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The article analyzes issues of democratic reorganizations in the city of Mariupol in the
beginning of the Revolution of 1917 which are insufficiently studied in historiography. The
work used the newspaper “Mariupol’skaya zhizn’” entries previously non-involved in the
scientific usage. It enabled to examine various aspects of the mentioned above subject matter
more completely.

During the period of the First World War Mariupol was a sufficiently large industrial,
port city and uyezd center of Katerynoslavska gubernia in its South-East. Mariupol
community gladly welcomed the revolutionary events late in February — early in March of
1917 in the Russian capital. On the first days of the Revolution there reigned euphoria of
revolutionary enthusiasm and hopes for renewal in all spheres of life. It manifested itself
especially vividly during the mass actions taking place in the city on the 10" of March, 1917

The democratic revolutionary reorganizations in the city were endorsed by the workers
of the iron and steel works, soldiers of Mariupol garrison, pupils, students, entrepreneurs,
intellectuals, office workers, representatives of different city communities. That fact proved
the creation of a broad-based democratic coalition.

The majority of Mariupol community and the city’s political powers at the same time
declared its belonging to the Russian political space that corresponded to the certain realia of
that time. But soon enough the first manifestations of Ukrainian liberation movement
appeared in Mariupol. It was a sign of social and political changes taking place during
Ukrainian revolution in the country and in the city.

As early as the first days of the Revolution Mariupol public executive committee and
Mariupol council of labourer delegates were founded on the basis of the democratic
principles. The old police and gendarmerie which discredited themselves were abolished.
The police was substituted for newly founded militia. The new democratic power acted
dynamically and actively. The majority of the social problems of that time in Mariupol were
solved without confrontations.

Key words: Mariupol, Revolution, democratic reorganizations, social processes,
“Mariupol’skaya zhizn’”

PEINIEH3EHTH: Jlucak B.®., n.iu., npod.; Moruanoe B.b., x.i.H., C.H.C.
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N. Romantsova

M. GRUSHEVSKYTI’S SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITIES (1907 -- 1914): HIGHLIGHT
OF THE PROBLEM IN THE WORKS BY HISTORIANS IN THE EARLY 20™
CENTURY

The article examines the issues of covering the problems of M. Hrushevsky scientific
and publicistic activity in 1907-1914 and its impact on the scientific and social and political
life of Naddnipryansky region of Ukraine made by the historians of the first third of the XX"
century. The historiographic analysis of the prominent scientist’s works enabled to define the
scale of his work during the period when he became one of the most outstanding personalities
of the Ukrainian Historical science and of the social and political life.

Historiographic analysis revealed the contemporary researchers’ interest in studying
scientific activity of M. Hrushevsky who examnied the problems of the Ukrainian nation’s
past as well as topical contemporary subjects. There appeared polarization of ideas as to the
appraisal of the researcher’s scientific work mainly on the political basis. On the one hand V.
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Doroshenko, V. Herasymchuk, 1. Kryp'yvakevych, V. Picheta, 1. Franko positively defined the
scientific activity and creative achievements of M. Hrushevsky stressing their importance for
the development of Historical science in Ukraine. On the other hand chauvinistic Russian and
some Ukrainian researchers O. Volkonsky, 1. Lynnychenko, Yu. Romanovsky, A. Savenko, T.
Florynsky, A. Tsarynny took M. Hrushevsky’s historical views and scientific works explicitly
negatively. They rejected his scientific concept which refuted the conventional arrangement of
the All-Russian historical development. The contemporaries’ works had a very personal
nature and revealed their certain political bias.

The study proved that historiographic aspects of scientific and publicistic activity of M.
Hrushevsky at the point of World War I (1907-1914) have been insufficiently examined by the
researchers. In the further studies it’s worthwhile to compare the appraisals of Mychailo
Serhiyovych’s scientific and publicistic works on the part of his contemporaries and the
representatives of the next historiographic periods.

Key words: M. Hrushevsky, scientific and publicistic activity, historiographic
appraisals, contemporary historians.

M. Grushevskyi’s scientific and publicist activities carried out prior to World War 1
(1907-1914) is insufficiently investigated by historians specializing in Grushevskyi studies,
though the study of this problem presents appreciable scientific interest. That was a
complicated and controversial period in the history of Ukraine and in the development of
Ukrainian historiography. It was at that time when M. Grushevskyi became one of the most
prominent figures in the Ukrainian historical science and socio-political life.

Contemporaries have already started active research of wvarious aspects of M.
Grushevsky1’s scientific and publicist activities of the aforementioned epoch. They have paid
attention to the circumstances due to which Scientist Grushevskyi was revealing the
opportunities of Publicist Grushevskyi, using theoretical aspects for more profound research
of the related vital issues. Analysis of historiographical literature has revealed multilateral
activities carried out by the outstanding scientist who acted both as an incomparable
researcher and as a talented publicist. This was revealed especially in the second Kyiv period
of M. Grushevskyi’s activities when he was carrying out active research alongside publicist
activities, considering them to be more useful for the Ukrainian nation of those times, which
undoubtedly did not go beyond the attention of M. Grushevskyi’s contemporary scientists.

L. Vinar emphasized that by 1914 M. Grushevskiy had become the symbol of the
Ukrainian unity and a true disseminator of the Ukrainian spirit. That was also emphasized by
D. Doroshenko, his ideological opponent. In his view, M. Grushevskyi was considered to be
“the disseminator of the Ukrainian national movement of Russia” and “his word was the law
for us in those times™ [1, p. 84].

R. Novatskyi and V. Telvak ascertained that in D. Doroshenko's words, the popular
scientific features of that period (“About the olden times in Ukraine”, “About Bogdan
Khmelnitsky, the father of the Cossacks”) “present a powerful weapon for national self-
consciousness and self-cognition of various groups of our population” [21, p. 262].

The article's objective is to analyze to what extent scientific and publicist activities
carried out by M. Grushevskyi in the second Kyiv period are already researched by his
contemporaries.

During 1907 — 1914 M. Grushevskyi was combining active activities in various fields of
social life. He appeared to be a well-reputed scientist well-known in Ukraine and abroad. He
reputed himself as a fighter for Ukrainian national revival. M. Grushevskyi was incessantly
working as a researcher and was doing active scientific and administrative work in Lviv and
Kyiv.
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On the one hand, at the aforementioned time M. Grushevskyi published his fundamental
scientific and popular scientific works in history (“History of Ukraine-Rus” — vol. 6,7,8 (Part
1) [7;8:9], “Illustrative history of Ukraine” [6], “About the olden times in Ukraine (a popular
story with drawings)”) [13], dozens of historical studios, historiographical, archeographical,
popular scientific and socio-political articles as well as reviews of other scientists' scientific
works, necrologies, critical literary and other works) and culture studies studios “Cultural and
national movement in Ukraine in the 16™ — 17" centuries” [10], “About the Ukrainian
language and the Ukrainian school” [14].

In this context, the analysis of the outstanding historian's achievements carried out by
representatives of Ukrainian historiography makes the number of blank pages in Grushevskyi
studies smaller. It also arouses new questions which boost further development of the
Ukrainian historical science in general.

I. Franko, an outstanding Ukrainian scientist and writer, was carefully tracing M.
Grushevskyi’s works and took them with a grain of salt. 1. Franko carried out profound
analysis of “History of Ukraine-Rus”, “Essay on the history of the Ukrainian nation” and
“Illustrative history of Ukraine”. In characterizing “History of Ukraine-Rus”, he ascertained
that it reflected “the fundamental work done by Professor M. Grushevskyi aimed at giving the
Ukrainian society a complete and self-reliant image of historical development of our land, an
image based on purely scientific principles”. He also emphasized that since 1907 the scientist
had transferred the publication of “History of Ukraine-Rus” to Kyiv where during 1907 —
1909 the second edition of the 4™ volume and the first edition of the 6™ and the 7" volumes of
that work were published. [33, p. 417 — 418].

I. Franko also paid attention to M. Grushevskyi's popular scientific works in the history
of Ukraine. He stated that “with the advent of the constitutional era in Russia, Professor
Grushevskyi felt the necessity of familiarizing the Russian society with the achievements of
his scientific work”. In this respect, 1. Franko commented upon the publication of “Essay on
the history of the Ukrainian nation” in Russian which “was a great success with the Russian
readers” and was awarded a prize from Count Uvarov Foundation by St. Petersburg Academy
of Sciences. I. Franko also emphasized that almost at the same time M. Grushevskyi had
published “Illustrative history of Ukraine” in order to “present to the Ukrainian society a
purposely written overview of the history of Ukraine with illustrations”. In considering those
works, 1. Franko appreciated “the richness and the miscellany of the material collected and
processed”. However he also saw “the moral necessity of understanding the significance of
that, I daresay, great scientific work based on the Ukrainian spirit before explaining it to the
whole society”. [33, p. 418 —419].

Paying his highest compliments to M. Grushevskyi’s scientific works in the history of
Ukraine and incessant multilateral activities, I. Franko also addressed some certain objections
to the scientist, ascertaining that “we cannot diminish Professor M. Grushevskyi’s merits; he
did it to meet the interests of the historical truth and science”. He says that the historian “lays
the main emphasis on analysis of historical phenomena but does not have the gift of
classifying historical facts: although the historian’s plan is very efficient, very important
historical events and even more important historical leaders drown in the sea of details and
observations”. [33, p. 453 —454].

Professor V. Picheta positively evaluated M. Grushevskyi as a researcher of the history
of the Ukrainian nation. He stated that M. Grushevskyi’s main work presents “the
encyclopedia of the Ukrainian history”. In V. Picheta’s view, the author worked at it “with
every grain of salt”, which is evidenced by a great number of used sources, “brilliant excurses
of impartial methodological character, the infinite number of articles in many Ukrainian
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journals”. The scientist emphasized that “History of Ukraine-Rus” was “the bible” for
researchers of Belorussia and Ukraine [24, p. 198].

In the researcher’s words, M. Grushevskyi’s works were “determined in the national and
political sense of the word and had a great influence on the political mood of the Ukrainian
intelligentsia”. The researcher especially appreciated “Essay on the history of the Ukrainian
nation”, where “all the observations of the Ukrainian nation’s fates” were described. Besides,
in his work published in Russian, M. Grushevskyi “for the first time gave the Russian reader
the concept of the history of the Ukrainian nation” [24, p. 198].

The most profound analysis of M. Grushevskyi’s scientific activities was carried out by
I. Krypiakevych, his disciple. He stated that in working at the course of history of Ukraine, M.
Grushevskyl was preparing materials about the Cossacks and the Army of Zaporizhzhya
which were reflected in its 7" and in the first part of the 8" volumes of “History of Ukraine-
Rus”, in the studios “Hetman Bogdanko”, in “Additions to the history of the Cossacks — on
the occasion of the talk about the Cossack times of Volodymyr Antonovych” and in the
compilation “Materials of the Cossack movements of the 1590s”. For the first time ever, this
research was based on authentic sources. The researcher paid special attention to the fact that
the author had begun “to be unbiased in describing various legends typical of the starting era
of the Army of Zaporizhzhya” [16, p. 400].

V. Gerasymchuk emphasized that M. Grushevskyi had paid great attention to “the
research of social relations” [3, c.12]. The researcher stated that M. Grushevskyi “was the
strongest among all the previous historians who combined the characterless and weak-pulsed
present times ... with the forgotten but great traditions of the past, who directed the
competition of Upper Dnepr and Galichina Ukraine onto one path, ... thus strengthening
patriotism, who united the parts divided by the border into one living organism”. This unity of
ideas made it possible to result in “amalgamation of the whole nation into one state body” [3,
p. 2].

V. Doroshenko ascertained that “his popular Russian “Essay” and “Illustrated history of
Ukraine” are becoming a formidable weapon of national consciousness and self-recognition
among various groups of our population” [15, p. 297].

Unlike the Ukrainian readers, Russian chauvinistic forces demonstrated very negative
attitudes towards M. Grushevskyi’s activities.

In considering M. Grushevskyi’s scientific and publicist works, A. Tsarinnyi (A.
Storozhenko), a Russian researcher of the Ukrainian origin, stated that “another example of
falsifying history typical of M. S. Grushevskyi’s works ..., especially in “History of
Ukraine-Rus” and in “History of the Ukrainian Cossacks” as well as in the articles about
Pereyaslav Oath and about Mazepa is unlikely to be found in the historical science” [34, p.
178 — 179].

The chauvinistically repossessed Russian historian and philologist T. Florinskyi was
forced to admit that for the first “six years of his stay in Lviv M. Grushevskyi had written a
great number of works in the history of South Russia”. Those were articles, monographs,
messages, reviews and overviews. But their scientific level cannot be very highly praised. In
the critic’s words, those were works of “different price and significance” [32, p. 373].

In the article published in the form of direct address to M. Grushevskyi, 1. Linnichenko
evaluated the historian’s historical views from the point of view of a great parent country. He
made the conclusion that his conceptual “Usual pattern” was rather politically biased,
irrational, non-scientific and prejudiced” [19, c. 262]. With some exceptions, the same views
were presented by O. Volkonskyi, [u. Romanovskyi, A. Savenko and A. Storozhenko [2, p.
31; 29, p. 301; 30, p. 291; 31, p. 289, 290].
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But D. Korsakov, a corresponding member of the Academy and professor of Kazan
University, presented quite a different view. He positively evaluated “Essay on the history of
the Ukrainian nation” nominated for Count Uvarov prize. Having analyzed all the aspects of
the work in every detail, the Russian historian made related conclusions. He emphasized that
the “Essay” was a brand new and the only existing overview of “South-Russian” (Ukrainian)
history since the ancient times till the late 18" century published in Russian; the Ukrainians
needed such an overview “from the point of view of pragmatic interpretation” of their history,
because in most of the courses of history and in the overviews of Russian history “the history
of South Russia is interpreted insufficiently and in fragments”; the work is not rid of
discrepancies resulting from the fact that the author was not always impartial about historical
sources; but these discrepancies available in M. Grushevskyi’s work do not overcome its
positive characteristics”. Therefore the reviewer makes the conclusion that M. Grushevskyi’s
book is worthy of Count Uvarov prize [23, p. 498].

Thus the historiographical analysis has revealed the contemporary researchers’ interest
in the study of M. Grushevskyi’s scientific activities who researched the problems of the
Ukrainian nation’s past as well as the vital problems of the present times. Polarization of the
evaluations of the scientist’s creativity is revealed primarily on political grounds. On the one
hand, V. Doroshenko, V. Gerasymchuk, V. Picheta and I. Franko positively evaluated M.
Grushevskyi’s scientific activities and legacy, emphasizing its importance for the
development of the historical science in Ukraine. On the other hand, the chauvinistically
biased Russian and some of the Ukrainian scientists, such as O. Volkonskyi, 1. Linnichenko,
Iu. Romanovskyi, A. Savenko, T. Florinskyi, and A. Tsarinnyi expressed extremely negative
attitudes towards M. Grushevskyi’s historical views and scientific work, challenging his
scientific strategy which rejects the traditional pattern of the overall Russian historical
development. The works written by some of the contemporaries have proved to be very much
biased as per the views presented. Those works are of rather a personality-minded character,
which does not make it possible for their authors to be impartial towards M. Grushevskyi.
Sometimes one can see a certain political prejudice demonstrated by some of the authors. In
the course of further research, it is worthwhile comparing the evaluations of M.
Grushevskyi’s scientific and managerial activities presented by his contemporaries and
historians of a later time.
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H.I. Pomanunosa
HAYKOBA TA IYBJIHNUCTUYHA AISAJBHICTD M. TPYHIEBCBKOI'O
(1907 — 1914 PP.): BUCBITJIEHHS ITPOBJIEMHU
B ITPALISIX ICTOPHUKIB INIEPIIOI TPETUHHU XX CT.

V' cmammi posensadaromvcs numauHs w000 BUCEIMIIEHHS ICMOPUKAMU — Nepuloi
mpemunu XX cm. npobrem naykogoi ma nyoaiyucmuunoi oisnbnocmi M. I pywescvroco 6
1907 — 1914 pp. ma ii enwugy Ha HAYKOBe mMa 2pPOMAOCbKO-NONIMUYUHE HCUMMS
Haooninpsncovkoi Yrpainu. 30iticnenuti icmopioepaghiunuti ananiz npayb 6u0amHo2o 84eHo20
HA0A8 MONCIUBICMb 3 ACYBAMU MACWMAOHICMb 3PO0JIEH020 HUM 8 Yell nepiood, KOu 8iH Cmas
OOHI€I0 3 HAUOLILUW NOMIMHUX NOCcmMamell 8 YKPAiHCbKill iCMOPUYHil HAYYi ma 2pomMaoCcbKo-
NONITMUYHOMY HCUMML.

Icmopioepagiunuii  ananiz euseus inmepec OOCHIOHUKIG-CYUACHUKIE 00 BUBUEHHS
numaus Haykoeoi Oianvnocmi M. I pywescbkoeo, AKuli 'y C80IX npaysx 0o0caioHcysas
npoodnemMu MUHYL020 YKPAIHCbKO20 HAPOOYy mMa aKmyalbHi memu cbo2oldeHHA. B oyinkax
HAYKOBOI MBOPHUOCMI 8YEHO20 BUABUNACS NONAPU3AYIA OYMOK NEPeBaANCHO HA NONIMUYHOMY
pyumi. 3 o00umozco 6oky, B.opowenxo, B.Ilepacumuyk, 1. Kpun'skesuu, B. Iliuema,
1. @panko nozumueno Xxapaxkmepuszyeaniu HAYKO8y  OISIbHICMb, meopye HAOOAHHS
M. I pywescvkoeo, nioKpecuonouu 1o20 6adcIugicmos Ol pPO3GUMKY ICMOPUYHOI HAYKU 8
Ykpaini. 3 inwozo 60Ky, WOBIHICMUYHO HANAUMOBAHT POCILICLKI Ma O0esiKi YKPAiHCbKI 6YeHi
O. Boakoncokuu, 1. Jlunnuuenxo,  FO. Pomanoscokuti, A. Cagenko, T. @nopuncekutl,
A. llapunnuii  8i06epmo He2amusHO CHPUUMAIU [CMOPUYHI No2aadu ma HAyKoei npayi
M. I'pywescvroeo, 8iokuoaruu 1020 HAYKo8y KOHYenyilo, AKa 3anepeyysana mpaouyiiuHy
cxemy 3a2anbHOPOCICbKO20 icmopuuno2o pozeumky. llpayi cyuacnukie nocunu Oyoice
ocobucmicHuli Xxapaxkmep, UABLANU iX NEGHY NOMIMUYUHY 3AAHSANHCOBAHICND.

Jocniosxcenns 3acsiouuno, wo icmopioepagiuni acnekmu Hayko8oi ma nyoniyucmudoi
disnonocmi M. I pywescbkoeo nanepedooui Ilepwioi ceimoesoi eiunu (1907 — 1914 pp.)
HEeOOCMAamHub0 O0CHIONCEH] ePYUeBCbKO3ZHABYAMU. YV nodanbuux cmyoisx 6apmo nopieuamu
OYIHKU HayKo8oi ma nyoniyucmuunoi odianvnocmi Muxatina Cepeitiosuua 3 600Ky 1020
CYUACHUKIB Ma NPeOCMABHUKIE HACMYNHUX icmopioepagiunux nepiodis.

Knrwowuoei cnoea: M. [pywescokuii, Haykosa ma nyoOniyucmuyHa OisAIbHICMb,
icmopioepaghiuni oyinKu, iCMOPUKU-CYUACHUKU.
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EVERYDAY LIFE OF WORKERS OF COAL INDUSTRY OF DONETSK-
DNIEPER ECONOMIC REGION OF THE SECOND HALF OF THE 19™ CENTURY
— THE BEGINNING OF THE 20™ CENTURY IN NATIVE HISTORIOGRAPHY OF

THE SECOND HALF OF THE 19™ CENTURY - THE BEGINNING OF THE 20™

Traditionally, in the social sciences, the miners are considered as a specific
professional group — the leading participants of the social processes of the twentieth century
and the present. To confirm this fact there are its causes and reasons, numerical examples.
But after appearing in the late nineteenth century, the collier set the objective to improve the
material conditions of life by selling their labor, specific skills and abilities. Losing touch with
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