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dununyyk U. B. dopmuposaHue deMOKpamu4eckux HacCmpoeHull 8 YyexocsioeaykoMm obujecmee 8 KOHUe
50-x — Hayase 60-x 20008 XX 8.: uHmesnnekmyanbHbIl ¢hakmop.

B cmambe paccmampueaemcs enusHUe UHMessieKkmyarnbHo20 ¢hakmopa Ha [pouecc 38oouuu
OeMOKpamu4ecKux HacmpoeHull 8 4yexocriosauykom obuwecmee 8 KoHue 50-x — Hayvane 60-x eodos XX e.
AHarnu3supyromcsi ycriogusi, 8 KOmopbiXx 803HUKaIU OeMOKpamu4yecKue HacmpoeHUs, a UMEHHO enusiHue udel
XX cbesda KINCC u socnpusimue eeo peweHuli 8 Yexocnosakuu, amarisl pa3zgumus amux uded, ekrnad 8 amom
rpouecc 4exocnoeaykol coyuonoauu, a makxe UX pofib 8 Mpoyecce pacrnpocmpaHeHusi deMoKpamu4eckux
8321591008 UOelHO20 MPOMUBOCMOSIHUS  YeXOC/08auKux rnucamesnel U eracmu, 360MOUUS  3Mo20
npomusocmosiHusi Ha Il u Ill cbe3dax Coroza nucamenel Yexocrnosakuu.

Knroyeenle cnosa: demokpamu3sauyusi obwiecmsa, XX cve3d KINCC, Cor3s nucamenel Yexocnosakuu, Hay4HO
mexHuU4YecKasl pesosioyusl.

Filipchuk I. V. Formation of democratic dispositions in Czechoslovak society in the |late 50’s early 60’s of
XX centuryan: intellectual factor.

The article deals with the impact of intellectual factors on the evolution of democratic dispositions in
Czechoslovak society in the late 50’s and early 60’s of XX century. The conditions that make the emergence of
democratic dispositions contribution of Czechoslovak sociology to this process and ideological confrontation of
Czechoslovak writers and authorities are analyzed. As well as their role in the spread of democratic views
ideological confrontation Czechoslovak writers and authorities. The evolution of this confrontation on the Il and
Il Congress of the Writers’ Union of Czechoslovakia.

Keywords: democratization of society, the 20" Congress of the Soviet Communist Party, the Writers' Union of
Czechoslovakia, scientific technical revolution.
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SOCIAL HISTORYISUES OF BULGARIA IN THE UKRAINIAN HISTIRIANS’
INTERPRETATION (THE MID 1950s - THE MID 1980s)

Ucmopuyeckas 6onzapucmuka mpalduyuoHHO pasguma 8 YkpauHe. Xoms 8 Hell coyuasibHasi ucmopusi
boneapuu ewe He npedcmasrieHa 8 Kadecmee CaMOCMOSMENIbHO20 Hay4YHO20 HarpasesieHus, 8 cmambe 8
obwenpuHsimbix pamkax 6a308bix KOHUENMOo8 couyuanbHOU Ucmopuu paccmampueaemcsi [pouwiioe
bonizapckol Hayuu 8 uccredoBaHusIX yYKpauHCKuUx crieyuanucmos cepeduHbl 1950 —x — cepeduHbl 1980-x ee.
Aemop npuxodum K ebigoly, Ymo amMmrupuveckass 6asa ykpauHCkol 6oneapucmuku He ympamura C80e20
3HavyeHusi, 0OHako mpebyem Hoeol uHmeprnpemauyuu. Knwdesbie croea: couyuanbHass ucmopusi, bonezapus,
ucmopuoepacbusi, coyuarnbHas 2pynna, coyuarsnbHbIl UHcmumym.

Knroyeeble croea: couuanbHasi ucmopusi, couyuanbHas 2pynna, coyuanbHbil uHcmumym, bonzapus,
ucmopuoepacghusi

Bulgarian studies are traditionally developed in Ukraine. Though the social history of Bulgaria is not presented
as an independent scientific field in Ukraine, the article deals with the main issues of the social history of Bulgarian
nation from the mid 1950s to the mid 1980s in Ukrainian scientists’ researches.They are expounded in the
generally accepted frames of subject matter of social history. The author makes the following conclusions: (1)
Ukrainian historical Bulgarian studies’ empirical data of the mid 1950-s—the mid 1980-s are still significant to
investigate social issues of Bulgarian nation’s past, and (2) the data need new interpretations. Key words: social
history; Bulgaria; historiography; social groups; social institutes.

The interest in the problems of the social history of Bulgaria in the beginning of the XXI century is not
accidental. The special role of historio-social knowledge in researches and professional education of historians,
economists, demographers, anthropologists and representatives of other social and humanitarian areas is obvious.
The analysis of contemporary processes, socio-economic development projections could be deprived of historical
basis and scientific validity without knowledge of social history.

It is generally recognized that social history can serve as a center of historical knowledge, so the loss of
interest in it is considered by some researchers as the risk of losing their own identity [1]. It could not be disagreed
with. Naturally, in this regard, the relevance of the analysis of the social history of Bulgaria was stressed by
participants of the Il International Congress of Bulgarian studies in Sofia on 23 - 26 May 2013, in particular, by
Russian historian E.L. Valeva in her report.

The complexity of studying social history is that its subject matter is underdetermined [2, p.114]. In the 19th-
20th centuries the range of its subject and methodology, as well as understanding of its essence due to the needs
and level of the national historical science development in each country, were now expanded, now narrowed by
historians. They always had been the subject of international debate [3].

The range of these oscillations has extended from the study of the working class and the other oppressed to
all kinds of non-political and non-economic interactions of different social strata and social institutes. Anti-
authoritarian in its nature social history is constantly absorbing and processing different parts of the humanities [4,
p.84].
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In the Bulgarian science in the late 90s of the 20th century — in the beginning of the 21st century the firm
understanding of the subject of social history was formed against a background of considerable attention to the
problems of history, consonant with those in the world historiography. Its thematic field was primarily associated
with economic development, economic policy and social changes caused by them [5, p.163].Sometimes the term
"social history" was used as a synonym for the term "economic history". That approach continued the tradition,
what had emerged in Bulgarian historiography earlier. In addition, in the situation when Bulgarian researchers were
solving the problems of including national humanities into the global academic culture, the themes of socio-
historical research in the 90s of the 20th — the beginning of the 21st century expanded thanks to gender studies,
micro-history, urban history [5, p.117]. In Ukraine, the development of socio-historical researches has been based
on the national historical experience with reference to the history of social groups, social mobility, the history of
ideas, and the historical conflictology.

The article made actually the first attempt to summarize Ukrainian historians’ observations for the problems of
the history of Bulgaria, which have traditionally been claimed as the basic concepts of social history, viz. mass
social movements, revolution and violence, historical transformations and crises, classes, social groups and social
institutes. The chronological scope of the article is stipulated by certain community of the development of the main
trends both in Ukrainian and Bulgarian historical researches.

The middle of the 1950s marked the beginning of the weakening of command-administrative pressure period.
In the late 1960s the bureaucratic methods of society and state government became dominant; the pace of
historical development had slowed down until the new wave of liberalization in the middle of the 1980s. That was
replaced by the collapse of the socialist system, a complete rejection of socialist modernization of the society. From
the mid 1950s to the mid 1980s there was a period of the humanities development under minimal cultural distance
between Ukrainian and Bulgarian scientists. In subsequent years, both countries’ researchers solved the problems
of new interpretation of the past. The openness to the most relevant approaches, methods, and global science
topics has become the characteristic feature. On the one hand, it allows to determine the place of national
humanities in the world science. On the other hand it inevitably puts the question on the agenda of the status of
historical knowledge gained in the previous period, when the humanities developed in conditions of scientific
autarchy in both countries. In this regard, it is important to find out what has not lost its value in the Marxist
historical tradition, and what has not withstood the test of time.

Therefore, the reference to the period of the middle of the 1950s —the middle of the 1980s, is completely
natural. The above mentioned processes couldn’t have helped influencing the home researchers’ position and their
social history of Bulgaria studies.

Other circumstances had some impact too. Particularly, improving researchers’ professional skills, and
opportunities to use Bulgaria’s archives and libraries’ holdings. The Bulgarian studies in Ukraine began its
institutional shape just in the late 1980s. Though in the period under review not only its traditional centers
— Kyiv, Kharkiv, Lviv and Odessa — were active [6, p.109] - but also other regions grew their interest in Bulgarian
studies. The problems of the social history of Bulgaria were not separated in institutional way and were analyzed at
the Departments of Modern and Contemporary History, History of Southern and Western Slavs of Ukrainian
universities, at the Institute of History of the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic
(hereinafter, the UAS Ukrainian SSR), thanks to the activities of scientific boards in "History of Socialist
Construction in the European People's Democracies"”, "History of the International Workers' and National-
Liberation Movements", " History of the Socialist Countries” at the Institute of History of the Ukrainian SSR [7,
p.169 — 170]. They were also actively discussed at scientific congresses of various levels of representativeness
(including international rank and Ukrainian Slavic conferences). At that stage, the scientific exchange of Ukrainian
and Bulgarian historians through scientific visits, participations in international conferences and congresses both on
bilateral and multilateral basis became more intense. [8, p.208]

There were also circumstances of nonscientific nature. According to the observations of S.V.Vidnyansky, the
stage of the second half of the 1960s - early 1980s was the stage of the active implementation of the Soviet Union’
policy to "promote progressive forces" and Brezhnev’s doctrine of "limited sovereignty”. It was characterized by the
increasing interest in the history of foreign countries, including Bulgaria, among Ukrainian researchers [7, p.170].
The active state and party support factor as other one played its own role. The factor along with other ones led to a
constant increase in the number of Bulgarian studies publications. For example, during the period 1956 — 1960 only
143 works were published in Ukraine, compared with more than 260 in 1976 - 1980 [9, p.113]. Thus, there is every
reason to conclude that the deep and lasting interest of Ukrainian scientists in Bulgarian studies was formed in the
analyzed period. That period partly coincided with the heyday of social history in Western science in the 60s. [10, p.
18] Then the domestic humanities developed as a whole under scientific autarky. Could it mean that the long stay
on the virtual periphery of the world academic culture had left no chance to reliably reconstruct Bulgaria’s past in
the frame of social history for Ukrainian researchers?

In the mid 50s - mid 80s, Ukrainian historians repeatedly analyzed the problems that from the standpoint of
modern historical knowledge, and in the frame of the most general definition (the history of social institutions and
structures, processes and phenomena), were the subject of the social history of Bulgaria. However, the social
history of Bulgaria as an independent scientific school in Ukrainian historical science has not yet been presented.
Occurring attempts to generalize about historiographical development of the Bulgarian studies were devoted to
Soviet science as a whole. The Ukrainian scientists’ contribution was not a subject of a self-contained research, or
related to researching history of Bulgaria in Ukraine, but did not particularly consider the study of the social history
of Bulgaria [11]. It is possible to mark out several groups of Ukrainian scientists’ works related to subject of social
history basic concepts in the period under review. The proposed classification takes into account thematic priorities
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change in Bulgarian historical studies in Ukraine as it was determined by the researcher’s need to touch upon
social history problems. In the second half of the 50s - early 60s the study of the national liberation struggle of the
Bulgarian people against the Ottoman rule came to the fore. Since the mid 60s the socialist modernization of the
People's Republic of Bulgaria and the Russian-Soviet-Bulgarian contacts became the main issues [12, p.45].

The works, which dealt with the contacts of the two countries at various stages of their history (especially the
revolution in October 1917, the post-war crises as a turning point in the development, socialist modernization),
including contacts on multilateral basis within the framework of the socialist system, in different spheres of society
can be attributed to the first group (the largest). They systematized rich data devoted to Bulgarian working class,
intelligentsia, Bulgarian Diaspora in Ukraine, as well as individual and social characteristics of the revolutionary and
national- liberation movement, the spiritual culture of Bulgarian society. The second group along with other issues
was concerned with the development of the Bulgarian state on its different stages and allows us to trace the
dynamics of the social structures of Bulgarian society, certain social institutions (primarily educational and
scientific), their interactions. The next group was the smallest. It virtually raised the problem of social history and
treated them as an original object. A few publications in the genre of historical Biography Studies adjoin it [13, 14].

The emphasis on the widely understandable impact of Soviet and Russian cultural, historical, and social
content on Bulgarian society as a whole was a characteristic feature of all three groups. In addition, as a rule, the
nation was not seen as a formative principle of history by those three groups, in contrast to European tradition[15].

In the analyzed period Ukrainian historians inevitably turned to the problems of Bulgarian social history,
studying the turning points or deep structural changes in the life of the Bulgarian nation. In particular this applied to
the Bulgarian National Revival in the second half of the 19th century. Speaking about the social structure of the
Bulgarian society of that time, Ukrainian historians primarily used the definition "workers". They always treated the
economic situation of workers, referring to the country’s socio-economic development until 1944. On the one hand,
that approach reflected the low degree of Bulgarian society differentiation and its incomplete social structure (from
point of view of the preconditions of modernization) [16, p.5]. On the other hand it was the result of insufficiently
developed concepts of "people” and "social group” in Soviet scientific tradition [17, p.p. 14 — 15, 24, 25].

Studying the Bulgarian national- liberation movement, Ukrainian historians were trying to define its social
composition, as well as to find out which of the participant and why [18, p.p.11,14,19] were able to head it. In this
regard, it was about the chorbadji status, various strata of the bourgeoisie (trade, industry, agriculture, and petty),
its goals and fears, the social status of peasants, craftsmen, city petty producers, the protest moods of lower
classes and intellectuals [13, p.p.8,10 — 11; 19, p. 118 — 119; 20, p. 124,18, p.p. 6,7]. The issue about chorbadijis
whose social nature had remained unclear for a long time deserved special attention. The understanding was
established of the social group as a part of the commercial and industrial bourgeoisie, which was economically and
politically connected with the whole system of the Ottoman domination [21,p.p.26 — 27, 156].

Speaking about the social ideals of the movement's leaders [13,p.p. 26 — 27, 156], historians in such a way
characterized the educated part of the Bulgarian society, primarily, the intelligentsia. More details of their social
activities, as well as cultural-educational function were considered in connection with the Bulgarian-Ukrainian and
Russian-Soviet-Bulgarian relations.

Ukrainian researchers paid due attention to the change of the Bulgarian society social structure after the
liberation of the country in 1878 [22, p.163].They did not regard it as a complexification, but connected it with the
development of production relations. [23, p.89] That implied the feature of the study of various social groups and
their interactions: the concentration of research interest in their political and economic activity.

Regarding the 80s of the 19th - early 20th century Ukrainian historians primarily talked about business strata
and its efforts to protect economic interests, using advantage of state institutions. Researchers analyzed working
class strike movement as a manifestation of its social activity [23, p.p. 89-90, 96-97; 24, p.p.151, 158, 164;
25].They distinguished youth among other social groups. Their ideological preferences were marked such as an
interest in socialism, which was more attractive than Christianity [24, p.p.77, 79, 80]. But it was the working class in
the period of formation of industrial society in Bulgaria that Ukrainian historians paid the greatest attention to.
Particularly, in 1955th — 1960s about a quarter of their historical Bulgarian studies publications were devoted to the
working class status and its political struggle during the 90s of 19th - the mid 20th centuries [26].

It was the political struggle of the working class and the proletarian solidarity movement as an expression of its
social activities, that primarily represented Bulgarian society life in the period after World War | until the
establishment of the regime of "people's democracy" in the works of Ukrainian historians [27; 28; 29; 30; 31, p. 157;
32, p.p. 22, 27, 28; 33]. Probably such close attention which ruled out any study fragmentariness can provide the
basis to determine the typical features of its development recorded by Bulgarian studies in Ukraine. In this regard,
researchers focused on its size growth against the background of difficult economic status, the high level of
collectivism and social solidarity. The question about the number of the working class and its composition was
revealing in terms of determining this social group the level of study. Historiography of the Soviet period was
generally characterized by a broad interpretation of its social boundaries and numbers [34, p.78], that was reflected
by the Bulgarian studies in Ukraine. Thus, in the mid 40s some researchers (A.A. Kopylov) brought its share in the
economically active population to 20%. Views differed towards the question of the labor aristocracy - from
allegations of its scarcity (G.Y.Chernyavsky) to a complete denial of its existence (A. A. Kopylov). It is obvious that
the common understanding of who should be considered as a worker in conditions of the Bulgarian society life has
not existed yet during the period under review.

The educated elite and intelligentsia should be mentioned among other social groups, which characteristics
(though not complete) were recreated on the background of a long historical period in studies of Ukrainian
historians. It was captured in numerous works about Bulgarian-Ukrainian-Russian historical contacts. Many sorts of
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facts illustrating them, reflected the function of the social group as a cultural mediator through educational and
propagandistic activities at different stages of the relationships. The researchers recorded the beginning of
Bulgarian educated elite’s cultural mediation in the bilateral exchange starting from the early Middle Ages [22, p.p.
44,70, 71, 91, 169 —171, 267].

As a rule, in connection with cultural exchange [22, p.p. 65, 75, 81, 91, 113, 166 — 171; 35; 36; 37, p.p. 133,
134, 179, 299; 38, p.p. 194 — 215, 232 — 240; 39; 40; 41; 42] historians only regarded infrastructure and operation,
the effectiveness of certain social institutions (education, science, culture, and health care). Indirectly, this issue
was touched by a number of unpublished theses (E.P. Bakhmat. The Cooperation of the Soviet Union and the
People's Republic of Bulgaria. Kyiv, 1973; V.A. Kruglov. The Economic, Scientific, Technical and Cultural
Cooperation Between Bulgaria and the USSR During the Second Five-Year Plan (1953 - 1957) .Uzhgorod, 1980;
N. Mukhina. The Soviet-Bulgarian Cooperation in the Field of Literature and Art. Kyiv, 1981; E.V.Shevchenko.
Soviet-Bulgarian Cooperation in the Field of Training of Specialists (1970's). Kyiv, 1983; G.P.Pisareva. The Cultural
Development in the People's Republic of Bulgaria and the Soviet-Bulgarian Cultural Ties (70 years) .Kyiv, 1984;
S.Yu.Strashnyuk. Soviet-Bulgarian Cooperation in the Field of Artistic Culture (1971-1981 ). Kharkiv, 1985). The
scanty information about it could be found in the work of G.N.Popov [43, p.p. 41, 99. 121, 139].

Since the second half of the 1960s researchers have been summarizing the data about the bilateral contacts
of representatives of other social groups and classes, such as political exiles, the working class, rural population,
and youth, including their participation in cultural activity of non-governmental organizations [44; 45, p.p. 19, 22 —
26].

This kind of social activity in the scientific interpretation of the studied period stood as a means of reception (in
various forms) of the experience of class struggle and socialist modernization of society, as well as the exchange of
social experience in the period of "real socialism", or was linked to the development of bilateral relations.

It should be specially mentioned about such a social group, as the Bulgarian Diaspora in Ukraine. The
traditions of its study laid by M.S.Derzhavinym were interrupted for some time. The Bulgarian Diaspora of the
period of 1920s-1930s was viewed as the Bulgarian political emigration field of activity. The studied range of its
social ties came to nothing more than the participation in the process of socialist modernization [51] of Soviet
society.

Analyzing the deep structural changes in the life of the country after 1944, the researchers not only correctly
noted the changes in the psychology of the traditional social groups of peasant and youth [52], but strongly
defended the thesis that has not stood the test of time. It was the idea about the consolidation of all social groups
as leading trend in the development of the social structure of the Bulgarian society [53, p.p. 59, 64, 112; 54, p.p. 25
— 26]. In this case, the emphasis was made on the extremely beneficial social role of the state [53, p,p. 68, 107,
112; 55, p.p. 121, 123, 140; 43, p.p. 139, 143, 205]. Speaking about the process of socialist modernization of
Bulgarian society, historians followed the positive role of the state in its life, that was traditional for researches
within the social history. They justified it by broad evidence base, primarily archival materials. The main stages of
Bulgarian history in social history frames were expounded by Ukrainian authors of the second half of the 1950s -
mid 1980s to different extent.

The most holistic view of society life was represented for the first two decades of the twentieth century, mainly
through researches by V.A.Zhebokritsky. The social stratification consideration was influenced by a number of
factors, including the state policy in relation to different social groups and classes.

In this regard, the authors noted the erosion of the marginalized (the term "marginalized" itself was not used).
In particular the Esnaf Law (1903) could serve as the evidence. Social groups inside the bourgeoisie were
determined on the basis of the nature of its business (agricultural, commercial, financial, and industrial) and of the
property size. Proceeding from the analysis of the Congresses of the Bulgarian Chamber of Commerce, the
relations of various strata of the bourgeoisie class with the state, the conclusion was made about the sufficient level
of its maturity and realising its own interests [56, p.p. 87, 34-35, 36-37, 38, 47, 48, 58, 61].

In contrast to the agrarian bourgeoisie, even having its own political party in the face of the Bulgarian National
Agrarian Union, the peasantry was less consolidated and was subjected to social illusions. The peasantry was
seen in close connection with the state of the agricultural sector. As factors that determine peasantry’s status, not
only the nature and the size of the property were analysed (the availability of land and its area, an inventory and
machinery equipment, etc.), but also the fiscal policy, various forms of discrimination (including that from the state
and moneylenders) [56, p.p. 14, 25, 26,36, 37, 68, 71, 76; 57, p.292].

The position and state of the working class was represented by its qualification, level of real income, working
hours, working conditions, and the administration attitude. Its age and sex composition was characterized as well
as the degree of concentration of enterprises, educational level [56, p.p.42, 82; 57, p.p. 257-258; 58].In connection
with the working class’ state, it was also said about the results of the operation and the low efficiency of health and
education social institutions [56, p.p. 88, 89, 92]. Showing the results of the Balkan wars, authors revealed the
existence of the common socio-psychological feature of lower classes’, namely, patriotic moral, which manifested
itself indirectly through the Bulgarian army soldiers [57, p.295]. In connection with the needs of industrial
development it was mentioned about the Bulgarian intellectuals of the first decade of the twentieth century and the
social group’s professional composition was defined [56, p.57].

In some works the research methodology was characterized by a typical social history feature. It was a matter
of multidisciplinary approach, i.e., appealing to creative methods of other sciences, in particular to the economic
history (V.A. Zhebokritsky, A.K. Martynenko, A.l. Cherny, V.J. Golub), and to the complex and multidimensional
sociological research (S.1.Sidelnikov [59], to determine the revolutionary organizations composition in 1869-1873).
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However, it was rather an exception rather than the rule. The positivism approach dominated in social history
studies.

Thus, the socio-historical problems of Bulgaria in the works of Ukrainian authors were not the subject of
special study, but it constantly got involved in their field of scientific communication. Appealing to the problems was
not only the evidence of sustained interest in the history of the country in general, but it was a condition for
searching the answer for other questions that were considered to be relevant in the national Slavic science of the
period under review. Among them, there is the study of the revolutionary and democratic movements in the
countries of Central and South-Eastern Europe, the historical ties of the Slavic peoples [60].

Despite some limitations, fragmentariness, based on theoretical and methodological basis of Marxism,
Ukrainian scientists’ studies of the social and historical themes according to the method of observation contributed
to the establishment of the comparatively ordered, although devoid of information integrity, of Bulgarian nation
social life at different stages of its development.

These studies convincingly proved the process of the scientific knowledge increasing in the field of Bulgarian
studies in Ukraine. It is unlikely to be a new interpretation of the social history of Bulgaria without their objective
evaluation.

The analysis of the Ukrainian studies dealt with the social history of Bulgaria undoubtedly brings nearer the
solving of he philosophically oriented problem of historical knowledge reliability and continuity, and it promotes the
system approach to the study of the past and present of social groups and institutions, its interactions in the
perspective.

The experience of addressing the issues of the social history of Bulgaria by Ukrainian scientists leads to the
conclusion that the long-term macro-processes, political interactions of some social groups and classes (especially
the working class) were preferable. Less attention was paid to the role of social institutions in the life of the
Bulgarian society. In general, this description shows that the empirical heritage of Bulgarian studies of the mid
1950s — the mid 1980s in Ukraine including the social history issues is still relevant. The prospective of future
research consists in interpretation of its data in a new way on both the regional and global level, taking into account
the systemic crises of capitalism and socialism.
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CamolineHko H.l. CouianbHa icmopiss Bonzapii y docnidxeHHsix yKpaiHCbKux icmopukie (cepeduHa
1950-x — cepeduHa 1980-x pp.)

IcmopuyHe 6oneapo3Hascmeo mpaduyitiHo po3suHyme 8 YKpaiHi. [lonpu me, w0 8 HbOMY coujanbHa icmopis
boneapii we He npedcmasneHa y ssKOCmMi caMOCMIlHO20 HayKoB8020 HarpsMy, YKpaiHCbKi OOCTIOHUKU 8 Mexax
3aearibHOMpPUUHAMOo20 pOo3yMiHHA rpedmemy couianbHOI icmopii eucgimmoganu MuHyne 6oneapcbkoi Hauji.
Asmop 3’cosye, w0 y3asanbHeHa 8rpodosx cepeduHi 1950 — cepeduHi 1980-x pp. emnipuyHa 6a3a ix po3sidok
He empamuria 8020 3Ha4eHHs ma rnompebye HO8oI iHmeprpemauii.

Knroyoei cnoea: couianbHa icmopis, coujianbHa epyna, couyianbHuli iHcmumym, boneapisi, icmopiogpadis.

CamolineHko H. N. CoyuanbHasi ucmopusi bonzapuu e uccrnedoeaHusiX yKpauHCKUX UCMOPUKOe
(cepeduHa 1950-x — cepeduHa 1980-x 22.)

Ucmopuyeckas 6onzapucmuka mpalduyuoHHO pasguma 8 YkpauHe. Xoms 6 Hell coyuasibHasi ucmopusi
Boneapuu ewe He npedcmaerieHa 8 Kadyecmee caMOCMOsIMeslbHO20 HayYyHO20 HarpaseseHus, 8 cmambe 8
obwenpuHsImbix pamkax 6a308biXx KOHUENMOo8 couuanbHOU UcCmopuu paccMampueaemcsi Mpouiioe
bonizapckol Hayuu 8 uccredoBaHusIX yKpauHCcKux crieyuanucmos cepeduHbl 1950 —x — cepeduHbl 1980-x ee.
Asmop npuxodum K 8bigody, Ymo amMmrupuveckas 6asa ykpauHCkol 6oneapucmuku He ympamura C80e20
3HayeHus, o0Hako mpebyem Hogol uHmepnpemayuu.

Knroyeeble croea: couuanbHas uUCMOpuUs, couyuanbHas epynrna, coyuanbHbil uHcmumym, boneapus,
ucmopuoepacgpus

YOK 94:327
J1. C. Mamnau

YNEHCTBO ICNAHIi B OPFAHI3ALIII OB’€AHAHNX HALJIA
(1955-2015 pp.)

Y cmammi posensdarombcsi ymosu ecmyny IcnaHii @ OOH. KpaiHa € akmugHUM YIIeHOM MIiKHapOOHOI
opeaHisauii 3 14 epyOHsi 1955 poky. IcnaHis makox obupanacsi 0o Padu besneku OOH y 1969-70, 1980-1981,
1993-1994 j 2003-2004 pokax i 6pana yd4acmb y HUCIIEHHUX MUPOMEOPYUX Micisix, Hadaruu eilicbKa,
e2ymaHimapHy doriomoay nompebyryum KpaiHam, ekrroYatodu AgpeaHicmaH, CxidHul Tumop, JlieaH, Kocoso ma
aimi. leHepanbHa Acambries OOH 3Ho8y obpana napriamMeHmMCbKy MOHapXito HernocmilHum dneHom Padu
besneku mepmiHom Ha d8a poku, noqyuHaroqu 3 1 ciyHs 2015 0o 31 epydHss 2016 poky.

Knrodosi cnosa: Icnanisi, mixkHapoOHi opaaHizayii, OOH, isonsauyis, HernocmitiHul 4YneH Padu Bbesneku OOH,
Oianoe, npeseHmugHa dunsoMamis, MUpomeopyi onepauji.

Y 30BHILIHIX 3HOCMHAX Ha Mo4yaTKy TPEeTbOro TUCAYOMITTA BCe Binbloro 3HavyeHHs HabyBae MpeBeHTMBHA
aunnomaria Ta nocepegHUUTBO B pamMKax MiXKHApPOAHMX OpraHisauin, 3okpema, OpraHisauii O6’egHaHnx Hauin, ska
6yna cTtBopeHa 24 xoBTHA 1945 poky. BoHa cknagaeTbcs 3 MeHepanbHoi Acambnei — gopaayoro opraHy Beix 6e3
BUHATKY Aepxas-uneHis; Pagn besneku; EkoHomiyHOi Ta CouianbHoi Pagn T1a CekpeTapiaty Ha 4oni 3
eHepanbHum cekpetapem OOH. [lopeyHo akueHTyBaTh, wWo Paga Besnekn OOH 3anuwaeTbcst €AMHUM OpraHom
Yy CBITOBi CUCTEMI MiKHAPOOHUX BIAHOCWUH, SIKUW HafineHu’ NpaBOM 3aCTOCYBaHHS MOMITUYHWUX, (PiHAHCOBO-
€KOHOMIYHMX Ta BiIICLKOBO-CUIMOBUX CaHKLiN NPOTU NOPYLUHUKIB MibkxHapoaHoro npasa. Paga besneku cknagaetbca
3 N'ATHAJUATM YneHiB. 3 HUX, N'AaTb NOCTINHMX YneHiB — PpaHuis, BennkobputaHis, Kutai, Pocilicbka ®enepadis i
CnonyuyeHi WTatn AMepuku BONOAIIOTL NPaBOM BETO Ha pilleHHs 4aHOoro opraHy. |HWi AecsaTb HEMOCTIMHMX YNeHIB
obupatoTbes MeHepanbHoto Acambneeto Ha ABa poku 6e3 npasa BeTo. PiweHHs B Pagi beaneku npuiimaiotbes
JBOMa TpeTUHaMU rofociB YNeHiB 3a OA4HOCTANHOCTI BCIX MOCTIMHUX NpeacTaBHUKIB. MOCTiIMHI Ta TMMYacoBi YneHn
Pagn Besnekn malTb MOXMMBICTb 3axuliaTtyv K BNacHi HauioHanbHi iHTEpecn B pamKax oOpradisauii, Tak i
BNIMBATW Ha BCi KonerianbHi pilleHHs. B 0CTaHHI pokM MOXHA crocTepiratv, ik No3ulis HEMOCTINHMX YneHiB byna
nepenoHo Ans MPURHATTA NPoeKTiB pesoniouii Pagn Besneku, siki NpONoOHyBanuMcs OKPEMUMU MOCTINHUMMA
yneHamu. 16 xoBTHA 2014 poky IcnaHis Bn'aTe obpaHa HenocTiHuM YneHom Paan Besneku i 3 1 ciuHga 2015 poky
€ YaCTVHOK BULLIOrO opraHy NMPURHATTS piweHb rmobanbHoro macwrtaby. Came ToMy, AOCBiA4 uneHcTBa IcnaHii B
OOH Ta ii no3uuitoBaHHA SK NpeTeHaeHTa Ha Micue HenocTiHoro vneHa Pagn Besnekn uikasi ona gocnigkeHHs
Ta y3aranbHeHHs.

Tema akTyaniayeTbCa nparHeHHAM YKpaiHu ctatu HenocTinHuMm YneHom Pagm Besnekn OOH y 2016 - 2017
poKax, OCKiNbK/ MicLe B 3a3Ha4yeHOMY opraHi Aae Aepkasi MpaBO ronocy y NUTaHHSAX, WO CTOCYIOTbCS MUPY Ta
6e3neku, y TOMy Yncni Npu po3B’a3aHHi Npobnem ykpaiHCbKO-POCINCHKUX BiAHOCWH, MOB’A3aHMX 3 aHekcieo Kpumy
Ta HeOrosioLEeHO BiNHOW Ha TepuTtopisx [oHeubkoi Ta JlyraHcbkoi obnacten; B caHkuigx npotu Ipaky, Cupii,
MMiBHiuHOT Kopel, TepopnCTUYHUX opraHi3aLivi Ta yrpynyBaHb; a TakoX Y PileHHAX LWOAO NPOBEeAEeHHS MUPOTBOPUMX
onepawuin.

279



