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THE LATEST STUDY METHODOLOGY
OF AGRARIAN HISTORY OF UKRAINE: RURAL STUDIES

Abstract. The purpose of the article. The authors of the article aim to gain knowledge about the latest methodology of
historical and agrarian research in Ukraine, in particular, about such a methodological paradigm as rural studies.

The scientific novelty of the publication lies in the fact that the authors have analysed the use of rural studies in modern
studies of agrarian history. In particular, it was established that, firstly, rural studies is a relatively new methodology that
was formed during the 1960s — 1980s as a reflection on the processes of globalization, it was the result of returning «face to
the peasants». It represents a new understanding of the non-linear multifaceted interaction of rural and urban subsystems of
society; secondly, rural studies unite all scientific directions that study certain components of the rural territorial subsystem
of society; thirdly, the conceptual apparatus of rural studies includes «rurality», «rural development», «ruralization,
«ruralism», «rural history»; fourthly, rural history, according to ruralists, despite the debatable theoretical development of
the concept, is a component of rural studies, an independent branch of historical science in the context of rural studies, which
is both theoretical and empirical history, the subject field of which is rural space and rural territories; fifthly, the heuristic
value of rural studies in general and ruralism in particular is that the latter is designed to form a systematic view of the
prospects and ways of rural development in a post-industrial society. The heuristic potential of rural studies is fully revealed
in the studies related to the agrarian history of Ukraine in the 2000s. The authors of the article did not find works written on
the basis of rural studies, which relate to the earlier periods of the agrarian history of Ukraine, so we cannot talk about the
heuristic potential of the rural studies in relation to earlier periods of agrarian history Ukraine does not have to; sixthly, the
ruralists’ thesis that rural history is broader than agrarian history or the history of the peasantry needs additional theoretical
refinement. In particular, the ruralists’ proposed understanding of the essence of rural history, its scientific toolkit, requires
additional argumentation. Considering the results of the analysis of the considerations proposed by them regarding the essence
of rural history, according to the authors of the article, they only strengthen the understanding of the latter as a synonym of
agrarian history; seventhly, the ruralists have not provided a coherent system of convincing evidence in favor of their thesis
that ««agrarianism» and «ruralism» are not the same thing». On the contrary, the considerations proposed by the ruralists give
sufficient grounds to speak of ruralism as agrarianism of the second half of the 20" — beginning of the 21 century; eighthly,
there are no fundamental differences between agrarianism and rural studies, they complement each other as methodological
paradigms. For example, if agrarianism is a heuristic scientific tool for studying the pre-industrial, industrial peasantry,
then ruralism is a post-industrial one. In this way, synergy or complementarity is achieved — enlargement of chronological
boundaries, object and subject fields of research, panoramic and thoroughness of new scientific knowledge obtained, etc.

Key words: rural studies, methodology, rurality, rural development, ruralization, ruralism, rural history, agrarian
history, agrarianism.
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HOBITHA METOAOJOrA BUBYEHHA
ATPAPHOI ICTOPII YKPAIHU: PYPANICTUKA

AHoTtauis. Meta crarTi. Aémopu cmammi cmasename 3a MeTy ompumamu 3HAHHA WOOO HOBIMHLOI MEmooono2ii
icmopuxo-azpapHux docniodicenb 8 Yxpaini, 30kpema, cmocogHo maxoi Memooono2iuHoi napaduemu, K pypanicmuxa.

HayxoBa HOBM3HA ny6nikayii nonseac y momy, wo asmopamu npoaHaiizo8aHo 3acmocy8ants pypaiicmukil 8 Cy4acHux
odocniodcentax i3 azpaphoi icmopii. 3okpema, 6cmanoséneno, wjo, No-Nepuie, pypaiicmuka € iOHOCHO HO80I0 MEMoO0N02I€l0,
wo cpopmysanacs ynpoooeac 1960-x — 1980-x pp. sik peghnexcis na npoyecu enobanizayii, cmana pe3yiomamom noOGepHeHHs.
«obnuyuam 0o censan» Bona npedcmaensie Hoge po3yminHA HeliniliHOI bazamoacneKmuoi 63aemo0ii Cinbcvbkoi ma MicbKoi
niocucmem cycnintbcmea;, NO-Apyre, pypanicmuxka 00 cOHy€ 8Ci HAYKOBI HANPAMU, WO BUBHAIOMb MI YU THW CKIAOHUKU
cinbcvkoi  mepumopianeHoi niocucmemu coyiymy, TO-TPeT€, 00 HNOHAMMEBO20 anNaApamy pypanicmuky HAIedxicams
«PYPANBHICIBLY, <PYPATLHULL PO3BUMOK», KPYPANI3AYia», <Pypanizm», «CiibCbka icmopis»;, Mo-4eTBepTe, ciibcbka icmopis,
Ha OYMKY pyparicmie, nonpu OUCKYCIUHICIb MeOpemuyHoi po3poOKU NOHAMMS, — CKIAOHUK PYPATICIUKU, CAMOCMIUHA
2any3b iCMmopuyHoi HAyKu y KOHMeKCmi pypanicmuku, wjo 600HOYAC € MeOPemuiHoIO i eMRIPUYHOIO ICTNOPIEI0, NPEOMEmMHUM
nonem sIKoi € CitbCbKUll nNpoCcMip ma CinbCbki mepumopii; Mo-1’ATe, eBpUCMUYHA YIHHICIb PYPATICIUKY 3A2aNI0M T pYPATi3MY
30Kpema NonA2A€ Yy Momy, Wo OCMAHHIL NOKIUKAHUT chopmysamu cucmemue Ys6ieHHs npo NepCcnekmusy i WXy ciibCbKo2o
PO36UMKY 6 NOCMIHOyCcmpianbHoMy cycnintbcmsi. [106HOW MIpow edpucmuunuil NOMeHYian pyparicmuku po3Kpumo y
oocnioncenuax, wo cmocyiomoca azpapuoi icmopii Yxpainu 2000-x pp. Ipays, Hanucanux Ha 3acadax pyparicmuku, ujo
CmMocyromsbcs panHiuux nepiodie azpapnoi icmopii Ykpainu, asmopamu cmammi He GIOHAUOEHO, MOMY 2080pUMU NPO
espucmuyHull nNomeHyian pypairicmuku CMoco8HO NonepeoHix nepiodie azpapHoi icmopii Vkpainu ne 00600umbcs; NO-
I0CTe, 000AmKo8020 MeopemuuHo20 00ONPaYl08anHs nompebye mesa pypauicmié Cmoco8HO Mo20, WO CilbCbKa icmopis
€ Wupwior 3a azpapHy icmopiio uu icmopiio censincmea. Jo0amkogoi apaymenmayii, 30kpema, umazac 3anponoHosaHe
pypanicmamu po3yMiHHa CYmHOCMI CiibcbKoi icmopii, 6nache it Haykooeo incmpymenmapito. 3 0210y Ha pe3yibmamu aHanizy
3aNPONOHOBAHUX HUMU MIPKYB8AHb CMOCOBHO CYMHOCMI CLbCHKOL icmOopii, 60HU HA OYMKY asmopie cmammi, auue noCUIo0ms
PO3YMIHHA OCMANHBOI AK CUHOHIMY azpapHoi icmopii; Io-CbOMe, pypanicmamu He HA8eoeHO CIMPYHKOI cucmemu nepeKoHIUBUX
00Ka3i8 HA KOPUCMb IXHbOI Me3U CIMOCOBHO MO20, WO KL<azpapusm» i «pypanizu» e oone i medxc». Hasenaku, 3anpononogani
pypanicmamu MipKy8anHs 0aioms 00OCMAMHbLO NiOCMas 2080pumu npo pypanizm ax azpapusm opyzoi nonogunu XX — nouamxy
XXI cm.; mo-BOCbMe, MidC azpapusmMom i pypanicmukolo iOCymHui NpUHYUnosi po3oisocHocmi, 60HU AK MEMOoOO0N02iuHi
napaouzmu 00no8HI0Ms 00HA 00HY. Hanpuxnao, akujo azpapuzm € e8pucmuiHUM HAyKOBUM IHCIMPYMEHMOM Ol 6USYEHHS
00iHOYCMpianbHo20, THOYCMPIANbHO20 CENAHCMEd, MO Pypanizv — HOCMIHOYCMpIansHo2o. Y makuti cnocibd 0ocseaemucs
CUHepeis Yu KOMHIEMEHMAPHICMb — PO3UIUPEHHS XPOHONOSIUHUX Medic, 06 €KMHO20 i NpeOMemHo20 Nounie O0CiOdNHCeHH s,
NAHOPAMHICMYb I IPYHMOBHICIb OMPUMAHUX HOBUX HAYKOGUX 3HAHL MOUO.

Kunrouosi caoBa: pypanicmuxa, memooonozis, pypanshicmo, pypaibHuii po3eumox, pypanizayis, pypanism, CilbCbKd
icmopis, azpapHa icmopis, azpapusm.

Problem statement. Traditionally, research  lows: first, the restoration and re-establishment
on the agrarian history of Ukraine has beenapri- of such a fundamental component of national
ority in Ukrainian historiography. The dramatic historical science as agrarian history; second,
transformations of socio-economic, socio-polit- the formation of scientific schools of agricultural
ical, cultural and spiritual life that began in the historians; third, the functioning of specialized
second half of the 1980s and early 1990s also scientific professional publications on agrarian
affected the development of historical and ag- history, such as “Ukrainian Peasant”, “Bulletin
ricultural research in Ukraine. There have been of Agrarian History”, etc.
qualitative changes in this area. According to the In view of this, the analysis of the latest
authors of the article, the main ones were as fol- methodological paradigms in the study of agrar-
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ian history is of scientific, practical, and social
importance. This determines the relevance of
the proposed study.

Resaerch analysis. The issues raised in our
publication are among those that are in the focus
of constant attention of researchers, participants
of scientific and practical conferences, round
tables, and seminars. The professional works
are those of H. Vasylchuk?, V. Bondar? 3, V. Hot-
suliak?®, V. Honcharevskyi®, Y. Prysiazhniuks, 1.
Farenii’, S. Liakh®, Y. Kalakura® and other au-
thors.

The purpose of the article At the same
time, according to the authors, it is promising
to clarify the methodological tools of the latest
historical and agricultural research in Ukraine.
In view of this, the authors of the article aim
to gain knowledge of the latest methodology of
historical and agricultural research in Ukraine,
in particular, with regard to such a methodologi-
cal paradigm as ruralism.

The statement of the basic material. At
the beginning of the twenty-first century, such
a methodological approach as ruralism was
formed in the scientific discourse of Ukraine.
It is represented by the works of H. Prytula®,
O. Pavlov* and other scholars. It came into the
field of our research attention because:

1) its supporters argue that the subject field,
a component of rural studies, is ‘rural history’;

2) its theorists consider it possible and ap-
propriate to study ‘rural history’ in the system of
historical sciences;

3) the intellectual sources of rural studies
are the works of F. Brodel, P. Sorokin, and K.

Zimmerman on the rural-urban continuum as a
convergence of town and village.

Rural studies is a relatively new method-
ological construct that evolved during the 1960s
and 1980s, transforming into a separate scien-
tific tool in the early twenty-first century. The
chronological period in the global history of
science, in particular historical science, which
developed in the postwar period, is marked by
nonlinear transformations that reflected the pri-
ority planetary trends. The scientific and tech-
nological revolution and scientific and techno-
logical progress of the 1960s-1980s were the
intellectual basis for globalization processes
and the industrialization of the leading countries
of that time. Excessive enthusiasm for the lat-
ter had ambiguous consequences for both indi-
vidual countries and the world as a whole. This
was primarily due to the aggravation of contra-
dictions in the world, transformations of social
structures of individual societies, etc.

At the same time, new existential challeng-
es have emerged, such as human existence in
the industrial and post-industrial eras. Previous
intellectual constructs proved to be partially or
completely incapable of “explaining the world
and becoming the basis for its transformation.”
Historical science as a component of global
knowledge and reflections on reality has also
undergone changes under the influence of the
above priority trends. The focus of historians’
attention has shifted from structures and pro-
cesses to culture, lifestyles, inner experience of
both individuals and communities, etc. (for de-
tails refer'?).

1 Bacunpuyk I. IIpoOieMHO-TeOpEeTHYHI IPIOPUTETH CyYacHUX JUCepTalifiHuX AocikeHb 3 ictopii Ykpainu 20 — 30-xpp. XX cr.: icTopio-
rpadiunmii guckype. Bicnuk Kumomupcvkozo depoicasnozo ynisepcumenty im. I. @panxa. 2006. Bum. 30. C. 22 - 28.

2 Boupnap B. Cyuacna icropiorpadis arpaproi ictopii Ykpainu apyroi monosunu XIX — mouarky XX cT. Ha cTopiHKax «YkpaiHCBKOTro icTopHd-
HOTO XypHAIy» Ykpaincvkuil icmopuynuii scypran. 2008. Bun. 11. 2008 C. 337 — 351.

3 bonpmap B. Birun3HsHi censiHO3HABYI iHCTUTYLIT T X PoJIb y BUBUCHHI iCTOPil YKPaiHCHKOTO CeNsHCTBA OpeopMeHoi 10ou. Icmopioepagiu-

Hi docnioocenns ¢ Yipaini. 2008. 19. C. 178 — 210.

4 Touynsk B. AkTyasbHI MUTaHHS METOOJIOTIT Ta IHCTUTYLIOHANI3ALIT icTOpil ceNsHCTBa B A3epKaii ictopiorpadii. Bichuk Yepracvkozo yHi-

sepcumemy . Cepis Iemopuyni nayxu. 2010. Bun. 182. C. 16-20.

5 Tonuapescokuii B. usinizaniitamii miaxiz go icropii: cydacuuii ykpaincekuii qocsin (1991-2009). Kuis: Jloroc, 2011. 219 c.

6 IMpucsoxuiok FO. YkpaiHChKe CEISHCTBO B KOHTEKCTI CYyYacHUX OCHIJHUIBKUX 3aBOaHb. Ykpaincokuil censinun. 2018. Bum. 20. C. 74 - 79.

7 ®apeniii 1. Konnemnis HanionansHOI arpapHoi OypxyasHoi peBomronii modarky XX cr. akageMika M.1. SIBopcbkoro. Vipaincokuii cenanumn.
2019. Bumn. 21. C. 130 - 136.

8 JIax C. MeropoJoris icTopii: Kilacuka i npakTuka. 3anopixoks: Bugasauunii nim «IenbpBetnka», 2021. 130 c.

9 Kanakypa 5. YkpaiHceka ictopiorpadis Ha repesiomi: Bil METOIOIOTIYHOTO MOHI3MY /10 eBporneiicbkux opientupis. K.: «BIIL] KuiBcpkuii
yHiBepcureT», 2022. 464 c.

10 ITpuryna X. CouiaJibHO-eKOHOMIYHHI PO3BUTOK CUILCHKHX TEPUTOPIii: perioHanbhuii Bumip. JIbBiB: 1Y «IHCTUTYT perioHaJbHUX JOCITi-
JokeHb iMeHi MLI. lonimtaeoro HAH Ykpainu», 2015. 356 c.

11 MaBnoB A. PypaibHblii KOHTEKCT TIIOOATBHOrO SKOHOMIYECKOro passutus Ykpauusl. Modern Science — Moderni Veda. Praha. 2015. Ne 5.
C. 15 - 22; [TaBnoB A. nentudukanus 1 kiaccuGuKanus CeIbCKUX TEPPUTOPHUIA: TEOPHsL, METOIONIOrUs, IpakThka. Onecca: ACTpOIPHUHT,
2015. 344 c.; ITaBnos O. [IpenmerHe moje CiIbCHKOI iCTOPIT SIK CKIIaI0BOI pypanicTuku. Pecionanrvna icmopis Ykpainu. 2015. Bun. 9. C. 69 —
86; ITaBioB O. CyTHiCTh TEOPETHYHHX 3acaj PYypPaNiCTUKHU: MOHATIMHO-KaTeropiajibpHuii anapar. Exonomika AIIK. 2016. Ne 5. C. 30 — 37;
IMaBnoB O. Pypaiizm sk CBITOIIA] Ta ileiiHa Tevist: icropuyHuil Bumip. Pecionanvua icmopia Yipainu. 2018. Bun. 12. C. 157 — 186, I1aBnos
A. PypanucTuka: Teopusi, METOIOJIOT U, HayuHble HanpaBienus. Onecca: Acrponpunt, 2018. 408 c.

12 TaBnos O., [TaBnosa 1. PypanictuyHi 3acagu OpeHANHTY Cibcbkux TepuTopiil [liBaeHHoro periony Ykpainu. Oneca: Acrponpunt, 2019.
288 c.; Crenpmax C. [Tapagurmu ictopudHoi nyMku y XX cromitti. [Horimuyna dymka. 1997. Ne 4. C. 153 — 169; Crenpmax C. Ictopuyna
nayka // Exuxotonesis ictopii Vipaimu: T. 3: E- / Pexxon.: B. A. Cmoniit (ronoea) ta in. HAH Vkpaiuu. Inctutyt ictopii Vipaimm. K.: B-Bo
«HayxoBa nymka», 2005. C. 562 — 566.
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Our judgments are in line with the correct
observations of T. Portnova. The scientist defines
the period we have outlined as the time of the
“Golden age” of the history and anthropology of
the peasantry. The researcher justifiably empha-
sizes that the development of historical science
was significantly influenced by the “practices of
‘social history” in the study of ‘dumb’ subordi-
nate social groups™®2. First of all, we are talking
about the peasantry.

Given these general trends in historical sci-
ence, a peasant-centered approach to the study
of social problems of rural-peasant development
is emerging in Ukrainian academic discourse.
It was represented in the work of agricultural
economist V. Yurchyshyn and his team of like-
minded people: L. Shepotko, P. Sabluk, O. On-
yshchenko, O. Pavlov, and others. In particular,
V. Yurchyshyn substantiated and made public
the idea that “until the peasant-centered prin-
ciple becomes a priority in Ukrainian society,
there is a real threat of losing the peasantry as
a social class”. He called for raising the peasant
issue to the level of a national idea and proposed
a specific algorithm for its implementation. He
also raised the problem of peasant asociality as
a result of reforming the agricultural sector of
the economy without taking into account pos-
sible social risks and negative consequences. It
is possible to eliminate such peasant antisocial-
ity by developing and implementing a peasant-
centered state strategy™.

The reasons for the emergence of ruralism,
according to O. Pavlov, one of the theorists of
this methodology, are as follows: first, “the cur-
rent state of globalization, characterized by the
development of two opposing trends - integra-
tion and localization of all spheres of public
life”; second, a new understanding of “the issue
of interaction between urban and rural territorial
subsystems of society”; third, the fallacy of the
approach that ignores the specifics of cities and
villages; fourth, the inexpediency of artificially
limiting rural development to the agricultural
food function®®; fifth, the deepening specializa-
tion of scientific research and integration of ur-
ban and rural areas; sixth, the emergence of new
interdisciplinary scientific fields that accumulate

the potential of modern science and its innova-
tive research methods?®.

In our opinion, the picture of the reasons for
the formation of ruralism will be more complete
if we take into account both the reasons given
above by O. Pavlov and the global trends of the
1960s-1980s, intellectual reflection on existen-
tial challenges in a highly organized industrial
civilization, the emergence of new tools of his-
torical science, such as “new social history,”
and the intellectual contribution of the scientific
school of V. Yurchyshyn. All of these phenom-
ena and processes, in our opinion, can be figu-
ratively called, to paraphrase a famous work by
J. Melin of 1914%, “facing the peasants.” This,
in our opinion, is the generalized formula-cause
of the emergence of ruralism. O. Pavlov also
agrees with this, noting that rural studies “arose
as a result of a systematic study of such a com-
plex natural and socio-spatial formation as rural
areas in terms of its structure and functions. It
(rural studies - the authors of the article) unites
all scientific areas that study certain components
of the rural territorial subsystem of society™8,

It is interesting that similar trends in the
socio-economic, socio-political, and intellectual
development of European countries in the 1830s
gave rise to the phenomenon of agrarianism, a
peasant-centered phenomenon of that time*.

Developing a judgment about rural stud-
ies as a scientific field, O. Pavlov distinguishes
three levels of its research field:

1) global;

2) national,

3) rural.

The first level includes issues related to the
foundations of the natural, spiritual, and eco-
nomic existence of rural society, the place and
prospects of the rural direction of development
in the modern globalized world, and the role of
agricultural labor in solving global problems,
etc. The second includes issues related to the
entire set of interconnections and relationships
between the rural territorial subsystem of soci-
ety and the corresponding urban subsystem. The
third is the range of issues that reveal the spe-
cifics of rural life in all its manifestations: from
the rational foundations of the natural and socio-
cultural space of rural areas to their mental im-

13 Kanakypa 1. Ykpaincbka icTopiorpadist Ha epeoMi: BiJi METO0JIOTi9HOTO MOHI3MYy 110 eBpornelicbkux opieHtupis. K. «BIIL] KuiBchkuit

yHiBepcureT», 2022. 464 c.

14 ITaBnoB A. PypamucTuka: TeopHs, METOJOJNOT s, HaydHbIe Hanpasienus. Oxecca: Actponpunr, 2018. C. 8.
15 ITaBnoB O. CyTHICTb TEOPETHYHUX 3aca]] PypalliCTUKU: HOHATIHHO-KaTeropiallbHuil anapar. Exonomika AIIK. 2016. Ne 5. C. 30.
16 ITaBnoB O. IIpeaMeTHe HoMe CLIBCHKOI iCTOPIT SIK CKIAK0BOI pypanicTHKU. Pecionanvua icmopisn Yikpainu. 2015. Bum. 9. C. 69.

17 Menun XK. Hazan k 3emite. Mocksa : Tpyn, 1914. 190 c.

18 ITaBno O. [IpeamerHe Hole CiIbCHKOI icTOPIi SIK CKIIanoBOi pypanicTuku. Pecionanvua icmopia Ykpainu. 2015. Bum. 9. C. 69.
19 Kopuogsenko, C., Teabpak B. Arpapu3sm sik censtHoLeHTpu4HHN (eHomeH kpain LlentpanbHoi Ta [TiBnenHo-CxifHOT €BpoIy APyroi moio-
BuHK XIX — nepwoi tpetunnu XX ct. Vepaincokuii cenanun. 2020. Bun. 24. C. 10 - 16.
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age. Priority issues include land ownership and
land use, effective use of the integral potential of
rural areas, development of the rural economy;,
creation of appropriate conditions for rural life,
so that life in rural areas becomes a joy for those
who are born and live there®.

The concept of rural studies includes the
following: “rurality”, “rural development”, “ru-
ralization”, “ruralism”, “rural history”. Their
meaning, according to Pavlov, defines the sys-
tem of knowledge about rural studies as an inter-
disciplinary scientific field?:. Thus, rural studies,
as interpreted by the developers of this scientific
concept, is an interdisciplinary scientific field
that unites all scientific areas that study certain
components of the rural territorial subsystem
of society. In this understanding of the essence
of this methodological construct, we see an at-
tempt by its authors to combine the general and
the specific, the global and the local, eliminating
contradictions between them, and to approach
the study of rural history as a component of rural
studies in a systematic and comprehensive man-
ner. At the same time, the use of the concepts of
“rural territorial subsystem of society” and “ru-
ral history” requires, in our opinion, convincing
arguments and explanations of how their use dif-
fers for the better from the well-known concepts
of “peasantry”, “agrarian history”, etc.

The primary importance in the conceptual
apparatus of rural studies belongs to “rarity”. It
is defined as a certain state of being that is dy-
namically developing. This understanding of it
correlates with the philosophical interpretation
of life as a holistic unity of anthropic, material,
social and spiritual forms of life. In this sense,
“rurality” is a real state of both natural and ar-
tificial nature, society and consciousness (men-
tality). It is an objective and subjective reality
that manifests itself in the objects of the mate-
rial and ideal world, in the social and individ-
ual consciousness. It is the world of things and
ideas created by nature and man as its creator?.
Rationality-being is in constant spatial and tem-
poral development. It is the essence and state of
the object of study. It is translated from Latin as
rurality®.

In general, “rurality” is understood broadly
by ruralists. In addition to the above, it is inter-
preted in the following ways. First, as a rural

identity that is associated with a certain object of
rurality, its specific activity, as well as with the
space and place of activity. Its attributes, expres-
sors of rural identity, are the peasant, agriculture,
and the village. Ruralists, sharing the position of
the civilizational approach in the interpretation
of the peasantry, believe that the last three cat-
egories position a certain stage of civilizational
development of mankind - an agrarian society in
which the dominant and identifying components
were the peasantry as a social group, agricultural
labor as the main type of economic activity and
way of life, and the village as a type of settle-
ment and space of life. Further, using the termi-
nology of the civilization approach, they inter-
pret “rurality” as “an attribute of pre-industrial
social development or as a historical anachro-
nism, manifested in the dominance of natural-
patriarchal and agrarian-small-scale economic
systems”?4, Secondly, “rurality” is both a social
phenomenon and a social process that is under-
stood outside of the formative context. It is a
way of perceiving the world and living of Ukrai-
nian citizens living in rural areas®. Third, “ru-
rality” is a concept that has undergone seman-
tic changes. Initially, “rurality” was associated
with the village as an arable settlement, whose
inhabitants were mainly engaged in agriculture.
In view of this, the term “rural” had a sectoral
rather than settlement origin. Over time, it came
to mean everything that was associated with a
settlement formed around arable land. The ex-
pansion of the economic functions of the village
did not lead to a change in semantics. The vil-
lage continued to be understood as a place of
production. This gave scholars grounds to con-
sider the concepts of “agrarian” and “rural” to
be identical. Semantic changes in “rurality” oc-
curred in the early twenty-first century with the
introduction of the concept of “rural areas” into
scientific circulation. Since then, “rurality” has
been understood from the perspective of the ter-
ritorial approach?.

The typical signs, features and properties of
“rurality” are:

1) agricultural use of the territory;

2) economic mono-functionality;

3) fine-dispersed type of settlement;

4) low-rise and estate development of the
territory;
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5) combination of agricultural landscapes
with natural & recreational landscapes;

6) socially homogeneous composition of
the population;

7) low population density;

8) basic infrastructure;

9) simplified communication system;

10) direct nature of interpersonal relations?’.

This definition of “rurality,” as its analysis
shows, combines several methodological ap-
proaches. In our opinion, these are: “history of
mentality”, civilizational, social history, etc. Ru-
ralists confirm the correctness of our reasoning
and note that rural studies as a scientific field is
based on the following important theoretical and
methodological foundations “the fundamental
provisions of civilizational and world-system
theories, physical economy, socioeconomics,
the concept of sustainable development, modern
achievements of economic, historical, geograph-
ical, legal, sociological, philosophical sciences,
ethnology, cultural studies, public administra-
tion theory and their methodological arsenal”?.

Generally, without objecting to this attempt
to concentrate in one scientific field the scien-
tific tools of other branches of knowledge, we
would like to draw attention to some contradic-
tions that arise as a result of the use by ruralists
of certain concepts that they use to define the
essence of “ruralism”. In particular, the first the-
sis stated above: “the attributes and expressions
of rural identity are the peasant, agriculture, and
the village”. The second is “rural identity, which
is associated with a certain object of rurality, its
type of activity, as well as with the space and
place of activity.” The third is the “rural-centered
approach” declared by the scientific school of
V. Yurchyshyn. Comparison of these theses
makes it obvious that the interpretation of “ru-
ralism” overlooks its subject, its carrier, and
“rural identity,” in our opinion, is a category-
identifier of only space, not a way of produc-
tion activity, and it does not have a subjective
character. In addition, “rural identity” cannot
be a phenomenon of the civilizational approach
used by ruralists to define “ruralism.” Such a
civilizational phenomenon is known to be the
peasantry. O. Pavlov himself writes about this
in his monograph, noting that the peasant (social

27 lbid. C. 33.

group)? is the expressor of rationality. In view
of this, the term “peasant identity” seems to be
more correct, as “rural identity” is undoubtedly
a component of it.

In our opinion, the ruralists’ judgment of
agrarian society “as a historical anachronism,
manifested in the dominance of natural-patri-
archal and agrarian-small-scale economic sys-
tems” requires additional arguments. It con-
tradicts the interpretation of the peasantry by
representatives of the civilizational approach,
whose scientific tools are used by ruralists to
define “rurality.” In particular, O. Spengler, as
V. Afanasiev has rightly proved, substantiated
that “the peasant class serves the great life not
only by giving it food obtained from the land,
but also by its own blood, which for centuries
has been flowing from villages to higher class-
es, taking their form there and supporting their
life”®, O. Pavlov himself, in his 2015 publica-
tion, emphasizes that “rurality” is “not posi-
tioned as a natural-patriarchal or agrarian-small-
scale system™3,

According to the above understanding of
“rurality”, the object of scientific attention of
ruralists is rural areas. The latter are interpreted
as an agro-ecosystem, economic space, social
environment and mental image®. In our opin-
ion, this proposed definition of the concept is
abstract. It contains categories, such as “mental
space,” which are debatable and subject to in-
terpretation. Our reservations are recognized by
O. Pavlov. He points out that there are a number
of difficulties with this term:

1) the implicit nature of the concept;

2) pluralism in understanding due to differ-
ent approaches to its interpretation by represen-
tatives of different fields of knowledge;

3) the concept is not enshrined in Ukrainian
legislation;

4) non-recognition of rural areas as an inde-
pendent object of sociological research;

5) uncertainty of the criteria for identifying
rural areas®.

At the same time, despite the above reserva-
tions, ruralists consider it appropriate to speak
of rural history as a component of rural studies;
as an independent branch of historical science in
the context of rural studies, the research field of

28 ITano O. IIpeameTHe moe cLIbCHKOI icTOpIi K CKIagoBOI pypanicTukH. Pecionanvha icmopia Yipainu. 2015. Bum. 9. C. 69 - 86. C. 70.
29 ITaBnoB A. PypaicTuka: Teopys, METOOJIOT U, Hay4dHbIe HanpaBineHus. Onecca: Actponpunrt, 2018. 408 c. C. 25.
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C.129 -137. C. 133.
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which is rural space and rural territories (objects
of rural progress)®. They substantiate the expe-
diency of this position by referring to the latest
historical developments, in particular, those of
J. Vermenich, as well as foreign historiography,
such as the work of J. Levy. In their understand-
ing, what is common to both domestic and for-
eign historiography in defining the research field
of rural history is the historical reconstruction
and interpretation of a certain local space, the
boundaries of which are determined by the type
of settlement. Ruralists are convinced that rural
space is multiscale, not limited to the village, ru-
ral areas occupying a certain area of rural space,
thus embodying it and endowing it with natural
and social characteristics, it is the object of his-
torical research as a component of rural studies.
According to this logic, the temporal, spatial and
essential *dimensions of rural territory as a mul-
tilevel system are the direct subject of study of
rural history®,

In this context, it is important to answer the
question: “What is rural history, which has as
its subject matter a multi-scale rural space em-
bodied by rural areas and endowed with their
natural and social characteristics?” Ruralists
interpret rural history as both theoretical and
empirical history. By the first component, they
mean historical knowledge about the national
level of rural areas, and by the second - a cross-
section of historical knowledge at other levels
of territories, primarily the basic one. Accord-
ingly, rural history directly corresponds to the
hierarchical structure of rural areas. It consists
of the history of the territories of the basic level
(history of the territorial community), the terri-
tories of the district level (rural local history),
the territories of the regional level (history of the
rural component of the region), the territories of
the national level (history of the rural territorial
subsystem of society)*’.

In our opinion, this answer is not exhaus-
tive, as it leaves unanswered the question: “How
is rural history different from agrarian history?”
There is a reasonable understanding that “rural
history” is a derivative of “urban” or “urban his-
tory” or its opposite, because ruralism, as its de-
velopers note, was formed as the antithesis of
urbanism. As is well known, agrarian history is
a science that produces historical knowledge at

both the macro and micro levels, a fundamental
component of Ukrainian history. In this context,
the agrarian history of Ukraine is indeed “the
history of the peasantry, the foundation of the
nation,” the history of “the presence of the peas-
antry in the national history of Ukraine™.

Ruralists’ attempts to show agrarian history
as a discipline that, along with historical geog-
raphy, social geography of agriculture, regional
studies, historical landscape studies, etc., result-
ed from the “junction” or intersection of direc-
tions and points of contact of common research
problems, are also insufficiently motivated”®.
According to the authors of the article, the “dis-
ciplines” listed by O. Pavlov are self-sufficient
branches of humanities that were formed in the
context of the global development of scientific
knowledge with a clear object and subject field
of study. The ambition for interdisciplinarity of
rural studies, and thus of rural history, is not a
sufficient reason to downplay the importance of
historical geography, agrarian history, etc. Such
an approach is questionable in an attempt to de-
fine the essence of rural history by denying the
self-sufficiency of other branches of the humani-
ties and claiming their research field.

Based on the above logic of O. Pavlov’s
presentation, the opposite judgment seems rea-
sonable: rural studies, and thus rural history,
were the result of the “junction” or intersection
of such independent branches of humanities as
agrarian history, historical geography, etc. that
had already been formed in previous years and
centuries. The basis for this judgment is the lack
of a ruralist, and thus “rural history” scientific
toolKkit.

Borrowing/using the scientific tools of
other branches of the humanities, rural studies,
and thus rural history, should have its own, so
to speak, autochthonous scientific tools. Instead,
the analysis of the methods of rural history pro-
posed by O. Pavlov shows only their borrowing.
In particular, the researcher considers the “arse-
nal of research methods of historical science” to
be a scientific toolkit of rural history. These in-
clude: source study, retrospective, event analy-
sis, etc’’. Based on the analysis of the above, it is
obvious that these methods are methods of his-
torical science and do not reflect the difference
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between research on rural history and research
on agrarian history.

We can also observe contradictions in the
judgments of ruralist theorists regarding the es-
sence of rural history. In one paragraph, they
write about the fallacy of identifying rural space
“with the history of the peasantry, the village,
or agrarian history.” In the next paragraph, they
argue the opposite, that “rural history in the con-
text of its levels corresponds to one or another
local level of historical science. Local history
and microhistory are comparable to the history
of a territorial community, local history to a cer-
tain extent to rural local history, and regional
history to a certain extent to the history of the
rural component of a region. The history of the
rural territorial subsystem of society is a direct
component of national history”.

According to the authors of the article, in
view of the above, the ruralists’ thesis that ru-
ral history is broader than agrarian history or the
history of the peasantry requires a more thor-
ough explanation and proof. Their arguments
strengthen the understanding of rural history as
synonymous with agrarian history. Their thesis
about separating the rural component* of his-
torical science from its historical component is
essentially a reiteration of the understanding of
agrarian history as a fundamental component
of Ukrainian history, as we wrote above and as
stated in the preface to the two-volume essays
in The History of the Ukrainian Peasantry. At
the same time, if rural history = agrarian his-
tory, then O. Pavlov’s opinion that its separation
from historical science is a development of the
general scientific trend toward specialization
of knowledge is reasonable. Such a separation
contributes to solving socially significant prob-
lems, enriches its heuristic potential by attract-
ing interdisciplinary methodological techniques
in response to the challenge of our time - sub-
stantiating the ways of reviving rural areas and
their access to a qualitatively better standard of
living®.

According to ruralists, “rural development”
is a form of manifestation of rurality. In this
sense, its task is to preserve and maintain the
rural state of being and its characteristic activi-

41 Ibid. C. 85.
42 lbid. C. 86.
43 |bid.

ties, which are directly related to the origins of
human life and society*.

On the one hand, “rural development” is an
objective, multidimensional process character-
ized by self-organization and self-development
due to the multifunctionality of rural areas. On
the other hand, “rural development” is the pur-
poseful development of rural areas in accor-
dance with their social purpose and tasks. At the
same time, rural development is influenced by
external factors. Globalization sets a certain al-
gorithm for it*.

Despite the number of approaches to the
interpretation of this concept, ruralists reduce
them to two main ones: sectoral and territorial.
In this sense, “rural development” reflects
the evolutionary development of an object,
the transition from one state to another. The
dynamics of development can be traced in the
course of the object’s performance of specific
functions determined by the nature of the object.
Since the object of rational development is
simultaneously associated with the relevant
space and type of economic activity, there are
different ways of identifying“ it in the research
discourse and management practice. According
to O. Pavlov, “rural development” can be defined
as a purposeful process that takes place mainly
within the rural spatial segment, which plays an
important role in the life of the whole society*'.

“Ruralization is understood by ruralists as a
social process. There are “narrow” and “broad”
interpretations of this term. In the first case, it
means measures to introduce ecological and
aesthetic elements of the rural landscape into the
urban landscape. The second is the process of
quantitative growth of rural settlements and the
number of rural population, i.e. intensification
of the process of rural development of the
territory, spreading and preservation of the rural
way of life in certain territorial elements of
agglomeration settlement?.

It is more realistic and natural to understand
“rurality” as a conscious choice of rural areas
by urban residents as a more attractive place of
permanent residence than the city. As a social
phenomenon, rurality has its own classification.
For example, O. Pavlov proposed the following:

1) imaginary (false);
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2) real (actual);

3) hybrid (aka ‘dachaization’)*.

There are also five main types of rurality:

1) caused by the growth of anthropogenic
pressure on the environment, primarily in cities;

2) socio-cultural and natural, based on
religious and environmental motives;

3) boom in cottage construction in the
suburban area;

4) seasonal migration of summer residents;

5) forced migration®.

According to O. Pavlov, one of the four
scientific categories-identifiers of ‘Rural studies’
is ‘Ruralism’®. This concept was introduced
into scientific circulation in the 1950s by the
intellectual efforts of L. Wirth, a representative
of the Chicago sociological school. In particular,
in his work “Life in the City,” he compared the
lifestyles of urban and rural areas in the United
States and Western Europe. He emphasized
the *“fusion” of urban and rural lifestyles
into a single whole. This process, according
to the sociologist, is an indisputable fact. In
this context, he argued that “urbanism is no
longer identical to industrialism, and ruralism
is no longer identified with non-mechanized
labor. This is due to the standardization of
lifestyles. Accordingly, rural life, as we know it
today, “begins to look archaic in our eyes; we
increasingly look at it as a relic of another era”*2.
This definition of “ruralism” by L. Wirth, in our
opinion, is not a definition of the term, since it
does not reveal its meaning/content, but rather
an explanation of it by applying the method of
“from the opposite”. Accordingly, it is debatable.

Thus, it is sufficient to assume that before
L. Wirth introduced this term into scientific
circulation, *“ruralism” was understood only as
“non-mechanized labor”, “rural patriarchal way
of being”, which is an “anachronism” in relation
to modernity and was not in wide scientific
circulation. This opinion is supported by
O. Pavlov, who noted that the concept of
“ruralism” is the least developed concept
compared to other categories of ruralism. One
of the rationalism theorists explains the above
situation by the fact that the term “agrarianism”
is more widely used in science. At the same time,
he believes that “agrarianism” and “ruralism” are

49 |bid. C. 64, 72.

not the same thing. In particular, “agrarianism”
does not replace “ruralism,” which “conveys the
broad content of this ideological trend.” Thus,
O. Pavlov interprets “ruralism” as an ideological
trend that occupies a special place in the theory of
ruralism. Central to “ruralism” is the anthropo-
rural discourse, which is associated with the
world of feelings, experiences, worldview,
mental and transformative activities to “remake”
a person in the rural space and increase his or her
life-affirming role in social development. “The
social significance of ruralism lies in the fact that
the future of the entire society, not just its rural
component, depends on whether it is presented as
a reflective nostalgic consciousness or as a half-
boyish lament for the primary patriarchal way of
life, or as a worldview and ideology that reflects
and promotes rurality and ruralization”. The
historical mission of ruralism, the researcher
argues, “is not so much to replace the habitat of
rural society as to replace ‘homo ruralistucus’
itself”>4.

Offering his own understanding of
“ruralism,” O. Pavlov calls for focusing not
on the triad “way of life - its resource and
factor - subject,” but on its reflection in the
thinking activity of the researcher who traces
the historical evolution of the process in the
interconnection of its components. Guided by
such considerations, he proves that the systemic
role in understanding the essence of ruralism as
a certain system of beliefs about the rural way of
life is played by the assessment of the attitude of
peasants and the whole society at a certain stage
of its development to the land, and through this
attitude - the definition of social values®.

Considering “ruralism” as an ideological
current that occupies a special place in the theory
of ruralism, O. Pavlov analyzes its evolution as a
system of views on agricultural labor, the village
and the peasantry®®. In his opinion, the origins of
ruralism, thoughts, views, ideas that fall under
the definition of “ruralism” are represented
in the intellectual heritage of D. Mendeleey,
O.de Balzac, N. Berdyaev, K. Marx, V. Raymont,
J. Horvath, J. Knap, L. Tolstoy, I. Franko, A. Fet,
O. Vasilchikov, O. Herzen, M. Chernyshevsky,
S. Bulgakov, V. Chernov, S. Maslov, P. Sorokin,
O. Chayanov, G. Studensky, M. Oganovsky,
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L. Litoshenko, B. Brutskus, M. Kondratiev, M.
Tulaykov, M. Makarov, members of the socio-
political organization “Peasant Russia” that
existed in Prague in the 1920s, and others®’.

In this way, he understands ruralism as both
socio-economic agrarian thought and a certain
trend in fiction. However, such an understanding
of “ruralism” gives grounds for its identification
with these phenomena, for its understanding
on the basis of similarity with another, rather
than self-determination - self-identification.
The above analysis deserves critical remarks in
view of the fact that, apart from lvan Franko’s
work, it does not present the Ukrainian narrative
itself. Whereas the latter took place in the
second half of the nineteenth and first third
of the twentieth centuries and is reflected, for
example, in the creative intellectual heritage of
P. Kulish®, M. Kotsiubynskyi, O. Kobylianska,
D. Dontsov, V. Lypynskyi, M. Hrushevskyi,
and P. Skoropadskyi. In addition to “Peasant
Russia,” there was the Ukrainian Academy of
Economics in interwar Czechoslovakia, in the
Podébrady region. Its scientific and pedagogical
staff, in particular, H. Simantsiv®, maintained
close intellectual relations with A. Sv¢hla,
M. Hodzi, J. Kettner, and other well-known
experts on agrarian-peasant issues®.

The analysis proposed by O. Pavloy, in
our opinion, would only benefit if the author
expanded the subject field of his research
and provided more convincing arguments
in favor of distinguishing “ruralism” from
“agrarianism.” Pavlov’s reasoning does not
clearly show that “agrarianism” and “ruralism”
are not the same thing; on the contrary, it shows
their ideological and fundamental Kkinship,
especially their peasant-centeredness. In our
opinion, “ruralism” means “agrarianism of the
second half of the twentieth and early twenty-
first centuries”, the evolution of agrarianism
in the light of the development of knowledge,
research methodologies, and new civilizational
and global challenges. In particular, our research
has shown that agrarianism has a broad and
narrow meaning. In the broad sense, Central
and South-Eastern European agrarianism of
the second half of the nineteenth century - the
first third of the twentieth century is a holistic
socio-cultural phenomenon, a phenomenon of

the history of Central and South-Eastern Europe
of the second half of the nineteenth century -
the first third of the twentieth century, caused
by objective-subjective-subjective factors that
are the object of knowledge. In a narrower
sense, Central and Southeastern European
agrarianism is a system of peasant-centered
ideas of various subjects of the socio-cultural
space of Central and Southeastern Europe in the
second half of the nineteenth century - the first
third of the twentieth century, and their practical
implementation. Concretizing a narrower
understanding of the Central and South-Eastern
European agrarianism of the second half of the
nineteenth - first third of the twentieth centuries,
we state that this is a system of ideas about
peasants, peasants about themselves, about the
peasantry as an active subject of history capable
of independent state-building; a component of
the state’s domestic economic policy aimed at
solving the agrarian/peasant question; as self-
awareness of peasants, as peasant political
culture and political consciousness, as the
practical realization of peasant hopes and ideas
about their just future; a component of social,
party and political thought®:.

In terms of its ideological and semantic
content, our understanding of “agrarianism”
coincides with the understanding of “ruralism,”
with a correlation of chronological boundaries
that do not contradict but complement each
other. Here are the arguments in favor of
our position. First, the circumstances of the
formation of both phenomena are similar: the
cyclical-historical recurrence of “turning to
the land”. Secondly, both “agrarianism” and
“ruralism” are the discovery of the “peasantry”
for the world in the second half of the nineteenth
century - the first third of the twentieth century
and the second half of the twentieth century
- the beginning of the twenty-first century,
respectively. Thirdly, both “agrarianism” and
“ruralism” are strategies for the integrated
development of the village, peasantry, rural
areas, their socio-economic, socio-cultural
and other components, taking into account the
chronological limits of the existence of these
phenomena, and the tools for its implementation.
Fourthly, the ignoring by ruralists of the agrarian
practices of solving the agrarian issue, the
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peasant revolutionary subjectivity of 1902-1933
deepens the already existing contradictions in
“ruralism” regarding its peasant-centeredness
as a phenomenon declared by the scientific
school of V. Yurchyshyn and not represented in
the categorical apparatus of “ruralism”. Fifth,
the approach of complementarity proposed
by us does not contradict the self-sufficiency
of both agrarianism and ruralism, but only
confirms the continuity in the development of
scientific and theoretical thought and practices
of its implementation, and expands the heuristic
possibilities of both. Sixthly, both agrarianism
and ruralism are based on the same methodology
of the civilization approach, the Annales school,
the socio-cultural approach, etc. Seventh,
our approach does not deny the civilizational
significance of the peasantry, and strengthens
the balance between global and local studies of
the peasantry as a multidimensional, objectively
existing historical phenomenon. Eighth, both
phenomena are an alternative to both local
and global socio-economic, socio-political,
sociocultural, technological, etc. progress,
a “third way.” Ninth, while agrarianism is a
heuristic scientific tool for studying the pre-
industrial, industrial peasantry, ruralism is a
post-industrial one. In this way, synergy or
complementarity is achieved, i.e., the expansion
of chronological boundaries, object and subject
fields of research, the volume and thoroughness
of the new scientific knowledge gained, etc.
Tenthly, the intellectual work of ruralists, as
evidenced by the analysis of the works of its
representatives, concerns the 1980s-2000s.
Representatives of this methodological trend
do not have works on the agrarian history
of Ukraine, for example, the second half of
the nineteenth and first third of the twentieth

centuries.

Our position is confirmed by the
understanding of “ruralism” by ruralists
themselves. In  particular, O. Pavlov

unequivocally and reasonably states that
“ruralism is designed to form a systematic view
of the prospects and ways of rural development in
a post-industrial society™®2. This, in our opinion,
is the heuristic potential of ruralism. Indeed,
the threat to Ukraine’s national security also
comes from neglecting the existing problems of
rurality.

The heuristic potential of ruralism is fully
revealed in studies related to the agrarian
history of Ukraine in the 2000s: rural branding
as a marketing tool and management function;
methodological foundations of rural branding;
characteristics of rural areas in the context
of the branding approach; socio-economic
determinants of rural branding; concepts of rural
brand formation, etc®.

In this regard, the study of the mental
map of images of rural areas of modern
Ukraine, based on the ruralism methodology,
is indicative. Given its scientific, practical,
and socio-political significance, it is relevant.
It represents the objects of identification in the
perception of certain subjects of identification,
which characterizes their type of thinking,
level of consciousness and attitude to these
natural and socio-spatial formations. According
to the findings of ruralists, the majority of the
population of Ukraine, including rural residents,
do not perceive rural areas as a desirable place
to live. In particular, the most part of young
people do not formulate prospects for their
life trajectory in rural areas. The researchers’
arguments that rural areas have a negative
image among Ukrainian citizens as a place of
permanent residence and life are reasonable®.

Equally scientifically significant, in
particular for domestic policy in modern
Ukraine, its ethno-cultural component aimed at
consolidating the Ukrainian political nation, are
the results of studying the structure of the ethnic
composition of rural areas during the 2000s.
The ruralists convincingly revealed that the
highest index of ethnic mosaicism of the rural
population as of 2018-2019 is characteristic
of Odesa (0.64), Chernivtsi (0.45), Donetsk
(0.45), Luhansk (0.44), and Zaporizhzhia (0.43)
regions. The lowest scores are typical for Volyn
(0.02), Ivano-Frankivsk (0.02), Ternopil (0.02),
Lviv (0.03), Vinnytsia (0.04), Chernihiv (0.05),
and Cherkasy (0.05) regions. The average value
of the ethnic mosaic index for Ukraine is 0.25.
It contrasts with the index of ethnic mosaicism
in the city. The latter is 0.48. Rural areas in
the Central-Northern and Western regions
of Ukraine are predominantly mono-ethnic;
the Eastern-Southern region is bi-ethnic; and
Chernivtsi, Odesa, and Zakarpattia regions are
mixed®®.
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The conclusions. Consequently,
summarizing the above, there are sufficient
grounds to state: first, rural studies is a relatively
new methodology that was formed in the 1960s
- 1980s. As a reflection on the processes of
globalization, it was the result of a return to “face
the peasants”. It represents a new understanding
of the nonlinear multidimensional interaction of
rural and urban subsystems of society; secondly,
rural studies unites all scientific areas that
study certain components of the rural territorial
subsystem of society; thirdly, the conceptual
apparatus of rural studies includes “rurality”,
“rural development”, “ruralization”, “ruralism”,
“rural history”; fourthly, rural history, according
to ruralists, despite the controversial theoretical
development of the concept, is a component of
ruralism, an independent branch of historical
science in the context of ruralism, which is both
theoretical and empirical history, the subject
field of which is rural space and rural territories;
Fifth, the heuristic value of rural studies in
general and ruralism in particular is that the
latter is designed to form a systematic view of
the prospects and ways of rural development
in a post-industrial society. The heuristic
potential of ruralism is fully revealed in studies
of the agrarian history of Ukraine in the 2000s.
The authors of this article have not found any
works based on ruralism that deal with earlier
periods of Ukraine’s agrarian history, so it is
not possible to talk about the heuristic potential
of ruralism in relation to earlier periods of
Ukraine’s agrarian history; sixth, the ruralists’
thesis that rural history is broader than agrarian

history or the history of the peasantry requires
additional theoretical elaboration. In particular,
the understanding of the essence of rural history
and its scientific tools proposed by ruralists
requires additional argumentation. Given
the results of the analysis of their proposed
considerations of the essence of rural history,
they, in the opinion of the authors of the article,
only strengthen the understanding of the latter
as a synonym for agrarian history; seventh,
ruralists do not provide a coherent system of
convincing evidence in favor of their thesis
that *“’agrarianism’ and ‘ruralism’ are not the
same thing. On the contrary, the considerations
offered by ruralists provide sufficient grounds
to speak of ruralism as the agrarianism of the
second half of the twentieth and early twenty-
first centuries; eighth, there are no fundamental
differences between agrarianism and ruralism;
they complement each other as methodological
paradigms. For example, while agrarianism is
a heuristic scientific tool for studying the pre-
industrial, industrial peasantry, ruralism is a
post-industrial one. In this way, synergy or
complementarity is achieved, i.e., the expansion
of chronological boundaries, object and subject
fields of research, the broad character and
thoroughness of the new scientific knowledge
gained, etc.
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