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The purpose of the article is to clarify the differences in the interpretations of the social functions of historical science
by M. Hrushevsky and V. Lypinsky, which were revealed by their participation in the discussion of “History of Ukraine-
Rus” by M. Arkas. The methodological basis of the work is an interdisciplinary approach. At the same time, methods of
philosophical, general-scientific and specific-historical character are applied as well. Particular emphasis is placed on
the structural and functional system analysis of historiographical facts and the method of critical analysis of documentary
material. The scientific novelty of the article lies in the reconstruction of the discussion between M. Hrushevsky and
V. Lypynsky on the social functions of historical science. Conclusions. The axiological convictions of M. Hrushevsky and
V. Lypynsky turned out to be important for domestic historiography not only in the context of the methodological debate at
the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries, they remain unanimous also in relation to modern trends in world historiography.
Criticizing the extremes of historical relativism, scientists from different countries emphasize the researcher’s social
responsibility for his work. Neo-romanticism did not become widespread in Ukrainian historiography at the beginning of
the 20th century. The reaction of researchers to his revelations strengthened the conviction about the need to raise the role
of science in public life, to spread scientific knowledge among the general population. Science and scientific knowledge
serve society to a greater extent when they provide a true picture of the events and phenomena of the past than when they
try to “retouch’ history. Ukrainian neo-romanticism quickly forced professional historians to abandon the schematically
simplified understanding of social functions and the purpose of their discipline. History, they argued, claiming the high
title of science, should give a comprehensive image of the past, and not adapt it to certain turns of the political situation.
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coka icmopioepagis.

Problem state. One of the intellectual innova-
tions of the modern era, which appeared at the turn
of the 19th and 20th centuries, was the neo-romantic
theory. To a certain extent, its variant in Ukrainian
historiography was the statist direction with its elit-
ism, the priority of national-political ideology over
science, the heroization of history, and the hyper-
bolization of the personal factor. It was the histori-
ans-statesmen, starting with V. Lypinsky, in contrast
to the scientific-positivist instructions of the follow-
ers of M. Hrushevsky’s school, who put the needs
of a strengthening national organism to the fore
when studying the past. Therefore, the main task
was declared to be the formation and awakening of
national self-awareness through the demonstration
of “glorious” events of the national history, focus-
ing attention on its “heroic” periods. The implemen-
tation of such an approach to the study of the past
led to the distortion of its true image, since “calm”
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periods of history remained outside the study, and
insufficient attention was also paid to the economic
and social and cultural life of the people. Excessive
politicization of historical science contributed to the
resuscitation of old and the emergence of new his-
torical myths that were supposed to keep the national
feeling in tone. These myths, fulfilling their short-
term “awakening” role, later firmly “settled” in the
mass consciousness as persistent historiographical
stereotypes, the negative effects of which are still felt
today. Note that neo-romantic conceptuality was gen-
erally a characteristic feature of the historiographies
of enslaved peoples (3amkinbusik, 1997: 112). Thus,
the modern Polish historiographer Jerzy Maternicki
notes: “The years 1900—1918 are characterized in the
history of Polish historiography by the dominance of
the neo-romantic direction, the beginnings of which
go back to Poland at the end of the 19th century.”
(Maternicki, 1982: 7). The neo-romantic theory
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reduced the scientific value of historical works and
led to the mythologizing of the past. Neo-romanti-
cism, which has spread significantly in European his-
toriography, is today studied in detail by historians.
This applies to both general socio-political and meth-
odological factors that caused its emergence. But for
modern Ukrainian historiography, it is particularly
relevant that his followers put forward two important
and interrelated methodological problems: the social
function of history and the relationship between sci-
ence and political ideology. Solving these problems
has always troubled researchers of the past, and also
divided them into opposing camps. They were neces-
sarily forced to ask the question and give an answer
to it: should historical knowledge serve to deepen
objective knowledge about social processes, or
should it serve the current interests of society at this
stage of its evolution? How to understand the rela-
tionship between science and society, how should
science serve it? Is history a science in the narrow
sense of the word? Ukrainian neo-romanticism gave
them its answers. Let’s try to understand what these
answers were and why they turned out to be unstable.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The events connected with the publication of “His-
tory of Ukraine-Rus” by M. Arkas and the discussion
surrounding it are quite fully researched by modern
historians V. Ulyanovsky (YnbsHoBchbkuii, 1996),
1. Hyrych (I'mpud, 1996), V. Telvak (TensBak, 2002a:
162-163; TensBak, 2002b; TempBak & TenbBak,
2005: 253-254; TenbBak, 2008: 131-134; TenbBaxk,
2010; TensBak & TenmbBak, 2021) and others. Scien-
tists have studied in detail the circumstances in which
M. Arkas wrote this work, analyzed the ideological
positions of his critics and supporters, evaluated the
book itself as a phenomenon of Ukrainian historiog-
raphy. However, the emphasis on the socio-political
resonance of the work, the study of the event only in
the context of the confrontation between M. Hrush-
evskyi and his ideological opponents made another,
historiographical, context secondary. However, he, in
our opinion, is the most interesting. After all, the fact
that it is not a book (in this case, “History of Ukraine-
Rus” by M. Arkas — a usual popular work of a com-
pilative nature), but the discussion around it, started
a new historiographical phenomenon. Below, we will
focus on the historiographical effect of the mentioned
discussion in the context of the formation of Ukrai-
nian neo-romanticism.

The purpose of the article is to clarify the differ-
ences in the interpretations of the social functions of
historical science by M. Hrushevskyi and V. Lypin-
skyi, which were revealed by their participation in the
discussion of “History of Ukraine-Rus” by M. Arkas.
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Presenting main material. At the end of the
19th century positivism with its respect for real facts
and critical method had a very strong position in
domestic historiography (TemsBak, 2000a; TensBak,
2000b). Thus, as early as 1895, regarding the work of
V. Kotsovsky, M. Hrushevskyi, in the spirit of posi-
tivist skepticism, noted: “I paid most attention to the
methodological side of the work; as the tone, they
say, makes the music, so the science begins with the
method, that is why this aspect deserves special atten-
tion. Everyone in scientific work must clearly distin-
guish a fact from a guess or unsubstantiated informa-
tion; a factual conclusion can be made only on the
basis of facts; on conjectures and contradictory infor-
mation, you can build only a hypothesis, which can
only be put as a hypothesis, with a reserve, and which
can only gain credibility after a long check with new
dates” (I'pymeBchkuii, 1895b: 10). New methods that
entered historiography from sociology, psychology,
ethnology and other sciences were adapted on the
same positivist ground with its most important asset —
a critical approach to analysis at all stages of research.
Even one of the founders of the neo-romantic trend in
Ukrainian historiography, V. Lypinsky, in solidarity
with the scientific views of M. Hrushevskyi, wrote to
the last about the publication of the next volume of
“History of Ukraine-Rus”: “Many, sincere thanks for
sending me your “Story”’! A wonderful book — not to
mention the content — in its structure, form and appear-
ance! I can’t help but share with you my impression,
which I got after reading your “History”. Accept it,
Mr. Professor, as a disgusting person for whom the
road is our past and everything that aims to spiritually
resurrect it, to show it in the light of science.” (JIuc-
TyBaHHA Muxaiina I'pymeBcekoro, 2001: 293-294)
(underlined by us — author).

At the turn of the XIX-XX centuries in Ukrai-
nian intellectual circles, there was an urgent need
to write a popular scientific history of Ukraine. Old
textbooks, such as the work of O. Yefimenko, no
longer met the requirements of the historical science
of that time. This was also mentioned by M. Hru-
shevskyi, who from the beginning of the 90s of the
XIX century planned to write a popular history of
Ukraine, he even wanted to start his creative jour-
ney with such a story, as he noted in his autobiog-
raphy (I'pymescokuii, 1906: 206). We will casually
mention that the historian’s archive contains a draft
of such a work entitled “On Antiquity and the Most
Ancient Times of Our People”, dated 1894. But the
Russian-language “Essay on the History of the Ukrai-
nian People” intended for an educated reader first
appeared in print, which survived until the outbreak
of the First World War, three editions (1904, 1906 i
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1911 years). In 1907, the professor’s popular, richly
illustrated pamphlet “About Old Times in Ukraine”
was also published. But this book by M. Hrushevskyi
was too concise, and he planned to immediately start
work on a larger illustrated story, which was known
to a wide circle of his acquaintances, who helped to
find artists to illustrate it. In general, emphasizing the
importance of publishing a popular scientific history
of Ukraine in the native language, the professor wrote
in the preface to “Illustrated History of Ukraine”: “I
don’t know if I need to interpret how I understood its
task, because after looking at this book, everyone who
understands will think about it. I wanted to give our
citizens a book written in an easy and accessible way,
enlivened by images of the past life, fragments of our
old creativity, our literature... I wanted not to limit
myself to only the superficial history of rulers and
wars, but also to show how the people lived, in which
direction their public and cultural life developed.”
(I'pymescokmii, 1990: 3; TensBak, 2006). V. Lypyn-
sky was also aware of the vital necessity of publish-
ing a popular scientific Ukrainian-language history
of Ukraine. In a letter to M. Hrushevskyi, he wrote:
“Now, it seems to me, is such a time that the popular-
ization of history is one of the most important cultural
and political tasks, and since new layers are pouring
into Ukrainianism, which are not familiar with previ-
ous Ukrainian literature, then such [...] thing is very,
very necessary”’ (I'pymescrkmii, 1906: 304).

That is why a lot of public attention was focused
on the appearance of the first popular work — the book
by M. Arkas, and the discussion around it caused such
a significant resonance. It was this discussion, in our
opinion, that witnessed the emergence of a new direc-
tion in the Ukrainian historiographic topos, statist in
its ideology, and marked the beginning of the func-
tioning of neo-romanticism in the national histori-
cal science. Since, as we mentioned above, the “case
of M. Arkas” is covered quite fully in the literature,
we will dwell only on those points that interest us in
terms of the mentioned topic.

First of all, we note that M. Hrushevskyi’s review
of M. Arkas’s book should be considered in the gen-
eral context of the criticism of neo-romantic concep-
tualism, which was carried out by the scientist in the
pages of scientific periodicals, starting from the end
of'the 19th century. “We must resolutely condemn any
manifestation of ignorance and disregard for scien-
tific requirements,” writes M. Hrushevskyi, “whether
it comes from compatriots or foreigners who under-
take to write about Ukrainian affairs” (I'pymeBcbkuid,
1902: 16-17). The researcher lists the signs of neo-
romantic conceptualism: recognition of the action of
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cal jumps”, “non-scientific terminology” (I'pymes-
cekuit, 1895a: 25-28). According to the scientist, the
fight against mythologizing lies on the path of critical
study of sources — “and all romanticism will dissipate
like a dream” (I'pymeBcrkuii, 1897: 15). The main
reason for mythologizing, M. Hrushevskyi believes,
lies in the dilettantism of the historian, his neglect of
scientific requirements. “Salon interpretation of sci-
ence”, focusing only on the tastes of the public, the
professor warns, turns a scientist into a writer and
publicist (I'pymescekuii, 1907: 218-220). That is
why M. Hrushevskyi examines the works of research-
ers with such attention and affection, written taking
into account the “scientific nature, objectivity and
caution of the method” (I'pymieBcbkuii, 1898: 6-8).

A critical attitude to our past, according to M. Hru-
shevskyi, is also necessary in view of the initial stage
of the formation of national historiography; due to the
fact that the mechanisms and tradition of combating
mythologizing have not yet developed. The scientist
poses the problem of the historian’s professional and
ethical responsibility to society for his work.

The first historian to read M. Arkas’s “History
of Ukraine-Rus” was V. Lypinskyi. We learn about
his reaction to the book from a letter to the author
of the work. The letters are written in an elevated,
almost panegyric tone. It does not contain any seri-
ous comments on the content or design of the book,
only it is noted that “the same small mistakes that are
sometimes encountered do not harm the content of
the book at all and, most importantly, do not spoil the
general impression, do not harm [...] its spirit . On
the contrary, V. Lypynsky noted that he was attracted
by the content and external aspect of the work, its
stylistic form, vernacular language, “simple, nuclear,
lapidary” style. Writing about the meaning of the
book, the scientist highlighted first of all its impor-
tant educational and social function. “When reading
your book,” noted V. Lypynskyi, “I kept in mind that
it is as you say in the preface: ‘The history of one’s
people should be popular and accessible to everyone,’
and precisely, applying such an assessment to it, one
can say, that your “History” completely meets its pur-
pose” (YapsinoBchkHiA, 1996: 211-212).

M. Hrushevskyi, after reading the work of
M. Arkas, asked V. Lypinsky to write a review of it,
which was published on the pages of the Literary and
Scientific Herald. Here the approach should have been
somewhat different — the review required, first of all,
a meticulous professional assessment, which, among
other things, was weighed by a prominent historian
of Ukraine before publication. So, V. Lypynsky had
to give a specific analysis of the content of the work,
which was done. However, the reviewer still did not
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consider it necessary to talk only about the scientific
value or fallibility of the book. He again, although not
as broadly as in the letter, emphasized the cultural and
national significance of the publication.

V. Lypynsky generally gave a positive assess-
ment of M. Arkas’s book. Among its advantages, the
reviewer mentioned simple language; easy, popular
form of presentation; successful use of historical leg-
ends and folklore; a calm objective tone reminiscent
of a chronicle style; clear periodization and division
into small sections. The critic especially noted the
great love for the Ukrainian people, who adopted the
book, “this feeling is transmitted to the reader as well,
it awakens national consciousness and national self-
respect in him”.

The reviewer’s critical remarks were limited to
pointing out numerous redundant dates and facts
that have little relevance to the history of Ukraine;
uneven description of events (for example, only
20 lines are devoted to the evolution of the peasantry
for the years 1687—1764); the artificiality of the peri-
odization of the history of Ukraine (for example, the
Scythian-Sarmatian period is difficult to single out as
an independent one in the history of the Ukrainian
people; the division of Kyiv and Galicia, Lithuanian
and Polish periods, etc.); very cursory and superfi-
cial remarks about the social evolution of Ukraini-
ans; too schematic coverage of the Ukrainian revival.
V. Lypynsky noted that the author “does not have any
coherent view of the entire historical evolution of the
Ukrainian people.” The book does not clearly men-
tion even the beginnings of our history, and the terms
“Russian” and “Ukrainian” are constantly confused.
The critic pointed to the unscientific nature of the
futuristic description of possible variants of histori-
cal events (“what if, etc.”). The amount of blood and
sheer massacre in the description of the events of the
XVII-XVIII centuries was also unpleasant. Harm-
ful for the “spreading of the feeling of national unity
among the broad circles of the Ukrainian people” was
the opposition between Naddnipryanshchyna and
Halychyna. V. Lypynsky also listed in detail all minor
errors, elementary errors and inaccuracies in the text,
illustrations and maps (Jlunuacekuii, 1908). The
main significance of the book, the scientist empha-
sized, was that it performed an important educational
and social function. V. Lypynsky also listed in detail
all minor errors, elementary errors and inaccuracies
in the text, illustrations and maps (JIunuHCHKUH,
1908). The main significance of the book, the scien-
tist emphasized, was that it performed an important
educational and social function.

M. Hrushevskyi was not satisfied with the vision
of the social role of historiography proposed by
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V. Lypinsky, and he added his remarks to his review.
The professor bypassed the external influence of the
book and the very fact of its appearance as a national
and cultural phenomenon, having analyzed its internal
content, main idea, and illustrative content. Appar-
ently, scientific criticism of doctrines is strictly prin-
cipled (TenbBak, 2001). Of course, M. Hrushevskyi
could not ignore the review of the book by M. Arkas
for many reasons: it was the first Ukrainian history of
the foreign history of Ukraine to be seen, as there was
a wide outcry; the professor has prepared an exten-
sive course on local history, as well as an illustra-
tive textbook; As a scientist, he has always opposed
amateurism. At the beginning of the review, the sci-
entist stated that M. Arkas’s book cannot be ignored
due to its wide circulation. So, he rightly believed, it
“will be a book of wisdom on Ukrainian history for
many Ukrainians” for a long time. However, written
by a non-professional, with numerous, often elemen-
tary inaccuracies and inexcusable mistakes, such a
“History of Ukraine”, according to the critic, “will
become a sad reminder of the carelessness or incon-
sistency of our intelligentsia, which fed the broad
masses of its people, eager for self-knowledge, so
unfortunate — and from a scientific point of view and
from a national and simply from an educational and
pedagogical point of view, a product like the book of
Dr. Arkas”.

M. Hrushevskyi set rather high, but fair require-
ments for popular works, which had the task of
enlightening and educating the people. Such a book,
according to his firm conviction, could only be writ-
ten by a specialist well acquainted with the subject,
who, in addition, would have the talent of populariza-
tion and concise presentation of the main, essential
things. Such a book, like any other scientific work,
should be carefully thought out and planned.

M. Arkas’s book was distinguished by a huge
number of errors — not only small ones, “but false-
hoods, terrible oversights, simply wild expressions
and views in a scientific textbook.” M. Hrushevskyi
cited numerous examples to prove this, concluding
his review with the question: “So why did this text-
book of Ukrainian history become a source of endless
nonsense? ... To really not know, is it better than these
notes, remarkable for their poverty, incompleteness of
content and mass of factual errors, — complete silence,
with which the author passed the writing movement
of the end of the 16th century and the beginning. 17th
century”.

The most significant shortcoming of the concept
of the reviewed work, according to M. Hrushevskyi,
was the lack of consideration of national relations
and the bringing to the fore of political history — the
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“ascension” to the thrones of various monarchs, the
course of their reigns, endless wars and treaties. All
this is laid out dryly, palely, with a lot of unneces-
sary dates and trivial information. The presentation
itself is uninteresting, inconvenient and primitive —
the main points are not explained, the main directions
and trends are not analyzed, instead, a lot of material
that does not relate to Ukrainian history is given. The
reviewer’s conclusions are rather harsh: “The book is
not worthy of giving the reader an idea even about the
superficial history of Ukraine, which the author deals
with... the previous Ukrainian generations appear as
some kind of historical underpants, who rush around
without a goal or reason, without understanding the
situation, without any leading jokes... This is a story
without history, without cultural, social, and political
content... a more understanding reader could gather
from this book a very sad (and incorrect) idea about
the historical past of our people, its historical, politi-
cal, and cultural value”.

M. Hrushevskyi expressed surprise at how such a
weak book, “harmful from a scientific, educational,
and national point of view,” is praised and distributed
among the masses, giving a surrogate instead of good
intellectual nourishment. In his opinion, this is evi-
dence of great indifference in the interpretation of the
social functions of historical science and a lack of self-
respect. At the end, the scientist noted that M. Arkas
“is undeniably imbued with ardent love for his people
and their past”, that he knows him “as a man who is
sincerely loyal to Ukraine and does not doubt for a
moment his good intentions”, but for writing a valu-
able book for the people “good intentions alone are
not enough” (I'pymescekuii, 1908b: 318-324). With
his review, the scientist also emphasized an old opin-
ion that he maintained throughout his life: there is
no place for dilettantism in science, popularization
should follow scientific research, and not the other
way around. Explaining his uncompromisingness and
scientific principles, M. Hrushevskyi emphasized in a
letter to E. Chikalenko that his critical remarks were
presented exclusively “in the interest of a historian”
(YnbsHOBCHKMIA, 1996: 216-217).

The reviews by M. Hrushevskyi and V. Lypynskyi
caused a long discussion in journalism and scientific
literature. Opponents of the Lviv professor empha-
sized that since the work of M. Arkas is popular, the
requirements for it should be much more loyal than
for scientific work. Some even convinced that the
people will not “swallow” a refined scientific popu-
lar book, and precisely such work — “rough grind-
ing” — will help to form national self-awareness.
Thus, R. Pisnyachevskyi asserted that M. Arkas’s
book fully corresponds to the level of the reader who
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uses only “the manna porridge of a light, pragmatic
storyteller.” He noted that the author who writes the
history of Ukraine in the same vernacular language
and publishes it so cheaply will receive the same pop-
ular gratitude as M. Arkas. R. Pisnyachevskyi wrote
that when the professors produce a better historical
popular work, M. Arkas’s book will be put on the
shelf, and besides, the author “is ready to accept a
certificate of cultural poverty for this, even from the
hands of a respected professor!”. The publicist quoted
a perceptive letter of a peasant book carrier with an
assessment of M. Arkas’s book (IlicHS4eBCHKUH,
1908).

Another reviewer — V. Bidnov — noted the great
popularity of the work among the common people,
on whom it had a great influence and awakened
national consciousness. The critic wrote that the
author “definitely did a great service to our national
movement; scientific and artistic flaws did not pre-
vent it (the book — author) from exerting its influence
on the circles among which the book was distrib-
uted. The experience of our days gives us vivid evi-
dence that it is not science that captures citizenship,
but something else, the opposite of the first (bixHos,
1919: 50). E. Chykalenko, B. Grinchenko, B. Ste-
panenko, G. Khotkevich and others also wrote to the
author of “History of Ukraine-Rus” about the great
national and cultural role of M. Arkas’s book and
its significant contribution to raising national self-
awareness.

M. Hrushevskyi proved the falsity of the vision of
the social functions of history expressed by V. Lypin-
sky on the pages of the Literary and Scientific Her-
ald. He was convinced that every mistake in this kind
of literature turns into a persistent historiographical
stereotype that will be difficult to overcome in the
future. The scientist wrote that M. Arkas’s book might
not have deserved such attention if it had not been
so actively advertised and made “perhaps the most
popular book on Ukrainian history”. But the people
need true views of the past. According to M. Hrush-
evskyi, one cannot adapt to human tastes and a low
general level — one must “be ashamed of blindness
and not treat them with wealth, hoping for that blind-
ness”. The scientist again criticized the book’s “end-
less gibberish” and gross errors (incorrect concepts
about Ukrainian territory, lack of cultural history,
misinterpretation of social processes, complete disre-
gard of Ukrainian revival, elements of state loyalty);
bloody color and endless carnage; dryness, schematic
presentation; overloading with secondary material.

Evaluating the popularity of the book among the
people and the good reviews, the reviewer noted that
“they read it with pietism, they may cry, but the ques-
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tion is big — what views on their past, on the historical
tasks of their people, do they take from it.” M. Hru-
shevskyi stated that there is no desired ideology and
national concept of covering the history of Ukraine
in M. Arkas’s book. A lie is not enlightenment, the
historian is convinced. The effects of bloody revenge
cannot serve to raise the national feeling. “Our task
cannot be to take care only of stimulating the national
instinct at all costs, by all means,” emphasized
M. Hrushevskyi. “Nationalism for nationalism’s sake
cannot be our goal.” If you insist that the main thing
in a popular book should be “nationalistic effects”,
and not scientific truth and progressive ideology, then
no professional historian will want and will not be
able to write a popular history of Ukraine. For a pro-
fessional, spreading the results of his many years of
work to the masses “can be an extremely expensive
thing — the pinnacle of scientific work.” Adapting the
book to the people’s requests, such as the usual leg-
ends about the Yeruslani Lazarevichs, artificially low-
ering the level of culture is “a mortal sin against the
interests of one’s people.” Meanwhile, wrote M. Hru-
shevskyi, we continue to lump “farm giants” with
specialists, and this “immeasurably discredits Ukrai-
nianness in the eyes of the people...”. Meanwhile,
wrote M. Hrushevskyi, we continue to lump “farm
giants” with specialists, and this “immeasurably dis-
credits Ukrainianness in the eyes of the people...”. By
artificially lowering the level of Ukrainian culture to
the level of the grassroots, they alienate from it those
“more educated strata”, to whom they later turn in
vain with their appeals. This is a great harm to Ukrai-
nianism and it must be fought no matter what, “and to
stand in the position of popular culture means irrevo-
cably sending your intelligentsia to the pastures of a
foreign culture and joining in the “domestic tour” for
the benefit of the “blind buckwheat brothers”; means
to nail to the Ukrainian culture with your own hands
this brand of inferior, masculine, inauthentic — the
very brand that generations of fighters of the Ukrai-
nian revival tried to remove from it” (I pymreBcbKui,
1908a: 121-136).

Continuing the discussion, V. Lypinskyi also pre-
sented his vision of the problem of the social role of
history. Responding to V. Pisnyachevskyi’s criticisms
in a special article on the pages of the Kyiv “Rada”,
the historian emphasized that this book contains
many mistakes from the point of view of science, but
it is not a scientific work, but only a popular essay.
The main value of “History” by M. Arkas lies in its
national and cultural significance. V. Lypynsky noted:
“I consider the appearance of this history to be a phe-
nomenon in our national life definitely encouraging,
and useful for the cause of national revival, although
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I personally do not fully sympathize with its chaotic
ideology and with some features and tendencies that
are unsympathetic to me”. According to the historian,
M. Arkas’s book testified to the growth of national
self-awareness and became a transition from the ide-
ology of “patriotic histories” to the ideology of mod-
ern conscious Ukrainianism. National revival cannot
be only elitist or intellectual, it must touch the whole
nation. Its lower strata, i.e. the overwhelming major-
ity, are not ready for something more serious. That is
why the book by M. Arkas “...does and will continue
to do for a long time... the work is beneficial for this
revival” is among them (JIunuucekuii, 1908: 1).

So, in the reviews of M. Hrushevskyi and
V. Lypynskyi on M. Arkas’s “History of Ukraine-
Rus” by M. Arkas, for the first time in Ukrainian his-
toriography, the methodological difference between
classical scientific ideas about historical science and
new neo-romantic approaches to it was clearly noted.
It is noteworthy that the discussion revolved around
the social roles of historiography, because Ukrainian
intellectuals faced the primary task of activating the
“national instinct”, as M. Hrushevskyi wrote. In this
discussion, two views on the problem of the func-
tioning of historical science in society were clearly
defined. The first, positivist, implemented in the writ-
ings of M. Hrushevskyi, advocated the priority of
strict scientific requirements over any political and
ideological intentions. The second, neo-romantic,
presented by the views of V. Lipinsky and his asso-
ciates, on the contrary, understood the national and
political-ideological moment as defining, sense-mak-
ing in the reconstruction of the past. We will not eval-
uate the mentioned concepts, since the historiography
is dominated by the opinion about the priority of the
theoretical vision of M. Hrushevskyi in the Ukrai-
nian intellectual tradition (TeasBak, 2002a: 162—163;
TenwBak, 2002b; 3amkineask, 1999). We should only
note that the discussion that began contributed to the
development and self-reflection of the national Clio,
encouraged historians to delve into the theoretical
foundations of their science, thereby introducing the
Ukrainian Clio into the European historiographical
space.

Undoubtedly, the refusal of the neo-romantics to
unconditionally adhere to the criteria of scientificity
and the subordination of science to political interests
played a certain role in the national unity of Ukrai-
nian society and the formation of national self-aware-
ness. However, neo-romanticism contributed not only
to the spread, but also to the entrenchment of a num-
ber of historical myths in the public consciousness,
the displacement of which was quite difficult. As it
turned out, the idealization of national history, which
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at first glance promotes the growth of patriotism, has
a more far-reaching and long-lasting consequence
of the spread of attitudes of national exceptionalism
and xenophobia. The development of both Ukrainian
and other historiographies testifies and constantly
reminds that science must maintain a certain distance
from politics and ideology, perform its own social
functions, providing first of all scientific knowledge
based on a critical approach to any historical facts,
logical analysis and methodological reflection. It is
worth recalling the words of M. Hrushevskyi, who at
the end of the 19th century proclaimed: “Science is
constant skepticism” (I'pymeBcekuii, 1994: 13).
Conclusions. The axiological convictions of
M. Hrushevskyi and V. Lypynskyi turned out to be
important for domestic historiography not only in the
context of the methodological debate at the turn of the
19th and 20th centuries, they remain unanimous also
in relation to modern trends in world historiography.

...............................................................................

Criticizing the extremes of historical relativism,
scientists from different countries emphasize the
researcher’s social responsibility for his work. Neo-
romanticism did not become widespread in Ukrainian
historiography at the beginning of the 20th century.
The reaction of researchers to his revelations
strengthened the conviction about the need to raise
the role of science in public life, to spread scientific
knowledge among the general population. Science
and scientific knowledge serve society to a greater
extent when they provide a true picture of the
events and phenomena of the past than when they
try to “retouch” history. Ukrainian neo-romanticism
quickly forced professional historians to abandon
the schematically simplified understanding of social
functions and the purpose of their discipline. History,
they argued, claiming the high title of science, should
give a comprehensive image of the past, and not adapt
it to certain turns of the political situation.
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