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Note on Transliteration

In the text of this book, the modified Library of Congress system is used
to transliterate Ukrainian and Russian personal names and place-names.
This system seeks to ease reading by avoiding non-English vowel com-
binations, diacritics and word endings. Consequently, initial iotated
vowels are rendered with a “y” (e.g., Yaroslav, Yurii, not laroslav,
Turii); the soft sign (») is omitted; and, in masculine personal names,
the final ‘i’ is not transliterated (thus, for example, Khmelnytsky, not
Khmel nyts kyi).

Bibliographic references, however, are rendered in the full Library of
Congress system (ligatures omitted) in order to make possible the accu-
rate reconstruction of the Cyrillic original. The ALA-LC Romanization
Tables detailing the Library of Congress transliteration of Ukrainian and
Russian are available online at www.loc.gov/catdir/cpso/roman.html.
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Introduction

For almost half a century, Ukrainian history did not exist in Ukraine as
an independent field of scholarly research or as a subject of instruction.
After the Second World War, the “history of the Ukrainian SSR” was
established as a regional subunit of the “History of the USSR.” Outside
Ukraine, its history was a subject of scholarly research and ideological
interpretation in diaspora historiography and in a few small university-
level institutions that generally found themselves on the margins of the
academic world. After 1991, public demand for accounts of Ukrainian
history arose in Ukraine and abroad: in both cases, the motives were
purely pragmatic and instrumental. In Ukraine, the overriding concern
was to legitimize the state in ideological and “scholarly” terms and pro-
vide for the civic education of the nation, which took the form of “creat-
ing Ukrainians.” Beyond the borders of the new state, interest in its his-
tory was inspired by efforts to understand and explain the current situa-
tion: thus, most Western research on Ukraine concentrates on studies in
politics, international affairs, economics, and sociology, while historical
works are generally either popular outlines or highly specialized investi-
gations.

The institutional and intellectual framework established for the study
of Ukrainian history in independent Ukraine largely reflected the practi-
cal requirements of state- and nation-building. What happened, in effect,
was a revival and state-sponsored diffusion on a mass scale of the stan-
dard “patriotic” historical scheme of a “nation reborn,” based on the
methodological canons and cognitive models of the nineteenth centu-
ry—the period in which that task was first undertaken by the Ukrainian
national movement. If Soviet historiography had been oriented toward
the goal of communism, the new telos was that of the nation.

This way of writing history, continuously supported and directed by
the various governments of Ukraine during the 1990s, came into con-
flict with prevailing cultural and political realities in Ukraine itself—its
diversity of cultures, religious denominations, languages, ethical norms,
and historical experience and memory. Attempts to nationalize history
created serious problems for the project of establishing a “civic nation.”
They also drew protests from some Ukrainian intellectuals and their for-
eign colleagues, who were dissatisfied with this ethnicizing interpreta-
tion of Ukrainian history. Even on the political level, it may be doubted

o
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whether national historiography will fulfill its avowed purpose. Georgiy
Kasianov, who discusses the reappearance of this historiography in his
introductory article, is skeptical on that score. As is apparent from other
instances in modern Central and Eastern Europe, notably those of impe-
rial Germany and interwar Poland, nationalizing and de facto ethnicizing
historiographies can arouse and deepen internal and external conflicts.

Compared to other European countries of similar size and population,
Ukraine exhibits a high degree of cultural, social, and political diversity.
Its history has been marked by a multitude and mixture of languages,
religions, and cultures. The empires that ruled Ukraine have also made a
lasting impression. In traditional national historiography, diversity has
been regarded as a problem rather than an asset. Whatever one’s attitude
to diversity, it is an essential feature of modernity, making Ukraine a
prime laboratory for the study of modern politics and culture.

Historians of Ukraine can observe and analyze in their chosen area
of study various and competing macro processes such as nation-build-
ing, class formation, and secularization (as well as de- and reseculariza-
tion). This helps explain the increasing interest in Ukraine on the part of
Western scholars who have no family roots or other ties to the country.
What adds to the fascination is that in Ukraine many of these processes
exhibit features commonly ascribed to postmodernity. They are not lin-
ear but discontinuous and driven by external factors, creating a low
degree of cultural and social homogeneity compared to other European
countries.

Without intending to essentialize the diversity of Ukraine, the editors
of this volume asked the contributors to go beyond the established nation-
al paradigm and nationalizing historiography. Problems of Ukrainian
history can usefully be presented from a transnational perspective, involv-
ing cultural transfers and processes of intercultural exchange. Contribu-
tors were also encouraged to get away from linear and longue durée
causal explanations, as well as teleology, by speculating freely about
conjunctures and contingencies, disruptions, and episodes of “lack of
history.” Instead of focusing on the traditionally dominant national units
of analysis, contributors could deal with neighborhoods or cities, groups
instead of classes, networks, new concepts of space, and so on. There
was also scope for methods rarely encountered in Ukrainian historiogra-
phy: deconstruction of grand narratives, linguistic analysis, new social
history approaches, and the like.

The term that appears best suited to characterize the articles in this
collection is “transnational history.” This concept is borrowed from a
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recent lively debate among European and American historians on ways
of overcoming the limitations of national history. It is difficult to sum-
marize the results of these debates because there is no agreement how
to define or use the term transnational. The American debate is clearly
inspired by a presentist impulse—the increasing economic, social, and
cultural exchange on a global level involving the United States. French
and German historians who have employed the term are implicitly
influenced by the process of European integration.

The “advantage” of Ukraine as a case study of the paradigm of trans-
national history is that Ukraine did not constitute a powerful nation-
state in the nineteenth and “short” twentieth centuries—a period that
advanced and institutionalized national history. Although much of the
recent nation-building literature is ethnocentric, it makes no sense to
reduce Ukrainian history to bearers of ethnic Ukrainian identity. The
history of Ukraine and of Eastern Europe in general seems to lend itself
very well to the “transnational history” approach. To offer a brief defi-
nition, in our view transnational history concentrates on the relations
between cultures and societies, deliberately eschewing concentration on
any one culture or country. It compares sending and receiving cultures,
highlighting agents of cultural exchange, and is thus oriented toward
agency. Transnational history challenges simple models of diffusion. It
studies the ways in which cultures use and appropriate cultural goods of
distant or foreign origin. The categories of “one’s own” and “the other”
are not essentialized but conceived as fluid and defined by historical
perception at a given time.

This approach, along with other fruitful methods of research or mod-
els of interpretation, dominates the first section of the volume. This the-
oretically oriented section shows present-day historiography on Ukraine
to be undergoing an experimental stage (not inappropriate to a laboratory
of postmodernity). On the one hand, there is the ongoing state-sponsored
production of traditional national history, which rests on the assumption
that Ukraine has an age-old territorial continuity and that a Ukrainian
nation has existed since time immemorial. On the other hand, there are
interpretations influenced by postmodernism that question (if only rhetor-
ically) whether Ukraine has a history at all. It remains to be seen which
tendency will prove more academically fruitful and attract the interest
of students and other readers.

This theoretical section of the volume is rooted in historiographic
debates in Ukraine and abroad. The contributors to this collection are
not, of course, the first to criticize traditional national historiography. In
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Ukraine, academic and public discontent with the traditional model first
manifested itself in 1993, when the genesis of the Ukrainian nation
became a subject of discussion, giving rise to the first intellectual duel
between “primordialists” and “modernists.” The mid-1990s witnessed a
postmodern trend in the interpretation of Ukrainian history, manifested
in Mark von Hagen’s provocative article “Does Ukraine Have a Histo-
ry?” in the Slavic Review. He has now reinterpreted his text, its recep-
tion, and his own subsequent research in a new article for this volume.

In the late 1990s and the first years of the new millennium, there
emerged an “imagined community” of historians of Ukraine who sought,
each in his own way, either to expand the framework of “national histo-
ry” or to go beyond it. Representatives of this community do not neces-
sarily agree with one another or observe a common research methodolo-
gy or interpretive canon. What unites them is the idea of going beyond
the linear, narrowly ethnic and teleological model of Ukrainian history.
The editors of this volume—Philipp Ther (European University Insti-
tute, Florence) and Georgiy Kasianov (Institute of Ukrainian History,
National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, Kyiv)—seek to acquaint
readers with the approach to Ukrainian history found in the works of
members of the above-mentioned “imagined community.” Its members
have produced not only interesting theoretical debates but also a consid-
erable amount of empirical research, as exemplified in the second part
of the volume, which is organized chronologically. The articles deal
with periods of Ukrainian history ranging from early modern times to
the nineteenth century, World War II, and the post-independence years.

Although it was not the editors’ conscious intention, what has emerged
from this project is almost an alternative reader of Ukrainian history.
We hope that it will appeal to the international academic community
and to students and specialists in Ukraine. Last but not least we would
like to thank the European University in Frankfurt/Oder in Germany for
its financial support for our endeavor and Myroslav Yurkevich for trans-
lating the articles from our Ukrainian contributors and his invaluable
assistance in editing this volume.

Kyiv and Florence, spring 2008
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“Nationalized” History: Past Continuous,
Present Perfect, Future...

Georgiy Kasianov

This essay deals with a phenomenon that I call “nationalized history,”
meaning a way of perceiving, understanding and treating the past that
requires the separation of “one’s own” history from an earlier “com-
mon” history and its construction as the history of a nation. The great
majority of the world’s states and nations have undergone the “national-
ization” of history. The history of that phenomenon, in any particular
country, coincides with the age of nationalism and the development of
national states, depending on the time when the age of nationalism
reaches its territory. In some countries, the nationalization of history
was part of the “invention of tradition,” while in others it was an ele-
ment of a so-called “national renaissance” or “national awakening.”!
Ukraine experienced the nationalization of history in two stages.
The first began in the mid-nineteenth century and reached its height in
the creation of a grand narrative, Mykhailo Hrushevsky’s History of
Ukraine-Rus’. The tradition of historical writing that emerged at this
stage persisted in Ukrainian Marxist historiography until the end of
the Second World War (when it was destroyed as a result of deliberate
actions on the part of the authorities); in diaspora historiography it
turned into a canon, a true credo. The second stage began in the late
1980s and is still continuing. It differs from the preceding one in that
it is taking place under state sponsorship and is an integral part of the
nationalization of that state. Secondly, unlike the previous stage, which
coincided with the general European phenomenon of the “invention of
tradition” and the development of nations, the present stage is unfolding
in an era of globalization, the fading of cultural boundaries, and the
large-scale aggression of international forms of mass culture. At the
same time, it bears all the characteristics of intellectual déja vu, since
it is an obvious reprise of an “unfinished modernization project” and
a means of carrying out intellectual and ideological tasks of the nine-
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teenth century; hence its rather obvious association with an ideological
and political agenda.

In Ukraine and the diaspora, the discussion about “nationalized” his-
tory, its “splendor and misery” (to use Balzac’s phrase), began as early
as 1993 at an international Ukrainian studies congress where adherents of
a perennialist vision of the history of the Ukrainian nation first clashed
with “modernists” in an open intellectual duel.2 The discussion proceed-
ed within the framework, and according to the canons, of “nationalized”
Ukrainian history.

The first serious attempt to describe the canon of “nationalized”
Ukrainian history and propose alternative variants of Ukrainian history
outside that framework was Mark von Hagen’s article “Does Ukraine
Have a History?” The discussion on the pages of the Slavic Review
showed that the American scholar was somewhat ahead of his time and
that his epistle had been understood either partially or not at all, or read
in a manner that precluded a productive exchange of views, since the
discussion proceeded in different languages, even though it was initiat-
ed in English. Two years later another American scholar, Roman Szpor-
luk, published an article proposing a new analytical dimension of the
national history of Ukraine per se.

In Ukraine, it was Yaroslav Hrytsak who first sought to broaden the
framework of nationalized history itself, but a work by Natalia Yakovenko
marked the first real and relatively successful attempt to go beyond it.
The intellectual evolution of other Ukrainian historians, associated main-
ly with the influence of the Anglo-American intellectual tradition, led
to the appearance of works that criticized the dominance of the canons
of nationalized Ukrainian history. Yet the first works directed toward a
systematic analysis of these canons and their deconstruction appeared
only in the early 2000s. This essay is a further effort to identify and sys-
tematize the basic characteristics of the nationalized Ukrainian history
of the 1990s; to describe its canon and set forth its epistemology, mythol-
ogy and rhetoric.

The nationalization of Ukrainian history proceeded simultaneously
with the gradual detachment of Ukraine from the Soviet Union; indeed,
it was an element, and to some extent a motivating force, of that detach-
ment. In Ukraine, the era of the “detachment” of Ukrainian history per se
began outside the bounds of the historical profession with addresses by
political writers and representatives of the literary and artistic intelli-
gentsia. The boom of historical and popular writing (intended mainly to
fill in “blank spots,” overcome the ideological taboos of Soviet times,
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and uncover the crimes first of Stalinism and then of the whole “Soviet
system”) began at the Soviet center. The Ukrainian SSR, to which those
political writers referred as “the reserve of stagnation,” was more a con-
sumer than a producer of muckraking publicistic writing.

The period of “stressful history” entered its Ukrainian phase in the
late 1980s: the scenario and rhetoric did not differ in any way from those
earlier observed in Moscow. The distinction lay mainly in “local partic-
ularities,” the most important of which was a tendency to “sovereignize”
national history. For example, one of the leitmotifs of the review of the
past—the condemnation of the crimes of Stalinism—trevolved mainly
around national traumas. Attention was directed at first to Soviet Ukrain-
ian figures and military men who fell victim to political repression; then
the focus shifted to the national intelligentsia (Soviet and “not quite”
Soviet); at the turn of the 1990s the famine of 1932-33 was “discov-
ered,” and it became the most prominent feature of national victimology
and mythology. All these were in the nature of transitional forms for the
ultimate detachment of Ukrainian history from its broader context. This
was a spontaneous process, to be sure, but not without its own inner
logic. The principal slogan was that of a return to “authentic” history—
an echo, to some extent, of the official ideological stereotype of “authen-
tic” or “real” socialism. The source of that “authentic” history was dis-
covered in the previously forbidden works of earlier historians that
began to appear as part of the “rehabilitation” wave of the late 1980s
and early 1990s.

It is also worth noting that the sovereignization of history (both offi-
cial and unofficial) paralleled the sovereignization of the Soviet republics
and the autonomization of the political ambitions of some members of
local party elites. It is also self-evident that this process was stimulated
by a whole series of additional factors: the attitude of part of the literary
and artistic intelligentsia, which until recently had coexisted in perfect
harmony with the establishment and had even belonged to it; the devel-
opment of political structures that were not subordinate to the ruling
party; and the gradual increase in the political power of social forces
that served to catalyze a centrifugal tendency in social attitudes.

The political and ideological situation in the Ukrainian SSR pro-
grammed a corresponding response on the part of the authorities, whose
initial purpose was to bring the centrifugal tendency under control and,
later, to exploit it in order to relegitimize themselves as a national politi-
cal elite (we are not dealing here with a political strategy but rather with
a series of spontaneous reactions dictated by the logic of events in which
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the objects of those events turned into subjects, and vice versa). This
gave rise to a situation that reminds one yet again of the irony inherent
in history: the institutional nationalization of history was undertaken on
the instructions of a party that had done everything in its power, begin-
ning in the latter half of the 1940s, to marginalize national history as
such.

In January 1989, the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Ukraine (CC CPU) adopted a resolution on the establishment of a “repub-
lican program for the development of historical research and the improve-
ment of the teaching and propaganda of the history of the Ukrainian
SSR” (for 1991-2000). It fell to the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrain-
ian SSR to carry out this instruction. The program was developed in
mid-1990 and ratified with no substantial changes by a resolution of
the Politburo of the CC CPU dated 27 July 1990.3 According to S.V.
Kulchytsky, who was responsible for organizing the development of the
program, there was no direct interference in the process by the supreme
party bodies.# That might be considered a novelty, but it was not, of
course, a matter of the party’s “democratism”; rather, the quality of this
program was entirely in keeping with its expectations. Significantly, it
was in July 1990 that the Verkhovna Rada of the Ukrainian SSR adopt-
ed the “Declaration on State Sovereignty.” All outward appearances
remained unchanged: the ideological hierarchy continued to function
according to the usual scenario. Only one nuance distinguished this
episode from previous practice: the content of the “party’s instructions”
was formulated by the individuals responsible for carrying out those
very instructions, that is, scholars of the Academy of Sciences. But
there was no reason to expect revolutionary ideas from that quarter. The
intellectual product offered by the client/producers was created by peo-
ple well versed in the nuances of the authorities’ hierarchy of values, yet
sensitive enough to respond to the needs of the moment, which were
ever more clearly being shaped both by politically active forces outside
the communist establishment and by the most politically sensitive part
of that establishment itself.

The year 1991 saw the first publication in book form dealing with
the theoretical aspects of writing national history per se: How and When
the Ukrainian Nation Began to Take Form by Valerii Smolii and Olek-
sandr Hurzhii.> In methodological terms, the work was entirely in keep-
ing with the spirit of the ideological and cognitive canon of that day: the
history of the nation was presented in the framework of the class approach
and the traditional “formational teleology,” with “nationality” assigned
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to the feudal formation and the process of nation formation attributed to
the era of transition from feudalism to capitalism. It might be said that
using the expression “Ukrainian nation” in a book title—and an official
academic publication at that—was a dubious step. But the above-men-
tioned methodology saved the day: under its cover the dubious subject
took on a politically correct appearance, especially as the appropriate
conditions had already been created at the highest level.

In any event, the trend toward the full-scale nationalization of Ukrain-
ian history had not yet attained complete legitimacy, mainly because of
the attitude of the authorities, whose autonomist ambitions had not yet
turned into a clear line of conduct, and who were still seeking ways to
gain control of the situation.

The year 1991 became the turning point. If until then there were ide-
ological contradictions between the efforts of the politically active mass-
es and part of the intelligentsia to nationalize the history of Ukraine
and attempts to organize that process so as to make it acceptable to the
“upper crust,” those contradictions disappeared after 24 August 1991.
Nationalized history began to fulfill important instrumental functions:
legitimize the newly established state and its attendant elite; establish
territorial and chronological conceptions of the Ukrainian nation; and
confirm the appropriateness of that nation’s existence as a legal succes-
sor in the consciousness of its citizens and neighbors alike. As these
functions were fulfilled, a normative historiography began to take shape,
that is to say, the intellectual product of the sector of historical studies
that established and continues to establish the historiographic canon; is
supported morally, politically, and materially by the state; and services
the official ideology, or, as in the Ukrainian case, its simulacrum. Nor-
mative historiography began to function wholly within the framework
of the particular intellectual tradition established in Ukraine as early
as the turn of the twentieth century. And that was perfectly natural, for
the classic “unfinished project of modernity” undertaken at that time—
nation formation—would have to be completed at the turn of the twenty-
first century.

The Intellectual Context

The monopoly of centralized state bodies on the formation of the national
version of Ukrainian history was challenged at the beginning of the
1990s. It was probably the book Ukraine: A History® by Professor Orest
Subtelny of York University (Toronto, Canada) that first presented nation-
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alized history on an intellectual level appropriate for consumers. This
popular survey, written in English for a readership that knew next to
nothing about Ukraine, suddenly became a historical bestseller in Ukraine
itself—a development by which the author himself was quite taken
aback (the survey was published three times in Ukrainian and once in
Russian). With lightning speed, the work gained popularity and became
something of an ersatz textbook in high schools and higher educational
institutions, not only because of market conditions (the demand for gen-
eral Ukrainian history courses was tremendous) but also because of the
author’s fluent and lively exposition and his fairly balanced assessment
of certain controversial problems that Soviet historiography had either
passed over in silence or interpreted tendentiously. The book was taken
as a revelation not only by its mass audience but also by professionals;
some went so far as to cite it as a source. Paradoxically, much of the
book was based mainly on material presented in other general surveys,
especially those of Dmytro Doroshenko and Natalia Polonska-Vasylenko;
for that very reason, it could serve as a good example of a properly revised,
“civilized” national historical project free of excessive patriotic zeal.

In any case, Subtelny’s book indicated the rather attractive prospects
for “historical syntheses” in the sphere of national history and became
something of a challenge to official historical scholarship, which was
in the throes of a deep institutional crisis and thus unable to produce a
work of similar scope. It is safe to say that the first surveys written by
historians employed in state research institutions were responses to the
“Subtelnization” of Ukraine’s historiographic space. In particular, the
two-volume History of Ukraine: A New Vision,” written collectively at
the Institute of Ukrainian History, National Academy of Sciences of
Ukraine, was unofficially regarded as a “response to Subtelny” (given
the intellectual biography of some of its authors, wits promptly renamed
it “A New Apology” [nove vybachennia, punning on the original nove
bachennial). S.V. Kulchytsky made an interesting remark on the schol-
arly and social importance of this work: in his opinion, its one-volume
reprint “left Subtelny’s textbook (completely devoid of archival sources)
no prospects whatever.” This was doubtless something of an exaggera-
tion: Subtelny’s book has retained its high reputation among students
and some teachers; A New Vision surpasses it in press runs and print
quality, but certainly not in use of archival sources, to say nothing of the
fact that there are no serious conceptual differences between the two
works—both serve to promote the national historical project. (That Sub-
telny’s work has become not only a hugely influential object of imita-
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tion for many Ukrainian scholars but also something of a model in the
development of approaches and formulations is a subject that we shall
not pursue beyond these parentheses.) Nor should it be forgotten that
Subtelny’s book, which was also written on the basis of works by pres-
ent-day Western students of Ukrainian history, served as perhaps the
first bridge to those works, as well as to corresponding terminology and
structuring of historical material. It is safe to say, for example, that the
concept of modernization (whatever the author’s treatment of it)—one
of Subtelny’s main “framing” motifs—was first introduced to Ukraine
by his textbook, the one with “no prospects whatever.” That concept is
now part of “textbook” history.

After that, the shelf of writings in Ukrainian studies by foreign authors
began to expand quickly: works by Zenon Kohut, Frank Sysyn, Bohdan
Krawchenko, Roman Szporluk, George Grabowicz and others appeared
in translation. It is safe to say that they had considerable influence on
the intellectually aware members of the profession, mainly because of
their way of thinking and writing, use of terminology, and professional
scrupulousness. Paradoxically, they also contributed to the “nationaliza-
tion” of Ukrainian history, endowing that process with greater intellec-
tual subtlety. In this regard, a special place should probably be reserved
for Ivan Lysiak-Rudnytsky, who was—to some extent and in his own
time—an intellectual guru for many of the above-mentioned diaspora
scholars and posthumously became one of the most frequently cited and
respected authors in Ukraine. Interestingly, Lysiak-Rudnytsky’s concept
of the development of the Ukrainian nation, with its stress on continuity
in the sphere of ethnicity (the people as the element of continuity) and
recognition of discontinuity in politics (statehood), laid the basis for a
moderate version of nationalized Ukrainian history. At the same time,
it should be recognized that the works of the above-mentioned authors
played an important preparatory role in the revision of the standard
national-patriotic historical schema, and some of those authors actively
initiated that revision.

No less important an intellectual factor in the structured “national-
ization” of Ukrainian history was the republication of the “classics”
of prerevolutionary and émigré historiography. Reissues of particular
works and excerpts from the writings of Mykhailo Hrushevsky had
already begun to appear by the late 1980s. Reprints of his works were
issued in the early 1990s; here, too, it is interesting that the first to
appear were popular works written for the “general reader.” The works
of Dmytro Doroshenko (usually classified as a representative of the so-
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called statist current of Ukrainian historiography) and Natalia Polonska-
Vasylenko were reissued at the same time. This was followed by the
republication of more fundamental works; most notably, the reissue of
Hrushevsky’s History of Ukraine-Rus’ was completed in 1997. All these
works, written in the spirit of classic patriotic historiography, were received
by the broader public and the professional community as a return to
“authentic” history. Along with them, analogous ways of thinking, ter-
minology, and analytical structures gained academic currency; owing to
the above-mentioned charisma of “authenticity,” these were also initial-
ly given a fairly uncritical reception.

In fairly short order, this process went on to the stage of canonization
of “authentic” history, and here Mykhailo Hrushevsky’s work unques-
tionably led the way. The return of his work to Ukraine (after decades
of tacit prohibition) was triumphal indeed. On the one hand, he became
persona grata to the new authorities, who were genuinely seeking heroes
for the national pantheon, for which Hrushevsky seemed an excellent
candidate: a political and governmental figure, one of the founders of
the Ukrainian state of 1917-20, and to some extent a victim of the pre-
vious regime. On the other hand, his colossal scholarly legacy, together
with the pleasing image of a “prerevolutionary intellectual,” were deemed
appropriate by most intellectuals seeking respectable orientations and
models. All these aspirations were realized in a fairly standard meta-
morphosis: Hrushevsky’s portrait appeared in state educational institu-
tions (where portraits of Vladimir Lenin and Karl Marx had previously
hung); monuments to him were built in Kyiv and Lviv; his works became
canonical; and references to him as an undoubted authority, a “founda-
tion,” the “point of departure” of one’s own thinking became something
of a norm for present-day Ukrainian historians, no matter that this “foun-
dation” had been established a century ago. The most recent example is
the above-mentioned collective work edited by Valerii Smolii and Olek-
sandr Hurzhii (2002 edition), which enjoys official canonical status. In
the introduction, Smolii notes: “The authors have worked out their own
approaches to the periodization of historical processes, the establish-
ment of authentic relations of cause and effect between events, and
evaluations of historical figures. These approaches are based on the firm
foundation of Ukrainian historiography of the late nineteenth century
and the first third of the twentieth, above all on the works of Mykhailo
Hrushevsky.”8

Thus the purely institutional factors promoting the nationalization of
history were supplemented by intellectual ones: the return of “émigré”
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historians, the rehabilitation and canonization of previously forbidden
“classics,” and the intellectual repatriation of Western scholars of
Ukrainian origin. All this contributed both to the strengthening of nor-
mative historiography, which took a rather selective approach to this
whole legacy, and to the stabilization of the historiographic canon.

The Canon: Basic Parameters

Let us attempt to establish the basic parameters of the canonical scheme
now practiced in normative historiography with greater or lesser varia-
tions and even occasional “deviations.” The preceding reflections may
lend themselves to a somewhat simplified notion of a canon supposedly
formulated and propagated only by ideologically committed historians
who carry out service functions for ideological structures, or by profes-
sionals inspired by enthusiasm for patriotic enlightenment, or by those
who consider Ukrainian history a convenient and necessary didactic
instrument for implanting Ukrainian patriotism into mass conscious-
ness. The reality is of course far more complex. Those who pursue their
research in the framework of normative historiography include fairly
high-quality professionals who are aware of other approaches and value
them but nevertheless prefer to adhere to traditional schemas and seek
ways of adapting them to contemporary requirements or defend their
intellectual capacity (for example, the Lviv historians Yaroslav Dashkevych
and Yaroslav Isaievych).

Naturally, such attitudes may be provoked by distaste for intellectual
fashion, especially by reaction to the import of previously unknown,
misinterpreted and quite often misspelled terminology and methodolo-
gy, or by simple lack of interest, or, indeed, by personal preference. In
any case, it is unfair to depict representatives of normative historiogra-
phy as some kind of monolithic legion of professional obscurantism or
methodological backwardness.

As noted earlier, the fundamental features of the historiographic canon
took shape at the turn of the twentieth century on the basis of mixed tra-
ditions of romanticism (the identification of the people as the basic sub-
ject of national history per se) and positivism as the basic approach to
the subject. In historiographic jargon that line was given the name of
“populist” historiography or “the Hrushevsky school.” During the early
decades of the twentieth century this canon was supplemented in some
measure by the so-called statist school (whose founder is traditionally
considered to be Viacheslav Lypynsky), which stressed the role of elites
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and the state factor in nation formation. In diaspora historiography these
two orientations were cultivated as distinct schools, although there was
no difference between them in principle—both promoted the realization
of the “national project” and did not so much contradict as supplement
each other within the framework of the national-patriotic canon. The
return to “authentic” history at the turn of the 1990s led to the reincar-
nation of this approach and gave it active academic currency.

Let us attempt to define the basic features of this canon. Above all, it
is basically teleological. The goal—the formation of a nation and a
state—is identified with the cause, generating the idea that the Ukrain-
ian nation and state arose naturally and were “objectively determined”
or programmed. They arose because they were supposed to arise. This
kind of causality manifests itself in clear-cut cognitive schemas, devia-
tion from which is regarded as lack of patriotism at worst and method-
ological imperfection at best. It is worth noting that the tendency to con-
struct linear teleological schemes within the framework of the national
narrative is determined not only by ideological demand and the legit-
imization syndrome, or by a simple return to the cognitive and descrip-
tive schemas of the turn of the twentieth century, but also by the wholly
painless adaptation of ways of thinking and writing implanted in the
consciousness of historians during the Soviet period. The transition
from the teleology of socio-economic formations and class struggle to
the teleology of the eternal existence of the nation and its struggle for
that existence passed almost unnoticed and is unlikely to have become
an object of reflection for the great majority of those who are “restoring
historical justice.”

This kind of teleology is impossible without essentialism: the Ukrain-
ian nation (in its various hypostases) is defined as a constantly (actually
or potentially) present community that needs only to be properly identi-
fied and characterized with the aid of a well-chosen set of cognitive instru-
ments. As a result, categories of ideological or political practice very
easily take on scholarly analytical status, and the distinction between
scholarship and ideology disappears, which does not, in principle, disturb
the supporters and adepts of nationalized history. The outstanding exam-
ple here is the category of “national renaissance,” which has fulfilled
various ideological functions and continues to do so, even as it remains
quite legitimately on the list of scholarly concepts. In this case, a ration-
al explanation of “national renaissance” is conceivable and possible,
but it inevitably remains secondary and subordinate to the metaphor—
essentially irrational but extraordinarily potent—that asserts the exis-
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tence and presence of a transcendent, timeless “nation.” In periods of
statelessness this is a “nation in itself,” a Sleeping Beauty; when hand-
some princes arrive in the persons of bearded historians, philologists,
ethnographers and others, it awakens and becomes a nation “for itself”;
a felicitous period of statehood begins, and the vexatious need to assert
its right of existence disappears. Such a worldview contains an element
of the given. It is not the nation’s existence that requires explanation but
cases in which the nation gives no sign of life (in general, or in certain
historical periods). This explanation is intended mainly for oneself. There
are also explanations for others—arguments deployed in the struggle
with those who question the eternal presence of a given nation (even as
a project) in history and in the present.

There is an element of overpowering intellectual inertia in all this.
The repetition of a scenario duplicated dozens, hundreds, and thousands
of times in political writings, textbooks, scholarly works, and fiction
creates an aura of self-evidence and naturalness in spite of its obvious
banality.

Another basic feature of the canon of nationalized history is its eth-
nocentricity, which readily turns into egocentricity. Since its principal
subject is the Ukrainian people, and, according to the corresponding
intellectual tradition, the “Ukrainian people” is a particular ethnos or
group of culturally, linguistically and even genetically related ethnoses
and subethnoses, it is clear that national history is concerned above all
with the transformation of this people and ethnos into a nation. A char-
acteristic feature in this regard is the identification of the concept of the
“Ukrainian people” with that of the “Ukrainian nation.”

This gives rise to another important feature of nationalized history: its
claim to ethnic exclusivity. The history of Ukraine is the history of eth-
nic Ukrainians. A number of approaches are possible here. The coarsest
of them consists in ignoring the presence of other ethnoses or nations in
what was actually a common space and time; the denial of a whole sys-
tem of mutual cultural, psychological, political, and economic influences;
and the refusal of the right of other nations to exist “inside” Ukrainian
nationalized history. A variant of this approach recognizes the presence
of other peoples (ethnoses) in nationalized history as a background
required to reinforce and structure the history of one’s own nation.
Mention must also be made of claims to the particularly tragic and sac-
rificial character of Ukrainian history—an extreme and rather superfi-
cial variant of exclusivity.
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Finally, one of the most prominent elements of the canon is the lin-
earity and absolutization of the historical continuity of the “ethnos-
people-nation.” The outstanding example is the well-known “metamor-
phosis” of Ukrainian history as it makes its way through various schemes
of periodization. Although this construction is well known, it is worth
considering once again in order to make the argument complete: first
we have the presence of autochthonous tribes since prehistoric times
(Trypilian culture);® this is followed by the age of the early Slavs; the
beginnings of statehood; the development of statehood and political
consolidation in the times of Kyivan Rus’; the torch is passed to the
Principality of Galicia-Volhynia; there follows the Polish-Lithuanian
era, with its separate ethnoconfessional status; the Cossack era and sev-
enteenth-century statehood; the Hetmanate and limited autonomy; the
decline of the Hetmanate, with compensation in the form of cultural and
territorial patriotism, as well as the “national renaissance”; the apogee
of the latter in the Revolution of 1917-21 (here the names vary, from
the wholly ideological “liberation struggle” or “national revolution”
to the more neutral “Ukrainian Revolution”). Unity is then somewhat
infringed, but not radically. Some consider the Soviet period and Soviet
Ukrainian statehood a break in continuity (successfully compensated by
the existence of a national-liberation movement in a variety of manifes-
tations, which, to be sure, also underwent a “metamorphosis” from one
form to another). Others think of Soviet Ukrainian statehood as an ele-
ment of continuity, as recently manifested with particular acuteness
by the peculiar jubilee (eighty-fifth birth anniversary) of Volodymyr
Shcherbytsky.!0 Finally, 1991 becomes the crown of a “thousand-year
history.” This is the point at which the “non-historic” nation finally turns
into a “historical” one and history is activized in reverse—the existence
of a state in the present begins to call for something similar in the past.

A necessary element of the canon is a national historical myth, that
is, an array or system of notions about the national past and definitive
socially significant historical symbols that possess stable moral and
political value and constitute an essential normative element of national
identity. Given the preceding considerations, this myth may be assumed
to be ethnocentric by definition; once again, it displays a number of
birthmarks common to all the historical myths of formerly “non-histori-
cal” nations that begin to assert themselves as “historical.” (Let us note
parenthetically that the corresponding myths of “historical”” nations pos-
sess the same features, the only difference being that they have already
been taken “out of the framework” of professional historiography and
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introduced as part of “textbook” history in the schools. Indeed, given
the process of European integration, particular “exclusivist” elements
of that myth are already being eliminated in order to promote “integra-
tionist” components of mass consciousness. This applies particularly to
the “European character” of Ukraine, an important element of the myth
of its civilizational allegiance.) But this refashioning or reorientation of
the myth is not working, as the idea of Ukraine’s “European character”
has no resonance among much of the population of eastern and southern
Ukraine.

The mythological repertoire of nationalized Ukrainian history is a
fairly standard one for Eastern Europe: here we find the myth of the civ-
ilizational barrier between East and West, the myth of ancient origins
(again featuring the Trypilians), the myth of “historical firsts” with regard
to major events and processes (let us mention at least the very agreeable
but groundless myth about Pylyp Orlyk as the author of the first consti-
tution in Europe, or exclusivist claims to the legacy of Kyivan Rus’), the
myth of distinctive Ukrainian social characteristics (especially innate
democratism), the myth of unbroken (continuous) Ukrainian settlement
within a particular habitat, and so on.

To be sure, in speaking of the Ukrainian national historical myth one
should not consider it fully formed or, most importantly, functional.
However paradoxical it may seem, this myth remains quite amorphous
despite certain distinct and stable features. The myths created in nine-
teenth-century grand narratives cannot simply be reinstalled in histori-
ography and mass consciousness, if only because the geographic con-
figuration of contemporary Ukraine does not allow it. Since the ethno-
national myth is an element of exclusivist history intended to fulfill
mainly ideological functions, it is difficult to address it to and impose it
on a considerable part of the population, even within the Ukrainian eth-
nic community. For instance, the Cossack myth does not have powerful
emotional resonance in the western regions of Ukraine, while the heroic
myth of the nationalist movement and the armed struggle of the Ukrain-
ian Insurgent Army during the Second World War, which is particularly
important in western Ukraine, is actively rejected in the east. Let us add
to this the presence and continued functioning in intellectual space of the
remains of Soviet intellectual mythology and the introduction of new,
confrontational myths associated with the struggle against that Soviet
mythology. These include the myth imported from the diaspora and then
reconstructed in Ukraine of the deliberately anti-Ukrainian “ethnocidal”
policy of the Soviet state and the powerful related thematic line of the
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famines and repressive policies of the 1920s—40s. This myth (whatever
the real grounds for it that can be found in the past) also serves as a
powerful explanatory tool in current political debates and collective
memory construction: political, economic and cultural problems are
often explained as an outcome of human losses suffered by the Ukrain-
ian people during the Soviet period.

Mention may also be made in this context of the problem of creating
a national pantheon. It is almost impossible to establish a group of “all-
Ukrainian” figures while remaining within the canon of nationalized
history and ethnic exclusivity. Taras Shevchenko, Lesia Ukrainka and
Bohdan Khmelnytsky may, after all, be accepted by most of the popula-
tion as symbols representative of the whole society (not only because
of their “universality” but also because they belonged to the Soviet
pantheon). But the figures of Ivan Mazepa, Stepan Bandera, or even
Mykhailo Hrushevsky lack such broad appeal, not only because they
belong mainly to nationalized history, but also because of the inertia of
the selfsame Soviet mythology. Thus the inability of nationalized histo-
ry to create a fully functional “all-Ukrainian pantheon” as part of an
integrative civic mythology considerably undermines the realization of
the very task of creating an imagined civic nation.

The rhetoric of nationalized history and, generally, its discursive prac-
tice as such deserves particular attention. Its manner of speaking, which
necessarily reveals its world view and way of thinking, gives rise to a
rather undemanding cognitive and categorical space in which breathing
is very easy—that air, which consists of almost pure oxygen with a min-
imum of foreign elements, induces a euphoria of recognition and rela-
tion. It suffices to master a few standard concepts and categories (from
“national renaissance,” “instinct for statehood” and “national wisdom”
to “the people’s state-forming potential”) that can be used to encompass
and characterize anything, any kind of “history.”

This way of speaking also highlights confrontation and drama: nation-
alized history consists entirely of the nation’s struggle for survival and
its contest with internal and external enemies; it is constantly “othering”
neighbors to produce a black-and-white high-contrast world. Closely
related to this is another important feature of the linguistic practices of
nationalized history—what Mark von Hagen aptly termed “lacrimogen-
esis.” Fetishizing the “long-suffering people”; emphasizing its losses (and
consciously or unconsciously exaggerating them); intensifying the emo-
tional stress associated with certain terrible facts and events; attempting
to explain present-day failures by invoking large-scale “genetic losses,”
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“elite betrayals,” and “perfidious enemies”; the frequent use of invec-
tive and adjectives such as “terrible,” “frightful,” “murderous,” “hos-
tile,” and “mortal”’; as well as nouns like “terror,” “losses,” “treason,”
“perdition,” and so on—all these are the first and most obvious charac-
teristics of the classic canon of nationalized history.

No less definite a characteristic of this canon is the preponderance of
metaphors over clear and substantial scholarly definitions. The concepts
and categories with which the historian operates in this case require no
explanation: there is an informal consensus on their content and appro-
priateness to the canon. In the pages of canonical works of nationalized
history the reader will find no elaborate specifications: concepts and
categories are completely self-sufficient and self-evident, nor is there any
chance of misinterpretation, for everyone writes according to the same
model. As for figurative language, it is most glaringly apparent in the
excess of anthropomorphisms. In this discourse Ukraine “wishes,” “is
able,” “suffers,” “strives,” “struggles,” “aspires,” “wins”; it is “oppressed,”
“plundered,” and “exploited.” It is a living being with its own emotions,
diseases and conflicts—and in this regard it is highly tempting to draw
parallels with the basic outlook of organic nationalism, for which the
nation is also a living entity.

Finally, it is worth mentioning the obvious overload of archaisms in
the language of this canon. The best-known example is the application
of terminology from the modern era to premodern and early modern
times and the archaization of related phenomena. Writers working in
this mode point out that in the seventeenth century Ukrainian peasants
were already nationalists; that Cossacks had already laid the foundations
of a farming economy; that Bohdan Khmelnytsky introduced a balanced
budget and created a presidential form of government; that elements of
civil society were established on those territories, and so on.!!

Naturally, we are concerned first and foremost with general typical
characteristics of the method and language of nationalized history, in
which gradations from radical to moderate are entirely possible. The
point here is not to draw up a list of “mortal sins” but to take a fairly
detached view; not to make accusations of “backwardness” but to estab-
lish facts and render a diagnosis.

Nationalized history is a perfectly legitimate intellectual product both
from the viewpoint of public demand and because of the need to “catch
up” or “fill in a gap.” Although it means falling into the sin of function-
alism, one should admit that this kind of history does indeed fulfill an
important social function associated with legitimizing the presence of a
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certain nation in space and, no less important, in time. The problem is
not so much nationalized history itself, with its rather archaic cognitive
and classifying apparatus, its orientation on satisfying ideological demand,
and its intellectual hermeticism (for it is entirely self-sufficient). The
problem lies, rather, in its extensive mass self-replication, which creates
conditions uncongenial to the diversification of intellectual space and to
the establishment and existence of other versions of both nationalized
history and national histories in the framework of Ukrainian history,
to say nothing of the possibility of creating transnational histories of
Ukraine. Solving this problem is a serious intellectual challenge to
Ukrainian historians.
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I Both phenomena have received accurate and in-depth treatment in works
that have become classics: Miroslav Hroch, Social Preconditions of Nation-
al Revival in Europe: A Comparative Analysis of the Social Composition of
Patriotic Groups among the Smaller European Nations (Cambridge, 1985);
Eric Hobsbawn and Terence Ranger, eds., The Invention of Tradition (Cam-
bridge, 1983).

2 See Formuvannia ukrains'koi natsii: istoriia ta interpretatsii (Lviv, 1995).

3 See “U TsK Kompartii Ukrainy. Formuvaty istorychnu svidomist’,” Radi-
ans'ka Ukraina, 3 February 1989.

4 Interview with Stanislav Kulchytsky, deputy director, Institute of Ukrainian
History, National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, 19 May 2005.

5 V.A. Smolii and O.1. Hurzhii, lak i koly pochala formuvatysia ukrains’ka
natsiia (Kyiv, 1991).

6 Orest Subtelny, Ukraine: A History (Toronto, 1988; 3d ed., 2000). The vol-
ume was translated into Ukrainian and Russian and reprinted no less than
three times, with an overall circulation of no less than nine hundred thou-
sand copies.

7 Istoriia Ukrainy. Nove bachennia, 2 vols., ed. V.A. Smolii (Kyiv, 1996). An
updated one-volume version of the book appeared in 1999 and was reprinted
in 2002 with the financial support of the state. It has become one of the most
popular textbooks in institutions of higher learning, especially for the stan-
dard course on Ukrainian history obligatory for incoming students at all
higher educational institutions.

8 Istoriia Ukrainy. Navchal'nyi posibnyk (Kyiv, 2002), p. 6.

9 President Viktor Yushchenko’s innocent enthusiasm for the artifacts of Try-
pilian culture stands a perfectly good chance of legitimizing the “Trypilian
syndrome” of nationalized history. If realized, plans for establishing a spe-
cial museum complex dedicated to the subject under his supreme patronage
will be an undoubted triumph of nationalized history. In that case, Ukraini-
ans will have a chance to become one of the most ancient peoples in the
world...

10 See the rather outspoken considerations on this subject: M. Riabchuk,
“Znakuvannia politychnoho prostoru,” Krytyka, 2003, no. 5: 4-9; Tu. Shapo-
val, “Dialektyka derzhavnoho poshanuvannia,” ibid., pp. 9—11.

IT A real treasury of such pearls is the brochure issued by the National Insti-
tute of Strategic Studies attached to the administration of the president of
Ukraine, Pereiaslavs’ka uhoda 1654 roku: istorychni uroky dlia ukrains'koho
narodu (Kyiv, 2004).
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Revisiting the Histories of Ukraine

Mark von Hagen

In a conversation a few years ago in Kyiv with a fashionable art gallery
owner, | was challenged to state what I thought made Ukrainian history
distinctive and interesting.

Before long I found myself refuting her notion that these distinctions
were “primal” and somehow based in the genetic material of contempo-
rary Ukrainians. This primordial reading of Ukrainian nationality is
something that we scholars working in the postmodern paradigms find
difficult to bear,! but I also have to acknowledge that I achieved next to
nothing in destabilizing this Ukrainian woman’s firm conviction of her
nation’s genetic superiority to others, especially the Russians. (In char-
acteristically ironic fashion, this very conversation occurred in Russian,
although both the art gallery owner and I had begun our acquaintance in
Ukrainian; the Russian language was necessary to accommodate two of
our fellow discussants/listeners who only knew Russian, one a German
and the second an American NGO representative in Kyiv!)2

Still, even as I was arguing against such notions of biological differ-
ence and uniqueness, I also realized that my own approach to Ukrainian
history had nonetheless been shaped by efforts to consider what has made
it the way it is and has been over the centuries in which Ukraine has
been conceivable. The question of what made Ukrainian history “Ukrain-
ian” was no doubt behind my provocative essay title of a few years
back, “Does Ukraine Have a History?3 After all, I came to Ukrainian
history (and the language) from years of work in Russian history and
language and some background in Polish history and language (as well
as graduate-school work in modern European history, defined as West
European and mostly German, French, and British), so I have been
comparing the history of Ukraine with at least those several traditions
from the start.4
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But my comparativist inclinations regarding Ukraine have even ear-
lier roots. When I paid my first visit to the city that I knew as Kiev in
1975, it impressed me as a very Russian metropolis, a very Orthodox
Christian one by its historical culture, and thereby linked in complicated
ways to Russia itself. I was in the Soviet Union to study the Russian
language that summer (at Leningrad State University’s department of
Russian language for foreigners). Kiev was the last stop on our itinerary
after six weeks of study in Leningrad, followed by a week in Moscow
and a few days in Tbilisi, Georgia. That summer we had also visited
Novgorod and Tallinn, so my comparative approach to Ukraine was
already widely cast. Tallinn and Tbilisi seemed to me to be more differ-
ent from Kiev than Novgorod or Moscow. But I did not give a great deal
of thought to developing this comparative framework until later years.

After earning a reputation as a moderately competent historian of
Russia—more specifically, the early Soviet period—I came to feel that
my background and training had left me unprepared to understand the
Soviet Union as a multinational state—this several years before the end
of the USSR. My first venture was in Turkic studies, but after two years
of studying modern Turkish, I realized that I needed not just a few years
but probably another lifetime to master the languages of the Turkic peo-
ples of the Russian Empire and the Soviet Union. While I read widely
in the histories of the Ottoman Empire and the Turko-Muslim peoples
of the Russian Empire, I came upon an ultimately more sensible option,
Ukraine and the Ukrainian nation. After all, Ukraine was the most popu-
lous republic after Russia, and Ukrainians the largest nation in the Sovi-
et Union, after the ethnic Russians. It also became clear that for a mili-
tary historian (even—perhaps especially—one like myself, who is more
a historian of armies and soldiers, and the social and cultural conse-
quences of war than the more conventional guns-and-battles specialists)
Ukraine was a veritable laboratory of international and civil wars and
other violent conflicts that promised some exciting findings. Incorrectly
assuming that Ukrainian would come naturally to me after Russian and
Polish, I began reading in the voluminous historiography of modern
Ukraine, mostly from diaspora historians and their students. I was per-
suaded that there was still room for a sympathetic if critical outsider
to make some contribution to this volatile field, especially given the
prospects of greatly expanded archival access after 1989 and the oppor-
tunities for Ukrainian historians themselves to revise, if not abandon,
the more and more discredited Soviet paradigm.

Perhaps my focus on conflict and battles helped shape my under-
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standing of the field of Ukrainian history as well. One of the things I
learned from my first foray into Ukrainian studies, the “Does Ukraine
Have a History?” essay, was how contested the intellectual and political
stakes have been in Ukrainian history;> this is still true, and in some
ways even more true, since the latest independence proclamation in
1991.6 1 felt that I was suspected in the Ukrainian-history community of
acting as a Russian imperialist wolf in Ukrainian national sheep’s wool
and that I had to prove my worth as a Ukrainist—a position, by the way,
with which I myself agreed, since I was quickly daunted by how much
literature there was to master. But “proving my worth” often translated
into a tacit demand to agree with a given historian’s view of Ukraine’s
past and present, and here I found fewer allies at home and in Ukraine.
I should say at once, however, that most Ukrainian historians welcomed
me as one who had come to appreciate something (not always clear
to them) in “their” history, even if my views were still “immature” or
“underdeveloped,” that is, not informed by years of grappling with the
central issues of modern Ukrainian history.

Another important context of my continual reflection on Ukraine’s
history is my involvement in the late-twentieth-century profession of
area studies, especially the challenges on the part of presentists and
globalists to models derived from local knowledge. In the course of
articulating why I believed that time and place were important “vari-
ables” in explaining the world, I realized that Ukraine, once again, was
a marvelous case study precisely of the geographical and chronological
determinants of social and political life. The now discredited former
president of Ukraine, Leonid Kuchma, wrote a book, Ukraine is not
Russia’ (or had it ghost-written, according to most accounts), that prob-
ably garnered little more than further contempt from his intended Rus-
sian audience, but he was onto something in which all of us in the field
have some stake, namely, demonstrating that place (and time) matters.

Mainstream Russian attitudes seem to have changed little after more
than a dozen years of Ukraine’s independence: Vladimir Putin’s pro-
nouncements during the hotly contested 2004 Ukrainian presidential
elections included a comparison of Ukraine and Russia to East and West
Germany!® Meanwhile, Russian academic institutions and some politi-
cians on the liberal-centrist part of the Russian spectrum have a more
informed perspective. During the Orange “revolution” events, Russian
liberals and democrats distanced themselves from their president and
his team of political technologists.? Ukrainian language and history are
taught at Moscow State University; St. Petersburg State University has
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hired one of the best young Russian scholars in Ukrainian history, Tatiana
Yakovleva, a specialist on the Cossack Hetmanate (she directs the Cen-
ter for Ukrainian Studies).!0 The Russian Academy of Sciences’ Institute
of Slavic Studies has an active Ukrainian (and Belarusian) section con-
sisting largely of historians, headed by Leonid Gorizontov; they recent-
ly published the second of what is projected to be a yearly collection of
Ukrainian and Belarusian studies.!! Despite the relatively hostile atti-
tude of the institute’s former director, Vladimir Volkov, toward Ukraine
and its independence, he appears to have tolerated or at least not banned
serious scholarly interest in its history and culture.!2 All these Russian
developments can also be viewed in the broader context of scholarship
on imperial and Soviet history, which is more and more readily (and
even occasionally critically) acknowledging the multinational and impe-
rial aspects of that past.!3

Elsewhere, outside North America (importantly, Canada and the Unit-
ed States), the community closest to me geographically and therefore
the subject of most of this essay, Britain, has been establishing chairs in
Ukrainian studies at several universities, but these have tended to favor
specialists in contemporary Ukraine. Social scientists (at least in politi-
cal science, anthropology, and sociology)!#4 have embraced (present-day)
Ukraine more easily than specialists in the traditional humanities disci-
plines, especially history and literature, who find it difficult to acknowl-
edge a Ukrainian past or an autonomous Ukrainian culture. Italy has been
more comfortable with Ukraine’s past, though East European studies
generally are not well funded and institutionalized there.!5 In France
since the retirement of Daniel Beauvois there has not been a major schol-
ar working on Ukrainian topics.!® German-language scholarship has
been the most actively invested of “old Europe,”!” where interest in
Ukraine has a longer history dating back to the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, but the new scholarship is also a product of Ger-
many’s (and, to a lesser degree, Austria’s) coming to terms with its own
tortured modern history, the so-called Vergangenheitsbewdltigung and
the resulting Historikerstreit. Although those debates centered on the
behavior of Germany and Germans during World War II,!8 they also
touched on broader issues of German imperial thinking and policy,
especially in the Wilhelmine period and World War 1.19 Indeed, a popu-
lar model of Ukraine’s integration into contemporary European struc-
tures is Habsburg rule over Austrian Galicia or some modern version of
Austro-Marxism. German-language scholarship is particularly strong on
the former Habsburg lands of Galicia and Bukovyna.20
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Perhaps the most important and still somewhat surprising change
in Ukraine’s status in the larger world has been the dramatic change in
Polish attitudes. Decades-long debates in émigré Polish and Ukrainian
journals prepared the ground for a historic turnaround in Polish attitudes
such that in Poland today,?! former president Aleksander Kwasniewski,
his foreign minister, and former president Lech Walesa have been com-
peting for the position of most fervent non-Ukrainian advocates of
Ukraine’s admission to the European Union and NATO. (The largest
national association for Ukrainian studies after the Ukrainians’ own is
the Polish one; Polish universities have been very active and innovative
in the revival of Ukrainian studies since independence, but the roots go
back further.)?2 As Ukraine’s contemporary literature is rapidly being
translated into Polish,23 Ukraine’s identity problems are subjected to fas-
cinating analysis.2* Works on Ukrainian history are also widely avail-
able in modern Poland and figure as a topic of public discussion.

What about Ukrainian history—and the context of Ukrainian studies
more broadly—in Ukraine itself? The last dozen years have seen a good
part of the Ukrainian historians’ scholarly community integrated to vari-
ous degrees into a number of international forms of collaboration and
production. Established historians have had virtually unlimited opportu-
nities for travel and research abroad; many of them are having their work
translated into major European research languages and their essays
included in authoritative collections.?5 Younger historians are not only
getting their newest work published abroad or in Ukraine with interna-
tional support but are also frequently teaching abroad2¢ and, in some
cases, getting training in Western universities and pursuing careers out-
side Ukraine.2” These scholars, who are able and eager to maintain con-
tacts with colleagues in their former native lands, serve as a very solid
bridge between Ukrainian studies in Ukraine and abroad.

Thanks to a vigorous wave of republication of émigré and other for-
merly proscribed scholarship and the translation of important European
works of the historical imagination, Ukrainian historians generally—
despite severe cutbacks in state funding for universities and academic
institutions—share a common pool of references and concepts with
their colleagues outside Ukraine. They, in turn, are also publishing new
archival sources and previously unpublished manuscripts that enable the
development of new perspectives on Ukraine’s past.28 Indeed, in the
past dozen years, Ukrainian historians of this variously described com-
munity have been moving beyond the era of rehabilitation of diaspora
narratives and forging new ones based on their own experience. Histori-
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ans have thus carved out some autonomous space from the nation-build-
ing mission of past generations and their assumed role as staatstragende
Elemente, gaining the freedom to write a critical history of their state
and its historical societies, and not only because the “state”—even the
post-Orange state—is now largely indifferent to its past. These histori-
ans partake of a Ukrainian version of the postcolonial intellectual’s
critique of national elites after the end of formal empire. While most
acknowledge, for example, that Russian rule has rarely benefited the
peoples of Ukraine (or Russia, for that matter), the historical record of
Ukrainian elites as rulers in the modern period has been too short and
mostly disappointing to date. This pertains above all to the early twenti-
eth-century proto-governments of the Rada, Hetman Skoropadsky, and
the Directory, but also to the post-Soviet governments of Leonid Krav-
chuk, Leonid Kuchma, and Viktor Yushchenko. For a historian who
wants to survey current trends in Ukrainian scholarship, required read-
ing today includes not only a rehabilitated and made-over Ukrains 'kyi
istorychnyi zhurnal, the official journal of the Academy of Sciences’
Institute of Ukrainian History, but also at least three new publications
that regularly feature historical works: Ukraina Moderna, Ukrains kyi
humanitarnyi ohliad, and Krytyka.

Finally, the dramatic outburst of studies of nationalism has made
Ukraine a frequent case study, whether for modernists, who date the
nation to the French Revolution, or for moderate traditionalists, who
prefer the early modern period and foreground religious and regional
differences, or for primordialists (who provide a scholarly rendition of
my art gallery owner’s essentializing arguments), or for constructivists,
who believe that nations are imagined communities, neither unchanging
nor monolithic. And overlapping with these debates about the nation-
state are histories of other state formations and international orders that
challenge the nation-state’s claim to superiority in the organization of
human societies. These histories most often focus on empires but also
consider other forms of pre- and transnational order or shift focus alto-
gether to cities and regions.2?

Where Are We Today?

If this self-consciously postmodern and postcolonial approach is worth
anything, it must come up with a somewhat less amorphous research
and teaching agenda. What follows is a survey of recent trends, mostly
in historical scholarship (with some references to work in anthropology,
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literature, and other related fields), that offer some interesting new
directions for scholars who choose to focus on Ukraine. Most of the
work responds to developments in non-Ukrainian history generally but
also challenges some models originating in histories of other parts of
the world in emphasizing the importance of local and historical con-
texts, that is, place and time.

The focus of themes covered and periods highlighted mostly reflects
my teaching and research in the dozen years since “Does Ukraine Have
a History?” The research has been for a book about the rise and fall of
modern Ukraine at the beginning of the twentieth century and focuses
on the period of World War I and the Civil War. My project has taken
me to archives in Ukraine, of course, but also to Moscow, Warsaw, Frei-
burg, Ottawa, New York City, and Palo Alto, California. I have taught
courses with colleagues on the Russian Empire and its nations; on the
comparative history of the Ottoman, Russian, and Habsburg empires;
on postcolonial discourses; on Ukrainian—Russian relations and interac-
tions; and on cities in Russia, the Soviet Union, and beyond, in which
Kyiv and Odesa figured prominently (alongside Moscow, St. Peters-
burg, and Kazan), with some attention to Kharkiv and Lviv.30 Many
of the questions that shape my exploration of Ukraine’s history have
emerged from those teaching and research experiences. What I have
learned is reflected in the footnotes to the work of those colleagues
from whom I have particularly (and gratefully) benefited.

Borderlands, Regions, and Cities as Complements
to the Nation-State

Borderland studies have found a natural home in Ukrainian history;
after all, the very name of the country (in most translations, “on the bor-
der,” “on the edge”) would invite such an approach. Several fascinating
projects have taken advantage of Ukraine’s historic divisions and rival
pulls between two or more empires or states to explore comparative his-
tory by focusing on regions. Still, many Ukrainians resist ‘“borderland”
approaches because they presume that Ukraine is conceived as a border-
land of some outside power and thus not in control of its own destiny.
Typically, these histories treat not only the diverse political cultures that
intersect in the regions but also economic and social interactions, from
smuggling and legal trade to migration and forced resettlement.3! Fur-
thermore, a country perennially preoccupied with trying to create a
national unit out of disparate regions has to confront the diverse imperi-
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al and other (temporary) occupation histories that have shaped those
regional differences. This is hardly a uniquely Ukrainian “problem” or
challenge; on the contrary, in recent history, Poland (after 1918 and
1945), Italy (after 1859 and 1866), and Germany (after 1866, 1871,
1918, and 1989) have had to harmonize regions whose developmental
paths had been shaped according to very different national or imperial
models.32 The history of Ukraine’s neighbor to the north, Belarus, offers
another variant on the borderland concept, with striking parallels and
differences from the Ukrainian paths.33 Even Russia, which has enjoyed
or endured more or less continuous rule for several centuries, also con-
fronts a challenging array of regions and a fragile federalist negotiation
of national unity.

To be sure, the multiconfessional and multinational character of the
borderlands has contributed to a history of ethnic violence and religious
warfare. In this connection Ukraine, along with other East and Central
European regions and nations, has been best known for anti-Jewish and
anti-Semitic pogroms. For many, that history begins with the anti-Jew-
ish violence of Bohdan Khmelnytsky’s social rebellion, which primarily
targeted Polish elites.34 Indeed, Polish—Ukrainian conflict has been
another feature of the early modern and modern history of this “border-
land.” Although considerable progress has been made in mutual under-
standing of the Polish—Ukrainian conflicts of the years of World War I,
revolution, and civil war, the ethnic violence of the period after World
War 11, notably the Volhynian conflict and Akcja Wista, remains a
volatile topic in Polish—Ukrainian intellectual and political relations.35
The Civil War period in general (1917-23) displays many of the most
horrible downsides of life in the borderlands.3¢ Russo-Ukrainian rela-
tions are also burdened with the legacy of several historic episodes of
brutality and violence, from Emperor Peter’s brutal suppression of Het-
man Ivan Mazepa’s “betrayal” and mutiny to the Moscow Communist
Party origins of the famine in Ukraine, which had most if not all the
features of a genocide for that “republic” and others (most notably,
Kazakhstan).

Austria-Hungary and Germany, both separately and together, have a
legacy of involvement with the region and all its major ethnic nations.
Most directly, Germany and Austria-Hungary occupied most of today’s
Ukraine at various points during World War 1 and World War II; this
leaves aside the issue of how to view Austria’s rule of Galicia and Hun-
gary’s over Bukovyna. The published record of archival and memoir
literature from most of the important political actors and institutions
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reveals a fitful dynamic in relations between Berlin, Vienna, Kyiv, and
Lviv, to highlight a few sites.3” Indeed, the history of occupation has
clearly come to play a shaping role in the understanding of Ukraine’s
distinctiveness and its borderland location.38 The rich archival legacy
of Ukraine, despite wars, occupations, deportations, and other “interrup-
tions” in the documentary record, very much reflects that violent history
and the local unfolding of more global conflicts and wars.39

Much of the activity of diaspora historians of Ukraine and their post-
Soviet counterparts since independence has been organized around
intellectual and historical reconciliation with the “other” communities
that have shared much of the history of Ukraine.0 And part of the efforts
of these conferences and the historians associated with them has been to
find alternate political and intellectual currents in the region that have
sought to understand the history of the region as mutual suffering of
several nations and the imperative arising from that common history
to find ideas and institutions that might allow for the preservation and
flourishing of diversity. Ukrainian political thought, even if we limit it
to self-identifying ethnic Ukrainians, has had a strong current of multi-
national solidarity and defense of the rights of all ethnic minorities.
From Taras Shevchenko’s appeal to all oppressed Slavs to the strong
support for autonomy, federalism, and minority rights in the mainstream
of the Ukrainian national movement of the first decades of the twentieth
century, Ukrainian thought has been similar in this transnational solidar-
ity to that of the Poles, with their slogan of “For your freedom and ours”
(za naszq i waszq wolnos¢).4! Polish thought was in turn influenced by
the thought of Giuseppe Mazzini, and the Poles then served as intellec-
tual bridges of Italian nationalist thought to the Ukrainians.4? This was
the core of much of the thinking of Mykhailo Drahomanov and the
Ukrainian autonomist-federalists around Mykhailo Hrushevsky and the
Society of Ukrainian Progressives.*3 A vision of a Polish-led confedera-
tion of independent Slavic and other East European nations, free of
Russian/Soviet rule, was part of the politics of Jozef Pilsudski and the
Second Polish Republic of the interwar years. Ukraine played a crucial
role in the Polish Promethean movement, which promoted the liberation
of several nations under Soviet rule.44

This recognition of the need for an ideology of multinational coexis-
tence was very productive in Jewish thought in “historic” Ukraine as
well. Thanks to its historically large Jewish population, Ukraine has
been the home of the broadest diversity of expressions of Jewish identi-
ties, from the Haskalah communities in Kyiv, Odesa and elsewhere to
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the pilgrimage sites of the fundamentalist Hasidim communities to the
socialist intellectuals involved in the working-class Jewish secularist
Bund. The Ukrainian national movement—at least its leftist and centrist
wings—sought common ground with Jewish political movements; the
Rada cabinet in 1917 counted a “secretary” for Jewish affairs.4> Odesa
was also the home of Vladimir/Ze ev Jabotinsky, who in his later years
was the father of the militarized Jewish nationalism of the Likud Party
but earlier gained fame (and infamy) for his cosmopolitan defense of
Ukrainian nationalism in his polemics with the Russian Kadets before
the revolution and then for his defense of Symon Petliura against charges
of anti-Semitism during the Civil War. This early Jabotinsky interpreted
his Odesa upbringing through the lens of the earlier cosmopolitan Ital-
ian nationalism of Giuseppe Mazzini.#¢ This common exploration of
peoples’ pasts is reflected in post-1991 tourism to Ukraine, which includes
not only large numbers of Poles, Jews and Ukrainians “returning” to
their “ancestral” homelands but, recently, even joint multinational tours.*”
Contemporary historians from several countries (Ukraine, Poland, Israel,
Canada, and Germany, among others) seem to be able to acknowledge
a long tradition of shared suffering at the hands of oppressive foreign
regimes, but also of one another; rather than pursuing a logic of histori-
cal ethnic cleansing, these historians search the past for models of mul-
tiethnic and multiconfessional coexistence but also try to understand
why they failed or were defeated by other forces.

In the context of Jabotinsky’s evolution toward a more exclusionary
and militarized nationalism, Ukraine has other well-known examples
among Ukrainians, Poles, Russians and others, from Dmytro Dontsov’s
“integral nationalism” to the Polish right-wing nationalism of the National
Democrats under Roman Dmowski to Russian nationalists of the early
twentieth century, whose most active base was in the Polish-Ukrainian-
Russian-Jewish borderlands.48 Several rival armies and proto-states
considered Ukraine the “Piedmont” of their state reconstitution projects.
This was true of the Poles and, even more, of the Russian Whites during
the Civil War, who saw Hetman Skoropadsky’s state as a temporary and
transitional stage between the Ukrainian nationalism of the Rada and a
restored Russia, “one and indivisible.”49 Still, it was Ukraine that host-
ed the most widely representative gathering of the non-Russian peoples
of the Russian Empire at the Congress of Oppressed Peoples in Kyiv
in September 1917. Such a gathering had itself become an aim of the
Ukrainian national movement: Ukraine’s important role in the future
transformation of the post-imperial world was acknowledged in the
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election of Mykhailo Hrushevsky as chairman of the congress.50 A few
years later, in drastically different circumstances, Ukraine’s communist
party was key to the loose non-Russian alliance that prevented the cen-
tralizers around Stalin from restoring too much power to a Russian
Moscow during the struggles over the constitution of the USSR.5!

If we move from the realm of intellectual history and political thought
to institutional and social history, there are several crucial institutions in
Ukrainian history that are clearly shaped by Ukraine’s borderland lega-
cy, among them the Cossacks, who lived and fought on the borders of
several empires and other states, and the Greek Catholic (or Uniate)
Church, which is a hybrid form of Eastern and Roman Christianity and
was the result of a typical borderland political and religious compromise.
The remarkable life of Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytsky, who left his
Polonized Roman Catholic family to “recover” the legacy of his Greek
Catholic ancestors, encapsulates much of the dramatic struggles of the
Ukrainian church.52 Sheptytsky’s career is also an important illustra-
tion of the key role played by Greek Catholic clergy in the Ukrainian
national movement of the nineteenth century.53 Even within the Eastern
Orthodox world, the Ukrainian church played contradictory roles, one
part of its hierarchy helping to forge Russian imperial institutions and
ideology (represented by Teofan Prokopovych/Feofan Prokopovich and
other graduates of the Kyiv Mohyla Academy), while another group of
hierarchs asserted a tradition of autonomy for the Kyivan church (Olek-
sander Lototsky is a modern version of this alternative).5 Moreover, the
institution of lay brotherhoods in Ukraine led the Orthodox Church there
to diverge at various periods from its counterpart in Russia “proper.”>5

Another important distinction was that several of Ukraine’s cities
had the status of Magdeburg Code cities, which shaped different politi-
cal and economic roles than was the rule for many (but not all) of the
cities established in the Russian Empire as administrative centers.50
City histories as such have earned a respectable if not venerable place
in the history of Ukraine. Michael Hamm wrote a pioneering history
of imperial Kyiv, treating it largely as a Russian provincial city but
nonetheless establishing its distinctiveness among late imperial cities.57
Another groundbreaking city history is Patricia Herlihy’s introduction
to Odesa from its founding to the 1917 revolutions.® Following in her
wake, several historians have focused on specific institutions or shorter
periods in that city’s history.5® Of course, Lviv, as one of Ukraine’s
most ancient cities, and known alternately as Leopolis, Lwéw, Lvov,
and Lemberg, has long inspired historians and scholars of literature,
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who highlight its multiethnic and multiconfessional pasts.®0 An Ameri-
can- and Canadian-trained Israeli scholar has written a definitive two-
volume study of Donetsk (as Iuzovka in its Russian imperial identity) in
southeastern Ukraine; this effort was followed by a more recent study of
the Donbas in the Soviet period by an American-trained Japanese histo-
rian.®! And an Israeli- and American-trained historian has revisited the
wartime and postwar history of Vinnytsia in an ambitiously revisionist
study.62 Other cities have attracted less attention, particularly Kharkiv
and Chernivtsi, but that situation is changing rapidly.®3 A British jour-
nalist took excellent advantage of this tradition of city histories to high-
light the diversity and distinctiveness of Ukraine’s history by using each
city as a window on a set of problems and themes.%*

Cities offer intriguing possibilities of alternate perspectives on seem-
ingly familiar events and periods. In my own recent work on World War I
and the Eastern Front, I have been struck by how far Kyiv could seem
from Petrograd and Moscow, even in the twentieth century. The mem-
oirs of Konstantin Oberuchev, a Russian Socialist Revolutionary who
served as army commissar and then commander of the Kyiv Military
District for eight months in 1917, repeatedly refer to episodes in which
residents of Kyiv, even the military command with all its telegrams
and telephones, still had to guess what was going on in the imperial
capital, whether during the tumultuous events of the February Revolu-
tion itself, when it was not clear what to believe from the day-old news-
paper accounts arriving in Kyiv, or in the course of the Kornilov putsch
in August, which nearly toppled the Kerensky regime. (And Oberuchev
had only recently been in Petrograd and met with Kornilov but still was
unaware of the coming crisis and what it might mean for Kyiv.) More-
over, Oberuchev, who grew up in Kyiv and identified himself with the
city, found himself in the position of having to “translate” Petrograd
politics and policies to his Kyivan colleagues and audiences, while also
occasionally having to similarly “translate” Kyivan politics to his coun-
terparts in Petrograd and Moscow. Because he tried so scrupulously to
record in his memoirs only that which he personally saw or experienced,
his frustrations and ignorance at key moments are well captured.5
Oberuchev was not in Petrograd for the two events that were likely the
most important in his life: during the February/March Revolution he
was under arrest in Kyiv, and he learned of the Bolshevik coup in Swe-
den, while on his way home from talks in Copenhagen with the Central
Powers about prisoners of war. His memoirs remind us that although
the revolution and civil war in Petrograd were certainly tied to what
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happened in Kyiv and, more broadly, in Ukraine, we are also dealing with
two very different stories. Many of those differences have to do with the
differing dynamics of revolution in the capital and the provinces, but
they also have to do with the local dynamics of Russian and Ukrainian
history—a point that becomes especially clear in this tumultuous peri-
od, when many previously suppressed or marginalized potential alterna-
tives were able to challenge the “natural” status quo.

During the same year, General Pavel Skoropadsky (soon to become
Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky) was also in Kyiv, where he found it diffi-
cult to understand what the Army minister and the High Command
in Petrograd and Headquarters wanted him to do under the slogan of
ukrainizing the 34th Army Corps. A year later, Hetman Skoropadsky
desperately tried to understand what his occupation masters in Berlin
and Vienna were contemplating for his future;®¢ even the German occu-
pation commander, General Wilhelm Groener, was challenged in try-
ing to get his superiors in Berlin (and military headquarters at Spa) to
understand the dilemmas in wartime Ukraine (and vice versa).67 Skip-
ping ahead more than twenty years to a second German occupation of
Kyiv, with the presumed greater efficiency and monolithic ruthlessness
of Hitler’s Third Reich, a comparison of German archival materials in
Kyiv with those in Berlin archives and the conflicts between the capi-
tal and the occupation regime in Ukraine reaffirms the importance of
exploring multiple sites of major historical events, be they wars, revolu-
tions, or other important transformations.®® The point of these biograph-
ical detours is to emphasize how important local perspectives can be in
shaping historical outcomes.

The point of this review of literature on borderlands, regions, and
cities is to highlight how central the fact of Ukraine as a multinational
and multiregional idea has been to the history of Ukraine. To repeat, not
all inhabitants of Ukraine have been able to accept it as a multinational
space, and many have responded to that set of historical legacies with
slogans such as “Ukraine without Russians and Jews!” “Russia for Rus-
sians!” and “Poland for Poles,” all the while laying claim to the same
set of territories and populations. But for many centuries institutions in
Ukraine have had to carve out a space of cultural distinctiveness in a
broader, not always friendly, environment. Today one of the none too
numerous positive signs to appear since the end of the Soviet empire
has been the acknowledgment of a common history of imperial subjuga-
tion that includes Poles, Jews, Ukrainians, and others (even Russians).
This common history has been very productive of thinking and institu-
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tional experimentation toward an ideal of national autonomy and federal
structures, but also the protection of minority rights, above all in lan-
guage, schools, and local government.%®

Diaspora History, Biography, and Some Limits
of the Traditional Nation-State Model

Since independence, and even starting somewhat earlier during the
liberalization of the Gorbachev reforms, the various diasporas have
“returned” to Ukraine, where they have been reintegrated into the nation’s
present and past in remarkable ways. In the post-Orange government,
First Lady Kateryna Yushchenko (Chumachenko) and former justice
minister Roman Zvarych were both former American citizens, now nat-
uralized as Ukrainians. Even earlier, thousands of Ukrainian-Ameri-
cans, Ukrainian-Canadians, and hyphenated Ukrainians from other dias-
pora communities were on the ground as advisors, businessmen and
women, teachers, and priests, among the most prominent roles. These
expatriates bring with them the attitudes and experience of their home
countries and transmit this to contemporary Ukraine in a host of ways,
but they also bring collective memories of a largely imagined Ukraine
(most of them are second- or third-generation Ukrainians by this time)
constructed for them in summer camps and scouting organizations, Sat-
urday schools, and church educational efforts. However accurate those
collective memories, even with regard to the Ukraine that was left
behind long ago, the confrontation of those ideals with contemporary
politics, society, and culture has encouraged native Ukrainians (and
probably some of the most self-conscious expatriates as well) to try to
imagine alternatives to the present that reflect global experience. One
way in which the recent (November—December 2004) electoral split
was cast both inside and outside Ukraine was as a choice between a
more Europe-oriented future and one more integrated with Russia. In
itself, that translated into a choice between a greater tolerance for the
hybrid Soviet era/post-independence way of running the country with
one more unambiguously committed to ‘“Western-style” market reforms
and democratization. That the votes were so evenly split nationwide
nonetheless suggests that the space for imagining a different present and
future has expanded considerably in the more than dozen years since
independence.

What has been true of the contemporary scene is reflected dramati-
cally in the “return” to Ukraine of the scholarship of the diaspora and of
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those relegated to internal exile when their works were suppressed by
successive Russian imperial and Soviet Ukrainian states. This has been
especially true of history, where the Hrushevsky paradigm of Ukrainian
history has virtually replaced the former reigning Soviet/Russian impe-
rial one, which denied any genuine autonomy to events and develop-
ments in “southern Russia.” The Western diaspora played a critical role
in nurturing this alternate historiographic vision, so that scholars in con-
temporary Ukraine did not have to start from zero in rethinking their
past. Among the most popular textbooks are Orest Subtelny’s Ukraine:
A History’® and Paul Robert Magocsi’s A History of Ukraine.’! Hru-
shevsky himself became part of the diaspora when, as a Russian subject,
he accepted a teaching position at Lemberg University in a foreign
country, Habsburg Galicia, and again when he was banished by the
Soviet authorities to Moscow in his final years. In a reverse transmis-
sion of Hrushevsky’s legacy, another major (largely diaspora) scholarly
organization is translating and publishing handsome editions of Hru-
shevsky in English so that historians of Eastern Europe (and Russia)
will have this important alternate reading of the region’s past.”> Another
important Ukrainian(-Polish) scholar, Viacheslav Lypynsky, established
the rival “state school” in Ukrainian history. Lypynsky also went into
exile following the collapse of the proto-states of the independence
period (1918-19); his legacy, too, was preserved in the emigration,
where conferences were organized and volumes edited that reflected a
view of Ukraine as a civic nation and a territorial state.”3

What these examples suggest is that Ukraine, both past and present,
reminds us that people’s lives do not end when they leave the borders of
their erstwhile homeland or native land, let alone when they are subject
to new occupying authorities, even if they remain in their native towns
and regions. Similarly, the histories of nations and nation-states do not
cease to exist when they are occupied by a foreign power, however
defined and perceived. Instead, much like individual biographies, those
countries’ already complex histories take on new layers of complexity
as they are interwoven with and interposed into the equally complex
histories of a second (or, in some cases, third) country. To come back to
our country of interest, Ukraine, it is important to recognize that it does
have a distinctive set of pasts, and that even when Ukrainian state sover-
eignty has been ruptured by outside powers, the ways in which Ukrain-
ian lands, institutions and populations interacted with the new authori-
ties were also part of that distinctiveness. Not only was Ukraine not
Russia; it also was not Estonia or Finland or Georgia or Uzbekistan, to
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state the obvious. And this was true for tsarist Russia, albeit in different
ways, as well as for the Soviet Union. And so Ukraine’s history, while
demanding and deserving its autonomy, is also intimately part of Russ-
ian history, Polish history, Jewish history, and, with diminishing promi-
nence, other histories as well (Lithuania, Belarus, Turkey, Romania,
etc.). Along these lines, perhaps we can imagine a concept of a “diaspo-
ra state” together with the more widespread diaspora nations and indi-
viduals. Emigrations in Russian history, whether the revolutionary Rus-
sia of the nineteenth century, the Silver Age “Russia Abroad” of the
interwar years, or the Soviet-era dissident and ethnic emigrations, have
all shaped contemporary Russia and its understanding of its past as well,
though often in profoundly different ways from that of/in Ukraine.

The current acknowledgment of the relative porousness of bound-
aries, whether contemporary state boundaries or intellectual links with
the past, has challenged the traditional insistence of the nation-state, its
spokesmen and historians that the capital (whether imperial or national)
controls the movement of populations, goods and ideas within the con-
fines of its borders. While this is clearly not a complete picture of the
situation today (however globalization is understood), it also has rarely
been a complete picture in the past. The low level of regimes’ technologi-
cal capacity to secure their borders coexists with the persistent determi-
nation of local populations to smuggle goods, visit relatives, learn about
other worlds, and try to survive in often harsh environments. Two of
the most important constituent elements of early modern and modern
Ukraine are Cossacks and Jews. The Cossacks have their origins in any
number of ethnic and confessional groups fleeing enserfment in Poland
and, especially, Russia. They led a characteristically borderland exis-
tence, an important part of which was refusing to acknowledge state
borders (until they were defeated, deported, and integrated into more
“modern” state structures in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries).
The Jews are widely accepted as the Ur-diaspora nation; their alternate
paths of assimilation and national affirmation, as well as their rich diver-
sity of religious and intellectual traditions, are well reflected on the ter-
ritory of Ukraine. Equally important, Jewish communities’ ties to other
Jewish (and non-Jewish) communities have helped both to sustain and
undermine certain visions of Jewish (and non-Jewish) futures.

Just as nations’ histories do not “end” when they are absorbed into
neighboring states’ borders and political systems, so too individuals’
lives do not end when they leave the borders of their homelands, how-
ever defined; biography (and its relatives: memoirs, diaries, and oral
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histories), a genre recently thought to be old-fashioned if not passé, pro-
vides another helpful window on the transformations that have shaped
the lives of millions of inhabitants of a variety of Ukraines.”4

Conclusions

If prior to Ukraine’s most recent independence in 1991 scholars involved
in Ukrainian studies often regarded themselves as embattled or besieged,
especially by indifferent or hostile Russianists (and, less often, Polonists),
the fact of Ukraine’s existence is harder to deny today across a host
of social-science and humanities disciplines. As befits a community
embattled, the ethos of the scholarly community was often shaped by
a faith in monolithic truth and resulting highly personalized and politi-
cized arguments. Today the political and intellectual climates have
changed.

To return to the conversation in Kyiv with the art gallery owner and
my protest against her primordialist—if not eugenicist—reading of
Ukraine’s history, I want to argue that her (and others’) reducing the sur-
vival and persistence of something distinctly “Ukrainian” to the realm
of biology strikes me as unconsciously dismissive of—if not insulting
to—the hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of inhabitants of Ukraine
who have toiled to build institutions and movements to organize their
cultural, religious, social, and political lives. Such an emphasis on genes
takes away the hard-won achievements of centuries of struggle by indi-
viduals and various forms of collectives to improve their lot and shape a
better future. It is those efforts of institutional and intellectual creation
and creativity, with all their forced compromises with powerful outside
forces in the region, that shaped and continue to shape Ukraine’s dis-
tinctive paths in the past and present. This type of struggle and achieve-
ment (and frequent defeat) can best be understood by shifting the per-
spective away from the imperial capitals, which, for so long, have dic-
tated the historiographic illegitimacy of Ukraine’s history, back to the
region itself and to the cities and other communities that inhabit the
lands that make up today’s Ukraine. In so doing, historians will once
again acknowledge that place and time matter in shaping distinct out-
comes; that regions, cities, and other communities are worthy of study
precisely because of the diversity they illustrate.
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Notes

I See the history textbooks of Vitalii Vlasov for a contemporary primordialist
narrative. A perspective that shares some of the features of these approaches
is the promotion of the Trypilian origins of contemporary Ukrainians by
President Viktor Yushchenko and his American-born First Lady.

2 For a recent work that insightfully captures some of the politics of language
choice in contemporary Ukraine, see Laada Bilaniuk, Contested Tongues:
Language Politics and Cultural Correction in Ukraine (Ithaca, NY, 2005).

3 Slavic Review 54, no. 3 (1995): 658-73.

4 Early in my self-ukrainization process, I read Stephen Velychenko, National
History as Cultural Process (Edmonton, 1992), which highlights the con-
flicting claims of Polish, Russian, and Ukrainian historiography on the his-
tory of Ukraine. Historiography has remained at the forefront of my research
and teaching.

5 See especially the defensive response of Yaroslav Isaievych, then the dean
of Ukrainian historians at the National Academy of Sciences in Kyiv, though
a Lviv-based scholar himself. From the Russian historians’ side, even the
reply of my friend and colleague Yuri Slezkine was a mild form of the
harsher charge I heard from Russianist colleagues that I had “betrayed”
Russian history and been seduced by the false siren of the Ukrainian nation-
alists. Jokingly, I have been called a Banderite, Mazepist, or Petliurist by
Russian history colleagues, both in the United States and in Russia itself,
parodying the Russian imperial and Soviet political pejoratives for any
advocate of Ukrainian national distinctiveness or autonomy (or indepen-
dence). Behind the joking, though, I sensed a disapproval of my “turning
away” from Mother Russia.

6 Ukraine, under one name or another, has been independent (or its ruling or
would-be ruling elites have proclaimed it so) at several times in the past.
Least controversial are the proclamations and policies of the governments of
1917-19 (Rada, Hetmanate, Directory); the early modern Hetmanate was
independent, though some scholars dispute whether it was a real state; Kyi-
van Rus’, the medieval East Slavic set of principalities, was also ruled by a
non-modern type of state structure but was certainly an important power in
the steppe and Baltic-Black Sea corridor. Not surprisingly, all these periods
have generated a rich historiography that addresses several contentious issues.

7 Ukraina—ne Rossiia (Moscow, 2003).

8 A joke circulating in Kyiv during the summer of 2005 has the narrator chal-
lenging his interlocutor to describe the main outlines of Russia’s foreign pol-
icy toward Ukraine. The answer is that Russia has no such policy because it
does not regard Ukraine as a foreign country.

9 Above all, Grigorii Yavlinsky from the Yabloko faction; Yabloko’s youth
organization declared itself an ally of Pora in Kyiv; also Boris Nemtsov,
Vladimir Ryzhkov, and several human-rights activists, ranging from the
leadership of Memorial to Liudmila Alekseeva.

10 Serhii Plokhy reminded me that Ukrainian history was taught at St. Peters-
burg (Leningrad) University throughout the Soviet period.
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W1 Belorussiia i Ukraina: Istoriia i kul tura. Ezhegodnik 2003 (Moscow, 2004);
second volume issued as Ezhegodnik 2004 (Moscow, 2005).

12 See L.E. Gorizontov’s survey of Ukrainian studies at the Russian Academy
of Sciences, “Otdel vostochnogo slavianstva Instituta slavianovedeniia
RAN: vozmozhnosti, rezul taty, plany,” pp. 395-401; also M.V. Dmitriev’s
survey of the situation at Moscow State University, “Tsentr ukrainistiki i
belorusistiki v MGU (1990-2002),” pp. 402—11, in Ezhegodnik 2003. The
historical sections of the two national Academies of Science have organized
several joint conferences, one of the latest of them in St. Petersburg, “‘Ukrain-
skii vopros’ v preddverii i v gody revolutsii 1917 g.”

13 See the work of historians associated with the St. Petersburg school of Boris
Ananich, Rafail Ganelin and others, including Anatoly Remnev, Elena
Campbell, Irina Novikova, and Katerina Pravilova; in Kazan, the work of
Rustem Tsiunchuk, Elena Vishlenkova, and the journal Ab Imperio, which
unites most of these historians; in Voronezh, Mikhail Dolbilov.

14 Andrew Wilson in politics at University College, London; see also a recent
dissertation in anthropology on contemporary Odesa by Tanya Richardson,
“Odessa, Ukraine: History, Place and Nation-Building in a Post-Soviet City”
(Cambridge University, 2005). The British historian Geoffrey Hosking has
also contributed to several volumes exploring Russo-Ukrainian relations.

15 Giovanna Brogi Bercoff (Milan) specializes in early modern Ukrainian liter-
ature; Andrea Graziosi (Naples) works on modern Ukrainian history. See the
recent survey of scholarship in Italy in Ukraine’s Reintegration into Europe:
A Historical, Historiographical and Politically Urgent Issue, eds. Giovanna
Brogi Bercoff and Giulia Lami (Alessandria, 2005).

16 See his Le noble, le serf et le révizor: la noblesse polonaise entre le tsarisme
et les masses ukrainiennes, 1831-1863 (Paris, 1985; Polish translation, Paris,
1987); La bataille de la terre en Ukraine, 1863—1914: les Polonais et les
conflits socio-ethniques (Lille, 1993; Ukrainian translation by Krytyka, Kyiv,
1998); and Pouvoir russe et noblesse polonaise en Ukraine: 1793—1830
(Paris, 2003).

17 For a good survey of German-language scholarship on Ukraine, see the
Handbuch prepared by a team of specialists at the University of Vienna’s
Institute of Eastern and Southeastern Europe: Ukraine: Geographie. Ethni-
sche Struktur. Geschichte. Sprache und Literatur. Kultur. Politik. Bildung.
Wirtschaft. Recht, eds. Peter Jordan, Andreas Kappeler, Walter Lukan and
Josef Vogl (Vienna, 2000).

18 See Dieter Pohl, Nationalsozialistische Judenverfolgung in Ostgalizien
1941-1944. Organisation und Durchfiihrung eines staatlichen Massenver-
brechens (Munich, 1996).

19 See Philipp Ther’s provocative suggestion to rethink much of German history
as imperial in his article “Imperial Instead of National History: Positioning
Modern German History on the Map of European Empires,” in Imperial Rule, eds.
Alexei Miller and Alfred J. Rieber (Budapest and New York, 2004), pp. 47-66.

20 See Anna Veronika Wendland, Die Russophilen in Galizien. Ukrainische Kon-
servative zwischen Osterreich und Rufiland 1848—1915 (Vienna, 2001); also
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Klaus Bachmann, “Ein Herd der Feindschaft gegen Rufiland” : Galizien als
Krisenherd in den Beziehungen der Donaumonarchie mit Rufsland (1907—-
1914) (Vienna, 2001). See also the various works by Marianne Hausleitner
on Bukovyna.

21 The Polish émigré journal in Paris, Kultura, its publisher, Jerzy Giedroyc,
and the writings of Ukrainian diaspora scholars and publicists, including
Jaroslaw Pelenski and Bohdan Osadczuk-Korab, kept the Polish-Ukrainian
dialogue alive during the period of the Polish communist state.

22 Recently the University of Warsaw celebrated fifty years of its commitment
to Ukrainian studies. In the spirit of this essay, see also the publications of
the Lublin-based Institute of East Central Europe (Instytut Europy Srodkowo-
Wschodniej) under the direction of Jerzy Ktoczowski, as well as those edited
by Krzysztof Jasiewicz at the Warsaw Institute of Political Studies. I thank
Tim Snyder for these references.

23 For example, the novels of the Ukrainian writer Yurii Andrukhovych, leader of
the Bu-Ba-Bu literary group, are published in high-quality Polish translations
soon after their appearance in Kyiv. They are also very popular in Germany.

24 Ola Hnatiuk, Pozegnanie z imperium. Ukrairniskie dyskusje o tozsamosci
(Lublin, 2003).

25 Yaroslav Isaievych (Lviv) is the best example.

26 Yaroslav Hrytsak is the best example of this; see his Strasti za natsionaliz-
mom: istorychni esei (Kyiv, 2004); his History of Ukraine, 1772-1999:
Birth of a New Nation (in Polish; Lublin, 2000); also Oleksiy Tolochko,
Natalia Yakovenko, and Georgiy Kasianov. Kasianov is one of the very few
historians of the middle generation who treat the Soviet period. See his
Nezhodni: ukrains’ka intelihentsiia v rusi oporu 1960-80-kh rokiv (Kyiv,
1995). He has coedited an important volume with the dean of historians of
Soviet Ukraine, Stanislav Kulchytsky, deputy director of the Institute of
Ukrainian History. See Stalinizm na Ukraini: 20-30-ti roky, also with V.M.
Danylenko (Kyiv, 1991). Another Kyiv-based scholar of the older generation
focusing on the Soviet period is Yuri Shapoval, who has published several
very valuable collections of archival documents.

27 Among the best examples are Serhii Plokhy, educated at Dnipropetrovsk
State University, with early training at Columbia under the IREX exchange,
and later at the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies; Serhy Yekelchyk,
first history training at Kyiv National University, now tenured at the Univer-
sity of Victoria, British Columbia. See his Stalin’s Empire of Memory: Russ-
ian-Ukrainian Relations in the Soviet Historical Imagination (Toronto,
2004).

28 Vladyslav Verstiuk’s volumes on the Rada and 1917: Ukrains 'ka Tsentral 'na
Rada: Dokumenty i materialy u dvokh tomakh (Kyiv, 1996-97); Ukrains 'kyi
natsional ‘no-vyzvol 'nyi rukh: berezen’-lystopad 1917 roku: dokumenty i
materialy (Kyiv, 2003); Yuri Shapoval on the Stalin-era terror: Cheka-GPU-
NKVD v Ukraini: osoby, fakty, dokumenty (Kyiv, 1997); idem, Petro Shelest:
“Spravzhnii sud istorii shche poperedu” (Kyiv, 2003); S.V. Kulchytsky and
others on the famine-genocide: Holod 1932—1933 rokiv na Ukraini: ochyma
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istorykiv, movoiu dokumentiv (Kyiv, 1990); Valerii Vasil ‘ev and Lynne Viola,
eds., Kollektivizatsiia i krest ‘ianskoe soprotivlenie na Ukraine (Vinnytsia, 1997).

291 surveyed much of this literature not only in “Does Ukraine Have a Histo-

ry?” but also in “Writing the History of Russia as Empire: The Perspective
of Federalism,” in Kazan, Moscow, St. Petersburg: Multiple Faces of the
Russian Empire, eds. Boris Gasparov et al. (Moscow, 1997), pp. 393410,
and most recently in “Empires, Borderlands, and Diasporas: Eurasia as Anti-
Paradigm for the Post-Soviet Era,” American Historical Review 109, no. 2
(April 2004): 445-68.

30 At Columbia University I taught with Michael Stanislawski, a specialist in

3

—_

Russian and East European Jewish history; with Karen Barkey, a historical
sociologist and Ottomanist; with Frank Sysyn, who has a breadth in Ukrain-
ian history that far surpasses my own in Russian history; with Richard
Wortman, a distinguished historian of imperial Russia; and with Catharine
Nepomnyashchy, a specialist in Russian, Slavic and comparative literature.
At the European Humanities University my partner in Minsk was Walter
Mignolo, who is still best known as a Latin Americanist. And finally, I thank
my colleagues in a Ford Foundation-funded collaborative research project
on region and territory in the Russian Empire and Soviet Union, especially
Jane Burbank (New York University) and Anatoly Remnev (Omsk, Russia).
Andreas Kappeler (University of Vienna) is leading a team of scholars
studying a number of cities and regions in the Ukrainian borderlands. See
the panel at the 2005 Berlin Congress of Central and East European Studies
(“Old and New Borders in Eastern Europe: The Case of Ukraine”) featuring
Laurie Cohen, Anna Veronika Wendland, and Tatiana Zhuzhenko. See also
recent works that successfully use a borderland paradigm: Kate Brown,
A Biography of No Place: From Ethnic Borderland to Soviet Heartland
(Cambridge, Mass., 2004); Timothy Snyder, The Reconstruction of Nations:
Poland, Ukraine, Lithuania, Belarus, 1569—1999 (New Haven and London,
2003). Cf. a recent dissertation that explores the Ukrainian-Moldovan bor-
derland: Diana Blank, “Voice from Elsewhere: An Ethnography of Place in
Chelnochovsk-na-Dnistre, Ukraine” (University of California at Berkeley,
Anthropology, 2005).

32 There has been a recent surge of interest in regions among historians of

Europe and America. See, for example, Celia Applegate, “A Europe of
Regions: Reflections on the Historiography of Sub-National Places in Mod-
ern Times,” American Historical Review 104 (1999): 1157-82; Eric Storm,
“Regionalism in History, 1890-1945: The Cultural Approach,” European
History Quarterly 33 (2003): 251-65; Julian Wright, The Regionalist Move-
ment in France, 1890-1914: Jean Charles-Brun and French Political Thought
(Oxford, 2003); Edward Royle, ed., Issues of Regional Identity: In Honor of
John Marshall (Manchester, 1998).

33 See the issues of a new Russian-language Belarusian journal, Perekrestki

(Crossroads), whose subtitle is “A Journal of Research on the East European
Borderlands” (Pogranich’ia), published by the European Humanities Univer-
sity in Minsk and Vilnius; see also I. Bobkov, S. Naumova and P. Tereshko-
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vich, eds., Posle imperii: issledovaniia vostochnoevropeiskogo Pogranich’ia
(sbornik statei) (Vilnius, 2005).

34 On the ambivalent legacy of Khmelnytsky’s experiment in nation- and state-
building, see Bernard Weinryb, “Hebrew Chronicles on Bohdan Khmel nyts kyi
and the Cossack-Polish War,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 1 (1977): 153-77,
Jaroslaw Pelenski, “The Cossack Insurrection in Jewish-Ukrainian Rela-
tions,” in Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Historical Perspective, eds. Peter J.
Potichnyj and Howard Aster, 2nd ed. (Edmonton, 1990), pp. 31-42. On the
history of pogroms in Eastern Europe, see John Klier and Shlomo Lambroza,
eds., Pogroms: Anti-Jewish Violence in Modern Jewish History (Cambridge,
1992).

35 See Eugeniusz Misi o, ed., Akcja “Wisla” : Dokumenty (Warsaw, 1993);
Timothy Snyder, “‘To Resolve the Ukrainian Problem Once and for All’:
The Ethnic Cleansing of Ukrainians in Poland, 1943-1947,” Journal of Cold
War Studies, 1999, nos. 1-2: 86—120. There is also a recent Ukrainian-lan-
guage collection of original documents covering the deportation and expul-
sion of both Ukrainians and Poles. See Pol’shcha ta Ukraina u trydtsiatykh-
sorokovykh rokakh XX stolittia. Nevidomi dokumenty z arkhiviv spetsial ‘nykh
sluzhb, vol. 2, Pereselennia poliakiv ta ukraintsiv 1944—1946 (Warsaw and
Kyiv, 2000). A very good and impartial overview of the Polish-Ukrainian
conflict is provided by Grzegorz Motyka, Tak bylo w Bieszczadach. Walki
polsko-ukrainskie 1943—1848 (Warsaw, 1999). Of the many publications on
the Volhynian conflict, see a recent volume of the journal /, which is pub-
lished in Lviv.

36 See the very thoughtful survey of the period and region in Geoff Eley, “Remap-
ping the Nation: War, Revolutionary Upheaval and State Formation in East-
ern Europe, 1914-1923.” in Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Historical Per-
spective, pp. 205—-46.

37 The now classic English-language work on German-Ukrainian relations dur-
ing World War I and the Civil War is Oleh S. Fedyshyn, Germany’s Drive to
the East and the Ukrainian Revolution, 1917-1918 (New Brunswick, NJ,
1971). Among the most important German memoirs is that of the occupation
commander, Wilhelm Groener, Lebenserinnerungen, ed. FEH. von Gaer-
tringen (Gottingen, 1957). Extensive documentation from the Austrian and
German military and diplomatic archives is available in Theophil Horny-
kiewicz, ed., Ereignisse in der Ukraine 1914—1922: deren Bedeutung und
historische Hintergriinde, 4 vols. (Philadelphia, PA, 1968).

38 On the Russian army’s occupation of Galicia during World War 1, see A. Tu.
Bakhturina, Politika Rossiiskoi Imperii v Vostochnoi Galitsii v gody Pervoi
mirovoi voiny (Moscow, 2000); also my recent book, War in a European
Borderland: Occupations and Occupation Plans in Galicia and Ukraine,
1914-1918 (Seattle, 2007); on Germany’s occupation during World War II,
see the recent book by Karel C. Berkhoff, Harvest of Despair: Life and
Death in Ukraine under Nazi Rule (Cambridge, MA, 2004).

39 See the monumental history of Ukraine’s archives by Patricia Kennedy
Grimsted, Trophies of War and Empire: The Archival Heritage of Ukraine,
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World War 11, and the International Politics of Restitution (Cambridge, MA,
2001).

40 Peter Potichnyj has been an organizer of several conferences and editor of
the resulting volumes of essays: see Poland and Ukraine: Past and Present
(Edmonton, 1980); the already cited Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Histori-
cal Perspective; and Ukraine and Russia in their Historical Encounter, eds.
Potichnyj et al. (Edmonton, 1992). See also Culture, Nation, and Identity: The
Ukrainian-Russian Encounter (1600-1945), eds. Andreas Kappeler, Zenon
Kohut, Frank Sysyn, and Mark von Hagen (Edmonton and Toronto, 2003).

41 See the documentary collection edited by Manfred Kridl, Wiadystaw Mali-
nowski, and Jézef Wittlin, “For Your Freedom and Ours” : Polish Progres-
sive Spirit through the Centuries (New York, 1943).

42 On the connections between Mazzini and the Polish and Ukrainian intellec-
tuals associated with the Young Europe movement of the first half of the
nineteenth century, see Anna Procyk, “Polish Emigrés as Emissaries of the
Risorgimento in Eastern Europe,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 25, nos. 1-2
(2001): 7-29.

43 On Drahomanov’s ideas, see Ivan Rudnytsky, “Drahomanov as a Political
Theorist,” in Mykhailo Drahomanov: A Symposium and Selected Writings,
Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S. 2, no. 1
(3) (spring 1952): 70-130.

44 See Timothy Snyder, Sketches from a Secret War: A Polish Artist's Mission
to Liberate Soviet Ukraine (New Haven, CT, 2005); on Prometheanism, see
Etienne Copeaux, “Le mouvement ‘Promethéen,”” Cahiers d études sur la
Meéditerranée orientale et le monde turco-iranien, 1993, no. 16: 1-36.

45 See Henry Abramson, A Prayer for the Government: Ukrainians and Jews in
Revolutionary Times, 1917-1920 (Cambridge, MA, 1999); see also Moshe
Mishkinsky, “The Attitudes of the Ukrainian Socialists to Jewish Parties in
the 1870s,” in Ukrainian-Jewish Relations, pp. 57-68; and Ivan Rudnytsky’s
article in the same collection, “Ukrainian-Jewish Relations in Nineteenth-
Century Ukrainian Political Thought,” pp. 69-84. Jewish-Ukrainian relations
during World War II are addressed in the present volume by John-Paul Himka.

46 On Jabotinsky, see Michael Stanislawski, Zionism and the Fin de Siécle:
Cosmopolitanism and Nationalism from Nordau to Jabotinsky (Berkeley,
2001); Israel Kleiner, From Nationalism to Universalism: Viadimir (Ze'ev)
Jabotinsky and the Ukrainian Question (Edmonton, 2000); Olga Andriewsky
on Jabotinsky’s polemic with Petr Struve and, by extension, with Russian
liberalism on behalf of the Ukrainian cause, “Medved’ iz berlogi: Vladimir
Jabotinsky and the Ukrainian Question, 1904-1914,” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies 14, nos. 3—4 (1990): 249—-67; Taras Hunczak, “A Reappraisal of
Symon Petliura and Ukrainian-Jewish Relations, 1917-1921,” Jewish Social
Studies 31, no. 3 (July 1969): 163-83.

47 See the recent announcement of a tour organized by Shimon Redlich and
John-Paul Himka to explore the Ukrainian and Jewish features of Galicia.
Redlich is the author of a work in this vein, Together and Apart in Brzezany:
Poles, Jews, and Ukrainians, 1919—1945 (Bloomington, IN, 2002).
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48 On Dontsov, see Vasyl” Rudko, “Dontsov i Lypyns’kyi,” Harvard Ukrainian
Studies 9, nos. 3—4 (1985): 477-94; and Alexander J. Motyl, The Turn to the
Right: The Ideological Origins and Development of Ukrainian Nationalism,
1919-1929 (New York, 1980; East European Monographs, no. LXV); on
Russian nationalism, see Robert Edelman, Gentry Politics on the Eve of the
Russian Revolution: The Nationalist Party, 1907-1917 (New Brunswick,
NIJ, 1980).

49 On the Whites and Ukraine, see Anna Procyk, Russian Nationalism and
Ukraine: The Nationality Policy of the Volunteer Army during the Civil War
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At the beginning of January, the patriarch [of Jerusalem] himself, togeth-
er with the local metropolitan [of Kyiv], heading a procession of a thou-
sand horsemen, came out to greet him... Huge masses of people, the
whole folk came out of the city to greet him, and the Academy [greeted
him] with orations and acclamations, [calling him] Moses, deliverer,
savior, liberator of his people from Polish servitude, and well named
Bohdan, meaning God-given... [The other day] in church he stood in
the place of eminence, and all adored him, and some kissed his feet.

Verily, God is with you—He who appointed you for the liberation of
this chosen people from the slavery of the pagans, even as Moses once
liberated Israel from the slavery of the Pharaohs: He drowned the Egyp-
tians in the Red Sea, while you, with your sharp sword, destroyed the
Poles, who are more wicked than the Egyptians.

The first quotation is from the diary of Wojciech Miaskowski of Lviv, a
member of a Polish royal commission that visited Kyiv in January 1649,
when Bohdan Khmelnytsky returned there after a successful campaign
across most of Ukrainian territory. The author of the second quotation
was Paul, the son of the patriarch of Aleppo, who visited Ukraine sever-
al years later. These two sources have often been cited in Ukrainian his-
toriography, beginning with the work of Mykhailo Hrushevsky.!

In the chronicle of the Volhynian rabbi Nathan Hanover, however,
Khmelnytsky appears not as a new Moses but as an archenemy of the
Jews:

I named my book The Deep Mire (Yeven Metzulah) because the words
of the psalmist allude to these terrible events and speak of the oppres-
sors, the Tatars and the Ukrainians, as well as of the arch-enemy, Chmiel,
may his name be blotted out, may God send a curse upon him... Now I
shall begin to record the brutal oppressions caused by Chmiel... Had
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not God spared us one, all Jews would have perished as did the city of
Sodom... Whoever failed to escape or was unable to flee was killed.2

Contemporary sources are thus irreconcilably opposed in their evalua-
tion of Bohdan Khmelnytsky and the Ukrainian revolution of 1648.
What for Ukrainians was the glorious liberation of the Orthodox from
the rule of the Polish Catholic nobility was for East European Jews their
first great persecution. The narratives of national historians generally
followed this pattern. I quote the émigré Encyclopedia of Ukraine (1984—
2001), which reflects the so-called statist school of Ukrainian historiog-
raphy:

Khmelnytsky, Bohdan. Hetman of the Zaporozhian Host... Khmelnytsky’s
greatest achievement in the process of the national revolution was the
Cossack Hetman state of the Zaporozhian Host... His statesmanship
was demonstrated in all areas of state-building... The national uprising
of 1648-57, headed by Bohdan Khmelnytsky, liberated a large part of
Ukrainian territory from Poland...3

The prerevolutionary Russian Jewish Encyclopaedia defines the
Khmel nishchina (Khmelnytsky Uprising) as “a popular movement
in Ukraine... that signified a great catastrophe in the history of Polish
Jewry.”# The entry on Khmelnytsky in the German-language Ency-
clopaedia Judaica (1930) calls him a “Cossack hetman and leader of a
Ukrainian national rebellion against the rule of Polish magnates in the
years 1648—57 that was also directed against the Jews as their instruments.
The persecutions of the Jews under Khmelnytsky recall the events of
the Crusades and the Black Death.”> Finally, the Encyclopaedia Judaica
(1972) represents Khmelnytsky as a precursor of the Shoah (Holocaust):

Leader of the Cossack and peasant uprising against Polish rule in the
Ukraine in 1648 which resulted in the destruction of hundreds of Jewish
communities... In the annals of the Jewish people, Chmielnicki is
branded as “Chmiel the Wicked,” one of the most sinister oppressors of
the Jews of all generations, the initiator of the terrible 1648—49 mas-
sacres... Chmielnicki has gone down in history as the figure principally
responsible for the holocaust of Polish Jewry in the period, even though
in reality his control of events was rather limited.

In the Encyclopaedia Judaica there is also a picture of the Khmelnytsky
monument in Kyiv, with the following explanation: “This 17th-century
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butcher of Jews is still regarded as a Ukrainian national hero.”® Thus, in
Jewish collective memory, the Khmelnytsky rebellion is the first major
catastrophe in a long history of suffering and persecution in Ukraine,
followed by the Koliivshchyna of 1768, the pogroms of 1881, 1905-6
and 1919-20, and finally by the Shoah during the Second World War.

We also find negative characterizations of Khmelnytsky and his Cos-
sacks in Polish historiography. In the Polish tradition, the Ukrainian
Cossack revolt of the mid-seventeenth century has been regarded as the
first blow to the stability of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, set-
ting off an endless series of wars that finally led to the partitions of
Poland. In the late nineteenth century, J6zef Szujski, the founder of the
Cracow historical school, described Khmelnytsky and the Ukrainian
Cossacks as “an impromptu entity without a national idea” character-
ized by “adventurism, bellicosity, and the quest for plunder... . Histori-
cal ideas whose traditions consist of nothing but butchers’ knives and
massacres cannot create anything, and they can only have deleterious
consequences.” The Cossacks, then, were regarded as untrustworthy
barbarians and traitors to Poland.”

In Russian and Soviet narratives, by contrast, Khmelnytsky and the
Ukrainian rebels of 1648 have a positive connotation as initiators of the
so-called reunion of Ukraine with Russia. As early as the mid-nine-
teenth century, the Russian historian Nikolai Ustrialov asserted that “the
major fact in the history of the Russian tsardom was the gradual devel-
opment of the idea of the necessity of reestablishing the Russian land
within the borders it had under Yaroslav” (that is, in the times of Kyivan
Rus’). Rus” “repeatedly expressed its keen desire to return to the rule of
an Orthodox tsar,” which resulted in the Treaty of Pereiaslav, uniting the
“two Russias.”® Although early Soviet historiography condemned tsarist
expansion and stressed Khmelnytsky’s class interests,” in the 1930s it
reverted to the Russian national interpretation, which was canonized
in 1954 by the “Theses on the Three-Hundredth Anniversary of the
Reunion of Ukraine with Russia™:

Three hundred years ago, by the powerfully expressed will of the
Ukrainian people... the reunion of Ukraine with Russia was proclaimed.
This historic act culminated the long struggle of the freedom-loving
Ukrainian people against alien enslavers for reunion with the Russian
people in a single Russian state... By linking their destiny forever with
the fraternal Russian people, the Ukrainian people freed themselves
from foreign subjugation and ensured their national development.10
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Thus, for Soviet Ukrainian and Russian historiography, Khmelnytsky
was a positive national hero.!! During the Second World War, an Order
of Khmelnytsky was introduced (at the initiative of Ukrainian intellec-
tuals), and the city of Pereiaslav was renamed Pereiaslav-Khmelnytskyi;
in 1954, the Ukrainian town of Proskuriv was renamed Khmelnytskyi.!2

In Ukrainian national historiography, oriented on Ukrainian inde-
pendence and state-building, the Pereiaslav Agreement was not accord-
ed extraordinary significance. It “did not change the political status of
Ukraine” and amounted only to a “symbolic claim of Muscovite suprema-
cy”’; “the Zaporozhian Host remained a separate, independent state known
as the Rus’ state.”13 Debates between supporters of the Ukrainian and
Russian orientations were recently resumed in Ukraine in connection
with the 350th anniversary of the Khmelnytsky Uprising (1998) and the
Pereiaslav Agreement (2004).14

The controversial image of Khmelnytsky, the Ukrainian revolution
of 1648 and the Pereiaslav Agreement is only one of many examples of
competing or even exclusive national narratives and collective memo-
ries pertaining to the history of Ukraine. I could add the highly contro-
versial figure of Ivan Mazepa, who has been variously interpreted as a
national Ukrainian hero, a traitor to Russia, and a selfish feudal lord.
Among Ukrainian personalities of the twentieth century, Symon Petliura
has evoked contradictory judgments. The Encyclopedia of Ukraine
praises him as a “statesman and publicist; supreme commander of the
UNR Army and president of the Directory of the Ukrainian National
Republic” who “personified, perhaps more than any other person, the
struggle for Ukrainian independence.”!5 According to the official Soviet
view, Petliura “was the leader of the Ukrainian counterrevolutionary
bourgeois-nationalist movement... who in fact led an antipopular policy
of bloody anti-Soviet and nationalistic terror.” “The Petliura movement
served foreign imperialists... and propagated bourgeois nationalism,
instigating national hatred between the Russian and Ukrainian peoples
and organizing Jewish pogroms.”16 This last point is taken up in Jewish
historical memory, where Petliura is presented as an exponent of a
perennial Ukrainian anti-Jewish tradition started by Khmelnytsky:

Ukrainian nationalist leader held responsible for not having stopped the
wave of pogroms which engulfed the Jews in the Ukraine in 1919 and
1920... In the winter of 1919... his units turned into murderous bands
and perpetrated mass killings of Jews in the Ukrainian towns and town-
lets... Petlyura did little to stop the wave of mob violence which
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became endemic within the Ukrainian army and the gangs of rebellious
peasants, connected with his government... Ukrainian nationalists con-
sider Petlyura an outstanding leader and claim that he personally could
not be held responsible for the pogroms, because of the anarchical con-
ditions of the revolutionary period.!?

Again, in the historiography of the Second World War in Ukraine, we
find four contradictory national narratives. The Russian narrative relies
on the myth of the Great Patriotic War and on the struggle of the Soviet
partisans against Nazi Germany and its collaborators. In the Polish nar-
rative, Poland is the main victim of Nazi and Soviet rule; the struggle
of the Home Army against both foreign occupants and the Ukrainian
Insurgent Army (UPA) is emphasized. On the other hand, the (western)
Ukrainian narrative heroicizes the struggle of the Organization of
Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN-Bandera) and the UPA against the Soviet
forces. The Jewish narrative focuses on the Holocaust, perpetrated by
the Germans and their Slavic—above all, Ukrainian—accomplices. In
Russian, Polish and Jewish memories of the Second World War, at least
some Ukrainians figure as collaborators with Nazi Germany—traitors
and murderers in the tradition of Khmelnytsky, Mazepa and Petliura.
On the other hand, in (western) Ukrainian collective memory, Soviets
(Russians) and “Bolshevik Jews” are held responsible for ethnic cleans-
ings and deportations of Ukrainians in the years 1939—41 and 1944-47.
Despite some joint conferences and discussions, interpretations of this
war still differ widely.!8

Different Traditions in Ukrainian Historiography

Ukrainian historiography has been—and is—by no means uniform, and
it still comprises different regional narratives. The extreme positions are
marked, on the one hand, by western Ukrainian traditions, according to
which Mazepa, Stepan Bandera and the UPA are heroes, and, on the
other hand, by interpretations oriented toward Russian and Soviet tradi-
tions, in which Mazepa, Bandera and the UPA figure mainly as traitors.
In a representative survey carried out in 1997, Mazepa was a positive
personality for 55 percent of respondents in western Ukraine, compared
with only 22 percent in eastern Ukraine. For Petliura, the percentages
were 31 and 6 respectively; for Bandera, 41 and 7. By contrast, Volodymyr
Shcherbytsky, the last first secretary of the Communist Party of Ukraine
from 1972 to 1989, garnered 18 and 31 percent respectively.l These dif-
ferences in collective memory reflect, at least to some extent, the politi-
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cal cleavages in Ukraine between west and north on the one hand and
east and south on the other. Divided memory is a reality in today’s
Ukraine.

The examples cited show how contradictory the interpretations of
crucial figures and events of Ukrainian history are in various national
narratives, which often exclude one another. Most significantly, the
golden ages of national Ukrainian history coincide with the most tragic
periods of persecution and suffering in the historical memory of Ukrain-
ian Jews. Ukrainian narratives emphasizing national resistance to Pol-
ish, Russian and Soviet rule are incompatible with Polish, Russian and
Soviet collective memories, which tend to regard Ukrainians as subordi-
nate actors in their national histories. If they try to play an independent
role, they are treated as representatives of destructive and treacherous
historical forces. Thus the different national narratives are broadly irrec-
oncilable: there seems to be no common history of Ukraine.

Mark von Hagen asked thirteen years ago in Slavic Review: “Does
Ukraine have a history?” The discussion in the same issue of the journal
answered his rhetorical question in the affirmative but produced no
unanimous conclusion about the nature of Ukrainian history. In this
contribution I shall take up some of the questions raised in that discus-
sion, in which T also participated.20 The question remains open: What
should be regarded as Ukrainian history? Is it represented only by the
national Ukrainian narrative, focused on the Ukrainian people and their
attempts to create a Ukrainian national state? Or does it embrace the ter-
ritory of Ukraine, with its multiethnic population, from antiquity to the
present time? Do the other national narratives belong to Russian, Polish,
Jewish and Soviet history but not to Ukrainian history? Or are there
many different Ukrainian histories? Or, most radically, is Ukrainian his-
tory obsolete? In an epoch of European unification and globalization,
should it be replaced by European or global history?

There are, however, good reasons for a Ukrainian national approach.
Ukrainians living in empires and states dominated by Poles, Russians
or Austrians during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries wrote their
national history against the grand narratives of the dominant nations and
empires. The construction of a Ukrainian past and of a collective memo-
ry, the invention of a national tradition, was one of the main elements of
Ukrainian nation-building. In that regard, Ukrainian historians followed
the general pattern of European historiographies, which universally
adopted the national paradigm.2!
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Thus Mykhailo Hrushevsky presented his view of the history of
Ukraine-Rus” in opposition to the “Traditional Scheme of ‘Russian’
History” (the title of his programmatic article of 1904), which posited
an unbroken sequence of reigns from Kyiv to Moscow and St. Peters-
burg. This imperial conception of Russian history was adopted by most
foreign historians of Eastern Europe and Russia, who followed the pat-
tern of an all-Russian history that included Ukraine and the Ukrainians.
For Hrushevsky, however, Kyivan Rus” was a Ukrainian state that was
succeeded by the Principality of Galicia-Volhynia, the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, and the Cossack Hetmanate. The so-called populist school
of Ukrainian historiography, of which Hrushevsky was the most promi-
nent member, focused on the Ukrainian people, whose values and ideals
were represented in the Cossack myth of freedom and equality (égalité).
This national myth was diametrically opposed to the “aristocratic” val-
ues of the Polish nation and to the “autocratic” and “despotic” nature of
Russia. After the last golden age of the Cossack Hetmanate, Ukrainian
history was mostly a narrative of suffering and martyrdom under the rule
of foreign elites and states. Poles, Russians and Jews living in Ukraine
were perceived as agents of foreign rule and oppressors of the Ukrainian
people. There was no positive place for them in the Ukrainian national
narrative and in the collective memory of Ukrainians, nor is there one
today.

The populist school echoed the tradition, founded by Hegel and
Engels, that applied the term ‘“non-historical” to peoples lacking conti-
nuities of state, elite and high culture. In its view, these deficits were
only gradually eliminated by the national movement of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, the so-called rebirth or renaissance of the
Ukrainian nation.22 The so-called statist school, founded by Viacheslav
Lypynsky, disputed the populist view and strove to elaborate the history
of Ukrainian elites in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the
Russian Empire, as well as the traditions of Ukrainian statehood. Both
variants of the national Ukrainian narrative, which were often intermin-
gled, survived in the emigration. They interpreted the Soviet period of
Ukrainian history as another era of foreign (Russian) rule and Ukrainian
martyrdom.

In the Soviet Union, the Ukrainian historical narrative had to be
adapted above all to Marxism-Leninism, the priorities of the class strug-
gle, and party-mindedness (partiinost’). In the 1930s, however, official
Soviet historiography took up the old imperial scheme under the new
guise of Soviet patriotism and the “friendship of peoples.” Of necessity,

o



WUkrajna Il:1deologies minta 10/21/08 5:09 $ Page 58

58 Andreas Kappeler

nationalism was exploited during the “Great Patriotic War,” which saw
a resurgence of ethnic and national elements in the historical narrative.
Although this applied mainly to the “great” Russian people, who were
considered more equal than their younger brothers and sisters, the new
tendency also manifested itself in Ukrainian history. The so-called “re-
union” of western Ukraine in 1939-44 united all Ukrainian territories
into a single state for the first time in modern history and was lauded as
the last stage (after 1654 and the partitions of Poland) of the Ukrainian
people’s age-old struggle for unity and friendship with “the great Rus-
sian people.” Ukrainian historians participated actively in the construc-
tion of a national Ukrainian narrative, although they did so within the
narrow limits of official ideology.23 The Soviet period was of crucial
importance for Ukrainian historical thinking and Ukrainian nation-build-
ing in general. As recent studies convincingly show, from the 1930s
Soviet ideology was not only committed to historical materialism but
also furthered a general “ethnicization” of society (for example, through
the ascriptive category of hereditary nationality) and an essentialist
ethnonational approach to history.24

Thus, for post-Soviet Ukrainian historians, who had been educated
in the ideologies of Leninism and Soviet patriotism, the immediate
adoption of an ethnonational approach after 1991 represented no great
break, for ethnic nationalism and essentialism were already inherent in
Soviet ideology. But the post-Soviet Ukrainian state, established in
1991 on the basis of the Soviet Ukrainian republic and its elites, needed
supplementary historical legitimization in order to deconstruct the Sovi-
et historical myths. The traditional national approach, anterior to the
Soviet Union and transmitted from North America by émigré historiog-
raphy, was revived. The prerevolutionary narratives of Hrushevsky and
Lypynsky, banned in Soviet times, became the new guiding concepts,
and Hrushevsky became the canonized model for post-Soviet Ukrainian
historians. The national myths of Cossackdom and of the thousand-year-
old traditions of Ukrainian statehood (according to the Declaration of
Independence of 24 August 1991) were reconstructed, as was the tradi-
tion of Ukrainian populism and martyrology.2>

The tradition of suffering was reinforced in post-Soviet historiogra-
phy by the tragic experiences of Soviet rule, culminating in the famine
of 1932-33, and by the Chernobyl disaster of 1986. The Great Famine
(holodomor), caused by the Stalinist Soviet government and denied by
the Soviet authorities until 1988, became the most important new ele-
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ment of Ukrainian collective memory. It serves to delegitimize Soviet
rule and counteract strong Soviet traditions. The famine was officially
designated a genocide of the Ukrainian people and sometimes termed
the Ukrainian Holocaust.26 The implicit contention that Ukrainians had
been victims of a genocide in the 1930s—one that was equated with the
Nazi extermination of the Jews—is not only a major element in Ukrain-
ian national martyrology but may also be interpreted as a response to
allegations of a so-called perennial Ukrainian anti-Semitism and of
Ukrainian collaboration with Nazi Germany during the Second World
War. The identification of the Holodomor with the Holocaust has, how-
ever, been rejected by most non-Ukrainian historians.2” It challenges the
singular and exclusive place of the Holocaust and Auschwitz in the col-
lective memory not only of Jews but also of most Western Europeans
and Americans.

This very approximate picture of current Ukrainian historiography
does not take into account the many differing views now current mainly
among historians of the younger generation and in some regional histor-
ical schools.28 Nevertheless, if we look at the contents of recent general
surveys of Ukrainian history written by Ukrainians in Ukraine and
abroad, the general pattern remains that of a national historical mytholo-
gy founded by Hrushevsky and Lypynsky, combining the history of the
Ukrainian people with that of the present-day territory of the Ukrainian
state. It focuses on the history of the Cossacks, the Ukrainian national
movement, and the development of a Ukrainian high culture; on the suf-
ferings of Ukrainians under Polish, Russian and Soviet rule; and on the
traditions of Ukrainian statehood from Kyivan Rus’ to the Cossack Het-
manate and the People’s Republic of 1917-20, culminating in the post-
Soviet Ukrainian national state.2? This revived Ukrainian national histo-
ry, based mainly on the canonized schemes of prerevolutionary histori-
ans (novonarodnytstvo and novoderzhavnytstvo), and constituting above
all a history of the Ukrainians, has its merits. It fulfills the important
task of legitimizing and strengthening the new Ukrainian state and the
fragile Ukrainian nation. It serves as a counterweight to Soviet tradi-
tions, still vital in the minds of many citizens of Ukraine. It also seeks
to oppose the Russocentric imperial view, which includes and absorbs
Ukrainians into an all-Russian history and dominates historiography not
only in Russia but also in Western Europe and North America.
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From an Ethnonational to a Multiethnic Approach

The ethnonational narrative of Ukrainian history, however, also has its
weaknesses. It remains incomplete and reflects the “incompleteness”
or “deficits” of a so-called non-historical nation that lacks continuity
of statehood, ethnic elites and high culture. Ukraine’s historical demo-
graphic characteristics themselves suggest a multiethnic approach. Until
the Second World War, the territory of the contemporary Ukrainian state
comprised numerically strong groups of Russians, Poles, Jews, Ger-
mans, Czechs, Belarusians, Crimean Tatars, Romanians, Bulgarians,
Greeks, Hungarians, Armenians, Roma, and Sinti, as well as other eth-
nic groups. Only after the “ethnic cleansings” and mass murders of the
war did Ukraine cease to be a multiethnic land and become a biethnic
Ukrainian-Russian country, with only small minorities.

A historical narrative that excludes non-Ukrainians cannot adequate-
ly relate the history of statehood, elites and high cultures in Ukraine; the
history of trade and industrialization; or the economic, social and cultur-
al life of Ukrainian cities, which were populated by large non-Ukrainian
majorities during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This is
demonstrated in an important article by Yaroslav Hrytsak about the mul-
ticultural history of Lviv.30 The virtual absence of Jews in most text-
books of Ukrainian history published before and after 1991 is especially
striking. If Jews are mentioned at all, they appear as an alien element
and are not integrated into the Ukrainian narrative.3! A strict limitation
to ethnic Ukrainians restricts the narrative (at least for the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries) largely to peasants and agriculture, priests, and
a small number of intellectuals. Similar problems pertain to the history
of Ukrainian culture, which cannot be understood in an exclusively
ethnic Ukrainian framework. Even such Ukrainian personalities—now
mythic figures—as Petro Mohyla, Ivan Mazepa, Taras Shevchenko,
Mykola Kostomarov, Mykhailo Drahomanov, Ivan Franko, Mykhailo
Hrushevsky, Viacheslav Lypynsky, Symon Petliura, Dmytro Dontsov
and many others were educated in a multicultural milieu and wrote their
works in several languages. Their historical role can be adequately under-
stood only in a multifaceted Ukrainian, East Slavic, all-Russian, Rus-
sian imperial, Polish, Habsburg-German, and/or European framework.

Thus a narrow ethnonational narrative cannot offer a comprehensive,
balanced Ukrainian history. Ukrainian history cannot be presented with-
out taking account of the history of Ukrainian Poles, Jews and Russians;
Ukrainian culture cannot be understood without considering Ukrainian-
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Polish, Ukrainian-Jewish and Ukrainian-Russian interrelations. I there-
fore plead for the opening up of the narrow mono-ethnonational approach
and for a multiethnic history of Ukraine. This idea is not new. Such
Ukrainian national thinkers of the nineteenth century as Kostomarov
and Drahomanov already propagated a multiethnic, federalist approach
to Ukrainian history. Soviet histories of the Ukrainian SSR usually
avoided an overtly ethnic Ukrainian approach but underlined the coop-
eration of the progressive forces of all nationalities, above all the friend-
ship of the Russian elder brother with his younger Ukrainian sister.32
The Soviet myth of the “friendship of peoples,” which meant above all
friendship with the elder Russian brother, may discredit a multiethnic
approach in post-Soviet Ukraine. But Soviet dogma, which selected
only ideologically correct elements of history, harmonized interethnic
relations, and concealed crucial events such as the man-made famine of
1932-33 and the Holocaust, cannot serve as a model for a new multieth-
nic history. Nevertheless, we must consider that some Ukrainians may
perceive multiethnicity as a surreptitious resurrection of the slogan of
“friendship of peoples,” which aimed at merging all nations into a heav-
ily Russian-dominated Soviet people.

In non-Soviet historiography some attempts have already been made
to include non-Ukrainians in the narrative of Ukrainian history. I have
already mentioned Mark von Hagen’s seminal article, which pleaded for
a consideration of “subnational, transnational and international process-
es” in order “to challenge the nation state’s conceptual hegemony.”33
More than thirteen years ago, I tried to cover the history of non-Ukraini-
ans at least partially in my Brief History of Ukraine.3* The most success-
ful attempt may be Paul Robert Magocsi’s History of Ukraine, which
deliberately strives to overcome an exclusive ethnonational approach:
“While this book also traces the evolution of Ukrainians, it tries as well
to give judicious treatment to the many other peoples who developed
within the borders of Ukraine, including the Greeks, the Crimean Tatars,
the Poles, the Russians, the Jews, the Germans, and the Romanians.”33
Despite such declarations, these and other histories of Ukraine, includ-
ing mine, remain focused mainly on ethnic Ukrainians. They do not
really integrate the history of other ethnic groups into the narrative but
usually present it in supplementary paragraphs on minorities.

What could a multiethnic history of Ukraine look like? I asked myself
whether my own Russia as a Multiethnic Empire, published sixteen
years ago, could serve as a model. There I tried to counter the dominant
Russocentric view of Russian history by adopting a multiethnic approach,
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taking account of the non-Russians on the peripheries. Writing a multi-
ethnic history of Russia was, however, easier than drafting a history of
Ukraine, because I could use the Russian Empire as a general frame-
work. Accordingly, the central element of Russian historical conscious-
ness—the Russian state—was not put into question. The book was
translated into Russian and favorably reviewed by Russian historians.36
Ukrainian history, however, lacks such a stable political framework,
and a multiethnic approach jeopardizes the very essence of the populist
national idea—the Ukrainian people as the main element of national
history.

Nonetheless, one could try to tell the history of Ukraine from a mul-
tiethnic perspective. Such an approach would have to take into account
the contradictory images of Bohdan Khmelnytsky and the Ukrainian
revolution of 1648; Symon Petliura and the Ukrainian People’s Repub-
lic; and the Second World War (including the Holocaust and the Ukrain-
ian-Polish struggles) in the historical memories of Ukrainians, Jews,
Poles, and Russians, as mentioned above. Discussions on these delicate
topics have begun, especially between Ukrainian and Polish historians,
but much remains to be done.

A multiethnic perspective cannot limit itself to a martyrology of the
Ukrainian people, culminating in the Holodomor, but has to include the
sufferings of the other ethnic groups of Ukraine under tsarist, Soviet
and Nazi rule; the murder of tens of thousands of Jews in 1648—49 and
1918-20, as well as the extermination of Ukrainian Jews under German
rule; the extermination and deportations of hundred of thousands of
Ukrainian Poles, Ukrainian Ukrainians and Ukrainian Russians by the
Nazi and Stalinist regimes; and the deportation of Ukrainian Germans
and Crimean Tatars by Stalin. Instead of engaging in an ethnocentric
competition centering on the questions “Who has suffered most?” and
“Who had the greatest number of victims?” one should tell what is
known about all the atrocities of the past, their victims and perpetrators,
regardless of ethnic origin. Ukrainian historical memory, which usually
represents Ukrainians only as victims, must include the narrative of
Ukrainian executioners involved in mass killings of Jews and Poles. On
the other hand, one should relate the stories of people of various ethnic
origins who tried to oppose the atrocities and help their victims.37

A multiethnic Ukrainian history cannot be reduced to the narratives
of the Cossacks, Khmelnytsky and Mazepa, Shevchenko and Franko,
Hrushevsky, the UNR and Petliura, Dontsov and Bandera. It must include
the so-called Little Russians (malorosy) from Teofan Prokopovych,
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Petro Zavadovsky and Viktor Kochubei to Nikolai Gogol, Vladimir
Korolenko, Vladimir Vernadsky, Mykhailo Tuhan-Baranovsky and Anna
Akhmatova-Horenko to Mykola Pidhorny (Nikolai Podgorny) and Petr
Grigorenko (Petro Hryhorenko) and their mutable, multiple and situa-
tional identities and loyalties. The non-Ukrainian (Russian, all-Russian,
Soviet) elements of their lives, activities and identifications have to be
taken into account. Elites and intellectuals of premodern times and
modern empires usually had multiple, situational and fluid ethnic or
national identities or identifications. Many personalities of Ukrainian
history cannot adequately be described as Ukrainians, Russians, Poles
or Jews, but their lives and historical roles have to be told as multiethnic
or transethnic stories. Additionally, a multiethnic Ukrainian history
has to embrace personalities of non-Ukrainian background connected
with Ukraine, among them Ukrainian Poles, such as Juliusz Stowacki,
Jaroslaw Dabrowski, Kazimir Malevich and Jozef Wittlin; Ukrainian
Russians, such as Ilia Repin, Aleksandra Yefimenko, Sergei Prokofiev,
Andrei Zheliabov, Mikhail Bulgakov, and Nikita Khrushchev; Ukrain-
ian Romanians, such as Petro Mohyla and Danylo Apostol; Ukrainian
Greeks, such as Grigorios Maraslis; Ukrainian Jews, such as Israel
Ba’al Shem Tov, Chaim Nachman Bialik and Sholem Aleichem; Ukrain-
ian Russians of Jewish origin, such as Isaak Babel, Nathan Milstein,
Leon Trotsky, Grigorii Zinoviev, or Lazar Kaganovich; Ukrainian Poles
of Jewish origin, such as Bruno Schultz; Ukrainian Austrians/Germans
of Jewish origin, such as Joseph Roth, Martin Buber, Paul Celan, and
Rose Auslédnder; Ukrainian Germans, such as the Falts-Fain family,
Leopold von Sacher-Masoch, or Sviatoslav Richter. Such a multicultur-
al view of Ukrainian history and Ukrainian culture can open the way to
communication with other cultures in Ukraine and abroad. On the other
hand, Polish, Russian, Jewish, German and Austrian historical narra-
tives must take account of the Ukrainian environment and Ukrainian
cultural influences on many of their historical personalities. The most
prominent example may be the divergent interpretation of Gogol in
Russian and Ukrainian scholarship.38

A multiethnic history cannot limit itself to a juxtaposition of differ-
ent ethnonational narratives but has to analyze their interaction and
interdependence; the reciprocal influences, contacts and conflicts of
the various ethnonational groups. Here the recent historiographical
approaches of “transnational” or “transcultural” history could provide
new impulses. They are based on multiperspectivity and comparison,
and they investigate interactions, communications, and overlapping phe-
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nomena and entanglements between states, nations, societies, economies,
regions and cultures. They aim at broadening historians’ ethnocentric,
nation-centered and Eurocentric perspectives. They reintroduce the
category of territoriality and space at different levels (the nation-state
being only one among others), in conjunction with the recent “spatial
turn” in history.3® For more than twenty years now, the history of cultur-
al and intercultural transfers, the exchange of symbolic and material
artifacts, and the analysis of reciprocal perceptions has been a fruitful
field of research whose goal, in part, is a transnational history of Europe
and the world.40 This approach has been conceptualized in studies of
histoire croisée (entangled history) or divided history, especially between
Germany and France. Such studies address either the more traditional
history of political relations or the new cultural history.*! The histoire
croisée of Germany and East Central Europe, and especially Poland, has
yet to be written, but initial conceptual contributions have been made by
Jiirgen Kocka and Philipp Ther.4? For the Russian-Polish connection,
we have the studies of Klaus Zernack and Martin Schulze Wessel.43
A triangular and quadrangular histoire croisée of France, Germany,
Italy and Russia has been engaged in two collective volumes.** The con-
cepts of cultural transfer and histoire croisée can readily be applied to
Ukrainian history, which could be conceptualized as a Ukrainian-Polish-
Russian-Jewish histoire croisée. There have been initial attempts at
writing Ukrainian-Russian, Ukrainian-Polish, Ukrainian-Jewish, and
Ukrainian-German entangled histories, though mostly in collections of
articles.4> Especially noteworthy is the recent publication of three vol-
umes on Ukraine and Russia in Historical Retrospect by the Institute of
Ukrainian History at the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine.46
A thoughtful attempt at a Polish-Lithuanian-Belarusian and Polish-
Ukrainian histoire croisée is Timothy Snyder’s recent work, The Recon-
struction of Nations.*’

A focus on migrations and cultural transfers could help explain the
history of regions such as the Kuban, Galicia and Bukovyna or of émi-
gré communities in Western Europe or America. In the case of southern
Ukraine (Novorosiia) since the eighteenth century, a multiethnic history
has to include not only Ukrainians, Russians, Poles and Jews, but also
Greeks, Bulgarians, Armenians, Germans, Tatars, Romanians, Sinti and
Roma. A multiethnic turn could encourage the development of new
directions in Ukrainian historical scholarship. Today most Ukrainian
historians are specialists in the history of ethnic Ukrainians and Ukrain-
ian statehood (the Cossacks, the national movement, the Ukrainian Peo-
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ple’s Republic, and so on), while few are working on Poles, Russians or
Germans in Ukraine and on their histoire croisée.

Because of the national paradigm and a virtual taboo in the Soviet
era, there are still only a few specialists in Jewish history and culture in
Ukraine. Although there were important institutions of Jewish studies
in Ukraine during the nineteenth century and in the 1920s, among them
the Zhytomyr Rabbinical College, the Jewish Historical and Ethno-
graphic Commission, and the Institute of Proletarian Jewish Culture,
today in Ukraine there is, as far as I know, no major scholarly center or
university chair of Jewish studies with adequate training in Yiddish and
Hebrew and in Jewish culture and religion—quite an anomalous situa-
tion in a country whose Jewish population was of crucial importance to
its history and historical memory. Nevertheless, some action has been
taken in the past few years. A non-governmental Institute of Jewish
Studies, founded in Kyiv in 1997, has published a whole series of books
on Jewish-Ukrainian history and culture and is collaborating with insti-
tutions in Israel and Russia. Among other projects, it is preparing an
encyclopedia on the Jews of Ukraine.*® In recent years a growing num-
ber of publications on Jewish-Ukrainian history have appeared, espe-
cially on the Holocaust in Ukraine.4® In Dnipropetrovsk, the non-gov-
ernmental Tkuma All-Ukrainian Center for the Study of the Holocaust
organizes regular conferences and seminars.59 One stream of Jewish
studies in Ukraine was revisionist and tried to rewrite Ukrainian-Jewish
history as an account of a non-antagonistic relationship. Such an inter-
pretation is politically motivated and unconvincing from a scholarly
point of view.

But these are only modest beginnings. The situation of Jewish stud-
ies in Russian universities and in the framework of the Russian Acade-
my of Sciences is better than in Ukraine.5! On the other hand, historians
in Russia do have problems with Ukrainian history. Aside from the
work of individual scholars such as Mikhail Dmitriev, Boris Floria,
Alexei Miller, Tatiana Yakovleva, and Lev Zaborovsky, three small
scholarly centers devoted to Ukrainian history have opened in Moscow
and St. Petersburg.52 In Poland, however, there are already well-estab-
lished centers and specialists in Jewish and Ukrainian history that could
serve as models for Ukrainian scholarship.53

A multiethnic approach to Ukrainian history could help overcome
the divided memories mentioned at the beginning of this article. They
cannot and need not be bridged, nor is there any need to reach compro-
mises. The main goal will be to promote understanding of other per-
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spectives and interpretations. The bilateral Ukrainian-Polish and (less
often) Ukrainian-Russian and Ukrainian-Israeli historical conferences
have been important first steps. But there is much more to be done, and
not only on the Ukrainian side. After seventeen years of independence
and the Orange Revolution of late 2004, the political task of Ukrainian
historiography cannot consist only of legitimizing the ethnic Ukrainian
nation. The time is ripe to elaborate a historical narrative based on the
concept of a multiethnic civic nation undergirded by the Ukrainian con-
stitution.

From a Multiethnic to a Transnational Approach

A multiethnic approach to Ukrainian history, however, also has its
shortcomings. In a postnational era that aspires to transcend the borders
of national states and the limits of national histories, a focus on eth-
nonational issues, whether on a single ethnic group or on multiethnicity,
is somewhat outdated. This also applies in some measure to “transna-
tional studies,” histoires croisées and comparative studies. Although
they are helpful in overcoming exclusivist national analytical frame-
works and ethnonational historical narratives that focus only on one
nation (the dominant model in Europe since the nineteenth century),
they do not alter the very concept of the nation and/or the ethnic group
and/or the nation-state, which remain their fundamental units of analy-
sis.>* A transnational perspective, however, could mean one that over-
comes national categories.

First of all, the ethnonational paradigm, including a multiethnic or
multinational one, involves the danger of essentialism—a primordialist
approach in which ethnic groups and nations are projected back into
history. Such an approach does not sufficiently take into account that
ethnic groups and nations are constructs and processes with open begin-
nings and open ends. Over the course of history, ethnic and national cat-
egories were in constant flux; hence the terms Ukraine and Ukrainians,
Russia and Russians, Poland and Poles, Jews or Tatars designate quite
different entities embodying different meanings and modes of self-con-
ceptualization in the thirteenth, seventeenth, nineteenth or twentieth
centuries. The use of the terms “nations,” “national” and “transnational”
is questionable with regard to premodern epochs.

Another weakness of the ethnonational approach is its teleological
narrative, which usually begins with the homeland or with ethnogenesis,
leading inexorably from the ethnic group to the nation and finally to the
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ethnonational state as the crowning fulfillment of history. This scheme
recalls the stages of historical materialism from the primeval formation
to feudalism, capitalism, socialism, and communism. Instead of class
struggle, national or national-liberation movements are considered the
main driving forces of history.

The national narrative usually does not take into account alternatives
to the formation of contemporary ethnic groups and nations; in the
Ukrainian case, for example, the possible formation of a Ruthenian
nation in Poland-Lithuania embracing both Ukrainians and Belarusians;
the possible development of a Little Russian nation in Left-Bank Ukraine
in the eighteenth century; or the possible creation of a Ruthenian Greek-
Catholic nation (to the exclusion of Orthodox Ukrainians in Russia) in
Austrian and Polish Galicia; or of a Rusyn nation in Carpathian Ukraine.55
A counterfactual history could ask why Ukrainian nation-building was
not halted at a pre-state stage, as was the case for some national move-
ments in Western Europe, such as the Occitans/Provencals or the Bre-
tons in France (comparisons made quite frequently by Ukrainians in the
tsarist empire).5¢ Such alternative views of nation-building apply, of
course, not only to Ukrainian but also to Russian, Polish and Jewish his-
torical narratives.

An essentialist ethnonational approach tends to overlook other his-
torical forces, such as estates, social groups and classes, states and pow-
er structures, religions, and economic factors. In ethnonationalist dis-
course, these factors are often subordinated to ethnicity and nationalism,
although ethnonational elements usually were not decisive historical
factors before the nineteenth century and, in many cases, even later. It
is important to overcome this essentialist ethnonational perspective and
assign ethnic and national categories their proper place as historical
forces. Instead of ethnonational categories, transethnic and transnational
factors—social, economic, demographic, religious—should be empha-
sized, as should the history of mentalities and everyday life and the new
cultural and gender history. In the Soviet Union, the dominant dogmas
of Marxism-Leninism and Soviet patriotism hampered the adoption of
alternative historiographic theories and methods. In post-Soviet Ukraine,
the dominant ethnonational approach makes it difficult for non-national
theories and methodologies to be accepted or even discussed. National
history, however, involves the danger of isolation and provincialization.
This is especially true for Ukrainian historiography, which was particu-
larly isolated and provincialized in Soviet times. Significantly, among
the numerous modern theories and methodologies of contemporary his-
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toriography, in Ukraine it is mostly the concepts of nationalism that
have been well elaborated.57

As a consequence, new theories and methods such as the new cultural
history, gender history, historical anthropology, historical demography,
the history of everyday life, and mental mapping are used only reluc-
tantly in the mainstream of current Ukrainian historiography. One
example: In November 2000, when I co-organized a workshop on “His-
torical Forms of Family in Russia and Ukraine in the European Frame-
work,” I had enormous difficulty in finding any candidates from Ukraine
who were well informed about international discussions in this field
(including, for example, debates on the so-called Hajnal Line between
the “European” and “non-European” marriage pattern) and had done
new empirical studies on family history in Ukraine. 58 This surprised me
because the history of the peasant family is at the heart of the populist
view of Ukrainian history. The same is true for other fields of historical
demography and transnational migration studies, although migrations
into and out of Ukraine are a principal element of Ukrainian history.59
Peasants, who constituted the great majority of the population of Ukraine
until the twentieth century and were the protagonists of populist Ukrain-
ian historiography, have been generally neglected. Their mentalities,
daily lives, families, communes, gender relations, economic organiza-
tion, education, beliefs, legal affairs and leisure pursuits have been
largely ignored by scholars. This is especially true for Russian Ukraine;
less so for Galicia. Because of the focus on ethnicity, interactions and
similarities between Ukrainian peasants and Russian or Polish peasants
have been overlooked, limiting our knowledge about the peculiarities of
Ukrainian peasants and their regional groups.9

Since the “spatial turn,” mental mapping, the construction of space,
and questions of territoriality have also become productive fields of
research. Thus it would be interesting to have a history of the Dnipro
River, the steppe, the Carpathian Mountains, and the Black Sea, includ-
ing Ukrainian and non-Ukrainian imaginations, just as we have histories
of the Rhine, the Danube and the Alps. Comparisons between the (Ukrain-
ian, Polish, Slovak, Hungarian, and Romanian) inhabitants of the Carpathi-
ans and their pastoral economies, ways of life and mentalities with
mountaineers in the Alps, the Balkans and the Caucasus would be fruit-
ful. History should not be treated only on the level of the nation and the
state but also on sublevels such as towns, villages and regions, families
and individuals. Microhistorical studies are one of the blossoming fields
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of contemporary research, providing insights not only into local struc-
tures but general ones as well.6!

On the other hand, supranational levels are becoming much more
important in transnational history. Thus the history of empires has
expanded in recent years. For Ukrainian history, the framework of
Poland-Lithuania and of the Russian, Austrian and Soviet empires is
crucial. Fortunately, some Ukrainian historians are participating in proj-
ects and contributing to journals devoted to the comparative study of
empires.®2 Nonetheless, virtually no new monographs devoted to the
history of the Russian or Austrian empires and the respective place of
Ukraine in their framework have been published. Another supranational
level is that of culture and religion. A supranational history of Ortho-
doxy—not only of the Orthodox churches and clergies but also of popu-
lar beliefs and everyday religion—has yet to be written. Here again,
comparisons with Russian Orthodoxy are crucial. Ukraine and its expe-
rience of several unions with the Roman Catholic Church would be of
special interest to comparative religious history. It could be compared
with the cases of Belarus and Romania, which also had Orthodox and
Uniate churches, and with the Gregorian and Uniate Armenians. Ukrain-
ian Orthodox and Uniates (Greek Catholics) should be integrated into
the comparative history of confessions and confessionalization in
Europe, which is still generally limited to Roman Catholicism and
Protestantism.63 Ukraine should be integrated into the study of cultural
transfers. During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the metrop-
olises of St. Petersburg, Vienna, Budapest, Prague, Berlin, and Paris
influenced architecture, theater, music, literature, and fashion in Ukraine,
while Ukrainians, for their part, took their experience abroad. The trans-
fer of knowledge and science could be another field of research, encom-
passing not only the impact of Polish, German, Russian and other schol-
ars on Ukrainian universities but also the influence of Ukrainian schol-
ars who emigrated to other countries, from Yepifanii Slavynetsky and
Teofan Prokopovych (Feofan Prokopovich) to Dmytro Chyzhevsky and
Omeljan Pritsak.

European and global history are other expanding scholarly fields
already established as new subdisciplines of the historical sciences. In
an era of globalization we realize how closely interconnected the world
is. These interrelations, however, were already important in earlier peri-
ods, as shown by the examples of the Silk Road and the Pax Mongolica
or the diffusion of epidemics. Global history is thus connected with
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transnational history and histoire croisée. The interrelation of various
levels of research, from the global to the local, is of crucial importance.

On a subnational level, regional transethnic history is an important
focus. This applies to Ukraine, with its various historical regions that
do not always coincide with political and ethnic borders but overlap
them. Examples are Sloboda Ukraine on the Ukrainian-Russian border;
Polisia and Podlachia in the Ukrainian-Belarusian-Polish borderlands;
Galicia, with its Ukrainian-Polish-Jewish-Austrian/German traditions;
Bukovyna, with its Ukrainian-Romanian-Jewish-Austrian/German
inhabitants; and the Carpathian mountain region, inhabited by Ukraini-
ans, Poles, Slovaks, Hungarians, and Romanians. All these regions had
ethnically mixed populations that cannot be categorized in clear-cut
national terms, as witness the inhabitants of Polisia and Podlachia
(tuteshni, tuteishi, tutejsi, polishchuky), the Donbas (donechchany
speaking surzhyk), southern Ukraine (chornomortsi, novorosiiany),
Carpatho-Rusyns and others. A transnational perspective also involves
comparisons between European regions. The Donbas could be com-
pared with other centers of industrialization such as Upper Silesia, the
Ruhrgebiet or the Dabrowa Basin; Galicia with the Grand Duchy of
Poznan or Transylvania; Bukovyna with the Banat and Bessarabia;
southern Ukraine with Wallachia, the Southern Volga region or Siberia.
The analysis of transnational groups such as the Sinti/Roma, Vlakhs
(Aromunians) and Cossacks, which did not become modern nations,
could be of special interest. For Ukrainian history, the steppe frontier
(Ukraina), extending eastward to the Volga, Yaik/Ural and Terek regions,
was of crucial importance. A comparative approach to the history of
frontiers and Cossacks as typical frontiersmen could yield new insights.
There could be comparative studies not only of the different Cossack
hosts but also of Cossacks and other frontier societies, such as those of
the Uskoks and Haiduks on the Habsburg-Ottoman military border, or
those on the frontiers of Asia and America.t4

One of the traditional branches of regional history is the history of
towns, which also lends itself to comparative studies. For example,
comparative research projects at the universities of Leipzig and Vienna
include Ukrainian towns.65

In general, comparative studies are one of the promising approaches
of transnational history, especially if the comparison is not between eth-
nic groups and nations but between other entities. This also implies the
growing importance of a transnational historiography. The traditional
close relationship between historiography, the nation and the nation-
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state could be overcome by intensified cooperation between historians
of different nations, states and continents. Joint international projects
would promote multiperspectivity and transnational approaches, while
counteracting exclusive ethnonational approaches.60

Summary

A multiethnic history of Ukraine could be an important complement to
the traditional ethnonational approach. It can also be understood as a
step toward the creation of a transethnic or transnational history. For
two centuries, historians mostly wrote national histories focusing on
ethnic groups, nations and nation-states. By and large they projected
their national ideologies onto prenational epochs in which dynastic,
social, regional, gender, religious and other identifications and loyalties
were usually more important than ethnicity. Yet ethnonational and mul-
tiethnic approaches tend to overestimate ethnic and national forces in
history and to give teleological explanations. They should be corrected
by a transethnic and transnational historiography appropriate to the
era of globalization and European unification. This would help rela-
tivize mutual stereotypes of “Ukrainian nationalists and anti-Semites”;
“Mazepists,” “Petliurists” and “Banderites”; “Russian imperialists and
despots”; “Jewish exploiters, Bolsheviks and cosmopolitans”; and “Pol-
ish lords” disdaining Ukrainian “priests and peasants.”

Such a postnational or transnational turn may be early for Ukrainian
historiography, which has not yet emancipated itself fully from the
Soviet, Polish and Russian national and imperial grand narratives that
were dominant for centuries. Other European historiographies needed
much more time to develop a postnational and transnational perspec-
tive. On the other hand, with the Orange Revolution, the first phase of
Ukraine’s national consolidation may have been successfully achieved.
The time could be ripe for a second phase of multiethnic or even (a third
step) transnational history. All this does not mean that an ethnonational
history of Ukraine will be rendered obsolete. It will serve the belated
Ukrainian nation by supplying its adherents with a common past and
national myths. Interest in explaining the history of the Ukrainian ethnic
group, nation and statehood will persist. Studies of the Ukrainian Cos-
sacks and the Hetmanate, national movements, national ideologies, and
national heroes will remain legitimate fields of the historical profession.
But Ukrainian historiography of the twenty-first century needs a diver-
sification of approaches, theories and methods. This includes multieth-
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nic and transnational approaches, comparative studies, and a method-
ological pluralism attuned to international scholarly discussions and
standards.

All this is relevant not only to the historical profession but also to
politics. A multiethnic and transnational view of Ukrainian history can
help create a civic society based on citizenship and the rule of law, not
primarily on Ukrainian ethnicity. The Orange Revolution may have pre-
pared Ukraine for a civic nation-state with a focus on a constitutional
and not an ethnic patriotism. Such a reorientation could be an important
means of integrating diverse ethnic and regional groups into a civic
transethnic Ukrainian nation. As the elections from 1991 to 2007 have
shown, there are cleavages between the regions of Ukraine, especially
between the west, center and north on the one hand and the east and
south on the other. This applies not only to political options but also to
collective memories. Many citizens of Ukraine will not accept an exclu-
sive ethnonational perspective. Personalities like Ivan Mazepa, Symon
Petliura and Stepan Bandera cannot serve as national integrative person-
alities and myths for many Ukrainians. Perhaps only Bohdan Khmelnyts-
ky could be an acceptable candidate. But his positive memory is not
reconcilable with the negative Jewish and Polish images. Competing
and divided historical memories, such as those mentioned at the begin-
ning of this article, are often barriers to mutual understanding, not only
between ethnic and regional groups within a state but also between
nations and states.

It is therefore important to deal in an open and scholarly manner
with all the ghosts of the past that have been praised or blamed in Sovi-
et and Ukrainian national, Russian, Polish, and Jewish historiography.
Difficult questions of Ukrainian-Jewish, Ukrainian-Polish and Ukrain-
ian-Russian relations in the times of Khmelnytsky, the Revolution and
the Second World War must be investigated from a multiethnic and
transnational perspective. This applies not only to Ukraine but also to
its relations with its neighbors and with other countries. The modifica-
tion and diversification of the ethnonational approach to history is also
important for Ukraine’s integration into the European scholarly commu-
nity and the European Union. Although a united Europe will not destroy
ethnic groups and nations, it needs multiethnic and transnational per-
spectives, as well as citizens who are not blinkered by narrow ethnona-
tional views but prepared to cooperate and listen to other arguments and
perspectives.
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The Transnational Paradigm of Historiography
and Its Potential for Ukrainian History

Philipp Ther

The American historian Ronald Suny once wrote pointedly about the
institutionalization of history in the nineteenth century: “History as a
discipline helped to constitute the nation, even as the nation determined
the categories in which history was written and the purposes it was to
serve.”! One need only mention the name of Mykhailo Hrushevsky to
confirm the validity of this statement. He was not only the most impor-
tant Ukrainian historian of the nineteenth century but also a preeminent
nation-builder, like the Czech historian Frantisek Palacky.? Hru-
shevsky’s uniqueness in the history and historiography of Ukraine is
based on a structural phenomenon. Building a nation within the frame-
work of an empire required the construction of a national history that
laid claim to a particular territory and people. This task was especially
difficult in the Ukrainian lands, where in the nineteenth century there
was neither an uninterrupted tradition of statehood nor an established
high culture with a standardized language. By general European stan-
dards, this was not an exceptional situation. The parallel with the Czech
national movement has already been mentioned, but there were also
similarities with the Croatian and Lithuanian movements, as well as
with some West European national movements, such as the Catalonian.3

Unlike these “small” European nations, as defined by Hroch, pres-
ent-day Ukraine extends across a very large and diverse territory and
was ruled by various empires and nation-states. These multiple contexts
make it difficult to write a compact history of Ukraine on the model of a
history of the Czech lands, which, after all, have a fairly continuous his-
tory within one empire. However, this diversity has attracted Western
historians, who have no personal or family links to Ukraine. Renowned
specialists on Ukraine such as Andreas Kappeler and Mark von Hagen
began their careers as students of the Russian Empire, while others,
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such as the present author, came to study Ukraine after an initial con-
centration on the Habsburg Empire and Poland. Furthermore, Ukraine’s
diverse history makes it a highly interesting case for the study of process-
es such as nation-building, religion and nationalism, language standard-
ization, empire, and emancipation. What makes Ukraine so interesting
in this respect is the simultaneous existence of several national and reli-
gious movements and empires or, to be even more general, cultures and
societies. That is why we have termed Ukraine a “laboratory” in the title
of this collection.

As Georgiy Kasianov and Andreas Kappeler show in this volume, the
independence of Ukraine in 1991 has created a new (and old) trend—
the nationalization of its history. Understandably enough, political elites
encourage this trend in the hope that citizens will identify themselves
with Ukraine as a nation-state. This has also been a trend in the newly
independent or fully sovereign countries of East Central Europe.* But
should historians still act like nineteenth-century nation-builders? How
does this influence the academic quality of their work, and does it really
help their countries of origin to become strong nation-states?

Attempts to nationalize history in the former socialist countries con-
trast with recent developments in the historiography of the older mem-
bers of the European Union (EU). In Germany and France especially,
there is a lively debate on how to overcome the national framing of his-
toriography. That debate on “transnational history” and its potential sig-
nificance for Ukrainian historiography is the main subject of the present
article. But the Ukrainian case might also influence how historians of
Western and Central Europe develop their own historiography and the
transnational paradigm. Moreover, the case of Ukraine might also be
interesting for American historians and their debate about transnational
history, where the imperial past of Europe, or Eastern Europe in gener-
al, has been strangely absent.

Another issue is the conceptualization of European history, and
whether and how Ukraine is included in it. Unfortunately, politicians,
intellectuals, and most recent master narratives of European history
often apply the present political map of the European Union to the past.
In many cases this leads to the exclusion of Ukraine, which is assigned
to a post-Soviet space or a Russian sphere of dominance. Transnational
history can reveal Ukraine’s past links with its European neighbors and
thus potentially make an important impact by encouraging Western his-
torians to understand Ukraine as a component of European history.
Moreover, a transnational approach might more adequately bridge gaps
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of historical memory and experience in the different regions of Ukraine
than an exclusive nationalizing history based on nineteenth-century
models.>

Definition of Terms

The terms “national” and “transnational” history require more specific
definition if they are to be useful. While the various trends and methods
that have developed in historiography since the age of romanticism
could not convincingly be summarized under the rubric of “national his-
tory,”0 it is clear that the national paradigm has greatly influenced histo-
riography. Although radical nationalism was officially banished from
West European politics in the postwar period and weakened by the
process of European integration, the postwar “master narratives” of his-
tory in various European countries were still written from a national
perspective.” The same applied to Ukraine until the late twentieth centu-
ry. Orest Subtelny’s Ukraine: A History is a typical example of a nation-
al history that constructs a linear chronological narrative of a society or
nation (“the Ukrainians” or “the Ukrainian people”) and locates it on an
imagined or already acquired territory (present-day Ukraine). One of
the main features of this and comparable books is continuity in terms of
time, space and ethnicity.

National history is not necessarily nationalistic, but it marginalizes
or excludes minorities and other non-dominant groups that inhabit the
territory of a given nation or nation-state. Owing to the prevalent identi-
fication of nationhood with ethnicity in Central and Eastern Europe,
national history is usually ethnocentric. This exclusivity may be observed
on the level of research and narrative structures. Some authors of national
history have a tremendous knowledge of the history of other countries
but do not make use of it because they want to reduce their narratives.

National history is also often nationalizing. Certain persons or places
are claimed for the history of a nation, although their allegiance is
debatable. For example, there have been numerous books claiming that
the city of Gdansk is either German or Polish.8 Only since the 1970s
has it been generally accepted that Gdansk was shaped by various cul-
tures and nations.® But would Ukrainian historians find it acceptable to
think of Lviv as also (or historically even predominantly) a Polish city?
One might think that these questions belong to the age of nationalism,
but they are more fundamental. Historiography is still dominated by
“territorialized” thinking, which was spread by modern national move-
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ments and nation-states.!0 It neatly divides the map of Europe into
states and nations that cover particular territories. We all know these
maps from schoolbooks and academic atlases, and thus they are deeply
ingrained in the mental mapping of modern Europeans. The imagination
and representation of states requires borders, and so territorialized
thinking necessarily results in mutually exclusive histories. At the
moment, the only way out of this dilemma is to accept that there are
several national versions of the history of Gdansk or Lviv and promote
dialogue among historians. Transnational history tries to overcome the
bilateral approach by producing multinational histories of these ethni-
cally mixed and disputed cities. Yaroslav Hrytsak showed how this
could be done with the history of Lviv even before the term “transna-
tional” became popular among Western academics.!!

Another characteristic of national history pertains to its explanatory
structure. In Western Europe especially, the history of European nations
and nation-states has been researched and explained from an internalist
perspective: events and processes that occurred on the same territory or
within the same imagined nation are used to explain subsequent devel-
opments. This internalism may be termed “methodological national-
ism,” which is less common in Polish and Ukrainian historiography but
has particularly influenced French and German historical writing.12

It should be noted, however, that national history has its advantages.
It is much easier to write a national narrative precisely because of its
reductionist character. Nation-states offer not only heroes and villains
but also statistics and discourses. The bulk of the existing scholarly his-
torical literature is written from a national perspective. It is easier to use
this research and stay within its framework than to follow a transnation-
al approach, which requires substantial new research. Above all, nation-
al history has a market advantage because of its popularity. In spite of
the many appeals and attempts to Europeanize history in the old EU
countries, most readers, especially the older generation, prefer national
narratives. In the media, books that touch upon sensitive national issues
get better coverage and more reviews than books with a European
dimension, since the media are still mostly organized on a national lev-
el, and historiography still influences the formation and change of
national identities.

Yet, since 1989-91, new and better circumstances have arisen for
going beyond the perspective of national history. With small exceptions
in the Caucasus and the former Yugoslavia, international borders in
Europe are stable and undisputed; hence no country need fear that plu-
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ralizing its “own” history might endanger its existence or territory.
A discussion about the Polish past of Lviv does not trigger territorial
claims to that city on the part of the Polish government. One could also
argue that so many years after independence Ukraine is sufficiently con-
solidated not to need a mythical national history any more. Such a history
might even be counterproductive, since collective memories in western,
central, southern and eastern Ukraine are so different. If those memories
are at odds with a narrow state-sponsored national history, the conflict
between history and memory may even weaken national identity.

Another factor that supports a transnational paradigm is the process
of European integration. The once dominant nation-state has lost rele-
vance, while international politics and cultural and economic exchange
are receiving greater attention. The more closely the European states are
integrated, the more questions about European history are asked. This is
an obvious trend among students not only in Germany and France but
also in Poland and Ukraine. Although Ukraine is not (yet) a member
of the EU, economic and cultural exchange with its western neighbors,
especially Poland, has grown, raising interest in the common past of
Ukraine and Poland. Moreover, labor migration to Italy, Spain and Por-
tugal connects Ukraine to European countries that were inaccessible
before 1991.

Europeanization is paralleled by globalization, which also deeply
influences Ukraine. One need only think of Ukraine’s recent economic
growth, driven in part by Chinese demand for steel produced in the
Donbas region. Moreover, Ukraine has always had strong trans-Atlantic
connections through the exile community in the United States and
Canada.!3 This is obviously relevant on the political level. Ukraine is
the primary recipient of American political aid in the post-Soviet space,
and it sent soldiers to Iraq, a country of which not many Ukrainians had
heard before 1991. The connections to America are also of great impor-
tance for historiography. As Mark von Hagen shows in his article in this
volume, the study of Ukraine has become an increasingly international
project and process.

But there are more than presentist arguments for a transnational par-
adigm in Ukrainian historiography. As Charles Maier points out in his
influential article about the periodization of modern history, the age of
territorialized nation-states began in the 1860s and has been waning
since the 1960s.14 Although nationalism had a terrible comeback in the
former Yugoslavia and was a major factor in the disintegration of the
Soviet Union, it peaked in Europe during the first half of the twentieth
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century. Precisely because Ukraine was ruled by empires for such a long
time, its history cannot be written within a national framework. Thus
there are profound historical arguments for a transnational approach to
Ukrainian history. This may influence Western scholars, who take the
existence of nation-states more for granted than Ukrainians, Poles or
other East Central Europeans, and it may eventually change the histori-
ography of Europe.

But what precisely does the term “transnational” mean? It is general-
ly agreed that transnational history differs from international or diplo-
matic history. The new paradigm concentrates on relations between cul-
tures, societies, or groups of societies and deliberately transcends the
boundaries of one culture or country. It concentrates on agents of cultur-
al exchange and is thus oriented toward agency.!5 Yet transnational his-
tory also requires profound knowledge of sending and receiving cul-
tures and thus has to be built upon structural comparisons. Transnational
history refutes simple models of diffusion. It studies the ways in which
cultures use and appropriate cultural goods of foreign origin.

As Andreas Kappeler observes in his contribution to this volume, there
is no consensus on the definition and application of the term “transna-
tional.” Some authors implicitly regard the transnational approach as an
extension of national history. They still prefer to focus on the history of
one country but propose to put it into a broader international context.
This would be a minimal version of transnational history, but it might
suffice to help open up Ukrainian history and internationalize master
narratives in standard schoolbooks and on an academic level.!6

Other historians, including the present author, criticize the national
ontology of European cultures on more fundamental grounds. Europeans
have become used to labeling and understanding their environment in
national terms. But in Eastern Europe especially, there has always been
a great divide between cities and rural areas. To a city dweller of the
late nineteenth century, a peasant might seem as alien as a foreign
national, and vice versa. Another obvious and well-studied distinction
was that of religion. There is a danger in the very term “transnational”
that all these social and cultural differences may be reduced to issues of
nationality and ethnicity. Accordingly, this new paradigm should be
understood in a broader sense. It can help demonstrate the connected-
ness and hybridity of European cultures (whether they are defined as
national or not) and change the established mindset of historians. The
transnational paradigm might motivate one to look abroad as much as to
one’s own country or place of residence, applying “externalism” to cor-
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rect the aforementioned internalism, which dominated historiography
for such a long time.

There have been previous attempts to overcome national limitations
or, to put it more broadly, the provincialism of historiography. These
attempts, which were made long before the term “transnational” came
into use and grew fashionable, have shaped the recent debate in Ger-
many and France. I shall now go on to introduce these approaches and
ask how they might be applied to Ukrainian history.

Comparative History

As early as the interwar period, the French historian Marc Bloch proposed
in his article “Pour une histoire comparée des sociétés européennes” to
juxtapose the histories of neighboring European societies in order to
explain their specific development.!7 In this sense Bloch, one of the
founders of the Annales school, was close to Max Weber. The German
sociologist had compared the attitudes of various world religions to
explain why modern capitalism developed first and most strongly in
northern Protestant countries.!® Because of this tradition, the Dutch his-
torian Chris Lorenz concluded in his book on the theory of historiogra-
phy that the main purpose of comparisons is to generate explanations.!?
But besides exploring an additional explanatory potential, which Bloch
most brilliantly demonstrated in his analysis of feudal societies, com-
paratists also connected various countries and cultures.?0 One may criti-
cize Bloch or Weber as Eurocentric, yet both showed genuine interest in
non-European cultures.

Weber deeply influenced the Bielefeld school of social history in
postwar West Germany, which aspired to go beyond historicism and
apply the tools of modern social science to history. It was not interested
in “great men” or in narrow political history but in the history of socie-
ty. Jiirgen Kocka particularly advocated comparisons between societies.
A problem of major interest was that of explaining Germany’s Sonder-
weg, the development of which led to the rise of National Socialism.2!
Imperial and Weimar Germany was contrasted with the United States,
England and France in order to generate a causal explanation for the
rise of militarism and anti-Semitism in Germany in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. The main approach was a comparison of
social groups and societies. One of the (many) conclusions derived from
this research was that Germany had a relatively weak bourgeoisie with a
limited democratic consciousness that was further hampered by a mili-
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taristic state and feudal elites. There were of course much more refined
arguments about the Sonderweg, but research on it helped build up an
antifeudal and antimilitaristic identity in postwar Germany and motivat-
ed several generations of historians to look beyond the boundaries of
their country and culture.?2

If this research model were applied to Ukraine, one might ask why
Ukraine failed to establish an independent nation-state for such a long
time. One could then compare the Ukrainian and Polish elites, and a
likely explanation would be that independence was hampered by the
mostly peasant character of Ukrainian society in the early twentieth
century. Or one might conclude that the population that could be con-
sidered Ukrainian was less affected by modern nationalism than were
the Poles, who had fought wars of independence in 1794, 1830-31 and
1863. A third explanation could be that the main obstacle for the Ukraini-
ans was lack of international recognition as a nation. The variety of pos-
sible explanations derived from such comparisons shows how fruitful
this method can be. Comparative research schemes generate new ques-
tions and contribute to new insights.

Moreover, comparisons connect the study of two or more countries
and thus in principle support a transnational paradigm. If one compares
the politicization and nationalization of Ukrainian and Polish society
in the early twentieth century, one connects the study of Poland and
Ukraine. It follows that no history is unique, but all must be viewed in
relative terms. Even national suffering, so prominent in the history of
Ukraine, Poland, and other nations of East Central Europe, becomes
less unique. This might lead to communication with neighboring coun-
tries and their historians in order to go beyond mutually exclusive mar-
tyrologies.?3 And there would be learning effects across borders. For
example, it used to be a commonplace that the Germans, fascinated by
the military and a strong state, were especially belligerent. But compar-
ative research has shown that admiration for the military and radical
nationalism has also been strong in France.?* The conclusion of this
comparative research is that prior to World War I militarism was a Euro-
pean problem with specific characteristics in various countries. There
might also be learning effects for Polish-Ukrainian history. It has become
a dogma in Poland that the People’s Republic of Poland is not acknowl-
edged as an independent Polish state. Accordingly, the interwar republic
is considered the Second Republic, followed by post-1989 Poland, which
is termed the Third Republic. But compared to Ukraine or East Ger-
many, Poland was highly independent in the socialist period. Hence the
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comparative study of Poland (and Ukraine) might put such common-
places of national history into question.

Yet one should not overlook certain basic problems if traditional
models of comparative history are applied to the study of Ukraine. The
Annales and Bielefeld schools relied heavily on the nation-state as a
framework for comparison. In the case of Ukraine and most Central and
East European nations, there was no independent statehood for a long
time, so that framework cannot be applied. Nor should one overlook the
problems that “statism” created in French and German historiography.
Quite often the past was inappropriately interpreted from the perspective
of the nation-state. The Holy Roman Empire and the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth were multiethnic entities in which social stratification
was much more relevant than ethnic divisions. The same problem exists
in the Ukrainian lands, which were inhabited by various ethnic groups,
and where nationally conscious Ukrainians were probably a minority
until World War 1.25 In general, any large-scale spatial organization of
comparisons is difficult in areas where borders moved frequently. For
example, if one compares Germany and Poland in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, where would one draw the line between those two
units of analysis? This might be considered a highly abstract problem,
but it is relevant, for one can only compare units that are clearly defined
and capable of being distinguished.26

If the framework of a stable state is absent, macro-comparisons could
alternatively rely on societal units of analysis. Instead of nation-states,
one would compare societies or social groups. This is what Marc Bloch
proposed, basically equating societies and nations. But if one compares
Ukrainian, Polish, and Russian society, this again creates many prob-
lems. In the modern period one is confronted with the fact that these
societies overlapped in the spatial and social sense. Moreover, for a very
long time social hierarchies were more important than ethnic divisions,
which also explains why many large landowners of East Slavic origin
and Orthodox religious allegiance considered themselves Poles. There
would also be a danger of labeling people whose national allegiance or
culture we cannot verify as Poles, Ukrainians, or Russians and thus
members of the respective societies. But even in the age of nationalism
significant numbers of people had multiple identities. One need only
mention the Szeptycki or Sheptytsky family to indicate the problem.
While one brother was a Polish general, another was the leader of the
Greek Catholic Church in Ukraine. Moreover, people drew on their
mixed cultural background according to context. As linguistic research in
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other parts of East Central Europe has shown, use of language depended
on social context.2” People often spoke different languages and dialects
at home, in the marketplace, and when they had to communicate with
state authorities. Hence great care must be taken in using language as a
marker of identity. The same is true for large parts of Ukraine, where
the spread of a codified national language and the diffusion of national
identities among the population occurred relatively late.

It may be concluded that the comparison of societies according to
Bloch and the Bielefeld school of social history can hardly be applied to
Ukraine. But one could choose units of comparisons within Ukraine and
compare them with similar entities farther west or east. For example,
Kyiv, Lviv, and Odesa have many similarities with multiethnic cities
such as Riga, Vilnius, Prague, and Budapest, or even Belfast and Liver-
pool.28 Villages with a low level of literacy and politicization can be
found in the late nineteenth century not only in Ukraine but also in the
Balkans, Italy, or Spain. There are of course many more medium-sized
units of comparison, such as institutions. Below this one could compare
neighborhoods, families and smaller units. This would also be in line
with recent trends in international comparative historiography, where
macro-units are increasingly replaced by small or medium-range units
of analysis.29

The Approach of Transfer History

Another way of doing transnational history is the “cultural transfer” or
“transfer history” approach, developed in France since the 1980s.30 Its
two main proponents, Michael Werner and Michel Espagne, were inter-
ested in foreign influences on French culture that had previously been
studied mostly from an internalist perspective, meaning that major events
and processes in French history were explained by previous events and
processes in France. An early object of study in this regard was the
reception in France of the German poet Heinrich Heine, who greatly
influenced French literature. Later on, Werner and Espagne covered
other areas of French and German culture that had been driven by cul-
tural transfers. “Transfer” was used in order to avoid the term “influ-
ence” and older models of diffusion. In contrast to the latter, the “cultural
transfer” approach stresses the adaptation and appropriation of imported
cultural goods.

The recent discussion concerning transnational history in Germany
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and France has its roots in a sometimes polemical debate, which peaked
in the late 1990s, between adherents of traditional historical comparison
and proponents of the model of transfer history.3! Michel Espagne
attacked the comparatists for artificially juxtaposing isolated national
cases and overlooking contacts between cultures.32 He also criticized
comparisons as too static, concentrating excessively on structures
instead of agency. The debate reflects the fact that most comparatists in
Germany and France have a background in social history, while propo-
nents of the model of transfer history have a propensity to cultural his-
tory and are influenced by postmodernism.

The potential of this approach has been demonstrated in many areas.
One example is welfare systems, which are widely studied in compara-
tive history. According to an internalist interpretation, the various mod-
els of the German, French or Swedish welfare state appeared to be
unique national achievements. In fact, however, these welfare states
developed from the late nineteenth century not only because of specific
national traditions, needs and responses but also because of mutual
influences and cultural transfers. It was common practice to refer to for-
eign models when arguing for changes in social policy.33 Even if the
reference was negative, such models served as examples and implicitly
influenced other countries. Another example is that of social history
as pursued during the Cold War. Despite the political confrontation
between East and West, the two sides influenced each other through
competition between their welfare systems. The countries of Western
Europe, especially West Germany, competed with eastern countries in
the establishment of social standards.

Another example of continuous and intensive cultural transfers is
education. The French university system partly rejected but generally
adopted the German or Humboldtian model in the second half of the
nineteenth century.34 Juxtaposing these social security or university sys-
tems in a traditional comparison, one would find many differences and
then probably conclude that one country was more advanced than the
other. Comparison might indicate an exceptional case, but then it would
be hard to offer a convincing explanation of how Europe built up such a
high general level of social security and public education. To date, most
studies of transfer history have concentrated on France and Germany.
Together with earlier comparative studies, they have shown how closely
the French and Germans observed themselves and then used and adopt-
ed or rejected elements of the neighboring culture.
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Similar conclusions can be drawn about Polish-German relations.33
The ways in which Germans came to define themselves as a modern
nation in the course of the nineteenth century, pivotal aspects of imperi-
al German politics, and the obstacles to democratization before World
War [ were deeply connected with the partition of Poland and the pres-
ence of a strong Polish minority in Germany, and hence of Poles as
agents in German history.

In this volume, Roman Szporluk argues convincingly for the western
or Polish dimension of Ukrainian history. But one could also turn the
argument around and reassess the Ukrainian dimension in Polish history.
The great-power status of the Polish Commonwealth was obviously based
on the possession of Ukraine. When Poland lost Left-Bank Ukraine to
Russia in 1667, the balance of power shifted to Russia for almost three
centuries, until 1991.36 There were also many influences in the realm of
culture, as exemplified in fashion, the vogue for Sarmatism, and the ide-
ology of the borderlands (kresy), which were seen as the locus of true
Polish culture.

Even after the partitions, the Ukrainian lands and the kresy remained
a major point of reference in Poland. There Wincenty Pol and other
intellectuals discovered their imagined homelands and the ideal of un-
spoiled Polish culture.37 In the second half of the nineteenth century,
when the Polish and Ukrainian national movements began to compete,
their mutual references became increasingly negative. The competition
and conflict between Poles und Ukrainians shows that the very forma-
tion of modern European nations can only be understood if one analyzes
the complex interaction of nationalisms and national movements. This
might appear obvious, but works of national history like Subtelny’s
textbook usually treat the Ukrainian national movement and its ideology
in a rather isolated manner. There was also intensive interaction between
the imperial government and Russian nationalism on the one hand and
Ukrainian nationalism on the other in the Russian Empire.38 In other
words, even the phenomenon of nationalism requires a transfer history
approach. This is also a good basis for the study of internal communica-
tion in the Ukrainian national movement. As shown by a recent study
of Ukrainian activists from both empires, public encounters beyond the
borders of the Habsburg and Romanov empires shaped the ideology of
the Ukrainian national movement3® (“movements” may be the more
appropriate term until the late nineteenth century).

The “cultural transfer” approach does not idealize contacts between
two countries or cultures. It includes the deliberate exclusion and rejec-
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tion of elements of culture perceived as foreign. But territorial entities
and groups that perceived themselves as backward had a particularly
strong tendency to look across the border and import and adapt cultural
goods from abroad. “Comparing oneself” has been a driving force in
East Central European and Ukrainian history since the Age of Enlight-
enment. This was not restricted to the realm of culture in the narrow
sense. The “reforms from above” that were so typical of the states of
East Central Europe in the “long” nineteenth century constituted a reac-
tion to a perceived backwardness and were meant to help those states
catch up with such cultural and economic pioneers as France or Eng-
land. This resulted in major changes. Remarkably, for example, the
Habsburg Empire caught up economically at least to some degree with
the more industrialized countries of Europe.40

These cultural transfers continued in the twentieth century in spite
of the erection of new and less permeable state borders and ideological
boundaries in the interwar and postwar periods. The countries and soci-
eties of East Central Europe kept on comparing themselves with a pre-
sumably more advanced “West,” even when the Soviet Union proclaimed
that it had entered upon a victorious path of development. Cultural
transfers based on a broad definition of culture have also been a crucial
factor in the process of transformation in the former communist coun-
tries since 1989. That transformation was driven by Western examples,
their transfer to the formerly socialist countries, and the local adaptation
of cultural goods. Institutions like the International Monetary Fund and
individuals such as Jeffrey Sachs and the former finance ministers
Leszek Balcerowicz and Viktor Yushchenko played a crucial role as
agents of cultural transfer.

The historicity of comparisons is only one historical argument for
combining the traditional comparative method with the “cultural trans-
fer” approach. The sometimes sharp polemics between proponents of
these approaches overlook the fact that both are constructivist, since
they combine the study of units that have to be detached from their con-
text and connected by the researcher. The analysis of cultural transfers
requires drawing a boundary between the transmitting and receiving
culture and defining “one’s own” and “the other.” Obviously, this is a
complex task in the case of Ukraine because of its history as part of sev-
eral empires, but such complexity might well serve to modify the “cul-
tural transfer” approach itself. The cultural holism that characterizes
some of the French and German literature on the subject, which speaks
of one German or French culture, cannot be sustained in the case of
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Ukraine. In the imperial period at least, one must speak of Ukrainian
cultures in the plural. 4!

The difference on the hermeneutical level is more operational than
theoretical. As noted above, it is the purpose of scholarly comparisons
to measure differences and commonalities and produce causal explana-
tions. But the latter goal can often be attained only if one takes account
of previous cultural transfers. In the “cultural transfer” model, which is
central to the transnational paradigm, analysis relies on knowledge of
the transmitting and receiving cultures. This is necessary in order to
understand why certain cultural goods were imported and then adapted.
It follows that both units, the exporting and receiving cultures, have to
be compared.*2

Both approaches, historical comparison and transfer history, have so
far concentrated on national units of analysis. While in the case of com-
parative history the main objects of interest have been nation-states
and nationally defined societies, transfer history has dealt mostly with
national cultures, especially those of France and Germany. Since the
mid-1990s Espagne and Matthias Middell have broadened their scope
and analyzed cultural transfers to and from regions, especially Sax-
ony.43 But regions are constructed entities like nation-states and thus are
not fundamentally different on a theoretical level. They still conform to
territorialized thinking. Both approaches have the common goal of pro-
ducing a historiography that transcends current national borders, but
both are deeply rooted in a national ontology. It is therefore question-
able whether they can serve as a basis for the transnational paradigm.
Institutions, social groups, elements of culture, and other small or medi-
um-sized units are better suited to the transnational approach than the
traditional macro-units of analysis.

The Concept of Histoire Croisée

The French historian Michael Werner has concluded that comparative
history and the study of cultural transfers belong to a “family of rela-
tional approaches.”#4 He introduced into the debate the term histoire
croisée, which can be translated literally as “crossed history.” Croiser
has two dimensions. Like Espagne, Werner argues firstly that German
and French history are closely connected. This argument could also be
applied to German and Polish or Polish and Ukrainian history. Second-
ly, Werner explicitly avows the constructivist nature of his approach.
Together with his coauthor, Bénédicte Zimmermann, he has devoted
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considerable thought to the historian’s position vis-a-vis his object of
analysis. This demand for self-reflexivity shows the influence of post-
modernism.45

The recent theoretical debate should be seen in a wider context, for it
reveals interesting parallels with the political development of France,
Germany, and the European Community/Union. In the 1970s—80s, when
social history comparisons reached their peak, the European Communi-
ty was still conceptualized (according to Adenauer and De Gaulle) as a
union of fatherlands. The European political order of nation-states also
influenced the structure of European history departments in the United
States, which usually divided the field into chairs of French, German,
English, Russian, and other national histories.*¢ Hence the juxtaposition
of national cases in comparative social history corresponded to the
postwar political situation. In Germany, there was also a strong trans-
Atlantic dimension in comparative history. The focus on comparisons
with Western countries reflected the strong desire of the political and
intellectual elite of the Federal Republic to integrate with the West.
Consequently, German historians rarely made comparisons that went
beyond the Iron Curtain and dealt with Central and Eastern Europe.4’

There is also a political background to the study of cultural transfers.
As proponents of this approach stressed the connections between French
and German history,*8 the two countries signed the Maastricht Treaty,
which set the pace for a common currency, the Euro, and a much closer
integration of Western Europe. Transfer history might be interpreted as
a historical blueprint for the present integration of Germany and France
and the deepening of the European Union. Histoire croisée suggests a
historiography of European countries integrated so closely that they no
longer need separate national histories. Yet the parallels between histori-
ography and politics should not be carried too far. Michael Werner was
already developing his histoire croisée before the introduction of the
Euro and before the Bush administration provoked attempts at closer
European integration. In Western Europe, historians are not subject to
political dictates and sometimes write books that run counter to prevail-
ing trends. This is apparent from older works of “transnational” history
that did not use this term but pursued similar aims.

When the French historian Lucien Febvre published his book about
the Rhine River more than seventy years ago, the Nazis had just taken
power and were about to provoke another war with France. This work
by one of the founders of the Annales school deserves special attention
because it integrates both sides of a contested border region into one
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transnational historical narrative.49 Furthermore, the book is based on a
regional approach and thus already went beyond the nation-state para-
digm. The Czech historian Josef Pekat did not go as far as Febvre, but
in some of his works he also took an approach that could now be called
transnational. He argued in his programmatic book O smyslu ceskych
dejin (On the Meaning of Czech History, first published in 1929) that
foreign—Byzantine, West European, German, and Hungarian—influ-
ences were of paramount importance to Czech history. Pekar concluded
that at times these external factors shaped the history of the Czechs
more than internal developments.’? These examples of interwar histori-
ography show that attempts to transcend the national paradigm of histo-
ry are not a novelty. Although the term “transnational” had not yet been
invented, the national and then still mostly nationalist tradition of histo-
riography was already being challenged.

Nationalism in Europe reached its peak in the interwar period; today,
by contrast, few historians argue openly for the national paradigm. In
Canada and the United States, sympathy for national history often takes
the form of rebuking multiculturalism and political correctness and crit-
icizing topics such as diasporas, minority cultures, postcolonialism, or
world history.5! In Europe, advocacy of the national paradigm is also
usually implicit or indirect. The argument is made that national history
remains relevant (which is indisputable), that European history was
shaped by nations, that the welfare state was built up by nation-states,
and so on. As mentioned earlier, the national paradigm is also supported
by conventional narrative structures and the present state of research.

In contrast to the implicit character of national history, transnational
history is necessarily explicit. In his proposal for a histoire croisée and
his empirical studies of cultural transfers, Michael Werner has in effect
developed a Carolingian vision of German and French history. This is
now being realized in a new book series entitled Deutsch-franzdsische
Geschichte (German-French History).52 If one carries his article and the
concept of this book series further, the study of these two countries can
be reconceptualized as Western or West Central European area studies.

Werner’s proposal corresponds to approaches already developed for
studying the history of Central or East Central Europe. This part of
Europe is commonly understood to comprise countries and regions
located between Germany in the west and Russia in the east. In the
postwar period, the exiled Polish historian Oskar Halecki, the German
historian Klaus Zernack, the Hungarian historian Jené Szlics and other
scholars expended considerable effort to define the historical region of
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“Central Europe,” usually known in German as Ostmitteleuropa (East
Central Europe).53

These founding fathers of Central or East Central European history
as area studies—both terms are often used interchangeably—based their
definition on Strukturgeschichte, a framework of social and political
structures. According to this view, developments in East Central Europe
were driven by Western Christianization and the establishment of rela-
tively autonomous cities governed by Magdeburg law. There was an
extraordinarily long and intensive tradition of feudalism, a strong nobil-
ity, and a relatively weak bourgeoisie. Consequently, the economy
remained largely agrarian, and industrialization came late. Other charac-
teristics commonly associated with East Central Europe are long-lasting
imperial rule and ethnic diversity, which resulted in nationalism, armed
conflicts and wars.>* These structural factors of East Central European
history have often been viewed normatively and condemned as late,
untimely, backward, superficial, distorted (and other negative terms) on
a scale of time or values. These negative judgements, especially pro-
nounced in Sziics’s work, are based on comparisons with “normal”
development in the West. Hence there are certain parallels to the Son-
derweg argument, which accentuated the exceptionalism of Germany
vis-a-vis the West.

The structural history of East Central Europe was based on compara-
tive studies encompassing the territory from the Elbe River in Germany
to the western borderlands of the Russian Empire. This obviously puts
Germany and Ukraine in an awkward position. Klaus Zernack includes
the northeastern part of the German Empire in the study of East Central
Europe, which corresponds to the mapping of the preeminent English-
language journal devoted to the region, Central European History.

But the aforementioned authors have also drawn a line dividing
(East) Central Europe from East Slavic, Orthodox and, from 1917 to
1991, Soviet Europe.3> This distinction was again influenced by politi-
cal considerations, especially an attempt to distinguish the socialist
countries in the Soviet sphere of influence from the Soviet Union itself.
This obviously creates a problem for Ukraine. While its western parts
can be included in East Central Europe according to the standard defini-
tion, eastern Ukraine does not share all of these structural characteris-
tics. But how sustainable is the structural definition of East Central
Europe or Ostmitteleuropa’l

Structurally defined area studies are based on the assumption that the
aforementioned characteristics shaped the history of the region from the

o



WUkrajna Il:1deologies minta 10/21/08 5:09 $ Page 98

98 Philipp Ther

Middle Ages until recent times. But Bohemia can hardly be considered
agrarian in the modern period: in Bohemia and Poland large landowners
were a major force for modernization in the nineteenth century,5 and
even ethnic conflict was more a result of the modern nation-building
process than of ethnic diversity as such. It was not the diversity of lan-
guages and cultures per se that gave rise to conflict but the interpreta-
tion of cultural and social conflict in national terms. Clearly, this struc-
tural definition of East Central Europe needs to be modified from a per-
spective that does not ignore the postmodern critique of longue durée
approaches and causal explanations. This also opens up greater prospects
for including Ukraine in the study of Central Europe.

In Austria there has been an additional attempt to define Central
Europe. The historian Moritz Csdky has developed a cultural definition
of the region that was applied to many of his special research fields,
such as music theatre, everyday culture, and memory. According to
Csaky, Central Europe was partly united by the aforementioned struc-
tures, but even more by culture on various levels, ranging from food to
the high arts. He stresses the relevance of communication and cultural
transfers within the region,>” maintaining that there was a common cul-
tural identification in the late Habsburg Empire.58 Cséky’s cultural con-
cept of Central European studies has the advantage of being more flexi-
ble and inclusionary than the standard structural definition.

Such a culturally based concept of area studies facilitates the integra-
tion of Ukraine into the study of Central or East Central Europe. In the
early modern period there was intensive communication with the West
through Poland, shaping many areas of cultural history such as religion
(Union of Brest) and public education. Often these transfers encoun-
tered fierce resistance but nevertheless provided a strong stimulus. An
example of this was the establishment of the Kyiv Mohyla Collegium,
which was also a counter-reaction against the activities of the Jesuits.>?
Hence cultural transfers did not necessarily create convergence but also
produced conflict and resistance.

For a “cultural history” concept of Central Europe it is equally impor-
tant to note that cultural transfers did not proceed in only one direction.
For example, Sarmatism, a basic element of Commonwealth culture,
was shaped by cultural transfers from Ukraine to Poland. These con-
nections were so strong that one can regard Ukraine as part of Central
Europe at least until the late eighteenth century.

The problem is that the standard national interpretation of Ukrainian
history has reduced the Polish period to a narrative of feudal exploita-
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tion, suffering and national resistance, although the Khmelnytsky Upris-
ing could also be interpreted as an intra-elite conflict within the Com-
monwealth. Perhaps the time has come to acknowledge that the Com-
monwealth was not exclusively detrimental to the Ukrainian lands, that
many nobles of Ukrainian origin chose to be integrated into it, and that
this early modern state was not a nation-state bent on suppression. On
the Polish side, Andrzej Kaminski has opened the door to a new inter-
pretation with his book A Republic of Many Nations, while in Ukraine
Natalia Yakovenko’s research on medieval and early modern Ukraine
has surpassed established nationalistic or anachronistic interpretations
of early modern history.0

After the partitions of Poland, the Ukrainian lands were mostly gov-
erned by Russia and hence are rarely regarded as part of East Central
Europe. Yet the national movement in Ukraine was greatly inspired
by the Polish example. There are also many parallels with the Czech
national movement, which had to act without a strong social elite or
indigenous aristocracy of the kind that existed in Poland or Hungary.
The lower-class origin of the activists of the national movement was
initially a disadvantage, especially for advocating interests within the
institutional framework of the Russian and Habsburg empires. But the
strong social component made Ukrainian nationalism attractive to the
lower classes and contributed to the creation of a popular culture. The
composers Bedfich Smetana and Mykola Lysenko created a unique
musical culture that simultaneously attracted the masses and could be
interpreted as high art.%! Within the framework of the Habsburg Empire,
there were also numerous cultural transfers from the Czech to the
Ruthenian and, later, the Ukrainian national movement. All this can
serve as an argument for including Ukraine in Central or East Central
European studies. Finally, one can use a presentist argument. The
Orange Revolution of 2004 set Ukraine on the path taken by Central
Europe in 1989, and the country is now developing into a pluralistic
democracy.

Area studies based on communication and interaction rather than on
social structures have the additional advantage that the various spaces
under consideration do not have to be treated as mutually exclusive ter-
ritorial units. For example, there are areas of geographical and topo-
graphical overlap between Michael Werner’s Carolingian West Central
Europe and a Germano-Slavic East Central Europe. Metropoles in par-
ticular functioned as centers of communication for several cultural
spaces and as nodes of cultural exchange. Vienna was obviously an
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important political and cultural center for East Central Europe, but it also
heavily influenced German culture and politics and should therefore be
integrated into Werner’s Franco-German histoire croisée. Because of its
status in music and opera production and, at times, as a political capital,
Vienna is also part of Italian or South European cultural history. Metas-
tasio, the most productive author of librettos in the history of opera, was
long employed by the Viennese court.

Another example of the multispatial relevance of a metropole is the
port city of Hamburg. On the one hand, it is located in western Germany
and has always played a major role in exchange with the Netherlands,
England, and the North Atlantic. On the other hand, Hamburg was a
major port of emigration and trade for the East Elbian areas of Prussia,
as well as for Bohemia and Poland. In the history of opera and theater,
Hamburg closely cooperated and competed with Leipzig, Dresden,
Prague, Vienna, and Budapest. Thus it was the hub of an axis of cultural
transfers whose influence extended into Southeastern Europe.52 There
was an intense exchange of composers, conductors, costumes, music
scores, singers, and actors along this route.

Kyiv played a similar role in Central and Eastern Europe.®3 On the
one hand it was a city inhabited by a strong Polish aristocracy and
hence had a Polish theater with a typical repertoire for the period. Natu-
rally, the Polish theater concentrated on Polish plays, especially come-
dies, but also offered Italian opera in a stagione system. After the upris-
ing of 1863 the Russian government attempted to strengthen Russian
culture in Kyiv. It invested heavily in cultural institutions and eventually
built what is now the Ukrainian national opera house. However, because
of its representative function, the Russian theater and other state-funded
cultural institutions had difficulty in reaching a mass audience. This cre-
ated an opportunity for popular Ukrainian culture, which used the ver-
nacular and was staged in more accessible public spaces. Hence Kyiv
was a crossroads of aristocratic Polish, imperial Russian, and popular
Ukrainian culture. Since 2005, the Ukrainian historian Ostap Sereda has
been studying this unique conjunction in a project with the working title
“Musical Theatre and Cultural Politics in Russian-Ruled Kyiv in the
Second Half of the Nineteenth Century”®4 It remains to be seen whether
the national or the social dimension of these three cultures is the main
factor of differentiation.

Culturally defined area studies can contribute to a new mental map-
ping of Europe in which places and axes of cultural exchange, not the
nation-state or other territorial units of analysis, shape the map of the
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continent. It should be stressed that this vision is not driven by antipathy
to nation-states but follows Charles Maier’s observation that the territo-
rialized state reached its apex between the 1860s and the 1960s. Since
then, Europe and the globe have entered a post-territorial age. More-
over, the period of nation-states was delayed in East Central Europe by
the long duration of multinational empires. East of Germany, some
nation-states were formed in 1918, but a full-fledged system of nation-
states was established only in 1989-91.65 This is yet another, purely his-
torical, reason why the national framing of historiography should be
avoided or at least reduced in the case of Ukraine. Area studies are an
already well-established way to move in that direction. Framing histori-
ography in terms of larger European regions would be a particularly
fruitful pedagogical device, producing students who know several lan-
guages and cultures.

European History as a Process

If cultural history is used as a basis for area studies, a different picture
of Europe and European history emerges. For the early modern period
and the “long” nineteenth century, one can distinguish partly overlap-
ping West Central and East Central European, East European, and South
European or Mediterranean cultural spaces.% But beyond these culturally
defined areas, Europe served as a common (and disputed) point of refer-
ence and denominator for all subregions. Europe itself can be regarded as
a cultural space held together by communication and interaction, even if
it was conflictual. In this view, Europe is not a territorial container full of
history, like nation-states full of national history,°” but a process and a
result of communication and interaction. This approach might appear to
be highly constructivist at first glance, but obviously the cultural trans-
fers also decreased in several periods of history such as the Cold War.
Regarding Europe not as a fixed territorial unit or a telos but as an
open process can help prevent European history from becoming confined
to member countries of the enlarged EU and excluding Ukraine. In the
non-academic literature, as well as in most recent master narratives of
European history, one finds many attempts to construct such a Europe
on the basis of normatively charged elements of culture such as the tra-
dition of the Occident, Western Christianity or the Judeo-Christian tradition,
Latin literature, Roman law, the Enlightenment, secularism, overcoming
nationalism, and so on.%8 This results in an affirmative understanding of
Europe that may be useful politically, but not for analytical purposes.
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Understanding Europe as a space of communication and interaction
and focusing on cultural history would make it possible to study not
only its intensive internal but also external cultural exchange, which is
again of particular relevance to Ukraine. The name “Ukraine” means
borderland, and indeed it bordered not only on Russia and Poland but
also on the Ottoman Empire. Neal Ascherson’s work addresses some of
the cultural exchange that took place across the Black Sea, which could
be expanded into an eastern version of Braudel’s Mediterranean.®® But
there are also other vectors of communication and interaction with the
Ukrainian lands. Through the Russian Empire, Ukraine participated in
a vital cultural exchange with Central Asia. Ukrainians were recruited
for the task of colonization, which on the one hand promoted their Slav-
ic and imperial identity but, on the other, weakened their Ukrainian
national identity (if formed prior to their departure for the Asian regions
of the Russian Empire). Postcolonial approaches might also be applied
to the analysis of Russo-Ukrainian relations.”® The high-handed and
patriarchal attitudes of past and present Russian elites toward Ukraine
are reflected in the historical term “Little Russians.” These attitudes
have also influenced conflicts between Russia and Ukraine since 1991.

Postcolonial studies have generally increased sensitivity to the fact
that cultural relations rarely involve roughly equal partners like France
and Germany. The political and social asymmetry between cultures is
an urgent problem in the study of Ukraine, where nobiliary Polish and
imperial Russian culture and rule were long dominant. But foreign dom-
ination also resulted in learning processes that cannot be evaluated only
in terms of suffering. The inhabitants of Ukraine observed, utilized and
transformed elements of Polish and Russian culture. And in spite of the
great famine of 1932-33, the forced-labor camps and other components
of Soviet totalitarianism, Ukraine also benefited in paradoxical ways
from Russian rule within the Soviet Empire. Stalin established the pres-
ent-day western boundaries of Ukraine by westward expansion of the
Soviet Union at Poland’s expense.’!

Throughout Europe, the amount and intensity of cultural transfers
grew exponentially in the second half of the nineteenth century until
World War I. This also connected Ukraine with cultures beyond those of
its immediate neighbors. Ivan Franko was not only a great Ukrainian
writer but also a Habsburg cultural figure who published in German, as
well as in Polish.”2 Mykola Lysenko composed in a national style com-
parable to that of Moniuszko or Glinka. He integrated popular harmonies,
rhythms, melodies and dances into his music and thus invented a Ukrain-
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ian style that was later canonized. He was also influenced by composers
of the New German School (Neudeutsche Schule), especially Wagner
and Smetana. This fusion of styles gave his work a unique quality with
which students of Central and West European music are insufficiently
acquainted. It would be an exaggeration to claim that Lysenko influ-
enced German or Austrian composers, but the creation of national styles
throughout Central and Eastern Europe in the nineteenth century had an
impact on the development of opera and instrumental music on the con-
tinent. Music was increasingly perceived through the prism of national
culture. This also affected the once universal Italian opera, which became
one of many national styles, forcing Italian (and French) composers to
respond with their own musical nationalism.”3

In the half century before World War I, cultural exchanges, which
can also be observed in politics and economics, were institutionalized
and transformed into networks.”* Europe increasingly became a point
of reference, a space of experience and agency (Erfahrungsraum and
Handlungsraum). Among the elites, one also observes a rising European
consciousness.” Affection for an idealized Europe was especially strong
in the eastern part of the continent.’® During the 1880s, a widely distrib-
uted Polish cultural journal in Warsaw introduced a column titled “From
Europe” and was thus among the first periodicals to perceive the conti-
nent as a common cultural space.”” This process of Europeanization and
cultural exchange affected illiterate peasants in Ukraine much less and
on a different level, but members of the Ukrainian elites were involved
in this European cultural space. In fact, they could travel more freely
through Europe than their present-day successors.”8

Thanks to these cultural exchanges, Kyiv, Lviv, Odesa and other cities
in Ukraine became European metropoles. They acquired the attributes
of European culture—a representative opera house, a concert hall, pub-
lic museums, and so on. These institutions were not just a facade of
European civilization but were rooted in society, supported by associa-
tions and prosperous individuals. This urban elite differed from its Cen-
tral and West European equivalents in social and ethnic background, but
it aspired to create a cultural and social life perceived as European. The
elite was mostly destroyed after the Russian Revolution and survived
only partially in western Ukraine. The Bolsheviks also interrupted
most of Ukraine’s contacts with its western neighbors. Thus the process
of Europeanization in the “long” nineteenth century was halted and
reversed after 1917 and 1939. Yet it is one of the ironies of the Soviet
era that because of the classicism of Soviet cultural policy since the late
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1920s, these cultural institutions retained their central status in society
much longer than in Western Europe. Ukrainian parents still try to give
their children a classical education if they can afford it. Even during the
worst financial crises of the 1990s, cities like Lviv renovated their opera
houses and public theaters. This propensity for European high culture
may fade with the rise of the nouveaux riches, but one can still claim
that in some aspects of their values and daily life Ukrainians are more
(traditionally) European than Western Europeans.

This Europeanization was not restricted to “high” culture, which is a
standard topic of transfer history. It can also be observed on a different
social level and historical stratum—that of migration. As Klaus Bade has
put it, nineteenth-century Europe was “a continent on the move.””9 The
history of the Ukrainian diaspora in America shows that migrants often
remained connected with their home places and countries. They advised
relatives and friends whether to follow them, on the best means of trans-
portation, where to look for work in cities and countries of arrival, and so on.
This knowledge was communicated over great distances and contributed
to patterns of migration based on gender, relatives, neighborhoods, or
village communities. Studies from the Carpathian Mountains, an area of
especially high emigration, have shown that even return migration was
very frequent.80 Just like agents of culture, these migrants formed net-
works maintained over long distances and considerable periods of time.

The Ukrainian diaspora was kept at a distance during the Soviet era,
but since the independence of Ukraine it has been very active there.
Diaspora historians also contributed to the nationalization of Ukrainian
history, which was natural enough, since the continuous existence of a
diaspora requires that its members maintain a strong ethnic and cultural
identity. Yet the very existence of Ukrainian communities in the United
States, Canada, Poland, and Germany adds another transnational aspect
to Ukrainian history and supports a paradigm that goes beyond the terri-
torialized nation-state.

Summary

This article begins with an introduction to the current debate on transna-
tional history. It goes on to present a “family of relational approaches,”
all of which can be used to go beyond the “internalism” of national his-
tory. The first extensively treated approach is that of historical compari-
son. The article emphasizes the explanatory potential of comparative
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history, especially with regard to comparisons between Polish and
Ukrainian history. Comparisons could also be carried out with more dis-
tant lands, connecting the study of Ukraine with that of other parts of
Europe. Because of the difficulty of precisely locating and defining a
Ukrainian state and society before 1991, comparisons are best pursued
on a meso- or micro-level.

The second approach is that of “transfer history,” which is based on
the study of cultural transfers. This approach concentrates on processes
and agents of cultural exchange that are particularly relevant to Ukrain-
ian history. Because of its history of Polish, Russian and Austrian rule
and the long-lasting imperial order in East Central Europe, Ukraine was
subject to multiple foreign influences. Transfer history does not, howev-
er, rely upon the term “influence.” It concentrates on processes of
accommodation and utilization, investigating the ways in which local
cultures use and transform imported cultural goods. Although transfer
history has tended to concentrate on ‘“high culture,” it could be applied
to cultural history in the broad anthropological sense.

The approach of histoire croisée or “entangled history” is based on
transfer history. Its added value lies in the study of two or more coun-
tries (that is, an area studies approach). The concept was developed for
France and Germany (West Central Europe), but it could just as easily
be applied to (East) Central European and Ukrainian history. Ukraine
could also be integrated into cultural history concepts for the study of
East Central Europe. To be sure, this approach is not new: it has been
employed, for example, by the Institute of East Central Europe in
Lublin, directed by Jerzy Kloczowski. But the histoire croisée approach
offers a more developed and somewhat postmodern methodological
basis for area studies. Areas are defined not only on the basis of struc-
tural similarities but also on that of internal communication and interac-
tion. This means that area studies become more flexible and less exclu-
sive. East Central European studies that include Ukraine could be used
for the development of university curricula, textbooks, and so on, mak-
ing them practically relevant.

This article does not intend to prescribe ways of transnationalizing
the study of history in Ukraine or the history of Ukraine as a subject.
Its main purpose is to introduce recently discussed approaches that seek
to overcome the “methodological nationalism” so apparent in Ukraine
and other European countries. This might also be a way of integrating
Ukrainian history into the European context and inspiring greater inter-
est in the subject among international scholars.
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Choice of Name versus Choice of Path

The Names of Ukrainian Territories from the Late
Sixteenth to the Late Seventeenth Century

Natalia Yakovenko

The very act of demarcating the real or imagined boundary of “our land”
creates two geographic and cultural entities—the “land of the Other”
and “one’s own” space. Establishing the name of “one’s own” living
space is far from the least important step toward endowing it with mean-
ing. Thus canonized, it is transformed by the inhabitants’ unwritten con-
vention into the sacred name of a fatherland—a land inherited from
ancestors on which objectively existing reality (territory) is infused with
a series of imagined values projected onto that territory; values associat-
ed with common “blood,” interests, history, cultural tradition, and the
like. In the Ukrainian case, it was the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries that saw the definitive “establishment of the convention,”
when the palm was awarded to the name “Ukraine” (Ukraina). But the
contest of proposals began three centuries earlier, signaling the emer-
gence of a “national preoccupation” in a society content until then to
define itself with the vague notion of Rus’, at once an ethnonym and the
name of the territory inhabited by Ruthenians in the Polish-Lithuanian
state. The first round of that “contest,” which took place between the
late sixteenth and late seventeenth centuries, is the principal subject of
this essay. We shall also have to make an excursion into prehistory, for
some of the competing versions were articulated much earlier in other,
Greek and Roman, cultural poles of Europe. Thus, by comparing the
victories and defeats of the different versions reanimated by the Ruthe-
nians, we can obtain an indirect notion of the priorities of the con-
sumers, who were making a choice (just like present-day Ukrainians)
between “East” and “West.” In conclusion, we shall examine the fluctu-
ations of a hypothetically native creation, the concept of “Ukraine,”
which in time was to win the grand prize.

It is no easy task to give a brief account of the material on which my
observations are based. References bearing on the subject are to be
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encountered in practically all texts of the period, from official docu-
ments to private jottings and from scholastic verses to theological trea-
tises. The point, then, was not so much research as selection. My main
criterion was the Ruthenian origin of the authors, although, in order to
tease out particular nuances, it was necessary to seek views from the
sidelines; from the Polish or “Lithuanian” (more precisely, official Vil-
nius) perspectives. As for the intellectual grounding of this article, it
comes mainly from the pioneering thesis advanced by Giovanna Brogi
Bercoff, who maintains that the constitutive characteristic of Ukrainian
cultural space in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was its “poly-
morphism,” meaning its multilayered and polyglot character, mutability,
and susceptibility to external assimilative influences. In Brogi Bercoff’s
opinion, this elasticity of “cultural code” may be explained both by an
“immanent” tendency—dating from the times of Kyivan Rus—to syn-
thesize divergent traditions and, in functional terms, as a response to
the threat of disintegration facing a cultural community that was not yet
fully formed.! As regards more particular questions, my thinking has
something in common with studies by Frank Sysyn and Serhii Plokhy
devoted to somewhat later (late seventeenth- and early eighteenth-cen-
tury) changes in the naming of Ukrainian space.?

Rosia/Russia/Rus’, Ruthenia, Roxolania

The Byzantines anticipated developments by naming a territory that had
not managed to come up with a general name for itself: the notion of
Rosia (Pwolo) was first used to denote the “land of the Rus’” in De cer-
emoniis by the Byzantine emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus
(908-59).3 But the “Rus’ people” (Pw¢) had come to the Byzantines’
attention much earlier, and that particular form of appellation—indeed,
self-designation—is recorded in the Annales Bertiniani under the year
839, where it is recounted that people came from Constantinople to the
court of Louis the Pious and “said that they—that is, their people—were
known as Rus™” (se, id est gentem suam, Rhos vocari dicebant).* In the
mid-tenth century, Bishop Liutprand of Cremona employed another Lat-
in variant of the Rus” name, Rusii, derived from the Greek povotot.
According to Liutprand’s Antapodosis, the Byzantine mercenaries
included “a certain people... whom the Greeks call... Rusii... because
of the strength of their bodies” (gens quaedam... quam a qualitate cor-
poris Graeci vocant... Rusios).>
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In Old Rus’ writing, as we know, the self-designation Ruskaia zemlia
or Rus’ became the established term for the “land of the Rus’,” while its
inhabitants bore the political name Rus” (collective) and Rusyn (individ-
ual). This usage continued even after the disintegration of the Kyivan
state: in one of the first documents of the fourteenth century, which are
classified as “Old Ukrainian” on the basis of their linguistic attributes,
we already encounter the word Rusyn.® Until the mid-sixteenth century
Rus’, Rus’ka zemlia and the designation Rusyn (no longer a political
name but an ethnonym) had no competition either in the Kingdom of
Poland or in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania as customary terms for the
former Old Rus’ territory and its inhabitants. As for the practice of call-
ing Rus’” Rosia (from the Greek Pwotc), which is to be encountered in
South Slavic writings beginning in the last quarter of the fourteenth cen-
tury and in Muscovy from the second half of the fifteenth century,” this
neo-Byzantine syndrome made its way to the Ruthenians of the Polish-
Lithuanian state considerably later, in the 1580s. We shall return to the
initiators and circumstances of this innovation below; here, by way of
preliminary comment, we shall merely note that the Greek accent of
that name embodied a certain protest against the Latinization of Ruthen-
ian culture, manifested inter alia by the dissemination of Latin names
for Rus’.

This Latin nomenclature, encountered in European chronicles and
documents of the papal chancery, was rather unsystematic at first, but
signs of a certain “standardization” become apparent by the end of the
eleventh century. Most probably, the stimulus in that direction came
from the papal chancery, in whose documents a specific conceptual
dualism became established: the land itself was called Russia, and its
Ruthenian inhabitants were known as Rutheni. The words Ruthenus and
Rusyn are phonetically akin, which ideally suited the orientation of
medieval geography toward classical tradition, from which names of
lands and peoples that sounded similar were drawn and applied to new
realities. The Celtic tribe of the Rut(h)eni was well known in antiquity,
from Pliny the Elder and Caesar to the compilers of the first century
A.D. Thus adapted, the Rutheni/Rus” became firmly established in the
land of Russia, recorded in chronicles and papal bulls and, from the
thirteenth century, in letters and documents (especially in privileges
issued by Hungarian kings and Mazovian princes),3 and even in travel
notes, such as Willem de Ruysbroeck’s description of his voyage of
1253 to the Crimea, which mentions a “tremendous number of Rutheni-
ans” (Ruthenos. .. maxima multitudo) among the local Christians.? Finally,
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from the fourteenth century the amicable pair Russia/Rutheni became a
fixture in Polish documents and chronicles and, somewhat later, in Latin
documents issued by the chancery of the Lithuanian grand dukes.

These terms were also unreservedly accepted in the chanceries of
judicial and administrative centers in Galician Rus’, where Latin became
the official language of business following the incorporation of those
lands into the Kingdom of Poland. Throughout the fifteenth century, the
Latin language, only just acquired by local chancery scribes, still consti-
tuted a striking instance of bilingualism—a Latin imitation of Ukrainian
speech, paradoxical in its “incorrectness.”9 There is consequently no
doubt that when writing Russia, the scribes mentally “pronounced”
Rus’, and the Ruthenus-derived concepts that they employed (such as
ius Ruthenicum, lingua Ruthenica, consuetudo Ruthenicalis, ecclesia
Ruthenicalis, Ruthenica fides, ritus Ruthenicus, Ruthenicale telum, and
so on) were calques of corresponding notions in Ruthenian public life:
Ruthenian law, the Ruthenian language, Ruthenian customs, the Ruthen-
ian Church, and the like. It was this very circumstance, one may assume,
that made the Latinization of names nonconflictual, for both the local
and the Latin names were essentially interchangeable and synonymous.
This parity was shaken, however, in the middle of the following (six-
teenth) century, when a designation of Rus” came into use for which no
equivalent was to be found in Ruthenian speech.

Strictly speaking, there were two such names, Ruthenia and Roxola-
nia. The first appeared episodically even earlier as a derivation from
Ruthenus used to denote the “land of the Ruthenians,” for example, in
privileges issued by Hungarian kings in 1261 and 1342,!! on Pietro Vis-
conti’s portolan map of 131112 and, much later, in a reply of 1635 from
the papal chancery.!3 Given the conservatism of the latter institution,
the word may have been in use much earlier. But Ruthenia failed to
make a career, for it encountered a much stronger competitor, Rox-
olania.

Roxolania was not so much a linguistic product as a sociocultural
one—a side effect of the triumphant entrenchment of nobiliary liberties
in the Kingdom of Poland during the sixteenth century. This in turn pro-
moted the development of a supraethnic and supraconfessional ideology
for the “noble nation,” one of whose basic tenets was the conviction that
the nobility and the common folk were divided by an unbridgeable abyss
of “different blood.” Nor was there any lack of “historical proofs”:
according to the so-called Sarmatian ethnogenetic legend,!4 which arose
sometime in the mid-sixteenth century, the biblical lineage of nobles
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and plebs could be traced back to different sons of the forefather Noah—
commoners were descended from Ham and nobles from Japheth. After
long wanderings, some of the descendants of Japheth, the “warlike Sar-
matians,” allegedly settled in the lands of Poland and Rus’ that they had
conquered, giving rise to the ‘“noble nation.”

For our purposes, the most important detail of this legend is that the
“Sarmatians” were understood to be a “nation” of two branches, Polish
and Ruthenian. The Ruthenian nobles identified themselves with the
“Sarmatian tribe of Roxolanians,” brethren of the “Polish Sarmatians”
and thus lawful heirs to the “Sarmatian inheritance.” The authoritative
codification of just such a “division of the inheritance” was carried out
by one of the best-known Polish publicists of the sixteenth century,
Stanistaw Orzechowski (1513-66), a nobleman of mixed Ruthenian-
Polish descent, educated at the universities of Cracow, Vienna, Witten-
berg, Padua and Bologna, and, most importantly, a fervent propagandist
of the nobility’s “golden liberties.”!5 Orzechowski took the ethnogeo-
graphic nomenclature of classical authors as his point of departure, as
did his predecessors (notably Maciej Miechowski, the author of the
famous Treatise on Two Sarmatias, which was reprinted as many as
ten times in Poland and abroad between 1517 and 1582).16 Thus Orze-
chowski consistently identified his Ruthenian countrymen with the Sar-
matians/Roxolanians, referring to himself now as a Ruthenian (Ruthenus),
now as a Roxolanian (Roxolanus), and to Rus” as Roxolania.l7 That the
identification of Ruthenus with Roxolanus was not considered axiomat-
ic until its “codification” by Orzechowski is demonstrated, inter alia, by
the binary formula in the treatise of Michael the Lithuanian (1550): in
describing the subjugation of neighboring peoples by the “descendants
of the Romans” (that is, the Lithuanians), he also makes mention of the
“Roxolanians, or Ruthenians” (Roxolanos seu Ruthenos).18

The “historical legacy” concocted in this manner appeared in the
right place at the right time. It was in the last quarter of the sixteenth
century, after all, that the former “Lithuanian” Ruthenians of Volhynia
and the Kyiv region first became closely acquainted with their consan-
guineous “Polish” brethren from Galician Rus” and Podilia: in 1569,
under the terms of the Union of Lublin, both Ruthenian regions became
part of a single state, the Kingdom of Poland. Pooling their efforts, the
intellectuals of both lands would soon proclaim their territory a direct
continuation of Kyivan Rus” and themselves “the ancient Rus” nation of
Volodymyr’s stock.”1? This is not the place for a detailed discussion of
the ways and means whereby “Ruthenian history” was appropriated;
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suffice it to say that in the broadest terms, the stimulus for that appro-
priation came from the competition arising after the Union of Lublin
between two cultural systems, Ruthenian and Polish. The wave of “edu-
cational revolution” and the “reform mentality” aroused by the Refor-
mation, which reached Poland in the second half of the sixteenth centu-
ry, had a triple effect. On the one hand, resistance to Protestant “innova-
tions” gave rise to the confessional (and therefore cultural) unification
of Polish society; on the other hand, in response to this challenge,
“Ruthenian” aspirations in Galician (“Polish””) Rus” gained their second
wind, and the hitherto somnolent elite of the former “Lithuanian” Rus’
was galvanized accordingly. The latter development doubtless resulted
from the geographical expansion of the cultural activity carried on by
Polish and Galician intellectuals. As they moved eastward, beyond the
border denounced by the Union of Lublin, and sought to gratify the
tastes of the fabulously wealthy new lords, these people promoted the
“dehermetization” of the Ruthenian world, hitherto closed to outside
observers. At the same time, that world was modified in the process of
retranslation, for the narratives about it were composed according to the
rhetorical standards for “historical description” and “ethnic description”
already established in Polish letters.

For a particularly striking example of such “mutually beneficial
cooperation,” we may turn to the creation of a genealogical program
for the most powerful magnates of the former “Lithuanian” Rus’, the
Princes Ostrozky.20 The first known genealogical mention, dating from
1574, is still amorphous: the Ostrozkys are simply termed descendants
of “old Kyivan princes.” A few years later, their lineage is “concretized”
as an unbroken genealogical line extending from Prince Volodymyr of
Kyiv, the “first baptizer,” to the Galician-Volhynian king Danylo of
Halych; later still, “King Danylo” was proclaimed an ancestor of the
Ostrozkys dating back exactly eight generations. But even this version
seemed insufficiently prestigious, and a hero from obscure and distant
lands, the “primal forebear, Rus,” appeared on the horizon. This person-
age had long been known to educated people: Polish chronicles of the
late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries already mentioned the three
mythical heroes Czech, Lech and Rus, who sought the land promised by
God, divided it, and appropriately “built three kingdoms,” naming them
Czechia, Lechia (that is, Poland), and Russia after themselves. Rus
became the key figure in the final version of the Ostrozkys’ genealogi-
cal legend, which took the form of an artless syllogism in the hands of
the panegyrists: a) Rus established the state, endowing it with his own
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name and leaving it as an inheritance to his descendants, b) the descen-
dants of the “princes of Old Rus™” were the Ostrozkys; hence c) the
Ostrozkys were the lawful heirs of Rus. In offering a more concrete
account of the “land” that Rus had “built” and “left as an inheritance” to
the princes of Kyivan Rus’, the panegyrists took no great trouble over
historical accuracy. The “land of Rus” that emerged from their descrip-
tions corresponded to prevailing conditions of the late sixteenth and ear-
ly seventeenth centuries, embracing the Rus’ territories belonging to the
Kingdom of Poland: Galician Rus’, Volhynia, the Kyiv region, and
Podilia. Thanks to such a “grafting” of myth onto history, and of both
onto the political and geographic nomenclature of the day, we are in a
position to reconstruct the Ruthenians’ conception of their living space
as a self-contained entity that corresponded in geographic terms to the
former southern and western principalities of Kyivan Rus’, yielding
nothing to the “land of Lech” (Poland) in “historical dignity,” and, in
political terms, constituting one undivided realm extending from Kyiv
to Lviv. The virtual nature of that “realm” was of no consequence, for
the object was not political ambition but the “political legitimacy” of
the Rus” community. On the one hand, it acquired a sacralized point of
origin (the “quest for land” and the “building” activity of the forefather,
Rus); on the other, the existence of the Princes Ostrozky, the heirs of
Rus, was manifest proof of its unbroken continuity. Developed in this
fashion, the genealogical program of the Ostrozkys unquestionably pro-
vided a basis for Ruthenian identity conceived as equivalent to that of
its Polish counterpart; at the same time, it gathered the hitherto divided
Ruthenian lands into a common space of historical memory. This in
turn was a springboard for the delineation of a new political actor, the
“ancient nation of Rus’,” which had inhabited its territory (the “land
of Rus™”’) since time immemorial—a land “found” and “built” by the
“forefather Rus,” enlightened by baptism through the agency of his
descendant, St. Volodymyr, and still abiding under the patronage of the
heirs of Rus and Volodymyr, the Princes Ostrozky.

Going back to Roxolania, we may note that the place of that name in the
Ruthenian identity described above is somewhat problematic. It aptly
denoted the status of Rus” as a unit of the Kingdom of Poland endowed
with equal rights, but after the assimilation of the Kyivan Rus’ legacy
the word became “foreign,” as it indicated that the role of “root and
source” was assigned to the Sarmatians/Roxolanians, not to the “nation
of St. Volodymyr.” The dilemma of which name to choose was thus
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essentially transformed into the dilemma of two versions of “Ruthenian-
ism.”21 Clearly, both versions were perfectly loyal to the political father-
land, the Commonwealth, but, oversimplifying somewhat, the Roxolan-
ian version may be identified with a tolerant attitude to all things Polish,
while avoidance of it indicates distaste for Poland.

This semantic divergence becomes particularly apparent toward the
end of the sixteenth century, when the word Roxolania was predomi-
nantly employed not by Orthodox Ruthenians but by their Polish sym-
pathizers or by Ruthenian Catholics. Nevertheless, it is significant that
even in the perception of the Orthodox community, the territorial extent
of Roxolania corresponded to the Rus” “of Volodymyr’s stock,” mean-
ing that it did not include Belarusian territory, for which the terms
“Lithuania” or “White Rus™” were reserved. In 1584, for example,
Sebastian Klonowic, a native of Great Poland who later became magis-
trate of Lublin, dedicated the lengthy poem Roxolania?? to “the most
illustrious Senate of the City of Lviv.” In this work, the geography of
the idyllic territory that he describes is demarcated by the towns of the
Kyiv, Galicia, Volhynia and Podilia regions—Kyiv, Lviv, Lutsk, Kam-
ianets, Peremyshl and others. The name Roxolania attained its peak of
popularity between the 1620s and 1640s, when the Orthodox Rutheni-
ans of Galicia, having taken over the higher ecclesiastical posts in Kyiv,
became arbiters of fashion and imposed their own tastes, heavily adul-
terated with “Sarmatian” discourse, on Orthodox literary convention. In
most Kyivan learned and scholastic texts of the day, we come across the
expressions “Roxolania,” “Roxolanian nation,” “Roxolanian borders,”
“our Roxolanians,” and even “the Roxolanian Church.” This is hardly
surprising, for it was in that very milieu, especially in the times of Met-
ropolitan Petro Mohyla (1632—47), that the model of the “Ruthenian
nobiliary nation” was intensively cultivated as a fraternal equivalent to
its Polish counterpart in the Commonwealth circle of the “noble nation.”

But such a peaceable attitude to Poland as we have just noted was
not characteristic of all Ruthenians. Accordingly, the spread of the
“Roxolanian” version of Ruthenian identity was accompanied by an
increasingly popular alternative with a distinct “anti-Latin” (and thus
anti-Polish) subtext. Its manifesto was a stress on the Greek origins of
Rus’, and its banner called for the restitution of the “true” name of Rus’,
Rosiia, which arose as a calque of the Greek Pwola. As noted above,
“neo-Byzantinism” of this kind already had precedents in South Slavic
and Muscovite letters, but it would appear that they did not provide the
stimulus in this case. There is no doubt, after all, that the newborn Rosiia

o



WUkrajna Ill:1deologies mnta 10/21/08 5: 10@ Page 125

Choice of Name versus Choice of Path 125

had a Lviv pedigree, and a burgher rather than a nobiliary one at that.
Moreover, the background to its appearance was provided, on the one
hand, by the visits of Eastern patriarchs to Lviv in the 1580s23—the first
such visits in the whole history of the Ruthenian church, which blew the
breath of life into the feeling of confessional affinity with the “mother
church”—and, on the other hand, by the “Greek accent” in the burst of
educational activity on the part of the Orthodox confraternity, newly
established by the Lviv burghers. (An attempt has also been made to
explain the reanimation of the name Rosiia as a consequence of the
realization of the “indivisible and common heritage” of Kyivan Rus’.24
To my mind, this explanation is anachronistic, since the first text that
might conditionally be termed a “realization of a common heritage,”
and that only from a dynastic perspective, did not appear until a century
later. This was the anonymous Synopsis, published by the printshop of
the Kyivan Cave Monastery in 1674 and reissued with addenda in
1681).25 As for the Lviv confraternity, having obtained a charter of con-
firmation in 1586 from one of the eminent guests, Patriarch Joachim I
of Antioch, it established its own school of “Greek and Slavic letters,”
and it is in the statute of that school that we first encounter the concept
of the “Rossian nation” as a designation for the Ruthenians. The Greek
bent of the school was strengthened by its first rector (1586-88), the
Greek Archbishop Arsenios of Elasson, and by 1591 the confraternity
printshop had already published its own grammar of the Greek lan-
guage, compiled, according to the introduction, by teachers and students
at the school.26 Heightened interest in the Greek matrix of Ruthenian
culture spread to other centers of schooling as well. Thus, some scholars
surmise that the future patriarch of Constantinople, Cyril Lukaris,
taught at the Ostrih school (contemporaries called it a “trilingual”—
Greek, Latin and Slavic—“lyceum”) in 1594 and that the Greek
Emmanuel Achilleos?’ taught there in 1595. Greek was also taught at
the confraternity schools of Kyiv (est. 1615) and Lutsk (est. 1619).28

As we see, the educational groundwork for the adoption of the ‘“anti-
Latin” name Pwoio/Rosiia was perfectly adequate. A fair amount of
additional kindling for “anti-Latin” sentiments was supplied by the
agreement of several Orthodox hierarchs to union with the Roman
Catholic Church, which was proclaimed at Brest in 1596. As has been
noted more than once, it was after the Union of Brest that confessional
intolerance began its precipitous rise. As an authoritative contemporary
student of the problem, Mikhail Dmitriev, has expressed it, “From
now on the ‘conscious’ Orthodox were greatly afraid of turning into
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Catholics (Uniates), while the Catholics and Uniates feared infection by
the ‘schism’; both the former and the latter began to guard themselves
diligently against Protestant influence.”2°

The ground was thus cleared for a Greek designation of Rus’, and
the word Rosiia made a triumphant breakthrough into the usage of the
conscious Orthodox elite.39 Among the early instances of its painstak-
ingly conscientious use, it is worth citing the verses written by pupils
of the Lviv Confraternity School to welcome Metropolitan Mykhailo
Rohoza on the occasion of his visit in 1591. Clearly, the schoolboy
muse labored to excess: there are no fewer than seven mentions of Rosi-
ia and rosiis kyi narod (Rus” people) in the brief text, and the metropol-
itan is called “Rosiia’s only eye.”3! Once the learned circle at the Kyi-
van Cave Monastery burst into activity in the 1620s, followed by the
newly established Kyiv Mohyla Collegium in 1632, Rosiia became the
trademark of the Orthodox intellectual in general. It made no difference
whether he wrote in Ruthenian, Polish or Latin, or to what degree he
tolerated all things Polish—the fashion for an “authentic,” “truly Ortho-
dox” name for Rus” took precedence. Accordingly, the Latin Roxolania
coexisted in perfect harmony with the “anti-Latin” Rosiia on the pages
of Kyivan publications—ideology was one thing; the trademark quite
another. Here are just a few examples of such inconsistent attitudes:
in the writings of one of the supreme authorities of Kyivan learning,
Zakhariia Kopystensky, “orthodox Rosiia” is settled now by the “Rox-
olanian nation,” now by the “Rossian nation,” the latter abiding “in love
and concord with the Polish and Lithuanian nations” (1621);32 in the
funerary verses of 1622 written by the rector of the Kyiv Confraternity
School, Kasiian Sakovych, on the death of the Cossack hetman Petro
Sahaidachny, Rosiia honors a hero who faithfully served the king;33 in
his treatise of 1638 on miracles at the Kyivan Cave Monastery, Afanasii
Kalnofoisky includes a verse epitaph (clearly of his own authorship) for
a hero of the Kyivan borderland, Semen Lyko, who was “begotten by
the Roxolanian and Polish land” (Roxolanska z Polskaq ziemia, z ktorej
sptodzon);3* in a school declamation in honor of one of the curators of
the Kyiv Mohyla Collegium, Adam Kysil, the collegium itself is called
the “Lyceum of the Roxolanian Palladium” (Roxolanae Palladis Lycaeum),
and the public importance of the benefactor is emphasized by the fact
that “Rosiia calls you father and Poland calls you father” (Rossia te
patrem canit atque Polonia patrem).3> And so on and so forth.

In the second half of the seventeenth century, Kyivan literary con-
vention was not averse to confusing Rosiia with Roxolania, even though
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the city was now part of a new state, with new heroes and new ideologi-
cal priorities (I remind the reader that after 1654 Kyiv came under the
protectorate of Muscovy, while the Orthodox Church was transformed
from an ecclesia militans into the dominant religious institution). The
formerly Latin Roxolania, having lost its pro-Polish subtext, turned into
an element of “high style” sanctified by tradition. This is particularly
apparent from the titles of courses in philosophy and rhetoric offered at
the Kyiv Mohyla Academy in the latter half of the seventeenth century,
which are addressed now to the “Roxolanian,” now to the “Rossian”
reader—Roxolanae iuventuti, auditore Roxolano, Rossiaco oratoribus,
and so on.3¢ With the passage of time, however, Rosiia became ever
more strongly entrenched. That name had the highest frequency of use
in Kyivan texts of the latter half of the seventeenth century, where we
encounter Rossia/Rosiia and derivative concepts at every turn—Ros-
sians” (Rossiaci), the “Rossian nation” (gens Rossiaca), the “Rossian
fatherland” (patria Rossiaca), and the like. Serhii Plokhy has remarked
on “the Mohylan tradition of using ‘Russia’ predominantly, if not exclu-
sively, to denote the lands of the Kyiv metropolitanate.”37 I would make
this observation more specific: it was not a question of the whole metro-
politanate, extending across the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the
Kingdom of Poland, but only of its “Polish” (that is, Ukrainian) portion,
not including Belarusian territory. In other words, the Rosiia of Kyivan
intellectuals of the second half of the seventeenth century retained the
meaning it had had at the moment of its birth in the late sixteenth centu-
ry; like its partner/opponent Roxolania, it denoted the land “of the
nation of Volodymyr’s stock.” In the eighteenth century, to be sure, the
name Rosiia was fated to undergo certain mutations, but that is beyond
the scope of the present essay.38

All the same, the imposing career of Rosiia was limited to the terri-
tory that came under the protectorate of the Muscovite tsar after 1654.
In texts written by Ruthenians of the Commonwealth, the concept van-
ished as suddenly as it had appeared—clearly, it was tainted by associa-
tion with the hostile Russian state. The members of the Lviv Orthodox
confraternity, for example, enumerating their complaints yet again in
their declaration of 1649, locate “our people” not in Rosiia, as before,
but “on the whole extent of Rus’” (in toto ambitu Russiae),3° although
at times, on ceremonial occasions, they still refer to the church itself as
“Rossian.”#0 For a certain period, the titulature of metropolitans was a
kind of “reservation” for the word Rosiia, which is understandable, as
none of them abandoned the hope of heading the whole Kyiv metropoli-
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tanate, including the lands that had come under Muscovite jurisdiction.
Yet even here one may note a characteristic ambiguity. In Ruthenian
documents, the metropolitans generally used the formula “of all Rosiia”
in referring to themselves, but in Polish documents it was replaced by
the accustomed wszystkiej Rusi (of all Rus”), although, as certain excep-
tions demonstrate, linguistic usage permitted both usiiei Rusi and wszys-
tkiej Rusi as equivalent terms.#! For evidence that the “choice of name”
was consciously made, we may turn inter alia to a letter of 1689 from
Bishop Yosyf Shumliansky of Lviv to the Tsarina Sofia. Requesting
financial support from the Muscovite ruler, Shumliansky chose the term
that would sound “more correct” to the Muscovite ear: the Turks, he
wrote, had devastated “the land of our Rosiia.”#?

Finally, the word Rosiia is completely absent from the discourse of
Ruthenian Catholics. The best example here is the immense (more than
750 pages of printed text) diary of Vasyl Rudomych, a learned Ruthenian
from Zamosc, a professor of the Zamosc Academy, initially an Ortho-
dox and subsequently a Catholic.#3 In making daily entries from 1656 to
1672, this “Ruthenian patriot”—and ardent advocate of reconciliation
between Ruthenian Orthodox, Ruthenian Uniates, and Ruthenian Catholics
— never once used the word Rosiia, although he exchanged friendly
correspondence with the archimandrite of the Kyivan Cave Monastery,
Inokentii Gizel, and was godfather to the child of the Cossack hetman
Pavlo Teteria, a friend of the Orthodox bishop of Lviv, Afanasii Zheli-
borsky, and a frequent guest of the Krekhiv Orthodox Monastery.

Little Rosiia

The birth of Rosiia at the end of the sixteenth century called another
Grecism, “Little Rosiia,” into existence. As in the case of Rosiia, it was
the neo-Byzantine syndrome—the drive to renew “true” Orthodoxy—
that served as the stimulus for its appearance, while the precedent was
supplied by the above-mentioned visits of Eastern patriarchs to Lviv in
the 1580s. Given the growing interest in the Byzantine sources of the
Ruthenian Church, the Greek designation for the Kyiv metropolitanate,
Mixpa Pwoto (Little Rosiia), was also reanimated. It is generally
agreed that one of the earliest mentions of this concept occurs in a bull
issued by Emperor John VI Cantacuzenus in 1347 on the liquidation of
the Halych metropolitanate and in the confirmation of that act by the
patriarchal synod in the same year.44 The complete “comprehensibility”
of the term to the inhabitants of the metropolitanate is established by the
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even earlier use of its Latin version (1339) in the title of the Galician-
Volhynian prince Bolestaw-Yurii: “By the grace of God, native-born
prince of all Little Rus”” (Dei gratia natus dux totius Russie Mynoris).*>

Given the Greeks’ rather amorphous notions of Rus’, Mikpa Pwoto
initially encompassed only the Volhynian and Galician eparchies, but by
1354 the patriarch was already mentioning Kyiv as the “first archepis-
copal seat” in Mikpa Pwoia.*¢ After the division of the Kyiv metropol-
itanate into Muscovite and Polish-Lithuanian halves in the mid-fifteenth
century, the patriarch’s documents began to style the Kyivan hierarch
“Metropolitan of Kyiv and All Rus"”; even later, in the first third of the
sixteenth century, the defunct Galician ecclesiastical unit was added to
his title: “Metropolitan of Kyiv, Halych and All Rosiia.”*” The recogni-
tion of the formula “of all Rosiia” as part of the metropolitan’s title did
not, however, spell the end of “Little Rosiia.” After all, according to
Byzantine notions of space, that concept entailed a binary opposition: if
“Little Rosiia” was the center, then there had to be a large borderland
territory, “Great Rosiia,” corresponding to it (indeed, in the opinion of
Anna Khoroshkevich, it was precisely because of a patriarchal missive
of 1561 that “Great Rosiia” made its way into Muscovy’s self-designa-
tion).48 Once the patriarchate of Constantinople recognized the Mus-
covite church in “Great Rosiia” in 1589, the other term of the forgotten
pair, “Little Rosiia,” was also logically reanimated. For instance, in a
letter of 1594 from Patriarch Meletios Pigas of Alexandria to Prince
Kostiantyn Ostrozky, there is a blessing to the Orthodox “of all Little
Rosiia,” not “of all Rosiia,” as the formula of the Kyivan metropolitan’s
titulature would have required; similarly, an anonymous Greek partici-
pant in the Council of Brest (1596) who left an account of it indicates
that the council was held “at the initiative of bishops in Little Rosiia.”9

A “Greek trace” is also apparent in the first known instance of the
use of “Little Rosiia” by Ruthenians. In a letter of 1592 from the mem-
bers of the Lviv confraternity to Tsar Fedor Ivanovich requesting finan-
cial support, we encounter the formula “Great and Little Rosiia,”0 that
is, the Greek binary spatial opposition that had not figured in Ruthenian
discourse up to that point. This letter must have been written “at the dic-
tation” of one of the Greek visitors, for in the following year Patriarch
Meletios Pigas also asked the tsar to support the Lviv confraternity,
which indicates the “coordinated” nature of the action. As for the intro-
duction of the Grecism “Little Rosiia” into Ruthenian discourse per se,
the initiative was probably taken by Ivan Vyshensky, a monk at one of
the monasteries on Mt. Athos who came from the vicinity of Peremyshl.
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An ardent propagandist of “pure” (that is, Greek) Orthodoxy, Vyshen-
sky addressed an epistle to his Ruthenian kinsmen ca. 1599-1600 call-
ing upon them to beware of “Latin enticements.” Frequently using the
expression “Little Rosiia,” the Athonite nevertheless reduced its scope:
in his missive, it did not denote the whole Kyiv metropolitanate extend-
ing across the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Kingdom of Poland
but only its “Polish” (that is, Ukrainian) portion. As Vyshensky writes,
he learned “from the Liakh land, that is, Little Rosiia” that “evil here-
sies had befallen” its inhabitants.>!

Judging by texts available today, the concept of “Little Rosiia” was
forgotten until the appearance of the next Eastern hierarch, Patriarch
Theophanes of Jerusalem, on the Ruthenian horizon. In 1620, on his
way through Kyiv, Theophanes consecrated a metropolitan and several
bishops. The corresponding patriarchal missive announced their instal-
lation on the “thrones of Little Rosiia”; at the same time, the patriarch
issued two pastoral blessings to the Kyiv confraternity “in Little Rosi-
ia.”’52 Subsequent isolated instances of the use of this concept until the
mid-seventeenth century are recorded exclusively in the Kyivan ecclesi-
astical milieu. More particularly, the formulas “Great and Little Rosiia”
reemerge with the rise of the Kyivan idea of all-Rus” (Russian-Ukrainian-
Belarusian) kinship, analyzed by Serhii Plokhy,>3 while in letters from
Kyivan metropolitans addressed to Moscow, their titulature is embel-
lished with the politically correct formula “of all Little Rosiia.”>* The
exclusively “export-oriented” character of this formula is indicated by
the invariable omission of the word “Little” in internal use, so that the
metropolitan title retain