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ABSTRACT:

This dissertation examines the interconnection between history,
national identity and politics in Eastern and Southern Ukraine (with
special reference to the Donbass, Odessa oblast and the Republic of
Crimea). The study comprises three distinct parts: the first section (three
chapters) explores the history of the region from the beginning of
significant settlement in the 18th. century to the onset of the Perestroika
reforms. The second part of the study (Chapter Four) considers how
intermarriage as well as other demographic forces have informed the
regional identity. Currently, much of the population of the region
identifies as both Ukrainian and Russian; this identification is generally
weak and unstable. This informs popular attitudes towards such key
questions as Ukraine's statehood and its relations with Russia. Studies of
national identity have tended to assume an individual belongs to only one
or another ethnic group, while the process by which an individual
determines his or her ethnic identity has been largely ignored.
Sociological surveys carried out in Ukraine demonstrate that mixed
identification is a fairly common phenomenon. It appears that high levels
of intermarriage have been a leading factor contributing to this type of
identification. Political life in this region mirrors the ambivalent nature
of national identity; support for the Ukrainian 'national idea' has been
fairly unstable and unreliable. Furthermore, the intense competition of
regional economic, political and criminal elites in the sub-regions of the
East and South have limited its political influence on the central
government. There is a tendency for one influential group in each region
to look to Kiev for allies and sponsors against a local opponent. This
phenomenon --- most clearly illustrated by the case of Crimea --- has

tended to neutralise latent pro-Russian movements in the region.
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A NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION:

Transliteration from Ukrainian and Russian in this study is done
according to the Library of Congress transliteration system with the
following exceptions. Where a proper name begins in Iu or Ia this are
rendered Yu and Ya respectively (i.e., Yurii, not lurii, or Yaroslav, not
Iaroslav). Also, place names which have well accepted anglicisms, such
as Kiev, Odessa, Donbass, Crimea, are used instead of the Ukrainian
equivalents (i.e., Kyiv, Odesa, Donbas, Krym). The spelling Zaporozhia
is a well accepted variant and will be distinguished from the modern city
and oblast of Zaporizhzhia. These changes have been made simply for
the sake of avoiding the jarring effect of a transliteration system which
renders names in a way which deviates unnecessarily from the commonly
used variants. In general, the names of individuals are translated into
their Ukrainian equivalent, unless it is clear that they identify themselves

as Russians.
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INTRODUCTION:

It may be said of the historian Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi, who drew
on sociology, ethnography and a wide range of other subjects in his
writing of history, that he followed the common-sense strategy of a
craftsman by selecting whatever tools suited the job at hand.! In
Hrushevs'kyi's case, the task was to demonstrate a continuity throughout
all of Ukrainian history. Where the study of Ukrainian political
institutions was impossible, Hrushevs'kyi looked to sociological and
ethnological analysis to find continuity in Ukrainian history. In this
study, the task at hand has also defined the tools required for the job. The
purpose here is to attempt to understand the evolution of national identity
in Southern and Eastern Ukraine and its interconnection with politics. In
doing so, the author has found it necessary to look beyond existing
approaches to the study of this problem. In particular, as the research for
this study progressed, it became apparent that a theoretical framework
which could make sense of mixed and compound identity was necessary
given the obvious complexity of national identity in a region.
Accordingly, this study rests upon three key pillars: historical analysis,
ethno-demographic analysis, and case studies of contemporary political

developments in the region.

The historical perspective is essential for understanding not only
the demographic and cultural starting point of each region, but also for
understanding the repository of myths, memories and historical
justifications that elites draw from in attempting to fashion a national and

local identity. As Anthony D. Smith argues, changes in cv/toral

I See the author's article "The Historical Methodology of Mykhailo
Hrushevs'kyi," Past Imperfect, 1, 1993, pp. 57-84.
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10
the case of Eastern and Southern Ukraine, there were two major

ethnically-based orientations: a Russian orientation or a Ukrainian one.
In fact, the line between these two was eventually blurred to the point that
other orientations became plausible, including a "Soviet" orientation in

tandem with an especially keen sense of local identity.

The terms Eastern and Southern Ukraine are often used to mean
different things. Frequently, the term Eastern Ukraine is used to describe
all of Left Bank Ukraine, that is, everything East and South of the
Dnieper river. More often, the term Eastern Ukraine denotes the territory
of the Kharkiv, Donets'k, Luhans'k, Dnipropetrovs'’k and Zaporizhzhia
oblasti.* The term Southern Ukraine generally is used to denote Odessa,
Mykovaiv and Kherson oblasti. Ukrainian geographers, however, use the
terms East and South somewhat differently. In their enumeration of
Ukrainian socio-economic regions, Eastern Ukraine denotes only the
Donbass oblasti of Donets'k and Luhans'k.> The South, on the other
hand, includes the Crimea, as well as Odessa, Myko‘\ aiv and Kherson
oblasti. Although in a sense this study will be looking at the East
according to the broader definitions, it is primarily focusing on the more
narrow definition of the East as the Donbass. Furthermore, although
Crimea is included in the definition of the South, Mykolaiv and Kherson
oblasti are only treated in passing, in order to further increase the

manageability of the subject.

4 See, for example, Andrew Wilson, Ukrainian Nationalism in the 1990s:
A Minority Faith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), Map.
1.1, p. xviil.

3 0.1 Shablii (ed.) Sotsial'no-ekonomichna heohrafiia Ukrainy. (L'viv:
Svit, 1994), pp. 444-448.
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Approaches to the study of nationalism:

There is an enormous body of literature on national identity and
nationalism. Any attempt to survey such a broad field is bound to be
highly selective. ® In the Ukrainian context, the methodological
approaches to nationalism that have had the most influence on western
scholars have been those of Karl Deutsch, John A. Armstrong, Eric
Hobsbawm, Benedict Anderson, Michael Hechter and, more recently,
Anthony D. Smith.”

Central to Karl Deutsch's work is the idea of channels of social
communication, which is in turn linked to modernisation. For a nation to
fully develop it must have fully developed internal communicative
facilities, meaning the ability to transmit the culture and national myths
and memories to the entire membership of the group. Finally, this group
must be able to communicate more effectively with members of the
group than with outsiders. On the one hand, modernisation may promote
internal communication which could help form a national group, but it
could also lead to assimilation of the group. This, however, depends
upon the nature of modernisation processes but also on the perceptions of
material benefits, and the nature of barriers and symbols unifying or

separating groups.®

® For a select bibliography see John Hutchinson and Anthony D. Smith
(eds.), Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 357-
351. More comprehensive bibliographies include Anthony D. Smith,
Theories of Nationalism (London: Holmes and Meier, 1983), and also by
Smith, National Identity.

7 For a survey of western literature on national identity in Ukraine, see
Taras Kuzio and Andrew Wilson, Ukraine : Perestroika to Independence
(Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1994.)

8 Karl Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication , 2nd edn. (MIT
Press, 1966).
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Other approaches to the study of nationalism, such as that of Eric
Hobsbawm or Benedict Anderson are in many ways well suited to the
study of identity in Ukraine. John-Paul Himka, among others, has used
the ideas of Hobsbawm and Anderson in his work on the Galician
peasantry.” Because national identity is viewed in this framework as an
artificial construction — an "imagined community" with "invented
traditions" — this would provide a useful framework for examining the
clearly modern and frequently contrived features of Ukrainian and

Russian identity in the region.

While the concept of "invented tradition" certainly has its place in
the study of national identity, the critiques of it put forward by such
scholars as John A. Armstrong, Anthony D. Smith and Donald L.
Horowitz should be considered.!® While Armstrong rejects the naive
conception of the nation as a primordial, unchanging phenomenon, he
faults Anderson for his self-contradictory "deconstructionist”" approach.
To begin with, the fact that traditions are often "invented," does not in
itself prove that national identity is an artificially created phenomenon, it
simply illustrates an important mechanism of national identity

maintenance. As Armstrong puts it, "inter-generational continuity of

® John-Paul Himka, Galician villagers and the Ukrainian national
movement in the nineteenth century (Basingstoke: Macmillan in
association with Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1988).

10 Armstrong argues that, although Anderson implicitly places all large-
scale social phenonmena, on an "imaginary" plane, he arbitrarily chooses
to utilize such social constructs as classes, capitalism and administrative
vernaculars in his analysis. Anderson's methodology thus supposedly
unravel s because of the "contradiction between an approach which
dissolves all its objects, and his insistence on maintaining fixed points of
reference." John A. Armstrong, "The Autonomy of Ethnic Identity" in
Alexander J. mo‘}yl led JThinking Theoretically About Soviet Nationalities.
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1992), pp. 24-25.



13
national identity depends on a myth that transcends ordinary limits of

time and space." Moreover, as Donald L Horowitz points out, the "depth
of ethnic loyalties suggests that they respond to some rather basic needs";
that ethnicity is "in the same family of affiliations as the family itself."!!
Another popular theory, similar to Deutsch's in that it pays great attention
to modernisation processes, is that of "internal colonialism," first
proposed by Michael Hechter. This model posits that the "spatially
uneven wave of modernisation over state territory creates relatively
advanced and less advanced groups."!? This results in a so-called
"cultural division of labour," whereby the dominant cultural group
controls important areas of economic and political life. This, in turn,

precipitates a national reaction from the disadvantaged group.

Yet, as Walker Connor argues, ethno-nationalism has a
psychological component which is "beyond reason," and cannot be
adequately understood simply by utilising models which focus on elite
ambitions, rational choice theory or internal colonialism. While all
rationalistic approaches to the study of nationalism may be criticised on

empirical grounds, the principal fault of such approaches is:

their failure to reflect the emotional depth of national
identity: the passions at either extreme of the hate-love
continuum which the nation often inspires, and the countless
fanatical sacrifices which have been made in its name...

people do not voluntarily die for things that are rational."!?

1 Donald L. Horowitz, "How to Begin Thinking Comparatively about
Soviet Ethnic Problems, "in Motyl, Thinking Theoretically, pp. 10-11

12 Michael Hechter, Internal colonialism : the Celtic Fringe in British
National Development, 1536-1966. (London : Routledge and Kegan Paul,

1975), p. 203.
13 Walker Conner, "Beyond reason: the nature of the ethnonational bond"

Ethnic & Racial Studies v.16, no.3, (3 July, 1993)pp. 386-387.
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Both Armstrong and Connor agree that the analysis of symbols and

myths is an effective method of gaining a window into these irrational
elements of national identity. But, myths are only effective insofar as
they are capable of achieving a resonance from their intended audience.
Extreme demographic and political changes, conffd’7 fo Smith's
qrc)umeni‘ 3 Cah in 4880{ undermine the ability of myths to
sustain a given identity. For example, in 1955 a Crimean identity
revolving around Crimean Tatar national myths would have hardly been
widely embraced by a predominantly Russian population of Crimea, even
though it may have been perfectly legitimate from the point of view of
historical argument. Hence, it is not sufficient to simply consider the
possible choices of historical interpretations and myths, but it is also
necessary to consider the living audience for such myths, and the
concrete demographic and political environment in which they are
operating. Tradition and myths may be invented, but they will only be
accepted within the limits of historical memory and the right
demographic and psychological conditions. Hence, the study of nation
building myths in andof themselves is only of limited usefulness: they

only provide a rough starting point for a meaningful study.

Anthony D. Smith and others have argued that ethno-national
identities are uniquely suited to the task of mobilising groups for
collective action; that "nationalism provides the most compelling identity
myth in the modern world." Smith cites the example of Yugoslavia .

to illustrate his view . that nationalism is an almost
irresistible mobilising and state-organising force in the twentieth
century.!* Yet, as this study will argue, and as Taras Kuzio and Andrew

Wilson have also argued, Ukrainian independence and the resulting

14 Smith, National Identity, p. 125; 163 viii »
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break-up of the Soviet Union had more to do with elite ambition than

with national consciousness per se. To put it another way, a distinction
should be made between the propensity of elites to manipulate the
national idea to their own ends, and the actual popular prevalence of
nationalist sentiment. In much of Ukraine, and also Belarus,
independence came largely despite the lack of a well-entrenched national
identity, and not as a result of national consciousness having been raised
to a fever pitch. The case of Eastern and Southern Ukraine suggests that,
given the right circumstances, the "ethno-national” bond is indeed not
indestructible, and that other affiliations may also prove no less
compelling. As John Armstrong argues, "it may be that nationality, or
ethnicity, is so complex a phenomenon that no case can be made for its
historic necessity, as contrasted to the necessity for some analogous
identity structure."!® In particular, it will be argued that a "Soviet
identity" was in the process of forming in Eastern and Southern Ukraine
by the 1980s. Following the precedent of Linda Colley, who uses the
term the "British nation," the term "Soviet nation" will be used, even
though this may seem inappropriate given that, in academic discourse, the
word "nation" generally denotes a historical phenomenon characterised
by ethnic homogeneity. This terminology seems appropriate, however,
since in, on the one hand "ethno-national" 1s now the common term for a
specifically ethnic nation, and also because this study will argue that
Soviet identity was a legitimate identity structure, analogous to an ethnic

identity, in the East Ukrainian context.!$

Studies of Ukrainian National Identity:

15 John Armstrong, Nations Before Nationalism (Chapel Hill, NC, 1982),
pp- 6-7.

161 inda Colley, Britons:Forging the Nation, 1707-1837. (New Haven
CT: Yale University Press, 1992), p. 5.
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There is not a great deal of existing literature on this subject in
English, and certainly not from the regional perspective of Eastern and
Southern Ukraine. One of the first attempts to consider the problem was
a 1974 paper on Russians in Ukraine, presented by Harvard's Roman
Szporluk.!” Szporluk argued that it might be advisable to "partition the
Ukrainian SSR along ethnic-nationality lines: the Donbass and possibly
several other oblasti would be separated from Ukraine and the the size of
the Russian-language element in that smaller Ukraine would be
decreased." Foreshadowing post-independence debates, he suggested
that, as a second possibility, Ukrainian identity could be red. ned in a
territorial rather than ethnic sense. porzluk also noted the large number
of Ukrainians in the census who listed Russian as their native language,
and wondered whether this inexorably led to full assimilation as
Russians, or whether Ukrainians could maintain a separate identity even

while using the medium of the Russian language.'8

The leading Western writer on national consciousness in twentieth-
century Ukraine is Bohdan Krawchenko. Krawchenko's major study of
national identity, Social Change and National Consciousness in
Twentieth-Century Ukraine ,is a comprehensive and generally reliable

guide to the subject.!” But, given that the work was researched during

17 Roman Szporluk, "Russians in Ukraine and Problems of Ukrainian
Identity in the USSR," in Peter J. Potichnyj, (ed.) Ukraine in the
Seventies (Oakville, ONT.: Mosaic Press, 1975), pp. 195-217.

18 Tbid, pp. 212-213.

19 Bohdan Krawchenko, Social Change and National Conciousness in
Twentieth-Century Ukraine (London: Macmillan, 1985). Other relevant
works by Krawchenko include the following: Ukraine After Shelest
(Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1983); "National
Memory in Ukraine: The Role of the Blue and Yellow Flag," Journal of
Ukrainian Studies, 15, 1-27 (Summer 1990), pp. 1-21; "The Working
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the Brezhnev era, there were obvious limits on the extent to which the

author could scrutinise the subtleties of national identity, or the national
orientation of regional  elites. The current study, by making use of
detailed post-Soviet sociological studies and opinion surveys, is able to
provide a more comprehensive picture of the character of national
identity in the East and South. Moreover, the current political landscape
1s obviously one where the variations in the national orientation of

regional elites is much more obvious.

Krawchenko's study utilises Deutschian theory , and considers how
modernisation creates the "channels of communication" (i.e., schools,
newspapers) for transmitting the national message in Ukraine at different
periods of its history. He stresses that nations are made by elites, and that
the creation of a national identity depends on the rise of sophisticated,
urban national elites and competition between elites.” In accordance
with Hechter's internal colonialism paradigm, Krawchenko argues that
the Ukrainians were a disadvantaged group and hence they would
eventually attempt to reassert their culture in opposition to Russian
culture. His prediction ultimately proved to be correct but, as with many
of his conclusions, he is mainly concerned with the overall trend in
Ukraine. Yet, "Ukraine as a whole" is simply an abstraction; in practice,
patterns in one region of the Ukraine do not necessarily apply to other
parts of the country. While Krawchenko was correct in surmising that

mobilisation around national demands was likely in Western and Central

Class and the Nationality Question in the UkSSR," Soviet Nationalities
Survey. 1. 9-10 (September-October 1984); "The Impact of
Industrialisation on the Social Structure of Ukraine,” Canadian Slavonic
Papers, 22, 3 (September 1980), pp. 338-57; "The Social Structure of
Ukraine at the Turn of the Twentieth Century," East European Quarterly,
16, 2 (June 1982), pp. 171-181.

20 Krawchenko, Social Changeénd National Consdousness, p. 199.
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Ukraine, where Ukrainians had gained demnographic predominance in the

key urban centres (i.e. Kiev, L'viv), this would not necessarily be
repeated in the same fashion in Eastern and Southern Ukraine. Anthony
D. Smith and John Breuilly have challenged the link between
modernisation and nationalism, pointing out that in many cases ethno-
national movements thrive in societies not undergoing modernisation.?!
Indeed, the epicentre of the Ukrainian nationalism is still the relatively
un-modernised Western Ukraine where there are so few Russians that
there is very little "elite competition" between Ukrainians and Russians
for employment. In the places where Russians are in greatest numbers,
such as Donets'k, and hence where one might expect to find such
competition and mobilisation, Ukrainian nationalism is weakest.

This would tend to confirm, as Eric Hobsbawm has argued, that to a
great extent, the current wave of nationalism in Eastern Europe is a case
of "unfinished business ," leftover from the 1920s, rather than the rise of
a new, nationalistic urban elite.?? It appears that modernisation was
something of a double-edged sword in the East and South. Certain
modernisation processes, when combined with decades of an official
policy of Russification — undermined the national movement and started

the process of creating a new, Soviet "nation."

Krawchenko was above all interested in the following question: is
there on the whole, a social base for Ukrainian national separatism by the
1980s? Krawchenko concluded that, overall, there indeed was one. But,
as Andrew Wilson and Taras Kuzio argue in their more recent study of

Ukraine, Krawchenko's approach does not explain why Ukrainian

21 John Breuilly, Nationalism and the State (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1994); Smith, National Identity, p. 125.

22 E.J. Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism Since 1780, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 165.
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independence came when it did. Kuzio and Wilson were preoccupied,

more with this latter question.?*> These questions will be considered, and
some alternate answers to these questions will be put forward.
Nonetheless, the fundamental task here is different. This study, instead,
while not ignoring such issues, seeks above all to understand the intricate
and subtle nature of national identity in the East and South specifically,

and the forces which informed its development.

As noted at the outset, what has been missing in all of these studies
is an approach which could shed light on mixed, multiple identity, since
initial qualitative observations suggested that such a phenomenon was
prevalent. The assumption that all individuals may be neatly categorised
as belonging to one ethno-national group or another underpins most
studies of national identity in the former Soviet Union, and indeed most
general studies of nationalism. It will be argued here that such a
categorisation impedes the study of national identity, as many individuals
in these regions have multiple ethnic identifications, or are undergoing a
transition from one identification to another. It appears, moreover, that
there are a variety of strategies of ethnic self-identification which do not
fit into the simple paradigms of "Russification" and assimilation. Thus,
research into ethnic identity in these regions must attempt to understand
the varieties of ethnic affiliations, including mixed ones, and to begin to
investigate which social forces were responsible for the growth of these
various identities. One hypothesis of this analysis is that inter-ethnic
marriage, language usage, and urbanisation are all factors which

contribute to mixed self-identification.

23 Taras Kuzio and Andrew Wilson, Ukraine : Perestroika to
Independence, p. 8.
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Theorists of national identity, such as Anthony D. Smith and

Ernest Gellner, have generally focused on national identity at the level of
the group, and have been preoccupied with questions such as "What is a
Nation?" "What are the origins of nations?" "When did the first nations
arise?, etc."? The process by which an individual determines his own
ethnic identity has been outside the focus of such scholars. It is generally
assumed that an individual is a member of one ethnic group or another.
Recent attempts by Western scholars to examine the ethnic factor and its
implications for politics in Ukraine reflect the prevailing methodological
approach to the study of national identity. Accordingly, they generally
take for granted that the national identification of individuals may be
neatly compartmentalised. One is either a Russian or Ukrainian. This
has fed an unfortunate tendency to assume the national consciousness and
homogeneity of the Russian minority and the Ukrainian majority, and to
regard the Russians as something akin to a fifth column in Ukraine. Peter
Van Ham, an analyst of regional security describes Ukraine's Russians
thus: "The 11.2 million Russians living in Ukraine (making up some 22
percent of the total population) are therefore potentially political allies for
Moscow, and they guarantee close Russian involvement in Ukraine's
internal politics"? An article in the Washington Post provides perhaps
the most glaring example of an over-simplified account of the identity of
Ukraine's multi-ethnic population: "..the country remains divided
between its largely ethnic Russian eastern half and the mainly Ukrainian

west about whether to align more with the United States and its allies, or

24 See, for example, Walker Connor, "When is a Nation?," in John
Hutchinson and Anthony D. Smith (eds.), Nationalism, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1994), pp. 147-154.

25 Peter van Ham, "Ukraine, Russia and European Security: implications
for Western Policy." Chaillot Paper, 13, 1994 , p. 31.
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with Russia."?¢ In reality, because of a large number of demographic and

historical factors, the national orientation of individuals officially
classified as Russians in different parts of the country is often only
tenuously so. That is, a great number of individuals frequently labelled
as Russians in such studies are also inclined to identify themselves as
Ukrainians as well when asked, which raises doubts about the value of
such an approach. Conversely, many individuals classified in the census
as "Ukrainian" only possess vague Ukrainian identities, and identify more
closely with the defunct Soviet state, or with their region or city. How
does one know whether to list such individuals as Ukrainians or Russians
in such a case? A recent major study of the national identity of Ukraine's
Russian minority not only rests on this dubious premise, but it is also
flawed in its curious failure to include data concerning Russians from the
Donbass, the area of greatest concentration of ethnic Russians outside

Crimea.?’

The question of language use has further clouded the national
identity question in Ukraine.? One recent study from Glasgow
University claimed that there are three main ethnic groups in Ukraine:
Ukrainian speaking Ukrainians, Russian-speaking Ukrainians, and
Russians. Again, it is assumed here that the Russian segment of the
population is a well defined group, distinct from the Russian-speaking

Ukrainians. In fact, many of the *Russian-speaking Ukrainians' and

26 Ann Devroy and James Rupert, " Your Efforts Will be Repaid,' Clinton
Tells Ukrainians," International Herald Tribune, 13-14 May 1995, p. 2.

27 Tan Bremmer, "The Politics of Ethnicity: Russians in the New
Ukraine," Europe-Asia Studies, 46, 2, 1994, pp. 261-283.

28 Taras Kuzio, working concurently and independently from the author,
uses this same argument in his article "National Identity in Independent
Ukraine: an Identity in Transition," Nationalism and Ethnic Politics, 2, 4,
Winter 1996, pp. 582-608.
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“Russians' identify both as Ukrainians and Russians, or even as

*Soviets."” On the other hand, the Russian government has frequently
declared its willingness to defend the rights of Russian speakers, as
though the use of the Russian language automatically made one a Russian
national. Moreover, labels such as "Russian-speaking Eastern Ukraine"
or "Russified" Eastern Ukraine reinforce the idea that the region's identity
is essentially Russian, which is a highly debatable proposition. Language
usage is an important factor which informs national self-identification,
and political attitudes, but it should not be regarded as the Alpha and
Omega of national identity in Ukraine — other factors play a significant

role in shaping identity as well.

The best recent work on the Russians in Ukraine, and in the other
republics of the former Soviet Union, is the 1995 study by Paul Kolstoe.
Unlike most of the other authors listed, Kolstoe appears to recognise the
possibility of mixed ethnic identity. But, in his book he consciously
decides not to address directly the question of the collective identity of
the Russian Diaspora, because such a study would require prohibitively
costly resources. Yet, a basic premise of his work, apparently, is the
assumption that the Russian Diaspora possesses a common identity of its

own.3°

2 Bill Miller et. al. "Language versus Nationality in the Politics of
Ukraine", Press Release, 4, (Glasgow, 1994) p. 1.

30 Paul Kolstoe, Russians in the Former Soviet Union (London: Hurst and
Company, 1995), p. 6. On the Russians of Ukraine, see pp. 170-199. For
a valuable English language reader on current research in this field by
scholars from the former Soviet Union, see Vladimir Shlapentokh et. al.
(eds.), The New Russian Diaspora: Russian Minorities in the Former
Soviet Union. (Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe,1994.). In particular see the
article by Golovakha, Panina and Churilov, “Russians in Ukraine,” pp.
59-71.
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Various practical methods of studying identity in the current

context were rejected by the author. On the one hand, an approach
relying on content analysis of myths in newspapers was rejected, since —
as will be argued in the latter chapters of this study — the East Ukrainian
press is generally highly fragmented. In many cases, content analysis of
a given publication might only confirm the attitude of a small handful of
individuals. Another possible approach to the study of myths would be a
custom-designed sociological study. For the reasons cited above,
however, sociological surveys focusing on demographic factors was

regarded as a more fruitful area to concentrate on.

In theory, a specially designed sociological survey on
intermarriage, and ethnic identity may have been very useful, had
resources been available for such an undertaking. Yet there is a risk such
an approach would have consumed the entire project and, had the
specialised study been less than well conceived (such as Bremmer's cited
above), the entire project would have been undermined. Instead, by
relying on the dozens of different published and unpublished sociological
surveys published in Ukraine, and by attempting to confirm their results
with other studies wherever possible, a much broader view of the major

issues could be gained.

In accordance with the strategy outlined above, this study will
begin with a review of historic and demographic developments. The first
chapter will consider the first period of settlement in the region from the
18th and 19th century, while the second chapter will consider the decisive
revolutionary period. The third chapter will look at the major
demographic and social developments in the region from the 1930s until

the 1980s. The fourth chapter will present a framework for analysing
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mixed identity in the region, while considering its interconnection with

yet another key demographic development, intermarriage. The fifth
chapter will discuss the interconnection between national identity, as
described in the preceding chapter, and the political events leading to
Ukrainian independence. In doing so, special attention will be paid to the
workers' rebellion in Eastern Ukraine. The next three chapters are the
major regional case studies examining political life in each of Donets'k,
Crimea and Odessa. Major questions presented by the final portion of
this study have been the following: "What factors have led elites to
choose to support or oppose the status quo in Ukraine, and the existing
relationship of their region to Kiev?", "What alternative vision of
Ukraine have the regional elites, or the population at large seemed to
support?" and, "What prospects are there for the continued evolution of
national identity in the region?" In answering these questions, and in
looking at the breakdown of political forces, and competing "nation-
building" camps, it is hoped that a convincing picture of national identity
and its interconnection with politics in the context of this vital region will

emerge.
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CHAPTER 1

SOUTHERN AND EASTERN UKRAINE BEFORE 1917:

Regional Variations of Ukrainian Identity:

This chapter will examine the historical and demographic
foundations of Southern and Eastern Ukraine in the 18th and 19th
century, and consider how these developments informed regional
identities. Ukrainian ethnologists speak of many distinct sub-ethnic
identities that evolved to make up what is now called the Ukrainian
nation. At one time or another people in different parts of the East and
South of the current borders of Ukraine referred to themselves, or were
referred to, by many different names including Malorosy, Malorosiany
(Little Russians), Tavrychany, Kozaky (Cossacks), Cherkasy,

Zaporozhtsi (Zaporozhians), Khokhly, Slobozhani, Chornomortsi, etc.!

In the first half of the 19th century, when Ukrainian intellectuals
began to promote the idea of a distinct "Little Russian" (Ukrainian)
identity, a debate took place over whether Ukrainian was a separate
language and whether Ukrainians were a distinct nation. For the Russian
administration, a Little Russian identity was a local one which could
complement a Russian Imperial national identity. As Paul R. Magocsi
puts it, the Little Russian identity was a "stage in a socio-cultural
framework that recognised a hierarchy of multiple and complementary

loyalties and identities."? As the Ukrainian national movement evolved,

I Anatolii Ponomarev, Ukrains'ka etnohrafiia, (Kiev: Lybid', 1994), p.
128. The term Cherkasy was used to describe Ukrainian Cossacks, as
was the term Zaporozhtsi

2 Paul Robert Magocsi, A History of Ukraine (Seattle: University of
Washington Press, 1996), p. 360; 368.



26
the term "Little Russianism," associated with this early stage in the

Ukrainian national idea, became a pejorative term to describe Ukrainians

with a poorly developed sense of national identity.

The debate over the historic links between Russia and Ukraine
invariably begins with the question of Kievan Rus'. For supporters of
the "Little Russian" idea, the idea that the people of Kievan Rus' were a
single East Slavic nation, or an ethnic melting pot or agglomeration, has
obvious appeal. Ukrainian historians, most notably Mykhailo
Hrushevs'kyi, have argued that Kievan Rus' was in fact a product of a
distinct proto-Ukrainian nation. Hrushevs'kyi argues that the traditional
scheme of Russian history, which sees Muscovy as a direct descendent of
Kiev, distorts Russian as well as Ukrainian history. Great Russian
history, he contends, should begin with the study of Suzdal, Vladimir,
Rostov and Moscow.? Although the legacy of Kievan Rus' figures in
virtually all Russo-Ukrainian debates, Southern Ukraine and the Donets'k
region were largely outside of the geographical control of the Kievan
Rus' polity, although by the 1240s it may have extended to the territory

of modern Odessa.*

3 See Hrushevs'kyi's ten volume [storiia Ukrainy-Rusy (New York:
Knyho-Spilka, 1954-1958.); Lubomyr Wynar, "The Ukrainian-Russian
Confrontation in Historiography," Ukrainian Quarterly, 30 (1974), pp.
13-25.

4 The extent of Rus' settlement in the South has been disputed, and there
is little evidence of mass settlement in the South. Andrew Wilson,
Ukrainian Nationalism in the 1990s: A Minority Faith (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), p. 2, n. 9; p. 165, n. 122. See Paul R.
Magocsi, Ukraine: A Historical Atlas (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1985), Map 4; The debate over the legacy over Kievan Rus' will be
touched upon in Chapter 6.
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To move beyond the debates of intellectual circles and look at the

actual identity of the local population requires special strategies. A
creative approach to the comparative study of popular mentality in 19th
century Ukraine is the content analysis of collections of folk-sayings and
expressions. According to this method, advanced by Sergei Talhin, each
ethnic group has an "ethnic fingerprint" which may be determined by
measuring the relative proportion of various themes in folk sayings. For
example, 23 percent of 19th century Russian folk sayings dealt with "the
household," while 31 percent of Ukrainian sayings dealt with this theme.
This research also illustrates sub-divisions within the regions that now
make up Ukraine. According to Talhin, materials collected from the
Eastern and Southern regions of Ukraine demonstrate a hierarchy of
values that is distinct from both the "pure" Russian and Ukrainian
samples. According to Talhin, this data suggests that in the 19th century
"Little Russianism" may in fact be looked at as " more than a political
abstraction, but as a real ethno-psychological phenomenon."> This
suggests that the national identity of the region has long represented a

blending of elements of Russian and Ukrainian identity.

Modern nationalists — particularly those of Eastern Europe —
tend to regard peasant settlements as being more important than urban
populations when it comes to determining their national borders. Ernest
Gellner calls this bias the "Potato Principle," since, even though
nationalism is a phenomenon of the industrial era, "the implementation of

the nationalist principle pays more attention to where [men] once grew

3> Serhii Tahlin, "Pro narodni paremii, natsional'nu svidomist' ta
"Malorosiianstvo" iak etnopsykholohichnyi fenomen," Zbirnyk

Kharkivs'koho istoryko-filolohichnoho tovarystva, 3 (New Series) 1994,
pp- 21-28.
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potatoes than where they now go to an office."® Gellner's principle is

particularly applicable in the case of Ukraine because its national identity
has been preponderantly rooted in romanticised images of the peasantry,
and since very few Ukrainians were urban dwellers before the twentieth-
century. Furthermore, because Ukraine has had few periods of
uninterrupted statehood, its national historians, including Hrushevs'kyi,
found it necessary to write Ukrainian history primarily as the history of

the Ukrainian peasant masses.’

Given the Ukrainian national movement's strong links to the idea
of the noble peasantry, it is not surprising that modern Ukrainian
nationalists regard a territory as being theirs if in the past the majority of
peasants in the area were Ukrainian, even if the non-Ukrainian urban
population perpetually outnumbered these peasants. This was precisely
the situation that prevailed in Eastern and Southern Ukraine from the

very outset of large-scale settlement of the territory.

The Cossack era in Southern and Eastern Ukraine:

In the summer of 1990, when the Ukrainian national movement
was basking in the success of the Parliament's declaration of state
sovereignty (16 July 1990), an enormous Cossack festival was organised
in Zaporizhzhia, Eastern Ukraine. This preoccupation with Cossacks
may seem like little more than a quaint manifestation of antiquarianism,

yet it is in fact a powerful demonstration of the interdependence of

% Ernest Gellner, "Nationalism in the Vacuum," in Alexander J. Motyl

(ed.) Thinking Theoretically About Soviet Nationalities (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1992), p 251.

7 See Hrushevskyi's introduction to volume one of his Istoriia Ukrainy-
Rusy.
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history, national identity and politics in Eastern Ukraine. For, since the

nineteenth-century the memory of the Zaporozhian Cossacks as a fairly
autonomous political entity within the Russian empire has been a central
myth of Ukrainian national identity. These celebrations, orchestrated and
attended primarily by Western Ukrainians, represented a declaration that
these Russian speaking territories in Eastern Ukraine were indeed part of
the Ukrainian state. Conversely, they also signalled a repudiation of the
Russian imperial conception of the area. According to the Imperial
version, the territory was not Ukrainian Zaporozhia, but rather
"Novorossiia" or New Russia; largely the creation of Empress Catherine
II and her favourite, Prince Grigorii Potemkin.® These two competing
conceptions of Southern and Eastern Ukraine — the lands of the
Zaporozhian Cossacks vs. New Russia — is one of the pivots around
which the Ukrainian-Russian historical competition over these territories

revolves.

The Cossack debate and the Donbass:

The territories most connected to the Zaporozhian Cossack legacy,
both historically and in the modern popular consciousness, are those of
present-day Zaporizhzhia, Dnipropetrovs'k and Kherson oblasti. The
Cossack past has, nevertheless, also been used to assert Ukrainian claims

to Odessa, Crimea and the Donbass.” When Zaporozhia was at the

8 On the importance of the Cossack myth in 1990s Ukraine see Frank
Sysyn, "The Reemergence of the Ukrainian Nation and Cossack
Mythology", Social Research, v. 58, no. 4(Winter 1991), p. 845-864.

® For claims to Odessa, see O. Oliinykiv, "Nashchadii Chepihy i
Holovatoho," Kul'tura i zhyttia, 5 August 1990; A Bachyns'kyi,
"Kozatstvo i Odeshchyna, " Chornomors'ka novyna, 14 May 1994. For
the Donbass, see "Siudy siahala ukrains'ka violynsia, abo pro shcho
shepocha kovyla donets'kykh stepiv,” Visti z Ukrainy, no. 11(1991), p. 8
and Petro Lavriv, Istoriia pivdenno-skhidnoi Ukrainy (Lviv: Slovo,
1992), pp. 40-87. For current historical debates surrounding the Cossack
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height of its political power, during the Khmel'nyts'kyi rebellion in the

mid-seventeenth century, neither Crimea, the Odessa region nor the
Donbass were regular, permanently settled parts of the Ukrainian
Cossack polity's territory. Nor had these areas been settled by Ukrainians
or Russians during the period of Kievan Rus'.! However, much of the
territory north of the Sea of Azov was under the de facto control of the
Zaporozhian Sich by the mid seventeenth-century; they had wintered and
established fortifications there as early as the sixteenth century.!! By the
mid eighteenth-century, when Zaporozhia was more fully under control
of Russia, the South-western part of the Donbass was regarded as a
regular part of Zaporozhian territory. At this time the northern regions of
the modern Donbass were part of a semi-autonomous region within
Muscovy known as Sloboda Ukraine. Sloboda Ukraine came into
existence during the seventeenth century when Ukrainian peasants and
Cossacks from the Polish-Cossack war fled Eastward to Muscovy. A
Cossack military-administrative was put into place in the territory by the
Muscovite government, and it was permitted a high degree of autonomy.
But Sloboda Ukraine, which also covers much of present day Kharkiv
and Sumy oblasti, had never been part of the Ukrainian Cossack states

(i.e. Zaporozhia or the Hetmanate), and its autonomy was annulled after

legacy in the Donbass see Andrew Wilson, "The Donbas between
Ukraine and Russia: The Use of History in Historical Disputes,"” The
Journal of Contemporary History, 30 (1995), pp. 265-289. This will also
be discussed in Chapter 6.

10 See Maps 14-15 in Magocsi, Ukraine: A Historical Atlas (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1985). Compare with Map 28 ("Ukraina za
Het'mana Kyryla Rozumovs'koho, 1750-1764") in Evan Tesla and
Yevhen Tist'ko, Istorychnyi atlas Ukrainy (New York: Ukrainian
Historical Association, 1980).

11'V.A. Pirko, Novye stranitsy v istorii Donbassa, vol. 1, (Donetsk: vyd-
vo. Donbass, 1992), p. 29; Istoriia mist i sil Ukrains'koi RSR: Donets'ka
oblast.(Kiev: Ukrains'koi radians'koi entskylopedii, 1970), p. 391.
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1765, when the entire territory was transformed into a regular imperial

province.

The Don Cossacks:

The first permanent settlers in the Don region were the Don
Cossacks, who emerged in the 15th century, roughly at the same time as
Zaporozhian Cossacks were appearing in Southern Ukraine. While
Zaporozhian Cossacks have come to be regarded by the Ukrainian
national movement as a symbol of national identity, Russian nationalists
have adopted Don Cossacks as an analogous part of their national
mythology. The Don Cossacks descended from the indigenous
populations of the Don region, as well as from Ukrainian and Muscovite
settlers; their culture and language reflects all of these influences.!? Their
Cossack polity was known as the Great Don Host. By the seventeenth-
century, Don Cossack settlements were located primarily to the East of
the Don river (in the Rostov oblast of modern Russia), but they extended
as far west as the Zherebets' river in the modern Luhans'k and Donets'k
oblasti."* In 1746 the border between the Don and Zaporozhian Cossacks
was established by Empress Elizabeth as the river Kal'mius (which
divides the modern Donets'k oblast roughly into two equal halves).
Competing claims as to the historic extent of Zaporozhian and Don

Cossack domains in the Don region may be exhaustively explored.

12 On the culture of the Don Cossacks, see Volodymyr Kubijovyc et. al.
"Don Region," Ukrainian Encyclopedia, I (A-F) (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1984), pp. 721-723. On the language of the Don
Cossacks, see A.V. Mirtov, Donskoy slovar': materialy k izucheniiu
leksiki Donskikh kazakov (Rostov na Donu: Trudy severo-Kavkazskoi
assotsiatsii nauchno-issledovatel'skikh institutov, 1929). According to
this work, "many vestiges of Ukrainian influence" are evident in the Don
language"; of the 7,000 words collected in the dictionary 2000, or 33-35
percent were Ukrainian words.(p. viii).

13 V.A. Pirko, Novye stranitsy v istorii Donbassa, p. 29.
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Suffice it to say that the available historical evidence may permit either of

these Cossack traditions to exist in the consciousness of the modern

inhabitants of the region.

As Robert H. McNeal argues, the history of the Don Cossacks is
characterised by the competition between two myths: the myth of Tsar
and Cossack and the myth of the free Cossack.!* The myth of Tsar and
Cossack was the official myth propagated by the Tsarist state. According
to this conception, the Cossacks and Tsars existed in a relationship
governed by mutual loyalty and generosity: the warrior caste was
granted land and privileges by the Tsar in return for their self-sacrifice
and valour in battle for Russia.!”> The competing myth of Cossack
freedom stems from the proto-democratic institutions of the Don Cossack
Host, such as the assembly known as the krug (circle), and from the Don
Cossacks' tradition of rebellion and independence from Muscovite
domination.'® Thus, there are at least two competing Cossack traditions
in the Donbass: that of the Zaporozhian and the Don Cossack; the latter

tradition is itself characterised by two divergent conceptions.

The Collapse of Ukrainian Cossackdom and the Settling of
Southern/Eastern Ukraine:

Following the Pereiaslav treaty of 1654, which formally united
Zaporozhia with Muscovy, the Ukrainian Cossacks gradually lost their

independence. This trend was particularly evident during the reign of

14 Robert H. McNeal, Tsar and Cossack, 1855-1914 (London: Macmillan
in association with St Antony's College, Oxford, 1987).

15 For a recent, updated defense of this interpretation see "Otvazhnye
synov'ia tikhogo Dona," Voennyi vestnik, no. 1 (1994), pp. 74-75.

16 McNeal, Tsar and Cossack, p. 12.
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Peter the Great and Catherine the Great. In 1775, after successful

military campaigns against the Ottoman Empire, Empress Catherine of
Russia destroyed the newly formed Cossacks centre of Nova Sich. All of
Zaporozhia and Sloboda Ukraine were then made part of an imperial

province known as New Russia.

It was also at this time that central Ukraine (i.e. roughly modern
Kiev, Poltava and Chernihiv oblasti), then a Cossack territory known as
the Hetmanate, was also incorporated into the Russian Empire. Having
fully integrated the three Ukrainian Cossack entities — the Hetmanate,
Zaporozhia and Sloboda Ukraine — the Russian Empire then looked to
its southern borders. After defeating the Ottoman Empire in 1774,
Russia gained a slice of territory between the lower Boh and Dnieper
rivers (i.e. territory now occupied roughly by the eastern half of the
Mykolaiv oblast and the north-western part of Kherson oblast in
Southern Ukraine.) Also at this time, the treaty of Kiiciik Kainarji was
signed by Russia and the Ottomans, according to which the Ottoman
Porte's influence with the Crimean Khanate were reduced. A mere nine
years later, in 1783, Russia annexed the peninsula.!” Then, in 1791, after
another successful military campaign against the Ottomans, Russia
gained more territory between the lower Dnister and Boh river (i.e.
modern Odessa oblast, Transdnistria [now in Moldova], and the western
half of Mykolaiv oblast.) New Russia (no longer including Sloboda
Ukraine by then) was further subdivided, after 1812, into three separate
Imperial provinces, or gubernii — Kherson, Katerynoslav
(Yekaterinoslav) and Tavriia (Taurida). In 1780 Sloboda Ukraine became
the Sloboda Viceregency (Namestnichestvo), with the fortress-city of

17 See Alan W. Fisher, The Russian Annexation of the Crimea, 1772-
1783 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970).
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Kharkiv (Kharkov) as its capital. From 1796-1835 it was again known as

the Sloboda guberniia; from 1835 it became Kharkiv guberniia. Kherson
guberniia included the territory of the modern oblasti of Odessa and
Mykolaiv, but it also covered part of modern Transdnistria (in Moldova).
Tavriia — which is the Greek word for Crimea — included the Crimean
peninsula, as well as much of modern Kherson and Zaporizhzhia oblasti.
Katerynoslav — "the glory of Catherine" — guberniia covered modern
Dnipropetrovs'k oblast and the larger, western part of the Donbass. After
gaining military control over these territories, Catherine II's
administration, led by her minister Grigorii Potemkin, encouraged
immigration to New Russia from within the Russian Empire and from
without. At this time, several new cities were established, including the

cosmopolitan Black Sea port city of Odessa.'®

As a result of Catherine's policies, New Russia in the early
nineteenth century witnessed a remarkable period of population growth,
as peasants migrated to these newly conquered territories.!” According to
the 1782 reviziia (a government record of taxable male "souls"), the total
population of male "souls" in New Russia was 290,026. Of this figure,
71.5 per cent were Ukrainians, 9.1 per cent were Russians, and 8.99

percent were Moldavians.?’ By 1815 the male peasant population of

18 For a history of the foundation and growth of the city of Odessa, and
on New Russia in general, see Patricia Herlihy, Odessa: A History.1794-
1914 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986).

2 On the agrarian settlement of New Russia see Ia. V. Boiko and N.O.
Nanilova, "Formufannia etnichnoho skladu naselennia pivdennoi Ukrainy
{kinets' X VIII-XIX st.} Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi zhurnal no. 9(1992), pp.
54-65. Also on the settlement of the South, and in particular on the
ethno-cultural relations between Russians and Ukrainians in the region,
see Yu. V. Ivanova (ed.), Kul'turno-bytovye protsessy na Iuge Ukrainy,
(Moscow: Nauka, 1979).

20 Tbid., p. 55.
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New Russia had reached 875,640, and by 1857, 1,347,265. Between

1782-1858 roughly 900,000 settlers migrated to New Russia, and
between 1857-1897 a further 600,000 migrated to the region.?! The vast
majority of peasant settlers to New Russia were Ukrainians from Left
Bank Ukraine (including some Ukrainian Cossacks). Yet, Russians from
Russia proper and foreign settlers (Germans, Bulgarians, Serbs and
others) also played a significant role in the agrarian settlement of these

territories.{ See Table 1.1}.2?

New Russia was a frontier region. Even though it was part of an
autocratic, centralised empire, its inhabitants enjoyed relative freedom.
Moreover, the Russian state apparently recognised that the territory
would be best served by free settlers, rather than by the full-scale
expansion of serfdom.?® In general, the government took a lenient
approach towards the construction of the social, political and legal
foundations of New Russia in the hope that this would promote the rapid
development of the newly conquered territories. This lent the region a
unique character.?* The distinctive quality of New Russia was embodied
by Odessa, the largest of the new cities which sprouted and flourished in

this rapidly developing territory.

21 Ibid, pp. 56-61.

22 On the settlement of foreigners see Roger P. Bartlett, Human Capital:
The Settlement of Foreigners in Russia, 1762-1804 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1980). See also Herlihy, Odessa, pp. 26-34;
I. Bruk, and V.M. Kabuzan, "Migratsiia naseleniia v Rossii v XVIII ---
nachale XX veka (Chislennost', struktura, geografiia), Istoriia SSSR,
4(1984), pp. 46; 48.

23 Herlihy, Odessa, pp. 74-77; 80; Boiko and Danilova, "Formufannia
etnichnoho skladu naselennia," p. 58.

24 Elena Druzhinina, "Stadt und Staat: Einige Probleme der Entwicklung
der Siidukraine im 18. und 19 jh.", Jahrbuch fiir Geschichte der

Sozialistischen Linder Europas, 29 (1985), pp. 253-257.
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Odessa:

While Ukrainians participated fully in the agricultural settlement of
New Russia, they almost completely abstained from the two other
spectacular development of nineteenth-century Ukraine: urbanisation
and industrialisation. The city of Odessa, which was officially founded
in 1794 by Empress Catherine II of Russia, is the most striking
illustration of the former process. In the year it was born, the city's
population was 2,345; by 1827 it had reached 32,995. After a constant
and unprecedented growth throughout the nineteenth century, the city's

population approached half a million inhabitants by 1900.25

Unlike many large cities in the Russian Empire and in Western
Europe, Odessa's growth was not based on the development of industry.
The city's lack of ready access to fuel, wood and water, did not favour the
growth of industry. Instead, Odessa owed its prosperity largely to its
function as a port of export for the agricultural products of southern
Ukraine, and as a port of entry for goods for the entire Russian Empire.
Hence, at the turn of the century, Odessa's industrial working class still
only formed a relatively small portion of the city's population of roughly
half of a million. In 1905, of a total Odessa work force of 188,430, only
25,300 persons worked in factories (defined as any manufacturiﬁg
establishment employing more than twenty persons) and another 46,020
artisans were employed in workshops. In fact, more people were
employed as shop clerks (33,000) or in the service sector (38,820) than in
factories.? Moreover, industrial and non-industrial workers were sharply

stratified along ethnic lines. Most of the industrial workers were Russians

25 Herlihy, Odessa: A History,1794-1914, pp. 234; 251.
26 Robert Weinburg, The Revolution of 1905 in Odessa: Blood on the

Steps (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1993), p. 32.
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or Ukrainians, while Jews were generally employed in small workshops

or as shop assistants (from 60 and 70 percent of shop clerks in Odessa
were Jews). These ethnic cleavages and occupational divisions created
powerful centrifugal tendencies within the ranks of Odessa's workers,
illustrated by the increasing incidents of pogroms towards the end of the

19th century.?’

Radical movements flourished in Odessa, in part because of its
relative freedom from the autocratic authorities. Jewish liberals and
Zionists, Russian liberals, radicals, and ultra-conservatives, all found
Odessa a fertile ground for their work. The city also served as a major
centre for the Ukrainian national movement. The Odessa Hromada
(society), consisting mostly of Ukrainian intellectuals and students, was
an important organization dedicated to advancing the Ukrainian cultural

revival.?8

From its early years Odessa was distinguished by its
cosmopolitan, multi-ethnic character. Pushkin's Yevgenii Onegin paints
the following picture of Odessa in the first quarter of the nineteenth-

century:

I lived then in dusty Odessa....

There for a long time skies are clear.
There, hustling, an abundant trade

sets up its sails.

There all exhales, diffuses Europe,

all glistens with the South, and is motleyed

27 Tbid.

28 For a complete history of the Odessa Hromada and the Ukrainian
national revival in Odessa after 1870 see Oleksandr Boldirev, Odes'ka
hromada; Istorychnyi narys pro ukrains'ke natsional'ne vidrodzhennia v
Odesi u 70-ti rr. XIX-Pochat. XX st, (Odessa: Maiak, 1994). Also see
Herlihy, Odessa, pp. 283-291.
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with live variety.
The tongue of golden Italy
resounds along the gay street
where walks the proud Slav,
the Frenchman, Spaniard, Armenian,
and Greek, and the heavy Moldovian,
and the son of Egyptian soil,
the retired Corsair, Morali.?

According to the 1897 census, Odessa was still a strikingly multi-cultural
city at the end of the nineteenth-century: only barely half of the
population considered Russian their native language (50.71 percent),
while roughly a third considered Yiddish their native tongue (32.45
percent). It may also be that many of these Russians were in fact
Ukrainians who had recently assimilated, since, according to one

observer in 1880, one-third of the family names in the city were

Ukrainian.®

Yet, according to another observer, writing in the mid-1890s,
Odessa's outward appearance had changed drastically since Pushkin's
day: the city's ethnic patchwork was much less conspicuous, and the "the
general character, the outward appearance of her inhabitants does not
distinguish the "Southern capital” from other large cities of Russia... On
the streets you mainly hear Russian speech, now and then alternating with
Jewish jargon and even more rarely [one hears] the Greek language. The
'tongue of golden Italy' one hears extremely rarely."*! Nonetheless, as the
Italian journalist Concetto Pettinato observed in 1913, Odessans were

somehow on the margin of two worlds: "[in Odessa] Russians feel a bit

29 Alexander Pushkin, Eugene Onegin (trans. V. Nabokov) (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1964), p. 330.

30 Herlihy, Odessa, pp. 242; 248.

31 Iz proshlago Odessy (Odessa: Izdanie G.G. Marazli, 1894), pp. 372-
374.
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foreign; foreigners feel a bit Russian. Neither the one nor the other are

exactly Russians or foreigners."3? Even the authorities in St. Petersburg
viewed Odessa as being somewhat "foreign", degenerate and

insubordinate.??

Crimea:

When Crimea lost its autonomy in the latter part of the eighteenth-
century, a mass exodus of the peninsula's indigenous population, the |
Crimean Tatars, took place. The origins of the Crimean Tatars are
unclear, as there is a shortage of reliable documents to shed light on this
issue.3* The Crimean Tatars were not the first to live on the peninsula:
Cimmerians, of Iranian descent lived in Crimea in the first millennium
BC; they were followed by Scythians, Greeks*®, Romans, Khazars and
Slavs (after the fourth century). In the 10th to 12th century the Eastern
part of the Crimea belonged to Kievan Rus'. After the Mongol conquest
in the 13th century, however, the Tatars of the Golden horde became the
dominant people of the peninsula. In 1449 the Tatars formed an state

known as the Crimean Khanate, which continued to exist until Empress

32 Concetto Pettinato, quoted in Herlihy, Odessa, p. 233.

33 Ibid, p. 282.

34 On the history of the Crimean Tatars see Alan Fisher The Crimean
Tatars (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 1978; V. E. Vozgrin,
Istoricheskie sud'by krymski kh tatar (Moscow: Mysl', 1992). On the
settlement of Crimea in the eighteenth century see V.M. Kabuzan,
"Zaselennia i osvoiennia Tavriis'’koi gubernii u druhii polovini XVIII -
pershii polovini XIX st." Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi zhurnal 1969(12), pp.
85-97.

35 When Russia occupied Crimea in 1775, most of the Greeks still living
in Crimea (30,000) were resettled to Mariiupol(Mariiupil) in the
Donbass. A small number later returned. On the Mariiupol Greeks, see P.
Lavriv, Istoriia, pp. 87-91.

36 Some Ukrainian historians argue that these Slavs were of proto-
Ukrainian descent. See Andrew Wilson, Ukrainian Nationalism in the
1990s, p. 165, n. 131.
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Catherine's armies seized the peninsula. The extent to which the

Crimean Khanate was a vassal of the Ottoman Sultan has been a subject
of much debate. Soviet historiography sought to present the Khanate as a
puppet of the Ottomans, so as to undermine the political and territorial
claims of Crimean Tatars. Fisher, however, argues that in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, the Khanate, which continued to carry out
separate diplomatic relations, "met all of the prerequisites for early

modern statehood."?’

At the end of Tatar autonomy in 1775, Crimea's population was
roughly 250,000. By the time the peninsula was officially annexed in
1783, its population had fallen to 140,000 because of the emigration of
many Tatars. Of the remaining population 79 percent were Tatars.

Greeks and Armenians made up 17 percent of the population, followed
by a number of smaller groups including Jews and Gypsies.*® In the
early part of the nineteenth-century large numbers of Russians and
Ukrainians migrated to Crimea, but the multi-ethnic character of the
peninsula was further entrenched by the arrival of German, Bulgarian and
other colonists, who were enticed to the region by the Russian state. By

1855 the population had reached 319,000 persons.

In 1783 the fortress city of Sevastopol' was founded as part of
Russia's defences for the newly occupied territory. It was also at this time
that the Russian Black Sea Fleet was established; after 1804 Sevastopol’
became its chief port. By the mid-nineteenth century the fleet was

viewed as a serious threat to the free navigation of the Bosphorous straits

37 Fisher, The Crimean Tatars, p. 8. See also pp. 14-17.
38 O.M. Polukhina, "Naselennia Krymu v 1783-1917 rr.", Ukrains'kyi
istorychnyi zhurnal, 1988(9), p. 27.
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and, accordingly, to Ottoman and British interests in the region. At the

end of the Crimean War, the Treaty of Paris (1865) deprived Russia of
the right to have a navy on the Black Sea. In 1871, however, the fleet
was re-established after Russia, with the acquiescence of Germany,

denounced the restrictive clauses of the Treaty.

During the Crimean War (1853-1856), the fortified city earned its
battle colours. The "First Heroic Defense of Sevastopol'," as it was later
known, became a mythical event in annals of Russian imperial history.

Count Leo Tolstoy, who witnessed the defense, described it rapturously:

Not once was I able to participate in the defense, but I thank
God that I saw these people and live in this glorious time.
The bombardment on the 5th is the most brilliantly glorious
exploit, not only in Russian but in world history.*

Although Sevastopol' fell in September of 1855, this does not prevent it
from earning a sanctified place in Russian national mythology as a "city
of Russian glory." As the obsession of Serbian nationalists with the
battle of Kosovo demonstrates, military defeats are often just as

important in such mythologies as victories.

The psychological bond between Russian nationalism and the
Crimea is not restricted to the memory of such military exploits. It
appears that, in addition to the "Potato Principle" discussed above, there
is also a "Poet Principle" in operation in Ukraine and Russia, perhaps
because of the central role of literature and poetry in both cultures.

According to this principle, Crimea is spiritually bound to the Russian

39 Pis'ma L. N. Tolstogo 1848-1910 gg. (Moscow, 1910), pp. 42-45. in

Sevastopoliu 200 let, 1783-1983: Sbornik dokumentov i materialov
(Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1983), p. 48.
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motherland because authors such as Chekhov, Tolstoy, and Pushkin were

inspired by the peninsula.*’ Ukrainians have retaliated in kind, however,
by arguing that the works of such Ukrainians writers as Lesia Ukrain'ka,
Taras Shevchenko, Pavlo Chubins'kyi, Stepan Rudans'kyi and others are
also tightly bound to Crimea.*!

The ravages of the war caused the population of Crimea to fall, by
1865, to 194,000. But by 1897 Crimea's population exploded to 545,000
and by 1913 it reached 729,000. In 1897 Crimean Tatars were the
largest ethnic group in the Simferopol' district, while Russians were the
most num .erous in the Sevastopol district.{See Table 1.2} In 1917
roughly half of the total population of 800,000 were Russians and

Ukrainians; Crimean Tatars made up another quarter.*?

As was the case in Odessa, Crimea's growth was not based largely
on industrial development. Before 1917, less than three percent of the
peninsula's population were engaged in industrial labour. Moreover,
most enterprises were extremely small: in Sevastopol', for example, as
late as 1914, there were only two enterprises which employed more than

70 persons; the vast majority employed from 3 to 20 workers.** Instead,

40 Tolstoy was in the Crimea in 1885 and from 1901-2. Chekhov wrote a
number of his most famous works on the peninsula, including "The Lady
and the Lapdog", "The Cherry Orchard", and "Three Sisters." Istoriia
mist i sil' Ukrainy: Kryms'ka oblast, p. 33. Only the first of these works
was set in the Crimea.

41 "U nas v hostiakh --- Kryms'ka svitlytsia", Literaturna Ukraina, nos.
17-18 (24 March 1994), p. 3.

42V, Kubijovyc (et. al.) "Crimea" Encyclopedia of Ukraine, I(A-F), p.
614.

43 "Iz otcheta Sevastopol'skogo gradonachal'nika Ministerstvu
vnutrennikh del o nalichii fabrik i zavodov v gradonachal'stye i
kolichestve rabochikh na nikh na konets 1914," in Sevastopoliu 200 let,
pp. 122-123.
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the region's role was that of a military outpost, a resort area, and a

commercial centre. Agriculture, including viticulture and food
production, also played an important part in the peninsula's economy.
Crimea's population was sharply divided along ethnic and occupational
lines. The vast majority of Crimean Tatars, who, as Muslims had a
distinct religious and ethnic identity, continued to till the soil, while
Russians dominated the cities.** The major distinguishing characteristic
of Crimea's population was thus its extreme heterogeneity and its high
level of urbanization.* The rapid population growth which took place in
Crimea throughout the nineteenth-century would have meant that very
few of its citizens — with the glaring exception of the Crimean Tatars —
were rooted in the Crimea. But the military character of Sevastopol', and
the memory of its recent exploits, guaranteed that within Crimea there

were significant bastions of patriotic and pro-imperial sentiment.

The Donbass:
Katerynoslav guberniia included an area which became
synonymous with the phenomenal industrial growth of New Russia in the

latter part of the nineteenth-century — the Donbass (comprising

44 On the history and national identity of the Crimean Tatars, see Hakan
Kirimli, National movements and national identity among the Crimean
Tatars (1905-1916) (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996); Edward Allworth, The
Tatars of Crimea (New York: Duke University Press, 1988.).

4By 1897 41.7 percent of its population was urban; by 1926 46.4
percent was urban. V. Kubijovyc (et. al.) "Crimea" Encyclopedia of
Ukraine, I(A-F), p. 614.
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Bakhmut, Slavic-Serbia* and Rostov districts*?). At the end of the 18th

century the population of the sparsely settled Donbass began to grow as
settlers streamed in from other parts of Ukraine, Russia and abroad. Even
so, as late as the mid-nineteenth century the population was relatively
small for, although the region's soil was good, rainfall was infrequent and
irregular, and the continental summers were hot and dry.*® Most of the
settlers to the Donbass were Ukrainians, but in the East, particularly
along the Donets river, Russians came in significant numbers as well. In
1857 Ukrainians made up 72 percent of the total Donbass population of
557,909, while Russians made up 11 percent. Greeks, Armenians and

Jews were the next largest ethnic groups.*{See Table 1.3}

The abundant coal deposits in the Donets Basin had been exploited
on a small scale as far back as the period of Kievan Rus', while the
Zaporozhian Cossacks used the region's coal and metals to produce some

of their weaponry.®® It was only in the 1870s, however, when railways

46 The district known as Slavic Serbia (Sloviano-Serbs'’k) was a Russian
state-sponsored, defensive settlement of Serbs. It was established in 1753
within the central territory of the Donbass (in modern Luhans'k); after
1764 it became part of the Katerynoslav province of New Russia. By the
19th century most of these Serbs had either returned home to the Balkans,
or assimilated. On Slavic Serbia see Lavriv, Istoriia, pp. 80-84.

47 After 1887 Rostov district and Taganrog gradonachal'stvo were
detached from Katerynoslav and became part of the Oblast of the Don
Cossack Voisko.

“8 For a brief, concise history and survey of the Donbass in English see V.
Kubijovyc, "Donets Basin," Encyclopedia of Ukraine, vol. I(A-F), pp.
723-737. For a more extensive treatments see Theodore H. Friedgut, Life
and Work in Russia's Donbass, 1869-1924. (2 vols) (Princeton
University Press: Princeton NJ, 1989 and 1994); Istoriia raboch;kh
Donbassa (2 vols.) (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1981).

49 L avriv, Istoriia, p. 100.

59 On the history of the development of coal industry in the Donbass see

G.D. Bakulev, Razvitie ugol'noi promyshlennosti Donetskogo bassem
(Moscow: Gospolizdat, 1955); Friedgut, Iuzovka,I, pp. 39-70.
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linking the region with central Russia were constructed, that significant

coal mining and industrial development began in the Donbass. Later, in
1884 and 1902 respectively, the first and second "Catherine Railroads”

were built, which more fully linked the region to other industrial centres.

The birth of the modern industrial Donbass may be traced to the
year 1872, when the New Russia Coal, Iron, and Rail Producing Co.
opened its first blast furnace.’! This company, founded .by the
Welshman, John Hughes, served as a model for Donbass industrial
development; in the decades following the opening of his plants, coal and
industrial production in the Donbass grew at a phenomenal rate. Whereas
in 1870 Donbass coal accounted for 37 percent of the Russian Empire's

total output, by 1900 it accounted for 68 percent.

In Kherson guberniia, just on the western edge of Katerynoslav,
the Kryvyi Rih®? (Krivoi Rog) iron-ore basin became the major
metallurgical centre of the Russian Empire by the turn of the century: in
1900 it accounted for 56 percent of Russian iron production.>® Thus,
from Kryvyi Rih in the west to the Donbass in the east, Southern and
Eastern Ukraine became a powerful industrial engine for the Russian

Empire.>*

31 On the creation of this company and its role in the development of
Donbass industry see Friedgut, luzovka, Ch. 2.

52 The city of Kryvyi Rih is now in the Dnipropetrovsk oblast. Although
historically part of the Kherson guberniia, Kryvyi Rih had more in
common with Katerynoslav ----economically and socially --- than with
Kherson.

53 See Table 2 in Charters Wynn, Workers, strikes, and pogroms: the
Donbass-Dnepr Bend in late imperial Russia, 1870-1905 (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1992,) p. 19.

>4 Charters Wynn uses the cumbersome term "The Donbass-Dnepr Bend"
to describe this large industrial region.
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The Donbass city of Yuzivka exemplified the new towns which
sprung up in the region in the latter part of the nineteenth century.
Yuzivka (Yuzovka in Russian {i.e. "Hughes-ovka," the Russian
equivalent of "Hughesville"} ) was a sprawling, squalid, spontaneously
generated company town. Unlike Katerynoslav, it was not even blessed
with an overly-optimistic city plan. In fact, most of the town was built
without a plan. It resembled an overgrown village, complete with
thatched roofed shacks and clay huts in which many of its workers lived;
it had only three paved streets at the turn of the century.> Unlike
Katerynoslav, Kharkiv or Odessa, Yuzivka was founded as an industrial
town,; it existed for nothing else but its industry. Its buildings and its
name recalled nothing but its industrial present. The city's growth was
so rapid that, even when its population reached 20,000 it had only two
small churches.{See Table 1.4} This, argues Orlando Figes, meant that
an important mechanism for imposing a Russian identity on the

population, the Orthodox Church, was rather weak in the Donbass.*

The New Russian Labour Force:

Industrialisation and the accompanying process of urbanisation
drastically and irrevocably altered the demographic pattern of Eastern
and Southern Ukraine. By 1900 there were over a hundred thousand

industrial workers in Katerynoslav guberniia alone.5’{See Table 1.5}

55 The birth and growth of Yuzivka, and the living conditions of its
inhabitants in the nineteenth and early part of the twentieth-century, is the
subject of the first volume of Theodore Friedgut's study Iuzovka and
Revolution.

36 Orlando Figes, A People's Tragedy: The Russian Revolution, 1891-
1924. (London: Jonathan Cape, 1996), pp. 64-65.

57 Istoriia robitnychoho klasu Ukrains'koi RSR, I, (Kiev: Naukova
dumka, 1967), pp. 123.
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This process involved the large-scale migration of Russian workers to the

region in what would become an enduring pattern throughout the
nineteenth and then the twentieth century. This development guaranteed
that, by the turn of the century, the Donbass was, as Theodore Friedgut

puts it, "within Ukraine but not of it.">?

The influx of Russians, as well as Jews and other minorities, into
the new industries and industrial towns of the Donbass was not countered
by a corresponding influx of Ukrainian peasants from the sparsely settled
countryside.”® There are a number of reasons for this. To begin with,
Ukrainian peasants regarded industrial work as a wretched and foreign
way of life. In particular, they considered work in dark, claustrophobic,
smoke-filled mines as a repugnant business; as convicts' labour. For
them, the new, Russian dominated mining settlements, with their bawdy,
frontier atmosphere were foreign, both ethnically and morally.*
Ukrainian peasants only chose to work in mines or other industrial work
when there were no other options left for them. On the whole, Ukrainian
peasants preferred to migrate to the East in search of new land, instead of
moving to the cities.’! Nor did mine work have an intrinsic appeal for
Russian peasants. But, while in the Donbass the local peasantry was
relatively well-off, a severe agrarian crisis of overcrowding gripped
Central Russia's peasantry. This intense "land hunger," exacerbated by

the rising cost of land, and the constant subdivision of agricultural plots

58 Friedgut, luzovka, p. 331.

%9 For example, Jews made up 11 percent of the total population of
Yuzivka in 1897; 18 percent by 1917 and 38 percent by 1923. Friedgut,
Iuzovka, p. 198. They worked mainly as artisans, shopkeepers or tavern
owners.

0 Wynn, Workers, Strikes and Pogroms, pp. 41-45; Friedgut, pp. 207-
209; 212.

¢! Friedgut, p. 212; Potolov, Rabochie Donbassa, p. 99-100 n. 17; p. 101
n. 23; p. 106 n. 46.
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into tinier and tinier parcels, forced Russian peasants to seek means to

supplement their income. The new industries of South-Eastern Ukraine
were the natural destination for such peasants. On the whole, Russians,
with their generally inferior agricultural conditions, were more
accustomed than Ukrainians to finding non-agricultural employment to
supplement their incomes than their Ukrainian counterparts. Thus,
Russia already possessed an experienced working class, many of whom
chose to migrate to Ukraine where there skills were in high demand and

where wages were often higher.®

The numerical dominance of Russians in the workforce varied
considerably from region to region in Southern and Eastern Ukraine. In
Kharkiv guberniia Ukrainian-speakers made up 61 percent of the
workforce by 1897 while Russian speakers were only 33 percent of the
working population. By comparison, only 28 percent of Katerynoslav
guberniia's workers were Ukrainian-speaking while slightly over 50
percent were Russian-speaking. In Kherson (which included Odessa) a

mere 18 percent of workers were Ukrainian speakers.5*{See Table 1.6}

Many of the Ukrainians who did join the Russian-dominated
workforce abandoned their native language, as the Russian language and
culture dominated the cities of the East and South. The extent of this
cultural Russification of the Ukrainian proletariat is illustrated by the
complaint of a Ukrainian Socialist in 1906: "The Ukrainian proletariat

has become so completely Russianised that members of the [Ukrainian

62 Friedgut, Iuzovka, p. 208.

83 F.IE. Los (ed.) Istoriia robitnychoho klasu Ukrains koi RSR : u dvokh
tomakh (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1967),Table 12, p. 136.
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Social Democratic Labour] Party working among them must first teach

them the Ukrainian language."® But the vacuum created by the absence
of Ukrainian national consciousness among the Ukrainian proletariat was
gradually filled by the rise of a new type of consciousness: working class

consciousness.

The development of working class consciousness:

While there were no shortage of socialist activists seeking to raise
class consciousness among workers, the predominantly illiterate workers
of new Russia were usually either apolitical or downright hostile towards
politics, ideologies and the spectacled intellectuals that accompanied
them. Above all the workers wanted to improve their physical living
conditions; preferably without politics®. This trait of the East Ukrainian
working population became one of its most enduring features.
Nonetheless, the sheer brutality of their working and living conditions
eventually began to unite workers in opposition to factory directors. The
very nature of the tsarist state was such that simple grievances over
working conditions, wages and working hours inevitably developed into

confrontations with political authorities.®

64 Quoted in Steven L. Guthier, "The Popular Base of Ukrainian
Nationalism in 1917", Slavic Review, no. 1, vol. 38 (March 1979), p. 44.
5 Wynn, Workers. Strikes and Pogroms, p. 177.

66 This was because many of these demands required changes in national
laws, while the demand for the recognition of trade unions and other such
representative bodies were essentially political issues. Moreover, when
strikes were suppressed by the police or the military, workers
automatically found themselves in opposition to the government.
Weinburg, The Revolution of 1905, p. 227.
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Not surprisingly, Soviet scholars regarded the development of

worker consciousness in New Russia as a linear and inevitable process.®’
But, the development of working class identity in New Russia was a slow
process, hindered by fragmentation along ethnic and regional lines, by the
strong-peasant character of the workers, and by the remarkably high rate
of labour turnover. Moreover, it possessed within it a reactionary strain
— inclined towards "black-hundredism" and pogroms. This reactionary,
sometimes anarchical strain, would often surface on the heels of a period

of apparent working class solidarity, as in the revolutionary period of
1905.%8

At this time the industrial workers of the Donbass, Katerynoslav,
Kharkiv and Odessa® spearheaded massive general strikes which shut
down the industry and economy of much of Ukraine. Workers threw up
barricades, and even formed military detachments that fought against the
Tsarist authorities.”” In Odessa, the June uprising and the mutiny of the
Battleship Potemkin’! (immortalized in the 1927 film by Sergei
Eizenshtein), became part of the myth of the Russian radical movement
(later, these events were used by the Soviet regime to demonstrate
Odessa's "progressive" proto-Soviet credentials’?). By late 1905, though,

improvements in workers' living conditions had failed to materialize, and

67 Istoriia robitnychoho klasu Ukrains koi RSR.

68 This dual personality of the Donbass working class is the central theme
of Charters Wynn's, Workers, Strikes and Pogroms.

69 See Robert Weinburg, The Revolution of 1905.

70 Significantly, no workers' insurgencies took place outside of the
Eastern and Southern regions of Ukraine. For a map illustrating the
location of the workers' military insurgencies in Ukraine in 1905 see
Istoriia robitnychoho klasu Ukrains'koi RSR, p. 320.

"1 On the battleship Potemkin and the Odessa uprising, see Weinberg,
Revolution of 1905 in Odessa, pp. 132-138.

72 See, for example, Istoriia robitnychoho klasu Ukrains'koi RSR, I, pp.
284-5.
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workers' solidarity melted away. The resulting frustration, combined

with endemic and entrenched anti-semitism, resulted in a frenzy of

pogroms and a reactionary upsurge in Katerynoslav and in Odessa.”

Nonetheless, while the New Russian working class remained
volatile, it was demonstrating that it could on occasion act en masse in
pursuit of its own interests. Moreover, its peasant and transitory
character was gradually fading, as the region's working class became
more rooted. By 1914 half the factory workers and nearly half the miners
came from an industrial background, and these percentages were growing
steadily. As Theodore Friedgut observes, the process by which the
working class was constituted primarily by established workers, rather
than migrant peasants, "was longer, slower, and more complex than has
generally been noted up to now, but it was a clearly evolving process."”*
Various types of loyalties and identities continued to co-exist among the

workers of Eastern Ukraine: regional loyalty, peasantness, Ukrainianess,

Russianess, etc.

Yet, as the revolutionary upheaval after 1917 would demonstrate,
when workers in Southern and Eastern Ukraine were forced to choose
sides, the majority chose to support those who claimed to put the interests
of the working class — not of the Russian Empire or the Ukrainian

national movement — above all.

3 On the reactionary period in Katerynoslav in 1905 see Wynn, Workers
Strikes and Pogroms, Chapter 7. On the major pogrom in Odessa of
October 1905 see Weinberg, The Revolution of 1905, Chapter 7.

74 Friedgut, Iuzovka, I, p. 230.
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Table 1.1: Population and Ethnic Composition of Kherson,
Katerynoslav and Tavriiagubernii by native language, 1897.

Table 1.1a

Katerynoslav guberniia (includes Donbass), 1897.

Toup— Absolute E
| number
Ukrainian 11,456,369 68.9
| Russian 364,974 17.3
Jewish 99,152 4.7
German 80,979 3.8
Other 112,198 5.3 |
| TOTAL 2,113,627 100 ||
Table 1.1b

Kherson guberniia (includes Odessa), 1897.

[ Language Group Absolute | Percentage |
- number

Ukrainian 1,462,034 53.5
Russian 575,375 21.0
Jewish 322,537 11.8
Other 373,661 13.7
TOTAL 2,733,607 100
Table 1.1c

Tavriia guberniia (includes Crimea), 1897.
Language Group Absolute | Percentage |

_ _ number

Ukrainian [ 611,121 42.2
Russian 404,463 27.9
Crimean Tatar 196,854 13.6

{| Other 235,252 16.3
|| TOTAL 1,447,690 100

Source: Ia. V. Boiko and N.O. Danilova, "Formufannia etnichnoho
skladu naselennia pivdennoi Ukrainy {kinets' X VIII-XIX st.} Ukrains'kyi

istogghnyi zhurnal, 9, 1992, pp. 54-65.



Tablel.2: Population in Simferopol' and Sevastopol' regions of
Crimea, by Language1897.

anguage Simferopol' | % Sevastopol' %
District Gradona-

chal'stvo _

Ukrainians 10,132 | 7.1 75451 13.2
Russians 42,833 [ 30.2 36,057 | 62.9
Il Crimean Tatars 62,876 | 44.4 1910 | 3.3
| Others 25,876 | 18.3 11,843 | 20.6
| TOTAL 141,717 /100 | 57,355 ] 100

Source: 1Ia. V. Boiko and N.O. Danilova, "Formufannia etnichnoho
skladu naselennia pivdennoi Ukrainy {kinets' XVIII-XIX st.} Ukrains'kyi

istorychnyi zhurnal, 9, 1992, pp. 54-65.

Table 1.3: Population and Composition by Native Language of Key
Districts in Modern Donbass, 1897.
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Bakhmuta [|(%) Slavic- (%) |Mariupol' (%)
Serbia
||Ukrainians 193510] 58.20 88218]50.48 117206] 46.13]|
[Russians 103702] 31.19 79281]45.37 35691| 14.05
lUews 9457| 2.84 2631] 1.51 10291 4.05
{Germans 12646] 3.80 896| 0.51 19104]| 7.52
[Greeks 142] 0.04 14| 0.01 48290| 19.01
[Tatars 346] 0.10 151] 0.09 15472] 6.09
[Belarusans 2468| 0.74 1564| 0.89 1697| 0.67
[Poles 2000] 0.60 511] 0.29 528| 0.21
[Moldovans 6371 1.92 839| 0.48 95| 0.04
[Turks 20| 0.01 4| 0.00 5317] 2.09
Others 1816 0.55 644| 0.37 363] 0.14
| 332478 [ 100 174753 | 100 254054 166|

Source: 1a. V. Boiko and N.O. Danilova, "Formufannia etnichnoho
skladu naselennia pivdennoi Ukrainy, p 62.



Table 1.4: Population of Yuzivka (Donets'k) in Selected Years:

[ Year Population |
1870 164
1880 4,000
1889 15,000
1897 28,076
1900 32,000
1917 54,701
1920 37,900

—|

Source: Friedgut, luzovka in Revolution, I, p. 72.

Table 1.5: Average Number of Industrial Workers, 1861-1900.

GUBERNIIA 1861- 1871-1880 | 1881- 1891-1900
1870 1890
Kharkiv 19,595 | 19,700 21,644 | 30,519
Katerynoslav 5,239 8.733 23,820 | 64,266
| Tavriia 6,382 8,624 11,049 | 16,679
| Kherson 6,581 6,374 15,595 | 28,721

Source: Istoriia robitnychoho klasu Ukrains'’koi RSR, I, (Kiev: Naukova

Dumka, 1967), pp. 123.

Table 1.6: Native language affiliation of Workers in all areas of

industry according to 1897 census (by guberniia):

Guberniia Total no. % %
of workers | Russ. Ukrn.
Kharkiv 83,476 33 61
Kherson 117,429 41 18
Katerynoslav 106,111 50 28
Tavriia 55,445 46 12

Source: Istoriia robitnychoho klasu Ukrainskoi RSR, I, (Kiev: Naukova

Dumka, 1967), Table

12, p. 136.
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CHAPTER 2:
REVOLUTION AND STALINISM.

Shining like a clear dawn
My heart — my Donbass...
People of the fiery age—
Sons of the Lenin era.

Pavel Bezposhchadnyi'

"Great October'':

The Russian Revolutions of 1917 precipitated a period of
independent Ukrainian statehood, as a series of ill-fated Ukrainian states
were established. As the Ukrainian nationalists, Bolsheviks, Anarchists,
and Russian Whites all discovered, no domestic force on the territory
possessed the social base required to control and govern the disparate

regions of Ukraine.? The revolutionary period unfolded according to the

! Zoia G. Likholobova, Stranoiu vozvelichennyi Donbass (Donets'k:
"Donbas", 1987.), {back cover}.

2 The revolutionary period in Ukraine is extremely complex and
confusing. For a history of it the reader is referred to the following. The
best overall survey of the revolutionary period in Ukraine is John
Reshetar's The Ukrainian Revolution. 1917-1920 (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1952.) See also Arthur E. Adams, Bolsheviks in the
Ukraine: The Second Campaign, 1918-1919 (New Haven, CT: Yale

University Press, 1963). A valuable collection of essays is provided in
Taras Hunczak (ed.) The Ukraine, 1917-1921: A Study in Revolution.
(Cambridge MA: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1977). See also
Jurij Borys, The Sovietization of Ukraine, 1917-1923: The Communist
Doctrine and Practice of National Self-Determination (Revised Edition)
(Edmonton AB: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1980). For a
Soviet era selection of primary materials on the Civil War period in
Ukraine, see Grazhdanskaia voina na Ukraine, 1918-20: Sbornik
dokumentov i materialov v trekh tomakh, chetyrekh knigakh, 3 vols.
(Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1967). For more recent Ukrainian interpretations
see Yu. Yu. Kondufor (ed.), Ukraina v 1917-1921 gg.: nekotorye

problemy istorii: sbornik nauchnykh trudov (Kiev: Naukova dumka,
1991).
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internal forces of each region. In Western and Central Ukraine, a
national liberation campaign among nationally conscious Ukrainians, led
by its small urban intelligentsia, took place. In the cities of the
industrialised East, a revolution among the Russified working classes
ensued. In the Don region, there was a brief movement towards Cossack
autonomy, but the region, together with the Crimea, became a centre of
the White movement. Finally, a massive, uncoordinated peasant
rebellion swept through all of Ukraine, engulfing different movements

and forces in its wake.

The Workers' Revolution:

As noted, the East Ukrainian working class had a reactionary
streak, and was capable of frightful anti-Semitism as well as ultra-
nationalistic support for the Russian empire. Hiroaki Kuromiya has
argued that the contradictory traits of rebelliousness and conformity
characterised the Donbass working class during the revolutionary period.?
In 1914, for example, a wave of pro-Imperial patriotism swept the region.
By August of 1917, however, a state of anarchy prevailed in the region.
Some workers even joined the peasant anarchist rebellion of Nestor
Makhno (described below).* In late 1917, elements of the working class'
reacted against the Central Rada and the very idea of a Ukrainian national
movement. Some supported movements such as the "Gogol' Union of

which
Little Russians"*denounced "forcible Ukrainianisation."> The majority

3 Niroaki Kuromiya, "Donbass Miners in War, Revolution and Civil
War," in Lewis H. Siegelbaum and Ronald Grigory Suny (eds.), Making
Workers Soviet: Power, Class, and Identity. (Ithaca : Cornell University
Press, 1995), pp. 138-158.

4 Ibid., p. 156.

5> 0. P. Reent, "Stavlennia proletariatu Ukrainy do Tsentral'noi Rady,"
Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi zhurnal, 4, 1994, p. 13. For a broad survey of
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of Donbass workers, however, supported class-based, rather than ethnic-

based political movements.

The elections to the All-Russian Constituent Assembly provide a
unprecedented glimpse at popular political sympathies in 1917. The
results demonstrate that, while on the whole, pro-autonomy Ukrainian
parties were the most popular, the Bolsheviks had substantial support in
the major industrial cities of the East. The Bolsheviks were weaker,
however, in more diversified cities such as Kharkiv and Odessa.® The
influence of the Bolsheviks was thus largely limited to the industrial
areas of Left Bank Ukraine. The geographical distribution of its
membership further underlines this: in 1917 roughly 71 percent of its

membership was from the Donbass.’

The existence of strong popular support for the Bolsheviks among

Donbass workers, and the weakness of the Ukrainian national movement

worker attitudes towards the national question see Marko Bojcun, "The
Working Class and the National Question in Ukraine, 1880-1920," Ph.D,
York University, 1985.

® The bourgeois character of the city of Kharkiv is confirmed by the
strong support it gave to the Kadet Party (29 percent), as compared to 23
percent for the Bolsheviks. The Ukrainian Socialist Revolutionaries
(SRs) only managed to win 8 percent of votes. In the city of
Katerynoslav the Bolsheviks were by far the dominant party, with 27
percent support, compared to only 13 percent each for the Kadets and
Ukrainian SRs. Odessa's political landscape was predictably fractured
along ethnic and class lines: the Zionist parties gained the largest share
of the city's vote (34 percent), while Bolsheviks(19 percent), Ukrainian
SRs (18 percent) and Kadets(17 percent) had roughly equal support. It is
worth noting that, as the Civil War progressed, a radicalisation of the
population occurred; accordingly, many supporters of the Ukrainian SRs
came to support the Bolsheviks. Steven L. Guthier, "The popular base of
Ukrainian nationalism in 1917," Slavic Review, 38, no. 1(1979), p. 45.

7 At the time of the sixth congress of the RSDWP(b), there were 22,402
party members from Ukraine, roughly 16,000 of whom were from the
Donets Basin. Borys, The Sovietization of Ukraine, p. 398.
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in the region, is confirmed by the election results.> Even though roughly
one-third of the miners and metallurgical workers in the Donbass were
Ukrainians by 1917, Ukrainian Socialist Revolutionaries (SRs) received
less than one-tenth of the regional vote. This suggests that, even for
Ukrainian workers in the Donbass, the Bolshevik preoccupation with the
interests of the working class was far more germane than the Ukrainian

SRs' concern with Ukrainian autonomy.

For the most part, the Russian and Russified working class of
Eastern and Southern Ukraine viewed themselves as an integral part of
the Russian Empire. The attitude of the predominantly Russian
leadership of Left Bank Bolsheviks towards the idea of Ukrainian
autonomy sheds light on the national orientation of these workers.’
While in principle the 'Katerynoslavians', as they were called, accepted
the right to self-determination of nations, they refused to define Kharkiv,
Katerynoslav, Kryvyi Rih and the Donbass as part of Ukrainian territory.
From their point of view, there was no difference between the workers of
St. Petersburg and Katerynoslav.!® The Katerynoslav group also

favoured the creation of states on the basis of economic rather than

8 In the mining districts of the Donbass the Bolsheviks received 17,075
votes, compared to a mere 889 for the Ukrainian SRs. In the Russian
Society Factory in Yuzivka, the Bolsheviks received 1,105 votes as
compared to a paltry 24 votes for the Ukrainian parties. Steven L.
Guthier, "The popular base of Ukrainian nationalism in 1917," Slavic
Review, p. 45.

® As M. Popov, a Stalin-era Soviet historian observes, the Katerynoslav
Bolsheviks, "relied upon the Russian, Russified, or semi-Russified
masses of the proletariat,” M. Popov, Narys istorii Kommunistychnoi
partii (bil'shovykiv) Ukrainy (5th ed.; Kharkiv: Partvydav Ts.K. KP(b)U,
1931), p. 119. One may therefore assume, that they reflected the
orientation of this group, particularly since the Katerynoslav Bolsheviks
were popularly supported by them.

10 Yaroslav Bilinsky, "The Communist Take-over of Ukraine," in
Hunczak (ed.), The Ukraine p. 106.
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national units, which would be tightly bound to the Russian republic.!! In
keeping with this "internationalism", and in view of the imminent
military threat posed by the Germans'?, the "Donets'’k-Kryvyi Rih
Autonomous Republic" was formally proclaimed on 12 February 1918 by
a Congress of Soviet deputies from that region.!> While this
proclamation originally obtained clearance from the Bolshevik authorities
in Petrograd, Lenin reversed his stand a month later and instructed the
Donets'k-Kryvyi Rih Bolsheviks to abandon their separatism. On 15
March the central committee of the Russian Communist Party(b) resolved

that;

At the Congress [of the all-Ukrainian Communist Party] it is
necessary to create one government for all of Ukraine... the
Don Basin we consider part of Ukraine.'*

Thus, the initiative for the establishment of a unified Ukrainian Bolshevik

party and, by extension, the creation of a unified Soviet Ukrainian

1 Lavriv, Istoriia, p. 110; Reshetar, "The Communist Party of Ukraine,"
p. 171.

12 The Ukrainian Central Rada government in Kiev had just signed a
treaty with Germany (9 February 1918). In accordance with its terms,
German troops began to occupy Ukraine after the 18th of February.

13 The territory of the republic was to include the Katerynoslav and
Kharkiv guberniia and the Kryvyi Rih iron ore basin (in Kherson
guberniia). To the north-east, its borders were to extend to the Russian
city of Voronezh, and to the southern border of the modern Russian
oblast of Kursk. On the Donbass-Kryvyi Rih Republic see Lavriv,
Istoriia, pp. 110-115; Theodore H. Friedgut, Iuzovka and Revolution:
Politics and Revolution in Russia's Donbass, 1869-1924, 2, pp. 352-359.

4 Quoted in Kniga o Donbasse: priroda, liudy, dela (Donets'k: Izd.

"Donbass", 1972), p. 38.; Ukrains'’ka RSR v period hromadians'koi viiny
1917-1920 (Kiev: Vydavnytstvo politychnoi literatury, 1967), v. 1, pp.

210-213.
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republic, came from none other than Lenin and the Soviet Russian

government. !>

During the Civil War period pro-Bolshevik workers from the major
industrial areas in Ukraine formed Red Guard detachments to help
establish Soviet power.!® The Bolsheviks based in Central Ukraine
viewed the Central Rada as the main obstacle to maintaining control over
the country. Accordingly, they focused their energies on winning over
the peasantry, who — at least in Central Ukraine — had shown
considerable support for the Rada and its nationalist slogans. In the eyes
of the Katerynoslav Bolsheviks, the Don Cossacks and the White armies
— who were menacing from the East and South — were the greatest

threats to Soviet power, not the Ukrainian peasantry.

The Don Cossacks:

During the First World War, and especially during the Civil War,
the independent tradition of the Don Cossacks was revived, culminating
in the establishment of an independent Don Cossack state known as the
Don Military Government (Dons'kii viis'kovii uriad). As Alexander

Solzhenitsyn laments in his novel August 1914, they "discovered that

15 When it came to deciding what to call the grudgingly unified party, the
Bolsheviks of Central Ukraine --- the 'Kievans' --- proposed the name
"the Ukrainian Bolshevik Party," while the Katerynoslavians preferred
"The Russian Bolshevik Party, Ukrainian Branch." The compromise
finally adopted was the name Communist Party (Bolsheviks) of Ukraine
(CP(b)U). Adams, Bolsheviks in the Ukraine, pp. 15-17; Bilinsky, "The
Communist Take-over," p. 109.

16 On working class attitudes toward the Ukrainian Central Rada, see O.
P. Reent, "Stavlennia proletariatu Ukrainy do Tsentral'noi Rady," pp. 3-
18; On the role of Kharkiv's Bolsheviks see: M.I. Kulichenko, Bol'sheviki

Khar'kovshchiny v bor'be za vlast' sovetov, 1918-1920 (Kharkiv:
Izdatel'stvo Khar'kovskogo Universiteta, 1966).
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Cossack blood was thicker than Russian water."!” The results of the
Constituent Assembly elections confirm that the main political allegiance
of the people of the Don region was to the Cossack parties, who gained
46 percent of the vote (which corresponds roughly with the Cossack

proportion of the population in that region). 8

Immediately after the 1917 revolution, the traditional Cossack
order was restored in the Don region, and the autonomist movement
became widespread. Later, after German intervention in 1918, the
Ukrainian-Don Agreement (August 1918) was signed between the Don
Cossack state and the German backed, aristocratic, Cossack government
of Skoropads'’kyi. This agreement provided for mutual recognition of
independence and established borders, according to which much of the
territory of the modern oblasti of Donets'k and Luhansk remained part of
Don Cossack territory.!* By 1919, however, the pendulum had swung
back in the direction of Russian centralism. The autonomist Don
movement had been thoroughly co-opted by ultra-patriotic Russian
Whites, and the region became a major stronghold for the forces of

Denikin, who refused to countenance Don or Ukrainian separatism.

The Crimea in the Revolution:
The Crimea also became a stronghold for the White movement.

The local Bolshevik party was so weak on the peninsula that it was

17 Alexander Solzhenitsyn, August 1914 (Trans. Michael Glenny)
(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1974), p. 465.

18 Oliver H. Radkey, Russia Goes to the Polls: The Elections to the All-
Russian Constituent Assembly, 1917 (London: Cornell University Press,
1990), p. xi. According to McNeal, non-Cossacks made up 56 percent of
the population of the Don region by 1910. McNeal, Tsar and Cossack, p.
14.

19 See map in V. Kubijovyc et. al., "Don Region," Encylopedia of
Ukraine, I(A-F), p. 720.
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forced to remain united with the Mensheviks until April 1917, when a
separate Bolshevik party was established in Sevastopol'. Most of the
region's soviets were dominated by Russian Socialist Revolutionaries and
Mensheviks, while city dumas were dominated by the Kadet party.?’ In
Tavriia as a whole, the Socialist Revolutionaries won over half of the
vote in the Constituent Assembly elections, while Ukrainian and Muslim
(i.e. Crimean Tatar) parties had roughly equal strength (twelve percent
each). The Bolsheviks garnered only a fraction (less than three percent)

of the provincial vote.?!

The orientation of the Black Sea Fleet, based in Sevastopol’, was
somewhat different. The sailors, traditionally conscripts from Ukrainian
provinces, gave a relatively high level of support to the Ukrainian parties
(25 percent) in the elections, although the Russian SRs were the most
popular party (42 percent).”? The Black Sea Fleet, hence, was a strategic
wedge for the Ukrainian national movement in a province where pro-
Ukrainian parties were relatively weak. In March of 1918 the Soviets
declared the founding of the Soviet Socialist Republic of Tavriia, which
was to be a full-fledged Soviet republic on a par with the Ukrainian SSR
and the Russian SFSR. It only existed for a month before it was

dissolved by the Germans.?

20 Istoriia mist i sil Ukrains'koi RSR: Kryms'ka oblast', p. 34.

21 In Tavriia the Bolsheviks won a mere 3 percent of the vote as
compared to 57 percent for the Socialist Revolutionaries(SRs) and 12
percent support each for the Muslim and Ukrainian parties. Guthier,
"The popular base of Ukrainian nationalism in 1917,"p. 45.

22 Ukrainian parties received 12,898 (25 percent) votes out of a total of
52,629. The Bolsheviks received 10,771(20 percent), while the SRs
received the largest share, with 22,251(42 percent) votes. Radkey, Russia
Goes to the Polls, p. 38.

23 On the Crimea during the 1920s and 1930s, see Heorhii Kas'ianov,
"Kryms'ka ARSR: 1920-30-ti roky," Filosofs'ka i sotsiolohichna dumka,
1990, 7, pp. 74-81.
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Throughout the entire revolutionary period, the Crimean Tatars
refused to support the Bolsheviks or the Whites, preferring to follow their
own national leadership, the more radical members of which envisioned
the re-establishment of Turkish suzerainty over the peninsula. The
Crimean Tatar national party, the "Milli-Firka," established a Tatar
parliament or "Kurultai," but it was dissolved by the German occupation
forces. The Crimean government installed by the Germans, which
included representatives of the Milli-Firka, signed an agreement with
Petliura's government which would have made the Crimea an

autonomous republic within Ukraine.?*

Even though the Ukrainian National Republic initially made no
claims to Crimean Territory, it did demand ownership of part of the
Black Sea Fleet. Ukrainian sailors supported these pretensions by raising
the Ukrainian flag on many of the fleet's ships, while other sailors raised

the Russian, Communist and Anarchist flags.?

In April of 1919, the Bolsheviks managed to gain temporary
control over the Crimea. At this time, the CC RCP(b) ordered the
creation of the Crimean Soviet Socialist Republic, which survived a mere

75 days before White forces gained control over the territory (June 1919).

24 Heorhii Kas'ianov, "Kryms'ka ARSR: 1920-30-ti roky," p. 74.

25 Later, in April 1918, when Ukrainian forces marched into Crimea, the
Ukrainian flag was ordered raised on all Black Sea ships. Shortly
thereafter, the fleet passed into German control, but in June, many of the
fleets ships were scuttled, in accordance with a decree by Lenin. What
remained of the fleet was eventually transferred by the Germans to the
Hetman government (November 1918), and subsequently taken over by
the Entente's forces. See Kryp'iakevych, I. P. Istoriia Ukrains'koho
viiska (2 Volumes) (Kiev: Pam'iatky Ukrainy, 1992), 2, pp. 437-438.
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It was led by D.I. Ul'ianov, Lenin's brother.?® For the rest of the Civil
War, the peninsula remained a stronghold of the Russian White
movement. Once again, the Crimea earned the distinction of being the
site of a memorable struggle to defend the "motherland.” For the
vanquished Whites the defence of the peninsula was one of the last great
struggles to save mother Russia from Bolshevism. For the Bolsheviks,
the fight to clear the Whites from Crimea (later commemorated in the
film "Two Comrades") was, in Lenin's words, "One of the most brilliant

chapters in the history of the Red Army."%’

At the end of this legendary campaign against the Whites, the
Crimean Soviet republic was not revived. Instead, the Crimean
Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic was established within the
jurisdiction of the RSFSR (18 October, 1921). Hence, Crimea was
recognised as a Russian territory, but also as a region distinctive enough

to warrant "autonomy" within the Russian Soviet Republic (RSFSR).

The Ukrainian Peasantry and the Revolution:

During the course of the Civil War the peasantry of Eastern and
Southern Ukraine threw its support behind a succession of political
movements, only to later turn on each of them. Yet all the while they
demonstrated a stubborn and steadfast commitment to one cause above
all: their own perceived self-interest. While largely preoccupied with
gaining control over their land, the peasantry was also possessed of vague
and primitive egalitarian ideals, a passion for freedom, and a propensity

to revolt in defence of these ideals. All of these features of the peasantry

26 On the Crimean SSR see P.I. Harchev and V. V. Ovod, "Pro stvorennia
kryms'koi radians'koi respubliky v 1919," Ukrains'kyi istorichnyi zhurnal
1992(4), pp. 22-30.

27 Istoriia mist i sil Ukrainy: Kryms'ka oblast', p. 45.
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were legacies of their Cossack heritage, a heritage which was never
eradicated in Southern and Eastern Ukraine. Their rebellious bent
manifested itself in large-scale peasant uprisings throughout the Civil
War period. The most successful peasant army was led by Nestor
Makhno. The title of one of Makhno's propaganda leaflets encapsulates
the peasant suspicion of all governments: "Where there is government,
there is no freedom (De vlada — tam nema svobody)."*® As Arthur
Adams puts it, these rebellions were a "hydra-headed monster" that could
never hope to be suppressed, controlled or led by any party or

movement.?

The son of a wealthy Donbass peasant recalls, in a 1970s
interview, his father's attitudes toward the national idea and the

Bolsheviks during the revolutionary period:

Father wanted peace and just wanted to live as he lived. He was
well off. I will tell you, that my father was not a nationally
conscious Ukrainian. He was Ukrainian, he spoke Ukrainian and
spoke about many things, but was not publicly active. He
respected the Petliurists, respected them, but did not actively join
them. But he hated those Communists from day one. He said that
they were godless rabble and were going about destroying
churches... Above all, he was for freedom. For freedom to work the
land, freedom to buy and sell it, and to tend to it.*

The Constituent Assembly elections of 1917 demonstrated that initially
the peasantry, especially in Right bank Ukraine, were generally

28 V F. Verstiuk, Makhnovshchyna: Selians'kyi povstans'kyi rukh na
Ukraini (1918-1921), (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1991), p. 111.

29 Adams, "The Great Ukrainian Jacquerie," p. 253; Palij, Nestor
Makhno, p. 56.

30 James E. Mace and Leonid Heretz (eds.) Investigation of the Ukrainian
Famine 1932-1933: Oral History Project of the Commission on the
Ukrainian Famine. (Washington DC: United States Government Printing
Office, 1990), Case Study SW52, p. 1091.
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predisposed towards the Ukrainian parties which promised swift land
reform, such as the Ukrainian S.R's.?! The peasantry at first also regarded
the Rada and later the Directory governments as "theirs."*? But, as later
developments demonstrated, this support was not unconditional, and

could be withdrawn or reversed if land reform was not swiftly enacted.

The effect of the October Revolution on Ukrainian national
consciousness was variable in different regions within the country. The
rebellion which brought Petliura's Directory to power in late 1918
reflected and further stimulated the rise of national consciousness in
Central Ukraine. This was much less the case, however, in Eastern and
most of Southern Ukraine, in part because most of the region was too
remote from the major centres of Ukrainian cultural life (Kiev, Poltava,
Kharkiv, Odessa) for the successful diffusion of the nationalist message.
Accordingly, many Ukrainians there had simply not heard the national
message.>? Various other arguments have also been put forward to
explain the lower level of national consciousness in Southern and Eastern

Ukraine's countryside at this time. It has been argued that the greater

31 According to Steven Guthier, "The results of the Constituent Assembly
election repudiate the notion that the Ukrainian peasantry lacked national

consciousness in 1917", "The Popular Base of Ukrainian Nationalism," p.
47.

32 George Liber, Soviet Nationality Policy, Urban Growth, and Identity
Change in the Ukrainian SSR 1923-1934. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992.) pp. 24-25.

33 A recent study of the Ukrainian peasant congress movement between
1917-1919 argues that the Ukrainian peasantry did indeed begin to
manifest a national consciousness and to rally in support of Ukrainian
autonomy. Yet, as the author notes, these peasant congresses took place
mostly in Left-Bank Ukraine. He argues that this was related to problems
in communicating the national-idea. Evan Ostryzniuk, "The Ukrainian
Countryside During the Russian Revolution, 1917-1919: The Limits of
Peasant Mobilisation," The Ukrainian Review, 44, 1(Spring) 1997, pp.
56-57. See also Krawchenko, Social Change and National
Consciousness, pp. 72-3.
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number of Jews in Right Bank Ukraine helped to accentuate Ukrainian
identity in the region. Another explanation considers the greater
proximity of Russian dominated urban centres and the existence of large
German and Greek colonies in the East and South, which surrounded the
Ukrainian peasantry. Arguably, these two features of the region's
landscape prevented nationalists from inculcating the anti-Hetman
rebellion with a national element as they did in the central Ukrainian
countryside. It has also been suggested that the greater compactness of
the village in Central Ukraine gave a nationalist tinge to the hatred of the
Russified city.3* Instead of struggling for the establishment of Ukrainian
statehood, the rebellion in the South and East took up the black banner of
anarchism, and supported various otamans or batkos (warlords). These
warlords fought against Petliura's forces, and were often nominally
associated with the Bolsheviks. In Left Bank Ukraine, disillusionment
with the Directory rapidly developed into "active hatred" for Petliura's
nationalist administration.*> The peasant, anarchist rebellion led by
Makhno gained wide support throughout the Katerynoslav guberniia,
even though at the time its Russian speaking leadership denounced any
expressions of Ukrainian nationalism and the very idea of establishing a
Ukrainian state.’ Later, Makhno's peasant army fought alongside the
Bolsheviks in the campaign to rid the Donbass of the Whites. Other

3% The former argument is that of I. Teper [Gordeev], the latter is that of
M. Kabunin. Both are quoted in Frank Sysyn, "Nestor Makhno and the
Ukrainian Revolution" in Taras Hunczak (ed.) The Ukraine, 1917-1921,
p- 284. n. 33.

35 Adams, in Hunczak, Ukraine, p. 262.

36 Sysyn, "Nestor Makhno," p. 285. In this article Sysyn argues that
Makhno gradually developed a form of Ukrainian national consciousness
(particularly after he emigrated to France). Nonetheless, at the height of
his movement's strength he officially repudiated Ukrainian nationalism
and the idea of building a Ukrainian state. On the Makhno rebellion see
also A.V. Belash and V.F. Belash, Dorogi Nestora Makhno: Istoricheskoe
povestvovanie. (Kiev: Proza, 1993).
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peasant bands even fought for Bolshevik power in Eastern Ukraine in
early 1919, although they rejected Bolshevik commissars and
apparatchiks, incongruously referring to themselves as "non-party
Bolsheviks."*” Ironically, one of the greatest "red" partisan leaders in
Ukraine was hardly a Bolshevik at all, but rather a latter day Zaporozhian
Cossack Otaman, Matvii Hryhoriiv.*® His partisan forces conquered
Odessa, which had been under French occupation since the withdrawal
and defeat of German and Ukrainian forces. With their rebellions the
peasantry demonstrated that they indeed had a freedom loving spirit, but
their conception of freedom did not necessarily correspond with that of
the Kiev national patriots. At a crucial juncture they refused to support
Ukrainian nationalists who sought to contain this spirit within the

confines of a modern state system.

UKrainianisation:

Proceeding from the assumption that nationalism was reactive and
economically grounded, the Bolshevik leadership sought to conquer
Ukrainian nationalism first, by attacking Russian national chauvinism
and second, by attempting to eliminate the social inequities within
Ukraine.* It also sought to appease national sentiment through
furnishing Ukrainians and other non-Russian nationalities with the

superficial trappings of statehood and sovereignty.

In 1923, in order to expand their constituency in the Ukrainian-
speaking countryside and to further legitimise their control in the country,

the Soviet Ukrainian administration officially proclaimed the formal

37 Adams, Bolsheviks in Ukraine, p. 165.

38 Adams, "The Great Ukrainian Jacquerie," p. 264.

39 The most important work, and the basis of this discussion on
Ukrainianisation is George Liber's Soviet Nationality Policy.
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equality of the Ukrainian and Russian languages. This set the stage for
the imposition of Ukrainian as the language of tuition in schools, and of

government and work throughout the republic.*°

With unemployment and crowding gripping the Ukrainian
countryside, peasants began to flood into the cities by the hundreds of
thousands. By 1926 Ukrainians constituted a plurality of the population
in a number of major cities, including Kiev, Kharkiv (by a fraction), and
Dnipropetrovs’k* (Katerynoslav).*> The Ukrainian proportion of the
population of Odessa, Mykolaiv (Nikolaev), and Stalino (as Yuzivka was
known from 1924) also increased, but Ukrainians still did not come close
to constituting pluralities in these cities. The Ukrainian working class
was less and less dominated by Russians, even in the Donbass. By 1929
70 percent of all Donbass workers were Ukrainians; in the following
year, 80 percent of the new Donbass workers were found to be recent

arrivals from the Ukrainian countryside.*?

Because of the policy of Ukrainianisation, the new migrants to the
cities were no longer forced to abandon their Ukrainian peasant identity

for a Russian urban identity, as had been the case. Indeed, the focal point

40 1 iber, Soviet Nationality Policy, p. 36; 45.
41 Katerynoslav had been re-named Dnipropetrovs'k in 1926, in honour of

the Bolshevik Grigorii Ivanovich Petrovs'kii, who been sent from Russia
to help in the establishment of Soviet power in the Donbass. Petrovs'kii
was also a member of the Ukrainian Politburo in 1920.

42 On the population Changes in Ukrainian cities, see Steven L. Guthier,
"Ukrainian Cities During the Revolution and the Interwar Period," in
Ivan L. Rudnytsky (ed.) Rethinking Ukrainian History, pp. 156-179. See
also, Liber, Soviet Nationality Policy, Appendices I-III.

43 Lavriv p. 117; Krawchenko, Social Change and National
Consciousness, p. 129.
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of the new Ukrainian identity was the city, rather than the countryside.
The NEP period demonstrated that, not only could new peasant
immigrants maintain their Ukrainian identity in the cities, but that
Russified workers could also adopt (or regain) a Ukrainian identity. In
Odessa, a "rebirth" of the use of the Ukrainian language was apparent in
1926, as roughly 73 percent of male youths between the ages of 20-24
gave Ukrainian as their mother tongue, compared to 51 percent of in the
age group 35-64.* In the Donbass and the South, many Russified
Ukrainians were introduced to Ukrainian literature, music, and theatre for

the first time, and generally reacted favourably to it.*

There was considerable difficulty Ukrainianising the local
administration in the Donbass. Even when ethnic Ukrainians came to
outnumber Russians in the administrative apparatus, many of them could
not speak Ukrainian.*® Mykolaiv and Donbass regions were the most
resistant to Ukrainianisation. Soviet Ukrainian authorities complained of
the Donbass bureaucracy's sluggishness in Ukrainianising.*’ Only 30
percent of higher educational courses were taught in Ukrainian owing to
such resistance. Newly arrived Russian industrial managers were

especially hostile to the policy.*® As late as 1926, the Donbass

4 Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consciousness, p. 56
45 Liber, Soviet Nationality Policy, pp. 116-117.

46 "7 ohliadu informatsiino-statystychnoho viddilu TsK KP(b)U pro
provedennia Ukrainizatsii v period z VIII vseukrains'koi partiinoi
konferentsii po IX z'izd KP(b)U (Dated January 1926)," Doc. 74, in
Natsional'ni vidnosyny v Ukraini u XX st: Zbirnyk dokumentiv i
materialiv, (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1994), p. 132.

47 "Postanova sekretariatu tsentral'noi kontrol'noi komisii KP(b)U pro
stan ukrainizatsii radians'koho aparatu i zadovolennia interesiv 1
kul'tpotreb natsmenshyn, (Dated 14 August 1926), Doc. 87, Natsional'ni
vidnosyny v Ukraini , p. 161.

48 As of 1924, a mere 158 schools in the region instructed in the
Ukrainian language, and only 595 teachers claimed competence in the
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newspaper Diktatura truda, as if to underline its insolence towards
Ukrainianisation, informed a would-be contributor that "we do not print
materials in the Ukrainian language."® As one would expect,
Ukrainianisation met with resistance from some Russified Ukrainians
and, even more decidedly, from Russians, who often felt disenfranchised
by the policy.® These Russian workers — the successors of the
Katerynoslav Bolsheviks — provided a local base of support for those

forces in Moscow who were, after 1933, inclined to reverse the policy.

Ukrainianisation was not without its successes in the Donbass.
Mykola Skrypnyk, the Ukrainian National Commissar of Education, took
a personal interest in the region's progress, wrote essays on the subject
and opened numerous Ukrainian libraries and theatres.>! In 1923
Ukrainianisation of schools was well behind other regions of the country
with only half of one percent of schools were Ukrainianised. There was
only one Ukrainian workers' school in the city of Stalino at that time.>?
But by 1929, notwithstanding chronic shortages of teachers and texts,
half of the Donbass' students were studying in Ukrainian language
schools. By 1933 a full 64 percents of students were studying in

Ukrainian language schools. In that year all elementary schools in the

language. The progress of Ukrainianisation in the Donbass was recorded
in the newspapers Diktatura truda, Kochegarka, Lugans'kaia pravda and
in the journal Prosveshenie Donbasa. See Lavriv, Istoriia, p. 117;

Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consciousness, p. 105.
49 M

9 Liber, Soviet Nationality Policy, p. 113.

31 See, for example, the following essay by Mykola Skrypnyk, "Dlia
choho potribnyi trymisiachnyk ukrains'koi kul'tury u Donbasi?," Statti i
promovy (Kharkiv: n.p., 1931), 2, 2, pp. 142-143; Lavriv, Istoriia, pp
115-17.

52 Natsional'ni vidnosyny v Ukraini, p. 131; Ibid.
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city of Kherson (South) and Makiivka (Donbass) were converted into

Ukrainian language institutions.”

Ivan Maistrenko, who was sent to Odessa to Ukrainianise its

leading newspaper, Odesskie izvestiia, recalls the city's attitudes towards

Ukrainianisation. The Ukrainianisation of education proceeded with
relative ease in the region, especially outside of the city of Odessa itself.
Maistrenko argues that former Bund members (a pre-revolutionary
Jewish Marxist party) often attempted to obstruct Ukrainianisation even
more so than the city's Russian elite. Most of the Jewish population,
however, seemed to support Ukrainianisation and even preferred to send
their children to the Ukrainian schools rather than Jewish ones. The new

editor, who changed the paper's name to Chornomors'ka komuna (The

Black Sea Commune), found that Odessans were more than happy with a
newspaper in Ukrainian, provided that it was filled with humorous
anecdotes, cartoons and material praising the city and its past glories.
The newspaper's circulation reached 130,000, surpassing that of its
Russian language predecessor. In short, as long as the material appealed
to the local identity, it did not seem to matter what language it was
published in. The only remaining Russian language newspaper was
Vechernie izvestiia. Even though Ukrainians only accounted for 17
percent of the city's population in 1926, it became a leading centre of
Ukrainian cultural and academic life, with many new libraries and

scholarly institutions established.>*

33 Lavriv, Istoriia, p. 117p. 122; Krawchenko, Social Change and
National Consciousness, p. 89; p. 135.

54 Tvan Maistrenko, Istoriia moho pokolinnia: spohady uchasnyka
revoliutsiinykh podii v Ukraini (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of

Ukrainian Studies Press, 1985), pp. 221-250; "Odessa" entry,
Encyclopedia of Ukraine, III(L-Pf), p. 654-655.
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It should be remembered, however, that Ukrainianisation's
successes were only possible in the context of a rigidly centralised and
authoritarian system. The policy may have had some social support at
the grassroots level, but it was imposed over the head of reluctant,
Russified local elites. Seventy years later, later day enthusiasts of
Ukrainianisation have come to discover that such rapid transformations

are not necessarily possible in a democracy.

As noted, Crimea was not part of the Ukrainian SSR in the 1920s,
and was therefore untouched by Ukrainianisation; there were no
Ukrainian schools established on the peninsula. Korenizatsiia
("indigenisation") in the Crimean context meant advancing the Crimean
Tatar language and culture, and inviting Crimean Tatars into the local
Soviet administration. This was done with remarkable dedication,
notwithstanding the fact that Tatars were only a minority of the
population. A vigorous campaign against illiteracy was launched, and
343 Crimean Tatar schools were built. The CrimeanTatar language was
promoted as an official language of government, alongside Russian, in
areas of compact Crimean Tatar settlement. In some cases, there was an
ethnic Russian backlash by local officials. This language policy was
something of a precedent for Crimea's current policy of having multiple
official languages. By 1927 there were an equal number of ethnic
Russians and Crimean Tatars in the Central Executive Committee of the
Crimean Republic (34 percent each).> In sum, the Soviet nationalities
policy in Crimea contributed to the modernisation of the Crimean Tatar

nation.

35 Kas'ianov, "Kryms'ka ARSR: 1920-30-ti roky," p. 77-79.
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In Ukraine, as a result of Lenin's nationalities policy, the
instinctive "us" vs. "them" identity of the new peasant migrants to the
growing cities was modernised. The long-term result of this was that this
new Ukrainian urban population became the social base for a powerful
National Communist movement, led by the Lenin disciple Mykola
Skrypnyk. This movement was increasingly perceived as a threat to the
centralisation and industrial programme which Stalin viewed as central to
his policies. Accordingly, in the view of such scholars as James Mace,
Robert Conquest and George Liber, Stalin launched a pre-emptive strike
against Ukraine's intelligentsia, and later the peasantry, to guarantee that

this threat could not materialise.>¢

The Ukrainian SSR at the end of the twenties had all of the social
prerequisites for a vibrant national independence movement —
Ukrainians dominated most of the urban centres, as well as the
countryside, and were developing a confident indigenous intelligentsia
and a modern urban culture. Admittedly, the Donbass and the cities of
the South were still weak links, but had Ukraine become sovereign then,
it had a stronger ethnic basis upon which to build a Ukrainian state then
than in 1917 or --- arguably --- as Stalin and his successors would

guarantee, than in 1991.

56 Robert Conquest, The harvest of sorrow: Soviet collectivization and the
terror-famine, (London: Hutchinson, 1986); James Mace, Communism
and the dilemmas of national liberation: national communism in Soviet
kraine, 1918-1933  (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,

1983), pp. 269-271.
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CHAPTER 3:

HISTORY AND DEMOGRAPHY SINCE THE 1930S

Had Ukraine's demographic trends contimied, and the policy of
Ukrainianisation remained unchanged, it is not unlikely that a much more
clear Ukrainian cultural and linguistic identity would have evolved the
East and South (not including Crimea). Instead, a series of traumatic and
tragic historical events derailed the development of a Ukrainian identity
in the region, without advancing a full-fledged Russian one. The
collectivisation of agriculture, the famine of 1932-33, the purging of the
Ukrainian intelligentsia, followed by the Second World War, and a
calculated post-war policy of Russification, all gradually undermined the

demographic and cultural gains of the 1920s.

Collectivisation and Famine:

In early 1929 Stalin effectively declared an end to NEP and started
his "great leap forward." Shortly thereafter, a number of Ukrainian
cultural figures were arrested on the pretext that they were part of the
fictitious Union for the Liberation of Ukraine. At the end of 1929 mass,
forced collectivisation and the "liquidation of the kulaks" began. Kulaks
were well-off peasants, although this was defined arbitrarily by those
conducting the "de-kulakisation" campaign; sometimes merely owning a
cow, or simply demonstrating opposition to forced collectivisation was
sufficient to earn this unfortunate designation. On 30 January 1930 the
Central Committee of All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks)
approved a resolution "On measures regarding the liquidation of kulak

farms in areas of complete collectivisation." Hundreds of thousands of
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kulaks were consequently deported, many of them dying on the way to

their bleak destinations.

While in the Ukrainian village, the Russian or Russian speaking
forces carrying out collectivisation may have seemed like a foreign army,
many of them were in fact from Ukraine. Of an elite group of volunteers
known as the "Twenty-Five Thousanders," 7,397 were from Ukraine,
while another 200 were from Crimea. The Donbass was the leading
recruiting centre. In a sense, the Donbass was as much a perpetrator as it

was a victim of collectivisation and famine.!

As a result of punishingly high state grain requisitions, a policy of
forcibly removing every last ounce of food from the countryside, and the
establishment of a tight cordon sanitaire around Ukraine, famine began to
grip the countryside in December of 1931. The famine only subsided by
the end of 1934. Estimates of the losses vary widely, but most place the

deaths in the range of four to seven million.>

! Lynne Viola, The Best Sons of the Fatherland: Workers in the
Vanguard of Soviet Collectivization. (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1989), pp. 38; 42; 183.

2 Major primary sources on the famine include the following:

James E. Mace and Leonid Heretz (eds.) Investigation of the Ukrainian
Famine 1932-1933: Oral History Project of the Commission on the
Ukrainian Famine. (Washington DC: United States Government Printing
Office, 1990); F.M. Rudych (ed.) Holod 1932-1933 rokiv na Ukraini:

ochyma istorykiv, movoiu dokumentiv: zbirnyk. Kiev: Politvydav
Ukrainy, 1990; H.M. Mykhailychenko, Ie. P Shatalina, (eds.),

Kolektyvizatsiia i holod na Ukraini: 1929-1933: zbirnyk dokumentiv i
materialiv. (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1992); Mezhdunarodnaia komissiia

po rassledovaniiu holoda na Ukraine 1932-1933 godov: Itogovyi otchet
1990g. (Kiev: International Commission of Inquiry into the Famine in
Ukraine, 1992); Lidiia Kovalenko, Volodymyr Maniak (eds.) 33-i:
Holod, narodna knyha-memorial. (Kiev: Radians'kyi pys'mennyk, 1991).
This book presents memoires and discussion of the famine on an oblast
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While during the famine most regions of Ukraine witnessed an
exodus, there was considerable migration of starving peasants into the
Donbass.® Indeed, even though there were also a huge number of
immigrants from Russia to Donbass industry, the proportion of
Ukrainians briefly increased. As Petro Lavriv explains, there can be
only one explanation for this: the Donbass "saved" Ukrainian villagers
fro m starvation.* Of course, not all were saved: according to one
witness, a Donbass rail worker, over half of these starving refugees "were
living out their last days and minutes" during the journey. > Another
Donbass resident recalls how, along the tracks of an express train
between Zvereve and Millerovo (towns in the Russian Donbass), "People

were lying like sheaves along this road."®

The highest death rates during the famine were in the wheat
growing regions of the country, namely Poltava, Dnipropetrovs'’k, and
Odessa, where 20-25% percent of the population perished. The cities of
Odessa, Kharkiv and Dnipropetrovs'k were flooded with starving
peasants; bodies were collected along the streets every morning.” In the
Donbass and Kharkiv, the death rates were somewhat lower, at 15-20

percent.?

by oblast basis. For Donets'k oblast see, pp. 167-210; for Odessa oblast
see pp. 371-440.
3 Holod 1932-1933, p. 77.

4 Lavriv, Istoriia pivdenno-skhidnoi Ukrainy, p. 122.
> Conquest Harvest of Sorrow, p. 248.

¢ Investigation of the Ukrainian Famine 1932-1933, Oleksii Keis, b.
1912. Case History SW52.
7 Conquest, Harvest of Sorrow, p. 249.
8 Ibid., p. 250.
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One group of naive peasants from Odessa, refusing to believe that

the "good Tsar" Stalin could have been aware of the situation in the
countryside, thought that a letter explaining their dire situation might

somehow rectify the situation:

We know that it is difficult for you to answer every one of the
probably hundreds of letters that you receive each day.
Nonetheless, we hope that as the leading builder of socialism, you
will answer some of our questions through the newspapers:

1. Why are we peasant agricultural workers, having collected so
much grain and wheat, today without anything to eat?(...)°

Ukrainian national-democrats argue that the famine was a Stalinist,
and hence a Russian conspiracy to destroy the Ukrainian nation. It is
portrayed as a "Ukrainian Holocaust"-- a decisive cataclysm which,
nonetheless, gave impetus to the nation-building idea. Yet, it seems
doubtful that in the ethnic melting-pot of the Donbass, the famine could
be regarded as a symbol of Ukrainian oppression by Russians — as an
anti-Ukrainian genocide. The fact that the a main street in central
Donets'k, adjacent to the Lenin monument, continues to carry the name
"Postyshev" — one of the four leading perpetrators of the terror-famine
— is an indication of the city's apparent hesitance to acknowledge the
historical event, let alone its alleged nation-building implications. The
author recalls pointing out the street name's implications to a middle-aged
Donets'’k woman who abruptly replied that one shouldn't believe
everything one reads in the new history textbooks, as anything could be
falsified by the nationalists in Kiev. In an interview conducted in the

1970s, another Donbass women declared that: "Everyone knew that the

® "Lyst I.V. Stalinu vid khliborobiv Odes'koho raionu pro ruinuvannia
sil's'’koho hospodarstva, holoduvannia i strakh pered represiiamy," 16
Sept. 19 1931. Re-printed in 33-i: Holod, p. 395.
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famine was imposed by the government, not by Russians against

Ukrainians."!° Indeed, the fact that in 1994 pension-aged East
Ukrainians, born at the time of the famine, would vote in large numbers
for the party that orchestrated the cataclysm, says much about the

selective nature of the Donbass' historical memory.

On 7 July 1933 Mykola Skrypnyk, the fallen leader of the
Ukrainianisers, committed suicide. That November, the official end to
Ukrainianisation was marked by a resolution of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of Ukraine, which declared that "at the present time
local Ukrainian nationalism represents the chief danger in Ukraine."!! In
the absence of a Ukrainian-oriented elite, following Stalin's purges, the
Russian-oriented group was left with a virtual monopoly over the process
of developing local identity. As noted, in the Donbass, the pro-Ukrainian

elite had been very tiny to begin with.

As George Liber argues, the famine had the effect of hastening the
process of cultural Russification, because the links of the newly
urbanised Ukrainian proletariat to the countryside were seriously
undermined. These links had formerly been an important mechanism for

maintaining Ukrainian identity:

(...)Stalin's ruthless war against the peasants in 1932-33 and
his extensive purges of the PK(b)U and the Ukrainian
intelligentsia further impoverished the Ukrainian identity
established in the 1920s. By starving millions of peasants to
death, traumatising the famine's survivors, and by purging
those who could best define and articulate this new

10 Tnvestigation of the Ukrainian Famine 1932-1933, Case History SW40,
p. 972.
I "Rezoljutsiia ob"edinennogo plenuma TsK i TsKK KP(b)U (22

noiabria 1933 g.)" Cited in Liber, Soviet Nationality Policy, p. 169.
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Ukrainian identity, these interventions left an indelible
imprint on the psychology of the new city dwellers and their
descendants.!?

In short, the famine and the annihilation of the Ukrainian intelligentsia set
back — perhaps permanently — the Ukrainian orientation which had
been officially sponsored in the 1920s. The bumpy and winding road
towards a national identity, which had briefly turned towards Ukraine,

now veered away from it again, but not necessarily towards Russia.
Stakhanovism:
While the foundations of an identity based on rural traditions was

undermined by the Stalinist state, one based on working class pride was

actively encouraged. On 11 September 1935, Pravda reported the world

record breaking feat of Donbass coal miner Aleksei Stakhanov, who, on
31 August 1935, hewed 102 tonnes of coal in 5 hours and forty-five
minutes. This represented 14.5 times the norm. Pravda reported on the
event by announcing the beginning of a new, ostensibly spontaneous

workers' movement to raise productivity:

A new and great movement has been raised up on the
shoulders of the workers of mechanised mine-faces.
Bolsheviks of the mines of the Donbass, party and non-
party, young and old, have taken a path, which will surely
bring about yet more unprecedented prosperity to the main
coal mining region of the country — we are convinced of
this! (...) Full and unconditional support of the Stakhanovite
movement! — this is now our main task.!?

12 1jber, Soviet Nationality Policy, p. 172; 183.
13 Pravda 11 September 1935, reprinted in Stranoiu vozvelichennyi
Donbass (Donets'k: Donbass, 1987.), p. 238.
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Intended primarily as a way of boosting productivity and maximising

output, Stakhanovism became an institutionalised, inefficient and
somewhat resented labour practice in the USSR.!*  Aside from its
economic implications, Stakhanovism fulfilled an important role in the
new mythology of working class identity in the Donbass. A Soviet
identity based on working class pride required a pantheon of heroes no

less than a national movement did.

A particularly stark elaboration of the Stakhanovite myth is the
painfully insipid 1951 novel Donbass, by Boris Gorbatov. The novel,

which was re-issued several times (as late as 1980), and even translated
into English, was typical of the official portrayals of Stakhanovites.
Obviously based on the exploits of Stakhanov, the novel recounts the tale
of two young coal miners, Andrei and Victor, from the "Steep Maria"

coal mine:

The daring dreams of these brave determined boys come true.
Their names become famous throughout the Donbass. Andrei and
Victor attain their heart's desire when they leave for Moscow with
a delegation of Donbass notables (...) But the most memorable day
of Andrei Voronko's sojourn in Moscow was the occasion when
the y01115ng miner was invited to the Kremlin and received by
Stalin.

The reader is assured in the preface that "The pages describing this

meeting between J.V. Stalin and the miner Voronko are the most stirring

14 For a western account of Stakhanovism, see Lewis H. Siegelbaum,
Stakhanovism and the Politics of Productivity in the USSR, 1935-1941.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988). For a Soviet account
of the movement, see V.A. Sakharov, Zarozhdenie i razvitie
stakhanovskogo dvizheniia (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo MGU, 1985).

15 Boris Gorbatov, Donbas: A Novel (Moscow: Foreign Languages
Publishing House, 1953), p. 8. It was published in Russian as "Donbass-
roman" in 1951, 1954 and 1980.
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in the book."!® The Stakhanov myth of worker loyalty and reward was

obviously officially imposed and nurtured by the Soviet state. But that
does not necessarily mean that it always failed to have some resonance
among the working class. Indeed, as Robert McNeal argues, even though
the "Tsar and Cossack” myth of Cossack loyalty was largely

manufactured by the Tsarist state, it became a part of Cossack identity.

In a sense, the Stakhanovite myth was an updated version of the
Tsar and Cossack myth: in exchange for their undying loyalty and hard
work, the Donbass workers earned a special place next to the Leader. By
depicting the Donbass as the faithful heart and soul of Soviet industrial
might, and the Donbass workers as the vanguard of the vanguard, this
helped to inculcate the region with a sense of mission and a pride in its
achievements, and to neutralise the rebellious tendencies of Donbass
workers. The city of Yuzivka even earned the honour of being renamed
"Stalino" from 1924 onwards; from 1938 on the Western portion of the
Ukrainian Donbass, which had been divided into two oblasti, was also
named Stalino.!” Perhaps Stalin instinctively realised that Donbass
workers were, at heart, no less volatile than their Cossack predecessors,
and needed to be neutralised accordingly: a workers' rebellion in the
Donbass, such the one at Kronstadt, could be fatal to his plans no less
than a rebellion of the Ukrainian peasantry. Indeed, in the final stages of
the Soviet regime, the rebellious Donbass did hasten the USSR's demise.
Meanwhile, the Stakhanovite movement helped to re-affirm the primacy
of working class identity as the primary identification. The Stakhanovite

myth was promoted by the Soviet regime until the very end of Soviet

16 M

17 Tn June of 1938 Donets'k oblast was divided into Stalino (1924-1961,
then again re-named Donets'’k ) and Voroshilovhrad (now Luhans'k)
oblasts (Donets'k oblast had been formed in June 1932.)
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rule. In Stakhanov (formerly Kadievka), a large Donbass town named

after the legendary miner in 1978, a massive monument to Stakhanov,
poised with his hydraulic pick hoisted over his shoulder, was built in

1985, on the fiftieth anniversary of the movement.

Industrialisation in the 1930s:

The first Soviet five-year plan for the development of the Soviet
economy was adopted in 1928. It envisioned the complete
transformation of the Ukrainian labour force by making all peasants and
workers into state employees. Its goal was to increase Soviet industrial
development by 250 percent and heavy industry in particular by 330
percent in five years (although it was later decided to fulfil the plan in
four years). Ukraine's primary role would be the extraction of raw
materials, while Russia would manufacture finished products. The first
two Soviet five-year plans were crucial, and largely determined the
pattern of future industrial development for the country. Industrialisation
was concentrated in the Donbass, Dnipropetrovs'k, Kharkiv and Kiev
oblasti, while relatively little attention was paid to Right Bank Ukraine.
Between 1928 and 1937, the output of Ukraine's heavy industry increased
by 5.5 times.

In the first five-year plan, Ukraine received 20 percent of overall
Soviet investment. Subsequently, this share declined as the focus became
development beyond the Urals. Stalin was intent on building an
industrial base which would be unassailable in the event of a war with
Germany. In the event, this strategy was not without its merits, given the
disastrously inept defence of the country. Notwithstanding this re-

were
orientation, thousands of new plants built in Eastern Ukraine in the
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1930s. By 1940, the industrial capacity of Ukraine was seven times that

of 1913.18

In the first 5 year plan capital investment in the Donbass declined
~ compared to the period from 1921-1928, although 58 new mines were
opened during this period. Donbass coal production steadily declined as
a proportion of the overall USSR total. In 1928 its output represented 70
percent of overall Soviet production, but by 1940 the Donbass produced
just over half of Soviet coal. Increasingly, the region focused on

supplying coal for industries in Ukraine, European Russia and Belarus.!”

Rapid industrialisation was also forced upon the Crimea.
Consequently, the iron ore extracting industry of the Kerch peninsula
became economically integrated with Donbass-Kryvyi Rih coal-
metallurgical base, and was essentially outside of the control of the
republic. Meanwhile, a massive influx of Russian and Ukrainian workers
to the peninsula further undermined the position of the indigenous Tatar
population. In 1935, only 8.8 percent of the working class was Tatar.?°
By the end of the second five-year plan, the industrial output of the
peninsula had increased 24 times since 1921.2! Odessa's economy
suffered under Soviet rule because of the decrease in foreign trade. Metal

working and machine building became more important as over 30 new

18 "Five-year Plan,"Encyclopedia of Ukraine, I(A-F), pp. 889-893; V.
Bandera and Z Melnyk (eds.), The Soviet Economy in Regional
Perspective (New York : Praeger, 1973).

19 Istoriia Ukrains koi SSR: Ukrainskaia SSR v period postroeniia i
ukrepleniia sotsialisticheskogo obshchestva (1921-1941), pp. 237-238; G.

Vakulev, Razvitie ugol'noi promyshlennosti Donets kogo basseina
(Moscow: Nauka, 1955).

20 Kas'ianov, "Kryms'ka ARSR," p. 77.
21 M
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factories were built in the 1920s and 1930s. By 1940 its industrial output

was eight times that of 1913.2

According to George Liber, the internal logic of industrialisation
also undermined the Ukrainianisation process. Industrialisation required
supervisors and workers with years of experience. Many of these had to
be imported from Russia. Moreover, cadres had to be interchangeable
within the Soviet economy; capable of being moved from one region to
another. The logic of industrialisation, hence, in part led to the "re-

Russification of cities."?

The Great Patriotic War:

In Britons, Linda Colley's excellent study of British national

identity, Colley argues that the prolonged wars against France were
decisive in creating British patriotism and hence, the "British nation."?*
The Great Patriotic War,?® perhaps even more so than the October
Revolution, played an analogous role in building Soviet patriotism, and
advancing a common identification as a "Soviet nation.” The following
pronouncement from an historical monograph on Russian and Ukrainian
"friendship and brotherhood" summarises the official view of the war's

effect on Soviet "nation building:"

22 "Odessa" entry, Encyclopedia of Ukraine, III(L-Pf), p. 654.

23 Liber, Soviet Nationality Policy, p. 171.

24 Linda Colley, Britons; Forging the Nation, 1707-1837. (London: Yale
University Press, 1992). Colley consciously uses the term "nation,"
notwithstanding the term's frequent association with a particular ethnic
group or nationality.

%5 In Soviet terminology the war between Hitler and France and Britain
was the Second World War, and the Great Patriotic War is dated from the
invasion of the USSR.
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The struggle against a common enemy more firmly tightened the
monolithic unity of Soviet people of all nationalities, and made
possible the hastening of the process of the formation of the Soviet
pesple as a new historical community of people.?®

Notwithstanding the overwrought and propagandistic language of the
declaration, there is an undeniable grain of truth to the statement.
Admittedly, many of the Soviet nationalities never developed a strong
identification with the Soviet state. Chechens, the Baltic people and
Western Ukrainians are only a few examples of groups for whom the
Soviet Union remained a foreign, occupying power. But for the
population of Eastern and Southern Ukraine, the Great Patriotic War
provided a powerful nation-building myth that was reinforced by vivid
recent memories of Soviet unity and collective heroism against a

common and undeniably brutal enemy.

Before Soviet Ukraine had had the time to recover from the
disastrous 1930s, it found itself at the epicentre of a no less disastrous
upheaval. Estimates of Ukraine's losses during the war range from just
over five to 8 million. Of these losses, roughly 600,000 were Jews, and
another 1.4 million were military personnel.?’” A generation of economic

achievements, bought at terribly high price in the 1930s, was lost.

At dawn on 22 June 1941, the day of the German invasion of the
USSR, bombs from the German Luftwaffe began to drop on Odessa. By
4 August the German army had reached the city's limits. By the 25th of

26 Druzhba i bratstvo russkogo i ukrainskogo narodov, II (Kiev: Naukova
dumka, 1982), p. 299.

27 Krawchenko. Social Change and National Consciousness, p. 153; The
Museum of the Great Patriotic War in Kiev suggested a figure of 8

million.
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that month they had already reached the Dnieper river. Four days later

Kharkiv was captured. After Sevastopol’, Odessa was the main military
naval base on the Black Sea. Stavka , the Soviet High Command,
instructed Odessa's defenders to hold the city for as long as possible, and
. brought i;bﬁlack Sea Fleet  to aid in its defence. They launched fierce
counter-attacks to break through the German encirclement, but to no
avail. The Soviet Armed Forces and the Odessan population stoutly
withheld the German siege until 16 October.?

Stavka eventually concluded that both Odessa and Crimea could
not be held, so it chose to evacuate Odessa with the hope of using its
defence forces to boost those of Crimea.?’ The official interpretation of
the defence of Odessa is that it "played a key role in undermining the
military plans of the fascists." By denying the use of the port to the
Germans, the attack to the east was delayed by two months. Sixty-two of
the city's defenders were given the Hero of the Soviet Union award. In
occupied Odessa, Soviet partisan forces undertook a bold campaign,
fortifying themselves in catacombs just outside of the city, at Usatovo.
They were led by ~ Semen Fedorovich Lazarev, the head of the local
KPU(b). Unfortunately, the invaders carried out brutal reprisals for every
German death inflicted by the partisans: 100 civilians were murdered for
every German soldier killed, and 200 civilians were murdered for every

officer killed.3°

28

Odessa i stranitsy geroicheskoi zashchity i osvobozhdeniia goroda-
geroia (Moscow: Izdatel'stvo politichnoi literatury, 1978), pp. 95-105;

Istoriia Ukrains'koi SSR, 8, (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1984), p. 54; See
also Alexander Dallin, Odessa, 1941-1944: A Case Study of Soviet
Territory Under Foreign Rule. (Santa Monica: University of California
Press, 1957.)

2 V.A. Zamlynskn  (ed). Leto 1941 - Ukraina: dokumenty, materialy,
khronika. sobytia. (Kiev: Ukraina, 1991). Document 241.

30 Ibid., p. 61-62.
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As Odessa fell, the Germans moved on the Donbass. From the
15th to the 22nd of October there was bloody street fighting in Stalino.
Thousands of miners and metallurgical workers joined the 383rd Division
which attempted to defend the Donbass.?! At the end of September the
Germans had reached the Western and South-western borders of the
Donbass. Tens of thousands of experienced miners and steel workers
evacuated to beyond the Urals, where they were put to use developing the
Kuzbass mines and the metallurgical complex at Magnetigorsk. In
accordance with the Soviet "scorched earth" policy, most of the region's

mines were flooded, and all of Ukraine's blast furnaces were destroyed.3?

The evolving ideology of Ukrainian nationalists as they moved into
Eastern Ukraine offers some insight into the popular mood of workers in
the region. Remarkably, Ukrainian nationalists were relatively active in
the Donbass during the German occupation. In part, this is because while
in Central Ukraine nationalists associated with the OUN-b (Organisation
of Ukrainian Nationalists-Bandera faction.) had come out into the open
and were immediately suppressed, in the Donbass they remained in
hiding and focused their energies on propaganda activities. This faction
of the OUN was named after Stepan Bandera, the leader of the more
fanatical faction of the organisation, which had split in 1941. There were
also a huge number of recent immigrants from other regions of Ukraine
who had escaped to the Donbass during the 1930s. It also appears that

there was significant workers' hostility to Stalinism, notwithsanding the

31 hd_
32 Istoriia rabochikh Donbassa, II, (Kiev: Akademiia Nauk Ukrainskoi
SSR, Institut Istorii, 1981), pp. 40-42.
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regime's efforts at cultivating a special relationship with the Donbass

working class.??

According to Bohdan Krawchenko, there were 500 active OUN
workers, and over 10,000 active sympathisers in the Donbass.
This, he argues, was "unquestionably more significant than the
Communist underground in the Donbass."** Soviet sources, however,
claim that there were 8,200 Soviet partisans active in the Donbass, 33
percent of whom were workers.>> John Armstrong argues that, on the
whole, Russian elites established "cultural ascendancy" in Stalino during
the German occupation; "even according to an OUN organiser active in
[the Donbass], the Ukrainians were inclined from long habit to allow the
Russian priority."3¢ In Mariupol' in the South of Stalino oblast, however,
a well organised Prosvita cultural society and Ukrainian educational
system was established, owing in large part to the dedication of a small

group of dedicated activists from the OUN-b.*’

The quasi-fascist integral nationalism of the 1930s was abandoned
by the OUN-b as more East Ukrainians joined its ranks in favour of a
vision of a socialist workers' democracy. In the Donbass the OUN

Slogan was "For a Soviet Ukraine without the Dictatorship of the

33 On the OUN in the Donbass and Southern Ukraine see John
Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism, pp. 206-209; Zinovii Matla, Pivdenna
pokhidna hrupa. (Munich: Ukrains'kyi samostiinyk, 1952); Lev
Shankovs'kyi, Pokhidni hrupy OUN (Prychynky do istorii pokhidnykh
hrup OUN na tsentral'nykh i skhidnikh zemliakh Ukrainy v 1941-43.
(Munich: Ukrains'kyi samostiinyk, 1958.); Yevhen Stakhiv,
"Natsional'no-politychne zhyttia Donbasu v 1941-1943 rr. (Na osnovi
osobystykh sposterezhen'),’ Suchasna Ukraina, 9 September 1956.

34 Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consciousness, p. 168.

33 Istoriia rabochikh Donbassa, p. 45.

36 Armstrong, Ukrainian Nationalism, p. 207.

37 Ibid., p. 208.
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Communist Party."*® The major policy statement of the OUN-b during

the Great Patriotic War (Resolution of the Third Great Assembly of the
OUN) also reflected the East Ukrainian desire for workers' rights and
workers' control over the work force. It also called for the elimination of
"Stakhanovite, socialist competition, the raising of quotas and other
forms of exploiting workers."? This suggests that — at least in the eyes
of the East Ukrainians informing the OUN-b's new ideology — there may
have been considerable resentment of Stalinism (including Stakhanovism
as a workplace practice), but that the workers nonetheless clearly

favoured some type of Soviet, workers' state.

In October of 1941 the German 11th Army and the Romanian
Mountain Corps invaded Crimea. During the campaign to conquer the
peninsula, Sevastopol' yet again earned a sanctified place in wartime
mythology, as it had during the Crimean War. From 30 October 1941 to
July 1942, the city withstood three determined attempts by the Germans
to seize the city, but was eventually captured.*® On 8 July 1942, Pravda

thus evoked the reinvigorated legend of Sevastopol's heroism:

— Stand like Sevastopolites — here is a slogan for our soldiers,
fending off attacks from a brutal foe.

— Work tirelessly like Sevastopolites — here is a slogan for the
workers and engineers of our factories.

Love your Motherland like Sevastopolites — here is a slogan for
our collective farm workers, and all those who are struggling in the

38 Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consciousness, pp. 168-69.

39 Rishennia III Nadzvychainoho velykoho Zboru OUN, in Natsional'ni
vidnosyny v Ukraini u XX st. , p. 253; On the wartime ideology of the

OUN, see Peter J. Potichnyjand Yevhen Shtendera, The Ideology of the
Ukrainian Underground, (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies, University of Alberta, 1986).

40 On the fight for Sevastopol see P. A. Morgunov, Geroicheskii
Sevastopol' (Moscow: Nauka, 1979).
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rear. This victory is doubtless; we will attain it — Sevastopol' is
our guarantee of this!*!

By 22 September 1943 the Donbass had been recaptured by Soviet
forces. Saur Mohyla, the site of one of the bloodiest battles of the
liberation campaign was transformed into an enormous war memorial

complex for the Donbass.

On 10 April 1944, Soviet troops from the 3rd Ukrainian Front
regained Odessa. From 8 April to 12 May, the Red Army re-captured
Crimea. In the aftermath of the "liberation of Crimea," the entire
Crimean Tatar nation was forcibly expelled from their homeland on
account of their alleged collective collaboration with the Germans. Only

about half of the Tatars survived the journey to Soviet Central Asia.*?

The Great Patriotic War as Soviet ''nation-building' myth:

On the twentieth anniversary of the outbreak of the war both
Odessa and Sevastopol' were declared Hero Cities, along with Kiev, thus
institutionalising the memory of these cities' wartime experiences. The
enduring importance of the Great Patriotic War in the consciousness of
East Ukrainians cannot be overstated. Above all, its historians have been
preoccupied with the Great Patriotic War. The sheer volume of historical

writing on the Great Patriotic War in the Donbass was such that two

4! Pravda, 8 July 1942. Quoted in Ibid., p. 8.

2 On the expulsion of the Crimean Tatars See M.N. Guboglo (ed.),
Krymskotatarskoe natsional’noe dvizhenie (3 vols). (Moscow:
Rossiiskaia Akademiia Nauk, Tsentr po izuche niiu mezhnatsional’nykh
otnoshenii, Instituta etnologii i antropologii im. N.N. Miklukho-Maklaia,
Medzhlis Krymskotatarskogo naroda, 1992, 1994, 1996), 1, pp. 72-93; 11,
pp. 44-46.
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lengthy bibliographical guides on the subject were produced, one in 1980,

and a further one in 1993.4

In 1995, the fiftieth anniversary of the end of the war, newspapers
throughout the South and East, had special tribute sections dedicated to
the memory of the struggle.* The Donets'’k newspaper Zhizn' had a
special feature entitled "To the 50th Anniversary of the Great Victory."
In a typical instalment of this feature, Victor Rudenko, a Donets'k writer,
writes that, "Their lives, like a vivacious river, flows before my eyes.
And I bow down on my knees before the memory of those who defended
freedom. And above all before the dead."* Such a tribute is not unlike
what one would expect to hear in the West to commemorate the war
dead. Yet, insofar as "freedom," in this context signifies the return of
Stalin's regime — which had only a decade earlier decimated the
Ukrainian peasantry and intelligentsia — this conception of freedom is
problematic, to say the least, from the point of view of Ukrainian nation-
building myths. Yet, in newspapers, and indeed in everyday
conversations, in the East and South the Soviet Vic_tory is invariably
referred to as the "Liberation.” With the exception of extreme nationalist
publications such as Banderivets' (the newspaper of the Congress of
Ukrainian Nationalists in Donets'k), this view of the war is accepted

across the political spectrum. In 1995 local politicians, such as the

43 Donbas neskorenyi: Bibliohrafichnyi pokazhchyk. (Donets'k:
Donets'ka Derzhavna oblasna Universal'na biblioteka imeni N.K.

Krups'koi, 1993.); See also V.I. Lebedev (ed.) Donetskaia oblast' v gody
Velikoi Otechestvennoi Voiny (1941-1945 gg.) Sbornik dokumentov i
materialov (Donets'k: "Donbas", 1980).

4 In the Odessa newspaper Yug, the feature was called "K 50-letiiu
pobedy nad fashistskoi Germaniei." In the Donets'k newspaper Vzgliad
(the newspaper of the pro-reform Liberal Party of Ukraine) the feature
was called "K 50-letiiu Pobedy."

45 Viktor Rudenko, Zhizn', 32, 1 March 1995, p. 5.
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Donets'’k Governor Volodymyr Shcherban' took great care to demonstrate

their respect for the Soviet victory. Shcherban', the oblast governor, for
example, appeared with veterans on the cover of a local newspaper,
promising to refurbish the Saur Mohyla war complex.*®
it

In the case of Sevastopol',\{s clear that for many pride in the
victory is firmly linked to loyalty to the Soviet regime, and not to its
successor states. Sevastopol' war veterans were adamant that, during the
parade commemorating the fiftieth anniversary of the end of the Great
Patriotic War, only Soviet flags and insignia should be displayed; they
were firmly opposed to the display of either the Ukrainian or the Russian
state flags.*’ As onewould expect, Communist publications in Ukraine
pay particular attention to the Great Patriotic war as a symbol of Soviet

unity and identity.*3

Even the Kiev authorities have been hesitant to offend the
sensibilities of Eastern Ukrainians by tampering with such a sensitive and
delicate issue. In a 1995 speech, given on the eve of the war's
anniversary celebrations, President Kuchma made clear his disdain for
the "national-patriotic" view of the war as a struggle between two

tyrannies:

I am angry to note that national-patriots are using the 50th
anniversary of the Great Patriotic War as an occasion to launch a
frontal attack on the historical memory of several generations, for
this leads to the contrary effect, because the national-patriotic idea

46 "\ Shcherban vstretilsia s veteranamu,” Zhizn', 25 February 1995, 30,
p. 1.

47 "Komu komandovat’ paradom?” Slava Sevastopolia, 240, 16
December 1994.

48 See, for example, Stepan Savon, "Navichno v pam'iati narodnii, "
Komunist, 10(51) March 1995, p. 6.
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merely discredits itself in doing so. This group is trying, in one
stroke, to impose upon society its conception of the development
of events and its estimation of the Great Patriotic War, while not
concerning themselves with anyone.*

In short, one of the great, defining myths of the "Soviet people" is,
apparently, untouchable, even by the leader of a republic which, by

definition, exists in opposition to the Soviet idea.

Major Demographic Developments in Southern and Eastern

Ukraine:

There are five key trends that characterise Eastern and Southern
Ukraine's twentieth century demographic development. The first of these
is the rise in the number and proportion of ethnic Russians. Second,
there was a marked decline of Ukrainian native language affiliation
among Ukrainians in the region. Third, there has been a significant
migration of Russians and also Ukrainians from other regions of Ukraine
into the East and South. The fourth key development was the dramatic
urbanisation of the region. All of these forces have helped to maintain
the region's multi-ethnic mosaic. The nature of this mosaic will be
discussed as well. Finally, there has been a dramatic rise in inter-ethnic
marriage in the region. These developments will be dealt with in turn
here; the question of intermarriage, a particularly complex and important

issue, will be considered in the chapter that follows.

Proportion of Russians and Ukrainians:

49 Quoted in M.V. Koval', "Druha Svitova i Velyka Vitchyzniana Viiny ta
s'ohodnennia," Ukrains'kyi istorychyni zhurnal, 3, 1995, pp. 3-22.p. 17.
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As will be elaborated more fully in the chapter that follows, strict

census categories only provide part of the picture of ethnic processes in
Ukraine: the identities of many individuals . falfs outside of
these categories. Nonetheless, an examination 6f the trends of these
categories illustrates some rather dramatic changes in the twentieth
century. The demographic vitality which characterised the Ukrainian
nation in the 19th century and the first part of the twentieth, was not
maintained from the 1930s on. Between 1926 and 1939 the number of
Ukrainians in Ukraine as a whole rose by a mere 2 percent while during
the same period the number of Russians in Ukraine rose by 57 percent.
Undoubtedly the processes of de-kulakisation, collectivisation and
artificial famine took a heavy toll on ethnic Ukrainian demographic

dominance.

The growing Russian population was largely concentrated in
Eastern and Southern Ukraine. Between 1939 and 1959 the number of
Russians in Central and Eastern Ukraine increased by 60 percent; during
the same period the number of Ukrainians increased by only 9 percent .
In the next period, from 1959 to 1989 the percentage of Ukrainians in the
country as a whole declined from 76.8 to 72.7 percent.>! In the East and

South the Ukrainian proportion of the population decreased by 5-6

50 Roman Sporzluk, "Urbanization in Ukraine since the Second World
War," in Ivan L. Rudnytsky (ed.), Rethinking Ukrainian History
(Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of
Alberta, 1981), p. 181.

31'S. O. Tsapok, "Deiaki tendentsii etnodemohrafichnoho rozvytku
Ukrainy," in L. A. Pyrih (ed.) Demohrafichna sytuatsiia v Ukraini:
Materialy naukovoi konferentsii (Zhovten' 1993 r.. m. Kyiv) U tr'okh
chastynakh. Chastyna I, Vitvorennia naselennia ta demohrafichna
polityka, (Kiev: Komisiia verkhovnoi rady Ukrainy z pytan' zdorov"ia
liudyny, Vidilennia ekonomiky Akademii Nauk Ukrainy, Ministerstvo
okhorony zdorov"ia Ukrainy, 1993), p. 45-47.
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percent. Figure 3.1a illustrates the rise of the Russian population in the

Donbass from 1926-1989. In 1926 Russians accounted for a quarter of
the population; by 1989 they accounted for a full 44 percent. Meanwhile,
during the same period, Ukrainians declined from 65 percent of the
population to just over half. The proportion of members of other
nationalities declined by roughly five percent. In the South as a whole,
including Crimea, the Russian portion of the population nearly doubled
from 1926-1989, having grown from 21 percent to 38 percent.{See
Figure 3.1b} This was apparently not at the expense of the Ukrainian
population, the overall proportion of which remained extraordinary stable
in the South. Rather, the Russian increase coincided with a sharp drop in
the portion of the minority population — especially Jews and Crimean
Tatars. By 1989 these minorities accounted for a mere 10 percent of the

population in the South.
Ukrainian native language affiliation:

As with artificially strict census categories, language categories do
not necessarily describe the full picture.>? If one listens to the
pronouncements of Donbass deputies in the Ukrainian parliament, or of
Donbass trade union representatives, one is immediately struck by the
fact that they are usually speaking a patois which is neither Russian nor
Ukrainian, but a curious hybrid of the two. This utterly marginal
linguistic phenomenon, popularly known as surzhik , breaks the rules of
grammar of both languages, and is on the whole more prevalent among

less educated members of society. There are many different variants of

52 For an in-depth examination of the language question in twentieth-
century Ukraine, see Dominique Arel, Language and the Politics of
Ethnicity: The Case of Ukraine. PhD, University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champagne, 1993
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surzhik; it is more of a linguistic phenomenon rather than a well-defined

dialect. This linguistic situation, in fact, was a considerable source of
frustration for teachers of both languages in the Donbass.’® Yet, while
surzhik may cause the Russian or Ukrainian language instructor to
cringe, it is in a fact a powerful indication of underlying ethnic processes
in the Donbass. In Odessa, there is in fact considerable pride in the local
dialect, with its occasional Yiddish and other multinational-national
influences. To the Odessan, it is an living indication of the city's

cosmopolitan identity.

In many demographic studies of Ukraine written in the 1970s and
1980s, changes in native language affiliation among Ukrainians were
carefully scrutinised, as such a change was regarded as a key indication
of changes in national identity. This preponderant focus on native
language affiliation was, as Krawchenko himself argues, dictated partly
out of necessity, as there were few other sources upon which to base an
analysis.>* For example, Bohdan Krawchenko, in a table entitled
"National Identity Data" uses the term "Russified" to describe ethnic
Ukrainians who listed Russian as their native language, while Roman
Szporluk uses the term "assimilated" in his work.>> The use of such
terminology overstates the matter. Language is certainly an important

ethnic marker — in the Ukrainian case especially — but it is only one of

33 G.D Basova, I.V. Borysiuk, et. al., Ukrainsko-russkoe dvuizaychie:
Sotsiologicheskii aspekt (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1988), pp. 6-7; pp. 59-
73; See also Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consciousness, p.
79.

34 Krawchenko, Social Change and National Conciousnes, p. 188.

55 See Bohdan Krawchenko, "Ethno-Demographic Trends in Ukraine in
the 1970s," in Krawchenko (ed.), Ukraine After Shelest (Edmonton:
Ukrainian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of Alberta, 1983), p.
111; Roman Szporluk, "Urbanization in Ukraine since the Second World
War," pp. 189-196.
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many such markers and sources of ethnic identity. Yet, an individual's

sense of national identity is a totality of subjective psychological
attachments which may encompass everything from a sense of "blood
ties," a distinct historical memory, or identification with various myths.
It should be noted, however, that after 1959 the census category "native
language" (ridna mova, rodnoi iazyk) did not necessarily correspond to
the actual language spoken by an individual. Respondents were asked to
provide "the name of the language which the subject himself regards as
his native language." This could have been interpreted by the respondent
as, "language of my people", or "forefathers," etc. In this sense, for some
respondents it may have been interpreted as a roundabout way of asking
their national identity.’® Also, as will be discussed below, for some
workers and dissidents — even in the Donbass — language and national

identity were sometimes equated.

As is the case with census categories, even though they may paint
only part of the picture, some important trends can be gleaned from
examining these admittedly over-simplified categories. One of these
trends is a fairly rapid post-war decline in the portion of Ukrainians who
considered Ukrainian their native language. From 1959 to 1989 the
number of Ukrainians who regarded Russian as their native language
increased from 2.1 million to 4.6 million persons. Russophone
Ukrainians made up 6.5 percent of the Ukrainian population in 1959, and
12 percent of the population in 1989. As Figure 3.2 illustrates,
Ukrainian native language affiliation in the Donbass declined at an
especially rapid rate as compared to other regions in the country, falling
from over 80 percent in 1959 to just over 60 percent in 1989. The decline

in the South was somewhat less dramatic, falling from 87 percent to 76

36 Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consiousness, p. 193.
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percent. As the figure underscores, Ukrainian language affiliation in the

West remained perfectly stable, while in all of the other regions it

declined to varying degrees.

The decline of the Ukrainian native language affiliation was
accompanied, and certainly hastened by a decline in Ukrainian language
instruction in the region's schools. This was in part a direct result of
Nikita Khrushchev's educational policies. In 1958, Khrushchev pushed
through a series of reforms which made Ukrainian an optional subject of
instruction, and encouraged parents to send their children to Russian
language schools.’” From then on the number of students studying in
schools where Ukrainian was the language of instruction gradually
dropped so that, by 1991, only 49 percent of children in Ukraine studied
in such schools.’® The situation in the East and South was, of course, far
more grave for Ukrainian language instruction than in the rest of the
country. In 1945 64 percent of all schools in the Donets'k oblast operated
Ukrainian. The last Ukrainian language schools in the city of Donets’k,
Horlivka, Artemivs'k, Zhdanov, Druzhkivtsi, Kostiantynivtsi were closed
in the 1960s.>® The situation in Ukrainian institutions of higher education
was no more promising. At the University of Odessa in 1965, Ukrainian
students made up 55 percent of student body. Yet only 53 of 537

lecturers — 10 percent— lectured in Ukrainian.%

Migration processes:

57 See Ibid., pp. 231-237.

58 §.A. Makarchuk, Etnohrafiia Ukrainy, (L'viv: Svit, 1994), p. 115.

5 Lavriv, Istoriia pivdenno-skhidnoi Ukrainy, p. 126.

60 Boris Lewytzkyj, Politics and Society in Soviet Ukraine (Edmonton:
Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1984), p. 101.
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Between 1959-1970 there was a positive balance of immigration of

582,000 immigrants to the Southern regions of Ukraine, which
represented a gain of 10 percent of the average population of the region
during these years. At the same time, there was a positive balance of
migration of 395 thousand to the Donbass-Dnieper region which
represented 2 percent of the average population of the region. Ukraine as
a whole had a positive balance of only .82 percent of its population
during this years; the Western region in fact had a negative balance of 3

percent of its average population in these years.!

The 1970 census provided very limited data on migration patterns.
It asked respondents whether they had lived at their current address for
less than two years, and if not, list where they had lived previously. It
found that 13.8 million persons had changed their place of residence in
the two years prior to the survey. Just under 600,000 immigrants had
arrived from outside Ukraine during these two years alone, 428,000 of
whom had come from Russia. Just over half of these migrants (51.2

percent) had settled in the Donbass and Southern regions.®2

A more precise indication of the overall levels of migration to
Ukraine in the post-war period was provided by the 1989 census data on
place of birth. This data, summarised in Figure 3.3, shows that, as one
would expect, Crimea has the largest proportion of residents born outside

of the then current borders of Ukraine (35 percent).%® Just under half of

61 "Prirost naselenia za schet migratsii po ekonomicheskim raionam
SSSR za period 1959-70", Dinamika naseleniia SSSR 1960-1980 gg.
(Moscow: Finansy i statistika, 1985). Table 1.20, p. 25.

62 Krawchenko, Social Change and National Consiousness, p. 175.
63 On post-war immigration to rural areas of Crimea, see M. M.
Maksymenko, "Pereselennia v Krym sil's'’koho naselennia z inshykh
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all ethnic Russians born in Crimea were not born on the peninsula; 37

percent were born in Russia proper, the rest in other Soviet republics.
The regions with the next highest number of persons born outside of
Ukraine were the Donbass, where just over twenty percent were born
outside of the republic. The region with the lowest proportion of migrants
was Transcarpathia, where a mere 8 percent of the inhabitants of the
region where born outside of that region. In other regions, such as
Vinnytsia, Volynia, Zhitomir, Ivano-Frankivs'k, Ternopil',
Khmel'nyts'kyi, Chernihiv and Chernivtsi oblasti, migrants made up from

12-15 percent of the total population.®

Urbanisation :

Prior to W.W.II Ukrainians were in a minority in the towns and
cities of their republic; they made up only 41.3 percent of urban
population in 1926 Soviet census (not including Polish occupied Western
Ukraine).% A major study of national identity in Yugoslavia found that
urban dwellers were far more likely to identify as "Yugoslav" on the
census than as members of one of the titular nationalities of the republic
(i.e., Serb, Croat). It has long been acknowledged by sociologists that
urbanisation tends to instil a population with more cosmopolitan

outlooks.®® While Bohdan Krawchenko would argue that urbanisation

raioniv SRSR (1944-1960 rr.), Ukrains'kyi istorychnyi zhurnal, 1990, 11,
pp- 52-58.

4 O0.M. Hladun, "Vplyv mihratsiinykh protsesiv na formuvannia
naselennia Ukrainy," in Demohrafichna sytuatsiia v Ukraini, pp. 101-102.
65 Roman Szporluk, "Urbanization in Ukraine since the Second World
War," in Ivan L. Rudnytsky (ed.), Rethinking Ukrainian history
(Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, University of
Alberta, 1981), pp. 180-201.

% Dusko Sekulic, Randy Hodson and Garth Massey, "Who Were the
Yugoslavs? Failed Sources of a Common Identity in the Former
Yugoslavia," American Sociological Review, 59, 1994, p. 85.
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and other types of modernisation promoted national identity in Ukraine as

a whole, this was not necessarily the case in the Donbass. The high levels
of urbanisation in the Donbass, which were established very early in the
century, have created unique conditions for the development of a
cosmopolitan and non-ethnically based identity. The fact that the
historical memory of many Donbass residents is linked to generations of
urban existence further inhibits the region's identification with a strict
Ukrainian ethnic identity. This is because, as noted, the Ukrainian
national idea is firmly linked to idealised images of the Ukrainian

peasantry, and the idea of a shared, peasant ancestry.®’

Prior to the revolution there were officially only four cities in the
Donbass, by post-war period there were 26; as of 1992 there were 87
cities and 243 smaller urban settlements. By 1989, there were 13 cities
with over 100,000 inhabitants in the Donets'k oblast, including such large
cities as Mariupol' (537,000) Makiivka (475,000), and Horlivka
(363,000).58

As Figure3.4 illustrates, as early as 1939, 78 percent of Donets'k
oblast residents were urban, which was more than twice the average for
the Ukrainian Soviet republic as a whole. As the table illustrates, from
the 1960s onward, there was relatively moderate urbanisation growth in
Donbass, although by that point the region was already far more
advanced that other parts of Ukraine. By 1994 Donets'’k was 90.5
percent urban, while Luhans'k was 87 percent urban. This was at roughly

twice the level of the Western oblasti of Ternopil' (43 percent) or

67 On "peasantness" as a Ukrainian nation-building myth see Alexander

J. Motyl, Dilemmas of Independence: Ukraine After Totalitarianism
(New York: Council on Foreign Relations Press, 1993), pp. 84-85.

68 Sotsial'no-ekonomichna heohrafiia Ukrainy, pp. 534-536.
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Ivano-Frankivs'k (44 percent). Southern Ukraine's major oblast have a

level of urbanisation between these two extremes, with Odessa and
Mykolaiv both at 66 percent.® Urbanisation has the effect of hastening
such developments as linguistic Russification, while also forming closer
bonds between ethnic groups through such mechanisms as intermarriage.
Moreover, insofar as Ukrainian identity is so firmly rooted in the
countryside, such high levels of urbanisation tends to alienate Donbass
Ukrainians from their ethnic roots. As a leading Ukrainian ethnographer,
Vsevolod Naulko puts it, the village is the "home of our nation, the

source of its genetic vitality, culture and spirituality."”°

The Ethnic Mosaic:

The East and South have retained their historically high levels of
ethnic diversity. While Crimea may have a high number of ethnic
Russians, Odessa still has the most ethnically diverse population. The
Soviet ethnographer B.M. Ekkel' developed a valuable tool for analysing
the degree of ethnic diversity of a given region, a so called "Ethnic
Mosaic Index "(Indeks etnicheskoi mozaichnosti). ' The index measures

the extent to which a region represents an ethnic mosaic, that is, a

69 "Dolia mis'koho naselennia v zahal'nii chysel'nosti naselennia po
Respublitsi Krym ta oblastiakh", Naselennia Ukrainy 1993:
Demografichnii shchorichnyk (Kiev: Ministerstvo statystyky, 1994), p.
10.

70 Vsevolod Naulko, "Selo na nashii Ukraini: Suchasnyi stan, problemy,
tryvohy (Etnohrafichnyi narys), Narodna tvorchist' ta etnohrafiia, 1992,
4, pp. 3-12.

"1 B.M. Ekkel', "Opredelenia indeksa mozaichnosti natsional'nogo
sostava respublik, kraev, oblastei SSSR" Sovetskaia etnografiia, " 1976,
2, pp- 33-39.
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mixture of a wide number of ethnic groups.”> According to calculations

of this index in Eastern and Southern Ukraine, Odessa oblast has the
highest level of ethnic diversity, although it has declined somewhat since
1959 {See Figure 3.5}. The next most ethnically diverse regions are
Donets'k, Luhans'k Kharkiv and Crimea. Crimea has apparently become
much more ethnically diverse from 1959-1989, while the Donbass' ethnic
heterogeneity has remained at roughly the same level during this time.
As the graph illustrates, the index of diversity has been most volatile in
Crimea. Since the data begins with 1959, this does not reflect the mass
deportation of Crimean Tatars, which of course dramatically altered the
ethnic mosaic in Crimea. Nor does the 1989 data used include the large
numbers of Crimean Tatars who have subsequently returned to Crimea.
It may be supposed, therefore, that Crimea's index has changed again,
and is now probably very close to that of Donets'’k.”> The other major
oblasti of Southern Ukraine, Kherson and Mykolaiv, are ethnically far
more homogenous than Odessa or the Donbass oblasti, although they

have become significantly more diverse since the 1950s. As with most

72 The index of the ethnic mosaic is calculated on the basis of the
following formula:
n

P =1-2(pj?

i=1

Where P; is the index of ; region; n is the number of nationalities in a
given region; p is the percentage of a given nationality in; region. V.V.
Sazhin provides the following illustration of the formula. If in a given
region there were 60% Ukrainians, 20 percent Russians, 10 percent
Moldovans, 5 percent Bulgarians and 5 percent Jews, the Mosaic Index
would be calculated as follows:

P = 1- [(.6)2+(0.2)2+ (0.1) 2+ (0.05)2+(0.05) 2= .585.
3 See A. I. Kliachin, "Dinamika etnicheskikh sistem rasseleniia v Krymu
(v sviazi s problemoi vozZfashcheniia krymskikh tatar)," Etnograficheskoe
obozrenie, 2, 1992, pp. 23-35.
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demographic phenomena graphed in this study, a typical West Ukrainian

oblast (in this case Ivano-Frankivs'k) stands in sharp contrast to the
oblasti of the South and East; Ivano-Frankivs'k has been consistently far
more ethnically homogenous than the other regions illustrated. In short,
the "internationalism" of Eastern and Southern Ukraine was more than a
myth nurtured by the Soviet state: it had a solid, measurable basis in the

distribution of minorities throughout the region.

The East Ukrainian Reaction to ''Russification'':

To some Donbass Ukrainians, the post-war nationalities policy of
the Soviet state in region appeared as a clear-cut policy of Russification.
Ivan Dziuba and Oleksii Tykhyi, the oblast's most famous dissidents,
risked their careers and lives in the name of an anti-Russification crusade.
Tykhyi eventually died in a Soviet prison camp for his stubborn criticism
of Russification in his native Donbass. Both Dziuba and Tykhyi claimed
to be loyal disciples of Lenin, and regularly contrasted current practice
with Leninist theory. On the whole, there were relatively few dissidents
from the Donbass. Of 749 dissidents listed by Krawchenko, a mere 7

were from Donets'k oblast.”

Dziuba, who was born and raised in the Donbass, was probably the
most famous critic of the Soviet nationalities policy. According to the
recollections of Anatolii Tymofeiovich Henenko, a former schoolmate of
the future dissident, when the young Dziuba began his studies in |

Donets'k, he was as a very rustic Ukrainian peasant boy. Although

74 Kenneth Farmer, Ukrainian Nationalism in the Post-Stalin Era: Myth,
Symbols and Ideology in Soviet Nationalities Policy. (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1980), p. 69 ; Bohdan Krawchenko, Social Change and
National Consciousness, p. 251.
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clearly a very bright lad, he was mocked by his fellow, Russian-speaking

students for his peasant ways."

Dziuba's Internationalism or Russification?’s, first published in
1968, was widely hailed as an important dissident work on the question
of Russification in the Soviet Union. When he wrote this work Dziuba
was still an ardent supporter of the principles of Marxism-Leninism;
indeed his main argument is that the national policy of Stalin and his
successors in Ukraine represented a "Great power chauvinist" deviation
from the policy of Lenin, whom Dziuba paints as a hero and champion of

Ukrainian culture.

According to Dziuba, there was a "very considerable stratum of the
Russian petty bourgeoisie” which, rather than being a carrier of
communist internationalism, was instead the "spiritual heir of ten
generations of colonisers.” Rather than behaving as friendly guests in
Ukraine, these Russians regard themselves as masters of the situation and
look upon Ukrainian culture only with scorn and contempt. In sum,
"[t]his stratum of the Russian petty bourgeoisie ... is a powerful,
constantly active, politically reactionary, culturally and morally
degrading factor, which does much to poison the cause of friendship of
nations in the USSR"7" Furthermore, adds Dziuba, this stratum of the
population was semi-officially considered to be a "true carrier of correct
ideas" and a "reliable prop" for the regime, as a counterbalance to the

local Ukrainian population.

75 Author's discussions with A.T. and N.D. Henenko, August 1996.

76 Tyvan Dziuba, Internationalism or Russification?: A Study in the Soviet
Nationalities Problem (New York : Monad Press, 1974).

77 Ibid, pp.62-63.
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In effect Dziuba was noting — in suitably Leninist jargon — the

existence of a local Russian elite which had no interest in
Ukrainianisation, never had, and never will have. Certainly, the post-
Soviet history of the Donbass, like the region's history in the 1920s,
confirms that there is indeed a segment of the local elite that is inclined to

resist Ukrainianisation as long as possible.

Dziuba argues that the changed nationality policy in the post-Stalin
era confused Ukrainian workers, who were no longer sure whether
Ukrainian culture was to be preserved or discarded. Of particular interest
is a letter, reprinted by Dziuba, written by two Ukrainian coal miners

from the Donbass, and directed to the editors of Pravda. In the letter the

miners began by pointing out that, according to Marxism-Leninism,

In the future there will be a single common language on
earth and there will be no national divisions. So perhaps, the
Ukrainian people will be the first to lose its language and
other national characteristics... If the time for the final
Russification of the Ukrainian people has come, we should
actively work in that direction. If not, we should adopt
decisive measures to support the development of the
Ukrainian language. It seems to us that both courses will
receive the support of the people.”

Interestingly, the miners argue that someone who cannot speak Ukrainian
should not have the right to call themselves Ukrainian, which attests to
some acceptance of a purely linguistic basis for a Ukrainian identity. In
addition, the miners found that "there were almost no contemporary
(Ukrainian) national achievements to be proud of," which suggests a
further psychological impetus to Russification. Roman Solchanyk aptly

summarises the Soviet interpretation of history as the idea that "Ukraine

78 Ibid, pp. 190-192.
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and Ukrainians emerged on the face of the earth for one reason and one

reason only: to be "reunited" with Russia and Russians."” Ukrainian
leaders were, on the whole, great insofar as they contributed to this lofty
goal .8 In general, the miners were confused by the Soviet government's
policy which, while not officially sanctioning the elimination of
Ukrainian culture or advocating Russification, seemed to be hastening the
process nonetheless. It is worth noting that in October of 1992 Ivan

Dziuba became Minister of Culture of Ukraine.

Oleksii Tykhyi, a country school teacher from the Donbass, was
utterly preoccupied with what he perceived was a conscious plot to de-
nationalise Ukrainians in the Donbass. In the late 1960s and early 1970s,
in small towns such as Mala Illinivka (city of Artemivs’k) where only
between 2-5 percent of the population were non-Ukrainian, the primary
schools switched over to the Russian language, although neither the
students nor the teachers could speak Russian. According to Tykhyi the
problem was twofold: on the one hand, parents were attracted to the
greater social prestige of the Russian language, and thus wanted their
children to study in Russian, and, on the other hand, official pressure to

promote "internationalism."$!

" Roman Solchanyk, "Politics and the National Question in the Post-
Shelest Period," in Krawchenko (ed.) Ukraine After Shelest, p. 17.

80 Kenneth Farmer, Ukrainian Nationalism, p. 69.

81 Oleksyi Tykhyi, Rozdumy: zbirnyk stattei, dokumentiv, spohadiv.
(Toronto: Smoloskyp Publishers, 1982.), p. 16. For a transcript of
Tykhyi's trial for anti-Soviet agitation, see Lesya Verba and Bohdan
Yasen (eds), The Human Rights Movement in Ukraine: Documents of the
Ukrainian Helsinki Group, 1976-1980. Smoloskyp Publishers, Toronto
1980, p. 240.
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In one of his typically emotional articles, entitled "Reflections on

the Ukrainian language and culture in the Donets'k oblast, Tykhyi
protests that:

Today the Ukrainian language in the Donets'k oblast is
secondary, low, non-compulsory for instruction, doomed
to disappear. Yet you still hear it on the radio, on the
television, in movie magazines, and drinking songs.

This generation studies Ukrainian in schools, knows it,
but only does not speak it, for hardly anyone (perhaps
one in a hundred) has not studied it and does not know it.
But what about in twenty or thirty years? What will
become of today's children, who from their prams hear
only surzhik or Russian, and study Ukrainian as a foreign
language? When it comes time to declare their
nationality at census time, will our children and
grandchildren sign themselves up thus: "Nationality —
Soviet of Ukrainian origins. Language — Donbasskii?"%?

Tykhyi's projection was not entirely off the mark, for the Soviet
nationalities policy, for better or for worse, did indeed encourage
identification as "Soviet, of Ukrainian origins." As noted, however, this
process of forming the new Soviet person was powerfully aided by the

demographic processes described above.

Politics and Regional Elites in the Post-War Period:

Perhaps the most important political event in Ukraine in the post-
war period was one which, at the time, may have seemed purely
symbolic. Forty years later, however, the 1954 transfer of the Crimea to
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic's jurisdiction had very tangible
political consequences. The standard interpretation of the transfer of

Crimea to Ukrainian jurisdiction, accepted by Russian and Western

32 Tbid, p. 18.
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journalists and scholars alike, is that the peninsular was a "sentimental

gesture" or gift to Ukraine by Nikita Khrushchev.3® According to this
interpretation, the transfer was an arbitrary whim that had little reference
to the actual needs, political, economic or otherwise, of the Crimean
population. By contrast, most Ukrainian scholars and journalists view the
transfer as a rational and legally binding decision that was necessitated by
practical economic considerations. They point out that in the post-war
period Crimea was depopulated and that its economy was in tatters. This
was especially the case for Crimean agriculture. The reconstruction of
Crimea’s infrastructure was made possible with an influx of Ukrainian
engineers, while agriculture was revived - thanks to an influx of
Ukrainian settlers. Most importantly, Crimea was utterly dependent upon
water from Southern Ukraine. Ukrainian scholars also argue that
Khrushchev, who was at the time embroiled in a power struggle, had little
to do with the transfer and had in fact distanced himself from the whole
matter because of its potential to become a political liability.®* The
matter was first discussed at RSFSR Council of Ministers, then the
Presidium of the RSFSR Supreme Soviet. The actual decree which
transferred Crimea to Ukraine's jurisdiction sited the "communality of the

economic and cultural ties” as the basis of the decision.?’

83 See, for example, "James Meek, "A Fateful Peninsula Put In the
Balance By Khrushchev's Sentimental Gesture," The Guardian (25 May
1994), p. 11; Matthew Campbell, "Crisis Looms Over Crimean Vote to
'Return to Russia,' The Sunday Times (6 February 1994), pp. 14-15.

84 See, for example, Vasyl' Chumak, "Kryms'ka karta," Polityka i chas,
(September 1994), 9, pp. 44; Volodymyr Butkevych, "Crimea and the
truth behind Khrushchev’s 'Gift'", ABN Correspondence, 1, 1993, pp. 37
- 45.

85 Vedomosti Verkhovnogo Soveta Soiuza Sovetskykh
Sotsialisticheskikh Respublik, 1954, 4, p. 147.
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The death of Stalin in the previous year, 1953, and the rise of

Nikita Khrushchev revived the self-confidence of Ukrainian party
organisation. It increasingly lobbied for Ukrainian interests, demanded a
bigger say in economic affairs and fought for a greater role in the USSR's

overall governance.

Ukrainian writers, including Dziuba, began to demand a return to
the creative freedoms of the 1920s and a revived and central role of the
Ukrainian language and culture. In 1963, thee was a minor backlash
against the liberal cultural policies of the early 1960s, but it was not until
1970 that a full-fledged reaction began.’® The drive for greater local
control of Ukrainian affairs was especially in evidence after 1963, when
Petro Shelest became the First Secretary of the CPU. Shelest, who was a
fairly hard-line Communist in many respects, sought greater control for
Kiev over the Ukrainian economy, and even renewed protection for the

Ukrainian language.®’

In May of 1972, however, Shelest was removed from his post and
replaced by a particularly hard-line Brezhnev crony, Volodymyr
Shcherbyts’kyi. Shcherbyts'kyi oversaw a very thorough purge of
Shelest's supporters and a generalised crackdown on all but the most
orthodox manifestations of Ukrainian culture.3® He was the embodiment
of the loyal Soviet non-Russian official. His very first major speech,

laden with obsequious praise for the Great Russian nation "who justly

8 See Miroslav Shkandrij, "Literary Politics and Literary Debates in
Ukraine 1971-1981," in Bohdan Krawchenko (ed.), Ukraine After
Shelest, pp. 55-57.

87 On Shelest's career see see Boris Lewytzkyj, Politics and Society in
Soviet Ukraine:, 1953-1980, pp. 92-146.

8 On the first years of the Shcherbyts'kyi period see Ibid., pp. 147-166;
see also Bohdan Krawchenko (ed.), Ukraine After Shelest.
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deserve the sincere and great gratitude of all the fraternal peoples,"

exemplified his attitude.¥® Shcherbyts'’kyi managed to remain in power
until late 1989; his continued rule was in fact one of the major obstacles

to the rise of a national-democratic movement in Ukraine.

Certain regions in Ukraine and Russia became increasingly
autonomous during the Brezhnev era, and gained the political authority to
advance their local economic interests.”® Without a doubt, the most
powerful region in Ukraine — a situation which has not changed to this
day was Dnipropetrovs'k, which produced a disproportionate number of
leading Soviet political figures. Leonid Brezhnev himself was from
Dnipropetrovs'k, and an important part of the city's rise to pre-eminence
as training ground for the Ukrainian and Kremlin elite may be traced to
this fact. From 1953 to 1980, 49 former Dnipropetrovs'k officials were
appointed to positions of leading authority in the all-Union and
republican governments. Indeed the dominance of Brezhnev's so-called
"Dnipropetrovs'’k Mafia" was so noticeable that, according to a common
Soviet joke, Russian history was divided into the following epochs:
dopetrovsskii , poslepetrovskii and Dnepropetrovs'kii” (Pre-Petrine,
Post-Petrine and Dnipropetrovs'k). Aside from Brezhnev, the head of the
Ukrainian Soviet republic, Volodymyr Shcherbyts'’kyi, was also from
Dnipropetrovs'k. The then first secretary of the Donets'k oblast

committee, 1.V. Degtiarev, was one of his close associates.’!

8 Boris Lewytzkyj, Politics and Society in Soviet Ukraine, pp. 149-150.
%0 Joel C. Moses, "Regionalism in Soviet Politics: Continuity as a Source

of Change, 1952-1982," Soviet Studies, 1985 37(2), pp. 184-211. For an
earlier, in-depth look at the Dnipropetrovs'k group see John A.
Armstrong, The Soviet Bureaucratic Elite, (London: McMillan, 1959).

1 Politics and Society in Soviet Ukraine, p. 148.
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In contrast, a mere 12 former Odessa officials, and only 4 Odessa

natives reached leading positions in the government. In comparison with
Dnipropetrovs'k and Kharkiv, Odessa was almost completely without
influence. That outsiders were regularly appointed to the leading
positions of power in Odessa, is a prime indication of its relative

impotence.”?

The economic and political elite of the Donbass was certainly
influential, but it certainly did not match the influence of the
Dnipropetrovs'k group. In 1940 Ukraine still accounted for 56 percent of
overall Soviet coal production, but by 1978 its share had dropped to a
mere 22 percent. The limits of rational exploitation of the region's coal
resources were being stretched by the mid-1970s; its production peaked
in 1976 at 218.2 million tonnes. It failed to recover in the post-Soviet
period and has in fact declined further {The decline of the Region's
industry will be discussed in greater depth in Chapters 5 and 6}.* In the
mid-1980s, when the Soviet government began to re-direct investment
into the Kuznetsk Basin in Siberia, the Donbass elite mobilised itself and
vigorously lobbied to maintain its status as the pre-eminent Soviet mining
region.’* That it was largely unsuccessful in its self-preservation efforts is

an indication of the relative weakness of the Donbass elite.
Conclusion:

In the twentieth century Eastern and Southern Ukraine experienced

a long series of traumatic events — Civil War, artificial famine, a

%2 1bid, p. 202; 210.

93 "Coal Industry," The Encylopedia of Ukraine, I(A-F), pp. 530-531.
% David Marples, Ukraine under Perestroika (London: MacMillan,
1991), pp. 178-188.
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decimation of the Ukrainian intelligentsia, the Second World War, post-

War Russification — each of which short-circuited the formation of a
clear-cut national identity, Ukrainian or Russian. While, in some cases,
as Bohdan Krawchenko and George Liber have argued, modernisation
may have created a social base for nationalism, in the East and South it
also helped to undermine it, through such twin processes as urbanisation

and migration.

In Eastern and Southern Ukraine, the "Soviet Nation" was indeed
in the process of being made by end of 1980s. The Great Patriotic War
was a key formative myth of this identification. This Soviet identity was
construced upon a well established workers' identity, a tradition of ethnic
diversity; in short, a genuine cosmopolitan or "internationalist" identity in

the region that was fully compatible with the Soviet idea.

As Dziuba argued, "internationalism" was in some respects just a
code word for Russification. Yet the striking "ethnic mosaic" of the
region, the high levels of urbanisation, higher numbers of recent
immigrants — all of this made the region "internationalist” and
cosmopolitan in a very real sense. Accordingly, a Ukrainian identity
based on an idealised peasant past had increasingly little resonance in
these regions, while a Soviet identity was in fact more compatible with

this urban culture.

In short, the process by which identity was developed in the
twentieth century was informed by a combination of external shocks
(famine, war), state-policies designed to promote assimilation, and
"objective" demographic developments (urbanisation and migration).

There is frequently a fine line between these categories of events. For
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example, the extent to which the migration of Russians to Ukraine was a

colonising policy, or whether the 1933 famine was a genocidal terror
campaign may be debated. Intermarriage, a critical social and
demographic mechanism for identity formation, and the subject of the

next chapter, is another such phenomenon.



("!" 573 1~ "% $ 9! & "
/I04CF/0BO *N.

/04C [ 9!
/ & ! 81"
/0>0
/01=
/010
/0BO

/= 4= 5= A= >= C= 1= B= 0= /==

JOBO (' ! + + $ %Iy " E 9 %
91 , * 9 $ 9! +& H $ ,# , " H
! /OBO !"9 /O4CF/010 $ %!"# 7"&S$
l :+& 9" L & "F #"'1 & + | $ 9! & /01= L

F:+& 9" * § . 9! % ! & 4 /=B



('! 5173
/O4ACF/0BO

/104C

/10>0

/01=

/010

/0BO

!Il n
*N.

"%

YK K

9!

& ! 8I"



+ H'G ! 5 ( ( ## ( !
( )>?>2)>*>!
YKK
7 "
7 e
B= 7 !
Lo
1> |
C>
C=
/0>0 /01= /010 /0BO
(" ! + o+ $ !"# R N 9 % 9l
*9 3 9! , *+& , *» "1 # D9
" 9& H $ ,# " H o /0BO !I"9
* , 3 G Pt 9 /004.0 /0>0F/010 $% %!"#
I :+& 9" L & "F #"'1 & + | $ 9! & /01=

i+& 9" * $ . 9! % ! & > /1A

7"&$

L



C4 i

/10

#
71 &
7! $ % 9!
L) , G |
I % + ,
E /005 ! #



/4=

("1 5 A3 ! ! & " /04CF/0B03

) K K & E9
E9

/04C /050 /0>0/01= /010/0BO

/I04CF/0>0 % ' ! %!"# 9" "# 9 ! 3 9" "# +& 9
"+& 19 I H, ! *G" +":0 9" "# 9 /01/ .O /01=F/0BO
% ' ! %!"# ! E 9 $ 9! 10



141
+ ( H'? O

# $ . “F & @ + F&
)>?> )>JK )>J> )>*>"
K*"J
= C
K'?
K'D
K'H
= 4
) > *>
" )>J>
)>JK
)>7?> !
/0>0 /01= $ /010 % '"! %!"# ) ) H& L S
H # +& 9" #"H +& " " ! :
9! 9" L ", 9 % /| 10B= B> /0BO % '
+ $ %!"# " E 9 % 9! , % 9 $
9!, +& 006 " !, # EO9 ) 9&. H
HL " H Ly /0BO "9 . *
9 /004.

, 3 G !



122
CHAPTER 4:

INTERMARRIAGE AND NATIONAL IDENTITY

Individuals may undergo a long, drawn out process of determining
their identity. Yet, as Paul R. Spickard, an American sociologist, has
noted, "[m]ost observers have tended to see ethnicity as two boxes: either
one has a given ethnicity or one does not."! Census statistics which
force individuals to select only one nationality help to reinforce this
image. While the first part of this dissertation examined the historical and
demographic developments shaping national identity formation in
Eastern and Southern Ukraine, this chapter will propose a framework for
analysing the question of national identity which moves beyond the “two

boxes” approach to the study of national identity.?

As noted, intermarriage is a demographic development which
warrants special attention in the context of Eastern and Southern Ukraine.
First, the interconnection between mixed parentage and national identity
will be explored by considering both Western and Soviet perspectives on
the subject. In particular, the role of biological conceptions of ethnicity
will be discussed. Second, a model will be proposed which elaborates
how persons of mixed parentage — and others for whom identity
selection is likely to involve a choice — determine their identity. Finally,
Soviet census data and post-Soviet sociological studies conducted in

Ukraine will be examined in the light of this model.

! Paul. R. Spickard, Mixed Blood: Intermarriage and Ethnic Identity in
Twentieth-Century America. (London: University of Wisconsin Press,

1989), pp. 371-372.

2 An earlier version of this methodological discussion, combined with a
preliminary analysis of politics in Southern and Eastern Ukraine was
published as "Politics and National Identity in Southern and Eastern
Ukraine," Europe Asia Studies, 48, 7 ( November) 1996, pp. 1079-1104.
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It is widely accepted that intermarriage has a profound effect on
the national identity of the offspring. Studies done in various parts of the
world — - Canada, Yugoslavia, the United States and
the Soviet Union have all confirmed this.> According to the Canadian
researchers Jay Goldstein and Alexander Segall, mixed parentage was the
best predictor for 4 out of the 5 indicators of ethnic identity used in their

study of identity.*

Intermarriage was seen by Soviet scholars as a step towards the
eventual fusion of the peoples of the Soviet Union. As a large scale
Soviet phenomenon intermarriage was first examined in 1964, in an
article entitled "Inter-ethnic marriage — one of the progressive |
tendencies of the rapprochement of socialist nations."> Taking the lead
from such works, scholars such as Oleksandr P. Ponomar'ov, a Ukrainian
ethnologist and the leading expert on inter-ethnic marriage in late Soviet
Ukraine, and Liubov' Chuiko, a demographer, investigated this

phenomenon in Ukraine.®

3 Western scholars have been examining the relationship between
intermarriage and ethnic identity in the Soviet context for several
decades. See Brian D. Silver, "Ethnic intermarriage and ethnic
consciousness among Soviet nationalities, Soviet Studies, 30, 1, 1978, pp.
107-116; Rasma Karklins, Ethnic Relations in the USSR: The Perspective
from Below. (London: Allen & Unwin, 1986), pp. 154-182.

4 Jay Goldstein and Alexander Segall, "Ethnic Intermarriage and Ethnic
Identity," Canadian Ethnic Studies, 1985, 17, 3, pp. 63-64.

> K. Kh. Khanazarov, "Mezhnatsional'nye braki — odna iz
progressivnykh tendentsii sblizheniia sotsialisticheskikh
natsii,”"Obshchestvennye nauki v Uzbekistane, no. 4 no. 4 (1964), pp. 69-
87.

¢ Liubov V. Chuiko, "Opyt analiza mezhnatsional'nykh brakov v Ukr
SSR," Razyvitie naseleniia (Moscow: Nauka, 1974), pp. 47-54; L.N.
Chizhikova, "Ob etnicheskikh protsessakh v vostochnykh raionakh
Ukrainy," Sovetskaia etnografiia, 1968, 1, pp. 18-31; A.P. Ponomar'ov,
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According to Ponomar'ov, intermarriage was a vital mechanism for
forging the new "Soviet" man. It helped to advance a new "progressive"
material culture and played a key role in eradicating ethnic differences in

the process.”

Ponomar'ov found that in the USSR partners in ethnically
mixed marriages, especially East Slavs, often had difficulty defining their
own ethnic identity or that of their children. Researchers in other Soviet
republics support Ponomar'ov's conclusions.® The offspring of such
couples, not surprisingly, had even greater difficulty in selecting their
ethnic identity. For example, a 1989 study of children of mixed
parentage in Moscow and Tallinn conducted by the Soviet sociologist
E.M. Galkina demonstrates that for many children of intermarriage (over

20 percent), the process of choosing an identification is an extremely

difficult one.’

While it is obvious that Soviet scholarly works lauded the benefits
of intermarriage as a means of promoting "internationalism", it has also

been suggested by several Ukrainian émigré sources that it was officially

Mezhnatsional'nye braki v UkSSR; Razvitie semei i brachno-semeinykh
otnoshenii na Ukraine. (Kiev: Naukova dumka, 1989).

" Ponomar'ov, Suchasna sim'ia, p. 40; Ibid, p. 139.

8 A.P. Ponomar'ov, Mezhnatsional'nye braki v UKSSR, p. 56. For similar
studies based on other Soviet republics see V.P. Krivonogov,
"Mezhetnicheskie braki u khakasov v sovremennyi period", Sovetskaia
etnografiia, 1980, 3; E.P. Busigin, G.R. Stoliarova, "Kul'turno-bytovye
protsessy v natsional'no smeshannykh sem'iakh," Sovetskaia etnografiia,
1988, 3, pp. 27-36; A.B. Kalyshev, "Mezhnatsional'nye braki v selskikh
raionakh Kazakhstana: do materialam Pavlodarskoi oblasti 1966-1979
gg.," Sovetskaia etnografiia, 1984, 2, pp. 71-77.

° E.M. Galkina, "Etnicheskaia identifikatsiia u vykhodtsev iz
natsional'no- smeshannykh semei (etnosotsiologicheskii i

etnopsikhologicheskii aspekty) Etnografiia, antropologiia i smezhnye

distsipliny: sootnoshenie predmeta i metodov. Sbornik statei (Moscow:
Nauka, 1989), pp. 17-18.
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encouraged at Komsomol meetings and other social functions, or subtly
presented as a way of improving career prospects.!® In any case, by late
1980s there was little popular resistance to intermarriage. A survey
conducted by the Ukrainian Institute of Folklore and Ethnography in
1989 found that 70 percent of unmarried adults were not concerned about

whether their choice of spouse would effect their child's nationality.!!

At the end of the Soviet period, Ukrainian nationalist writers began
to re-appraise intermarriage. Instead of rejoicing at the high rate of
intermarriage in Ukraine, they lamented it as a grave threat to Ukraine’s
families and national identity. According to Oksana Sapeliak, writing in

the L’viv journal Dzvin, intermarriage undermines Ukrainian families

and thus leads directly to assimilation. The high rate of intermarriage
during the Soviet period de-nationalised the population, making them
indifferent to their language, their community and their culture. This
occurred in part as a direct result of the Soviet policy promoting
intermarriage. As a result the Ukrainian population was increasingly
morally degenerated and corrupted. In short, in the nationalist scheme of
things intermarriage was an unmitigated evil which should not be

condoned.!?

Intermarriage and Identity Selection:
Why does intermarriage apparently have such a strong effect on

national identity? While in theory, an individual's choices about their

10 Borys Lewytzkyj, Politics and Society in Soviet Ukraine, 1953-1980,
(Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1984), p. 178;
"Russians in Ukraine," Encyclopedia of Ukraine, 3, p. 467.

1 Molod' Ukrainy 10 August 1989. Cited in Oksana Sapeliak,
"Mizhnatsional'nyi shliub i asimiliatsiia,” Dzvin, 7(561) August 1991, p.
76.

12 Oksana Sapeliak, "Mizhnatsional'nyi shliub i asimiliatsiia,” pp. 76-78.
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own identity are unlimited, choices about identity selection are frequently
informed by commonly held quasi-biological conceptions of ethnicity.

As the American sociologist Mary Waters has demonstrated, the belief
that a racial or ethnic identity is fixed at birth — something in the blood
— has a strong effect on how individuals in America think about their
own ethnicity. Consequently, this fixed conception of ethnicity influences
the ways in which people of "mixed blood" identify themselves, as they
respond to other people's attempts to classify them.!* Such biological
conceptions of ethnicity are no less prevalent in Ukrainian and Russian
society than in the west. An interview with a typical Donets'’k husband
and wife in 1990 illustrates this. Asked about his nationality, Yurii
Varevoda, a mining engineer explains that: "I am pure Ukrainian. My
parents are Ukrainian. "!* His wife, Svetlana Varevoda, however,

interrupts her partner to correct him:

My husband said he is Ukrainian, but that's just formal.
There is German blood in him, too. The same with my
nationality; it is difficult to say which nationality I belong
to. There is Jewish, Polish, Ukrainian, and Russian blood
in me. The problem of national identity has emerged only
recently. Our children were not concerned about their
nationality; it made no difference which nationality you
belong to.!?

It is not uncommon to find nationally conscious Ukrainians mocking

staunchly pro-Russian politicians if their surname happens to be

13 Mary C. Waters, "The Everyday Use of Surname to Determine Ethnic
Ancestry,"Qualitative Sociology, 12, 3, 1989, pp. 303-324.

14 Interviews with members of the Varevod Family published in Lewis H.
Siegelbaum and Daniel J. Walkowitz (eds.) Workers of the Donbass
Speak: Survival and Identity in the New Ukraine, 1989-1992 (Albany
NY: SUNY Press, 1995), pp. 217-219.

15 m
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Ukrainian.'® Rather naive remarks made by Crimean politicians during a
debate on the ethnically-based ballots in Crimean elections, provide the
most stark illustration of the view that ethnicity is something a person is
born with, and not a matter of personal choice: "What if my friend is a
Ukrainian by nationality, but he considers himself a Russian — asked one
deputy?" Another deputy asked: "In which national ballot should a Jew
vote in if his nationality is listed as Russian [in his passport]."!” A study
of Russian national identity in Ukraine found that for 37 percent of
persons claiming Russian identity, ethnic descent was its primary
criterion, while 39 percent found that personal choice was the most

important criterion. !

The implication of this is that, even though in
practice there is nothing preventing a half-Ukrainian, half-Russian
individual from identifying solely as a Ukrainian or as a Russian
(especially in a Russian speaking environment), such widely-held,
biological conceptions of ethnic identity incline an individual to feel

some sort of pull towards both ethnic groups.

A Model for Ethnic Self-identification:

But how, in practice, do individuals of mixed ancestry cope with
such divided allegiances? Does intermarriage necessarily lead to a weak
or unstable form of identification or can an individual form a stable and
undivided or perhaps dual identity? And finally, what other forces may

lead to a mixed identity?

16 Victor Humenkiuk, "A doky zh? Iak vidzhyvaty national'nu
samosvidomist' krymskykh ukraintsiv", Slovo i chas, 1993, 4, p. 69.

17 Tulii Vadimov, “Russkoiazychniki v kvadrate”, Golos Kryma, 9(68), 3
March 1995, p. 2.

18 Natalia Dinello, “Religious Attitudes of Russian Minorities and
National Identity,” in Shlapentokh et. al. The New Russian Diaspora
(Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 1994), p. 199. The study was carried out
in August-September 1991 by the Centre for the Study of Public Opinion.
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According to scholars who have studied this question in depth, the
answer seems to be that an individual may follow any number of routes
to ethnic identification. Some of these routes provide for stable identity
structures, while others do not. An Indian scholar of ethnic minority
identity, Nimmi Hutnik,' and a Ukrainian scholar, Mykola Shul'ha?,

have presented very similar models, both of which suggest that there are

19 In her 1991 study of ethnic minority identity in Great Britain, Nimmi
Hutnik hypothesises that there are four basic strategies of ethnic
self-identification that are adopted by members of ethnic minorities. In
the first instance the individual may identify strongly with his or her
minority group. Conversely, the individual may identify strongly with the
majority group, but not with the minority group. Thirdly, the individual
may identify strongly with two groups: this strategy is labelled
"acculturative" by Hutnik. Finally, the individual may fall into a category
termed "marginal." In this case, the individual has a weak identification
with both the minority and majority groups. Hutnik's model is extremely
useful for our purposes, yet it requires a certain degree of modification to
fit the case of Ukrainians and Russians in Eastern and Southern Ukraine.
Her model assumes that an individual --- even one who strongly
identifies with the British majority --- is still "objectively" a minority
member, presumably because of their ethnic origin or because of ethnic
markers, such as skin colour. In the case of Russians and Ukrainians
there is no basis for claiming that a person who claims to identify as a
Russian is "objectively" a Ukrainian or vice versa. Therefore, for our
purposes, this premise will be discarded. Nimmi Hutnik, Ethnic Minority
Identity: A Social Psychological Perspective. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1991).

20 Unlike Hutnik's approach, Shul'ha's work encompasses individuals of
all nationalities, not just members of ethnic minorities. He proposes four
strategies: 1) identification with one ethnic group; 2) healthy
identification with two ethnic groups 3) marginal identification 4)
cosmopolitain identification or "ethnic nihilism." Shul'ha's categories
have been largely followed with the exception of the fourth category.
Moreover, Hutnik's over-arching distinction between strategies that imply
a strong identification and those that imply a weak identification has
been superimposed on the model. Mykola Oleksandrovych Shul'ha,
Etnichna samoidentyfikatsiia osoby (Dissertation at Institute of Sociology
of Ukrainian Academy of Sciences)(Kiev,1993.); Shul'ha, Lichnost'i
etnos.(Manuscript Deposited at the Ukr. I.N.T.E.I No. 1905-Uk 92
08.12.92.), (Kiev, 1992), pp. 382-414.
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group he belongs to. Alternately, he or she may undergo a slow,
frequently painful process of transition from one identity to another.
Often, this difficulty manifests itself in outright rejection of the need or
relevance of any form of ethnic identity. When this occurs, this
"marginal" identification may be included in the category of "weak"

identification.

Such marginality in the realm of ethnic self-identification may
stem from various factors. According to Shul'ha (who based his
conclusions on research conducted by the Institute of Sociology of the
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences) mixed parentage is the most important
of these factors. However, personal or social circumstances may mimic
the effect of mixed parentage on an individual's self- identification. As
mentioned in Chapter III, an immigrant or a member of an ethnic
minority (as demonstrated by Hutnik) may also have a marginal identity,
as he or she undergoes the process of adaptation to a new society or
culture.? In the case of Southern and Eastern Ukraine the dominance of
the Russian language, and other aspects of Russian culture may also
contribute to a state of ethnic marginality among individuals, including
those who do not have mixed ethnic heritage. This is because the tension
between Ukrainian heritage and Russian ethnic markers (i.e. language,
etc.) draws the individual's allegiances in different directions in the same
way that mixed parentage does. People who speak a common language
are often united by the very fact that they do; they are bonded in a

"speech fellowship," as language expresses the experiences and values of

23 The concept “marginal identity” was first used in 1928 by R. Park to
describe the disorientation experienced by migrants. R. Park, “Human

Migration and the Marginal Man,” American Journal of Sociology, 33,

1928.
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24 Language, however, should not be over-emphasised insofar

a culture.
as there are many cases where a national movement can develop using

the "imperial language," (e.g. Irish or Scottish nationalism).

When an individual belongs simultaneously to two separate,
mutually hostile or incompatible groups — including ethnic ones — this
creates an internal tension. To minimise or eliminate this tension, an
individual may reject the need for ethnic identification altogether.

Shul'ha labels this reaction "ethnic nihilism" or "cosmopolitanism," since
such individuals are apt to claim to be "citizens of Europe" or "the world"
when asked in sociological studies.?5 Since the basic feature of this
"cosmopolitan" identification is an inability to make an ethnic choice, or
a weak attachment to any and all ethnic groups, this form of identification
will be treated as a variety of marginal identification.?® The extent to

which Ukrainians and Russians are "separate," "mutually hostile" or
"incompatible" groups is, of course, widely disputed. Ukrainian
nationalists would argue that Russia is Ukraine's eternal enemy, while
pan-Slavists would argue the opposite. For persons of mixed parentage,
the latter view, obviously has advantages; this is the case in the strategy

which follows.

24 Joyce O. Hertzler, A Sociology of Language (New York, 1965), p. 229.
25 The terms "ethnic nihilist" or "cosmopolitain" are sometimes used as
epithets in Soviet or nationalist polemics. No such negative connotation
is intended here.

26 Shul'ha, by contrast regards such "cosmopolitanism" as a separate
category. There is some a certain degree of logic to this, in that both of
these types of identification imply a broad, pan-identity. However,
because "cosmopolitanism" implies a very weak identification qua
ethnicity, it is best understood as a form of marginal identification, and as
an inability, or unwillingness to make an ethnic decision.
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The fourth and final category encompassefsthose individuals who
follow a strategy which attempts to reconcile two ethnic-identities with
an over-arching 'pan-identity." That is, an identity (ethnic or otherwise)
which accepts both sides of the individual's self-identification. 2’ As in
the case of the "cosmopolitan" strategy, this is a mode of reducing
internal tension stemming from a difficult ethnic identity decision.
However, in contrast to the marginal individual, who has a tortured or
weak association with two ethnicities, the "pan-identity" may be a very

strong allegiance.

A 1994 study of ethnic and political self-identification in the
former Yugoslavia found that mixed parentage was the most significant
factor leading individuals to select the "Yugoslav" pan-identity in the
national census. The authors of the Yugoslav study thus describe the

adaptive mechanism of the 'pan-identity".

Yugoslav self-identification also provided individuals a
means of avoiding competing claims to their national
allegiance. This was especially important for children of
nationally-mixed marriages, where each parent might expect
their child to recognise their particular national identity. By
identifying as a Yugoslav, one could resist claims that others
might make on one's identity and thus avoid potential
conflicts.?®

27 For a study of pan-ethnic identity in the United States see David Lopez
and Yen Espiritu, "Panethnicity in the United States: A Theoretical
Framework," Ethnic and Racial Studies, 13, 2, 1990, p. 219. Lopez and
Espiritu see intermarriage as the key to the formation of a pan-ethnic
identity.

28 Dusko Sekulic, Randy Hodson and Garth Massey, "Who Were the
Yugoslavs? Failed Sources of a Common Identity in the Former
Yugoslavia," American Sociological Review, 59, 1994, pp. 85.




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































