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Since 1991 historians of the Russian Revolution, much like historians
of the French Revolution before them, have been publishing works departing
markedly from earlier analytical frameworks. At least five mgjor shifts can
beidentified. First, historians have extended their temporal framework back
to 1914 and forward to 1922. Second, they attempt to place Russian events
in abroader European context. Third, they study daily life and devote more
attention to events outside Moscow and Petrograd. Fourth, they look at
previously ignored groups like women and white-collar workers, and fifth,
they study peoples subjective understanding of events.

Before 1991 Ukrainian historianshad beenisolated from therest of theworld.
They were ignorant of non-Stalinist analytical frameworks, and for sixty
years only a chosen few had access to archival materials relating either
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to non-Bolshevik parties and organizations or to pre-1929 Ukrainian-
language works on the revolution. Post-independence scholars had much
catching up to do but moved quickly.r Among the more important publica-
tions that have appeared since 1991 are five collections of documents,?
asocial analysis of the Ukrainian National Republic’s officer corps, and
a biographical guide to the members of the Central Rada.® Also noteworthy
are new archival studies relating to the Bolshevik terror,* and valuable
primary-source / archival-based examinations of hitherto unstudied or little-
studied subjects: the national governments’ secret-police and intelligence
services?® their foreign policies® their policiestoward urban industria workers

' For a bibliography see: T. Sosnovska. Ukrainska tsentralna rada. Storinky istorii.
Bibliohrafichyi pokazhnyk. Kharkiv, 1999.

2 V. Shevchenko (Ed.). Ukrainski politychni partii kintsia XIX-pochatku XX stolittia.
Kyiv, 1993; V. Verstiuk (Ed.). Ukraiinska tsentralna rada. Dokumenty i materiialy
u dvokh tomakh. Kyiv, 1996; V. Serhiichuk (Ed.). Pohromy v Ukraini 1914-1920.
Kyiv, 1998; idem. Neusvidomlennia Ukrainy. Stanovlennia svitu do Ukrainskoi
derzhavnosti. Pohliad u 1917-1921 roku z analizom siohodennia. Lviv, 2003;
V. Verstiuk, et al. Ukrainskyi natsionalno-vyzvolnyi rukh berezen — lystopad 1917 roku.
Dokumenty i materialy. Kyiv, 2003. See also: V. Serhiichuk (Ed.). Ukrainska
sobornist. Vidrodzhennia ukrainstva v 1917-1920. Kyiv, 1999. This is a collection
of statements from Ukrainians living outside Kyiv, Volyn’, Podillia, Chernihiv
and Poltava provinces supporting the Central Rada.

3 Ta. Tynchenko. Ukrainske ofitserstvo: shliakhy skorboty ta zabuttia. Ch. 1
biohrafichno-dovidkova. Kyiv, 1995; V. Verstiuk, T. Ostashko (Eds.). Diiachi
Ukrainskoi tsentralnoi rady. Biohrafichnyi dovidnyk. Kyiv, 1998. V. Ialansky,
L. Verovka. Nestor i Halyna. Rozpovidaiut fotokartky. Kyiv, 1999 is a collection
of previously unpublished photos of and documents relating to Makhno and his
relations, incorporating his wife’s letters and interviews with her and other survivors.
The book is based primarily on state and private archives, but does not systematically
identify all its sources.

4 S. Bilokin’ (Ed.). Massovyi teror iak zasib derzhavnoho upravlinnia v SRSR
(1917-1941 rr.). Kyiv, 1999 includes a chapter on the fate of the members of the Central
Rada (Pp. 236-46). P. Bachynsky (Ed.). Dokumenty trahichnoi istorii Ukrainy
(1917-1927 rr.). Kyiv, 1999 contains primarily, but not only, Bolshevik secret-police
materials concerning Ukrainian issues.

5 V. Sidak. Natsionalni spetssluzhby v period Ukrainskoi revoliutsii 1917-1921 rr.
Kyiv, 1998; O. Tymoshchuk. (Ed.). Okhronnyi aparat ukrainskoi derzhavy kviten-
hruden 1918 r. Kharkiv, 2000.

¢ M. S. Derzhaliuk. Mizhnarodne stanovyshche Ukrainy ta ii vyzvolna borotba
u 1917-1922 rr. Kyiv, 1998. The subject has been well studied abroad, but
Derzhaliuk’s is the first Ukrainian synthesis based extensively on Ukrainian archives.
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and churches,” self-governing “village republics’,® the otamany,® Jewish
political parties,’® the important wartime émigré political organization
League for the Liberation of Ukraine, and the role of Masonic ties in high
politics.** Vaery Soldatenko, meanwhile, published a three-volume mono-
graph integrating Soviet and non-Soviet accounts into an interpretation
reaffirming the synthesis created in exile during the 1920s by the former
socidist leadersministers Mykhailo Hrushevksy, Pavlio Khrystiuk, Vol ody-
myr Vynnychenko and Mykola Shapoval. Although he focuses on elite
political and intellectual history in Kyiv, Kharkiv, and Lviv, Soldatenko’s
study will remain the definitive and indispensable work on the subject
for the foreseeable future. His 38-page bibliography includes 56 Ukrainian
dissertations written since 1991.22 The two books under review provide
an example of work done outside the capital; specifically, in Zaporizhzhia,
Odessa, and Simferopol. They show that unlike in Soviet times, when
the only significant scholarship was done in Kyiv, and to a lesser extent

7 B. Andrusyshyn. U poshukakh sotsialnoi rivnovahy. Kyiv, 1995; idem. Tserkva v
Ukrainskyi derzhavi 1917-1920 rr. (Doba Dyrektorii UNR). Kyiv, 1997; V. Ulianovsky.
Tserkva v Ukrainskyi derzhavi 1917-1920. Kyiv, 1997. 2 vols.

8 Tu. Kotliar. Povstanskyi rukh selian na Pivdni Ukrainy. Vysunska ta Bashtynska
respubliky (1919-1920). Mykolaiv, 1999.

° P. Isakov. Zvedena tablytsia selianskykh povstanskykh zahoniv, shcho diialy na
Sumshchyni ta Chernihivshchyni // Siverianskyi litopys. 1997. No. 3. Pp. 10-25;
idem. Prohramni dokumenty selianskykh povstanskykh zahoniv, shcho diialy na
livoberezhnii Ukraini v 1919-1921 rokakh // Siverianskyi litopys. 1999. No. 3. Pp. 47-75;
idem. Selianskyi antykommunistychnyi povstanskyi rukh na livoberezhnyi Ukraini
u 1919 rotsi: zahalna kharakterystyka // Siverianskyi litopys. 1999. No. 6. Pp. 157-162;
R. Koval. Otamany haidamatskoho kraiu. 33 biohrafii. Kyiv, 1998 is a sympathetic
treatment of the subject based on archival sources and containing dozens of previously
unpublished photos.

10°0. Ta. Naiman. Evreiski partii ta obiednannia Ukrainy (1917-1925). Kyiv, 1998.
1. Pater. Soiuz vyzvolennia Ukrainy. Problemy derzhavnosti i sobornosti. Lviv, 2000;
S. Bilokin’. Masony i Ukraina // Pamiatky Ukrainy. 2002. No. 2. Pp. 181-97.
Mykhailo Hrushevsky, Pavlo Skoropadsky, Dmytro Doroshenko, Simon Petliura
and Alexander Kerensky were Masons.

12 V. Soldatenko. Ukrainska revoliutsiia. Kyiv, 1997, 1999. 2 vols.; idem. Ukrainska
revoliutsiia. Istorychnyi narys. Kyiv, 1999. Although Soldatenko’s interpretation
is leftist-inclined, he pays due attention to the important writings of the Ukrainian
conservative Dmytro Doroshenko. A short one- volume account published by the old,
now renamed, Institute of Party History provides a summary of the current generally
accepted post-independence political history of events: T. A. Bevzo et al. Ukrainska
revoliutsiia 1 derzhavnist. Kyiv, 1998.
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in Lviv, today scholars throughout the entire country are publishing impor-
tant work that their counterparts abroad cannot ignore.*®

Whereas the first book contains primary-source based studies and descrip-
tive surveys, the second is a collection of five analytical-interpretive essays
based mostly on recent Ukrainian and foreign-language secondary sources.
As indicated by their titles, the first book covers all tsarist Ukraine while
the second, focusing on southern Ukraine, is an example of post-indepen-
dence regional history.** Called “New Russia’ when it was annexed
to the tsarist empire, the region was later divided into Katerynodav (Ekateri-
nodav), Kherson, and Taurida provinces. Both books share common themes.
They cover all sides of the conflict and incorporate research on previously
unstudied subjects. They draw attention to similarities between Ukrainian
and European developments, and differences between Ukraine and Russia
in 1917-1922. Both give some attention to national minorities, and the first
two chapters of the second book discuss socio-economic issues in detail.
Both books focus on national political and intellectual history, and only
the second book gives any attention to women.

Ukrainska revoliutsiia opens with a review of Ukrainian language
historiography centered on the interpretations of seven important issues,
among them, the actual achievements of the Central Rada, the relationship
between Ukrainian socialists and conservatives, the degree of indigenous
support for Bolshevism, and the relationship between social justice and
national liberation. The officia Soviet interpretation imposed after 1930,
which highlighted the similarities between events in Ukraine and Russia
and claimed the Bolsheviks had massive Ukrainian support after October
1917, they stress, was simply wrong. Since 1991 the consensus among
historians has been that local Bolsheviks had limited support and would
never have been able to take over what had been tsarist Ukraine without
the support of theinvading Red Army (Pp. 8, 10, 57). Reaffirming the vdidity

13 For a survey of recent published foreign scholarship see: Ia. Hrytsak. Ukrainska
revoliutsiia, 1914-1923. Novi interpretatsii // Ukraina moderna. 1999. No. 2/3.
Pp. 254-272.

14 See also: V. Boiko. 1917 rik na Chernihivshchyni: istoryko-kraieznavchyi narys.
Chernivtsi, 2003; Tu. V. Kotliar. Povstanstvo. Selianskyi rukh na Pivdni Ukranny
(1917- 1925). Mykolaiiv, 2003; D. Vyrsky. Kremenchuh 1917-1920 rr. Provintsiini
obrazy revoliutsii. Kyiv, 2003; O. Zavalniuk. Lytsari voli: povstanskyi rukh na Podilli
u personaliiakh. 20-i roky XX st. Vynnytsia, 2000; V. I. Semenenko. Istoriia Skhidnoi
Ukrainy. Ponovlennia kaidanov (1917-1922). Kharkiv, 1995; A. N. Zinukhov (Ed.).
Provinstialnaia Cheka. Sbornik statei i materialov. Kharkiv, 1994.
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of the pre-Stalinist Soviet and émigré views, serious historians today
divide over the same issue as their predecessors. was political indepen-
dence (the nationa question) more important than land reform (the social
question)? The authors are inclined to support the first view, claiming that
countries that successfully separated from empires and avoided communist
revolutions after World War | demonstrated that only national statehood
and a market economy could resolve socio-economic problems (P. 44).
The authors note that the peasantry, as well as white-collar and industrial
workers, remains unstudied (Pp. 37-38). Chapter two reviews the programs
and relative strengths of imperial (All-Russian), autonomist, and separatist
parties, and the author regrets that so few of Ukraine's political |eaders
were separatists in 1917. He reminds us that the Bolsheviks supported
the Rada only in so far as it opposed the Provisional Government, and
includes in his work original research on the Ukrainian branches of non-
Bolshevik Russian parties. Although these parties all included groups willing
to support Ukrainian autonomy, the author claims their influence was neg-
ligible. To make his point he adds that, in reaction to the Rada's declaration
of autonomy in December 1917 (The Third Universal), Russiansin Ukraine
formed an umbrella organization called the Great Russian Council to unite
Bolsheviks and monarchists in the common cause of imperial territorial
integrity (Pp.73-74). Both of these issues deserve more detailed study
before any conclusive generalizations can be made about Russian attitudes
to the Rada in 1917, however. An examination of Ukraine’'s 751 Russian-
language newspapers, for instance — of which only 25 were Bolshevik —
would undoubtedly shed more light on this subject and is much overdue.®
Similarly, it would be useful to collate and then classify the complete
results of the July 1917 municipal elections not according to nationality,
but according to parties positions on Ukrainian autonomy. Chapter three
reminds readers of the phenomenon of “multiple loyalties” and that many
“Little Russian” professionals and landownersinitially supported the Rada.
Yet, throughout the first months of the revolution, its Ukrainian socialist
leaders rejected their overtures — but not their financial donations —
and denied them representation (Pp. 145-46, 153). By autumn, the moment
for compromise had passed. Bolshevik agrarian radicalism had forced
Ukrainian leaders to make their hitherto moderate agrarian policy fit their
radical rhetoric and most “Little Russian” landowners and professionals,

'3 V. Thnatienko. Ukrainska presa (1816-1923 rr.). Kyiv, 1926; H. Rudyi. Hazetna
periodyka — dzherelo vyvchennia problem Ukrainskoi kultury 1917-1920 rr. Kyiv, 2000.

644



Ab Imperio, 4/2004

faced with dispossession and destitution under the Rada, decided first
to support Russian parties/organizations, and then to topple the Rada. This
chapter is particularly valuable because it directs us to the crucial issue
of 1917 in Ukraine: did socia radicalism nullify Ukrainians' attempt to estab-
lish a national state because it alienated important potential supporters,
or was state building possible only thanks to the energies unleashed by social
radicalism?

Although the title of the next chapter suggests it deals with minorities,
the author focuses on non-Ukrainian political parties in Ukraine. Polish,
German-Mennonite, and Jewish party leaders, as a rule supported the Rada
and Ukrainian autonomy. Russified Jewsin Russian partiestended to opposeit.
Only Polish parties supported Ukrainian independence. Although the author
recognizes that not al Jews necessarily shared the opinions of their politi-
cal leaders, she makes no such distinction for other nationalities. The most
valuable section of this chapter are the pages, based on an unpublished
thesis, that indicate no more than 10% (P. 14) of Ukrain€'s city soviets
recognized the Bolsheviks after they took power and even these still con-
Sdered the Radathe highest political authority in Ukraine (P. 177). Theweakest
section is the one devoted to the Russian parties. The author characterizes
Russian parties as uniformly anti-Rada before the Bolshevik coup and pro-
Rada afterwards, yet implies that despite this shift little had changed in reality
because their recognition was based only on anti-Bolshevism — as if politi-
cal moves motivated by tactical considerations rather than principles are
unimportant or insignificant. Generals Kornilov and Alexiev allowed
the Ukrainization of military formations not because they sympathized with
the Rada but because they were convinced that this would improve morale
and battle-worthiness. Did their motives lessen the beneficia consequenc-
es of their actions for Ukraine? The author tends to equate Russian parties
with Russians in Ukraine, to ignore the distinction between Russians and
Russian speakers and the impact of the Provisional Government’s recoghi-
tion of the Rada just before the municipal elections of July 1917 on Rus-
sians and Russian speakers. She also ignores divisions that existed within
the Ukrainian branches of all the Russian parties, except the extremist-na-
tionalist ones, on the issue of Ukrainian autonomy, and implies all Russian
speakers shared the opinions of the extremist parties.

Chapter five examinesthe Orthodox Church and the relationship of those
who wanted a national Ukrainian church with the Rada. Using local mate-
rialsit suggestsahigh level of popular religiosity and support for a national
church. Despite their toleration of religious ceremonies during their
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proclamations of autonomy in Kyiv, the author notes, Ukraine's agnostic
anti-clerical socialist leaders were indifferent, if not hostile, toward the reli-
gious aspirations of the common people. Both leaders and Orthodox national
activists favored the separation of church and state during the first months
of 1917, and initially the Rada refused to establish areligious affairs ministry
or to exploit the state-building potential of a national church. This weakened
the Ukrainian cause. Both sides came to aworking agreement in November
and the Rada did finally support the Ukrainian Orthodox Church. The Rada
fell before taking a formal decision on the legal separation of church and
date. The author mentions that in light of Ukraing's historical circumstances
such a separation was undesirable (Pp. 221, 223), but some elaboration
on the relationship between this principle and the problems of revolutionary
state and nation building would have been useful.

Thelast chapter reviews Ukrainian-Russian relations up to January 1918.
The author does not relate the Provisional Government’s policies toward
the Rada to its leaders’ attitudes toward Ukrainian issues, as most do,
but to political circumstances. Thus, Petrograd decided on the restrictive
“Temporary Ingructions’ of August 1917 due to the stabilization at the front
and the failure of “the July days.” Reiterating earlier conservative critics
of Ukraine's socialist leaders, she concludes that Bolshevik armies con-
quered Ukraine not because few would fight for the Rada, but because
of itsleaders political mistakes. She then claims that the Ukrainian National
Republic was bound to collapse because it could not possibly have with-
stood al of itsforeign enemies (P. 257). Thefirst opinion isshared by the editor
(P. 40) and the author of the second chapter, Oleksandr Starukh. He draws
attention to, but does not develop, a central related issue of modern Ukrai-
nian history with his claim that the Rada's populist leaders invented and
promulgated a myth about Ukrainians being underdevel oped and unprepared
for independence in 1917 to excuse their own failures (P. 109). The pessi-
mistic determinism of her second claim is unwarranted. What if General
Skoropadsky, for instance, had decided not to resign on December 25
(January 6) but had instead successfully led a coup against the Rada —
asthe Radafeared he might?'¢ Grouping remaining Ukrainian troops around

16 Fearful of his political intentions the Rada hoped to dissolve his 20,000-strong corps
by refusing him rations, fuel, and clothing in Kyivan depots. Delivery was still possible
that December becausetherail unionswere pro-Radaand on good termswith Skoropadsky.
He actualy resigned after a persond meeting with Porsh, the minister of war, convinced
him hewould get nothing. The Radathereby successfully destroyed the strongest Ukrainian
military force availableto it. J. Pelensky (Ed.). Pavlo Skoropadsky. Spohady. Kinets 1917
- hruden 1918. Kyiv, 1995. Pp. 95, 98-101.
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the still-disciplined units of his First Army Corps, he could have then
stopped the Bolshevik offensive, kept Ukraine on the Entente side during
the last year of the war, and become a Ukrainian Mannerheim or
Pitsudski.

The chaptersin Pivdenna Ukraina may each be read separately as studies
in their own right. The first covers modernization-related issues, the second
outlines the local socio-economic impact of the war, while the next three
focus on regional elite political history. All the chapters attempt to situate
southern Ukrainian events into their broader contexts and mention non-
Ukrainians. The book begins with a section demongtrating that from Kyivan
times the northern Black Sea littoral was ethnically and culturaly, if not
politically, Ukrainian. Those who might consider this archaic should know
that the authors' home town, Zaporizhzhia (Aleksandrovsk), was one
of the last to switch from Moscow to Kyiv time after 1991, and that today
it remains a center for people who still think that there is a“Little Russia’
that should be part of a“Great Russia.”

The authors remind us that southern Ukraine had more towns, urban
dwellers, rural Russians, and literate males in the early twentieth century
than Ukraine's other six provinces. The region had ten of Ukraine's
15 stock markets and received more government investment than other
Ukrainian provinces, while its peasants were better-off and its workers
better paid. He might have added that of the nine Ukrainian provinces,
these three had fewer landless and poor peasants, the smallest number
of rural dwellers engaged in non-agricultural work, the fewest internal
work-passports issued per capita, and the most co-operatives. The authors
note that official tsarist categories did not reflect the real level of urban-
ization in the empire. Using corrected figures they show that in 1917
at least 20% of Ukraine’s population, and 32% of its southern population,
was urban (Pp. 29-30). Subsequently, however, the authors revert to using
the official categories and thus do not adequately describe socio-economic
conditions and trends.

At the turn of the century in the eight Ukraine provinces there were
approximately 100 settlements with trade and manufacturing each inhabited
by more than 2,000 inhabitants. These were officialy listed as “towns’ and
contained approximately 12% of Ukraine's total population But, in redlity,
Ukrainehad at |east 700 settlements with more than 3,000 inhabitants where
at least 50% of the labor force worked in manufacturing, processing, or trans-
port. On average, 60% of industrial workers lived in such “villages’ and
the majority of peasant migrants sought their fortunes there rather than
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the official “towns’.Y” In Kiev province, for example, Mankivka, with
4156 inhabitants, two schools, a clinic and pharmacy, aweekly fair, barber-
shop, 3 tailors and 3 small factories was officially a “village,” while
Antonivka with 1734 people, one school, and 2 mills was a “town.” Poko-
tylova and Khrystynivka both had just over 3,000 inhabitants and approxi-
mately the same number of mills, fairs, schools, clinics, small shops and
factories. Khrystanivka even had a railway repair garage and telegraph
office. Yet, the former was officidly a“town” while the latter was a“village.”
Places like Hulai Pole, luzivka, and Kryvyi Rih (Krivoi Rog), with big
factoriesand populationsof over 10,000, wereofficidly “villages.” Asisknown,
the smaller the town the higher the percentage of Ukrainian speakersliving
in it. The author would have strengthened his point about modernization
had he added that Hulai Pole in 1914 was not the sleepy backwater that
it was in 1994. With 16,000 inhabitants it was within an hour’sride of atrain
station. It had three high schools, ten elementary schools, two churches,
a synagogue, library, bank, theater and printing press, 50 retail stores, a tele-
graph and post office, a resident doctor, pharmacist, and lawyer, dozens
of windmills, two steam mills, and two big agricultural-machinery factories
(converted to armaments works during the war).*®

Correctly revised total urban population figures for Ukraine might
reveal that as much as 25% of its population lived in towns by 1914. This
could not be compared with countrieslike Britain or Germany. But it would
be comparable with Canada, the United States, and smaller European
countries Accordingly, until someone regroups the tsarist data from 1897
and 1910-1914 and counts the de facto urban-type settlements officialy
listed as “villages’ astownsinstead, dl generaizations derived from official
tsarist statistics concerning issues like assimilation, urbanization, and moderni-
zation in Ukraine must be considered provisional. In light of the faulty
statistics upon which it is based, the claim that Ukrainian political indepen-
dence in 1917 was beyond the nation’s possibilities because people were

7 P. G. Ryndzionskii. Krestiane i gorod v kapitalisticheskoi Rossii vtoroi poloviny
XIX veka. Moscow, 1983. Pp. 151, 156, 171, 176, 230. This book examines the entire
USSR and includes the three southern Ukrainian provinces with two Russian ones
into its “southern region” — where 395 de-acto urban-type settlements were officially
classified as “villages.” I know of no similar work devoted exclusively to the Ukrainian
provinces. Statisticians before the revolution had pointed out the shortcomings
of the official definition of “town” but the definition was not changed. V. Semenov-
Tian-Shanskii. Gorod i derevnia v Evropeiskoi Rossii. St. Petersburg, 1910.

18 Talansky, Verovka. Nestor i Halyna. Pp. 26-34.
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not “mobilized,” their social structure was “deformed”, they were poorly
represented in towns and culturally and educationally under-developed,
is open to serious doubt.

The authors examine three issues of particular importance in modern
Ukrainian history using the official categorizations. First, they argue that
the three southern provinces were integrating with their six northern neigh-
boursinto asingle Ukrainian national economic unit, and not with theimperial
Russian economy (Pp. 32, 278). Second, they conclude that although
Ukrainians were initially reluctant to take jobs in nearby cities because
they had a higher standard of living on their farms, they did begin to enter
the urban labor force in considerable numbers in the decade before the war
(Pp. 45-46). And third, again, using the official tsarist categorizations, they
conclude that Ukrainians were supposedly weakly represented in the mod-
ernized sectors of the economy and that capitalism was not “becoming
Ukrainian” (Pp. 50, 59, 61). The authors do not examine whether the mass
influx of peasants into townsin the decades before the war was “ruralizing”
the towns, or whether these towns were “urbanizing” the peasants. Finaly,
the authors draw attention to the fact that although the Russian extreme
right was very strong in the south, non-Ukrainian regionalism was stronger
here than in other Ukrainian provinces (Pp. 62, 69).

Asregardsthefirst issue, the authors might have found it useful to examine
whether local market networks and rail-tariff policies reinforce or weaken
their claim. A quantitative description of the communications network (tele-
phones, telegraphs, the postal system, paved roads, rail lines, and newspa-
pers) would have been informative also. In so far as nothing conclusive can
be said about issues two and three until we re-examine the underlying
statistical data, there is little point in dwelling further upon them except
to say that the authorsfail to place them within the context of an important
debate at the time. Namely, Petr Struve's claim that Ukrainian nationality
had no future because “Little Russians’ had been unable to organize their
own trade and manufacturing, and because “ capitalism spoke Russian.”
The authors leave this question open but lean toward Struve's position
(Pp. 50, 59, 68). They link capitalism with Russian/Russophone southern-
Ukrainian regionalism, not to the Ukrainian national movement. The authors
cite an article by Hordienko on this issue, but do not mention that this was
Mykola Porsh’s pseudonym or that he had written along and detailed reply
to Struve arguing that capitalism was making peasants “Ukrainian.” Porsh
echoed the ideas of Karl Renner and Otto Bauer, who had claimed that
the development of the proletariat was conducive to the formation of modern
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nations. He explained that capitalism created nations and nationalized cities
by dispossessing peasants and forcing them to migrate to towns where they
had to sdll their labor cheap. Their numbers ensured that landless Ukrainian
migrants would assimilate Russian immigrants, while the rise of national
consciousnesswould eventually nationalize capitalismin towns. Heclaimed
that good business sense was aready |eading Russian companiesin Ukraine
to advertisein Ukrainian. Industrialization involved foreign capital inall coun-
tries, Porsh continued, and in Ukraine, where Russian capital represented
only a small percentage of total foreign investment, native capital would
eventually displace it and all others —as had happened elsewhere. If Rus-
sian was the dominant language in Ukraine it was because of governmental
policy, not “capitalism,” whose language would be determined by the local
Ukrainian markets, merchants, and labor force.’® Issue four also deserves
more consideration. Recent work on pre-war political parties, for instance,
suggests that Russian extremists were more extreme and liberals were more
moderate in Ukraine than in Moscow or St. Petersburg. Was this indeed so
and is this perhaps why the extreme right experienced such a phenomena
decline in Ukraine after 1907, while the liberals continued to represent
a serious political alternative? Discussion of the co-op movement, divided
between regional / Ukrainian and imperial / Russian orientations, would
have been useful.

In chapter two the authors note that during the war fewer men were
mobilized from the three southern provinces than the six northern ones,
and that the percentage of Ukrainian speakers among urban workers
remained stable. The burden of agricultural work fell on women after 1914.
Comprising on average 10% of the regional war-time heavy-industria labor
force, they averaged 5% of the total urban work force. While the number
of workers increased during the war, wages and productivity declined.
Thisled to shortages and government regulation, but comparatively, the south
remained more stable than the north because its peasants were better off,
more food was available, and the differences between wages and prices
were not as big as further north (P. 113). Due to war-time changes the empire’s

19 M. Porsh. P. Struve v Ukrainskii spravi // Literaturno-naukovyi vistnyk. May, 1912.
Vol. 58. Pp. 333-341, abridged in: M. Hordienko [pseud]. Kapitalizm i russkaia
kultura na Ukraine // Ukrainskaia zhizn. 1912. Vol. 9. Pp. 16-32, 20-28. His argument
echoes that of Freidrich List and Struve was one of List’s Russian enthusiasts.
P. B. Struve. Obshcherusskaia kultura i ukrainskii partikularizm // Russkaia mysl’.
January, 1912. Pp. 65-86.
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main north-south rail line ran through Kharkiv and Zaporizhzhia and, con-
sequently, the southern population was well informed about events in the
rest of the country. The authors note that an inflow of approximately 300,000
refugees and prisoners of war into the southern provinces was matched by
the deportation of an unspecified number of local non-naturalized Germans
in 1915. It is reasonable to assume, as the authors do, that contact with
refugees and prisoners also broadened local peoples’ horizons, but some
evidence for this would have been welcome. Although the influx of new-
comers generated ethnic tensions this did not overflow into violence before
1917 (P. 95). The authors do not discuss the attitudes or fate of these new-
comers or of the region’s long-settled non-Ukrainians.

The next three chaptersfocus on the political history of the region to 1922.
The authors make little attempt to rel ate eventsto the socio-economic trends
they identified in the first chapter. Their main theme is that although Rus-
sian Bolsheviks ultimately won political control over most of the tsarist
empire, Ukrainian resistance forced them to recognize that Kharkiv, Kherson,
and northern Taurida provinces were not “New Russia’ but “southern
Ukraine,” and to attach these territories not to the Russian Republic but
to the Ukrainian SSR. They might have added that even local Russians and
Russian speakers disgruntled with Ukrainian independencetoday don’t think
in terms of “Novaia Rossiia.”

The authors classify Russian and Jewish parties in Ukraine as “oppo-
nents of the Ukrainian movement” and are critical of the Provisona Govern-
ment for refusing to give Kyiv jurisdictional authority over the three examined
southern provinces in August 1917 — despite the desires of the region’s ma-
jority, clearly expressed via the ballot box. The authors do not think that
Petrograd’ s recognition of the Rada’s authority over the six other provinces
that month had an appreciable impact on non-Ukrainians' attitudes toward
the Rada. These changed only after the Bolshevik seizure of power three
months later, which forced local parties to choose between Ukrainian,
imperial, or regional-territorial orientations (Pp. 145-49). They do not men-
tion that all Russian parties, except the Monarchists and extreme right, were
divided on theissue of Ukrainian autonomy, but do note that after the Bolshe-
vik coup the majority of Ukraine's soviets and city Dumas, dominated
by the Mensheviks and Russian SR’s, supported the Rada as the local center
of power according to the terms of the August agreement with the Provi-
sional government. The entire subject of Russian and Russian speakers
attitudes in 1917, however, as noted above, deserves more study.
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The authors reaffirm the generally accepted interpretation of Bolshevik
triumphsin Ukraine that winter. They atribute it to armed might, the weakness
of the Ukrainian national movement outside the Kyiv region, weak
socio-economic ties between Kyiv and other Ukrainian provinces, and
the Rada' s failure to devote more attention to administration (Pp. 131, 135).
Like the Provisional Government, the Bolsheviks did not consider southern
Ukraine part of the Ukrainian National Republic. The authors remind us
that only in March 1918, to a great degree because of the Brest-Litovsk
Treaty, did they decide to dissolve the Odessa, Donetsk-Kryvyi Rih,
and Taurida Soviet Republicsinto the Ukrainian SSR, which until then was
limited to the five northern Ukrainian provinces. But even then the Bolshe-
viks explicitly stated: “We never regarded the Ukrainian Soviet Republic
asanational republic [sic] but exclusively as a soviet republic on Ukrainian
territory” (P. 172).

Chapter four examines the role of southern Ukraine in foreign affairs.
It explains how Bolshevik policies alienated the local rural population
and drove them into the armies of Hryhoriiv and Makhno. These men made
and broke alliances with each other as well as with every other interested
group and ultimately both were defeated. In the interim, however, the Bol-
sheviks could not control southern Ukraine in the summer of 1919. Having
to simultaneoudly deal with a White offensive in the region, their armies
could not march west in support of the Hungarian Communists led by Bela
Kun. Without Russian support the Hungarians had to withdraw from Sovakia
in July and their armed attempt to extend the communist revolution in central
Europe that year failed.

Thefind chapter examinesthe relaionship between Makhno and the Ukrai-
nian Directory, and how the Bolsheviks finally subdued southern Ukraine.
Using recent research the authors demonstrate that after two years of war
and requisitions by Whites and Bolsheviks, more southern Ukrainian peasants
than before knew about Ukrainian independence and were prepared to support
it primarily those on the western side of the Dnipro (P. 240). The Whites
under Vrangel had also changed and were prepared, at last, to recognize
Ukrainian independence. Makhno himself, based on the eastern side of
the Dnipro, was inclined to fight alongside Ukrainian National Republic
forces, but was unable to sway his closest associates who regarded the Direc-
tory as a “counter-revolutionary bourgeois’ state and preferred to side
with the Bolsheviks, who destroyed Makhno's army after defeating Vrangel
and occupying the Crimeain late 1920. Nationd leadersin Kyiv, meanwhile,
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were unable to accept the southern peasantry’s economic demands and
considered Makhno a bandit. Thus, two major Ukrainian forces never united
in a common cause (P. 270).

The decisive factor in Makno's defeat was famine. Incessant requisi-
tions, a bad harvest in 1920, and then drought led to hunger in 1921.
Although the Bolsheviks controlled southern Ukrainian towns by then, they
neither lowered procurement rates nor provided relief. They did this
deliberately to cause famine, argue the authors — and almost al Ukrainian
historians agree. By the end of 1921 an estimated two million people
in southern Ukraine had died of starvation and armed resistance stopped
(Pp. 248-253). Asthere are still some who doubt Bolshevik intent, it isworth
noting that recent work on Bolshevik policies € sewhere shows they were
not very concerned with niceties when it came to imposing their authority.
Faced with strong resistance they used poison gas against the civilian
population in Tambov province, and in February-March 1919 systemati-
cally executed every inhabitant of the Don Region they could capture
in what amounted to intentional genocide.

After independence Ukrainian historians quickly assimilated earlier non-
Soviet historiography and then integrated it with the empirical findings
of Soviet-era scholarship. At the risk of oversmplifying, laroslav Hrytsak
in 1996 might be identified as the first historian to look at Ukrainian events
in their European context and raise doubtsin print about events or develop-
ments that most had routinely until then considered unigque or particular
to Ukraine.?t Other historians were not far behind him and were already
going to the sources with new questions. The reviewed books indicate that
historians today are more interested in determining contexts and “what
happened” than in pondering the old questions: “why did we lose?’ or
“how did we win?" The opening chapters of Pivdenna Ukraina give us
aglimpseof theingghtsthat socio-economic studiescan provideinto Ukraine's
revolutions. Yet, historians still write within the framework of national
history. Few know, and fewer have applied, new methodologies2Most con-
centrate on political and intellectual history, while few write on social
history in general or on peasants as subjects in particular. Someone has yet

20 P. Holquist. Making War Forging Revolution. Russia’s Continuum of Crisis
1914-1921. Cambridge, 2002.

2! Ta. Hrytsak. Narys istorii Ukrainy. Formuvannia modernoi Ukrainskoi natsii
XIX — XX stolittia. Kyiv, 1996. Pp. 159-65.

22 S, Bilokin’. Massovyi terror. Pp. 181-203. Bilokin’ examines the ubiquitous Soviet
personnel questionnaires and census as state-surveillance tools for the post-1921 period.
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to write ahistory of wages and prices during these crucid years. The anarchist
Mariia Nikiforova (“Marusia’), meanwhile, would appear to be an ideal
subject for post-modernist feminist examination. A hermaphrodite born
in Katerynoslav province, Marusia was imprisoned for the first time when
she was 17. She then fled to Paris where she had her male parts surgically
removed and in 1914 joined the French Foreign Legion. After completing
an officers course shereturned to Ukrainein 1917 where she joined Makhno.
With a reputation as one of his most vicious commanders, at one point she
shot 34 men with her own hand. Nonetheless, he transferred her out of the front
and put her in charge of his schools, hospitals, and nurseries. Married to
a Polish anarchist who worked for the Bolsheviks, she had a weakness
for sweets, which she would devour by the handful in the cafes and bakeries
her troops expropriated. Probably hung by the Whitesin 1919, peoplethought
she led anti-Bolshevik uprisings through 1921, although the Bolsheviks
considered her a hero after her death.

Ukrainian historians are held back methodologically in part because
neither they nor libraries can afford to purchase foreign books. But influential
as well are underlying attitudes about the purpose of historical writing
in general. Asan American recently noted, Ukrainian historians still judge
the significance of people, events, ideas, and institutions in 1917-1921
according to their role in the national-state project. In Ukraine’'s major
historical journa, Ukrainskyi istorychnyi zhurnal, only seven out of 86 articles
ontherevolutionweredevoted to peasants or workersbetween 1991 and 1998,
Between 1998 and 2003 none of its 23 articles on the revolution dealt
with either of these subjects. Of 25 articlesin Istoriia Ukrainy: malovidomi
imena, podii, fakty (2001-2003), and Ukrainskyi istorychnyi zbirnyk (1997-2000),
only four dealt with peasants. Somewhat better is the regiona journal
Sverianskyi Litopys published in Chernihiv, which in general includes
more writing on social history than do central journals. It published six
articles on peasants between 1995 and 2003 out of 31 about the revolution.

2 B. Belenkin. Avantiuristy velikoi smutty. Moscow, 2001. Pp. 187-214. V. Chop.
Marussia Nikiforova. Zaporizhzhia, 1998 was unavailable to me.

24 M. Baker. Beyond the National. Peasants, Power and Revolution in Ukraine //
Journal of Ukrainian Studies. Summer. 1999. No. 1. Pp. 43—44. Unavailable to me
at time of writing was: V. Verstiuk (Ed.). Problemy vyvchennia istorii Ukrainskoi
revoliutsii 1917-1921 rr. Kyiv, 2002.

% Unavailable to me were several periodicals: “Problemy istorii Ukrainy XIX —
pochatku XX st., “Rozbudova derzhavy” and “Ukrainskyi selianyn. Pratsi
naukovoho-doslidnoho instytutu selianstva.”
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In a collection of 45 articles on the Central Rada, none mention the peasants
and only three deal with social issues.®

Given Ukraine's past this lacuna is understandable. But the country is
now independent. With each passing year more people become acquainted
with foreign literature and fewer remain of those who still doubt the existence
of a Ukrainian nation. Accordingly, the new generation of historians will
be more knowledgeable and less defensive. They will inevitably move
beyond political history and the national paradigm and devote more attention
to the non-national aspects of eventsin 1917-1921. Their work will pro-
vide vital raw materia for the long overdue social history of Ukraine's
revolutions.

SUMMARY

B cTathe Ha KOHKPETHBIX NPUMEPax pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS HOBBIE
HaNpaBJICHUS! B U3YYCHUU PEBOIOIMOHHBIX MPOIECCOB M COIUAIBHBIX
TIOCIIE/ICTBUH PEBOJIIOIMOHHBIX TpaHcpopmarmii B Yikpaune B 1917-1921 1.
ABTOp aHanu3upyeT ux Ha (hoHe OOHIEr0 HUCTOPUOTPAPHUECKOTO KOH-
TEKCTa, CIIOKUBLIETOCS TI0CiIe oOpeTeHHs YKpauHOW HE3aBHCHMOCTU
B 1991 r.

B uenTtpe BHUMaHUs NepBOH pabOTHI — acIEKTHl CONUATBHOW U TOJH-
THYECKOH HCTOpUM YKpauHbl B Hau. XX B.; OLEHKA YPOBHS MOIJECPIKKU
HE3aBUCHMOCTH; B3aMMOCBSI3b COLMANBHOIO paJfKaan3Ma Macc M Hauuo-
HaJbHON HE3aBHCHMOCTH.

Bropas pabora, paccmMaTrpuBaeMas B CTaTbe, MPEICTaBIAET cOOOH
OIBIT HAIlUCAHUSA PETHOHAIBHON ucTOopuu. BenbrueHko BelmenseT oc-
HOBHBIC CIIOpHBIC MOJIOKECHHSI MOHOTpaduH, CBSI3aHHBIE C MHTEpIIpe-
Tanuei MpoIeccoB MOACPHU3AINH, aJICKBATHOCTH WX CTATHCTUYECKOU
penpe3eHTalnHt, a TakKe MOJYePKUBAET HEOOXOIUMOCTh JATbHEHITHX

% V. Smolii (Ed.). Tsentralna Rada i Ukrainskyi derzhavotvorchyi protses. Kyiv,
1997. 2 vols.; Ia. Malyk. Totalitarizm v Ukrainskomu seli. Persha sproba
vprovadzhennia. Lviv, 1996; O. 1. Hanzha. Ukrainske selianstvo v period stanovlennia
totalitarnoho rezhimu. 1917-1927. Kyiv, 2000, deal only with Bolshevik rule.
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HCCIEA0BaHUM, TIOTBEPKIAIOIINX TE3UC O B3aUMOCBSI3H PErHOHAIU3AIIUN
HUMIIEpPCKON SKOHOMUKH B YKpaumHE M ycliexa HallMOHAJIbHOTO JBUKEHUSI.
[Tomo6HOTO poa HccaemOBaHMsI TOIHKHBI, IO MHCHUIO aBTOPa CTAaThH, yIU-
THIBaTh CIICHU(PHUKY MOJMUTHICCKOW OOPHOBI YKPAUHCKMX aBTOHOHOMMCTC-
KHX, OOJIBIIICBUCTCKUX, PETHOHAJILHBIX U MPOUMIIEPCKUX UHTEPECOB.

Benbruenko HamedeT BO3MOXKHBIC HAIIPABJICHUS ATbHEHIINX HCCIIE-
JIOBaHUI B CBETE COBPEMEHHBIX TCHJICHIIUN B 3aIaJIHOW UCTOPUOTPApUH,
MPU3bIBasl OTCUECTBEHHBIX YKPAUHCKUX HUCTOPUKOB BBIXOAUTH 3a y3KHUE
Mpeaensl HAlMOHATIBHOW MapaurMbl U PacCMaTpUBaTh PEBOITIOLMOHHBIE
TpaHchopMaIui CKBO3b MPHU3MY 0oJiee €eMKHUX COIHMAFHBIX M 3KOHOMHU-
YECKUX MPOIECCOB.
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