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of Istria) or highlight issues that were much more significant for contemporaries 
(like religion) than posterity presumes, based on today’s radically changed soci-
ety. Nevertheless, with all the enriching detail and unexpected connections made 
(Ireland-Hungary) the volume remains a half-success, mostly because of the lack of 
coherence and the sometimes overly factual approach of the authors. It shows that 
diverse futures were imagined in 1917 and the attempted reversal of perspectives mer-
its consideration, but with a mosaic with too many missing pieces it offers little more 
than the diversity itself.
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“Landlord’s Truth”: Nobility of Left-Bank Ukraine and the Peasant Question During 
the Late Eighteenth Through the First Half of the Nineteenth Centuries is a revised and 
abridged Russian version of the book which was originally published in Ukrainian 
in 2011. The monograph seeks to reconsider two influential narratives of Ukrainian 
history of the period in question. The first one, devised by the nineteenth century 
populist historians and later modified by the Soviet scholars, focuses on enserf-
ment and the increasing economic and social exploitation of Ukrainian peasants 
by the nobility. This narrative is critical of the former Cossack starshyna, who dur-
ing Catherine II’s reign acquired the status of the imperial nobility because of their 
betrayal of the broader responsibility for the fate of the fatherland and its society in 
favor of narrow economic and social interests of one’s own estate. The second narra-
tive, which is dominant in contemporary Ukrainian history writing and which was 
originally produced by historians from the statist school, concentrates on the grad-
ual abolition of the Ukrainian Cossack autonomies in the late eighteenth through 
early nineteenth centuries. It positively highlights the activities of those members 
of the former starshyna who opposed the imperial unification, who collected and 
preserved sources from the past, and who penned historical works devoted to the 
glorious Cossack history.

Tat΄iana Litvinova argues that Ukrainian history of the late eighteenth through 
the first half of the nineteenth century cannot be reduced to the imperial unification 
and the opposition to it. She also believes that the nobility is misrepresented in both 
abovementioned narratives. In her view, it is the peasant question that defined the 
logic of historical changes during the period in question. Ukrainian noblemen were 
deeply immersed in the economic and social life of their estates. Their activities were 
guided not so much by the desire to increase exploitation of the newly enserfed peas-
ants but by their desire to organize the economy of their estates on rational grounds. 
After the abolition of autonomy, the nobility did not also abandon their responsibility 
to the entire society. The noblemen attempted not only to take care of their own serfs; 
they also came up with various economic, educational, and charitable projects that 
had to benefit the whole local society.

To prove this argument, Litvinova examines ego-documents, speeches, proj-
ects, and publicistic works produced by noblemen from the former Hetmanate—the 
largest Ukrainian Cossack autonomous zone in the Russian Empire. Her analysis 
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covers both individual noblemen like Hryhorii and Vasyl Poletyka, Fedir Tumansky, 
Semen Kochubei, Mykhailo Myklashevsky, Vasyl Lomykovsky, Hryhorii Halagan, 
and Mikhail Pozen, and collective petitions and projects submitted by the Ukrainian 
nobility to the Catherinian Legislative Commission, to Alexander I, or on the eve of 
the abolition of the serfdom in the late 1850s and early 1860s. She demonstrates that 
since the 1760s the peasant question gradually gathered importance and began to 
encompass not only the status of the serfs, but also issues associated with landlords: 
peasant relations, proper organization of the estate economy, and more broadly, the 
improvement of agriculture in the empire. The book also shows that, at least in the 
minds of the Ukrainian nobility, even in the mid-nineteenth century the Ukrainian 
economy and social relations were perceived as something distinct and not com-
pletely integrated into the imperial institutional framework.

Litvinova’s aim to switch the discussion from the political history of imperial 
unification and attempts to build local historical identity to economic and social his-
tory is laudable. The latter fields, especially the history of economic life, have been 
at best marginal in the scholarship of the last decades. Litvinova’s superb mastering 
of published and archival sources gives additional weight to her conclusions. She is 
also deeply immersed in the discussions in Russian and Ukrainian historiographies. 
Unfortunately, she practically does not engage English- and German-language schol-
arship (except for translated works). This sometimes makes her dependent on the 
questionable conclusions of Russian historians. A case in point is Litvinova’s ideal-
ized depiction of Catherine II’s policy concerning the peasant question in Ukraine. 
The latter was, in fact, very conscious, calculated, and pragmatic.

Landlord’s Truth convincingly demonstrates the profound transformation of 
the Ukrainian nobility’s views on the peasant question from the mid-eighteenth to 
mid-nineteenth centuries. Serfs, initially viewed by the nobility as “passive objects 
awaiting application of the landlord’s energy” started to be perceived as subjects 
and even “partners” (623). Litvinova is less clear on how this transformation was 
made possible. Further research into the conceptual history of the peasant question 
combined with examining the impact of the Enlightenment and Romanticism on the 
Ukrainian nobility’s worldview might help to clarify this issue. Still, Landlord’s Truth 
is an important and timely contribution to the history of the Ukrainian nobility and 
the peasant question in the Russian Empire.
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One could not say that little has been written on the subject of ethnos and nation 
in Bosnia-Herzegovina. On the contrary, books on Bosnia-Herzegovina fill several 
meters of shelves in libraries worldwide. This is not surprising, given the experience 
of violence and war in the 1990s, which hardly anyone would have thought possible 
at the time. Instead of initial consternation and helplessness, the past twenty-five 
years have seen attempts to explain whether, roughly speaking, ethnicity was the 
cause of the violence or, conversely, whether violence created ethnicized perpetrator 
and victim collectives. In connection with this, the precondition, the societal contex-
tualization of ethnicity within Yugoslav socialism is often neglected.
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