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In the context of the Russian Federation § full-scale invasion of Ukraine, widely characterised
as a genocidal war, as well as ongoing globalisation processes and Ukraine's integration into
European and global communities, renewed attention to historical memory has become par-
ticularly important. The Holodomor of 1932—1933 occupies a central place in this process and
requires continuous scholarly re-examination. It is essential not only to preserve the memory of
this tragedy but also to ensure its accurate interpretation, particularly in terms of its recognition
as a systematic assault on Ukrainian identity. This necessitates further theoretical and methodo-
logical research across both academic and public discourse.

The historiography and archaeography of the Holodomor are extensive and have been
addressed in numerous specialised studies. However, the subject remains far from exhausted. This
is due to the ongoing discovery of new archival materials, the application of new methodolog-
ical approaches, and the emergence of new research questions. In this context, historical-legal
analysis is of particular relevance, especially given the growing importance of interdisciplinary
approaches. At the same time, there remains a relative lack of research on civil society in Ukrain-
ian history, particularly during the period of the New Economic Policy.

This study aims to provide an original interdisciplinary analysis of public administrative
mechanisms regulating family relations during the Holodomor of 1932—1933. Particular attention
is paid to the legal and institutional dimensions of these processes.

The increasing use of interdisciplinary methodologies in Holodomor studies can be explained
by several factors. First, it reflects broader developments in social sciences, characterised by the
integration and synthesis of knowledge across disciplines. Second, the Holodomor, recognised as
genocide, was comprehensive and systematic in nature. The policies of the Bolshevik leadership
aimed to fundamentally transform all key aspects of Ukrainian peasant life, incorporating them
into the framework of a totalitarian socio-political system. The transformation of administrative
and legal mechanisms governing family relations formed an integral part of this process.

This article presents an interdisciplinary analysis aimed at refining existing scholarly under-
standings of the preconditions, implementation, and consequences of the Holodomor. It also offers
a multi-dimensional examination of the public administrative regulation of family relations during
the famine of 1932—1933.
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Ilpasomoposa O. M. Ilyoniuno-ynpaenincoKi acnekmu pezynio8annsa CiMeiHux 6iOHOCUH
y nepioo I'onooomopy 1932—-1933

B ymosax nosnomacumadnoeo emopeHens pociticokoi ghedepayii npomu Yepainu ma ¢ax-
MUYHOT 2eHOYUOHOI GilIHU, A MAKONC NPUCKOPEHHS 2n00anizayii, konu Ykpaina akmusHo 30ce-
Peodcyemvest Ha inmespayii 31 c8imMoguM ma €6PONEUCLKUM CNIGMOBAPUCIEOM, GUHUKAE HEOD-
XIOHICMb NOCUNEHHA Y8acu 00 NePeoCMUCIEHHs icmopuyHoi nam sami, are ujooo Ionooomopy
CLiO 30IUCHUMU MAKCUMATbHI 3YCUNIA, W00 Yylo cCmpautiy nooito He 3abyiu ma 6ipHO MpaKmy-
sanu ma opmynosanu 00 Hei sipHe BIOHOUIEHHS, K 00 NAAHOMIPHO2O0 3HUWEHHS YKPATHCOKOL
i0eHmuuHOCmi 8 CBOIX OOCNIONCEHHSIX, K HAYKOBA CRIIbHOMA MAK | 2pOoMadCchbKicmb, a omoice,
HeoOXIOHICMb MeopemuyHUX ma Memoooo2iuHux 00ciodicens yux npoyecie. Came momy 00cii-
0oiceH sl NYONIUHO-YNPABNIHCLKUX ACNEeKMi6 pe2ylio8anHs CIMetHux 8ioHocun y nepiod I onooo-
mopy 1932—1933 poxie, nabysae 3apaz O0ydice 6enuK020 3HaueHHs i nompedye Oinvul 2AubOKUxX
odocniodceHs.

Icmopioepagis i apxeoepaghis I onooomopy 3Hauna 3a 06cs20M | HEOOHOPA3080 BlICE CMABANLA
npeomemom cneyianbHux 0ocaioxcens. IIpome ys npobnema npaKmuiHo He GUYEePNHA 8 CUTLY
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bacamvox npuuun. Ceped HUX 6apmo 32a0amu i HO8i NOULYKU OOKYMEHMIS, i HO8I MemoOoN0iUHI
nioxoou, i HO8y npodremamuxy. B ybomy cenci susuenms came icmopuko-npasosux cloxcemis ne
nozbasnemne cency 3 0210y Ha NPOOYKMUGHICIb MIDICOUCYUNTTHAPHUX, 30KpeMA ICIOPUKO-NPABo-
8UX, Ni0OX00i6 ma NPaAKMuyHitl 8I0CYMHOCHI OOCTIONCEHb 2POMADSHCLKO20 CYCNIIbCMEA 8 ICIOpIT
Yxpainu, 30kpema 6 nepiod Ho0i ekoOHOMIYHOI noiMuKY.

Aemopka npaznyna po3pooumu i 6UKOPUCMAMU OPULTHATIbHE QOCTIONCEHHSL NYONIYHO-YNPAs-
JIHCHKUX ACNeKMI8 pe2yto8anHs ciMetiHux 6iOHOCUH y nepiod Ionodomopy 1932—1933.

Hazonocumo, wo nopisnano wupoke uKOpuCmanHs 00CIiOHUKAMU MIHCOUCYUNTTHAPHUX
Memooux y euguenti 1 01000Mopy 00 €KMuBHoO 3yMosiiene Hu3Koio hakmopis.

Mosa tioe 6 neputy uepzay npo 102iKy ma 3aKOHOMIPHICMb NOCMYNY COYIANbHO20 3HAHHA,
AKOMY NPUMAMAHHA MEHOeHYia 00 Y3A2anbHeH s, cuHme3y 3000yMKi6 pi3HUX COYIanbHUX HAVK
ma oKpemux iCmopuyHUX i nPagosuUx OUCYUNIIH.

Io-0pyze, ['onooomop-eeHoyud 6y8 KOMNIEKCHUM § CUCTEMHUM. 3a 3a0yMoM OLnbU08UYbKOL
6EPXIBKU 6IH MAB8 OOKOPIHHO IMIHUMU 6Ci OCHOBHI Cqhepu Hcumms YKPAiHCbKO20 CeSIHCMBA § 8 KiH-
YegoMy NIOCYMKY Nepemeopumu 1020 Ha 26UHMUK KOMYHICMUYHOL ymonii, i 36icHo, mpancgop-
Mayis nyoniuHo-ynpaeiiHCLKUX acnekmie pe2yno8anHs cimetinux sionocun y nepioo Ionooomopy
1932—-1933 pokis, He € BUKTIOUEHHAM V YbOMY NAAHI.

Hana cmamms € cnpo60oro nposedentst 00CAIONCEHH L I3 OOMPUMAHHAM NPUHYUNIE HAYKOBOCHII
Ha 3acadax MidCOUCYUNIIHAPHOCMI MA€E YOOCKOHANUMU ICHYIOUI 8 HAYYI YSGNIeHHSA Npo nepeoy-
Mosu, 30itichenns i Hacnioku Tonodomopy, a makosic 30iticHumu pisHO8EKMOPHUL AHALI3 NYONIY-
HO-YNPABIIHCOKUX ACNEKMI8 pe2yt08anHs ciMelinux 6iOHocur y nepiod Ionodomopy 1932—1933.

Knwwuoei crosa: IT'onooomop, Tonooomop-eenoyud, ynpasiinus, nyoiiuHo-ynpaeiiHcoKi 6io-
HOCUHU, CIMelHI 8BIOHOCUHU, 2DOMAOSIHCHKE CYCHITbCMBO, IHCIMUYIT 2POMAOSHCHK020 CYCRLIbCmEa,
2eHOYUO, CeNsiHU, NPOO0BOTLCMEBO, ICIOPUKO-NPABOGE OOCTIONCEHHS, SHUWEHHS, NPABOGI aKmu,
icmopiozpagis.

Statement of the problem. The historiography and archaeography of the Holodo-
mor are extensive and have repeatedly been the subject of specialised research. How-
ever, the issue remains far from exhausted for several reasons, including the ongoing
discovery of new archival materials, the application of innovative methodological
approaches, and the emergence of new research questions. In this context, the study of
historical-legal aspects is of particular relevance, given the demonstrated productivity
of interdisciplinary—especially historical-legal-approaches, as well as the relative lack
of research on civil society in Ukrainian history, particularly during the period of the
New Economic Policy.

In examining the Holodomor of 1932-1933 as a factor in the destruction of the
socio-political foundations of civil society, there is a need to develop and apply an orig-
inal methodological framework capable of analysing the processes through which civil
society institutions were dismantled. This necessity arises from the unique nature of the
Holodomor as a historical and legal phenomenon.

In contemporary political and legal scholarship, civil society is generally associated
with developed societies—economically, politically, and institutionally—within which it
can interact with the state on the basis of democracy and the rule of law. Civil society
is understood as a self-organised system of social relations and institutions that medi-
ates and reconciles the interests of its members. Its interaction with the state is oriented
towards the realisation of fundamental human values.

Under such conditions, the state is expected not to interfere in the functioning of
civil society institutions, provided they operate within the legal framework. The effec-
tive functioning of civil society is typically associated with key structural conditions,
including the separation of powers, equality of different forms of property, freedom of
enterprise, and the protection of fundamental rights and freedoms, as well as the safe-
guarding of political, economic, social, and cultural interests. Its structural components
include various forms of civic association, such as political parties, social movements,
and other organisations across different spheres of social life.
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At the same time, understanding the actual impact of Soviet policies requires careful
contextualisation within the specific realities of the Soviet system. A number of his-
torical examples illustrate the frequent misinterpretation of these realities in Western
discourse. For instance, perceptions of Joseph Stalin as constrained by collective deci-
sion-making bodies such as the Politburo during the Second World War overlook the
highly centralised nature of political power in the Soviet system, where such institutions
often performed largely formal or symbolic functions. Similarly, references to the con-
stitutional rights of Soviet citizens, particularly those enshrined in the 1936 Constitu-
tion, frequently failed to reflect the absence of their effective implementation in practice.

Within this broader context, the provision of food and seed “assistance” during the
Holodomor may be interpreted not merely as a humanitarian or administrative measure,
but as part of a wider system of control that contributed to the destruction of social
autonomy and the functioning of civil society institutions.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The historical and legal dimensions
of the Holodomor of 1932-1933, including the public-administrative regulation of fam-
ily relations during this period, have been addressed by numerous Ukrainian and inter-
national scholars. These studies demonstrate the continued relevance of the topic and
its importance for both historical and legal research. Among the most significant con-
tributions are the works of Andrea Graziosi, Serhii Vodotyka, Vasyl Marochko, Volo-
dymyr Danilenko, Janusz Bruski, Liudmyla Vovchuk, Serhii Kornovenko, and James
Mace, among others. Their research has significantly contributed to the understanding
of the causes, mechanisms, and consequences of the Holodomor, although a number of
aspects—particularly those related to legal regulation and civil society—remain insuffi-
ciently explored.

Purpose of the article. The purpose of this article is to analyse the public adminis-
tration aspects of the regulation of family relations during the Holodomor of 1932—-1933
and to examine how these mechanisms reflected the ideological foundations of the total-
itarian regime. Particular attention is paid to the transformation of traditional family and
marital relations in Ukraine as part of broader efforts to construct a Soviet social order.

Presentation of the main material. In the context of the Russian Federation’s full-
scale invasion of Ukraine, widely characterised as a genocidal war, as well as the accel-
eration of globalisation and Ukraine’s active integration into the European and global
communities, the need to re-examine historical memory has become particularly urgent.
In relation to the Holodomor, this requires sustained and deliberate efforts to ensure that
this tragedy is neither forgotten nor misinterpreted. It must be consistently understood
and presented in scholarly and public discourse as a deliberate and systematic destruc-
tion of Ukrainian identity.

Accordingly, there is a clear need for further theoretical and methodological research
into these processes. This is why the study of public-administrative aspects of the regu-
lation of family relations during the Holodomor of 1932-1933 is of particular contem-
porary relevance and requires deeper scholarly investigation.

Ukrainian history contains no crime committed by a state against its own people on
a scale as vast or as devastating as the Holodomor of 1932—-1933. It was the most tragic
period in the history of Ukraine. The brutal policies of the authorities resulted in the
deaths of millions of peasants who were deliberately subjected to starvation. This crime
is widely recognised as genocide, as it was caused by a deliberate, man-made famine
orchestrated by Soviet authorities with the aim of establishing total state control over all
segments of the population [1].
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In analysing the public-administrative aspects of the regulation of family relations
during the Holodomor of 1932—1933, it is essential to consider the impact of the rev-
olutionary events of 1917. Following a prolonged period of restrictions on women’s
rights, new principles emerged aimed at liberating women from social, economic, and
cultural dependence, thereby granting them formal equality with men in political and
civil rights. After the Bolsheviks came to power, these changes were reflected in radi-
cal reforms of marriage and family legislation. New legal frameworks were introduced
in the RSFSR and later in the Ukrainian SSR, most notably through the adoption of
the first Family Code, which significantly transformed traditional family relations and
established new social norms [2].

With the consolidation of totalitarian rule under Joseph Stalin, private life, moral-
ity, and everyday existence became subject to increasing state control. The principles
of party governance were extended to family and marital relations, turning them into
instruments of ideological regulation. During this period, the foundations of the Soviet
family model were formed within a system that subordinated individual and family life
to state interests.

The key legal source regulating family relations during the Holodomor remained
the revised Family Code of 30 May 1926, which was in force until 1936. This Code
formally strengthened the personal and property rights of family members, particularly
women and children. It established legal equality between children born within and
outside marriage, defined procedures for establishing paternity, and introduced detailed
regulation of guardianship and custody. It also proclaimed the principle of equality
between spouses and recognised their legal independence in matters such as property,
contractual relations, and mutual support obligations [3].

At the same time, these legal provisions functioned within a broader system of strict
state control. Particular emphasis was placed on motherhood, which was assigned a
specific social role and supported through state-controlled maternity benefits. These
measures illustrate how family policy became integrated into the administrative and
ideological framework of the Soviet state.

Statistical evidence demonstrates the profound impact of the Holodomor on family
life. During 1932-1933, the number of registered marriages in Ukraine declined by
approximately 40%, and in rural areas by up to 50%. Marriage rates decreased sharply,
reflecting not only demographic losses but also the collapse of normal social and repro-
ductive processes. Although a partial recovery occurred in subsequent years, the long-
term consequences for the rural population were irreversible [4].

The policies implemented during this period were characterised by economic dep-
rivation, administrative isolation, and sustained psychological pressure. These factors
contributed to the destruction of traditional social structures, including the institution of
the family, and to the transformation of social values. Millions of children perished, and
those who survived were often deprived of parental care, security, and basic conditions
for normal development. Many victims remain unnamed, which underscores the scale
of the tragedy and the enduring gaps in historical memory [5].

According to Stanislav Kulchytsky, the deprivation of food constituted a form of
deliberate killing. In the practice of grain requisitioning, it was used selectively as a tool
of coercion and intimidation. The fate of its victims served to instil fear across the peas-
antry, facilitating the extraction of excessive grain quotas. In this context, the concept of
“terror by starvation,” introduced by Robert Conquest, provides an essential framework
for understanding these policies [6].
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At the same time, when starvation is applied not to individuals or specific groups but
to entire populations as a means of enforcing compliance, it represents a phenomenon
that extends beyond conventional definitions of terror. It reflects a systematic strategy
of coercion aimed at reshaping society as a whole.

The exact number of victims of the Holodomor remains unknown and is unlikely
ever to be determined with precision. In an effort to conceal the the scale of the crime,
Soviet authorities prohibited the recording of the true causes of death, and at the peak of
the famine in 1933, victims were buried in mass graves without registration. As noted
by Stanislav Kulchytsky, state administrative structures in rural areas were severely
disrupted or paralysed. In 1934, population statistics and archival systems were placed
under the control of Soviet security organs, and access to demographic data was
restricted. Despite official denial, the scale of the catastrophe attracted the attention of
foreign observers [7].

Conclusions. The public-administrative regulation of family relations during the
Holodomor of 1932-1933 reflected the ideological foundations of the Soviet totalitarian
regime and contributed to the transformation of traditional family structures in Ukraine
in line with the objectives of constructing a new Soviet society.

Although the 1926 Family Code formally established principles of equality and legal
protection, in practice these norms operated under conditions of pervasive state interfer-
ence, which significantly limited private autonomy.

Overall, the Holodomor had devastating and long-lasting consequences for Ukrain-
ian society. It led to demographic decline, changes in family structures, a decrease in
birth rates, and the erosion of the institution of the family as a fundamental social unit.
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