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Abstract

The article highlights the key milestones in the formation of the historiosophical concept of
Ukraine-centered historiography of the 1990s in the context of the study of industrial development
and workforce in the Ukrainian SSR during the postwar years (1946-1965). It has been noted that the
significant and positive changes in the theoretical, methodological, conceptual and historiosophical
fields of Ukrainian history, which began in the perestroika period, were further developed during
the 1990s. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that the unexpectedly powerful impetus for a
thorough reconsideration of Ukraine’s entire history as well as the postwar twentieth century and
the role of Ukrainian workforce and industry during this time was not the result of the internal
logic of the historical science development.

The transformation of national historiography was notably propelled by a robust external
political motivation in 1991, which, along with the groundwork that had been laid, initiated a
thorough reconsideration of the field. The development of an independent national historical
science has led to numerous conceptual and fundamental questions for its scholars. These
questions focus on the perspectives and contexts from which Ukrainian history should be the
studied and written (and frequently rewritten). For the sake of real, not just paper, independence
and, at the same time, for integration into the world historical community, a course of Ukraine-
centeredness was chosen on the basis of theoretical and methodological principles generally
accepted by the world scientific community and modern methods and technologies of historical
epistemology. In the context of renewal, the only possible solution was to find comprehensive,
integrated approaches to the object of study and to combine the methodological and methodical
principles of historical knowledge, proven through years of practical application, with new ones.

The main conclusion of the early 1990s was the understanding that researchers should focus
on people (humanity, communities, social groups), that is, the history of the Ukrainian postwar
industry and workforce should be studied from a historical and anthropocentric perspectives.

Keywords: historiography, enterprise, postwar reconstruction, industry, workforce,
Ukrainian SSR

" Doctor of Historical Sciences, Associate Professor, Associate Professor of the History Department, Admiral
Makarov National University of Shipbuilding, Mykolaiv, Ukraine. E-mail: nefyodovdv@gmail.com.
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1992-7271

X 52 %



KOHC CEHCCY C
Homep 2 / 2025 C ONSENSUS

ITPOMUCJIOBICTD TA POBITHUIITBO YKPATHCBKOI PCP
Y IHIOBOEHHUIA 1TEPIOJL (1946-1965 PP.):
I'EHE3A ICTOPIOCO®CHKOT KOHLEIIIIT YKPATHOIEHTPIYHOT ICTOPIOT PADIT

JImurpo Hedppoaos”

AHoTamisg

CraTTsd IPUCBIYEeHAa BUCBITIEHHIO KIIOYOBHX BiX CTAaHOBJIEHHS icTOPioCcO(CHKOT KOHIIEIIIT
VKPaiHOIEHTPUYHOI icTopiorpadii 1990-X pp. B KOHTEKCTI TOCTI;KEHHS MPOMHICIOBOTO PO3BUTKY
Ta podiTauirrea YPCP y noBoennuii mepios (1946-1965 ). 3a3HadeHo, 110 PO3IOYATi B IIepPedy 108Uy
J00y MOMITHI T NO3UTHUBHI 3pyIIEHHS B TEOPETUKO-METO0JIOTIUHIN, KOHIIENTyaJbHill Ta
icropiocodcepkiil obaacTdax icTopil VKpalHH oTpUMaai akTHUBHE IPOJOB/KEHHA B 1990-Ti pp.
BojgHouac CaiJ 3a3HAYMTU, [I0 HEOUYIKYBAHO IIOTY;KHMII IIOIITOBX [0 DAaJUKAIBHOIO
IepeocMUCTIEHHS SIK yciel icTopil YKpaiHy, Tak i HOBOEHHOTO ABAAIATHPIUYS i MicII YKpaiHCHKOro
POOITHUIITBA Ta IMPOMUC/JIOBOCTI B 1€l 1ePioj] CTaB HACIIIKOM He BHYTPIIIHBOI JOTIKM PO3BUTKY
OesnocepeHbo iICTOPUYHOT HAYKH.

OHOBJIEHHSI TOCTYNY BiTYM3HAHOTO iCTOPIONMCAHHA 3a3HAJO0 IOTY;KHOI'O B0BHIIIHHOTO
MMOJITUYHOTO IMIYJIbCY 1991D., SIKHMH, Y CIOJYY€HHI 3 INArOTOBJIEHUM IDYHTOM, CIIPUSB
3aMM0YATKYBAHHIO PATUKAILHOTO IePEeOCMUCIEHHS BITUM3HIHOTO icTOpionMcanHsA. 3’ICOBaHoO, 10
(hopMmyBaHHSA He3aTe;KHOT BITYM3HAHOI iCTOPMYHOT HAYKU MOCTABUIO Tepes T MpeIcTaBHuKaMI
PST KOHIIENITYAIbHUX, (YHIAMEHTAIGHUX, 3aCATHMYNX IUTAHb: 3 SKUX HO3UIHH Ta B SKOMY
KOHTEKCTI, IiJ] SIKUM KYTOM 30Dy CJIijI BUBYATH i IMICATH (A 9ACTO — i MEPEINCYBATH) YKPATHCHKY
icTopito. 3aa18 peaTbHOro, a He TANepOBOr0 YHe3aJde;KHEeHHS Ta BOJHOYAC A iHTerparii B
CBITOBY iCTOPMYHY CIIJIBHOTY OOPaHO KypC Ha YKPAiHOIEHTPU3M HA 3araJbHONPUIAHATIX
CBITOBUM HAayKOBUM TOBAPHCTBOM TEOPETHKO-METOM0JIOTIUHUIX 3acafaX i CydacHUX MeTOJINKaXx i
TEXHOJIOTIfIX iCTOPIYHOT THOCEO0.I0Tl. B YMOBaX OHOBJIEHHS €IIMHO MOKJIUBUM CTAJIO0 PIillIEHHS TIPO
HEOOXiMHICTh BiTHAIEHHA KOMILIEKCHUX IHTErpaJIbHNX MIXOZIB 10 00°€KTa JOCTIKeHHd Ta
MOEIHAHHA ByK€ OMNAHOBAHMX U ampo00BaHUX 0araTOPIYHOI0 TPAKTUKOI0 METOMOIOTIYHNX i
METOJUMYHUX 3acaJl iCTOPUYHOIO Ii3HAHHS 3 HOBUMU.

['0JIOBHIM YMOBUBOJIOM ITOYATKY 1990-X PP. CTAJ0 PO3YMIHHSI TOTO, 10 B (DOKyCi yBaru
JOCTITHUKIB Mae repedyBaTu JIOAUHA (TIOHICTD, CILIBHOTH, COIAIbHI IPYIH), TOOTO BUBYATU
icTopito  YKpalHCBKOI ITOBOEHHOI IMPOMHMCIOBOCTI Ta POOITHUIITBA COJ 3  iCTOPHKO-
AHTPOIOIEHTPUYHUX ITO3UIIII.

KmouoBi coBa: icTopiorpacdisa, miaNmpueMcTBO, MOBOEHHA BiI0OYIOBA, ITPOMUCIOBICTD,
pobiTauirrso, VPCP
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Problem Statement. Ukraine’s independence, the well-known events of the early
1990s, the development of a democratic society and the final victory of pluralism of
opinions resulted the abandonment of the principle of party affiliation in the scientific
community and the possibility of multi-vector development for social science. The
development of the latest theoretical and methodological foundations, cognitive tools, the
formation of Ukraine-centered thematic areas, and the accumulation of factual material
contributed to the formation of national historiography.

The significant and beneficial developments in the theoretical, methodological,
conceptual, and historiosophical fields of Ukrainian history that began in the perestroika
era were actively continued in the 1990s. Nonetheless, it is crucial to acknowledge that
the unexpectedly strong motivation for a thorough reconsideration of Ukraine’s entire
history, particularly concerning its workforce and industry in the postwar twentieth
century, was not merely a product of the internal dynamics of historical scholarship. The
renewal of national historiography was significantly influenced by a powerful external
political catalyst in 1991, which, along with the groundwork laid prior, initiated a radical
reconsideration of national historiography.

Following the collapse of the USSR and the rise of an independent Ukraine,
national historical research attained a sovereign status. The restructuring of academic
institutions occurred smoothly, with staff retention in both higher education and
research institutions, resulting in no significant material or ethical upheaval. At the same
time, the ban on the Communist Party resulted in the elimination of the Soviet-era
historical-party component of historical knowledge, which allowed Ukrainian historical
science to progress on a democratic basis. The lack of lustration and politically motivated
personnel conflicts contributed to the preservation of human resources. Furthermore,
most national scholars accepted the notion of Ukrainian statehood and the independence
of historical research.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The studies by O.Dodonov,
O. Surhai, Ya. Hrytsak, and D. Nefodov include various aspects that are indirectly related
to the subject matter of our research.

Considering the degree of influence of theoretical and methodological
achievements and historiosophical insights of the past on historiography, and what is
more on the specific historical issues, the article aims to highlight the genesis of the
historiosophical concept of Ukrainian-centered historiography of the 1990s in the context
of industrial development and workforce study in the Ukrainian SSR during the postwar
years (1946-1965).

Presentation of the basic material. Historiosophical contributions of
L. Zashkilniak, Ya. Kalakura, S. Kulchytskyi, L. Taran, O. Reient, and I. Kolesnyk have been
of paramount importance in the evolution and establishment of independent Ukrainian
historiography, particularly in addressing significant theoretical and methodological
concerns.
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L. Zashkilniak claims that the modern national historiographic process is
developing largely under the influence of the methodological positions of romanticism
and positivism developed in the nineteenth century/ With regard to the social purpose of
historical knowledge, this methodology, despite its claims to objectivity and impartiality,
serves specific political and ideological needs that force one to perceive the past and
produce knowledge with a predetermined result. The scholar emphasizes that world
historiography, from which Ukrainian scholarship was isolated for a long time, has gone
through the period of “modernity” associated with attempts to impartially examine
historical processes in their socio-cultural diversity and has taken a decisive step
towards “postmodernity” over the past quarter century. The main significance of
postmodernism is an attempt to free oneself from the dictates of a predetermined vision
of the past from the standpoint of an ideologized present, based on which the past was
approached selectively, choosing from it what seemed worthy of attention, but distorted
the past reality, imposing an inappropriate reflection on it. The work proves that the
modern world historical science requires a new vision of the past, when it is not about
the “external history” of objects, but about the “internal history” of subjects, that is, about
the direct history of “man” syncretistically connected with the accumulation and use of
the achievements of his genius. Man, personality, individuality become the alpha and
omega of history'.

Assessing the development of modern Ukrainian historiography, T. Popova pays
special attention to the study of the processes of its institutionalization, understanding
this term as the formation of its cognitive system, infrastructure and system of relations
with society, which together acquires a complete form at the disciplinary stage of
development of this branch of historical knowledge. In the process of cognitive
institutionalization, a consensus is formed on the main segments of historiographical
knowledge as components of the cognitive system of historiography: the definition of
historiographical issues, the corpus of historiographical sources and methods of working
with them, the formation of the theory and methodology of historiographical research,
and the creation of historiographical concepts. The concept of social institutionalization
is predominantly reflected at the infrastructural level, where the organization of
historiographical science is visible in both material and non-material dimensions.
Materially, this encompasses the formation of a historiographical community and a
network of institutions, including academic departments, commissions, chairs, and
specialized dissertation councils. Furthermore, historiography has been institutionalized
as an academic discipline within the professional training of historians, supported by the
emergence of historiographical publications. Non-materially, it pertains to the
development of a framework of norms that guide historians’ research practices®.

' 3amkiibHAK JI. [aTeIeKTya bHa icTopis: crnpoba KoHBeHNil (nesKi MeTopororiuni MipKyBanus). Eidoc. 2005.
Ne1. C.32.

*Tlonoa T. 06 MHCTUTYAIU3ALUN UCTOPUOrpadUK. Creyiaivii icmopuyni OUCUUNAINIL NUMAnHA Meopii ma
Memoouxu. 30. HayK. npaiib. Buir. 3. Kuis, 1999. C. 64-65.
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Emphasizing the significance of humanitarian aspects in Ukrainian science, O.
Reient is of the opinion that since Ukraine’s independence, there has been a widespread
misunderstanding among both the public and government officials. This
misunderstanding posits that only scientific disciplines yielding direct economic
outcomes deserve support, while the humanities are viewed merely as contributors to
value systems, societal needs, and the moral and legal environment of the state. The
status of the humanities in the country is notably influenced by the diminishing
distinction between fundamental and applied research; moreover, the social relevance of
humanitarian research surpasses that of natural and exact scientific researches. We
support the researcher’s viewpoint that modern historical science must not overlook its
processes of self-justification and self-identification, as doing so could lead to its own
inhibition and a drift towards quasi-science?.

L. Taran accentuates the necessity of preventing the young national science from
regressing into provincialism. The scholar highlights that a crucial goal for Ukrainian and
global historiography is to surpass positivism and Marxism, paving the way for
methodological pluralism. This evolution will allow for a novel interpretation of Ukraine’s
historical development both as a whole and its specific components®.

According to O.Yas, a contemporary person is at the crossroads of “different,
competing, complementary, sometimes Kkaleidoscopic information environments”, and
this fact leads to deep immersion in virtual space, a continuous pursuit of information’.
The warning of the famous Ukrainian historiographer Ya. Kalakura is in line with this
message, as he notes that the complex and contradictory process of returning historical
science to its natural functions during the transition and transformation of Ukrainian
society from Soviet totalitarianism to democracy encounters not only a general crisis in
all spheres of public life, including science, education and culture, but also resistance
from conservative forces, carriers of the old ideology. A Kind of quintessence of
Ya. Kalakura’s work is the conclusion that the priority for contemporary Ukrainian
historians is to create a scientific history of the Ukrainian people in the context of the
civilizational dimension, which professes humanistic, anthropological, synergistic and
axiological approaches®.

In a similar vein, A.Ziakun infers that the effective selection and extensive
application of diverse methodological tools can prevent the straightforward substitution
of Marxism with any other ideology, thereby avoiding its subsequent absolutization’.

3 Peent O.I1. CyuacHa icropuyHa HayKa B YKpaiHi: ULIAXU IIOCTYIY. YEPAiHCOKEUL iCmopusnuil ayprait. 1999.
N° 3. C. 20.

“Tapan JI.B. IIposigui Tengenuii csitoBoi icropiorpadii B XX ¢r. Ta npo6aeMa KpUsu CydacHOI iCTOPUYHOI
HayKU. VEpaincvruil icmopudnuil xcyprat. 1998. N2 5. C. 30-39; 1999. N2 1. C. 85-91.

5 sleb O. $IKo10 Mae OyTH cyyacHa YKpaiHcbKa icropiorpadis. Eidoc. 2015. N2 8. C. 359.

% Karaxypa fI. Iusirisauiiini opieHTHPH HOBITHBOT YKpAiHCHKOT icTopiorpadil. Iemopiozpadiinmi docaioncenus 6
Vipaini. 36. HayK. nipaupb. Burl. 24. Kuis, 2014. C. 24.

T3aKyH A. YKpaiHCcbKa icTOpUYHA HayKa 90-X POKIB XX CTOMITTA: MONIYK HOBUX METOJOJIOTIUHUX KOOPAUHAT.
C6imozna0 — Ppinocodpia — Penizia: 36. nayk. np. Cymu: JIBH3 «VABC HBY», 2011. N 1. C. 55.
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In accordance with V. Bondar, the transition of many national historians from
Soviet and imperial narratives to a national framework can be likened to a “weathervane”
reorientation. However, this change has produced rather basic elements within the
national historiographical canon, marked by ritualistic appeals to patriotism, a simplistic
black-and-white moral perspective, and a superficial transition from the Soviet model of
“socialist construction” to a national model promoting “Ukrainian statehood™.

A significant work in the theoretical and methodological field of national
historiography is I. Kolesnyk’s “Ukrainian Historiography: Conceptual History” which,
according to the author, aimed to “recreate the conceptual history of historiography as a
theoretical and historical exploration of historical science in the Ukrainian context™. The
researcher’s insights about the difficult transition of historiography from colloquialism to
a theoretical concept, from the practices of historical writing, description and criticism
of events, history-science to its transformation into a special field, a reflective discipline,
and the self-awareness of science are relevant and accurate. The paper addresses the
necessity for clarifying terminology and providing explanations regarding the concept of
‘historiography’. This need is underscored by the 2006 methodological seminar titled
“New Ukrainian Historiography: Images, Methods, Directions,” where researcher
H. Kasianov identified various challenges facing contemporary historiography. Among
these challenges, he highlighted issues related to terminology, the quality of scholarly
texts, the conversion of theories into practical applications, the education of specialists,
and the neglect of the gap between the author and their text, which can lead to overly
personal debates™.

In the collective monograph titled “Disciplinary Dimensions of Ukrainian
Historiography,” the authors explore the impact of globalization and informatization on
the competitiveness of historical knowledge, which has consequently transformed the
status and responsibilities of historiography. Revealing a wide range of problems
regarding the formation of national historiography, V. Bondar rightly notes that the
modern world sees historians not as impartial commentators or coders of the greatness
of a particular culture, nation or class, but rather as translators and mediators, as well as
social therapists who help society “assimilate” episodes from the past, while Ukrainian
historians only to some extent fit into this relatively new role for them™.

Despite non-sgnificant shortcomings, assessing the conceptual development of the
latest national historiography, K.Hlomozda noted such positive developments as
expanding access to the full range of works by national and foreign authors, the

8 Borgap B. CyuacHa yKpaiHcbKa icTopiorpadis: MiaCcyMKu i BUKIUKY. Iemopiozpadiiuni ocaioxcenns ¢ Yipaini /
Tou. peako.1. B.A. Cmouiit; Bigmn. pea. O.A. Viaoxa. Kuis: HAH Vkpaiuu. In-T ictopii VKpainu, 2014. Bun. 25. C. 98.

9 Kosecuuk 1. Ykpaincbka icropiorpadis: konuenryaibia icropis. Kuis: In-1 icropii Yipainn HAH Ykpainu,
2013. C. 24.

19 Marepiaau MeTo010r9HOro0 ceMinapy «Hosa ykpaincbka icropiorpadis: o6pasu, MeTOIU, HAIPAMUy, KUiB,
17 ciuHs 2006 P. Kitdoc. 2006. Bur 2. Y. 1. C. 14.

" Incnuiuiigapai BUMipn yKpaincbkol ictopiorpadii: Koaektusaa MoHorpadis / Biamn. pea. Ta KepiBHUK aBT.
KosekTuBy O.A. Vioxa. Kuis: HAH Vkpaiuu. [H-T icropil VKpainu, 2015. C. 276.
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disappearance of the division between national and diaspora science, strengthening
contacts with foreign experts, the introduction of a large number of sources into
scientific circulation, increased attention to regional and microhistory, the tendency to
“professionalize” historical science, and immunity to quasi-patriotic rhetoric™.

We agree that historiography had and still has a special status in terms of
methodological reorientation of national historical science and, along with scientific,
cognitive, and educational functions, is gaining wide significance, becoming a means of
shaping the people’s historical and national-state consciousnessz®. Contemporary
historians use the achievements of Western methodology, in particular intellectual history,
cultural anthropology, microhistory, social and economic history, history of mentalities and
everyday life, psychohistory, gender history, history of ideas, and oral history.

Contemporary researchers have proven that the ideological course of the postwar
era seriously deformed the socio-political life of Ukrainian society, which, in turn, led to
a loss of knowledge about the real state and needs of society. The ideology of compulsion
caused internal protest and distrust of critically minded citizens; some of whom turned
to living by double standards™.

Conclusions. The formation of an independent national historical science posed a
number of conceptual, fundamental, and basic questions to its representatives: from
what positions and in what context, from what angle, Ukrainian history should be studied
and written (and often rewritten). For the sake of real, not just paper, independence and,
at the same time, for integration into the global historical community, a course of
Ukraine-centeredness was chosen on the basis of theoretical and methodological
principles generally accepted by the world scientific community and modern methods
and technologies of historical epistemology. In the context of renewal, the only possible
solution was to find comprehensive, integrated approaches to the object of study and to
combine the methodological and methodical foundations of historical knowledge already
studied and tested over many years of practice with new ones. A key conclusion drawn in
the early 1990s was the recognition that researchers should prioritize the study of
individuals - encompassing humanity, communities, and social groups - indicating that
the history of Ukrainian post-war industry and workforce ought to be examined through
a historical and anthropocentric lens.
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