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Abstract
This article examines the evolution of historiographical concepts of Ukraine’s national economy in the first half of the 20th century from the perspective of the history of concepts (Begriffsgeschichte). The focus is not on describing economic processes, but on analyzing the transformations of the conceptual framework used by Soviet economists, economic historians, and representatives of Ukrainian émigré scholarship. Three main periods of change in the semantic scope of key concepts, such as labor, the peasantry, and the national economy, are identified. In the 1920s, the discourse of liberated labor and socialist reconstruction dominated. During the 1930s-1950s, Soviet historiography legitimized economic policy through the concepts of socialist competition, shock work, and collectivization as forms of socialist construction. In contrast, Ukrainian émigré economists (Timoshenko, Martos) introduced the category of national productive potential, interpreting labor as a creative resource of the nation. The article demonstrates that the humanization of contemporary economic historiography manifests not in a return to the human experience, but in a shift in analytical perspective, from studying productive forces to examining how economic categories constructed social hierarchies, identities, and political conceptions. The methodological foundation of the article is the approach of the Cambridge School of Intellectual History (Skinner) and Koselleck’s concept of historical basic concepts.
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Introduction
The historiography of Ukraine’s national economy in the first half of the 20th century developed for a long time within two parallel, ideologically distinct traditions, the Soviet tradition (class-formation approach) and the Ukrainian émigré tradition (national-state perspective). Their coexistence gave rise not only to different assessments of economic processes but also, more importantly, to different descriptive languages and different categorical systems. Despite a significant number of works on the history of the national economy, the problem of the transformation of the historiographical categorical apparatus itself remains systematically under-researched (Lopukh, 2014; Kudlasevych, 2014; Verbova, 2022). Most studies focus on the content of economic reforms, production indicators, or the social consequences of industrialization and collectivization. Scholars often overlook the question of how the concepts of labor, the peasantry, the national economy, and industrialization changed their meaning in historical texts depending on the ideological context and political objectives.
The research gap lies in the absence of specialized studies that apply the methodology of the history of concepts (Begriffsgeschichte) to Ukrainian Soviet and émigré economic historiography. Existing overviews (for example, the works of Golovko, Smolii, and Papakin) focus on schools, individuals, and institutions, but not on categorical dynamics. At the same time, it is precisely the analysis of semantic shifts that allows us to see how historical science did not merely reflect but constructed reality, legitimizing economic policy, shaping the image of the “enemy” or “hero of labor,” and creating normative models of behavior.
The scientific novelty and contribution of this article lie in the fact that, for the first time in Ukrainian historiography, it systematically analyzes the evolution of three basic concepts (labor, peasantry, and the national economy) in economic and historical texts from the 1920s to the 1950s, using the methodological tools of Koselleck (the dimensions of the word-discourse concept, temporal layers of meaning) and Skinner’s (analysis of the author’s intentions, performativity of language). Unlike previous studies, which noted the ideological bias of Soviet scholarship or the patriotism of émigré scholarship, this article examines the mechanisms of conceptual meaning change within specific institutional contexts (scientific institutes of the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian SSR, departments of national economy history at universities, émigré economic committees). Previously unused sources of transcripts from discussions at the All-Ukrainian conferences of economic historians in 1929, 1934, and 1946 are introduced into scholarly circulation; these transcripts directly document disputes regarding the categories proletariat, labor elite, and working peasantry.
The purpose of this article is to trace the semantic evolution of the concept of labor in Ukrainian Soviet and émigré historiography of the national economy during the first half of the 20th century, and to determine how changes in the conceptual framework influenced the interpretation of key economic processes (industrialization, collectivization, and reconstruction).
The objectives of the study:
1.	To reconstruct the semantic scope of the concept of labor in Ukrainian Soviet historiography of the 1920s (the discourse of liberated labor, enthusiasm, and class struggle on the labor front).
2.	To analyze the evolution of this concept during the 1930s-1950s (the introduction of terms such as socialist competition, shock worker movement, Stakhanovite movement, and labor donation).
3.	To identify the distinctive features of the interpretation of labor in the works of Ukrainian émigré economists (the concepts of national productive labor, organic labor, and the nation’s creative resource).
4.	To determine how changes in the conceptual framework influenced the legitimization of economic policy (forced collectivization through the concept of a healthy collective farm system, industrialization through the concept of heroic labor).
5.	To outline the prospects for the further application of the Begriffsgeschichte methodology to Ukrainian economic historiography.
The research hypotheses:
•	H1: Soviet historiography of the 1920s used the concept of liberated labor as a tool to legitimize the New Economic Policy. In the 1930s, it was gradually supplanted by the categories of labor heroism and socialist competition, which made it possible to normalize coercive methods of mobilizing the workforce.
•	H2: Ukrainian emigration scholars deliberately countered the Soviet discourse on class-based labor with their own concept of national labor, which emphasized not conflict but the unity and creative power of the nation.
•	H3: Contemporary Ukrainian historiography is gradually moving beyond the Soviet legacy of categorization. The replacement of terms is occurring in an unsystematic manner, which creates conceptual confusion (the simultaneous use of terms such as worker, laborer, and human capital without clear semantic distinctions).
The study is based on a combination of the historical-hermeneutic method (analysis of primary texts by Soviet and émigré economists), structural-semantic analysis (identification of key lexemes and their collocation), and, specifically, Begriffsgeschichte (Koselleck) and contextual intentionalism (Skinner). The study pays particular attention to institutional contexts, public debates, reviews, and academic councils where the struggle to define concepts took place.
The article shifts the focus from the history of experience to the history of concepts, offering a new set of tools for analyzing Ukrainian economic historiography. Instead of general statements about humanization or ideological bias, the author focuses on the specific linguistic mechanisms through which economic historians constructed their versions of the past.

Literature Review
The history of Ukraine’s national economy in the first half of the twentieth century is not merely a matter of calculating harvests, factory capacities, or the percentages of fulfilled plans. It is, above all, a history of people – of concrete faces, families, and generations who fought for their place in the world through labor, hope, and belief in tomorrow. The living fabric of life lies behind the dry statistical tables: peasants returning to the devastated land after the war, workers launching workshops from the remnants of destroyed factories, and women carrying the household on their shoulders when men disappeared on the fronts or in the camps. All this is not economics in the narrow sense but a drama of human survival and inner dignity (Hobsbawm, 1994; Viola, 1996; Fitzpatrick, 1999). Polonska-Vasylenko (1976) regarded labor as both a continuation of national culture and a means of preserving dignity under political pressure. According to Lypynsky (1996), the state begins not with the government but with the landowner who honestly tills his field. This is a phrase that became a moral credo of Ukrainian historical thought.
During the Soviet period, studies of the economy often lost their human dimension, subordinated to the logic of planning and political reporting. Yet even within such constraints, some scholars attempted to see the living labor of the individual behind the numbers. After 1991, the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy shifted from analysis through the system to analysis through the person. Outside Ukraine, humanistic questions were explored by foreign historians as well. Hobsbawm (1994) called the twentieth century an age of social engineering, in which technocratic reason often neglected humanity. Mazower (1998) argued that European modernization projects were frequently accompanied by dehumanization. Scholars also analyzed the Soviet model as an experiment on the person, where economic order was valued above life itself (Nove, 1992; Pipes, 1993).
The humanistic turn in Soviet studies is often associated with Fitzpatrick (1999), who shifted attention to the everyday life of peasants and workers, including their fear, solidarity, and trust in labor. Hosking (2001) emphasized that economic reforms cannot be understood without considering social trust. Subtelny (2009) demonstrated that the economy is not merely a technical or material phenomenon, but an expression of the nation’s will to live. This discourse was further developed by Graziosi (1996), von Hagen (2007), Plokhy (2016), and Applebaum (2017), who brought the Ukrainian experience into the broader European conversation about the price of modernity. These tendencies align with contemporary scholarship by Nebrat (2022) and Moldavan (2024), who examine the legacy of Ukrainian economists and the relevance of their ideas in the modern context.
Thus, the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy moved from an institutional description to a humanistic vision in which the individual comes to the forefront as a living being with memory, dignity, and suffering. Economic history loses its cold impersonality and gains a human face, becoming a history of labor, conscience, and resilience (Plokhy, 2016).

Materials and Methods
This study is designed as a mixed qualitative-quantitative investigation that integrates analytical precision with humanistic sensitivity. Its primary aim is not merely to describe how historiographical interpretations of Ukraine’s national economy in the first half of the twentieth century evolved, but to understand how these texts reflect the lived experiences of individuals: their dignity, labor, memory, and sense of community. For this reason, the methodological framework combines hermeneutic interpretation of meaning with content analysis supported by elements of quantitative validation. The hermeneutic approach makes it possible to trace not only shifts in language or ideology but also the deeper value frameworks through which authors interpret economic life as part of the spiritual history of the nation. Content analysis, in turn, enables the measurement of the frequency and importance of these codes across different historical periods, giving the study both structural clarity and reproducibility.
The subject of analysis included historiographical interpretations of the development of Ukraine’s national economy between 1900 and 1950, a period marked by social catastrophes and moral trials, when the economy ceased to be merely a system of production and became a history of survival, loss, and human choice. Geographically, the study encompasses both the Ukrainian lands within the Russian Empire and the USSR, and the émigré scholarly centers in Prague, Warsaw, Vienna, and Berlin, where an alternative humanistic perspective was formed. The comparative section also includes Western European and Soviet studies that contextualize the Ukrainian experience within the broader discourse on the cost of modernity. The source corpus comprises texts in Ukrainian, Russian, and English; translations of key fragments were used to avoid semantic distortions in comparison. The corpus was constructed to balance representativeness with qualitative depth. The initial list of 87 items was assembled through targeted searches in the catalogs of the National Library of Ukraine, Google Scholar, and JSTOR. Key search terms were used in both English and Ukrainian national economy, Ukrainian economic history 1900–1950, collectivization in Ukraine, Ukrainian economic history 1900–1950 and Soviet economy in Ukraine among others. Additionally, the snowball-sampling method was applied, identifying related sources through the bibliographies of key works.
A discourse analysis was conducted on a corpus of 34 texts, aimed at identifying discursive nodes, stable semantic constructions that shape the way the economy is discussed. In the Soviet subcorpus, the dominant node was “state-plan-indicator,” within which the category person was systematically subordinated to the category production unit. In contrast, in the émigré subcorpus, the key node was the triad “labor-land-dignity,” which constructed the economy as a space of moral responsibility rather than technocratic management.
Selected texts underwent several stages of rigorous screening that combined quantitative systematization with qualitative reflection. After an initial review of titles and abstracts, 41 works were included in the preliminary sample. A full-text review that assessed scholarly quality, thematic relevance, and conceptual richness resulted in a final corpus of 34 texts. These represent three historiographical traditions. The interwar émigré humanistic school of the 1920s–1930s is represented by works that articulated the moral-value dimension of economic life. They formed the core of the householder-person-labor category and provided the moral framework of Ukrainian economic thought. The selection of sources was based on three key criteria:
– scholarly coherence and analytical orientation – texts in which economic history is interpreted through the interaction of system, state, and person; 
– the presence of a conceptual framework reflecting core categories such as economy, state, labor, property, memory, and person (Boianovsky & Melnik, 2024);
 – a focus on Ukrainian material complemented by comparative interpretations within a wider European context (Hobsbawm, 1994; Mazower, 1998; Etkind, 2011).
Statistical yearbooks lacking essential data, interpretative commentary, journalistic texts without an academic apparatus, duplicate reprints without substantive additions, and survey chapters that did not contain categorical analysis were excluded from the corpus. This ensured a balance between representativeness and interpretative depth, enabling the study to remain both analytical and humanistic. Each work provides a distinct perspective within a broader narrative in which economic life is understood as a space of human dignity, memory, and responsibility for the future. All sources were processed using NVivo 14, which allowed for an integration of interpretation with empirical structural analysis. A two-stage coding strategy was applied. 
The selected texts were analyzed using a discourse analysis methodology incorporating elements of the history of concepts (Begriffsgeschichte). The choice of this approach is dictated by the need to investigate not the quantitative characteristics of the lexicon (the limited size of the corpus does not allow for statistically significant generalizations), but rather the ways in which economic reality is constructed using a categorical framework, as well as the transformations of these methods across different historiographical traditions.
The analysis was conducted in two stages. In the first (deductive) stage, a preliminary matrix of categories was developed, reflecting the theoretical concepts of research interest: economy and system, state and plan, labor, property and household, human being and dignity, memory and trauma, and everyday life. In the second stage (inductive), while working with the texts, additional semantic nodes were identified that naturally emerged from the authors’ discourse: trust and solidarity (primarily in emigration texts), regional differences (in late Soviet works), and moral economy (in Western historiography). The unit of analysis was not an individual term but a complete thesis (a paragraph or a group of sentences), which allowed for an assessment of the category’s functioning within the context. This approach ensures a combination of categorical systematicity while taking into account the specificity of each text.
To enhance the validity of the interpretations, the expert triangulation method was applied. Three researchers independently analyzed 20% of the corpus texts (a random sample), after which discrepancies in coding were discussed and resolved. The agreement in interpretations across key categories (state and plan, person and dignity) was 84%, which is an acceptable indicator for qualitative research. Quantitative methods (counting the frequency of codes) were not used, as the size of the corpus does not provide sufficient representativeness for statistical generalizations.
Hermeneutic analysis, based on the principle of the hermeneutic circle in its operationalized form, became a methodologically important component of the study. In the first step, a preliminary understanding of the text was formed, serving as a categorical matrix through which the researcher engaged with the source. In the second step, contextualization was carried out. The text was examined within the framework of its institutional origins (Soviet academic institute, émigré research center, Western university) and the ideological constraints under which it was created. In the third step, the actual interpretation took place, a reconstruction of those meanings that are not articulated directly but are revealed through the analysis of the compatibility of categories, rhetorical strategies, and discursive gaps (intentional or forced omissions). In Soviet texts, a systemic lacuna was the absence of categories capturing individual experience (memory, trauma, personal choice), interpreted not as a coincidence but as a consequence of the ideological requirement to depict the past exclusively through the categories of collective progress. The fourth step involved validation and cross-checking of interpretations by comparing different texts within a single subcorpus and across subcorpora. The fifth step, reinterpretation, involved returning to the original categories while taking into account the conclusions reached, which allowed for a refinement of their semantic scope.
As part of the comparative-historical module, texts by Ukrainian historians were compared with works by European researchers (Polish, Czech, Hungarian, and British), which made it possible to determine which of the identified discursive strategies are specific to Ukrainian historiography, and which were common to the Eastern European intellectual space of the first half of the 20th century. In particular, the comparison showed that the transition from technocratic descriptiveness to the problematization of the moral foundations of labor and property was observed not only in Ukrainian, but also in Polish (E. Jedlicki) and Czech (K. Mach) historiographies, indicating a shared dynamic of intellectual resistance to technocratic discourse in the region.
The principle of maximum variability was applied to minimize the risk of confirmation bias. Texts representing various ideological positions within each tradition were included in the corpus. In particular, the Soviet subcorpus includes both official works (Gurzhiy, Nesterova) and texts containing implicit or explicit elements of criticism (early works on regional economics). The emigration subcorpus includes both the statist orientation (Polonska-Vasylenko, Timoshenko) and more radical nationalist interpretations (Lypynsky). The absence of pro-Soviet emigration texts in the corpus is explained by their lack of quantitative representativeness during the period under study.
Particular attention was paid to the ethical aspects of working with sensitive topics such as the Holodomor, repression, and forced labor. All citations were used within the bounds of fair scholarly use, and texts containing testimonies of traumatic experiences were interpreted with the utmost respect for the memory of individuals and communities. The study employed a comprehensive set of complementary methods, including:
– content analysis of the historiographical corpus using NVivo, which enabled quantitative identification of the dominant semantic fields and the dynamics of humanistic categories (person, dignity, memory, labor);
– hermeneutic analysis, which revealed hidden ethical intentions and subtexts, particularly in Soviet-period works;
– comparative-discursive analysis aimed at identifying differences in linguistic and rhetorical strategies across historiographical schools;
– comparative-historical method, which allowed for juxtaposition of the Ukrainian tradition with the European one;
– value-semantic and ethical-reflexive approaches, which enabled a humanistic interpretation of economic history as a space of moral choice.
Thus, the methodological strategy of this article is not limited to analytical work alone; it is an attempt to combine historical accuracy with humanity and scholarly description with an understanding of the lived experience of the past, where economic categories appear not as abstractions but as forms of human struggle for dignity.

Results
The application of the chosen analytical strategy made it possible to view the historiography of the development of Ukraine’s national economy in the first half of the 20th century as a sequence of shifts in perspective. These shifts moved from state- and institution-centered descriptions to human-centered interpretations, in which the primary dimension became the experience of labor, dignity, and memory (Figure 1). Within the historical-genetic approach, three waves are outlined. 
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Figure 1. Three waves of the historical-genetic approach

The results of the analysis made it possible to reconstruct three key historiographical waves in the interpretation of the national economy of Ukraine in the first half of the 20th century. They reflect not only shifts in scholarly paradigms but also a deeper evolution in the way of thinking about the human being from the figure of the moral land-tiller to the atomized worker of the Soviet factory, and later to the reflective subject who understands labor as a source of dignity. Overall, in the corpus of 34 works, more than 2,700 semantic segments were identified, forming eight main codebook categories. The largest shares were represented by the codes State/plan (27%), Labor (22%), Human/dignity (18%), Economy/system (15%), Memory/trauma (9%), Property/householder (6%), and Everyday life (3%). These figures reflect a gradual shift from an institutional to an anthropological vision of history – from describing systems to understanding the inner world of the person, their memory, moral choices, and responsibility.
In the sub-corpus of the interwar emigration, the dominant codes are Labor (28%), Human/dignity (24%), Property/householder (18%), and Memory (14%). These works, created in exile after the defeat of the struggle for independence, transformed economic history into a moral confession of the nation. Polonska-Vasylenko (1976) interpreted the labor of Ukrainians in the diaspora as an ethos of survival, seeing it as a form of memory about the homeland and a means of preserving the cultural continuity of generations. Another text articulated the image of the householder as the moral core of the community: a person in whom the land finds its voice. This householder is not an owner but a guardian of land, memory, and dignity. In this perspective, the economy appears as a form of spiritual service, and labor as a discipline of the soul (Lypynsky, 1996).
Thus, the émigré wave created a value-based paradigm of the economy in which morality and economics are inseparable. These texts did not contain statistics or tables, yet they conveyed a vivid sense of loss, memory, and faith in the human person. This is the source of their scholarly and existential force, they transformed the history of the economy into a history of national dignity. The Soviet sub-corpus demonstrates a shift toward a technocratic optic: the dominant codes are State/plan (34%), Economy/system (27%), Labor (19%), while Human/dignity falls to 7–9%. The discourse of this period reflects the language of directives, charts, and five-year plans, where economics is reduced to a rhetoric of indicators and reports. 
A hermeneutic reading reveals a second layer in these texts, which is the silent presence of the human being beyond the plan. Even in works reporting over-fulfillment of production norms, one can sense loss and trauma, hunger, the breaking of families, the disappearance of local economic cultures (Viola, 1996; Fitzpatrick, 1999). Five-year plans, industrialization, and collectivization serve as indicators of production and as a backdrop to human suffering that Soviet scholarship could not name openly. At the same time, the vast statistical apparatus produced a powerful archive that now serves as a source for reconstructing the language of shadows (Nove, 1992). Thus, Soviet historiography has a double face, outwardly, the language of state power; inwardly, the silence of human stories. This very duality opens a space for contemporary hermeneutics, which discerns behind the numbers the ethical landscape of an era.
In the post-Soviet and Western corpus, we see a return to people as the center of history. The most common codes are Human/dignity (26%), Everyday life (18%), Memory/trauma (15%), and Trust/solidarity (10%). These authors develop a language of trust instead of a language of reporting. Economic processes are described through everyday experience, such as labor, survival, or moral choice. Other works depict famine and repression not only as political events but as traumatic communal experiences that restore ethical responsibility to history. Plokhy (2016) also views the economy as a space of cooperation, where social capital and mutual trust carry more weight than numerical indicators. He summarizes the features of the humanistic shift and identifies the moment when the history of seemingly impersonal processes begins once again to speak in the voice of the human being (Table 1).

Table 1. Indicators of the humanization of historiography 
	Indicator
	Emigrant
	Soviet
	Post-Soviet
	Western

	Human being as an analytical unit
	High
	Low/medium
	High
	High

	Lexicon of dignity/memory
	High
	Low
	High
	High

	Everyday life/anthropological focus
	Medium
	Low
	High
	Very high

	Regional heterogeneity
	Medium
	Medium/higher
	High
	High



The source was compiled on the basis of qualitative levels and identified through content analysis of the corpus and comparative interpretation (Fitzpatrick, 1999). Thus, contemporary historiography affirms an anthropological–humanistic approach: the economy is understood as a part of culture, and labor as an expression of dignity. It combines scholarly precision with moral empathy, restoring to history the voices of those who had been erased from official reports. The comparative analysis of semantic fields has demonstrated the evolution of the categorical core of Ukrainian historiography from technical to ethical models (Table 2).

Table 2. Evolution of the categorical core
	Period
	Central category
	Dominant approach
	Primary metaphor

	Emigrant (1920–1930s)
	Labor – dignity – memory
	Moral history of labor
	The householder as guardian

	Soviet (1930–1980s)
	Plan – system – institutions
	Technocratic, state-centered
	The human being as a resource 

	Post-Soviet/Western (1991–2020)
	Human – trust – solidarity 
	Anthropological- humanistic 
	The human being as the voice of history



The results of the analysis confirmed the hypothesis regarding the transformation of historiographical discourse from a state-centered model to a categorical framework in which the individual subject features prominently. In Soviet texts, despite their technocratic orientation, discursive elements are recorded that indicate the presence of a personal dimension (in particular, lexemes denoting family ties, local communities, and everyday practices), although they are not integrated into the main line of argumentation. Contemporary historiography of Ukraine’s national economy, following this approach, shifts the focus from production indicators to the analysis of individual adaptation strategies within the institutional system, as evidenced by the growing proportion of categories related to agency and moral choice.
A hermeneutic analysis has shown that, within the interwar Ukrainian émigré tradition, the category of economy systematically correlates with the concepts of dignity, steward, land, and community, which is not a stylistic device but rather a means of establishing the moral framework of economic discourse (Lypynsky, 1926). In the Soviet corpus, moral vocabulary is replaced by institutional formulas (five-year plan, industrialization, socialist competition), although some authors partially refocus attention on the individual through an analysis of regional and social differences, and the impact of mobilizations on the family, community, and everyday life. In the post-Soviet period, the frequency of lexemes denoting trust, memory, responsibility, and trauma increases in the texts, serving as markers of a shift in the categorical framework.
A comparative-discursive analysis has made it possible to trace changes not only in the content but also in the linguistic characteristics of the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy, the transition from an ethical narrative to a bureaucratic protocol, and the subsequent shift toward a moral-reflective discourse. The lexical, rhetorical, and syntactic features of the texts serve as indicators of dominant discursive strategies. In the interwar Ukrainian tradition, the words “steward,” “land,” “dignity,” and “community” perform not a descriptive but a normative function, providing a moral framework for economic thought (Lypynsky, 1926). The discourse of these texts is characterized by an orientation toward personal responsibility and the national community. Expressions such as “service to the land,” “labor as faith,” and “the farmer as guardian” are not stylistic embellishments but ethical constants that structure the conception of the economy as a moral order.
There was a sharp shift in the linguistic landscape of the Soviet corpus, with humanistic terms being supplanted by institutional vocabulary (five-year plan, industrialization, socialist competition, planned targets). This vocabulary functions as a semiotic filter, neutralizing references to individual experience (Pipes, 1993). The grammatical structure of Soviet texts demonstrates the dominance of impersonal constructions (“was achieved,” “the plan was fulfilled,” “the quota was met”), which reduces the subject’s position to a passive element of the system. A discursive analysis of the subtext reveals residual humanistic elements that cannot be fully reduced: in later works, lexemes such as “family,” “everyday life,” and “local community” appear, indicating attempts to reintroduce categories related to interpersonal relationships into historiography.
In the post-Soviet period, a shift in the lexical profile of historiography has been observed: instead of nouns denoting planned targets, the frequency of action verbs (to survive, to remember, to preserve, to bear witness) has increased. These verb forms serve as markers of the return of the category of subjectivity to the historical narrative. At the same time, the intonational structure changes: the monological exposition characteristic of Soviet historiography gives way to a polyphonic presentation of voices. The frequency of collocations such as “human,” “memory,” “trust,” and “dignity” in the post-Soviet subcorpus exceeds the corresponding figures in the Soviet subcorpus (without quantitative verification, which would require a larger sample size), indicating a shift in the categorical dominant. In such texts, the economy ceases to be an explanatory framework for the individual, instead, the individual becomes an explanatory category for economic processes.
A comparison of the Ukrainian corpus of work with European historiographical syntheses shows that the humanization of discourse is part of a broader intellectual shift of the 20th century. Researchers characterize this era as the age of moral dilemmas, where the technocratic approach conflicts with individual experience, and illustrate this tension using Soviet material: an economic experiment devoid of ethical articulation produces a discourse of trauma (Pipes, 1993; Nove, 1992; Fitzpatrick, 1999; Viola, 1996). This comparison is revealing for Ukrainian historiography, since it is precisely the combination of institutional logic and the representation of individual experience that shapes the discourse of social trust, which, according to research, is a necessary condition for the functioning of market mechanisms and public institutions (Hosking, 2001). The comparative-discursive analysis suggests a model of three linguistic regimes in the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy (Table 3).

Table 3. Model of the three language regimes in the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy
	Type of discourse
	Semantic dominant
	Ethical function
	The human in the text

	Émigré
	Memory, land, dignity
	Sanctification of labor
	The householder as custodian

	Soviet
	Plan, system, indicator
	Rationalization, discipline
	The human as a resource 

	Post-Soviet / Western
	Memory, trust, trauma
	Ethical reconstruction 
	The human as witness and subject



The linguistic fabric of each historiographic wave reflects the degree of freedom available for thinking about the people. If in Soviet historiography humanism was compressed between contemporary historical language restores the right to pain, dignity, and compassion, where economic categories appear not as abstractions but as forms of human struggle for dignity. This reveals an essential transformation: Ukrainian historical thought has moved from describing the system to attentive moral listening, where the history of the national economy resonates not in categories of production but in categories of human memory. Today, the humanization of historiography is not merely an academic trend; it influences social ethics and economic thinking. Ukrainians who lived through decades of coercion, famine, and pressure reclaim labor as an act of freedom and dignity, not mere survival.  Economic resilience, just as it did a century ago, begins not with finances or plans but with the inner strength of the human being (Krawchenko, 1985; Applebaum, 2017) (Table 4).
Future research could focus on examining possible links between the historiographical traditions of the first half of the 20th century and contemporary economic practices in Ukraine. In particular, the hypothesis that the emigration-era concept of labor as national service influenced the formation of the volunteer movement after 2014, as well as the discourse on ethical entrepreneurship in contemporary Ukraine, requires empirical verification. The confirmation or refutation of this hypothesis requires a separate study that goes beyond the scope of this article.

Table 4. Influence of the Historiographical Legacy of the First Half of the 20th Century on Contemporary Ukrainian Economic Culture
	Historiographical tradition
	Key ideas
	Human dimension
	Contemporary parallels

	Interwar émigré humanistic school 
	The economy as a spiritual foundation of the nation; labor as a form of moral self-realization; land as a symbol of continuity
	The human as bearer of cultural responsibility; labor as an act of service and dignity
	Search for ethical entrepreneurship; the idea of labor as a civic duty in the context of postwar reconstruction

	Soviet wave of the 1930s–1980s 
	The economy as an instrument of centralized modernization; collectivization; planning
	The human under systemic pressure; adaptation, survival, formation of a new labor ethic
	Memory of forced-labor trauma; rethinking state regulation of the economy; emphasis on social justice

	Post-Soviet reflexive school 
	The economy as part of the history of experience, identity, and memory culture
	The human as the main subject of history; the link between economic behavior, memory, and dignity
	Development of human-oriented economic education; emergence of social entrepreneurship and volunteer initiatives

	Western comparative perspective 
	Interpretation of Soviet and Ukrainian experience as part of European history of totalitarianism; analysis of labor morality under coercion
	Universal value of human life; labor as a means of preserving community
	Comparative memory studies; formation of a new European ethics of reconstruction and solidarity



Thus, the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy in the 20th century is a mirror not only of the past but also of the present. It shows that no model of development can function without an ethical foundation, without compassion and mutual trust. 

Discussion
Examination of the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy in the first half of the 20th century reveals a movement beyond economic models and statistical reports toward a perspective in which history is understood as human experience and the economy as a moral biography of society. Behind every figure in a report, behind every production chart, there is not an abstract workforce, but a person with fears, dreams, hopes, and pain. The true meaning of the history of the national economy emerges through its human dimension. It is not just a narrative of sectoral development but also a memory of the nation’s capacity to endure, even when the state collapses and the system devalues the individual.
It is worth comparing these findings with the concept of totalitarian discourse developed by Lefebvre. According to this concept, totalitarian power seeks not only to control the economy but also to redefine the very language used to describe it. In the analyzed Soviet texts, this manifests itself in the systematic replacement of the category “worker” with the category “plan executor,” and the category “owner” with the category “user of state property.” At the same time, Ukrainian émigré historiography exhibits features characteristic of postcolonial discourse: the economy is presented there as a sphere for the restoration of national agency, and labor as an instrument of decolonization (Thompson’s concept of the “moral economy”). This “humanistic turn” is not a uniquely Ukrainian phenomenon, parallel processes were observed in the Polish (Jedlicki), Czech (Mácha), and Hungarian (Bibó) intellectual traditions, indicating a shared dynamic of resistance to technocratic discourse in Eastern Europe.
For Ukrainian émigré historians of the 1920s–1930s, economic history was not a science of production but a science of spiritual endurance. This approach emphasized the significance of influential individuals in shaping Ukraine’s economic and educational system (Gaidai, 2023). Writing in exile, amidst loss and uncertainty, their texts expressed a profound belief that the economy is not numbers, but the continuation of spirituality, a way to preserve human dignity through labor and community (Lypynsky, 1996; Polonska‑Vasylenko, 1976). In this context, their historiography appears as an act of cultural self-defense, a way to uphold moral order in a world falling apart. Today, as Ukraine again faces the trials of war, their insights gain renewed relevance. Economic revival is impossible without spiritual renewal and a shared conviction that dignity outweighs profit, and that labor is not merely a duty but a form of solidarity. 
Contemporary studies show that war significantly affects the workforce, altering labor priorities and human behavior, particularly among displaced persons (Sopilko et al., 2022; Tymofieieva, 2024). Soviet historiography, despite its external impersonality, is not devoid of a human dimension; it is simply hidden between the lines. To bring humans back into the historical focus, researchers strove, as much as the system allowed, to analyze regional particularities, document the social consequences of collectivization, and depict everyday survival strategies. 
These texts, often written to circumvent censorship, become testimonies of moral courage: beneath rhetoric about five-year plans lay a longing for truth. Today, they are read not merely as scholarly documents but as moral diaries of an era in which people tried not to betray humanity even in the language of reports. Western historiography opened a different horizon of understanding the European context of human vulnerability. In these studies, totalitarian economies appear as both political phenomena and experiments on human nature, testing the capacity to survive and preserve morality where morality seemed a luxury (Pipes, 1993; Fitzpatrick, 1999; Plokhy, 2016; Applebaum, 2017). 
With independence, Ukrainian historiography began to both analyze the past and reflect on how to narrate it. Studies show that historical economic practices and heritage shaped contemporary efficiency and economic outcomes in Ukraine (Melnyk, 2022; Mulska et al., 2022). In other works, a new language emerges that constructs an ethical history of the economy; the economy becomes a space of communication, where mutual trust matters as much as resources, and care matters as much as production. This shift does more than change scholarly writing style, it transforms historiography into a tool of moral therapy for society, helping to process past traumas through empathy rather than cold analysis (Tomljenović, 2024). 
Today, this historiographical legacy acquires new practical significance. It becomes a moral resource for reconstruction, reminding us that no economic system functions without human dignity, without a sense of shared responsibility and trust. Analysis of contemporary studies reveal that war causes significant losses of human capital, directly affecting economic potential and the moral state of society (Antoniuk, 2022). In times of social turbulence and war, these humanistic principles become the foundation of a new economic culture, which is a culture of coexistence, responsibility, and mutual support. The modern analysis emphasizes that successful post-war economic recovery depends on both infrastructure and investment as well as social cohesion, shared values, and the resilience of human capital (Petrukha et al., 2025). Historical reflection on labor, solidarity, and civic duty teaches that development is not only material progress, but also the moral maturation of society. 
Thus, the historiography of Ukraine’s national economy emerges as a form of value-laden memory, where the past does not remain frozen in archives, but continues to speak to the present in the language of humanity. It demonstrates that the study of history is not only an analytical act, but an act of empathy. Historical analysis becomes meaningful when it considers both quantitative data and the human experiences reflected in survival, endurance, and the preservation of dignity. In this sense, humanized historiography transforms the past into a source of moral energy for the nation that unites society in times of trial and gives meaning to further development.

Conclusions
In summary, the study demonstrates that the historiography of the development of Ukraine’s national economy in the first half of the 20th century is not merely a scholarly reconstruction of economic processes, but an embodiment of human experience that shaped the moral architecture of contemporary Ukrainian society. Its analysis reveals a multidimensional picture, from the spiritually grounded economic concepts of émigré thinkers to the reflexive post-Soviet approaches that restore the human voice in history.
The hypotheses advanced in this article confirmed. The first hypothesis, asserting that Ukrainian economic historiography gradually evolved from an institutional-state approach to a humanistic-anthropological perspective, is validated. The second hypothesis, that historical approaches to understanding the national economy influenced the formation of contemporary Ukrainian economic culture, is likewise confirmed. The ideas of interwar humanists, emphasizing labor as the spiritual foundation of the state, and the conclusions of post-Soviet scholars regarding the ethical dimension of the economy resonate today in practices of social entrepreneurship, volunteerism, the revival of local economies, and the cultural self-organization of communities.
Thus, a clear historical continuity emerges: what developed in the 20th century as an intellectual support during times of destruction now serves as the ethical foundation for the resilience of modern Ukraine. The past is not closed; it acts in the present, alive in social initiatives, in faith in labor, and in communities that overcome exhaustion. The historiographical legacy of the first half of the 20th century teaches both how to analyze history and how to recognize it as the living presence of human effort. It demonstrates that true progress is impossible without memory, that the moral strength of the economy rests on dignity, and that renewal depends upon it. 
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