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Introduction 

World War II became the arena for the battle between ideologies, technologies and nations. 

This was the first time that mankind had come across resistance on such a large scale. It is not 

surprising, that individual aspects of this war go far beyond its chronological confines. For 

example, geopolitical, ideological and psychological factors, which affected its course and 

execution, were determined by different processes, which were already apparent in the second 

half of the 19th century, the consequences of which are still perceptible today.  

For Ukraine, World War II had its own dimension, which was unspeakably tragic. The lack 

of its own statehood once more led to the fact that a significant portion of Ukrainians was 

destined to find itself on different sides of the barricades. And for both Nazi Germany and the 

Communist USSR, regardless of the duration of their rule, Ukraine played the role of a raw 

material addition, and from the geopolitical point of view, a lucrative territory. The methods of 

both powers had a lot in common: partly destroy, partly deport and partly assimilate … The 

difference between the Hitler and Stalin regimes lies only in the use of different proportions of 

these methods and in the application chronology.  

Today, we finally have the possibility to rid ourselves of old stereotypes, when certain 

oppressors were called invaders, while others were called liberators. Are we ready for this?  

For Ukraine, one of the most important aspects of World War II was the activity of the 

Ukrainian Insurgent Army (hereinafter – UPA), directed towards the fight for independence. 

Today, what is particularly striking, is the fact that during this difficult time, the army did not 

only fight, but also in a very short period of time, implemented a truly state economic model on 

the territories liberated from the occupiers, developed long before the beginning of the war. 

During the inter-war period, the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (hereinafter – OUN) 

devoted considerable attention to the development of an economic policy program, which would 

be implemented in the future independent Ukraine. Resisting at the same time both the 

communist and Nazi regimes, while not encompassing a liberal doctrine, OUN theorists strived 

to introduce a new, third course of development in Ukraine. Its essence lay in the application of 

the best achievements of mankind in the area of economic theory and practice. This third course 

of development was successfully undertaken in Czechoslovakia, Germany, France, Italy and the 

USA and has the name “economic nationalism”.  

The essence of economic nationalism lies in the protection of the domestic manufacturer, 

for the purpose of allowing him/her to become stronger and to prepare for inevitable future world 

competition, and later, to consolidate his/her position on world markets. In doing so, such 

methods as protectionism, mercantilism, etc. are used. The purpose of the use of these measures 

is the establishment of the economic base of a national state, and subsequently, the formation of 
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a modern nation. Economic nationalism provides for a policy, which allows for the use of 

elements of classic capitalism and free market principles on the one hand, and on the other, 

protective methods and state regulation of individual spheres of economic life in the interests of 

the nation. The correlation of methods fluctuates, depending on the level of development.  

To this day, even in educated circles, Ukrainians feel that it was namely the communist 

power in the USSR that was the only author of the necessity for the modernization of the 

economy and its most effective implementer. “Okay, so survived Stalin’s repressions, but we 

created the best nuclear missiles in the world”, – such grounds for nostalgia for the communist 

past can be heard often, in spite of all the horrors of this industrialization: the 1932–1933 famine, 

horrific repression, collectivization, deportation, the hard labor of workers for a pittance. In the 

19th – mid-20th century, true industrialization was successfully put into practice by nationalists in 

France, Czechoslovakia, Italy, the USA and other countries, by transforming their nations into 

rapidly developing ones on a world scale. Ukrainian nationalists, just like the nationalists of 

other countries, planned to conduct industrialization, if they should come to power, and they 

wanted to use it as an instrument for improving the lives of the people, while the Bolsheviks, in 

their race for the illusion of world revolution and world domination, introduced accelerated 

development purely for the purpose of militarization.  

It so happened that in Ukraine today, nationalism is generally viewed from one point of 

view, when only one concept is singled out – the right of the nation to cultural development and 

independence. These theories are quite often mockingly attributed to a lack of purely economic 

doctrine, the purpose of which is to diminish its appeal in the eyes of the more pragmatic part of 

the population.  

However, by its nature, nationalism is multi-faceted.  As duly noted by Roman Szporluk, in 

his time: “(nationalism) was not limited to the framework of a cultural program or movement, or 

political issues. Nor was it just a program of economic development, whether in politically 

independent countries..., or among those peoples lacking political independence. Nationalism 

dealt with all the above-mentioned problems. Nationalism was concerned with all these aspects 

… communities-nations”1.  

In this book, we shall try to give answers to the following questions: 

 How did economic nationalism emerge? 

 How and by whom was it used in the 20th century? 

 How did Ukrainians plan to develop the economy of the future state in 1920–1930? 

 Who was the author of the “Economic Miracle” plan for Ukraine? 

 How were the principles of economic nationalism introduced during the war years? 

 What remains topical today for our contemporaries? 
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The Theoretical Foundation of OUN’s Economic Doctrine, or 

F. List versus K. Marx 

 

In the academic world, just as in the political, economic or cultural world, significant 

persons emerge from time to time –creators of new concepts, prominent reformers, outstanding 

individuals and true leaders.  

Towards the end of the 18th century, British philosopher Adam Smith, having observed 

processes in the British and world economies, brought forward a range of postulates. He outlined 

all of his conclusions in “An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations” 

(1776), which for many years was considered to be a “school” (in other words, the determination 

of the fundamental postulates of economic development). One of the most famous concepts 

today, with which the name of A. Smith is associated, is denoted by the French phrase “laissez-

faire”, which is translated as “non-interference”. Its essence is quite simple: the state should 

reduce its interference in economic life as much as possible. As a result of such policy, the 

author feels that all barriers in trade between individual representatives of different countries will 

be eliminated. The concept of “laissez-faire” spearheaded a new and very progressive doctrine 

for its time, which was favorable for the development of the economies of many countries, and 

for the first time during the British Empire – the theory of free trade, or freetradism. 

The 19th century became a turning point for Europe. The rapid development of capitalism 

and the scientific-technical revolution, as well as the activity of national movements, created 

favorable conditions for the emergence of new political and economic theories. Criticism and 

adjustments to the “school” gradually started to appear in European business and intellectual 

circles. Mankind was already demanding new recipes for the organization of economic life, 

because for some reason, the development of the economy of one country when using “free 

trade” was not necessarily mirrored in others. Demand for new concepts emerged in different 

countries, and demand, as we know, always gives rise to proposals. The result was that already 

in the mid-19th century, it was not in England, but in continental Europe – in Germany – that two 

new theories came to life, which would radically change the world in the following decades – 

Marxism and Listianism (economic nationalism). 

The creator of the first was the popular philosopher and journalist Karl Marx, and of the 

second – politician, publicist and entrepreneur, Friedrich List. Both considered one and the same 

problem to be most important – the fact that their country’s economy lagged behind those of 

Britain and France. However, they proposed different solutions to this problem.  
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The fundamental difference in the world outlook of Friedrich List and Karl Marx was the 

determination of different main social factors. For K. Marx, these were classes, while for F. List, 

these were nations. Marxism is well-known today, but unfortunately, very few of our 

compatriots are acquainted with Listianism. F. List wrote the following about the essence of his 

theory: “My whole theory is built on the interpretation of the nature of national interest, which is 

the mediator between the individual and that which is common to mankind"2. 

It is possibly only the criticism of free trade that is common to both economists. Both K. 

Marx and F. List criticized the principle that the state should not interfere in the economy. The 

realities of the 19th century already indicated the necessity of constant influence on economic 

development. K. Marx wrote that this system exclusively serves the interests of the bourgeoisie 

of developed countries and is therefore harmful for developing countries. Opposing the 

possibility of the existence of an effective economic system, based on private ownership, he 

proposed an alternative model – a communist one. Its specific features lay in the full liquidation 

of the private ownership of production means and an exclusive state form of enterprises, which 

was supposedly meant to liquidate, what was in essence exploiting free trade and eliminate 

barriers for undeveloped countries. 

F. List, on the contrary, considered that private ownership was the foundation of 

entrepreneurial initiative; however his criticism of A. Smith was based on the obvious fact, that 

diverse nations existed, exist and will continue to exist on the planet. They all differ from one 

another according to both size and level of technological development. In such a multi-colored 

world, “free trade” invariably revolves around the domination of the most developed and the 

strongest: “Free competition between two civilized nations can only be mutually beneficial when 

they are more or less on the same level of industrial development...”3. For this reason, the first 

stage which a weaker nation has to undergo before jumping into free world trade is that of the 

development of its own economy.  

The fundamental difference in approaches also influenced the difference in the subsequent 

formation of development proposals. Thus, for example, K. Marx associated the historical 

process with the self-assertion of the working class. A world revolution and the restructuring of 

the entire economy, based on communist principles, were necessary to achieve this. At which, 

according to Marx, the world revolution was a pre-determined event, just like the end of the 

world. F. List associated accelerated economic development, industrialization and the protection 

of the domestic economy with self-assertion and the development of the nation. 

In their assessment of the consequence of one development or another, Marxism and 

Listianism had similar differences. K. Marx completely and fully based his concept on the 

principles of class warfare. He considered that any social inequality and tension will disappear 
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after a world revolution, when all classes will be forcibly eliminated. In contrast, F. List stressed 

that only social compromise can be a guarantee for successful development: “It is only where the 

interests of individuals are subordinate to the interest of a nation, where one generation after 

another competes for a single purpose, that nations achieved harmony in the development of 

production forces”4. 

“A nation stands between an individual and mankind”5, – was the conclusion made by F. 

List in 1841. “A proletarian does not have a native land”6, – proclaimed K. Marx in 1848 in the 

“Communist Manifesto”, meaning, that an individual is integrated into the global community as 

a member of one social group, which should also become dominant. 

Differences in the determination of key social factors led to the formation of fundamentally 

different models for the organization of economic life. The system, based on the concepts of F. 

List, took a position between liberal capitalism, which is based on the principles of completely 

unrestricted free trade, and socialism with its completely state-controlled economy, divested of 

private initiative. The history of the 19th-20th century is convincing evidence that the countries 

which were able to attain a high level of development, selected a scheme that was a “middle of 

the road” scheme. 

In contrast to Marxist theory, which described very far-reaching and often simply fanciful 

perspectives, Listianism appeared more pragmatic and well-founded. This is namely what 

allowed it to be a more flexible doctrine. Thus, for example, Listianism joined together general 

economic principles with methods, that based themselves on the traditions of one nation or 

another. They included the significant role played by protectionism and mercantilism, as well as 

measures which ensure favorable conditions for the development of the national economy.  

The essence of economic nationalism lay not in the self-isolation of the state itself and not 

in economic xenophobia. Its fundamental purpose envisaged the creation of a country’s powerful 

economic base, using its own strengths. In practice, this invariably meant a combination of the 

most effective elements of classic capitalism with state influence. The ratio between them 

depended on the development status of the national economy with respect to others. After the 

economy has reached a level which is capable of competing with developed countries, economic 

nationalism provides for a tactical change – from protective actions, the state changes to the 

support of the economic expansion of national business. Free trade becomes part of the agenda, 

which is preached to the whole world to ensure the maximum possible volume of national 

product markets.   

In spite of the supposed synonymic connection between the terms “economic nationalism” 

and “nationalism”, the former, unlike the latter, is not directly related to the cultural and 

language components. This connection is mediated through the economy. In this case, its role in 
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a nation’s life takes first place. Ensuring the independent existence and prosperity of a nation 

depends on the level of economic development. Today, Ukrainians have come to understand that 

without qualitative economic growth, the development of science, culture and even language, is 

impossible. F. List insisted that there is a close interconnection between national identification 

and the level of prosperity. He proposed the use of national revival for the establishment of the 

necessary conditions for economic development and vice versa, to direct powerful economic 

development towards the strengthening of the foundations of national life. 

 

Economic Nationalism in Europe, the USA and Russia 

Theory without practical experience is like a car without fuel: a beautiful, but useless thing. 

A lot of time can be devoted to tuning and decorating your own car. And if the car does not 

move – its main function will not be executed and it is doubtful whether there will be any use out 

of it. The same applies to economic theory.  

F. List did not express his proposals in a vacuum. The fact of the matter is that in the first 

half of the 19th century, Germany did not have its own ideological platform, which would have 

united the various territories. If we look at the map of Europe after the Napoleonic wars, we can 

see numerous German kingdoms, duchies and principalities. The breaking up reached such 

levels, that there were even several free towns. Each territory followed its own trading policy, 

had its own bureaucracy, as well as customs and tax systems. F List’s concept pursued a very 

clear and pragmatic purpose: the unification of all German territories into a single and powerful 

state. The economist proposed that this be done by peaceful means, creating a common 

economic territory which, as a single whole, would enter the competition with developed 

countries for world supremacy.  

The Germans acted in different manners, but the first Chancellor of the German Empire, 

Otto von Bismarck, applied the factors of economic nationalism very extensively. For example, 

his famous phrase on the unification of Germany by blood and iron is often treated as an 

expression of aggression by the German military, but in truth, means that for German unity, key 

features are common descent (“blood”) as a symbol of the unity of a nation and common 

railways (“iron”) as a symbol of a united economy. 

Measures, which can be characterized as economic nationalism, were widely applied by the 

United States of America. The potential of this country was already noted by F. List, who 

emigrated there from Germany in 1825, and implemented his concepts of the proactive 

development of the American producer, establishing the Association of US Industrialists. 

Competition with economically developed Britain and France was vitally important for 

American business. Before the mid-1850s, at the expense of the free competition within the 
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country and the protectionist activities against external, first and foremost, British, economic 

expansion, the USA established a powerful industry, then changed to an expansionist economic 

policy, which to this day, actively promotes free trade.  

 F. List’s concepts even found supporters among reformers in the Russian Empire. At the 

end of the 19th century, science and technology was developing at a rapid rate in Europe. Russia, 

with its weak economy, lagged further and further behind its European neighbors, in spite of its 

huge territory and raw materials. Taking the difficult circumstances into account, two renowned 

political activists – Sergei Witte and Dmitri Mendeleev – saw a life-saving opportunity in the 

active application of F. List’s concepts. S. Witte’s article “Regarding Nationalism. National 

Economy and Friedrich List” (1889) was followed by D. Mendeleev’s “The Interpretation of 

Tariffs or Research on the Development of Industry in Russia, as Regards the Common Customs 

Tariff of 1891” (1892) and “The Justification of Protectionism” (1897). The Witte – Mendeleev 

tandem promoted the concept of creating national industry, which was to strengthen the Russian 

economy. When substantiating the necessity of this particular development, S. Witte spoke of the 

direct application of the concepts of “the nationalist Bismarck”.  

S. Witte and D. Mendeleev ascertained that in order to conduct qualitative industrialization, 

it was necessary to ensure favorable conditions for domestic production. However, the import of 

industrial products and the export of raw materials gradually transform a country into an 

outsider, from both the economic and political perspective. At the same time, D. Mendeleev 

stressed that the Russia was facing this fate simply because of the predominance in academic and 

official circles of conviction in the efficiency of free trade theory application. 

In the late 1890s, under conditions of the latest intensification of the battle between leading 

empires for the selection of development means, Witte turned to nationalism as the main 

instrument for economic reform: “I feel that nationalism is healthy, I am convinced, therefore 

fearless, that he who strives for the protection of  the fruits the history of a state, which were 

attained by the blood and sweat of the people, – such nationalism achieves this goal; there is 

also unhealthy and egotistical nationalism, which possibly strives for the same goal, but since it 

is subject to more desires than reason, it often leads to the opposite results”7. However, Emperor 

Nicholas II rejected even the minimal set of constructive reforms, proposed by his prime 

minister. The Tsar decided that salvation lay in a minor and victorious war against Japan.  

The new wave of economic nationalism occurred in the world immediately after World 

War I. First of all, this was related to the collapse of the European and Ottoman Empires and the 

emergence of new states – Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, 

Yugoslavia, etc. The popularity of nationalist movements, which brought people to the 
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establishment of their own countries, was accompanied by the understanding of the necessity to 

protect the newly-established economic systems.  

An example of the effective application of economic nationalism was Czechoslovakia. In 

spite of limited natural resources and fuel base, within a very short period of time, the young 

country was able to adjust its economic system with maximum efficiency. Czechoslovakia took 

the route of financial stabilization, which allowed it to reduce its monetary base and establish a 

trade balance. Taxes on income obtained during the war were introduced in order to fill the 

budget. The largest share of budget revenues – 57 % – was made up of indirect taxes, in other 

words, excise and turnover tax, however, the share of direct taxes constituted just over 10 %. 

Significant revenues came from the taxes of state enterprises. Under such conditions, industry 

did not experience high tax pressure, while the budget remained balanced. A characteristic 

feature of Czechoslovakia’s economic nationalism was also the fact that industrialists were able 

to squeeze out foreign competition from strategic positions in the economic sector, helped by the 

state. 

Czechoslovakia’s agricultural policy actively supported domestic farmers. During the 

1920s, the government conducted reforms, which restricted large-scale landownership. The 

largest share of the land was allocated to medium-sized owners, who were encouraged to join 

together into large cooperatives, which led to significant activity in agricultural business and 

gave a quick, positive result. This also relieved social pressure in rural areas, although it acutely 

affected the interests of foreign owners. The continuation of agricultural reform was related to 

the application of a new concept – agrarianism (ahraryzm), which was based on a high level of 

mutual assistance between farmers and state support8. Agrarianism declared the concept of a new 

order, something between capitalism and socialism, and actively promoted cooperation between 

farmers. The latter allowed the effective mechanization of farms without forcing small and 

medium-sized owners from the land.  

The Czechoslovakian government’s policy brought the country into the top ten most 

developed countries of the world within a very short period. In analyzing the reasons for this 

success, what should be singled out, is that Czechoslovakia used its own industrial capacities, 

maintained social stability, did not allow the steep escalation of class struggle, foreign 

investment decreased without harming domestic producers, created the opportunity for the 

development of industry and ensured agricultural development through the cooperation of 

farmers. 

Czechoslovakia’s northern neighbor, Poland, was another country that did not ignore 

economic nationalism. The overall state of the young Polish state was extremely difficult. The 

economy had experienced the heavy blow of WWI and the Polish-Soviet War. The rapid revival 
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of industry was hampered by the absence of a transportation infrastructure. In addition, the 

reunited Poland was comprised of territories that had different levels of development. The more 

developed western lands (“Poland A”) contrasted sharply with the less-developed eastern 

territories (“Poland B”). 

The solution to this complex situation was proposed by the Minister of Trade and Industry, 

Eugeniusz Kwiatkowski, who counted on the revival of the national industry. In accordance with 

his project, 1936 saw the beginning of work on the biggest economic project in interwar Poland 

– the establishment of the Central Industrial Region. And in spite of the economic crisis, Poles 

were able to build an industrial complex, 60 % of which was financed by domestic investment 

funds. In 1939 alone, the government invested half of the state budget in the development of the 

district9. During 1936–1939, Polish industry gradually gained momentum and was preparing for 

external economic expansion.  

In the agrarian sphere, Poland came up against greater problems than did neighboring 

Czechoslovakia. The issue lay in the fact that agricultural regions were located in the east of the 

country, where there was a large percentage of ethnic minorities, predominantly Ukrainians. The 

government did not risk counting on them for economic development, since there was too great a 

risk of the emergence of national autonomies. Since the government understood the necessity 

and inevitability of the development of these territories, work began with the active 

“polonization” of eastern regions policy. The essence of this policy of the assimilation of non-

Poles, lay in the expansion of “osadniks” – Polish settlers, who occupied lands on ethnic 

Ukrainian territories, as well as the conducting of “pacification” – actions, the purpose of which 

was the suppression of the national consciousness of Ukrainians.  

The use of the principles of economic nationalism was not restricted by independent states 

that had only just been established. Spain demonstrated interesting experience: It entered the 20th 

century as a backward country with a range of unresolved economic problems. The military 

dictatorship headed by Miguel Primo de Rivera took advantage of the worldwide economic 

revival in the early 1920s to eliminate foreign capital. Counting on national capital and the active 

participation of the state in economic matters brought tangible results. The National Economic 

Council, a state body, was established, responsible for the implementation of reform. To support 

the domestic producer, a special royal decree was signed on April 30, 1924, according to which, 

all new plants and factories, which processed Spanish raw materials and produced goods that 

were in short supply in the country, received state support and were relieved of taxes for a period 

of three years. State support also lay in the reduction of tax rates for enterprises, in which 

domestic capital constituted at least 70 %. 
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One more feature of economic nationalism was characteristic for Spain – the concentration 

of the state’s efforts in key spheres, which were beneficial for the entire economic system. More 

specifically, support was provided to shipbuilding and heavy industry. A separate direction was 

support for the development of the transportation infrastructure. The country became one of the 

biggest shareholders of railway companies. During the 1920s, it also acquired packages of shares 

in oil, electricity and mining companies. From 1927, the government began to encourage the 

development of machine building, particularly the automobile industry. As a result, the mining 

of iron ore increased from 4 million tons in 1923 to 6.5 million tons in 1929. During this same 

period, the number of steelworks doubled and the number of employees in this branch increased 

by one third; the production of cast iron, iron and steel, doubled. The most important steps were 

taken in the financial sphere, related to the establishment of the External Bank of Spain in 1927, 

branches of which emerged throughout the territory of Latin America, as well as the opening of a 

special Spanish bank for local credit activity. The changes were obvious: according to official 

data, there were 179 banks operating in the country in 1923, with deposits totaling ESP 9 billion, 

while in 1930, this amount exceeded ESP 14 billion. 

It is worth stressing that the use of economic nationalism in Spain was effective in the 

1920s, when it was possible to develop domestic production using incentive factors. In the 

1930s, the transition to the next stage – external economic expansion – did not take place, as a 

result of the unstable situation within the country and external pressure. Concentration on the 

domestic market and its seclusion, which were characteristic for the Spanish economy, even 

during the last years of the Franco regime (until the 1970s), preserved the structure of the 

economy. This led to Spain lagging behind other European countries up until the time that 

Franco left power, and the state began economic reforms, designed to develop free competition. 

Measures, which can be characterized as economic nationalism, were applied by the USA 

to overcome the Great depression of 1929–1933. The clearest example of US economic 

nationalism was F. Roosevelt’s “New Deal”. All actions were directed towards achieving the 

accelerated development of domestic business, with the active participation of the state in 

economic processes. The “New Deal” included several groups of laws, which regulated and 

strengthened the credit and financial system, introduced a state system for the regulation of 

industrial production and labor relations, overcame the agrarian crisis by means of determining 

annual production volumes of the main types of produce, also established camps for young 

unemployed people. 

According to these laws, mandatory control of industrial enterprises was conducted at the 

highest government level, which agreed to the limited manufacture of their production. All 

branches of industry accepted the “Code of Fair Competition”, according to which, partners 
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established production volumes and price, divided marketing outlets among themselves, 

determined salary levels for blues and white collar employees. All processes were controlled by 

the state, but not directly.  

F. Roosevelt’s plan devoted a lot of attention to maintaining the balance of supply and 

demand, via financial influence on production. The price of manufactured industrial and 

agricultural products rose to such an extent, that it allowed profitable operation. The banking and 

financial system, just like enterprises that were weakened by the crisis, received significant state 

subsidies (the system of state investment in roads and construction became a classic example of 

the efficient intervention of the state in economic processes). 

 A well-known fact is the use, during this period, of the “buy American” concept. Import 

restrictions actually existed in the USA prior to the beginning of WWII. However, some methods 

were not always thought out in detail and did not meet expectations. For example, the most 

protectionist law in the history of the USA – the Smoot-Hawley Act, signed on June 17, 1930, 

significantly increased tariffs on more than 20,000 imported goods. As a result, importing 

countries announced a boycott of all products exported by the United States. This example is a 

clear illustration of the unsuccessful application of protectionism, which transformed into 

isolationism. It was the recollection of such economic actions that made the term 

“protectionism” “generally recognized” as being an unproductive archaism in the economic 

environment and leads to the narrow interpretation of economic nationalism in English-language 

literature. 

In this manner, the state apparatus of the USA regulated and coordinated economic life, 

which helped America to gradually overcome the consequences of the Great Depression. The 

“New Deal” was directed towards ensuring the interests of the American nation itself, making all 

international treaties, which could have benefited other countries, secondary.  

Can the methods, which were used to reform the US economy, be considered as classic 

economic nationalism? According to F. List, the work of the state should initially have been 

directed towards supporting the domestic producer and the expansion of national production, 

which should be followed by the stage of economic expansion under the protection of free trade 

principles. But during the economic crisis in the USA, the state limited production, which could 

seem like something that is opposite to the principles of Listianism, requiring an increase in 

production output. But since the purpose in this particular case was to save national commodity 

producers from bankruptcy, this regulation can be considered an element of economic 

nationalism, particularly since after the revival of the US economy, there was a return to the 

previous practice of free trade. 
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The Great Depression forced people to look at the role of the state in the organization of 

economic life in a new light in yet another citadel of free trade – Britain. One of the most famous 

theorists in the early 20th century was British economist John Maynard Keynes. His 

microeconomic theory was formed as a result of observations of the reasons for the emergence 

and course of the Great Depression of 1929–1933. Keynesianism succeeded in broadening the 

vision of national administration in the economy, particularly during periods of crisis and general 

economic slumps. And even though it is incorrect to consider Keynes himself to be a follower of 

F. List, his movement was able to introduce fresh concepts to economic theory, which counters 

free trade.   

The next stage of the development of economic nationalism began after WWII. Thus, for 

example, the dirigisme movement appeared in France, based on the theory of economist François 

Perroux, which continued the tradition of economic nationalism. The indicative planning method 

lay in the foundation of the dirigisme theory – in other words, not directive, but advisory, on the 

state level. An integral element of indicative planning is the procedure for agreeing selected 

priorities with financial and industrial groups, associations of entrepreneurs, trade unions, etc. 

F. Perroux presented a detailed substantiation for the necessity of strengthening the role of 

the state. His theory of “three economies” demonstrated the utopian existence of a free market 

economy under current conditions. His concept provided for the mandatory nature of the national 

administration of economic processes. In order to resolve existing social conflicts, he proposed 

that capitalists be made into hired employees of the state, which would become the largest 

entrepreneur. France actively undertook the development of the heavy, chemical, machine 

building and oil refining industries, applying this very principle. However, the most important 

became support of new technologies – nuclear energy and electronics. 

The General Planning Commissariat, which prepared plans for the development of state 

industry, was established in France to implement projects. At first glance, the planning was 

reminiscent of Soviet five-year plans. However the methods that were used to resolve the set 

goals differed radically from those used by the USSR. The role of the state was significantly 

reduced after France participated in the establishment of the European Economic Union. At this 

stage, the French economy was already sufficiently prepared for foreign competition and 

expansion. 

Examining the development of economic nationalism in the international context, it is 

possible to come to the conclusion that its key guidelines became of primary importance for 

various nations at different times. For the most part, this pertained to either launching periods, 

when it was necessary to develop a weak national economy anew, or crisis and transition 

periods. The development of economic systems using economic nationalism can be compared to 
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a pendulum: consolidation under the supervision of the state and protection of the domestic 

producer are always changed by active foreign expansion, when the maximum promotion of 

unlimited domestic and foreign competition occurs. After a period of free world trade, there is a 

mandatory period of protection, once a certain period of time has elapsed. 

The Creators of the OUN Economic Platform 

 
Ukrainian nationalism and its creators – the leaders of OUN – were the contemporaries of 

the flourishing of economic nationalism in Europe. Observing the development of states during 

the interwar period, OUN members formed their own economic platform, which was adapted to 

the Ukrainian reality. To tell the truth, the course of Ukrainians to the implementation of 

economic theories, in contrast to many other countries, lay through the battle to obtain an 

independent state. 

Looking at the image of members of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, it is 

worthwhile remembering today’s very popular stereotype. As far as mass consciousness is 

concerned, an OUN member is viewed as merely a person with a weapon, because for Soviet 

propaganda, it was very convenient to reduce the essence of nationalism to one – military – 

sphere of activity. However, examining the biographies of prominent OUN activists who lived in 

Czechoslovakia, Poland, Belgium and Germany, it’s impossible not to pay attention to the 

number of professors and graduates of institutes of higher education, who created the ideology of 

Ukrainian nationalism. During the period 1927- 1929, it was in such an environment that the 

organization’s economic platform was formed. So who was involved in the establishment of 

OUN’s economic strategies and programs?  

All of OUN’s economic plans were divided into four groups: financial, commercial, 

industrial and agricultural. Special papers were prepared for each direction prior to the First 

OUN Congress in 1929 – texts of the organization’s projects for the economy of the future 

Ukraine. Each constituted separate research, which was based not only on the theoretical 

achievements of their authors, but also on the practical experience of other countries. First of all 

the attention of nationalists was focused on the practice of Czechoslovakia and Poland – 

countries, which recently stood on the course of independent development and which they knew 

very well. This was followed by an examination of developed countries. In order to understand 

which views and schools could influence the formation of economic nationalism in the OUN 

version, it is worthwhile examining the biographies of its creators.  

Yakiv Moralevych was traditionally engaged in OUN’s financial policy. He was born in 

1878 in Podillya. He graduated from the Kamyanets-Podilsky Theological Seminary and moved 

to St. Petersburg in 1908 to study at the Psycho-Neurological Research Institute. In 1911, 
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without completing his studies, Y. Moralevych enrolled at the Commercial Institute, from which 

he successfully graduated in 1915. Moralevych greeted the beginning of the revolution in 

Ukraine. He worked at the Ministry of Trade and Industry in the government of the Ukrainian 

National Republic (UNR), and in time, headed the Financial Department of the Ministry of 

National Economy. After the defeat in the revolution, Y. Moralevych emigrated to Poland. It was 

at this time that he fully revealed his teaching and academic talents. From 1921 until 1922, Y. 

Moralevych taught at the trade school in Poznan. In 1922 he moved to Podebrad 

(Czechoslovakia), where he taught at the recently established Ukrainian Business Academy. He 

became a professor at the Economic and Cooperative Faculty. He also receives a similar title at 

the Ukrainian Technical and Economic Institute. On the conclusion of WWII, Y. Moralevych 

emigrated to the USA, where he became the co-founder of the Ukrainian Technical Institute in 

New York. He died in Denver in 196110. 

Another OUN member, Leonid Kostariv, was engaged in industrial issues. He was born in 

St. Petersburg on February 6, 1888. He graduated from the Economic Faculty of the Polytechnic 

Institute there. He was called up for service in the Russian Fleet. By force of will, L. Kostariv 

got into the Ukrainian Army in 1919 and fought against the establishment of Bolshevik rule on 

the territory of Ukraine. After suffering defeat in the national liberation war, he was interred in 

Poland as a serviceman. He later moved to the intellectual heart of the Ukrainian diaspora in 

Czechoslovakia – Podebrad. In 1928, L. Kostariv successfully completed his studies at the 

Economic Faculty of the Ukrainian Business Academy. In the same year, he became a political 

adviser in the Central Committee of the League of Ukrainian Nationalists. He was an active 

participant in preparations for the First Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists, heading the 

Organization Committee.  

In addition to the paper on “The Industrial Policy of Ukraine”, L. Kostariv also prepared 

other materials, which were important for the formation of OUN ideology. These were papers 

entitled “The Problem of the Maritime Defense of Ukraine”, “The National Revolution on the 

Western Territories of Ukraine” and “Notes to the OUN Charter”. However, L. Kostariv’s 

activities were suspended by the Extraordinary OUN Court in 1933. He was excluded from the 

ranks of the organization for violating discipline and the suspicion that he was collaborating with 

the Soviet intelligence service. Still later – during the German occupation of Prague, L. Kostariv 

agreed to be a resident of the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs (NKVD), and after 

WWII, he worked against the headquarters of OUN Units Abroad, which was located in 

Munich11. But the concepts written by the economist in 1929 were still used after his expulsion 

from OUN. They were an important element of the economic platform of Ukrainian nationalism. 
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Significantly more is known about yet another author of papers on economic subjects. The 

rates for the agricultural and trade policy of Ukraine were developed in OUN by Mykola 

Stsiborskiy. It is worth emphasizing that he became one of the most influential ideologists of 

Ukrainian nationalism, as a result of the establishment of the “natiocracy” concept and the 

signing of the text of the draft Constitution of Ukraine. M. Stsiborskiy was born on March 28, 

1897 in Zhytomyr. During WWI, he was called up for service in the Russian army. With the 

beginning of revolutionary events, he transferred to service in the army of the UNR, reaching the 

rank of lieutenant colonel. After the defeat in the national-liberation struggle, he moved to 

Czechoslovakia, and in time, France. In 1929, M. Stsiborskiy completed his studies at the 

Ukraine Business Academy in Podebrad. He became the founder of the Legion of Ukrainian 

Nationalists. With the beginning of the unification of nationalist organizations, he became a 

member of the leadership council – the Provid of Ukrainian Nationalists. During 1928–1934 he 

was actively engaged in publishing, more specifically, he published the almanac of the Provid’s 

ideological body – “The Building of a Nation” (“Rozbudova Natsiyi”) – and collaborated on the 

“State Nation” (“Derzhavna Natsiya”), “Horn” (“Surma”) and “Ukrainian Word” (“Ukrayinske 

Slovo”) magazines. For the duration of the First OUN Congress, he was appointed First Deputy 

Head of the Provid12. 

After the split of OUN, Stsiborskiy continued to support A. Melnyk and with the beginning 

of the Soviet-German war, participated in the main expedition unit, which was heading towards 

Kyiv. He died in 1941 in Zhytomyr as a result of a terrorist act. 

Comparing the biographies of the authors of the OUN economic platform, it is possible to 

single out common features, which join together these activists of the nationalist movement. First 

of all, they were all born in central oblasts of Ukraine. This ruins the stereotype of the exclusive 

role of Halychany (Galicians) in OUN. Secondly, each of the theoreticians studied or underwent 

military service in the Russian Empire. Each of them demonstrated the necessity of pragmatic 

and mutually-beneficial cooperation with both Russia and Poland, which once more contradicts 

the contemporary propagandist stereotype. Thirdly, the fates of the authors of the economic 

platform intertwined in Podebrad, which was the home of the Ukrainian Business Academy. It is 

around this educational institution that the national elite gathered during the interwar period. 

Podebrad became a center of sorts, for the development of Ukrainian economic nationalism. 
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OUN’s Economic Platform 

 

Without fail, any political party or organization includes a social and economic bloc in its 

ideological platform, since the absence of answers to urgent issues which concern the public, 

significantly diminish its attraction in people’s eyes. 

The Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists was established in 1929. The preparation stage 

provided for the organizational unification of the Ukrainian Military Organization (UVO), the 

Ukrainian National Youth Group, the League of Ukrainian Nationalists and the Union of 

Ukrainian Nationalist Youth. The program was prepared at the same time. The list of questions 

requiring answers included all the most important ones, which should be resolved under 

conditions of an independent Ukraine. OUN’s economic platform included four basic elements. 

It is worthwhile looking in detail at their substance. 

The circulatory system of any economy is its finances. Monetary operations ensure the 

functioning of all branches of the economy. The efficiency of an individual sphere – trade, 

industry or agriculture – is directly dependent on the functioning of the financial sector. 

Y. Moralevych, the author of “The Financial Policy of Ukraine”, first and foremost 

examined the issue of the introduction of a national monetary unit, the establishment of a 

banking system and procedure for the repayment of national debts. 

A revealing fact, but the introduction of the Ukrainian monetary unit took place in the 

independent country, sixty years after the appearance of the paper, in the exact sequence 

prescribed by the OUN member. He proposed the introduction of a first monetary unit – the 

“karbovanets”, the exchange rate of which was sto be the same as the Russian ruble, at the 

beginning of the existence of an independent Ukraine. Once the whole financial system was 

organized, the country would transfer to the new currency – the “hryvnia”. Its exchange rate was 

to have been comparable to the monetary units of the USA, Great Britain and France by that 

time13. The current national currency was introduced in this exact manner. It is true, however, 

that the value of the monetary unit fell significantly more than Moralevych anticipated, since in 

the execution of the requirements of industry, which were presented by the developers of the 

OUN economic program, was not ensured in the 1990s, something that will be addressed below. 

Equally important was also the choice between the semi-convertibility and convertibility of 

the currency14. The functions and specific features of the monetary unit, which was supposed to 

have been introduced in the independent Ukraine, differed substantially from those, which were 

inherent in the Russian ruble, which was introduced at that time by the Bolsheviks. The ruble 

should not be convertible. This meant that there were no plans to include it in world circulation, 
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because the economic system of the USSR automatically found itself in international isolation. 

Nationalists felt that this was a very dangerous and irrational step for a developing country. 

In any country, the issue of money is controlled by the issuing bank. Y Moralevych himself 

gave preference to the establishment of a state issuing entity. In other words, such bank could not 

be private – neither joint-stock, nor commercial. The main condition was also that it had to be 

independent of different commercial structures and legislative body (parliament) as well as the 

Cabinet of Ministers, to the maximum extent. 

The establishment of special monitoring entities was envisaged for all commercial banks, 

which would monitor the activities of the latter. A proportionate amount of specialists and 

community representatives were to work in such entities. According to the concept of the 

nationalists, this permitted the establishment of a transparent supervision scheme and the 

avoidance of anti-social banking policy15. 

It is impossible not to draw attention to the interesting fact regarding the debts of the 

predecessors – the government of the UNR – owed to world financial institutions. They were 

recognized, but a special body was supposed to take care of repayments – the Amortization 

Treasury16. This step confirms the desire of the nationalists to immediately include Ukraine in 

the world economy, in which the recognition of debts on a change of power was and continues to 

be mandatory. When conducting parallels with the ideological opponents of the nationalists – the 

Bolshevik government – mention has to be made of the fact that the latter refused to take over 

the debts of Tsarist Russia. This automatically meant the isolation of the soviet economy and 

being cut off from loans, which meant that the Bolsheviks had to conduct industrialization via 

the ruthless exploitation of the population. 

Taxes are also part of the state’s financial policy. Replenishing the budget is a matter of 

vital importance. This process, according to the plan, was supposed to be organized without 

excessive pressure on the public. All taxes were divided into several groups. The list included the 

following: income tax, land tax, inheritance tax, gift tax, property tax, tax on movable property, 

as well as on exported and imported goods. Each had its own specific features. All imports faced 

mandatory taxation. In addition, Y. Moralevych proposed the introduction of an “indirect tax”, 

which was paid at the time when goods were purchase, in other words, it was to be already 

included in the cost (let us remember indirect taxes in Czechoslovakia). 

Nearly all taxes were formed in a proportionate system – the amount depended on the total 

income of the payer. The main principle, set forth in the tax policy, envisioned support of the 

most disadvantaged sections of society, by collecting a higher interest from the wealthy17. 

Nevertheless, most important, was support of the middle class. 
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The author of “The Financial Policy of Ukraine” considered it necessary to introduce a 

monopoly on the production of alcoholic and tobacco goods, although it allowed the replacement 

of state monopoly with the introduction of a mandatory excise duty for private enterprises. 

An equally important issue, which was addressed in the paper, pertained to foreign 

investments. In any situation, a newly established country required significant investment in the 

development of industry and agriculture. Assurance in the success of the promotion of foreign 

investment was unsubstantiated, since Ukraine had a positive trade balance, even under 

conditions of dependence on other countries18. The logic of nationalists was completely obvious: 

if Ukrainian lands, administered by parent states, attained a certain level of development (and in 

individual branches – perceptible success), the economy of a sovereign independent country had 

every opportunity for rapid development.  

After gaining independence, the Ukrainian government was to attract foreign investment in 

order to launch the national economy. The paper singled out that investments were an alternative 

to the Bolshevik exploitation of workers and peasants. This fact was an important argument 

against assertions on the efficiency of Bolshevik industrialization, since it was critically anti-

social. On the contrary, the position of Ukrainian nationalists, was that in order for the efforts of 

workers to be effective, due remuneration was required. 

Planning the fundamental landmarks in the development of the Ukrainian economy, Y. 

Moralevych outlined them as follows: the top priority was to improve the operation of the 

agricultural sector, ensuring favorable conditions for its development, particularly in the 

provision of farms with necessary machinery and equipment. The next priority was to be the 

energy complex. At the same time, it was necessary to continue the development of heavy 

industry, although, according to the prognoses of the nationalists, light industry was the sector, 

that could have developed most rapidly in Ukraine19. 

Taking these plans into account, it was impossible to avoid the issue of the development of 

transport. Railway lines were supposed to join together the regions where raw material was 

extracted with the regions where finished products were manufactured. There were plans for a 

special foreign loan to finance the construction of railways, while the development of highways 

was to be financed by local budgets and concessions. In addition, loans were also anticipated to 

cover the cost of the development of maritime and river transportation, as well as the 

construction of hydroelectric power plants on the Dnipro – one of the most important sources of 

energy in Ukraine at that time. 

The OUN financial program was based on the experience of other countries. However, it 

also had its own national specific features. First of all, a “state” approach was applied to the 

whole concept – the perceptible overall control and regulatory role of the state in conducting 
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financing. A balance was to be maintained between strict state control of the activities in some 

financial spheres and independent functioning was ensured in others. Secondly, there was a 

perceptible desire to create a fair tax scheme, in which the size and the number of taxes directly 

depended on social status and the overall level of earnings. European countries only took a 

similar development course during the post-war period. Thirdly, a significant role in the 

financing of industry and agriculture was designated to foreign investments. 

Financial issues were later addressed on numerous occasions on the pages of the official 

OUN publication, “The Building of a Nation” (“Rozbudova Natsiyi”). In their discussions, 

experts openly criticized the economy and the USSR – for the excessive exploitation of workers 

and inefficiency, and capitalist countries – for the inadequate sociality of their economies 

resulting from the uncontrolled activity of their financial capital. Nationalism sought to select the 

best existing options, adapting them to the needs of the country. 

This was the approach that was also taken in industrial policy. Ukraine’s position in the 

world arena directly depended on the level of industrial development. The main concept, set 

forth in the text of L. Kostariv’s paper, entitled “The Industrial Policy of Ukraine”, was based on 

the fact that a young state should reach a level, which was adequate for conducting active foreign 

expansion in the shortest possible period. The principle instrument of expansion should not be 

weapons, but a strong economy. 

Selecting the optimal method for managing industry, L. Kostariv proposed that all branches 

should be divided into three main groups. Those of strategic significance (the mining, 

metallurgical and partially – the chemical industry, machine building and the defense complex) 

belong to the first. The state was supposed to own and manage them. The second group – 

branches of less strategic significance: the extraction and processing of minerals, several types of 

machine building and chemical industries. Enterprises were to become joint-stock companies 

with the state being the majority shareholder. The rest of the shares were to be owned by private 

entrepreneurs, which would obviously have promoted the development of free circulation on the 

stock exchange. The third group covered the remaining branches. According to L. Kostariv, it 

was to include almost all small and medium-sized private enterprises, which would operate 

within the framework of free competition, without state participation20. 

The coordination and administration of the state share package was entrusted to the Higher 

Economic Council. In addition to supervising and coordinating functions, it would also manage 

the state share package. Additional functions of the Higher Council were to be the 

standardization of goods and services, as well as the protection of workers. This body had the 

same status as the current Ministry of Industrial Policy, but with significantly expanded 

authorities and tasks. 
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Nationalists were united on the issue of the nationalization of key branches of industry. L. 

Kostariv stressed that nationalization would allow the prevention of negative influences on the 

state from the owners of large industrial establishments, since nationalization would make it 

possible to find a harmonious ratio between state and private capital. In addition, it would protect 

domestic industry from the excessive intervention of foreign capital, which after a certain period 

could have taken funds abroad without any particular problems. Possibly the biggest threat was 

posed by foreign companies, which had the exclusive right to technological designs, since 

nationalists sought to create conditions, in which the country could independently develop its 

own science and technologies21. 

Another important task in the industrial sector was the organization of the defense 

complex. The period from 1918 on, was marked by the gradual intensification of mutual 

relations in Europe. The leadership of European countries understood that war would break out 

shortly after the signing of the Treaty of Versailles, since many countries, particularly Germany, 

were seeking a review of post-war peace conditions. Having observed these trends, L. Kostariv 

duly noted that only a country with a strong militarily could take up an honorable position in the 

world arena22.  

Another set of problems pertained to the resolution of the employment issue. Since rural 

areas in Ukraine was overpopulated in the 1920s, it was necessary to move surplus peasants to 

towns and train them for a new profession. Two key problems were thus resolved 

simultaneously: agrarian overpopulation and the lack of a national working class. Their 

resolution could ensure the support of national interests by the local population and to become 

the basis for the subsequent formation of its own mid-level clerical personnel, as well as 

Ukrainian engineers and representatives of technical science. This thought was seen not only in 

the text of the paper, but also in a special article, “The Industrialization of Ukraine”, which L. 

Kostariv prepared for the “The Building of a Nation” almanac23. 

During the First Congress, the program proposed by L. Kostariv was approved without any 

significant revisions. It is worthwhile stressing, that the post-war programs of European social 

democrats were very similar to the views of OUN members regarding the resolution of the labor 

issue, industrialization and the development of new technologies. Europeans largely based 

themselves on the positive achievements of the interwar period, eliminating obvious mistakes 

and formulating plans directed towards the future.  

The system for organizing trade was developed by M. Stsiborskiy. In addition to priority 

tasks and proposals, the author gave answers to questions on how to protect the national 

economy from harmful external influences, how best to distribute available good in society and 

how to create favorable conditions for the organization of Ukrainian export. For this, the whole 
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paper was divided into three key parts: 1) the organization of foreign trade (import-export); 2) 

the organization of internal trade; 3) the organization of a transportation network. 

The Ukraine of the first half of the 20th century was gradually transforming from an 

essentially agrarian country to an industrial-agrarian one. At the same time, agriculture continued 

to play a noticeable role in the economy. Agricultural products (first and foremost – sugar and 

grain) was Ukraine’s business card in Europe. Our main competitors were exporters from across 

the ocean – Canada and Argentina. In spite of the distance from the European market, they 

occupied the niche of main suppliers of grain to West European countries. Accordingly, Ukraine 

was facing the task of finding schemes for supplying agricultural raw materials, which would 

allow the creation of more favorable conditions for buyers.  

OUN’s economic platform provided for transferring trading activity into private hands. 

Farms were to resolve the agricultural issue in Ukraine24.  

Nationalists were inclined to think that state intervention in the foreign trade of grain could 

only be a hindrance. After all, entrepreneurs are more flexible in rapidly changing conditions. 

Protection in the grain trade was also unnecessary, because in any case, competitors would not 

be able to enter the Ukrainian market because of its high level of development. Thus, M. 

Stsiborskiy proposed a rational combination of private initiative and a general concentration of 

efforts for exports. Once more, it’s worth making mention of the concept expressed by F. List, 

that free development (without state intervention) for a highly-developed industry is more 

effective than regulated development.  

More detailed grain trading issues had to be examined in special state entities – the 

Supreme Council of the National Economy, the Ministry of Trade and Grain Production and 

diverse specialized bodies25. 

Another situation was the issue of the trading of a different strategic raw material – sugar. 

This sector was to be partially nationalized and partially owned by cooperatives. At the same 

time, even under the best conditions, the export of sugar to Western Europe was not planned. 

The fact of the matter was that at that time, this niche was completely filled by Czechoslovakia, 

France and Germany. It was extremely difficult and unprofitable to compete with them. 

Nationalists considered perspective partners to be Russia, Turkey, Georgia, Armenia, 

Azerbaijan, the Middle East and the Balkans. Sugar trading, in contrast to grain trading, 

envisaged the introduction of protectionist measures to support the national producer26. 

Other agricultural branches were in a worse state, so it was too early to talk about export. 

In this case, the development of processing enterprises was to be conducted using private 

initiatives, the production of which was designated for the domestic market.  
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In the industrial and coal spheres, all exports were to be nationalized. The issue of the 

concentration of wholesale trade in raw material sectors and in heavy industry was not simply 

viewed by nationalists from the point of view of efficiency. Compliance with social justice and 

state security was also important. M. Stsiborskiy warned against the free access of private capital 

to the purchase of large-scale enterprises, since this would lead to a rapid concentration of large 

companies in the hands of large foreign investors, which would not protect the local population. 

The country would lose control over such enterprises and branches. And under conditions of the 

inviolability of private property, which was envisaged by OUN members after initial re-

distribution at the moment of secession from colonialism, the country would not be able to 

ensure social justice and national interests. 

The plans of Ukrainian nationalists allotted a significant role to Russia, as a trading partner, 

which was to import Ukrainian coal, iron ore and cast iron27. As far as import was concerned, it 

largely constituted light industry products, were to be supplied from Germany, the USA, Great 

Britain and Russia28. 

The development of a transportation network was to start with the establishment of a 

national merchant fleet. An analysis of the current status allowed nationalists to come to the 

conclusion that the weakness of Ukraine’s trade relations (both the territories controlled by 

Moscow, and those which were subordinate to Warsaw) lay in the monopolization of the 

management of trading operations by parent states. For example, in the European part of the 

USSR, just as in Poland, preference was given to the development of Baltic and northern trade 

routes for such an approach, rather than those of the Black Sea. 

According to the author’s plans for the OUN trading program, Ukraine was to become an 

exporter of grain, sugar, coal, iron ore, cast iron and metallurgical production. Large-scale and 

foreign economic transactions would generally be transferred to state control (with the exception 

of grain trading). It was also clearly understood that in its initial stage, light industry production 

and mechanical engineering would be imported, although the rapid development of national 

production would also be promoted. 

Another paper, written by M. Stsiborskiy, was dedicated to an issue, which was one of the 

most important ones for Ukrainians – the organization of land policy. Nationalists realized the 

importance of this issue and its attachment to agricultural production. In his letters to Yevhen 

Konovalets, one of the leading OUN member, Dmytro Andriyevskiy, noted that the issue of land 

tax would be entrusted to M. Stsiborskiy himself, as from the time that he was a student, the 

latter had selected the organization of agriculture as the sphere of his academic interests. 

The “Agrarian Policy of Ukraine” paper was divided into six parts, which revealed the 

principal theories of the nationalists’ agricultural policy. In his paper, the author also set a range 
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of short-term tasks, the resolution of which was of great significance. This pertained to the 

regulation of land operations, setting up relations between peasants and other participants in the 

economic system, issues of agricultural production and the sale of finished products. The whole 

complex of tasks can thus be conditionally characterized as such, which proposed the resolution 

of the problems of the cereal-growing population and those of conducting land policy. 

Nationalists had their own view on private property, which was most clearly reflected in 

the theses of M. Stsiborskiy. When speculating on how better to consolidate the interests of an 

individual person with the interests of the nation, how better to find a mutually beneficial 

compromise, he expressed the concept of the joining together of private property and state 

regulation. The author of the paper proposed the banning of the excessive accumulation of land 

in the hands of an individual owner on the one part, and conducting the “indivisible minimum” 

of land on the other (which would limit the parceling of lands). It was even envisioned that land 

inheritance would only be passed on to one direct heir, and compensate the others in the 

monetary equivalent of its value29. One working farm was to be made up of 2 to 20 hectares.    

The proposal regarding the possible re-distribution of land was also interesting. 

Maintaining calm on Ukrainian land during reform and subsequently, was of principle 

importance for the nationalists. This was the reason why they proposed that the land parceling, 

which took place in 1917, remain in place. This, in the view of OUN members, should halt a new 

wave of chaotic land re-distribution and civil skirmishes. As a result, large-scale landowners in 

western oblasts would, for a certain period, maintain their possession (with their gradual division 

between farmers), while the land which was under the collective farms of Soviet Ukraine would 

simply be divided between peasants-founders30.  

The support for Ukrainian agriculture was to be the middle class – or, as Stsiborskiy called 

it, “medium-sized farms” – united into cooperatives. Support of farming was to be conducted 

through loans31. Special expectations were made of cooperatives, since it was with their help that 

it would have been possible to create favorable conditions for the development of new 

technologies in the agrarian sector. In addition, they would allow the formation of beneficial 

mutual aid between farmers: for working on large land plots, it was necessary to use relevant 

equipment – not every farmer had the resources to purchase his own tractor and necessary 

machinery. On the other hand, cooperation between several farmers could be beneficial for each 

participant of the cooperative – the land plots and production would be privately owned, while 

the equipment required to work the land and process the harvest would be available for general 

use. 

The initiative and administration of land resources were given to farmers, who could select 

convenient working conditions, cultivate the land, conduct trading and pay taxes. The issue of 



 

 

25

25

special long-term loans was envisioned for a successful start. They were to be granted by both 

the state and private capital32. Surplus population in rural areas was to be re-trained. 

The First Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists examined the above-mentioned concepts, 

which were subsequently included in the principles of the OUN economic program. The 

Ukrainian model of economic nationalism provided for establishing the most effective 

administration of the agricultural sector without significant social losses and damage. The main 

concept lay in a well thought out approach to this sector. Resolving the problems of peasants, 

without taking into account their interests and the specific features of their mentality, was simply 

impossible. For this reason, the most important task of the nationalists was to establish favorable 

conditions to protect the interests of the workers. It was because of this that the obligation and 

inevitability of the fight for Ukrainian independence was declared – after all, independence as a 

conscious choice of thought and action was, and continues to be, the only instrument capable of 

ensuring the execution of this task in full. 

On the conclusion of the First Congress, summaries of the papers read at said Congress 

were published in “The Building of a Nation” almanac. Other articles, addressing economic 

issues, were published later, more specifically, those by Yuriy Rudenko, Leonid Kostariv, Makar 

Kushnir, and Mykola Stsiborskiy. A conclusion of sorts, which summed up the evolution of the 

nationalist doctrine, was the appearance of publications by M. Stsiborskiy; “Natiocracy” 

(“Natsiocratiya”) and D, Myron (M. Orlyk) “The Concept and Order of Ukraine” (“Ideya I Chyn 

Ukrayiny”). These books were popular in the nationalist environment of the second half of the 

1930s. The former generalized and systemized all the experience they had gained and the latter – 

for the most part, was propaganda material, revealing the fundamental elements of nationalist 

ideology.  

The economic platform gained form and required practical application. The only 

opportunity the nationalists had to establish an independent country was related to the imminent 

new war in Europe. It was evident that it was worthwhile for the members of OUN to select an 

ally, who could helped in the fight for Ukraine’s independence. The search for a geopolitical 

partnership had already begun at the end of WWI. At that time, in many respects, the defeated 

and humiliated Germany was reminiscent of the defeated Ukraine. The only difference was that 

Germans still had their own country. Y. Konovalets had already arranged a partnership with the 

German leadership prior to the Nazis coming to power.  

Friendly relations with Lithuania, which shared the aspirations of Ukraine in the fight for 

statehood, were established at the same time. Relations were maintained with Italy, which until a 

certain time viewed the establishment of an independent Ukrainian country as an important 

factor of its revisionist aspirations. However, on the eve of WWII, the Ukrainian nationalist 
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movement found itself in a very complex situation: Great Britain and France ended their 

diplomatic games on the issue of Ukrainian statehood and became the guarantors of Poland’s 

integrity. Czechoslovakia remained aloof for the same reasons. In addition, Italy broke off 

relations with OUN. The USSR had its own plans regarding the territory of Europe, while its 

attitude towards the Ukrainian issue was clearly demonstrated in 1932–1933. The USA was not 

about to get involved in the nitty-gritty of European politics. So the only one left was Germany, 

which openly declared the necessity to reconsider the Treaty of Versailles and its hostility 

against both Poland and the USSR – countries, between which Ukrainian lands were divided.  

 
Efforts to Implement the OUN Economic Program 

 
WWII began on September 1, 1939. According to the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact, Western 

Ukrainian lands were part of the USSR. Conditions for OUN activity in Western Ukraine 

worsened significantly, since the actions of Soviet special services were significantly harsher 

than those of their Polish colleagues. Ukrainian nationalists’ theoretic and organizational work 

was conducted clandestinely in Ukraine or on European territories occupied by Germany. At that 

time, it was no secret to anyone that war between Germany and the Soviet Union was simply a 

matter of time. A conflict between the two totalitarian states with radical ideologies was 

inevitable. The OUN Provid (leadership) was counting on the fact that during the course of this 

confrontation, Ukrainians would be able to take the opportunity to create their own country. 

OUN already had theoretic developments, the next thing on the agenda, was to develop specific 

plans and projects for the organization of state life and the initial stage of independence. 

To do so, in 1940, the OUN Provid established the State Planning Commission (KDP), the 

activities of which, was supervised by Oleh Olzhych, the son of well-known writer, Oleksandr 

Oles. The Commission became a special body with 15 committees for different spheres: school, 

economic, use of natural minerals, finances, agriculture, industry and trade, the cooperative 

movement, etc. Each was comprised of specialists, who lectured at Ukrainian institutes of higher 

education in Czechoslovakia or began their careers as public servants in the governments of the 

Ukrainian National Republic, the Hetmanate and the Directorate. For example, ex-Prime 

Minister B. Martos, was a member of the KDP. All plans, prepared by the Commission, 

according to nationalist tradition, were divided into four groups: 1) finances and trade; 2) 

agriculture; 3) industry; 4) general economic issues. The OUN economic platform lay in the 

foundation of prepared draft laws. 

The KDP developed a range of draft laws for the first days of independent life. For 

example, in the text of the draft law on the Ministry of Finance, we find an order for the 

preparation of the formation of a state budget, the determination of the initial tax rate, 
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organization of state credit operations, the activities of the National Bank, the establishment of 

salaries for public servants, etc. The draft law, which pertained to the organization of foreign 

trade, provided for the continued validity of all existing Polish treaties and agreements that were 

valid on the territories of Ukraine and could be of benefit to the country’s economy33. 

Stabilizing national interests was the key concept, which passed like a thin red line through 

all KDP projects. Support for the formation of Ukrainian business was provided for. More 

specifically, the state was supposed to take care of private entrepreneurs, which undertook to 

restructure old, or create new industrial facilities. In spite of the priority for filling management 

positions at industrial facilities with Ukrainians, the human resource policy provided for a 

flexible approach: the hiring of representatives from other ethnic minorities was not prohibited34. 

For the agrarian sector, the project for its administration was prepared by the former Head 

of the Agricultural and Social Economics Department of the Ukrainian Business Academy, 

Professor K. Matsievych. The fundamental concept of the project was that “measures directed 

towards the free cooperative organization of the people should play a prominent role in 

agricultural policy measures”35. 

There is every likelihood that under favorable conditions, the KDP OUN(m) could have 

transformed into the equivalent of the current Cabinet of Ministers, which each individual 

committee being a relevant Ministry. 

The Bandera faction of the organization also sought to have a similar body. OUN(b) 

established its own State Planning Commission. To tell the truth, though, the KDP OUN(b) was 

unable to catch up with its colleagues in the Melnyk faction as regards the number and quality of 

developed projects. 

On the eve of the Soviet-German war, when preparing for the establishment of Ukrainian 

rule, OUN(b) published the “Instructions for the first days of the organization of state life”. 

These were practical instructions for public servants in various areas, to ensure on-site security 

and order. The most important task for all heads of local authorities, taking transitional war 

conditions into account, was to maintain the current form of social order36. The Bandera faction 

sought to maintain calm on Ukrainian lands, particularly with a view to avoid the uncontrolled 

re-distribution of property. 

From the very first days of the Soviet-German war, OUN(b) found itself in a difficult 

situation, since the German authorities counteracted the statist intents of Ukrainian nationalists 

ever-more harshly. There were a lot more complications than expected, so OUN members were 

forced to postpone some planned changes. More specifically, in the agrarian sphere, it was 

decided not to get rid of the collective farm system, although before the war, there was harsh 

criticism of the Soviet model of rural management. OUN members ran into the harsh reality in 
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which Ukrainian peasants were living. It became obvious that farms lacked equipment. If the 

collective farms had been liquidated, the system for the joint use of the equipment required for 

cultivating the land would have been destroyed. This would automatically have meant just one 

thing – a worsening of the state of affairs in the agrarian sector.  

As an alternative, OUN members proposed the establishment of national committees – 

temporary elected agricultural self-government bodies, directed towards putting its economic life 

in order37. In peacetime, the best representatives of the committees were to be elected to the All-

Ukrainian Constituent Congress, to develop a more efficient agrarian policy. During the war, the 

national committees would undertake the administration of former collective farm matters. 

However, at the same time, the “Instructions” also contained a promise to re-distribute lands in 

the future. The first to benefit from this re-distribution would have been those, who participated 

in the struggle for independence and the able-bodied, depending on the size of the family. In this 

way, nationalists sought to underline the special status of fighters for sovereignty and encourage 

young people to join the struggle38. By the way, this was the 100% use of Polish experience of 

the first days of peace in 1918–1920. 

The starting point for the implementation of the nationalists’ economic concepts was the 

Declaration of the Act of Proclamation of Ukrainian Statehood on June 30, 1941. This document 

played a special role in our history, since with its appearance, it allowed local OUN(b) groups to 

form local self-government bodies. On the one hand, the Bandera faction wanted to forestall the 

establishment of German economic institutions on Ukrainian lands, while on the other – to 

declare its own ability to represent the Ukrainian nation. All subsequent documents which were 

used in record-keeping were based on the fact of the existence of the Ukrainian state, which was 

revived by the Act of June 30, 1941.  

The process of the active administrative restructuring of Ukrainian lands was begun after 

the Declaration of Independence. This brief period most clearly demonstrated how OUN tried to 

implement its plans for the building of an independent Ukraine. 

Newly-established state entities gathered information on life of that time and made efforts 

to put it right. Diverse newspaper publications, orders and reports of OUN(b) leaders and 

Ukrainian functionaries on lands controlled by the Organization, clearly illustrated the process of 

the establishment of Ukrainian power. Certainly, during such a short period of time, it’s 

impossible to talk about the organization of an efficient economic system. However, in changes 

that pertained to finance and trade, common traits can be seen with the concepts, which were 

developed earlier by nationalists in what was once a single environment.  

At the same time, OUN(m) was, for the most part, engaged in the organization of cultural 

and social life, since it did not have the power to take over the administration. 
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The overall picture of the policy of the Bandera faction can be seen in the orders and 

instructions, which were directed to local centers of power, also in newspaper articles. For 

example, the article “Our Strength is Within Ourselves” from July 31, 1941 in the “Will of 

Pokuttya” (“Volya Pokuttya”) newspaper, gave answers to key questions on agrarian policy. 

More specifically, it clarified the stance of nationalists to collective farming, private initiative in 

rural areas, the re-distribution of lands, etc. Even during preparations for the First OUN 

Congress, M. Stsiborskiy noted that striving for collective farming was not an inherent feature in 

Ukrainian peasants. Moreover, that this form of farming was extremely harmful to the entire 

economic system. This point of view continued during the establishment of OUN(b) power on 

individual Ukrainian lands. However, as noted above, based on considerations of counteracting 

chaos and confusion, it was impossible to use just one order to cancel collective farms and 

transfer to the formation of private farms under war conditions. The leaders of OUN(b) were 

aware of this, however it was necessary to explain this to Ukrainian peasants, who wanted 

change. 

The article “Our Strength is Within Ourselves” stressed the temporary existence of 

collective farms: “Collective and state farms, which are man-made on our soil and therefore 

harmful through and through, will gradually be eliminated in state building”39. The size of land 

share, granted after the cancellation of the collective system, was to have depended on the ability 

of a specific family to cultivate an allotted land plot. Time and again, OUN stressed, that only 

private ownership was organic for farming in Ukrainian rural areas, which is why it stood behind 

the necessity of forming a powerful medium-sized farms as the basis for the development of the 

agrarian sector. 

In the call of the Ukrainian revolutionary leadership of the Striy region in the Lviv Region 

to rural revolutionary leaders and people of the Striy region from July 18, 1941, the order was 

given that: “State farms should continue to be managed as they were to this point. Collective 

farms operate normally. People who willfully leave their work on state and collective farms 

should be handed over to Regional Leaders, who will punish them for sabotage”40. 

As pertains monetary circulation, the fundamental monetary unit continued to be the Soviet 

karbovanets, although it was proposed that German monetary units should be accepted as well. 

It is also possible to see specific economic instructions among the decisions of the leaders 

of OUN(b). In the “Decision of the district OUN Provid in Kalush in the Stanislav Region on the 

establishment of Ukrainian power and the implementation of martial law on the territory of the 

district” from July 3, 1941, item ten determines: “Bring private trading back to life. Maintain 

prices at previous levels”41. Permission for private trading is a positive sign, but the state 
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regulation of prices, taking martial law into account, was the only thing possible to prevent 

sudden price increases. 

In the announcement on economic and public life in Halychyna (Galicia) from July 10, 

1941, it is possible to see that in spite of the difficulties of the war period, the main desire of 

OUN(b) regarding the economic issue was directed towards the revival of Ukrainian business to 

the forms which existed prior to 1939: “All central Ukrainian institutions have resumed 

operations in Lviv, particularly the Audit Union of Ukrainian Cooperatives and the Central 

Union of Consumer Cooperatives. Industrial cooperation was called into being. Local consumer 

cooperation is resuming its operations on the basis of the Union of Dairy Cooperatives”42.  

On the issue of trade, emphasis was made on the fact that it could be either cash 

transactions or barter. Crediting in any form was prohibited. However, after a short period of 

time, the leadership rejected barter, which also had a negative impact on money circulation. In 

this manner, the regional body of power, presented by the OUN(b) Provid, conducted the typical 

procedure to halt barter as a form of settlement, which always emerges in conditions of 

economic disorganization. At the same time, this was an attempt to halt hyperinflation and 

restore money circulation. In a document dated July 13, 1941, we even find a currency exchange 

rate, established by the OUN(b) Provid, in the interests of ensuring normal money circulation. 

Economic life gradually settled. For example, the “Report of the tax authority in Kamenka 

Strumylova in the Lviv Region of the Kamenka Strumylova district board” from July 13, 1941 

illustrates how the head of the tax inspection reports to his supervisers on the availability of 

money, and also reports that workers do not receive orders, although they are ready to execute 

their duties. The document makes mention of the fact that in the brewery in Buzka was going to 

be taxed shortly43. 

Banks also sent their reports. For example, the Ukrainian Cooperative Bank in Berezhany, 

Ternopil Region, reported on the establishment of a Fund for the Regeneration of State Life, onto 

the account of which, the Bank transferred 45,900.75 karbovantsi.44 

Shops were opened. More specifically, in a report dated August 4, 1941 to the trade and 

industry department, information was provided, indicating that shops had been opened in the 

above-mentioned Berezhany45. 

August 1941 saw the draft Charter of the S. Volodymyriv Ukrainian Economic Bureau. 

The document substantiated the necessity of establishing an organization, which under 

conditions of the existence of an independent Ukraine would be engaged in the gathering and 

analysis of information, necessary for economic recovery (this is the function of the Ministry of 

the Economy). According to the concept, the bureau was to be comprised of experts from 

different branches, who would gain experience from the economic systems of other countries 
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and prepare a development program, adapted to Ukrainian realities. However, this plan was not 

put into practice.  

In autumn 1941, the Germans conducted a new wave of arrests of Ukrainian nationalists. 

According to the order of the head of the Abwehr (military intelligence and counterintelligence 

service), Wilhelm Canaris, at the beginning of September 1941, official relations were broken 

with OUN(b), and in November, the task was already set to suppress the entire nationalist 

movement46. Pressure on Ukrainian activists on the part of the German occupiers gave birth to a 

relevant counteraction – OUN(b) went underground and prepared for armed war, creating self-

defense detachments. Several factors led to this: first of all, after the retreat of Soviet armies, the 

civilian population gained reserves of arms, secondly, the western regions, where the OUN(b) 

networks were most prevalent, were covered with forests.  

In contrast to OUN(m), OUN(b), thanks to the selected resistance strategy based on self-

reliance, found its bearings more rapidly in the overall situation and began to organize anti-

German resistance. In spite of the legality of the participation of the Melnyk faction in public life 

and partly in the work of the administrative sector, German special services also began an 

extensive campaign against OUN(m). On December 12, 1941, members of the editorial office of 

the “Ukrainian Word” (“Ukrayinske Slovo”) newspaper – the printed organ of OUN(m), were 

detained. The most active members of the organization were arrested, among them; Oleh 

Olzhych and Olena Teliha. 

This period saw the expansion of the German occupiers’ policy to “pump” various taxes 

out of the local population. The Third Reich gave Ukraine the same role, as did its other 

occupants – that of a raw material addition. German plans envisioned the transformation of the 

whole of the East European region into the Reich’s granary. According to official documents, ⅔ 

of the Wehrmacht’s food supply was provided by East European countries47. 

Well-known Nazi leader, Alfred Rosenberg, viewed Ukraine as the grain reserve for the 

German army. In his instruction to Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommand der Sicherheitspolizei 

und des SD (SS paramilitary death squads), the Head of the Reich’s Main Security Office, 

Reinhard Heidrich, indicated that the ultimate goal was to be the “economic pacification of the 

local population”48. In the financial sphere, the German authorities sought to centralize all 

banking activity on the territory of Ukraine and to keep people who were not of German descent 

away from management positions49. 

Disregard of the economic interests of the people formed a relevant attitude towards the 

occupying regime. In his article “On the question of the agrarian issue in Ukraine”, which was 

published in the information brochure in May 1942, L. Karpatskiy, a member of the Ukrainian 

underground, stressed that: “In Germany’s political and economic concepts, Ukrainian lands are 



 

 

32

32

once more simply colonialist territories and a base for the economic and political 

consolidation… of the German continent. There is no question of the repairing of the vital 

concerns of the Ukrainian peasantry, for the benefit of this very peasantry”50. Drawing attention 

to the injustice of the resolution of the peasant issue, the author emphasized that only its own 

state, led by Ukrainians, will be interested in the implementation of their economic programs. 

The activities of expedition units in eastern and central territories of Ukraine in 1941–1942, 

provoked a renewal of the views of the main carriers of OUN concepts (of both the Melnyk and 

Bandera wings). As A. Rybak opportunely stressed, “it was the activities of expedition units, the 

purpose of which was the organization of the social life of Ukrainians on territories that were 

liberated from Soviet armies, or more accurately – their reports, which actually launched changes 

in OUN: breaking with authoritarian ideas and the democratization of Ukrainian nationalism”51. 

OUN well understood the significance of the eastern regions of Ukraine. Expedition units which 

worked with the people of Soviet Ukraine, came across the issue that for the most part, what 

interested Ukrainian peasants most, was the future of collective farms, as well as the general 

principles of land and agrarian policy, should Ukraine become an independent state. Ukrainian 

workers were largely concerned with the problem of social policy in a new Ukraine.  

Based on the minutes of conversations with the locals, one of the participants of the 

expedition units, L. Shankovskiy, stressed that East Ukrainian peasants were equally opposed to 

a private-capitalist and state-capitalist (Bolshevik) Ukraine, giving preference to a balanced 

economic policy52. 

Members of expedition units were convinced that the state could give Ukrainian that, 

which they were unable to attain under conditions of lack of statehood on its own ethnic 

territories – prosperity, the opportunity for development and the recreation of a nation. Instead, 

eastern Ukrainians were already quite brainwashed by Soviet propaganda and had reason to 

consider that they already had a state, after all, Soviet propaganda talked about the Ukrainian 

SSR as a separate republic. At the same time, the economic status was unusually difficult, 

therefore social and economic issues were of primary importance. 

Standing for the continuation of the collective farm system, albeit temporarily, OUN(b) 

expedition units found themselves in a somewhat complicated situation. The German occupation 

authorities also supported the the continued existence of collective farms, which is why OUN 

members were often viewed by the population as German agents. For this reason, members of 

expedition units were forced to act at their own discretion, violating the instruction of the Central 

Provid and disregarding the Decisions of the Second Congress, which stated that the liquidation 

of collective farms would only be possible under favorable political and economic conditions. 

OUN members began formulating a separate agrarian program for a Ukraine that was under 
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Soviet rule. More specifically, the vigorous activity in this sphere of Vasyl Kuk, a regional 

leader in south-eastern Ukrainian lands should be noted. Conducting agrarian reform was 

considered to be one of the most important elements of OUN’s war against the occupiers, since 

in this manner, OUN members sought to bring the essence of their policy to the main addressee – 

the peasant worker. On September 3, 1941, the Provid of southern Ukrainian lands issued an 

instruction, which envisioned the privatization of land, in accordance with which, peasants were 

allotted land jointly, by electing special committees53. 

It is well-known that from 1942, OUN(b) took over individual national self-defense 

divisions, which operated in a chaotic manner in forests and established the Ukrainian Insurgent 

Army (UPA). The implementation of economic principles was significantly complicated under 

military conditions. However, OUN was reluctant to deviate from them, since members of the 

population continued to be dissatisfied with the resolution of economic issues by each of the 

authorities. Soviet realities in eastern territories, Polish in the west and later – German 

throughout the whole territory of Ukraine, did not satisfy, first and foremost, the Ukrainian 

peasantry. This is the reason why OUN, when conducting its political educational work, armed 

itself with concepts, which were developed for war in order to resolve economic problems. 
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 Plan Implementation Attempts. UPA 
 

There are only isolated examples in world history of the phenomenon of the existence of an 

army without a state. Traditionally, an army was and continues to be one of the important 

attributes of the latter. Only a few countries are exceptions to this rule, which decided not to have 

their own armed forces or simply maintain a formal army for participation in state ceremonies 

and celebrations. As a rule, such territories are also under the protection of military blocs and 

other states.  

In Ukrainian history, a vivid example of military self-organization is the experience of the 

Ukrainian Insurgent Army. The UPA existed as an organized military force from 1942 until 

1949. From 1949 until 1961, there were significant, but separate groups (armed underground), 

which continued to resist. It is completely obvious, that holding out for such a long time without 

any help for the military force, is an unrealistic task. In the situation in which UPA operated, 

support could only be provided by those, for whom the goals of the insurgent movement were 

close to the heart. Support to the local population was not a coincidence: in addition to the fact 

that family and close friends fought together in the ranks of the UPA, this force actively 

established “insurgent republics” on the territories liberated from the occupiers. Most important 

was the fact that the UPA, in contrast to others, strove to take into account the interests of the 

local population to the maximum extent possible. While the foreign power converted the country 

into a raw material addition, the insurgent army embodied the long-standing land-ownership 

dreams of the peasants. 

One of the clearest matters undertaken by the UPA was the resolution of the agrarian issue. 

In addition, the infrastructure for the existence of the economy was organized and a monetary 

unit was introduced. Step by step, the army formed a system, which, according to its functions 

and goals, was reminiscent of a state. The leading role belonged to the Organization of Ukrainian 

Nationalists. OUN members sought to make use of their own pre-war developments during this 

difficult time.  

Thus, first and foremost, UPA became the instrument for the resolution of the land issue. 

One of the specific steps was the appearance of the “Instructions in the land case of the Main 

Command of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, as the highest and only sovereign authority on 

liberated lands in Ukrainian as of July 15, 1942”, signed by Klym Savur. 

More specifically clause 2a of the “Instructions” indicated: The collective farm system, 

introduced by the Bolsheviks, is categorically cancelled and private farm ownership is being 

adopted”, while sub-clause “b” declared that: “All lands of former land-owners (farms) and the 

lands of Polish colonists shall be transferred to Ukrainian peasants”54. 
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According to the “Instuctions”, the process for the distribution of land plots was to be 

conducted by local civic departments, approved by the UPA, and land committees, elected by 

public meetings. 

Regarding the establishment of plot sizes, the most important factor examined, was the 

ability of a family to cultivate the land. The right of those who wanted to remain on collective 

farms was recorded, but these collective farms would only be based on cooperative principles, in 

other words, the land was owned by the community.  

The order of the Commander in Chief of the UPA, K. Savur, envisioned that all lands were 

to be distributed and planted by August 30, 1943, taking the above-mentioned “Instructions” into 

account. 

Today, facts of the allocation of land by the insurgents, to the peasants, are known with 

certainty. This occurred on the territories controlled by UPA forces. Property right documents 

still remain. They constitute forms, in which the surname, name, date of birth, nationality, family 

status (with an indication of the number of able bodied members) and the amount of land that the 

peasant already had at the time of filling out the form was noted. It also indicated which area of 

land was given by the insurgents. It was mandatory to indicate its quality (arable, hayfield, 

pasture and fallow). The boundaries of the granted lands were marked out. 

The work of OUN(b) expedition units and the information that they received during the 

course of work with the population of occupied Soviet territories, a range of key German defeats 

in WWII and the recapture of military initiative into the hands of the USSR, required the calling 

of another Congress of Ukrainian Nationalists, which took place on August 21–25, 1943. It went 

down in history as the Third Extraordinary OUN(b) Congress.  

Needless to say, economic issues were not forgotten in the “Program Decisions” issued on 

the conclusion of the Congress. The following was declared: “The Ukrainian National Authority 

shall direct all economic resources and all human energy for the building of a democratic state 

order, fair social order, the development of the economy and culture of the people”55. “Fair 

social order” was interpreted as: the free of charge transfer of land to peasant ownership; the 

legal determination of the highest and lowest limits for such farms; a ban on land trade and 

speculation; the right to farming-cooperatives, union forms of farming; all-round technical, 

agricultural and financial aid for farming on the part of the state; the declaration of national-state 

or communal ownership of all underground resources, forests and water. Large industry and 

transport, as declared previously by nationalists, was to be national-state-owned, while small 

industry – cooperative-public ownership. 
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“Decision” clauses, pertaining to the economic platform, also indicate that OUN(b) stands 

behind “The national-state organization of the banking system and large-scale trade, public-

cooperative small trade and small private trade”56.  

The economic component repeated the previously developed concepts, which cannot be 

said about the political and social program. Weakened by twenty years of Stalin repression and 

three terrible years of war, Ukrainians perceived the word “democracy” as a prospect for the 

easing of their lives. In the same way, Europe was moving from admiration of the role of 

individuality to trying to understand the role of man and democratic society. 

The new democratic program was substantiated by Petro Poltava, Osyp Dyakiv and a group 

of people, who adhered to these values, while still building up the Ukrainian National Republic 

(V. Potishok, K. Osmak, R. Voloshyn and others). The principles of the new social substance of 

the Ukrainian revolutionary-independent concepts set forth the right of man and nation to free 

development, the right to work, the right of the peasant to land, etc. 

Examining the goals, set before the participants of the Third Extraordinary OUN(b) 

Congress, and analyzing the conclusions reached, it is possible to assume that the future 

Ukrainian state, in the view of the nationalists, would be based on democratic values as pertains 

issues of the organization of the state apparatus. However, in the economic sphere, previously 

declared concepts of economic nationalism remained. Thus, the OUN economic platform did not 

experience significant changes. 

The main specific feature of the national liberation movement in the second half of 1943 

was the absolute dominance in it, from the military point of view, of the UPA, and from the 

political – OUN(b). The Ukrainian insurgent underground, led by the High Command of the 

UPA in the territories, controlled by this army, was independently organized in all possible 

spheres of economic life. The insurgents were not only a military formation, but also executed 

civilian functions. 

The pamphlet “What the Ukrainian Insurgent Army is Fighting For”, which was published 

by the High Command of the UPA in July 1943, noted that the army was fighting: “For a new, 

fair system and order in Ukraine, without landowners, landlords, capitalists and Bolshevik 

commissars … Against German and Muscovite imperialist invaders of the Ukrainian people … 

Against imperialisms as states, wars and the enslavement of nations”57. The pamphlet once more 

recalls the formulation of “a fair system and order”. “Justice” was interpreted as a specific 

scheme, which included the best elements of capitalist and socialist forms for conducting 

business. Thus in the concept of the insurgents, “fair system”, or “third course” of sorts, was the 

golden mean for economic order. 
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In a different appeal from UPA, “Who we are we and what we want” the following was 

noted: We want the Ukrainian peasant to make full use of the fruits of his land and work … We 

want private middle class ownership … We don’t want capitalists of foreign countries to rent our 

factories and exploit the strength and capabilities of the Ukrainian worker, but for the worker 

himself, first and foremost, to make use of the fruits of his hard work”58. 

UPA’s propaganda leaflets declared the fundamental goals of its struggle, among which a 

prominent role was devoted to the organization of efficient state life, the development of all 

national sectors of the economy, etc.  

Already in early 1943, UPA played a significant role in events which developed on 

territories occupied by Germany. This is also evidenced by the fact that the German military 

command, understanding the danger on the part of the newly-established and uncontrolled 

Ukrainian military formation, had already reviewed this problem at a meeting in Berlin in 

December 1942. Its participants attempted to convince Adolf Hitler of the necessity to change 

the “eastern policy”, for the purpose of eliminating the dangerous Ukrainian formation. However 

all the proposals were uncompromisingly rejected by the German Fuehrer. 

The concern of the German Command confirms the fact that UPA was a powerful force, 

capable of causing a severe blow to German communications. In addition, UPA also took the 

role of an alternative power, which can be seen in the orders and instructions issued by insurgent 

commanders. A key instruction, was the “Instruction on the establishment of an administration 

on the territory of Ukraine”, issued by the UPA High Command, dated September 1, 1943, 

which organized the administrative apparatus and established its own political order59. 

The implementation of this instruction can be traced in local documents. According to one 

of the instructions of Y. Karmaliuk, the commander of UPA’s “Turiv” military district, the 

assignment of local authority departments – agriculture, financial and industrial-trading, were 

individually distinguished in October 194360. Each of the indicated departments took care of its 

own set of issues. 

In the instruction from September 10, 1943 of the of the district financial advisers “Ostap”, 

whose functional duties included the management of all trading-monetary operations, we see the 

following instruction: “To master all enterprises, that deal with finances (Ukrainian banks, 

private Union tradesmen)”61. The fundamental task lay in the active acquisition of money (both 

German marks and American dollars) and gold for Polish zloty, since on the one hand, the 

insurgents needed a money supply and on the other – registered the gradual devaluation of the 

Polish currency, which was still held by the population. The instruction also contained an 

exchange rate and warned against forgeries, which the “Kovpak band” had put into circulation.  
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The warning, here and in other instructions, on the necessity to pay attention as to whom 

the gold and currency is bought from, is quite interesting. The issue lay in the fact that under 

military conditions some categories of the population acquired a significant money supply. It 

was envisioned that said money supply would be bought at the lowest possible exchange rate. 

This confirms the thesis that the insurgent command sought to maintain fairness in financial 

issues, transferring the burden of war of those who suffered onto those who enriched themselves 

by profiteering. The analogy emerges with a tax introduced in Czechoslovakia at one time, on 

profit, gained during wartime. 

One of the goals of the UPA High Command was the organization of an efficient supply of 

necessary resources to the army. The chief economic advisory office was set five basic tasks: “1) 

conducting the accounting of the underground’s available moveable and real estate assets; 2) 

involving the widest possible circle of experts from industrial professions; 3) the organization of 

a harvesting campaign, which includes not only harvesting, but also the correct storage of the 

gathered harvest; 4) the search for resources to finance economic activity; 5) the creation of 

conditions to ensure the best possible functioning of the economic mechanism, first and 

foremost, the “activation” (launch) of business facilities, the production of which was vitally 

necessary: mills, workshops, small enterprises, etc.”62. 

Enterprises, which provided the insurgents with everything they required, worked in the 

UPA underground: dairies, oil production, mills, tailor’s ateliers and bakeries. All resources were 

stored in special warehouses and a special procedure was developed to obtain a certain amount 

of food or clothes. Thus, civilian life in the UPA underground gradually formed a national 

bureaucratic structure. 

Money circulation was ineffective therefore trading was often conducted via barter. 

However, at the same time, UPA also sought to use its own monetary unit – the “bofon” (from 

the abbreviation of “boyoviy fond” (“military fund”)). During the organization of the collection 

of funds to the OUN military fund, the OUN underground pegged the bofon to the occupation 

currencies which were in circulation in one region or another. When talking about the territorial 

circulation of these temporary currency notes, they were initially circulated in Halychyna, and 

appeared on the territory of Volyn and Polissya in 1943. The bofon was not introduced in other 

occupied Ukrainian territories until 194463. 

Economic advisory offices played their part during a relatively short period of time: 

autumn 1943 – spring 1944 was the period of their dynamic development, subsequently – by 

1945 – these structures gradually declined for understandable reasons: the front shifted and the 

UPA now had to deal with the mighty power of the NKVD. 
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An entry in the diary of Oleksandr Povshuk, dated August 1, 1944, paints a fairly vivid 

picture: “…However miraculous it may seem, a state was created within a state: there were 

schools, authority bodies were established by the underground Provid, stations, sub-regions and 

districts in villages, electricity was brought to villages (in Khrinnyky and other villages) and 

hundreds of people walked without fear … Peasants paid dues to the insurgents in the form of 

grain, milk, meat, etc., the peasant only recognized the authority of the insurgents (Provid)”64. 

In mid-1944, the insurgents lost the ability to introduce the economic principles of OUN. 

They were faced with other problems on the arrival of the Soviet regime. UPA turned from the 

constructive work of building its own economic system to the destructive work of demolishing 

the enemy’s. At this stage, the anti-collective farm battle and the destruction of activists of the 

Soviet regime were in first place. One of the fundamental issues, that became top priority, was 

the task to prevent the propagation of communist ideas among the peasant masses. However, in 

spite of the support that the OUN economic program had under conditions whereby the people 

expected the victory of the nationalists and the restoration of their own state, the terrors of the 

NKVD and forced relocation to eastern regions of the USSR made possible the gradual 

establishment of collective farm servitude. This was denoted by the example of the Soviet 

Ukraine of the1930s.  

One of the key events of 1944 was the establishment of the Ukrainian Supreme Liberation 

Council (UHVR) on July 10–15, the purpose of which was to supervise civilian life on the 

territories controlled by the UPA. The UHVR was declared to be a body that was on a higher 

level than the party. Drawing parallels with peace-time life, the UHVR can be compared to a 

multi-party parliament. However it failed to organize an actual administrative vertical line of 

power. Military events complicated the work of the democratic institute.  

An interesting source from the military time, which allows us to understand how UPA 

fighters envisaged the economic system of an independent Ukraine, is the recording of a 

political-economic lecture of one of the fighters from 1944, who determined the main features of 

nationalist economy as follows: “Nationalists resolve the issue thus: the starting point is the 

national community. […] Nationalism replaces the profit of the individual with social earnings, 

which is used to cover the needs of individual members of society and society as a whole, thus 

social welfare, development and power is ensured”. The biggest stake was made on the agrarian 

sector. The thesis on land ownership was interesting: “The individual and collective use of land 

is permitted, depending on the will of the peasants”65.  

As for the nature of the organization of agriculture as a whole, we see that it is directed 

towards medium-sized farming, which was to have been the key mainstay of the whole 
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agricultural sector. The state was to form a circle of grain producers with the aid of educational 

courses and various schools. 

One of the issues raised at the lecture was the subject of industry. The agricultural status 

could not ensure a strong economic system. The first step was to have been the filling and 

protection of the domestic market. This was to be followed by an examination of the subject of 

ownership in industrial enterprises: sectors requiring flexibility and initiative should be privately 

owned, while those of strategic significance to the state should be subordinate to it. 

Based on the fact that in the first stages of its existence, Ukraine would not have adequate 

capital resources of its own, it was necessary to count on the banking system to obtain loans. The 

organization of the banking system was explained as follows: “Banks have to be 

organizationally alienated, they should be intermediaries between that, which capital has, and 

that, which capital requires. This means that the bank has to fulfill a public function, unlike that 

of capitalist banks, which were only concerned with large dividends”66. This position differs 

from that declared in the materials of the First Congress, and is close to the position of D. 

Myron, described in the paper “The Concept and Order of Ukraine” (“Ideya I Chyn 

Ukrayiny”)67. Its nature was sufficiently clear: a weak economy could become directly 

dependent on the banking system which, in turn, would be interested in maintaining the current 

state of affairs, as opposed to correcting the situation. Excessive income in the banking sector 

could become the reason for social conflicts. 

The lecture also made mention of the industrial sector: The nationalist organization of the 

system declares that workers can participate in the management of factories. A basis for 

management will be professional expertise, not the commissar-party principle, and since all 

work must be based on theoretic and practical training, a worker is provided with a professional 

education”68. 

In his training material “Ukrainian Nationalist Conviction and Ideology”, Yuriy Obriy 

noted that: “The desire of enemies, is to create such economic conditions on Ukrainian lands, as 

to reduce the living conditions of the population to a level that verges on the limits of meager 

subsistence. This will not only physically transform the nation into unskilled slaves, who will 

actually be economically dependent on the master, but also mental slaves with a slave’s way of 

thinking”69. The OUN concept of an independent worker cultivating his own land opposed this 

plan of the aggressors. 

Revealing the economic aspects of the organization of UPA’s economic life during this 

period, we recognize that they were largely of a declarative nature. The practical use of 

economic nationalism was complicated by the absence of its own country and on-going military 

events. However, even in the examples of the organization of economic life and in appeals to 
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UPA fighters and the civilian population, it is possible to see the pre-war concepts of OUN 

regarding the specific economic order of the future state, which differed from classic capitalism 

and communist economics. 

On the conclusion of WWII, the UPA held out for almost four more years. However, even 

the disbanding of UPA did not put an end to the history of the opposition between nationalists 

and the totalitarian regime of the USSR. Although the national movement was ultimately 

suppressed, the concept that inspired UPA fighters did not fade. When talking about the 

economic component, it should be remembered that it was just as powerful as the national one. 

Fifty years later, Ukraine finally attained its statehood. A large percentage of those who 

supported independence did so in expectation of a better material life for each person, should it 

be organized in its own state. 

 

Listianism and Modern Ukraine 

 

However, not all expectations were met. After the restoration of independence, Ukraine 

came across new challenges, which were natural for a newly-emerged state. The necessity to 

transform from a Soviet totalitarian economy to a market economy, the lack of experience of 

independent state life, personnel (both economic – to administer internal life, and diplomatic – 

for skillful maneuvering in the geopolitical space), the permanent burden in the form of “red 

directors” in key positions – this is just a short list of problems in the early 1990s. Augmented by 

the colossal corruption, which developed in the mid-1990s, they have been in existence 

throughout the last twenty years.  

Today, it is often possible to hear the opinion of experts, who reassure themselves and us, 

that twenty years of independence is too short a period to organize a normal life. This is truly the 

case. In spite of the fact that social processes are flowing at a significantly more rapid rate than 

fifty years ago, the setting-up of life in a new country requires a lot of time. 

But it’s something else that is striking: the impression emerges that the leaders of the 

national rising of the late 1980s, who took upon themselves the responsibility for state 

administration, had absolutely no information about what had already been done, particularly in 

the economy – the field of activity, which became the most important one after the formal 

declaration of independence. Moreover, the numerous assistants from the diaspora, who 

sincerely wished the native land of their parents well and helped Ukraine with every fiber of 

their being, also began to reinvent the wheel in the management of the economy, based on the 

standard prescription of the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. The economic 

liberalism, which was preached as a panacea and means for ensuring the prosperity of the 
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population, failed, simply because the lessons of recent history completely fell out of the sight of 

the country’s leadership. It was as if the two hundred years of European history, the social and 

economic projects of Czechoslovakia and Poland of the first half of the 20th century, Ukraine’s 

own program of post-totalitarian development proposed by OUN and post-war European 

socialism, which determined the problem of the balance between social protection and economic 

development for several decades, had not existed.  

Economic nationalism did not become the third powerful player in the strategic planning of 

Ukraine. Popularizing D. Dontsov, with his ideological works, the leaders of Ukraine aroused the 

imagination and energy of the nation, but at the same time, did not allow its expression in the 

social and economic sphere, and the sphere of creating prosperity. Recollecting M. Stsiborskiy, 

they did not adopt any of his economic developments, and glorifying Y. Konovalets and S. 

Bandera, they did not explain that they were giving their supporters not only a tactic of war for 

independence, but also a powerful economic program, directed towards increasing the prosperity 

of each person. 

It is clear that if, in the early 1990s, Marxism and liberalism in the economy were not 

viewed in opposition to one another, but economic nationalism had been added to them, 

everything could have been different … 

There would not have been several dozens of oligarchs, who own all the property in the 

state and control its subsoil, and there would have been an even division of property between 

millions of Ukrainian citizens, there would not have been a considerable decline in the 

technological level and mass impoverishment of the population, there would not have been 

disenchantment among the people in the necessity to have their own country… 

One of the major problems in Ukraine remains the absence of a clearly understood state 

purpose. No less of a problem is the absence of a comprehensive concept among reformers, 

which means the notion of “national interest”. As a result, we ascertain the lack of balance in the 

economic system instead of steady growth; the domination of economic operations “in the 

shadows” instead of transparent relations; the desire for a quick profit instead of planning and 

calculation. 

Even today, economic nationalism is not viewed by contemporaries as an option to resolve 

urgent problems. For many state leaders, the very subject of nationalism is a strict taboo. This is 

related not only to the created perception of the fundamentals of the nationalist outlook, but also, 

possibly, with the fact that nationalism, by its philosophy, provides for the responsibility of the 

government to its own nation. 

OUN’s economic platform was developed during a difficult period of war. Representatives 

of the intelligentsia of the 1920–30s prepared programs for their implementation by subsequent 
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generations. And even though the attempt to implement them failed in the 1940s and 50s, belief 

in the attainability of the set goal smoldered until the moment of the Declaration of Ukrainian 

independence.  

In the 1990s, Ukraine took a different course. The economic projects of OUN members 

were only implemented in a very fragmented manner. More specifically, in the financial sphere, 

a state issuing bank was established, a convertible currency was introduced, there was a gradual 

transition from the karbovanets to the more stable hryvnia. However, the program to control the 

activities of commercial banks has yet to be implemented. For strong economic systems, such a 

step would have been excessive or even harmful, however Ukraine cannot yet take pride in the 

overall prosperity of its people. Thus the search for the optimal balance between control of the 

banking sphere and its free development is still ahead of us. 

The tax system has not been divested of the possibility to put pressure on small and 

medium-sized entrepreneurs. This is one of the reasons for the existence of “shadow” economic 

operations. A vivid example of the imperfection of the tax system of Ukraine is the absence of an 

effective tax on the extraction of raw materials. In its projects, nationalists proposed the 

introduction of such a tax to limit the excessive enrichment of entrepreneurs, involved in the 

extraction of minerals and their trading. Instead, several business clans exist in the country, 

which have acquired billions, purely through raw material operations.  

An interesting situation arose in the industrial sector. The south and the west of the country 

were already quite industrialized in the first half of the 20th century. Nationalist plans regarding 

this issue were in keeping with the practical activity of the Bolsheviks. However, there was a 

significant difference in the orientations for the development of industry. In the USSR, the main 

goal was to set up relations with the enterprises of neighboring Russia. Such an assumption was 

completely logical and understandable from the point of view of planning – to tie together all 

plants and factories into a single economic space. As a result, a republic, which even had sectors 

with development prospects, will be unable to exist independently without considerable 

difficulties. We are currently seeing the result of this: Ukrainian plants and factories do not 

always have the full production cycle. Against a background of outdated technological resources, 

it has to be stated that domestic industry is in a critical state. The state now owns hardly any 

strategically significant industrial facilities. 

Trade policy (both domestic and foreign) also has more shortcomings than benefits. In 

many cases, Ukrainian enterprises can no longer offer a competitive price on the domestic 

market. Their production is being squeezed out by foreign goods with a lower cost-price. As a 

result, domestic manufacturing is gradually being forced out by foreign producers. Under 
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conditions of the lack of scientific and technical development, in several years this will lead to 

the gradual dying out of whole sectors of national industry.  

At the same time, we are seeing a different process – the arrival of transnational 

companies/corporations (TNC) on the domestic market. They currently provide almost 50 % of 

total world industrial production. Large corporations have budgets, which are significantly 

higher than the budgets of some countries. For example, of the 100 largest economic systems of 

the world, 52 belong to transnational companies and 48 – to states. The role of international 

companies is also growing because they are capable of influencing social and political processes 

in both individual regions, as well as whole countries. The majority of the population looks quite 

favorably upon transnational corporations, since they generate workplaces, support social 

projects and conduct charity work. However, there is a downside, which not many people are 

aware of. 

TNCs do not have their own armies and defined borders. The surnames of their leaders are 

almost unknown to the majority. But these people have significant resources, which characterize 

post-industrial society; information, intellectual achievements and a mighty financial base. 

The TNC is a new type of empire. And for any empire, it is very important to create its 

own principles and rules, which divide if not all of its residents, then at least their leaders. And 

even though TNCs ensure workplaces for the citizens, on the other hand, they slow down and 

halt the development process of a country’s own technologies – while TNC’s scientific 

institutions and research centers are almost always located in the same place as their 

headquarters. 

By its nature, economic nationalism is a protection mechanism to prevent financial empires 

from destroying the actual sovereignty of a nation and causing dependence on them. It is now 

impossible to halt the total globalization of the planet. And it is unnecessary to do so, since this 

is a natural and inevitable process. However, Ukraine’s role in this process will depend on 

whether the right economic doctrine has been selected. Who will Ukrainians be in the future – a 

nation with a small population, grey workers in dirty factories, or will they after all become co-

owners of their own international companies – it all depends on the political and economic 

doctrine used when planning and developing economic strategies.  

It is not worthwhile perceiving the concepts of F. List as a panacea. Economic nationalism 

is only an effective and pragmatic principle for the formation of a strong, highly-technological 

economy, and on the basis of which, the establishment of principles for the consistent growth of 

prosperity of the general public. 
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