks, Antonovych compared the Khmelnytsky Uprising
with'revolutionary movements' in England and Naples. Taking issue
with Polish historians who represented Khmelnytsky's personal griev-
ances as the main cause of the uprising, Antonovych stated in his
privately delivered lectures: 'A single individual cannot cause a revolu-
tion. The popular masses as a whole must be wronged for all of them to
respond to one man's call for an uprising.'6

Apparently, Hrushevsky used the term 'revolution' for the first time
in his essay of 1898 on Khmelnytsky and his era.7 In the essay,
Hrushevsky compared the significance of the Khmelnytsky Uprising to
that of the French Revolution, asserting that the uprising had resulted
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in a 'radical social revolution' that took place independently of the
wishes or even contrary to the intentions of the leaderi of the uprising.s
Hrushevsky made no specific comment on his understanding of the
term 'revolution,' but it is clear from the context that, following in
Antonovych's footsteps, he viewed it as a social upheaval and, more
specifically, an uprising of the popular masses. In 1898 he termed it one
of the most important outcomes of the Khmelnytsky era. For the next
two decades, however, when returning to the subject in his writings,
Hrushevsky not only did not develop his interpretation of the
Khmelnytsky Uprising as a social revolution but virtually abandoned
the term altogether. It recurred occasionally in volume 8 of the History
(written between 1909 and 7917),bwt its use there lacked any system or
consistency.Y

During the decades in which Hrushevsky preferred to eschew the
term 'revolution,' it was often employed by his future rival, but at that
time his admirer and close associate Viacheslav Lypynsky. 'Revolution'

even occurred in the title of one of the two major historical studies that
Lypynsky published in 7972. Titled 'TWo Moments in the History of
Postrevolutionary Ukraine,' it appeared in a Polish-language col-
lection of articles and source materials, From the History of Ukraine.
There Lypynsky presented a number of views on the history of the
Khmelnytsky Uprising that were later picked up and developed by
members of the new statist trend in Ukrainian historiography. The
author himself considered this study important enough to be translated
from Polish into Ukrainian and published in revised form under the
title Ukraine at the Turning Point (1920).In its new version, the work
became a bible of the statist school.1O

Like Hrushevsky, Lypynsky believed in the extraordinary impor-
tance of the Khmelnytsky Uprising. In his study of the Cossack colonel
Mykhailo Krychevsky (Lypynsky's other major monograph, published
as part of From the History of Ukraine), Lypynsky maintained that the
Khmelnytsky Uprising was a revolution whose 'power and extent sur-
passed anything witnessed by contemporary Europe.'11 Lypynsky clearly
used the term 'revolution' to denote the 'uprising of the Ukrainian
people' of 7648-9, which was in keeping with Hrushevsky's interpreta-
tion of revolution as a social upheaval. There were, nevertheless, impor-
tant differences between Hrushevsky and Lypynsky in the interpretation
of the 'Khmelnytsky revolution.'First of all, they differed on its chronol-
ogy. If Hrushevsky saw it as an outcome of the Khmelnytsky era in
general/ Lypynsky limited it to the first two years of the uprising,
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treating it as a phenomenon that ended with the Treaty of Zboriv (1649).
According to Lypynsky, after 7649 the'revolutionary energy of the
popular masses' was profoundly weakened as the Khmelnytsky revolt
lost the characteristics of a social struggle.12 Lypynsky viewed the revo-
lution as 'a spontaneous upheaval (przewr6t) carried out by the nation
under the leadership of a titanic individual.'13 Thus Lypynsky accorded
Khmelnytsky a role of extraordinary importance in the whole revolu-
tionary process. In his essay of 1898, Hrushevsky also used the term
'upheaval' (pereaorot) to denote the Khmelnytsky Uprising but clearly
limited its meaning to the political sphere, consequently excluding
Khmelnytsky and his associates from the revolutionary process, which
Hrushevsky defined predominantly in populist terms.

The Revolution of 1917 placed Hrushevsky and Lypynsky in oppo-
site political camps and had an enduring impact on their historical
writings. The most dramatic change occurred in Lypynsky's views and
political beliefs. Emerging at the time of the Ukrainian Revolution as
the most eloquent proponent of Ukrainian monarchism and a strong
supporter of Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky's political regime, which was
established in 1918, Lypynsky felt a strong enmity toward the leaders
and members of Ukrainian revolutionary parties, who worshipped the
popular masses and revolution as an instrument of social liberation.
The term'revolution,'which Lypynsky had previously promoted, sud-
denly became a dirty word in his lexicon.

Lypynsky's new views were fully reflected in his postrevolutionary
historical writings.la Telling in this regard is the change in the title of his
historical study of 7972, 'Two Moments in the History of Postrevolu-
tionary Ukraine': the Ukrainian-language version of 7972 was renamed
Ukrsine at tlrc Ttryning Point. The term 'revolution' was thus eliminated
from the title. Lypynsky still associated the Khmelnytsky Uprising with
the 'great upheaval' (aelyltyi pereaorot) of 7648-9 but generally referred
to the events of those years as an 'uprising,' not a 'revolution.' The
reference to the Khmelnytsky era as a revolution that surpassed any-
thing witnessed by contemporary Europe was dropped from the text.
Instead, the Khmelnytsky Uprising was characterized in more ambigu-
ous terms, as a revolution'started by a hundred fanatics at the moment
of the seemingly complete downfall of the nation.' The reference in the
1912 edition to the declining 'revolutionary energy of the popular masses'
was replaced in the new version with a comment on the declining
'participation of the Ukrainian peasantry in the uprising.' Thus the
word 'revolution' was almost completelv weeded out of the text. as
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were positive references to the participation of the masses in the
revolt.15

The impact of the 1917 revolution on Hrushevsky's writings was
quite different. In volume 9 of the History, especially its concluding
chapter, Hrushevsky used the term 'revolution' more than in all his
previous writings on this subject combined. The phenomenon referred
to as the 'great uprising' or 'liberation struggle' in Hrushevsky's earlier
studies was now termed a 'revolution.' The crucial role of the Zboriv
Agreement in his account of the uprising now acquired a new justifica-
tion as Hrushevsky observed that the 'arc of the revolution was bro-
ken at Zboiv.'16 Hrushevsky also extended his comparison of the
Khmelnytsky Uprising from the German Reformation ind the French
Revolution (parallels cited in his essay of 1898) to the Puritan Revolu-
tion of the mid-seventeenth century. He clearly welcomed the revolu-
tion as a liberation of the popular masses, despite all the tragedy and
devastation that it entailed. Hrushevsky's fascination with the phenom-
enon of social revolution is clearly apparent in his interpretation of the
diary of Paul of Aleppo, a Syrian Orthodox cleric who travelled in
Ukraine in 1654 and 1656. Hrushevsky had alreadv cited Paul of Aleppo's
description of Ukraine in his essay of 1898 as evidence of the high level
of education among the Ukrainian population at the time. In volume 9
of his academic History, Hrushevsky took another approach to the inter-
pretation of the same source. He now followed Aleksandra Efimenko's
reading of the diary as an eyewitness account of the gains achieved by
the Ukrainian popular masses once they had freed themselves from the
social and national oppression of the pre-Khmelnytsky era.l7

Commenting on Paul of Aleppo's account of Ukrainian life in 1654
and \656, Hrushevsky wrote: 'As a representative of a people op-
pressed for centuries, Paul had an extraordinarily intense feeling for the
splendour of this heroic age in the life of the Ukrainian people: the
pathos of revolution, the popular uprising, and the struggle for libera-
tion, full of sacrifice, self-renunciation, and idealism. To the Poles and
those looking through their prism, as well as to the Muslims and Mus-
covites (who nevertheless supported the Cossacks for political reasons),
both the Cossacks and the Ukrainian masses in general were still noth-
ing more than rebellious slaves, regardless of all their acts of heroism,
military prowess, etc. But in the eyes of this uncultured Arab, they were
bearers of the noblest human qualities, fighters for the dream of libera-
tion, dearest to every individual. With delight he breathed this atmo-
sphere of freedom, acutely aware of the tragic nature of this ephemeral
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balance between the enjoyment of liberty and the price of death to be
paid for it, as well as the other horrors of war and captivity. His obser-
vations on the subject of the joy of liberation and the sacrifices with
which it was purchased often show surprisingly keen awareness, so
that the present-day reader is deeply moved. Such immediate enthusi-
asm is not to be found even in the Ukrainian literature. Paul's account
in no way resembles the sour reflections of some Eyewitness or other,
who peevishiy tallies the number of windowpanes smashed in the
.ontr" of this great conflagration.'18

For Hrushevsky, the term'revolution'was associated first and fore-
most with the idea of liberation. Whether it took olace in the seven-
teenth or the twentieth century, revolution *ur inppoted to bring
deliverance from social and national oppression. The social component
in Hrushevsky's treatment of revolution, which comes across very clearly
in his essay of 1898, also remained dominant in his Soviet-era writings.
At the same time, Hrushevsky's treatment of revolution was much
broader in 7920 than it had been in the 1890s. On the one hand, in
Hrushevsky's opinion, the revolution was still the achievement of the
'Revolutionary Ukrainian People,' and the leadership of the uprising
headed by Khmelnytsky was still viewed as having 'no desire for that
revolution' and 'completely incapable of calculating its importance and
consequences.'re On the other hand, the revolution was no longer com-
pletely divorced from Khmelnytsky and his associates. They were now
represented as its leaders. Khmelnytsky was portrayed as the first
leader to 'assemble the accumulated and as yet untouched resources of
revolutionary energy.'20 Unlike Lypynsky, Hrushevsky did not limit the
revolution to the first two years of the uprising. To be sure, he main-
tained that the 'arc of the revolution was broken at Zboriv,' but that did
not mark its end. He counted 1651 as the fourth year of the revolution2l
and used that term to define the whole epoch associated with
Khmelnytsky. In Hrushevsky's eyes, Khmelnytsky was directly associ-
ated with the great victories of the "'springtime" of the Ukrainian
revolution,'zz and it was at the time of the hetman's death in 1657 that
the 'terrible ruin and collapse of the Ukrainian revolution'became fully
apparent.23

Another change in Hrushevsky's interpretation of revolution was his
treatment of it as a creative factor. In the introduction to volume 9 of the
History, Hrushevsky still used the term 'upheaval' (as in his essay of
1898) to define the change in the balance of international forces brought
about by the Khmelnytsky Uprising,2a but he also defined that change
as an 'immense revolution that became the foundation of a New Ukraine
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and served to redraw the map of Eastern Europe.'25 Commenting on
Khmelnytsky's introduction of the subject of Ukrainian liberties in his
negotiations with the Muscovite delegation at Pereiaslav in 1654,
Hrushevsky wrote: 'In the given case it [the theme of the liberties]
apparently signified the preservation of all the political and socio-
economic gains of the Ukrainian revolution: Ukrainian statehood, citi-
zenship, and economic privileges, the whole political and social system
of Ukrainian life.'26 For him it was as much a question of the creation of
a new system as of the destruction of the old one.

There is little doubt that Hrushevsky's experience of the Ukrainian
Revolution of 7977 affected his understanding of revolution in general
and the Khmelnytsky-era revolution in particular. Hrushevsky's
reference to the Khmelnytsky-era revolution as one that laid the
groundwork for a New Ukraine was reminiscent of his pamphlet of
1918 that discussed the pressing problems and future of the contempo-
rary Ukrainian Revolution and was titled On the Threshold of a Neru
Llkraine.2T Hrushevsky's treatment of the Khmelnytsky-era revolution
became more inclusive and acquired clear national characteristics. As a
rule, it emerges in volume 9 of the History not only as a 'great' revolu-
tion but also as a 'Ukrainian' one.28

Thus, following the events of 7977, Hrushevsky's use of the term
'revolution,' which was relatively rare in his pre-1917 writings, ex-
panded immensely. Revolutionary discourse captivated the minds of
Hrushevsky's contemporaries, and he himself, an outstanding leader of
the Ukrainian Revolution, began to use the term more and more, not
only in his political writings but also in his historical works. Hrushevsky's
new interest in revolutions not only reflected his leftward drift during
the Revolution of 7977 but also demonstrated the power of revolution-
ary discourse in the USSR. Hrushevsky's adherence to that discourse
clearly helped bring about the separation of the Russian and Ukrainian
narratives. Given Soviet conditions in the 1920s, endowing the Ukrain-
ian historical narrative with a great revolution of its own was a signifi-
cant way to legitimize it and establish Ukrainian history as a separate
process that did not depend for its development on revolutionary im-
pulses from Russia.

The Nation

In his writings on national issues, Hrushevsky generallv avoided the
termnatsiia, preferring to speak olthenarod. (Depending on context, the
English 'nation' may be rendered by the Ukrainian nnrod or natsiin.)2e In
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Ukrainian political thought of the early twentieth century, there were
two competing approaches to the use of the terms natsiia and narod.
Writing in 7923,Stanislav Dnistriansky, Hrushevsky's former colleague
at Lviv University, claimed that notsiio and nnrod denoted the same
phenomenon and could be used interchangeably.3OAdifferent approach
to the problem was taken by Dnistriansky's one-time subordinate
Volodymyr Starosolsky. Inlnis Tlrcory of the I'Jation (L921), Starosolsky
reserved the term natsiia for the modern national communitv. character-
izing it as a product of the nineteenth century or, as he put it, 'the new
era of history.'31

Hrushevsky presented his views on the issue in a series of pamphlets
issued in 7977 to explain the history and goals of the Ukrainian move-
ment to the general public. In the pamphletWho the Ukrainians Are and
Whot Thetl Want,Hrusl'tevsky developed a scheme according to which
the Ukrainian nation had passed through a number of distinctive stages
in its historical development. It began its history as an ethnos (narodnist'),
then became a people (narod), and finally evolved into a nation (natsiia).
Hrushevsky wrote in that regard: 'We have travelled our path of great
struggle for freedom and equality, which other Rus' [East Slavic] ethnic
groups have not known. Along that path, we were fully formed as the
Ukrainian people, and current events are completing its transformation
into the Ukrainian nation.'32 In another pamphlet of 7977, Where the
Ukrninisn Mouement Came From and Where It Is Going, Hrushevsky pro-
posed a somewhat different hierarchy of these same terms and intro-
duced a new one, nntsionsl'ttist' (nationality). He wrote that the era of
Kyivan Rus' had laid the foundations for the unification of Ukrainian
tribes into 'one people, one national body.' After the Khmelnytsky
Uprising, the Ukrainian ethnos managed to distinguish itself completely
from the Belarusian one. 'Then,'wrote Hrushevsky, 'the literary and
political revival that began at the end of the eighteenth century led to
the further development of the Ukrainian ethnos (narodnist') into a true
nationality (natsiornl'nisf') and has been completed by the contempo-
rary political movement.'33

Whatever the inconsistencies in Hrushevsky's use of 'national'termi-

nology, he believed in the historical continuity of the Ukrainian people.
Regarding the Ukrainian national character as a phenomenon shaped
by the Ukrainian historical experience, he was prepared to seek the
origins of national identity as far back as the mid-seventeenth century.
In his introduction to volume 9, Hrushevsky wrote that'the new move-
ment initiated by the sixteenth-century reawakening found its further
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development in that epoch. What in time was to become the Ukrainian
nation (notsiit:t) was forged in that era.'3'1 While avoiding the use of
natsiia with reference to the early modern period of Ukrainian history,
Hrushevsky discussed issues of national consciousness and identity at
length, freely using the term 'national' (tatsional'nyi).

As early as 1898, in his first essay on Khmelnytsky and his era,
Hrushevsky discussed the role of the national factor in the Khmelnytsky
Uprising. He believed that the development of the uprising had awak-
ened the national consciousness of contemporary Ukrainians and that
the whole movement, which he treated predominantly as a social and
economic phenomenon, had acquired a substantial national colouring
as it turned into a struggle of the oppressed Ruthenian strata against the
Polish regime. It was also a time, according to Hrushevsky, in which the
idea of a political entity encompassing the whole ethnic territory of
Ukraine-Rus' came to the fore.35 Hrushevsky was disappointed that
instead of positing the achievement of social and national ideals as the
goal of the uprising, its leaders gave the movement a religious (Ortho-
dox) colouring.36

The notion that Ukrainian identity was awakened by the Khmelnytsky
Uprising was not Hrushevsky's invention and can be encountered in
the writings of leaders of the Ukrainian movement from the 1870s on.
In his foreword to the first issue of the journal Hromada (Community,
1878), Mykhailo Drahomanov indicated the period of Cossackdom's
greatest strength, between the Khmelnytsky Uprising of 1648 and the
destruction of the Zaporozhian Sich after Mazepa's insurgency of 7709,
as the time when 'awareness was growing among our people that they
were a separate breed, whatever the state to which they were subject or
even [differences] in faith itself.'37 Ivan Franko, writing in 1895, sug-
gested that Ukrainian'national feeling' first became apparent at the end
of the sixteenth century but noted that Ukrainian national conscious-
ness (ukrailns'kn saidomist' narodna) manifested itself for the first time
among the popular masses between 1648 and 7709.38 The leaders of the
Ukrainian cultural and political movement were convinced that tt was
Cossackdom that had given birth to modern Ukrainian national iden-
tity, but few professional historians \t/ere prepared to support that claim
with scholarly arguments.

While Volodymyr Antonovych had presented the Ukrainian masses
and the Cossacks, led by the officer stratum, as the main actors of the
period, he had generally avoided any specific discussion of the national
question in his lectures on the history of Cossackdom.3e As rvas often
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the case, it fell to Hrushevsky to carry out that task. He gave a full
account of his views on the role of the national factor in the Khmelnytsky
Uprising in his discussion of its causes in volume 8 of his academic
History. At the time of his work on the volume, Hrushevsky believed
much more strongly in the importance of the national factor in Ukrain-
ian history in general and in the Khmelnytsky Uprising in particular
than at any previous point in his scholarly career. In his discussion of
the causes of the uprising, Hrushevsky treated the national factor as a
combination of political, economic, social, religious, and cultural ele-
ments. 'In pure, abstract form, this national element was scarcely
apparent as a cause of the uprising and an agitational motif,' wrote
Hrushevsky. 'However, it suffused all these instances of humiliation
and injustice done to the Ukrainian element on various levels and
from various viewpoints, sharpening their sting and painfulness and
linking them into a single chain and a single image of the bitter
enslavement of the Ukrainian people, an enslavement that was crying
out for vengeance.'40

In discussing the role of the national factor in shaping the agenda of
the uprising, Hrushevsky emphasized the ideas expressed by
Khmelnytsky in his talks with the Polish commissioners in Pereiaslav in
early 1649. On that occasion, Khmelnytsky spoke of his commitment to
liberate the whole Rus' nation from the Polish voke. This episode at-
tracted Hrushevsky's special attention very earlyin his scholaily career,
although there were profound differences in the way he treated
Khmelnytsky's statements in 1898 and in 1909-17.In his first essay on
the Khmelnytsky era, the young Hrushevsky interpreted Khmelnytsky's
words as mere dreams, largely influenced by the religiously inspired
thinking of the Cossack elites, which were unable to base the Cossack
movement on a firm social and national foundation. In volume 8 of his
academic History, Hrushevsky viewed the7649 episode in a very differ-
ent light. Now he treated Khmelnytsky's words as a manifestation of
the future plans of the hetman and his entourage. In the second part of
the volume (written between 1911 and 1915), Hrushevsky wrote: 'It is
no wonder, then, that very quickly - just as soon as the war had
unfolded on an appropriate scale, having drawn in great masses of the
Ukrainian population and society, its ultimate goal emerged from be-
hind particular reckonings and demands and was apprehended as a
synthesis of these particular demands - the national liberation of Rus' ...
Early in 1649 Khmelnytsky spoke quite unequivocally about the libera-
tion of the "entire Ruthenian people" and of his "state," and this true
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nature of the Ukrainian-Polish struggle seemed entirely clear to
its outside observers as well.'41 Hrushevsky's interpretation of the
Khmelnytsky era as a period of national and religious liberation shared
important elements with the traditional interpretation of the epoch in
Russian imperial historiography. Hrushevsky, though, treated the war
as a struggle not for the liberation of the Rus'/Russian people from the
Polish yoke but for the national and social liberation of the Ukrainian
people. He now regarded the Orthodox element as a component not of
Russian but of Ukrainian national consciousness and tradition, while
the social aspect was closely linked to the predominantly peasant char-
acter of the Ukrainian nation at the time of the uprising.

Did Hrushevsky's views on the role of the national factor in the
Khmelnytsky Uprising change as a result of the revolution? Was he still
as enthusiastic about the role of the national factor in the uprising?
There is no simple answer to these questions. On the one hand, in the
Soviet-era volumes of the History, it is difficult to find examples of
Hrushevsky's advocacy of the importance of the national factor in the
uprising as passionate as those in volume 8. On the other hand,
Hrushevsky's attention was now more than ever preoccupied with
manifestations of national identity. In the introduction to volume 9,
Hrushevsky wrote that he had paid special attention to all manifesta-
tions of Ukrainian national consciousness and was very glad that the
new materials collected for the book included such examples.a2 In the
last volumes of his magnum opus, Hrushevsky no longer had to prove
the mere fact of the presence of a Ukrainian political and cultural
agenda in the actions of the leaders of the uprising and its rank-and-file
participants. Once the insurgency succeeded and the Ukrainian Cos-
sacks created a polity of their own, the Hetmanate became the natural
object of Hrushevsky's attention, bringing an end to his constant search
for the ever-changing focal point of Ukrainian national history.

As in his pre-1977 writings, in the Soviet-era volumes of the History
Hrushevsky narrated the history of the Ukrainian nation against the
background of the histories of other nations of the region. In Hru-
shevsky's historical narrative, Ukraine's 'other' was represented by its
immediate neighbours - the Russians, Poles, and Belarusians. The latter
attracted Hrushevsky's particular sympathy as the ethnos that had
shared the hardships of Polish and Muscovite rule with the Ukrainians.
Hrushevsky admitted the existence of an undivided Ukrainian-
Belarusian identity in the mid-seventeenth century but clearly treated
the Belarusians as a separate entity and paid relatir.ely little attention to
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Cossack activities in Belarus. Although after 1654 the Cossacks showed
much more interest in gaining control over some parts of Belarus than
over Western Ukraine, Hrushevsky always treated Cossack involve-
ment in Western Ukraine with more interest and animation than Cos-
sack actions in and policy toward Belarus. As a national historian,
primarily interested in Ukralnlans and their ethnic territory, Hrushevsky
paid special attention to historical efforts to bring all Ukrainian ethnic
territories within the boundaries of a single state.a3

Very different from Hrushevsky's attitude toward the Belarusians
was his treatment of Ukraine's eastern neighbours, the Russians. Al-
though Hrushevsky was critical of attempts to present Ukraine and
Ukrainians as helpless victims of the 'evil' Muscovites, he found it
difficult, especially in his popular and political writings, to avoid that
tendency altogether. The interesting feature of Hrushevsky's writings
on the subject is his application of the 'civilizational' argument against
the 'colonizer.' Hrushevsky made use of the 'West-East' and 'Europe-

Asia' dyads, in which the West and Europe served as indicators of
positive values, while the East and Asia were associated with negative
ones, to attack the imperial nation. In this system of coordinates, Ukrain-
ians were presented as much closer to Western and European I'alues
than Russians.

This approach to the history of Russo-Ukrainian relations was ex-
pressed most cleariy in Hrushevsky's essay'Our Western Orientation'
(1918). There he presented what actually amounted to a new scheme of
Ukrainian history, placing special emphasis on the role played by the
Varangians in the history of Kyivan Rus' and presenting Muscovy as
the principal heir to the Byzantine tradition of Rus', while claiming that
after the decline of the Kyirran state, Ukrainians developed mainly
under the influence of practices and ideas coming from the West.4{ This
essay was written after the Bolshevik invasion of Ukraine in January
1918 and the subsequent German takeover in the spring of the same
year. Hrushevsky never developed this approach to the history of
Ukraine in his later works, although his 'Western orientation' clearly
manifested itself in the Soviet-era volumes of the History. There
Hrushevsky not only referred to the Cossack officers as representatives
of Western culture, while characterizing Muscovite officials as barbar-
ians, but also indicated Ukraine's limited participation in the cultural
life of the Catholic and Protestant worlds as one of the major shortcom-
ings of its history.+i

In volume 9 of the Histonl, which covered the Khmelnytsky era from
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1650 to 1,657,Hrushevsky devoted special attention to the Council of
Pereiaslav and the Cossack-Muscovite agreement ol 7654 - a crucial

;'uncture in Russo-Ukrainian relations at which the two historical narra-
tives merged. There, Hrushevsky continued the line established in his
political writings of 1977. As in his pamphlet of that year, Where the
Ukrainian Moaement Came From nndWhere It Is Going, Hrushevsky claimed
that at the time of Pereiaslav Ukraine was in fact an independent state
with a political structure of its own. He also wrote that the Muscovite
government tolerated the de facto independence of the hetman's state,
but only as a temporary phenomenon.46 Surveying the works of his
predecessors, Hrushevsky sided with Mykola Kostomarov against
Cennadii Karpov in claiming that the Pereiaslav negotiations had in
fact resulted in an agreement between the two parties, not merely in the
subjection of the Cossack polity to the Muscovite tsar, as Karpov main-
tained.az The issue of whether there was a treaty or not had clear
political ramifications, since a positive answer to this question allowed
Ukrainian activists to advance their claim that the Muscovite authori-
ties had violated the Pereiaslav Agreement, thereby releasing Ukraine
from any obligation to Moscow.

The origins of the argument go back to the political demands put
forward by the Cossack officers in the late seventeenth and, most par-
ticularly, the eighteenth century. In the early nineteenth century, the
idea that Cossack rights had been guaranteed by the Russo-Ukrainian
agreement of 7654 was popularizedby the author of the History of the
Rus', but the first to introduce it into modern Ukrainian political dis-
course was Mykola Mikhnovsky inhis Independent Llkraine i lg00).+8 In it
he argued that Russia had violated Ukraine's rights as granted to
Khmelnytsky at Pereiaslav and called for the restoration of Ukrainian
statehood. Mikhnovsky's legalistic and basically ahistorical approach
initially did not impress either Ukrainian historians or the leaders of the
Ukrainian political and cultural movement, who were also unmoved bv
his advocacy of Ukrainian independence. In 1917, though, the situation
changed dramatically. Not only did the idea of independence find
spokesmen and gain unprecedented popularity by the end of the year,
but even the purism of professional historians gave way to the de-
mands of the moment.ae Under these circumstances, Hrushevsky's con-
temporaries looked to him to explain to the general public the significance
of the Council of Pereiaslav for the history of Russian-Ukrainian rela-
tions in general and Ukrainian demands for autonomy in particular. To
meet these demands, Hrushevskypublished abrochure on the Pereiaslav
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Agreement h 7977s0 and discussed the issue in his other contemporary
writings on the history and political goals of the Ukrainian movement.5l

Hrushevsky's view of the effect of the Pereiaslav Agreement on
Ukraine's status evolved over time. If initially he considered Ukraine
an autonomous entity that wanted to preserve its'full autonomy'under
the rule of the Muscovite tsars, later, during and after the revolution, he
viewed it as a polity enjoying de facto independence. If at first
Hrushevsky believed that the Muscovite authorities wanted to reduce
Ukraine's legal status within the Muscovite tsardom to the level of an
ordinary province, refusing to guarantee it even rights of 'provincial

autonomy,' later he claimed that the tsarist authorities could not have
had any such plans, given Ukraine's de facto independence prior to the
agreement.s2 In the last volumes of the History, Hrushevsky also revised
his earlier view of the legal nature of the Pereiaslav Agreement. If in his
prerevolutionary writings he accepted the opinion of the Russian legal
scholar Vasilii Sergeevich, who saw the Pereiaslav Agreement as an act
establishing a personal union, now, after the revolution, he interpreted
the agreement as one that established a Muscovite protectorate over
Ukraine. Hrushevsky also referred to the Pereiaslav Agreement as a
temporary military union, an arrangement that implied the equal status
of both parties.53

Despite these and some other inconsistencies and contradictions in
Hrushevsky's treatment of the Pereiaslav Agreement, which were all
but inevitable in works written over a span of more than thirty years, it
is quite clear that there was one guiding principle underlying all his
writings on the issue. Consistent in treating the Pereiaslav arrangement
as a diplomatic agreement, Hrushevsky objected to the teleological view
of that agreement as a turning point in Ukrainian history. He rejected the
approach to the agreement adopted by proponents of the idea of all-
Russian unity. He also criticized Viacheslav Lypynsky's view of it as a
turning point in Ukraine's struggle against Poland and an important step
on its path tovvard independence. For Hrushevsky, the Pereiaslav Agree-
ment suited the immediate needs of Khmelnytsky's administration in
late 1653 and early 7654; at the time of its conclusion it did not differ
very much from the formal acceptance of the Ottoman protectorate a
few years earlier. Hrushevsky believed that the useful life of the
Pereiaslav Agreement was about to expire at the time of Khmelnytsky's
death and clearly ended under Vyhovsky as a result of the Union of
Hadiach (1658) with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.sa

Hrushevsky's treatment of the hetmancy of Ivan Vyhovsky in the
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last volume of his History gives a good idea of his changing interpreta-
tion of the role played in Ukrainian history by Ukraine's western
neighbours, the Poles. Hrushevsky devoted many pages of his writings
to challenging the historiographic tradition that treated Polish rule over
Ukrainian territories in terms of a Polish 'civilizing mission.'5s He not
only welcomed the anti-Polish uprising of 1648 but also gave the most
damning characterization of the Poles and their policies in Ukraine.
Nevertheless, in the last volumes of the History one hardly feels the
same anti-Polish animus as in its earlier volumes. From 1654 Cossack
Ukraine had to fight on two fronts, against Poland and Muscovy, with
the latter emerging as the main threat to Ukraine's interests. Hrushevsky
therefore became reluctant to grant unconditional support to any anti-
Polish initiative in the Cossack ranks. That was the case in his account
of the decision of the Cossack officer council in the spring of 1655 to
renew hostilities with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Consid-
ering that shift in Khmelnytsky's policy to be the result of the victory of
antinobiliary and anti-Polish circles in the Cossack administration,
Hrushevsky did not welcome it. He considered the new course errone-
ous, believing that it would have been much more beneficial for Ukraine
if the Hetmanate had continued its balancing act between Moscow and
Warsaw.56

Also devoid of strong anti-Polish sentiment was Hrushevsky's inter-
pretation of the Union of Hadiach, which was supposed to return
Cossack Ukraine to Polish rule. Hrushevsky offered no serious criticism
of the union's author, Ivan Vyhovsky, apparently because of the latter's
attempt to break the Hetmanate's ties with Moscow. But even that
rationale did not, in Hrushevsky's opinion, justify the renewed subordi-
nation of Ukraine to Poland, and while Vyhovsky himself was spared
serious criticism, his brainchild, the Union of Hadiach, was not.
Hrushevsky in fact parted ways with the long-established tradition,
represented in both Polish and Ukrainian historiography, of praising
if not the results of the Union of Hadiach, then the intentions of its
instigators. In Ukrainian historiography, Hrushevsky saw manifesta-
tions of these tendencies in the writings of Mykola Kostomarov as well
as Volodymyr Antonovych and his students.sT Rejecting this tradition,
Hrushevsky sided instead with the views first expressed by Vasyl Vovk-
Karachevsky, who blamed the authors of the agreement for neglecting
the interests of the common people.

Hrushevsky's discussion of the Union of Hadiach comprised many
elements of both populist and national discourse. In accordance with
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the principles of populist historiography, Hrushevsky interpreted the
union as a response of the Cossack officers to the actions of the demo-
cratic elements of the Zaporozhian Host. He maintained that if the
latter turned for support to Muscovy in their struggle with the officers,
the Cossack officers made common cause with their erstwhile Polish
enemies in an attempt to secure their social prerogatives within the
social order of the Commonwealth.s8 Hrushevsky believed that the idea
of basing the future Ukrainian state on the nobility resulted from the
Cossack officers' attempts to take control of the Western Ukrainian
territories, where Cossackdom as such had very little social support. To
be sure, Hrushevsky welcomed the idea of uniting all Ukrainian ethnic
territories within a single state, but considered it 'a great irony that it
was precisely the western provinces that were torn out of the Grand
Duchy of Rus' in the final version of the Treaty of Hadiach.'se

Thus Hrushevsky's critique of the Union of Hadiach was not limited
to a condemnation of its antipopular character but proceeded to expose
its shortcomings from the viewpoint of Ukrainian national interests.
The critique of the Union of Hadiach for the failure of its instigators to
take account of the interests of the peasantry and to include all of
Ukraine's ethnic territories in the projected Grand Duchy of Rus' was
initially voiced by Hrushevsky in his essay of 1898 on the Khmelnytsky
era.60 More than thirty years later, in the last volume of the Htsrory,
Hrushevsky reinstated this interpretation of the Hadiach Agreement,
thereby siding with Viacheslav Lypynsky, who in his study'TWo Mo-
ments in the History of Postrevolutionary Ukraine' (1972) declared the
Union of Hadiach a setback for the territorial expansion of the Cossack
state, its international relations, the authority of its leader, and the
status of Cossackdom as a whole.61 In Hrushevsky's interpretation, the
Zaporozhian Host's opposition to the Union of Hadiach represented a
case in which the interests of the popular masses coincided with those
of the Ukrainian nation and state.

While treating the Russians and Poles as 'others' in opposition to
whom Ukrainian national identity could be constructed, Hrushevsky
was extremely critical, especially in the last volumes of the History, of
any elements of Cossack politics that showed intolerance toward na-
tional and religious minorities in the Hetmanate. In his concluding
remarks to volume 9 of the History, he severely criticized Khmelnytsky
and his associates for their simplistic majoritarian approach to the
restoration of Ukrainian national rights in the aftermath of their victo-
ries over the Commonwealth. He wrote in that regard: 'What a domi-



Revisiting the Revolution 299

nant role is played here by purely mechanical methods: to destroy
Roman Catholic and Jewish shrines, expel not only clerics but even
adherents of other faiths, and not admit any priests, Catholic monks, or
jews into Ukraine.'62 This criticism of the Cossack administration may
have been provoked at least in part by Hrushevsky's own bitter experi-
ence of the first months of 7978, when he was unable to stop the
Ukrainian masses from engaging in anti-Polish and anti-]ewish attacks
and pogroms. But that could be only a partial explanation of his atti-
tude. Even before the revolution, Hrushevsky had treated the plight of
the ]ews in 1648 with great sympathy. In volume 8 of the History,he
critically analysed contemporary accounts of jewish persecution of the
Ukrainian peasantry as a cause of the uprising, noting with regard to a
Polish account: 'The particular emphasis placed on the role of the jews

among the various causes of the resentment of the Ukrainian people is
highly typical of the seventeenth-century anti-Semitism shared by Pol-
ish nobiliary and Ukrainian Cossack circles alike.'63 Hrushevsky also
maintained that the jewish writer Nathan Hanover, a contemporary of
the uprising, understood its social and national causes much better than
the Cossack author of the Eyewitness Chronicle.6a

As in Hrushevsky's political activities, so in his historical writings the
Ukrainian national agenda was clearly incompatible with anti-Semitism
or the persecution of minorities, whether the initiators and perpetrators
were Polish, Russian, or Ukrainian. This attitude became even stronger
in Hrushevsky's writings after the Revolution of 7917.

The question that most attracted Hrushevsky's attention in the
Soviet-era volumes of the History was that of national unity or, more
specifically, the issue of the elites' responsibility for maintaining a united
front with the popular masses. His treatment of the question was most
probably informed by his experience as a leader of the Ukrainian Revo-
lution. Hrushevsky formulated the set of problems that now preoccu-
pied him as follows: 'As representatives of Cossackdom, how did
members of the ruling Cossack officer stratum understand their role?
To what degree did they govern themselves in their activities according
to their class interests and to what degree did they consciously establish
an aristocratic Ukrainian stratum? In so doing, did they take account,
and to what extent, of the interests of the whole people, the state, the
political independence and the national autonomy of the Ukrainian
people? Also, was the Khmelnytsky era at least to some degree a
national epos, as it appeared for centuries to the Ukrainian Cossack
officers, the Ukrainian intelligentsia, and even the popular masses?'65



300 Nation and Class

These questions became especially important to Hrushevsky after the
Revolution of 1977, but they were also present in his prerevolutionary
writings. The following sections of this chapter trace the development
of Hrushevsky's views on the main elements of his national equation:
the role of the national leader, masses, elites. and the state.

The Hero

From the historiographic viewpoint, Hrushevsky's polemics with
Lypynsky constitute the most interesting and intellectually provocative
part of volume 9 - the longest volume of the History of Ukraine-Rus'.
Hrushevsky organized the concluding chapter of that volume around
his polemics with Lypynsky on the role of Bohdan Khmelnytsky in
Ukrainian history.66 He rejected Lypynsky's neoromantic view of
Khmelnytsky as a titan, an all-powerful hero of the Ukrainian past. He
did not cease to consider Khmelnytsky a hero but was more than eager
to point out the negative aspects of Khmelnytsky's activities, insisting
that the true hero of the Khmelnytsky era was not so much the hetman
as the popular  masses.

Hrushevsky's critique of Khmelnytsky's historical role recalled many
elements present in his earlier writings on the subject and was generally
characteristic of populist discourse of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. At the same time, Hrushevsky's critique of Khmel-
nytsky in volume 9 of the History was much harsher than anything he
had written previously. That harshness is to be explained, at least in
part, by the heat of Hrushevsky's polemics with Lypynsky and by a
strong desire to prove his political and academic opponent wrong. One
might also assume that by attacking Lypynsky, Hrushevsky could count
on scoring points with the Soviet authorities at a time when his own
work was under attack in the USSR. Still, there was much more than
pure politics in Hrushevsky's polemics with Lypynsky over Khmel-
nytsky's role in Ukrainian history. In many ways Hrushevsky's polemic
contributed to the discussion of a much broader theme - the role of the
hero in history. There were serious methodological differences between
Hrushevsky and Lypynsky in dealing with this problem.6T

Writing in the emigration in 1927 and explaining his scholarly method
in The Origins of Society (A Genetical Sociology), Hrushevsky sided with
the founders of sociology, who made a clear break with the tradition
that saw history as a manifestation of conscious will, either of gods or of
heroes. Hrushevsky associated that historiographic tradition with the
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name of Thomas Carlyle, noting that most historians rejected approaches
based on extreme individualism. He maintained that the social sciences
were generally based on the concept of 'determinism,'which he took to
mean the limitation of the human will and its dependence on the
environment.6s Hrushevsky considered the struggle between individu-

alism and collectivism one of the major conflicts of post-First World
War Europe. As he wrote in his introduction to The Origins of Society , the
postwar era was characterized by a reaction against individualism and
the class structure of the current'mode of civilization,'which meant a
return to collectivism and solidarity.6q

Class-based thinking and individualism were the two major charac-
teristics of Lypynsky's approach to Ukrainian politics as expressed in
his colleciion of essays titled Letters to Fellow Landowners, written be-
tween 1919 and 1926.70 Lypynsky and his followers on the one hand
and the Bolsheviks on the other basically agreed on the class approach
to politics and history, although they promoted it on behalf of different
classes. When it came to the issue of individualism and collectivism,
Hrushevsky was confronted only by Lypynsky, since the Bolsheviks
were almost entirely on his side. With regard to the study of history, for
Hrushevsky the conflict between individualism and collectivism came
down to the question of who was the real hero of the Ukrainian past -

the leader or the masses. Clearly, it was the revolution that reignited
Hrushevsky's interest in the role of heroes in history, but his basic
approach to the problem was rooted in his earlier writings on Ukrainian
history. The idea of the limited power of the hero in history and the
dependence of his/her actions on external social factors was inherited
by Hrushevsky from Volodymyr Antonovych and reflected the domi-
nant view of Ukrainian populists on the issue. It was also consonant
with one of the basic dogmas of positivist scholarship and derived from

the teachings of the very 'fathers of sociology' (Comte, Spencer, and

others) whose writings Hrushevsky discussed inhis Origins of Society.
Hrushevsky clearly took over from Antonovych his view of Khmel-

nytsky as a figure who represented the positive and negative char-
acteristics of his milieu. Antonovych believed that Khmelnytsky's

successes and failures were little more than a reflection of the positive
and negative characteristics of the seventeenth-century Ukrainian na-
tion. Both in his private lectures on Ukrainian Cossackdom delivered in
the mid-1890s and in his public lecture of 1898 on Khmelnytsky,
Antonovych explained the shortcomings of the hetman's rule by the

generally low level of the Ukrainian people's political culture.Tl The
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major difference between Antonovych and Hrushevsky lav in their
definitions of the hetman's milieu. For Antonovych it consisted of the
people in general, while for the young Hrushevsky it was mostly
limited to members of the Cossack order.72 Hrushevsky's revision of
Antonovych's approach contributed to the debunking of Khmelnytsky
as a hero. In particular, it made him much more vulnerable to the
populist critique, as it broke the link established by Antonovych be-
tween the hetman and the people. Any subsequent crit ique of
Khmelnytsky reflected negatively not on the people, that sacred cow of
populist ideology, but on the Cossack estate, which had already been
condemned by Antonovych and his school for betraying the interests of
the popular masses.

Hrushevsky's treatment of Khmelnytsky in his essay of 1898 pre-
sented some of his general views on the role of the hero in history as he
understood it at the time. According to Hrushevsky, very few individu-
als acted on the basis of abstract motivations. He claimed that peorrle
were usually very subiective in their views and actions. While u nign"t
level of culture allegedly entailed a greater degree of objectivity, even
then human beings remained highly subjective in outlook. It was their
personal experiences and ordeals that gave them a better understand-
ing of the travails of the masses. Hrushevsky's ideal hero was supposed
to identify his own misery and grievances with those of the peopl!, and
Khmelnytsky did not fit that category.T3 The historian was reluctant to
include Khmelnytsky among the 'great souls' who cared about the
'whole world,'as he put it, since Khmelnytsky's grievances were those
of the Cossack order alone, not of the popular masses. Hrushevsky
sometimes presented Khmelnytsky as a member of the Ukrainian intel-
ligentsia or of the Cossack officer stratum, but mostly as a representa-
tive of Cossackdom as a whole. It was in the interests of the Cossacks,
claimed Hrushevsky, that Khmelnytsky pursued his policies, and it was
their cause that he defended. The popular masses, who contributed
most to the uprising, were allegedly used by Khmelnytsky as a mere
instrument for achieving Cossack goals. According to Hrushevsky,
Khmelnytsky was not a popular leader (narodnii aozhd'): he did not rise
to the level of representing the interests of the whole people, and the
result of his activity (a radical social revolution) was based on no clear
plan of action or guiding principle. At the same time, Hrushevsky
affirmed that the hetman was a person of outstanding ability and
character and defended him against accusations of drunkenness. In the
historian's opinion, Khmelnytsky was a highly gifted individual whose
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talents were particularly apparent if one compared him with his succes-
sors. He considered Khmelnytsky a gifted administrator and organizer,
as well as a very successful diplomat, but a poor politician.Tl

Hrushevsky's low opinion of Khmelnytsky's political abilities tallied
with Antonovych's appraisal of Khmelnytsky in his lectures on the
history of Cossackdom,Ts but it was soon to change. The year 1904
saw the publication of two works in which Hrushevsky revisited the
Khmelnytsky Uprising. The first was a short essay on the 250th anni-
versary of the Council of Pereiaslav (7654), while the second was
Hrushevsky's Suraey History of the Ukrainian People, his first synthesis of
the subject. In the short essay Hrushevsky called Khmelnytsky a great
politician - a major revision of his earlier assessment of the hetman's
political skills - but in general the image of the hetman presented there
was no more positive than that of 1898. The reason for this was the
article's focus on the Pereiaslav Agreement, which Hrushevsky consid-
ered one of the low points of Khmelnytsky's career.76 Discussing the
Khmelnytsky Uprising in the Suraey History of the Ukrainian People,
Hrushevsky basically followed the narrative developed in his earlier
writings on the period. Khmelnytsky emerged as a major historical
actor but not a hero. The historian concentrated mainly on the hetman's
actions, explaining his intentions and the consequences of his policies
from time to time. For the most part, Hrushevsky skilfully avoided
either a positive or a negative assessment of Khmelnytsky. He neither
praised the hetman for the successes of the uprising nor blamed him for
the failures of his policies. The image of Khmelnytsky in the Suraey
comes across as very faint and schematic: he is an ever-present but
I argely unheroic prota gonist.77

Hrushevsky continued the revision of his original critical assesment
of Khmelnytsky in his article of 7907 on the 250th anniversary of
Khmelnytsky's death. The essay, titled 'Bohdan's Anniversary,' was
written not only to commemorate Khmelnytsky's death but also to
respond to celebrations held by the Polish community of Lviv in 1905 to
mark the 250th anniversary of Khmelnytsky's unsuccessful siege of the
city in 7655.78 Those celebrations were accompanied by an attack on
Khmelnytsky on the part of the Polish historian Franciszek Rawita-
Gawroriski in his pamphletThe Bloody Visitor in Laia, which Hrushevsky
considered an insult to the whole Ukrainian population of Galicia.Te In
'Bohdan's Anniversary,' Hrushevsky made no secret of his desire to
defend Khmelnytsky against the attacks of Polish nationalist historians.
Another, no less important purpose of the essay was to claim the cult of
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Khmelnytsky that already existed in the all-Russian historical narrative
for the Ukrainian national movement. Hrushevsky wrote that false
praise of Khmelnytsky rendered by defenders of the old regime and
sophists of the imperial Russian ideology of 'Orthodoxy, autocracy, and
nationality'had made the hetman persona non grata for adherents of the
'revived Ukrainian idea.'According to Hrushevsky, Khmelnytsky had
been transformed into a hero of the established order, while opponents
of that order turned away from him.80 Hrushevsky called for the 'reha-

bilitation' of the hetman. 'The tragedy of Khmelnytsky,' he wrote, 'cursed

in his lifetime by the popular masses that rose at his summons; crushed
before his death by the unsuccessful results of political liberation; burned
and scattered by an enemy hand after his death; apotheosized by the
enemies of a free Ukraine and shrouded by the contempt of its new
champions, endures to this day. But can time bring it to an end and,
having condemned errors and shortcomings, acknowledge what was
near and dear to us in him and his activity?'E]

Hrushevsky n'as clearly claiming the famous hetman for the Ukrain-
ian narrative and the Ukrainian cause. He introduced significant changes
in the new editions of his Suraey History of the Ukrainian People that
appeared in 1906 and 1911. Hrushevsky decided to broaden his assess-
ment of Khmelnytsky and present a psychological portrait of the hetman.
He described Khmelnytsky as 'an experienced and skilful warrior and,
in general, a highly talented indir.idual, but impulsive, with no great
stamina or persistence. A gifted chieftain and, one might say, an admin-
istrator of genius, a resourceful politician and diplomat, he was
incapable of formulating and consistently carrying out plans reaching
far into the future, especially as he did not rise above the level of
the political and social opinions of the milieu that produced him.'82
Hrushevsky also presented Khmelnytsky as a leader of the whole Ukrain-
ian people. Commenting on Khmelnytsky's speeches at Pereiaslav in
early 7649, Hrushevsky wrote in one of his additions to the original text
of the Suroey: 'It is hard to remain unmoved when following the growth
of the political and social thought of this gifted man who embodied
contemporary Ukrainian society and the whole Ukrainian people, which
had unexpectedly freed itself of its age-old bonds of political, economic,
and national subjection and was now contemplating, with rapture and
confusion, the horizons opening before it and discovering in them the
possibility of entirely new, previously inconceivable social and political
relations.'83

The hetman who had earlier been castigated for neglecting and be-
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traying the interests of the people was now portrayed as an authentic
representative of the very same people. Was this change caused by
Hrushevsky's experience at the time and after the Revolution of 1905?
Was he abandoning his earlier views of Khmelnytsky as a representa-
tive of Cossackdom or the even more exclusive Cossack officer stratum
and accepting the views of Volodymyr Antonovych? Or was it a more
profound transformation that caused Hrushevsky to embrace a
neoromantic view of the role of historical personalities? Whatever the
case, there is little doubt that in the first decade of the twentieth
century Hrushevsky's views on this matter had undergone a pro-
found change, allowing certain elements of the romantic and old-
fashioned populist approach to penetrate his original assessment of
the Khmelnytsky Upr is ing.

The Ukrainian national revival, of which Hrushevsky had emerged
as one of the most authoritative leaders in the course of the 1905
revolution, was engaged in a desperate search for its own historical
legitimacy and its own heroes. The historical narrative that he offered
the 'awakening' nation was very different from the one constructed in
his populist writings of the 1890s. Now Ukrainian history emerged not
as an account of the betrayal of the popular masses by their elites but as
a story of the common struggle of masses and elites for national eman-
cipation. Individuals such as Bohdan Khmelnytsky, whom Hrushevsky
had treated in the 1890s as traitors to the masses, were now presented
as national heroes. The populist historical narrative was quickly chang-
ing to meet the new demands of mass propaganda and mobilization,
and in the process it was clearly acquiring the characteristics of a
national epic. Hrushevsky could not afford to remain ambivalent with
regard to Bohdan Khmelnytsky when both the Poles and the Russians
were using the image of one of the most prominent figures of the
Ukrainian past against the Ukrainian movement.

In elevating Khmelnytsky to the status of national hero, Hrushevsky
was more and more adopting a language reminiscent of national
discourse, deeply rooted in the romantic interpretation of history.sa
Hrushevsky's pen was guided by the conventions and requirements of
that discourse when he delivered the following assessment of the
Khmelnytsky era: 'A titan stirred - huge, dark, blind, fettered, beaten to
the ground - as potent and dark as the black earth that he was to
cultivate in chains. And ahead of him went his leader, no less titanic in
strength and character, as a personification of that potent and blind
popular strength, endowed with little more consciousness, but with the
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same titanic momentum of strength and energy. With his fearsome
straining he shook the Ukrainian earth. As potent and elemental as
nature, which in its elemenial blindness cannot husband resources to
attain its goal and sacrifices millions of specimens in mindless profli-
gacy to preserve the species, the 'idea,'he expended the strength of the
people, shed blood, and strewed his native land with corpses until the
titan's elemental strength was exhausted by these incalculable and
excessive losses, and his powerful hands were seized with impotent
convulsions.'8s

It is difficult to imagine a description of the Khmelnytsky era imbued
with greater romanticism than the one presented in this case by the
avowed positivist Mykhailo Hrushevsky. Next to the old populist hero,
the collective'people,'he placed a new protagonist, the Cossack hetman
Bohdan Khmelnytsky, who emerged in Hrushevsky's essay as a roman-
tic hero par excellence. In Hrushevsky's interpretation, Khmelnytsky's
titanic power of leadership derived from the strength of the people, and
it was the people who legitimized the new role carved out by Hrushevsky
for the famous hetman. If in 1898 Hrushevsky was not entirely certain
whether Khmelnytsky belonged to those 'great souls'who linked their
own pain and suffering to those of the masses, by 1907 he seemed to
have no doubt on that score. From a defender of Cossack interests,
Hrushevsky transformed Khmelnytsky into a representative of the
Ukrainian people, and in that incarnation he could not be wrong, any
more than the people as a whole could be wrong. Hrushevsky main-
tained that seventeenth-century Ukraine, which lacked proper organi-
zation and culture because of its subjection to the Polish nobility, could
not have expected a leader more able or talented than the one it ob-
tained in Khmelnytsky.s6

Hrushevsky took over from Antonovych the banner of Ukrainian
national historiography, and in so doing he came to the defence of
Ukraine's principal hero, using arguments similar to those of his former
professor. Like Antonovych before him, Hrushevsky struggled to turn
Khmelnytsky into a usable hero for the new generation of Ukrainian
activists. Antonovych chose to do so by defending Khmelnytsky against
attacks from young Ukrainian radicals who, in the tradition of Taras
Shevchenko, could not forgive Khmelnytsky for the Pereiaslav Agree-
ment and reproached him for not having created an independent
Ukrainian state.Sz Hrushevsky, by contrast, saw it as his main task to
wrest the image of Khmelnytsky from the embrace of proponents of
Russia, 'one and indivisible.'That task, first formulated by Hrushevsky
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in his essay of 1907, was also addressed in his article of I9i,2,'On
Ukrainian Topics: "Mazepism" and "Bohdanism."' In it Hrushevsky
protested attempts on the part of opponents of the Ukrainian move-
ment to counterpose the image of Bohdan Khmelnytsky, allegedlv a
hetman loyal to Russia, to that of the disloyal Hetman Ivan Mazepa.
Hrushevskv argued that this was a false dichotomy, as Khmelnytsky
himself had been a 'conscious exponent of the ideology of Ukrainian
statehood' and had sought a way of breaking with Muscovy. As
Hrushevsky saw it, Mazepa's alliance with Sweden was little more than
a continuation of the policy initiated by Khmelnytsky.ss

In 1909 Hrushevsky published a brochure about Khmelnvtskv writ-
ten specifically for u *us audience. Titled Or the Cossackf niher'Bohdrm
Khmelntltsky, it presented the image of a new hero of Ukrainian national
history in a simple and understandable way. The brochure opened with
a romantic description of the Khmelnytsky monument in Kyiv erected
bv the proponents of 'Russia, one and indivisible,'to praise Khmelnytsky
for what he had done at Pereiaslav. Thus Hrushevsky was claiming for
the Ukrainian movement not only the cult of the hetman, lavishly
elaborated by its opponents, but also its main symbol, the Kyiv monu-
ment. Hrushevsky drew a very attractive picture of the famous hetman.
All the events of the uprising were presented through the prism of
Khmelnytsky's plans, ideas, and desires. In the brochure, Khmelnytsky
exults and worries, huppy and sad by turns; he is a wise leader but also
a loving father. He is depicted as an archetypical romantic hero, an
image created by Hrushevsky with the help of excerpts from the popu-
lar dumy (epic songs). Last but not least, in a brochure specifically
written for the people, Khmelnytsky appears as their hero. In the last
paragraph, Hrushevsky enhances that image as follows: 'The Ukrainian
people did not fail to remember Bohdan for all the good that the famous
hetman wanted for Ukraine. In songs and dumy it eulogized Bohdan's
deeds as those of no other hetman. It handed down those songs and
dumy to our own times as it handed down no memory of anyone or
anything in all Ukrainian history.'se This positive image of Khmelnytsky
also figured in Hrushevsky's Illustrated History of Llkraine, which was
written in7911,, reworked in7972, and subsequently issued in a host of
new editions. This book was also addressed to a mass audience, but its
account of Khmelnytsky was much more sophisticated than that of the
folksy brochure of 7909.e0

By 1972 Khmelnytsky's status as a hero of Ukrainian historv was
firmly established in the new Ukrainian historiography, not only by
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Hrushevsky's own writings but also by the works of his students and
followers. When Volodymyr Antonovych's lectures on the history of
Cossackdom were reissued in Kolomyia in 1912, his critique of
Khmelnytsky, very mild in comparison with Hrushevsky's early writ-
ings, was considered excessive by the editors. Hrushevsky's student
Myron Korduba supplied the new edition of Antonovych's lectures with
copious notes that often served as an antidote to Antonovych's critical
remarks. Among other things, he called Antonovych's criticism of
Khmelnytsky's retreat from Zamodi at the end of 1648 'utterly mistaken'
and offered a thoroughly positive assessment of the hetman's actions of
the period, with references to the diplomatic correspondence.el

Another proponent of the heroic image of Khmelnytsky was Via-
cheslav Lypynsky. In his works on the Khmelnytsky era first published
in 79\2, Lypynsky gave a highly positive assessment of Khmelnytsky,
calling him a 'great hetman' and 'liberator of Ukraine.' For Lypynsky
one of Khmelnytsky's principal'errors'was the Pereiaslav Agreement
with Muscovy. Lypynsky explained those errors away by claiming that
Khmelnytsky obviously did not foresee the consequences of his actions.
In his attempt to rehabilitate the image of the famous hetman in the
eyes of the younger generation of Ukrainian activists, Lypynsky quoted
from Hrushevsky's essay of 1907, in which the latter had called upon
his contemporaries to 'acknowledge what was near and dear to us in
him and his activity.'He also found inspiration in the Polish historian
Ludwik Kubala, whose extremely favourable evaluation of Khmelnytsky
in the third volume of his Sketches (1910) clearly outdid the modest
praise accorded the hetman in the works of Hrushevsky.e2 It is difficult
to say whether in the years 7907-12 Hrushevsky led the way or fol-
lowed the crowd in turning Khmelnytsky into a major hero of the
Ukrainian national movement, but his work clearly reflected the advent
of the romantically inspired hero in Ukrainian historical narrative.e3

Did Hrushevsky the scholar differ from Hrushevsky the publicist in
his assessment of Khmelnytsky? The question is best addressed by
taking a closer look at Hrushevsky's magnum opus. Volume 7 of his
academic History, which appeared in print in1909, and the first part of
volume 8, pubiished in 1913, both discussed the pre-Khmelnytsky era,
but the second part of volume 8, which was first published in 1976,
dealt directly with the causes and the first stage of the Khmelnytsky
Uprising. It was written before the outbreak of the First World War
and contains an interesting assessment of Khmelnytsky, reflecting
Hrushevsky's view of the hetman at a time of rapid development of the
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Ukrainian national movement in Russian-ruled Ukraine. A reading of
that part of the volume suggests that in the years preceding the world
war, Khmelnytsky was as much a hero for Hrushevsky the academic
historian as he was for Hrushevsky the political activist and essayist.

In volume 8 of the History, Hruihevsky called Khmelnytsky a'great
hetman' and rarely criticized him in any way. He gave the most positive
evaluation he ever bestowed on Khmelnytsky, lauding him as a 'fore-

most hero of history.' In the second part of the volume, Khmelnytsky
appears in the garb of a romantic hero, even more obviously than in
Hrushevsky's essay of 1907. Hrushevsky's description of KhmeJlytsky's
revolt against the authorities and his decision to initiate the uprising is
rendered in the most dramatic terms possible: 'This was a dreadful,
critical moment in Khmelnytsky's life. Aprofound crisis occurred in his
soul, in his whole being, all the more dreadful because of the restraint
and moderation that had hitherto characterized this extraordinarily
powerful and richly endowed nature. It may be said that Khmelnytsky
before and after this moment was two different people.'ea As was re-
cently noted by Natalia Iakovenko, Hrushevsky's account of his hero's
transformation as the dramatic culmination of his life represented one
of the most popular topoi of romantic l i terature.q5 The romantic stirrings
that awakened in Hrushevsky's mind around the time of the 1905
revolution and eventually overshadowed his earlier preoccupation with
the plight and interests of the popular masses clearly continued to
dominate his outlook at least until the outbreak of the First World War.
At the same time, Hrushevsky the historian refused to sacrifice his
scholarly principles and standards for the sake of his argument. He
worked diligently to reconstruct every detail of Khmelnytsky's early
biography and clear it of accumulated myths, including those poten-
tially useful for reinforcing the image of the hetman as an infallible
popular hero. For example, he rejected the well-established historio-
graphic tradition according to which Khmelnytsky took an active part
in earlier Cossack revolts and presented him as a loyal subject of the
king prior to the outbreak of the 1648 uprising.e6

As noted earlier, Hrushevsky began to write volume 8 of his aca-
demic History before the First World War. By the time his work on the
volume was finished, he was no longer a resident of Lviv but an
internee on the territory of the Russian Empire. His working conditions
were different, as was the status of the Ukrainian movement, which the
tsarist authorities now treated as a German and Austrian intrigue against
the unity of the Russian nation. Did these new circumstances affect
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Hrushevsky's treatment of Khmelnytsky? Was the image of the hetman
in the third part of volume 8 (completed in early 1917) different from
the one presented in its second part, written during the expansion of the
Ukrainian movement? It is diff icult to answer this question, as
Hrushevsky avoided any further detailed discussion of Khmelnytsky's
character, probably believing that the one he had given in the second
part of the volume was sufficient. Generally speaking, there seems to
have been no major change in Hrushevsky's view of Khmelnytsky's
personality. On the one hand, he no longer emphasized Khmelnytsky's
heroic characteristics, but on the other, he refrained from blaming the
hetman directly for the grave consequences that the Zboriv Agreement
of 7649 had for the masses. This time it was the leadership of the
uprising in general, not Khmelnytsky as an individual, that took the
blame.eT

A real change in Hrushevsky's attitude toward Khmelnytsky be-
comes apparent only in volume 9 of the History, written after the revolu-
tion. In his conclusions to the volume, Hrushevsky presented his most
detailed and critical, if not damning, evaluation of Khmelnytsky and
his policies. As noted earlier, it was inspired by his polemics with the
views expressed by Viacheslav Lypynsky inUkrsine at the Turning Point
and demonstrated, probably better than any of Hrushevsky's writings
of the period, the extent of change in his political and scholarly outlook
between 1977 and the late 1920s.In regard io Khmelnytsky and his era,
the change in Hrushevsky's interpretation was quite dramatic, but for

the most part it did not represent the development of new views and
ideas. Instead, Hrushevsky returned to many of his populist opinions of
the turn of the century. The critical assessment of Khmelnytsky's activi-
ties that dominated Hrushevsky's essay of 1898 was now restated and
further developed, while the much more positive evaluation of the
hetman given in Hrushevsky's prerevolutionary writings, which had
been influenced by concepts of national solidarity and neoromanticism,
was modified or erren openly rejected.

In r.olume 9 of the History, Hrushevsky reasserted his old idea of 1898
about the failure of the leaders of the uprising to develop an effective
plan or a definite goal. That argument served as Hrushevsky's main
instrument in his attempt to counter and discredit Lypynsky's portrait
of Khmelnytsky (rendered in Ukraine at the Turning Point) as a great
state-builder and an outstanding politician. Hrushevsky also revived
another idea that he had ner.'er really abandoned even in his neoromantic
period - the claim that Khmelnytsky was a poor leader of the popular
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masses. In that regard, he placed special emphasis on the policies of
Khmelnytsky and his entourage that were harmful to the peasantry and
the burghers. Khmelnytsky was also accused of relying too much on
foreign alliances instead of securing the support of the masses, a policy
that had begun, according to Hrushevsky, after the Zboriv Agreement
of 7649. Last but not least, Hrushevsky returned to his earlier evalua-
tion of Khmelnytsky as a poor negotiator in his dealings with Muscovy.
According to Hrushevsky, at Pereiaslav Khmelnytsky had failed to
secure Ukrainian statehood and thus betrayed the national cause.e8

In the opening paragraph of his conclusions to volume 9, Hrushevsky
wrote: 'Now, having made my way through it [the Khmelnytsky era] on
the basis of the largest number of source materials ever assembled, I
must clarify to what extent I stand by *y earlier conclusions and to
what extent I depart from them or make corrections of any kind, or at
least present a newer version of my earlier theses.'ee In fact, Hrushevsky's
new interpretation of the era was influenced not only by the study
of new sources but also by the change of his political orientation. His
return to the ideas he had espoused at the turn of the century resulted
in the outright rejection of many of the assessments he had made prior
to the revolution. An example of such a drastic change is Hrushevsky's
treatment of his old idea, first expressed in his essay of 1898, concern-
ing the alleged lack of planning 6ehind the Khmelnytsky Uprising. In
his essay of 7907 on the 250th anniversary of Khmelnytsky's death,
Hrushevsky had dismissed this argument, saying that those who wit-
nessed the events of the 1905 revolution understood that one could not
expect too much planning, given the low cultural level of the 'dark'

masses.l00 In volume 9 of the History, he returned to his earlier view of
the issue, accusing Khmelnytsky of failing to plan and organize the
uprising properly. As Frank E. Sysyn has pointed out, 'In the late 7920s,
he [Hrushevsky] did not find that the revolutionary events of 7917-
1921 should make his contemporaries treat the hetman with greater
understanding./1t)1

Another major change in Hrushevsky's interpretation of the Khmelnyt-
sky era was his reevaluation of the significance of Khmelnytsky's lead-
ership. lf in 1907 Hrushevsky considered the hetman's death a turning
point in the history of Cossack Ukraine, since Khmelnytsky's successors
failed to match his level of leadership, he now claimed that there was
no substantial difference between Khmelnytsky and his successors.l02
In his conclusions to volume 9, Hrushevsky criticized the view,'harm-
ful in its consequences for historical perspective,' that presented
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Khmelnytsky as a'titan among pygmies.'Ironically, it was Hrushevsky
himself who in 1907 had called Khmelnytsky a'titan,' while referring to
his successors as 'tiny Lilliputians' who bound the Ukrainian people
after Khmelnytsky's death. 103

Apart from rehearsing his old grievances against Khmelnytsky,
Hrushevsky presented a new list of the hetman's errors and shortcom-
ings. Among them was his alleged inability or unwillingness to take fu1l
advantage of the rebels' military victories in the autumn of 1648, a
'falling' noted earlier by Antonovych. Hrushevsky was also unhappy
with Khmelnytsky's failure to establish Cossack rule over Western
Ukraine at the end of 1648. The hetman's other failings included wag-
ing war on his own territory, exploiting the masses as 'canon fodder,'
involving the Cossacks in the conflict with Wallachia in 1653, neglecting
to attack the Crimea in 1.654, delaying the formation of a new league
with Sweden and Transylvania in 1656, and unnecessarily (in Hru-
shevsky's opinion) worsening relations with Muscovy.loa'Thus,' wrote
Hrushevsky,'in the sphere of state policy, it is difficult to claim glory for
the Khmelnytsky era, regardless of the fact that there was no shortage
either of intelligent men or of brilliant ideas in its councils of state. I
account for this, first of all, by the lack of a clear political plan, sovereign
idea, and political leadership, i.e., the absence of a political master, so to
speak.'105

In his conclusions to volume 9, Hrushevsky often repeated that he
did not question Khmelnytsky's heroic status but was unhappy with
the historiographic tradition that viewed the whole era through the
prism of the hetman's life and actions.106 He was also opposed to the
'unhealthy idealization of the age and individuality of Khmelnytsky
that has frequently been asserting itself.'107 Hrushevsky declined to
view the events of the mid-seventeenth century through the actions and
behaviour of a single individual, suggesting instead a more sophisti-
cated approach in which the role of the leader was counterbalanced by
other actors, including the ruling elite and the popular masses. The
latter were Hrushevsky's traditional collective hero, while his interest
in the role of the ruling elite or, in this instance, Khmelnytsky's circle of
associates, was a relatively new element in his interpretation of the
uprising. If for Antonovvch Khmelnytsky was first and foremost the
representatir.e of the people and, for the young Hrushevsky, generally
the representative of the Cossacks in general, for Hrushevsky of the
1920s Khmelnytsky was above all the representative of the Cossack
officer elite. In the introduction to volume 9, Hrushevskv noted that
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further biographical study of the upper stratum of Cossack officers was
one of the most important avenues for future research.108 In his conclu-
sions to the volume, he even recognized the primacy of the research
conducted on that subject by his intellectual and political opponent
Viacheslav Lypynsky.loe

It would appear, nevertheless, that Hrushevsky and Lypynsky set
themselves quite different goals in their studies of Khmelnytsky's asso-
ciates. If Lypynsky was primarily concerned in his biographical study
of Colonel Mykhailo Krychevsky with the role of the nobility in the
Khmelnytsky Uprising and sought to present the noble stratum as a
component of the Ukrainian nation, Hrushevsky was mainly concerned
with the role of the Cossack officer elite in the leadership of the upris-
ing. Hrushevsky claimed that Khmelnytsky had an entourage of tal-
ented associates, many of whom could have replaced him as leader,
hence his primacy was largely a matter of 1uck.110 By indicating the role
of General Chancellor (and future hetman) Ivan Vyhovsky and others
in the making of crucial decisions, Hrushevsky sought to put into
perspective and, indeed, diminish the personal role of Khmelnytsky as
a political leader. When he referred to the hetman and his associates as
'Khmelnytsky and Co.,'Hrushevsky was in fact shifting the focus of his
narrative from the hero to his entourage, which, in Hrushevsky's opin-
ion, often decided matters. Ironically, unlike Khmelnytsky and his ad-
ministration, Vyhovsky and his hetmancy drew hardly any criticism
from Hrushevsky, bolstering the historian's argument that the 'ruin

of Ukrainian statehood' did not ensue after Khmelnvtskv's death but
began on his watch.111

Was Hrushevsky really protesting only the 'unhealthy idealization'
of Khmelnytsky, as he claimed? In all probability, this was a candid
statement. Hrushevsky's historiographic discussion in the conclud-
ing chapter of volume 9 evinces strong disapproval of attacks on
Khmelnytsky by such historians as Panteleimon Kulish and Petr
Butsinsky, as well as of the relentlessly negative assessment of the
whole Cossack officer stratum given by Oleksander Lazarevsky.ll2 16"
same concluding chapter of volume 9 features an extensive quotation,
almost five pages in length, from the extremely positive assessment of
Khmelnytsky by Ludwik Kubala.113 Hrushevsky accompanied the quo-
tation with the following statement: 'I have quoted this description at
such length because I consider it highly penetrating. The author dem-
onstrated not only a desire to be objective and to judge this enemy of
Old Poland appropriately; in my estimation, he also correctly grasped
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much of Khmelnytsky's character: his unequaled temperament, ex-
traordinary energy, adroitness, sensitivity, strongly developed imagina-
tion, effortless thought, and bent for hyperbole. Khmelnytsky had an
extraordinary talent for psychological influence and suggestion, with a
strong proclivity to histrionics. He was indiscriminate and ruthless in
method and free of all moral constraints. He had an extraordinarv and
incredible attachment to power as a dogma of existence. ln my opinion,
all this is rendered very faithfully. Bohdan r.t as indeed a born leader and
ruler, politician and diplomat. He roused and moved the masses with
ease and knew how to govern their moods, as much by bloody violence
as by a gracious word or a humble gesture. There was something insu-
perably captivating in his nature that inclined people toward him. That is
quite true. But was he also a politician in the higher sense - a builder of
state and society, a civic and cultural organizer for the long term?'1ra

What these words in fact indicated was that Hrushevsky had little
problem in accepting Khmelnytsky as a neoromantic hero - a talented
rebel and an impulsive, charismatic leader - but declined to consider
him a hero in the positivist sense. Khmelnytsky's actions allegedly were
not constructive, a judgment that Hrushevsky repeated again and again
in the conclusions to volume 9. For Hrushevsky, Khmelnytsky was a
great leader of the Asian type (a 'Great Scythian') but not a state-builder
of the European kind, while Ukraine, in his opinion, was part of Europe
and deserved a leader with European qualities.115 It was Lypynsky's
depiction of Khmelnytsky as the hero of Ukrainian nation- and state-
building (a 'builder of state and society, a civic and cultural organizer')
that provoked Hrushevsky's criticism of the hetman. It can hardly be
doubted that there was more than one image and cult of Khmelnytsky.
As Sysyn has noted recently, 'the variety of cults of Khmel'nyts'kyi
made him acceptable to very different constituencies in Ukraine./116
Hrushevsky apparently believed that the image of Khmelnytsky needed
by the new democratic and revolutionary Ukraine was not that of a
Cossack monarch but of a charismatic revolutionary leader of the popu-
lar masses. 'In the final reckoning,'wrote Hrushevsky in his conclu-
sions to volume 9 , 

' frorn certain perspectives the tremendous agitation
brought about by the Khmelnytsky era was beneficial to the people. It
elevated the "simple folk" high above their slavery and humiliation. It
allowed them to feel like human beings - not simple people but full
equals. In their minds it revived their undying aspiration to regain their
human status not iust for a brief moment but "forever." As I have said
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repeatedly, Ukraine's new life began with the Khmelnytsky era. And as
its principal agitator, Khmelnytsky will remain a hero of Ukrainian
history.'117

What was behind Hrushevsky's refusal to recognize Khmelnytsky as
a 'politician in the higher sense'? Why was he seemingly prepared to
grant such recognition in 1907 but not in 7927? Was it Hrushevsky's
renewed commitment to the interests of the popular masses, his return
to the basic positivist denial of the importance of heroes, or the view of
his own times as a confrontation between the principles of individual-
ism and collectivism? Most likely, all these factors helped shape
Hrushevsky's attitude of the late 7920s. One should also allow for the
possible impact of pure politics. It is worth remembering that Hrushevsky
the politician was deposed by a coup d'6tat carried out by Hetman
Pavlo Skoropadsky, whose right to rule Ukraine was retrospectively
Iegitimized by Lypynsky with references to the legacy of Bohdan
Khmelnytsky. As early as 7977 Hrushevsky had opposed the idealiza-
tion of the Cossack state, claiming that the Ukrainian movement did not
aspire to a restoration of the Hetmanate but wanted to create a new
order of state and society.llE Following this line of argument, in vol-
ume 9 of his History Hrushevsky opposed the interpretation of the
Khmelnytsky era as a paradise lost. Referring to the historical material
presented in that volume, he wrote: '[The Khmelnytsky era] was neither
idyll nor harmony. The Ukrainian people did not experience a paradise
in Bohdan's time or in any other epoch of its past. Our social, political,
and cultural ideals lie before us, not behind us.'11e

This statement was reminiscent of the scepticism expressed by the
Galician Ukrainophiles of the 1860-80s with regard to Cossack history.
It was also politically significant to Hrushevsky, as may be gathered
from the fact that he chose to repeat it in his comments to a group of
Kyivan workers in November 1929. A correspondent of the newspaper
Proletorskoia praada recorded Hrushevsky's words as follows: 'The

[Khmelnytsky] era was only an episode in the life of the Ukrainian
people. Our ideals lie before us, not behinci us.' In the early 1930s,
Hrushevsky's suggestion that Ukraine had yet to achieve its full social
and national liberation were condemned by Soviet propagandists as an
attempt to justify the restoration of the bourgeois order in Ukraine.iz0
For Hrushevsky, meanwhile, as for his communist contemporary Mykola
Khvyliovy, the national renaissance and, consequently, the'golden age'
of Ukraine lay not in the past but in the future.l2i
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Masses and Elites

In his interpretation of the Khmelnytsky era in the Soviet-era volumes
of the History, Hrushevsky remained a staunch populist in the sense
that the good of the popular masses was his major criterion for assess-
ing the uprising and its aftermath. Not surprisingly, it was to the 'cre-

ative sufferings' of the popular masses that Hrushevsky dedicated
volume 9 of his History.rzz But who were the 'popular masses' for
Hrushevsky? ]udging by his writings, he used the term in the same
sense as Volodymyr Antonovych and his circle of populists employed
'the people.'123 For Hrushevsky, the 'popular masses' were first and
foremost the peasantry but also often included the burghers and even
rank-and-file Cossacks (the latter were sometimes considered part of
Cossackdom in general). The elites consisted of the Cossack officer
stratum, which included some elements of the Ukrainian nobility, while
the intelligentsia included representatives of the nobility, Cossack offic-
ers, clergy, and even burghers, whom Hrushevsky otherwise consid-
ered part of the popular masses.

Hrushevsky saw relations between the masses and the Cossack elite
as the crucial element of Ukrainian political and social life in the
Khmelnytskv era. In his polemic with Lypynsky in the last chapter of
volume 9, Hrushevsky argued that the contradictions in those relations
were never resolved: 'The "fatal contradictions" between the social and
economic strivings of the masses, set in motion by the leaders of the
uprising and all of Cossackdom on the one hand and, on the other, by
the landowning-officer tendencies of those leaders and the ruling Cos-
sack order, were not levelled one bit.'124 If Hrushevsky ultimately re-
garded the era as a failure, it was because of the hetman's perceived
inability to resolve the contradiction between masses and elites.l2s In
Hrushevsky's writings, the'popular masses'almost always figured as a
positive historical force, while the Cossack officer stratum, the power-
ful rival of the masses in Hrushevsky's historical scheme of the
Khmelnytskv Uprising, was too often preoccupied with its own corpo-
rate interests, to the detriment of those of the masses and the nation as a
whole. If Hrushevsky's view of the popular masses remained almost
unchanged throughout his academic career, his attitude toward the
Cossack officer stratum and the intelligentsia differed at various stages.

In his first essay on the Khmelnytsky era/ published in 1898, he
identified Cossackdom as a whole, not the Cossack officers, as the main
rival of the peasantry. More than once he claimed that in the Khmellytsky
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Uprising the popular masses were an instrument in the hands of the
Cossacks, who exploited the peasantry for their own ends as they
gained autonomy for their corporate order.126 In Hrushevsky's opinion,
the main fault of Khmelnytsky and the Cossack officers was their in-
ability to rise above the interests of the Cossack order and champion the
cause of the popular masses.l2T Hrushevsky repeated thjs accusation in
his essay of 1907 on the anniversary of Khmelnytsky's death, claiming
that the hetman had started the uprising to promote the class interests
of the Cossack order. Unable to appreciate the significance of the popu-
lar uprising, he limited his negotiations with the Polish king to the issue
of Cossack privileges and was even prepared to end the revolt and
abandon the popular masses in order to obtain those privileges.l2*

Hrushevsky showed much less antagonism toward elites in his later
writings. That change of attitude first became apparent in his pop-
ular surveys of Ukrainian history. Very telling in that regard was
Hrushevsky's approach in a brief survey of Ukrainian history that he
prepared for a German publisher in the summer of 1905. He all but
excluded the discussion of social conflicts in Ukrainian history from his
short narrative, no longer blaming the Cossack elite for having betrayed
the popular masses and led the Ukrainian people into Muscovite sub-
jection. Instead, he portrayed Muscovy, specifiially the Muscovite bu-
reaucracy, as the main culprit of the troubles that befell the Ukrainian
nation. In his Ilhrstrated History of Ukraine (7972), also written for a
popular audience, Hrushevsky assigned no specific blame for the ten-
sions between the masses and the Cossack officers but treated them as
an unfortunate reality that benefited the enemies of Ukraine.l2e In vol-
ume 8 of his academic Historu, Hrushevskv also sr:ared the Cossack
officer stratum direct crit icism for its mistreatment of the popular masses.
He wrote at length about popular opposition to the Zboriv Agreement
and 'r,r'as clearly unhappy with the policies of Khmelnytsky and his
associates at this stage of the uprising, but his criticism of the hetman
and the officers for their alleged betrayal of the interests of the popular
masses was much milder than his castigation of Cossackdom as a
whole for the same alleged offence in his essay of 1898.130

The most controversial aspect of Khmelnytsky's policy at Zboriv, his
implicit agreement to allow the Tatars to take captives among the
Ukrainian population on their way back to the Crimea, was not only
condemned but also explained by Hrushevsky: 'First of all, as we have
seen, the hetman sought to maintain the integrity and validity of his
alliance with the Horde, har.'ing stoically endured the khan's treachery
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atZboriv and satisfied all his wishes, not even hesitating to bring down
on himself the resentment and fury of the masses for his excesslve
acquiescence to the Tatars' will (in the matter of captives). By paying
this high price, he indeed managed to preserve his close contacts and
friendship with the khan's court and made a mockery of the boastings
of the Polish government, r,rlhich claimed by means of the concessions
made at Zboriv to have severed the Cossack-Tatar alliance, so dan-
gerous for Poland. That alliance remained intact and inviolate.'131
Hrushevsky also provided an explanation for another policy of
Khmelnytsky's that he had severely criticized - the hetman's agreement
at Zboriv to allow the return of the Polish nobility to its estates outside
Cossack territory and to compile a Cossack register, which effectively
returned most of the Cossackized peasants to the authoritv of the Polish
nobles. I l2 Hrushevsky demonstrated that the hetman's aiministration
did everything in its power to delay or sabotage the implementation of
this provision of the treaty.

Writing before the revolution, F{rushevsky the national historian was
much more willing to balance the interests of the popular masses and
the elites than was the young Hrushevsky of the 1890s. The events of
the 1917 revolution clearly put that attitude to the test. In some of his
political writings of the period, Hrushevsky still praised Khmelnytsky
for opposing the return of the nobility to Ukraine in L649, but his
motive for this was primarily to damage the political reputation of his
opponents who signed the Treaty of Warsaw in 1920.133 His new atti-
tude toward the Cossack officer stratum is already apparent in some of
his additions to parts 1. and 2 of volume 8 of the History, which he
reprinted in 1922. To the concluding sentence of the second part of
the volume, which read: 'The excessive agitation of the popular masses
was a dangerous phenomenon for the Cossack leaders themselves,'
Hrushevsky added a phrase taken almost verbatim from his essay of
1898 on Khmelnytsky, 'who still were by no means contemplating any
kind of people's war against Poland, as we shall see in due course.'134 In
the introduction to volume 9 of the History, Hrushevsky reiterated his
old belief in the existence of orofound differences between the interests
of the Cossack officers and those of the popular masses: 'The old histo-
riography usually equated the class interests of this new social stratum
with the spontaneous struggle of the masses and treated it as an expres-
sion of what was termed a "popular struggle," a "struggle for the
liberation of Ukraine." Clearly, both the facts and socio-historical expe-
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rience now require of us a careful differentiation of these two aspects of
the process.'135

Hrushevsky indicated tu'o sets of tensions in Ukrainian society dur-
ing the Khmelnytsky era. The first was the contradiction between the
interests of the Cossack officers and those of the peasantry, while the
second arose from the Cossack officers'policy toward the Ukrainian
burghers. Regarding policy toward the peasants, Hrushevsky believed
that the Cossack elite's failure to guarantee freedom from feudal bond-
age to the serfs liberated by the uprising gave rise to peasant revolts
against the hetman's regime and mass emigration to Muscovy. Com-
menting on Lypynsky's interpretation of Cossack officer-peasant rela-
tions, Hrushevsky r.t rote sarcastically: 'In his most recent work Lypynsky
does indeed make out that the peasantry seemingly had nothing against
"customary obedience," since it was supposed to submit to people on
active service in the Zaporozhian Host. But such an idyllic picture is
hardly convincing.'t:o 4lso unfortunate, if not malicious, in Hrushevsky's
opinion, was Khmelnytsky's policy toward the burghers. He wrote in
that regard: 'Cossackdom hurtled down upon urban life in such an
unforgivable fashion. The Cossack officers showed such an undisguised
desire to sweep up and retain in their own hands all that the elements
liquidated by the rebellion - the office of castle chief, the hereditary
landolvners, and the Catholic Church - had managed to wrest from the
burgher community.'1 37

Hrushevsky's overall conclusion was not favourable to the Cossack
officer stratum. Returning to the tradition established by Antonovych
and developed in his own populist writings of the turn of the century,
Hrushevsky accused the Cossack elite of harbouring the desire to re-
place the Polish nobility and continue the traditional enserfment of the
peasantry. An episode of 7654 involving the Cossack colonels Pavlo
Teteria and Samiilo Zarudny, who managed to obtain land grants from
the tsar along with permission to settle that land with peasants, was
cited by Hrushevsky as proof of the Cossack officers' intentions to
restore the traditional economic order and reintroduce serfdom in Cos-
sack Ukrain".138 h the conclusion to volume 9, Hrushevsky presented
his final judgment on the issue: 'The masses expected that under the
direction of the leaders of the revolution thev would escaDe the Poles
and serfdom. Meanwhile, these leaders were cirving nobiliary latifundia
for themselves out of this seemingly liberated land. That process began
with the hetman himself, with his Hadiach estates, with Vyhovsky,
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Zarudny, Teteria, andZolotarenko, with their greater or lesser latifundia
obtained by entreaties from the tsar in the course of bargaining for the
sovereign rights of Ukraine.'13e

Hrushevsky believed that by conducting a selfish social policy, the
Cossack officer stratum had perpetrated wrongs not only against the
masses but also against the political and national interests of Ukraine.
In his opinion, there was no excuse for such a policy, and the arguments
marshalled by Lypynsky, who himself had sided during the revolution
with the landowning elite against the popular masses, could only make
Hrushevsky's judgments harsher. Cenerally speaking, there canbe little
doubt that the revolutionary and Soviet experience made Hrushevsky a
much stronger proponent of the interests of the masses and a more
uncompromising critic of the elites than he had been before the 1977
revolution.

A social group that occupied a special place in Hrushevsky's analysis
of relations between masses and elites in Ukraine was the intelligentsia.
Like many of his contemporaries, Hrushevsky accepted Auguste Comte's
view that the intelligentsia constituted the leadership of any society.laO
Hrushevsky defined it as including all educated groups in a given
society and found its representatives among the Cossack officers and
the popular masses alike. To define the latter group, Hrushevsky even
introduced the term'petty intelligentsia.'141 The use of the term 'intelli-

gentsia' to denote the educated classes of early modern Ukrainian
society was not Hrushevsky's invention. Volodymyr Antonovych used
it when writing about the burghers of the larger Ukrainian cities.1l2 It
was also generally used with reference to seventeenth-century classes
by Ivan Franko and other Ukrainian authors of the late nineteenth
century, including Trokhym Zinkivsky and Mykola Mikhnovsky.l43 \ /hat
n'as interesting in Hrushevsky's writings on this problem was his vary-
ing assessment of the role of the educated classes in Ukrainian history -

a process influenced by the changing political and cultural circum-
stances in which Hrushevsky found himself when he addressed the
issue. From the end of the nineteenth century to the late 7920s, he often
implicitly compared the role played by the intelligentsia of seven-
teenth-century Ukraine with the role of the intelligentsia in his own
times.laa

Hrushevsky introduced the term'intelligentsia' into his discussion of
the Khmelnytsky era in his essay of 1898. At that time his assessment of
the role played by the intelligentsia in the Khmelnytsky Uprising was
ouite critical. He believed that the Cossack officer stratum and the
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entire Ukrainian intelligentsia had been raised on Polish social models.
Hence Khmelnytsky, who, in Hrushevsky's opinion, did not differ in
outlook from the rest of the Ukrainian intelligentsia, could not possibly
understand the needs of the popular masses. Nor was he aware of the
need to create a new political and social order based on the interests of
the masses, not those of the Cossacks alone. In Hrushevsky's opinion, it
was only his contemporaries, members of the new and 'progressive'

Ukrainian intelligentsia of the late nineteenth century, who could fuse
the Cossack ideals of equality and freedom with the aspirations of the
popular masses, while freeing those ideals from Cossack-era social
restrictions.la5

In 1898 Hrushevsky was clearly in full agreement with Antonovych,
who claimed that'the intelligentsia usually attempts to assimilate with
the ruling t'ruliot',.r146 A decade later, while writing volume 7 of the
History, which covered the Cossack erato 7625, Hrushevsky presented a
very different view of the intelligentsia. In his introduction to the vol-
ume, he identified the Cossack alliance with the Orthodox 'intelligen-

tsia' as the factor that had elevated Cossackdom to a place of central
importance in Ukrainian history.laT Hrushevsky was no less enthusias-
tic about the positive influence of the intelligentsia on Cossackdom in
volume 8 of the Histortl. There he credited the Kyivan intelligentsia with
bringing about a profound change in Khmelnytsky's ideology at the
turn of 7649, when the Cossack hetman, in his conversations with the
Polish commissioners, went far beyond the traditional Cossack de-
mands and enunciated a plan for the liberation of all Orthodox Rus'
from the Polish yoke.1a8 In his essay of 1898, Hrushevsky was inclined
to credit this change in Khmelnytsky's program to Patriarch Paisios of
|erusalem, with whom the hetman had held long conversations prior to
the arrival of the commissioners. In volume 8 of the Hisfory, Hrushevsky
clearly changed his mind, not only attributing the change of Khmel-
nytsky's policy to the influence of the Kyivan intelligentsia, which had
not even been mentioned in the essay of 1898, but also questioning the
role of Patriarch Paisios in changing Khmelnytsky's attitudes.
Hrushevsky wrote: 'Whatever he may have brought with him from
]erusalem and Moldavia could hardly have sufficed for protracted
heartfelt conversations or had any particular influence on the hetman.'14e
At most, Hrushevsky was prepared to consider the patriarch a spokes-
man for the Kyivan intelligentsia.

The ideas expressed by Khmelnytsky during his negotiations with
the Polish commissioners in Pereiaslav in early 7619 were indeed much
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more reminiscent of the views developed by the Ukrainian Orthodox
nobi l i ty  and c lergy throughout  the f i rs i  hal f  o f  the seventeenth cenrury
than of anv program that could possibly har.e been presented by the
distinguished guest from Jerusalem. After all, it was on Khmelnytsky's
initiative and direct order that Paisios was brought to Kyiv, there to
await the hetman's triumphal entrance into the city. In all likelihood, it
was the patriarch's sanction of Khmelnytsky's rule and not his ideas
that interested the hetman at the time of his meetings with Paisios.ls0
On the other hand, there is no evidence whatever of any significant
contacts or discussions between Khmelnytsky and those whom
Hrushevsky called the 'Kvivan intelligentsia' at the time of hetman's
stay in the city in late 1648. Nevertheless, there is reason to believe that
Khmelnytsky was acquainted with their ideas long before his solemn
entrance into Kyiv. As Hrushevsky wrote, 'Among the Cossack officers
who surrounded Khmelnytsky from the first stages of the people's war
there was no lack of individuals who were more or less involved in the
national movement of the Ukrainian inteiligentsia.'1s1

As noted above, the revolutionary turmoil that took place between
the writing of volumes 8 and 9 of the History changed many of
Hrushevsky's prerevolutionary opinions and beliefs, including his view
of the role of the intelligentsia in Ukrainian history. In volume 9 of the
History, he generally avoided writing about the intelligentsia, using that
term more often in relation to his contemporaries than to the educated
circles of mid-seventeenth-century Ukraine. The Kyivan intelligentsia
was mentioned only once and credited not with the 'formulation of the
ideas and programs of statehood,' as in volume 8, but with promoting
the liberation of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church. Hrushevsky wrote in
volume 9: 'With the arrival of Khmelnytsky's circle in Kyiv at the end
of 7648, it came under new influences: the Kyivan intelligentsia, the
Ukrainian and Creek hierarchy, and the concept of the liberation of the
Ukrainian church and Eastern Christianity - in short, the Ukrainian
national probiem in its ecclesiastical aspect.'1s2

What became of Hrushevskv's earli,er worship of the intelligentsia
and its role in the Khmelnytsky Uprising and Cossack history in gen-
eral? It would probably be fair to conclude that the answer lies both in
the main characteristics of the historical period studied by Hrushevsky
at any given moment and in the more gradual changes in his political
outlook. With regard to the first factor, it is worth noting Hrushevsky's
differential treatment of the Ukrainian Orthodox clergy in the \620s,
when it supported Cossackdom, and in the latter half of the 1630s and
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most of the 1640s, when the clergy, led by Metropolitan Petro Mohyla,
opposed the Cossacks. In the first case, the intelligentsia showed soli-
daritv with the rnasses (as represented by the Cossacks), winning the
highest praise from Hrushevskv. In the second case, it sided with the
Polish regime against the masses (that is, the Cossacks) and, as a result,
became the target of his greatest opprobrium.ls3

In discussing the change in Hrushevsky's political and cultural viervs
and their impact on his treatment of the historical role of Ukrainian
intelligentsia, it should be noted that the years of revolutionary turmoil,
followed by 6migr6life in Central Europe, convinced Hrushevsky that
the Ukrainian intelligentsia of the early twentieth century had not
done its duty to the people. It neglected the interests of the masses,
engaged in internal bickering, and, as a result, found itself on the
Iosing side of the revolution. While in the emigration, Hrushevsky
commented more than once on the shortcomings of the Ukrainian
intelligentsia.InT923 he noted in a letter to Kyrylo Studynsky: 'just as
you wrote that our people will now get lvhat it deserves, and this is
good, so now one must think that it will get very little, because its
intelligentsia deserves very little, though the people deserves much
more. But it is guilty of tolerating such a hypocrit ical, mendacious,
vile, and egoistic intell igentsia!'154

Hrushevsky was not, of course, the onlv Ukrainian political activist
to become disappointed with the Ukrainian intelligentsia during the
revolution. His main poiitical and scholarly opponent of the post-
revolutionary era, Viacheslav Lvpynsky, aiso experienced his share of
disenchantment with the Ukrainian educated classes. True enough, in
his studies of the Khmelnytsky era publishedin1920, Lypynsky contin-
ued to view the intelligentsia as a contributor to the overall success of
the uprising. Yet there were substantial differences in Lypvnsky's treat-
ment  of  the ro le of  the in te l l igents ia as compared wi th h is
prerevolutionary writings. If in 1972Lypynsky regarded the intelligen-
tsia as a stratum composed of nobles and clergymen, in 1920 he pre-
sented the nobility as a group separate from the intelligentsia. The
latter, unlike the nobility, had clearly lost the author's favour and was
now lumped together with the Orthodox clergy. Both groupings were
characterized as simple-minded and fanatical in their /darkness./1s5 As
was the case with Hrushevsky, Lypynsky's change of attitude tolvard
the historical intelligentsia was directly linked to the change in his
political views. In his Letters to Fellotu Landouners, published in 7926,
Lypynsky accused the intelligentsia, by which he meant primarily ac-
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tivists of the Ukrainian socialist parties, of dividing the nation and
ruining Ukraine.156

In the aftermath of revolution, Hrushevsky and Lypynsky were both
unhappy with the role played by the intelligentsia in the revolutionary
events and, as a result, revised their views on its role in Ukrainian
history generally. However, the nature of those revisions was quite differ-
ent. If Lypynsky became even more convinced of the paramount role of
the Ukrainian nobility in the Khmelnytsky Uprising, Hrushevsky re-
turned to his populist-era fascination with the role of the popular masses,
depicting them as the collective protagonist of Ukrainian history.

So far we have examined those elements of Hrushevsky's treatment
of elite-mass relations in which his populist discourse not only did not
contradict but actually reinforced the nationalist one. These were the
cases in which the interests of the masses coincided, in Hrushevsky's
opinion, with the interests of the Ukrainian nation as a whole. But the
history of the Khmelnytsky Uprising was replete with instances in
which the interests of the masses and those of the nation (even in
Hrushevsky's opinion) were contradictory, making it necessary for the
historian to choose between the two. Hrushevsky was becoming in-
creasingly aware of such instances in the last, Soviet-era volumes of his
History. As a result, when the populist elites that represented the inter-
ests of the masses at a given moment acted contrary to the national
interests of Ukraine, Hrushevsky reluctantly sided with the ruling stra-
tum and not with the popular masses. In such cases, Hrushevsky the
national historian had to overcome Hrushevsky the populist.

Hrushevsky's desire to reconcile, if not harmonize, his populist and
nationalist views was fully apparent in his treatment of mass Ukrainian
emigration across the Muscovite border to Sloboda Ukraine after the
Zboriv Agreement of 7649. From his early years as a scholal, Hrushevsky
considered that phenomenon an important factor in the history of the
Khmelnytsky era, and one of his best Soviet-era students, Viktor
Iurkevych, even completed a dissertation devoted to the question. In
his essay of 1898, Hrushevsky linked the beginning of the emigration
with popular disappointment in the Cossack leadership in the after-
math of the Treaty ol Zboriv. He blamed the negative consequences of
the treaty partly on prevailing circumstances but also on the leadership
of the uprisirg.tut The accusatory tone was significantly modulated in
Hrushevsky's later writings on the issue. In the Illustrated History (1972),
Hrushevsky discussed the emigration of the peasant masses to Mus-
covy not so much in the context of Khmelnytsky's policy as in that of
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the unwillingness of the masses to sustain an uprising that had shat-
tered their dreams.158 In volume 8 of the History, he listed mass emigra-
tion to Muscovy among the factors that boded no good either for the
hetman's government or for 'Ukrainian life' in general.lse

Hrushevsky remained ambivalent on this issue in the Soviet-era
volumes of the History.160 On the one hand, he explicitly blamed
Khmelnytsky for not caring enough about the interests of the masses
and getting himself involved in Moldavian affairs instead of creating
tolerable conditions for the peasantry.161 On the other hand, Hrushevsky
did not fully endorse the actions of the masses. Discussing Khmelnytsky's
plans to take control of Western Ukrainian territories 1n7656, Hrushevsky
wrote: 'But as the wise heads of the Cossack leadership perspired over
these combinations, the rank and file, weary of the endless war, cam-
paigns, Polish and Thtar attacks, mobilization, and the interminable
border postings with no opportunity for taking booty, were fleeing
across the borders of the Cossack republic. And while political plans
called for new operations in the west, Khmelnytsky was forced to
contemplate punitive expeditions across the Muscovite border in order
to eradicate and burn down the free villages there and return to their
regiments Cossacks who had deserted there ... Therein lay the tragedy
of those plans for statehood.'162

Hrushevsky did not condemn these punitive expeditions against
Ukrainian settlers (he now called them the deserter element). Instead,
he decried the establishment of a base for anti-Khmelnytsky activities
across the Muscovite border and listed those settlements among the
factors that contributed to the 'ruin of Ukrainian statehood' after
Khmelnytsky's death.163 Hrushevsky was prepared to let others judge
whether the elites or the people were wrong in this situation: 'We leave
it to the historian-publicists to determine who was more culpable here.
Was it the Cossack masses, who, by deserting their political leaders and
diplomats, were drifting farther away from campaigns, wars, and coun-
cils at such a critical moment in order to engage in homesteading as
they pleased - establishing farmsteads, ponds, beehives, brewing mead
and whisky, and relishing thoughts of an epochal struggle for liberation
from a distance, in a shady spot? Or was it the upper stratum of
Cossacks who, soaring intellectually among the various political con-
stellations, were forgetting the national substratum that could not sus-
tain such high politics beneath their feet?'164 One of Hrushevsky's Marxist
critics, Fedir Iastrebov, took his words about'historian-publicists' as a
derogatory reference to Marxist historians in general.165 It is difficult to
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say whether that was indeed the case, although it is quite clear that
Hrushevsky was truly disturbed by the question of whom to blame in
this situation. While his sympathies were generally on the side of the
masses, it was the elites that were building the Ukrainian state, plan-
ning to expand it with the Western Ukrainian territories, and defending
its sovereignty against the encroachments of the Muscovite authorities.
The masses, for their part, cared little about these issues, deserted the
cause of Ukrainian statehood, and sided with the Muscovites in their
attempts to destabilize the situation in Ukraine during the last years of
Khme lny t sky ' s  ru le .  r 6n

Another case in which Hrushevsky did not side entirely n'ith the
masses was his treatment of the popular uprising against Ivan Vyhovsky
ied by Colonel Martyn Pushkar of Poltava and the Zaporozhian Cos-
sacks (1658). There Hrushevsky followed in the footsteps of his former
professor, Volodymyr Antonovych. The anti-Vyhovsky uprising, which
met with sone support and understanding in Moscow, had been treated
by Antonovych with a measure of contempt. He believed that after the
death of Khmelnytsky Ukrainian politics became a contest between two
major forces: the Cossack officers who wanted to acquire nobiliarv
status, which required Polish support, and the popular masses, who
opposed the return of serfdom. The plebeian leaders, however, relying
on Muscovite support, knew no better than to introduce the Russian
variant of the nobility and nobiliary-peasant relations into Ukraine.
Antonovvch was generallv quite sympathetic to Vyhovsky and had no
high opinion of his antagonists in the popular camp. He also believed
that the plebeians' reliance on Moscow facilitated Muscovite attempts
to curtail Ukrainian autonomv.l6T

In his essay of 1898 on Khmelnytsky, Hrushevsky further developed
Antonovych's view, presenting the post-Khmelnytsky era as a period of
conflict between the Cossack officers, with their autonomist aspira-
tions, and the popular masses, who undermined those aspirations by
siding with Muscovy. The reason for the conflict, in Hrushevsky's opin-
ion, was the egoism of the Cossack officer stratum. Hrushevsky laid
the blame at the feet of the Cossack officers, calling their sociai and
economic agenda the'internal gangrene that facilitated Muscovy's de-
structive work in Ukraine.' The Cossack officers traded away their
political and national interests for economic gain, claimed Hrushevsky,
while the popular masses, after ha','ing been exploited by Muscovy,
u'ere returned to the control of the Cossack officer stratum in order to
be completely 'devoured' by it.l68 Five years later, in his Suraey History
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of the Ukrainian People (1904), and subsequently in his Illustrsted Histortl,
Hrushevsky did not put forward the 'masses vs Cossack officers' inter-
pretation of Vyhovsky's hetmancy, focusing instead on the conflict be-
tween the hetman and his associates on the one hand and the
Zaporozhians and Cossacks of the Poltava and Myrhorod regiments on
the other.16e

Uncharacteristically, given his other post-1917 writings, Hrushevsky
actually remained loyal to this interpretation of errents in volume 10 of
his academic History. His critique of tn" Cossack officers' social and
economic aspirations here was much less severe than in his essay of
1898. Writing about the atrocities committed by the rebellious masses
against families of Cossack officer provenance, Hrushevsky noted that
'those who chose the class ways of the Polish lords and manifested their
social and economic pretensions had to be prepared to face the repeti-
tion against them of the social revolution that they had so recently lived
through.'l70 Thus, Hrushevsky was determined to hold the Cossack
officers responsible for the popular revolt but made no attempt to put
all the blame on the elites. The historian did not conceal his disgust with
the atrocities perpetrated by Vyhovsky's foes, often referring to the
rebels not as 'people,' 'masses,' or 'popular masses,' but as 'rabble.'

Although Hrushevsky put the term in quotation marks, it is difficult to
avoid the impression that he was far from supportive of that outburst of
popular anger.

The reasons for Hrushevsky's negativism in treating this episode,
which he might otherwise have regarded as a manifestation of the
'liberation struggle of the popular masses,' was spelled out in his com-
ments on the rebels'plans for the reorganization of the Cossack order in
Ukraine. Hrushevsky appraised them as follows: 'Ukrainian statehood
was undermined. All the state-building accomplishments of the previ-
ous decade, of the times of Khmelnytsky, were [now] put into ques-
1ion.'171 In making this assessment, Hrushevsky employed such
derogatory terms as 'Host-rabble,' 'all the rabble of Zaporizhia and the
settled area,' artd so on. Hrushevsky was not opposed in principle to the
rebels' desire to take power from the elite. What he corrld not accept
was that in opposing the Cossack officers, the rebels were undermining
the state and Ukrainian national interests. He gave the following evalu-
ation of the actions of the 'rabble': 'It wants to wrest power from the
hands of the ruling stratum that was turning this por,ver into a tool of its
social class strength, economic usurpation, and exploitation of toilers.
But being unable to implement this in organized forms, this direct
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democracy plunges life into anarchic chaos on the one hand and, on the
other, wants to paralyse the influence of its own bourgeoisie by means
of the influence of the Muscovite bourgeoisie and bureaucracy, which is
an even greater danger to its own strivings, for it is more strongly
organized, utterly ruthless in its policies, and completely indifferent to
the interests of Ukrainian life as such. Having made it the arbiter of its
quarrels with the Cossack officers, direct democracy light-heartedly
relinquishes to it the interests of Ukrainian life, its structure and leader-
ship, instead of organizing those rank-and-file Cossacks in the settled
area whose interests it was pleading and enabling them to build and
control their own Iife.'172

Was this new approach to the post-Khmelnytsky era a result of the
natural erosion of Hrushevsky's populist views by national ideas? Or
was it a sign of Hrushevsky's rejection of Soviet-era fascination with
the history of the class struggle? Probably, both factors influenced
Hrushevsky's writing of the time. What strikes one, nevertheless, is that
despite Hrushevsky's growing criticism of the masses, his language in
r.'olume 10 of the History seems much more influenced by official Soviet
argot and class-based terminology than that of any previous volume.
Hrushevsky used such terms as 'tool of class power' and 'exploitation

of toilers'; he also accused 'direct democracy' of attempting to under-
mine 'the influence of its own bourgeoisie by means of the influence of
the Muscovite bourgeoisie and bureaucracy.'173 Hrushevsky had occa-
sionally introduced class categories into his interpretation of Ukrainian
history even in his prerevolutionary writingslTa and used terms such as
'exploitation,' 'torlers,' and 'bourgeoisie' in his political writings of the
revolutionary period,175 but generally he had avoided vocabulary of
this sort in his academic History. What happened to Hrushevsky's use of
terms in volume 10 of the History? Were these simple slips of the pen
that allowed the dominant Soviet-era class-based discourse to take over
Hrushevsky's narration? Or was he making a conscious attempt to
rebuke the rebels for their excesses within the context of a generally
mass-friendly, class-based discourse? Hrushevsky's text allows for more
than one interpretation, but it is clear that in this case, as in many
others, Hrushevsky the populist would not yield to Hrushevsky the
nationalist and Hrushevskv the statist.

The State

Hrushevsky's treatment of the role of the state in the Khmelnytsky
Uprising was closely linked to his evolving views on the role of the
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national factor in the Khmelnytsky era. Nevertheless, it requires sepa-
rate treatment, partly because of the ongoing discussion in Ukrainian
historiography on the question of whether Hrushevsky was a populist
or a statist. That discussion originated with the publication of Dmytro
Doroshenko's Suruey of Ukrainian Historiography (7923), which charac-
terized Hrushevsky as a 'representative of Ukrainian populism' and
accused him of 'denying the significance of the Ukrainian state tradi-
tion./176 This argument was further developed in the article 'Ukrainian

Historiography at the Turning Point' (1924) by Hrushevsky's student
Ivan Krevetsky, who introduced a clear distinction between the 'popu-

list' ideas of Hrushevsky and the 'national-statist' concepts of Viacheslav
Lypynsky and Stepan Tomashivsky.lTz Viacheslav Zaikin, who reviewed
Krevetsky's article, was apparently the first to speak of a 'national-

statist' or simply statist school in Ukrainian historical discourse.178
The original discussion was provoked by Hrushevsky's political pam-

phletThe Ukrainian Party of Socialist Reaolutionaries and lts Tasks (7920).17e
This was Hrushevsky's first major political statement to appear after
the publication in 1918 of his collection On the Threshold of a New
Ukraine. As noted in the previous chapter, the historian used this state-
ment to present his views on the new political situation resulting from
the defeat of the Ukrainian socialist parties in the wake of the Bolshe-
vik takeover of Ukraine. Analysing the sympathies of the masses,
Hrushevsky suggested that the Socialist Revolutionaries focus on meet-
ing their social demands and expectations. In developing this thesis, he
harked back to the political ideals of Ukrainian populism and presented
himself as their devoted exponent: 'I was brought up in the strict
tradition of Ukrainian radical populism, which originated with the
Brotherhood of SS. Cyril and Methodius, and firmly believed that, in
the conflict between the people and the government, blame attaches to
the government, since the interests of the working people are the high-
est good, and if they are flouted, the people are free to change their
social system.'180

In many ways Hrushevsky's statement not only reflected the atmo-
sphere of Antonovych's school, in which he was moulded as a historian,
but also manifested his revolutionary-era return to the ideological roots
of Ukrainian populism. There is little doubt that Hrushevsky's remarks
of 7920 on the role of the state in Ukrainian history were informed by
the political struggle of the time. No less politically motivated were the
accusations levelled against Hrushevsky by his opponents on the basis
of this particular pamphlet. The attack, spearheaded by none other than
Viacheslav Lypynsky in his Letters to FeIIoru Landoiuners, was quite
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brutal and often unjust.18l Also far from objective was the criticism of
Hrushevsky by his own students, such as Krevetsky, who indiscrimi-
nately claimed that he was 'hostile to the state./182 Even Doroshenko's
moderate critique was wide of the mark. As noted in chapter 3, from the
very beginning of his academic career, Hrushevsky did not shy away
from discussing the role of the state in Ukrainian history. In his think-
ing, Antonoyych's populism was counterbalanced by the task of creating
a synthesis of Ukrainian history. While one could hardly expect a general
history of Ukraine from the earliest times to the Khmelnytsky Uprising to
employ statehood as its leitmotif, neither could such a comprehensive
account be limited to the stateless periods of the Ukrainian past.

The fascination of Lypynsky and his followers with Ukiainian state-
hood was a novel phenomenon in their thinking that came to the fore
only after 7917. By that time Hrushevsky had already published seven
voiumes of his History, which met with little if any criticism at the time
on the part of the fulure statists. Writing in 797i, Lypynsky not only
did not challenge any major points of Hrushevsky's interpretation of
Ukrainian history but even sought help and advice from him. As his
area of research, Lypynsky chose the history of the Ukrainian nobility, a
topic that clearly distinguished him from Hrushevsky but hardly made
him more of a statist than Hrushevsky himself. Lypynsky's fascination
with Khmelnytsky's proclamation of 7657 to the Pinsk nobility, which
he treated as an important indication that the hetman had acted as a
head of state, was inspired by Hrushevsky's interpretation of the docu-
ment. Even in7920, when Lypynsky revised his earlier publications so
as to put special emphasis on the role of the state in the Khmelnytsky
era, his approach was hardly innovative, given the treatment of the
issue in Hrushevsky's popular writings of 7977 and 1918. It is true,
however, that unlike the statists, Hrushevsky did not view the state as
an end in itself but treated it more as a means of achieving the political,
social, and cultural objectives of the Ukrainian nation. It was in keeping
with this objective that Hrushevsky consciously placed the goal of
creating and preserving a Ukrainian nation-state at the top of his politi-
cal agenda in7977 and 1918.

After the revolution Lypynsky was the first scholar to place special
emphasis on the history of Ukrainian statehood, which he consistently
promoted in all his postrevolutionary (mainly political) writings. How-
ever, his single-minded insistence on the paramount importance of
statehood for the development of the Ukrainian nation at a time when
there was no hope of establishing such a state drew criticism even from
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the ranks of the statists themseives. In one of his private letters of Tulv
lg22,StepanTomashivsky went so far as to claim ihut rtut"hood, in ani
of itself, could not be the goal of the national movement. He pointed out
that state and nation were different categories, maintaining that
Ukrainians would be better off if they stopped pursuing the ideal of
statehood. Tomashivsky called on Ukrainian pedagogues to break down
the premature fixation on statehood and focus instead on developing
all the characteristics of a modern nation.l83

There can be little doubt that framing the historiographic discussion
of the 1920s as a confrontation between'statists' and 'populists,' as was
done by Hrushevsky's opponents in the 7920s, is misleading at best. At
the core of the disagreement between Lypynsky, Tomashivsky, and
other statists on the one hand and Hrushevsky on the other was not the
issue of statehood per se but the question of what kind of state they
wanted to build. In that regard, Hrushevsky indeed remained a popu-
list who generally (if not invariably) put the interests of the popular
masses at the top of his agenda. By contrast, Lypynsky, Tomashivsky,
Doroshenko, Krevetsky, and others rejected the orientation on the masses:
in their writings, they were much more inclined toward a positive
assessment of the role played in Ukrainian history by the elites. If
anything, they were 'elitist' in their interpretation of Ukrainian history.
'Elitism,' however, did not have as much appeal in postrevolutionary
Ukrainian society as 'statism,' and, of course/ it was much more effec-
tive to accuse one's opponent of being 'anti-statist' than egalitarian or
anti-elitist.

For all its shortcomings and inaccuracies, the notion that Hrushevsky
was an opponent of statehood in politics and historiography became an
axiom in the writings of many proponents of the statist school. Only
with the relative decline of the statist approach in Ukrainian historiog-
raphy in the diaspora and the growth of a cult of Hrushevsky among
Ukrainian historians in the West was that image of Hrushevsky chal-
lenged in the course of the 1960s and 1970s.184 By the end of the twenti-
eth century the statist/populist controversy all but died out in Ukrainian
historical writing outside Ukraine. In Ukraine, on the other hand, the
question of whether Hrushevsky was a 'statist' or a 'populist' historian
is still being discussed and continues to engage some of Ukraine's most
prominent historians.l 85

There is little doubt that Hrushevsky's early viervs on the role of the
state in Ukrainian history were forged in the populist milieu of the
friends and students of Professor Volodymyr Antonovych.l86 Hrushevsky
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himself presented the intellectual tradition of radical populism, in which
he was brought up, as essentiallv antistatist. He did so not only in his
politically inspired article of 7920 on the political tasks of the Ukrainian
Party of Socialist Revolutionaries but also in his much more balanced
article of 7928 on the scholarlv legacy of Volodymyr Antonovych, in
which he stated that Antonovych's 'democratism and populism ac-
quired a clearly marked antistatist, anarchist character.'187 Despite
being influenced by the antistatist ideas of Ukrainian populism,
Hrushevsky was also quite successful in shaking them off. Even in his
early article 'The Communal Movement in Ukraine-Rus' in the Thir-
teenth Century' (7892), widely criticized for its populism and alleged
antistatism, Hrushevsky did not question the positive role of the state in
Ukrainian history per se. While praising one of the thirteenth-century
communes for rebelling against the rule of its prince, Hrushevsky wrote:
'Although we do not depreciate the state as a form [for the develop-
ment of] culture and progress, we can stand up for it only when it
creates an opportunity for the spiritual, moral, economic, and political
development of the community.'188

Cenerally speaking, Hrushevsky did not shy away from discussing
the contributions of statesmen and government institutions to the de-
velopment of Ukraine either in his academic History or in his numerous
articles and popular writings. There is nothing to suggest that he
harboured any nihilistic views concerning the role of the state in the
Ukrainian past. The very fact that Hrushevsky devoted several vol-
umes of his academic History to Kyivan Rus' and the Principality of
Galicia-Volhynia after long decades of neglect of those states by popu-
list historians was a clear indication of his new scholarly interests,
which presaged the coming shift in the direction of Ukrainian historical
research. Although Hrushevsky rarely used the term'statehood'in his
prerevolutionary works, it is quite apparent that from a very early point
in his career he considered Kyivan Rus' not only part of Ukrainian
history but also a Ukrainian state. Ten years after the publication of his
article on the communal movement in medieval Ukraine, Hrushevsky
addressed the issue once again in his famous article on the rational
organization of East Slavic history (7904). There he did not deny the role
played by state structures in the history of the Eastern Slavs. Instead, he
acknowledged that the state had indeed been very important in the
history of the Russian people but maintained that in the history of the
Ukrainians, who had lived for centuries without a state of their own, it
was of much lesser significance. He recognized the need to study the
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influence of foreign states on Ukrainian national life but argued that
during the stateless periods of Ukrainian history the political element
had been eclipsed by economic, cultural, and national factors.lse

Let us now take a closer look at Hrushevsky's treatment of the statist
idea in his discussion of Khmelnytsky Uprising. This seems especially
appropriate, given the fact that all the leading members of the statist
school, including Lypynsky, Tomashivsky, and Krypiakevych were not
only specialists in the period but also developed and legitimized many
of their ideas on the basis of their studies of the Khmelnytsky era. It
should be noted at the outset that Hrushevsky, who did meticulous
research on the political and diplomatic history of the Hetmanate,
never discussed the issue of Cossack statehood as a theoretical problem.

There is, nonetheless, enough occasional or incidental commentary in
Hrushevsky's writings to make possible a reconstruction of his views
on the issue.

Hrushevsky first applied the terms 'state' and 'statist' to the Cossack
polity in his essay of 1898 on Khmelnytsky and his era. At that time, he
believed that the idea of statehood was coming into focus only in the
last year of Khmelnytsky's life. When discussing Khmelnytsky's circu-
lar to the Pinsk nobility (7657), Hrushevsky wrote that in this instance
Khmelnytsky acted as a head of state and that the decree itself should
be viewed as part of a plan to establish Ukrainian statehood.le0 What
Hrushevsky meant by 'Ukrainian state' was the 'Rus' Principality,' a
concept formally approved, in the historian's opinion, in Khmelnytsky's
agreement of 7657 with Sweden and Transylvania on the partition of
the Commonwealth. The principality was supposed to include the whole
ethnic territory of Rus'-Ukraine, and its political structure was based on
the idea that the entire principality would be represented by the 'Rus'

hetman.' Hrushevsky believed that some elements of the 'Rus' Princi-
pality'project could be traced back to the Zboriv Agreement (7649),
which defined Cossack territory and endowed its residents with spe-
cific rights. He also claimed that after the Pereiaslav Agreement, Ukraine
found itself de facto a 'separate state,' linked to Muscovv on terms of
personal union.191

In his article of 7904 on the anniversary of the Pereiaslav Agreement,
Hrushevsky suggested that in Khmelnytsky's times Ukrainian-Musco-
vite relations were defined by the interaction of two factors - Ukrainian
aspirations to statehood (derzhaana okremishnist') and the Muscovite
desire for centralism. In his article of 1972 on Mazepa and Khmelnytsky,
Hrushevsky continued in this vein, presenting the latter as a'fairly
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conscious representative of the idea of Ukrainian statehood (derzhaana
ukrains'ka ideia).'1e2 Hrushevsky's gror.ting interest in issues related to
Cossack statehood can also be demonstrated by the extensive dis-
cussion that he added to the new edition of |.is Suruey History of the
Ukrainian People concerning the political and social order established in
Ukraine as a result of the Khmelnytskv Uprising.le3 In the lllustrated
History, a whole section ('The Hetmanate') was devoted to the organiza-
tion of the Cossack polity in Khmelnytsky's times.lea Hrushevsky's
obvious interest in issues related to the history of Cossack statehood
becomes particularly apparent in his political and popular historical
writings of the revolutionary era. In the pamphlet Where the Ukrsiniqn
Mouement Caffie From and Where It Is Going (1917), Hrushevsky listed the
achievement of statehood among the goals of Ukrainian movement.
Claiming historical legitimacy for those goals, Hrushevsky stated that
Ukrainians were not inventing anvthing new but reminding others of
the ideals for which their ancestors had fought and died. He main-
tained that Ukrainian statehood was a goal put forward by Khmelnytsky
and his associates at the very beginning of the uprising.les

Hrushevsky's interest in the problem of Ukrainian statehood did
not disappear in his post-revolutionary writings. Despite his much-
criticized attempt to undermine the statist factor by emphasizing the
social one in his pamphlet of 7920, TJrc Ukrainian Party of Socialist Reao-
lutionnries snd Its Tasks,his treatment of the issue in the last volumes of
the History is characterized by increased interest in the idea of state-
hood. As noted above, Hrushevsky's devotion to the interests of the
masses revived in the 1920s. Nevertheless, this commitment ceased to
be the only criterion by which the activities of individual actors and
whole social groups were judged in Hrushevsky's writings. Reviewing
Ukrainian historiography in the conclusions to volume 9 of the History,
Hrushevsky noted the rise of the statist trend with obvious sympathy.
He explicitly sided with the critics of Oleksander Lazarevsky, who
rejected his class-based interpretation of the Cossack officer elite as a
negative factor in Ukrainian historv and stressed cultural, national,
statist, and patriotic motives in the activities of Cossack officers. It is not
clear whether Hrushevsky counted himself among those early critics of
Lazarevsky and proponents of the statist approach in Ukrainian histori-
ography, but it is quite apparent that ihe question of whether the
Cossack officers not only represented the interests of their social stra-
tum but also cared about the interests of the state and the nation as a
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whole was among those that most interested Hrushevsky in the Soviet-
era volumes of his History.le6

In those volumes, Khmelnytsky does not merely dream about the
creation of a Ukrainian state but actually figures as the ruler of his own
'Cossack state' and the leader of a'European state.'lez While Hrushevsky
clearly disagreed with Lypynskv's views on Khmelnytsky, he tried to
discredit them not by attacking the latter's statist ideas but by showing
that Khmelnytsky was a poor statesman who had failed to secure the
interests of the Ukrainian state. Marshalling his arguments in his po-
iemic with Lypynsky, Hrushevsky stressed that although he considered
Khmelnytsky a great man, his greatness had little to do with statesman-
ship. According to Hrushevsky, Khmelnytsky's rule was completely
bereft of an 'elementary state economy and the hand "of a political
master of the Ukrainian 1ut't4.zz1e8 The Cossack elites, for their part,
failed to ensure the realization of the 'Ukrainian state idea' in relations
with Muscovy and were /completely indifferent to the statist aspira-
tions of Cossackdom.'1ee Neither the very fact of the existence of a
Ukrainian state under Khmelnytsky nor the paramount importance of
its interests in the history of the Ukrainian nation were ever questioned
by Hrushevsky in his polemics with Lypynsky. Their discussi,on did not
centre on the idea of the state per se but on the question of what kind of
state Ukraine needed, who had the right to rule it, and whose interests it
was to serve. That was the true bone of contention between the 'statist'

Lypynsky and the 'populist' Hrushevsky. If the former promoted the
idea of a hierarchical, class-based monarchy, the latter had in mind the
model of an egalitarian, classless state ruled by elites whose main
purpose was to serve the interests of the popular masses.2O0

In the Soviet-era volumes of the History, the concept of statehood was
closely associated with the idea of Ukrainian independence. It should
be noted, nevertheless, that initially Hrusher.sky was more than reluc-
tant to accept the political independence of Ukraine as one of the goals
of the Khmelnytsky Uprising. The major issue in his early interpreta-
tion of the Khmelnytsky era was that of Ukraine's autonomy, not of its
independence. But even autonomy appeared in Hrushevsky's writing
of the time as something quite marginal, if not completely alien, to the
political thinking of the Cossack leadership. That was the context in
which, in his essay of 1898 on Khmelnytsky, Hrushevsky criticized
the Cossack officers' strategy at Pereiaslav, claiming that the idea of
Ukrainian autonomy was absent from their demands, which focused
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only on the autonomy of Cossackdom as a social estate.201 At that time,
Hrushevsky apparently believed that the idea of territorial autonomy
(aatonomiia kraiu) only began to be formulated in Khmelnytsky's day.202
In this respect he was merely following Antonovych, who claimed
in his survey of Cossack history that after the Pereiaslav Agreement
Khmelnytsky became aware of his failure 'to guarantee the autono-
mous rights of Ukraine.'z03

In a public lecture devoted to the 250th anniversary of the Khmel-
nytsky Uprising (1898), Antonovych generally praised Khmelnytsky
but was very dismissive on the subject of Cossack statehood. Defending
Khmelnytsky against accusations that he had failed to establish an
independent Ukrainian state, Antonovych claimed that it was not the
hetman but the Ukrainian (in his terminology, 'South Russian') people
who were either uninterested in or incapable of creating one. According
to Antonovych, the people strove for local autonomy instead.20a Au-
tonomy was the avowed goal of the late nineteenth-century Ukrainian
movement, an objective that Antonovych, for whatever reason, read
back into the times of Khmelnytsky. Did Antonovych believe what he
was saying, or was he trying to provide historical legitimacy for the
movement's moderate goal and implicitly threatening the authorities
with the alternative of independence? The latter interpretation is not
entirely untenable, although Hrushevsky himself later claimed that
Antonovych's publicly expressed disbelief in the state-building poten-
tial of the Ukrainian people largely reflected his actual thinking on the
issue.2os

There can be little doubt that between the two revolutions, Hru-
shevsky's treatment of Cossack statehood was greatly influenced by the
political goal of the Ukrainian movement * the achievement of territo-
rial autonomy. In his essay of 1904 on the Khmelnytsky era, Hrushevsky
identified the political autonomy of Ukraine as a goal of Cossack diplo-
macy at the time of Pereiaslav that was actually achieved by
Khmelnytsky. If in his essay of 1898 he had accused the Cossacks of
failing to put forward the idea of Ukrainian territorial autonomy, he
now claimed that the Cossacks in fact desired 'complete autonomy,'
while Muscovy refused to guarantee even'provincial autonomy.' He
also noted Moscow's policy of curtailing Ukrainian autonomy after
Khmelnytsky's death.206 In'Bohdan's Anniversary' (7907), Hrushevsky
traced the Ukrainian movement's goal of a 'free and autonomous
Ukraine'back to Khmelnytsky's times and posed the following ques-
tion to his reader: 'How close are we to the dreams of a Ukraine without
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serf or lord, free and autonomous, that entranced the old hetman and
his collaborators and contemporaries?'202 In his essay of 7912on Mazepa
and Khmelnytsky, Hrushevsky called the latter an'outstanding autono-
mist.' Even Archbishop Lazar Baranovych of Chernihiv figured in that
essay as a proponent of Ukrainian autonomy.2O8

In Ukrainian national discourse of the first months of the 1917 revolu-
tion, Cossack statehood was also intrinsically linked with the Ukrainian
movement's efforts to secure broad territorial and national autonomy
for Ukraine within a reformed federal Russian state. In his brochure
of 7977, Whst Kind of Autonomy nnd Federation We Want, Hrushevsky
defined autonomy as a broad concept that included various forms of
government ranging from local self-rule to 'full statehood.' He illus-
trated this point by referring to the historiographic discussion on whether
the autonomous Hetmanate had constituted a 'non-sovereign state' or
an'autonomous province'prior to its liquidation in the second half of
the eighteenth century.20e As the idea of Ukrainian national and territo-
rial autonomy within the framework of a federalized Russia gained
support within the Ukrainian movement, Khmelnytsky emerged in
Hrushevsky's writings as an ever stronger supporter of Ukrainian au-
tonomy. His subsequent transformation from autonomist into inde-
pendentist corresponded in many ways to the evolution of Hrushevsky's
ownviews.

Hrushevsky first employed the term 'independence' to characterize
Khmelnytsky's views as early as 1904. In his essay on the 250th anniver-
sary of the Pereiaslav Agreement, Hrushevsky wrote that as early as
january and February 7649 the war for the interests of the Cossack
order was transformed in Khmelnytsky's consciousness into a struggle
for the interests of the whole people and the 'independence of Ukraine.'210
In his lllusf rated History of Ukraine (7972), Hrushevsky gave a similar
interpretation of Khmelnytsky's statement to the Polish commissioners
at Pereiaslav in early 7649.There, the historian claimed that Khmelnytsky
had resolved to fight for 'the whole Ukrainian people, for all Ukraine,
for its liberation, independence, and sovereigrty.'ttt Hrushevsky, though,
was far from consistent in his interpretation of Khmelnytsky's policy as
one focused on Ukrainian independence. In the verv same Illustrnted
History of  lJkra ine,  he wrote about  the autonomist  aspi rat ions of
Khmelnytsky, the Cossack officers, and Ukrainian society as a whole.212
In part 3 of volume 8 of his academic History (completed in early 7977),
Hrushevsky approached the issue of Ukrainian independence in the
same ambiguous fashion. On the one hand, he wrote that people were
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'avid for a decisive struggle in the name of liberty and independence,'213
but on the other, he failed to reassert his earlier claim about Khmelnyt-

sky's orientation on independence as early as 7649. Hrushevsky con-
fined himself to mentioning 'the idea of liberating Ukrainian Rus' from

the rule of the Liakhs and securing its independence and statehood, in

close alliance with its Orthodox neighbors,' as one of the topics dis-

cussed by Patriarch Paisios and Bohdan Khmelnytsky.2la
Notn'ithstanding these inconsistencies, it would apPear that the

1917 revolution turned Hrushevsky into a much stronger believer in

Khmelnytsky's independentist aspirations. In his introduction to the

second edition of volume 8, part 3, of the History (written in the emigra-
tion in December 1921), Hrushevsky noted that'Khmelnytsky and his

confederates' eventually arrived at the idea of a 'united, independent
Ukraine.'21s That statement was reinforced and further developed in

volume 9 of the History. Writing about Khmelnytsky's aspirations in

early 7649, Hrushevsky noted: 'He now posited the goal of Ukraine's
complete political independence within its historical boundaries, and it

was clearly in this sense that he referred to himself as "absolute Ruthenian
ruler and autocrat" - not in the sense of a monarch with unlimited
powet as Lypynsky interprets it, but as head of a sovereign state, in

contrast to the royalism of yesteryear with its plans for an autonomous
Cossack Ukraine under the direct rule of the king. Occasionally he
would still go astray amid these royalist notes, but his policies were

oriented quite clearly toward an independent Ukraine. I therefore reso-

lutely reject the view that in 1649 Khmelnytsky and his suPporters
remained committed to the idea of Cossack autonomy within the frame-
work of the Commonwealth, as they had been in 1648, and that the
Zboriv Agreement supposedly gives us an expression of their political
program.'216

Hrushevsky used the idea of Ukrainian independence as the basis
for a rather detailed periodization of the Khmelnytsky era, which he

presented in the concluding chapter of volume 9. Polemicizing with

Lypynsky's interpretation of that crucial period, Hrushevsky presented
his own version. In developing a statist concept of the Khmelnytsky
Uprising, Lypynsky placed special emphasis on the legal treaties that
defined the status of Cossack Ukraine at the time of the insurrection. He
viewed the Zboriv Agreement of 1649 not only as an important treaty
but also as an expression of Khmelnytsky's political aspirations at the
time. Lypynsky also paid special attention to the Pereiaslav Agreement
ol7654, as he believed that the treaty with the tsar effectively removed
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Ukraine from Polish control and granted wider international recog-
nition to the Cossack state.277 Hrushevsky rejected this treaty-based
periodization of the Khmelnytsky Uprising. As discussed earlier, he
was more than critical of the merits of the Zboriv Agreement, nor did he
praise the one reached at Pereiaslav.

In Hrushevsky's opinion, the first period of the uprising, rt'hich was
characterized by mass participation and dominated by the political,
social, and economic demands of the Cossack order, came to an end in
December 1648. After his entrance into Kyiv, Khmelnytsky allegedly
reformulated his program, striving for the liberation of the Ukrainian
people and the political independence of Ukraine within its ethnic
boundaries. From that perspective, the Zboriv Agreement was not an
expression of the actual program of the Cossack elite but a compromise
forced upon it by the Crimean khan. It was also a complete fiasco from
the viewpoint of the interests of the Ukrainian masses and ended the
growth phase of the uprising. Nor did the Pereiaslav Agreement pro-
mote the cause of the Ukrainian masses or Ukrainian indenendence. In
Hrushevsky's opinion, the Cossack elite did not seize the opportunity
to establish itself as the sole representative of Ukrainian society. Preoc-
cupied instead with its own group interests, it opened the door to future
intervention in Ukraine's internal affairs by the Muscovite authorities.
According to Hrushevsky, the actual turning point of the Khmelnytsky
era was the conclusion of the military alliance with Sweden in 1657.
Even though the league never materialized, Hrushevsky considered it
especially important, as it placed the political independence of Ukraine
(within its ethnic boundaries) back on the agenda of Cossack politics.218
Many elements of this scheme were already present in Hrushevsky's
essay of 1898. This is true of his generally negative assessment of the
Zboriv and Pereiaslav agreements and his positive attitude toward the
Cossack alliance with Sweden and Transylvania. What was not always
present in Hrushevsky's view of the great uprising was the idea of an
independent Ukrainian state.

Hrushevsky's views on the history of Cossack statehood developed
from initial scepticism with regard to Khmelnytsky's polity to full ac-
ceptance of the idea that Ukraine had been a state during his hetmancy;
from a belief in tl're autonomous nature of that politv to enthusiastic
endorsement of its complete independence. In many ivays, this evolu-
tion of Hrushevsky's views paralleled his changing attitude toward the
role of the national factor in the early modern history of Ukraine. Like
his interpretation of the role of heroes, elites, and the popular masses,
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this evolution was of course influenced by the political and cultural

environment in which Hrushevsky wrote his works. In an era marked

by the disintegration of empires and the formation of nation-states, it

was impossible to ignore the growing importance of issues of statehood
and nationhood.

Since Hrushevsky's research on the Khmelnytsky Uprising was con-

ducted over a long period, it was influenced by a number of political

and historiographic trends and participated in severai political and

historiographic discourses. Clearly there was a relationship between

changing political circumstances at the turn of the century, Hrushevsky's
political and sociai views, and the type of history he was writing. But

what kind of relationship was it? How did it influence another set

of relationships - that between evidence, research, and paradigm in

Hrushevsky's writings? Was Hrushevsky's paradigm formed by the

historical evidence he uncovered during years of work in the libraries

and archives of Eastern Europe, or was the selection and interpretation

of evidence directed by his shifting historical paradigm?
When one analyses the reflection of Hrushevsky's evolving poiitical,

social, and cultural rriews in his historical writings, it appears at first

glance that the succession of historical paradigms was determined by

the prevailing characteristics of the historical period that Hrushevsky

was studying rather than by the particular stage of his ideological

transformation. The study of the religious movements of the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries presented an excellent opportunity to de-

velop a concept of the national revival in early modern Ukraine, while

the history of the Khmelnytsky Uprising was first-class material for

researching the origins of early modern Ukrainian statehood. Neverthe-
less, a closer reading of Hrushevsky's works suggests that he managed

his material in a way that corresponded to major shifts in the interests

and goals of the Ukrainian national movement. For example, he treated

the most divisive moment in early modern Ukrainian national history,

the struggle centring on the ecclesiastical Union of Brest (1596), as a
period of Ukrainian national revival - this at a time when Ukrainian
leaders and organizations were concerned with the awakening and
revival of their own nation. In the 1920s it was very difficult for

Hrushevsky to abandon his research on the Khmelnytsky era, with its

popular movements and state-building initiatives, and move on to later

periods of Ukrainian history when Ukrainian political leaders were

preoccupied with the painful question of why the Ukrainian Revolu-



Revisiting ihe Revolution 341

tion and the Ukrainian national state had failed. As a result, Hrushevsky
devoted two and a half books of his ten-volume, eleven -book History to
an analysis of the Khmelnytsky Uprising.

The impact of changing political circumstances on Hrushevsky's se-
lection of topics in Ukrainian history and their interpretation is difficult
to deny. On the one hand, Hrushevsky's writings from the late 1890s to
the early 1930s strike one as highly consistent in the range of ideas they
project, since elements of populist, nationalist, and statist discourse are
constantly present in them. On the other hand, depending on the period
in question, one can discern clear differences among them as the popu-
list, nationalist, and statist arguments are given varying degrees of
prominence and move slowly from the periphery of Hrushevsky's
thought to its centre, and vice versa. Hrushevsky, who began his schol-
arly career as a populist, evolved into a national historian deeply inter-
ested in the history of the Ukrainian state and its elites. Hrushevsky the
historian apparently followed Hrushevsky the political thinker and
cultural activist through the three major stages or periods of his intellec-
tual transformation. He was an avowed populist in the 1890s; a national
awakener who supported the idea of social solidarity on a national
platform between 1905 and 1,917; and a socialist who returned to his
populist roots after l9TT,havingbecome a committed statist and even
an independentist during the revolution.

Although the impact of the revolutionary era on his writings was
significantly lesser, or at least less apparent, than in the writings of
Hrushevsky's main intellectual opponent of this period, Viacheslav
Lypynsky, whom he accused of reading the events of the revolution
back into the Khmelnytsky era,21e that impact was significant in
Hrushevskv's reevaluation of Ukrainian history. One example is his
different treatment of the outcome of the Khmelnytsky Revolution. Judg-
ing by the last volumes of the History, for Hrushevsky, the Khmelnytsky
Uprising ultimately ended in defeat, as did the Ukrainian Revolution
of 7977-20. Gone was the heyday of the 1917 revolution, when an
optimistic Hrushevsky had declared the Khmelnytsky Uprising a vic-
tory. Writing in7928 under the Soviet regime, he pronounced it a defeat,
returning to the interpretation advanced in his 'populist'writings of the
turn of the century. For Hrushevsky the politician, the main problem
pertaining to the failure of the Ukrainian Revolution was that of respon-
sibility for the division between the popular masses and the elites. The
same question was at the centre of his attention in the last volumes of
the History.It is hardly surprising that Hrushevsky the historian, like
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Hrushevsky the politician, blamed the elites. The masses, on the other

hand, returned to centre stage in Hrushevsky's History in a way remi-

niscent of his earlier writings. There were, nevertheless, important dif-

ferences in Hrushevsky's treatment of the historical role of the masses

before and after the Revolution of 7977.
The Ukrainian Revolution made Hrushevsky appreciate the impor-

tance of politics and diplomacy. In the last volume of the History,

Hrushevsky occasionally even put reasons of state above the immedi-

ate interests of the masses. He sided with the elites that represented and

defended the Hetmanate against the masses whose actions undermined

it. There is also little doubt that Hrushevsky's view of the role of the

state in the Khmelnytsky era, expressed in volume 9 of the History,

differed significantly from his initial treatment of the issue. TLre 7977

revolution and Hrushevsky's own political experience, as well as the

writings of Lypynsky and his followers, appear to have had a major

impact on the evolution of Hrushevsky's historical views. In the final

,.ol,-rrn", of the History, Hrushevsky emerges as a historian who clearly

appreciated the role of the state in Ukrainian affairs but was no less
'populist' in his views and judgments than in some of his earliest

writings.
Thus the changing views and sympathies of the historian had a clear

impact on his writings, affecting some important elements of his para-

digm. Was there a reverse impact? Did new sources - and sources in

general - influence his interpretation of events and alter his historio-

graphic paradigm? Hrushevsky's writings on the Khmelnytsky era of-

fer no simple answer to this question. By the time he began his research,

the Khmelnytsky era was already one of the most closely studied peri-

ods in Ukrainian history, with dozens of interpretative volumes and

collections of source materials published by Hrushevsky's predecessors

available. Thus, from the very beginning Hrushevsky had a sufficient

source base to formulate his views on the Khmelnytsky Uprising. Newly

discovered archival materials added significantly to his interpretation

of details but did not significantly change the general picture. This

factor contributed to the impressive coherence of Hrushevsky's inter-

pretation of the uprising throughout most of his academic career,220
Even so, there are indications that Hrushevsky's writings (if not his

views) were influenced by new archival sources or by the lack of them.

In the last volumes of the History, Hrushevsky was forever complaining

that there were not enough sources for the history of the masses. New

sources uncovered in the Moscow archives were primarily concerned
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with diplomatic history, turning Hrushevsky more into a historian of
the state than of the masses. By contrast, new archival materials con-
cerning the disastrous impact on the masses of Khmelnytsky's social
policies and his alliance with the Tatars helped Hrushevsky make his
populist case against the hetman and his entourage. In general,
Hrushevsky's intimate knowledge of and attention to the sources and his
refusal to bend the evidence to fit his own views contributed immensely
to the quality of the last volumes of his History, which remain unsur-
passed as a detailed and scrupulously balanced account of the era.

Hrushevsky's thorough study of the Khmelnytsky era, which re-
sulted in two and a half books of his magnum opus, to say nothing of
his numerous articles on the topic, decisively established the Khmel-
nytsky Uprising as an element of the Ukrainian national narrative,
disengaging it from the history of Russia. In Hrushevsky's interpreta-
tion, the alliance with Muscovy became an alternative of the hetman's
foreign policy, not a foregone conclusion, as it had been in the all-
Russian narrative. The Khmelnytsky Uprising emerged in Hrushevsky's
writings not as the culminating 'reunification' of the Rus'nation but as
a turning point in the history of the Ukrainian nation, Ukrainian state-
hood, and the Ukrainian popular masses. As in the interpretation of
many other episodes of Ukrainian history, Hrushevsky was not the first
or the only historian to claim that era for the Ukrainian historical nara-
tive, but his deep knowledge of the subject and the sheer volume of his
writings on the period made him the historian who established his case
better than any of his predecessors or contemporaries.

Hrushevsky was generally convinced of the objectivity of his scholar-
ship.221 In historical methodology, he was a thoroughgoing Rankean. As
Hrushevsky saw it, historical writing was supposed to present a true
picture of the past, not influenced by the historian's personal views or a
priori concepts. This was the principle of 'objectivity' that Hrushevsky
absorbed from his student reading of the 1880s and attempted to follow
throughout his academic career. One way to achieve such objectivity, in
Hrushevsky's opinion, was to carry out a thorough analysis of sources.
In the last volumes of his History, Hrushevsky took that conviction so
far as to prefer the publication of excerpts from historical documents to
his own interpretation of events and the sources that described them.
Early in his career, Hrushevsky was sometimes accused of being a poor
theoretician and focusing mostly on the compilation of facts. He re-
jected such charges, claiming to avoid only premature and unsubstanti-
ated generalizations: 'We cannot approach our material with an a priori
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program but are obliged to modify our questions in order to obtain
reliable answers from the material.'zzz

In 7927, while working on volume 9 of the History, Hrushevsky
published an article on the legacy of the populist historian Oleksander
Lazarevsky, whom he criticized, among other things, for lack of interest
in generalizations and conceptualization. In his critique of Lazarevsky,
Hrushevsky nevertheless demonstrated some understanding of and
sympathy lor Lazarevsky's approach. He wrote: 'Profoundly sceptical
by nature and, given the nature of all his life's work, constantly con-
fronted with the verbal tangles of human guile, denunciation, bias, and
tendentiousness, he did not want to take on the responsibility of inter-
preting, still less defending, one thesis or another; he did not want to
stand between the reader and the bare, unadorned documentary fact,
and he left it to the reader to draw conclusions and develop views at his
own risk and responsibility. And as he was never a teacher - neither
professor nor lecturer - he never even knew the responsibility of pre-
senting ultimate conclusions, turning the material into a picture as full
and finished as possible, bringing it to completeness, filling in lacunae
and insufficiencies with the effort of one's own scholarly thinking and
sharing its results with the public, and not leaving them only for oneself
or an intimate circle of friends.'223

Hrushevsky himself was a university professor for most of his life,
only too familiar with the pressure to draw conclusions and share his
views on poorly researched aspects of the past. He did so at length in
the earlier volumes of the History. Nevertheless, in the last, Soviet-era
volumes of his magnum opus, Hrushevsky clearly surrendered to his
natural inclination to prefer the analysis of sources to their synthesis.
Unwilling to stand between the sources and the reader, he left it up to
the latter to determine the true meaning of the documents liberally
quoted in the volume. Did Hrushevsky adopt this approach because,
Iike Lazarevsky before him, he had had to deal with too many'verbal
tangles of human guile?' Whatever the reason, his emphasis on his-
torical sources and their publication created a standard of profession-
alism and a model of scholarship followed bv those historians in the
USSR who wanted to shield their research irom official ideological
interference.

Retreat to the sources and a 'scientistic' approach to historical schol-
arship was a development that helped save the historical profession
under Soviet rule. As early as 1933 one of the most prominent American
historians of the twentieth century, Charles A. Beard, recognized that



Revisiting the Revolution 345

potential of the 'scientific' method in historiography. In an address to
the American Historical Association, Beard criticized those trends in
historiography that had emerged under the influence of physics and
biology, reassuring his listeners of the importance of the old-fashioned
'scientific' method. He asserted: 'It is the only method that can be
employed in obtaining accurate knowledge of historical facts, person-
alities, situations, and movements. It alone can disclose conditions that
made possible what happened. It has a value in itself - a value high in
the hierarchy of values indispensable to the life of democracy. The
inquiring spirit of science, using the scientific method, is the chief
safeguard against the tyranny of authority, bureaucracy and brute
power.'224 The concluding volumes of Hrushevsky's History did indeed
serve as a safeguard against the brute power of Bolshevik tyranny.



Chapter 6

Class versus Nation

For most of the 7920s, the Marxist historical narratives and the
Ukrainian national narrative articulated by Mykhailo Hrushevsky ex-
isted side by side. Throughout the period, numerous conflicts and
negotiations took place between these narratives. The rise of Marxist
historical narratives in the USSR created a completely new situation
with regard to competition between the Russian imperial, Russian na-
tional, and Ukrainian national narratives. Since the new Marxist histori-
ography developed largely in conflict with the dominant Russian
imperial narrative, it initially aligned itself with non-Russian historians
in opposition to the old imperial school. From the very beginning,
however, there were profound tensions between the Marxist and Ukrain-
ian national narratives.

Very early on, Hrushevsky's paradigm of Ukrainian history became
central to the historiographic debates of the time, and an examination of
reactions to it affords a unique opportunity to elucidate relations be-
tween the Marxist and national narratives in the first decades of the
USSR's existence. Such an examination demonstrates the extent of
cooperation between Marxist and national historiography in the un-
making of the imperial Russian narrative and the construction of Ukrain-
ian national history, while indicating the profound disagreements that
arose between them over the primacy of class or nation in history. The
Bolshevik regime was active in the construction of its own historical
narrative, and an analysis of its role in that undertaking helps explain
the relationship between power and knowledge in Soviet society, entail-
ing the question of whether the outcome of negotiation between the
competing historical narratives was predetermined by the position of
the ruling party or whether that position was itself altered by the
outcome of scholarly debate.
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This chapter begins with the emergence of Russian and Ukrainian
Marxist historical narratives of Ukraine and examines their relation to
Hrushevsky's historical paradigm. It then details the conditions under
which the Marxist and national narratives of Ukrainian history coex-
isted in the mid-1920s. This is followed by an account of the events
leading to a split between Russian and Ukrainian Marxist historians,
which made possible an all-out attack on Ukrainian national historiog-
raphy by the Marxist historical establishment. The chapter ends with an
analysis of the Marxist attacks on Hrushevsky in the late 1920s and
early 1930s, considered as part of a larger effort of Bolshevik historiog-
raphy to deconstruct and demolish the Ukrainian national narrative by
means of a class-based analysis. Unlike the discussion in earlier chap-
ters, my analysis here focuses less on Hrushevsky's writings than on the
reaction to them on the part of other historians. Given Hrushevsky's
reluctance to take part in historiographic discussions of the time or
respond to his Marxist critics, this approach to the material seems most
productive.

Marxist History and the National Narrative

If in the Russian Empire Hrushevsky's paradigm of Ukrainian history
had to compete first and foremost with the Russian historical para-
digm presented in the writings of Vasilii Kliuchevsky, in the USSR
Hrushevsky's main counterpart on the Russian side was Mikhail
Pokrovsky. A student of Kliuchevsky's, he was an early convert to
Marxism and the only professional historian of stature among the old
Bolshevik elite. Pokrovsky was instrumental in the formulation of party
policy on the 'historical front.' Hence it was above all Pokroviky;s
interpretation of history that Hrushevsky had to confront while con-
tinuing his work on Ukrainian history in Soviet Ukraine.l

Before the revoiution, Pokrovsky, not unlike Hrushevsky himself,
had been deeply involved in the delegitimization of the Russian impe-
rial historical narrative. He led the charge of the Marxist historians,
who undermined the old imperial narrative by means of materialist
philosophy and the class-based method. Pokrovsky's interest in eco-
nomic history, adherence to economic materialism, and strong empha-
sis on the history of classes and class struggle were at the core of the
Marxist revolution in Russian imperial historiography. Pokrovsky's
views on Russian history were fully presented in his five-volume His-
tory of Russia from the Earliest Times, the first edition of which appeared
in print in 1910-13.2 |udging by his introduction to the book, Pokrovsky
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saw his work as a contribution to the materialist interpretation of Rus-
sian history initiated by the publication of N.A. Rozhkov's Surrtey of
Russien History from a Sociological Vieupoint.3

The History of Russia was written in Paris, where Pokrovsky settled
after the defeat of the 1905 revolution. It was published in Moscow with
the help of N.M. Nikolsky, who contributed a number of chapters to the
book, and V.N. Storozhev one of the few Russian scholars lauded by
Hrushevsky in his article of 1904 on the traditional scheme of 'Russian'

history.a Pokrovsky's History of Russia had enormous revolutionary po-
tential when it came to restructuring the Russian historical narrative on
the basis of the new materialist method.s It also broke with the old
historiographic paradigm of the'gathering of the Russian lands'by the
grand princes of Moscow - an integral part of the traditional scheme of
Russian history that was criticized by Hrushevsky. Pokrovsky rejected
the notion of a centralized Kyivan Rus' state prior to the Mongol inva-
sion, maintaining that the term'Rus" had been applied mainly to the
Kyivan Land and that pre-Mongol Russia consisted of a number of
principalities. 'Since there was nothing to disintegrate, neither was
there was anything lo "gather"': such was Pokrovsky's summary dis-
missal of Karamzin's paradigm of the'gathering of Russian lands.'6

Pokrovsky's rejection of this cornerstone of the Russian historical
narrative can be traced back to the u'ritings of Pavel Miliukov, who
exposed the artificiality of Karamzin's scheme in his Main Currents of
Russian Historical Thought. As discussed above, this work also influ-
enced Hrushevsky's critique of the traditional scheme of 'Russian'his-

tory, but Pokrovsky and Hrushevsky took on the Russian grand narrative
in very different ways. Unlike Hrushevsky, Pokrovsky rejected the con-
cept of the 'gathering of Russian lands'not because he did not believe in
the existence of one Russian people that was steadily reunited by the
Moscow princes and tsars but because he did not believe in the exist-
ence of a united Kyivan Rus' state prior to the Mongol invasion.
Pokrovsky's argument remained essentially statist. Thus, for all his
criticism of Karamzin's scheme, Pokrovsky accepted the idea, legiti-
rnized by that scheme, of the shift of the centre of Russian life from
south to north after the decline of Kyiv. He dated that process to the
second half of the twelfth century and wrote that the decline of Kyiv
'conditioned the shift of the centre of the historical scene several de-
grees north and west, establishing for historical Russia the character of
a northern country poorly endowed by nature that it did not yet possess
in the mild climate and on the fertile soil of Ukraine.'7
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With regard to the history of the non-Russian nationalities in general
and the history of Ukraine in particular, Pokrovsky was following the
traditional scheme of 'Russian'history in a version extremely close to
the one described by Hrushevsky in his article of 1904. After covering
the history of the Ukrainian lands up to the disintegration of Kyivan (in
his terminology, 'ancient') Rus', Pokrovsky returned to the history of
'Western' and 'Southwestern Rus" only in connection with the history
of Russian foreign policy and the annexation of Ukraine in the second
half of the seventeenth century. In this respect, Pokrovsky's historical
narrative was not very different from that of Kliuchevskv. In fact, given
the Marxist ambiguity in dealing with the national question at the time,
Pokrovsky showed even less interest in the role of the national factor in
history than did Kliuchevsky. Unlike his former professor, who revised
and extended his discussion of nationality issues in the published ver-
sion of his lecture course, Pokrovsky was utterly consumed with the
idea of the materialist reinterpretation of Russian historv and com-
pletely avoided the issue of the formation of separate East Slavic na-
tionalities. His main concern was to establish the feudal character of
'ancient'Rus', whose population he called 'Russian.'8

Pokrovsky knew many of Hrushevsky's writings and made extensive
use of them in his own work. Still, with regard to the interpretation
of the ma;'or topics of 'Russian' history that were claimed for the
Ukrainian national narrative, Pokrovsky's views often diverged from
Hrushevsky's, mainly because of his different assessment of the impor-
tance of class and national factors in history. Characteristic of Pokrovsky's
nihilism with regard to the role of the national factor in 'Russian'

history was the fact that he took the whole discussion concerning the
alleged depopulation of the Kyivan Land entirely out of its original
context - the debate over the ethnicity of the Kyivan Rus' population.

Judging by the text of Pokrovsky's History, the issue did not exist for
him, as he made no mention of the problem of outmigration or resettle-
ment of the area.

Pokrovsky was much more concerned with the role of the towns in
'ancient' Rus'history. In that regard, he gave special consideration to
Hrushevsky's arguments concerning the Tatar attack on Kyiv. Com-
menting on the discussion of that issue in the historical literature,
Pokrovsky concluded that the main effect of the debate had been to lead
scholars to distinguish the fate of the city from that of the Kyivan Land.
Pokrovsky believed that Kyiv had indeed been destroyed and took
much longer to recover from the Tatar attack than the towns of the
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northeast. Pokrovsky saw proof of Kyiv's precipitous decline in
Hrushevsky's assertion that the princes virtually abandoned Kyiv in
the second half of the thirteenth century. He believed that such an
exodus could occur only because the city was so devastated that it
could no longer support the princes, not because the Kyivan commu-
nity preferred self-rule to princely authority, as Hrushevsky claimed.
'To imagine, as our author is prepared to do,'wrote Pokrovsky with
regard to Hrushevsky's hypothesis, 'that the Kyivans of that day were
contented reoublicans is to transfer the concepts and relations of a
much later time to the thirteenth century.'e

Despite the often sarcastic tone of Pokrovsky's commentary, he
tacitly accepted Hrushevsky's main argument that the Kyir,'an Land
(Ukraine) was not depopulated by the Tatar invasion. 'Thus, at no point
in old Russian history was the territory of the old Russian principalities
west of the Dnipro completely deserted,' wrote Pokrovsky.l0 His argu-
ment was informed by considerations of economic development and
class structure. Pokrovsky wrote in that regard: 'They 

[the Tatars] could
not allow the senseless extermination of the inhabitants, if only because
they were preparing to exploit them and did indeed exploit, inter alia,
the population of the Kyiv region.'1r

Pokrovsky analysed the history of 'Western Rus" under Lithuanian
and Polish rule exclusively in social and economic terms, placing spe-
cial emphasis on the development of feudalism in the Lithuanian and
then in the Polish-Lithuanian state. He made a point of attacking the
traditional Russian imperial presentation of the history of 'Western'

and 'Southwestern' Rus' as an account of the survival of the 'Russian'

nationality under foreign - Lithuanian and Polish - control. What
Pokrovsky found questionable was not the traditional treatment of the
inhabitants of the Ukrainian and Belarusian lands as 'Russians'but the
assumption that relations between the 'Russian,' Lithuanian, and Polish
nationalities were of any importance to the history of the region.
'Feudalism,'wrote Pokrovsky, 'is generally indifferent to national barri-
ers: nationalism appears only at the subsequent stage of social de-
velopment.'12 Tensions and competition between the Ruthenian and
Lithuanian elites in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which Russian
imperial historians had traditionally interpreted as national in charac-
ter, were seen by Pokrovsky as a contest between two religious tradi-
tions - Catholicism and Orthodoxy.

Having dismissed the national paradigm as the key to understanding
the history of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and its successor in the
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region, the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, Pokrovsky focused pri-
marily on the economic and social history of the region. In so doing, he
based his discussion almost exclusively on Hrushevsky's treatment of
the period, as well as on the documents published in the first volume of
Sources on the History of Llkraine-Rus', trhich was edited by Hrushevsky.
As a result, Pokrovsky devoted particular attention to the history of
economic and social relations in Galicia, a land all but ignored in his
study of earlier periods of 'Western Rus" history. Following Hrushev-
sky, Pokrovsky discussed the increasing demand for corv6e labour,
the reduction in the size of peasant plots, and the loss of land by the
poor Galician peasantry. Unlike Hrushevsky, however, he explained
these developments not by the disastrous impact of Polish rule on the
Ukrainian economy but by the consequences of 'the emergence of early
forms of a barter economy and, in that connection, the transformation
of the feudal landholder into an agrarian entrepreneur.' He treated that
process not as something unique to 'Western Rus" or the lands of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth but as a broader phenomenon, indi-
cating parallels in the economic and social development of Muscovite
Rus'.13 In a way, Pokrovsky's fascination with social and economic
factors and neglect of cultural and national ones was reminiscent of the
political program of the Russian social democrats in general and the
Bolsheviks in particular: the latter went into the revolutions of 1905 and
(partially) 1917 without a clearly defined program on the nationality
question. In that respect, the events of the latter revolution proved a
great education for the Bolsheviks. The rise of the non-Russian national
movements and the creation of independent national states on the
territory of the former empire forced the Bolsheviks to learn as they
went along and introduce changes to their nationalities policy, depend-
ing on particular circumstances of time and place.

In 1920 Pokrovsky published the first Marxist textbook of Russian
history to appear in the postrevolutionary Russian Empire, titled Rus-
sian History fu Briefest Compass.ra Based on his lecture course delivered a
year earlier at the Iakov Sverdlov Communist University in Moscow, it
was reworked into a book in the course of Pokrovsky's brief leave from
his duties as deputy People's Commissar of Education of the Russian
Federation. The leave was granted for the specific purpose of enabling
Pokrovsky to finish writing the book. Lenin himself welcomed its publi-
cation, suggesting that it be adapted as a textbook and translated into
various European languages.ls The book was indeed translated into
numerous foreign languages, as well as the languages of the USSR, and
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reprinted more than ninety times, making it the most popular textbook
of Russian history in the 7920s.It employed some of the basic ideas
developed in Pokrovsky's five-volume History of Russia, with special
emphasis on the history of the class struggle, the rise of the working
class, and the role of commercial capitalism in early modern Russian
history.

As the basis for his periodization of 'Russian' history, Pokrovskv
used the Marxist idea of successive socio-economic formations. For
Pokrovsky, 'Russian' history, as part of world history, began with the
dominance in social relations of the clan system and went on to feudal-
ism, then to merchant/commercial capitalism, and eventually to indus-
trial capitalism. Seeking to present Russian history as a process subject
to the same socio-economic laws as the history of Western Europe,
Pokrovsky argued that feudalism in Russia was replaced by a capitalist
economy in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. To prove the point,
he developed a theory of 'commercial capitalism,' a socio-economic
stage in Russian history in which commercial capital was used to ac-
quire land. The advance of commercial capitalism resulted in the
displacement of the old landowning class, the boyars, by a new one,
the gentry (daorianstao). The new economy, based on corv6e labour
(barshchina) as opposed to the 'feudal' quit-rent (obrok), led to the
enserfment of the Russian peasantry. According to Pokrovsky, the pos-
sessors of commercial capital and the gentry were also mainly respon-
sible for creating the new Muscovite autocracy. The theory of commercial
capitalism, whose principal agent was the burgher, was devised in
order to guide Marxist historiography through the labyrinths of early
modern Russian history. It remained almost unchallenged in Bolshevik
historiography until the latter half of the 1920s.16

Pokrovsky's Russian History in Briefest Compass turned out to be a
history of Russia proper to a degree not matched by any of the
prerevolutionary histories of Russia. The compression of his narrative
into orre volume, as well as his new emphasis on the history of revolu-
tion and class struggle, significantly limited Pokrovsky's ability to deal
u'ith 'Russian'history before the seventeenth century. Among the main
victims of that 'compression' was the history of 'Western' Rus'.
Pokrovsky's brief discussion of its history in relation to the Khmelnytsky
Uprising excluded the Grand Duchy of Lithuania altogether and was
limited to a few pages - proportionally a tremendous decrease as com-
pared with the treatment of the subject in his'big' History.lT

Pokrovsky's neglect of non-Russian history in his popular survey
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was also the logical culmination of the earlier tendency, associated with
the names of Kliuchevsky and his students at Moscow University, to
'Russify'the Russian imperial grand narrative. But Pokrovsky, like the
vast majority of his contemporaries in Russia, found it difficult to
distinguish between Russia proper and the Russian Empire.

In the preface to the first edition of his book, Pokrovsky wrote: 'A

conscious worker must know not only what communism is but also
what Russia is. And so this book is dedicated to the history of the
formation of contemporary Russia.'18 It would appear that in that con-
text, Pokrovsky used'Russia'as a synonym for the Russian Empire, and
it was the history of that country, not of the Russian nation, that
Pokrovsky wanted to present to the 'conscious worker' along with the
basics of communist doctrine. T'his particular interpretation of the terms
'Russia' and 'Russian' in the text oithe book is confirmed by the author
himself in the preface to its tenth edition (7937), where Pokrovsky
characterized his survey as the most concise presentation of the subject
'that was known as "Russian history," that is, the history of pre-
reaolutionary Russin.'1e Conversely, in a letter ol 1932 to the director of
the Crimean state publishing house, who planned the publication of
Pokrovskv's survey in Tatar translation, Pokrovsky admitted that his
work was a survey of the history of the Russian nation. As he put it: 'Its

major flaw ... is that the book speaks only of one of the peoples of the
USSR, and there is not a word about the other peoples.'2O When
Pokrovsky wrote his short survey of Russian history, he had no way of
predicting the subsequent impact of his Russocentric narrative on the
development of Marxist historiography in the non-Russian republics.
But in the early 1930s, when there was a strong demand for a Marxist
narrative of the history of the 'peoples of the USSR,' Pokrovsky re-
garded his exclusive focus on Russia as one of the shortcomings of his
survelr There is no evidence that he thought in such terms in 1979-20.

The outbreak of the 1917 revolution, the disintegration of the empire,
and the establishment on its ruins of new independent states, including
the Russian Federation, removed the old constraints that hindered the
'purification' of the Russian imperial paradigm by the removal of non-
Russian elements. After all, the lecture course that served as a basis for
the new textbook of Russian history was delivered in Moscow, the new
capital of the Russian Federation, by a deputy people's commissar of
the Russian government at a time when the Moscow authorities had
lost control over a significant part of the Russian Empire. Ukraine, in
particular, was lost first to the forces of the Ukrainian People's Repub-
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lic, led by Hrushevsky, and then to German troops, the Ukrainian
Directory, and the White armies of General Anton Denikin. There ex-
isied (at least formally) a separate communist party of Ukraine and a
separate Soviet Ukrainian government, while the formation of the USSR
lvas at least two years away. Given these circumstances, Pokrovsky's
focus on Russia proper was quite understandable. Because Pokrovsky's
book painted the imperial past in dark colours and deprived Russian
historv of its traditional heroes, it was a poor instrument for nation-
building.21 Nevertheless, the new narrative managed to define the geo-
graphic and historical boundaries of the Russian national narrative to a
degree unmatched by its predecessors. By focusing on Russia proper, it
also left a vacuum to be filled with narratives produced locally by party
historians in the non-Russian borderlands of the former empire.

In Ukraine there was a particularly strong demand for such a narra-
tive, as evidenced by the hundreds of thousands of copies of brief
textbooks and popular historical studies produced during the revolu-
tion that presented Ukrainian history from the Ukrainian national point
of view. Hrushevsky's llltLstrated History of Ukraine alone was reissued
six times between 7977 and 79\9.22 For many Ukrainian cultural activ-
ists, the 'awakening' of their identity began with the reading of
Hrushevsky's lllustrsted History. A case in point was the prominent
Ukrainian linguist and diaspora cultural activist Ceorge Y. Shevelov
(Iurii Sheveliov), who read Hrushevsky's work in Kharkiv in19231.23
As becomes apparent from one of the recently discovered peasant
chronicles written during the period of Ukrainization, Hrushevsky's
Illustrated History served as a national narrative that allowed peasant
historians of the 1920s to contextualize and nationalize their family
histories. Before the revolution, these peasants had regarded them-
selves as klnkhly with little if any national identity.2a As noted above,
the GPU, apparently realizing the danger posed by Hrushevsky's
writings, instructed its local branches in Ukraine to collect informa-
tion on those who showed an interest in Hrushevsky's History of

|  1 \uKratne-f,us ."
The task of constructing a Soviet Marxist narrative of Ukrainian

history fell to one of the leading ideologues of the Soviet regime in
Ukraine, Matvii lavorsky. He was occasionally called the 'Ukrainian

Pokrovsky,'but unlike his older colleague in Moscow, he was neither a
professional historian nor an old Bolshevik. A lawyer by training, he
formally joined the Communist Party only in 1920. Iavorsky was an
ethnic Ukrainian who came to Eastern Ukraine from Galicia, where he
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graduated from Lviv University (having attended Hrushevsky's lec-
tures on Ukrainian history) and, in addition to his law degree, com-
pleted a doctorate in political science (1912). During the First World
War, Iavorsky served as an officer in the Austro-Hungarian army. In
1918 he was on the staff of an Austro-Hungarian military mission, first
to the Central Rada and then to Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky. lavorsky's
conversion to communism took place in 1919, n'hen he prepared the
defection of units of the Ukrainian Galician Army to the Bolsheviks.
When the Galician sharpshooters abandoned the Bolsheviks in 1920,
Iavorsky remained true io his communist convictions and stayed with
his Bolshevik comrades.26

From the very beginning of his party career, Iar.orsky was deployed
on the 'educational front' because of his outstanding academic qualifi-
cations. Tn7979 he was in charge of the 'Red officers' school' in Kyir.. In
the following year he taught at a school of 'political literacy' in Kazan.
Following relocation to Kharkir. in the autumn of the same year, Iavorskv
began his teaching and administrative career there. He taught at the
Institute of People's Education and at the Central Party School (from
7922, the Artem Communist University). With the establishment of the
Ukrainian Institute of Marxism and Marxist Studies in Kharkiv in late
1922,Iavorskv joined its department of the history of culture. Between
7924 and 1929,he was also deputy head of the government directorate
in charge of all scholarly activity in Ukraine. In that position, Iavorsky
exercised enormous power over the development of the humanities
and was one of the few top-ievel bureaucrats who oversar.t the activi-
ties of the Ukrainian Acadbmy of Sciences. As a pedagogue, he taught
courses on political economy, historical materialism, the class struggle
in Ukraine, the Communist Party of Ukraine, and the history of Ukrarne.
The latter became Iavorsky's field of specialization in both teaching and
scholarship. During the 1920s, he not only wrote numerous articles on
particular subjects in Ukrainian history (mostly of the nineteenth and
earlv twentieth centuries) but also produced a number of textbooks on
the subject for secondary schools and institutions of higher learning.2T

Iavorsky's first surrreys of Ukrainian history, r,r'hich began to appear
in print in 7923, were based on courses that he taught in Kharkiv's
numerous educational institutions. All these works were published in
Ukrainian, which undoubtedly reflected Iavorsky's p".rotlul preference
and was also in line with the new party policy of Ukrainization, launched
after the Twelfth Congress of the Russian Communist Partv in Aprii
7923.28 If the choice of the language of the future Marxist narrative of
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Ukrainian history came quite naturally, with no substantive discussion,
the structure and content of that narrative were still to be decided. The
first of Iavorsky's surveys, published tn7923,was a Suraey of Ukrainian-
Russisn History.ze It was a brief outline of the course that Iavorsky
taught at the Artem Communist University. The title, which employed
the word rus'lryi for'Russian,' was reminiscent of the title of Hrushevsky's
major work, with the important difference that in the latter case, rus'ln1i
was used in the meaning of 'Ruthenian.' Unlike Hrushevsky's History,
Iavorsky's work was not concerned with linking Ukrainian history
either with ancient Rus' or with Galicia but presented a comparative
survey, juxtaposing chapters on particular periods of Russian and Ukrain-
ian history. This approach was apparently influenced by prevailing
circumstances, as most of lavorsky's students at the Communist Uni-
versity knew very little about the history of Ukraine. \\lhatever Iavorsky's
intentions, his attempt to present Russian and Ukrainian history within
a single course drew strong criticism from the dean of Ukrainian
historiography in Kharkiv, Dmytro Bahalii, who advised him to offer
a separate course on Ukrainian history. Iar.'orsky followed Bahalii's
injunction.3o

The first year of the Ukrainization policy, 7923, proved highly
productive for Iavorsky. Apart from publishing his outline course on
'Ukrainian-Russian' history, Iavorsky began issuing liris Suraey of Ukrnin-
ian History,3l consisting of three parts, and published a history of the
Ukrainian Revolution,32 as well as a Brief History of Llkraine for second-
ary schools.33 In the same year, Iavorsky delivered a paper on the tasks
of Ukrainian historiography as a scholarly discipline that was discussed
at a two-day debate with Kharkiv historians of the 'old' school. Taking
as his point of departure Georgii Plekhanov's tenet that history was not
the sum of known facts but a process subject to particular laws of
development, Iavorsky asserted that instead of limiting itself to the
mere presentation of facts, Ukrainian historiography should take on the
task of revealing the 'causal regularity of social development as a dia-
lectical process.' He argued that the main task of Ukrainian historiogra-
phy should be the study of the 'processes of genesis, development, and
change of relations within a given mode of production' and identified
the periodization of those processes as the most important element
in the philosophical explanation of history.r+ lt is interesting to note that
the existence of Ukrainian history as a particular scholarly discipline
(nauka) was accepted by Iavorsky as a given, with no discussion what-
soever. For him the main issue was not the existence of the discipline
per se but the elaboration of its philosophical foundations.
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Iavorsky's unequivocal acceptance of Ukrainian history as a separate
field of study can be explained by a number of factors. Of primary
importance among them was the treatment of Ukrainian history as a
separate discipline by the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. In 79i2 the
academy's research department of Ukrainian history was established in
Kharkiv. It rvas headed by Dmytro Bahalii, who had been teaching
Ukrainian history as a distinct subject at Kharkiv University since 1917.
Thus, when Iavorsky began his career as a historian, the formally uni-
tary field of 'Russian' history had already been demarcated and di-
vided by the academy. Under these circumstances, his task was not to
change or abolish the established boundaries between scholarly disci-
plines but to take them over for Marxist scholarship. An even more
important factor that could not but influence Iavorsky's outlook was
the existence of a Ukrainian socialist state - at first formally indepen-
dent and, after 7922, a republic of the USSR - with its own government
and communist party. In 1922 an institute for Marxist studies was
established in Kharkiv, the capital of the republic. Iavorsky taught at
the institute's department of Ukrainian culture, which in itself made
him little disposed to challenge the existence of Ukrainian history as a
distinct field of study.

What really turned Iavorsky into a prolific writer on Ukrainian his-
torical themes and made him a leading Marxist advocate of the inde-
pendence of the 'Ukrainian historical process' was the policy of
Ukrainization. The impact of Ukrainization on Bolshevik attitudes to-
ward history becomes apparent in the foreword to Iavorsky's Brief
History of Ukraine written by Khristian Rakovsky, who headed the So-
viet Ukrainian government from 1919 to 7923.35 Rakovsky's own path
to Ukrainization was not a simple one and reflected some dramatic
turns in the party elite's thinking on the nationality problem. Until 1921
Rakovsky, a Bulgarian who had been active in the Bulgarian and Roma-
nian socialist movements prior to the 1917 revolution, refused to admit
the existence of a separate Ukrainian nation. Subsequently he changed
his position to one of strong support for Ukrainian autonomy vis-d-vis
Russia. If inT92l Rakovsky went on record as saying that victory for the
Ukrainian language would mean rule by the Ukrainian petty-bourgeois
intelligentsia and kulaks, in 7923 he demanded greater rights for the
republics and was accused by Stalin of promoting confederation in-
stead of a union of Soviet republics.36 Rakovsky apparently subscribed
to the 'internationalist' logic advanced by some influential members of
the party, according to which the world revolution still lay ahead: if the
world was destined to become a conglomerate of independent commu-



358 Nation and Class

nist republics, why should Ukraine not be one of them? It would appear
that by accepting this line of argument, Rakovsky was seeking to make
his or.t'n position in Ukraine more secure and less dependent on the
centre, as he became involved in the political struggle r.t'ithin the com-
munist leadership on the side of Leon Trotsky.lT Rakovsky's new pro-
Ukrainian stand was fully refiected in his introduction to Iavorsky's
book, where he wrote that his departure from Ukraine (not from the
USSR, as one might expect him to have written under the circum-
stances) to take up a diplomatic post in Engiand had not allowed him to
produce a more substantial introduction.3s

For Rakovsky the history of mankind was the history of class struggle,
as he particularly stressed in the introduction. He stated that'the whole
history of humanity to the present day is precisely this preparation for
the formation of two classes, the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, with
which the lvhole history of classes will come to an end.'3e The purpose
of Iavorsky's book was thus to demonstrate that'the history of Ukraine
is not an exception to general historical laws, as nationalist historians
think.' Rakovsky claimed that the nationalist view of Ukrainian history
had been disproved by the events of the past several years and that the
Ukrainian 'people' did not constitute a classless mass. 'In this appar-
ently undifferentiated mass, the observant eye of the Marxist historian
sees class differentiation and class struggle, which the superficial glance
of the nationalist historian is incapable of discerning,' concluded
Rakovsky.a0 If one accepted that the history of humanity was the history
of classes, then it followed that the liquidation of the bourgeoisie would
lead not only to the end of class-based history but also to the end of
history in general, as the Bolsheviks understood its role and function.

Ilakovsky's foreword effectively linked some basic elements of the
Bolshevik Ukrainization project with the tasks of Marxist historiogra-
phy. The main raison d'6tre of Ukrainization was to u,'in over the
peasantry to communism by conducting propaganda in the Ukrainian
language and Ukrainizing the Russian-speaking city in linguistic and
cultural terms, thereby making it possible for Ukrainian peasants to
identify themselves with Soviet power, which was based mainly in the
cities. In that context, the Ukrainian language of lavorsky's book, which
was addressed to young peasants, was in keeping with the latest ver-
sion of the party line (Iavorsky devoted his work to the 'Communist

Youth of Ukraine'). So were its contents. The book was supposed to tell
the young peasant reader, whose ultimate destiny was to support and
join the working class, 'how in the course of long centuries the peas-
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antry had suffered unheard-of enslavement and exploitation merelv
because there was no revolutionary proletariat from which the peas-
antry could have drawn support.'The promotion of the Marxist view of
history among the Ukrainian peasantry required a Marxist narrative of
the Ukrainian past. Iavorsky's textbook was thus the result and con-
tinuation of the officially sponsored Ukrainization project.

What was the history of Ukraine for Iavorsky, not in methodological
but in practical terms, and how different was his narrative of Ukrainian
history from the one constructed by Hrushevsky? I shall try to answer
this question on the basis of Iavorsky's two principal surveys - the Short
History of Ukraine (1923), discussed earlier, and his History of Ukraine in
Brief Compass, published in 1928 and addressed to students of 'profes-

sional schools' and workers' departments at institutions of higher learn-
ing. Iavorsky' s History of Ukraine (7928) was based on his Short History of
Ukraine, although the original text was significantly expanded and re-
worked. Some of the additions are of major importance for understand-
ing the evolution of lavorsky's views on Ukrainian history, while others
are quite insignificant and at times inadvertently ridiculous, as they
reveal Iavorsky's efforts to make his survey of 7928 more scholarly
without devoting additional time to further research.al Still, most of
Iavorsky's revisions reflected the change in his interpretations, while
the text ol his History of Ukrnine (1928) generally attests to the greater
professionalism of its author, as well as to the higher level of sophistica-
tion and complexity that the Marxist paradigm of Ukrainian history
was acquiring in the course of the 1920s.

For Iavorsky the history of Ukraine was first and foremost the history
of the Ukrainian nation (narid).If in 7923 he was anything but specific
on where that nation lived, in 1928 he gave a detailed description of
Ukrainian ethnic territory, both within the boundaries of the Ukrainian
Socialist Soviet Republic and beyond, including southeastern Bessarabia,
northern Bukovyna, eastern Galicia, western Volhynia, the Kholm re-
gion, and Polisia, which were 'under Romanian, Czech, and Polish
occupation.'42 Iavorsky explained the specific characteristics of nations
on the basis of the territory and natural environment that shaped them.
According to Iavorsky, a different habitat accounted for different cul-
tural characteristics. Conversely, Iavorsky regarded communication and
cultural encounters among nations, especially neighbouring ones, as
important factors in the formation of common characteristics. 'Precisely

because of these mutual relations [between neighbours], nowhere in
history do we observe a people completely free and independent of
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foreign influences,' wrote Iavorsky.43 This theoretical assumption ac-
quired clear political ramifications as Iavorsky attacked representatives
of Ukrainian 'bourgeois' historiography for their alleged attempts
to build a 'Chinese wall' separating Ukrainian history from that of
neighbouring nations, especially Russia. In the spirit of political correct-
ness, which demanded a simultaneous struggle on two fronts - against
the nationalism of formerly oppressed nations and the great-power
chauvinism of formerly dominant ones - Iavorsky also attacked those
Russian historians who were 'imbued with a great-power and imperial
spirit' that made them deny the particularity of Ukrainian identity and
history. Iavorsky stressed the factors that differentiated Ukraine from
Russia but stopped short of asserting that their histories were com-
pletely separate and independent.aa

Significantly, in the early and mid-1920s, Iavorsky's main adversaries
were not Russian imperial historians but representatives of Ukrainian
'bourgeois' historiography, with whom he had to deal on a daily
basis and compete for readershio and influence within the Ukrainian
Academy of Sciences. In Iavorsky's opinion, the major shortcoming of
Ukrainian bourgeois historiography was its failure to recognize the
existence of class divisions within the Ukrainian nation and demon-
strate the 'class content of the Ukrainian historical process.' Iavorsky
claimed that some bourgeois historians limited Ukrainian history to an
account of princes and hetmans who ruled the state, while others, who
admittedly studied the popular masses, viewed them only as a reser-
voir for the formation of the future nobility, completely ignoring the
importance of the class struggle. When describing these two currents in
Ukrainian bourgeois historiography, Iavorsky did not name names, but
it may be assumed that among the 'statists' he counted not only
Viacheslav Lypynsky and his followers but also anyone who did not
belong to the populist school. The latter could include a long list of
historians, starting with Bantysh-Kamensky and Markevych and end-
ing with Mykola Arkas, the amateur author of a popular survey of
Ukrainian history whose narrative was organized according to the
statist principle, leading the reader from Kyivan Rus' to the era of
Habsburg and Romanov rule over Ukraine.+5

There is little doubt that among those Ukrainian'bourgeois'histori-
ans who, according to Iavorsky, studied the popular masses but ignored
the history of class struggle, Mykhailo Hrushevsky was first and fore-
most. Iavorsky gave the following evaluation of that group of Ukrain-
ian'bourgeois'historians: 'Others, although they did not remain silent
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about the life of the masses and the conditions of their existence, never-
theless forgot about the class struggle. Consequently, they have hitherto
limited the history of Ukraine to the periods of its existence as a state,
the periods of struggle for its political independence in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, and the periods of its enslavement in the
seventeenth century. In the old scholarship neither the first nor the
second took the history of Ukraine any farther, and it usually ended
with the eighteenth century, when Ukrainian political independence
was finally done away with. For that reason, whole volumes were
written about Kyivan Rus', the Kingdom of Halych, the Lithuanian-
Rus'State, the Cossacks (mainly about the Khmelnytsky era), and after
that, interest in Ukrainian history fell off steadily. In the nineteenth
century they did not even recognize it, or were content with mere
observations about the national and cultural revival of the Ukrainian
people.'46 Iavorsky's attack on the account of Ukrainian history pre-
sented by historians of the second group clearly indicates the actual
target of his critique - Hrushevsky's paradigm and periodization of
Ukrainian history.

What alternative paradigm of Ukrainian history did Iavorsky offer
his readers? He presented it as follows: 'True historical scholarship,
based on historical materialism, does not regard the past and present of
Ukraine in this manner. Princes and hetmans are of concern to it only
insofar as they themselves are a consequence of the nature of social life
in their times. Accordingly, for it the times of feudalism and serfdom
are not the times of that selfsame independence to which one should
aspire even today but constitute an era of historical preparation for
capitaiist bourgeois society. For the materialist school, the history of
Ukraine should not terminate with the end of its existence as a state and
political subjugation; on the contrary, it becomes more interesting inso-
far as preparations for the proletarian revolution appear more clearly in
its historical preconditions.'47 This scheme of Ukrainian historical de-
velopment was very different from the one proposed by Hrushevsky;
nevertheless, there were some striking similarities between them.
Iavorsky's remarks about the degree to which the history of princes and
hetmans should be of interest to Ukrainian historiography leave the
impression that they were taken almost verbatim from Hrushevsky's
inaugural lecture of 7894 at Lviv University, although it is doubtful that
Iavorsky knew or remembered the content of a lecture delivered more
than thirty years earlier.

The reason for the uncannv similarity between Hrushevsky's views
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of the 1890s and Iavorsky's beliefs of the 1920s was that in Ukraine both
Marxist and national historiography grew out of the populist historical
conceptions of the late nineteenth century and for a time employed the
same arguments in fighting their common enemy, the Rusiian statist
historiographic tradition. Another similarity between Hrushevsky's and
Iavorsky's paradigms of Ukrainian history derives from their teleologi-
cal approach to the past. One viewed Ukrainian history through the
prism of the revival/liberation of a nation, while the other saw it as
leading up to a victorious proletarian revolution. Both schemes concen-
trated on the changing fortunes of their respective historical agents -
the nation for the national historians; class struggle and the proietariat
for the Marxists.

The scheme of Ukrainian history suggested by Iavorsky in his survey
of 1923 and further developed in his textbook of 7928 was a good
illustrati^on of the application of the soviet Marxist paradigm to the
subject.as By his own account, Iavorsky based his analysis of ijkrainian
history on two main factors - economics and the class struggle. He
divided it into four periods: the feudal era, dominated by the primitive
economy; the period of landowners and serfs, characterized by the
development of a money economy and the dominance of the latifundia;
the bourgeois capitalist period, marked by the development of urban
industrial production and capitalist enterprise in the village; and the
era of socialist revolution, which began in7917.In chronological terms,
the first period lasted until the end of the fifteenth century and the
second until the mid-nineteenth century, leaving the second half of that
century and the early twentieth century for the third period.ae Iavorsky
acknowledged the national factor as a historical agent oniy in the last
two periods of Ukrainian history. He defined the third period, inter aria,
as a time of struggle of 'Ukrainian nationalism with Russian imperial-
ism,' while the fourth period was dominated by 'the civil war of the
proletariat with the Russian and Ukrainian bourgeoisie.,s0

Iavorsky's periodization exemplifies what he meant by the con-
centration of 'true historical scholarship' on recent developments in
Ukrainian history. His first period covered at least f ive ceniuries; the
second, three and a half; the third, approximately seventy years; and
the fourth, a mere decade. It was only in the short Historq of Llkraine that
Iavorsky devoted more or less equal attention to each of ihe four peri-
ods. In the 'big' History, he dealt with feudalism in twenty pages,
covered the second period in 100 pages, allocated approximately 160
pages to the third period, and devoted thirty pages to the history of the
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'Great Revolution.'With only two chapters ('The Era of Feudalism in
Ukraine' and 'The Hetmanate') out of fourteen explicitly devoted to
subjects other than class and social struggle, the 'big' History was above
all a history of the 'liberation struggle' of the Ukrainian people against
social oppression - a struggle that culminated in the Revolution of 7977.
In terms of territorial coverage, both the 'short' and the 'Iong' Histories
were accounts of 'Russian' Ukraine or, more precisely, the lands that
constituted the territory of the Ukrainian Socialist Soviet Republic dur-
ing the interwar period. Their history was discussed almost exclusively
in the context of Russia and the Russian revolutionary movement.
Galicia appeared in both works only in the early twentieth century, in
relation to the history of the proletarian and socialist morrement in that
part of Ukraine.

For all Iavorsky's criticism of Hrushevsky, in many cases he accepted
not only Hrushevsky's general postulate of the existence of Ukrainian
history as a distinct field of study but also his treatment of many
particular episodes and phenomena. In charting his course between
Hrushevsky's paradigm of Ukrainian history and Pokrovsky's Russian
Marxist narrative, Iavorsky quite often ended up closer to Hrushevsky
than to Pokrovsky, especially when discussing pre-nineteenth-century
history. He was guided by the set of ideas associated with the
Ukrainization policy, as well as by his own vocation as a Ukrainian
historian (in the scholarly literature he figures as a national communist
par excellence).51

Iavorsky faithfully followed Hrushevsky's theory in his discussion
of the genesis of the three East Slavic peoples - Russians, Ukrainians,
and Belarusians - an issue completely ignored by Pokrovsky. Like
Hrushevsky and a number of other national historians before and after
him, Iavorsky listed the Polianians and Siverianians among the an-
cestors of contemporary Ukrainians.52 In discussing the origins of
the Russian ethnic group/ Iavorsky initially linked it only with the
Krivichians but added the Slovenes and Viatichians in his 'big' History.
He wrote that by intermingling with the Finns, the northern East Slavic
tribes gave rise to the Great Russian nation, while Ukrainians were
descended from the southern tribes. Iavorsky believed that the disinte-
gration of the original East Slavic language was complete by the end of
the twelfth century.53 With regard to the Normanist controversy, Iavorsky
took an intermediate position between Hrushevsky and Pokrovsky. On
the one hand, not unlike Pokrovsky, he believed that it was the
Varangians who gave their Rus'name to the Kyivan state; on the other
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hand, like Hrushevsky before him, he did not consider the Kyivan
princely dynasty to be of Varangian origin and regarded the famous
Varangian military expeditions as joint ventures of the Norsemen and
the Kyivan princes.sa In both his short and long surveys of Ukrainian
history, Iavorsky used the term 'Kyivan Rus',' as did Hrushevsky, not
Pokrovsky's term 'Ancient Rus'.'ss Also in line with Hrushevsky's pre-
sentation of Ukrainian national history, he paid special attention to the
activities of Volodymyr the Great, one of the few Kyivan princes men-
tioned by name in Iavorsky's surveys. If Hrushevsky believed that
Volodymyr's rule was followed by the decline of the Kyivan Rus' state,
Iavorsky termed it the decline of the prince-and-retinue order.56

By far the most interesting example of the influence exercised by
Hrushevsky's interpretation of Ukrainian history on lavorsky/s presen-
tation of it is the latter's account of the Mongol (Tatar) invasion. As
discussed earlier, throughout his career Hrushevsky paid special atten-
tion to the formation of communities not ruled by princes on territory
conquered by the Thtars. He treated it as an indicaiion of the democratic
aspirations of the Ukrainian masses, to the great disdain not only of
representatives of Russian imperial historiography but also of followers
of the statist trend in Ukrainian historiography. Not surprisingly, in his
treatment of the Tatar period, Iavorsky not only followed Hrushevsky
but outdid him in his sympathy for the 'Tatar people.' He presented the
same episode as the central phenomenon of the whole era, elevating it
to the status of a'great popular revolution' - an enormous distinction in
the Marxist historical paradigm. He also attempted to undermine as
class-based and elitist the image of the Tatar invasion cultivated for
centuries in the Russian imperial narrative. 'The Tatar period,' wrote
Iavorsky in his presentation of the era, 'is the name commonly given to
the Thtar misfortune that befell Ukraine in the mid-thirteenth century,
but, on giving proper consideration to the matter, we see that it was
indeed a misfortune, only not for the working people but for the boyars.'s7
Iavorsky somewhat revised his presentation of this era in his 'big'

History, where he replaced his term of 1923, 'Tatar revolution,' with the
more neutral'Tatar maelstrom,' but the remainder of the text was left
almost without change.58 There is no doubt that in this case, as in many
others, Iavorsky, who conducted no independent research on pre-
nineteenth-century Ukrainian history, simply followed Hrushevsky's
discussion of events, occasionally taking some of the latter's conclu-
sions and assertions out of context and blowing them out of proportion.se

If Iavorsky's presentation of Ukrainian history helped introduce some
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of Hrushevsky's populist assertions into the Marxist narrative of Ukrain-
ian history, it also tended to ignore or reject those tenets that were based
on the primacy of the national factor. The epoch presented in
Hrushevsky's scheme as a 'transitional' stage between Kyivan Rus' and
the Cossack era was similarly viewed by Iavorsky; but in his interpreta-
tion it was a transition from the feudal system to that of landowning
and serfdom. That interpretative shift turned the question of the Kyivan
inheritance, which was crucial to Hrushevsky's paradigm, into a sec-
ondary issue for Iavorsky's scheme. The incorporation of the Ukrainian
iands first into the Lithuanian and then into the Polish-Lithuanian state,
which was extremely important to Hrushevsky, was of far less conse-
quence to Iavorsky, who saw it above all as part of the socio-economic
history of the region. In this case, Iavorsky was siding with Pokrovsky,
who rejected the interpretation of the Union of Lublin as a national
issue - an approach that had dominated Russian imperial historiogra-
phy for decades. There were, nevertheless, some important differences
between Pokrovsky's and Iavorsky's treatment of the matter. If
Pokrovsky looked to the social history of the region for an explanation
of the union, Iavorsky found the reasons behind the incorporation of
the Ukrainian lands into the Lithuanian and Polish-Lithuanian states in
the realm of the economy, especially foreign trade.n0

According to Iavorsky, the absorption of most of the Ukrainian lands
into the Grand Duchy of Lithuania resulted from the Ukrainian boyars'
desire to gain access to the Baltic Sea for trading purposes. But even the
united Lithuanian and Ukrainian forces could not, in Iavorsky's opin-
ion, defeat the knights who controlled access to the Baltic seaports.
That, argued Iavorsky, was why the Lithuanian state entered into a
union with Poland at Kreva in 1385. According to Iavorsky, the Union of
Lublin (1569) was also a function of commercial interests. Poland, alleg-
edly envious of the value of Ukrainian goods exported to the West
across its territory, increased its duties on the transit of such goods,
since Ukraine belonged to a foreign state. As the Polish elites were eager
for rich Ukrainian soil, while the Ukrainian elites wanted access to
Western markets, their interests coincided, leading to the incorporation
of Ukraine into the Kingdom of Poland.61 If, in Hrushevsky's scheme,
every successive union of the Lithuanian Grand Duchy with Poland
had negative consequences for Ukrainian polit ical, cultural, and
economic life, for lavorsky, these same unions helped develop the
Ukrainian economy, removing obstacles to foreign trade.

Iavorsky's interpretation of the annexation of the Ukrainian lands to
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the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and then to the Kingdom of poland as a
consequence of the shifting trade interests of ukrainian elites and his
view of the cultural conflict of the late sixteenth century as a manifesta-
tion of the struggle between the nobility and the burghers had little if
any support either in the historical sources or in the historiographic
tradition. Instead, these interpretations serve to exemplify the applica-
tion of vulgar Marxist theories to the history of Ukraine. The only field
in which Iavorsky felt completely at home was that of the 'revolution-

ary struggle' of the working class. That era was of particular impor-
tance not only to Marxist historians but also to national ones, who saw
it as a time of glorious revival/liberation of their respective nations.
Was the nineteenth-century liberation struggle against tsarism part of
the onset of the proletarian revolution or of the national revival? Who,
Marxists or nationalists, had the ultimate claim to the 'Great Revolu-
tion' of 1917? These were the questions at the centre of the Marxist
historiography of Ukraine in the 1920s.

Marxist historical discourse of the 1920s leaves one with the strong
impression that if it were up to the Marxist historians themselves, they
would gladly have limited their research to the history of capitalist
societies and the struggle for the liberation of the working class. They
could not do so, as there was the nationalist challenge to be met, and the
established discipline of history required the study of human develop-
ment from the earliest times. As a result, the Marxist historians had
little choice but to join battle with 'bourgeois' historical scholarship on
its home ground, that of national history, which was deeply rooted in
premodern times, and the study of which required a knowledge of
languages, palaeography, archaeology, and so on - in short, qualifica-
tions that most Marxist historians clearly lacked. The only key to
unlocking the 'ancient' past that Marxist historians were eager to use
was the class method, frequently abused by Marxist neophytes in
their fierce struggles with their professionally superior 'bourgeois,

counterparts.
The Marxist narrative of the 1920s, constructed by authors who had

scant historical training and could not meet minimum standards of
scholarly rigour, was ultimately destined either to be discarded com-
pletely or drastically revised in order to produce an account more
closely approximating professional criteria. For the time being, though,
Iavorsky's narrative of Ukrainian history, whatever its shortcomings,
acquired a life of its own, popularized in hundreds of thousands of
copies of Iavorsky's own textbooks, pamphlets, and articles, as well as
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those written by his students and epigones. That narrative helped cre-
ate a new Soviet Ukrainian identity firmly rooted in the idea of the
existence of a separate Ukrainian people/nation. Like the historical
narrative constructed and popularized by Iavorsky and his students,
that identity was inspired and justified by the existence of a Soviet
Ukrainian state. It regarded Soviet Ukraine as a Piedmont that would
bring about the social and national liberation of other Ukrainian territo-
ries subject to the rule of foreign bourgeois states until the outbreak of
the world revolution.62

Peaceful Coexistence

In May 1929 Mykhailo Rubach, a disciple of Mikhail Pokrovsky and
one of the leading Ukrainian Marxist historians of the day, submitted a
report to the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine on
current discussions among Ukrainian Marxist historians. In his report
Rubach divided the issues debated by partv historians into two catego-
ries. The first concerned the question of the distinct (samostoiatel'nyi)

character of Ukrainian history, while the second pertained to the con-
tent of the Ukrainian 'historical process.' 'Basically, the first problem of
the distinct character of Ukrainian history, of its distinctness in relation
to the history of Russia, Poland, and Belarus,'wrote Rubach, 'function-

ally depends on one or another resolution of the Ukrainian question in
one historical period or another. Insofar as the Ukrainian people is a
distinct people, its history is also completely distinct.' He concluded
his argument as follows: 'The distinct character of Ukrainian history
is acknowledged in a variety of ethnographic, territorial, and socio-
economic interpretations by M.S. Hrushevsky, and Dontsov, and Bahalii,
and Hermaize and Iavorsky, and Rubach, Karpenko, and others.'At the
core of the disagreement between Marxist and non-Marxist historiogra-
phy, in Rubach's opinion, 1ay not the issue of the distinct character of
Ukrainian history but that of its class content.63

Rubach's report was written at the height of Hrushevsky's career in
Soviet Ukraine, just a few months before the start of a major attack
on him, and in many ways reflected the extent of acceptance of
Hrushevsky's mdn historical thesis in the USSR. The task of separating
the Ukrainian historical narrative from the Russian one, placed on the
scholarly agenda by Hrushevsky a quarter-century earlier, was all but
accomplished. Under discussion was the issue of its content, with the
Marxists insisting on the paramount importance of the class factor.
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Hrushevsky and his followers, while not altogether denying the signifi-
cance of class, were committed to defending the main elements of the
national historical narrative. By all accounts, this state of affairs repre-
sented a major achievement for Hrushevsky, especially as compared
with the treatment of his ideas in imperial Russia.

What made this achievement possible? An answer to this question
requires a consideration of attitudes toward Hrushevsky and his work
on the part of the Moscow-based Marxists (Pokrovsky and his stu-
dents), and Marxist historians in Ukraine (represented by Matvii
Iavorsky). I shall also discuss Hrushevsky's own attempts to adopt
some elements of the dominant Bolshevik discourse of the time. My
analysis here will cover most of the 1920s and end with the events of
1928 - the last year of 'peaceful coexistence' between Marxist and non-
Marxist historians in the USSR.

One explanation of Rubach's position, as reflected in his statement
of 1929, is to be sought in the generally tolerant attitude of Marxist
historians of the 1920s toward Hrushevsky, whom they regarded as an
accomplished scholar. As noted aborre, the dean of Russian Marxist
historiography, Mikhail Pokrovsky, was positively disposed to Hru-
shevsky. In his lectures on Russian historiography delivered at the
Grigorii Zinoviev Communist University in Petrogr ad int. 7923, Pokrovsky
stated that 'in his first volumes devoted to Kyivan Rus', Hrushevsky is
the freshest and most European of researchers.'64 Pokrovskv's overall
assessment of Hrushevsky'i work was also by no means aniagonistic.
He viewed Hrushevsky, along with Mykola Kostomarov, as one of the
'federalists of the petty-bourgeois branch' who could not produce a
concept of the Russian historical process, 'because the whole essence of
their activity consists in destroying the notion of a single Russian his-
torical process.'6s Pokrovsky offered a class-based explanation of
Kostomarov's and Hrushevsky's position, asserting that the struggle of
the petty bourgeoisie against the large, centrally based forces of capital-
ism often took the form of national self-defence. 'Consequently,' con-
cluded Pokrovsky, 'nationalism is a particular form of petty-bourgeois
defence against capitalism.'66 That definition of nationalism as a form
of anticapitalist struggle, coupled with Pokrovsky's positive assess-
ment of Hrushevsky's contribution to the field of Russian history,
reflected the atmosphere of general tolerance for non-Russian histori-
ography prevailing in the early 7920s. Apparently, the Bolshevik histo-
rians of the period considered non-Russian populist historiography a
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natural ally in the Marxist offensive against the concepts of Russian
imperial historiography.

Pokrovsky's views on Hrushevsky's historical method were further
developed by his Ukrainian-born student Mykhailo Rubach, who pre-
pared a lengthy study, 'Federalist Theories in the History of Russia,'
that he submitted for oublication in 7925.67 In his essav. Rubach dis-
cussed federalist ideas reflected in the programmatic dtcuments and
activities of the Society of United Slavs and the SS. Cyril and Methodius
Brotherhood, as well as in the works of three historians - Mykola
Kostomarov, Afanasii Shchapov, and Mykhailo Hrushevsky. Rubach
distinguished three types of federalism - feudal, petty-bourgeois, and
national or statist - and identified Hrushevsky as a representative of the
third category. According to Rubach, Hrushevsky's work represented
not only the pinnacle of federalist theorizing in Russian historiography
but also its terminus, since Hrushevsky ultimately rejected federalism
as an option for future relations between Russia and Ukraine. In Rubach's
opinion, Hrushevsky's idea of an independent'Great Ukraine'spelled
the end of the federalist orientation. He wrote in that regard: 'The

counterposing of an independent Ukrainian people to the Great Rus-
sian; the rejection of elements of similarity between the two nationali-
ties - not only those thought up by Muscovite historiography but also
genuine historical and concrete elements - is organically a component
of the process of transformation of federalist ideas into their national-
statist forms, and then to the rejection of federalism itself.'68

Rubach held a generally high opinion of Hrushevsky as a historian.
He credited him with completing the destruction of the scheme of 'all-

Russian'history that his predecessors had begun. According to Rubach,
Hrushevsky had also created an 'independent bourgeois-nationalist
scheme of Ukrainian history.'6e He welcomed both accomplishments,
especially the first, and even believed that in his campaign against the
concepts of the 'statist-juridical' school in Russian historiography,
Hrushevsky had approached a Marxist understanding of history. This
achievement was allegedly due to Hrushevsky's rejection of the pri-
macy of the state in historical research; instead, he had based his idea of
the continuity of Ukrainian history on a study of the territory, language,
culture, and socio-economic development of the Ukrainian people.
Hrushevsky's approach to Marxism was, in Rubach's opinion, only a
temporary phenomenon. In the final analysis, Hrushevsky based his
scheme of Ukrainian history on the selfsame statist idea, now given
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national colouration. Rubach concluded that for Hrushevsky the nation

was not a historical but rather an eternal phenomenon whose history,

along with that of the national movement, served as the'criterion and

highest goal' of his research.To
As noted above, Rubach welcomed Hrushevsky's successful de-

construction of the traditional scheme of 'Russian history,' meaning the

scheme represented by the 'state-juridical' school. As for specific ele-

ments of Hrushevsky's project, Rubach particularly valued his attack

on the Pogodin theory. Following Hrushevsky in his critique of Pogodin,

Rubach also claimed that'the history of the Kyivan state belongsfttnda-
mentally, in the first place, to the history of the Ukrainian people.' What
Rubach refused to accept, however, was the thesis that 'the Great Rus-

sian people bears no direct relation to the history of the Kyivan pe-
riod.'77 Rubach believed that the origins of the history of the Russian

people were also to be found in the history of the Kyivan state and

claimed that 'his justified effort to prove the distinct character of the

Ukrainian people ... led Hrushevsky to an unjustified rejection of ele-

ments of considerable kinship in the historical and prehistorical past of

the two peoples.'z2Although Rubach subscribed to Hrushevsky's thesis

that Galicia-Volhynia, not Suzdal-Vladimir, was to be considered the

principal successor to the Kyivan state, he also accused Hrushevsky of
neglecting the historical links between the two parts of Rus'.73 Rubach

generally welcomed Hrushevsky's criticism not only of Russian but

also of Ukrainian historical myths, among which he listed the theory of

the Kyivan Rus'origins of Ukrainian Cossackdom.Ta He also welcomed

Hrushevsky's conclusion that the failure of the Cossack revolution (that

is, the Khmelrrytsky Uprising) resulted from the Cossack officer stratum's
betrayal of the national interests of Ukraine and the socio-economic
interests of  the popular  masses.75

When it came to a critique of Hrushevsky's methodological para-

digm, Rubach claimed that'despite Hrushevsky's understanding of the

role of the economic factor and class struggle, he basically remains an

idealist.' He saw proof of this in Hrushevsky's rejection of historical
materialism, as well as in his alleged 'eclecticism' and reliance on
ethical criteria in the evaluation of historical developments. Rubach

also questioned Hmshevsky's understanding of the role of class struggle
in history, claiming that in his post-1917 works, Hrushevsky viewed the
peasantry as an undifferentiated social group, neglecting class divisions

within it. Nor did Rubach fail to point out Hrushevsky's critical attitude

toward Marxism, which he saw as 'ruthless abstract oversimplifica-
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tion.'76 Rubach's discernment of positive elements in the work of an
author who treated Marxism with such scant respect was a reflection
not only of his own views and attitudes but also of the relativelv
toleranf atmosphere of the mid-1 920s.77 If one treats Rubach's 

"rruv 
u, u

reflection of the broader consensus that emerged on the issue of the
distinct character of Ukrainian history in the circle of young Marxist
scholars working with Mikhail Pokrovsky, then Rubach's acceptance of
the main elements of Hrushevsky's claim to Kyivan Rus' on behalf of
the Ukrainian national narrative must be seen as a major gain for
Hrushevsky's conception of Ukrainian history.

Even more impressive was the degree of acceptance of Hrushevsky's
historical paradigm in Ukrainian Marxist historiography, thanks mainly
to the 'Ukrainian Pokrovsky,' Matvii lavorsky, whose dependence on
Hrushevsky's interpretation of Ukrainian historv has been discussed
above. Iavorsky often charted his course between the ultrazealous Marx-
ist critics of Hrushevsky and the latter's enthusiastic proponents in
Ukraine. Iavorsky felt the strength of the Marxist purists as early as
1924, when he wrote a generally positive review of Hrushevsky's
Origins of Society (AGenetic Sociology).Iavorsky's review and Hrushev-
sky's book were soon severely criticized by Andrii Richytsky, who
attacked Hrushevsky for disagreeing with Friedrich Engels's views on
the history of primitive societies. Richytsky's negative review was
aimed not only at Hrushevsky but also at the 'soft' communists within
the ruling party. Richytsky attacked Iavorsky for being too 'tolerant'

and issuing Hrushevsky and his work a passport to the world of
materialist scholarshio.zs

Iavorsky's other opponent in the assessment of Hrushevsky's role in
Ukrainian historiography was Hrushevsky's older colleague Dmytro
Bahalii. When it comes to the attitude of the 'old guard' of Ukrainian
historians toward Marxist historiography, Bahalii was clearly in a class
by himself. Civen prevailing circumstances and the almost complete
control of public discourse by the communist authorities, the non-
Marxists had only very limited opportunities to respond to their oppo-
nents. Many Ukrainian scholars avoided writing for state-controlled
publications altogether. Others, including Hrushevsky, did not eschew
the government-controlled media and publishing houses entirely but
preferred not to respond to their Marxist critics in print. One of the few
exceptions was Dmytro Bahalii. Quite early in his Soviet career, he
became involved in open debate with his Marxist critic, Matvii Iavorskv.
From the very beginning, Bahalii not only attempted to defend himself
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against groundless accusations but also tried to shape the parameters of
the engagement.

The early polemic between Bahalii and lavorsky, which spilled onto
the pages of Kharkiv periodicals in1.923-4, not only gives us good idea
of the nature of debates in Soviet Ukraine over the significance of
Hrushevsky's paradigm but also illustrates the process of negotiation in
which the Marxist and non-Marxist narratives of Ukrainian history
were involved throughout the 1920s. The discussion was triggered by
Bahalii's attempt to present in textbook format his views on Ukraine's
revolutionary experience - the era considered by Marxist historians to
be their exclusive turf. Bahalii wanted to present his overview of the
period in a short essay on Ukraine's nineteenth- and early twentieth-
century history to be appended to a Ukrainian translation of Aleksandra
Efimenko's survey History of the Llkrainian People.Te Bahalii's addendum
was sent for review to Matvii Iavorsky, who not only accused Bahalii of
'objectivism' but also forbade the publication of the last part of his

essay, which covered the events of 1978-22.80 Bahalii was offended by
the intrusion of the Bolshevik censor and submitted a written protest,
charging Iavorsky with lack of scholarly expertise and indicating an
apparent conflict of interest: even as he reviewed Bahalii's work, Iavorsky
was preparing his own survey history of the revolutionary era in Ukraine
for publication.8l

Bahalii soon gained an opportunity to express his views on the his-

torical qualifications of his opponent in public. In the Kharkiv journal

Knyha (The Book) he published a review of Iavorsky's brochure-length
Suraey of lJkrainian-Russian History, which had recently appeared in

print. In the same year (7923), he published a review of the first part of
Iavorsky's Suruey of Ukrainian History, which presented lavorsky's views

on the subject and his critique of non-Marxist historians of Ukraine.s2
Iavorsky, who readily admitted the shortcomings of the first publica-
tion, was clearly offended by Bahalii's second review, published in

Cheraonyi shliakh, and responded to it with a long article in the same
journal.s3 Then it was Bahalii's turn to publish a rebuttal.sa Apparently
this heated polemic did not preclude a certain amount of cooperation
between the two opponents, for in the same year the State Publishing
House of Ukraine issued a brochure containing the text of Bahalii's

paper on Hryhorii Skovoroda (delivered in December 1922 at the Artem

Socia l  Museum) and lavorsky 's  shor t  essay on the same subiect .85 I t  is

quite obvious that both discussants were keeping their options open for

the future.
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In his evaluation of Iavorsky's works, Bahalii attempted to instruct
his opponent and censor in some of the basics of historical research, as
well as to teach him good manners in the conduct of scholarly polemics.
Iavorsky, who attacled Bahalii in terms appropriate to a journalistic

exchange, was mainly concerned to present his Marxist views on Ukrain-
ian history and to give vent to his disappointment that Bahalii, having
declared his interest in materialist methodology, had allegedly failed to
understand the basics of the Marxist approach to the past. Among the
major points of disagreement was Iavorsky's assessment of pre-
revolutionary Ukrainian historiography. Bahalii protested Iavorsky's
treatment of both Russian and Ukrainian historians as members of one
bourgeois group, arguing that most Ukrainian historians should be
considered populists. Iavorsky responded by accusing Bahalii and other
Ukrainian scholars (above all Dmytro lavornytsky) of continuing to
indulge in romanticism and the heroic representation of the past, while
neglecting class divisions within Ukrainian society. He insisted on his
description of Ukrainian historians as bourgeois and once again at-
tacked Bahalii for characterizrng Ukrainian historiography as populist.

Iavorsky was nevertheless opposed to treating Hrushevsky as a mem-
ber of the same group as Mykola Kostomarov, Volodymyr Antonovych,
and Oleksander Lazarevsky. Hrushevsky alone, in Iavorsky's opinion,
was a true populist, while the others merely used populist terminology
to conceal their political goals. According to Iavorsky, Antonovych had
become an opponent of populism under the influence of Drahomanov,
while Kostomarov and Lazarevsky, whom Iavorsky called proponents
of absolutism, allegedly promoted Cossack romanticism and ethno-
graphism, writing about the Ukrainian popular masses only because
they had no one else to counterpose to the Poles - the enemies of
Ukrainian statehood. The fact that Iavorsky assigned Hrushevsky to a
different group than the 'adherents of absolutism' Kostomarov and
Lazarevsky did not save him from being classified as a representative of
bourgeois historiography. Dividing all ideologies into bourgeois and
proletarian, Iavorsky made the following reference to Hrushevsky: 'As

for the fact that some Ukrainian historians deviated in the direction of
petty-bourgeois ideology, even if it were the ideology of a Socialist
Revolutionary, as in the case of Professor Hrushevsky, it is still bour-
geois, whether great or petty-bourgeois.'86

Iavorsky also cited Hrushevsky to prove that even the'true populists'
sometimes followed sinister political agendas when they wrote about
the people. 'Did not Professor Hrushevsky - he himself admits it now -
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write his works about the Ukrainian people from the viewpoint of
justifying efforts to attain Ukrainian independence, from the viewpoint

of struggle for that independence, thereby obscuring the process of

class struggle, the basic ptoc"tt in the history of the Ukrainian people?'87

Hrushevsky's putative admission was a mere figment of Iavorsky's

imagination, as he consciously misrepresented the former's words in

the preface to part 3 of volume 8 of his History. There Hrushevsky wrote

that Khmelnytsky and his associates had eventually arrived at the idea

of establishing a united and independent Ukraine, noting that his book

would be useful to readers with an interest in Ukraine's past, as well as

to those interested in contemporary affairs.ss In Iavorsky's opinion,

Hrushevsky was much better than other pre-revolutionary historians of

Ukraine but remained a bourgeois historian nonetheless.8e

Quite different was lavorsky's assessment of Bahalii. 'I know - not

from an article,'wrote Iavorsky,'that academician Bahalii, though at an

advanced age, still wishes to go and is going in the direction of Marxism

with his students, and is even teaching and urging others in that direc-

11ot',.'e0 Later, in his speech at the celebration of Bahalii's seventieth

birthday in7927,Iavorsky compared the contributions of Bahalii and

Hrushevsky to Ukrainian scholarship. Unsurprisingly, the comparison

did not favour Hrushevsky but revealed new elements in Iavorsky's

assessment of prerevolutionary Ukrainian historiography. According to

Iavorsky, both Bahalii and Hrushevsky, whom he called the patriarchs

of Ukrainian historiography, were products of the historical school of

Volodymyr Antonovych. In Iavorsky's opinion, that school was preoc-

cupied with the study of historical sources, denied the importance of

historical synthesis, neglected the role of politics in historical studies,

and focused on the study of cultural manifestations of Ukrainian iden-

tity (kut'turnytstao). Despite their common academic background,

Hrushevsky and Bahalii had chosen to approach historical research

from different directions. While Hrushevsky and his disciples devoted

themselves to crafting an 'extraordinary beautifui nationalist necklace

of scholarly historical synthesis,' Bahalii remained faithful to the tradi-

tion of the Antonovych school, avoided writing synthetic works, and

took refuge behind the 'lifeless document.' The revolution, according to

Iavorsky, changed the nature of Hrushevsky's and Bahalii's research.

Hrushevsky and his school, incapable of producing a new historical

synthesis, were obliged to revert to the old methods of Antonovych's
'docurnentary school.'Bahalii, on the contrary, took the opportunity to

create a new historical synthesis, stringing his 'jewels' into a new'neck-
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lace of red Ukrainian historiography.' Iavorsky wished Bahalii every
success in that undertaking.el What Iavorsky failed to note in his analy-
sis of Bahalii's evolution was that in assembling the new 'necklace of
red Ukrainian historiography,' Bahalii availed himself of the design
prepared by none other than Hrushevsky.

To Bahalii's credit, he fully recognized the priority of his younger
colleague, producing the most detailed analysis of Hrusher.sky's contri-
bution to Ukrainian historiography ever published in Soviet Ukraine.e2
He first presented his views on the subject at Hrushevsky's jubilee
celebrations in Kyiv (3 October 7926) and Kharkiv (10 October 1926).
Later he published an extended version of his paper inCheroonyi shliakh.e3
Bahalii's essay showed few if any traces of bias and was entirely devoid
of the deliberate misrepresentation of Hrushevsky's views that was
common in Marxist critiques of him. In Bahalii's opinion, Hrushevsky
was the first historian to separate the Ukrainian historical process from
the Russian, to the benefit of both, and the author of the first scholarly
history of the Ukrainian people, that is, a history of Ukraine based on
the national paradigm. Bahalii stated that the publication of the History
of Ukraine-Rus' made Hrushevsky supreme in the field of Ukrainian
studies and secured for him the central place in Ukrainian historiogra-
phy previously occupied by Volodymyr Antonovych.ea Coming from
Bahalii, himself a student of Antonovych and a distinguished historian
in his own right, this was a flattering testimonial to Hrushevsky's
accomplishments. It was also a slap in the face of the Soviet authorities,
who had attempted to build up Bahalii's prestige at Hrushevsky's
expense and sought to play off one historian against the other.es

Probably the most important point of Bahalii's essay was his state-
ment that he agreed completely with the scheme of Ukrainian history
employed by Hrushevsky. Bahalii acknowledged Hrushevsky's leading
role in the development of the scheme and defended him against at-
tacks from the 'traditionalists,' singling out the critique of Hrushevsky
by another student of Antonovych (and Bahalii's one-time rival), Ivan
Linnichenko.e6 Bahalii offered a twofold response to Linnichenko's at-
tack, including old arguments based on the Ukrainian populist tradi-
tion and new ones reflecting the principal themes of Soviet discourse.
Bahalii stated that he personally accepted Hrushevsky's scheme, as the
Ukrainian people had indeed lived a 'historical life' for more tnan a
thousand years: they had settled and developed their own territory;
formed a nation with a distinct language and culture; obtained recogni-
tion from the other European nations; and, together with the Russians
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and Belarusians, founded the Soviet Union. Lr his critique of Linnichenko,
Bahalii maintained that the Ukrainian people could not be denied a

history of their own merely because they had long existed without a

state. According to Bahalii, in exaggerating the historical role of the
state, Linnichenko had neglected the importance of the socio-economic
factor in history. He went on to charge Linnichenko with idealizing the
role played in Ukrainian history by the Muscovite state, which had

contributed to establishing an unjust socio-economic order in Ukraine
and exploited the country's capital and human resources. Bahalii also
strongly criticized Linnichenko's thesis that Ukraine had never had a

culture of its own.
In the context of Soviet historiography of the mid-1920s, all these

were serious deviations that contradicted the'internationalist' reading
of imperial Russian history promoted by the party authorities. Thus,
Bahalii characterized Linnichenko's attack of 7917 on Hrushevsky as
representative of the views of those all-Russian 'patriots' who had

persisted in denying Ukraine autonomous status within the Russian

state, even on the eve of the 1'917 revolution. In pointing out that

Ukraine had eventually become a union republic of the USSR, Bahalii
was not only further discrediting the irredentist views of Linnichenko
and the 'White Guard' circles but also endowing Hrushevsky's scheme
of Ukrainian history with greater legitimacy in the context of the domi-
nant Soviet discourse. According to that line of argument, every union
republic had a self-evident right to a history of its own, and Hrushevsky's
scheme made the writing of such a history possible.

Bahalii's'complete agreement' with Hrushevsky's historical scheme
was by no means unconditional.ez His strictures concerning Linni-
chenko's neglect of the socio-economic factor in history also pertained
to his interpretation of Hrushevsky's oeuvre. Bahalii defined Hru-
shevsky's main historiosophic approach as the study of national history
in its three principal dimensions - territory, people, and state - with the
main emphasis on the first two categories. On the one hand, Bahalii

supported that approach because it undermined the traditional scheme
of 'Russian' history, with its stress on the history of the state. On the
other hand, he criticized it for its philosophical idealism, as opposed to
materialism, and for subscribing to the wrong type of monism - that of
nationality rather than the socio-economic factor. Bahalii was appar-
ently the first student of Hrushevsky's writings to point out that the key
element of his historiosophy was the Hegelian triad of thesis, antithesis,
and synthesis. As applied by Hrushevsky to the history of Ukraine, this
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yielded a three-stage scheme of the development of the Ukrainian
nation - its formation, decline, and revival. Bahalii asserted that
Hrushevsky had studied the first two periods as a historian and con-
tributed to the third as a political activist.e8

Apart from philosophilal and methodological principles, there were
specific problems of Ukrainian history on which Bahalii did not agree
with Hrushevsky. Some of them were of crucial importance for
Hrushevsky's paradigm of the Ukrainian past. By far the most signifi-
cant was the issue of the Kyivan heritage: Hrushevsky claimed that
Kyivan Rus' was an exclusively Ukrainian formation, while Bahalii
took a more cautious approach to the problem. He acknowledged that
the history of Kyivan Rus'was mainly the product of the activities of
Ukrainian tribes but maintained that it should be considered part of the
Russian historical experience insofar as Russian tribes took part in it.ee
Another point of disagreementbetween Bahalii and Hrushevsky centred
on the periodization of Ukrainian history. Arguing that Hrushevsky's
periodization (Kyivan Rus', the Lithuanian-Polish and Cossack periods)
was based mainly on a statist/political approach, Bahalii advocated a
scheme based on the socio-economic factor.100

For all his criticism, Bahalii acknowledged Hrushevsky's History as
the greatest achievement of pre-Marxist Ukrainian historiography, call-
ing on older Ukrainian historians and the new generation of Marxist
scholars to join forces in creating a Marxist synthesis of Ukrainian
history.101 It is difficult, if not impossible, to determine how much
Bahalii believed in the importance of the materialist and socio-eco-
nomic approach to history and to what extent he merely wanted to
adjust to the new dominant discourse so as to legitimize the Ukrainian
national narrative. After all, Bahalii's emphasis on the role of class
struggle, his treatment of religion us a couer for socio-economic class
interests, and his negative attitude toward the cult of personality in
history reflected standard features of the Soviet Marxist historical para-
digm of the mid-1920s. Bahalii's call for his colleagues old and new to
'provide new social content for the national idea and culture'102 was
basically an exhortation to reconcile the national and Marxist approaches
to history.

It appears that even Hrushevsky himself did not exclude such a
possibility, at least for the time being. As noted above, he had returned
to Ukraine in 1924 as a committed socialist with a complete command
of socialist terminology who observed politics through the prism of
social and national revolution. By employing a vocabulary similar to
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that of the dominant discourse, Hrushevsky engaged in a process of
negotiation with the Bolshevik regime, attempting both to further his
political and cultural goals and to strengthen his position within the
Ukrainian scholarly and cultural establishment. Hrushevsky's flexibil-
ity in selecting new strategies for the advancement of his national
agenda clearly helped him achieve his political, scholarly, and cultural
goals.

The concept of national revival - the cornerstone of Hrushevsky's
paradigm - did not disappear from his political and intellectual hori-
zon but was redefined within the framework of the new revolutionary
discourse as the liberation movement of the Ukrainian people. In1925,
in the introduction to a special issue of Ukrsilns devoted to the hun-
dredth anniversary of the Decembrist Revolt (7825), Hrushevsky char-
acterized the period between 1825 and 1925 as a 'campaign of Ukrainian
economic and political emancipation, social and national liberation.'He
also presented the following pro-Marxist interpretation of that period
of Ukrainian history:

In general terms, we understand how the growth of productive forces and
resolrrces led to a search for slogans of liberation and organizational forms
now in the traditions of the old Ukrainian peasant-burgher and petty-
bourgeois liberation struggle, now in models of{ered by the world revolu-
tion and particularly by French sociaiism, from Babeuf to Saint-Simon and
Proudhon. We know the interest that the Decembrist uprising aroused in
the Cyrillo-Methodian grouping and with what piety Shevchenko treated
those martyrs for freedom in his works. We know that among Ukrainian
activists of the 1870s and 1880s who considered themselves heirs of the
Cyrillo-Methodians there was a parallel reflection, on the one hand, of the
ideas of Fourier, Proudhon, and Marx, and, on the other, a search for the
traditional thread that 'extends through our peasantry,' as Drahomanov
put it, and should serve to intertwine the Ukrainian folk tradition with the
new European liberation movement ... We know the unceasing search for
a common line and a common front with the Great Russian liberation
movement, and, at the same time, the effort somehour to part ways with
tireless Russian centralism and make room for an independent place and
independent movement for ourselves in the joint campaign for national
and poiitical liberation, to ensure the fulness of national iife in an autono-
mous or independent Ukraine, a socialist federation, or a 'Free Union'-
whichever of these was imagined by anyone at ihe time.103
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On the one hand, there is good reason to believe that Hrushevsky's
new reading of the era of Ukrainian national revival was more than a
political pretence. It reflected many of the ideas that he developed
during the 7977 revolution, when he emerged as one of the leading
ideologues of the Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revolutionaries. On the
other hand, there is little doubt that when it came to the presentation of
his ideas, Hrushevsky was prepared to adjust some of his old formulas
and even sacrifice secondary elements of his original paradigm in order
to meet the requirements of the dominant Soviet discourse. The very
fact that Hrushevsky was prepared to associate the beginning; of the era
of the social and national liberation of Ukraine with the Decembrist
revolt of 1825, and not with the publication of Kotliarevsky's Eneida in
1798, which he had earlier taken as the genesis of the Ukrainian na-
tional revival, gives a clear indication of his readiness to adjust his old
interpretations of Ukraine's nineteenth- and twentieth-century history.

During the 7926 celebrations of his jubilee, Hrushevsky made good
use of vocabulary either similar to or taken directly from the dominant
Bolshevik discourse to present a class-based scheme of the develop-
ment of Ukrainian historiography. He stated that early Ukrainian hii-
torical writing had developed on the basis of the feudal order, supported
at first by the merchant and burgher strata and later by the agrarian
boyars. In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, historicai writing was
oriented toward the needs of the burgher estate, which came into exist-
ence as a result of the new money economy. Then, according to
Hrushevsky, the chroniclers began to orient themselves on the Cossack
order, which combined elements of feudalism with the democratic
tendencies of the masses. Nineteenth-century authors were preoccu-
pied r,t ith the peasantry, while the new goal of the Ukrainian intelligen-
tsia, declared Hrushevsky, was to complete the construction of the
Ukrainian nation with the formation of a Ukrainian working class.104
Hrushevsky's socialist terminology and class-based analysis thus helped
endow the national paradigm of Ukrainian national historiography
with new legitimacy.

The issue on which Hrushevsky would not compromise was that of
the distinct character of Ukrainian history. He was determined to present
Ukrainian history in general and the history of the Ukrainian soCial and
national liberation movement in particular as processes separate from
the historical development of Russia. Helping to enhance the idea of
Ukraine's distinct path to liberation was a series of celebrations of the
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anniversaries of leading Ukrainian political figures and historians
organized by Hrushevsky during the 1920s. These included Taras
Shevchenko, Mykola Kostomarov, Panteleimon Kulish, Mykhailo
Drahomanov, Ivan Franko, Volodymyr Antonovych, and Oleksander
Lazarevsky. The commemorations resulted in the publication of numer-
ous articles, as well as a special issue of the journal Ukraina devoted to
the history of the Ukrainian political and cultural movement.105 The last
article that Hrushevsky submitted to Ukralna before his arrest in 1931
was devoted to the fiftieth anniversary of the assassination of Tsar
Alexander II by members of the underground People's Will. There
Hrushevsky discussed the fate of three members of the People's Will
whom he considered to be Ukrainians or closely linked with Ukraine:
Andrei Zheliabov, Nikolai Kibalchich, and Sofia Perovskaia. Although
the article was never published because of the authorities'closing of the
journal, it is of particular interest as one of Hrushevsky's last attempts
not only to separate the history of the Ukrainian liberation movement
from the Russian but also to claim for Ukrainian history an important
part of the Russian revolutionary narrative.l06

There can be little doubt that many of Hrushevsky's attempts to
establish the distinct character of the Ukrainian liberation movement
met with understanding among the Marxist historians of Ukraine. In
his general courses on Ukrainian history and publications on the
history of 'revolutionary struggle,' Matvii Iavorsky presented the
Ukrainian 'revolutionarv Drocess' as a historical phenomenon distinct
from its Russian counterpart. Portraits of Zheliabov and Perovskaia
even made their way into Iavorsky's textbook of Ukrainian history for
secondary schools.1o7 Not surprisingly, for all his reservations about
Hrushevsky's methodology, Iavorsky considered him, along with Ranke
and Soloviev, one of the 'giants' of bourgeois historiography and regret-
ted his absence at the International Congress of Historians in Oslo in
7926.108

Some Marxist historians were even willing to overlook Hrushevsky's
'idealism,' 'eclecticism,' and 'nationalism,' and worked hard to repre-
sent him as a scholar about to embrace the Marxist historiographical
method. Such an interpretation of Hrushevsky's views was popular-
izedby Osyp Hermaize, Hrushevsky's younger colleague in the histori-
cal institutions of the Academy of Sciences in Kyiv. In the autumn of
7926 Hermaize was entrusted by the party authorities with the task of
writing an article for the journal Zhyttia i reaoliutsiitt commemorating
Hrushevsky's birthday.l0e In discussing Hrushevsky's work, Hermaize
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stressed two principal achievements. The first was that of placing
Ukrainian history on a national basis - a major accomplishment, given
that before Hrushevsky, owing to the demands of Russian censorship,
the Ukrainian element had been thoroughly concealed in the works of
Ukrainian historians. Hrushevsky's second contribution was that of
bringing together Ukrainian cultural forces from the Russian Empire
and Austria-Hungary, a task postulated by Mykhailo Drahomanov.

Some of Hermaize's remarks about Hrushevskv and his accomplish-
ments were taken directty from the introduction io the festschrif i pub-
lished by his students and colleagues in Lviv in 1906 on the occasion of
Hrushevsky's fortieth birthday. Not unlike the editors of that festschrift,
Hermaize wrote that Hrushevsky had placed the national idea at the
foundation of his historv of Ukraine and studied the continuitv of the
nation's life.110 According to Hermaize, this approach to the history of
Ukraine reflected Hrushevsky's own social and national aspirations
without compromising the scholarly character of his work, which was
based on thorough study of the sources. Indeed, Hermaize claimed that
in quality of scholarly apparatus and analysis, Flrushevsky's works
surpassed those of Sergei Soloviev and Vasilii Kliuchevsky. As proof of
the high scholarly level of Hrushevsky's works, Hermaize cited the
recognition of his contribution to the study of Ukrainian and East
European history by the Russian scholar Dmitrii Korsakov and the
acceptance of Hrushevsky's new scheme of Russian history by his
colleague Aleksandr Presniakor4, as well as by the leader of Soviet
Marxist historiography, Mikhail Pokrovsky.r r1

One of the main tasks of Hermaize's article was to clear Hrushevsky
of the charge of philosophical idealism pressed by many Marxist histo-
rians and even by some aspiring Marxists such as Bahalii. Hermaize
claimed that it would be an error to consider Hrushevsky a complete
idealist, as he had never considered 'spiritual activity' a factor in social
development; did not believe in the spontaneous wisdom of the popu-
lar masses, as did Danylo Mordovtsev or Mvkola Kostomarov before
him; and had never idealized the past along the lines of Dmytro
Iavornytsky. Hermaize saw Hrushevsky's interest in Ukrainian eco-
nomic history as further proof of his lack of idealism. Nevertheless,
what differentiated Hrushevsky from Marxist historians was, in
Hermaize's opinion, his refusal to adopt a monistic approach to history.
According to Hermaize, Hrushevsky was not an idealist but a pluralist
who took account of all historical factors without reducing them to a
common sociological denominator.
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What Bahalii and some of the Marxist historians called 'eclecticism'

was dubbed'pluralism'by Hermaize. He also characterized Hrushevsky
as a historian who could one day become a Marxist. Hermaize wrote
that Hrushevsky was one of those scholars who were not afraid to
reconsider their principles and adopt new methods of research. As an
example of Hrushevsky's openness to new directions in scholarship,
Hermaize indicated his work in sociology and specifically mentioned
the similarity of Hrushevsky's views to those of Emile Durkheim's
school, which, according to Hermaize, was reaching conclusions very
close to those of Marx and Engels despite the bourgeois leanings of its
members. Hermaize asserted that as a true scholar, Hrushevsky had no
choice but to accept Marxism, for it was not only the most advanced but
the only method of acquiring objective knowledge. He concluded with
the wish that Hrushevsky's scholarship might continue to flourish in
'liberated socialist Ukraine.'112

Although Hermaize's depiction of Hrushevsky not as a philosophical
idealist but as a would-be Marxist did not sit well with most Marxist
historians and party apparatchiks,ll3 the appearance of his article once
again indicated the prospect of convergence of the Marxist and nation-
alist narratives in Soviet Ukraine. The rise of the Ukrainian national
movement during the revolutionary era forced the Bolsheviks not only
to recognize the existence of a distinct Ukrainian nation but also to
make significant concessions to the Ukrainian national movement in
the course of the 1920s. That policy could not but affect the balance of
power between proponents and opponents of Ukrainian national histo-
riography. Prior to the Revolution of 79\7 , Hrushevsky made use of the
national paradigm to establish the distinct and separate character of
Ukrainian people. Once the existence of the Ukrainian nation was ac-
cepted by the Bolsheviks, the whole historical scheme developed by
Hrushevsky acquired legitimacy in their eyes. Hrushevsky's use of
elements of the dominant class-based discourse clearly facilitated that
process. Ironically, it also opened the door to a Marxist takeover of
Hrushevsky's historical conception.

The Great Break

In his above-mentioned report of Mav 1929 to the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Ukraine, Mykhailo Rubach noted the relation
between the notion of a distinct Ukrainian history and the particular
'solution' of the Ukrainian national ouestion in the USSR. The problem
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with Rubach's view of the matter was that a different 'solution' could
easily lead to the elimination of the distinct status of the Ukrainian
historical narrative. After all, Rakovsky's foreword to Iavorsky's Short
History of Ukraine implied that the question of right and wrong in
historical debate was to be decided by political and military struggle.

The peaceful coexistence of Marxist and non-Russian national narra-
tives, as well as their progressive convergence, came to an end in the
course of 7929 , dubbed by party officials the year of the 'great break' - a
turning point in the politics of the period. In the USSR as a whole, it was
marked by an all-out attack on the 'old cadres.' In Ukraine, the party
signalled a reversal of official policy on the nationality question by
sanctioning the first arrests among the intelligentsia in preparation for
the show trial of the 'Union for the Liberation of Ukraine.' In the realm
of historiography, the year began with a major disagreement between
Marxist historians in Moscow and Kharkiv over the issue of establish-
ing a distinct Marxist narrative of Ukrainian history. In the course of
numerous discussions, Ukrainian Marxists were accused by their Mos-
cow-based counterparts of following the nationalist views of Mvkhailo
Hrushevsky, and the outcome of this controversy had a profound
impact on the development of the all-Russian, ireat Rusiian, and
Ukrainian historical narratives in the USSR

The following discussion focuses on the conflictbetween Russian and
Ukrainian Marxist historians, led respectively by Mikhail Pokrovskv
and Matvii Iavorsky, in order to assess its significance for the national
paradigm of Ukrainian history in the USSR. An important aspect of the
controversy was Pokrovsky's use of class-based vocabulary to discredit
and deconstruct the Ukrainian national narrative. This excursus into
the historiographic debates of 7928-9 casts not only Iavorsky but also
his main opponent, Pokrovsky, in a somewhat unaccustomed light.
Rightly considered an enemy of the old Russian historical narrative and
a committed internationalist in his writings and political activities in
Moscow, Pokrovsky emerges in his relations with Ukrainian Marxist
historians of the late 1920s not only as an opponent of the Ukrainian
national narrative but also as a proponent of a Russocentric version of
the new Soviet narrative.

The conflict between Russian and Ukrainian Marxists began as a
bureaucratic dispute between Russian scholarly institutions taking on
an all-Union role and Ukrainian institutions that were opposed to such
expansion. Tension was already apparent at the First All-Union Confer-
ence of Marxist-Leninist Research Institutes, held in Leningrad in March
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1928. There, Marxist scholars based in Moscow and Leningrad voiced

their concern over the weakness of Marxist studies outside the two

capitals. It was suggested that scholars from Moscow be dispatched to

the provinces in order to raise the level of Marxist scholarship. The
Rusiian Marxist establishment was then preparing for a takeover of the
Russian Academy of Sciences but was also attempting to take control of
Marxist scholarly centres in the Union republics, including Ukraine.

Neither Iavorsky nor his superiors in Kharkiv including Mykola

Skrypnyk, could possibly have approved of that part of the plan. In his

report to the conference, Iavorsky admitted the strength of bourgeois

ideology in Ukraine but also noted the hold of Russian great-power
chauvinism over the Marxist cadres,114 thereby rejecting the offer of
'assistance' from Moscow.

The formation of the All-Union Society of Marxist Historians, initi-

ated by Mikhail Pokrovsky, soon became a bone of contention between

Kharkiv and Moscow. Iavorsky, apparently backed in this case by

Skrypnyk, objected to the efforts of Pavel Gorin, one of Pokrovsky's

closest associates and secretary of the society, to form a centralized all-

Union organization, insisting instead on the formation of an all-Union
association of republican societies of Marxist historians. To counter the

Moscow plan, on 20 December 1928, immediately before the departure

of the Ukrainian delegation for the First All-Union Conference of Marx-

ist Historians in Moscow, Iavorsky and Skrypnyk formed the Ukrainian

Society of Marxist Historians. Iavorsky announced this development
from the podium of the all-Union conference and declared the society's
intention to hold its own congress in May 1929 and begin the publica-
tion of its own journal under the same title as its Moscow prototype,
Istoryk-marksysf (The Marxist Historian). Clearly, this was not what the

Marxist scholars of Moscow had expected of their Ukrainian colleagues.
In his organizational report to the all-Union conference, Gorin noted

ihat sections of the All-Union Society of Marxist Historians had already

been established in Belarus and the Trans-Caucasus, while in Ukraine

this was taking longer to accomplish, although the need to bring to-
gether cadres of Marxist historians was more acute there than any-

*h"t" else.11s
Iavorsky's main presentation at the conference was devoted to a

critique of Ukrainian bourgeois historiography. This choice of topic was

influenced by a number of factors, among them Iavorsky's attempt to

clear the ground for the introduction of a new Marxist scheme of

Ukrainian history that would treat it as a subject separate from Russian
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history not only in form but also in content. In order to accomplish this,
Iavorsky had to demonstrate to his opponents that the old 'bourgeois,

historiographv was inadequate for the purpose. Opposing 'anti-

Marxist' trends in Ukrainian historiography was also an opportune
way to establish lavorsky's Marxist credentials - a particularly impor-
tant task, given the struggle between Moscow and Kharkiv for control
of Marxist scholarly institutions in Ukraine. In his paper, Iavorsky
apparently sought to anticipate possible attacks by his opponents based
on the assumption that bourgeois influences in Ukraine were too strong
to leave the local Marxist cadres to deal with them on their own.
Iavorsky, for his part, maintained that despite the strength of bourgeois
historiography in Ukraine, the Ukrainian Marxists had assessed the
situation correctly, made serious progress in fighting the class enemy,
and established their capacity to control the situation without help from
Moscow. There was no better way to make these points than to ciiticize
Hrushevsky and his followers among the'pseudo-Marxist' historians.116

If that was indeed Iavorsky's plan, it clearly did not work. Comments
made at the conference by some members of the Ukrainian delegation
provoked a major controversy that set off a fierce attack on Ukrainian
Marxist historiography and ultimately led not only to the end of
Iavorsky's career but also to the dismantling of the Ukrainian Marxist
grand narrative.

By no accident whatever, the debate that triggered the Russo-
Ukrainian showdown at the Moscow conference was related to the
Marxist historians' assessment of Hrushevsky's views. In his presenta-
tion, Matvii Iavorsky discussed and attacked the views not only of Via-
cheslav Lypynsky and various'pseudo-Marxists,' including Oleksander
Ohloblyn, Mykhailo Slabchenko, and Osyp Hermaize, but also of
Hrushevsky. Iavorsky compared the political attitude adopted by Hru-
shevsky during and after the revolution to that of Otto von Bismarck,
who was allegedly prepared for anything, even a revolution, to save
Prussia.117 V\4rat he apparently had in mind was Hrushevsky's readiness
to accept the rules of official discourse without giving up his national
convictions. In the discussion that followed Iavorsky's presentation,
Hrushevsky was further criticized by Zynovli Hurevych and Mykhailo
Rubach, members of the Ukrainian delegation at the conference.ll8

Hurevych even characterized Iavorsky's assessment of Hrushevsky,s
political attitude as too lenient. But in the process he also accused one of
Pokrovsky's students, Militsa Nechkina, of Great Russian chauvinism
in connection with her treatment of the Decembrist movement in
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Ukraine. This accusation, which created a great uproar, was made in
passing. Hurevych, whose main targets at that moment were Hrushevsky
and Hermaize, struck out at Nechkina as part of the ritual, almost
obligatory in Ukraine at the time, of fighting simultaneously on two
fronts - against bourgeois nationalism and great-power chauvinism. In
Moscow, the comment was viewed as an assault and served as a pretext
for Pokrovsky and his group to launch a major attack on their Ukrain-
ian colleagues. Pokrovsky himself rose in defence of Nechkina, while
Corin accused Iavorsky of harbouring non-Marxist views on the history
of the revolutionary movement in Ukraine. At the end of the discussion,
Hurevych felt obliged to withdraw his remarks about Nechkina. This
ln'as done under pressure from Pokrovsky, who accused Hurevych of
being under Hrushevsky's de facto influence and of putting nationality
ahead of class.11e

Iavorsky, who clearly wanted to avoid an open conflict at the confer-
ence, tried to smooth things over after the confrontation. At the end of
the conference, he unexpectedly rose to congratulate Pokrovsky on the
thirty-fifth anniversary of his scholarly career. This obliged Pokrovsky
to mute his attack on nationalist deviations in Marxist historiography
(aimed first and foremost at Iavorsky) when he delivered his conclud-
ing remarks.l20 In the final analysis, though, Iavorsky's tactic failed. The
conference adopted a resolution calling for the establishment of an all-
Union organization of Marxist historians, not the decentralized associa-
tion of republican organizations advocated by lavorsky, and Pokrovsky
welcomed that resolution in his closing statement. He said that before
the conference he had been somewhat concerned about 'vestiges of
nationalism' and supported the idea of a federal structure for the orga-
nization, but the unity shown by conference participants had convinced
him that the organization should have a centralized, all-Union struc-
ture. He argued that the decision should not be viewed as an example
of great-pou'er chauvinism but as proof that conference participants
\\'ere a 'true Marxist collective' capable of subordinating national inter-
ests to the common struggle on the class front. Pokrovsky had orga-
nized the First All-Union Conference of Marxist Historians as a reaction
to the International Historical Congress held in Oslo in the summer of
1926, which he and Iavorsky had both attended, and expressed his
pride in the Marxist historians' demonstration of unity at their confer-
ence/ as opposed to the show of ethnic particularism among the bour-
geois historians in Oslo.12l

The image that Pokrovsky sought to project during the Russo-
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Ukrainian debate r.r.as that of objective arbiter between the two groups
of Marxist historians. Nevertheless, it r,r'as Pokrovsky himself who set
the tone of intolerance at the conference and inspired the charges made
against the Ukrainian historians. A report filed soon after the conclu-
sion of the conference by an official of the Ukrainian commissariat of
education named Semko indicates that it u'as Pokrovsky who influ-
enced the conference vote on the issue of nationalist deviations in
Marxist historiography. The conference condemned manifestations of
bourgeois nationalism - a resolution that targeted the Ukrainian del-
egation - but failed to condemn manifestations of great-power chauvin-
ism. Semko also protested Pokrovsky's attempt to lump Hrushevsky
together with the Russian nationalist 6migr6 Vasilii Shulgin and claimed
that through Corin Pokrovsky had influenced Moscou, newspaper re-
ports on the conference. Semko attached clippings of two articles from
the newspapers Vecherniaio Moskrta (Evening Moscow) and Praadn in
which Gorin claimed that Ukrainian Marxist historians were under the
influence of Hrushevsky, who, like Miliukov, was investing all his hopes
in the outbreak of a peasant rebellion against Soviet power.122

The information supplied by Gorin to the Moscow newspapers was
based on remarks made during the discussion of lavorsky's paper b1'
Pokrovsky himself. In his comments, Pokrovsky had effectively turned
Hrushevsky and his historical paradigm into a weapon against the
Ukrainian Marxist historians. He not only accused Hurevych of having
fallen under the influence of Hrushevskybut also invoked Hrushevsky's
name in order to argue for the creation of a 'united front' of Marxist
historians of Russia and Ukraine. Pokrovsky claimed that Miliukov and
Hrushevsky had a similar understanding of the 7977 revolution - the
former viewed it as a peasant rer.olution, while the latter considered it a
revolution of peasants and workers. According to Pokrovsky, Miliukor.'
was hoping for a peasant uprising against Soviet powet as were all
other political emigrants, whether they came from Russia or Ukraine.
That line of argument led Pokrovsky to the conclusion that the counter-
revolution had united its forces on the historical front and that the time
had come to mobilize the forces of the Marxist historians as well.
Pokrovsky formulated his view as follows: 'Comrades, this united front
of historical counterrevolution shows that we must establish a firm and
united front of Russian and Ukrainian historians, perhaps even forget-
ting for a time about Ukrainian, Belarusian, and Great Russian tradi-
tions, as they call 16"*.1123

Pokrovsky's appeal for a united front of Marxist historians was little
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short of a call for a return to the prerevolutionary unity of 'Russian'

historiography, presented by the leading Russian Marxist historian not
in national but in class terms. Pokrovsky claimed repeatedly that the
national factor was secondary to that of class. It was in this context that
he referred to pan-Russian elements in the works of Russian Marxist
historians not as manifestations of great-power chauvinism, as Hurevych
described them, but as 'a certain disorderliness.'He asserted that Marx-
ist historians should be interested in the social origins of the ideology of
Decembrist organizations in Ukraine, not in the national origins of their
individual members. Referring to national ideologies, he went on as
follows: 'But, comrades, aside from these ideologies, there is yet an-
other ideology that is known as Marxism and that made all these
national ideologies obsolete long ago. Marxism knows only class ideol-
ogy. True, in that class ideology one encounters a national refraction,
but it is still based on class ... Thus, when Comrade Hurevych spoke so
decisively about M.V. Nechkina's display of a great-power attitude, it
was an incredible exaggeration, a tremendous exaggeration. And if
such exaggerations are possible, that is the best explanation of Hrushev-
sky's influence to the present day.'tz+

judging by Pokrovsky's statements at the conference, a true Marxist
historian was not only supposed to subordinate nationality to class but
was also free to neglect it completely. Disagreement with this view
entailed an automatic accusation of solidarity with the camp of histo-
riographic counterrevolution, represented by the names of Miliukov
and Hrushevsky. That line of argument clearly helped Pokrovsky si-
lence voices of opposition at the conference and later establish Moscow's
organizational control over Marxist historiography in the national re-
publics. It also had long-term consequences for the creation of a
Russocentric paradigm of the 'history of the peoples of the USSR' and
for the fate of the Marxist scheme of Ukrainian history that emerged in
the late 1920s as the major obstacle to the restoration of the Russocentric
outlook in Soviet Marxist historiography.

The issue of formulating a new Marxist scheme of the history of
Ukraine distinct from that of Russia was privately discussed by confer-
ence participants and served as a background for the showdown be-
tween Russian and Ukrainian Marxist historians during the discussion
of Iavorsky's paper. In his comments, another member of the Ukrainian
delegation, Mykhailo Rubach, made a direct reference to those backroom
discussions. 'I shall say openly,' stated Rubach, 'what is being said in
the hallways: you [Ukrainian Marxists] are creating a scheme of your
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own. What kind of scheme is it? Are there really so many differences?'125
The nature of Russian Marxist reservations concerning a distinct Marx-
ist narrative of Ukrainian history was spelled out in Pavel Gorin's
attack on Iavorsky at the conference. 'Of course, Ukraine has its own
peculiarities of historical development, and no one is about to deny
that,'argued Gorin. 'But I do not think that in their chase after a Marxist
scheme of Ukrainian history the historians of Ukraine will give us,
instead of Ukraine, a history similar to that of China, closed off with a
"great wall of China" from historical developments in Russia. That
would, of course, be a most ridiculous caricature, having nothing to do
either with Marxism or even with "objective" bourgeois scholarship.'r26

The creation of a Ukrainian Marxist historical narrative indeoendent
from that of Russia not only in form but also in content was something
that Russian Marxist historians wanted to avoid at all costs. Iavorsky,
on the other hand, apparently tried to use the forum of the all-Union
conference to obtain approval for the creation of just such a narrative.
He submitted a proposal for a paper titled 'A Scheme of Ukrainian
History.' To Iavorsky's surprise, the paper was not included in the
program: clearly, the organizers did not want to risk giving him an
opportunity to achieve his goal. Nevertheless, once it became clear after
the debate on Iavorsky's paper about 'anti-Marxist' historiography in
Ukraine that most participants would not support him, Gorin sug-
gested that Iavorsky be given an opportunity to read his second paper.
Yet Pokrovsky did not support the idea, and the paper was not read at
the conference.l2T A few months later it became a point of departure for
a discussion among Marxist historians of Ukraine, who condemned
Iavorsky's scheme as non-Marxist and nationalist, thereby burying the
very notion of a distinctive Marxist narrative of Ukrainian history.

The attack on Ukrainian historians at the First AII-Union Conference
in Moscow by Pokrovsky and Gorin served as the basis for a political
campaign against Iavorsky and some of his associates in Ukraine. Ini-
tially, the outcome of the Pokrovsky-Iavorsky confrontation was not
clear. The Ukrainian authorities apparently continued to support
Iavorsky. In February 1929he was awarded a doctorate in the history of
culture and in ]une of the same year elected a full member of the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.128 In the spring of 1929 he published a
number of letters and comments in the Kharkiv journalPrapor marksyzmu
(The Banner of Marxism) presenting his views on the conflict with
Corin and citing disagreements about the model of the future organiza-
tion of Marxist historians as its main cause. In these publications,
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Iavorsky not only rebuked Gorin but also attacked Pokrovsky on a
number of theoretical issues, including the national question.l2e
Pokrovsky's theory of commercial capitalism was under attack in Mos-

cor,v at the time,130 and Iavorsky apparently believed that he could
r:revail. He seems to have r'l'elcomed the initiative of the Ukrainian
Institute of Marxism-Leninism in Kharkiv to arrange a presentation of
iris views on the new scheme of Ukrainian history.

The discussion took place at a meeting of the institute's department

of history in May 7929 and lasted, with intervals, for five days. In his

paper delivered at the beginning of the discussion, Iavorsky not oniy
presented his own scheme of Ukrainian history but also attacked
Pokrovsky's scheme of 'Russian'history. His position was supported by
some of his students, including Volodymyr Sukhyno-Khomenko and
Vasyl Desniak. Ultimately, however, Iavorsky lost the battle, and even-
tually the whole war. In the course of the discussion, Hurevych and
Rubach, who had supported Iavorsky in Moscow, turned against him

under the apparent influence of Pokror.'sky and his group. Iavorsky was

severely criticized for his alleged 'errors' along the lines laid out by
Pokrovsky and Gorin at the conference.l3l

What were the main elements of the new Marxist narrative of
Ukrainian history proposed by lavorsky? judging by the notes for his
presentation (the proceedings of the first day of the discussion were not

recorded),132 he claimed that prerevolutionary Ukrainian historiogra-

phy had not'soived the problem' of establishing a scheme of Ukrainian
history. The same was true, in his opinion, of Russian Marxist historiog-
raphy, which had merely filled the old Russian imperial scheme with a
new class content. Here, Iar.orsky's main target was Pokrovsky and his
narrative. Iavorsky claimed that because Russian Marxist historians
were reluctant to accept the distinct character of the Ukrainian 'histori-

cal process,'pserrdo-Marxist historians in Ukraine insisted on the abso-
lute independence of that process from the Russian one.133 Iavorsky
had to be extremely careful in asserting the distinctness of the Ukrain-
ian Marxist narrative so as to avoid being accused of nationalism. He

presented his position as the only true Marxist approach to the prob-
lem, threading his way between the two 'mistaken' approaches - that of
the Russian Marxists, who ailegedly applied a 'formal Marxist'method
to the study of historv and that of the pseudo-Marxist historians in

Ukraine. One of those pseudo-Marxists, according to Iavorsky, was
Hrushevsky's ciose collaborator Osyp Hermaize,wlno, as Iavorsky stated
in his presentation in Moscow, 'most boldly applies the principle of
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ethnographic separation of the Ukrainian historical process from the
Russian historical process in Ukraine./134 In Moscort', Iavorskv also
decried the 'ethnographic' approach to the history of the revolutionary
movement taken by Nechkina, who regarded the activities of the
Decembrists in Ukraine as part of the Russian 'historical process.'

Judg ing  by  h i s  c r i t i que  o f  H -e rma ize  and  Nechk ina ,  I avo rsky  was  i n
fact arguing for the construction of a Marxist narratirre of Ukrainian
history on the territorial principle. 'When I speak of the Ukrainian
revolutionary movement,'argued Iavorsky 'I mean that it is not one
national movement but that it is a revolutionarv movement that took
place on Ukrainian territory.'135 At the same time, as his presentation
at the Kharkiv discussion attests, he viewed that scheme as a national
narrative. 'The history of Ukraine, like the historv of any nation devel-
oping before the international proletarian revolution, is a national
history.'136

The content of Ukrainian national history, according to lavorsky, was
supposed to be class-based. Iavorsky characterized Ukrainian history
as a process leading to the socialist revolution. It had begun with
feudalism and the autonomous existence of the Ukrainian lands be-
tween the tenth and fifteenth centuries, followed by the nobiliary and
colonial dictatorship of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, going
on to the period of primitive accumulation of capital and territorial self-
determination of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and culmi-
nating with the capitalist accumulation of the nineteenth century. The
main agents of Ukrainian history, understood as the history of the
movements of liberation and revolution, were the burghers and Cos-
sacks who led the peasant masses in their struggle against feudalism,
then the burghers and 'rural bourgeoisie' r.r'ho headed the campaign
against nobiliary serfdom, followed by the Ukrainian revolutionary
proletariat, which allied itself with the Russian proletariat in competing
with the Ukrainian petty bourgeoisie for leadership of the peasant
revolution. in the culminating phase, the Ukrainian revolutionary pro-
letariat, together with the Russian proletariat and tl're poor peasanrry,
led the struggle against the bourgeoisie for the social and national
liberation of the masses in the socialist revolution, lr.hich figured in
Iavorsky's scheme as part of the world revolution.l3T The particularitv
of the Ukrainian historical narrative in lavorsky's account was ensured
by the fact that all its principal actors were Ukrainian, u'hile the intro-
duction of the Russian proletariat as one of the major participants in the
Iast two stages of prerevolutionary Ukrainian historv was intended to
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show that that historv was not separated from Russian developments
by a 'great  wal l  o f  China. '

Iavorsky's scheme was severely criticized by most participants in the
discussion, but feasible alternatives to it were offered only by two
historians, Shpunt and Rubach. Shpunt, who criticized Iavorsky for
treating national and class factors as equally important, suggested as an
alternative to Iavorsky's scheme his own view of Ukrainian history as
part of 'East European history.' As the subsequent discussion showed,
Shpunt's 'Eastern Europe' consisted mainly of the European USSR,
with Poland and other countries of the region left out. That fact alone
made Shpunt an easy target for accusations of attempting to revive the
imperial scheme of Russian history and of indulging great-power chau-
vinism, and he eventually had to admit and repent his 'errors.'By the
end of 1929 hls theory of East European history had been officially
condemned by the Ukrainian Central Committee as chauvinist, and
Shpunt readily acknowledged the error of his ways in notes to the text
of his presentation, which was published in the journalLitopys reaoliutsii
(Chronicle of the Revolution) in early 1930.138 His repentance was taken
into account, and there was no campaign against'Shpuntism'parallel-
ing the one against 'Iavorskyism' in the party press. The treatment of
the Shpunt case was a clear indication that while the party was still
proclaiming its readiness to fight on haro fronts - uguit-rrt-bourgeois
nationalism and great-power chauvinism - it treated the first front much
more seriously than the second. The fight against Ukrainian nationalism
was clearly becoming the main task of party organs in Ukraine.

When Shpunt renounced his concept of 'East European history'in
Iate 7929 and early 1930, the new concept to which he subscribed and
declared his lovalty was that of the 'history of the peoples of the USSR,'
advocated during the'Iavorsky discussion'by Mykhailo Rubach. In his
long presentation there, Rubach, following many other participants in
the discussion, charged Iavorsky with exaggerating the role of the
national question in history. Like Gorin before him, Rubach focused
most of his critique on lavorsky's treatment of the issue of the leading
forces in the revolutions of 1905 and 7977, accusing him of inflating the
role of the bourgeoisie in the revolutionary movement and minimizing
that of the proletariat. He claimed that the main issue in establishing a
scheme of Ukrainian history was not whether Russians or Ukrainians
had the better claim to Kyivan Rus' but determining the social or
class content of that scheme. According to Rubach, the separation of
Ukrainian and Russian history had already been accomplished by the
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bourgeois historians, and Marxist scholars accepted the independence
of the former. 'Hrushevsky and a whole series of historians before him,'
argued Rubach, 'established the distinctness of the Ukrainian people.
We part company with them here on the method of establishing the
independence of Ukrainian history, in argumentuliorl.r13e

Rubach saw the solution to the problem of creating a Marxist scheme
of Ukrainian history in the model of the 'history of the peoples of the
USSR.' He strongly criticized Shpunt's notion of writing a history of
'Eastern Europe' and indicated the need to study the history of Asia. He
also rejected Sukhyno-Khomenko's argument ihat writing a history of
the territories constituting the USSR was all but impossible, given that
significant parts of the national territories of the Belarusians, Ukraini-
ans. Armenians. and other nations remained outside the Union. Rubach
argued instead that the main obstacle was not the one noted by Sukhyno-
Khomenko but the lack of specialists capable of writing a history of all
the peoples of the Soviet Union. The solution proposed by Rubach was
to begin by writing histories of individual peoples of the USSR, which
in time would make it possible to write a history of all its peoples.lao
The whole project of writing a 'history of the peoples of the USSR' was
little more than a temporary compromise between those Marxists who
wanted to write their own national narratives and those who were
bursting to produce a single historical narrative for the USSR, which
was embarking on a project of administrative centralization, curtail-
ment of non-Russian nationalism, and creation of a common identity.
During the 'Iavorsky discussion,' Rubach emerged as the main pro-
moter of the latter project in Ukraine.

Judging by the records of the discussion, Iavorsky devoted consider-
able attention to a critique of Pokrovsky's scheme of 'Russian' history,
which was further developed by his supporters. Sukhyno-Khomenko
claimed that Russian Marxist historiography had not abandoned the
old imperial paradigm of the 'gathering of Russian lands'and asserted
that the main probiem with Pokrovsky was his continuing use of the
old scheme of Russian history in an attempt to endow it with new class
content.l4l Desniak based his critique of Pokrovsky not oniy on his five-
volume History, written in the second decade of the twentieth century,
but also on a Soviet-era survey of the history of Russian culture. He, too,
maintained that Pokrovsky was completely dependent on the imperial
scheme of Russian history.la2 But most Marxist historians spoke in
defence of Pokrovsky. Hurevych, who changed his position completely
after returning from Moscow, now argued that Pokrovsky's scheme
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needed some correction but could not be discarded entirely.la3 Another
participant in the discussion, Karpenko, considered it inappropriate of
Iavorsky to direct the brunt of his criticism against Russian Marxist
historiography. He argued that it was incorrect to attack Pokrovsky on
the basis of his pre-revolutionary works: while Pokrovsky could be
accused of underestimating the importance of the national question, it
was wrong to charge him with great-power chauvinism.laa Another
participant in the discussion, Shpunt, argued that Pokrovsky's errors
(he allegedly accepted the thesis of Ukraine's separate historical devel-
opment in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries but denied it for the
nineteenth century) should be placed in historical perspective, for at the
time Pokrovsky was writing his 'big' History, the main task of Marxist
historiography had been to combat the historiographic school of Soloviev
Chicherin, and Kliuchevsky. I as

None of Pokrovsky's defenders was able to exonerate him com-
pletely, and all *"r" bblig"d to admit his 'errors' in dealing with the
national question in his historical works. The arguments set forth by
Iavorsky, Sukhyno-Khomenko, and Desniak were clearly much more in
keeping with official party discourse on matters of nationality policy
than were the writings of Pokrovsky. The latter, while condemning
Russian imperialism, still remained within the boundaries of the para-
digm that Hrushevsky called the'traditional scheme of "Russian; his-
tory' and either ignored the Ukrainian past or, as was the case with his
prerevolutionary writings, presented it through the prism of the Rus-
sian historical narrative. Pokrovsky's defenders found the solution to
their seemingly insoluble conundrum in his postulate about the second-
ary role of the national factor in history as compared with the class
factor. That thesis was most eloquently formulated in the long paper
delivered in the course of the Kharkiv discussion by Rubach, who
stated that Pokrovsky's errors pertained to the national question rather
than to the crucial realm of 'socio-economic' issues.146 'Errors/ with
regard to the 'national question' were indeed viewed by participants in
the discussion as much more tolerable than 'errors' in matters of class.
As Hurevych noted in the discussion, it was a good thing that Iavorsky
had not delivered his paper on the new scheme of Ukrainian history in
Moscow, for he would have been accused not only of nationalism but
also of more serious failings.laz Pokrovsky could be criticized in Mos-
cow for his shortcomings in the treatment of various problems of Rus-
sian history but was next to invulnerable in what he had formulated as
a struggle against nationalist deviations.la8
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How did the Pokrovsky-Iavorsky controversy affect Hrushevsky's
standing with the Marxist establishment in Ukraine? Numerous refer-
ences to Hrushevsky and his works in the Moscow and Kharkiv discus-
sions, as well as a growing number of attacks on Hrushevsky and his
associates in the academy, provide sufficient data for an answer to this
question.

News of Pokrovsky's attack on Ukrainian historians at the Moscow
conference reached Ukraine in january 7929, arousing a good deal of
concern.l4e Hrushevsky was in a particularly bad mood and wrote to
Studynsky that work on the proofs was distracting him from unpleas-
ant thoughts, an apparent hint at the disturbing results of the First
Congress of Marxist Historians.ls0 The accusations directed against
Hrushevsky at the Moscow conference and then in the course of the
'Iavorsky discussion' in Kharkiv were much harsher than anything he
had experienced previously. The verbal attacks on Hrushevsky were
soon followed by written ones. The first indication of the coming change
\t/as an article by the unwilling instigator of the Moscow showdown
between Pokrovsky and Iavorsky, Zynovli Hurevych. Titled 'Pseudo-

Marxism at the Service of Ukrainian Nationalism,' the article appeared
in Bil'shoayk Ukrailny in May 7929. It was based on the text of a paper
delivered by Hurevych on 25 March of the same year that attacked
Hrushevsky's Marxist'sponsor,' Osyp Hermaize. While Hrushevsky
was not, for the time being, a primary target of the campaign, it is quite
telling that Hermaize, who was later arrested and indicted at the show
trial of the bogus 'Union for the Liberation of Ukraine,'was attacked
first and foremost for his links with Hrushevsky. Hurevych denounced
Hermaize for his attempts to present Hrushevsky as a Marxist while in
fact sharing his nationalist convictions. He concluded with the state-
ment, 'In the person of Osyp Hermaize we have an epigone of the
historical school of Academician M.S. Hrushevsky.'1s1

A leitmotif of the new ideological campaign was that Hrushevsky, a
bourgeois historian, could be expected to take this or that non-Marxist
position, but that no Marxist historian could legitimately be an apolo-
gist for Hrushevsky or be influenced by him. Not only did that argu-
ment figure prominently in the 'Iavorsky discussion' of May 7929 ,but it
also found its way into numerous articles and reviews that attacked
Hermaize, Iavorsky, and other Marxist or near-Marxist historians, in-
cluding Dmytro Bahalii.ls2 A review of the first volume of Bahalii's
Suruey of Ukrainian History on a Socio-Economic Basis appeared in the
autumn 1929 issue of Prapor mnrksyzmu.ls3 It presents a good opportu-
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nity to examine how the 'great break' in party policy influenced Marxist
perception not only of Hrushevsky but also of Bahalii - the regime's
former favourite among prerevolutionary academics. The review was
written by a young Marxist scholar, Fedir Iastrebov who was filling a
gap in the Marxist critique of non-Marxist publications indicated dur-
ing the 'Iavorsky discussion.' (One of the participants had noted the
failure of Marxist historians to comment either on the first volume of
Bahalii's Suraey or on the first book of volume 9 of Hrushevsky's
History).154

In the new spirit of the times, Iastrebov accused Bahalii of being too
lenient toward bourgeois historians and introduced an important maxim
that signalled the arrival of a new era in party policy toward the
intelligentsia: 'Either you are with proletariat or against it. There is no
third way.'1ss Iastrebov dwelled particularly on Bahalii's attitude to-
ward Hrushevsky's interpretation of Ukrainian history, attacking Bahalii
for accepting it and failing to criticize it sufficiently in the historio-
graphic section of his SuraeU. Iastrebov referred to Hrushevsky as the
'principal leader of the bourgeois-nationalist historical school in
Ukraine'1s6 and claimed that by accepting Hrushevsky's historical
scheme, Bahalii was associating himself with subjective sociology and
bourgeois nationalism. In his attack on Bahalii, Iastrebov consciously or
unconsciously misinterpreted his views, as Bahalii accepted Hru-
shevsky's idea of the distinct character of Ukrainian history but not his
paradigm of its development. The misrepresentation of an opponent's
views was becoming more and more acceptable in theoretical discus-
sions and ideological attacks of the time, and Iastrebov's review was no
exception in that regard. The same method would often be applied by
Marxist reviewers to the critique of Hrushevsky's works.

Unsurprisingly, the sharpest attack on Hrushevsky in 7929 carne
from a representative of Iavorsky's circle, whose members themselves
were under suspicion and attack. In the eyes of many Marxist histori-
ans, attacking Hrushevsky was the best way to prove their own meth-
odological purity. In December 1929 Mykhailo Svidzinsky, an associate
of Iavorsky's who, along with Volodymyr Sukhyno-Khomenko, would
soon be accused of Iavorskyism and national 'deviationism,'published

a review of the 1927 -9 issues of the journal Ukraina, edited by Hrushev-
sky, in the Kharkiv-based Prapor marksyzmu.lsz Svidzinsky charged
Hrushevsky with exaggerating the role of the intelligentsia, claiming
that Hrushevsky and his journal were propagating the idea of the
nonbourgeois character of the Ukrainian nation. Svidzinsky not only
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criticized Hrushevsky's methodological faults but also levelled a num-
ber of politically dangerous accusations against him. He claimed that
Hrushevsky's positive assessment of the Act of Union of Eastern and
Western Ukraine (1919) was proof of his hostility to the Ukrainian SSR
and an endorsement of a united bourgeois Ukraine. Even more danger-
ous, given prevailing circumstances, was Svidzinsky's emphasis on the
close relations between Hrushevsky and his 'first student,' Herrnaize,
whom Svidzinsky also characterized as a 'participant in the counter-
revolutionary plot.' Svidzinsky concluded his review by invoking one
of the leitmotifs of the cultural revolution in Ukraine. He asserted that
socialist culture could be developed only by the worker and peasant
intelligentsia, while the old cadres should be watched to prevent the
emergence of new 'Unions for the Liberation of Ukraine.'1s8

In the course of the year 1929, Hrushevsky's name was generally
used as a point of reference according to which the 'virtue' of Marxist
historians was judged by their colleagues. If a Marxist historian wanted
to establish his ideological probity, he would attack Hrushevsky; if he
wanted to attack and discredit an opponent, he would accuse the latter
of sharing or even defending Hrushevsky's views. This was the case
during the debates at the First All-Union Conference of Marxist Histori-
ans and the Kharkiv discussion on Iavorsky's scheme of Ukrainian
history. During the 'Iavorsky debate,' those who supported him indi-
cated his achievements in replacing Hrushevsky's scheme of Ukrainian
history with a Marxist one and in producing textbooks that superseded
Hrushevsky's Illustrated History of Ukrnine.Iavorsky himself was greatly
agitated by well-founded accusations that his interpretation of the Mon-
gol era in Ukrainian history was strongly influenced by Hrushevsky's:
in the course of the discussion, he attempted to prove that there was no
connection between them. Iavorsky claimed to approach the history of
the Mongol invasion and rule over Ukraine from a class perspective;
Hrushevsky, he maintained, had developed the whole concept of the
classlessness of Ukrainian society on the basis of the Mongol period of
Ukrainian history.lse

Even though the officially sponsored ideological campaign was
initially directed against the Marxist historians, Hermaize and then
Iavorsky, it was potentially much more dangerous to Hrushevsky, whom
the critics regarded as the main enemy. Marxist historians could err, but
Hrushevsky and other bourgeois historians were beyond redemption.
That understanding of the hierarchy of enemies was expressed in a
comment made by one of the participants in the Kharkiv discussion,
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Iavorsky's close associate Karetnikova. In the course of defending her
superior against attacks by his opponents, Karetnikova remarked that if
Iavorsky indeed belonged to the same ideological camp as Hrushevsky,
as suggested by one of the discussants, then the accuser should go
straight to the secret police and ask them to put Iavorsky under surveil-
lance.160 Karetnikova had no doubt that this had either already been
done or was supposed to be done in Hrushevsky's case. In her opinion,
and apparently in that of other Marxist historians, Hrushevsky was a
subject for GPU surveillance, not for historiographic discussion.

The Suppression of the National Paradigm

Pokrovsky's attack on Iavorsky in Moscow and the latter's defeat in the
Kharkiv discussion severely undermined the idea of a Ukrainian his-
torical narrative independent from that of Russia. It came on the heels
of the attack launched in 1927 on Moisei Ravych-Cherkasky's concept
of the history of the Communist Party of Ukraine. That concept was
based on the premise that the communist movement in Ukraine had
different origins and, consequently, a different history from the Russian
movement. Rar.'ych-Cherkasky maintained that Ukrainian communism
had two roots, Bolshevik and Borotbist.161 The condemnation of his
theory meant that the history of the Communist Party of Ukraine could
no longer be treated in isolation from the grand narrative of Russian
communism. The Moscow historians'accusations against Iavorsky and
the subsequent official condemnation of 'Iavorskyism'put an end to the
interpretation of the Ukrainian Revolution as separate from the Rus-
sian. With no distinct narrative of the history of the communist party
and the revolutionary movement, the independence of the 'Ukrainian

historical process' itself was in serious doubt.
These changes in the Marxist interpretation of Ukrainian history

were accompanied by a major shift in the content of the officially
sponsored campaign against Hrushevsky. Before 7929,wh1le attacking
Hrushevsky's non-Marxist methodology, the Marxist critics still treated
his scholarly record with respect. Some of them, like Pokrovsky and
Rubach, viewed him as a continuator of Mykola Kostomarov's federal-
ist approach to Russian and Ukrainian history. Others, like lavorsky,
recognized in him a true populist with a genuine interest in the history
of the popular masses. After 1929 Hrushevsky's critics placed ever
greater emphasis on his refusal to accept the priority of the materialist
approach and his failure to treat the class struggle as the main motive
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force of history. Hrushevsky was accused of regarding Ukrainian soci-
ety as classless.

A new stage in the ideological campaign, this time with Hrushevsky
as its sole target, began in early 1931. It was directly linked to Hru-
shevsky's arrest in March of that year and came in the wake of the
prolonged harassment and destruction of Hrushevsky's historical insti-
tutions at the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences in the previous year. The
anti-Hrushevsky campaign of 1931 gained impetus from an article by
Trokhym Skubytsky,'The Class Struggle in Ukrainian Historical Litera-
ture,' which appeared in the Moscow journal Istorik-marksisf (Marxist
Historian) in the autumn of 1930.162 Skubytsky, a Dnipropetrovsk stu-
dent who had moved to Moscow to continue his Marxist education,
fiercely attacked Ukrainian historians in general (including Bahalii)163
and Hrushevsky in particular for nationalism and subversive dissemi-
nation of bourgeois ideology. He asserted that both in his studies of the
Khmelnytsky era and in his works on Ukrainian historians and cultural
activists written in the years 7927-30, Hrushevsky had remained loyal
to his populist and petty-bourgeois concept of Ukrainian history, which,
in Skubytsky's opinion, reflected the views and served the political
interests of former members of bourgeois and nationalist political par-
ties.16a Given that Skubytsky's article was published in Moscow, it
signalled the centre's approval of further attacks on Ukrainian national
historiography and Hrushevsky as its main symbol and exponent.

There was nothing new in the fact of a Marxist critique of his works
and views per se. Indeed, Hrushevsky had become quite accustomed to
critiques of his opinions in Marxist periodicals. His alleged failure to
uncover the 'social causes' of the Cossack movements of the seven-
teenth century was condemned in the article 'Ukraine Old and New,'
published in 7923 by Oleksander Shumsky, a former member of the
Central Rada and at the time editor in chief of Cheraonyi shliakh.l65 The
articles on Hrushevsky and his works that appeared in Soviet publica-
tions upon his return to Ukraine already indicated some aspects of the
subsequent Marxist critique of his views. These included reading
Hrushevsky's political opinions of the revolutionary era into his histori-
cal writings and dispensing with a scholarly critique of his works in
favour of a set of political accusations formulated according to the latest
shifts in party policy. The early critique of Hrushevsky also exposed the
main theme of later Marxist attacks on him - the alleged exaggeration
of the national factor in history at the expense of class.

The attacks of the early 1930s were much harsher and more vulgar
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than those of the 1920s. One of the principles of the Soviet critique of the

time was that the enemy had first to be 'unmasked' and 'disarmed'

ideologically; in order to 'disarm' Hrushevsky, it was necessary to

discredit and deconstruct the philosophical and historical foundations

of the Ukrainian national narrative. That goal was most clearly articu-

lated by Mykhailo Rubach in his article on Hrushevsky's political views
(1932). Rubach identified Hrushevsky as the central figure of Ukrainian

bourgeois historiography and called upon Ukrainian Marxist historians

to demolish bourgeois ideology completely on the historical front, above

all the complex of views represented by Mykhailo Hrushevsky.l66 The

same task was put forward by the anonymous authors of the intro-

duction to the first issue of the Memoirs of the Institute of Historical

Archaeography (7934), in which two articles out of five were devoted to
'unmasking'the'fascist'concepts of Hrushevsky and his school. They

set forth their purpose as follows: 'To root out and demolish bourgeois

nationalist and national-deviationist schemes and conceptions; to com-

bat distortions and falsifications of history; to promote a correct Marx-

ist-Leninist scheme of the history of Ukraine.'167
How did the official campaign against Hrushevsky in 1931-4 affect

the fate of his national paradigm of Ukrainian history? It was Andrii

Richytsky who best exemplified the new features of the anti-Hrushevsky
campaign of the 1930s in his response to a statement made by Mykhailo

Mohyliansky at one of the Hrushevsky'disputes' of 1931. Mohyliansky

distinguished Hrushevsky's political opinions from his historical views,

suggesting that if the former should indeed be criticized, the latter

called for no critique whatever. The task of Marxist historians in that

sphere, argued Mohyliansky, was not to criticize Hrushevsky but to

construct a new edifice of Ukrainian historiography alongside the one

built by Hrushevsky.l68 In effect, MohylianskY was suggesting that

Hrushevsky's critics return to the pre-7929 status, with its relatively

peaceful coexistence between the Marxist and national schools of Ukrain-

ian historiography. What Mohyliansky did not yet realize, or perhaps

did not want to admit, was that the era of peaceful coexistence was long

gone. Responding to that suggestion of Mohyliansky's, Richytsky stated
that Marxist historiography could not just exist alongside Hrushevsky's
school. It could develop only in opposition to Hrushevsky's concepts,

since the struggle against bourgeois scholarship was in fact only a

reflection of the class struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoi-

sie.16e Class struggle was thus promoted as the main task of Ukrainian

historiography, with Hrushevsky and his paradigm of Ukrainian his-
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tory designated as class enemies to be 'unmasked' and defeated. Un-
able to produce a substantial body of work on its own, Marxist histori-
ography was commissioned by the party to begin destroying the 'edifice'

of Ukrainian national historiography.
A good example of the application of Marxist principles to the

deconstruction of Hrushevsky's national paradigm in his major histori-
cal work is offered by a number of reviews of volume 9 of Hrushevsky's
History that appeared in Soviet periodicals between 1930 and 1934. Two
such reviews, treating parts 1 and 2, respectively, of volume 9 of the
History were written by Fedir Iastrebov while a general survey of
Hrushevsky's views on Ukrainian history, with particular emphasis on
the last volumes of the History, was the work of Lev Okinshevych. What
resources could the Ukrainian Marxist historians bring to bear against
Hrushevsky's view of the Khmelnytsky era? When it came to actual
historical research, they could offer very little. None of them was a
specialist in pre-nineteenth-century history, and those like Iavorsky,
Volodymyr Sukhyno-Khomenko, and Mykhailo Svidzinsky, who dealt
with the history of the uprising in their general surveys of Ukrainian
history, lacked a basic grounding in the premodern period. The forte of
the young Marxist cadres was the construction and reconstruction of
various schemes of Ukrainian historical development, all of which were
based on class as the main agent of historical progress and class struggle
as its 'motive force.' Marxist historians of the 1920s acted first and
foremost as critics of the old bourgeois historiography. They were trained
to uncover the 'true'ideological faces of their class enemies, deconstruct
the latter's historical narratives by means of the class-based approach,
and build their own historical schemes on the basis of factual material
'expropriated' from the bourgeois historians. In the course of the 1920s
a whole generation of Ukrainian Marxist historians was instructed
according to that model. As Hrushevsky wrote to Viacheslav Molotov
in September 7934, defending his own work and the traditional values
of the profession, 'one should have a critically assessed pool of facts in
order to make it possible for party propagandists to produce books for
mass consumption.'170

Fedir Iastrebov's review of book 1 of volume 9, which appeared in
Prapor marksyzmu in early 1930, should be considered a direct echo of
the discussion of 7929 concerning Iavorsky's scheme of Ukrainian his-
tory. Iastrebov, a beginning Marxist scholar and the author of a critical
review of Bahalii's recent book, was in fact the first to offer a Marxist
critique of Hrushevsky's History of Ukraine-Rrzs'. The charges made by
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Iastrebov differed considerably from those presented in previous in-

dictments of Hrushevsky. If earlier authors had criticized Hrushevsky

for neglecting Marxist methods of historical analysis and ignoring the

role of class divisions and class struggle in the Ukrainian history, he was

now accused of being a nationalist historian and an ideologue of the

Ukrainian bourgeoisie. 'This work is to the advantage of nationalism.

And that is why we draw the conclusion that the first book of volume 9

is a book hostile to us,' concluded Iastrebov in his review. He argued

that Hrushevsky regarded nationalism as the principal motive force of

history and denounced him with all the naivety and aggressive fervour

of a convert: 'It was proved almost a century ago that the main driving
force of human history is class struggle, by means of which mankind

proceeds first to the dictatorship of the proletariat and then to social-
ism./171 Developing his argument, Iastrebov linked Hrushevsky's na-

tionalism with his alleged sympathies for social oppression and those

responsible for it. He argued that Hrushevsky refused to admit the

counterrevolutionary nature of some of the actions taken by Cossack

officers in the course of the Khmelnytsky Uprising, thereby expressing

solidarity with the oppressors. 'We say that it is the predicament of

every nationalist to become an ideologue of the opPressors, not of the

oppressed,' asserted lastrebov.l 72

Iastrebov's review was written after the Kharkiv discussion of

Iavorsky's historical scheme but before the publication of its proceed-
ings. It is interesting in its own right as an attempt to develop, in the

midst of the ongoing discussion, a coherent Marxist account capable of

competing with Hrushevsky's interpretation of the Khmelnytsky era.

What Iastrebov attempted was to bring together all the existing Marxist
interpretations of the uprising, as long as they did not directly contra-
dict one another. The starting point for the writings of all Ukrainian
Marxist historians on the history of Ukraine was the corpus of

Pokrovsky's writings. Not surprisingly, in his extensive review of

Hrushevsky' s History ,Iastrebov wrote that Pokrovsky's brief chapter on

the Khmelnytsky Uprising had done more to reveal its true significance
than Hrushevsky's voluminous treatment. Accordingly, Iastrebov based

his interpretation of the Khmelnytsky era on Pokrovsky's theory of
'commercial capitalism' and defined the Khmelnytsky Uprising as a

commercial capitalist revolution. In examining its causes, he also drew

on the views of Iavorsky and Sukhyno-Khomenko,l73 claiming that the

revolution had been brought about by two factors: competition be-

tween large Polish and small Ukrainian landowners and the struggle of
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Ukrainian commercial capitalists against Polish, Jewish, and other for-
eign competitors.

Iastrebov summarized the differences between Ukrainian Marxist
historiography and Hrushevsky's work in the following statement: 'Thus,

for Academician Hrushevsky the revolution of 1648-54 was a national
revolution that led to the national liberation of Ukraine from poland.
He does not see the class-based, bourgeois nature of that revolution. For
us this is one of the many revolutions brought about by commercial
capital in many countries of the world. The revolution of 7648-54
destroyed the remnants of feudalism in Ukraine and cleared the way
for the development of commercial capitalism, which was [earlier]
severely obstructed by magnate landownership, Polish commercial capi-
tal, and the semi-feudal Polish state with its szktchta particularism.'17a

Iastrebov also made an explicit attempt to link Hrushevsky's views
on the Khmelnytsky Uprising with his alleged anti-Soviet political
agenda. He cited an excerpt from one of Hrushevsky's newspaper
interviews in which the historian stated that things only dreamt of in
Khmelnytsky's day were beginning to be fulfilled in his own times.
Politically speaking, Hrushevsky's statement was very carefully formu-
lated and ambiguous enough to be treated as referring to the realization
in Soviet Ukraine of either the social or the national ideals of those who
took part in the Khmelnytsky Uprising. Iastrebov, however, in the best
traditions of ideological witch-hunting, treated Hrushevsky's statement
as an act of political dissent against the regime. He wrote: 'Is it possible
that back then, bearers of revolutionary ideas (or, for that matter,
"dreams") had any thought of socialism? Not at all ... According ro
Hrushevsky, this means that today we see the realization of something
dreamt of by the former leaders of the "one (iedynyi) Ukrainian people,"
Khmelnytsky, Vyhovsky, and many others like them.'125

As noted earlier, Iastrebov's views on the Khmelnytsky Uprising
lacked the originality shown by some of his Marxist predecessors. His
only contributions to the Marxist interpretation of the era were the
suggestion that the Orthodox struggle against church union was a
struggle for a 'Ukrainian bourgeois state independent of Poland' and
the assertion that while the Cossack officers sought to ally themselves
with the Muscovite gentry, the Ukrainian bourgeoisie preferred an
alliance with Sweden. Iastrebov's interpretation of the Khmelnytsky
Uprising was far more anachronistic than those of his Marxist predeces-
sors, and his text was loaded with terms borrowed from Bolshevik
discourse, including such expressions as 'military specialists,' /unpros-
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perous p easants (n e znm o zhny ky)," the rightward wavering (klry t annia)

of the revolutionary forces,' and so on.
After Iastrebor4, the next Marxist scholar to deconstruct Hrushevsky's

views on the history of the Khmelnytsky Uprising was a research_asso-

ciate of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, Lev Okinshevych.r/b His

article, 'The National-Democratic Concept of the History of the Law in

Ukraine in the Works of Academician M. Hrushevsky,' was published

in7932in the freshly'purged' journal Llkrrtina.lTT In the new spirit of the

time, Okinshevych's essay contained not only a critical attack on

Hrushevsky but also the author's self-criticism concerning his own

errors and deviations. For example, Okinshevych claimed that he him-

self had been under the influence of Hrushevsky's ideas, had adopted

the ideological orientation of the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia in his

works, and had even wavered between an orientation toward 'bour-

geois restoration' on the one hand and proletarian revolution and so-

cialist construction on the other. In his earlier works, Okinshevych had

allegedly followed a methodological approach promoting the idea of
'civil peace' and 'bourgeois falsification of the process of class struggle.'

Okinshevych repented his errors, and the proof of his sincerity was

apparently to be found in his critique of Hrushevsky.lTs
The thrust of Okinshevych's attack was that as a 'Ukrainian bour-

geois nationalist,' Hrushevsky formulated and developed ideas that

identified him with the camp of Ukrainian statist historiography. Given

Okinshevych's own research on the history of the political institu-

tions of the Hetmanate, it would be fair to ask to what degree he was

reading his own views into Hrushevsky's work when he made this

charge.
Okinshevych defined the Khmelnytsky Uprising as a'peasant war,' a

usage indicative of the change in Ukrainian Marxist historiography

between 1930, when Iastrebov's review appeared, and7932, which saw

the publication of Okinshevych's article. The previously dominant view

of the Khmelnytsky era as a revolution led by commercial capital was

now rejected. This in turn led to a reinterpretation of the roles played by

various social classes and groups in early modern Ukrainian history in

general and the uprising in particular. If Iastrebov criticized Hrushevsky

for neglecting the role of the burghers in Ukrainian history, Okinshevych

attacked him for the exact opposite - exaggeration of their role.

Okinshevych argued that as a bourgeois political activist, Hrushevsky

was specifically interested in the history of his own class. Accordingly,

when dealing with the history of Kyivan Rus', he attributed a hege-
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monic role to the patriciate of Kyiv. He also distorted the social charac-
ter of the 'peasant revolts' of the seventeenth century by presenting
them as influenced and led bv the citv patriciate. Thus, claimed
Okinshevych, Hrushevsky was r-eading back and attributing to feudal-
ism the role played by towns in the formation of bourgeois states of the
capi ta l is t  era. lTo

Okinshevych further developed the Bolshevik critique of Hrushevsky
as an enemy of Russia by analysing his brochure on the Pereiaslav
Agreement (10S+;.tso In that brochure, argued Okinshevych, Hrushevsky
set out to prove that after 1654 Ukraine possessed all the characteristics
of a state and that the gentry-based Muicovite government violated its
constitutional rights. In Okinshevych's opinion, the publication of
Hrushevsky's brochure served the purposes of the Ukrainian bourgeoi-
sie - initially gaining autonomous status for Ukraine within bourgeois
Russia, and then going on to seek Ukraine's complete independence
from proletarian Russia.lsl In short, Okinshevych employed the pre-
vailing class-based discourse to accuse Hrushevsky of providing his-
torical justification for Ukraine's separation from Russia. According to
this line of argument, Marxists ailegedly were not concerned about the
separation of one nation from another: what they could not tolerate was
any attempt to divide the working class or the toiling masses and to
sever Ukraine's alliance with the victorious Russian proletariat. The
party line was one of official impartiality in nationality policy: it was
fighting on two fronts against Russian great-power chauvinism and
Ukrainian bourgeois nationalism. This was reflected in Okinshevych's
critique of Russian populist historians (Venedikt Miakotin and Dmitrii
Odinets) who, in his opinion, had attempted to prove Russia's historical
claim to Ukraine. For Okinshevych, the issue of Hrushevsky's treat-
ment of Russo-Ukrainian historical relations remained marginal, but
it would gain significantly in prominence as the officially sponsored
attacks on Hrushevsky continued.

For all its politically inspired accusations, Okinshevych's article was
by far the most intelligent and scholarly review of Hrusher.sky's works
that Soviet Marxist historiography ever managed to produce. In style
and treatment of various issues of economic ,legal, political, and church
history, it far outshone the vulgar Marxism displayed by Hrushevsky's
other critics. In the course of his critique, Okinshevych distinguished
some notable features of Hrushevsky's interpretation of the Khmelnytsky
era, pointing out his genuine interest in the history of the Ukrainian
state and its leaders. Nevertheless, declaring Hrushevsky a statist was
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ciearly an oversimplification of the issue. As a hostage of the regime's

campaign against the Ukrainian intelligentsia, involved in a struggle

for his own survival, Okinshevych was obliged not only to invent and

exaggerate political motives for Hrushevsky's historical interpretations

but also to link the main themes of the anti-Hrushevsky political cam-

paign into a coherent whole. Okinshevych demonstrated sufficient flex-

ibility and skill in repenting his own'errors' and apparently had little

difficulty in applying the same talents to his treatment of Hrushevsky.

At any given moment, the clich6s obligatory for framing political

denunciations were supplied by the communist propaganda appara-

tus: the 'repenting' scholars had only to insert their own names, or those

of their professors and colleagues, into these prefabricated structures of

political discourse. Okinshevych politically contextualized his attack on

Hrushevsky by exposing the latter's 'statist' and 'national-democratic'

views. He pressed his case by claiming that Hrushevsky's views served

as the ideological basis for the creation of a Ukrainian bourgeois state

during the revolution and for subsequent attempts at a bourgeois

restoration. In the Soviet political jargon of the early 1930s, the term
'national democratic,' which Okinshevych used to characterize Hrushev-

sky's views, had extremely negative connotations, only slightly less

opprobrious than 'fascist.' While avoiding the use of the latter term

with reference to Hrushevsky (and thereby shielding himself against

possible accusations of having shared Hrushevsky's 'fascist' views at

some point), Okinshevych did not fail to point out that in the works of

6migr6 authors Hrushevsky's national-democratic concepts had shown

a tendency to develop into national-fascist ones. He named Lypynsky,

Rostyslav Lashchenko, Serhii Shelukhyn, and Viacheslav Zaikin as

6migr6 proponents of fascist ideology.182
The process of transforming Hrushevsky's ideas from'national-demo-

cratic'into'fascist'ones in Soviet Marxist literature on the Khmelnytsky

Uprising was completed by none other than Fedir Iastrebov, who had

reviewed the first book of volume 9 of Hrushevsky's History in 1930. In

1934 Iastrebov produced a long review of the second book of that

volume. The review's title, 'The National-Fascist Conception of the

Peasant War of 1648 in Ukraine,'was a clear indication not only of a

new stage in the officially sponsored demonization of Hrushevsky but

also of the unequivocal triumph of the'peasant war'concept in Marx-

ist historiography of the Khmelnytsky era.183 In his new review,

Iastrebov did not limit himself to criticizing Hrushevsky's ideas, as in-
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1930, but admitted and repented his own 'errors' in the interpretation
of the Khmelnytsky Uprising. He wrote that he had shared some of
the assessments of the uprising made by Mykola Skrypnyk and had
viewed it as a 'great bourgeois revolution' along the lines suggested
by Sukhyno-Khomenko. (By that time, both had been condemned by
the authorities.)

With regard to the nature of the Khmelnytsky Uprising, Iastrebov
wrote that since his first review of Hrushevsky's History, the issue had
been 'finally settled.' 'It has been shown,' wrote Iastrebov, 'that this
revolutionary movement was a peasant war and that along with the
peasant masses, the oppressed tradesmen's element in the Ukrainian
towns also participated in it.'184 Iastrebov referred specifically to the
resolutions of the Ukrainian Society of Marxist Historians, in which
Iavorsky's interpretations of the uprising first as a gentry revolution
and then as a revolution of commercial capital were condemned and
rejected, and Sukhyno-Khomenko's interpretation of it as a bourgeois
and national revolution was dismissed as erroneous. The 'final settle-
ment' of the issue completely removed the Cossacks from the leader-
ship of the uprising, in which they were now overshadowed by the
peasantry. References to Cossackdom remained only in the official
name given to the Cossack revolts of the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries, now designated as the 'era of peasant-Cossack
wars of 1597-1638.'

Iastrebov's review of 7934 was one of the last examples of an exclu-
sively class-based crit ique of Hrushevsky. The hiJtorian was not
yet accused of being an enemy of the Russian people and of Russo-
Ukrainian brotherhood and friendship - accusations that soon became
obligatory in Soviet propaganda attacks on Hrushevsky. In his review,
Iastrebov consistently presented Muscovite policy as a 'gradual take-
over of Ukraine./l8s 'For us,' wrote Iastrebov with reference to the
Pereiaslav Agreement of 7654,'this is a pact between two exploitative
forces - Muscovite landowners and Ukrainian (to some extent also
Polish) landowners.'186 Iastrebov's treatment of the Pereiaslav Agree-
ment as a 'lesser evil' casts light on the prevailing balance between
class-based and nation-based elements in the Marxist interpretation of
Ukrainian history. For him Pereiaslav was a lesser evil from the view-
point of the Ukrainian Cossack officers, who had to choose between
Moscovite suzerainty and the prospect of a popular uprising.187

The review, written at the height of the officially sponsored attack on
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Hrushevsky, exemplified the worst features of Soviet 'criticism,' with

its vulgar tone, unfounded political accusations, and falsification of the

views of opponents. Iastrebo'i1 for example, grossly misrepresented
Hrushevsky's views on Khmelnytsky's role in Ukrainian history. He

presented Hrushevsky, Kubala, and Lypynsky as authors who thought

similarly on the issue and went on to claim that Hrushevsky had

characterized Khmelnytsky as a suPerman. Iastrebov linked Hru-

shevsky's interpretation of Khmelnytsky's role in Ukrainian history

with fascist ideology: 'And so, to the benefit of fascism,' he wrote,
'Khmelnytsky grows into a giant-sized figure not because he actually
was such a figure but because Ukrainian fascism is seeking an indi-
vidual along the lines of Khmelnytsky, Napoleon, Mussolini, Hitler,
and other "fateful" figures with "characters of steel" and "superhuman

energy" for todny.'t9t Under the circumstances, one could hardly imag-

ine a misrepresentation of Hrushevsky's views more ominous and

politically damaging than this one.
Iastrebov's critique of Hrushevsky also rePresents one of the few

instances in which a Marxist author unable to match Hrushevsky's
level of professionalism sought to denigrate him not only as a politi-
cally harmful ideologue but also as a biased and unscrupulous re-

searcher. Characteristic of Iastrebov's methods was his attack on
Hrushevsky's treatment of the diary of Paul of Aleppo, an Arab cleric
who visited Ukraine in the mid-1650s together with Patriarch Makarios

of Antioch and left a diary in which he recorded his impressions. As

noted earlier, Hrushevsky saw a reflection of the revolutionary spirit of

the epoch in Paul's diary. For Iastrebov, by contrast, Paul's account was
little more than an attempt to present an idyllic picture of class har-
mony in Khmelnytsky-era Ukraine - an image fully embraced by
Hrushevsky, according to Iastrebov for his own class-based purposes.
'Thus the bourgeois ideologue Hrushevsky juggles with the facts,' wrote
Iastrebov 'following Paul of Aleppo in making out Ukraine of the mid-

seventeenth century, with its furious struggle of the masses for their
liberation, as some kind of huppy Arcadia.'18e This passage echoed a

point made by the People's Commissar of Education of Ukraine,
Volodymyr Zatonsky, in a speech delivered in |anuary 7934. Zatonsky

quoted an excerpt from the diary in which the Arab author claimed that

at the time almost all inhabitants of Ukraine were literate. He ridiculed
this statement, along with a number of the diarist's other assertions,
and commented as follows with regard to Hrushevsky's treatment of
the historical source: '... instead of putting this source of Paul of Aleppo
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into question, the learned historian seeks a psychological justification
for this all too obvious piece of nonsense.'1e0

Little did Zatonsky and Iastrebov realize that in ridiculing Paul of
Aleppo's account they were in fact committing an act of communist
sacrilege, as the same quotation from Paul's diary had been used by
Lenin himself in a speech that he wrote in 1913 for Hryhorii Petrovsky
(then a Bolshevik member of the Russian State Duma) to demonstrate
the disastrous results of tsarist educational policy. According to
Petrovsky's speech, official neglect of education over the centuries had
dramatically reduced the number of literate people in Ukraine, which
was known in the mid-seventeenth century for its high rate of lit-
eracy.1e1 The fact that this unwitting insult to Lenin's memory went
urLnoticed by contemporaries does not mean that others who took it
upon themselves to criticize Hrushevsky also escaped scot-free. In at-
tacking Hrushevsky, his critics had to take a position that reflected the
current party line. As the line changed, so did the interpretation of
historical events, often exposing the critics themselves to very consider-
able danger.

As discussed earlier, inT934Iastrebov found it necessary to repudiate
the 'erroneous'position he had taken in his first review of Hrushevsky's
History, published four years earlier. This time he tried to be more
careful in his assessments but again was in no position to predict future
turns in the party line and its ramifications for historiography. Ironi-
cally, many of the historical issues that Iastrebov considered 'finally

settled' in 1934 were soon reinterpreted by Soviet historiography, and
Iastrebov had once again to adjust his views to the new doctrine. For
example, in a Suraey of Ukrainian History written in 7942 and edited by
Iastrebov, Kost Huslysty, and Lazar Slavin, the Khmelnytsky Uprising
was presented not as a 'peasant war'but as a 'national-liberation war of
the Ukrainian people,' and Khmelnytsky was treated as a major hero.
The incorporation of Ukraine into the Muscovite state after the Council
of Pereiaslav was viewed as a 'lesser evil,' not as compared with the
prospect of a popular uprising, as Iastrebov maintained in 7934, but in
relation to the possible conquest of Ukraine by Poland or the Ottoman
Empire.le2

Hrushevsky never responded publicly to his critics. What he thought
and felt about his attackers can be detected only from the unpublished
review of volume 9 of the History of Ukraine-Rus' by his close asso-
ciate Vasyl Herasymchuk. In his review of Hrushevsky's History,
Herasymchuk commented on the 'abusive' reviews of Hrushevsky's



410 Nation and Class

work published in Soviet Ukraine. He stated that it was impossible to
write the history of the seventeenth century without touching on the
national issue, despite the contrary claims of Hrushevsky's critics, and
maintained that 'nationalism' was the main historical factor of that era.
He also claimed that under the cover of proletarian scholarship, the
reviewers \ /ere propagating an imperialist brand of nationalism.le3

What does the Marxist crit ique of Hrushevsky's views on the
Khmelnytsky Uprising indicate about changes in the Marxist interpre-
tation of Ukrainian history as a whole? One point that emerges quite
clearly from a reading of the officially sponsored reviews of Hrushevsky's
works is that after a relativelv short oeriod of unsupervised and chaotic
ef for ts  on the par t  of  var ioui  g.oupr  of  Marx is t  h i i tor ians to apply the
Marxist paradigm to Ukrainian history, the centre succeeded in impos-
ing a uniform and obligatory interpretation of the Ukrainian past. That
interpretation would change dramatically in the course of the 1930s,
but open competition among various interpretations of history was
effectively banned. The main victim of the new uniformity was the
concept of nationhood and all historical symbols considered too closely
related to the national paradigm of Ukrainian history. Cossackdom, for
example, became a symbol of all that was wrong with the national
paradigm in the eyes of Marxist historians: nationalism, statism, elit-
ism, and lack of interest in problems of social differentiation and class
struggle in Ukrainian society.

The rejection of Pokrovsky's theory of 'commercial capitalism' and
the refusal to see the burghers as leaders of the Khmelnytsky Uprising
('bourgeois revolution') reflected a major shift in the official historio-
graphic discourse on the bourgeoisie. The latter was no longer consid-
ered a progressive historical force, as Pokrovsky had earlier depicted it.
The bourgeoisie was now regarded not only as the main enemy of the
Soviet state but also as a major antagonist of the proletariat and the
toiling masses in the past. The peasantry emerged as a major benefi-
ciary of all these changes. On the one hand, the shift toward treating the
peasantry as the protagonist of premodern history was influenced by
the young Bolshevik cadres' growing acquaintance with the works of
Marx and Engels, especially the latter's classic study of the peasant war
in Germany. On the other hand, the further politicization of scholarship
meant that the peasant issue, so crucial to the communist politics of the
7920s, was read back into the history of Ukraine. As a result, the new
Marxist interpretation of the Khmelnytsky Uprising, as it emerged in
the late 1920s and early 1930s, had much more in common with the
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interpretation of that event in the populist historiography of the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries than it did with Marxism.

The Soviet critique of Mykhailo Hrushevsky and his political and
historical views speaks volumes about the nature of the dominant
discourse in the early years of the Soviet Union.

The regime's repressive policies eventually succeeded in turning So-
viet political space into an area controlled by one hegemonic discourse.
One of its main characteristics was an aggressive monism that repre-
sented every sphere of existence as defined exclusively by the class
factor. In the sphere of ethnic relations, the party held that the national
question was subordinate to that of class. Consequently, all national
problems were supposed to be resolved by means of the class approach.
In line with this approach, the Communist Party criticized and rejected
both Dmytro Lebed's theory of the 'struggle of two cultures,' which
advocated the continuing Russification of Ukraine, and Mykola
Khvyliovy's idea of cutting ties with Moscow so as to orient Ukrainian
culture toward the West. According to the party, both these approaches
placed the national factor ahead of class. Criticizing 11ftvyliov| in7926,
Stalin changed the subject from nationality to class, claiming that in
advocating a drive /away from Moscow,' Khvyliovy was turning his
back not on the capital of Russia but on the capital of the world proletar-
ian movement, and consequently orienting himself on capitalist Eu-
rope. In 1930 Stalin rebuked Demian Bedny for his jokes about the
negative features of the Russian national character by indicating the
leading role of the Russian working class in the world proletarian
movement.lea Ukrainization itself was legitimized first and foremost
within the context of class-based discourse and presented as an instru-
ment for strengthening the unity of the Ukrainian-speaking peasantry
with the Russian-speaking proletariat for the benefit of Soviet power in
Ukraine. The policy was significantly scaled down in the course of
collectivization and the famine of 1932-3 on the grounds that instead of
making the peasantry more accommodating to the dictatorship of the
proletariat, it had given nationalist ideological support to peasant resis-
tance to collectivization.

Under these circumstances, anyone taking part in public discussion
of issues of national culture and history had no choice but to adopt the
terms of the dominant class discourse. It was within the bounds of that
discourse that Hrushevsky sought to present his new vision of modern
Ukrainian history in his articles and speeches of the mid-1920s. In his
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internal memoranda written at the Academy of Sciences before the

complete destruction of his 'historical institutions,' Hrushevsky ac-

cepted the official Soviet periodization of Ukrainian history into peri-
ods of feudalism and merchant and industrial capitalism; he also
protested the abolition of the academy's department for the study of
commercial capitalism.les The application of the term 'commercial capi-
talism' to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was the only way to
raise the status of that period in Soviet historical discourse, which was
mostly concerned with the history of the working class and revolution-
ary struggle.

Not surprisingly, it was the class-based method of historical research
that served as the basis for deconstructing the national paradigm of
Ukrainian history. If Hrushevsky used the populist and nationalist
approaches to dismantle the grand narrative of Russian history and
clear the way for the construction of a national paradigm of Ukrainian
history, his Marxist opponents used class-based analysis to deconstruct
his own grand narrative.

How would the Ukrainian historical narrative have fared if Hru-

shevsky had deigned to correct his 'errors,' as did some of his col-
leagues? If the suggestions of his critics are a reliable guide, Hrushevsky's
revised narrative would have been completely purged of historical
heroes, including such'semiheroic' figures as Khmelnytsky. The narra-
tive would also have been stripped of one of its basic myths - that of
Ukrainian Cossackdom. The statist idea and the paradigm of national
revival would have been consigned to oblivion. The main 'other' of
Hrushevsky's narrative would have acquired class characteristics in-
stead of national ones and would have been embodied in the image of
Ukraine's ruling classes throughout its history. The narrative would
have presented the history of the popular masses - more specifically, of
the peasantry - as one of continuous class struggle against their oppres-
sors. In fact, Hrushevsky's revised narrative would have given an ac-
count of Ukrainian history remarkably similar to the one offered by
Oleksander Lazarevsky - a populist whom Marxist critics of the 1920s
and early 1930s characterized as the most reactionary Ukrainian histo-
rian of the nineteenth century.le6

The historical narrative that Hrushevsky's critics wanted him to pro-
duce was very close to the one that he had inherited from the populist
historiography of the 1880s. Having taken it over, Hrushevsky eventu-
ally turned that narrative into a national one, not only by separating it
from the Russian grand narrative but also by enriching it with heroes,
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myths, elites, and the idea of statehood - all the elements that con-
tributed to the nationalization of the Ukrainian past. The critics, for
their part, demanded the exact opposite - the denationalization of the
Ukrainian past. They did not openly question the distinct status of
Ukrainian history but were intent on turning that status into a meaning-
less formality. The attack on Hrushevsky was thus also an attack on the
national paradigm of Ukrainian history.



Conclusions

For more than a hundred years, from the last decades of the seven-
teenth century to the latter part of the eighteenth, the historical identity
of educated Russian society took shape under the influence of the
historical narrative composed by the monks of the Kyivan Cave Monas-
tery and published for the first time in7674 under the title Synopsis.By
the 1830s the Synopsis had been reissued more than a dozen times,
becoming the most popular historical work in the pre-nineteenth-cen-
tury Russian Empire. The image of the past presented by the author(s)
of the Stlnopsls was that of a common history of the two parts of Rus',
Muscovite and Polish-Lithuanian. It was also the history of one rossiiskii
(slaueno-rossiiskii) people that included the ancestors of today's Rus-
sians, Ukrainians, and Belarusians. The historical narrative introduced
by the Synopsis stressed the role of Kyiv in all-Russian history, for its
authors were determined to convince the tsarist government to main-
tain its control over the city despite the Muscovite-Polish Armistice of
Andrusovo (7667), which assigned the ancient capital to the Polish side.
For the author(s) of the Synopsls, the history of the Russian state and the
Russian people was unimaginable without Kyiv. And so it continued
for generations of readers of the Synopsis and for modern Russian
historiography, which developed in that tradition.l

Some two-and-a-quarter centuries after the first appearance of the
Synopsis, when Mykhailo Hrushevsky, another product of the Kyivan
intellectual milieu, published his article on the traditional scheme of
'Russian' history (1904) and his Suraey History of the Ukrainian People
(1904) in St Petersburg, he forcefully rejected the notion of one Russian
people and one Russian history, claiming Kyiv and its history for the
Ukrainian nation. By nationalizing the Ukrainian past, Hrushevsky
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embarked on the project of unmaking Russian history as defined by
generations of scholars and known to the educated public in the Rus-
sian Empire and abroad. In so doing, he undermined the founding
myth of the Russian Empire and the imperial Russian nation, both of
which looked to Kyiv for their historical roots. He also did away with
a significant part of the Russian historical narrative that dealt rvith
Ukrainian and Belarusian ethnic territory. Hrushevsky's deconstruction
of the Russian imperial narrative - a project facilitated by the works of
some Russian historians - proceeded simultaneously with (and in many
ways was the result of) the construction of the Ukrainian historical
narrative. Based on the primacy of the nation and the territory that it
occupied, the new narrative grew out of the achievements of linguistics,
anthropology (ethnology), and archaeology, which not only helped the
national historians establish the continuity of their narrative but also
made it easier to separate the past of their own nation from that of their
dominant neighbours.

What were the main features that distinguished the Ukrainian his-
torical narrative from the old Russian one? How did it differ from the
Marxist narratives of Russian and Ukrainian history that appeared in
the 1920s? Finally, how did it affect twentieth-century East European
historiography?

To answer these questions, it is essential to define the main character-
istics of the Ukrainian grand narrative as presented in Hrushevsky's
writings. Hrushevsky contributed to the construction of the Ukrainian
national narrative for most of his scholarly career. In the course of more
than forty years, he underwent a remarkable intellectual evolution that
could not but influence his philosophical views and the methods em-
ployed in his work on the History of Ukraine-krs'. A number of dis-
courses influenced his approach. Hrushevsky began his career as a
committed populist, and his early writings on the Ukrainian past were
dominated by a socially oriented, egalitarian, anti-elitist and often anti-
statist populist discourse. Although that discourse had clear national
overtones, it was poorly suited to the construction of a coherent and
viable national historical narrative. It was utterly lacking in any notion
of solidarity among diverse strata of society, recognizing only the soli-
darity of oppressed social groups.

As Hrushevsky's writings attest, the separation of the Ukrainian
historical narrative from the all-Russian one required the transforma-
tion of populist discourse into a national one. The latter promoted as its
paramount value the principle of national solidarity, suppressing any-
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thing in the populist discourse (from which it had developed) that
might threaten that principle. The advance of the national discourse
was promoted by the triumphs of neoromantic historiography in East-
ern Europe in general and Ukraine in particular. It was also assisted by
the rise of political conservatism and the growing interest in the history
of social elites - a development fully exemplified in Ukrainian histori-
ography by the writings of Viacheslav Lypynsky. The years of the
revolution helped Hrushevsky restructure the Ukrainian historical nar-
rative in a way that led to a synthesis of the views and historiographic
approaches associated with the new ideological trends. The transfor-
mation of the populist discourse into a socialist one helped reempha-
size the role of the popular masses in history, while the restructured
national discourse helped promote the idea of the national state. For all
the differences between these discourses and the historiographic ap-
proaches to which they gave rise, representatives of all Ukraine's histo-
riographic camps accepted Hrushevsky's rriew of Ukrainian history as
a narratirre completely or largely separate from the Russian.

By deconstructing the Russian imperial narrative and separating
Ukrainian history from that of Great Russia, Hrushevsky promoted the
'othering' of the Russian nation and history within the context of the
Ukrainian national narrative. First the Russian authorities and then
Russia in general took on the role of the 'other' in Hrushevsky's works.
Hrushevsky accelerated that process in his political writings of 7978,
when in reaction to the Bolshevik offensive against independent Ukraine
he proclaimed 'the end of the Russian orientation'in Ukrainian politics.
The 'othering' of Russia became an important turning point in Ukrain-
ian historiography as it rejected the Little Russian identity, which was
based on the exclusive 'othering' of the Poles and Tatars, precluding the
rejection of the Russians. Hrushevsky was one of the first historians and
political figures to begin the 'othering' of the Russians in Ukrainian
political thought, which was fully accomplished by Dmytro Dontsov
and Ievhen Malaniuk during the interwar period. Still, he was reluctant
to employ the usual instrument of 'othering' - blaming the other na-
tional group for all the troubles that befell his own - against the Rus-
sians (a tactic he used much more willingly against the Poles). Instead,
in analysing the course of Russo-Ukrainian relations, he turned the
tables of colonial discourse on the Russians by characterizing Ukraini-
ans as far more Westernized and culturally developed than their more
powerful Russian masters.

How different was the new Ukrainian narrative from the Russian
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imperial one? This question may be approached by examining the
following parameters of the two narratives: period of time covered and
emphasized, territorial dimensions, main agency, teleology, and, finally,
periodization of historical time. The Russian imperial narrative, as
represented by the works of Russia's most influential historian at the
turn of the twentieth century, Vasilii Kliuchevsky, covered a period that
began with the first historical accounts of the settlement of the East
European plain and continued to the mid-nineteenth century. It focused
mainly on the territory settled by the Eastern Slavs before the thirteenth
century and then switched to the history of the lands settled by the
Great Russians, going on to discuss the territorial expansion of the
empire. In this narrative, the Russian state and the Russian people
figured as the main agents of Russian history, which was presented as
an account of the formation, dispersion, and reunification of the Rus-
sian nation. Kliuchevsky's periodization of Russian history helped de-
fine the various stages of that complex process.

In defining the time frame of the Ukrainian historical narrative,
Hrushevsky set out to present his nation as more ancient than the
Russian, and thus deserving full support in its quest for sovereign
cultural and political development, unhindered by interference from its
vounger sibling. In order to achieve that goal, he had to move the
starting point of his narrative as far back as possible. Consequently,
Hrushevsky not only established the Ukrainian claim to Kyivan Rus' in
accordance with prevailing scholarly standards - an undertaking that
put him on a collision course with traditional Russian historiography -

but also presented the Ukrainians as direct descendants of the pre-
Kyivan Antes. He also extended his narrative to his own day, not
stopping in the mid-nineteenth century like Kliuchevsky but covering
the events of the early tr.t'entieth century. For Hrushevsky, history did
not end with the 'reunification' of the Russian people in the all-Russian
Empire, as it did for Kliuchevsky, but with the 'national revival' and
'liberation' of Ukraine - a process that began to gain momentum in the
latter half of the nineteenth century and reached the stage of mass
mobilization at the beginning of the twentieth.

In terms of territorial scope, Hrushevsky was in a better position than
Kliuchevsky, since his narrative did not require such dramatic geo-
graphical shifts (like the one from the Dnipro to the Volga basin) as did
the traditional Russian narrative. Hrushevsky defined the territorial
extent of his story by the limits of Ukrainian ethnic settlement and was
not distracted in his narration by the ever-expanding boundaries of the



Conclusions 119

Russian Empire. In fact, he never limited his account to those bound-
aries but focused on tracing the history of the Ukrainian population and
the territories that it settled, whether they belonged to the Lithuanian,
Polish, Austro-Hungarian, or Russian states. The relative marginaliza-
tion of the state in the Ukrainian past allowed Hrushevsky to present
Ukrainian history as the product of a single agent - the people/nation.
Kliuchevsky and Hrushevsky differed in their understanding of the
nature of that agent, for Hrushevsky saw the'Russian' (in his view, East
European) ethnic conglomerate as divided into three culturally inde-
pendent nations, not mere branches - a vision that he tried to substanti-
ate and propagate through the writing of his Hlsfory of Ukraine-Rus'.
Still, not unlike Kliuchevsky's narrative, Hrushevsky's n'as teleologicai,
although (as noted above) its objective was not the reunification of the
Russian people but the deunification and emancipation of one of its
parts from the oppression of another.

Hrushevsky's periodization of Ukrainian history was subordinated
to that goal, following the development of the Ukrainian people/nation
through a sequence of rises, declines, and revivals. This paradigm,
based on an assumption of parallelism in the development of biological
and social organisms and shared by many nation-builders of the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, postulated belief in the ultimate victory
of the national cause despite all the setbacks of the past. The demands
of scholarly criticism and Hrushevsky's own belief in the objectivity of
historical scholarship helped him deconstruct many mythological fea-
tures of the pre-national Ukrainian historical narrative. If he did not
completely abandon other historical myths, he reevaluated and restruc-
tured them, as was the case with his treatment of Cossack mythology.
Under the influence of neoromantic historiography, he interspersed his
popular histories (and, to some degree, his academic History of Ukrnitte-
Rr;s') with heroic images of predecessors whom new generations of
Ukrainians were meant to admire and emulate. For all the accusations
of his Soviet critics, Hrushevsky never presented the history of Ukraine
as that of a classless nation. On the contrary, he rejected the 'plebeian

myth' of Ukraine as a peasant nation, with no elites or rulers of its own,
that was promoted by populist historiography and picked up by Soviet
historians of the 1920s and 1930s.

How was this narrative of Hrushevsky's related to the Marxist narra-
tir.e of Ukrainian history? The latter was a product of class-based dis-
course that focused mainly on the theme of social antagonism. With
regard to time frame, the new Marxist narrative placed its main empha-
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sis on the revolutionary struggle of the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries - a development that brought it much closer to the Ukrainian
national narrative than to the Russian imoerial one. In terms of terri-
tory, Mikhail Pokrovsky's postrevolutionary coverage of events focused
mainly on the Russian Federation, leaving the territory of Ukraine
almost exclusively to the Ukrainian historical narrative. The new narra-
tive viewed class as the main agent of history, as opposed to the state or
the all-Russian nation, which had played that role in the old Russian
historiography. Pokrovsky and his followers, including Matvii Iavorsky,
presented East Slavic history as an account of the oppressed classes
advancing toward the socialist revolution under the leadership of the
proletariat, which was consonant with Hrushevsky's own revolution-
ary-era view of the Ukrainian people being liberated from social and
national oppression by the great revolution. The Marxist narrative also
accepted the Ukrainian view of the existence of three separate East
Slavic nations, an approach that helped smooth out many contradic-
tions between the Russian and Ukrainian historical narratives. It was
this confluence of Marxist and populist/nationalist discourse that al-
lowed the Ukrainian historical narrative to develop in the USSR for
most of the 1920s.

The development of Ukrainian historiography in Soviet Ukraine ben-
efited from the class-based deconstruction of the Russian imperial nar-
rative and the separation of the Great Russian historical narrative from
the all-Russian one undertakenby Mikhail Pokrovsky and his students,
but by the end of the decade, Soviet Marxist historiography had launched
a major attack on both the Russian imperial narrative and the Ukrainian
national one. In Ukraine, the first vlctims of that offensive were the
Ukrainian Marxists led by Iavorsky who strove to create a Marxist
narrative of Ukrainian history separate from the Marxist narrative of
Russian history. Next in line were the non-Marxist historians. The for-
mulation of a historical paradigm acceptable to the political authorities
and academic elites became increasingly subject to the dictate of the
former. Academic historians, who became one of the main targets of the
officially sponsored terror campaign, now hasti ly set about learning
the basics of self-preservation and mastering the perverse rituals of
criticism and self-criticism under the Soviet regime. During the 1920s,
the intolerance cultivated within the party and the Marxist historical
establishment was turned full force on the non-Marxist historians. The
leaders of the national historiographic schools, such as Hrushevsky in
Ukraine and Sergei Platonov in Russia, were accused of heading bogus
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anti-Soviet organizations, arrested, and exiled. On the historiographic
level, Soviet Marxist discourse was restructured from a model founded
on the coexistence of the class-based and national approaches to histori-
cal writing to one in which the class-based approach was turned against
the national one.

During the 1930s the class-based discourse of Soviet Marxist histori-
ography was adjusted to serve the purposes of the imperial project,
which meant keeping the non-Russian nations of the USSR under Rus-
sian control. The Marxist attacks on the Russian imperial paradigm that
were typical of Soviet historiographic discourse during the 1920s and
even in the early 1930s proved shortlived and incapable of creating a
coherent narrative to replace the Russian imperial account. Hence it
was the gradual rehabilitation of the old imperial Russocentric para-
digm that led the way to the creation of a new supranational Soviet
narrative - the history of the peoples of the USSR.2 The non-Russian
historical narratives, including the Ukrainian one, were stripped of
their national features and coordinated to fit the grand narrative of
Soviet history. The'denationalization' of the Ukrainian historical narra-
tive in Soviet Ukraine was accompanied by official efforts to create a
new supranational construct to be known as the'Soviet people'- a term
that entered political discourse in the 1930s.3 The cultural basis for the
creation of the Soviet people was necessarily Russian. As Oleksander
Ohloblyn, a one-time opponent of Hrushevsky and later one of the
creators of his cult in the Ukrainian diaspora, noted in his brief memoirs
on the fate of Ukrainian historiographyin the USSR, the concept of the
Soviet quasi-nation was little more than the idea of the 'Russian nation'
that the Constitutional Democrats had promoted before the revolution.a

Was the emergence of the Ukrainian national narrative in the late
nineteenth century and the first three decades of the twentieth of any
consequence for the construction of the official Soviet paradigm after
1934? | tend to give a positive answer to this question. It mattered
largely because its emergence was an essential part of the larger revolu-
tion in the conceptualization of national relations in the former empire
that occurred between 1917 and 1.934. By the end of that period, the
imperial Russian narrative with its concept of a tripartite Russian na-
tion was largely gone. The new Soviet narrative was no longer con-
cerned with supporting the concept of an all-Russian people, and the
notion of the 'friendship of peoples' advanced by the regime and bol-
stered by official historiography after the Second World War was a pale
shadow of its imperial predecessor. The Russian nationalism that re-
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turned to the political scene in the 1930s was not that of the old all-
Russian tripartite nation but the Great Russian variety. The Russian
narrative was now divested of its Ukrainian component (except for the
history of Kyivan Rus' - the last refuge of the 'a11-Russian' nationality),
and a parallel Ukrainian narrative was permitted to exist within the
bounds of the obligatorr''History of the (peoples of the) USSR.'s

To be sure, official Soviet historiography never stopped attacking
the Ukrainian national narrative. Nevertheless, Hrushevsky's idea of
Ukrainian history as a distinct scholarly discipline was never com-
pietely abandoned in the USSR. No matter hor.t'often it was rewritten
according to the latest party directives, the history of Ukraine continued
to be the subject of numerous historical sur,/eys produced and pub-
lished in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. The very fact that
there already existed a national narrative of Ukrainian history and that
there were individuals and institutions abroad promoting the national
paradigm of the Ukrainian past forced the Soviet authorities to begin
publishing a separate Ukrainian historical journal in the 1960s and to
rnaintain the Institute of History at the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences,
which dealt almost exclusively with problems of Ukrainian history. It
proved much easier for the Soviet regime to get rid of Mykhailo
Hrushevsky than to discard his legacy and convince its own intellectu-
als that the historiographic revolution associated with his name had
never taken place.



Appendix: Who Is Hiding the Last
Volume of Hrushevsky's History?

One of the legends that still lives in the corridors of the humanities and
social sciences institutes of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine
is that there exists a manuscript, thickly covered with dust, of the
eleventh volume of Hrushevsky's History of Ukraine-Rus'. It is lying
somert'here waiting to be published, not unlike the first book of the
sixth volume of his History of Ukrainian Literature, which was rediscov-
ered and published in 1995. There has been talk of offering a reward to
the finder of the volume in an amount irresistible to the former mem-
bers of the secret police who allegedly are still in possession of it.
Nevertheless, no award has been announced, nor is there any hard
evidence that the volume ever existed. There are, however, people still
living who claim to have seen the eleventh volume in the repositories of
the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences Library back in the 1950s. Among
them is the patriarch of Ukrainian archaeography, Ivan Butych. Accord-
ing to him, the volume was kept among Hrushevsky's materials in the
library and covered Ukrainian history up to the hetmancy of Ivan
Mazepa,  or  perhaps even Danylo Aposto l . r

No one claims to have seen the volume since then. Did it indeed
perish in the fire that decimated the librarv's collection in the early
1960s - a fire that alerted the Toronto businessman Petro jacyk to the
fate of Ukraine's vanishing cultural heritage and later influenced his
decision to finance the translation of Hrushevsky's History into Eng-
lish?2 Or was the manuscript destroved in one of the numerous floods
that have afflicted the library's outdated heating system (the last such
flood took place only a few years ago)? Or was it perhaps exploited by
one of the unscrupulous scholars who plagiarized parts of Hrushevsky's
work for their doctoral dissertations? One such individual was recently
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exposed for publishing the work of a deceased historian of the inter-
war period under his own name. We are unlikely ever to have a satisfac-
tory answer to any of these questions. A question that we can explore,
however, is whether the volume existed in the first place and, if so,
what period of Ukrainian history it covered.

By far the best starting point for our investigation is volume 10, the
last published volume of the History, which was issued posthumously
by Kateryna Hrushevsky in 1936. It covered the period frorn 1657 to
L659,but was this indeed the period that Hrushevsky wanted to discuss
in the volume? Apparently not. At the time of Hrushevsky's return to
Ukraine in \924, he planned to extend the History to 7725 - only two
years short of the hetmancy of Danylo Apostol, mentioned by the
'eyewitness' of the eleventh volume Ivan Butych.3 It would have been
in line with this plan that one of Hrushevsky's students in Lviv, Ivan
Dzhydzhora, worked before the war to collect materials on Cossack
history of the first half of the eighteenth century.a A better understand-
ing of the chronological limits of volume 10 can be obtained from the
scope of the archival work carried out by Vasyl Herasymchuk, also a
student of Hrushevsky's in Lviv, who continued collecting materials for
his professor after 19i4. Herasymchuk's period of study wa s 7657-67 .5
Another of Hrushevsky's students, Myron Korduba, who worked for
his former professor in the Lviv archives, also treated his study of the
period prior to 7667 as a separate stage of his archival research.6 The
decade from7657 to7667 also constituted a distinct period on which the
work of Hrushevsky's archaeographic expedition focused in 1927-8.
Before that, the members of the expedition worked on documents for
the years 7650-7, the period covered in volume 9.7

It might be assumed from Hrushevsky's planning of his associ-
ates' work that he considered the period between 7657 (the death of
Khmelnytsky) and 7667 (the Armistice of Andrusovo that divided
Ukraine between Muscovy and the Commonwealth) an era of Ukrain-
ian history that deserved a volume of its own, like the previous period
of 1650-7.In the course of his work, however, Hrushevsky apparently
decided to change the time frame of the volume. In late 1927 the journal
Ukrsintt reported that Herasymchuk was continuing his work on the
collection of documents for the years 1657-65, not 1657-67 .E In his letter
of 1934 to Molotov, Hrushevsky wrote that the tenth volume of the
History was to cover the period from1657 to 7665. He characterized that
period as the 'most interesting years' and the 'era of social differentia-
tion' that had attracted the attention of Karl Marx, who took his infor-
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mation about it from Mykola Kostomarov's monograph on Stepan
Razin.e Hrushevsky tried to convince Molotov of the importance of his
work on the History, using language and arguments congruent with
Bolshevik discourse of the time. Not all of Hrushevsky's statements in
his letter to Molotov can be taken at face value, but if the time frame of
volume 10 given there is correct, Hrushevsky intended to bring his
account up to the beginning of Petro Doroshenko's hetmancy.

An examination of the manuscript of volume 9 shows that once
Hrushevsky had written his text, ne aia very little subsequent editing.
The text of volume 9 and the published portion of volume 10 also
indicate that in the last volumes of his History Hrushevsky was prima-
rily concerned with presenting source material, limiting his own com-
mentary and discussion to a minimum. Considering that the preliminary
work of copying sources was done by members of the archaeographic
expedition in Moscow, Hrushevsky could indeed have made significant
progress in his work on volume 10 and completed the preparation of its
text by the middle of 1932, as originally planned. It did not turn out that
way. The volume was not finished either in 7932 or in7934.

In what state was the manuscript at the time of Hrushevsky's death?
An answer to this question requires a closer look at the printed portion
of the volume. That text, published by Kateryna Hrushevska as volume
10 of the History, is poorly edited, lacks transitions between some of its
parts, and impresses the reader as an unfinished work, which in fact it
is. In all likelihood, the rest of the volume was even less ready for print.
judging by Hrushevsky's requests to his associates in Moscow in 1930,
at that time he was focusing most of his energy on preparing part 1 of
volume 6 of his History of lJkrainian Literature for print.lO A good deal of
time was also consumed by Hrushevsky's efforts to protect his 'histori-

cal institutions' from increasing attack by the authorities. Clearly, the
atmosphere of continuous persecution also prevented him from con-
centrating on the writing of the History. Under pressure from the au-
thorities, even members of Hrushevsky's own staff began to criticize
him for alleged methodological shortcomings in the History. Hrushevsky
is said to have responded to one such attack with a jest: 'When you
write such a work, Pylyp Vasyliovych,' he addressed one of his critics,
'you will do it according to your plan, and I shall do it according to
mine.'11 Such an atmosphere could only sap Hrushevsky's energy and
enthusiasm. Apart from these troubles, Hrushevsky's eyesight was be-
ginning to deteriorate. As early as 1930 Fedir Savchenko had written to
Studynsky about Hrushevsky's eye problems, which grew even worse
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after his arrest and de facto exile to Moscow. Kateryna Hrushevska,
who accompanied her father in exile, often had to read books and
materials to him so that he could continue his work.12 Hrushevsky also
complained about his failing eyesight in his letter of September 7934 to
Molotov.l3

Most likely, Hrushevsky was unable to resume his work on the His-
toly of Ukraine-Rus' in Moscow or, if he did so, his progress was quite
limited. In the same letter to Molotov, Hrushevsky referred to his work
on volume 10 of the History as a project effectively interrupted by his
arrest in 793I.14 Kateryna remained her father's only assistant in Mos-
cow, and when it came to work in the archives and reading handwritten
Muscovite documents of the seventeenth century, she probably could
offer him only limited assistance. Dmytro Kravtsov, the last member of
the archaeographic expedition, ceased his work in the archives for lack
of funds and left Moscow for Leningrad by the end of 1931.15 Officially,
according to the records of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences,
Hrushevsky was working in Moscow on the history of education and
creative writing in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, a topic that
suggests, if anything, the continuation of his work on the History of
Ukrainian Liternture.l6 Articles that Hrushevsky submitted for print in
the journals of the All-Union Academy of Sciences indicate that he was
working on topics related to Ukrainian chronicles of the first half of the
eighteenth century,lT a subject closely related to the history of Ukrainian
literature.

There was also a problem of access to archival materials. Hrushevsky's
failing eyesight apparently did not allow him to work in the archives,
while copies of archival materials prepared by members of the
archaeographic expedition remained in Kyiv. Obtaining copies from
there was no easy task, as indicated by the scandal that arose in the
academy when Kateryna Hrushevska asked that some of her folklore
materials be sent to her in Moscow.18 In Moscow Hrushevsky was also
cut off from his Kyiv library.le His relatives in Kyiv knew that he was
continuing to work as hard as ever in Moscow and were able to send
him some of his books, but that led to unwanted complications with the
authorities. Hrushevsky apparently had access to the library of his
Moscow colleague Academician Mikhail Speransky, a specialist in the
history of literature,2O but in general, as he wrote to Molotov, conditions
in Moscow did not allow him to 'conduct systematic scholarly work.'21

One might assume that, as in the case of Hrushevsky's period of
emigration in the West, when he was cut off from library and archival
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materials, in Moscow he also chose to focus on the History of Ukrainian
Literature, which did not depend on archival research. In a letter of
November 7932 to Studynsky, Hrushevsky wrote mostly about his
work on the literature project. He informed Studynsky that after com-
pleting volume 9 of the History of Ukraine-Rus', he had returned to his
work on the history of literature and had already sent the first part of
the volume, covering the period 1600-32, to the press, but the printing
was stopped in the spring of 1931. Concerning his work on the continu-
ation of the History of Ukrainian Literature, he wrote: 'While living here, I
have worked my way through the seventeenth and eighteenth centu-
ries and even touched on the first third of the nineteenth century, but
only in episodes, depending on the material that was available. There is
very little Ukrainian and Polish literature here, and material is lacking
for certain episodes: leaving them aside, my daughter and I are work-
ing on what we can cover. She is helping me and independently treating
certain topics in cultural and literary history of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, without abandoning her work on the dumy and
their exponents.'22

It is safe to assume that whatever work Hrushevsky did on volume
10 and any other volume of the History remained in Kateryna's hands
after his death. After Hrushevsky's state-sponsored funeral, a special
commission was struck by the Academy of Sciences to work on his
papers. Kateryna Hrushevska was the only active member of the com-
mission. She clearly worked on the manuscripts that were already in
her possession but most probably also obtained access to the materials
of the 'historical institutions' held in the academy. In june 1933
Hrushevsky's nephew Serhii Shamrai was able to remove some of
Hrushevsky's archival materials from the academy to his apartment,
but he himself was soon arrested, and the materials were returned to
the academy.23

At the time of Kateryna Hrushevska's arrest in july 1938, the secret
police confiscated all manuscripts remaining in the Hrushevsky family's
apartment. Hrushevsky's widow, Mariia, wrote: 'Everything was turned
upside down; everything jumbled together - manuscripts, notes, cop-
ies - so that the fruit of long and strenuous labour was lost. They threw
some of those papers into a sack and took them away; others they took
to my late husband's office, ordering me to open it, and sealed it
afterwards.'24 The arrest of Kateryna Hrushevska and the first search of
the apartment took place on 10 iuly 1938. A subsequent search and
confiscation of books and other materials followed on 23 August of the
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same year.2s It appears that at least some of Mykhailo Hrushevsky's
manuscripts were then in the apartment. In April 1939 Kateryna
Hrushevska begged the members of the military tribunal that sen-
tenced her to eight years of imprisonment to ensure the safety of
Hrushevsky's materials confiscated at the time of her arrest. The tribu-
nal agreed to send the materials to the Academy of Sciences for evalua-
tion and possible use in scholarly work.26

It is not clear whether that decision was ever carried oui. In June 1941
Kateryna wrote to her mother from imprisonment, asking about the
fate of the books and manuscripts confiscated after her arrest. She was
specifically concerned about the manuscript of volume 6 of the History
of Ukrainian Literature, preserved at the time of her arrest in the Institute
of Literature, where she had been emploved as a research associate.
Kateryna also asked her mother aboui the manuscripts that she had
given to the academy,z7 which probably included the ones written by
Hrushevsky in Moscow. The question that arises in this regard is whether
the text that Kateryna enquired about was part 1 of volume 6 of the
History of Ukrainian Literature, which Hrushevsky had sent to the printer
in early 7931,28 or volume 6 as a whole, which included the chapters
written by Hrushevsky in Moscow. Most likely, Kateryna had both of
these in mind. Oleksander Biletsky, who reviewed the manuscript of
part 1 of the volume for publication after Hrushevsky's death, also
recommended the publication of its second part, which, according to
the review, covered the history of Ukrainian literature up to 'the last
decades of the eighteenth century.'Ze Biletsky also referred to the second
part of the volume in some of his later works, but no other proof of its
existence has yet been discovered. This lack of reliable evidence caused
the publishers of part 1 of the volume, which was finally issued in1995,
to question the existence of the second part of the volume altogether.3o

The question that should be asked in connection with any future
search for Hrushevsky's Moscow materials is in what language they
were written. The first answer that comes to mind is that Hrushevsky
wrote his works in Ukrainian. After all, in what other language could
the Ukrainian-language History of Ukrainian Literature be continued?
Nevertheless, the question is not so naive as it appears at first glance.
There are indications that Hrushevsky may have written some of his
Iast works in Russian. It is a well-known fact that Hrushevsky's articles
of this period were written in Russian and published in Russian aca-
demic journals. According to a secret police report, that fact even drew
criticism from the Kyiv intelligentsia, and members of the historian's
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family had to protect him from accusations of lacking Ukrainian patrio-
tism. Responding to the question of why Hrushevsky, a Ukrainian
academician, did not publish his works in Ukrainian but sent them
instead to Leningrad to be published in Russian, Serhii Shamrai alleg-
edly answered as follows: 'It would be strange if , after all they did io
him in Ukraine, Mykhailo Serhiiovych had acted differently.'31

What Shamrai probably meant was that Hrushevsky did not want to
send his materials to be published in the iournals of the Ukrainian
Academy of  Sciences fo l lowing i ts  purge.  The quest ion,  though,  was
not so much one of Hrushevsky's willingness to publish the results of
his research in Ukraine but of the academy's refusal to accept his works
for publication. After all, the publication of part 1 of volume 6 of
Hrushevsky's History of Ukraininn Literature was halted after his arrest.
The same fate befell Hrushevsky's articles and reviews prepared for
publication inl..lkraina before his arrest.32 While in Moscow, Hrushevsky
repeatedly and fruitlessly applied for an invitation to attend a session of
the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. Without such an invitation, he
could not  leave Moscow for  Kyiv . rs

lf Hrushevsky indeed wanted his new lvorks to be published, he
could count only on the central (Russian) publishers and would there-
fore have had to submit his manuscripts in Russian. An indication that
this choice pertained to the publication of the History of Ukrainian Litera-
ture appears in Kateryna Hrushevska's letter of June 1941 to her mother:
'Do you know what happened to volume 6, which was in the institute,
and to the other manuscripts that I submitted to the academy myself?
And har.e you heard anything about the translation of volume 6?'34Did
she mean the translation of the text from Russian? Or was she (more
probably) referring to a translation from Ukrainian into Russian? One
cannot exclude the possibility that Kateryna Hrushevska planned to
publish her father's work, originally written in Ukrainian, in Russian
translation.

If volume 6 of the History of Ukrainian Litersture was not among the
manuscripts confiscated at the time of Kateryna Hrushevska's arrest,
which of Hrushevsky's works were? Could they have included ner,r'
chapters of the Hisfory of Ukraine-Rus'? If so, did the military tribunal
fulfil Kateryna's request and send those of Hrushevsky's materials
confiscated during her arrest to the Academy of Sciences? If that was
the case, then they may indeed have been delivered to the library of the
Academy of Sciences and seen there by Ivan Butych, who assumed it to
be eleventh volume of the History, since the tenth volume had already
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been published by Kateryna. This is definitely a possibility, but, unfor-
tunately, no more than that. We have no answer to the question of what
happened to the unpublished parts of Hrushevsky's History, either
those that were just preparatory materials, an unpublished second part
of volume 10, or an entirely new eleventh volume. Today, regrettably,
all or almost all of the work done by Mykhailo and Katerlma Hrushevsky
at the time of their exile in Moscow remains inaccessible to scholars.
One can only hope that at least some of the Moscow manuscripts were
not destroyed after Kateryna's arrest and will be made available in the
future.
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Ibid., 159 (29 March 1892). Hrushevsky's Ukrainian patriotism apparentiy
led to a disagreement with Nikolai Ogloblin. Hrushevsky seems to have
been less open with other Russian historians concerning his Ukrainophite
views. Ibid., 151 (10 February 1892) and 155 (25 February 1892).

In his diary entry for 11 March 1892, Hrushevsky wrote about a lunch to
which he invited ten Moscow historians: 'We drank to the Kyiv school in
general and to Antonovych's school, and to me, who had produced a
complete picture of the Kyivan Land for the first time' (ibid., 158).
For his final university exams, Hrushevsky read works by Nikolai Karam-
zin, Sergei Soloviev, Boris Chicherin, Ivan Zabelin, Nikolai Kareev Vasilii
Kliuchevsky, Dmitrii Ilovaisky, and Sergei Platonov. He was well ac-
quainted with Polish historiography: aside from authors whose writings
he knew because of his work on the history of Ukraine, he read general
studies by Michal Bobrzyriski, August Bielowski, and Oswald Balzer.
Among Western historians, he read works by Alexis de Tocqueville,
Thomas Carlyle, John Draper, and Ludwig Ceisser. For references to the
works of these and other authors in Hrushevsky's diary, see the index to
Hrushevs'kyi, Shchodennvk.
Hrushevs' ky i, Shcho d ennyk, 88 (22 January 1 89 L ).
See Hrushevsky's noie on a discussion of the role of the individual in
history with Martyrii Halyn (ibid., 165 [30 April i892]).
Ibid., 214 (27 June 1893).
Ibid., 50 (24 July 1889).
On Hrushevsky's reading, see ibid., pp.76,152, 175-7, L82, I84,186,1.87,
218. For the impact of European scholarship on Hrushevsky's interpreta-
tion of history, see Zashkil'niak, 'Istoriohrafichna tvorchist' Mykhaila
Hrushevs'koho na tli ievropeis'koi istorychnoi dumky kintsia XIX -

pochatku XX stolittia.'
Omeljan Pritsak made an attempt to reconstruct Hrushevsky's reading
during his student years on the basis of the known reading lists of works
by Russian historians of the period. He suggested that Hrushevsky was
well read in contemporary European sociological literature, including
works of Auguste Comte and Emile Durkheim, which later became a

61
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major inspiration for his historical research and contributed to his self-
designation as a 'historian-sociologist' (see Pritsak, 'Istoriosofiia Mykhaila
Hrushevs'koho'). Hrushevsky's diary does not indicate an acquaintance
with the works of those classics of positivist sociology during his years at
Kyiv University, but his reading of Buckle, Malthus, and Tocqueville

shows that he was indeed acquainted with positivist literature.

On Poiish positivism, see Walicki, Poland between East and West,28-35.
Hrushevsky believed that Antonovych emulated the French positivists
of the 1 860s-1 880s. See Hrushevs'ky i,' Z sotslial' no-natsional'nykh

kontseptsii Antonovycha.'

For Hrushevsky's encounters with Luchytsky, a member of the Kyiv
Hromada, see Hrushevs'kyi, Shchodennyk, 61,, 63, 65, 90ff .
Hrushevsky and Kareev maintained friendly relations for a iong time,
exchanging letters and pubiications. Kareev also helped Hrushevsky
secure the publication of his works in the Russian Empire. See Kareev's
letters to Hrushevsky for the period 1900-12 in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1,
no. 518.

On Hrushevsky's encounters with Kareev and Kovalevsky during his

stay in St Petersburg in the spring and summer of 1906, see his diaries,
'Shchodennyky M.S. Hrushevs'koho (1904-1910 rr.),' 16-17. On the posi-
tivism of Kareev and Kovalevsky, see Walicki, History of Russian Thotrght,

367-70. On the contributions of Luchytsky, Kareev, and Kovalevsky to
historiography, see Sergei Pogodin,' Russkaia shkola' istorikoa.

Pritsak,'Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' xliv-ix; Vytanovych,
'Uvahy do metodolohii i istoriosofii M. Hrushevs'koho,' 48-51,; Zash-
kil'niak,'Istoriohrafichna tvorchist',' 40-2.Both Pritsak and Zashkilniak

draw a strict distinction between positivism and Hrushevsky's sociologi-
cal approach to history. On the development of social history in Ukraine,
see Stei'makh, 'Sotsial'na istoriia v Ukraini.' On Kovalevsky's histor-
ical views, see Natalia Shevchenko,'Sotsial'no-ekonomichni aspekty
anhliis'koi istorii XVII st. u tvorchosti Maksyma Kovalevs'koho.'

On Hrushevsky's attempts to establish contacts with Ukrainian circles in
Kyiv during his visit io the city in the summer of 1885, see his memoirs
(Hrushevs'kyi, 'Spomyny,' Kyii),1988, no. 12: 134). On his impressions
from reading Antonovych's articles in Kieaskaia starina, see ibid., 120.
Grushevskii,'Iuzhnorusskie gospodarskie zamki v polovine XVI veka.
Istoriko-statisticheskii ocherk' and Ocherk istorii Kieztskoi zemli ot smerti
Iaroslaaa do kontsa XIV stoletiia.

Judging by Hrushevsky's autobiography ('Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 199),

he was dissatisfied with the level of education offered at Kyiv University
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and grew quite critical of his professors, including Volody.rnyr Antonovych.
This assessment aroused protests from Hrushevsky's older colleague
Dmytro Bahalii. Like Hrushevsky, Bahalii studied with Volodymyr Anto-
novych, and his opinion of the professors at the university and the courses
they offered was much higher than Hrushevsky's. See Bahalii, 'Akad

M.S. Hrushevs'kyi i ioho mistse v ukrains'kii istoriohrafii (Istorychno-
krytychnyi narys),' 165-7. One explanation for this difference of opinion is
that Bahalii graduated from Kyiv University prior to the reform of higher
education carried out in the Russian Empire in 1884. The reform curtailed
university autonomy, modified curricula, and increased government
control over the universities in generai. Both Hrushevsky and Bahalii
wrote about the negative impact of the reform in their autobiographies
(Hrushevs'kyi,'Avtobiohraflia, 1906 r.,' 799; Bahalii,'Avtobiohrafiia,'
103-23).

69 Grushevskii, Bnrskoe stnrostro; Akty Barskogo starostua XV-XVil aa. (Kyw,
7893) l=AIuZR, pt. 8, vol. 1l; Akty Barskogo starostua XVLL-XVIU rr. (Kyiv,
1894) I=AILrZR, pt. B, r'ol. 2]. Concerning Hrushevsky's work on his
master's thesis, see Krykun, 'Magisters'ka dysertatsiia Mykhaila
Hrushevs'koho.'

70 Filevich, 'Obzor glavneishikh sochinenii i statei po zapadnorusskoi istorii
za 7897 god.' Hrushevsky was clearly pleased with Fiievich's review: see
his Shchodennvk,16T (14 Mav 1892).

71 See Miliukov's unsigned review in Russkaia mysl'. CI. Zashkil'niak, 'M.S.

Hrushevs'kyi u Kyivs'komu universyteti,' 237-8. Hrushevsky was upset
by the review, whose authorship was no secret to him. He noted in hrs
diary on 4 April 1893: 'Dobrovoisky brought Miliukov's review (no. 3 of
Russkaia mysl'), which is very unpleasant; if it were at all just, that would
be very distressing; I do not knorv' (Hrushevs'kyi, Shclndewtyk, p. 20a).

72 The irony - and potential danger to Hrushevsky's academic career - Iay in
the fact that the main proponent of the Pogodin theory at the time, the
Russian philologist Timofei Florinsky, was also a professor at Kyiv Univer-
sity and dean of the faculty of history and philology when Hrushevsky
graduated from the university and entered its master's program. As a
dean and influentiai professor in the department, Florinsky was respon-
sible for the scheduling of Hrushevsky's exams and was in a position
to influence their outcome. See his postcard to Hrushevsky scheduling
his master's exam for 19 May 1892 (TsDIAK, fond7235, op. 1, no. 303,
pp. 2-3). Hrushevsky mentioned the receipt of that card in his diary
(Slrchodennyk, 160). Hrushevsky was worried about possible negative
actions on the part of Florinsky (ibid., 56, 68, 192).
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73 Golubovskii, Istoriia Seaerskoi zemli do poloainy XIV aeka.

74 Molchanovskii, Ocherk izoestii o Podol'skoi zemle do 1434 g.

75 Bagalei, Istoriin Seaerskoi zemli do poloainy XIV st. Commenting on

Hrushevsky's monograph about the Kyivan Land, Bahalii later wrote that

his younger colleague 'had been the ornament, in his dav' of the Anto-

novych school. See Bahalii,'Akad. M.S. Hrushevs'kyt,' 767.

76 Zashkrl'niak, 'M.S. Hrushevs'kyi u Kyivs'komu universyteti,' 230-I.

77 Hrushevs'kyi, Shchodennyk,94 (22 February 1891).

78 Ibid., 1.69 (22 May 1892).

79 Yozniak,'Ol. Konys'kyi i pershi tomy "Zapysok" (z dodatkom ioho lystiv

do Oleksandra Dukareva),' 375. Cf . Zashkil'niak, 'M.S. Hrushevs'kyi u

Kyivs'komu universyteti,' 251-2.

B0 Hrushevs'k;zi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,'200. The agreement between the

Polish ruling circles of Calicia and the Ukrainian (Ruthenian) populists
(narodoutsi) to which Hrushevsky referred in his autobiography inaugu-

rated the 'new era' announced by a populist deputy of the Galician diet,

Iuliian Romanchuk, in November 1890. The results of the 'new era'in-

cluded the establishment of the chair of Ukrainian history at Lviv Univer-

sity, annual government grants to the Shevchenko Scientific Society,

fellowships for Ukrainian scholars, the founding of a bilingual teachers'

college in Sambir, the separation of the Ukrainian gymnasium in Pere-

myshl from the Poiish one, and the opening of four-year schools with

Ukrainian as the language of instruction in LviV Stanyslaviv, and Ternopil.

See Chornovol, Pol's'ko-ukralns'kn uhoda 1890-1894 rr.

81 On the Ukrainian chairs at Lviv University and competition between the

dominant Polish academic community and the Ukrainian professors and

students, see Crushevskii, 'Iz pol'sko-ukrainskikh otnoshenii Calitsii '

212-30.

82 For sources on Hrushevsky's relations with Barvinsky, see Kupchyns'kyi,
'Do vzaiemyn Oleksandra Barvins'koho z Mykhaiiom Hrushevs'kym
(dokumenty i materialy).'

83 See the text of von Cautsch's report of 22 March 1892 to the emperor in

Vynar, 'Avstriis'ki uriadovi dokumenty,' 223-36, esp. 227-30. In his

autobiography, Hrushevsky cited von Gautsch's alleged statement that
'ruthenische Geschichte ist keine konkrete Wissenschaft' (Hrushevs'kyi,
'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 207).

E4 Chornovol, P ol's' ko - ukr aln s' ka tln d n, 13 4-6 ; Zashkil'niak,'Mykhailo

Hrushevs'kyi i Halychyna,' 152; Batenko, 'Do pytannia pro zasnuvannia

kafedry istorii Skhidnoi Ier.ropy.'

85 Hrtrshevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 200, and Shclndennyk,94 (24Febru-
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ary 1891). Once Hrushevsky decided to accept the Lviv position, he

apparently began to work on improving his spoken Ukrainian, since

lectures at Lviv University were to be delivered in Ukrainian, while in

Kyiv the Ukrainian language was completely banned from the public

sphere. There was a rumour among Hrushevsky's aquaintances that he

would lock himself in a room for entire days and 'with the persistence

of a Demosthenes, almost with a pebble in his mouth, he exercised hrs

tongue in the Ukrainian language.'See Tsarinnyi (Andrei Storozhenko),

Ukr ai n sko e da izh eni e, 77 3.

Hrushevsky was not the first Ukrainian activist from Dnipro Ukraine

who was prompted to speak Ukrainian because of his contacts with

Galician Ukrainians. In 1899 Iakiv Shulhyr, a leader of the Kyiv Hromada,

wrote to Hrushevsky and apologized for his written Ukrainian: 'Since my

early years, although I was born in Kyiv, I have not spoken Ukrainian. I

acquired a consciousness of my homeland at Kyiv University and first

began to speak Ukrainian in Vienna when I found myself in a group of

Sich members there.' See Shulhyn's letter of 17 (24) January 1899 to Hru-

shevsky from Ielysavethrad in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 873, fols 2624.

86 Zashkil'niak, 'Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi i Halychyna,' 153.

87 See the text of Hrushevsky's nomination to the position of full professor at

Lviv University, approved by the emperor, in Vynar, 'Avstriis'ki uriadovi

dokumenty,' 231-3. Oleksander Barvinsky presented his side of the story

tnhis Zasnouannie katedry istoril'Ukralny a L'aias'komu uniaersyteti (repr. in

Kupchyns'kyi, 'Do vzaiemyn,' 157-73); Barvins'kyi, 'Zi " spomyniv moho

zhyttia."'

88 Vynar,'Avstriis'ki uriadovi dokumenty,' 231-3.

89 Before his appointment to the chair, on Barvinsky's insistence, Hrushev-

sky signed a letter stating that if there were no objection from the Russian

government, he would become an Austrian citizen. See Hrushevsky's

letter of Z2lrne 1898 to the Lviv newspaper Dilo in 'Iak mene sprovad-

zhdeno do L'vova,'repr. in Kupchyns'kyi, 'Do vzaiemyn,' 149-54,here

150.

90 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Vstupnyi vyklad z davn'oi istorii Rusy, vyholoshenyi

v L'vivs'kim universyteti 30 veresnia 7894 r.' The text of the lecture was

published by the Lviv newspaper Dilo a few days afier Hrushevsky's

inauguration. For a reprint of the lecture, see Mykhailo Hrusheas'lcyi i

Z akhi d n a Ukr ain a, 5 -1 4.

9L Compare Anthony D. Smith's remarks on the rediscovery of the eihnic

past by national intelligentsias and their views of the role of the popular

masses in history inhis National ldentity,128-9.
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92 Saunders, 'Mykola Kostomarov (1817-1885) and the Creation of a Ukrain-
ian Ethnic Identity.'

93 Kyian, 'Kafedral'ne "viruiu" Voiodymyra Antonovycha. Z neopubliko-

vanoi spadshchlmy.'

94 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheaslcy, 31..

95 For an example of Hrushevsky addressing his students as 'comrades,' see
his letters to Ivan Krypiakevych in Roman Krvp'iakevych, 'Mykhailo

Hrushevs'kyi ta Ivan Kryp'iakevych,' 333-72. On the impression that
Hrushevsky made on the young Galician students, see Myron Korduba's

memoir of his first meeting with Hrushevsky,'Pryizd prof. Hrushevs'koho

do L'vova.'Oleksander Lototsky wrote in his memoirs that despite being

older than other members of the Orthodox seminarian 'community' and

superior to them in terms of talent, erudition, etc., Hrushevsky behaved

as a 'sincere comrade' and equal (Lotots'kyi, Storinky mynuloho,l: 181).
Hrushevsky was also often addressed as 'comrade' in private letters

dating from 1893. See TsDIAK, fond1.235, op. 1, no. 873, fols 107-18.

96 Hrushevs'kyi, Shchodennyk,69 (11 October 1890).

97 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'ka partiia sotsiialistiv-revoliutsioneriv ta ii

zavdannia. Zamrtky z prywodu debat na konferentsiiakh zakordonnykh

chleniv partii,'12.

98 Rasevych, 'Evoliutsiia pohliadiv Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' L60.

99 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 202.

100 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Iak mene sprovadzheno do Lvova,' repr. in Kupchyn-

s'kyi,'Do v zaiemyr.,' 149-54.

101 Hrushevs'kyi,'Era finansovo-ekonomichna,' 71-4.

102 'Having, perhaps, lost hope of completeiy denationalizing the Ruthenian

population, the Polish ruling party (also supported, inter alia, in those

efforts by Polish society) is seeking, by means of well-thought-out mea-

sures that constitute an integral system, to weaken the Ruthenian element

numerically and qualitatively; to maintain it insofar as possible in the

condition of an ethnographic mass; not to allow national life to develop,'

wrote Hrushevsky in his essay of 1,907 on Polish-Ukrainian relations rn

Galicia ('Iz po1'sko-ukrainskikh otnoshenii Galitsii,' 210).

103 Brock, 'Polish Nationalism,' 3404.

104 Rasevych,'Evoliutsiia pohliadiv Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' 158-9.

Hrushevsky sought to attract Ivan Franko to the Shevchenko Society,
which was headed by Barvinsky and did its best to keep such people out

of its ranks. In February 1895 Hrushevskv warned Franko to be careful

not to allow ihe Poles to exploit him against the conservative section of

Ukrainian society. Under different circumstances rn L897, he welcomed
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Franko's public attack on both the Ukrainian conservatives and the

Polish political elite (see Hrushevsky's letter of 11 [23] February 1895 to

Franko in Ly st u zt annia My klnil a Hr u sh e t,s' koho, 77 -8). In December 1 898,
Hrushevsky wrote to Franko that he had experienced considerable
vexation in fighting the image of the Shevchenko Society as a 'new era'

organization (see 'Lystv M. Hrushevs'koho do I. Franka,' 249).

105 On the revolt against 'organic work' in the Polish national movement, see

Walicki, Poland betzueen East and West, 434. On the founding of Ukrainian

political parties in Galicia and Eastern Ukraine, see Rudnytsky, 'Trends in

Ukrainian Political Thought,' 97-8, and 'Intellectual Origins of Modern

Ukraine, '134-5.

106 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 202-3;Prymak, Mykhailo Hrushea-

sky,54-8. For the formulation of the idea of Ukrainian independence by

the Calician /young radicals,' see Hrytsak, Nnrys istorii'Ukrainy,94-5. For

Franko's attitude to the slogan of an independent Ukraine, see his
'Ukraina irredenta.'

107 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 7906 r.,' 207-13.

108 'Relations with Poiish university colleagues, who wanted to have in me a

submissive satellite of Polish domination, soon deteriorated completely

and generated considerable unpleasantness. I did not lose courage or

give up in the face of those difficulties,'wrote Hrushevsky ('Avtobio-

hrafiia, 1906 r.,' 202).

109 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Velvke dilo.'

110 Vynar, Mykhailo Hrushezts'kyi i Nnukoae toaarystao im. Tarasa Sheachenka,

1892*1930,56-8.

111 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Hromads'kyi rukh na Vkraini-Rusy v XIII vitsi.'
772 Yynar, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i Naukoae toaarystoo im. Tnrasa Sheachenka,

11-17, 29-33; Prymak, Mrlkhailo Hr ushettslcy, 4143.

113 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 2021.

114 For a detailed discussion of the accomplishments of the Shevchenko

Society, see Vynar, Mykhailo Hrushezts'kyi i Naukoae toaarystao im. Tarasn

Sheachenka.

115 Grushevskii, 'Vopros ob ukrainskikh kafedrakh i nuzhdy ukrainskoi

nauki,' 177, and 'Iz pol'sko-ukrainskikh otnoshenii Calitsii,' 222. Cf .
P ry mak, Mykh ail o Hr u sh ea sky, 59.

116 Rasevych,'Evoliutsiia pohliadiv Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' 160-1.

117 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheasky,59-60; Kachmar and Maryskevych, 'M.

Hrushevs'kyi.'

118 For Hrushevsky's discussion of the issue of a Ukrainian university, see

his'Iz poi'sko-ukrainskikh otnoshenii Galitsii,' 224-30.
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The crisis of 1901 brought no immediate results, and Ukrainian protests
continued throughout the first decade of the twentieth century, until in
1910 one of the student meetings was attacked by the authorities. The
attack led to the death of one Ukrainian student and the wounding of
another. Subsequenily, seventy Ukrainian students were arrested and
trieci for having participated in the altercation. The Ukrainians were
outrap;ed, their political lobby intensified its pressure on the authorities,
and finally, inlate 1972, after the obstruction of parliamentary proceed-
ings by the Ukrainian deputies, the emperor was obliged to issue a
decree announcing the opening of a Ukrainian university in Lviv on
1 September 1916. The outbreak of the First World War prevented the
realization of that plan. See Kachmar and Maryskevych, 'M. Hrushevs'kyi';
Rudnvtsky,'Poiish-Ukrainian Relations,' 64.

119 On Polish attempts to turn Galicia into a 'Polish Piedmont,' see Brock,
'Poiish Nationalism,' 328-30.

120 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 207.
121 Ibid. For Hrushevsky's description of the episode, see his 'Ukrainskii

vopros,' 30. Cf. also his introduction to the published papers of the
Calician would-be participants in the congress in ZNTSIz 31-2 (1599).

122 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheasky , 25.
123 Commenting on the political atmosphere of the turn of the twentieth

century, Hrushevsky wrote in his autobiography: 'At the same time, for
their part, the local Russophile and Russian Slavophiie "activists" ir la
Florinsky and Co. smeared me as the leader of Ukrainian separatism,
indicating, for example, my signature under the manifesto of the re-
formed populist movement, which put forward the political indepen-
dence of Ukraine as the ultimate goal of its national program, and so on'
('Avtobiohrafi ia, 1.906 r.,' 203).

124 Kryp'iakevych, Mykhailo Hrusheos'kyi. Zhyttia i diial'nist' , 467.
1.25 Yynar, Mykhailo Hrusheos'kyi i Naukozte toaarystuo im, Tarasa Sheachenka,35.

Opposition to the pariicipation of Galician scholars continued at subse,
quent archaeoiogical congresses. As Hrushevsky's Russian colleague
Vasilii Storozhev informed him in February 1906, the leaders of the
organizing committee of the Fourteenth Congress (which took place in
Chernihiv in 1908), Dmitrii Ilovaisky and Dmitrii Samokvasov, rejected
a proposal of the Chernihiv delegates to schedule a special panel called
'Antiquities of Ukraine-Rus'.' They also turned down a proposal to open
an office of the organizing committee in Lviv under the auspices of the
Shevchenko Scientific Society. See Storozhev's letter of 10 February 1906
to Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 775, fols 6-7.
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126 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheusky,64-6. Hrushevsky learned about ihe
cancellation of the congress from Franko in March 1904 during a pro-
longed bout of migraine and noted in his diary: 'Well, it's better that
way, although I had already made various arrangements for this trip to
St Petersburg.' See 'Shchodennyky M.S. Hrushevs'koho (1904-1910 rr.),'
13 (14 March 1904).

I27 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema "russkoi" istorii i sprava ratsio-
nal'noho ukladu istorii skhidnoho slov'ianstva.' The article, dated Sep-
tember 1903, was written after Hrushevsky completed work on the text
of a Russian-language survey of Ukrainian history (Hrushevs'kyi,
'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 209).

Other Ukrainian-language papers that Hrushevsky submitted to the
organizing committee of the Slavic congress included 'Spirni pytannia
starorus'koi etnohrafii' and 'Etnohrafichni katehorii i kui'turno-
arkheoiohichni typy v suchasnykh studiiakh Skhidnoi Evropy.' Separate
offprints of all three articies appeared in St Petersburg in the same year.
For English translations of the latter works, see Chirovsky, On tlrc Histori-
cal Beginnings of Eastern Slaaic Europe,13-38 and 39-52.

128 Much later, in 1928, Hrushevsky was one of ihose who sent congrat-
ulations to Polivka on his seventieth birthday on behalf of a number
of institutions of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. For the text of
Hrushevsky's address, see M. Zh., 'Iuvilei Iuryia Polivky.'

129 See Pypin's letter of 18 September 1904 to Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond
1235, op. l, no. 270, fols 71-3.

130 Draft of Hrushevsky's letter of 30 October 1904 to Pypin in TsDIAK, fond
1235, op.1, no.275, fols 158-158v, 162-164v, here fol. 162.

131 For a brief biography of Pypin, see Slaaianooedenie a doreaoliutsionnoi
Rossii,286-9.

132 Concerning Sviatopolk-Mirsky's views on the national question during
his period of service as governor-general of Vilnius in19024, see Weeks,

I J J

734
135
136
I J /

Nation and State,50-5.
See the draft of the letter in TsDIAK (Kyiv), fond 1235, op. 1, no. 275, fols
159-161v.
Hrushevs'kyi,'Avtobiohra fiia, 1906 r.,' 21I.
rbid.,209.
Ibid.
See Grushevskii, Ocherk istorii ukrainskogo naroda. Cf . his lliustroaann
istoriia Ukrainy, z dodatkom noaoho periodu istorii Ukraiiry za rolcy aid 1911 do
1919. This edition, which is cited throughout the present work, covered
Ukrainian history up to 1907 and contained a special appendix written by
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Hrushevsky, 'The New Period of the Historv of Ukraine,' dealing with
events from 1914 to 1978.

138 See Hrushevsky's autobiographies in Velylcyi ukrai:nets' , 226, 235; Prymak,
Mykhailo Hr u sh ezt sky, 7 0-9.

139 One reader, referring to Hrushevsky's article'The Constitutional Ques-
tion and the Ukrainian Movement in Russia' in Literaturno-naukoayi

aisnyk (1905), wrote: 'You do well, Esteemed Professor, to write ... and
blame Ukrainians for keeping silent, but why do you yourself write so
little and infrequently in Russian journals, although your articles, as
those of a professor, would be published more readily than those of a

Ukrainian writer?' (TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 874, foI.20).

140 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1,906 r.,' 203.

141 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Frazy i fakty.' For a Russian translation, see'Frazy i
fakty,' Kieasknia starina (May 1905): 161-7. Hrushevsky exchanged letters
with journalists working for the newspaper, who asked him to find them
a correspondent in Lviv. See a letter dated 24April 1905 from a staff
member to Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 874, fols 10-13.

1,42 See the discussion of the issue in Hrushevs'kyi, 'Neveroiatno.'

143 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Memoriai Peterburs'koi Akademii v spravi svobody
ukraihs'koi movy v Rosii.'Cf. his 'Na zlobu dnia' and 'Neveroiatno,'

108-9. For the text of the memorandum, see Ob otmene stesnenii maloruss-
kogo pechatnogo sloLla. For a Ukrainian translation, see Peterburs'kn
Akademiia Nauk a spraai znesennin zaborony ukrains'koho sloaa (Lviv, 1905).

144 On the silent lifting of the ban, see Hrushevs'kyi, 'Hanebnii pamiaty.'

145 \44:rat awaited Hrushevsky in that regard was a severe disappointment.
The prohibition on the import of Ukrainian books from Galicia was
replaced by the imposition of a high tax on Russian publications im-

ported from abroad. As Hrushevsky noted with irony in a note to the
reprint of his article 'The Ukrainian Piedmont' in Osaobozhdenie Rossii i
ukrainskii oopros, Ukrainian publications were not considered 'Russian'

when the prohibition was in place, but once it was gone, they began to be
treated as 'Russian' for customs purposes. See Grushevskii, 'Ukrainskii

P'emont,' in Osaobozhdenie Rossii i ukrainskii aopros,119-20.

146 Ibid., 116. Cf. Brock, 'Polish Nationalism,' 330.

747 Prvmak, Myklnilo Hrusheasky,T6-7. On Ukrainian representation in the
First Duma, see Andriewsky, 'The Politics of National Identity,' 1,63-99.
On Hrushevsky's stay in St Petersburg, see his diaries, 'Shchodennyky

M.S. Hrushevs'koho (1904-1970 tr.),' 16. While in St Petersburg,
Hrushevsky met with the Ukrainian activists Oleksander Lototsky,

Maksym Slavinsky, and Dmytro Doroshenko, his coiieague Dmytro
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Bahalii, and the Russian scholars Venedikt Miakotin, Aleksei Shakhma-

tov. Nikolai Kareev. and Ivan Grevs.

Hrushevsky worked on his articles for Ukrainskii oestnik early in the

morning. See, for example, his diary entry for 27 May 1906, where he

recorded that he had written an article titled 'Question of the Day'and

begun another article for the series'Z bizhuchoi khvyli' (At the Present

N{oment. Cf. 'Shchodennyky 
[1904-1910],' p. 16). The first article r.t'as

written for Ukrainskii aestnik in St Petersburg and the second for

Li t er a turno-n aukotty i ai snV k in Lviv.

148 See Grushevskii, 'Ukrainskii P'emont.'

149 Grushevskii,'Vstrevozhennyi muraveinik.'

150 See Grushevskii, 'Ukrainskii vopros/ and'Dvizhenie politicheskoi i

obshchestvennoi ukrainskoi mysli v XIX stoletii.'

See Crushevskti, Osaobozhdenie Rossii i ukrainskii Ltopros.

Ibid., iii.

Mikhnovs'kyi,'Samostiina Ukraina.'

For Hrushevsky's reaction to Stolypin's circular of 1910, see his 'Na

ukraihs'ki temy: Hymn vdiachnosty.' Cf. Prymak, Mykhailo Hrttsheasky,

B4-5.

On the policies of the Polish National Democrats in Russia, see Brock,
'Polish Nationalism,' 3 41.-6 ; Zir.rand, N ar o doiu a D em okr a c j n 1 I 9 3-1 9 3 9.

See Crushevskii,'Konets getto!' 146.

See ibid., 148. From a very eariy point in his political careet Hrushevsky

was sympathetic to the plight of Ukrainian Jewry. Having been brought

up as a devout Orthodox Christian in the atmosphere of official anti-

Semitism that prevailed in the postreform Russian Empire, the young

Hrushevsky had to rid himself of official attitudes toward Jews. That

process was reflected in his student diary. Describing a visit to the home

of a Ukrainian Jew on his way to the family estate in Sestrynivka,

Hrushevsky wrote: 'I was also struck by the foilowing thought: I heard

a Jewess speaking with her daughter, and then I heard a child puffing

and champing its little lips. That surprised me: it was as if I expected

that a somnolent child, and so on, would behave somewhat differently

from a Christian child, or something.'See Hrushevs'kyi, Shchodennyk,T4
(2 November 1890).

158 See Grushevskii, 'Vopros dnia (agrarnve perspektivy)'and 'Natsional'nye

momenty v agrarnom voprose. '

159 On Hrushevsky's political activities in Galicia from 1905 to 1912, see

Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheoslcy, 91-103. In 7907 rejations between Ukraini-

ans and Poies deteriorated to such an extent that in the autumn of thar
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year Hrushevskv delivered some of his lectures with a gun in his pocket.
See 'Shchodennyky M.S. Hrushevs'koho (190,1-1910 rr.),' 21 (27 October
1907).

For Hrushevsky's attacks on the Russophiles, see his 'Het' z rutenst-
vom!' and'Na ukrarhs'ki temy: "Konets' rutenstva !"' For Hrusher.sky's

critique of Neoslavism, see his 'Na ukrains'ki temy: Ukrainstvo i
vseslov'ianstr.o'and 'Na ukrains'ki temy: Na nor.yi rik.'

160 Kryp'iakevych,'Spohady (Avtobiohrafiia),' 108.

161 In his autobiography, Hrusher.sky explained the revolt against him in the
Shevchenko Society as an intrigue masterminded by the National Demo-

crats, rt'ho were seeking an alliance with the Poles. See Hrushevs'kyi,
'Avtobiohrafiia,19T4-1919,' 214; cf . his 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1926 r.,' 237. For a
discussion of the conflict in the Shevchenko Society that cost Hrushevsky
his position, see Vynar, Mykhailo Hrusheus'kyi i Nnukoae tozsanlstuo irrt.
Tarasa Sher.tchenka, 59-69; Prymak, Mylthaib Hrtrsheusky, 104-6; Hrytsak,
'Konflikt 1913 roku v NTSh: prychyny i prychynky'; Horvn', 'Ostannii

konflikt M. Hrushevs'koho v NTSh.'

762 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'AvtobiohrafIia, T926 r.,' 235; Chykalenko, Spohady
(1861-1907),481-2. On Hrushevsky's political activity at the time, see
P rymak, Mykhailo Hruslrcasktl, 70-724.

163 'Shchodennyky M.S. Hrusher.s'koho (1904-1910 rr.),' 224.

164 For the autobiographv of V.I. Savva, see Istoriko-filologiclrcskii fakul'tet
Khar'koaskogouniaersitetazaperayestoletegosttshchestaovaniia(1805 1905),

341-5.

165 Vasylenko's article was later included in a collection of articles, all of
which, except Vasylenko's, attacked Hrushevsky in connection with his

application for the position at Kyiv University. See K aoprostL o kandidttttrre
na kafedru rtrsskoi istorii a unioersitete sr,. Vladintira proJessora L'uooskogo
unirtersitets Mikhails Grttsheaskogo. For Mykola Vasyienko's views on
Hrushevsky and his scholarly achievements, see also Vasylenko's later
article, 'Prof. M.S. Crushevskii kak istorik.'

166 On Hrushevsky's relations with lefremor', which were long-lasting
and became openly confrontational in the 1920s, see Hyrych, 'M. Hru-

shevs'kyi i S. Iefremov na tli suspil'no-politychnoho zhyttia kintsia
XIX - 20-kh rokiv XX stolittia,' Ukraihs'kyi istoryk 33 (1996):142-87.

167 For the struggle attendant on the transfer of Hrushevsky's activities from
Lviv to Kyiv, see'Shchodennyky M.S. Hrushevs'koho (1904-1910 rr.),'
77-21. ; Chvkalenko, Spohndy, 469-86; P ry mak, Mtlklmilo Hrusheashy, 79-87.
Characteristic of Dnipro Ukrainian attitudes to the Galician variant of
Ukrainian was the stand taken by one of the most distinguished mem-
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bers of the Kyiv Hromada, Iakiv Shulhyn. As he wrote to Hrushevsky

in 1899, he first {ound himself obliged to speak Ukrainian among the

Galicians in Vienna (cf. n. 86 above) but objected to Galician translations
from the Russian because of their stylistic 'pecularities.' 'It would still be

better,'wrote Shulhyn, 'for us to translate from ihe Russian than for your

Galicians to do so, for their language often makes our eyes roll.' Shulhyn
was prepared to make an exception only for the style of Ivan Franko. See

Shulhyn's letter of 17 (24) January 1899 to Hrushevsky from Ielysaveth-

rad in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op . 1, no. 873, lols 2624.
168 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheasky, ST .
169 On Hrushevsky's cooperation with the Society of Ukrainian Progressives

and the position he took during negotiations between the members of

that organization and Pavel Miliukov in 1914, see Prymak, Mykhailo

Hrusheasl<y , 107-14.In the spring of 1914, Hrushevsky expressed approval

of Miliukov's extremely important speech on the Ukrainian question

given in the Russian Duma on 19 February 1914. There the leader of the

Russian Constitutional Democrats defended Hrushevsky and his col-

leagues against accusations of 'Mazepism' and attacked the Austro-

philism of the Ukrainian radical Dmytro Dontsov, as well as the Russian

nationalism of Anatoiii Savenko and other Kyivan proponents of all-
Russian unity. Welcoming the speech in a letier to Miliukov Hrushevsky

still maintained that the latter had unduly emphasized the position taken

by Dontsov and his supporters, who advocated the separation of Ukraine

from Russia and the establishment of Ukrainian autonomy in the Habs-

burg Monarchy. Hrushevsky also disagreed with Miliukov's position on

federalism. See the draft of Hrushevsky's letter of 4 March 7914 to

Miliukov in TsDIAK, fond L235, op.1, no.270.
170 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Na ukrains'ki temy: Vidluchennia Kholmshchyny.'Cf.

Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheaslry,106. The Kholm province was established
in September 1913. On the controversy attending this event, see Weeks,

Nation and State, 173-92.
171 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Na ukraihs'ki temy: Po koshmari.'Prymak, Mykhailo

Hrusheasky,9l.
172 See Hrushevs'kyi, Pro stari chasy nn Ukraini, Pro bat'kn kozats'koho Bohdana

Khmel'nyts'koho, and Iliustroaana istoriia Ukraiity (Kyiv,I9I1',1912,1913,

1e1s).
773 See Saviovsky's letter of 15 May L910 to Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond

1235, op.1, no. 303, fols 155-7.
174 For a discussion of responses io Hrushevsky's historical writings from

workers and members of the intelligentsia, see chapter 3 of the present
work.
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175 See Shelest's letter of 1909 to Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no.
303, fol. 128.

176 For a brief description of Hrushevsky's peregrinations during the First
World War, see his auiobiographies: 'Avtobiohraflia, 191.4-19 rr.' ,21,4-16,
and 'Avtobiohrafiia. 1926 r..' 238.

177 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheosky, 117 ; Yynar,'Chomu Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi
povernuvsia v Ukrainu v 1914 rotsi.'A member of the Union for the
Liberation of Ukraine, Volodymyr Doroshenko, later recalled: 'The Polish
National Democrats hated Hrushevsky, considering him the main pro-
moter of the Ukrainian national movement in Galicia. And given that the
administration of Galicia was in Polish hands, any district head or chief
of a local police station could destroy the "father of the haidamakas"
under any pretext as a Russophile and enemy of Austria, using martial
law as a cover' (Volodymyr Doroshenko, 'Pershyi prezydent vidnovlenoi
ukraihs'koi derzhavy,' Oayd,1957, no. 2:28).

178 The accusations were based at least partly on a denunciation made by
Stepan Tomashivsky, one of Hrushevsky's former students and his
adversary in the Shevchenko Society before the war. See Vynar, 'Chomu

Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi povernuvsia v Ukrainu,' 191. On relations be-
tween Hrushevsky and Tomashivsky, see Bortniak, 'Stepan Tomashivs'kyi:
do vidnosyn z Mykhaiiom Hrushevs'kym.'

The case was later dismissed by an Austrian military court, but the
authorities did not warm to Hrushevsky and later suspected his influ-
ence behind the anti-Austrian campaign organized in the Ukrainian press
in the United States. See the texts of documents of the Vienna Minisuy
of Internal Affairs dating from the first months ol 1917 in Marko
Antonovych, 'Sprava Hrushevs'koho.' Documents from that article are
reprinted in Velyky i ukr sin e t s', 367 -7 9, here 376-8.

179 For excerpts from the police correspondence related to Hrushevsky's
arrest and exile, see 'Sprava pro vysylku prof. M. Hrushevs'koho.'

180 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheash1,ll7-20. See letters from Shakhmatov and
Platonov to the president of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Grand
Prince Konstantin Romanov (26 December 7914), in "'Ia nikogda ne
vystupal protiv Rossii." M.S. Grushevskii i russkie uchenye, 1911-1916
gg.'See also Robinson, 'M.S. Hru5evs'kyj, la "Questione ucraina" e l'6lite
accademica russa';'Ssylka M.S. Grushevskogo.'

181 See Shchegolev, Ukrainskoe daizhenie kak soaremennyi ttap iuzhno-russkogo
separatizma,l3l.

182 Prior to the war, Hrushevsky had in fact protested against applying the
term'Mazepists'to the members of the Ukrainian movement. He claimed
that the tsarist government had turned the Cossack hetman Ivan Mazepa
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into a symbol of separatism when in fact his aspirations had not differed

greatly from those of Bohdan Khmelnytsky, the major antipode of

Mazepa in official Russian propaganda of the first decade of the twenti-

eth century (see Hrushevs'kvi,'Na ukrains'ki temy. 'Mazepynstvo' i
'Bohdanivstvo'). In his Iliustroxnnn istoriis Ukrnliry 0972, pp.367-83),

Hrushevsky eschewed any idealization of Mazepa and his motives in

switching allegiance to Charles XII but treated the hetman with respect,

noted his support of Ukrainian culture, and explained his revolt against

the tsar as a consequence of increasing Russian interference in Ukrainian

affairs and the demands of the Cossack elite.

See the text of the police report in Vynar, 'Chomu Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi

povernuvsia v Ukrainu,' 191-3. On Rttssian policy in occupied Calicia,

see Bakhturin a, Politikn Rossliskol imperii a aostochnoi Gslitsii u gody peraoi

miroz;oi aoirty. On the treatment of the Ukrainian question by the Special

Political Department of the Russian Miuistry of Foreign Affairs tn7916'

17. see Miller. 'A Testament of the All-Russian Idea.'

Kulakovsky's article in fact echoed the accusations leveled against

Hrushevsky by the Russian censor Shchegolev in his book Ukraittskoe

doizhenie kak soaremennyi |tap iuzhtto-russkogo sepnratisma. The article was

forwarded to Hrushevsky, who was then residing ln Kazan, by Serhii

Iefremov and his associates. Initially Hrushevskv was not sure whether a

reply was warranted: as he noted to Iefremov, he usually did not respond

to such 'voices in hiding' lgolosa iz oLtaga)'Eventually he decided to write

a response: see Hrushevsky's letters of 6 October (23 September) and 25

(12) October 1915 in fustuttnnnia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho, nos. 231, 232, pp.

1724,here p.174. As mentioned earlier, during iris student years at Kyiv

University Hrushevsky had turned down Kulakovsky's offer to special-

ize in ancient history under his supervision.

185 Hrushevsky's response to Kulakovsky, titled 'Vetkhii prakh,' appeared

in Llkrainskais zhizn' and in Rech' .lt was interpreted by the Polish news-

paper KtLrjer Lwotoski as anti-Austrian and provided the Lviv University

authorities with an excuse to investigate not oniy the circumstances of

Hrushevsky's departure but also his alleged anti-Austrian activities' A

special commission was appointed by the academic council of the univer-

sity to look into the matter. Having acquired a coPy of Hrushevsky's

article, it reached the conclusion that there were no grounds to accuse

him of anti-Austrian activities. Hrushevsky was called upon to explain

his reasons for leaving the universitv - easier said tiran done, given

r.vartime conditions. For correspondence between the academic council

of Lviv Universitv and the Austrian authorities, see Marko Antonovych,
'Sprava Hrushevs'koho.'

183

18,1
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186 See Shakhmatov's letter of 11 March 1915 to Hrushevsky in Simbirsk in
TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 228,Iols 34-34r..

187 See Hrushevsky's letter of 26July [1915] in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no.
275, fols 118-19v.

188 See Prymak, Mykhailo Hrushe-osfu,1,20-1,.
189 Ibid., 118.
190 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1914-19 rr.,' 215.
191 See the reference to Studynsky's testimony in the report of the Lviv

University academic council (10 April 1916) to the chancellery of the
Calician viceroy (Velykyi rlkrainets' ,367-70). Studynsky claimed that
Hrushevsky left for Kyiv upon iearning of a decree to the effect that
Russian citizens would forfeit their property in the Russian Empire
unless they returned there within six weeks of the publicatlon of the
decree.

192 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1914-19 rc.,' 275.
193 In ltaly, on his way from Vienna to Kyiv Hrushevsky met a correspon-

dent of the Russian newspaper Russkie ttetTomosti, with whom he dis-
cussed the future federalization of Russia. See Prymak, Mrlkhnilo
Hrusheosky,IIT.

194 See Smal'-Stots'kyi, 'Pochatok vidnovy Ukrains'koi Derzhar.rrosty,'93.
195 For the decrees (universals) of the Centrai Rada, see Hrushevs'kyi, Na

porozi rtoooi' Ukrainy, 797-214. For the minutes of Central Rada proceed-
ings, see Ukrallns'ka Tsentral'nn Rnda. For a general surr ey of the 1917
revolution in Ukraine, see the chapter 'Revolutions in the Ilussian Em-
pire' in Magosci, A History of Ukraine, 468-89, and the chapter 'War and
Revolution, I9t7-20' in Subtelny, Ukrnine: A History, 339-54. For a history
of the Central Rada, see Verstiuk, Ukraihs'ka Tsentrnl'na Rada.

196 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Promova na zasidanni Tsentral'noi Rady z 17 hrudnia
1917,',151.

197 In his memoirs, Hrushevsky recalled the moment when he got news of
the outbreak of the revolution: 'I was sitting in the Rumiantsev Librarv
writing an article on Kostomarov's federative theory and collecting
material about the discussion that it occasioned in the press of the day
when the librarian shared with me the sensational news that they were
just "taking the Kremlin"' (Hrushevs'kyi,'Spomyny,' Ky|a, 1,989, no. 8:
123).

198 Ibid., 124-5.
199 See 'Slovo Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho na ukrains'kii manii-estatsii v Kvier.i

19 bereznia (1 kvitnia 1977 r.).'
200 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Velyka khvylia.' Hrushevsky repeated the argumentation

presented in this articie in his speech at a meeting of the Society of
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Ukrainian Progressives on 25-6 March 1917 . See 'Spomyny,' Kyi:rt, 7989,

no .  9 :  113.

Hrushevs'kyi,'Povorotu nema.'

Ib id . ,146.

Hrushevs'kyi, 'Spomyny,' Kyi'o,1989, no. 9: 140. In his memoirs, defend-

ing himself against accusations that in his political program he was

always a minimalist, Hrushevsky claimed that during the first stages of

the revolution he had in fact been a maximalist, citing as proof his articles
'The Great Moment'and'There Is No Turning Back.'He maintained that

the latter article repeated the argument presented in the former (see

Hrushevs'kyi, 'Spomyny,' Kyib,7989, no. 8: 144-5). In fact, in the first

article, written after the demonstration of 19 March 1917, Hrushevsky

only warned against minimalist Ukrainian demands but never stated

what those demands should actually be. For a discussion of the autono-

mist and independentist elements in Hrushevsky's political outlook, see

Verstiuk, Ukr ain s' ka Ts ent r al' n a Ra d a, 112-1. 6.

Hrushevs'kyi,'Narodnostiam Ukrainy,' 136.

Ibid., 136.

Hrushevs'kyi,'Spomyny,' Kyi:r, 1989, no. 9: L1 6.

Ibid., no. 10: 140. The fewish deputies of the Central Rada supported the

announcement of full Ukrainian autonomy in the third universal of the

Central Rada (November 1917) but not the proclamation of Ukrainian

independence in the fourth universal of January 1918. On Jewish atti-

tudes toward the Central Rada and the participation of Jewish parties in

its work, see Abramson, A Prayer for the Gotternment,34-66.

Hrushevsky's stand on the issue of Ukrainian-Jewish relations clearly

helped curb anti-Semitism in Ukraine. As Henry Abramson notes, 'Taken

together, the appointment of Hrushevsky to the presidency of the Central

Rada, and the prominence of the USDLP [Ukrainian Socia] Democratic

Labour Partyl with the support of the popular UPSR [Ukrainian Party of

Socialist Revolutionaries] effectively silenced any antisemitic voices in the

early months of the Ukrainian Revolution' (Prayer for the Goaernment,36).

In 1918, after the first pogroms took place in Ukraine under wartime

conditions exacerbated by the collapse of state authority, Hrushevsky

called upon the Ukrainian community to do everything in its power to

oppose anti-Semitism, which, in his opinion, was triggered by vulgar

nationalism on the one hand and Jewish participation in Bolshevik

atrocities on the other. Hrushevsky explained that the Jews who had

joined the Bolsheviks had nothing to do with the Jewish national move-

ment and expressed his conviction that Ukrainians and Jews would

achieve a future understanding. See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Misto,'45-6.

20r
202
203

204
205
206
207

208
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209 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Chy Ukraiha til'ky dlia ukraihtsiv?' 139. In 1918, after the

proclamation of Ukrainian independence and the first military confronta-

tions between the Bolsheviks and the Central Rada, Hrushevsky still

warned against any drastic measures directed against Russians in

Ukraine. He believed that part of the Russian population would indeed

return to Russia, while those who were deeply rooted in Ukrainian life

would stay and join the Ukrainian majority. 'One must await thai mo-

ment patiently,' wrote Hrushevsky,'without causing unnecessary irrita-

tion, without inflaming relations by means of impetuous Ukrainization,

proceeding judiciously and as gently as possible in implementing the

measures that are indeed required by the principle of Ukrainian state-

hood, the status of the Ukrainian language as the official language, and

so on' (Hrushevs'kyi,'Misto,' 43).

210 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Spomyny,' Kyiit,1989, no. 8: 145.

211 rbid.,141.

272 See Hrushevs'kyi,' Misto,' 46-7.

213 See Hrushevsky's articles and statements on the issue of the Kholm

region, 'Za Kholmshchynu' and 'Promova na ratyfikatsii myrnoho

dohovoru.'

214 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Promova na zasidanni Tsentral'noi Rady z 17 hrudnia

1917, ' ,153.

215 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Spomyny,' Kyib,1989, no. 8: 128-30. Hrushevsky was not

happy about his treatment by the older generation of Ukrainian activists

in Kyiv. He wrote in his memoirs: 'The Central Rada was relegated to the

young people, and, as things turned out, the "elders" looked upon me as

a "nanny" whose responsibility it was to keep them in check, but if,

despite expectations, bread should come out of that flour, then I was to

summon the "elders" to the table at the right moment' (ibid., 132).

216 See Ievhen Chykalenko, Uryrtok z moikh spohadia za 1917 r., 24, crted in

Prymak, Mykhailo Hrttsheasky, 146.

21,7 On the role of the peasantry and military in forging the policies of the

Central Rada, see Verstiuk, Ukrains'kn Tsentral'na Rada,73, 134-6, 183, 225-

9; Hryhorii Savchenko, 'Ahrarni aspekty sotsial'nykh vymoh ukraintsiv

rosiis'koi armii (berezen'Jystopad 1917 roku)'; von Hagen,'The Russian

Imperial Army and the Ukrainian National Movement inl9I7.'

21 8 Hrushev s' ky i, IIiu str oa an a ist or iia Ukr ainy.

219 Hrushevs'kyi, Pro stari chasy na Ukraini.

220 Hrushevs'kyi, Pereiaslaas'ka umoaa Ukralny z Moskuoiu L654 roku.

221 See Hrushevs'kyr, Z politychnoho zhyttia starol'Ukrainy. The book is listed

under 1977 in Hrushevsky's bibliography, which was published in Kyiv

in\929 and was apparenily approved by the historian himself. See the



458 Notes to pages 80-7

reprint of that bibliography in Yynar, Mykhailo Hrusheas'lcyi, 1866-1934.
Biblio gr aphi c S our ce s, 29.

222 See Hrushevs'kyi, Khto taki ttkraintsi i cltoho aony khochut' and Zaidky pishlo
ukrailnstao i do clroho ztono ide.

223 See Hrushevs'kyi, Iakoi' my khochemo aatonomii' i federatsill.
224 See Hrushevs'kyi, Pro ukralns'ku moau i ukrailns'ku shkoltt.
225 See Hrushevs'kyi, Vil'na Ukraina.
226 Yynny chenko, Shchode nnyk, 7: 288.
227 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Spomyny,' Ky12,1989, no. 8: 145.
228 For the text of the Fourth Universal of the Central Rada and Hrushevskv's

role in its drafting and adoption, see Hrushevs'kyi, Na porozi noaoi
Ukr alhy, app. 6 ; Vynar,'Chetvertyi universal UTsRady: vprovadzhennia,'
218-21. See also Hrushevsky's articles in which he promoted the idea
of Ukrainian independence: 'Velyke Rizdvo,' 'Velykyi obov'iazok,' and
'Ukra'rns'ka samostiinist' i ii istorychna neobkhidnist'.'

229 Hrushevs'kyi,'Velykyi obov'iazok,' 61.
230 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'ka samostiinist' i li istorychna neobkhidnist','

64.
231 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ochyshchennia ohnem.'
232 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Povorotu ne bude,' 75.
233 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ochyshchennia ohnem,' 67.
234 Hrushevs'kyi, 'V ohni i buri,' 71.
235 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Och1'shchennia ohnem,' 68, and'Kinets' moskovs'koi

oriientatsii,' 1 0 .
236 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'ka samostiinist' i ri istorychna neobkhidnist',' 64.
237 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ochyshchennia ohnem,' 66.
238 Hrushevsky wrote: 'And it seems to me that what I am undergoing so

acutely at this moment is also being undergone by all of Ukraine. That
Ukraine has also buried what was old in this fire. as in a mother's
grave ...' Hrushevs'kyi,'Na perelomi,' 6.

239 Hrushevs'kyi,'Kinets' moskovs'koi oriientatsii,' 10.
240 Ibid., 11.
241 Hrushevs'kyi,'Novi perspektyvy,' 2L-2.
212 lbid.,22.
243 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Nasha zakhidnia oriientatsiia,"Oriientatsiia

Chornomors'ka,' and'Novi perspektyvy.'
244 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Kul'tura krasy i kul'tura zhyttta.'
245 On Hrushevsky's political activities rn191,8-19, see Prymak, Mykhailo

Hrusheasky,152-95.
246 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Spomyny,' Kyib,1989, no. 8: 111.
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Chapter 2: The Delimitation of the Past

1 J.A. Helfert, Uber Nationalgescltichte und den gegenutirtigen Stand ihrer Pflege

in Osterreich (Prague, 1853),1-2, quoted in Walter Leitsch, 'East Europeans

Studying History in Vienna (1855-1918),' 140.

2 As Stephen Velychenko has recently pointed out, in its focus on Russia

proper the Russian imperial narrative resembled the British historical

narrative of the nineteenth century, which focused on England proper and

excluded from its scope not only the British overseas colonies but also

Scotland. See Velychenko, 'Rival Grand Narratives of National History.'

3 For a general survey of the treatment of Ukrainian history in early modern

Russian historiography, see Velychenko, Nntional History as Cultural Pro-

cess,79-88. For a more detailed discussion of the Muscovite claim to the

secular and ecciesiastical heritage of Kyivan Rus', see Pelenski's essays,

coliected in his Coizfesf for the Legacy of Kieaan Rus', esp. 1-130. For the

emergence of interest in Kyivan history in Muscovy during the late fif-

teenth and early sixteenth centuries and its relation to Muscovite histori-

ography, see Ostrowski, Mttscooy rtnd the Mongols,168-76.

4 For a reprint of Synopsis, see Sinopsis. Kiea, 1681. Facsimile mit einer

Einleitwtg; on its popularity in Russia, see Samarin , Rasprostranenie i

chitatel'peraykh pechatnykh knig po istorii Rossii (konets XVU-XVIII a.),

20-76. On early modern Ukrainian views of Russia, see Kohut, 'Origins

of the Unity Paradigm,' 'A Dynastic or Ethno-Dynastic Tsardom?' and
'The 

Question of Russo-Ukrainian Unity and Ukrainian Distinctiveness

in Early Modern Ukrainian Thought and Culture'; Sysyn, 'The Image of

Russia and Russian-Ukrainian Relations in Ukrainian Historiography

of the Late Seventeenth and Early Eighteenth Centuries.'

5 On Karamzin, see Black, Nicholas Kararnzin and Russian Society in the

Nineteenth Centtrv. On Karamzin's interpretation of Ukrainian history, see

Velychenko, National History as CLtltural Process,90-1. For a survey of the

interrelation of ihe Russian and Ukrainian historical narratives in modern

times, see Velychenko, 'Rival Grand Narratives of National History.'

6 See Velychenko, National History as Cultural Process, xix-xx, and Kohut,
'The Development of a Ukrainian National Historiography in Imperial

Russia. '

7 On the interrelation of monarchical and national principles in the Russran

imperial narrative, see Wortman, 'National Narratives in the Representa-

tion of Nineteenth-Century Russian Monarchv.'

8 On the Pogodin controversy, see Pelenski, 'The Ukrainian-Russian Debate

over the Legacy of Kievan Rus', 1840s-1860s'; Andriewsky, 'The Russian-
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Ukrainian Discourse and the Failure of the 'Little Russian Solution,' 1782-

7917.',

9 Here and below I use these designations for two groups of Ukrainian
historians and intellectuals. The former thought of themselves as belong-
ing to a distinct Ukrainian nation, while the latter regarded themselves as
members of a branch of the all-Russian nation. Clearly, these contrasting
self-images affected the history that they wrote. On 'Little Russianism' as
a nineteenth- and twentieth-century phenomenon, see Encyclopedia of
Ukraine,3:1.66.

10 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema "russkoi" istorii i sprava
ratsional'noho ukladu istorii skhidnoho slov'ianstva.' For an English
translation, see Hrushevsky, The Traditional Scheme of 'Russian' History and
the Problem of a Rational Organization of the History of the East Slazts, ed.
Gregorovich. Gregorovich's translation was reprinted in Vynar (Wynar),

Mykhailo Hrushea sky : Ukr ainian-Russian Confrontation in Histor io gr aphy,
35-42. Quotations are given below in my translation, with accompanying

page references to Gregorovich's version.

71 Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheosky, 65.
12 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Zvychaina skhema,' 767; cf . Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme,

36.
13 Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema,' 171; cf . Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme,

40.
14 On Kliuchevsky, see M.V. Nechkina, Vasilii Osipoaich KlitLcheztskii;Byrnes,

V.O. Kliucheasky. Byrnes portrays Kliuchevsky as a Russian nationalist
and pan-Slavist who had iittle interest in the history of the non-Russians.
According to Byrnes, although Kliuchevsky was a close friend of Gennadii
Karpov, an ardent opponent of Mykola Kostomarov, Karpov's views had
little if any effect on Kliuchevsky's writings. See Byrnes, 'Kliuchevskii on
ihe Multi-National Russian State.'

15 When writing his article on the traditional scheme of 'Russian'history,

Hrushevsky apparently was not acquainted with the lithographic copies
of Kliuchevsky's lectures. In the third edition of volume 1 of the History
(1913), as well as in its Russian translation, Kieoskaia Rus' (1911), Hrushevsky
referred to the first volume of Kiiuchevsky's Course as a recent work. See
Hrushevsky, History,I: 425; and Kieaskaia Rus', 477.

16 Kliuchevskli, Kurs russkoi istorii,l:272. Cf . Kliuchevsky, A History of Russia,
7:182-3.

17 See Kurs russkoi istorii, 1,: 32-3.
18 See editorial comments in the 1956 edition of the first part of the Course

(Kliuchevskii, Sochineniia,l:377). Excerpts added by Klinchevsky for the
1924 edition of the Course are marked in the text of the 1956 edition.
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19 Kliuchevskli, Kurs russkoi istorii, T:34.
20 Ibid., 1: 163.
21 IbId.,1:205.
22 lb id. ,1:33.
23 lbid.,l:291.
24 Ibrd. , l :293.
25 Tbtd.,1:282-91.
26 Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema,' 168; cf . Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme,

36-7. For a detailed discussion of the Pogodin theory and Hrushevsky's
contribution to the debate, see section 3 of this chapter.

27 Kliuchevskii, Kurs russkoi istorii,l:284-6. Cf . his 'Terminologiia russkoi
istorii' in Sochineniia, 6: 1.35-6.

28 Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema,' 167; cf . Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme,
36.

29 See Kliuchevskii, Kurs russkoi istorii,3:92-120.
30 Ibid., 1: 336.
37 Ib id. ,1:292.
32  Ib id . , 1 :351 .
33 See Pipes, Rassla under the Old Regime,40.
34 In Velychenko's opinion, it was Linnichenko who complemented Ustria-

lov's scheme by augmenting it with the history of Galicia, which he
treated as part of the Russian iand. See Velychenko, National History as
Cultural Process, xx-xxi. On Linnichenko, see Tolochko, 'Dvi ne zovsim
akademichni dyskusii'; Masnenko, Istorychna dumka, 277 -22.

35 Linnichenko, Malorusskii aopros, repr. in Ukrainskii separatizm a Rossii,2534
(all references are to this edition).

36 See Pushkin,'Klevetnikam Rossii.'
37 Linnichenko, Malorusskii oopros, 254.
38 On Efimenko, see Markov, A.Ia. Efimenko - istorik Ukrniny and a brief entry

by Roman Senkus inEncyclopedia of Ukraine,S:765.
39 Efimenko, Istoriia ttkrainskogo naroda, 7'. 1.
40 Ibid.
41 Ib id. ,1:2.
42 lbid. Cf. Grushevskir, Ocherk istorii ukrainskogo naroda.
43 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Zvychaina skhema,' 169; cf . Hrushevsky, kaditional Scheme,

38.
44 Liubavskli, Ocherk istorii Litoasko-russkogo gosudarstua do Liublinskoi uttii

okliuchitel 'no,2.
45 Ib id. ,1.
46 lbid.,4.
47 Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme, 11.
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48 Ibid.
49 Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema,' 169; cf . Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme,

38.
50 Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme, 35n. 2.
51 On Miliukov see Riha, A Russian Europenn; Stockdale, Paul Miliukoa and tlrc

Quest for a Liberal Russia,1880-1918. For the latest interpretations of
Miliukov and his writings in Russian historiography, see a collection of
articies, P.N. Miliukott: istorik, politik, diplomnt.

52 See Miliukov, Ocherki po istorii russkoi kultury and Glaonye techeniia russkoi
istoriclrcskoi mysli. See Hrushevsky's reviews of Ocherki and Glaanye
techeniia.

53 ZNTSh 25 (1898): 31.
54 See ZNTS\ 21 (1898): 15-16. In his review of Zagoskin's History of the Laru

of the Russian People,Hrrshevsky confirmed his high opinion of Miliukov's
writings. He criticized Zagoskin's historiographic introduction and noted
that it could 'by no means be compared' to Miliukov's work. See Hrushev-
sky's review of Zagoskin, Istoriia praaa russkogo naroda,3.

55 On the young Miliukov's understanding of history, see his introduction
to the first volume of Ocherki (1.896),1-20. Cf. the chapter on Miliukov's
historicai thought in Stockdale, Paul Miliukoa,53-80.

56 See Stockdale, PauI Miliukou,3l3.
57 Quoted ibid.,312. Cf. Mil iukov Ocherki,I:114.
58 See Miakotin's review of the first volume of Miliukov's Ocherki in Russkoe

bogatstao.
59 See Hrushevsky's review inZNTSII 21 (1898): 16.
60 Ibid.,25 (1898):30.
61 See Miliukov Claanye techeniia, 1.: 192-204.
62 Hrushevsky's review rn ZNTS|,25 (1898): 31. Hrushevsky also criticized

Miliukov for commenting on the Kyivan Synopsis (1674) without embark-
ing on a broader discussion of Ukrainian historiography of the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries.

63 Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema,' 1.67; cf . Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme,
36.

64 For Miliukov's views on the national question in Russia, see Stockdale,
'Miiiukov Nationality and National Identity,' in P.N. Miliukott: istorik,
politik, diplomat, 275-87 ; Malinina,'Dve kontseptsii "liberal'nogo
natsionalizma." P.B. Struve i P.N. Miliukov.'As a leader of the Cadet
(Constitutional Democratic) Party between the two revolutions, Miliukov
often showed support for the cultural and politicai aspirations of the
Ukrainian movement. In December 1909 he addressed the Russian Duma,
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advocating the use of Ukrainian in the court system and attacking Russian
nationalist deputies who opposed the adoptiou of the requisite law as

follows: 'You say "Russia for Russians," but whom do you mean by
"Russian"? You should say "Russia only for the Great Russians," because
that which you do not give to Muslims and Jews you also do not give your

own nearest kin - Ukraine' (quoted in Andriewsky, 'The Politics of Na,
tional ldentiiy,' 355). Of particular interest here is Miiiukov's attack on
Russian nationalists for confusing the terms 'Russian' and 'Great Russian.'
Miliukov's stand was influenced by ihe 'revolt' of the Ukrainian members
of the Cadet Party, who were dissatisfied with its ambiguous policies on
the Ukrainian issue and demanded the party's support for the Duma bill
on the use of the Ukrainian language in the courts (ibid., pp. 346-57).
See Mil iukov, Ocherki. l :  47-9.

Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme, 36.

See Hrushevsky's review of Storozhev, Russkaia istoriia s dreaneishikh
uremen do smutttogo uremeni-

Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvychaina skhema,' 168; cf . Hrushevsky, Traditionnl Scheme,

37.
69 See Korsakov, Meria i Rostoaskoe kniazhestzto.
70 See Miliukov's unsigned review of Hrushevsky's Ocherk istorii Kieaskot

zeffili.

71 See Storozhev's letter of 18 April 1897 to Hrushevsky, in which he asked
the latter's permission to reprint part of his book on ihe history of the
Kyivan Land in a collection of articles on Russian history. Storozhev
mentioned that neither he nor Hrushevsky's o1d acquaintance Nikolai
Ogloblin were still working in the Archive of the Ministry of Justice,
which they had had to leave because of Dmitrii Samokvasov (TsDIAK,

fond 1235, op. 1, no. 775, fol. l-|v).

72 Storozhev's letter of 7 January 1905 in TsDIAK, fond 1,235, op. 1, no.775,
fol. 4r'.

73 See Tel'vak, 'Naukova spadshchyna Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho v rosiis'kii

istoriohrafii kintsia XIX - pershoi polovyny XX stolittia,' 69.
74 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Odna z lehend Khmel'nychchyny.'

75 In his ietter of thanks, Korsakov also expressed his pleasure at receiving
Hrushevsky's greetings from "'Rus' abroad," constituting an ethnically
and historically indivisible whole with Dnipro Rus'.' Indicative of
Korsakov's views on the Ukrainian issue was the fact that he made no
comparabie statement concerning'Great' and'South' Russia. See
Korsakov's letter of L0 December 1913 in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no.

303, fols 340-1.

68
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76 See Filevich, 'Obzor glavneishikh sochinenii i statei po zapadnorusskoi
istorii za 1891 god.'

77 See Filevich, Po poaodu teorii daukh russkikh narodnostei, lT. Filevich, born
into the family of a Ukrainian Greek Catholic priest in the Lublin area,
was a strong proponent of all-Russian unity. Probably the only issue on
which he agreed with Hrushevsky was the official plan to separate the
Kholm region from the former Kingdom of Poland. For a brief biography
of Filevich, see Slaaianoaedenie p doreooliutsionnoi Rossll, 340-1.

78 Istrin, who became a corresponding member of the Russian Academy of
Sciences in 1902 and a full member 1n 1907 , replaced Shakhmatov as head
of the academy's Department of Russian Language and Literature in7920,
a position that he held until the abolition of the department in 1930. See
his brief biography in Slaoianoaedenie o doreooliutsionnoi Rossii, 168-9.

79 Klymovych's second presentation was scheduled for 30 March. See his
letter of 20 March 1905 to Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no.
874, fols 5-8. Klymovych, a personal acquaintance of Mykhailo Draho-
manov went on to serve as deputy minister of justice under the Central
Rada and was killed by the Bolsheviks in 1920. For a brief biography, see
Encyclopedin of Ukraine, 2: 567 , as well as Serhii Bilokin's commentary in

Syniavs'kyi, Vybrani pratsi, 377. Klymovych's alleged opponent, Boris
Liapunov (a corresponding member of the Russian Academy of Sciences
fromL907; full member ftom1923), published an essay in 1919 titled
'Edinstvo russkogo iazyka v ego narechiiakh' in which he argued along
Petr Struve's lines that the Russian literary and spoken languages were
not Great Russian but constituted an all-Russian 'property' (dostoianie).
The article appeared as part of volume t of Sbornik statei po malorusskomu
z)oprosu (Odesa, i919). It was reprinted in Ukrainskii separatizm a Rossii,
385-98.

80 Linnichenko, Malorusskii aopros, 253.
81 See Tsarinnyi, Ukr ainsko e daizhenie, rn Ukr ainskii sep ar atizm a Ro ssii,

133-252. On the authorship of the work, see 404. On Andrei Storozhenko
and his brother Mykola (Nikolai) Storozhenko (also a historian), see
Masnenko, Istorychna dumka, 21,0-17 . Both brothers belonged to the Little
Russian current of the Ukrainian intelligentsia. After the revolution, they
emigrated and apparently parted ways, as Andrei maintained his previous
views, while Mykola became a Ukrainian patriot.

82 See Tsarinnyi, Ukrainskoe daizhenie,161. The confidential letters from Sergei
Platonov and Aleksei Shakhmatov to the president of the Russian Acad-
emy of Sciences, Grand Prince Konstantin Konstantinovich Romanov,
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concerning Hrushevsky's arrest and exile by the Russian ar.rthorities rn
1914 reveal the attitudes that prevailed toward him in Russian academic
circles. Shakhmatov, a strong supporter of Hrushevsky at the time o{ his
forced exile, made every effort to counter accusations that Hrushevsky
was engaging in anti-Russian activities and stressed his contribution to
'Russian' scholarship. He wrote that 'the critical apparatus of his eight-
volume History may be iermed classical and unique since Karamzin.' See
Shakhmatov to Romanov (26 December 1914) in "'Ia nikogda 1s vystupal
protiv Rossii,"' l79.Platonov, on the other hand, was much more cautious
in his assessment of Hrushevsky's political activities and advised
Romanov against reieasing Hrushevsky from exile in Simbirsk. But even
he admitted thai 'Hrushevsky possesses great scholarly talent and has
done a great deal for scholarship, independently of his "theory"' (ibid.,
778).

83 See K aoprosu o kandidnture na kafedru russkoi istorii z, unioersitete su.
V I n di mir a Ttrofe s s or a L' a oa sko g o unia e r s it e t n Mikhail a G r u sheu s ko g o.

84 Lotots'kyi, Storinky mynuloho,3: 306. For an English translation of this
extract, see Partykevich, Betu,een Kyio and Constnntinople,76-77.

85 Tsarinnyi, Ukrainskoe daizhenie, 733.
86 See Volkonskii, Ist oricheskais prauda i ukra inofil'skoia propagandn, 25.
87 There were a very few cases in which Linnichenko either did not under-

stand Hrushevsky or misrepresented him. He claimed, for example, that
Hrushevsky was not sure of what to do with the history of 'Western

Russia,'whether to treat it as a separate subject or attach it to Great Rus-
sian or South Russian history (see Linnichenko, Malorusskii aopros,255). In
fact, Hrushevsky advocated the creation of a separate field of Belarusran
history. In another instance, Linnichenko reveaied his poor knowledge of
the history of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonr,r'ealth by questioning
Hrushevsky's assertion that the Belarusian lands had been closely linked
to the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and remained within it after the Union
of Lublin (1569). Linnichenko wrote that he did not understand
Hrushevsky's argument, as the Union of Lublin was followed by the
incorporation not only of Little Russia but also of Belarus and Lithuania
into Poland (lbid.,256). What Hrushevsky apparenily meant was that
unlike the Ukrainian lands, which were annexed to the Poiish Crown after
the Union of Lublin, the Belarusian lands remained within the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania, which became part of the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth.

88 See Lirrnichenko, Malorusskii aopros, 257-8.
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89 lbid., 259. CI. Hrushevs'kyi, 'Zvychaina skhema,' 171; Hrushevsky,

Tr aditional Scheme, 40.

90 Commenting on ihe state of Ukrainian culture, Linnichenko wrote: 'One

may, of course, regret such an absence of cultural independence; one may

desire its establishmeni; but one cannot fail to acknowledge that absence

as a fact of the past and present. For me as a Little Russian, that fact is

perhaps no less burdensome than for Mr Hrushevsky, but I do not close

my eyes to iU I strive to explair-r it; and I find a certain consolation and

requital precisely in rvhat Mr Hrushevsky finds so repulsive - in the state'

(Linnichenko, Malorusskii ztopros, 260).

In1919 Linnichenko devoted an articie to the subject of 'Little Russian'

culture, developing many of the ideas first expressed in his 'open leiter'

of 1,917 to Hrushevsky. See Linnichenko, 'Malorusskaia kul'tura.' It was

issued as a separate brochure in the same vear. See Ukrainskii separattzm u

Rossi'i,423.

91 See Linnichenko, Malontsskii aopros,259. The reference was to Antono-

vych's public lecture of 1898 in which he sought to defend Bohdan

Khmelnytsky against accusations of incapacity to establish a Ukrainian

state by shifting responsibilitv for that failure to the people in generai.

See Volodymyr Antonovych,'Kharakteristika deiatel'nosti Bogdana

Khmel'nitskogo.'

92 Linnichenko, Malorusskii uopros, 260-7.

93 tbid.,263.

94 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1906 r.,' 203.

95 See Bahalii,'Akad. M.S. Hrushevs'kyi,' 174-5.

96 For a discussion of the role of founding myths in the formation of na-

tional histories, see Hosking and Schopflin, Myth and Nationhood; Ceaty,

The Myth o.f Nal iotts.

97 See Hrushevskv HistorV , 1.: 47 .

98 Rosiovtzeff , Iranians and Greeks in South Russia,2II.

99  Ib id . ,238.

100 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Vstupnyi vyklad z davn'oi istorii Rusy,' 141.

101 See Hrushevsky's review inUkrnina,7925,no.4:154-5. Writing a year

iater, Hrushevsky gave the following evaluation of Rostovtzeff's contri-

bution to the field of Rus' history: 'Rostovtsev has reminded us in timely

fashion of what was long considered self-evident but has not yet been

duly researched and concretized - the prehistory of those great trading

centres on which the Kvivan state was based in the ninth and tenth

centuries' (Hrushevs'kyi,'Poraionne istorychne doslidzhennia Ukrarny i

obsliduvannia Kyivs'koho uzla,' 16).
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102 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 7: 21.
103 See Hrushevsky, Histon1, 1: 1743, 62-121.
104 lbid., 7:233-5,430-4. Hrushevsky's early caution with regard to the

search for a Slavic anthropological type is to be expiained at least in part
by the lack of reliable data and research. As it turned out, this attitude
was more than justified. In his review of Lubor Niederle's Mnnuel de
I'antiquitd slaae (Paris, 1923), Hrushevsky wrote: 'The author acknowl-
edges that his earlier efforts to establish the pre-Slavic archaeological type
(dolichocephalic and fair-haired, as he argued) hat'e yielded no positive
result, and one is obliged, on the contrary, to consider the Slavic anthro-
pological type primordially mixed. I adopted such a view in my History
of Ukraine-Rus'quite some time ago, r,t'hen Professor Niederle was still
defending his Slavic type' (Ukraina,7924, nos. 1-2: 182).

105 Hrushevsky, History, 1: 7.
106 Ibid., 1: 54-60. Archaeological findings of the twentieth century g;enerally

confirm Hrushevsky's placement of the ancient Slavic homeland. See
Baran, 'Velyke rozselennia slov'ian.' On theories of the locatiou of the
Slavic homeland, see Baran, Daoni sloa'iany, 6-10.
See Hrushevsky, History,l: 55-6.
Hrusher.s'kyi, Istoriia ukrniiukol literatury, 7: 54.
On the Antes, see Sedov, 'Anten'; Zhukovsky, 'Antes' in Encqclopedia of
Ukraine,l: 76 (based largely on Mykhailo Braichevsky's entrv in
Radians'ko entstlklopediin istorii' Ukrai'ny, 4 vols. [Kyiv,7969-72],7:58);
Strumins'kyj, 'V\hre the Antes Eastern Slavs?'
See Poppe, Introduction to Volume 1 in Hrushev sky, Histort4,l : xlvii-liv,
and his additions to Hrushevsky's notes, 420.

111 See Iordan, O proiskhozhdenii i deinniiakh gotoz,: Getica,136.
112 See Zeuss, Die Deutsclrcn wtd die Nachbarstiimme,604.
113 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Anty. Ur1'vok z istorii Ukrarhy-Rusy, ' 7 . Cf . his His-

tory,1: 131..
114 See Golubinskii, Istori ia ntsskoi tserkoi,l:75.
115 See Krek, Einleiturtg itt die slaitische Literntu.gescltichte,330.
116 Despite his belief in the Asian origin of the Antes, Kunik maintained that

they ruled over a conglomerate of Siavic tribes. See Kunik, 'O vremeni, r'
kotorom zhllizrarl'tianin Ibragim ibn-Iakub,' 1: 147.

11 7 See Hrushevs'kyi,' Anty,' 7-10, and Histonl, 1: 732-3, 418-20.
118 Hrushevsky, Histoty, 7: 133.
119 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Anty,' 10.
120 Ibid. Cf. Hrushevsky, History, 7: I33.
i21 See Hrushevsky, History, 7: 734.
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122 Hrushev s'kyi, Istoriin, 7: 177. Cf . History, 1 : 133-4.

123 See A.L. Pogodin , Iz istorii slnztianskikh peredttizhenii. For a brief biography

of Pogodin, see Slaoianoaedcnierr doreaolitttsiortnoi Rossii,27l-2.Latet,

Pogodin maintained good reiations with Hrushevsky. See his letters to

Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 700.

Ironically, Hrushevsky's 'nationalization' of the Antes was completely

overlooked by a reviewer of the German translation of the first volume of

hts History (1906), Aleksander Brtickner, who was under the impression

that Hrushevsky considered the Antes representatives of the Eastern

Slavs in general. See Briickner, 'Dogmat normafrski,' 678.

124 Shakhmatov, Vztedenie u kurs istorii rasskollo inzykn, 46.

125 See Shakhmator'', Dreaneishie sud'by russkogo plemeni.

126 Hrushevsky, 'Poraionne istorychne doslidzhennia,' 19. Shakhmatov u'as

often criticized for the superficiality of his theories by Russian and

Ukrainian scholars alike. See, for example, Ahatanhel Krymsky's defence

of Shakhmatov against Aleksei Sobolevsky's characterization of him as

a 'linguistic dreamer' in Shakhmatov and Kryms'kyi, Nnrysy z istori|

ukrains'koi nroay tn Khrestomatiia z pant' intnykia pys' mens' koi' stnro-

ukr aiit shchy ny XI-XV III ztu., iv.

127 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Poraionne istorychne dosiidzhennia,' 18.

128 See Niederle, Msnuel,79l-2.

129 Here Niederle referred to Shakmatov's studies on the history of the Little

Russian language and nationality. Niederle was aPparently prepared to

accept the existence of the Little Russian branch of the 'Russian' people

during medievai times, as long as that existence was postulated bv

Russian scholars.

130 See Niederle, Sloztansk€ stnroiitrtosti, 78.

131 See Hrushevsky, History, 1.: 478-L9. Niederle's scholarly disagreement

with Hrushevsky did not stoP him from recommending the iatter for full

membership in the Royai Czech Scholarly Society (see Niederle's post-

card of 8 January 1914 informing Hrushevsky of his election to the

society, TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 667, fol. 12). Some of Niederle's

letters to Hrushevsky were written in Ukrainian (ibid., fol' 14)'

132 See Hrushevs'kvi,'Anty,' 1.6.

133 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Poraionne istorychne doslidzhennia,' 19.

134 Hrushevs'k1ti, lstoriia,l:777 andHistory,l: 134. Cf. Grushevskii, Kiettskaia

Rus',7:210. In the first volume of his Historv of Ukrainian Literatttre (7923),

which was written in the emigration in the early 1920s, Hrushevsky

referred to the Antes as 'East Slavic "Antean" tribes, ancestors of our

people,'bringing together his beiief in the Antes as ancestors of the
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Ukrainians with the less controversial form of their identification as
Eastern Slavs in generai. See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia ukrnlhs'koi' Iiteratury,
1 : 5 1 .

135 See Hrushevsky's review of Niederie's Manuel tle I'antiquit( slaoe,183. Cf .
Niederle, Manuel de l'antiquiti slaae, 231, and the Russian translation of
the Czech version of the Manuel (1953): Slauianskie dreanosti,166. This
argument was further developed in Niederle's Pftaod a po[dtl<y Slottanfr
ttlchodnich,211-73.

136 See E.K., 'M. Grushevskii protiv L. Niderle.'
137 See Hrushevsky's review of Niederle's Slooansk( stnroiitnosti in Llkrattnn,

135. Hrushevsky's critical notes appeared as an addition to the review of
the volume by the linguist P. Buzuk (ibid., 130-4).

138 Hrushevsky's review in Ukrailna,136. Significantly, Niederle's attacks on
Hrushevsky were met with approval not only by Russian 6migr6s of the
1920s but also by Soviet historians of the 1950s. In the introduction to the
Russian translation of Niederle's Manuel de I' antiqtiti sln-oe (1956), Petr
Tretiakov, a renowned Soviet archaeologist and director of the Institute
of Slavic Studies of the USSR Academy of Sciences, praised Niederle for
standing firm against nationalist concepts of the history of the Slavic
peoples and rejecting the interpretation of the history of the 'East Slavic
Antes'advanced by Mykhailo Hrushevsky. Tretiakov failed to mention
that Niederle also disagreed with Aleksandr Pogodin and Aleksei
Shakhmatov and reiied heavily on Hrushevsky in his interpretation of
many issues pertaining to the early history of the Eastern Slavs. (See
Tietiakor.,, 'Liubor Niderle i ego 'Slavianskie drevnosti,' 6-7.)

139 Hrushevs'kyi,'Poraionne istorychne doslidzhennia,' 19.
140 On the origins of the Normanist controversy, see Koialovich, Istoriia

russkogo samosoznnniia po istoricheskim pnmiatnikam i nauchnym sochineniinm,
709-13; Hrushevsky, History, 1,: 4724. For a discussion of the origins of
the Normanist debate in relation to Russian nation-building, see Rogger,
National Consciousness in Eighteenth-Century Russia,202-20. For a general
survey of the Normanist debate, see Moshin, 'Variago-russkii vopros';
Shaskol'skii, Normanskaia teoriia a soaremennoi burzhuaznoi nauke; Goehrke,
Friihzeit des Ostslattenti.rrus; Khlevov, Normanskain problema a otechestoenrrcr
istoricheskoi nauke.

141 See Maksimovich, 'Otkuda idet russkaia zen:.ha'and 'O proiskhozhdenii
Variago-Russ61"; Vsnelin, Skandinatomaniia i ee poklonniki ili stoletnie
izyskaniia o aaringakh.

142 See Kostomarov, 'Nachalo Rusi.' Cf. Hrushevsky, History,l: 475.
143 See Ilovaiskii, Razyskaniin o nachale Rusi, Dopolnitel'nain polemika po
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uoprosam anringo-russkornu i bolgaro-gunnskomu, and Vtoraia dopolnitel'tnin

polemika p0 Lloprosalrt t,nringo-ntsskomu i bolgaro-gunnskontu. On llovaisky's

anti-Normanlst stand, see Koialovich, Istoriia russkogo snmosttznaniia,

502-5.

14tl Flrushevsky, History,l: 476. Sometime in 1895, after his move to Lviv,

Hrushevsky sent Ilovaisky a copy of his book on the Kyivan Land.

Ilovaisky responded with a letter thanking Hrushevsky and asking

which of his publications the latter did not have. He also inquired where

Hrushevsky was teaching and asked him for his mailing address. (See

Ilovaisky's letter of 26 January 1896 to Hrushevsky in TsDlAK, fond 1235,

op .  1 ,  no .303,  fo l .323. )

145 Hrushevsky, Histonl, 452, 476-7.

146 Ilovaisky's interpretation of the Russian Past as the history of the Russian

state and the tripartite Russian nation was often seen as the main rival of

Hrr.rshevsky's paradigm. Writing in the emigration in the 1920s, one of

Hrushevsky's opponents, Andrei Storozhenko (A. Tsarinny), counter-

posed the two historians as follows: 'But then M.S. Hrushevsky comes

onto the scene and with the freedom and ease of a iester, in his ponderous

but scurrilous volumes, starts to assure the simpie-minded "Ukrainians"

in his Little Russian-Polish jargon that it is only the "Ilovaiskys" who

could believe in ihe unity of the Russian people ...' (Tsarinnyi, Ukrainskoe

daizhenie,lB0). For the impact of Ilovaisky's textbooks on hisiorical

consciousness in Ukraine, see Yekelchvk, 'The Grand Narrative and Its

Discontents.'

147 Hrushevsky, History, 1.: 182-9L.

148 See ShakhmatoV Rnzyskaniia o dreoneislrikh russkikh letopisnykh sttodakh. For

Shakhmatov's views on the Normanist issue, see his Skazanie o prizaanii

uariagoa and Dreaneishie sud'by russkogo plemerti.

149 See Hrushevsky, History , 7: 450-69.

150 See Andrzej Poppe's editorial additions to Hrushevsky's excursus on the
'Earliest Kyivan Chronicle' in Hrushevsky, History, T: 470-7. Cf. Lowmiafr-

ski (Kh. Lovmianskii) , Rus' i normanny ,72,75 (Russian translation of

idem, Zagadnienie roli Norman6w w genezie paistzu slowiaiskich); Zibrov, O

letopisi Nestora.

151 Hrushevskv, Histonl, I: 165.

152 Ibid., 289-92.

153 See Poppe's additions to Hrushevsky's excursus,'The Normanist

Theory,' in Hrushevsky, History, T: 491'-2.

154 On the periodization of the Normanist debate, see Khlevov, Nornutnskaia

prob lemo,p .43 .
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155 Hrushevsky, History, 1: 488.

156 See Brtickner, 'Dogmat normafrski.'

157 rbid.,669-70.

158 Hrushevsky, History, \: 487.
159 Ilovaiskii, Razyskaniin o nachdle Rusi, 229.
160 For a survey of the early stages of the discussion, see Pypin, Istoriia

russkoi itnogrnfii, 3: 301-38; Pelenski,'The Ukrainian-Russian Debate over
the Legacy of Kievan Rus', 1840s-1860s.'

161 Maksymevych divided the Eastern ('Russian') Slavs into two categories:
the northern Rus', consisting of Great Russians and Belarusians, and
the southern or Ukrainian-Galician Rus'. He claimed to be following the
example of Konstantin Kaiaidovich. According to Maksymovych, the
southern group of tribes consisted of the 'Polianians, Siverianians with
Sulichians, Derevlianians, Tivertsians, and possibly the Croatians
(Calicians)' (see Maksimovich, 'Otkuda idet Russkaia zemlia,' 8-9).

162 See Maksimovich,'O mnimom zapustenii Ukrainy v nashestvie Batyevo i
naselenii ee novoprishlym narodom (Pis'mo k M.P. Pogodinu),' 138.

163 See Andriewsky, 'The Russian-Ukrainian Discourse and the Failure of the
"Little Russian Solution." 17 82-1917 .' 201-5.

164 See Sreznevskii, 'Mysli ob istorii russkogo iazyka' and 'O drevnem
russkom iazyke' ; Lavrovskii, O inzyke seL)ernykh russkiklt letopisei.

165 For the formulation of Mikhail Pogodin's hypothesis, see his 'Zapiska o
drevnem russkom iazyke.'

166 Quoted in Andriewsky, 'Russian-Ukrainian Discourse,' 206n.63.
767 For Maksymovych's response, see Maksimovich, 'Fiiologicheskie pis'ma

k M.P. Pogodinu,' 'Otvetnye pis'ma k M.P. Pogodinu,' 'O mnimom
zapustenii Ukrainy,' and'Novye pis'ma M.P. Irogodinu o starobytnosti
malorossiiskogo narechiia.' From the Ukrainian side, the discussion was
also joined by Oleksander Kotliarevsky. See his 'ByliJi malorussy
iskonnymi obitateliami polianskoi zemli, ili prishli iz-za Karpat v XIV
veke?'

168 See Mikhaii Pogodin, 'Otvet na filologicheskie pis'ma M.A. Maksimo-
vicha'and 'Otvet na dva poslednie pis'ma M.A. Maksimovicha.'Cf. his
Pis'ma M.P. Pogodina k M.A. Maksimouichu.

169 See Sobolevskii, 'Kak govorili v Kieve v XIV i XV w.?' (r6sum6 of a paper
delivered at a meeting of the Kyiv Historical Society of Nestor the
Chronicler in 1882), his Ocherki iz istorii russkogo iaztlka, and Lektsii po
istorii russkogo inzqka. For the Ukrainian viewpoint, see Krymskii,
'Filologiia i Pogodinskaia gipoteza.'

170 See Vladimir Antonovich, 'Kieli ego sud'ba i znachenie s XIV po XVI
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stoletie (1,362-1569)' and Moia spoaid' , 577-92. Sobolevsky resPonded

to Antonovych's work with the article 'K voProsu ob istoricheskikh

sud'bakh Kieva (po povodu "monografii" V.B. Antonovicha).'Among the

linguists, Sobolevsky's most authoritative critic was Vatroslav Jagii. See

his critique of Sobolevsky's works in Clrctyre kritiko-paleograficheskie stat'i

and Kriticheskie zametki po istorii rtrsskogo iazyka.

See Hrushevsky's survey of the discussion in his History,l':423*7 (Note 6:

The Theory of the Early Settlement of Russians in the Dnipro Region).

See Grushevskit, Ocherk istorii Kieaskoi zemli ot smerti laroslaan do kontsa

XIV stoletiia.

Hrushevsky, History, 1 : 151. Hrushevsky maintained this interpretation

of the Kyivan literary legacy throughout his career. See Hrushevskv
'Poraionne istorychne doslidzhenni a,' 22-3.

For a brief biography of Jagi{ see Slaaianoaedenie a doreuolitttsionnoi Rossii ,

377-80. Hrushevsky and Jagii corresponded in German. Jagii's letters to

Hrushevsky have been preserved in Hrushevsky's personal archive

(TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 870).

See Jagii, 
'Einige Streitfragen,' Archia fiir slaaische Philologie 20 (1898):

30.

See Hrushevsky, History,l:425, and 'Chernihiv i Sivershchyna v

ukrains'kii istorii, 113. For Shakhmatov's change of mind, see his 'K

voprosu ob obrazovanii russkikh narechii' and'K voprosu ob obrazovanii

russkikh narechii i russkikh narodnostei.'

See Hrushevsky, Histonl, L: 425. Cf . his review of J agi{'Einige Streit-

fragen.'

See Shakhmatov, 'K voprosu ob obrazovanii russkikh narechii i russkikh

narodnostei.'

See Hrushevs'kyi, Spirni pytannia starorus'koi' etnohrafil. Cf .his History, \:

151,425-6. This article of Hrushevsky's was published in the same col-

lection as his more famous essay on the traditional scheme of 'Russian'

history. Petro Klymovych, who made a presentation in March 1905 at the

Odesa Historical and Philological Society on Hrushevsky's first, 'hisiorio-

graphic,' article and planned a talk about his 'ethnographic' article as

weli, informed Hrushevsky that his opponent at the presentation, Boris

Liapunov, would 'maintain that the Siverianians were Old Russians (i.e.,

the selfsame Great Russians)' (TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 874, p. 8).lt

would appear that Liapunov, who was a student of Jagii's at St Peters-

burg University, fully subscribed to the views of his former professor on

the Siverianian problem.

See Shakhmatov,'Iuzhnye poseleniia viatichei.'
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181 Shakhmatov, Vztedenie o kurs istorii russkogo iazykn, L00.
182 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Chernihiv i Sivershchyna v ukrains,kii istorii, 111-15.
183 Ibid.,  115.

184 See Niderle, Slaaianskie dreonosti,165.
185 Among other things, Parkhomenko's theorv was meant to solve the

problem of why the Polianians, the ruling tribe of Kyivan Rus,, were
assigned such a minuscule territory (limited to Kyiv and its surround-
ings) in the Primary Chronicle, whiie the tribes controlled by the polian-

ians, such as the Derevlianians, Drehovichians, and others, inhabited
much larger territories. The anomaly was supposed to be explained by
the late arrival of the Polianians in the Dnipro region. The problem re-
mains unsolved, for in archaeological terms the territory assigned to the
Polianians in the chronicle is defined only by the special type of burial
pertaining to the so-called retinue culture, which indicates an unusually
high level of militarization but has no features distinguishing the local
population from its neighbours in ethno-cultural terms. See Tolochko and
Tolochko, Kylzts' ka RtLs', 32-3.

186 See Parkhomenko, 'Novi istorychni problemv Kyrvs'koi Rusy., On
Parkhomenko, see Portnor,', 'Do pytannia pro mistse V.O. parkhomenka v
ukraihs'komu ta svitovomu istoriohrafichnomu protsesi.,

187 For the text of Carpini's account, see Beazley, Tlte Texts and Versions of lohn
de Plsno Carpini.

188 See Maksimovich, 'O mnimom zapustenii Ukrainy.'
189 See Vladimir Antonovich, 'Kiev, ego sud'ba i znachenie,'534-9.
190 Crushevskii, Ocherk istorii Kieaskoi zemli,42743.
191 For a brief biography of Sobolevsky, see Slaoinnoaedenie u doreztolitLtsionnoi

Rossi i ,  311-13.
192 Grushevkii, Ocherk istorii Kieoskoi zemli,428-9.
193 Ibid., 43610.'If Professor Sobolevsky finds it possible to assert that

Batu's horde "destroyed all the cities of the Kyivan Land, so that some of
them, mainly in its southern portion, were not rebuilt at all or for a long
ttme,"'wrote Hrushevsky, 'then that is his business, to be sure, (p. a36).

194 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 3: I44.
195 tbid.,752.

196 'I cannot consider the Mongol invasion to have had a decisive, fatal
significance for the condition of the land,'wrote Hrushevsky, concluding
his remarks on the Pogodin theory. 'Conversely, as noted above, I at-
tribute great significance to it in a different respect - that of the restruc-
turing of politicai and social relations' (ocherk istorii Kieaskoi zemli, 443).

r97 Ibid.,443-60.
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198 See Flrushevs'kyi [Serhiienko], 
'Hromads'kyi rukh na Vkraini-Rusy v

XIII  vi tsi . '

199 See Drahomanor,'s review of Hrushevs'kvi, 'Hromads'kyi rukh na

Vkraihi-Rusy v XIII vitsi.'

200 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriin,3:83-7,154-61,535-6. This balanced treatment

of the issue r.r'as also presented in Hrushevskv's popular Illustrated

History of Ukrnine (1912), where Danylo's struggle ap;ainst the 'Tatar

people'was explained by his concern that the communal movement

would completely destrov 'Ukrainian political life' (see Hrushevs'kyi,

II iust rooana ist or i ia, I25).

201 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'ka partiia sotsiialistiv-revoliutsioneriv ta ii

zavdannia.'

202 See Maksimovich, 'O mnimom zapustenii Ukrainy,' 1: 136.

203 Tbid.,137.

204 See Grushevskii, Oclwk istorii Kieoskoi zemli,440. Cf. hisHistont,I:425.

Istoriia, 3: 1.52.

205 See Hrushevs'kyi,  lstori in,3: 15L-2.

206 See Hrushevsky, Traditional Scheme,37.

207 See Kliuchevski i ,  Kurs russkoi istori i , l :281-91.

208 See Hrushevs'kyi,  Istori ia, l :  555. Cf. History,I :425.

209 See Maksimovich (apparently influenced by Vasilii Thtishchev), 'Otkuda

idei Russkaia zemlia,' 62.

210 Hrushevs'kyi, lstoriin, 3: 151.

211 See Hrushevsky, Histortl, T: 425. Cf . Spitsyn, 'Istoriko-arkheologicheskie

razyskaniia.'

212 In his inaugural lecture, Hrushevsky presented the Kyivan state as a sll

generis federation, 'in rvhich the distinctiveness and autonomy of the

lands was combined with the unity of the Rus'people, expressed in unity

of language, culture, religion, and civic order' ('Vstupnyi vyklad,' 144).

213 See Klid, 'Dolia Kyieva ta Kyivshchyny pislia monhol's'koi navaly 1240 r.

v ukrains'kii istoriohrafii XIX stolittia i skhema M. Hrushevs'koho.'

214 See Kohut, 'The Development of a Ukrainian National Historiographv in

Imperial Russia,'468.

215 For Bahalii's views on Hrushevsky, see chapter 6 of this book.

216 See Presniakov, Obrazooanie Velikorusskogo gosudlrstaa. For an English

translation of the work, see T/le Formation of the Great Russinn State.

217 See Tel'vak,'Naukova spadshchyna,' 70.

218 Rostovtzeff, 'Les origines de la Russie Ki6vienne,' 6.

219 Hrushevsky also suggested that Rostovtzeff 's use of a single term -
'Russie' in his French-language writings and 'Russia' in his English
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ones - to render both Rrs' and Rosslln was confusing to the reader. See
Hrushevsky's reviews of Rostovtzeff's Ellinstoo i iranstao nn Iugc Rossii,
Irnrtians nnd Creeks irt Soutlt Russia,'Les origines de la Russie Ki6r.ienne,'
and Sktfiia i Bospor , 153.

220 See, for exampie, Vernadsky's discussion of early modern Ukrainian
historv in his Hisfory of Russia, vol. 4, Rllssin at the Dawn of the Modern Age,
220*92. George (Iurii) Vernadskv was the son of Vladimir (Volodymyr)

Vernadsky, the first president of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences and
a rival of Hrushevsky's in academic politics in 1918-19. On the nature of
their rivalry, see chapter 4.

227 See Vernadsky, Preface to Hrushevskv, A History of Ukrnine, v.
222 Much. more critical of that aspect of Hrushevsky's work was Michael

Karpo-"ich, who reviewed the English translation inYnle Reztiew 31
(1942): 424-7. Cf. Budurovych,'Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi v otsintsi
zakhidn'oevropeis'koi i amerykans'koi istoriohra fri,' esp. 776-7 .

223 For a discussion of ihe Eurasianists' interpretation of Ukrainian history,

see Masnenko, lstortlchna dwttka, 194-200.

224 See Trubetzkoy, 'The Ukrainian Problem.' For a discussion of Struve's
and Trubetskoi's interpretations of Ukrainian culture, see Ilnytzkyj,
'Modeiling Culture in the Empire.'On Dmvtro Doroshenko's polemics
with Trubetskoi, see Masnenko, Istorychno dumka, 200-9.

225 Volkonskri, Istoricheska ia pr aadn i ukr ainofil'skain propngan dn, 55.

Chapter 3: The Construction of a National Paradigm

1 See Velychenko, National History ns Culturol Process, pp.142-3;
Doroshenko, Suraey ofUkrainian Historiography, pp.21-58. For the
text of the chronicle, see Tfue Hypntion Codex,lI: The Calician-Volhynian
Chr o n icl e. On its composition, see Hens'ors'kyi, Haly ts' ko-Volt1 ns' kt1 i
litopys. Hrushevsky studied the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle for his
work on the History of Ukraine-Rtrs' and der.oted an article to its chron-
ologv. See Hrushevs'kyi,'Khronolohiia podil Halyts'ko-volyns'koi
Iitopysv.'

2 On Sofonovych, see Mytsyk, Ukrninskie letopisi XVII ztekn and the intro-
duction to Sofonovych, Kfuonika z litopystsia stnrodoanikh. On the main
themes of seventeenth-century Ukrainian historiography, see Sysyn, 'The

Cossack Chronicles and the Development of Modern Ukrainian Cuiture
and National Identity'and 'The Cultural, Social and Political Context of
Ukrainian History-Writing: 1620-1690.'

3 Kohut, 'Development of a Ukrainian National Historiography,' 460.
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4 On the relation of Ukrainian historiography to the Russian imperial

narrative in the nineteenth century, aside from the above-mentioned

article by Kohut, see Velychenko, 'Rival Grand Narratives of National

History' andNational History as Culturnl Process, xxii-xxiii, 141.-213. On the

reception of the Russian imperial paradigm in Ukraine, see Yekelchyk,
'The Grand Narrative and Its Discontents.'

5 See Perepyska Mykhailn Drnlrcmanoaa z Melitonom Buchyrts'kym,1871*77. Cf .
'Iuvilei akademika Dmytra Ivanovycha Bahaliia' in Bahalii, Vybrani pratsi,

t : 3 2 1 .

6 On the vielvs and activities of Antonor.'ych, see Klid, 'Volodymyr

Otl1otre1'ych: Ukrainian Populist Historiography and the Cultural Politics

of Nation Building.'

7 Drahomanov in fact shared the view of many national activists of nine-

teenth-century Europe, who believed that national histories (understood

as histories of ethno-national groups) would eventually join together on

an equal footing to create one European or universal history. Such a view,

which can be traced back to the writings of Mazzini, was also adopted by

Hrushevsk,v. For a discussion of the beliefs of romantic nationalists and

their relation to history, see Pearton, 'Nicolae Iorga as Historian and

Politician,' 162-4.

8 See Drahomanov 'Chudats'ki dumky pro ukrains'ku natsional'nu spravu'

(7891),4e0.
9 Syniavs'kyi [Katran], Review of Barvinsky's Iliustroztana istoriia Rusy.

Reprinted in A.S. Syniavs'kyi, Vybrani pratsi,3441., here 34. On Syniav-
skv's views on Ukrainian history, see Zarnba, Z airoiu o ukrains'ku spraaLt:
Antin Stepanoaych Syniaas'kyl and 'Skhema istorii Ukraihy Antona
Syniavs'koho.'

10 Hrinchenko, 'Lysty z Ukrainy naddniprians'ko\' (1892-3),37.
11 See Hrushevskv's autobiographies in Velyl<yi ukrainets': Materialy z zhyttia

72
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ta diial' nosti M.S. Hrusheas'koho, 206, 229.
See Bahalii,'Akad. M.S. Hrushevs'kyr,' 7824.
Hrushevs'kyi,'Avtobiohra flia, 19 0 6 r.,' 203, 210.
See Arkas, Istoriis Ukraiiry-Rtrsi.
Crushevskii, Ocherk (1904), introduction.
Efimenko, Istoriia ttkrainskogo naroda, 2.
See Bahalii,'Avtobiohrafiia,' 75-7 .
Ibid., 131-6. For a brief account of Bahalii's life and activities, see Krav-
chenko, 'D.I. Bahalii v svitii i tini svoiei "Avtobiohrafii."'
These included courses such as 'History of Southwestern Rus' up to the
Thirteenth Century,' 'The History of Southwestern Rus' from the Thir-
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teenth to the Sixteenth Century,' and 'Historical Geography and Ethnogra-
phy of Southern Rus" (see Markevych's obituary [1904] in Syniavs'kyi,
Vybrani pratsi, 66-72; Masnenko, Istory chna dumka, 727).

20 The situation changed only during the Revolution of 1905, as the relax-
ation of government control allowed not only the publication of surveys
of Ukrainian history but also the introduction of Ukrainian history courses
at the university level. In 1906 Efimenko taught a course in Ukrainian
history at the Higher Courses for Women in St Petersburg, while in
1907-8 Hrushevsky's younger brother, Oleksander, taught a course at
Novorossiisk University in Odesa. See Masnenko, Istoryclma dumka, p. 127.

21 See Bagalei, Rtrsskaia istoriio and Rttssknio istoriia, vo\. 1. , Kniazltesknin Rus' .
Only the latter voiume included a separate section on Ukrainian histortr

22 On the persecution of Ukrainophile and liberal professors in Kharkiv
University between 1884 and 1904, see Bahalii, 'Avtobiohrafira,' 1.:103-23.

23 Tbid.,77.

24 See Efimenko, Istoriin ukrainskogo naroda , 7: 7-2, 271., 221, 242.
25 On the Ukrainian movement in Galicia, see Rudnytsky, 'The Ukrainians in

Calicia under Austrian Rule,' 375-52;Kozik, Ukroirian National Moaement
in Galicia: 1815-1849; Hrytsak, Narys istorii'Llkra|ny,73-82; Himka, 'Con-

struction of Nationality in Galician Rus' ,' Galician Villagers nnd the l.lkrnin-
ian National Moaement in the Nineteenth Century, Religiort and Nationality in
INestern Ukrnine, and Socialism in Galicia. On the Russophiles, see Magocsi,
'OId Ruthenianism and Russophilism'; Wendland, Die l?.ttssopltilen in
Calizien.

26 See Zubritskii, Istoriis dreanego Galichsko-Russkogo kninzhestun. On Zubryts-
ky, see the entry by Roman Senkus in Encrlclopedia of Ukraine, 5: 880.

27 Quoted in Turii, "'Rus'ka istoriia,"' 137.
28 See Sharanevych,Istoriia Halytsko-Volodymyrskoi Rusy aid naidnanishtlkh

aremen do roku 1153.
29 See Deditskii, Narodnaia istoriia Rusi. The work first appeared as a series

of articles in7867-9. Apart from Narodnaia istoriin RtLsi, Didytsky wrote
Russkaia letopis' (ot 862 do 1340) and Letopis' Rusi ot 1340 do 1887 goda.

30 See Ripets'kyi, Iliustroaannaia nnrodnaia istoriia Rusi.
31 Velychenko, Nationnl History as Cultural Process,772-6.

32 Turrt, "'Rus'ka istoriia,"' 138. Taniachkgl'ych's assertion partly resembled
views expressed by lzydor tnututlsvych, who stated in the preface to his
Istoriia Halytsko-Volodymyrskoi Rusy that in publishing his history he did
not want to'muitiply the number of dreamers' (quoted inZayarnyuk,
'Obtaining History').

33 See Zayarnyuk, 'Obtaining History.'
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34 Quoted in Hrushevs'kyi, 'Apostolovi pratsi,' 19.
35 See Turii, "'Rus'ka istoriia,"' 139-40. More than thirty years later, that idea

was to bear fruit with the invitation of Mykhailo Hrushevsky to Lviv

University.
36 See Stefan Kaczala, Polittlkn Polaklu tozglgdem llttsi.
37 On Kachala's interpretation of Ukrainian history, see Velychenko, Nntionttl

Histonl ns CtLltural P rocess, 173-1.
38 On Barvinsky, see the entry by Elie Borshchak in Enctlclopedia of Ukraine, 1'

180-1.
39 Barvins'kyi, Spomyny s moho zhyttio,225.
40 Ibid.,317-21.
41 See Encyclopedia of Llkrnine, s.r''. 'Rus'ka istorychna biblioteka'; Doroshenko,

A Suraey of Ukraininn HistoriographV, 260-1.
42 Linnichenko's study Clrcrt't1 iz istorii sosloaii u lugo-Zapadnoi (Golitskoi) Rttsi

XIV-XV zr. appeared in Ukrainian translation as t'olume 7 oi Rus'ka

istorychna bibliotekn under the title Suspil'rti ttersttty Halyts'koi' Rttsy XIV-XV

a. It was published instead of Antonovvch's prospective study on the

history of Cossackdom, n''hich was solicited by Barvinsky but apparently
never written. See editorial preface to Linnichenko, Suspil'tti uerstay, ii\-it'.

43 See Ilovais'kyi, Kniazhyi period istoril' Ukraiinl-RLtsy.
44 See Barvins'kyi, Spomyny z ntoho zlryttia,332-3.
45 See Barvins'kyi, Iliustroaann istoriio Rusy.
46 On changes in the Ilussophile interpretation of the Ukrainian past, see

Zayarnyuk, 'Obtaining History'; Hrytsak, "'Iakykh-to kniaziv bulv stolytsi

v Kyievi?": 85-6.
47 See Zayarnyuk,'Obtaining History,' 4.
48 Syniavs'kyi, Vyhrnni prntsi, 40.
49 For the meaning and usage of the term'Ukraine,' see the article by Ihor

Stebelsky in EncycloTtetlia of Ukraine,5: 343-'1.
50 See Istoriia Rusott ili Maloi Rossii, iii-ir'. Ironically, for ail the 'anti-Ukrainian'

animus of its introduction, the Historrl of the Rus'became a bible of the
nineteenth-century Ukrainian national movement, cited and cherished
by Taras Shevchenko and his p;eneration of national awakeners.

51 See Barvins'kyi, STtomynrl z moho zhyttin,322.
52 Hrushevsky, History, 1: 2.
53 A ietter signed by five members of the reading hall in the village of

Kupchyntsi (Barvins'kyi, Spomyny z moln zhtlttin, 337-8).
54 Hrushevsky issued the first excerpt from the unpublished Zherela using the

compound term 'Ukraine-Rus" in 1894. See Yynar, Mykhailo Hrusherts'kyi,
1 8 66-19 34: Bibliographic Sources, 1.09.



Notes to pages 170-4 479

55 See Kolankowski's review of Hrushevsky' s History, 348.
56 See Frankien'icz's review of Hrushevskv's Die ukrainische Frage in histori-

sch er Entzttickl un g, \7 1.

57 See Rawita-Gawro(ski, Kozaczyzna ukrninnn w Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej do
koricn XVIII ruieku. This interpretative history of Ukrainian Cossackdom
from its beginnings to the end of the eighteenth century appeared in print
in the aftermath of the Polish-Ukrainian War of 1918-19 and lvas openly
anti-Ukrainian in spirit and content.

58 See Kapystiafski, 'Schemat historii Ruskiej w teoretycznym i praktycznym
ujgciu prof. Michala Hruszewskiego.'

59 Storozhenko devoted an article, 'Malaia Rossiia ili Ukraina' (1919), to the
usage of the term'Ukraine.' l{e subsequently repeated his argument in the
monograph Ukrainskoe daizhenie (1925), published under pseudonym A.
Tsarinnyi (cf. the reprint of both works in Ukrainskii sepnratizm a Rossii,
280-90,1.33-252). For the treatment of the term'Ukraine'as a product of
Austro-German intrigue, see Volkonskli, lstoricheskaia prnuda i ukraino-

fil'skaia prop a gandn, 28-39.

60 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Vstupnvi vyklad,' 149.

61 For Hrushevsky's assessment of Kostomarov's contribution to Ukrainran
history and ethnography, see his'Etnohrafichne dilo Kostomarova.'

62 See Kyian, 'Kafedral'ne "viruiu" Volodymvra Antonovycha,' 68.
63 For a summary of Antonovych's views on Ukrainian historv see Klid,

'Volodymyr Antonovych,' 378-86; Uf ianovs'kyi, 'Syn Ukrainy
(Volodymyr Otl,otl61'ych: hromadianyn, uchenvi, liudyna),' 60-5.

64 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Vstupnyi vyklad,' 145-9.

65 See Hrushevsky, History, 7: 1,2-1,3.

66 Ibid.,1: 13. For a more detailed discussion of the evolution of
Hrushevsky's views on the role of people, nation, and state in early
modern Ukrainian history, see chapter 5 of the present u'ork.

67 Hrushevsky,'Traditional Scheme,' 37.

68 Linnichenko, lvLalorusskii ztopros, 262.

69 See Pelenski, 'Ukrainian-Russian Debate,' 219-21; Velvchenko, National
History as Cttlttral Process,744-71; Kohut, 'Development of a Ukrainian
Nationai Historiography,' 460-7 .

70 Oleksander Ohloblyn later considered Syniavsky a forerunner of
Hrushevsky in the new conceptualization of Ukrainian history. In a letter
to Syniavsky's daughter, Ohioblvn wrote regarding her father's review of
Barvinsky's book: 'There A.S. [Antin Syniavskv] actually presented (for

the first time!) a concept of the history of Ukraine that M.S. Hrushevsky

only later repeated in his well-knon'n r.t'orks' (excerpt from a private letter
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of 15 January 1976, quoted in Bilokin', 'Antin Syniavs'kyi i ioho doba,'

14. Ohloblyn was quite right to indicate parallels in Syniavsky's and

Hrushevskv's approaches to Ukrainian history, although it should not be

forgotten that both were products of the Kyiv milieu of Antonovvch's

students and collaborators; moreover, Syniavsky never developed his

views in any detail. There were also important differences in their ap-

proaches, some of which will be discussed below.

71 See Hrushevsky, 'Traditional Scheme,' 37, and lliustrouann istoriia,5-6.

72 See Efimenko, Istoriia ttkrninskogo naroda,389.

73 See Maksimovich, 'O prichinakh vzaimnogo ozhestocheniia poliakov i

malorossiian,' 250.

74 Cf. Syniavs'kyi, Vllbrani pratsi,34-5.

75 See Hrushevs'kyt, Iliustroaan a istoriin, 5-6.

76 When it comes to 'friendly' criticism, Hrushevsky's periodization of

Ukrainian history was criticized both for being excessivelv statist and for

not being statist enough. Writing in 1'926, Hrushevsky's colleague Dmytro

Bahalii noted that although Hrushevsky regarded the national idea as the

basis of l"tis Histonl,'in dividing the Ukrainian historical process into eras,

[Hrushevskv] lays the statist, political idea at its foundation, uniting it

with the socio-economic and cultural element' (see Bahalii,'Akad. M'S.

Hrushevs'kyi,' 199).

Adrian Kapystiafski, rvriting in 1935, suggested that Hrushevskv's
'Lithuanian-Polish'period be extended ai least to the age of Bohdan

Khmelnytsky and the'origins of Ukrainian statehood.'Otherwise, in

Kapystiariski's opinion, Hrushevsky's periodization would create the

mistaken impression that Polish control over Ukraine ended at the close

of the sixteenth century. Kapystiaiiski was implying that Hrushevsky

should have been more thorough in following the statist principle em-

pioyed in his periodization of early Ukrainian history. At the same time,

he criticized Hrushevsky for inconsistency in his attempt to provide a

periodization of Ukrainian history based on the national principle.

Kapystiafski believed that the Union of Lublin (1569), which separated

the Ukrainian territories from the Belarusian ones, marked a crucial

turning point in the formation of the 'Ukrainian-Ruthenian' nationality.

He proposed to improve Hrushevsky's scheme by terminating the
'Lithuanian-Polish' era in 1569 and introducing a Polish period covering

the years 1569-7648.In effect, he was suggesting a return to the

periodization of earlv modern Ukrainian historv advocated (among

others) by Maksymovych, Efimenko, and Syniavsky (see Kapystiafrski,
'Schemat historii Ruskiei,' 74-5).
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77 Concerning Drahomanov's views on nations and nationalism, see
Kruhlashov, Dramn intelekt ualn, 220-56.

78 Hrusher.sky, History, 1: 4-5. For an interpretation of Hrushevsky's views
on the formation of nations as modelled on the development of biological
organisms, see Tel'vak, Teoretyko'ntetodolohichni pidstartl,88-9. For a discus-
sion of the evolution of Hrushevsky's r,'iews on the role of the national
factor based on his interpretation of the Khmelnvtskv era, see chapter 5 of
the present work.

79 See Hrushevskv History, 1: 14-16.

B0 lb id . ,16 .

81 See Prymak, MVkola Kostonnrort,45-5A.

82 Concerning the influence on Hrushevskv of the ideas of social et'olution
developed bv Herbert Spencer, see Tel'vak, Teoretqko-rnetodolohichni
pidstntty,88. For Hrusher.sky's assessment of the impact of Spencer's vie.r.r.s
on the development of historical sociologv see his Pochntky hronmdianstoa
( genety chn a sot si ol o giin ), 77 *22.

83 For the application of this scheme, see Hrushevsky's lliustroztttna istorttn.
For the use of the terms 'first' and 'second' revival, see volume 5 of
Hrushevskv's Istoriia ukrttiits'kol'Iiternttrrry (1960). The first edition of the
volume, which appeared in Kviv in 1926-7, bore the subtitle 'Cultural and
Literary Currents in Ukraine in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries,
and the First Revival (1580-1610).'

84 See Hrushevsky, History , 1: 15.

85 See Sinopsis. Kier,,7681. Fncsimile mit einer Einleitung.

86 See Grushevskii, O cherk (1904), 67. Cf . Hrusher.s'kyi, Ist oriin, 2: 7.
87 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia,2: 7-2, and lliustroannn istoriia,11..

88 At that time, Hrushevskv believed not only that the people were the only
hero of history but also that 'the state order in er-erv age is of interest to us
mainlv insofar as it influenced the condition of the people, insofar as rt
was itself subject to the influence of the communitv, and insofar as it
responded to the communitv's desires and strivings' (Hrushevs'kyi,
'Vstupnyi vyklad,' 149).

89 Hrr.rshevs'kyi, 'Vstupn)'i vyklad,' 149.

90 Hrushevs'kyi, Iliustroaana istoriia,133. To be sure, in1,972 Hrushevsky still
believed, as he had in 1894, that the popular masses suffered under the
oppression of the elites. As a result, they did not share the political aspira-
tions of the ruling class and r.vere either indifferent or hostiie to elite state-
building projects. See Grushevski, Oclrcrk (1911),145-9; cf .hts Iliustrouans
istori ia,732.

91 lbid.
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92 Hrushevsky ihe national historian, tinlike Hrusher.sky the populist
activist, clearly distinguished between the Ukrainian and the 'foreign'

state and r,r'as prepared to use all his resources as a historian to unmask
and condemn the foreign oppressors of the Ukrainian people and their
culture. Inhis Illustrated History of Ukrnine, Hrushevsky presented the
foilowing picture of interrelations between the interests of the nation,
state, elites, and popular masses: 'It is a terrible pity that the decline of
sovereignty did not al1ow it [national and cultural life] to develop and cut
it off at its \iery root. True, life lvas not sweet for ordinarv people under
their princes and boyars, and they gained little satisfaction from those
cultural seedlings. But things became no easier for them when their own
masters were replaced bv foreign ones. Social and economic circum-
stances did not improve because of that, but worsened, as did the condi-
tion of the people. And national and cultural life was dealt a blow from
which it could not recover, not even to the present dav' (Hrushevs'kyi,

II i ust roc ar n i st ori in, 138).

93 See Hrushevsk,v, History,I :406; cf .his I l iustroztana istori ia,T2-82.
94 Hrushevs' ky i, IlitLs troo nnn ist o r i ia, 80-1.
95 Hrushevsky, u'ho dismissed as fictitious the Primary Chronicle's siory

about the invitation to the Varangians, defended its account of the
Christianization of Rus' (especiallv Volodymyr's 'trial of faiths') agalnst
Shakhmator."s deconstruction of that account. See Hrushevsky, History, 7:
444-8. Cf. Sevienko, 'The Christianization of Kievan Rus"; Poppe, The
Rist , t f  Chri>l inn Rtssin.

96 On Flrushevsky's treatment of Volodymyr, Roman, and Danylo, see
Iakovenko, 'Osoba, iak diiach istorychnoho protsesu v istoriohrafii
Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' 90-2.

97 See Hrushevs'kyi , lliustrounnn istoriia, 111. On the history of the Galician-
Volhvnian principaliir', see Kryp'iakevych, Halyts'ko-Volyns'ke kniaziostao.
For a brief account of its history and the current state of research, see
Isaievych,'Halyts'ko-Volyns'ke kniazivstvo doby Danyla Halyts'koho ta
ioho nashcl-radkiv.'

98 Hrtrshevs'kyi, Iliustro-onnn istoriia,8l; Grushevskri, Ocherk (1917),99-700.

99 Crushevskii, Ocherk (1911), 56-83.
100 ibid.,  100.

101 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriin, 4: 4.

102 See Hrushevsky, Histonl, 1.: 75.
703 Istoriin Rusorr, iii*i-,..

104 See Kostomarov's polemical works, 'Otvet na vykhodki gazetv
(Krakovskoi) C:as i zhurnala Reuue. Contemporaine,' 'Pravda poliakam o
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Rusi,' 'Ukrainskii separatizm,' and 'Poliakam-mirotr.'ortsam.'Kostomarorr

was especially critical of theories claiming that the Poles and Ukrainians

were one people divided by the Norman intervention or that Ukrainians

represented an ethnos lt'hose ianguage r,r'as little more than a dialect of

Polish and that u,.as destined to become part of the larger Polish nation.

Kostomarov's attacks on the Poles \vere partly inspired by the theories of

Franciszek Duchifski, who claimed that the Russians/Muscovites n ere

not of Slar.ic stock. See Prymak, Mtykola Kostonnrort,llT-72. On Duchifski,

see Rudnvtsky, 'Franciszek Duchif,ski and His Impact on Ukrainian

Political Thought.'

See Kostomarel', 'Q kazachestr.e. Otvet Vilenskorttu ztestniktt' and'Otvet g.

Padali tse. '

For Antonovvch's critique of Polish historical mvths pertaining to

Ukraine, see his rel'iew of Henryk Sienkiewicz's ciassic no"'el Witlt Fire

nntl Sioord, 'Pol'sko-russkie sootnosheniia XVII v. v so\rremennoi pol'skoi

prizme.'For Antonovych's response to Polish claims about the tolerant

character of the Commonwealth's religious policies in Ukraine, see his
'Ocherk otnoshenii pol'skogo gosudarstva k pravoslar.iiu i pravoslavnoi

iserkvi. '

If Kostomarov's deconstruction of the Polish historical paradigm was

mostly presented in the context of Russiar-r-Polish debates concerning the

Polish uprising of 1863 and was influenced by the political atmosphere

of the moment, Maksymovych's main attack on the theory of Poland's

civilizing mission in Ukraine took place before the uprising and n'as

much more scholarly in character.

See Maksimovich, 'O prichinakh.'Maksymovych was responding to an

article by Graborvski that appeared in Russian translation in the second

of the two volumes of Znpiski o htzhrtoi Rusi (St Petersburg, 1856-7),

edited bv Panteleimon Kulish.

It.n'as in this context that Maksym6l'ych went on to question ihe position

taken by the translabr and publisher of Grabou,ski's article, Panteleimon

Kulish, who explained the Polish-Ukrainian conflict predominantly as

a manifestation of social antagonism between the Ukrainian popular

masses and the Polish landlords. In the long run, Maksymovych's cri-

tique of the views of Grabowski and Kulish on the role of the Ukrainian

nobilitf in Polish-Ukrainian relations of tire ser.enteenth century laid the

foundations for subsequent research on the historv of Ukrainian elites,

as well as for Viacheslav Lypynsky's 'rehabilitation' of the nobility in

Ukrainian historiography, which had been dominated for decades by

representatives of the populist ideology.

r07
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110 Hrushevsky, Istoriia,3: 746.
111 Ibid.,6:412.
112 In volume 1 of the History, Hrushevsky devoted significant attention io

the history of Ukrainian settlement on the ethnic Polish borderland
(History, 1: 162-7). The question of who first settled the area, Poles or
Ukrainians, had a ciear political significance and remained a sensitive
issue in relations between the two nations for most of the twentieth
century. Accordingly, it comes as no surprise that Hrushevsky's argument
in volume 1 of the History in favour of the original settlement of many
border areas by Ukrainians met with criticism from a Polish reviewer of
his work, Aleksander Brtickner (cf. his'Dogmat normaflski,' 676-7).For
Hrushevsky's treatment of the issue of the 'Cherven towns' on the Polish-
Ukrainian border, see his Histortl, 1: 377-6, and Istoriia, 2: 577-9.

113 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 6: 297.
114 Ibid.
115 lbid.,4: 3-4.
116 See Hrushevs'kyt, Istoriin, 1: 63-99; cf .I.ris lliustrounna istoriia, 13946.
117 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia,4: 180--1, 265-6,338123.
118 On the history of the Union of Lublin and its impact on Ukraine, see

Pelenski, 'The Incorporation of the Ukrainian Lands of Kievan Rus' inio
Crown Poland (1,569)'; Bardach, Leinodorski, and Pietrzak, Historia
paistwa i prawa polskiego,728-31,191; Iakovenko, 'Zdobutky i vtraty
Liublins'koi unii'; Rusyna , Llkraiha pid tatarnnry i Lytaoiu,196-204.

119 Hrushev s'kyi, llittstroanna istoriia, 194.
120 rbid.,194-7.
121 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istori in,5: 1-384; 6:1-293.
122 Ibid., 5 : 21.6-27 ; cf . his H is t o r y, 7, and lI i us t r oa an a i st o r i i o, f97 -201.
123 See Hrushevsky, History,T:207-2. The same view has been taken recently

by Henryk Liiwin in his monograph Nnptyw szlnchty polskiej na Llkrning,
1569-1648 and in his articie 'Katolizacja szlachty ruskiej, 1569-1617.' See
also Iakovenko, Ukrnins'ka shliakhta z kintsia XIV do seredyny XVII st.

124 Volodymyr Vashchenko (Nearnsteniia,224-6) has recently argued that
Hrushevsky often subconsciously attributed features to Polish culture
that he himself lacked and considered generally negative and decadent.

125 Quoted in Velychenko, National History as Cultural Process,49. For a
survey of Polish interpretations of Ukrainian history, see also 3-75. For
Polish views on the history of Russia in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, see Filipolr,.icz, Wobec Rosji.

126 See Kolankowski's review in Kwartalnik Historyczny 27 (1913):348-65.
r27 Lbid.,356.
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128 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 6: 299.
129 Hrushevsky, History, 7 : 372.
130 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Kul'turno-natsional'nyi rukh,' 143.
131 Hrushevsky, Historq, 7 : lxiv.
132 According to Anthony D. Smith, 'the rediscovery of an ethnic past, and

especially of a golden age that can act as an inspiration for contemporary
problems and needs,'is an important factor in the 'cultural purification'
of national movements. 'These pasts,' continues Smith, 'then 

[become]
standards against which to measure the alleged failings of the present
generation and contemporary community' ('Culture, Community and
Territory,' 450).

133 See Armstrong, 'Myth and History in the Evolution of Ukrainian Con-
sciousness.' On the role of myth in modern society, see Kolakowskt, The
Presence of Myth.

134 See Kohut, Rttssian Centralisnt nnd Ukrainian Autonomy, 59-63,258-76.
135 On the development of early modern Ukrainian historiography, see

Sysyn, 'The Cultural, Social and Political Context of Ukrainian History-
Writing: 1620-7690' and 'The Cossack Chronicles and the Development of
Modern Ukrainian Culture and National Identity.'On the cult of Bohdan
Khmelnytsky in early modern Ukraine, see Plokhy, Tsars and Cossacks,
45-54.

136 For the history of the veneration of Cossackdom in Ukraine, see Sysyn,
'The Reemergence of the Ukrainian Nation and Cossack Mythology';
Plokhy, 'Historical Debates and Territorial Claims.'

137 For a general survev of literature on the history of the Cossacks pub-
Iished before 1965, see Vynat 'Ohliad istorychnoi literatury pro pochatky
ukrains'koi kozachchyny.'

138 See Hrushevsky's autobiographies in Velykyi ukrsitnets', 198, 222.
139 See Rudnytsky, 'Intellectual Origins of Modern Ukraine,' 130.
140 Levitskii , Ocherki anutrennei istorii Malorossll, 30-1.
141 Hrushevs'kyi, lstoriia, 9 : 7482-3. Hrushevsky also noted Antonovych's

lack of enthusiasm for Cossackdom in his article of 1928 on the legacy of
his former professor. See Hrushevs'kyi,' Z sotsiial'no-natsional'nykh
kontseptsii Antonovycha,' 13-14.

142 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Khmel'nyts'kyi.'
143 See Grushevskii, Ocherk (1904),248-9.
144 See Hrushevsky's preface to voiume 7 of the History (7: lxiv-lxvi) and my

introduction to the English translation of the volume, 'Revisiting the
Golden Age,' xxxvii, xl-xliv.

145 See Pritsak,'Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' lxi. Compare
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l{rushevskv's introduction n ith the thircl edition of the same voltime
(1913), where he added a comment on the leading role of the Cossack

stratum in the popular movements of the period (Hrushevsky, History, I:

15-16).

146 Hrushevskl,, Hist on1, 7 : lxiv.

147 lbid.

148 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Vstupnvi t,yklad,' 149.

149 See Hrusher.sky, History, T: Ixiii and lxiv-lxr,.

150 Ib id . ,54 .

151 Volodymyr Antonor.ych's views on the origins of the Ukrainian Cossacks
rvere developecl in his 'Soderzhanie aktov o kazakakh' and Besidy pro

chnsy koznts'ki nn Ukraliti. For a critique of Antonovych's 'princely' theory

of the origins of the Cossacks, see Maksymovych, Istoriclrcskie pis'ma o
k o znk nkh p r i d n epr oa skikh k M. F. I ttz ef ott i ch t r.

152 See Hrushevsk)', History, T: 58, 102-8.

153 lb id . ,58 .

15'1 Ibid.,236n.76.

155 tbid.,  109.

156 lbid.,  41.

157 Ibid.,  101.

158 lbid.,  81-2, 100-1.

1 5 9  I b i d . , 1 : 9 - 7 2 .

160 lbid.,  7:209-70.

161 Ibid.,  166-8, 185-91 ,288*92,366-7.
162 tbid.,206-7.

163 Ibid.,3941,50-7.

164 Ibid., 120-1. Among those who disputed Hrushevsky's theory of the
largely Ukrainian ethnicity of the Cossacks in the sixteenth century \,\'as a
Polish historian, Wladysian'Tomkieu,icz. He argued that Cossackdom
was initiallv a multiethnic phenomenon, although eventually its non-

Ukrainian elements were fully assimilated by the Ukrainian ethnic major-

ity in the Cossack Host. Tomkiewicz ciearly disagreed with Hrushevsky

in his interpretation of Cossack social historv emphasizing the role of

the Polish nobility in the formation of Cossackdom. See Tomkiewicz,

Kozaczyznn ukrninna and 'O skladzie spolecznym i etnicznym Kozaczyzny

ukrainnej na przelomie XVI i XVII wieku.' For the current state of re-

search on the ethnic origin and national identity of the Ukrainian Cos-
sacks, see Plokhy, The Cossncks nnd Religion in Early Modertr Ukrsine,2l*3,
145-75.
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165 On the role of religion in Cossack ideologv of the time, see Plokhv T/rc
Co-ssncks and Religiott in Early Modern Ukrnirrc.

166 See Hrushevsky, History, T: 303-5.
767 Ibid.,305n.5.
168 Ibid., 305, 333-41.
169 Ibid., lxr.r
170 Ibid.
177 1b1d.,401.
172 \b id . , 313 .
173 lbid.,304.
17 1 Ibtd., 66-7 4. 449-52.
175 Ibid., 88.
776 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Baida-Vvshnevets'kyi v poezii i istorii.' Or,r,ing to

Vyshnevetsky's popularity in Ukrainian national historiographv Sovret
historians viewed him as a symboi of Ukrainian nationalism and ardently
rejected the assumption that Dmytro Vyshnevetsky and the Baida of the
Ukrainian duma were the same person. The relativelv moderate historian
Volodymyr Holobutsky (1903-93), whose writings dominated Soviet
historiography of the Cossacks from the 1950s to the 1980s, regarded
attempts to identify Baida with Prince Vyshnevetsky as a direct challenge
to the class-oriented approach to Ukrainian history. According to Hoio-
butsky, the Zaporozhian Host had been created exclusively bv the popu-
Iar masses, not bv magnates and nobles such as Vvshnevetskl.. Er.en
Vyshnevetsky's association with Tsar Ivan the Terrible did not save him
from harsh criiicism on the part of the Soviet historian. Holobutsky's
l'iews on the history of the Cossacks were formed back in the 1930s and
differed from the prevailing historiographic trend of the 1980s, when ihe
'merits' of Ukrainian historical figures were determined not so much by
their class origins as by their loyalty to Russia. See V. Colobutskii,
Zaporozhskoe knzaclrcstao,Tl-87, and Istoriitt Ukrni'ns'koi'RSR, r'o1. 1, bk. 2,
ed. Holobuts'kyt, 124.

777

178
779
180
iB1
IB2

On relations between Hrushevsky and |arosz, see Mytsyk, 'Z poshtovoi
skryn'ky Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho.'
See Hrushevsky, Hist ory, 7 : 118-24, 456-8.
See Istoriia Rusou,34.
Hrushevsk,v, History, 7 : 710.
Ibid., 164.
lbrd., 195-6, 197-8, 239. For a critique of this approach, see Korduba, 'Die

Anfiinge des ukrainischen Kozakentums.'



488 Notes to pages 206-15

183 See Hrushevsky, History, 7 : 21.0, 112.
184 Ibid., 140.
185 See Bahaiii,'Akad. M.S. Hrushevs'kyt,' 204-7.
186 For comparisons between Hrushevsky and Palacky, see Kryp'iakevych,

Mykhailo Hrttsheas'kyi,480; Sysyn, 'Introduction to the Histonl of Llkrahrc-
Ri;s'.' xxii. xx-"r

187 According to one of the letters to Hrushevsky, the information about the
lifting of the ban was announced in a Russian newspaper, apparently in
February 1905. (See a letter to Hrushevsky of 1 March 1905 from A.
Denysenko, one of those interested in acquiring the History, in TsDIAK,
fond 1235, op. 1, no. 303, fol. 308.) A Ukrainian actir,ist in Odesa, petro
Klymovych, whose letter of 20 March 1905 was discussed in the previous
chapter, also asked Hrushevsky about the Histonl (see no. 874, fol.5).

188 See TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 303, fols 301-6.
189 See, for example, letters to Hrushevsky from a political exile in Ust-

Sysolsk, Hryhorii Porevych, and I.M. Bibikov, writing on behalf of a
group of exiled Ukrainians in Turiansk (TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no.
303, fols 237-8,210).

190 See po.s1'ych's postcard of 29 March 1912 to Hrushet sky in TsDIAK,
fond 1235, op. 1, no.303, fol.240.

191 TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 303, fols 301-2.
192 laronovetsky's letter of 25 February 791.2 was forwarded to Hrushevsky

by Iurkevych on 24 March 1912 with the following note: 'I received this
letter from a Ukrainian worker who emigrated to Siberia and is working
at a factory there. I had sent him some Ukrainian books - among others,
your Illustrated History' (TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 303,164-6).

193 Iaronovetsky then quoted a passage from the lllustrated History in which
Hrushevsky noted problems arising from the exclusive nature of the
Cossack officer councils that ruled Ukraine, which did not inciude repre-
sentatives of other social strata.

194 Quoted in'Ssylka M.S. Grushevskogo,' 209-10.

Chapter 4: Negotiating with the Bolsheviks

1 On Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine, see Pyrih, Zltyttia Mykhaila
Hrusheas'koho, 1,6-17 . Both Pyrih and Prymak (Mykhailo Hrusheasky , 205)
give 7 March 1924 as the date of Hrushevsky's return to Kyiv. The secret
police report about his return gives 8 March. For the text of the report,
see Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appen-
dix 1, p. 130.
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2 Mykyta Shapoval,'Politychna smert' M. Hrushevs'koho.' Quoted in

Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusherts'kyi i HPU-NKVD,30.

3 See GPU report of 18 March 1924, rbid., appendix 2, p.132'

4 See Shevchenko, 'Chomu Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi povernuvsia na

Radians'ku Ukrainu?'
5 For Hrushevsky's brief references to his activities during the revolution,

see his 'Avtobiohrafiia, 1926,' 23940. For a discussion of his experiences

under the Skoropadsky regime and his aititude toward it, see Prymak,

Mykhailo Hr tr shea sky, 1804.

6 See Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheaslcy,lS5-201.
7 The conference took place in Prague from 14 to 19 February 1920. For the

text of its resolutions, see Boritesia - poborete! no. 1 (September 1920): 55-8.

8 For a summary of the Foreign Delegation's efforts to reach an under-

standing with the communist regime in Ukraine, see 'Vid Zakordonnoi

delehatsii Ukrains'koi partii sotsiialistiv-revoliutsioneriv do partiinykh

orhanizatsii i tovaryshiv za kordonom,' 2.The statement was issued in

Vienna on 3 August 1921.
9 The conference took place in Prague from24 to 26 April 1920. For the text

of its resolutions, see Boritesia -poborete! 1921,no.9,59-60.

10 The conference took piace in Prague from22 to 24 May 1920. For the

text of the declaration, signed on behalf of the Foreign Delegation by

Hrushevsky, Mykola Shrah, Mykola Chechel, and Oleksander Zhukovsky,

see ibid., 61-4.
11 The letter was dated 19 July 1920 in Prague' For the text, see 'Lyst M.S'

Hrushevs'koho do sekretaria TsK KP(b)U S.V. Kosiora' in Velykyi

ukrainets' ,268-74.
12 On changes in Boishevik nationalitv policy in Ukraine, see Borys, Tlee

Soaietization of Ukrnine, 1917-1923,249-57; Martin, The Affirmatiae Action

Empire,78. The turning point in Bolshevik cultural policy in Ukraine is

apparent in the 'Theses of the Central Committee RKP(b) Concerning

Policy in the Ukraine' drafted by Vladimir Lenin. See Pipes and Branden-

berger, The Llnknown Lenin,76-7. On Borotbism, see Maistrenko,

Borot'bism.
13 Hrushevs'kyi,'Miz]n Moskvoiu i Varshavoiu,' 12-13' The resolution of the

first conference of the UPSR abroad (Prague, 14-19 February 1920) ex-

plained the conflict between the two 'revolutionary governments,' Russian

and Ukrainian, by indicating differences between the revolutions in the

tlvo countries. The authors of the resolution claimed that owing to insuffi-

cient industrial development and the lack of a sizable working class, as

weil as the predominance of colonial forms of exploitation, the revolution
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in Ukraine had taken on characteristics different from those developed by
the Russian Revolution, turning into an agrarian-peasant and national-
liberation movement. For the text of the resolution, see Boritesin - t)oborete!
no. 1 (September 1920): 55.

14 Hrushevs'kyi,'Mizh Moskvoiu i Varshavoiu,' 13.
15 Ibid.,4-13.
16 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'ka partiia.'
17 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Shevchenko iak providnyk sotsiial'noi revoliutsii.'
18 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukraihs'ka partlia,' 16-20.
19 See Hrushevs'kyi [M. Serhiienko], 'Hromads'kyi rukh na Vkraihi-Rusy v

XIII vitsi.'
20 Hrushevs'kvi,'Ukrains'ka partria,' 12.
21 Ib id. ,11.
22 tbid.,72.
23 Ibid.,76.
24 For Doroshenko's and Lypvnsky's attacks on Hrushevsky based on

statements made in that article, see chapter 5 of the present rt'ork.
25 Hrushevs'kyi,'Ukrains'ka partiia,' 50.
26 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Lyst M.S. Hrushevs'koho do sekretaria TsK KP(b)U S.V.

Kosiorc,'272.
27 See P y r ih, Zhy t t ia My kh aila H r u slrco s' koho, 25.
28 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Pam'iati Paryz'koi Komuny,' 7.
29 For an overview of UPSR contacts with the Bolshevik regime in

Ukraine, see 'Vid Zakordonnoi delehatsii Ukrains'koi partii sotsiiaiistrv-
revoliutsioneriv.' For Hrushevsky's position on the issue, see Prymak,
My khnil o Hr u sheo slty, 797 -200.

30 In the summer of 1921, the Foreign Delegation adopted a number of
resoiutions, first dissolving the party structures led by Shapoval, then
prohibiting him from conducting any politicai activities on behalf of the
party and, finally, expelling him from party ranks. Given that most party
members supported Shapoval, not Hrushevsky, the impact of those resolu-
tions appears to have been very limited. For the text of the resolutions, see
'Faktv i dokumenty.'

31 On Shumsky, see the article by Roman Senkus and Arkadii Zhukor.sky in
Ettcyclopedia of Ukraine, 4: 686-7; Maistrenko, Borot'bism; Mace, Communism
and the Dilenmns of National Liberation,S6-1L9; Martin, The Affirmatiue
Action Empire,272-28.

32 See Chechel', 'Zvidomlennia z moiei komandirovky na Vkraihu.' In a
privaie letter of 3 |une 1921 to imprisoned members of the Central Com-
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mittee, Hrushevsky called on them to support Ukraine's cooperation with

Soviet Russia, placing his hopes in the forthcoming negotiations with

Oleksander Shumsky. See an extract from Hrushevsky's letter to the

imprisoned members of the Central Committee in Vsevoiod Balvtsky's

report of 8 February 7927 to Lazar Kaganovich and Volodymyr Zatonsky

(Prvstaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix

32, pp. 775-81, here 175).

33 For excerpts from the minutes of the Politburo meeting of 4 June 1921, see

Mykluil o Hr u sh ezt s' ky i : nt izh i s t or i i ei u t a p ol ityko i u, 18.

34 On the basis of Shumsky's information, Chechel later reported that the

Politburo resolution considered desirable 'the return to Likraine for

participation in Soviet construction of individuals from the F[oreign]

D[elegation], especially Comrade M.S. Hrushevsky. That return would

be facilitated in every way and they would be given every opportunity at

the disposition of the government of the Ukrainian SSR to conduct their

work in Ukraine, but the precondition of that return would have to be the

departure of those individuals from the UPSR' (Chechel','Zvidomlennia,'

9). Judging by Chechel's report, in May 1921 the Foreign Delegation

received a telegram from the Soviet representative in Riga, who tried to

arrange a meeting between Shumsky and Zhukovsky in order to convey

the Politburo/s message to the delegation. The meeting did not occur

because of a change in Shumsky's travel plans.

35 See Chechel', 'Zvidomlennia,' 10-11.

36 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Vidkrytyi lyst,' 8.

37 See N4ykhailo Hrusheos'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i polittlkoitr, 27 . Cf . Pyrih, Zhyttia

My khnila Hr uslrcas' koho, 30.

38 See Hrushevsky's letter of 17 November 1923 to Studynsky, Lysty,133.

39 On Hrushevsky's criticism of Vynnychenko, see Prymak, Mykhailo

Hrttsheztsky,l99.

40 Lysty,I2.

41 See Hrushevsky to Studynsky in Lysttl, 43.

42 Lystr1,18.

43 See Prystaiko and ShapovaI, Mllkhailo Hrusheos'kyi i HPU-NKVD,37.

44 See Lysty (17 November 1923),133.
,45 In a letter to his American correspondent Tymotei Pochynok mailed from

Kyiv in September 1924, Hrushevsky wrote with regard to the status of

his academic position: 'You remind me of my words that I was never an

official and do not wish to be one - even a Soviet one, but I have not been

false to them. I told them [so] when they proposed that I become an agent
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for the publication of books abroad. Well, and if I have accepted eleciion as
a member of the academy, do you not understand that this is not a govern,
ment post?' ('Lysty M. Hrushevs'koho do T. Pochynka,' 295).

46 See Pyrih, Zhyttia Mykhnila Hruslrcas'koho, 34. That decision was also
approved by the Poiitburo in Moscow. Quite telling with regard to Bolshe-
vik interpretations of the status of Soviet Ukraine in the USSR were the
terms used in Kharkiv and Moscow concerning Hrushevsky's return. If
the Ukrainian Politburo voted in favour of allowing Hrushevsky to return
'to Ukraine,'the Politburo in Moscow voted on Hrushevsky's admission
'to Russia'and decided to allow him to return to'the USSR.'See extracrs
from the minutes of the proceedings of the two politburos in Mykhailo
Hrusheas'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i politykoiu, nos. 12, 73, p.31.

47 See references to Hrushevsky/s correspondence with the academy in his
letters to Studynsky, Lysty, 69, 103, 106, 119, 129, I34, 137-8. For the text of
one of those ietters, see Mtlkhnilo HnLsheas'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i politykou, no.
17 ,  p .33 .

48 'Lyst M. Hrushevs'koho do T. Pochynka,' 294.
49 See Hrushevsky's letter of 1 October 1923 to Studynsky in LVsty,725-6.
50 See Prymak, Mvkhailo Hrusheasky,202-3.
51 See Hrushevsky's letters of 1, 8, and 25 October 7923 to Studynsky rn Lysty,

125-9.
52 See Pryrnak, Mykhailo Hrusheasky,201.
53 Lysty,I34.
54 See Hrushevsky's letters to Studynsky inLysty,132,136,74I.
55 In November 1,921, Hrushevsky wrote to his American correspondent V.

Kuziv with regard to his prospective return to Ukraine: 'I am making
preparations with great anxiety. As far as getting there is concerned, I will
probably manage, but getting back * who knows? And what awaits me
there?' (quoted in Reshod'ko, 'Povernennia na Ukrainu,'386). In a letter
to Pochynok, Hrushevsky stated that the authorities had promised him
freedom to leave the USSR as he pleased. See Mykhailo Hrusheos'kyi: mizh
istoriieiu i politykoiu, 334.

56 'Lyst M. Hrushevs'koho do T. Pochynka,' 294-5. There (295-6) and in a
letter to Studynsky (l;ysty,l19 January 79241,13941, here 141) Hrushevsky
responded to those members of the Ukrainian political and cultural elite in
Ukraine and abroad who condemned his decision to return.

57 'Lyst M. Hrushevs'koho do T. Pochynka,'295.
58 See Lysty,725.
59 Lysty, 133. The motif of the reunification of Ukrainian lands was also

present in Hrushevsky's letter to Pochynok, where he wrote: 'Here,
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regardless of all the defects, I feel that I am in the Ukrainian republic that

we began to build in 7977 , and I l'rope that the defects will be smoothed

out in time, and that it will also unite the Ukrainian lands that are beyond

its borders today' ('Lyst M. Hrushevs'koho do T. Pochynka,' p.296).

Lysty,132.

For a recent discussion of some of these issues in relation to the commu-

nist takeor.er of the Russian/All-Union Academy of Sciences, see Tolz,

Russian Academicinns and the Reuolution.

On Hrusher.sky's founding of the Ukrainian Sociological Institute and

his plans to transfer its activities to Ukraine, see Masnenko,Istorychni

ko ntsep t sii, 29 -37, 3947.

On Hrushevsky's view of the academy in 1918-19, see Prymak, Mykhailo

H r uslrco sky, 182-3, 186 ; Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukr aih s' kn Akn d erni i a N auk,

l :  l7-I8.

In1.922, when organizing relief for Ukrainian schoiars through the net-

work of the Ukrainian Scientific Societv (by that time formally part of the

Academy of Sciences), Hrushevsky was in fact competing with the aid

effort arranged by the leadership of the academy. As it appears from

Hrushevsky's letters to Studynsky, his main concern and source of dissat-

isfaction with the academy was its non-Ukrainian character. See Lysty, L8,

27, 23, 103, 1 05, 1 06, 779, 120, 729, 134, 136, 137 .

See the secret police report of 15 March 192t1, addressed by the head of the

Kyiv gubernia branch of the GPU to the Kharkiv authorities, in Prystaiko

and Shapoval, Myklnilo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 1, pp.130-2.

The GPU report of 20 March 1924 implies that Hrushevsky was prepared

for ihe reception he was given at the academy: 'Trvo hours after arriving rn

Kyiv, he appeared at the All-Ukrainian Academv of Sciences for a meeting,

where, according to the expression of the secret operative, he issued a

challenge to the battle that will inevitably break out' (ibid., appendix 1, p.

133).

Judging by his diaries, Iefremov believed that Hrushevsky was concerned

primarily with his own projects and the promotion of his relatives in the

academy (see Iefremov Shchodennyl<y,85-6,90). Hrushevsky, for his part,

believed that Iefremov belonged 'to the category of people who consider

themselves hard done by and undervalued under any circumstances'
(Lysty,140).

Hrushevsky protested against entering Krymsky's statement, 'I am a

communist,'in the minutes of one of the academic meetings. See the GPU

report of 15 December 1925 in Pr1'staiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo

Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 10, p. 139. According to the same

65

66

67
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report, Krymsky and Iefremor.were the ones who lobbied the authorities
in1923 to permit Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine (ibid., 138). On Krym-
sky's relations with Hrushevsky, see Par'lychko, Natsionalizm, seksttal'nist',
or i i e n I al iz t r t, 297 -322

68 According to CPU reports, Hrushevsky's opponents in the academy
viewed him as an'intriguer, a false and vengeful individual.'See the
GPU report of 15 December 1,925 in Prystaiko and ShapovaI, Mykhailo
Hrushez,s'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix i0, p. 139. Cf. Iefremor,i Shchodennylql,
172,787,206,398-9.

69 For Hrushevsky's activities in the academy, see Sokhan' et al., M.S.
Hrusheus' kyi i Acatlemia; Iurkova, Diial' nist' naukouo-doslidnoi' kafedry istorii
Ukr aiity M. S. Hr usheos' koho I 9 2 4-1 9 30).

70 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Lyst M. Hrushevs'koho do T. Pochvnka' [16 September
19211,294,296.ln a letter of 29 November 1924 to Studynsky, Hrushevsky
wrote: 'The fact that I sometimes write about the difficulties here bv no
means signifies that I regret ny return. On the contrar\', we are all very
glad to have returned, and, as you see, I am managing to get something
done here after al1' (Lysty,165-6).

77 Lysty,147-8.

72 lbid., 155. On the Ukrainization policy, see Mace, Communism tnd the
Dilemmns o.f Nntional Liberntion; Martin, Affirmatioe ActiLtn Empire,75-724.

73 Before leaving for Kyiv, Hrushevsky expressed concern in a letter to
Studynsky about the possible negative reaction of the Bolsher.ik authori-
ties to the publication of the book, which was financed by Ukrainian
Protestants in the Linited States. He completed the manuscript after his
return to Kviv and forwarded it to Studynskv from there. In a letter of
22May 7921,he wrote conspiratorially: 'Do you already have my manu-
script, rvhich Havrysevych was to pass on through Iurii? (It begins: 'From

the prehistoric depths'; there are 34 pages altogether.) I shall forward the
conclusion soon via the mission. Kuziv is to send money for the publica-
tion' (Lysty , 752).

71 See extracts from the GPU report on Hrushevsky's stay in Kharkiv in
AprlI1924 in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo HrtLshets'kyi i HPU-NKVD,
appendix 6, pp. 136-7. That information was later repeated by the head
of Ukrainian GPU, Vsevolod Balytsky, in his report to the Ukrainian
Politburo members Kaganovich and Zatonsky in February 1927. See
ibid., appendix32,p.176. Judging by the original report, the GI,U
obtained its informaiion either from Lyzanivsky's wife or from someone
close to her.

75 Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhnilo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 32,
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p. 179. This statement has much in common with Hrushevsky's views
expressed in his letters to Studynsky prior to his departure for Ukraine.

76 rbid.
77 See Pyrih, Zhy tt ia Mykhail a Hrush eu s' koho, 42.
78 See Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheuslcy, 225. F or an example of GPU documenta-

tion related to the secret police surveillance of Hrushevsky, see Prystaiko
and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheos'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 27, p.170.

79 See Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hruslrcus'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix
3,p.1,33. On Hrushevsky's loyaltv to his old political convictions, see
numerous secret police reports ibid., appendix 7 (6 March 1925), pp. 136-7,
and appendix 10 (15 December 1925), pp. i38-9.

80 See an extract from Kaganovich's report, ibid., appendix 34, pp. L82-3. For
protests against the application of this term to Hrushevsky and his com-
rades and associates, as well as the difference between vnenouekhoatstl in
Russia and Ukraine, see Maistrenko, Istoriia moho pokolinnia,2T6-77.

81 See Pryrnak, Mrlkhailo Hrusheosky, 782-3.
82 See the reference to that faction in the GPU report of 15 March 1921 in

Prystaiko and ShapovaI, Mykhailo Hrttsheos'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 1,
p. 130. In a letter to Studynsky from Vienna dated 23 September 1923,
Hrushevsky mentioned his receipt of a letter from Ukraine informing him
that discussions were going on in Kyiv about putting him in charge of the
academy. Hrushevsky remarked that no one had invited him to head the
academy; that he did not intend to purge it, as suggested in the letter from
Kyiv; and ihat his only wish was to return to Ukraine in order to continue
work on the histories of Ukraine and Ukrainian iiterature (see Lt1stq,124).

83 See Pyrlh, Zhyttia Mykhnila Hrusheas'koho,51.
84 See the report of 15 March 1924 from the Kyiv CPU branch to GPU head-

quarters in Kharkiv in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i
HPU-N KVD, appendix 1., p. 731.

85 See the response from Kharkiv headquarters to the request of the Kyiv
GPU branch, dated 26 March1,921, ibid., appendix 5, pp. 134-5.

86 The latter apparently left the meeting without answering Kaganovich's
question of whether he considered Soviet power best for Ukraine. A
rumour to that effect was recorded in Iefremov's diaries (Sltchodennyky,
249).

87 See Mtlkhailo Hrusheas'l<yi: mizh istoriieiu i polittlkoiu,64. Cf. Pyrih, Zhyttia
Mykhaila Hr usheas'koho, 47.

88 See Mykhailo Hrusheos'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i politykoitt,65. Cf. Pyrih, Zhyttia
Mykhaila Hr ushea s' koh o, 48-50.

89 The demand for one continued for most of 7926. See, for example, the
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statement made at the celebration of Hrushevsky's jubilee in October 1926

by the Kyiv official Panas Liubchenko (Velykyi ukrainets',420-5). At some

point Hrushevsky had promised to make a statement of loyalty to the

regime in the form of an open letter to Vlas Chubar, the head of Ukrainian
government, but apparently never signed the prepared text. For Ivan

Lakyza's attempt to persuade Hrushevsky to sign the lettet see Prystaiko

and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hruslrcas'l<qi i HPU-NKVD,56-7. The text of

Hrushevsky's statement, which apparently was submitted to the authori-

ties but did not fully satisfy them, has never been found. See Pyrih, Zhyttin

Mykhail a Hr ttsh ea s' kolto, 50.

90 See an extract from the Politburo resolution of 14 April 1,926 in Mykhailo
Hrttsherts'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i politykoiu,65-6, and in Prystaiko and

Shapoval, Mykhailo HrtLslteas'kt1i i HPU-NKVD, appendix 12, pp.140-1.

91 See Pyrlh, Zhyttin Mvkhaila Hrusheus'koho, 50-1. In his speech, Hrushevsky

stated: 'In the times of the Central Rada, the Hetmanate, and the Directory,

measures were taken for that purpose [the development of the academyl

but were interrupted by ever new explosions of civil war, and only Sovret

power/ once it had stabilized, gained the opportunity to put the matter on a

firm footing.'Hrushevs'kyi, 'Perspekh'vy i vymohy ukrains'koi nauky,' 10.

92 See Proletars'ka prnuda, 14 April 1.926; cf . Pyrth, Zhyttin Mtlkhaila Hru-

sheas'koho,52.

93 See Lysty,p.186.

9'1 See an extract from an undated letter from Hrushevsky to Studynsky in

the report of 25May 1926 fuom the Kyiv GPU office to Vsevolod Balytsky

in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix

73,  p .142.

95 On the reaction of the Ukrainian inteiligentsia to Hrushevsky's statement,
see ibid.,  141-5.

96 That promise was allegedly made by Panas Butsenko, the secretary of the

Executive Committee of the All-Ukrainian Supreme Soviet. See Vsevolod

Balytsky's report on Hrushevsky, dated 8 February 1.927, in Prystaiko

and ShapovaI, Mykhailo Hrtrsheos'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 32, p.781.
The data used by Balytskv came from Fedir Savchenko, who was

Hrushevsky's de facto personal secretary and close collaborator in the

academy.

97 See Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukr alits' ka Akade miia N nuk, 7: 46.

98 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Hanebnii pam'iati' (1926). Twenty years earlier, in 1906,

Hrushevsky had published an article under the same title to mark the

thirtieth anniversary of the Ems Ukase of 1876. See his 'Hanebnii pamiaty'
(1e06).

99 The metaphor was apparently based on Gerhart Hauptmann's plav The
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Sunken Bell, which was popular in Ukraine at the time. See Maistrenko,
Istoriia moho pokolinnia, 192.

100 On the resonance of Hrushevsky's article among the Ukrainian cultural
intelligentsia and Ukrainian students in Kyiv, see the memoirs of
Kostiuk, Zustrichi i proshchannia, I88.

101 On the o{ficial discourse concerning the nationality policy of the time and
its rationale, see Martin, AJfirmatiae Action Empire,2-9.

102 On Mykola Khvyliovy and his writings, see Shkandrij, introduction to
Khvylovy, The Cultural Renaissance in Ukraine.

103 On Skrypnyk, see Koshelivels', Mykola Skrypnyk and Mykola Skrypnyk:
statti i promoay z natsional'noho pytannia;Mace, Communism and the Dilem-
mas of Nationnl Liberation.

104 On the controversy surrounding the speeches of Larin and Enukidze, see
Martin, Affirmatiae Action Emp ire, 36-9.

105 On Richytsky, see the article by Vsevolod Holubnychy and Arkadii
Zhukovsky in Encyclopedia of Ukraine, 4: 367. For a contemporary reaction
to Richytsky's article, 'Chy hude zatoplenyi dzvin?' (Is the Sunken Bell
Tolling?), published in the Kharkiv newspaper Komunist, see Maistrenko,
Istoriia moho pokolinnia,191,-3. Maistrenko, who, like Richytsky, beionged
to the independent Ukrainian Communist Party until 1925, believed that
Richytsky had not been coerced to write that particular article. According
to Maistrenko, the authorities might indeed have asked Richytsky to
write such an article, but he could easily have refused without negative
consequences. In Maistrenko's opinion, Richytsky believed in the ulti-
mate success of Ukrainization and considered it important to support the
authorities, who were implementing that policy.

106 The text of the speech was published in early 1927, following Shumsky's
removal from the post of People's Commissar for Education, and was
accompanied by the critical remarks of Shumsky's successor, Mykola
Skrypnyk. See Shums'kyi,'Ideolohichna borot'ba.'

107 Shumsky accused Khvyliovy of adopting the theory of the 'struggle of
two cultures.' That theory had been formulated by Dmytro Lebed, the
secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine
in the early 1920s, to justify the policy of Russification and had subse-
quently been condemned by the party authorities. According to Shumsky,
Khvyliovy shared this mistaken interpretation of the nationaiities ques-
tion with Lebed, except that he advocated the rise to dominance of
Ukrainian rather than Russian culture. On Lebed's theory of the 'struggle

of two cultures,' see Mace, Communism and the Dilemmas of National
Liberation,88-9, and Martin, Affirmatiae Action Empire, 78-80.

108 Shums'kyi,'Ideolohichna borot'ba,' 1.5-17.
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See Skrypnyk's comments on Shumsky's speech in'Khvyl'ovyzm chy

Shums'kyzm.'
According to information obtained by the GPU from Fedir Savchenko,

the historian believed that Shumsky held him personally responsible for

his arrest during the rule of the Central Rada. See the Kyiv GPU report o{

6 January 7927 to Vsevolod Balytsky and the latter's report of 8 Februarv

1927 to Kaganovich and Zatonsky in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo

Hrusheosky i HPLI-NKVD, appendixes 28 and 32, pp. 171',775-81, here p.

180. In the first report, the information is attributed to an unnamed secret

agent, while in the second it is attributed to Savchenko, u,'hich makes it

apparent that Savchenko was recruited by the GPU prior to January \927.

Hrushevsky's article may have been discussed by the special commis-

sion created by decision of the Kharkiv Politburo on 11 June 7926.The

commission charged with the discussion of an unspecified article by

Hrushevsky consisted of Dmytro Zatonsky (chair), Shumsky, Nikolai

Popor', Andrii Khvylia, and Mykola Skrypnyk. See Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi:

mizlt istoriieiu i politykoitt, 67 .
For extracts from Stalin's lettet see 'Iz pis'ma tov. Kaganovichu i drugim

chlenam TsK KP(b)U' in Stalin, Marksizm i natsional'no-kolonial'nyi ropros,

172-3. For extracts from the resolutions of the May 1926 session of the

Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine, see Skrypnyk's

article'Khvyl'ovyzm chy Shums'kyzm,' 32.
Shumsky also expressed the hope that Khvyliovy would admit his

mistakes and reaffirm the party line. 'We are certain,' wrote Shumsky,
'that Comrade Khvyliovy, like any communist, will declare firmly and

clearly to the Ukrainian nationalist camp: keep your dirty hands off'
(Shums'kyi,'Ideolohichna borot'ba,' 17).

113 In an article published in December 1926, Panas Liubchenko sent the

same message to Hrushevsky, criticizing his focus on the peasantry as the

main object of historical research (see Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheasky , 222).

Liubchenko, a former Borotbist like Shumsky, was apparently threatened

by the development of the 'Shumsky affair' and may have sought to

prove his loyalty to the party by attacking Hrushevsky.

Even Mykola Skrypnyk, whom Hrushevsky had sought to support ln

his article and who criticized Shumsky for devoting too much attention

to a critique of Hrushevskv's views, failed to treat Hrushevsky's article

as a legitimate voice in the discussion. See Skrypnyk, 'Khvyl'ovyzm chy

Shums'kyzm,' 36. Skrypnyk's attack on ihat aspect of Shumsky's article

might be interpreted as an attempt to shieid Hrushevsky from public

criticism at a time when the authorities considered it much more politi-

cally expedient to support his bid for the presidency of the academy.

111

112
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114 For the minutes of the Politburo discussion on Hrushevsky's jubilee, see
Mykhailo Hrushezts'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i politVkoilr,T0-I, and prystaiko and
Shapoval, Mykhailo Hntsheas'l<yi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 1E , pp. 746-7 .

115 For the GPU's concerns regarding the alieged efforts of former socialist
Revolutionaries to turn Hrushevsky's jubilee into a national celebration,
see Vsevolod Balytsky's report to his Moscow superiors in prystaiko

and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hruslrczts'kyi i HPLI-NKVD, appendix26,
pp .165-6 .

116 The articie on Hrushevsky as a political activist was written ai the request
of ihe Politburo by the Central Committee official Ir.an Lakyza. See his
'Mykhailo Serhiiovych Hrushevs'kvi.'

117 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Perspektyvy i vymohy ukraihs'koi nauky,, 10.
118 Zatons'kyr, Natsional'na problema nn Llkraitni,80.
119 The same motif appeared in Vlas Chubar's speech to the Komsomo,

meeting of March 1926.9ee Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheztsky,218.
120 There were rumours circulating to the effect that the party authorities and

the GPU had funded the publication of Hrushevsky's autobiography in
connection with his anniversary celebrations. See Iefremor', shchodennrllay,
413.

In early 1927, the GPU tried to play up to Hrushevsky and indirectly
assisted him with the publication of collections prepared by his subordi-
nates. See the CPU report of 6 |anuary 1927 in Prystaiko and Shapoval,
Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 28,pp.170-2. According to
the report, the GPU helped secure funding for a collection of articles on
Chernihiv and region (Clrcrnihia i Pianichne Liooberezhzhia [K1tiv, 1927])
through its influence wiih the Kyiv regional committee of the Communist
Party of Ukraine. The GPU claimed credit for finding the 3,000 rubles
needed for publication. It appears that the secret GpU informer who
persuaded his handlers to assist Hrushevsky with the publication was
none other than Fedjr Savchenko. Compare the statement of the anony-
mous 'secret associate' quoted in the Kviv GPU report of 6January 1927
with the one attributed to Fedir Savchenko in Vsevolod Balytsky,s report
of 8 February 7927 (1bid.,170-2,780).

In March of the same year, the Poiitburo confirmed its previous deci-
sion to support Hrushevsky's candidature for president of the Academy
of Sciences. See the text of the Politburo resolution, ibid., appendix 33,
p.182; Mykhailo Hrusheos'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i politykoitt,g5.

121 The speech was pubiished as part of the brochure about the celebratron.
See the reprint of excerpts from the brochure in Velykyi ukralnets' ,393-
440. For the texts of Hrushevsky's speech and his concluding remarks,
see ibid.. 41+20. 425-7.
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122 See Kostiuk, Zustrichi i proshchannia, 786-96. Polonska-Vasylenko and

Oleksander Ohloblyn, who were associated with Dmytro Bahalii and did

not sympathize with Hrushevsky, were convinced that the jubilee had

ended in failure, as Hrushevsky's speech was disappointing to the

authorities (see Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukrailns'ka Akademiia Nauk, 1: 17-8,

and an extract from Ohloblyn's letter to his aliy, the Odesa historian

Mykhailo Slabchenko, in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheus'kyi i

HPU-NKVD, appendix 24,pp.1,62-3). On Slabchenko, see Vodotyka,

Akndemik Mykhailo lelyseiotych Slabchenko. Cf .his Nnrysy istorii'istorychnoi'

nauky URSR 7920-kh rokiu.

Serhii Iefremov, a rival of Hrushevsky's at the academy, recorded in his

diary that the authorities were angry with Hrushevsky for introducing

last-minute changes into his autobiography, which was published on the

occasion of the anniversary. Hrushevsky apparently changed ail refer-

ences to himself in the appendix to the autobiography, which deait with

the period after \906, from personal pronouns to the abbreviation'Hr.,'

thereby dissociaiing himself from the account of his life and work in

Soviet Ukraine (see Iefremov, Shchodennylq, 411-13). On Hrushevsky's

refusal to publish his autobiography, see the GPU report of 28 September

1.926 in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheos'kyi i HPU-NKVD,

append ix  22 ,  p .  154.

123 For a discussion of Hrushevsky's views on the role of the peasantry rn

Ukrainian history and politics, see Masnenko, lstorychna dumka,316-17.

724 As noted at the celebrations by the official party representative at the

event, Panas Liubchenko, there was no solution to the Ukrainian problem

outside the USSR. See Velykyi ukralnets',424. On the Piedmont poiicy in

Soviet Ukraine, see Martin, AJfirmatizte Action Erupire, B-9, 244-82. On the

role of the gathering of the Ukrainian lands in historiographic discourse

of the period, see Masnenko,Istorychna dumka,286-300.

125 Kostiuk, Zustrichi i proshchannia,l93.

1.26 For the speeches of Levytsky and Liubchenko, see Velykyi ukralnets',398-

400,420-5. Lakyza's article was apparently written after the celebrations,

as it included a quotation from Liubchenko's speech.

727 See Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukrailns'ka AkademiiaNauk,l:47-8. Hrushevsky

himself was very suspicious of Bahalii's jubilee, regarding it as a possible

preparation of public opinion for the election of Bahalii as president of

the academy. See an excerpt from one of Hrushevsky's leiters to Studynsky

that was intercepted by the secret police and quoted in Vsevolod Balytsky's

report of 8 February 1927 to Kaganovich and Zatonsky (Prystaiko and

Shapoval, Mykhailo Hruslrcos'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 32, pp.175-81,
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here p. 779). For a draft of Hrushevsky's greetings to Bahalii on the
occasion of his jubilee, see TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 278, p. II2.

128 See 'Perednie slovo,' in luailei nkademika Dmvtra laanoaucha Bahatiia flBS7-
1927 ) , ili.

I29 See Kostiuk, Z ust richi i proshchannia, 19 6-200.
130 On the elections to the All-Union Academy and its 'sovietization,' see

Tolz, Russian Academicians and the Reuohttion,3g-67.
131 See Pyrih, Zhyttia Mykhaila Hrusheos'koho,86-7. Cf . the officia] correspon-

dence concerning the elections to the All-Union Academy in Mykhailo
Hrusheas'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i politykoiu, 109-15.

132 See Volodymyr Kravchenko, 'D.I. Bahalii v svitli i tini svoiei
"Avtobiohraf ii,"' 44-5.

133 See Sokhan' et al., M.S. Hrushecs'kyi i Academia,710.
134 See the CPU correspondence concerning Hrushevsky's letter to Romanov

in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheos'l<yi i HPU-NKVD, appen-
dixes 70,72,pp.223-6.

135 See Sokhan' et aL, M.S. Hrushezts'lryi i Academia,140-1; Kravchenko, ,D.I.

Bahalii v svitli i tini svoiei "Avtobiohrafii,"'44.
136 For the draft memorandum, see Sokhan' et al., M.S. Hrushetts'ktli i

Academia, appendix 13, pp. 229-31.
137 lbid.,136-7.
138 Quoted ibid., 136.
139 See excerpts from Hrushevsky's speech in his 'Perspektywy i vymohy

ukrains'koi nauky,' 11 -12.

140 The elections to the Russian (now All-Union) Academy that took place in
Iate 1928 and early 1,929 added a minuscule number of academics from
the non-Russian republics to the Russian old guard.

141 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'U Vsesoiuznii Akademii nauk. Zvidomlennia M.
Hrushevs'koho.' Cf. Sokhan' et al., M.S. Hrusheas'kyi i Academia, i.47-4.

142 Sokhan' et al., M.5. Hrusheas'kyi i Academia, p.144.In October 1930
Academician Vladimir Peretts, who cooperated with Hrushevsky on the
establishment of the Institute of Belarusian History, informed his col-
ieagues in Kyiv that the Ali-Union Academy had approved a proposal
to create a commission on the history of Ukraine. See Fedir Savchenko's
letter of 19 October 1930 to Kyrylo Studynsky in TsDIAL, fond 362, op.I,
no.379.

L43 SeeLysty,l40.
144 See the text of the letter in Sokhan' et al., M.S. Hrusheas'kyi i Academia,

appendix 9, pp.216-20. The letter was forwarded by Butsenko to
Emmanuil Kviring, the supreme party official in Ukraine.
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See Hrushevsky's introduction to volume 9 of his lstoriia,5.
See Hrushevsky's preface to volume 8, part 3, of the History, 416-17 . For a
brief account of Hrushevsky's scholariy work in the emigration, see his
autobiography of 1926 in VelykVi ukraihets' , 240.

147 Hrusher.sky's letter of 18 December 1923 to Studynsky from Baden in
Lustv,136.

148 Ibid. Hrushevsky also asked Studynsky to look forl6zel Tretiak's book,
Piotr Sknrga w dziejach i literatttrze wii Brzeskiej (Cracow, 1912), apparently
needed for his work on the history of Ukrainian iiterature.

149 Hrushevsky, History, 8: 1I7.
150 Hrushevs'kyt, Istoriia,9: 6.
151 'Burned were my manuscripts and materials, library and correspon^

dence,'wrote Hrushevsky in his collection of pamphlets At the Threshold
of a Neu Ukraine (1918). See Hrushevs'kyi, Na porozi noaoi' Ukraitny, 5.

152 See Sokhan'et al., M.S. Hruslrcas'kvi i Academia,219. Hrushevsky's house
was actually bombarded on 24 January (6 February) 1918. See Prymak,
Mykhn il o Hr u sh ea slty, 163.

153 In his official report on the activities of the 'historical institutions' for
7927 , Hrushevsky wrote that the purpose of his trip to Moscow and
Leningrad had been'to become acquainted with the current state of the
archival repositories after the transfer of materials of Polish provenance
to Poland, and with the new organization of archival work.' See 'Diial'nist'

Istorychnoi sektsii Ukrains'koi Akademii nauk v r.7925,' xii. Nataliia
Polonska-Vasylenko later wrote that Hrushevsky's visits to party officials
in Moscow created a negative impression in Ukrainian academic circles
(apparently she meant the leaders of the academy), as they demonstrated
thai Hrushevsky did not want to limit his activities to academic work but
was also interested in taking part in politics. See Polons'ka-Vasylenko,
Ukrniiu'ka Akademiia Nauk,l: 46.

154 The letter is dated St Petersburg, 11 October 1.924.9ee Lysty,161.
155 Ibid.
156 The letter is daied 17 May 1925. See ilbid.,172.
157 See Lbid.,172,176.
158 On the work of the expedition, see Hrushevsky's introduction to volume

9 of the Istoriin,4, and Oksana Iurkova's exhaustive study of Hrushev-
sky's Department of Ukrainian History at the Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences, Diial' rtist', 178-90.

159 These materiais are currently held in the Manuscripi lnstitute of the
Volodymyr Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine and in the archive of
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the Instituie of Ukrainian History, National Academy of Sciences o1
Ukraine. See lurkova, Diial' nist', 790.

160 For requests for payment from Hrushevsky's associates, see letters to
Hrushevsky from Anatolii Iershov (20 August 1927, TsDIAK , fond 1238,
op. 1, no. 468) and Vasyl Herasymchuk (27 November 1927, TsDIAK,
fond 1235, op. 1, no.411).

161 See Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Llkraiits'ka Akadeniia Nauk,7: 48.
162 See Savchenko's letter of 30 May 1930 to Studynsky in TsDIAL, fond,362,

op.7,  no.379.
163 On the promotion of Baranovych and Tkachenko from graduate stud-

ents to research scholars in Hrushevsky's department, see ,Diial,nist,

Istorychnoi sektsii Vseukraihs'koi Akademii Nauk ta zv'iazanykh z neiu
istorychnykh ustanov v rotsi 1926,' xxxii.

164 See Savchenko's letter of 1 August 1930 to Studynsky in TsDIAL, fond
362, op. I, no.379.

165 See Iurkova, Diinl'nist' , 189 , 227 .
166 Ibid..788-9.240.
167 Iurkevych's dissertation was later published under the trtre Ernihratsiin na

Skhid i zaliudnennia Slobozhanshchyny za Bohdana Khmel'nyts'koho (Kyiv,
1932). On Iurkevych and his publications, see Iurkova, Diial'nist',158-9,
a 1 -  n ^ 1  ^
J + /  ,  + Z L - L .

168 Interesting in this regard is viktor Iurkevych's letter of 18 october 1927
to Hrushevsky, in which Iurkevych asks his professor to allow him to
postpone his exam on Marxism to Chrisimas 1922 (TsDIAK, fond 1235,
op. 1, no. 855). Apparently the new Marxist requirements were no barrier
to the observance of prerevolutionary calendar feasts in the Ukrainian
Academy of Sciences. The gradnate seminar on Marxism and Leninism
was conducted by Hrushevsky's close associate Osyp Hermaize. See
'Diial'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii Vseukrains'koi Akademii Nauk ta
zv'iazanykh z neiu istorychrykh ustanov Akademii v J.927 r.,, xxxiv.

169 See Iershov's ietter of 14 September 1927 to Hrushevsky in TsDIAK, fond
1235, op.1, no. 468.

170 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9: 5.
171 See, for example, Viktor Iurkevych's letter of 15 July 1927 to Hrushevsky

and his apologies for errors/lacunae in the copied materials. see also his
letter of 18 October 1927 concerning his work on the records of Boris
Repnin's embassy of 1653 to the Commonwealth (TsDIAK, fond 1235,
op. 1, no. 855).

172 See Hrushevsky's undated post card to Dmytro Krat'tsov from Lenin-
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grad, TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 855. Hrushevsky informed Iurkevych
of his impending arrival in Moscow and asked him to order archival
materials for 1650, including the account of the discussion on religious
affairs at the Warsaw diet of 1650 that was later published as an appendix
to vol. 9, pt.2, of the History (Istoriia,9:1.509-23).
See Viktor Iurkevych's letters of 15 iuly and 18 September 1927 Io
Hrushevsky, TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 855.
Hrushevs'kyr, Istoriia,9: 600-1. Cf. Iurkevych's letters of 18 September
and 5 and 18 October 1927 to Hrushevsky, TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no.
855.
Mariia and Elizaveta Shuiskaia. O. Balandina. and K. Grodskaia were
employed as copyists (Iurkova, Diial'nist',185). See references to
Elizaveta Nikolaevna Shuiskaia in Iurkevych's letter of 18 September
7927 to Hrushevsky (TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 855); also Ievfymov-
sky's letter to him dated 4 December 1,927 (ibid., no. 470). Ievfymovsky
also advised Hrushevsky to hire another copyist, Kateryna Ivanivna
Mazurenko (letter of 13 December 1927).It is unknown whether the latter
was ever hired.
See Viktor Iurkevych's post card of 30 October 1927 to Hrushevsky, in
which he discusses confusion in the files pertaining to Boris Repnin's
embassy of 1653 (TsDIAK, fond1235, op. 1, no. 855).
See levfymovsky's letter of 26 September 1927 to Hrushevsky, TsDIAK,
fond 1235, op. 1, no. 470. Ievfymovsky prepared detailed instructions for
the members of the expedition on working with the documents (Iurkova,
Diial 'nist' ,185-6).
Eingorn recommended one of the copyists, an employee of the Rum-
iantsev (Lenin) Library in Moscow, to members of the expedition. See
Viktor Iurkevych's letter of 18 October 1.927 to Hrushevsky, TsDIAK, fond
1235, op.1, no. 855; also Mykola Petrovsky's ietter of 26lune 1927 to
Hrushevsky, TsDIAK, fond 1.235, op.1., no. 692.
Myron Korduba was assisted in his work by the copyist Hrechukh. See
Korduba's letters of 3, 7 , and 30 August, 22 October, and 29 December
1927 Io Hrushevsky, TsDIAK, fond1.235, op. 1, no.552. Interesting are
Korduba's opinions of Mykoia Kostomarov and Ludwik Kubala, ex-
pressed in his letter of 30 August 1929 to Hrushevsky. There Korduba
characterized both as historians for whom criticism of sources 'did not
exist.'
See Ukrnina,1927, no. 6, p. 794;'Diial'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii (1926),' xxxi.
Cf. Vasyl Herasymchuk's letters to Hrushevsky from Warsaw (21 June
and27 November 1927), TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 41L.
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181 See Hrushevsky's introduction to Llkraitns'kyi arkhiz;,I: iii-iv. There
Hrushevsky presented the Archaeographic Commission of the All-
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, which was formed inlg2l and which
he chaired fuom1924, as heir to the Kyiv Commission for the Study of
old Documents (1843), the Archaeographic Commission of the Ukrainian
scientific society, formed in 1913, and the Archaeographic Commission of
the Ukrainian Academy of sciences, established in r9r9. He also stated
that the new (1921) commission had taken over projects from the Archaeo-
graphic Commission o{ the Shevchenko Scientific Society in Lviv The
release of volume 1 ol Lrkral:ns'kyi arkhia, initially prepared for publication
by the Archaeographic commission of the ukrainian scientific society in
1914, gave Hrushevsky a good opportunity to present the genealogy of
his archaeographic projects.

182 See 'Diial'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii (1926),' xxviii-xxx. Cf. Hrushevsky,s
undated notes on the activities of the Archaeographic Commission and
the Department of the Modern Ukrainian History of the Ukrainian
Peopie in the vernadsky National Library of Ukraine, Manuscript Insti-
tute, fond X,no.78622,p.9,andfondX, no.18652,pp. 1, 10.

183 See Iurkova, DiiaL'nist' ,1.87-8.
184 In his report on the activities of the 'historical institutions' for 1,92g-9,

Hrushevsky wrote that the printing of Herasymchuk,s collection was
already under way, but in his report for 1930, he was obliged to note that
publication of the collection had been delayed by Herasymchuk,s depar-
ture from Kyiv for Galicia. See Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine,
Manuscript Institute, fond X, no.18622, p.7; c{. Fedoruk, ,Vasyl' Hara-
symchuk ta ioho nevydani "Materialy do istorii kozachchyny XVI viku,,,,
23-6. Fedoruk concludes that the main reason for the delay was lack of
coordination between Herasymchuk, who spent most of his time in
Poland, and the academy's editors in Kyiv

185 See Ukrains'kyi arkhiu. Yolume 2 was prepared for publication by Osyp
Hermaize but issued after his arrest, hence without mention of his name.
The third volume was never published.

186 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9: 5.
1'87 rn July of the same year he informed his friend in Lviv that he had com-

pleted some important organizational work. This would allow him to
continue his 'big history,' a project he had not dared to take up ever since
the ioss of his manuscripts in the Kyiv fire. The archaeographic expedi-
tion was undoubtedly one of the organizational measures Hrushevsky
had in mind. See Lysty, L87 .

188 tbid.,222.
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189 rbid.,229.
190 Hrushevs'kyt, Istoriia, 9: 5-6.
191 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriin, 9: 1539.
792 See Hrushevsky's report on the activities of the 'historical institutions'

in 'Diial'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii Vseukrains'koi Akademii Nauk ta
zv'razanyklt z neiu istorychtykh ustanov Akademii v 7928 r.,' ix. Cf .

also Hrushevsky's report for 1930 in Sokhan' et a1., M.S. Hruslrcas'kyi i

Academia,279.
193 See Lysty,236-7.
194 See Hrushevsky's report on the activities of the 'historical institutions' for

1930 in Sokhan'et al., M.S. Hrushe-os'kyi i Academia,279.In his report for
1929, Hrushevsky wrote that the second part of volume 9 was sent to the
printer in April 7929 ('DiiaI'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii [19281,' x). This report
covered the activities of the 'historical institutions' until the summer
recess of 1929 and was most probably written during the summer months

of that year. Hrushevsky may have continued making corrections to the
manuscript throughout the summer and submitted it to the press in Sep-
tember 1929, a development reflected in his report for the following year.

195 See Nikitin, 'Pis'mo istorika,'95-7.
196 See Hrushevs'kyi., Istoriia, 9: 1539.
197 See Fedir Savchenko's ietter of 13 February 1931 to Kyrylo Studynsky in

TsDIAL, fond 362, op. 1, no. 379. Savchenko informed Studynsky about
his meeting with the director of the State Publishing House, Mariia
Abramivna Shmaionok, and wrote that after months of lobbying he had
finally managed to convince her to raise the author's honorarium for the

second part of the volume to 150 rubles (apparently per signaiure, i.e.,
224 pages of typescript).

198 See Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine, Manuscript Institute, fond X,
no. 18652 ('Kafedra novitn'oi istorii ukrains'koho narodu'), pp. 8, 10.

199 This information is based on my conversations with Iaroslav Dashkevych
in Lviv on 7 and 8 June 2001. For a discussion of the possibility that part

of the volume was never published, see Appendix.
200 In October 1924, Hrushevsky instructed Studynsky to Ieave between 50

and 150 copies of each volume of the History in Lviv. The remaining
copies were to be shipped to Soviet Ukraine. See Lysty, 161-2.

201 See Hrushevsky's report on publication activities, dated 31 August 1926,
in the Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine, Manuscripi Institute, fond
X, no. 15146.

202 See Verstiuk and Pyrih, M.S. Hrusheas'kyi. Korotka khronika zhyttin tn
diial'nosti, 116.
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203 See Savchenko's letter of 20 January 1930 to Studynsky, TsDIAL, fond 362,
op. 1, no.379.

204 Hrushevsky himself considered 1929 a turning point in government
policy toward Ukraine and linked the change in official policy with the
trial of those accused of membership in the 'Union for the Liberation of
Ukraine.' See his letter of 4 September 1934 to Viacheslav Molotov in
Nikitin, 'Pis'mo istorika M.S. Grushevskogo V.M. Molotovu,, 95-2.

205 In addition to the works discussed in the introduction on ihe iast decade
of Hrushevsky's life by Pyrih, Sokhan, Kirzhaev and Ulianovsky,
Prystaiko and Shapoval, see also Shapovai, 'Mykhailo Hrushevsky in
Moscow and His Death (1931-4)' and 'The Mechanisms of the Informa-
tional Activity of the CPU-NKVD.'

206 See Yekelchyk, 'How the "Iron Minister" Kaganovich Failed to Discipline
Ukrainian Historians.'

207 On the communist takeover of the Russian,/Al1-Union Academy of
Sciences, see Tolz, RrLssian Acadenicinns and the Reaolntion. On the
Platonov case, see Brachev, Russkii istorik S.F. Plntonoa, uchenyi, pedogog,
cheloaek,796-239; Paneiakh, 'The Political Police and the Study of History
in the USSR,'304-8, and Akademicheskoe delo 1929-31 g.q. On the trial of
the alleged members of the 'Union for the Liberation of Ukraine,, see
Prystaiko and Shapoval, Spraxa' Spilky ayzoolennia Llkrainy.'

208 On Iavorsky, see Santsevyclt, M.I. Iaaors'la1i: Narys zhyttia i t-oorchosti.
209 On Communist Party and GPU politics in the academy, see pyrih,

Zhytt ia Mykhailn Hrusheos' koho, 36-89 ; Prystaiko and ShapovaI, Mykhailo
Hr usheo s' ky i i HPU-N KV D, 34-7 8.

210 On changes in the party's nationality policy and persecution of the
Ukrainian inteiligentsia and non-Russian party cadres, see Martin,
Affirrnntiae Actiort Empire,236-60. Communist party attacks on
Hrushevsky and his 'historical institutions' are discussed in pyrih,

Zlryttia Mykhaila Hrusheos'koho, 90-723; Prystaiko and Shapoval, Aelkhailo
Hrusheo s' ky i i HPU -N KV D, 7 9-704.

211 See Khvylia,'Burzhuazno-natsionalistychna trvbuna (pro zhurnal
'Ukraina').'

2r2 To prove his point, Khvylia quoted an excerpt from an Llkrairna articie on
the origins of the Cyrillic aiphabet. Its author, M. Hrunsky, referred to a
book on SS. Cyril and Methodius by the former minister of religion in the
Petliura government, Professor Ivan Ohiienko (the future Metropolitan
Ilarion of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of Canada), and mentioned a
breve of 1927 issued by Pope Pius XI on the life of St Cyril. Khvylia
considered such references sufficient reason to claim that the editorial
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board of Llkrailna was propagating religious 'obscurantism' and belief in

miracles, as weil as generally playing into the hands of the organizers of

an anti-Soviet campaign launched in the West by Pius XL

213 On the atmosphere of the 'disputes,' see Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukrains'ka

Aka d emii a N auk, 2: 16-17 ; Me z' ko [Ohloblyn], I ak b ol'sheayky r u inua aly,

15-17.

21 4 See Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukr ain s' ka Akad emi in N auk, 2: 1.6.

215 Ibid. Oleksander Ohloblyn, who later himself survived one such debate,

claimed that lenient criticism intended to present the victims in a better

light was potentially harmful to those who were criticized, as a new
'dispute' could be arranged to subject the victim to yet another round

of criticism. See his pamphlet, published under the pseudonym Oles'

Mez'ko, Iak bil'shoztyky ruinuaaly, 16. For a detailed discussion of the

Ohloblyn'dispute'based on archival materials, see Verba, Oleksandr

Ohloblyn,22l-5.

2L6 See Richyts'kyi, 'Proty interventsii burzhuaznoi nauky,' 41.

217 See Rubach,'Burzhuazno-kurkul's'ka natsionalistychna ideolohiia pid

mashkaroiu demokratii "trudovoho narodu."'

218 In 1926 Mykhailo Mohyliansky published a short story, 'The Murdet'

describing the killing for treason of a national leader by his former

followers. The authorities considered the story an attack on Hrushevsky

and blacklisted Mohyliansky, prohibiting him from publishing in ihe

republican press. See extracts from the party and GPU documents on

the Mohyliansky case in Mykhailo Hrusheas'lcyi: mizh istoriieiu i politykoiu,

66-7;Prystaiko and ShapovaI, Mykhnilo Hrusheus'kyi i HPU-NKVD,

appendix 74,pp.1454.

219 See Rubach,'Federalisticheskie teorii v istorii Rossii.'

220 See Pyrlh, Zhyttia Mykhaila Hrusheas'koho, 130-1.

221 Wlth the passage of time, Rubach's assessment of Hrushevsky as a

political figure aiso came to be regarded as the standard Soviet Ukrainian

view of Hrushevsky as a historian. The mere fact that Rubach was lucky

enough to survive the 1930s and continued writing about Hrushevsky

until the late 1970s contributed immensely to the popularity of his evalu-

ation of Hrushevsky in Soviet publications from the 1950s to the 1980s.

An important reason for the surprising longevity of Rubach's character-

ization of Hrushevsky, originally produced in the 1930s, is that unlike the
'vulgar Marxism' imputed to Mikhail Pokrovsky, the charge of 'Ukrain-

ian bourgeois nationalism' against Hrushevsky was never reassessed

during the existence of the USSR. As time passed, though, Rubach found

himself obliged to add a few new 'errors' to his original list. The resur-
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gence of the cult of heroism in Soviet historiography, the rise of the
doctrine of the friendship of peoples, and, most particularly, the idea of
Russian-Ukrainian brotherhood altered the basic premises of the Soviet
critique of Hrushevsky. After the Second World War, Hrushevsky was
accused not only of his old class-based transgressions but also of new,
nationally based ones. It was noted that he did not treat Kyivan Rus' as
the cradle of the three fraternal East Slavic peoples (Russians, Ukrainians,
and Belarusians), ignored the close cultural bonds between the Ukrainian
and Russian peoples, and, through his negative treatment of Bohdan
Khmelnytsky and positive assessment of such anti-Russian hetmans as
Ivan Vyhovsky and Ivan Mazepa, sought to detach Ukraine from Russia.

See Rubach's entry on Hrushevsky in Radians'ka entsyklopediia istori/
Ukraintl , 1: 483-4. For a biography of Mykhailo Abramovych Rubach, see
ibid., 4:32. There is also a brief biography of Rubach in Vcheni Instytutu
istorii'Ukrailny,2734. For differing assessments of Rubach's career and
personality, see Dashkevych,'Borot'ba z Hrushevs'kym ta ioho shkoloiu
u L vivs'komu universyteti za radians'kykh chasiv,' 226-7, and Rybalka,
Taka nasha dolia 18,132.

Hrushevsky's name was probably first mentioned in connection with
the term'fascist'in the autumn of 1930. On 28 October, the Academy of
Sciences announced that Volodymyr Iurynets would be working on a
paper titled 'The Historiography of the Bourgeois Sociology of Iefremov,
Hrushevsky, and the Ukrainian Fascists.'Hrushevsky, who was present
at the meeting where the topic was announced, protested against being
called a bourgeois sociologist and being associated with such company.
See Fedir Savchenko's letter of 28 October 1930 to Studynsky in TsDIAL,
fond362, op. L, no.379.

See extracts from Postyshev's speech in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo
Hr usheu s' ky i : spr ao a' UNTs,' 237 .

See the transcript of Hrushevsky's interrogations by secret police opera-
tives and the officiai indictment of members of the 'Ukrainian National
Centre,' allegedly headed by Hrushevsky, in Prystaiko and Shapoval,
Mykhnilo Hrusheas'kt1i i HPU-NKVD , 249-50, 258-60, and Mykhailo
Hrusheas' Icyi: spraaa' UNTs,' 798-200.

On the change in the nature of GPU reporting over the years, see the
section 'The Seksot [secret agent]'in Shteppa and Houtermans [F. Beck
and W. Godinl, Russian Ptrge and the Extraction of Confession,ITl-87.
The section was written by Shteppa, apparently on the basis of his
own experience as a CPU informer. For his role in the'unmasking'of
Hrushevsky and his family, see Pyrih, Zhyttin Mykhaila Hrusheos'koho,
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718-61; Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrushets'kyi i HPU-NKVD, 82,

301-2.

See Prystaiko and Shapoval, Spraoa'Spilky -oyzaolennia Ukrailny.'
See Iefremov, Shcltodennyky, 791.
This was the tactic used by Ahatanhel Krymsky on receiving an award
from the Soviet government in 1941. Krymsky's speech included the
foilowing words: 'O Hoiy Party! Whose heart does not pound when
thinking of you?' He later explained to Nataliia Polonska-Vasylenko: 'If I

had said less, "our own people" would have believed in my sincerity, but
in this way it is clear to all that it is not sincere, and "those people" will

not believe it in the same wav.' Quoted in Prymak, M1/khnilo Hrushe-osky,
272.

On the fate of Skrypnyk, see Mace, Contmunism nnd the Dilenrmas of
National Liberation , 296-307.

See Zatons'kyi, Nntsional' no-kttl'turne budianytstao i borot' ba proty

natsionnlizmu,3642. See excerpt in Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi: mizh istoriieitr

i politykoitr, l46-50.

See h.'an Kravchenko, 'Fashysts'ki kontseptsii Hrushevs'koho i ioho

shkoly v ukrains'kii istoriohrafii'; Iastrebov,'Natsional-fashysts'ka

kontseptsiia selians'koi viinv 1648 roku na Ukraihi.'

On Hrushevsky's arrest and iast vears in Moscow, see Prystaiko and

Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrttsheos'kyi: Spraua' UNTs'; Shapoval,'Mykhailo
Hrushevsky in Moscow and His Death (1931-34).'

See Pyrih, Zhyttia Mykhailn Hrusheas'koho,1404. Time was required for

the adoption of the government resolution and approval of the official
obituary. The prompt publication of those documents in Kyiv on the
second day after Hrushevsky's death continues to arouse suspicion that
the authorities may have been making preparations for Hrushevsky's
funeral before he actually died, and, by implication, that his death was in
fact a murder arranged by secret police agents.

See 'Akad. M.S. Hrushevs'kyi,' Clrcrrtonyi shliakh,1934, nos. 11,-1,2:771.

For a report on the Kirov assassination, see ibid., iii. The Russian text

of the obituary from Prnudn for 27 November appears in Prystaiko

and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD, appendix 119,

pp.286-7.

For the minutes of the meeting of the Presidium of the Ukrainian Acad-
emy of Sciences concerning Hrushevsky's death, see TsDIAK, fond 1235,
op. 1, no. 49. Work on the monument began in the spring of 7936 and was

completed before Kateryna's arrest in July 1938. See Matiash, Katerynn

Hruslrcas'kn, 106-7 .
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236 Nikitin, 'Pis'mo istorika.'
237 Quoted in Pyrih, Zhyttia Mykhniln HnLshe-os'koho,119.
238 Bilets'kyi, review of Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia ttkra|ns'kofliteratury, 676.
239 That was in May 1926, when Hrushevsky nourished high hopes for the

success of Ukrainizaiion and his personal future at the Academy of
Sciences. See Hrushevsky's letter of 25 May 1926 to Studynsky inLysty,
187-9.

240 See Matiash, Kateryna Hrtrsheas'ka,98.
211 Prauda obituary of 27 November 1934, in Prystaiko and Shapoval,

NIy kha ilo Hn Lshea s' ky i i HP U -N KV D, appendix 119, pp. 286-7 .
242 See Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukrains'ka Akademiia Nauk,2: 42-3.

Chapter 5: Revisiting the Revolution

1 For a discussion of the Khmelnytsky Uprising and the period that
followed his hetmancy, see Sysyn, 'The Khmel'nyts'kyi Uprising: A
Characterization of the Ukrainian Revolt.' Hrushevsky's Histonl (vois 9
and 10) remains the most exhaustive and authoritative study of the
period.

2 Hrushevs'kyr, lstoriia, 9: 1.507.
3 See Pritsak,'Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,'il [sic]. On the

impact of historicai sociology on Hrushevsky, see also Zashkil'niak,
'Istoriohrafichna tvorchist' Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' 34-6, 47-3.

4 Syniavs'kvi, Vybrani pratsi, 39.
5 See Korzon, 'O Chmielnickim s4dy PP. Kulisza i Karpowa,' 79. Cf . Sys1m,

'Chy bulo povstannia Khmel'nyts'koho revoliutsiieiu?' 571.
6 See Antonovych, Korotka istoriia kozachchyny,90. The text of these lectures,

so important for the present discussion, was prepared on the basis of
notes taken by Antonovych's students Vasyl Domanytsky and Andrii
Kuchynsky. It was later edited by Oleksander Konysky and appeared in
Chernivtsi in 1898 under the title Besidy pro chasy kozats'ki na Ukraitni (see
the preface to the second edition of the work, Korotka istoriia kozachchynrl,
xvi-xvii). Hrushevsky, who had certain reservations regarding the
authenticity of the text, nevertheless used it in his analysis of the evo-
lution of Antonovych's views. See his revie'w of the book, 'Prymitky do
istorii kozachchyny,' and his'Z sotsiial'no-natsional'nykh kontseptsii
Antonovycha,' 14-15.

7 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmel'nyts'kyi i Khmel'nychchyna. Istorychnyi
eskiz.' Many of the ideas first expressed in this essay found their way
into the last volumes of the History. This was also true of Hrushevsky's
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overall assessment of the uprising. In the essay of 1898, it was defined as
'a movement that resulted in the complete transformation of the political
system of Eastern Europe' (ibid., 1). The point was made in a very simiiar
way in the introduction to volume 9, written almost thirty years later: 'At

the focal point of the panorama is a great political transformation: Ukraine's
passage from under the rule of the Polish Commonwealth "under the high
hand" of the tsar of Muscovy' (Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, g:6).

8 Hrushevs'kyi,'Khmel'nyts'kyi i Khmel'nychchyna,' 2, 22, 27 .
9 See, for example, the use of the term'revolution' rnHistory, vol. 8, chapter

8, where Hrushevsky defined the period preceding the Khmelnytsky
Uprising as a'prerevolutionary era.'

10 See Lipifiski, 'Dwie chwile z dziejow porewolucfnej Ukrainy.' Cf.
Lypyns'kyi, Ukraina na perelomi, 1657-1659. On Lypynsky as a historian,
see Biias, 'Viacheslav Lypyns'kyi iak istoryk kryzovoi doby.' For a parallel
presentation of Hrushevsky's and Lypynsky's views on the Khmelnytsky
Uprising as a revolution, see Masne nko, I s t ory ch ni kont s ep t s ii:, 17 6-89 .

11 LipifLski, 'Stanislaw Michal Krzyczewski,' 146.
12 Lipiriski, 'Dwie chwile,' 5202.
13 Lipifrski,'Stanislaw Michal Krzyczewski,' 147.
14 For a discussion of Lypynsky's negative view of revolution and revolu-

tionaries in Ukrainian history as expressed inhis Letters to Fellow Landozun-
e''sl see Masnenko, Istorychni kontseptsil:, 7824.

15 Lypyns'kyi,Ukrainanaperelomi, 1,8-27;cf.hisZ dziej6w,I45,520-2. See also
Masnenko, Istorychni kontseptsiil,184-5. In 1920 Lypynsky put much more
emphasis on Ukrainian state-building and the role of the Cossacks, nobles,
and wealthy burghers in the uprising, while downplaying the role of the
Orthodox clergy, 'simplistic and fanatical' in its 'obscurantism,' and of the
Orthodox intelligentsia, to which he attributed similar characteristics.

16 See Hrushevs'kyi, lstoriia,9: 1,494, 1496. Cf . his 'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 12, and
Istoriia, vol. 8, pt. 3, pp.279-26.

17 Cf. Hrushevs'kyi,'Khme1'nyts'kyi,' 12; Efimenko, Istoriia ukrainskogo
naroda, l:243-5.

18 Hrushevs'kyr, Istoriia,9:969.The iast sentence refers to the eighteenth-
century Eyewitness Chronicle.

19 Ibid., 1486,1501.
20 rbid.,1486.
21 tbid.,373.
22 Lbid.,1495.
23 Ibid., 1506.
24 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 1; cf. his Istoriia,9: 6.
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25 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9: 1501.
26 1bid.,757.

27 See Hrushevs'kyi, N a p or o zi n ou ol LIkr aiit y, 3-56.
28 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9 : 1486, 1494, 1495, 1507.
29 For a discussion of Hrushevsky's prerevolutionary views on the nation

and its role in history, see chapter 3 of the present work.
30 For excerpts from Dnistriansky's Zahal'na nauka praaa i politylcy (1923),

see Politolohiia, 689-702.In the Ukrainian translation of Volodymyr
Antonovych's lecture on the Russian, Ukrainian, and polish nations
published by Oleksander Konysky in Lviv in 1888, the term narod (people)
was all but avoided. Antonovych (or his editor) used natsiia (nation) and
natsional' nist' (nationality) interchangeably. See Antonovych,,Try
natsional'ni typy narodni.'

31 See excerpts from Starosolsky's Teoriia natsii'in politotohiia,6l0-35, here
p. 620. For a discussion of his views on nationhood, see Masnenko,Istory-
chna dumka,27-30.\n 1920, Starosolsky taught at the Ukrainian Free
University in Prague, where Dnistriansky served variously as dean of
the 1aw school, president, and vice-president.

32 Hrushevs'kyi,'Khto taki ukraintsi i choho vony khochut" inpolitolohiia,
181.

33 Hrushevs'kyi,'Zvidky pishlo ukrainstvo i do choho vono ide, in
Politolohiia, 791.

34 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia,9: 6-7.
35 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 29.
36 Ibld.,7. In his later writings on the Khmelnytsky Uprising, Hrushevsky

repeated some of these ideas. For example, in his essay of i.907 on
Khmelnytsky's anniversary, Hrushevsky ciaimed that in their foiklore
the popular masses celebrated their Khmelnytsky-era victories over
national oppression and ethnic and class privilege ('Bohdanovi rokovyny,,
211). In the Illustrated History, he wrote that for Khmelnytsky the national
cause did not go beyond the religious one (Iliustroannn istoriia,302).

37 Drahomanov,'Perednie slovo (do Hromady),' in p llitotohiia, T.
38 See Franko, 'Ukraina irredenta, '48-9.
39 See Antonovych, Korotka istoriia kozachchyny, II3-32.
40 Hrushevsky, History,8: 356. For a similar treatment of the national factor as

a combination of a number of different elements in Hrushevskv's ore-r917
writinp;s, see chapter 3 of the present work. For a recent discussion of the
impact of the Khmelnytsky Uprising on the formation of the Ukrainian
nation, see Sysyn, 'The Khmelnytsky Uprising and Ukrainian Nation-
Building.'
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41 Hrushevsky, Histortt, S: 358. No less enthusiastic was Hrushevsky's assess-

ment of Khmelnytsky's statements at Pereiaslar', recounted in the third

part of voiume 8, which was written between 1915 and 1918. There

Hrushevskv placed special emphasis on Khmelnytsky's alleged ties with

representatives of educated Kyivan circles, whom he ca11ed the 'Kyivan

intelligentsia' and represented as the 'ecclesiastical and national center -

this hearth, now fanned into flame by the storm of the national uprising.'

These circles, in Hrushevsky's opinion,'could not resist the mightv na-

tional force that found consonant tones in them; what is more, they them-

seh,es were part and parcel of that force' (ibid., 519-20).

42 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9: 7.

43 In the last volumes of the History, Hrushevsky often evaluated the suc-

cesses and failures of the Cossack administration on the basis of its policy

toward Western Ukraine, frequently reading modern Ukrainian identity

back into the minds of the leaders of the Hetmanate. See, for exampie, the

discussion of the successes and failures of Khmelnvtsky's policv in the

conclusions to Istoriin, 9: 1191. 1504.

44 See Hrusher,s'kyi, 'Nasha zakhidnia oriientatsiia.'

45 See Hrushevs'kyi, lstoriin, 9: 759, 7507.

46 Tbid., 857. Cf . his'Zvidky pishio ukraihstvo,' in P olit olohi io, 193.

47 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istor iia, 9: 75L-60.

48 See Mikhnovs'kyi,'Samostiina Ukraina,' in Politolohiia, 726-35.

49 The simplistic Mikhnovsky-like interpretation of the Pereiaslav Agree-

ment was rejected by Viacheslav Lypynsky, who in his Ukrnllna na perelomi

(1920) titicized the view according to which Ukraine had joined Russia as

an equal parhler, cailing it a 'Pereiaslav legend.'

50 See Hrushevs'kvi, Pereiasloas'ko umoaa Ukraiiry z Moskooiu 1654 roku. 7n the

second part of volume 9 of his academic History, Hrushevsky often quoted

Pereiaslaas'ka umooabut gave few bibliographic references to it in the notes

(see, e.g., Istoriia, 9: 754,756-7). O. p. 754, Ior example, the number of the

note referring to Pereiaslatts'ka ttmoaa is given in the text, but the note itself

is missing. O. pp. 756-7, therc is a long quotation from the work with no

page reference. The tendency to avoid references to a particular work

struck me as quite suspicious, p;iven that in the earlv 1930s, at the time of

the state-sponsored campaign against Hrushevsky, P ereiaslaos' ka umooa

was amollg those of his writings that were criticized by Marxist historians.

A check of the manuscript of volume 9 (TsDIAK, fond 1235, op. 1, no. 145)

nevertheless established that this was a mere oversight on the part of one

of Hrushevsky's assistants. The historian himself did not copy quotations

from PereinslnTtska Lufioua into his text, apparently leaving the task to one of
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his graduate students, r,r'ho inserted the quotations but in many cases
neglected to give proper bibliographic references.

51 Apart fromPereiaslni:s'ka umooo, Hrushevskv discussed the Pereiaslarr
Agreement in'Ve1yka, Mala i Bila Rus',' 'Spoluchennie 

Ukraihy z Mos-
kovshchynoiu v novishii literaturi. Krytychni zamitky,' and Khmel'nt1ts'kyi
zt Pereiaslnt,i. He also reprinted his earlier essavs on Khmelnvtsky and his
era in the collection Z politychnoho zhyttia stnrol Ukroi}ty. They included
'Bohdanovi rokovlmy,"Vyhovs'kyi i Mazepa," 250 lit,"Na ukrain'ski
temy: "Mazepynstvo" i "Bohdanivstvo,"' and'Khmel'nyts'kyi i
Khmel'nychchyna.'

52 See Hrushevs'kyi, '250\rt,' 5. Cf. his Ilittstrouana istoriin,31.5; 'Zvidky

pishlo ukraihstr.o,' in Politolohiin, 193; and Istoriia, 9: 757.
53 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khme1'nyts'kyi,' 23;'2501it,' 5; Istoriia,9:757, 7494-5.

The inconsistent treatment of the agreement in the last volumes of the
Histortl prompted criticism in one of the last Soviet-era revien,s of
Hrushevsky's writings. See Smolii and Sokhan', 'V1'datnyi istoryk
Ukrainy,' xxx-'..

54 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9: 7479-7508.

55 See, for example, Hrushevsky's sarcastic remark about the 'Polish civiliz-
ing mission' in his discussion of massacres of the Ukrainian population
carried out by the Tatar allies of the Commonwealth in 1655 (lstoriia, g:

1051) .

56 Ibid.,  9:121.8.

57 lbid., 10: 354-6.

58 rbid.,352.

59  rb id . ,353.

60 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmel'nyts'kvi,' 10.
6l See Hrushevs'kyi,  lslori in, l0: 356-7.
62 Hrushevs'kyi,  I-stori ia,g: 1504.

63 Hrushevsky, History, 8: 319.
64 Ibid., 348. On Hrushevsky's treatment of the Jewish factor in the

Khmelnytsky Uprising, see Sysyn, 'Assessing the "Crucial Epoch": From
the Cossack Revolts to the Khmelnvtsky Uprising at Its Height,' introduc-
tion to Hrushevsky, History, 8: lxv-lxvi.

65 Hrushevs'kyi, lstoriirt, 9: 1483.
66 In his magnum opus, Hrushevsky followed a policy of avoiding polemrcs

with Marxist historians.

67 For a discussion of Hrushevskv's and Lvpynsky's views on Khmelnytsky
as a charismatic leader, see Masnenko, lstorychni kontseTttsiil, 57-712. For
Hrushevsky's interpretation of the role of the individual in Ukrainian
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history, see Iakovenko, 'Osoba, iak diiach istorychnoho protsesu v
istoriohrafii Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' and Tel'vak, Teoretyko-
met o dol ohi chni p i ds t aay, 112-20.

68 See Hrushevs'kyi, Pochatky hromadianstaa, 36. For the young Hrushevsky's
scepticism toward the views of Thomas Carlyle, see chapter 1 of the
present work.

69 rbid.,4.
70 See Lypyns'kyi, Lysty do bratia-khliborobia.
71, See Antonovich, 'Kharakteristika deiatel'nosti Bogdana Khmel'nitskogo.'

Cf. his Korotka istoriia kozachchyny , 110-11.
72 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmei'nyts'kyi,' 27-8; cf. Antonovych, Korotka istoriia

kozachchyny,136-7.
73 Khmelnytsky aiso did not fit the image of the hero in the mind of the

young Hrushevsky during his years at the Ttrilisi gymnasium. In his
memoirs, Hrushevsky described his ideal of the time as follows: 'My inner
orientation was on a strong and independent individual with a firmly
established goai who advances steadfastly, paying no heed either to the
shallow temptations of life or to the world's opinion' (Hrushevs'kyi,
'Spomyny,' Kyib,1988, no. 12: 106).

7 4 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Khmel'nyts' kyi,' 3, 17, 27 -8.

75 See Antonovych, Korotkn istoriia kozachchyny, 136-7 .
76 See Hrushevs'kyi,'250 lit.' Back in his student days at the Ttrilisi gym-

nasium, Hrushevsky, apparently under the influence of his reading of
Kieaskaia starina and Shevchenko's verses, regarded Khmelnytsky as a
mainly positive figure of Ukrainian history, despite his hasty decision to
unite with Russia. On 15 October 1883, Hrushevsky noted in his diary:
'That, in my opinion, is why we found ourselves enslaved to Muscovy,
that having escaped Polish enslavement, we began to make approaches to
Muscovy, but if Lord Zinovii (here he is not all that much to blame) had
first settled everything nicely at home, putting Ukraine properly to rights,
there would be none of this' ('Shchodennyky (1883-i893),' no.4:17).

77 See Grushevskii, Ocherk (1904),22649.
78 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Bohdanovi rokovyny,' 208.
79 See Rawita-Cawronski, Krwawy goii we Lwowie. In the following year

Rawita-Cawroriski published a larger study, Bohdan Khmelnytsky prior to
the Election of lan Kazimierz, which was also very critical of the hetman. See
Rawita-Gawr ortski, B ohd an Chm i elni cki d o elekc i i I ana- Kazimier za (Lv iv,
1906). Cf. Frank E. Sysyn, 'Grappiing with the Hero,' 593-4.

80 In that regard, Hrushevsky specifically indicated the negative assessment
of the hetman by Taras Shevchenko, whom ihe historian called 'the

Prophet of the New Ukraine' (Hrushevs'kyi, 'Bohdanovi rokovyny,' 210).
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81 Ib id . ,210.

82 Grushevskii, Ocherk (I9I1), 239.

83 [bid.,246.

84 For a discussion of neoromantic influences on Hrushevsky's writings, see
Iakovenko,'Osoba, iak diiach istorychnoho protsesu.' Cf. Zashkil'niak,
'Istoriohrafichna tvorchist' Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' 3740.

85 Hrushevs'kyi,'Bohdanovi rokovyny,' 270-11

86 Ibid., 210. To be sure, Hrushevsky did not completely jettison his old
grievances against the hetman. In his essay of 1907 he restated his positiv-
ist belief in the limited role of the historical actor/hero in history. He
claimed that, like other historical figures, Khmelnytsky was important not
per se but because of the significance of the events in which he took part.
Hrushevsky also asserted that it was not Khmelnytsky who guided events
but the events of the 'great popuiar struggle' that guided him. He re-
proved Khmelnytsky (as he routinely did) for defending the interests of
the Cossack order instead of caring about the needs of the masses, as well
as for yielding too much to Muscovy in 1654. These were the standard
accusations levelled against the hetman in Hrushevsky's early writings,
but now he put them into perspective and placed much stronger emphasis
on the positive side of Khmeinytsky's activities than ever before.

87 See Antonovich, 'Kharakteristika deiatel'nosti Bogdana Khmel'nitskogo,'
190-3. In volume 9 of the History, Hrushevsky interpreted Antonovych's
paper as a defence of Khmeinytsky against Kulish's attacks on the hetman.
The paper itself indicates, nevertheless, that Antonovych was more con-
cerned with attacks on Khmelnytsky's reputation by Ukrainian radicals.
Hrushevsky's quotations from Antonovych's paper offer an interesting

example of his efforts to bring Antonovych's ethnic vocabulary up to the
standards of the 1920s. In translating the text from Russian into Ukrainian,
Hrushevsky repiaced Antonovych's identification of Khmelnytsky as a
'South Russian patriot'with the simple 'patriot' (Istoriia,9: 1485).

88 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Na ukrains'ki temy: "Mazepynstvo" i "Bohdanivstvo,"'

98.

89 Hrushevs' ky i, P r o b a t' ka ko zat s' koho B ohd ana Khme l' ny t s' koho, 7 4.
90 See Hrushevs'ky i, IIiu str ov ana i st or iia, 29 6-320.
91 In seeking to prove Antonovych wrong, Korduba invoked the authority

not only of his own professor, Mykhailo Hrushevsky, but also that of the
Polish historian Ludwik Kubala, who could hardly be accused of national,
ist excess. See Antonovy ch, Kor o tka i st or i i a ko zachchy ny, 111 -15, 778, 1224,
1.33,1.35-7.

92 See Lipifrski, 'Stanislaw Michal Krzyczewski,' 148-51,617. Cf . Kubala,
W oi na Moskiewsktt, 7 -1,8.
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93 On the highly positive evaluation of Khmelnytsky rendered by
Flrusher.sky's students and followers of the period, see Sysyn, 'Grap-

pling r,vith the Hero,'596-7.
94 Hrusher.sky, History, 8: 385.
95 See Iakovenko,'Osoba, lak diiach istorychnoho protsesu,'96.
96 See Hrushevsky, History, 8: 376-87 .
97 lbid.,597-602; cf. his 'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 11-12.
98 See Hrusher.s'kyt, Istori io,9: i491-1508.
99 tbid.,7479.

100 See Hrushevs'kyi, '250lrt, '  210.
101 Sysyn, 'Grappling with the Hero,' 601.
102 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriin, 9: 1495-7 , 7506-7 . Cf. the discussion of changes

in Hrushevsky's assessment of the importance of Khmelnytsky's death in
Pritsak,'Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' 1xxi.

103 See Hrushevs'kyt, lstori in,9:1496; cf. his'Bohdanovi rokovyny,' 209,271.
'Khmelnytsky burned as in a fire amid this struggle,'wrote Hrushevsky,
'which strained all his spiritual forces to the utmost, all his nervous
energy, in unfathomable clread, in the consciousness of the terrible
responsibility imposed on him by the task that had fallen to him and
whose unfathomable dimensions rt'ere making themselves ever more
apparent and clear to his consciousness. And he died in terrible travail,
sensing that the strength of the peopie was becoming exhausted, that he
was losing his moral sway over them, and that at the same time condi-
tions were becoming ever more tangled and complex; that the people's
problem was becoming ever more difficult. He died, and the blind trtan
was left without a leader. The tiny Lilliputians beset him and firmly
bound him with a net of fine but strong fetters, chained him once again to
the ground, and again drove him underground for long centuries' (ibid.,
21t\.

104 See Hrushevs'kyi, Isto riis, 9: 1497, 1497 -7501.

105 tbid., 1500.
106 Ibid., 1485.
707 Ibid., 1507.
108 Ib id. ,7.
109 Ib id. ,1485.
110 Ibid., 1486.
111 Ibid., 1196-7.
112 Ibid., 1483-5.
113 Ibid.,1487-90.
114 lbid., 1490-7.
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115 Ibid., 1496-7. For attitudes toward Asia and Asians in Ukrainian and
Russian academic circles, see Par'lvchko, Ntrtsionalizrn, seksunl'nist' ,
or i ient aliznt, 157-80.

116 Sysyn, 'Grappling with the Hero,'603.
117 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istori ia,9: 1508.
118 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'kyi herb.'
119 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istori ia,9: 1508.
120 See Ivan Kravchenko, 'Fashysts'ki kontseptsii Hrushevs'koho,' 27-8.
121 'The national re','ival is working miracies, and the nation is approaching

its golden age at an accelerated tempo,' wrote Khvyliovy in his pamphlet
'Ukraiha chy Maiorosiia' (7926). See Politolohiio, 648.

122 In the introduction to volume 9 of the History, Hrushevsky wrote: 'But

we, more than anyone, must remember that the driving force of this great
transformation [the Khmelnytsky era] lvas the struggle for the liberation
of the Ukrainian masses, dictated by socio-economic conditions.' See
Hrushevs'kyi, Ist or iin, 9: 6.

123 See Rudnytskv, 'Intellectual Origins of Modern Ukraine,' 729-30.
124 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9: 1505.
125 Ibid., 1492-6, 1507, 1508.
126 Hrushevs'kyi,'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 9, IB, 27, 23, 27.
127 rbid.,1.8,22,27.
128 Hrushevs'kyi,'Bohdanovi rokovynv,' 208-9.
129 See Hrushevs'kyi, Iliustroaana istor iia, 325.
t, 

:Hrushevsky, 
History,S:597-602; cf. his'Khme1'nyts'kiri, '9,18,27,23,

131 Hrushevsky, History, 8: 61,3.
132 Ibid.. 599-602: cf . 638-9.
133 In his political essay 'Between Moscow and Warsaw,'written in May-

]une 1920 and directed against Symon Petliura's alliance with Poland,
Hrushevsky praised Khmelnytsky for his policies after Zboriv. Compar-
ing Khmelnytsky's and Petliura's policies tou'ard Poland, Hrushevsky
wrote that despite Khmelnvtsky's decision to allow ihe Tatars to take
captives in Ukraine after the Zboriv Agreement, the hetman had never
allowed the return of the Polish nobility to Ukraine (implying that
Petliura had reiinquished Ukrainian territory to Poland). Hrushevsky
wrote that Khmelnytsky had a good understanding of the peopie and
knew that thev would never compromise on that issue. He also expressed
his conviction that the people would never tolerate Petliura's new
'manoeuvre'vis-i-vis Poland. See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Mizh Moskvoiu i
Varshavoiu,'3.
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134 Hrushevsky, Histon1,8: 414. Hrushevsky made this addition, like many
others to the first two parts of the volume, in pencil. There were also
fourteen pages of more substantial additions in ink. The first two parts of
volume 8, with revisions by Hrushevsky for the 1922 edition of the
volume, are preserved in TsDIAK, fond 1235, op.7, no.142.

135 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia,9: 6. It should be noted nevertheless that in the
introduction and conclusions to volume 9 Hrushevsky took a much more
ideological approach, presenting masses and elites as polar opposites,
than he did in the main text of the volume. Volume 9 differed from all
previous volumes of the History in that the historical account was clearly
separated from a more theoretically and ideologically informed dis-
cussion, which was limited to the iniroduction and conclusion of the
volume. In the text itself, when dealing with numerous Polish and
Muscovite sources that were generally either overtly hostile or un-
favourable to the leaders of the uprising, Hrushevsky treated with
sympathy and understanding the attempts of Khmelnytsky and his
entourage to master the difficult situation in which the rebels found
themselves after the agreements concluded at Zboriv (1649) and espe-
cially at Bila Tserkva (165i). That sympathetic treatment was extended to
all aspects of Khmelnytsky's policy, including his attempts to calm the
popular masses. In the introduction and conclusions to the volume,
Hrushevsky's treatment of Khmelnytsky was much less friendly and
more ideologically oriented. The whole discussion was inflamed by
Hrushevsky's argument with Viacheslav Lypynsky, the proponent of the
idea of a Ukrainian toilers' monarchy, who claimed that just such a
monarchy, headed by the hetman, led by the Cossack elites, and sup-
ported by the masses, had begun to come into being in the times of
Bohdan Khmelnytsky.

136 Hrushevs'kyt, Istoriia, 9: 1507-2.

137 rbild.,1502.

138 Ibid., 827-8. CI. Hrushevsky's earlier treatment of the same episode in
'Khmel'nyts'ky r,' 22, and Il iu s t r ou ana is t o r iia, 325.

139 Hrushevs'kyr, Istoriia, 9: 1505.

140 See Pritsak,'Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' xlviii-il.
141 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia,9: 1501. The term is reminiscent of 'petty

bourgeoisie,' often used in Soviet propaganda of the time, and may be
viewed as an example of the penetration of Soviet revolutionary-era
vocabulary into Hrushevsky's writings of the period.

142 See Antonovych, Korotka istoriia kozachchyny,703.

143 See excerpts from their works in Politolohiin,334, 48,133.



Notes to pages 320-3 521

144 See the section on 'The Cossack Mythology'in chapter 3 of the present
work.

145 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 5, 18, 28.
146 Like Hrushevsky after him, Antonovych was highly critical of the Cos-

sack officers, whom he viewed as products of Polish culture. See
Antonovych, Korotkn istoriia kozachchy ny, 1,03, 11,3.

147 Hrushevsky, History, 7 : lxv.

148 Ibid.,8: 520.

149 Ibid.

150 For a discussion of Paisios's role in Khmelnytsky's political plans and
Hrushevsky, History,S: diplomacy, see my Cossacks and Religion,308-9.

151 Hrushevsky, Histon1,8:51,9; cf .his Istoriia, voi. 8, pt. 3, p.127. To be sure,
Hrushevsky understood that his interpretation of the role of the Kyivan
intelligentsia in the dramatic shift of Khmelnytsky's political agenda was
problematic. He admitted the lack of sources concerning Khmelnytsky's
sojourn in Kyiv and the meetings that might have taken place there:
'Most regrettably, the contacts that Khmelnytsky and his officers made
with the Ukrainian intelligentsia of Kyiv at the time - an immeasurably
interesting moment from the standpoint of the development of political
thought in Ukraine of that period, and so important for an understanding
of further events - remain completely closed to us' (History, S: 524). De-
spite this lack of sources, the historian strongly believed in his hypothesis
that linked the Ukrainian intelligentsia of the period with Khmelnytsky's
new plans to fight for the liberation of Rus' from Polish rule. 'I, for one,'
wrote Hrushevsky in volume 8 of the History, 'have no doubt that it was
first and foremost the circles of the Kyiv inteiligentsia of the day, both
secular and clericai, that constituted the laboratory for the formulation of
the ideas and programs of sovereignty whose echoes iater reach us from
Cossack circles. It was to them that Khmelnytsky was indebted, both
directly and indirectly, for the change in his disposition and plans that so
greatly astonished his contemporaries' (ibid., 520).

152 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 9: 1492.

153 'Representatives of this new course,'wrote Hrushevsky about the mem-
bers of Petro Mohyla's circle, 'were also distant and alien both to the
social strivings of the people and to their national sentiments. In assess,
ing everything from an exclusively ecclesiastical and confessional view-
point, they became alienated from the people and from those strata that
embodied national life, thereby preparing the way for the downfaii of
religious life itself' (Hrushevsky, History,8: 332).

1.54 Lysty,94.



522 Notes to pages 323-6

155 See Lipiriski, 'Dwie chwile,' 520-7; cf .his Ukralna na perelomi,19.
1 56 See Lypyns'kyi, Ly s ty d o b r at i it -khlib or ob iu, v li-xIv iri, I-62.
157 Hrushevsky explained Khmelnytsky's attempts to delav the return of the

Polish nobility to Ukraine (one of the conditions of the agreement) by the
hetman's unwillingness to lose his 'right hand'- the support of the
peasantrv (Hrushev'skyi,'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 77-12).

158 See Hrushevs'kyi, Iliustrooana istoriia, 310.
159 See Hrushevsky, History, B: 638.
160 This ambivalence has recently been noted by Masnenko inhrs Istorychni

kontseptsii' , 149-50.

161 See Hrushevs'kyi,  Istori ia,9: 390-I,  428,1496.
7621b1d.,7167.

163 lbid., 1227-8.

164 tbrd.,1231. In his conclusions to the volume, while attacking Khmelnyts-
ky's policies in the course of his polemic with Lypynsky, Hrushevsky
also raised the issue of mass emigration to Muscovy. 'The desertion of
the Ukrainian masses across the Muscovite border during and after the
Khmelnytsky era, leaving the Ukrainian ship of state stranded and
undermining the struggle for independence, as well as for social and
national self-determination, leaves one with a burdensome and oppres-
sive feeling,' wrote Hrushevsky. 'Nevertheless, it is difficult to condemn
the masses for such pusillanimity, short-sightedness, and irresolution
when the leading officer circles displayed those very same flaws' (ibid.,
1s05).

165 See Iastrebov's attack on Hrushevsky in 'Natsional-fashysts'ka

kontseptsiia selians'koi viiny 1648 roku na Ukraini,' 95-96.
166 In the Soviet-era volumes of the Historv, Hrushevsky was gratified by all

instances of close cooperation between the masses and the Cossack elites
to promote the nationai interest. One such case was Khmelnytsky's
effective mobilization of all avaiiable resources for the defence of Ukraine
after the catastrophe at Berestechko in 1651. Hrushevsky, who otherwrse
was more critical than laudatory in assessing the policies of Khmelnytsky
and his associates, now found that they had indeed demonstrated energy
and talent in bringing the situation under control. In Hrushevsky's
opinion, the actions of the elite helped the 'national organism' recover
from the wounds it had suffered at Berestechko. 'The energy emanating
from the centre of command,' wrote Hrushevsky, 'gave the people a sense
of wholeness. No longer reckoning with defects in internal relations, it
turned inward, marshalling all its forces for self-defence' (Hrushevs'kyi,

I s to r i ia .9 :318) .
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167 See Antonovych, Korotka istoriia koznchchVnV, 13942. ttk" Otllnnorrych
before him, Hrushevsky thought well of Vyhovsky. For all Hrushevsky's
criticism of Vyhovsky's brainchild, the Union of Hadiach, the hetman
himself received not even a scintilla of the criticism that Hrushevsky
directed against Khmelnytsky. In volume 9 of the History, Hrushevsky
effectively endorsed the high opinion of Vyhovsky held by his student
Vasyl Herasymchuk and wrote that Vyhovsky was a European politician,
while Khmelnytsky embodied the spontaneous force of Eurasian or
Asian nature (see Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia,9:1497). Coming from Hrusher'-
sky, this was high praise for Vyhovsky's abilities and policies.

168 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 24.
169 See Grushevskii, Ocherk (1904), 249-50, and lliustroaana istoriia,327-8.
170 Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia, 10: 151.
171 tbid.,177.
172 rbid.,117-18.
173 rbid., 118.
174 See, for example, Hrushevsky's reference to class conflict inhis Ocherk

(1911),272. The reference does not appear in the first (1904) edition of the
work.

175 See, for example, his political pamphlets 'Ukrains'ka partiia sotsiialistrv-
revoliutsioneriv ta ii zavdannia' and 'Mizh Moskvoiu i Varshavoiu'
(\920).

776 See Doroshenko, Ohliad ukrotns'koi'istoriohrafii. For an English translation,
see Doroshenko, S uraey of Ukr ain ian Histor iograplry, 269-77.

I77 See Krevets'kyi, 'Ukraihs'ka istoriohrafiia na perelomi.' Lypynsky was
supposed to write a programmatic article for the same issue of ZNTSU
under the title 'A Scheme of the Statist History of Ukraine'but failed to
meet the deadline (see Masnenko, Istorychni kontseptsii:,54-5).
Hrushevsky's letters to Studynsky show that he viewed Krevetsky's
article as a continuation of the conflict oI 79L3 in the Shevchenko Scien-
tific Society. He believed that with its publication, 'the historians of the
Shevchenko Society [were] breaking with me and other "older histori-
ans" in favour of Tomashivsky and Lypynsky!' See Lysty,1,54.

178 See Zaikin's review of ZNTSh, vols 134-5. For the origins of the discus-
sion, see Dashkevych, 'Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi - istoryk narodnyts'koho
chy derzhavnyts'koho napriamu?' 7 6-7 ; Hyrych,'Derzhavnyts'kyi
napriam i narodnyts'ka shkola v ukrains'kii istoriohrafii,' 61-3.

179 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'ka partiia.' For a discussion of Lypynsky's reac-
tion to ihe publication of Hrushevsky's pamphlet, see Masnenko,
I st ory clmi kont s ep t siil, 37 -9 .
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Hrushevs'kyi, 'Ukrains'ka pariiia,' 12. For an English translation of this

extract, see Doroshenko, Suroey of Ukraininn Historiography, 270. For a

discussion of the political ideas expressed in the article, see chapter 4 of
the present work. Antonovych's views on the role of the state in Ukrain-
ian history are discussed in Klid, 'Volodymyr Antonovych,' 385-6.

On Lypynsky's attack on Hrushevsky, see Hyrych,'Derzhavnyts'kyi

napriam,' 624.For cases in which Hrushevsky was not mentioned by

name but referred to as a 'university professot'etc. (instances left out of

Hyrych's analysis), see excerpts from Lypynsky's Lysty in Politolohiia,

398-400.

Krevets'kyi, 'Ukrarns'ka istoriohrafiia,' 162-3; cf. Dashkevych, 'Mykhailo

Hrushevs'kyi,' 76-7.

See an extract from Tomashivsky's letter of 29 Jwly 1922 in Politolohiia,

576-7.

Among the historians who maintained that Hrushevsky was far from

hosiile to the idea of a nation-state was Liubomyr Vynar. See his
'Znachennia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho v ukrarhs'kii i svitovii istorii.'

The most recent discussion of the issue took place between the dean of

Ukrainian national historiography, Iaroslav Dashkevych, and his younger

colleague Iaroslav Hrytsak. It ensued at a series of conferences held

in Ukraine in 1994-6 to consider the legacy of Mykhailo Hrushevsky.

Dashkevych and Hrytsak presented diametrically opposite views on

the issue of whether Hrushevsky was a 'statist' or a 'populist.' Hrytsak

argued that Hrushevsky began as a popuiist historian and basically

remained one, although the majority of his Lviv students joined the
'statist'camp. On that basis, he claimed that there are few grounds to

speak of a Hrushevskian school in Ukrainian historiography. He consid-
ered Hrushevsky a member of the populist school headed by Antono-

vych and designated Hrushevsky's students of the prerevolutionary era

as members of Viacheslav Lypynsky's 'statist' school. Dashkevych, for his

part, argued that although Hrushevsky developed as a scholar under the

influence of Antonovych and his circle, he was not actually a populist

historian. Indeed, Dashkevych went on to ciaim that it was Hrushevsky

himself who founded the national-statist school in Ukrainian historiogra-

phy at the turn of ihe twentieth century. Dashkevych rightly dismissed

the critique of Hrushevsky by members of the 'statist' school as politi-

cally motivated. In the process, however, he all but hijacked the greatest

Ukrainian historian for the statist school.

For all the differences between Dashkevych and Hrytsak, both are im-

plicitly agreed on two major issues: that there was a division in Ukrainian
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historiography along'populist'/'statist' lines and that Hrushevsky
definitely belonged to one of these groupings. To strengthen their argu-
ments, both Dashkevych and Hrytsak tend to present Hrushevsky's
views as ideologically one-dimensional. Dashkevych minimizes the
manifesiations of Hrushevsky's populism in his pre-1898 writings, while
Hrytsak claims that eiements of the statist approach only became appar-
ent in Hrushevsky's writings in the late 1920s. Our own reading suggests
that Hrushevsky's views were much more complicated than this discus-
sion makes them appear and thus do not easily fit the populist-statist
paradigm of Ukrainian historiography.

See Dashkevych, 'Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi - istoryk narodnyts'koho
chy derzhavnyts'koho napriamu?'65-85; Hrytsak, 'Chy bula shkola
Hrushevs'koho?' For a more balanced approach to the problem, see
Hyrych,'Derzhavnyts'kyi napriam i narodnyts'ka shkola.'

186 For a discussion of the role of the state paradigm in Hrushevsky's inter-
pretation of Ukrainian history, see chapter 3 of the present work.

187 Hrushevs'kyi,'Z sotsiial'no-natsional'nykh kontseptsii Antonovycha,' 8.
188 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Hromads'kyi rukh na Vkraini-Rusy v XIII vitsi,' quoted in

Pritsak,'Istoriosofiia Mykhaila Hrushevs'koho,' liii.
189 See the text of Hrushevsky's'Zvychaina skhema "russkoi" istorii i sprava

ratsional'noho ukladu istorii skhidnoho slov'ianstva.' in Politolohiia. TTl.
190 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmel'nyts'kyt,' 26.
191 Tbid.,214.
192 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Na ukrains'ki temy. "Mazepynstvo" i "Bohdaniv-

stvo,"'98.
193 See Grushevskii, Ocherk (1911),260-9; cf. his Ocherk (1904),246-7.
194 See Hrushevs'kyi, Iliustroaana istoriia, 320-5.
195 See Hrushevs'kyi,' Zvidky pishlo ukrainstvo,' in P olitolohiia, 189, 193.
196 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia,9: 1483,1485.
197 Ibid.,1497. Hrushevsky severelv criticized Muscovite rulers for treating

the Zaporozhian Host not as a state formation but as a rebel army (ibid.,
1499).

798 lbid.,7496.
199 rbid.,1198.
200 For parallel presentations of Hrushevsky's and Lypynsky's views on

Cossack statehood, see Masnenko, Istorychni kontseptsii',113-53, 176-89.In
some of its elements, Hrushevsky's critique of Lypynsky foilowed the
criticism expressed by Pylyp Klymenko in his review of Lypynsky's
Ukraine at the Turning Point, published in 1922. Klymenko never chal-
Ienged Lypynsky's views on the importance of the state but claimed that
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he had exaggerated the role of the nobility in its creation and ignored the
role of other social groups, especially Cossackdom, in the process of state-
buiiding. According to Klymenko, Lypynsky had also ignored the role of
the masses, whose importance increased in revolutionary times, and
failed to observe that the dominant'spirit of the nation' at the iime was
democratic. See Klymenko's review in Zapysky Istoryko-filolohichnoho

oiddiltt.

201 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Khmel'nyts'kyi,' 21.

202 lbid.,28-9.

203 Anionovych, Korotka istoriia koznchchyny , 735.

204 See Antonovich, 'Kharakteristika deiatel'nosti Bogdana Khmel'nitskogo,'
792.

205 See Hrushevs'kyi,'Z sotsiial'no-natsionai'nykh kontseptsii Antonovy-
cna.  14- l f .

206 See Hrushevs'kyi,'250 jit,' 5-6.
207 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Bohdanovi rokovvny,' 212.
208 Hrushevs'kyi, 'Na ukrains'ki temy: "Mazepynstvo" i "Bohdanivstvo,"'

97-8, t00.
209 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Iakoi my khochemo avtonomii i federatsii,' in

Politolohiia, 219 .
210 See Hrushevs'kyi,'250lit,' 7.
211 Hrushevs' kyr, Iliustroaana ist oriin, 303.
272 See Lbrd.,322.
213 Hrushevsky, History, 8: 561..
2I4 Ibid.,519. For the use of ihe terms 'independent' and 'autonomous' as

synonyms in Hrushevsky's political writings, see his'Khto taki ukraihtsi
i choho vony khochut' ,' in Politololtiia,1,88, and 'Zvidky pishlo ukrainstvo
i do choho vono ide,'ibid.. 194. For a clear distinction between the two
terms, see his 'Iakoi my khochemo avtonomii i federatsii,' ibid., p.218.
Hrushevsky was only too well aware of the distinction between'inde-
pendence' and 'autonomy,' which raises the question of why he used the
terms interchangeably in 1917 . Was this an attempt to prepare the masses
for a shift in the policv of the Ukrainian mor.'ement from auionomy to
independence or an indication of the shift occurring at the time in
Hrushevsky's own views? Perhaps it was a reflection of both processes
taking place simultaneously.

215 See Hrushevsky, History, 8: 116.
216 Hrushevs'kyi, lstoriia, 9: 1493.
217 See Lypyns'kyi, Ukraina na perelomi, 1,8-39.
218 See Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriin,9: 1492-6.
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219 See Hrushevsky's polemics with Lypynsky in Istoriia, g:1491. Hrushevsky
was not the first historian to criticize Lypynskl' for fighting too many
political battles in his historical works. As noted above, Pylvp Klymenko
claimed in1922 that'from the methodological viewpoint Lypynsky's
work is not a pure scholarly [product].' Klymenko also believed that
instead of engaging in the systematization and critique of his sources,
Lypynsky simply used them to illustrate his historiographic scheme,
developed under the influence of the Polish historians Ludlvik Kubala
and Wiktor Czermak. See Klymenko's review in Zapysky Istoryko-

fil ol ohichnoln oiddil u, 246.

220 My research on Hrushevsky has convinced me of the general soundness
of an observation made by Richard Pipes in his memoirs: 'In reaiity,
"fresh sources" add less to knowledge than is generally believed. The art
of the historian consists of selecting, according to his own criteria, some
evidence from the boundless store of available facts and then weaving
them in a convincing and, if possible, aesthetically satisfying narrative.
Beyond this he seeks to arrive at some synthetic judgments about the
story he teils' (Pipes, Vixi, 74). It would appear that the larger the scope
of a given historian's narrative, the more this observation holds true.

221. For a discussion of Hrushevsky's views on the objectivity of historical
research, see Tel'vak, Teoretyko-metodololtichni pidst nay, 125-33.

222 Quoted in Vytanovych, 'Uvahy do metodolohii i istoriosofii Mykhaila
Hrushevs'koho,'40-1. Among those who indicated Hrushevsky's ten-
dency to analyse without synthesizing were Petro Holubovsky,
Volodymyr Shcherbyna, and Ivan Franko. See Tel'vak,'Nar.rkova

spadshchyna,' 66.

223 Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, 'V dvadtsiat'p'iati rokovyny smerty Ol. M.
Lazarevs'koho,' 4.

224 Beard,'Written History as an Act of Faith,' repr. in The Philosophy of
History in Our Time, 149 .

Chapter 6: Class versus Nation

1 On Pokrovsky, see Szporluk, Introduction to Russin in World History;
Enteen, TIrc Soaiet S cholar-Bureauuat.

2 See Pokrovskii with the assistance of Nikol'skii and Storozhev, Russknia
istoriia s dreaneishikh premen. See the reprint of the work in Izbrannye
proizuedeniia (1965-6). The 1965-6 publication of Pokrovsky's Russian
History from tlrc Earliest Tinrcs was based on the seventh edition, which
appeared in7924-5.
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3 See Rozhkov, Obzor russkoi istorii s sotsiologicheskoi tochki zreniia. Cf.

Pokrovski i, I zbra n nye p ro izuedt n i ia, | : 7 J-o.

4 Storozhev helped Pokrovsky prepare the manuscripi for print by selecting

iliustrations and compiling a bibliography and documentary addendum to

the first edition of the book (see Pokrovskii, Izbrannye proizttedeniia, l:76).

Thus it comes as no surprise that the title of Pokrovsky's multivolume

History closeiy resembled that of a collection of articles, The History of

Russia from the Earliest Times to the Time of Trottbles, published by Storozhev

in 1898. Pokrovsky contributed an article on the economic history of

Kyivan Rus' to Storozhev's collection. As was noted in chapter 2 of the

present work, in his review of the collection Hrushevsky welcomed

Storozhev's suggestion that the history of Dnipro and Northeastern Rus'

were products of the historical development of two different nationalities.

He also singled out Pokrovsky's essay, which he praised, along with

Storozhev's own article, as 'painstakingly and solidly'written. See

Hrushevsky's review in ZNTSh 37.

5 The hostility to the government expressed in Pokrovsky's work led the

Russian police to confiscate and destroy the print run of volume 5 of the

History on the basis of a judicial finding that the book was an incitement to

the terrorist overthrow of the empire's political system. See Szporluk,

Introduction, 6.
See Pokrovsk Li, Izb r anny e pr oizu e denii a, 1 : 207 .
Ibid.,208.
See ibid., 103-82,450-517. Pokrovsky showed no interest in the ethnic
origins of the population of 'ancient Rus" and did not even mention the
Antes.
Ibid.,455.
Ibid.,455-6.
rbid.,455.
Ibtd.,457.
rbid., 461-7.
See Pokrovskri, Russknia istoriia a samom szhatom ocherke. See the reprint of
the 10th edition of the book (1,931), Izbrannye proizaedeniia, vol. 3.
For the text of Lenin's letter to Pokrovsky welcoming the publication of
Russkaia istoriia a samom szhatom ocherke, see Pokrovskli, Izbrannve
proizuedeniia,3:34.
For a brief summary of Pokrovsky's views on'Russian' history, see
Szporluk, Introduction, 16-19; Barber, Sooiet Historians in Crisis,58-67.
The late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, presented in
Hrushevsky's writings as a period of national revival, were treated by

6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
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Pokrovsky in his new book as the epoch of commercial capitalism. Com-
paring Russian and Ukrainian history of the period, Pokrovsky claimed
that the major difference between the Russian and Ukrainian (Dnipro)
Cossacks lay in the latter's ability to find allies in the local burghers.
Organized in confraternities, the burghers fought against the church
union - in Pokrovsky's interpretation, little more than a tool in the hands
of the Polish government, which oppressed the petty Ukrainian burghers
in the interests of the rich merchants. See Pokrovskii, Izbrannue
proizueden i io, 3: 80-1 .

18 rb id. ,6 i3.
19 rbid.,6L6.
20 Ib id. ,615.
21 For such an assessment of Pokrovsky's book, see Brandenb erger, National

Bolslrcztism, \8.
22 The fourth edition of the book appeared in 1917, while the fifth edition

was published in 1918 and reprinted three times. The fifth issue of the fifth
edition appeared in 19 1,9 . See Wynar, Mykhail o Hr u shea s' ky i, 1 8 6 6*1 9 3 4 :
Bibliographic Sources,29-35. For an impressive list of popular publications
on Ukrainian history published between 1,917 and 1.919, see Masnenko,
lst ory chna dumka, 157 -8.

23 See Shevelov's memoirs, Ia - mene - meni ,.. 1:74-5.
24 See one such history, written by the peasant Vasyl Rubel, currently held in

the Manuscript Collection of the Project for the Study of Southern Ukraine
at Zaporizhia State University.

25 See the GPU circular of August 7925 in Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi: mizh
istoriieiu ta politykoiu, 64.

26 For a brief biography of lavorsky, see Santsevych, MJ lauors'kyi, 5-27.
27 Ibid..13-76.37.
28 On the party policy of Ukrainization, see Mace, Communism and the

Dilemmas of National Liberation; Martin, Affirmatiae Action Empire,75-121,
211-72.

29 See Iavors'kyi, N ary s ukr aitns' ko-r us' ko/ istor ii' (Kharkiv, 1923).
30 See Santsevych, MJ. laoors'kyi, 29. For the text of Bahalii's review, see

Knyha, 1.923, no. 2: 48-50.
31 See Iavors'kyi, Narys istorii'Ukraiiry.
32 See Iavors'kyi, Reaoliutsiia na Vkrailni u i1'holoztnykh etapakh.
33 See lavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia Ukrailny. The book was reissued many times

throughout the 1920s. All references in the present work are to the edition
of1927.

34 See the summary of Iavorsky's paper on the nature and tasks of Ukrainian
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historiography in his 'De-shcho pro "krytychnu" krvtyku, pro
"ob'iektyvnu" istoriiu ta shche pro babusynu spidnytsiu,'here 168.
On Rakovsky, see Conte, Christian Rakoaski (1873-1941).

See Martin, Affirmatiae Action Empire,13,78.
Rakovsky openly criticized Staiin's position on the nationai question at the
Twelfth Party Congress in Moscow in April 1923. See John-Paul Himka's
entry on Rakovsky rn Encyclopedia of Ukraine,4: 315; Mace, Communism and
the Dilemmas of National Liberation,T2-3.
Rakovs'kyi,'Do molodykh chytachiv'
Ibid.
Ibid.
For example, a passage on Sarmatians and Scythians from Iavorsky's work
of 1923,'in the present-clay Katerynoslav and Kherson regions various
tribes migrating from Asia, such as the Sarmatians and Scythians, fought
one another,'was revised in the survey of 1928 by adding the adverb
'apparentiy' before'fought.'
See lavors'kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy o styslomu narysi, 21..
rb id. ,10.
Ibid.,I1.-l2.Iavorsky's position on the distinct character of Ukrainian
history was a direct reflection of the ambiguous politicai status of ihe
Ukrainian Socialist Soviet Republic in the USSR. While discussing the
natural characteristics of Ukrainian territory, he compared it to those of
Poland and 'our Muscovy.' Iavorsky used the term rus'kyi (Ruthenian) to
denote the Russians and the term'Muscovy'to denote Russia as a country
and territory. This choice of terms reflected the linguistic practice of Soviet
Ukrainian public discourse in the 1920s.
See Arkas, Istoriia Ukrai:ny-Rusi.
Iavors'kyi, Ist oriia Ukr ainy, 1.2.
Ibid., 13.
'The materialist method, which takes the economics of a society as its
basis, is interested above all in class relations, relegating statist and politr-
cai elements to the background; it spends less time describing antiquity
and pays greater attention to stages closer to us, most particularly to the
most recent stages of capitalist society,' wrote Iavorsky in his 'big' History

35
36
37

38
39
,10
17

^ a

44

45
46
47
48

of Ukrnine (1928), 19.
49 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia, 13-15, and his Istoriia Ukral:ny, 19-20.
50 Iavors'kyi, Istoriia Ukr ainy, 20.
51 On the 'Iavorsky affair,' see Mace, Communism and the Dilemmas of National

Liberation,232-63.
52 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia,18; cf. his Istoriia Ukrainy,23.
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53 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia,28; cf. his IstoriiaUkrainy,3T.
54 See Iavors'kyi, Korotkn istoriia,22-3; cf.his Istoriia Ukrainy,26-7. Pokrovsky

was generally a strong supporter of the Norman theory. Basing his argu-
ment on the work of Vilhelm Thomsen, The Relations betzueen Ancient
Russia and Scandinaaia (Oxford and London, 1877), Pokrovsky sided with
the Normanists in their claim that the Kyivan dynasty and the Rus'name
itself were of Scandinavian origin.

The editors of the 1960s edition of Pokrovsky's works were at pains to
establish that he was not a Normanist. According to them, the 'Normanist

theory' was a political tool used by bourgeois scholars to prove that 'the

Siavs were incapable of independent political development.'By this logic,
Pokrovsky was not a Normanist, as he did not consider the Normans to
have been the founders of the Rus' state. For editorial comments, see
Pokrovskii, Izb r anny e p r oizzt e d eniia, 1 : 97 -8.

55 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia,20; cf. his IstoriiaUkrainy,25.
56 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia,234; cf .his Istoriia Ukrai:ny,27-8.
57 Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia, 29.

58 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia,30-1; cf. his Istoriia Ukrni:ny,32-3.
59 Natalia Iakovenko has recently explained Iavorsky's sympathetic treat-

ment of the Tatar period by the success of Oriental studies in Ukraine. She
treats Iavorsky's approach to the subject as evidence of the readiness of
Soviet Ukrainian historiography of the period to admit the importance of
foreign influences on Ukrainian history - a feature that all but disappeared
in the post-1920s writings of Soviet historians. See Iakovenko, 'Ukraina

mizh Skhodom i Zakhodom: proektsiia odniiei idei,' in Paralel'nyi sait,
345-53.

60 Pokrovsky saw the treatment of the Union of Lublin in traditional Russian
historiography as an instance of the erroneous application of the national
paradigm to an event brought about, in his opinion, exclusively by social
factors. 'The history of that union,'wrote Pokrovsky, 'presents an extra-
ordinarily instructive example of the way in which an essentially social
conflict is concealed by a national one' (Pokrovskii, Izbrannye proizaedeniia,
1: 458). As the main object of his critique, Pokrovsky selected the interpre-
tation of the union by Sergei Soloviev who believed that the Lithuanian
elites had initially opposed union with Poland but were obliged to curtail
their opposition once they realized that the 'Russians' (against whom the
Lithuanians often discriminated) did not support them. Pokrovsky dis-
missed Soloviev's account, claiming that the privileges of the Lithuanian
magnates were not significantly greater than those of their 'Russian'

counterparts and thai both groups had originally opposed the union.
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Pokrovsky argued that the true proponent of the union in the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania was the nobility as a class, irrespective of its mem-

bers' ethnic affiliation. In his view, the Lithuanian and 'Russian'nobility

wanted to take power from the magnates, as did the Polish nobility in

the first half of the seventeenth century, and union with the Kingdom of
Poland was the way to achieve that goal (ibid., 458-60).

61 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia,32,41; cf .his lstoriia Ukrainy,34-5.
62 On the 'Piedmont'theory and rhetoric in Soviet Ukraine and the USSR, see

Martin, Affirmatiae Action Empire , 8-9 , 225-7 ,27+82,2921, 312-\9 , 351-2.
63 See excerpts from Rubach's report inMykhailo Hrusheas'kyi: mizh istoriieiu i

politykoiu,12L-2.
64 Pokrovskii,'Bor'ba klassov i russkaia istoricheskaia literatura,' 345.
65 tbid.,344.
66 lbid.
67 See Rubach,'Federalisticheskie teorii.'According to Rubach, the original

text of the work was longer than the published version. It contained

sections on Mykhailo Drahomanov and on the attitude of the 'revolution-

ary Marxists' to federalism that were omitted in the published text for lack

of space (ibid., 3). The work was not published until 1930. By that time, the

authorities' 'soft' attitude toward Hrushevsky had been all but aban-
doned, and the officially sponsored attack on the historian, now branded a
nationalist, national democrat, and even fascist, was gaining ever greater
momentum.

68 Rubach,'Federalisticheskie teorii,' 99.
69 lbid.,t07.
70 rbid.,93.
71. Tbid.,87.
72 rbid.,88.
73 rbid.,89-90.
74 rbid.,106.
75 rbid.,92.
76 Ibid., 103-5.
77 The atmosphere of peacefui coexistence between Hrushevsky and the

authorities on the political level, and between the Marxist and national
paradigms of Ukrainian history on the theoretical level, was also reflected
in reviews of publications edited by Hrushevsky. Quite characteristic in

that regard was a review of the 1927 issues of the journal Ukraina that
appeared in the party's main theoretical and political journal, Bil'shouyk
Ukrainy. The author of the review, one T. Stasiuk, generally attacked the
journal for publishing articles dealing mostly with 'all sorts of antiquity'
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when the popular masses were allegedly interested in the history of
the revolution. In Stasiuk's eyes, Ukraina's editorial policy contradicted
Hrushevsky's own statement that the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences was
supposed to differ from bourgeois academies in not closing itseif o{f from
the masses with a Chinese wall but forging a link with them by means of
scholarship and its achievements. Stasiuk was thereby indicating that
Hrushevsky could still potentially improve the journal and change its
direction. Quite telling in that regard was Stasiuk's positive evaluation of
Hrushevsky's own article, published in Ukraina, on the writings of Kulish.
Stasiuk praised Hrushevsky for his attempt to go beyond Kulish's indi-
vidual characteristics and analyse the historical, social, and economic
causes of his conflicts with Ukrainian populists of the 1860s. He held up
Hrushevsky as an example to other contributors to l..lkraitna, who allegedly
neglected social motifs in their explanations of historical events. See
Stasiuk, review of Ukraina, in Bil'shoayk Ukra|ny,1928.

78 See Richyts'kyi, 'Iak Hrushevs'kyi "vypravliaie" Engel'sa.' Richytsky
criticized Hrushevsky for the alleged eclecticism (a mixture of materialism
and idealism) of his outlook and attacked him for questioning the validity
of Engels's views on the nature of primitive society. He also claimed that
Hrushevsky failed to distinguish between the social organization of
primitive and class-based societies, turning the state into a fetish. For
Richytsky, who closely followed Engels in that respect, the state was a
product of class society, hence there could be no state in pre-class society.
In his critique of Hrushevsky, Richytsky also made a number of political
accusations. He claimed that Hrushevsky fetishized the national (i.e.,
bourgeois) state, sharing the views of David Lloyd George - a politically
dangerous association in the USSR.

79 See lefymenko, Istoriia ukrains'koho narodu. The publication of this book is
an interesting example of the introduction into Soviet Ukrainian scholarly
discourse of the populist paradigm of Ukrainian history, developed as part
of the all-Russian historical narrative.

80 Iavorsky was also critical of Bahalii's treatment of the life and writings of
Mykhailo Drahomanov. See Volodymyr Kravchenko,'D.I. Bahalii v svitli i
tini svoiei "Avtobiohrafii."' 35-6.

81 lbid.,36.
82 See Bahalii, review of Iavors'kyi, Narys ukrains'ko-rus'koi' istorii and'Persha

sproba nacherku istorii Ukrainy na tli istorychnoho materiializmu.' Cf.
Iavors'kyi, Narys istorii'Ukrainy,vyp.l, Hospodarstao natural'ne. Peraisne
suspil'stao. Kniazias'ko-druzhynnyi oik. Feodalizatsiia Llkrainy. Feodalizm
halyts' ko-a olyns' kyi ta lytoas' koi' doby.
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83 See lavors'kyi, 'De-shcho pro "krytychnu" krytyku,' 167-82.

84 See Bahalii, 'Z prwodu antykrytyky prof. M.I. Iavors'koho.'

85 See Bahalii and Iavors'kyi, Ukrains'kyi filosof H.S. Skoaoroda.

86 Iavors'kyi,'De-shcho pro "krytychnu" krytyku,' \72-3.

87 [btd.,174.

88 See Hrushevsky, History, 8: 416.

89 Iavorsky was especialiy critical of Efimenko, probably because her survey

of Ukrainian history had recently appeared in print in Ukrainian transla-

tion.

90 Iavorsky lauded Bahaiii for accepting the results of the proletarian revolu-

tion not only'in word'but'in deed.' He also praised Bahalii for his efforts

to embrace Marxism and historical materialism and for treating the class

struggle as the main motive force of history. Iavorsky presented Bahalii's

academic career and intellectual and political biography against the

background of the career and works of Hrushevsky. See Iavors'kyi,
'Deshcho pro "krytychnt" krytyku,' 178.

91 See Iavors'kyi, Address at the Bahalii celebrations in Bahalii, Vybrani pratsi,

1:319-24.

92 For most of the 1920s, representaiives of the old Russian historiography

were aiso positive in their assessment of Hrushevsky's contribution to

East Slavic history. The attitudes of the 'old guard'became fully appareni

during the elections to ihe USSR Academy of Sciences in 7928. See chapter

4 of this book.

93 See Bahalii, 'Akad. M.S. Hrushevs'kyi.'

94 lbrd.,208-9.

95 During the presentation of his paper in Kharkiv Bahaiii kept repeating

that he was going to speak about Hrushevsky exciusively as a scholar.

According to a secret police report, these statements created the clear

impression in the audience that Bahalii actually wanted to say something

more (specifically about Hrushevsky's political activities) but was not

permitted to do so by the authorities. See the GPU report on Hrushevsky's

jubilee in Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-NKVD,no.

26, pp. 164-69, esp. 169.

96 In discussing Hrushevsky's paradigm of Ukrainian history, Bahalii noted

that Hrushevsky's scheme was not entirely of his own making, as it

resembled the one developed in the 1890s by the editorial board of the

Ukrainophile journal Kieoskaia starina and followed by Aleksandra

Efimenko inher History of the Ukrainian People. See Bahalii, 'Akad. M.S.

Hrushevs'kyi,' 7824. On the rivalry between Linnichenko and Bahalii, see

Tolochko, 'Dvi ne zovsim akademichni dyskusii.'
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97 In paying due tribute to his coileague's accomplishments, Bahalii was
nevertheless far from ideaiizing him. As he stated at the outset, it was not
his intention to write a congratulatory speech but to discuss the scholarly
significance of Hrushevsky's works and establish his place in Ukrainian
historiography. See Bahalii, 'Akad. M.S. Hrushevs'kyi,' 1824.

98 Ibid., 198-9, 209, 2r7.

99 Bahalii supported Hrushevsky in his attempt to claim for the Ukrainian
historical narrative all territories eventually settled by the Ukrainian
ethnos, including the history of the steppe nomads and the Greek colo-
nies of the northern Black Sea region (ibid., 196-7).

1.00 rbid.,206-7.

101 Ib id . .208.217.

102 rbid.,2t7.

103 Hrushevs'kyi,' 1825-1925,' 4.
104 See the text of Hrushevsky's speech at his jubilee celebrations in Velykyi

uKratnets .  +I/-16.

105 For a list of Hrushevsky's articles on Ukrainian cultural activists and
historians published before 1929, see Wynat Mykhailo Hrushezts'lcyi,
1856-1934: Bibliographic Sotrces, 28-45. For Hrushevsky's publications in
Ukralna from 1924 to 1930, see Naukoayi chasopys ukrainoznaastaa 'Llkraina'

(1907-1932), 46-7 .

106 See Hrushevs'kyi, 'Vikopomna data,'Vernadsky Nationai Library of
Ukraine, Manuscript Institute, fond X, 17769,34 pp. See also his short
preface to the unpublished special issue of Ukrailna devoted to the seven-
tieth anniversary of Taras Shevchenko's death (1861), 'V simydesiati
rokovyny smerty Shevchenka. Na spomyn ioho i liudei iomu blyz'k;'kh,'
ibid., fond X, 17166,2 pp. There Hrushevsky called upon scholars to turn
their attention to the study of Shevchenko's milieu.

In the late 1920s, the commission for the siudy of modern Ukrainian
historv which was headed bv Hrushevsky, worked on the history of
'revolutionary populism,' and its members published a number of ar-
ticles on the history of Ukrainian populism. See Hrushevsky's report on
the activities of the commission in 1929-30, ibid., fond X, 18626.

107 See Iavors'kyi, Korotka istoriia,86, 87. For Iavorsky's presentation of the
history of the revolutionary movement in Ukraine, which in his interpre-
tation included such icons of the Ukrainian nationai revival as Shevchen-
ko, Drahomanov, Franko, Lesia Ukrainka, and Mykhailo Kotsiubynsky,
see ibid., 7 8-105, his I st or i ia Ukr niiry, 722-81, and N ar y s i s t or ii' r e a o I iut s iitt oI'
borot'by na Ukraini, vol. 1. In the latter survey, Iavorsky traced the history
of the 'revolutionary siruggle' from Kyivan Rus' all the way to the
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'Cossack-peasant wars of the seventeenth century,' the haidamaka move-

ment, the Decembrist revolt, the SS. Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood,

and the era of 'populist revolution.'

108 See lavors'kyi, 'Providni dumky v rozvytkovi istorychnoi nauky,' 115,

and'Shostyi mizhnarodnyi konhres istorychnyi,' 217 -18, 220.

109 See Hermaize, 'Iuvilei ukrarns'koi nauky.' The article developed a

number of themes that were also enunciated in Hermaize's speech at

Hrushevsky's jubilee celebrations in October 1926; cf. the text of the

speech inVelykyi ukrainets',406-1,4. A year earlier, Hermaize published a

positive review of Hrushevsky's Z pochatkia trkrains'koho sotsiialistychnoho

rukhu: M. Drnhomania i zheneas'kyi sotsiialistychnyi hurtok (Vienna, 1923).

See his 'Ukraihs'ki sotsiialisty ta osnovopolozhnyky naukovoho

soisiializmu.'

110 The editors of ihe festschrift regarded Hrushevsky's History as a source

for the formation of Ukrainian national, political, and socio-cultural

consciousness and as a work that introduced Ukraine to the European

community of nations. See Naukoayi zbirnyk, prysoiachenyi profesoroai

My khail oai Hrushea s' komu, v ii.

In his speech at the jubilee celebrations (but not in the article),

Hermaize expressed agreement with Hrushevsky's statement that pro-

ducing a complete history of Ukraine was a matter of national honour for

a whole generation of Ukrainian scholars (see Velyl<yi ukrainets' ,410). In

the article, Hermaize also makes reference to this statement of Hrushev-

sky's without indicating his own attitude toward it (Hermaize, 'Iuvilei

ukrains'koi nauky,' 9 6-7 ).
111 See Hermaize, 'Iuvilei ukra'rns'koi nauky,' 96-7 , 99.

112 rbid.,98-9.

113 While Hrushevsky's socialist vocabulary undoubtedly helped Hermarze

present him as a historian ideologically close to the regime, if not an

outright Marxist, it did not deceive the authorities, who continued to

regard Ukrainian socialism as a major threat to their power. Among

those sceptics was Ivan Lakyza, head o{ the publications department of

the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine. As noted

above (chapter 4), at the request of the Politburo he wrote an article on

Hrushevsky's political views that was published in the same issue of

Zhyttia i reaoliutsiia as the article by Hermaize.Lakyza restated the party's

long-held position that Hrushevsky's methodology was bourgeois and

went on to assert that Durkheim's school of sociology had generally

retained its bourgeois and idealistic outlook, although some of its re-

search could indeed be of interest to Marxist scholarship. \Alhile Lakyza
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did not mention Hermaize by name, his article represented the reaction
of the party apparatus to Hermaize's effort to cast off Hrushevsky's
image as a bourgeois scholar implicitly hostile to the regime. See Lakyza,
'Mykhailo Serhiiovych Hrushevs'kyi,' 101.

114 See 'Pervaia vsesoiuznaia konferentsiia marksistsko-leninskikh nauchno-
issledovatel'skikh uchrezhdenii.' Cf. Enteen, Soaiet Scholar-Bureaucrat,8V2.

115 See the texts of Iavorsky's and Gorin's presentations on organizational
matters inTrudy,7: 16-27,36-40, and a report on their presentations in
Istorik-marksist , 1929 , no. 11 224-5.

116 See Iavorskii,'Sovremennye antimarksistskie techeniia.'
117 See ibid., 435.
118 For the proceedings of the discussion, see Trudy, 1: 436-68; cf. a report on

the conference in Istorik-marksist, 7929, no. 11: 22942. For a summary of
the discussion, see Prymak, Mykhailo Hrusheaslcy,232-5.

119 For the text of Pokrovsky's comment, see Trudy,l: 455-9; cf. a report on
his presentation in Istorik-marksist , 1929 , no. 17 240-I .

120 See Arlizov, 'M.N. Pokrovskii,' 1: 86. For the text of Iavorsky's greetings
and Pokrovsky's reaction to them, see Trudy, 1:75-82.

121 See Pokrovsky's concluding remarks at the conference inTrudy,l:75-9.
I22 See extracts from Semko's report and from the Moscow newspapers in

Mykhailo Hrusheas'lcyi: mizh istoriieiu ta politykoiu, 116-20. Gorin's attacks
on Iavorsky appeared inPraada on 4 January and 10 February 1929.

123 See Trudy,l:456.
124 Ibrd.,458.
125 Ibid.,455.
126 Lbid.,4512.
127 rbid.,467-8.
128 An indication of the strong support for Iavorsky's position among the

Ukrainian leadership was the publication in the March 1929 issue of
Bil'shoayk Ukrainy of a bulletin on the founding on 20 December 1.928 of
the Ukrainian Society of Marxist Historians and its forthcoming congress,
scheduled for May 1929. This bulletin, issued on behalf of the society, was
signed by Iavorsky as head and Karetnikova as secretary. For the text of
the bulletin, see 'Do istorykiv-marksystiv Ukrainy.' Not until September
1929 was Iavorsky forced to 'admit'his alleged errors. See Rubliov and
Cherchenko, Stalinshchyna i dolia zakhidnoukrains'koi' intelihentsii:,88-93.

129 See Iavors'kyi,'Don-kikhotstvo chy rusotiapstvo?' in Prapor marksyzmu,
no. 2 (March- AprlI1929). See also Gorin's letter to the editor of Prapor
marksyzmu and Iavorsky's comments on it in Prapor marksyzmu, no.5
(October-November 1929) : 227 -9 .
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130 See Artizov 'M.N. Pokrovskli,' 725.
131 For the proceedings of the discussion, see 'Dyskusiia z pr1'vodu skhemy

istorii Ukrainy M. Iavors'koho,' Litopys reaoliutsii,1930, nos. 2,34,5.
132 See the text of Iavorskv's speaking notes in Litopys reaoliutsii:,1930, no.2:

269-72.
133 This thesis is absent from Iavorsky's speaking notes but was apparently

included in the full text of his presentation. See the objection to that
assertion of Iavorsky's in the record of a presentation by Shpunt, a
participant in the discussion (ibid., 274-6).

134 Trudy,l:434.
735 rbid.,462.
136 See Litopys reaoliutsii',1930, no. 2:269-72.
137 Ibid.
738 tbid.,279.
139 Ibid., 306. Rubach restated his position in that regard in his report to the

Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine on the results of
the 'Iavorsky discussion.' Cf. excerpts from Rubach's report in Mykhailo
Hr u shezt s' Icy i : mizh i st o rii e iu i p olityko itr, 727 -2.

140 See Litopys reaoliutsii:,1930, no. 2: 315.
74t Ibid.,281-9.
r42 rbild.,297-302.
143 Ibid., 289-97.
744 Tbid.,2724.
145 Ibid.,274-8L
146 tbid.,302.
I47 Lbid.,289.
148 Since the autumn of 1,928, at the initiative of the head of the party propa-

ganda apparatus in Moscow, A. Krinitsky, Pokrovsky had become aciive
in the party campaign against 'right' deviations, a policy that resulted in
fierce attacks on proponents of non-Russian nationalism in the republics.
On Pokrovsky's standing in the partv in 1928-9 , see Artizog 'M.N.

Pokrovskii,' 84-5; Enteen, Soa iet S cholar-Bureauuat, 92-106.
David Brandenberger (National Bolsheaism,8,204) traces the emer-

gence of official support for the Russocentric interpretation of history to
the war scare of 1929, when the Moscow Politburo began to doubt the
potential of the internationalist ideology to mobilize the population for
the defence of the regime.

149 On 16 January 1929,Serhli Iefremov noted in his diary: 'Through

Iavorsky's lips they destroyed all previous Ukrainian historiography as
bourgeois, and after that some Muscovite destroyed Iavorsky himself as
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non-Marxist. And no righteous man was left to Ukraine ... People who

make every effort to play up to Marxism, Iike Bahalii, for example, are

extremely apprehensive. And rightly so: don't play up, don't stick your
head where it doesn't belong' (Iefremov, Shchodennyky,T2a-5).

150 See Hrushevsky's letters to Studynsky inLysty,234,235-6, esp.235. In

the same month, much of the funding earlier allocated to Hrushevsky's

projects by the Kharkiv authorities was withdrawn.

151 Hurevych,'Psevdomarksyzm na sluzhbi ukraihs'koho natsionalizmu.'

152 Antin Kozachenko's review in Prapor marksyzmu of the second volume

oI Studii' z istorii' Ukrainy, published in 1929 by Hrushevsky's 'historical

institutions,' should be seen as an exception to the common practice of

using Hrushevsky's name to criticize Marxist historians in general and
Osyp Hermaize in particular. Kozachenko specifically attacked Hermaize's

article on recent Ukrainian historiography, maintaining that Hermaize

treated all Ukrainian historians as a group and failed to discuss the social

causes of recent developments in Ukrainian historiography. Attacking the
'bad' Hermaize, Kozachenko counierposed the'good' Hrushevsky, who
(in Kozachenko's account) accepted the interpretation of culture as one

of the functions of society and urged historians to study that function.

Kozachenko claimed that Hermaize was avoiding Hrushevsky's injunc-

tion. In a way, Kozachenko was continuing the pre-1929 tactic of shield-
ing Hrushevsky from direct criticism. See Kozachenko's review of Studii z

istorii Ukrainy naukoao-doslidchoi'kafedry istorii'Ukrainy u Kyieai, vol. 2, esp.

214-15.

153 See Fedir Iastrebov's review of Bahalii, Narys istorii Ukrainy,173.

154 See the proceedings of the 'Iavorsky discussion' in Litopys reaoliLtsiil,1930,

no. 5: 290. For a brief biography of lastrebov, see Vcheni Instytutu istorii

Ukrainy,380-1..

155 See Iastrebov's review. 169.

156 lbid.

157 This was not Svidzinsky's first criiical review of Hrushevsky's publica-

tions: in 1927 he had published a review of the collection Za sto /lf (In One
Hundred Years), edited by Hrushevsky, in which he criticized the latter

for paying too much attention to the history of the Ukrainian peasantry

while ignoring the existence of other social groups. See Svidzinsky's
review in B il'shooyk Ukr ai'ny, 1927, no. 6: 139 _45, esp. 1 39. Back in 1926, the
first issues of Hrushevsky's Ukrailna were critically reviewed for BiI'shoayk

Ukrainy by Volodymyr lurynets. See Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo
Hrushea s' ky i i HP U-N KV D, 36-7 .

i58 See Svidzinsky's review of Ukralna,240. Among other things, he attacked
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Hrushevsky for failing to discuss social antagonisms in Ukrainian society
in his article on Panteleimon Kulish. Ironically, only fwo years earlier the
same essay had been praised in the party's main theoretical journal for its
masterful application of sociological method in the analysis of Kulish's
views. See Stasiuk's review of Ukraina.
See the proceedings of the 'Iavorsky discussion' tnLitopys reaoliutsii:, 1930,
nos.34:229.
Ibid., 224. The same understanding of the hierarchy of 'errors' was
expressed in an attack on Hrushevsky's nephew Serhii Shamrai at the
Academy of Sciences in February 1932. One of the participants in the
'discussion,' Denysenko, stated: 'But it cannot be said that Academician
Hrushevsky's historical process can even be considered fundamentally
erroneous. That process is not erroneous ... if an academic researcher
upholds another methodology, another pathway to the benefit of the
bourgeoisie, then we are dealing with a system, and not with errors,
which, to repeat, may be found even among comrades who uphold the
methodology of Marx and Lenin.' See the minutes of the discussion in
the Vemadsky National Library of Ukraine, Manuscript Institute, fond X,
1.4627, p.9.
See Ravich-Cherkasskii, Istoriia Kommunisticheskoi partii (b-ozt) Ukrainy. On
the official condemnation of the 'two roots'theory, see Mace, Communism
and the Dilemmas of National Liberation, 102-3.
See Skubitskii, 'Klassovaia bor'ba.'In October 1930, Fedir Savchenko
wrote to Kyrylo Studynsky that the issue of the journal containing
Skubytsky's article had aiready arrived in Kyiv. Knowing that his letter
might be read by the secret police, Savchenko limited his comments
about the article to a minimum: 'There are three articles against bourgeois
historians. The first is against Russian great-state chauvinism, the second
against the Ukrainian bourgeois outlook, mainly Hrushevsky, but even
Bahalii is sharply accosted, and the third against the Belarusian [bour-
geois outlookl.'See Savchenko to Studlmsky (Kyiv, 12 October 1930) in
TsDIAL, fond 362, op. l, no. 379.
In his response to Skubytsky's critique, Bahalii sought to clear his name
by saying that he acknowledged Hrushevsky's scheme of Ukrainian
history only in that sense that it posited Kyivan Rus' as the starting point
of Ukrainian history, while rejecting Hrushevsky's non-materiaiist
interpretation. See Volodymyr Kravchenko, D.I. Bagalei, I48.
See Skubitskii, 'Klassovaia bor'ba,'34. Like Svidzinsky before him,
Skubytsky specifically attacked Hrushevsky for exaggerating the role of
the intelligentsia in Ukrainian historyi adducing a number of quotations

L59

160

t61

1.62

163

1.64
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from Hrushevsky's Hlsfory, including one in which the historian stated
that the Kyivan intelligentsia, both secular and clerical, constituted a
Iaboratory in which ideas and programs of state-building were formu-
lated (ibid.,31; cf. Hrushevsky, History,8: 520). In transiating Hrushevsky's
text into Russian, Skubytsky distorted the meaning of the quotation.
While Hrushevsky wrote,'It was to them [the Kyivan intelligentsia] that
Khmelnytsky was indebted (zaadiachuaao), both directly and indirectly,
for the change in his disposition and plans,'Skubytsky mistranslated
zaadiachuoao as blagodaril (thanked). This made it appear that, according
to Hrushevsky, Khmelnytsky had 'directly and indirectly thanked' the
Kyivan intelligentsia.

Ln1937 Skubytsky himself fell victim to the changing party line in
history. He was arrested by the secret police for a number of ideological
transgressions, including excessive criticism of Bohdan Khmelnytsky. See
Yekelchyk,'Stalinist Patriotism as Imperial Discourse.'

L65 See Shums'kyi, 'Stara i nova Ukraiha,' 96.
166 This was the ideological goal established by Rubach at the beginning and

end of his article. He began with the assertion that Hrushevsky was a
historian and politician who had never concealed his political associa-
tions. His use of the past tense was very telling: a scholar who was still
living and working had clearly been written off completely by the
Ukrainian party establishment, as were hundreds of thousands of other
victims of state-sponsored terror. Rubach claimed that at a time when
the kulaks were being 'liquidated as a class' and the class struggle had
entered an'acute'phase, with capitalism itself in deep crisis, the bour-
geois ideologues were using all sorts of ideological ruses to conceal their
true intentions.

1.67 See [Kokoshko], 
'Vid redaktsii.' The editor in chief of the volume was

S. Kokoshko, who probably was also the author of the introduction.
Ivan Kravchenko, the author of the essay 'Fashysts'ki kontseptsii
Hrushevs'koho' in the same volume, saw the purpose of his article as
'uncovering the class content of the national-democratic and fascist
conceptions in the historiography of Hrushevsky and his school' (ibid.,

11  ) .
168 As quoted in Richyts'kyi,'Proty interventsii' 36. As noted above (chapter

4), Mohyliansky, who published a short story in L926 characteizing
Hrushevsky's return to Ukraine as an act of national treason, now tried to
shield his former antagonist from an unfounded critique.

169 rbid.

170 Nikitin, 'Pis'mo istorlka,' 95-7.
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171 See Iastrebov 'Tomu dev'iatoho persha polovyna,' 747.
172 rbid.
173 Sukhyno-Khomenko in fact became the main proponent of Pokrovsky's

theory of 'commercial capitalism' and applied it to the history of the
Khmelnytsky Uprising much more systematically than Iavorsky. See his
O dm iny i b ankr u t stu o ukr ains' koh o n at si on alizmu, 7 -9 4, and his'Dovidka
tov. Sukhyno-Khomenka' in'Dyskusiia z pryvodu skhemy istorii
Ukraihy M. Iavors'koho,' Litopys reaoliutsii:,1930, no. 5:322-23.

Later, when political circumstances required it, he employed his under-
standing of 'commercial capitalism' as a means of criticizing Iavorsky for
alleged inconsistencies and deviations from the Marxist approach to
Ukrainian history. Sukhyno-Khomenko was a 'soft' and unenthusiastrc
critic of Iavorsky: his critique was intended to heip Iavorsky retain his
position and authority in Marxist scholarship. Sukhyno-Khomenko even
called upon his Marxist colleagues to fight'Iavorskyism' together with
Iavorsky. For his'friendly critique,' see Sukhyno-Khomenko,'Na
marksysts'komu istorychnomu fronti,' Bil'shooyk Ukraiiry, 1929, nos. L7-
18:47-52 and no. 19: 54.

174 lastrebov,'Tomu dev'iatoho persha polovyna,' 148.
I75 lbid., 147-8. The same words of Hrushevsky, published tnlate 1929 by

the newspaper Proletars'ka praada, rn'ere quoted by another of his critics,
Skubytsky, who used them to indicate the role that Hrushevsky attrib-
uted to the Ukrainian intelligentsia. See Skubitskii, 'Klassovaia bor'ba v
ukrainskoi istoricheskoi literature.'

176 On Okinshevych, see Padokh, 'Lev Okinshevych - r'ydatnyi istoryk
derzhavnoho prava kozats'koi Ukrainy.'

177 See Okinshevych,'Natsional'no-demokratychna kontseptsiia.' Okin-
shevych later recalled that he had to write a critique of Hrushevsky at the
demand of the party secretary of the Academy of Sciences, F.A. Kozubov-
sky. He felt that he was in no position to ignore that demand. Ironically,
when Okinshevych was later dismissed from the Nizhyn Pedagogical
Institute at the behest of the secret police as a proponent of Ukrainian
independence, one of the accusations against him was that in his article
about Hrushevsky he did not so much criticize him as popuiarize his
views. See Okinshevych, Moia akademichna pratsin a Ukraini,48,58.

178 See Okinshevych,'Natsional'no-demokratychna kontseptsiia.'
t79 tbid.,7034.
180 See Hrushevs'kyi, Pereiaslaas'ka umoaa Ukrainy z Moskaoiu 1651 roku. Statti

i teksty.
181 See Okinshevych,'Natsional'no-demokratychna kontseptsiia,' 106.
182 The transformation of national-democratic ideology into fascism was a



Notes to pages 406-15 543

major theme in the discussion of the historical views of Hrushevsky's
nephew, Serhii Shamrai, which took place ai the Ukrainian Academy of
Sciences on 29 February 7932. Oleksander Ohloblyn, who chaired the
meeting, and his student Ivan Kravchenko both indicated that such a
transformation had taken place in the works of Hrushevsky and his school.
Viktor Iurkevych, one of the members of that school and a close collabora-
tor of Hrushevsky's,'admitted'that this process was indeed taking place
among Ukrainian historians abroad. According to him, the same tendency
was apparent in the USSR" where the democratic element was disappear,
ing from national-democratic ideology. Iurkewch indicated his own works
and those of Shamrai as examples of that tendency. See the minutes of the
discussion in the Vemadsky Nationai Library of Ukraine, Manuscript
lnstitute, fond X, 1.4627, pp.79,25,38.

183 See Iastrebov,'Natsional-fashysts'ka kontseptsiia,' 55-120.
184 Ibid.,60.
185 rbid.,82.
186 rbid.,73.
r87 Ibid.,72.
188 rbid., 112.
189 rbid.,86.
190 See Zatonsky's speech in Mykhailo Hrusheas'lryi: mizh istoriieiu ta politykoiu,

149-50.
19L For the text of Petrovsky's speech, see Stenograficheskie otchety

Cosudarstztennoi dumy, cols.1778-92. On Lenin's authorship of the draft,
see Lenin, P olnoe sobranie sochinenii, 23: 452.

192 See Narys istorii'Ukrainy,67-72.The first edition was published in Ufa in
1942.

193 Herasymchuk's review was written in Western Ukraine, which was
beyond Soviet control. For the text of the review, which remained in
manuscript at the time, see Fedoruk, 'Vidhuk Vasylia Harasymchuka na
IX tom "Istorii Ukraihy-Rusy" M. Hrushevs'koho.'

194 On Stalin's critique of Bedny, see Martin, Affirmatiae Action Empire,2TI-2.
195 See the text of Hrushevsky's internal memorandum of 30 August 1930 in

Sokhan' et al., M.S. Hrusheos'kyi i Academia,260-8.
196 See lavors'kyi, 'De-shcho pro "krytychnu" krytyku,' 172; Kravchenko,

'Fashysts'ki kontseptsii,' 21-2.

Conclusions

1 On the Synopsis and its readership, see Samarin, Rasprostranenie i chitatel'
peraykh pechatnykh knig po istorii Rossii,20-76.
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2 On the'rehabilitation' of the Russocentric paradigm in Soviet history, see

Brandenberg er, N ational Bolsheaism, 43-62.
3 The 'denationalization' of the Ukrainian historical narrative was influenced

by the major shift in Soviet nationality policy of the period. In many ways,

the process of stripping national historiographies of their distinctive fea-

tures and turning them back to the prenational stage paralleled the'dena-

tionalization' of the Soviet republics. Stalin's shift to primordialism on the

nationality question became fully apparent when the theme of building

modern Soviet nations lvas abandoned in official discourse. The return to

the populist paradigm in historiography coincided with the rise to promi-

nence of foik culture as the main attribute of festivals of national culture in

Moscow in the late 1930s. It also facilitated ihe centre's attempts to roll back

the nationalization process in the Union republics and arrest the develop-

ment of the respective 'nationalities'at the prenationai level. For a discus-

sion of the changing features of Soviet nationality policy in the 1930s, see

the section titled 'stalinist Primordialism' in Martin, Affirmatiae Action

Empire,442-51.
4 See Mez'ko , Iak bil'shot'yky ruinuztaly , 47 .
5 On the concept of the 'friendship of peoples' in Soviet historiography, see

TIIIett, The Great Friendshlp. For an in-depth analysis of the interrelation of

the Russian and Ukrainian narratives in Soviet historiography from the late

1930s to the early 1950s, see Yekeichyk, Stalin's Empire of History.

Appendix

1 I am grateful to lurii Mytsyk for interviewing Butych.
2 See Jacyk's statement in The Hrusheztsky Translation Project, 29 .

3 See Hrushevsky's letter of 18 December 1923 to Studynsky in Lysty,136.

4 Hrushevsky searched for Dzhydzora's manuscripts after his return to

Ukraine n 1924.In his letter of 8 Septemb er L926 to Studynsky (Lysty , 193),

he wrote that Dzhydzhora's collection included documents covering more

or less the first quarter of the eighteenth century, which was to be the

terminus of Hrushevsky's multivolume History.In his introduction to the

collection of Dzhydzhora's works published in Kyiv in 1930, Hrushevsky
wrote that Dzhydzhora had collected materials for the first half of the

eighteenth century (the period between the hetmancies of Ivan Mazepa and

Kyrylo Rozumovsky). See'Peredmova,' iv-v. On Dzhydzhora/ see
Pryshliak,' Iv an D zhy dzhor a.'

5 See Hrushevsky's letter of 8 Sepiember 1926 to Studynsky inLysty,793, and

Fedoruk, 'Vasyl' Harasymchuk ta ioho nevydani "Matertaly,"' t5-16.
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6 See Korduba's postcard to Hrushevsky dated 29 December 1927,TsDIAK,
fond1235,  op.  l ,  no.552.

7 See 'Diial'niit' Istorychnoi sektsii (1928),'x. Cf. Iurkova , Diial'nist',184.
8 See Ukraina,1927, no. 6:194. Cf . Hrushevsky's reports on the activities of

his 'historical institutions' in 'Diial'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii (1926) ,' xxix;
'Diial'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii (1927),' xxix;'Diial'nist' Istorychnoi sektsii
(1928),' xxii; Hrushevsky's report for 1928-9 in the Vernadsky National
Library of Ukraine, Manuscript Institute, fond X, no. 18622, p.7.

9 See Nikitin,'Pis'mo istorika.'
10 See Hrushevsky's letters of 15 February,24JuIy, and 3 August 1930 to

Dmytro Kravtsov in the Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine, Manu-
script Institute, fond 262, nos 71I,112, I1,5.

11 Quoted in Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Ukrains'kn Akndemiia Nauk, l:15. The
person in question was apparently Pylyp Vasyliovych Klymenko, whom
Polonska-Vasylenko characterized as one of the oldest associates (he was
born in 1880), but with very few publications (ibid., 15,164). On Klymen-
ko, see Iurkova, D iial' nist', 78-9, 1234, 151-2, 236-7, 291.-3, 350-1.

12 See Fedir Savchenko's letter of 1 December 1930 to Kyrylo Studymsky in
TsDIAL, fond362, op. 1, no. 379. Savchenko complained that Hrushevsky
showed no interest in the impending publication of his monograph on the
prohibition of Ukrainian activities n1876 and even refused to read the
manuscript, citing the problem with his vision. Savchenko noted in his
letter that the eye trouble was genuine. Cf. Kryp'iakevych, Mykhailo
Hrusheas'kyi,478.

13 See Nikitin,'Pis'mo istorika.'
14 lbid.
15 See Iurkova, Diial'nist',184.
16 Kateryna Hrushevska was assigned by the Ukrainian Academy to provide

secretarial assistance to her father in carrying out this project. See Matiash,
Kateryna Hrusheas'ka, 98.

17 Those articles include an abstract of a conference presentation,'Ob
ukrainskoi istoriografii XVIII veka. Neskol'ko soobrazhenii.'

18 See Matiash, Kateryna Hrusheos'ka,100-3.
19 The third library collected during his lifetime, as Hrushevsky wrote in his

letter to Molotov.
20 See a report by the secret police agent who met Hrushevsky's relatives in

Kyiv in July 1934 (Prystaiko and Shapoval, Mykhailo Hrusheas'kyi i HPU-
NKVD,283-5). On Hrushevsky's relations with Speransky, see also
Robinson,'M.S. Hru5evs'kfi. '

21 See Nikitin, 'Pis'mo istorika.'
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22 Lysty,250.
23 See Pyrh, Zhyttia Mykhaila Hrusheas'koho,171,-2; Matiash, Kateryna

Hrushezts'ka,100-2. Most of the returned materials have been preserved in
the archive of the Institute of History of the National Academy of Sciences
of Ukraine and the Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine. See Iurkova,
Diial 'nist',31.

24 Quoted in Pyrih, Zhyttia,1.47.
25 rbid.
26 See Matiash, Kateryna Hrusheas'ka,11.4.
27 See Kateryna Hrushevska's letter to her mother in Matiash, Kateryna

Hrusheas'ka,207-8.
28 In his letter of 13 February 1931, Fedir Savchenko informed Kyrylo

Studynsky that the 'next volume' of the History of Ukrainian Literature had
been sent to the press, but the printer wanted the manuscript retyped, as
Hrushevsky had made a large number of corrections and additions to it
(TsDIAL, fond 362, op.1, no.379).

29 See Biletsky's review in Hrushevs'kyt, Istoriia ukrains'koi'Iiteratury, 6: 677.
30 See Myshanych,'Vid uporiadnyka,' 679. Myshanych questions the accu-

racy of Biletsky's information, noting his later claim that the first part of
volume 6 had actually appeared in print after Hrushevskv's death, al-
though there is no evidence of any such edition. Indeed, in June 1941,
Kateryna Hryshevska still counted volume 6 among the manuscripts, and
it is unlikely that the volume could have been published during or after
the war (cf. Matiash, Kateryna Hrusheos'ka,208).

Even so, there is no reason to disregard all of Biletsky's evidence, as was

done by Myshanych, who reasoned that if it took Hrushevsky three-and-
a-half years to cover twenty-three years of Ukrainian literary history, it
was unlikely that, given the conditions of the early 1930s, he could have
written five to six thousand pages to cover more than 150 years of Ukrai-
nian literature. The recent pubiication of Hrushevsky's letters to Kyrylo
Studynsky shows that such a pace was not altogether impossible.

31 See the secret police report in Prystaiko and ShapovaI, Mykhailo
Hr ushea s' Icy i i HP U-N KV D, 284.

32 See Vernadsky National Library of Ukraine, Manuscript Institute, fond X,
nos 29 13, 1 5099, 1 5 1 00, 77 L 66, 17 169, 17 17 6, 17 19 3, 17 216, 17 236.

33 See an excerpt from Hrushevsky's note appended to Katerlna Hrushevska's
letter to relatives in Kyir' (Matiash, Kateryna Hrushezts'ka,104).

34 lbid.,208.
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