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EASTERN EUROPEAN AGRARIANISM.
UKRAINIAN INTELLECTUAL SPACE IN THE
LATE 19™ AND EARLY 20™ CENTURIES®

Based on the analysis of a wide range of sources, the
article focuses on the reasons for the emergence of Eastern
European agrarianism, and understanding of the “Eastern
European agrarianism”concept in a broad and narrow sense.
Considering the spread area of Eastern European agrarianism
on the basis of territorial character and peculiarities of socio-
economic and socio-political development of Eastern
European countries, there are grounds to distinguish its
variants: Polish, Bulgarian, Czechoslovakian, Romanian,
Ukrainian, etc. Based on the analysis of the Ukrainian
intellectual space in the late 19" and early 20" centuries, it
is reasonable to assume that there were the ideas of Eastern
European agrarianism presented by its Ukrainian variant in
it. In particular, it affirmed a peasant-centric view of
Ukrainianness, the peasant character of the Ukrainian nation,
the separateness of city and countryside, urban and rural
worldviews and ways of being. The identification of such
concepts as “Ukrainian peasantry”, “Ukrainian nation”,
and “Ukrainian people” was considered axiomatic in the
views of the representatives of the Ukrainian intellectual space
in the late 19" and early 20" centuries. The political future of
the Ukrainian statehood was closely linked to the peasantry.

Keywords: Eastern European agrarianism, Ukrainian
agrarianism, Ukrainian intellectual space, Ukrainian
peasantry, M. Hrushevsky, P. Skoropadsky, V. Lypynsky.

Problem statement. The period of the late 19t and
early 20" centuries is unique both in the life of Europein
general and of Eastern Europe in particular. In large part,
itis the time of “awakening” of Eastern European nations,
which would appear on the wreckage of continental
empires in the early 20" century. A characteristic feature
of the “awakening” was the formation of ideologies of
Eastern European nations. Eastern European agrarianism

* The article is written in accordance with the state budget
theme “Ukrainian Revolution (1917-1921 gg.): The peasant
factor” (state registration number 0118U003864).
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became one of them in the late 19" and early 20™ centuries.
Its ideology spread to Poland, Bulgaria, Romania, Czechia
and Slovakia (later Czechoslovakia), Ukraine.

In our opinion, the reasons for the emergence of
agrarianism in general (Germany - G. Roland, A. Scheffle;
in France - the concept of J. Melin) and Eastern European
one in particular were as follows. First, the conflict
between industrial and agrarian civilizations, which
clearly began to manifest itself in the late 19" and early
20™ centuries in the conditions of modernization of
agrarian-industrial countries and economies and their
transformation into industrial-agrarian or approximated
to them with corresponding transformation of values.
One of the examples is the socio-economic and socio-
political models of the Russian and Austro-Hungarian
empires, which had similar modernizations in the late 19"
and early 20" centuries. The modernization processes
had an influence in Czechia, Slovakia, Poland, Ukraine,
etc. being the future independent entities of international
law, the countries representing Eastern European
agrarianism, which were a part of the Romanov and
Habsburg empires, respectively, at that time. We believe
that the advancement of the industrial civilization of the
Western sample to the Eastern European agrarian space
provoked a defensive reaction of the peasantry, the part
of the largest social strata of Eastern European countries.
It became Eastern European agrarianism represented by
Polish, Bulgarian, Czechoslovakian, Romanian, Ukrainian
and other variants.

Second, the development of political culture of
agrarian nations, which in that time, were Polish,
Bulgarian, Czechoslovakian, Romanian, Ukrainian, and
so on. The political cultures of Polish, Bulgarian,
Czechoslovakian, Romanian, Ukrainian, etc. peasants
experienced the modernization of values. In our opinion,
there was a significant socio-cultural shift in the
collective and individual political culture and
consciousness of the peasants in the form of the
transition from an indifferent political culture and
consciousness to an activist one.

Third, the objective laws of the development of the
agrarian civilization itself, the formation of a qualitatively
different peasantry in it. In Ukraine, it was the peasant-
ideoman, the active subject of history [1]. In the early
20" century, the Ukrainian peasantry was qualitatively
different from both the urban proletariat and the
peasantry of previous centuries, formed under
fundamentally new conditions of post-serfdom reality.
The qualitative difference was the absence of serfdom
not only as a legal status. First of all, it is the absence of
serfdom as a way of being, keeping an economy, thinking
style, etc. It was a generation brought up under the
conditions of agricultural capitalization, industrialization,
and transformation of the rural community considered
to be the modernization of the late 19" and early 20"
centuries in the Russian Empire. The peasants gradually
became aware of themselves as a separate community of
the socio-cultural imperial space of that time. The
unifying value was the “Idea of Land”, its distribution
on just principles in their understanding. Our
considerations are in line with the position of other
modern researchers [2]. We support A. Gordon’s
reasoning that the abolition of serfdom turned the
peasant into a “rational agent” in the interpretation of
classical political economy and common sense. The
psychology of the peasant became more resilient to those
new phenomena that actively penetrated peasant
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existence. It is difficult to disagree with V. Piskun in the
fact that the abolition of serfdom gave impetus to
modernization, changed the consciousness of the
peasant, strengthening his feelings of the owner [3].

Therefore, we state that the emergence of both
European and Eastern European agrarianism was caused
by objective-subjective-subjective factors. Their
combination gave impetus to the formation of Eastern
European agrarianism, the phenomenon of the first third
of the 20" century. Considering its spread area based on
territorial character and features of socio-economic and
socio-political development of Eastern European
countries, we distinguish its variants: Polish, Bulgarian,
Czechoslovakian, Romanian, Ukrainian, etc.

Resaerch analysis. The problems related tothe topic
of our study were partially reflected in Ukrainian [4-11]
and foreign historiography [12-19]. Researchers mainly
focus on aspects relating to the nature and content of
the Eastern European agrarianism, the realization of the
so-called the “Third Way” in some Eastern European
countries, the unfolding peasant revolution in the post-
imperial Russian space, and the formation of the farmer’s
ideology in V. Lypynsky’s works and its Eastern European
agrarianist context. At the same time, considering the
phenomenality of Eastern European agrarianism, it is
relevant to study the formation of Ukrainian agrarianism
as a variant of Eastern European one.

The goal of the research is to investigate the
formation of ideas of Ukrainian agrarianism as a variant
of Eastern European in the Ukrainian intellectual space
of the early 19" and late 20" centuries. The object of the
research is Ukrainian agrarianism as a variant of Eastern
European one in the early 19" and late 20" centuries. The
subject matter of the research is the ideas of Ukrainian
agrarianism in the views of Ukrainian intellectuals of the
early 19" and late 20t centuries.

The statement of the basic material. Eastern
European Agrarianism as a formed ideology of Eastern
European nations in the early 19" and late 20™ centuries
was represented by a multi-genre discourse. Its ideas
were reflected in the works of G. Ruland, A. Scheffle,
A. Schwegl, M. Godza, O. Frankenberger, A. Stamboliyski,
the concept of J. Melin, etc., the programmatic provisions
of the Bulgarian, Polish, Romanian, Czechoslovak political
parties, etc. The analysis of the primary sources of
Eastern European agrarianism and scientific papers
allows us to determine the essence of this phenomenon
and to distinguish its main ideologems.

In our view, Eastern European agrarianism is, in a
broad sense, a holistic socio-cultural phenomenon, a
phenomenon of Eastern European history caused by
objective-subjective-subjective factors that are the object
of cognition. Eastern European agrarianism in a narrow
sense is a system of peasant-centric representations of
different subjects of the socio-cultural space of Eastern
Europe in the early 19" and late 20" centuries and their
practical implementation. Specifying a narrower
understanding of Eastern European agrarianism in the
early 19" and late 20" centuries, we note that it is a
system of ideas about peasants, peasants about
themselves, about the peasantry as an active subject of
history, capable of independent state-building;
component of domestic economic policy aimed at solving
the agrarian/peasant issue; as self-awareness of the
peasants, as a peasant political culture and political
consciousness, as a realization of peasant hopes in

practice and ideas about their just future; component of
social and party political thought.

The key ideologems of agrarianism are the following:

1) the uniqueness and indisputable value of the
spiritual, moral, cultural and social properties inherent in
the peasantry and its work, for humanity [16, 3 —4];

2) recognition of the peasantry as a social stratum
capable of playing an independent role in political life
[20,69];

3) not a capitalist, “separate” peasant way of social
development, preservation of private property — small
peasant property as the optimal regional option and the
basis of social progress, as well as the idea of a peasant
cooperative state [21];

4) the predominance of agriculture and rural lifestyles
over industry and the city, as well as the peasantry over
other social groups [22];

5) the peasantry being an agricultural stratum and a
major focus of the basic positive values and qualities of
the society, is the foundation of the stability of the state
and the bearer of national identity, and the above virtues
should determine its political power [8, 164].

Ukrainian intellectual space of the early 19" and late
20" centuries largely focused on the formation of
modernist ideas about the peasantry; the Ukrainian
intelligentsia was engaged in various forms of dialogue
with this phenomenon. The result of such an intellectual
assault was the acquisition of new practices in the
understanding of the peasantry by the Ukrainian
intelligentsia, the creation of a diversified image of the
peasantry, the approaching of two parallel worlds in
representations of each other. In our opinion, the
Ukrainian intellectual space in the defined time
boundaries by the common features of the images formed
in it, the ideas of the peasantry, can be conditionally
structured into the following discourses: literary-artistic,
public-publicist, party-political®. Each of these discourses
presents different facets of the Ukrainian peasantry as
an imaginary community, the result of an intellectual-
creative process of its cognition by another subject-
participant, Ukrainian intelligentsia. Peasant-centricity
of reflections is common to the three components we
have identified.

For example, the Ukrainian fiction of that time was
thoroughly imbued and saturated by peasant theme.
Examples include well-known masterpieces of classical
Ukrainian literature, such as “One Hundred Thousand”,
“Streetwalker”,

“Do not Oxes Roar when Manger is Full?”, “Land”,
Intermezzo”, “Fata morgana”, etc. In our opinion, M.
Kotsiubynsky’s works are eloquent in this context. The
peasantry appeared in the center of creativity of this
Ukrainian Impressionist, according to the proper
comments of Y. Prysyazhnyuk and Y. Platmir. He “did not
care about the details of everyday life”, but was
concerned with the inner world of a man, focused on
“psychological experiences of a hopeless social
disaster”, creating images of agricultural rural people who
slowly “moved” from traditional foundations to modern
life forms. The writer was able to immerse himself in the
picture of the world of the countryside, recreated it both
in the context of real historical events and “beyond any
plot” [23, 125, 131].

The image of the countryside of Bukovyna is filigree
reflected in the works of O. Kobylianska. Like M.
Kotsiubynsky and other masters of the literary Ukrainian
word at that time, O. Kobylianska in “Land” addressed
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to the reflection of the controversial peasant microcosm,
to the social-psychological issues, to the understanding
of the role and meaning of “the land” concept in the
peasants’ life. In the work, land is a moral and spiritual
imperative containing a life-affirming power, a category
determining social status, a manipulation tool leading to
personality degradation. Is the holiness of land the basis
for the sin of fratricide? The writer responses to this
question on the example of actual events in the village of
Bukovyna using civilizational understanding of the
peasant, his mental-psychological traits, transformations
of his psychology, the traditional picture of the world
under the influence of civilization. The civilizational
conflict between the agrarian/traditional society and the
industrial/modern one is represented in the images of
brothers Michael and Sava.

In the early 19 and late 20" centuries, there were
similar processes in Polish fiction. According to
I. Franko’s observations, T. Lenartowisz “gave the Poles
an image of the Polish nation for the firsttime ... he first
showed the true, simple and colourful language of this
nation ...” [24]. According to the Ukrainian Stonemason,
“the Mazovian Field and Forest Singer” was the first
one who enabled the Polish public through the lens of
his crystal lyricism to look deeper into the soul of the
Polish peasant, to look at the world through his eyes, to
live his life and made the Polish people love this peasant
and see a true, sincere and pure human soul in him ...”
[24]. The peasant-centric themes were peculiar to the
works of other Polish masters of the artistic word:
M. Konopnicka, H. Sienkiewicz, B. Prus, and others. Their
works are also characterized by social psychology, the
creation of a romantic-idealistic image of the peasantry;,
a rethinking of the role and significance of the Polish
peasant in national history.

Public-journalistic discourse was also marked by a
peasant-centric orientation. Articles, explorations
focused on the essence of the peasantry, its character,
moral and ethical virtues, and inherent features were
printed on the pages of various genre periodicals. The
authors made various comparisons and identifications.
According to the analysis of that public-journalistic
discourse, the issues of peasant education and literacy,
the spread of atheism, transformation in the attitude of
peasant children to their parents, confrontation of rural
and urban ways of being, peasants in the city, etc., were
at the epicenter of its attention [25]. We support T.
Portnova’s well-grounded arguments in her works [26;
27] and believe that the romantic perceptions of wealthy
rural countryside by Ukrainian intellectuals were
transformed into a more realistic image, more adequate
to the objectively existing one in the public-journalistic
discourse since 1870s.

The agrarian/peasant issue has been sounded in a
new way in the public-journalistic discourse since early
20" century. The peasant revolution, started in 1902 by
the peasants of Poltava and Kharkiv regions, determines
changes in the understanding of the peasantry, the
importance of solving the agrarian issue, orientation to
the peasantry as a leading social stratum. The public-
journalistic discourse of that time was a platform for the
formation of a new look at the peasantry; its revolutionity,
state agrarian policy, etc. The works of M. Tugan-
Baranovsky [28], I. Strakhowvsky [29], etc. are applied in
this context.

The authors of public-journalistic discourse, e.g.

M. Drahomanov, S. Podolynsky, B. Grinchenko,
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I. Franko, O. Rusov, S. Yefremov, etc. were unanimous in
terms of the outstanding role and importance of the
peasantry in the history of Ukraine offering
multicolourism and diversity of the peasant image, the
controversion of some socio-cultural transformations
within the peasant organism. They considered the
peasantry to be the source of Ukrainianness, the
preservation of the gene pool, the traditions of
Ukrainianness, the basis of its future. In particular,
S. Podolynsky has no doubt that Ukrainians are a peasant
nation. For this reason, he believes that any Ukrainian
movement, if it was without the participation of the
peasantry, had no prospects. I. Franko had similar ideas.
He wrote on this subject, “We, Rusyns, especially in
Galicia, have long been a peasant nation” [30].

In the early 19" and late 20" centuries, the peasantry
was considered to be not only an active subject of history,
but also the social foundation of the state. Ukrainian
public-journalistic discourse of the early 19" and late
20" centuries was marked by its agrarianist nature.
M. Hrushevsky exactly characterized the Ukrainian
intellectuals’ understanding of the peasantry role in
Ukrainian state-building. In this regard, he noted that
“the Ukrainian intelligentsia understood that only
creating a proper social base would help them to achieve
notable success in their national policies. In the near
future, only peasants could become this base, because
the labour proletariat was largely denationalized and
influenced by the Russian Social Democrats, who were
always hostile to national Ukrainian movements” [31,
210]. Supporting these ideas, M. Hrushevsky wrote that
“all agriculture, with a small exception, was in the hands
of foreigners, especially Russians and Poles; they were
Russians and Poles rather by their education and anti-
Ukrainian sentiment than by their origin. Large industry
was monopolized by foreign or local capitalists,
Russians, Poles, Jews, etc., but not Ukrainians. The
authorities were also Russian or denationalized ... Only
... peasants ... kept national forms in their original state.
Therefore, the peasants now make up 85% of the
Ukrainian population of the country. ... Thus, today, the
Ukrainian population is 75% of the total population of
the country. They are peasants...” [31, 209].

Ukrainian intellectuals identified the Ukrainian
peasantry as the state future of Ukraine. In the early 19"
and late 20" centuries, Ukrainian intellectuals were at a
crossroads regarding the peasantry: to educate or to
love; with the approach of the Ukrainian Revolution of
1917 - 1921, their position became much clearer: to involve
in the national state-building. M. Hrushevsky,
P. Skoropadsky, S. Yefremov, V. Lypynsky, and other
figures of the early 20" century held peasant centrist
positions of state-building.

M. Hrushevsky frankly believes that “the main
foundation for this Great Ukraine for a long time, if not
forever, will be the peasantry, and on which it will have
to be built. In the long days of our existence, we kept
saying that in the peasantry and only in the peasantry
lies the future of the Ukrainian revival, and in general the
future of Ukraine. Over the course of a century, Ukrainian
and peasantry have become synonymous. When all other
strata betrayed their nationality, all the material for
national building was drawn from it [the peasantry], and
they [Ukrainians] hoped for it [the peasantry]; Ukraine
will be able to rise only when this titanus deprived of its
depth and unconsciousness, this Samson deprived of
vision and power, his political and national
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consciousness, rises again. ... It [the peasantry] became
the spring of our revolutionary movement” [32, 252].

Concerning the future of Ukraine, the Ukrainian
peasantryand agriculture, P. Skoropadsky stated: “I am
a supporter of small farms, in particular in Ukraine, and
have repeatedly said that my ideal is to see Ukraine
covered only by small, highly productive, private
farms...” [33, 137]. He wrote that “almost all of the
industry and landowner land in Ukraine belonged tothe
Great Russians, the Little Russians and the Poles, who
denied everything Ukrainian” [33, 53]. P. Skoropadsky
connected the future of the Ukrainian State with the
peasantry, being a supporter of the “Third Way”, and
considered democratic reforms to be an instrument for
achieving thisgoal. The future Hetman believes that “our
Ukrainian is an individualist, he does not need any
socialization. He is strongly against it”. According to
the Hetman, “the idea of the land” is the most
understandable to the peasantry among the slogans of
the revolution [33, 50]. He is aware that “it is necessary
to carry out truly democratic reforms, not socialist ones,
but democratic ones. There is no socialism in the nation,
and therefore, if there isone, it isamong a small, isolated
group of intellectuals ... 1 have no doubts ... that any
socialist experiments ... would immediately lead the whole
country to obssessive Bolshevism during 6 weeks.
Bolshevism, by destroying culture, would turn our
beautiful country into a dry plain, where capitalism would
eventually settle ... an almighty God, in whose feet this
nation would wallow and crawl” [33, 145 - 146].

S. Yefremov, analyzing the ethno-social processes
in Ukraine in 1917, considered the peasantry to be a
priority stratum of state-national construction. He
supported the idea that “the basis for ideological
construction among Ukrainians was still the working
mass” [34].

According to V. Lypynsky, a farmer was a central
figure in social and political life in Ukraine in the early
20" century, primarily in Ukrainian state-building. His
views on the unique role of the peasantry as an active
subject of history in the Ukrainian life, and his concept
of Ukrainian agrarianism as a variant of Eastern European
one, are presented in “The Letters to the Brothers-
Farmers” (hereinafter - Letters) written in 1919 - 1920.
However, the author of “The Letters” did not use the
term “agrarianism”, although there is every reason to
consider his views as agrarianist. In this context, we share
the opinions of K. Galushko[8], R. Vetrov and S. Zborets
[35], S. Zhydkov [36], and other researchers. The thinker,
in accordance with the general principles of Eastern
European agrarianism, clearly distinguishes between two
worlds: the world of countryside and land, the world of
city and capital. V. Lypynsky considers psychology to
be the basis for distinguishing these worlds. He is
convinced that the psychology of a farmer and the
psychology of “stock exchange gesheftsmakers” are two
opposites that do not intersect at all, even at an imaginary
point. Their psychologies are fundamentally differentin
responsibility and values [37, 33].

According to V. Lypynsky, there is a “struggle not
to life but to death” between them. He calls these worlds
“laws”: “the laws of the land and the laws of capital. The
old civil law is relied on land, and the new commercial
law is relied on capital” [37, 32]. The philosopher points
out that this is a struggle of two irreconcilable
worldviews. In our opinion, the fundamental difference

between them is the socio-cultural gap, caused by ways
of being, values, and meaning of life. This struggle is
essentially “a deadly fight between the countryside and
the modern capitalist world, state-economy and state-
stock exchange” [37, 33].

V. Lypynsky’s hyperbolization of the farmers reaches
its peak in the sentiments in which he substantiates the
direct interconnection and interdependence between the
farmer stratum and the nation-state. According to him,
“the only class interested in the life, not the words, of
the existence of its own, independent Ukrainian state, is
the agricultural class, attached to the land and living
from arable products not from politics” [37, 41]. The
historian stresses that the unifying and organizing
principle in the cause of national- and state-building in
Ukraine is only the “Ukrainian class of farmers”. It is
“the classwhich is the strongest in the Ukrainian Nation”,
on which “the unification and organization of the whole
Ukrainian Nation” depends [37, 72].

At the same time, the thinker did not idealize the
farmers. He proposes concrete steps to “improve the
farming class”. In his opinion, first of all, it is necessary
to solve agrarian antagonisms that do not add unity to
the social basis of the Ukrainian statehood and nation.
The elimination of agrarian antagonisms will relieve
farmers of parasites and speculators, “forcing richer
farmers to be necessary and useful citizens ... depriving
poorer farmers of landholding and hatred for “lords™...”
[37,74].

Thus, based on the analysis of the Ukrainian
intellectual space of the late 19" and early 20t centuries,
we reasonably claim that it had the ideas of Eastern
European agrarianism, represented by its Ukrainian
variant. In particular, it affirmed a peasant-centric view
of Ukrainianness, the peasant character of the Ukrainian
nation, the separateness of city and countryside, urban
and rural worldviews and ways of being. The
identification of such concepts as “Ukrainian peasantry”,
“Ukrainian nation”, and “Ukrainian people” was
considered axiomatic in the views of the representatives
of the Ukrainian intellectual space of the late 19" and
early 20" centuries. The political future of Ukrainian
statehood was closely linked to the peasantry.

The conclusions. Ukrainian intellectuals of the late
19% and early 20" centuries accepted the main ideologems
of Eastern European agrarianism, adapting them to
Ukrainian realities. Like their European colleagues, they
argued for the uniqueness and undeniable value to
humanity of the spiritual, moral, cultural and social
attributes inherent in the peasantry and its work;
recognized the peasantryas a social stratum capable of
playing an independent role in political life; substantiated
the expediency of a non-capitalist, “separate” peasant
way of the society development, the preservation of
private property, i.e. small peasant property as its optimal
regional variant and the basis of social progress, as well
as the idea of a peasant cooperative state; proved the
superiority of agriculture and rural lifestyles over industry
and the city, as well as the peasantry over other social
groups; were convinced that the peasantry, the
agricultural stratum, concentrated in the core positive
values and qualities of society, was the foundation of
the stability of the state and the bearer of national identity,
and the above virtues should determine its political
power.
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C. B. KopHOBeHKo,
10. I. MaciyHa

CXIOHOEBPOMEUCBLKUA ATPAPU3M.
YKPAIHCbKWUW IHT ENEKTYANBbHUA NPOCTIP
OPYrOl MONOBUHU XIX — MOYATKY XX CT.

Ilocmanoeka npoonemu. Ha niocmasi ananizy
WUPOKO20 KONA Ddicepent A8Mopamu 3 aCO8AHO NPUHUHU
nosA6uU CXiOHOEBPONEUCLKO20 A2papusmy, po3Kpumo
PO3YMIHHS NOHAMMS KCXIOHOEBPONEUCLKUL A2papusm»
Y WUPOKOMY | 8Y3bKOMY 3HAUEHHAX . 36adiICarOyU HA apear
noOwUpenHs CXiOHOEBPONEUCbKO20 aAcpapusmy, 3a
MmepumopiaibHolo 03HAKO0I0 Ma 0COOAUBOCMAMU
COYianbHO-eKOHOMIYHO20 Ul CYCRINbHO-NOIIMUYHO20
PO3BUMKY CXIOHOEBPONEUCbKUX KPAIH, 8UOKDEMIEHO
maxi 1020 eapiaHmu. NOAbCLKUL, OOneAPCHLKULL,
4exoCcn08aYbKULl, PYMYHCOKULL, YKPAIHCHKULL MOUO.

Mema: docrioumu popmysanns idetl yKpaiHcbKo2o
azpapusmy K 6apianmy CXiOHOEBPONEUCbKO20 8
VKDPAIHCOKOMY THMENEeKMYANbHOMY NPOCMOPL Opyeoi
nonosunu XIX —nouamky XX cm.
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OcHnogHi pe3ynomamu docaioxcennn. Ha niocmasi
aHani3y YKpaiHCbK0O20 IHMeNeKmyaibHo20 npocmopy
opyeoi nonosunu XIX — nouamky XX cm. asmopamu
00IPYHMOBAHO OYMKY CIOCOBHO MO0, WO Y HbOMY MALU
Micye idei CXIOHOEBPONEUCbKO20 aA2papusmy,
npedcmasieni 1oeo yKpaiHcbKum sapianmom. 30Kkpema,
Y HbOMY YMBEepOUBCS CeNIHOYEHMPUUHUL NO2AS0 HA
VKPAiHCMB0, CeNAHCHKUL XapaKmep YKpaincbkoi Hayii,
Ha OKpemiwHicmb Micma i cend, MiCbKo20 ma CLibCbKO20
ceimocnpuiinamms i cnocoby oymmsa. B ysaenennsx
npeoCcmagHuKié YKpaiHCbKo2o [HMeNeKmyaibH020o
npocmopy Opyeoi nonosunu XIX — nouamxy XX cm.
AKCIOMAMUYHUM 66AICANOCS OMOMONICHEHH MAKUX
NOHAMb, AK <YKPAIHCbKE CEeNAHCMBO», <YKPAIHCbKA
Hayisa», <KyKpaincokull Hapoo». [lonimuyne maibymue
VKPAIHCbKOT 0epacagHocmi micHo noe’s3yeanocs i3
CeAHCBOM.

Bucnoeku. Ykpaincoki inmenexmyanu opyzoi
nonogunu XIX — nouamxy XX cm. cnputianu OCHOGHI
ideonocemu  CXIOHOEBPONEUCLKO20 — AZPAPUIMY,
npucmocy8asuiy ix 00 YKpaiHcokux peanvHocmei. Ak i
IXHI €8PONEIICLKI KONe2U, 60HU 0OCMOKBAII YHIKATbHICHIb
ma HezanepeuHy YiHHICMb 0 T0O0CmMEa OYXOBHUX,
MOPANLHUX, KYIbMYPHUX | COYIATbHUX 8IACMUBOCTE,
NPUMAMAHHUX CEeNAHCMEY ma 1020 npayi;, U3HAGBAIU
CEAIHCIMBO 8ePCMBOI0,, 30aMHOI0 8idi2pasamu CaMoCmitHy
POaL Yy NOAIMUYHOMY JCUMMI; 0OIPYHMO8Y8au
O00YibHICMb He KanimanicmuiyHo20, €KOKPeMIUHb020»
CEFIHCLKO20 UATISIXY PO3BUMKY CYCRITbCMBA, 30€PedCcen s,
NPUBAMHOT 81ACHOCHI — OPIOHOL CeNAHCHKOL GIACHOCT SIK
ONMUMATLHORO PeSiOHAILHORO T 8apianma ma niorpyHmsi
COYIANbHO2O Npocpecy, a MakKoic i0er CeraHCbKOL
KoonepamugHoi Oepacasu; 00800uiu nepesazy
3eMnepobcmea i CiibCbK020 CROCOOY JHCUMMS HAO
NPOMUCTIOBICMIO | MICIOM, A MAKOXC CEAHCMBA HAO
IHWUMU COYIANbHUMU 2pynamu; OYau NepeKOHaHi, uo
CEJLIHCMBO — 3eMNIePOOCHKA 8ePCBA —30CEPEONCYE 8 COOL
OCHOGHI NO3UMUGHT YIHHOCMI 1l AKOCMI CYCRIIbCMBA, €
dynoamenmom cmabinbHocmi Oepiicasu 1 HOCIEM
HAYiOHANbHOI I0eHMUYHOCIIE, 4 GUYEBKA3AHI YeCHOMU
Maiombs GUHAYAMU 1020 NOTIMUYHY 611A0Y.

Knrouosi cnosa: cxionoegponeiicoKuil azpapusm,
VKPAiHCObKULL a2papusm, YKpAaiHCbKUL IHMeleKmyantbHull
npocmip, yKpaincoke censinemeo, M. I pywescokuil,
I1. Cxoponadcwxuii, B. Jlununcoxuil.
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NPAKTUKA BOPOTbBWU 3 AINTKOIroni3MOM CEPEN
CUIbCbKOIO HACEJIEHHA NMIBOHA YKPAIHU
(OPYTANONOBUHA XIX—TNMOYATOK XX CT.)

Y emammi npoananizoeano ocobaugeocmi possumxy
anKo20NbHO20 BUPOOHUYMEA Nid uac peopm aKyusHoi
cucmemu ma KazenHoi eunnoi monononii Pociticbkoi imnepii.
Busnaueno enaug yux pegopm na pisenv anxkoconizayii
cinbcvkozo Hacenenus Ilieona Ykpainu. Buceimneno
OIAIbHICMb CEAUEHHUKIB I MiCyegux niknyeans <IIpo napoony
meepesicmb» y cnpasi 60pomvou 3 aAK020NI3MOM.

Knrouosi cnosa: censincmeo, aikozonizm, aKkyusna
cucmema, KazeHHa GUHHA MOHONOJIA, 0YX08eHCMEO,
niknyeanns «I[Ipo napoony meepesicmv».
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IMocranoBKka mpodieMH. AJIKOToIi3M — MacIiTabHa
couiajlbpHa npodieMa, siKka MOpPYIIye COLiajJbHO-
€KOHOMIUHY JKUTTENISUTBHICTh CYCIIUIBCTBA 1 3arpOXKye
iICHyBaHHIO JIep>XKaBW dYepe3 BHCOKHMH pIiBEHb
3aXBOPIOBAHOCTI, CMEPTHOCTI, 3JIOYMHHOCTI, TIOB’SI3aHIX
13 BKMBAaHHIM CITUPTHUX BUPOOIB, MiPUBAE TICHXIYHE
3IIOPOB’SI 1 XKUTTENISUTBHICTD O1IBII OJIArOMOIYYIHOTO
HACEJICHHS, CIIPUYUHIOE PO3TIAIU CiMeH 1 O30S THICTh
niteid. OcoOnMBO BENHKI PO3MIpH 3pOCTaHHS aJIKOTOMIi3MY
CIIOCTEPITAIOTHCS B CENax, FTOIOBHUMH NPHYMHAMHI YOMY
€ 0e3poliTTA 1 0OMEXEeHI MOKIMBOCTI NMPOBEICHHS
Ky/IBTYPHOTO JIO3BUIIS. Y 3B’SI3KY 3 IMMU IIpoOJIeMaMu y
CYCIIUIBCTBI JIeIali YacTillle OpPYIIYeThCsl TUTaHHS PO
60pOoTHOY 3 AITKOTOJI3MOM i THMH SIBUILIAMH, /10 SIKMX BOHO
TIPU3BOIUTb.

Jns po3poOku cydacHOi KoHIENIii 00poTedn 3
AJIKOTOJI3MOM BaXXJIMBUM € 3BEPHEHHS 10 BXE
HAKOIITYCHOTO B HAIIIIH KpaiHi TOCBi Ty OOPOTHOH 3 1M
SIBHIIEM Y apyriii nonoBuHi XIX — Ha mouatky XX crT.
AKTyaJIbHIM TaKOX y IIbOMY KOHTEKCTI € pPeriOHaIbHAIN
T IX1]1, 32CTOCYBAHHSI SIKOTO J1A€ MOXJIMBICT MPOCTEKUTH
peaJizaliro Jep>XaBHOI MONITHKH Yy IOMY HaIpsiMi He
JIMIIIE B MAKpOPiBHEBIH IIONIMHI, a i Ha MiCLIEBOMY PiBHI.

AHaJi3 ocTaHHIX JocaigxeHb i myOaikamii
3aCBil4y€e HASBHICTh OKPEMHUX Npallb BITYM3HIHHX 1
POCIHCBKHX JTOCHITHHKIB, SIKi CTOCYIOTBHCS COITIaJIbHIX
npobieM ceisHCTBa, HacaMmmepen OOpoTbOHM
JIep>)KaBHOTO YPsITy 1 TPOMAaJICBKOCTI 3 aJIKOTOIi3MOM B
iMmepcrkuii miepion. OnmHier0 i3 He0araThOX IMpaIb,
TIPUCBSYCHHUX AJIKOTOJTBHIM TPAANIIISIM CEJISTH HAPHKIHIT
XIX — Ha movatky XX cT., € pobora B. besruna [1].
[MutanHs 60poTHOM 3 MHUALTBOM Cepel CiIbCHKOTO
HACEJICHHS Y JSUTBHOCTI MPAaBOCIABHOTO JTyXOBEHCTBA
Hangnainpsachkoi YKpaiHW BUCBITICHO y Tpaili
I1. €xecina [2]. [To6iyHO 10 L€l TeMU y CBOIX poboTax
3Bepranucs ykpaiHcbki BueHi 1O. [pucsoxarok [3] i
O. Muxaimok [4]. Hocnigauku K. Ilerposa [5],
. Hagexnina [6], C. Illykiina [7] BuBumiIM icTOpito
CTBOpEHHS Ta JisUIbHICTH MiKIyBaHb «lIpo HapomHy
TBepesicTe» Ha [liBaHi Yipainn. Haykosui O. Buxosa [8],
0. Maropos [9], B. [pwnypkuii [10], I. Ilepuenko [11]
PO3KpWIIM HAaNpsIMH, XapakTep i MeToan 60poTsou 3
ankoronisaMoM B Pociiicekiit iMnepii. HezBakatoun nHa
PI3HOMaHITHICTb TOPYILIEHHUX JOCHi THUKaMH TeM, He BC1
ACIIeKTH 1i€l IPOOIeMH cepel] CiIbCHKOrO HaceeHHS
[TiBgus Ykpainu B apyriit monosuni XIX — Ha moyarky
XX CT. pO3KpPHUTO IIOBHOIO MipOIO.

MeTor0 cTaTTi € BUBYCHHS IisUIBHOCTI YpSAy,
TPOMaJICHKOCTI, J[yXOBEHCTBA 1 MiCIIEBHX ITIKITyBaHb «I1po
HApPOIHY TBEPE3icTh» y chepi OOPOTHOM 3 AITKOrOTi3MOM
cepen cinbebkoro HaceneHHs IliBnHsS Ykpainu y
BU3HA4YEHUH r1epiot.

Buxuiag ocHOBHOrO Martepiay.

IHiBneHHOyKpaiHChbKe CEJISHCTBO B YMOBAaX
3aMpoOBA/IKeHHST AKIM3HOI CHCTEMH

IMouaTok 1860-x pp., 03HAMEHOBaHMI1 CKaCyBaHHSIM
KpinanTsa, 3yMOBHB Pi3KUii CIUIECK CUTHCHKOTO MTHSLITBA.
O1iHIOI0YH JIIKBIJaNil0 KPIIIOCHOTO IIpaBa, iCTOPUKH B
OCHOBHOMY AaKI[EHTYBAJIM yBary Ha CHPHUSATIUBUX
(akTopax miei momii st po3BUTKY censtHeTBa. ITicis
CKacyBaHHS KpINOCHOTO CTaHy 1 3arajlbHOTrO
MTOM’SIKIIEHHS MOJITHYHOTO PEXKHUMY, Y CiIIbCHKUX
MELIKAHIIB CTAJIO OliblIe cBoOOan. Aje, Ha »Kajb, 1
cBoOOsa Oyia He TUTBKH Ha Oaro. Brpara cortiansHOTO
KOHTPOJIIO 3 OOKy IOMiIIMKa Beja A0 3POCTAHHS
JIeBiaHTHOI TOBEIIHKHM BUOpAIIHiX KpimakiB [1, 422].



