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Abstract. The article considers the attempts at establishing relationships with the Entente states 
during the periods of the Ukrainian Central Rada and the Ukrainian State. Among the objectives 
were to receive the world’s recognition of Ukrainian statehood and foreign military assistance in its 
fight against the Bolsheviks. Ukraine’s foreign policy towards bringing the state closer to the 
Entente turned out to be active but unsuccessful because of the long-term ban on Ukraine’s 
establishing of formal contacts with the Entente imposed by the German and Austrian 
governments, post-World War I territorial disputes with the Entente states, the massive activity of 
the supporters of the restoration of the Russian Empire, and the attempts of Pavlo Skoropadsky’s 
opponents to discredit the then Ukrainian government in the eyes of the Entente. 
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Introduction 
International recognition is a prerequisite for the full participation of a state 
in international relations, for peaceful co-existence and the development of 
cooperation with other subjects of international law, and for a country’s 
progress in political, economic and cultural life. 

Occasionally, the very existence of a state depends on such 
recognition, especially in case of young states emerging through acts of the 
self-determination of the nation in times of geopolitical constraints or even 
crisis. 

The support provided by allies in foreign policy can minimise possible 
or apparent threats and reflect positively on the development of partner 
states. History offers many such examples. A particularly active foreign 
policy was shown by a number of the young states that formed in the 
aftermath of the First World War and that were aiming at finding strong 
and influential allies, primarily, in the military-political sense. In many 
respects, such activity determined their futures. The further development of 
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these states depended on their foreign policy choice between the Entente or 
the Triple/Quadruple Alliance and their geopolitical locations. In this 
context, there is a need to perform a historical analysis of Ukraine’s 
cooperation with the other European states in the past, especially in the 
period of the Ukrainian State (Ukrainska Derzhava). 
 
Materials and methods 
In this study, we widely considered results obtained by our predecessors, 
the memoirs of contemporaries of the events described, and press materials 
and regulations issued during the period of the Ukrainian State. The 
research rests on such general academic principles of knowledge as 
historicism, consistency and objectivity. The principles of historicism and 
objectivity enabled us to clearly identify and analyse the nature of the issue 
under study, and to consider the differing opinions of researchers and 
contemporaries of the events described. The consistency principle was 
applied in determining the specific nature of the geopolitical position of the 
Ukrainian State and in defining the relationships of its diplomats and 
government with those of the Entente and the Triple Alliance. The 
problem-chronological and legalistic approaches allowed us to reconstruct 
the relations of Ukraine with the victorious allied nations of the First World 
War and to perform a historical and legal assessment thereof. 
 
Discussions 
To date, there has been no actual fundamental research on the relationship-
building between the Ukrainian State and the Entente states. The same 
applies to the analysis of those factors preventing Ukraine from achieving 
the desired positive and practical results of the international dialogue then 
initiated. Previous works, in one way or another, that focused on the issues 
here under study were written mainly by Ukrainian authors or by 
contemporaries, often direct participants in the described events. Many 
other authors have addressed these issues indirectly, only in the context of 
the studying of Ukraine’s foreign policy in 1917–1918. The memoirs 
penned by both Pavlo Skoropadsky’s supporters and opponents also 
contain a significant amount of information about Ukraine’s attempts to 
move closer to the Entente states, assessments of the political decisions 
taken by their leaders, etc. First and foremost, these comprise the memoirs 
of Hetman (High Military Commander) P. Skoropadsky1 and such 
contemporaneous political figures as Volodymyr Vinnichenko,2 Arnold 

 
1 Skoropadsky 2016. 
2 Vinnichenko 1990. 
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Margolin,3 Venedikt Miakotin4 and others. However, among the most 
informative ones are the memoirs of Dmytro Doroshenko, the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs in the government of the Ukrainian State.5 Of modern 
academics, Ihor Datskiv, who studied the development of Ukrainian 
diplomacy in the period of the Ukrainian War of Independence (1917–
1921), focused on the relations between the Ukrainian State and the 
Entente states in his several short articles.6 

A number of works are dedicated to the study of the relationships of 
Ukraine with various Entente states and the so-called neutral countries. 
Their analysis allows us not only to recreate the picture of Ukraine’s 
diplomatic activity which was aimed at building bridges with the Triple 
Alliance members in order to preserve its statehood but also to read the 
moods prevailing in the highest governmental and diplomatic circles of 
both Ukraine and the Entente states. In the context of the issue under 
study, it is important to keep in mind the post-war plans of the states 
involved in the First World War and, in particular, those of both the 
victorious countries and the ones that had gained independence after the 
First World War and that had pending territorial disputes with Ukraine. 
This enables a more objective understanding of the Ukrainian State’s 
prospects at that time of moving closer to certain states, receiving tangible – 
primarily military – assistance from them and, to some extent, preserving its 
statehood. In this regard, in this paper, we address some selected studies of 
Ukrainian and foreign scholars such as Maksym Gedin,7 Ihor Datskiv,8 
Sergey Degtyarev,9 Vladyslava Zavhorodnia,10 Charles Clark11 and others. 
Alongside this, we make use of the press materials of that time that widely 
covered the developments of the last days of the First World War and the 
foreign policy plans of the leading European states, the USA and Ukraine’s 
bordering countries. Passing references to these issues are made in studies 
devoted to the establishment and development of diplomacy in the 
Ukrainian State.12 

This paper primarily focuses on the attempts of the Ukrainian State 
headed by Hetman P. Skoropadsky to build bridges with the Entente states 

 
3 Margolin 1990. 
4 Miakotin 1990. 
5 Doroshenko 2007. 
6 Datskiv 2002; Datskiv 2010, p. 175–237. 
7 Gedіn 2012. 
8 Datskiv 2010, p. 175–237; Datskiv 2012. 
9 Degtyarev, Zavhorodnia 2018. 
10 Degtyarev, Zavhorodnia 2019. 
11 Сlark 1927. 
12 Hai-Nyzhnyk 2017; Levyk 2017. 
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in difficult times for the young Ukrainian state. It should be noted that 
attempts at bringing Ukraine closer to these states had already been made in 
1917 by the government of the Ukrainian People’s Republic (UNR), which 
also sought to win the recognition of Ukrainian statehood from the leading 
world powers of that time. And there had been some advance in that 
direction: in mid-December 1917, General Georges Tabouis was appointed 
Commissioner of the French Republic in Ukraine. So, France recognised 
Ukraine as a sovereign state de facto. That, however, did not quite meet the 
desires of the Ukrainian government, which wanted to receive formal 
recognition (de jure). And on 21 December 1917, France became the first 
state to recognise the UNR, followed by Great Britain on 23 December.13 

Ukraine had a similar track record with the USA, whose Consul 
General Douglas Jenkins visited Kyiv on 20 December 1917. He had 
instructions from his government not to recognise the UNR and to act very 
moderately, although the establishment of a US consulate in Kyiv was being 
discussed. In the last days of 1917 and almost throughout January 1918, the 
British and French diplomats were actively involved in lobbying the US 
government with regard to the recognition of the UNR, at least de facto. 
However, these efforts failed.14 

The foreign policy of P. Skoropadsky’s government was differently 
assessed by his contemporaries, both the hetman’s supporters and political 
opponents. In particular, the supporters of the idea to restore the unified 
Russian state within the borders of the Russian Empire discouraged the 
establishment of state entities in the national regions once incorporated into 
it. Accordingly, they discouraged the existence of the Ukrainian People’s 
Republic during the periods of the Central Rada and the Directory, and of 
the Ukrainian State under Hetman P. Skoropadsky. The very idea of 
Ukraine’s autonomy was resisted. In an attempt to downplay the 
importance of P. Skoropadsky’s foreign policy, commander-in-chief of the 
Volunteer Army Anton Denikin noted that “the external relations of 
Ukraine were also entirely accountable to the Germans” and that all 
disputed territorial issues related to Western Ukraine, the Crimea, 
Bessarabia and other regions “were being resolved by the Germans’ 
unilateral will and, moreover, not in its [Ukraine’s] favour.” However, not 
all of that was in line with the realities. One of the reasons behind Ukraine’s 
inability to pursue an independent foreign policy was, in the view of A. 
Denikin, the absence of a national army, given the presence of great military 
and human resources.15 Indeed, it was a serious factor that put Ukraine in a 

 
13 Slabchenko 2016, p. 465–466, 469, 472–473. 
14 Ibid., p. 466–467, 474–476. 
15 Denikin 1990, p. 144–145. 
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situation of dependence on some states. In particular, the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of the Ukrainian State D. Doroshenko, describing in his 
memoirs strained relations with Romania over the so-called Bessarabian 
issue, pointed out that the issue could be resolved quickly and relatively 
easily – one had just to wait a little till the Ukrainian army got formed and 
the Germans withdrew from the territory of Ukraine.16 

In our opinion, the effectiveness of the foreign policy pursued by the 
Ukrainian State depended on a number of factors. Thus, it must not be 
merely reduced to the level of dependency on the German High Command 
or to the uncertainty over the Ukrainian army issue. The reasons for the 
successes and failures of the Ukrainian diplomacy of that period should be 
sought in the general trends of the world politics established before the end 
of the First World War, in the military and political developments in 
Ukraine of that time, in the foreign policy legacy inherited by P. 
Skoropadsky’s government from the Central Rada, etc. 

The quest for mutual understanding with the Entente of the 
government of the Ukrainian State began as early as the summer of 1918. 
The main goal pursued was to win the recognition of Ukraine as a full-
fledged subject of international relations.17 

In their attempts to retain the best long-term impact in Ukraine, the 
Austro-Hungarian and German command, at first, prevented the Ukrainian 
government from expanding its representation on the international scene. 
Nevertheless, in the summer of 1918, Ukraine managed to establish 
diplomatic relations with Switzerland, Spain, Holland, Sweden, Italy, 
Denmark and Norway. Although the recognition of the Ukrainian State did 
not follow, such diplomatic activity facilitated the building of bridges with 
the Entente and the United States. On 30 August 1918, the Ukrainian press 
bureau even spread news of the supposed readiness of the US government 
to formally recognise the independence of Ukraine.18 On 8 October 1918, 
the legal acts establishing the diplomatic missions of the Ukrainian State in 
Switzerland and Finland were passed.19 

In October 1918, some European print media organs spread the news 
that the US President Woodrow Wilson was demanding the retreat of 
Germany from the territories of Western France, Belgium, the Venetian 
province, Serbia and Montenegro. However, the demand did not apply to 
the Eastern European territories.20 That met the desires of the Ukrainian 

 
16 Doroshenko 2007, p. 297. 
17 Datskiv 2010, p. 228. 
18 Ibid., p. 229–230; Soedinennyie Shtatyi 1918, p. 2; Shveytsarskaya 1918, p. 2. 
19 Ukrayins’ka derzhava 2015, t. 2, p. 306–307. 
20 Usloviya Vilsona 1918, p. 2. 
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government and did not give rise to conflict with the Entente states. Since 
the United States was the most influential state in the international arena of 
that time, the Ukrainian State intended to send there a diplomatic mission 
headed by Ivan Korostovets, after his return from Sweden. That mission 
was of great importance. In fact, it could have decided the fate of Ukraine.21 

At the meeting of the Council of Ministers of the Ukrainian State held 
on 15 October 1918, the Minister of Foreign Affairs reported on the urgent 
need for Ukraine “to comment on the spread of inaccurate information in 
the Entente countries over Ukraine’s position and its relations to the 
Central Powers and to Great Russia”. In that regard, the Ukrainian 
government recognised the need to send special diplomatic missions 
consisting of authorised representatives and their secretaries to Great 
Britain, France and the United States. To develop the guidelines for those 
diplomatic missions, the Council of Ministers scheduled its special session 
for 17 October 1918. Of note was the fact that such governmental decision 
gave rise to criticism from some Ukrainian ministers, who accused the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of pursuing foreign policy behind the screen. 
Despite being followed by a rebuttal made by Fedor Lyzohub, the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers,22 the instance was recorded in the 
Council minute book, although without the names of the ministers. 
Presumably, the accusations were brought by the opponents of Ukraine’s 
moving closer to the Entente states as an independent state. As is known, 
quite a lot of policymakers in the Ukrainian State were supporting Russian 
pro-monarchic political forces and rejecting Ukraine’s right to self-
determination. 

Already in late October 1918, both Austrian and German diplomats 
started to recommend Minister D. Doroshenko seek protection for Ukraine 
from the Entente since its victory in the war was evident and Germany was 
no longer able to help Ukraine to preserve its independence. Even the 
governmental circles of Germany and Austria-Hungary acknowledged the 
expediency of such Ukraine–Entente bridge-building and pledged to avoid 
interfering.23 

The advance of Entente troops into the Balkans in autumn 1918 was 
an added incentive for the Ukrainian government to continue their attempts 
to move closer to the Entente states. I. Korostovets was seconded to Jassy. 
The French Ambassador Count Auguste-Félix de Sainte-Aulaire, who acted 
on behalf of the Entente states, was being assured of Ukraine’s neutrality 
and willingness to cooperate as long as its territories remained unaffected by 

 
21 Ot’ezd ukrainskoy 1918, p. 2. 
22 Ukrayins’ka derzhava 2015, t. 1, p. 333–334. 
23 Datskiv 2010, p. 230–231. 
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the war. According to A. Denikin, Count de Sainte-Aulaire allegedly 
mentioned that Ukraine–Entente relations would depend on the level of 
Ukraine’s assistance to the Allies in restoring order in Russia. The count 
also expressed the wish that the Hetmanate would change its pro-German 
policy and support the Allies in their attempt to “restore order in Russia”.24 

Pro-monarchy forces in Russia were also actively impeding Ukraine’s 
moving closer to the Alliance. Thus, on 4 November 1918, the day 
following I. Korostovets’ mission, the members of organisations advocating 
for the restoration of the Russian Empire held a meeting with British and 
French diplomats. One feature in the way the leaders of these organisations 
behaved caught I. Korostovets’ eye, and later he drew the hetman’s 
attention to it. He noticed that, on the one hand, these leaders were trying 
to persuade the hetman to form a federation with Russia, which would 
encourage the Entente to recognise P. Skoropadsky’s power in Ukraine. 
However, on the other hand, they were scheming and positioning the 
hetman as a henchman and a mouthpiece of the Germans.25 

In his memoirs, V. Miakotin, one of the founders of the Popular 
Socialist Party, paid much attention to the issue of the building of bridges 
between the Union for the Regeneration of Russia (Soiuz vozrozhdeniia 
Rossii), of which he was one of the leaders, and the Entente representatives. 
In early November 1918, the delegation commissioned by the Union was 
invited to a meeting with these representatives in Jassy. The meeting was 
initiated by a committee whose members were Stanislav Poklevsky-Kozell, 
the former envoy to Bucharest, General Dmitrii Shcherbachev, the former 
commander-in-chief of the Romanian front, and Captain Emile Henno, the 
French Vice-Consul in Kyiv. The meeting in Jassy was also attended by 
other supporters of the restoration of Russia, both on their personal 
initiatives and as delegated from the National Centre, the newly established 
Council for the National Unification of Russia and other organisations.26 
Thus, among the supporters of the regeneration of Russia at the Jassy 
conference were Alexander Krivoshein, Manuil Margulies, Alexander 
Guchkov, Nilolai Khomyakov, Mikhail Braikevich, S [?]. Tretyakov, Pavel 
Milyukov, Alexander Pilts, Pavel Krupensky and V [?]. Shakhovskoy. Later, 
the local activists Ilya Fondaminsky (Bunakov) and Vadim Rudnev joined 
them on their own initiatives. Correspondingly, a group of nine Russian 
generals, headed by D. Shcherbachev, was also formed in Jassy.27 

 
24 Denikin 1990, p. 152, 164. 
25 Shkilnyk 2016, p. 425. 
26 Miakotin 1990, p. 226–227. 
27 V Yassah 1918, p. 2. 
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It is a known fact that this was not the first attempt made by the 
supporters of a unified Russia to get closer to the Entente states. Prior to 
that, Moscow had witnessed an unsuccessful attempt to establish 
relationships with the representatives of the allied states.28 

As claimed by V. Miakotin, among the goals pursued by the 
representatives of those political forces in Jassy was to make the Allies “hear 
the voice of that part of Russian society who stood up for keeping Russia 
united” and to turn the Allies against “the fake independent new states”, the 
Ukrainian State inclusive.29 

The Union for the Regeneration of Russia was conducting a rather 
massive amount of subversive activity in Ukraine. The members of its 
Odessa branch even prepared an appeal to the Entente representatives in 
case they were to appear on the territory of the Ukrainian State. The text of 
the appeal identified Ukraine as “the South of Russia” where an artificial 
government had been installed by the German authorities. The pre-German 
period of Ukrainian statehood and the period of the Ukrainian People’s 
Republic were, however, ignored by the authors of the appeal. Further, the 
document reminded the Entente powers of their commitments to preserve 
Russia’s territorial integrity and called for the resolute rejection of any 
requests – here the document referred to P. Skoropadsky’s requests to 
recognise Ukrainian statehood – to recognise any new state entity created 
on Russian territory by an external power. Such entities were considered 
artificial in nature and as having no roots in the masses, who strove for 
unification with the rest of Russia.30 The cited text proves the desire of the 
Union members to gain the support of the Entente at any cost. In fact, by 
rejecting Ukraine’s right to statehood, they were seeking recognition of their 
own power as solely legitimate in Ukraine. Considering the fact – also 
obvious to the Entente leaders – that Russia had already been lost for the 
supporters of the Union’s ideas and other similar political and military-
political public organisations, the Union members might have tried to 
legitimise themselves in that part of the former Russian Empire still 
uncontrolled by the Bolsheviks and where the newly established 
government was not standing on its own two feet yet. Most of the Union 
members saw A. Denikin as the leader of a restored Russia. 

The activity of the Directory members, not yet in power in Ukraine, 
was also intended to undermine the authority of the Ukrainian government 
in general and that of Hetman P. Skoropadsky in particular. Thus, the 
organisation also sent its delegates to Jassy to conduct talks with the 

 
28 Miakotin 1990, p. 227. 
29 Ibid., p. 227–228. 
30 Ibid., p. 230. 
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Entente representatives. The delegation headed by Lev Matsievich also 
included Vyacheslav Prokopovich, Ivan Feshchenko-Chopovsky, Yurii 
Sokolovsky, Arnold Margolin and A. Kovalenko. However, later A. 
Margolin and I. Feschenko-Chopovsky were given another task and did not 
travel to Jassy.31 

The activity of such “ambassadors” was aimed at discrediting the 
government of P. Skoropadsky in the eyes of the Entente. In particular, 
they described the hetman as a Germanophile and as not taking care of his 
people’s welfare. A great many military and political figures were in 
opposition to the hetman. Among their methods in combating the ruling 
government was the discrediting of P. Skoropadsky, both in front of the 
Entente by portraying him as an ardent supporter of Germany, and in the 
eyes of the German command through complaining of the hetman’s 
negotiating with the representatives of the Entente states and seeking their 
support as an alternative to the alliance with Germany. For example, P. 
Skoropadsky’s memoirs give an account of such intrigues on the part of 
General Nikolai Shynkar, an ardent supporter of socialist ideas.32 

Following Russian pro-monarchists and other political forces in 
opposition to the Ukrainian government, the majority of French, British 
and American diplomats saw P. Skoropadsky as a Germanophile and 
Ukraine as a part of Great Russia. Such negativity on the part of the 
Entente representatives, especially the French, included resentment of the 
hetman, who wanted to meet with the officials of the Alliance in Kyiv and 
get a chance to convince them that “only Hetmanship was able to maintain 
order” in Ukraine. Of course, the hetman realised that such attitude of the 
Entente had been largely developed under the influence of those Russian 
political circles whom the Entente believed but who, in fact, understood 
little.33 

In the end, even the mission of the experienced diplomat I. 
Korostovets proved unsuccessful. The Entente was still at war with 
Germany, and allied Russia, in case of its restoration, was hypothetically 
seen as a counterbalance to the German forces in Eastern Europe. 
Consequently, Ukraine was also seen by the Entente representatives as a 
part of the former Russian Empire with no right to self-determination. For 
that reason, on 3 November 1918, the French and British diplomats had a 
private meeting with I. Korostovets, and the Ukrainian note was forwarded 
to them through the French maritime representative. It was a verbal note, 
unsigned but sealed, that could be accepted even without presumptions. 

 
31 Margolin 1990, p. 360. 
32 Skoropadsky 2016, p. 89–90. 
33 Ibid., p. 311. 
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As soon as the note was forwarded, and so far there had been no 
official reaction from the British and French governments, the Entente 
diplomats expressed their personal opinion on the issue. Regarding Russia 
as the Entente’s ally, they rejected Ukraine’s right to statehood or neutrality. 
In their eyes, Ukraine, being the ally of Germany and Austria, was not 
trustworthy. Therefore, all the people “compromised through their 
Germanophile associations” were to be removed from its government. The 
way to stabilise the situation in Ukraine and Russia the diplomats saw in 
combining the energies of the Ukrainian authorities and Denikin’s 
Volunteer Army.34 

Later, the Entente states demanded that the Ukrainian government 
completely change the country’s political trajectory and abandon the idea of 
absolute independence and to refocus towards federalisation with non-
Bolshevik Russia. The Entente even promised, in that case, to send its 
troops to protect Ukraine from the Bolsheviks.35 At the same time, there 
was an urgent need for the German troops’ continuing presence on the 
territory of Ukraine since the Bolsheviks were becoming an increasingly real 
threat to Ukraine, which did not have its own army. In that regard, P. 
Skoropadsky submitted to the Entente a formal request for a prolongation 
of the presence of German troops in Ukraine until it had formed its own 
national army. On 1 November 1918, the Ambassador of Ukraine to 
Bulgaria, Alexander Shulhyn, forwarded that request through the Spanish 
Ambassador in Sofia. Ukraine placed high expectations on the assistance of 
the neutral states for resolution of the issue. As a result, while signing the 
armistice between the Entente and Germany on 11 November 1918, the 
Germans were recommended to leave their troops on the territory of the 
Ukrainian State for a while. Under consideration was even the idea of 
“creating a guarding unit in Ukraine as a hybrid force supplied both by the 
Entente and the Central Powers.”36 

On 12 November 1918, the representatives of the American 
command visited Kyiv. Unfortunately, we failed to find any detailed 
accounts on who exactly they met and what issues were discussed. 
However, it is known that they “met some government officials for talks 
over the sentiments prevailing in Ukraine”. Later that night, they left the 
Ukrainian capital, supposedly heading for Jassy.37 

In November 1918, the recently appointed French Vice-Consul in 
Kyiv, Emil Henno, arrived in Odessa from Jassy. In his telegrams to the 

 
34 Shkilnyk 2016, p. 423–424. 
35 Skoropadsky 2016, p. 314. 
36 Datskiv 2010, p. 232; K prebyivaniyu 1918, p. 2. 
37 V ozhidanii 1918, p. 2. 
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Ukrainian government, E. Henno stated that the Entente states recognised 
the Ukrainian government headed by the hetman. It is likely that the 
statement was provisional and a part of his diplomatic game. E. Henno also 
reported that only after the Entente military forces and officials had arrived 
in Kyiv would all controversial political and social issues, in particular, that 
of national self-determination, be addressed.38 That meeting perhaps could 
have resolved the territorial disputes between Ukraine and other states as 
well as determining the future of the Ukrainian State.39 However, these 
visions never came to be, and for a number of reasons which also led to the 
collapse of the Hetmanate. 

In his telegrams, E. Henno even promised to suppress any anti-
hetman uprisings and not to allow Simon Petliura’s troops to enter Kyiv.40 
V. Vinnichenko reported that E. Henno also addressed the leaders of the 
already established Directory with demands to stop their “hostile operations 
against Hetman Skoropadsky.” Moreover, V. Vinnichenko also 
acknowledged that when still at the stage of preparing the anti-hetman 
uprising and before signing the armistice, the Directory had informally 
interacted with the Entente representatives in Romania, and they in turn, 
supposedly, had supported it and promised their assistance.41 

On 15 November 1918, the Ukrainian Minister of Foreign Affairs 
was assigned to send a message to the Entente representatives in Jassy 
requesting that they forward a diplomatic representative to Ukraine (“at 
least as consul general”) and two battalions of troops to Kyiv and Odessa.42 
And in late November, the news was spread that in his telegram to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Vladyslav Dashkevich-Gorbatsky had informed 
of the signing of an agreement between Ukraine and Romania following the 
meeting of the Romanian government with the Entente representatives in 
Jassy. In Ukrainian governmental circles, it was seen as a demonstration of 
sympathy from the Entente, whose representatives planned to arrive in 
Kyiv on 19 November 1918. However, some had allegedly expressed in 
Jassy the view that they should wait to render their military assistance to 
Ukraine until the political struggle in the country had produced some 

 
38 Denikin 1990, p. 168. 
39 Despite the fact that the Entente was strongly focused on the political forces supporting 
the idea of Russia’s restoration, its representatives could not have failed to realise the 
impossibility of such outcomes in that situation. Therefore, the Ukrainian State, seen as a 
force able and willing to resist the Bolsheviks, could expect to gain the official recognition 
and assistance of the Entente states. 
40 Denikin 1990, p. 168. 
41 Vinnichenko 1990, p. 288. 
42 Ukrayins’ka derzhava 2015, t. 1, p. 372. 
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tangible outcomes.43 A squadron of Entente ships was to arrive in Odessa. 
The Ukrainian government was actively preparing for the event. It was to 
comply with all obligations under international maritime law. The Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, the Minister of Finance and the Minister of the Navy 
were assigned to meet the Entente representatives. At the meeting, the 
decision was made to raise the combined naval flag – St Andrew’s and 
Ukrainian – on all Ukrainian military vessels, and the Ukrainian one on all 
merchant ships.44 
 
Conclusions 
In our opinion, under the prevailing military-political conditions, it was 
impossible for P. Skoropadsky’s government to negotiate a favourable 
agreement with the Entente states. A number of factors impeded Ukraine’s 
moving closer to the Alliance. Among them: 

1. The position of the Austro-Hungarian and German command and 
governments who till the autumn of 1918 had been seeking to maintain 
their influence on the Ukrainian territories. 

2. Pending territorial disputes with states who had joined the First 
World War on the side of the Entente (primarily, with Romania that, along 
with the Ukrainian State, was claiming the lands of Bessarabia). 

3. The Entente states seeing Ukraine as a territory that had separated 
from the allied Russia, with self-proclaimed statehood, its government 
staking their survival on the Austro-German military forces and, thus, 
actually opposing themselves to the Entente. 

4. Massive negotiating activity conducted by the representatives of the 
pro-Russian military and political forces who supported the restoration of 
the “unified and indivisible Russia” within the borders of the former 
Russian Empire, the Entente’s ally. Correspondingly, they considered any 
national government in Ukraine – as in any other region that was once a 
part of the Empire – illegal and even hostile. 

5. Ukrainian political forces in opposition to the Hetman government 
making attempts to discredit it in the eyes of the Entente representatives. 

It should also be taken into account that, pressured by public opinion, 
the various governments involved and their diplomatic representatives 
tended to make certain decisions to the utter disadvantage of Ukraine. 
Immense human losses could not but primarily affect the attitude of the 
citizens of the Entente states towards the states of the Triple/Quadruple 
Alliance and their allies. 

 
43 Soyuzniki i Ukraina 1918, p. 2; Soyuzniki 1918, p. 2. 
44 Ukrayins’ka derzhava 2015, t. 1, p. 374. 
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Ignoring this factor, researchers often denounce foreign policy 
decisions made by the governments of the Entente states. We assume that 
to treat such actions as political mistakes may not be correct since they 
could have been made on the basis of political expediency as well as under 
the direct influence of public opinion. This problem requires further study. 

In our opinion, it was great miscalculation of the Entente leaders to 
regard the Ukrainian State as a part of the Great Russia of the imperial 
model, whereas Imperial Russia itself had already passed into history. It led 
to the wasting of time. In 1918, the representatives of the Entente states 
should have taken swifter decisions in relation to a Ukraine that would have 
been able to become a good ally and a buffer between the new Europe and 
Bolshevist Russia. 

In any case, on 16 November 1918, the Ukrainian mass media drew a 
distinctive line under the chapter of Ukraine’s relations with the Entente 
states. The newspapers reported that I. Korostovets’ mission to Jassy to 
conduct talks with the Entente representatives had not been crowned with 
success. And I. Korostovets himself gained no recognition as an official 
representative of the Ukrainian State. The entire diplomatic mission headed 
by General V. Dashkevich-Gorbatsky also remained unrecognised.45 

Thus, although the diplomatic activity of the Ukrainian State in the 
direction of moving closer to the Entente states was quite robust in 1918, 
for a number of objective and subjective reasons it did not produce the 
expected political results for Ukraine. However, it was a valuable experience 
in foreign policy interaction which must be studied, analysed and applied on 
the way to building bridges with other European countries at the present 
stage of the development of Ukrainian statehood. 
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Skovoroda of National Academy of Sciences of 
Ukraine. Zaporizhzhya National University. 

SlovArch – Slovenská Archeológia. Nitra. 
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SP – Studii de Preistorie. Asociaţia Română de Arheologie. 
Bucureşti. 

SprArch – Sprawodzania Archeologiczne. Instytut Archeologii i 
Etnologii PAN, Ośrodek Archeologii Gór i Wyżyn w 
Krakowie. Cracovia.  

SS  – Siebenbürgische Semesterblätter. Arbeitskreis für 
siebenbürgische Landeskunde.  München.  

Studii Clasice – Studii Clasice. Societatea de Studii Clasice din R.S.R. 
Bucureşti. 

ST – Studii teologice. Revista Facultăţilor de Teologie din 
Patriarhia Română. Bucureşti. 

StComCaransebeş – Studii şi Cercetări de Etnografie şi Istorie Caransebeş. 
Muzeul Judeţean de Etnografie şi al Regimentului de 
Graniţă Caransebeş.  

StComSibiu – Studii şi comunicări. Arheologie-istorie. Muzeul 
Brukenthal. Sibiu. 

StComSM – Studii şi comunicări. Muzeul Judeţean Satu Mare.  
SUCSH – Studia Universitatis Cibiniensis. Series Historica. 

Universitatea „Lucian Blaga” Sibiu.  
SympThrac – Symposia Thracologica. Institutul Român de 

Tracologie. Bucureşti. 
Terra Sebus – Terra Sebus. Acta Musei Sabesiensis. Muzeul 

Municipal „Ioan Raica” Sebeş. 
TMNHN – Travaux du Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle. 

Muzeul Naţional de Istorie Naturală Grigore Antipa. 
Bucureşti. 

Transilvania  – Transilvania. Complexul Naţional Muzeal ASTRA. 
Sibiu. 

Universul Juridic – Universul Juridic. Revistă lunară de doctrină şi 
jurisprudenţă. Bucureşti. 

VAH – Varia Archaeologica Hungarica. Budapesta. 
Vestnik Nizhegorodskoy – Vestnik Nizhegorodskoy akademii Ministerstva 

vnutrennikh del Rossii. Nizhegorodskaya akademiya 
Ministerstva vnutrennikh del Rossiyskoy Federatsii. 
Nizhniy Novgorod. 

Vestnik Voronezhskogo  – Vestnik Voronezhskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta. 
Seriya Gumanitarnye nauki. Voronezhskiy 
gosudarstvennyy universitet. Voronej.  

Vestnik Tomskogo  – Vestnik Tomskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta. 
Seriya Istoriya. Tomskiy gosudarstvennyy universitet. 
Tomsk. 

Vestnik Tverskogo  – Vestnik Tverskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta. 
Seriya Istoriya. Tver.  

Veterinarski glasnik Br – Veterinarski Glasnik Br. University of Belgrade. 
Belgrad. 
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Vіsnyk  – Visnyk Kyyivs’koho natsional’noho linhvistychnoho 
universytetu. Serіya: Іstorіya, ekonomіka, fіlosofіya. 
Kyyivs’kyy natsional’nyy movnyy universytet. Kiev. 

Vjesnik – Vjesnik za arheologiju i povijest dalmatinsku. 
Arheološki muzej Split. 

VTT – Veszprémi Történelmi Tár. Veszprém. 
WA – Wiadomości Archeologiczne. Państwowe Muzeum 

Archeologiczne w Warszawie. Varşovia. 
ZfAM – Zeitschrift für Archäologie des Mittelalters. Bonn. 
ZfTZ – Zeitschrift für Tierzüchtung und Züchtungsbiologie: 

Organ der Reichsarbeitsgemeinschaft Tierzucht im 
Forschungsdienst (continuă: Zeitschrift für Züchtung. 
Reihe B, Tierzüchtung und Züchtungsbiologie). Berlin, 
Hamburg. 

Ziridava – Ziridava. Muzeul Judeţean Arad. 
ZISP  – Zhurnal issledovaniy sotsial’noy politiki. Natsional’nyy 

issledovatel’skiy universitet “Vysshaya shkola 
ekonomiki”. Moscova. 

ZSL  – Zeitschrift für siebenbürgische Landeskunde. 
(Arbeitskreis für siebenbürgische Landeskunde). 
Heidelberg. 

ZVHGL – Zeitschrift des Vereins für hessische Geschichte und 
Landeskunde, Neue Folge. Kassel.  

 


