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The purpose of the scientific research is to investigate the Soviet historiography of the second half of
the 1960s — early 1980s on the study of the social structure of the Ukrainian SSR postwar working class (1946—
1965), its number, quantitative and qualitative changes in its composition.

We established that, according to the interpretation of Soviet historical science of the second half of
the 1960s — early 1980s, the quantitative and qualitative changes in the postwar working class composition,
progressive changes in its professional and sectoral and also territorial structure became an important factor
in the maturation of the social structure of the Soviet society. Soviet historians interpreted these changes as
an essential factor in the convergence of classes and social strata, mental and physical labor. Many authors
suppressed a real intensification of internal social development disagreement, including the huge disparity
in quality growth, particularly in terms of life of working class of various groups. In the works on the
social structure of the working class practically nobody put the issue of new forms of social differentiation.
The heterogeneity of workers, related to the nature of work, was poorly studied. Many weaknesses of the problem
study are connected with the lack of statistical and sociological source information, which was then available
to scientists, intractability difficulties and poor grasp of mass sources analysis method (census, one time counts,
and media materials).

Key words: Ukrainian SSR, working class, postwar reconstruction, social structure, historiography,
methodology.

The merger of the party and the government, represented by L. Brezhnev, and his
rise in the early 1970s led to a clear promotion of the posture on the need of restoration of
Stalin’s discipline, at least in the interpretation of the historical past, including recent one.
Another ideological debacle of the historical science of the first half of the 1970s finally
conquered its representatives which were set the task by the regime to legitimize the «final
solution» of the national problem in the Ukrainian SSR and scientifically justify the entry
of the Soviet society into the period of «developed socialism». The approach to historical
science by those in power during this period was identical to the one during the Stalin era,
which gives grounds to speak about systemic availability of neo-Stalinism historiographical
metamorphoses.

The purpose of the scientific research is to investigate the Soviet historiography of the
second half of the 1960s — early 1980s on the study of the social structure of the Ukrainian
SSR postwar working class (1946—1964), its number, quantitative and qualitative changes in
its composition.

Various aspects, indirectly identical to the subject of our study, can be found in theses
of Yu. Nikolaiets [8], Yu. Laievska [7], the works of O. Dodonov [4], V. Yaremchuk [22],
Ya. Grytsak [3].

One of the most pressing thematic areas of the working class issues in the second half
of the 1960s — early 1980s was the study of the social structure, the number, quantitative
and qualitative changes in the working class composition. According to the Soviet ideological
matrix, the Soviet working class is a class of socialist society, which, unlike the proletariat
at the times of capitalism, owns the instruments and the means of production, works at
enterprises that are the higher nationwide form of the socialist property, is steadily growing in
number and increases its financial welfare and cultural level, shows high awareness through
creativity in the political, economic and cultural life of the state, has a leading role in the
society up to building of communism [2, P. 45]. S. Seniavskyi divided the working class into
industrial, construction, transport, services and agriculture workers [17, P. 427]. Characterizing
the working class by unified common ground concerning the means of production, leading role
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in the social organization of labor and the only major source of livelihood, Soviet researchers
at the same time pointed to the multilateral social differentiation of workers [21, P. 4]. The
fact that that during the investigated period a rapid quantitative growth of the working class
and at the same time radical qualitative changes in it took place is emphasized [19, P. 4].

Estimating the growth rate of the working class during the postwar twenty years, the
scientist V. Romantsov came to the conclusion that they are significantly higher than the
growth rate of the entire population. Thus, if the population of the Ukrainian SSR from 36.6
mln in 1950 increased to 45.1 mln in 1965, i.e. by 23.2%, then the number of industrial
workers from 1862000 people in 1950 increased to 3953000 people in 1964, i. e. by 112.3%.
This led to the increase of the industrial workers ratio among all workers and employees
engaged in the Ukrainian SSR economy from 27.8% in 1950 to 31.3% in 1964 [13, P. 44].
As the researcher noted, generally from 1950 to the mid of the 1960s the number of workers
in the Ukrainian SSR industry, construction and transport increased from 3.7 mln to 8 min
people, i.e. more than doubled, and the population of the republic increased only by 25%.
As a result, the ratio of these units of the working class increased from 10% to almost
17% [14, P. 34]. Thus, Soviet historians found that the number of workers, employed in
leading industries, increased most rapidly. Their ratio in the total number of the working class
increased as well.

As the researcher S. Seniavsky objectively stated, the quantitative growth of the
working class itself affected the changes in the social structure of the Soviet society, increasing
the share of workers of industrial sectors, and within the industrial sectors it increased the
ratio of wealth-creators namely workers and engineers [17, P. 210]. The core of the working
class, consolidating its internal structure, was still represented by industrial workers. Together
with construction, transport and communications workers, which were similar with them
as for the nature of work and the degree of concentration in the production teams, they
accounted for about 2/3 of the Soviet working class. The agricultural unit took bigger ratio
in the working class [16, P. 6]. According to Soviet researchers, the interdependence of the
quantitative growth of the working class and progressive changes in the social structure was
clearly demonstrated. It is emphasized that the significant ratio increase of the working class
among the population of the country by a corresponding number decrease of collective farmers
and cooperative artisans and employees within the industry, is a progressive phenomenon,
reinforcing the economic and political influence of the working class [10, P. 48].

A number of publications of V. Romantsov are devoted to the changes in qualitative
composition of the Ukrainian SSR postwar working class [14-16]. The scientist found that
the consequences of the war affected the age structure of the republic industrial workers. In
1947 there was the following distribution by age: workers under 19 constituted 17.7% of their
number, from 20 to 25 — 19.7%, from 26 to 49 — 52.5%, from 50 to 59 — 8, 3%, 60 and
over — 1.8%. This numerical value enabled the scientist to state the fact that workers under 19
and persons of retirement age constituted 19.5% of the total number of industrial workers at
the beginning of the first postwar five-year plan. This was due to the acute shortage of labor
force. V. Romantsov explained employment of pensioners at enterprises by the fact that most
of them had great production experience and high qualifications, and exactly those workers
were urgently needed. Older workers showed true patriotism; recognizing the disastrous state
of the postwar industry, they voluntarily went to work at enterprises [12, P. 15]. At the same
time V. Romantsov emphasized that during the postwar period the structure of working class
according to the age changed significantly. In 1963 the ratio of workers under 19 among them
was 5.8%, aged 20-25 — 23.7%, 2649 — 61.8%, 50-59 — 7.9%, 60 — 0.8% [12, P. 15]. So,
during 1947-1963 the share of young people employed in production fell by three times. This
is certainly a positive development, indicating that young people of school age had conditions
for studying at schools and other educational institutions. At the same time, the researcher
points out that during 1947-1963 the significant changes in the composition of the working-
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class according to the continuous service took place. The prevailing category was represented
by the workers with experience of five or more years (almost 53%). At the same time the
ratio of workers experienced up to one year decreased by almost three times, and from one to
two years — by two times [12, P. 17].

More details on this aspect are analyzed in the dissertation of the historian
Ja. Podpryhorshchuk [9]. The scientist emphasized that the change in the qualitative
composition of the working class resulted in the increase of ratio of persons with a longer
continuous experience among them. The industry experienced a decline of the workers ratio
with continuous experience of up to three years and a dramatic increase of the workers ratio
with experience from five to ten years. Heavy industries experienced this process even more
intensively. The author stresses that during the fifth five-year plan the category of workers with
continuous service of five years and more became the dominant one in industry [9, P. 12].

Ja. Podpryhorschuk also considered the qualitative changes in the structure of
professional composition of workers. The historian convincingly proved that under the
influence of technological progress during the postwar twenty years the professions with
prevalence of manual physical labor died out, new professions emerged and many of the old
ones changed. Thus, the number of professions in the coal industry decreased from more
than 100 at the beginning of the fifth five-year plan to 20 in 1959. Among workers of coal
production from 1950 to 1954 the ratio of longwall miners increased from 18.7% to 22.6%,
and the ratio of miners engaged mainly in physical work decreased by 7.4%. Such professions
as driver and assistant driver of self-propelled combines appeared. In fact such professions as
waler, horse driver, horse fettler were eliminated [9, P. 12].

An important discussion in the Soviet historiography of the 1970s took place on
the issue of the limits of the working class composition and their possible expansion. The
authors of the monograph «Ukrainian SSR working class and its leading role in the building
of communismy» [11] believe that, under the influence of the scientific and technological
revolution and the consequent changes in labor conditions and content, the expanding ofthe
working class boundaries, known within certain limits, occurred. The introduction of new
equipment at enterprises led to intellectualization of work in the field of direct production
and emerging of new professional groups of workers. Thus, according to the historians, the
mental effort share of the work of steelmakers operating electric furnaces is 70%, the one
of the automatic lines equipment adjusters is 95% [11, P. 187]. This means that the number
of professional workers in the working class increased, the nature of their work required
specialized secondary and even higher education. The scientists focused on the fact that it
is quite clear that the composition of the working class cannot be restricted by workers who
are engaged only in manual labor. Intellectualization of work leads to the progressive blurring
of social distinctions between the working and the professional classes, especially between
groups engaged in material production. At the same time, the researchers believe that it is
wrong to include the professional class engaged in material production into the working-class.
In fact, there are real and very significant differences between the majority of workers and
the majority of the professional class representatives according to their place in the system of
social production, to the content and nature of work [11, P. 188].

According to the researcher V. Kiseliov, the workers, connected with highly mechanized
and automated production, rise to such cultural and technical, production and qualification
and educational level at which further development of production inevitably leads to the
blurring of differences between them and the engineering staff. As a result of this judgment,
the historian tries to prove that the more intensively the nature of work changes and the
number of highly skilled workers grows, the more successful the process of blurring of the
significant differences between the professional and working classes in general is. According
to V. Kiseliov, a homogeneous nature of work within the working class provides a more
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successful process of all distinctions blurring between the working and professional class in
terms of the nature of work and the cultural and technical level [6, P. 102].

At the same time, the historians S. Seniavskyi and V. Telpukhovskyi oppose the
expanding of the working class boundaries due to the inclusion of certain groups of
professional class in it. They believe that, along with relation to ownership, one of the criteria
of belonging to the working class is the nature and content of the work, which precisely
differentiate professional class from workers and employees. In the studied period the content
of work retains its socio-economic orientation. The authors indicated that only categories
of scientific and technical personnel who perform the functions of skilled workers can be
included to the working class [18, P. 375].

According to the researcher L. Kemen, the decisive condition for the study of trends of
changes in the working class social structure is the identification of the seamless interrelation
of social and professional structural changes. The historian convincingly proves that exactly
this ratio expresses the concept of socio-professional structure of the working class. It is this
concept that embodies the problem of connection of social and functional and production
characteristics of different groups. The thesis of L. Kemen analyzes the problem of synthesis
of professional (qualification) and social characteristics of the working class groups. The
author assumes that professional characteristics directly and indirectly don’t coincide with
social features. As a result, the scientist has come to the conclusion that groups of workers
who differ in a professional basis, may belong to one social group and vice versa [5, P. 18].

The work of L. Kemen defends the position that this synthesis is expressed by the
concept of «social and professional structure». This concept cannot be equated with the concept
of professional structure of the working class and take away or rigidly oppose the social
and professional structures. Its content is exactly the relationship of social and professional
structures. The researcher specifies the concept of «social structure» meaning by it a set of
different social strata of the working class, whose existence is due to the socio-economic
heterogeneity of labor, reflecting the general features of the socio-economic system, in which
the work occurs, and expresses the relationship between the work of this group and the work
of the society. The professional structure of the working class is determined by technical and
organizational division of labor and expresses differences between groups of workers in terms
of technical aspects on connection methods of personal and material elements of production.
In the center of the author’s study is the socio-professional structure, by which he means
the distribution of workers into groups due to social and economic as well as organizational
and technical division of labor. This structure is a reflection of the professional structure
of the working class in its social structure and expresses the connection of functional and
production and socio-economic differences within the working class. Summarizing his
analysis, L. Kemen concludes that in the conditions of the variety of social structure changes,
the leading element, organizing the whole system of the working class, is presented by the
socio-professional structure, which is a concrete expression of the interrelation of the growth
process of the working class social homogeneity together with the growing differentiation
and integration of professions and specialties during the development of the scientific and
technological revolution [5, P. 19].

According to the researcher L. Bliakhman, the social structure of the working class
includes interconnected and interacting intraclass groups and relations among them. The
social and professional strata, which emerged within the class basing on the social division
of labor, are the leading ones. The historian paid special attention to fact that the foundations
of working class social structure are based on production, at the same time stressing that the
connection between changes in the production structure and changes in the working class
social structure is not direct. It is mediated through the changes in professional qualifications
structure [1, P. 188].
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L. Bliakhman notes that the socio-economic heterogeneity of labor generates the
connection with a certain range of professions with certain social strata in the working class.
A profession or a group of professions acts as a characteristic of a social group. At the same
time, the researcher also demonstrates an inverse relationship: the changes in the occupational
structure, including the changes in the content of occupations, according to L. Bliakhman,
affect the socio-economic structure of the production workers. The workers with qualitatively
different skill levels demonstrate socio-economic heterogeneity of labor [1, P. 189].

One of the most important works on the subject of the working class social structure
is the monograph of O. Shkaratan. He defines a social structure as a set of functionally
related social strata, historically formed groups of people (classes, nations, and production
collectives), connections and relations between them which emerged on the basis of a certain
economic structure. According to the author, this definition allows to distinguish a social
structure among various structures of the society [21, P. 29].

O. Shkaratan recommends to identify the belonging of specific social groups to the
working class according to three interrelated criteria that reflect its position, functions and
characteristics in three main areas: a) in the production sphere — belonging to a collective
laborer; b) in the socio-economic sphere — belonging to the employees of state enterprises
and institutions which get their wages as their share in the distribution of material values
according to the quantity and quality of work; c) in the socio-political, ideological and
psychological spheres — belonging to people who realized their class unity, their class interests
and goals and participate in activities of society and production management [21, P. 100].

O. Shkaratan defines the working class social structure as a set of functionally related
social strata and groups which are united by common class features and are different in
non-core economic (primary and basic) and socio-psychological (secondary and minor)
characteristics. The socio-economic aspect of the differentiation of labor is demonstrated in
the division of labor into organizing and executive, and the latter in its turn is divided into
mental and physical, skilled and unskilled. Treating the problem of identification of specific
criteria of working class social differentiation, O. Shkaratan names the division into groups
engaged in mental and physical labor as the first criterion. At the same time, according to the
researcher, in the postwar twenty years such division was not a clear boundary but existed as
a gradual transition through a series of intermediate types — from the employees of creative,
intellectual work to the employees of intellectual physical labor and then to the workers of
heavy, monotonous physical labor.

O. Shkaratan considers the division of the organizers and executors of the production
process, with a gradual transition from professional managers through the mixed types
of members of public authorities to performers, to be the second criterion. This criterion,
according to O. Shkaratan, concerning workers of mostly physical labor is belonging to
professions groups of different skill level, and in relation to nonmanual workers it is the
functional and efficient division into workers who perform the functions of social management
(heads of labor collectives), functions of management and the production process control
(engineers and similar specialists), executive functions of scientific and technical work
(researchers, designers, etc.) [21, P. 156]. All empirical criteria of social strata differentiation
enumerated by O. Shkaratan involve such parameters as type of employment, position,
profession, qualification, participation in public administration.

We have to pay special attention to exceptionally broad division classification of the
Soviet working class presented by O. Shkaratan up to including the representatives of senior
management and heads of organizations into the ranks of workers. This social differentiation
of O. Shkaratan depends on the judgment about the workers’ leadership in the Soviet society,
and training of management exclusively from the working class, which is an extremely
controversial position. Moreover, even central statistical office of the Ukrainian SSR provides
less detailed qualification in which industrial workers only according to the degree of work
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mechanization are divided into: a) those who are engaged in operation and control of the
machines; b) those who perform work by means of machines and mechanisms; c) those
who perform work both manually and by means of machines and mechanisms; d) those
who perform work without machines and mechanisms; e) those who perform manual work
adjusting and repairing machines and mechanisms [21, P. 330].

According to the researcher O. Shatalova, the social structure of the working class
is objectively presented in a number of specific structures. First of all the Soviet historical
science stated that the working class included sectoral structure due to the division of social
production into large areas. It includes the industrial unit (workers of industry, transport,
construction); the agricultural unit (workers of agriculture, forestry and fisheries); service
workers (trade, catering); workers of science and scientific services (pilot production) [20,
P. 25]. O. Shatalova also found that the social division of labor into different types and
the corresponding differentiation within them determine distinguishing of working class
professional structure. The professional division means grouping of workers according to
specific types of activity, identity of knowledge and skills in a particular area. The professional
structure is closely related to qualification structure, suggesting the existence of blue-collar
occupations of high, medium and low qualifications. According to Soviet historians, in the
conditions of scientific and technical revolution, the vocational qualification structure of the
working class was largely dependent on workers’ cultural and educational level. Therefore, the
Soviet historiography also suggests to distinguish the cultural and educational structure of the
working class, which consists of groups which differ according to the degree of intellectual
culture development and general and special training duration (primary, basic secondary,
complete secondary, vocational and higher education) [20, P. 26].

Thus, according to the interpretation of the Soviet historical science of the second half
of the 1960s — early 1980s, the quantitative and qualitative changes in the postwar working
class composition, the progressive changes in its professional and sectoral and also territorial
structure became an important factor in the maturation of the social structure of the Soviet
society. Soviet historians interpreted these changes as an essential factor in the convergence
of classes and social strata, mental and physical labor.

One of the most important areas of the research is presented by the study of
the internal development of the working class, the dynamics of its social character, the
quantitative and qualitative changes. The main internal processes of social development of
the working class included its quantitative (absolute and relative) growth (in the conditions
of the population decline), growth of the career workers ratio, intensification of reproduction
tendency, concentration mainly in industrial areas and large industrial collectives.

Many authors suppressed a real intensification of internal social development
disagreement, including the huge disparity in quality growth, in life conditions of various
working class groups. The historians focused mainly on industry workers. The development
of transport, agriculture, research and production, service workers was studied less. In the
works on the working class social structure they practically did not pay attention to the new
forms of social differentiation. The researchers seemed not to notice those groups which, due
to various factors and reasons, got a privileged position in the society or the most backward
one. They didn’t analyze the issue of new forms of social inequality. The heterogeneity of
workers, related to the nature of work, was poorly studied. It should be noted that in some
works they exaggerated the degree of social homogeneity of society, convergence of the
workers with other social groups, peasants, and intellectuals. It was assumed that an intense
blurring of interclass differences took place.

Many weaknesses of the problem study are connected with the lack of statistical
and sociological source information, which was then available to scientists, intractability
difficulties and poor grasp of mass sources analysis method (census, one time counts, and
media materials).
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Hedgwonos [I. CouianbHa cTpykTypa mnoBoeHHoro pooitHuurBa YPCP (1946-1965 pp.) ouuma
PAAsIHCBKHX HAYKOBIIB Apyroi mojosnHu 1960-x — nepmoi nososunu 1980-x pp.

Memoro Haykogoi po36ioKku € 00cniodcenHs padsancykol icmopioepagii Opyeoi nonosunu 1960-x — nepuwoi
nonosunu 1980-x pp. wooo eusuenns coyianrvroi cmpykmypu pooimuuymea YPCP nosoennoco nepiody (1946—
1965 pp.), uucenvnocmi, KinbKiCHUX i AKICHUX 3MIH 11020 CKAAOY.

Bcmanosneno, wo, 6i0nogiono 0o mpakmysauHs padsiHCbKoi icmopuyHoi Hayku Opy2oi nonogunu 60-x —
neputoi’ nonosunu 80-x pp., KibKICHI ma sKICHI 3MIHU 6 CKIAOI NOBOEHHO2O0 POOIMHUY020 KAACY, NPOSPECUBHI
3PYULEHHS 8 11020 NPOGheciliHo-2eany3e6itl i mepumopiaibHitl CMPYKMypl cCmaiu 6adCIueuM Qakmopom 6U3pieanHs
COYIanbHOI cmpyKmypu paosucbkoz2o cycniteemea. Padsncoki icmopuxu mpaxmysanu Oaui 3MiHU 6 SKOCMI
HAUGACIUBIUO20 YUHHUKA 30UNICEHHST KAACI8 | COYIanbHUX 6epcme, po3ymosoi ma @isuunoi npayi. Bacamo
asmopis 3amMo64yeaiu peaibHe NOCULEeHHSA NPpOmupiy 6HYMpPIUHb020 COYIANIbHO20 PO3GUMKY, 30Kpemd, 6elude3Hi
oucnponopyii @ SKICHOMY 3POCMAHHI, 6 YMO8AX JICUMms DI3HUX 3a20HI6 pobimuuuoeo kiacy. Y pobomax
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npo coyianvHy cmpykmypy pOOIMHUY020 KIACY NPAKMUYHO HE CMAGUAU NUMAHHS NPO HOGI GUOU COYIANbHOL
oughepenyiayii. Cnabo poskpusanacs HeoOHOPIOHICMb POOIMHUKIE, NOE a3aHa 3 xapakmepom npayi. bacamo
cnabkocmetl GUEUEHHS NPOOIEMU NOG SI3AHI 3 HEOOCMAMHICMIo 0dcepelbHol  iHgopmayii cmamucmuunoeo i
COYIONOCINHO20 Xapakmepy, sKa nepedysanra mooi 6 pOo3NOpPsiONCeHHI 8UeHUX, MpyOHOWamu 00poOKu i ClaOKum
BONOOIHHAM ~MEMOOUKOW AHANI3Y MAcosux odcepell (nepenucy, O00HOpA30sux o0OiKie, mamepianié 3aco0is
Macoeoi ingopmayii).

Knrwuosi cnosa: YPCP, pobimuuuutl kiac, nosoeHHa 6i00y006a, coyiaivHa cmpykmypd, icmopioepaqis,
MeMOoOON02Is.

Onep:xano 31.08.2017.

VIK 355.1(47+57):581)) «1979/1989»
JAvutpo OcTpoBHK
(ITepesiciaB-XMenbHUIbKHIT)

OPTAHI3AILIA MOBYTY PAISAHCHKUX BIMCHK I YAC BOEHHO-
HNOJITUYHOI CHELOMEPAIII CPCP B AOTAHICTAHI 1979-1989 pp.
(3A MATEPIAJIAMU «BOEHHO-MEJJUIUHCKOI'O KYPHAJIA»)

Y cmammi  30iiicneno awnaniz nyonikayii  «Boenno-meouyurckoeo owcypranay 1990-x pp., vy akux
NIOHIMANUCA NUMAHHA CAHIMAPHO-ICIEHIYHO20 MA NPOMUENiOeMiYH020 3a0e3neyenHs PAOSHCLKUX BIUCbK Nio
yac eoenno-nonimuunoi cneyonepayii CPCP 6 Ageanicmani 1979-1989 pp. Okpecieno OCHO8HI memamuyHi
HanpsamKu 00CIiodceHb (axieyis. BcmanosneHo, wo 3a3HaueHi NUMAanHs pO3KpUBAIUCA y NYONiKayiax npayieHuKie
meouunoi  cayocou A. Kapyesa, B. Koponvkosa, B. Konkoea, B. Kpaiinvoeo, B. Manopuxa, C. Hixigpoposa,
B. Ilepenvonxina, JI. Anvwuna ma in.

Pozenao nyonikayiti 3aceiouus Husky npobnem 6 opeaHizayii noOYmMosux YMO8 PAOAHCLKUX BIUCLK
6 Adpeanicmani, wo manu micye 8 Cumry He2OMOBHOCMI MeOUYHOI Ccayxncou 00 npo8edeHHs BIONOBIOHUX
npoginaxmuunux 3axo0ieé ceped BIUCbKOBUX HA Nepuiux emanax GilHY, HeOONiKi6 MamepiarbHO-MexHIYHo20
3a6e3neueHHss MeOUuKie, He CB0€UACHO20 IX O0ONYCKYy Npu «po30y008ax» eapHi30Hi6 paosHCubKux 6iticok. HinvhHe
Micye ceped HUX 3aUMANU NpobIeMU HEHANENCHO20 CAHIMAPHO20 HA2AAOY 34 GIUCLKOSUMU «MICTNEUKAMUY,
npobnemu  iHOUBIOYATbHUX MA KONEKMUBHUX 3aC00i8 OUUCMKU MA 3HE3APANCEHHA 800U 0N NUMHUX |
20Cn00apcbKux Nomped GiliCbKOGUX MOUf0.

Knwuosi cnosa: Ageanicman, sivina, 40-6a Apmis, nodym, «BoenHO-MeOUYUHCKULL HCYPHALY, MeOuuHe
3a6e3neuenus, CaHimapis.

IcTopiorpadis adrancekux momiii 1979-1989 pp., yyacHMKamMH SKUX BHUCTyIaB, 3
OoTHOTO OOKY, OQiIiiHNA KaOyJbCbKUN peXuM, 3 1HIMOTo, — Pamsacekuii Coro3 Ta HE3aKOHHI
30poitHi (GOopMyBaHHS, BHOKPEMHJIACh B OKpPEMHUN PO3AUT ICTOpUYHOI HayKd. Temaruka,
MiHATA JOCTITHUKAMH, JTOCUTH OaraToIjlaHOBA: 1€ W JMUCKYCIi IIOAO0 MPUYUH Ta MEPEAyMOB
30poitHOro KOH(MIIIKTY B YMOBaxX T€ONOJITHYHOTO PO3BUTKY DETIOHY, BOEHHOTO MapaMeTpy,
OLIHOK KaMmmaHii y 0ioMy. MEHIIOI Mipo0 pO3BHHEHAa TeMa JKHTIOBO-NOOYTOBHUX YMOB
BilicbkoBUX OOMEXEHOT0 KOHTHHICHTY PaJsHCbKHUX BilichbK B Adranictani (nani — OKPB).

[Ipote i maHmii acmeKT MPOOJIEMH YaCTKOBO MPEICTABICHUN Y HAyKOBOMY JHCKYPCI.
Moga iine, mopsn 3 iHmMM, Opo myOmikamii (axiBiiB menuunoi cmyxOu 40-i Apwmii Ta
JOCTIIHUKIB MEIWYHOIO 3a0e3NeueHHs] pajsHChbKUX BIWCBK y XOni BiliHM. Pesynbratu iXHix
JOCIIPKeHb OMPUIIIOHEHI Ha CTOpiHKaXx «BoeHHO-MeauIMHCKOro kypHanay (mam — BMX).
Ockinpku, gk 3ayBaxyBaB JI. SIHbIIMH, OJHMM 13 KOMIUIEKCHUX 3aBJaHb MEIUYHOI CIIyXKOu
40-i Apmii B Adranictani Oy/lo <«3IMCHEHHS MOMEPEIHBLOTO Ta IOTOYHOTO CaHITAPHOTO
Harsiy 3a OOJAITyBaHHSM BIMCHKOBHX MICTEUOK, YMOBAaMH JKHTTE€3a0€3MEYCHHS 0COOOBOTO
CKJIaJy B IIyHKTax TMOCTIMHOT IUCIIOKAaIii Ta BHUPIIIEHHS TITI€HIYHUX TpoOieM, TOB’A3aHHUX
13 ocoOmMBOCTSAMH perioHy mnepeOyBaHHs Biicbk» [13, c. 41]. Tomy y crarti 00’ekTOM
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