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Preface

The work and thought of the Ukrainian intelligentsia, important in their
time, are relatively unfamiliar to those who cannot read Ukrainian, and
even to some Ukrainian readers. Now, after the appearance of a number of
popular historical studies on Ukrainian themes by younger Canadian and
American scholars, it seems appropriate to offer all interested readers an
opportunity to discover the writers and thinkers who voiced the concerns
of their times and contributed significantly to the drama of their country’s
history.

We therefore provide here an anthology that surveys Ukrainian thought
from the eighteenth century to the present. We did not choose an earlier
starting-point even though a vibrant intellectual life in Ukraine was stimu-
lated by the religious struggle following the incorporation of most of
Ukrainian lands into the Kingdom of Poland in 1569. Catholic and Ortho-
dox forces competed for the minds as well as the hearts of the people by
engaging in public debate, promoting the publication of literature both
polemical and inspirational, encouraging the flowering of the plastic arts,
and establishing schools and academies of higher learning. Yet at that time
much of Ukrainian intellectual life was directed by ecclesiastics, whose
energies were devoted to spiritual and church matters. Only in the eight-
eenth century did the ranks of the intelligentsia begin to grow as more
educated people turned from religious to secular questions about their
country’s past, present, and future and about their identity and role in its
social, political, and cultural development.

Another aim of the editors was to offer their readers a collection that
illustrates the scope as well as the nature of Ukrainian thought over the
course of three hundred years. The collection consists of diverse texts,
many of them excerpts from the writings and speeches of artists and schol-
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ars, lawyers and legislators, journalists and politicians, scientists, theolo-
gians, and philosophers. These selections may seem preoccupied with
questions of national identity, national character, national history, and
national destiny. Nationalism has indeed been inextricably linked with the
different ‘isms,” from rationalism to environmentalism, and with the vari-
ous movements, from Romanticism to communism, to which Ukrainians
have committed themselves over the centuries. Yet even as Ukrainians have
voiced their national concerns and advanced their ideological causes, they
have grappled with many of the major issues of their day and ours: the
structure and construction of the Ukrainian social system, and the conflict
among its component parts; the political and cultural pressures and influ-
ences exerted by the West and the East; the function of art and the nature
of its evolution; and the nature and role of the rational and the non-
rational, and our fascination with both. Even the trendiest of post-modern
considerations of colonialism and its discontents was anticipated by many
in the Ukraiman intelligentsia, who had to contend with the reality, not
just the theory, of foreign domination and its debilitating effects. Paradoxi-
cally, those not lobotomized by the colonial experience were energized by
it. Encouraged or compelled to live their daily lives in a language other than
their own, Ukrainian thinkers defiantly dreamed in their own language,
and the threat of intellectual circumscription, if not starvation, only made
them hungrier for ideas, to have ideas and to entertain ideas. They under-
stood that the mind must be nourished along with the body and that the
want of ideas and of a language with which to generate, explore, and evalu-
ate them enervates a nation, a society, each individual. Whatever restraints
foreigners attempted to impose could not long hold them back from
exploring vast realms of thought for themselves, from defining their place
in the world and clarifying their relations with others, and from leaving
behind the routines of everyday existence in order to encounter the more
rarefied but essential questions and riddles of human life.

The introduction offers some comments on the documents themselves,
relevant data about the authors, and some general background. For more
detailed information we refer readers to the studies of Ukraiman history
and literature listed in the bibliography. The selections in the anthology
translated by the editors, who were more concerned with the readability
of the selections than with pinpoint accuracy, appear unsigned. The selec-
tions translated by others, whose work we may have altered slightly, are
followed by the name of the translator. Unless specifically listed as the
comments of others, the notes have been supplied by the editors, who
have also supplied most of the material in brackets. Throughout the book
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a modified version of the Library of Congress transliteration system has
been used.

Finally, we are pleased to acknowledge all who helped us put this book
together. First, we must thank especially Professor Marc Raeff, the eminent
Russian historian, for his encouragement of this project, for his estimable
book Russian Intellectual History: An Anthology, which served as our
touchstone, and for his permission to use an excerpt from one of the pieces
in his anthology. Professor George Shevelov made many useful suggestions
about the selection of texts and responded graciously and speedily to pleas
for help in locating materials and solving linguistic difficulties. Professor
Bohdan Budurowycz, in addition to supplying a model English version of
one of the items most difficult to translate, advised us on a number of mat-
ters efficiently and professionally. Judge Bohdan Futey guided us through
the labyrinth of various drafts of Ukraine’s new constitution. Ron Schoef-
fel and Darlene Zeleney encouraged our project and helped us over some
obstacles. Larysa Onyshkevych and her colleagues read carefully the entire
manuscript, and their generous assistance is deeply appreciated. The
services of Halyna Friland, Ukrainian Legal Foundation, Kiev; Natalia
Zitzelsberger of the New York Public Library; Olga Bakich of the Depart-
ment of Slavic Languages and Literatures, University of Toronto; and
Rachel Lindheim are also gratefully noted. A special note of thanks goes to
Theresa Griffin for her expert editing of the entire volume. All errors of
fact and interpretation, however, are the responsibility solely of the editors.

R.L.
G.S.N.L.
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Introduction

This anthology may be used as a supplement to any study of Ukrainian
history. There are several histories of Ukraine available in English, but they
do not contain the actual documents offered in this book. Without the doc-
uments the history itself remains an uncorroborated account. The forty-
two documents collected here serve as direct evidence of the evolution of
Ukrainian intellectual history. They were produced by the Ukrainian intel-
ligentsia over the last three centuries and provide the underpinning of
history without which the serious student will be at sea. For the ideas
expressed in these documents lie at the heart of the events of which history
1s woven.

True, sometimes events preceded thought. Such was the case with
respect to the first document ~ the ‘Bendery Constitution’ of Pylyp Orlyk.
It was composed in exile, after the crucial event in Ukrainian history — the
defeat of Hetman Mazepa’s forces, in alliance with the Swedish king, by
Peter I of Russia at Poltava in 1709. The defeat put an end to the dreams of
Ukrainian autonomy for more than a century. The Hetman State on the
Left Bank continued to exist, in restricted form, only until 1764, and the
stronghold of the Cossacks on the Dnieper, the Zaporozhian Sich, was
destroyed on the orders of Catherine II in 1775. The last vestiges of the
Cossack power which Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky had established after
the uprising of 1648 were gone. In 1783 serfdom was introduced into
Ukraine by Catherine II, who two years later granted some members of the
Cossack starshyna (officer corps) the titles of Russian nobility or gentry
(dvorianstvo). After the partition of Poland in 1772, Western Ukraine
(Galicia, Bukovyna, and Transcarpathia) came under the control of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire. The division of Ukraine between Russia and
Austria continued through the nineteenth century.
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The first decade of the eighteenth century, represented in this book by
two very different documents, indicates that though Ukraine turned from
Poland towards Russia with the treaty of Pereiaslav in 1654, its links with
the renaissance of the West were not so easily severed. To begin with, there
is the so-called Bendery Constitution (from the Moldavian town of
Bendery), which Mazepa’s successor, Hetman Pylyp Orlyk, proclaimed
after Mazepa’s death. Appalled at Russia’s failure to live up to its treaty
obligations and opposed to its expansion at the expense of the Hetman
State, Orlyk committed the Cossacks to alliances designed to halt the Rus-
sian march westward, and proposed a structure for the liberated state that
resurrected and instituted many of the practices of the recent past. The
primitive democracy promoted by the document would be considered rad-
ical for its time were it not modelled on the pacta conventa which the Pol-
ish nobility usuvally made with their newly elected kings. Not only was the
hetman, like the Polish king, to be elected by the elite of the officer corps,
but the leader also had to agree to adhere to a lengthy list of articles limit-
ing drastically his powers and guaranteeing the rights and privileges of the
officers, including total control over the Sich when it was restored to the
Cossacks and cleared of all Russian troops. Provisions were also made for
triennial meetings of a governing body of officers, who were to advise the
leader and approve his decisions and policies. Emergency action could not
be initiated by the hetman without his consulting a general committee cho-
sen from the military staff. Moreover, the officers, like the Polish nobility,
were given the right and the duty to criticize the hetman. A guarantee of
tolerance, the most important of the Polish principles — honoured more
often in the breach than in the observance - was not, however, enshrined in
the Bendery Constitution; instead, the hetman and his followers were
directed to establish Orthodoxy as the state religion and to be ruthlessly
intolerant of all non-believers, especially ‘the adherents of deceitful Juda-
ism,” who were barred from living in the Hetman State because they, in the
eyes of the Cossacks, were allies of the Poles and exploited the peasants.

The constitution, signed by Orlyk and the Cossack starshyna in April
1710, was also approved by King Charles XII of Sweden. The document
was written in Latin — Charles XII and Mazepa conversed in Latin - and is,
to modern readers, not entirely intelligible without further study. A simpli-
fied modern Ukrainian translation has recently been rendered by Valeru
Shevchuk. According to one authority, Orest Subtelny, the document
‘consisted of 16 articles ... which dealt with the practice of politics rather
than its principles. Nonetheless, implicit in these stipulations were the
political views and values not only of the Mazepist émigrés but of many of
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their like-minded compatriots who remained in Ukraine. Despite the fact
that the document was formulated by a small group of dissidents abroad, it
was not meant to be simply an exercise in wishful thinking’ (Subtelny 1:65).
Subtelny also points out four thematic categories in the constitution:
1) issues concerning Ukraine in general; 2) issues of concern to the Zapo-
rozhians; 3) issues concerned with the hetman’s authority; and 4) social and
economic abuses in the Hetmanate. Other scholars such as Omelian Pri-
tsak have pointed out that Orlyk’s Cossack state, as envisaged in the con-
stitution, moved away from expressing the original role of the Cossacks as
the bulwark of the Orthodox faith towards the idea of a secular state in
which the Cossacks were to defend the rights of a free people against the
tyranny of absolute tsardom.

In the spring of 1711, Hetman Orlyk, with a Cossack army and the sup-
port of the Tatar khan, tried to reconquer Right-Bank Ukraine. It was only
after the failure of this initiative that he fled abroad; and for a long time,
with his son Hryhor, he led an active Mazepist opposition to Moscow’s
rule over Ukraine. Their fascinating story ends with Hryhor’s service in
France as a lieutenant-general of King Louis XV. The Orlyks and other
Mazepist émigrés were the first to promote the idea of an independent
Ukraine from outside the borders of the country.

In the first decades of the eighteenth century, the events in Ukraine con-
nected with Mazepa found an echo in Western Europe. In 1729, Voltaire,
in his history of Charles XII, wrote that ‘I'Ukraine a toujours aspiré i étre
libre.” He was not alone among Western writers in pointing out the strug-
gle of Ukrainians against Muscovy.

Teofan Prokopovych’s ‘Sermon on Royal Authority and Honour’ may
be regarded as the very opposite of Orlyk’s constitution. It is representa-
tive of an entirely different segment of Ukrainian society, which sided with
the Russian tsar against the ‘traitor’ Mazepa. Prokopovych was a leading
Ukrainian churchman, a professor, and, later, the rector of the Mohyla
Academy in Kiev (Ukr.: Kyiv). Prior to Mazepa’s defection to the Swedes
he staunchly supported the hetman, dedicating his play Viadimir to him.
After the battle of Poltava, however, Prokopovych transferred his loyalty
(and his dedication) to Tsar Peter 1. ‘Ukrainians,” we read in a recent book
on the Ukrainian impact on Russian culture, ‘had made their mark on
the Russian church. They were protagonists of Patriarch Nikon’s mid-
seventeenth-century modernization, and executors of Peter the Great’s
church reforms. Peter’s ecclesiastical agents, Teofan Prokopovych and Ste-
fan Iavorsky, are probably the best known Ukrainians in Russian history.
Migrant Ukrainians of the eighteenth century, however, differed from their
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predecessors in that they were involved in every aspect of government
acuivity, from international negotiations to the smallest detall of the civil
infrastructure’ (Saunders: §3).

Teofan Prokopovych was one of the first of hundreds of Ukrainian
Orthodox clerics who left Ukraine to serve in Russia. This brain drain was
damaging to Ukraine and was protested by some Ukrainians, though not
by the many who welcomed better positions in Russia. Prokopovych’s ser-
mon, pleading for greater powers for the Russian autocracy, reflects a sen-
timent of the times. Counselling not just wholehearted support of a tsar
more respected in Europe than at home but zealous labour on behalf of a
modernized Russia, this well-educated, sophisticated cleric, attuned to all
the realities of an up-to-date polity, nonetheless voices a rather old-
fashioned notion of total submission to the will of God’s anointed and then
announces the catastrophic consequences if the tradition of loyalty — the
‘former glory of faithfulness’ - is not rigorously adhered to by all the sub-
jects of the tsar. Similar sermons and exhortations were very often heard
until quite recently.

In the second half of the eighteenth century the national consciousness
of the Ukrainian elite was still at a very low ebb. There was, however, a
great deal of local pride, expressed in literary verse. Semen Divovych’s ‘A
Talk between Great Russia and Little Russia’ is no literary masterpiece, but
it is an important document of the period. Little is known about the
author, who studied at the Kiev Mohyla Academy, and the dates of his
birth and death are unknown. He was a clerk at the military chancellery in
Hlukhiv, a former capital of the Hetman State (after the Russians
destroyed Baturyn) and in 1764 the seat of the Little Russian Collegium,
the successor to the Hetman State. The author of this dialogue argues, first
of all, for privileges for the Cossack starshyna equal to those enjoyed by
the Russian dvorianstvo. He bases this point on a more extended argument
about the equality of Little Russia and Great Russia. This was the argu-
ment used by those descendants of the Cossacks who were regarded
as ‘autonomists.” It is interesting that similar arguments of equality with
Russia were advanced much later, in the nineteenth century, by those
Ukrainians who, while arguing for cultural autonomy, wanted a political
accommodation with Russia.

One must constantly bear in mind that the very concept of nationality
did not come into existence until the second half of the eighteenth century.
Herder’s idea of the Volksgeist was slow to penetrate Russia, and the old
principles of autocracy and nobility still dominated the body politic. The
historian Hugh Seton-Watson even argues that ‘in this respect Russian his-
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tory differs from that of all Western European countries’ (Seton-Watson:
10). The supremacy of autocracy was unchallenged. Occasionally, how-
ever, it was reinterpreted by the monarch.

The Legislative Commission, set up by Catherine II, began work in
Moscow in 1767. It was to lead to the compilation of a new Russian Code.
Representatives of all classes except the serfs were called on to make sub-
missions. By this time the last vestiges of Ukrainian autonomy, embodied
in the Hetman State, had disappeared. The loss was felt acutely by the
descendants of the Cossack starshyna. The chief representative of the
Ukrainian autonomists at the Legislative Commission was Hryhorii Pole-
tyka, a delegate of the Ukrainian nobility and a representative of the old
Cossack regiment at Lubny.

One can clearly detect from Poletyka’s submission that he was pleading
for the restoration of Ukrainian autonomy. But the commission did not sit
for long. Catherine’s liberal enthusiasm soon cooled, and offering as pre-
text the need to focus on the coming war against the Turks she dissolved
the commission in 1768. A recent study describes Poletyka’s stand as fol-
lows: ‘Poletyka not only attacked the nakaz (instructions) of the Little
Russian College for violating local rights, but also attempted to prove that
its proposals were unnecessary. Why introduce some foreign model for
Ukrainian cities when they could be revitalized by reinstating the Magde-
burg law and town autonomy? The separation of military and civilian
offices could also be achieved in this way. It would be better to select wor-
thy Cossack officers with military experience. Thus Poletyka emerged as
an adamant opponent of the introduction of Russian imperial practices into
the Hetmanate’ (Kohut: 180-1).

But, to take a more critical perspective, one can note that Poletyka’s
submission questions the significantly reduced rights and privileges that
the crown intends to confirm for all the nobles of the empire. He respect-
fully notes all that his constituents have enjoyed as subjects of the Polish
kings, respectfully reminds Catherine that she and her predecessors have
reaffirmed these rights of the Ukrainians ever since Pereiaslav, and respect-
fully asks for the restoration of all that has once been theirs. Divovych, too,
complains that the Ukrainians, who have entered voluntarily into a union
with Russia and have tendered the type of faithful service to the tsars that
Prokopovych might have in mind, have been denied respect by the Rus-
sians. They have been refused recognition as a distinct, substantial, and
legitimate estate. The obsessive concern of both men with the status owed
their group serves as a pitiful reminder of the Russian flouting of Ukrainian
expectations and aspirations. But the restriction of their vision to a small
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elite should also be clear: the exclusive promotion of the interests of their
own class blinded them or made them callously indifferent to the fact that
the benefits and freedoms they sought would be paid for in the unjust
exploitation of the lower orders of society. Moreover, by asking the sover-
eign to restore the superior status once bestowed on them and by re-
minding others that their superiority had been granted from above, the
Ukrainians acknowledged their depéndence on a royal favour which could
be as easily withdrawn as extended. They could no longer uphold the polit-
ical image that Orlyk had projected half a century earlier, the image of a
powerful, self-sufficient, and self-confident group willing to stand opposed
to the Russians.

One of the promising students at the still-prestigious Mohyla Academy
in Kiev, and for a time a member of the court choir in St Petersburg, was
Hryhorii Skovoroda. Unlike many of his countrymen who sought service
in Russia, Skovoroda remained in his native land, though as a young man
he travelled in Western Europe. He chose to be a tutor to various Ukrain-
ian families, travelled a great deal in the Left Bank (beginning in the seven-
teenth century, Ukraine’s position on the Dnieper [Ukr.: Dnipro] River
gave rise to the commonly used terms Left Bank and Right Bank), and
stayed with friends at their estates.

Hryhorii Skovoroda’s philosophy is very much a part of the Ukrainian
intellectual tradition. In a sense it is a philosophy of ‘other-worldliness.’
‘Skovoroda’s image and concept of the world was motionless and ahistori-
cal. Time did not exist or was to be disregarded’ (Shevelov: 273). Historical
upheavals of his time found no reflection in his work, and he referred to
worldly events as ‘pure rubbish’ (samaia drian). In his philosophy exist-
ence consists of two ‘natures’ (the visible and the invisible) and three
‘worlds’ (the macrocosm, the microcosm, and the symbolic world of the
Bible). The purpose of life is self-knowledge and congenial work. Sko-
voroda’s ideal was non-attachment and indeed withdrawal from the world.
And this saintly, wandering philosopher exemplified his moral precepts in
his own life.

On the one hand, Skovoroda’s teachings may be looked at in the light of
the strong monastic tradition in Ukraine. On the other, they may be seen as
reflecting an attitude of non-involvement (‘my home stands apart’ — moia
khata skrain) common among many Ukrainians. It may be argued that
Skovoroda had little to contribute to the main issues of Ukrainian intellec-
tual history: the relation of Ukraine to Russia, the Ukrainian national iden-
tity, and so on. But his example in influencing others to turn from the
political to the personal, from the social to the spiritual, from the outer,
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public arena to the inner, private life as the source of all that is relevant was
significant nonetheless. Everything that in the eyes of the world had
marked an individual, a group, or a nation as successful or unsuccessful was
now seen as worthless, for only what transpired within - psychological,
moral, spiritual illumination and growth — was considered valuable and
creative. But the spirit of this Ukrainian Socrates and his search for spiri-
tual and human rather than national values exerted a strong influence in
Ukraine for many decades. Panteleimon Kulish, a major nineteenth-
century writer, was attracted to Skovoroda; Pamfil Iurkevych, a professor
of philosophy in Kiev, was a follower of Skovoroda; and a Soviet Ukrain-
1an poet, Pavlo Tychyna, wrote a long poem about him. The philosophical
teachings of Skovoroda also have affinities with the religious writings of
Gogol and, more recently, with the writings of Dmytro Chyzhevsky
(1894-1977), the author of a book in German on Skovoroda and of a his-
tory of Ukrainian philosophy and a study of the evolution of Ukrainian lit-
erature.

When Romanticism swept from West to East, the new current not only
helped to restore the severed link between Ukraine and Europe but also
began to bridge the chasm between the masses and the educated elites,
which had widened and deepened in the eighteenth century. Of immense
impact was the revolutionary reimaging of the shapes of nations, of the
importance of culture, and of the future evolution of both. Under the influ-
ence of Herder, the older view of what constituted a nation — established
geographical boundaries, a firmly entrenched political system, sovereignty
over people, and independence — was altered if not replaced by newer atti-
tudes and insights. Now, a nation was regarded as an ethnic community of
people who shared the same instincts, habits, desires and fears, expectations
and values, all of which rested upon and sprang from the solid foundation
of a common set of laws, a shared religion, and, especially, a common lan-
guage spoken by the folk masses and recognized by the educated class as
their native tongue, even if they normally employed the more artificial and
foreign-influenced language of high society, of the court, and of fashion-
able art.

The urge to establish the presence of a Ukrainian community and to
promote its significant achievements turned the Ukrainian elite’s attention
to the past, and they began to search out and then display the political and
cultural legacy of distant and not so distant eras. Legends, chronicles, and
quasi-historical accounts of the former might and glory of Kievan Rus’ as
well as of the time of the Cossack Sich and the Hetmanate state revived the
humiliated and disheartened Ukrainian nobility. Istoriia Rusov, probably
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written in the second decade of the nineteenth century and distributed
fairly widely in manuscript form in the 1820s before it was first published
in 1846, idealized the Cossack era in order to project an image of Ukrainian
history that would show it to be as impressive as Russian history and, at
the same time, quite distinct from the history of its overwhelmingly pow-
erful neighbour.

The author of Istoriia Rusov remains unknown; some scholars think
there may have been more than one author. Throughout the nineteenth
century this ‘historical pamphlet’ exerted a great influence on the Ukrain-
ian intelligentsia, for it expressed a yearning for national independence and
set forth certain ethical principles as intrinsic to the country and its people.
According to Oleksander Ohloblyn, a prominent authority on Istoriia
Rusov, ‘the political principles alone would be insufficient to give the book
permanent value, to make it a spirited expression of the Ukrainian national
idea. Its chief power lies in its lofty ethical concepts, in the union of its
political and moral principles” (Ohloblyn: 390). The author, in the tradition
of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment, holds truth, justice, and reason
to be the ultimate values. All peoples are free to defend themselves, and no
tyranny is permissible; and the Russian government is singled out as
responsible for ‘serfdom and slavery.” Though much of the account targets
the Poles as the major foe of the Ukrainians and the work in general pre-
sents Bohdan Khmelnytsky as its hero, the selection in which Mazepa
reveals and justifies his alliance with Poland and, especially, Sweden against
Russia unobtrusively but unmistakably foregrounds the skill and intelli-
gence of the hetman and thus his awareness of the grave threat posed by the
Russians.

Quoting some passages from Istoriia Rusov, the American scholar Pri-
tsak points out that its authors ‘regarded the past of their native land as that
of an independent Western European nation, which as a sovereign state had
secured its neutrality through political alliances with its neighbours and by
international treaties’ (Pritsak: 251). The work’s picture of the past is not
characterized by historical accuracy, as is indicated by the the presence of
hagiographical formulas and other literary conventions from the old
chronicles in the account of Khmelnytsky’s death. The silence in the work
on the lack of support for Mazepa’s wise strategy among rank-and-file
Cossacks and the peasantry, whose religion bound them with Russia rather
than Poland, is another indication of general inaccuracy as well as a mani-
festation of less attractive eighteenth-century atutudes and values, particu-
larly, the notion of the importance of great leaders and powerful officer
cliques. Yet the book was not read as a history of the Cossack wars, but as
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the bearer of a message, a work preserving historical memory and the ideal
of national unity and freedom. The remarkable fact that Istoriia Rusov was
allowed to circulate freely even before its publication suggests that ideas of
Ukrainian independence were not taken seriously by the confident Russian
masters.

Romanticism not only enlarged and rejuvenated the literary languages
of Ukraine and Russia but also stimulated interest in folk literature.
Ukraine was a particularly rich reservoir of folk treasures, and Ukrainian
nobles and intellectuals, together with non-Ukrainian academics, devoted
much time and effort to ethnographic study - to describing the unique hab-
its, customs, and beliefs of the common folk and to compiling and publish-
ing collections of folklore and of other products of the folk imagination.
Various impulses were behind this interest in the folk, ranging from a
deeply felt need to give witness to a way of life threatened with extinction
under the historical onslaught of a new Russian wave of history to a more
optimistic faith in the possibility of renewal from below rather than from
above, a faith that gave rise to a new, populist ideology in which the people
(narod) and its mores and art were held to be emblematic of humanity.
Whether they saw the future as bringing extinction or revival, many think-
ing Ukrainians, even Russianized Ukrainians, were drawn back to their
roots. One of these intellectuals was Nikolai Gogol, or, in Ukrainian,
Mykola Hohol, whose letters reveal a deep longing to return to Ukrainian
cities and villages and to the culture of the masses, which are seen as incom-
parably richer and more diverse than Russian centres and than the culture
of Russia’s educated and sophisticated society.

Gogol’s ‘two souls’ (dvoedushie, to use Gogol’s own word) is well
attested by his biographers. Born and educated in Ukraine, the son of a
man who wrote simple comedies in Ukrainian, Gogol made a literary
career in Russia and abroad. His prose style is considered seminal for mod-
ern Russian literature. Gogol depicts Russia in dark and sombre colours,
but his early short stories based on Ukrainian folklore are full of humour
and gaiety. Underneath the surface, however, he detects the pettiness of life
— a theme more prominent in his later works dealing with Russian life. As
an outsider in Russia who eagerly sought and eventually found complete
acceptance, he was in a position favourable for observing and commenting.
A moralist and a conservative at heart, Gogol was a Romantic artist, most
gifted in the realms of fantasy, the grotesque, and humour. His achieve-
ments in these realms, not his ideas, are his greatest contribution to litera-
ture.

Both Gogol’s philosophy and his art have a strong Ukrainian colouring,
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and excerpts from his early letters, reprinted here, show his deep attach-
ment to his native Ukraine. Later in life, however, this bond weakened,
and, unlike his contemporary Shevchenko, he never expressed a belief in an
independent Ukrainian literature and culture. Essentially, Gogol remained
a ‘Little Russian.” Recently, scholars in Ukraine have attempted to claim
Gogol as a Ukrainian writer and point to his ‘service’ to Russia. One,
Larysa Masenko, writes: “There is no truth in the desire to make out of
Gogol a banner of the indestructible unity of Ukraine and Russia. The
example of Gogol shows how clearly an age-long forced rule over the lan-
guage of an oppressed people led to a narrowing of its cultural scope, and
prevented a greart talent from having a proper ground for growth, forcing
him to work for an imperial culture. Gogol became a great Russian writer,
but his tragic split, the deep contradictions in his national consciousness,
became the main cause of his spiritual exhaustion and led to a crisis in his
creative work and an unnmely death’ (Literaturna Ukraina 23 [1992])

Not only the situation in present-day Ukraine but also a new, revision-
ist approach to national literatures everywhere makes it more likely that
writers who resort to using the language of a dominant culture will no
longer be associated exclusively or primarily with that culture. The most
striking example is the large body of literature written in English which is
regarded by many as Irish. It is not inconceivable that future histories of
Ukrainian literature (George Grabowicz has already started such a revi-
sion) will include not only Gogol but Kapnist and Korolenko. The multi-
national imperial culture of the former Russian-controlled empire may be
divided into its constituent parts, like the empire itself.

Ukrainian Romantics were not just writing poetry. In 1845 a group of
Ukrainians conceived of a secret society, the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and
Methodius, with a political objective. The prime mover of the society was
the young historian Mykola Kostomarov, a friend of Taras Shevchenko
and Panteleimon Kulish, with whom he associated closely in Kiev. Without
these three men the Ukrainian revival of the 1840s would not have taken
place.

Kostomarov’s Books of the Genesis of the Ukrainian People is a very dif-
ferent work from Istoriia Rusov, although some affinity is evident in the
tone of the work and its reliance on Christian ethics. More attuned to the
populist direction of Romantic thought than its predecessor, the Books
publicized the main ideas of the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius
and laid out its vision of the past and of the future. In Kostomarov’s read-
ing of history, the Slavs in pagan times were undifferentiated and lived in
peace with one another in egalitarian social and political configurations
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(‘with neither king nor master’). After their conversion to Christianity the
course of history changed. Civil conflict divided the once-united group; the
“Tatar Yoke’ corrupted its victims, especially the Russians, who soon began
to imitate their former oppressors; and the uncritical adoption of European
feudal and hierarchical institutions and systems led many of the Western
Slavs to betray their native democratic traditions. In more modern times
the Cossack host was organized to restore the ancient ways, first in their
Sich stronghold and later in all parts of Ukraine. The Cossacks also saw
themselves, in Kostomarov’s interpretation, as defenders of the Orthodox
faith, and their deep religious commitment tempered their militarism. Pre-
ferring a life of Christian virtue to one of power, they were restrained by
their faith from helping to liberate Poland and Russia. Eventually, ceaseless
Polish oppression of the Ukrainian people and persecution of the Cossacks
provoked a Cossack uprising and, later, when the vanquished Poles refused
to negotiate an honourable peace, a Ukrainian treaty with the ruler of Mos-
cow. But the vicumization of Ukraine did not end with the treaty of
Pereiaslav (1654), for the Russian protectors soon joined with the Poles and
partitioned Ukraine. The Cossacks’ struggle against the division of their
country was unsuccessful, but the ancient Slavic ideals of brotherhood and
equality which the Cossack host had represented and embodied could not
be extinguished. ‘“The voice of Ukraine,” Kostomarov asserted, ‘was not
stilled’ and cannot be silenced in the future. Ukraine will rise from its grave
to remind all oppressed Slavic peoples of their common, idyllic past, to
inspire them to overthrow despotic regimes, and to urge them to form a
loose federation of self-governing republics.

Kostomarov’s pamphlet also shows the strong influence of Adam
Mickiewicz’s Ksiggi narodu polskiego i Ksiegi pielgrzymstwa polskiego
(Books of the Polish Nation and Books of the Polish Pilgrimage, 1832), the
bible of Polish messianism. Recently, Czestaw Milosz found Mickiewicz’s
work ‘embarrassing reading’ (Kultura 9 [1991]). But for the small circle
forming the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius, Kostomarov’s work
exercised a powerful appeal. In the guise of history it propagated the idea
of a Slavic federation with an autonomous Ukraine. The concluding sen-
tence of the Books — “Then all the peoples, pointing to the place on the map
where Ukraine will be delineated, will say: Behold, the stone that the build-
ers rejected has become the cornerstone’ - has frequently been quoted,
especially recently.

Kostomarov’s Books is the first modern Ukrainian political program. It
goes beyond the ideal of more cultural autonomy to speak of a Ukrainian
republic in a Slavic federation. In spite of the fact that the work was unpub-
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lished and in its day remained known to only a few, and in spite of the
arrest and exile of the members of the Brotherhood in 1847, the resonance
of the program they espoused was to be heard for more than a century.

Another unpublished document of the 1840s is Taras Shevchenko’s pref-
ace to his planned new edition of Kobzar (The Minstrel). This archival piece
is, apart from his letters, the only specimen of Shevchenko’s Ukrainian
prose and bears the marks of a first draft. Yet the ideas expressed are impor-
tant for an understanding of the new age. First, Shevchenko voices his great
sorrow at the dearth of Ukrainian publications. He hopes that Ukrainian
writers will not be intimidated by a few Russian critics who want them to
write in Russian. The most outspoken of these critics was Vissarion Belin-
sky, who, adamantly opposed to contemporary Ukrainian writers’ using
their own language, attacked the Ukrainian almanac Lastivka (The Swal-
low), which contained a contribution by Shevchenko. Belinsky insisted that
the Ukrainian literary language was a shallow, impoverished medium fit
only for peasants and folkloristic works and thus was incapable of express-
ing the complexity of modern life. The better-developed and more sophis-
ticated Russian literary language could express that complexity.

Yet more than Belinsky’s blatant snobbery and patronizing linguistic
imperialism draw Shevchenko’s ire, for he also sees obstacles to the evolu-
tion of a Ukrainian literary tradition closer to home, roadblocks placed by
Ukrainian writers rather than Russian critics. He criticizes the first work of
modern Ukrainian literature, Ivan Kotliarevsky’s Eneida, as ‘mere ridicule
in the Muscovite vein,” and he attacks later writers for creating nothing but
exotic, picturesque, and sentimental scenes filled with peasant yokels
speaking quaintly and simple-mindedly. Such stereotypical situations,
characters, and language betray the writers’ distance from their source
material, total ignorance of the impressive achievements of folk poetry -
Shevchenko offers the ancient Ukrainian dumy as a source for literary
inspiration — and insensitivity to the sufferings, past and present, of their
people, which must not, Shevchenko urges, pass unmarked. But he pleads
with his countrymen to continue writing in Ukrainian rather than Russian.
Although there are few exemplars (he belittles writers like Hryhorii
Kvitka-Osnovianenko and Petro Hulak-Artemovsky), Shevchenko insists
that Ukrainian literature is vital and offers a poem by Oleksandra Psiol as a
model worth following.

Allin all, this was a radical view of both the past and the present state of
Ukrainian literature. Shevchenko, as a Romantic, yearned for something
new and inspiring. His plea for an independent, vibrant Ukrainian litera-
ture was not the only issue of concern. In the 1840s he wrote several longer



Introduction 15

political poems in which he attacked the tsar and the Russian domination
of Ukraine. Shevchenko the poet was closely allied to Shevchenko the
prophet. His ‘message is conveyed eloquently, with great intensity. The
human individual is the center of Shevchenko’s philosophy, but he tri-
umphs only as a part of a new and just national and social order ...
The complexities of human existence are resolved within the apocalyptic
vision of the future when “the day of truth will dawn.” The secret of
Shevchenko’s appeal to the Ukrainian reader was and still is because his
message remained unfulfilled. The great test of his poetry will come when
Ukraine becomes a sovereign nation’ (Luckyj 1: 190).

These words, written in 1971, underline the unusual importance and the
nature of Shevchenko’s contribution to Ukrainian intellectual history.
Today his message is no longer an unfulfilled wish. Mykola Markevych
(1804~60), a Ukrainian historian and poet who wrote in Russian, was ten
years younger than Shevchenko. In a private letter written in the 1830s he
claimed that ‘the fatherland (otechestvo) is higher than the native land
(rodina); the latter is merely a part of the former; but he whose soul has no
native land has no fatherland either.” This was the attitude of many edu-
cated Ukrainians. The native land was Ukraine, the fatherland was Russia.
The two were indissoluble. Shevchenko was the first for whom the Russian
term otechestvo, which he regarded as signifying tsarist oppression, became
one of opprobrium (cf. the poem “The Dream,” 1844). Ukraine (Ukr.: bat-
kivshchyna) was his sole parent. Yet for most people in nineteenth-century
Ukraine, Markevych’s dual concept was more acceptable.

Panteleimon Kulish was a close friend of Taras Shevchenko. Both were
members of the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius, and both were
arrested in 1847. Kulish, like Shevchenko, defended himself with dignity
during the interrogation by General Dubbelt. But the sentence he received
(exile to Tula for three years) struck him as heavy and unjust. He implored
Dubbelt to forgive his errors and became a classic ‘penitent dissident.” A
conformist and law-abiding citizen by nature, Kulish tried, during his exile,
to curry favour with his Russian jailers. After his release he stayed in St
Petersburg for some time, trying to re-enter literary life. Later, he acquired
a kbutir (homestead) in Ukraine and, for a time, was friendly with Sergei
Aksakov. He wrote the first biography of Gogol (1856) and published a
valuable collection of folklore, Zapiski 0 iuzhnoi Rusi (Notes on South-
ern Rus’, 1857). In the same year he finally published a novel written in
Ukrainian a decade before, Chorna rada (The Black Council), in his own
Russian translation. It is the epilogue to the latter work that is included in
this collection.
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The ‘Epilogue’ contains both a strong plea for an independent Ukrain-
1an literature and words of praise for Gogol, who wrote in Russian on
Ukraimian topics. Kulish’s soberly and closely argued linguistic and literary
case, not always convincing to the modern reader, was probably intended
to allay the anxious suspicions of Russian intellectuals about Ukrainian
separation that in the mid-1850s swept away much of their earlier sympa-
thy for Ukrainian national aspirations. Yet he does counter effectively the
claims of Polish scholars and ethnographers that the language of Ukraine
was a variant of Polish, mirroring the reality of Polish domination after the
collapse of Kievan Rus’. He also takes on fellow Ukrainians so anxious to
curry favour with their masters that they proclaim Ukrainian to be a dialect
of Russian. But just as unacceptable to Kulish as those who belittle the lan-
guage and its literary creations are the superpatriots who inordinately
praise only native linguistic and literary accomplishments and turn a blind
eye to foreign influences and successes. Kulish’s common sense suspects
that the extreme positions, be they sceptical or chauvinistic, limit the possi-
bilities for honest self-exploration and knowledge as well as for creative
self-expression, and waste the opportunity for progressive change.

In a foreshadowing here of his later, post-Romantic view of Ukraine’s
political ‘insignificance’ and singular literary achievement, Kulish first
announces that for both the Russians and the Ukrainians a giant step for-
ward, morally as well as culturally, has been prompted by the prose of
Nikolai Gogol. Writing in Russian and thus able to reach two audiences,
Gogol turned the attention of his Russian readers to the beauty and poetry
of the land and people to the south, and inspired his educated countrymen
to look more critically at the documents and literary monuments con-
structing the image and meaning of their historical past. The thirst for his-
torical research can all too easily be slaked by antiquarian delving. Hence
Kulish makes a quick transition from the past to the present with a strong
demand for more literature written in Ukrainian. He wants arusts to allow
the simplest people to speak in their own voices and to reveal their deepest,
strongest psychological traits and moral strengths, everything that has
proved immune to the blight of their material existence. Nothing written in
any other language, no matter how close its linguistic tie to Ukraiman,
could convey adequately the rich colour, the emotional strength, the reli-
gious fervour, and the moral purity of the masses.

Kulish could not mention the exiled Shevchenko’s name, and his praise
of Ukraine’s greatest contemporary poet is daring and unexpected. In the
three paragraphs devoted to the poet considered a criminal by many Rus-
sians, Kulish lists plainly the superior qualities of his poetry. Whereas other
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writers described movingly the hardships suffered by the people, Shev-
chenko denounced the crimes committed against them and celebrated an
apocalyptic future; whereas others glorified the endurance of the victims in
maintaining their stability, Shevchenko illuminated the greater complexity
and ambiguity of their inner experiences and of their actual responses to
brutality and injustice. The uncanny ability of Shevchenko’s verse to move
both Ukrainian and Russian readers was, doubtless, intimately bound up
with its powerful content, yet the impact was heightened by the language
of his poetry. This language the poet had received from his predecessors
but had deliberately and creatively altered, so that what he bequeathed to
his successors was a language more flexible and resourceful and capacious
than the one he inherited. The language he created was, according to Ku-
lish, Shevchenko’s greatest contribution, and it was a contribution made
not just to his own culture, which no longer had to look to Russia for a
means for artistic self-expression. Russians too were somehow drawn to
and moved by Shevchenko’s language. In the sounds and phrases and lines
of his poetic works they were reminded of the ancient family resemblances
among East Slavic languages, they rediscovered the core of their own liter-
ary language, shorn of the non-native excrescences accumulated over the
past few hundred years, and once again they took pride in the expressive
range of their native tongue.

It is interesting to note that Shevchenko expressed his appreciation of
the ‘Epilogue’ in a letter to Kulish written on § December 1857. ‘Your epi-
logue has turned out,” he wrote, ‘to be very judicious (rozumny), except
that you swing in my direction a great deal of sweet-smelling incense, so
much of it that I almost suffocated.” But the last word suggests the possible
irony of Shevchenko’s response to Kulish’s essay. The main thrust of the
‘Epilogue’ is not so much literary as political, and the essay is representa-
tive of the view of the later, post-Romantic Kulish, who was convinced that
Ukraine’s political ‘insignificance’ should not induce those who lament or
gloat over its impotence to relegate the country to the ashcan of history. Its
insignificance is counterbalanced by a cultural vitality and activity directly
proportional to its autonomy. Through their culture, especially their singu-
lar literary achievements, Ukrainians are working for the well-being of all
within their range and thereby contributing to the most important of
labours, the enrichment and elevation of people, the unity of Ukraine and
Russia, and the humanization of the historical process.

Kulish’s later career hid a paradox. On the one hand, he wanted collabo-
ration with Russia. He even scolded Shevchenko’s ‘half-drunken’ muse in
his three-volume work Istoriia vossoedineniia Rusi (A History of the
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Reunification of Rus’, 1887). He railed against ‘Cossack anarchy’ and
avoided contact with Ukrainian intellectuals. On the other hand, secluded
on his kbutir, he worked tirelessly on a Ukrainian translation of the Bible
and Shakespeare’s plays. He remained a controversial figure until modern
times. In the 1920s he won the admiration of Mykola Khvylovy. Today he
has been restored to a place of honour beside Shevchenko.

A very different picture of Ukraine’s relationship with Russia from the
one drawn by Kulish is offered by Mykola Kostomarov. In his ‘Two Rus-
sian Nationalities’ Kostomarov the historian looks at and compares the
histories of Russia and Ukraine. He finds startling contrasts, especially
between the ‘preponderance of liberty’ among the Ukrainians and the ‘pre-
ponderance of communality’ among the Russians. Although Kostomarov’s
intention in part might have been to set forth what Ukraine could therefore
contribute to any union between the two peoples, his extensive description
and analysis of antithetical types make the prospect of a viable, symbiotic
relationship seem remote indeed. Whereas the Russians are characterized as
intolerant, parochial ex-slaves concentrating on grabbing the autocratic
power their former Tatar masters had relinquished, Ukrainians are pre-
sented as adventurous, cosmopolitan free spirits who value individual free-
dom and naturally incline towards federalism. The Cossacks are portrayed
as the quintessentially Ukrainian type, and even their violence, usually dis-
paraged by their critics, is justified as a reflex reaction to the outrages com-
mitted by foes who fail to live up to the Cossacks” high expectations and
stringent moral demands.

In the mind of a nineteenth-century intellectual like Kostomarov, the
all-important element distinguishing the nationalities was their oral poetry.
Here again the Ukrainians had more to offer than the Russians. To be sure,
Kostomarov’s generalizations are sweeping: “The Great Russians are defi-
cient in imagination,’ ‘they are full of prejudices,” and so on. In the sphere
of religion, the Ukrainians are more spiritual than the Russians. Kostoma-
rov also considers favourably the absence of the Russian ‘commune’ (obsh-
china) and its values in Ukraine. He writes, ‘The obligatory holding of land
in common and personal responsibility to the village commune, or mir, are
an unbearable form of slavery and injustice for the South Russian.” Kos-
tomarov extols the Ukrainian hromada (community) in contrast, though
he is prepared to admit the Ukrainians’ propensity to ‘lose their national-
ity.” It is strange and remarkable that Kostomarov’s unqualified elevation
of Ukraine over Russia could have been published in Russia.

The clear superiority revealed in almost all categories might be dis-
missed as ludicrously chauvinistic if one failed to appreciate Kostomarov’s
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study as an exercise in Romantic myth-making and self-compensation for
the actual powerlessness of his compatriots and, more subtly and signifi-
cantly, as an illumination of deeply felt deficiencies in the national charac-
ter. The Ukrainians are not as ideal as they may seem; they lack the
Russians’ ‘spirit of organization.” Thus, while it is theoretically possible for
Kostomarov to offer some subliminal hope that the two peoples can inter-
act profitably, with each tempering the flaws and excesses of the other, the
distance pictured in this essay between the unimaginative collectivism of
the Russians and the fanciful anarchism of the Ukrainians is too vast for
any piously wished consummation of their union.

Kostomarov’s contribution to Ukrainian intellectual history continued.
In the thirty-fourth issue of the journal Kolokol (The Bell), published in
London on 1§ January 1859, Alexander Herzen wrote in an article on Rus-
sia and Poland that ‘Ukraine must be recognized as a free and independent
country.” The émigré Herzen, whom Isaiah Berlin regards as ‘the most
arresting Russian political writer in the nineteenth century’ (Berlin: 186),
was the rare Russian intellectual who acknowledged Ukraine’s historical
right to an independent existence. This comment by Herzen prompted
Kostomarov to write a long letter to him, which Herzen published on
15 January 1860. After thanking Herzen for his sympathy for Ukraine,
Kostomarov discussed Ukrainian history and admitted that the Ukrainians
had failed to develop their own ruling class. However, the common people
in Ukraine were neither Russian nor Polish and deserved to have a country
of their own. Kostomarov gave an account of Russia’s abolition of Cossack
autonomy and described the unenviable conditions in which Ukrainian
peasants and intellectuals had lived during the eighteenth century and con-
tinued to endure in the nineteenth century. He dwelt on the arrest of the
Cyrillo-Methodians in 1847 and on his own exile. He ended by pleading
for Ukrainian linguistic and cultural rights and some form of autonomy,
one which would not, however, result in the severing of ties with Russia.

Written in Russian, Kostomarov’s letter was the first example of Ukrain-
ian protest heard in Western Europe, if one disregards the earlier political
activity of the Orlyks. A few years later Mykhailo Drahomanov would
make such protest a trend by publishing a Ukrainian journal in Geneva.
That Herzen printed Kostomarov’s letter is noteworthy given the almost
totally negative attitude to Ukraine among Russian intellectuals in the sec-
ond half of the nineteenth century. To be sure, the Russian radical critics
Nikolai Chernyshevsky and Nikolai Dobroliubov praised the work of the
writers Marko Vovchok and Taras Shevchenko. But the right to an inde-
pendent literature was the only right they granted to Ukrainians. Herzen,
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therefore, remains a true exception in his acknowledgement of Ukraine’s
separate history.

Kostomarov is most important in Ukrainian intellectual history as the
founder of the populist school of historiography. His general views,
springing from a conviction that the people (narod) were the makers of
history, were later taken over by the historians Volodymyr Antonovych
(1834-1908) and Mykhailo Hrushevsky. Essentially, Ukrainian historical
populism was rooted in a belief in the values of the Ukrainian peasant
community, which was characterized by a love of freedom and democ-
racy. But after their return from exile, Kostomarov and other members of
the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius also inspired a number of
younger Ukrainians to dedicated toil for the welfare of the peasantry.
These young adherents of Ukrainophilism (Ukrainofilstvo), the term
coined by the Russians and accepted later by some Ukrainians in the sec-
ond half of the nineteenth century to designate the desire to cling to the
Ukrainian language, customs, and culture, had no organization of their
own but worked through the so-called Kiev Hromada, a circle of the
intelligentsia dominated by university students. Their mission was to
combat illiteracy and to raise Ukrainian consciousness through a network
of Sunday schools and reading clubs. At first, the government authorities
did not interfere with the Hromada’s activities, but in the later 1870s
came intense official opposition, including police surveillance of the
Ukrainophiles — even though they were politically and ideologically pro-
Russian - that eased only towards the end of the century. This pressure,
coupled with the aging that dampens the ardour of most people, cooled
the once-intense passion for Ukraine. In 1882 Kostomarov published an
article, “The Goals of Ukrainophilism,” in which he took a very moderate
position. The Ukrainians, he argued, were still made up mainly of coun-
tryfolk and must struggle for recognition. Although Kostomarov sup-
ported the Ukrainophiles’ goal of the full development of the Ukrainian
language, he advised that the work of such development be undertaken
slowly, methodically, and from the bottom up. He saw no point in Ku-
lish’s translation of Shakespeare into Ukrainian, since Ukrainians could
read the plays in Russian.

Ukrainian populism as an intellectual current must be viewed as distinct
from Russian populism, even though many Ukrainians (V. Debahorii-
Mokrievych, M. Kybalchych, and S. Perovska, for example) took part in
Russian populist organizations. In Russia, populism was partly messianic
and allied to Slavophilism and partly inclined to socialist and radical solu-
tions for Russia. The movement towards ‘going to the people’ was wide-
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spread. Russian populists created revolutionary organizations such as Land
and Freedom (Zemlia i volia, 1876) and The People’s Will (Narodnaia
volia, 1879), the latter being a terrorist organization responsible for the
assassination of Tsar Alexander II in 1881. Ukrainian populists, on the
other hand, shied away from radicalism and terrorism (although some
Ukrainians, such as Andrii Zheliabov, were members of The People’s Will)
and formed their own separate organizations (for example, The Taras
Brotherhood, or Bratstvo Tarasivtsiv). Ukrainian populism had strong
adherents among writers (such as I. Nechui-Levytsky). In general, Ukrain-
ian populists stressed national enlightenment, while Russian populists
focused on social action. On the whole, in Eastern Ukraine the debates
between the conservative and radical wings of the populists (rarodnyky)
were mild, whereas in Galicia the populists (narodovtsi) fought bitterly
against the conservative Moscophiles.

Ukrainians were not attracted to political extremism because through-
out the nineteenth century the majority of them in the Russian Empire
regarded themselves as Little Russians. Kateryna Kersten, a sister of the
Cyrillo-Methodian Opanas Markovych, wrote to him:

I love Ukraine because I grew up here and I am bound to it by sacred memories. I
love its way of life because there is much poetry in it. I love its speech, jargon du
peuple, o which I have listened since my childhood. I love its sad melodious songs,
which abound in something that stirs my heart. But this Jove of Little Russia does
not blind me to the degree that I could call its past life independent.

... By patriotism I understand love of all the people and of the state, not of a sin-
gle province.

The tsar appreciated her sentiments so much that he sent her a gift of a
thousand rubles. The loyalty of other Little Russians was taken for
granted.

It 1s a curious fact that not one of them, to our knowledge, wrote an
articulate statement of the Russophile Little Russian position. There were
prominent Galician Moscophiles, mentioned above, but they were mar-
ginal and represented a region of Ukraine which received some support
from Moscow. Otherwise, the sentiment of loyalty to Russia remained
widespread but hidden. Rarely did Little Russians praise ‘Mother Russia’
openly, and such praise was left to prominent Russian intellectuals (Peter
B. Struve, for example), who expressed it by attacking the Ukrainian
movement. A politically coloured denunciation was made by a Russian,
S. Shchegolev, in the fat volume Ukrainskoe dvizhenie kak sovremenny
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etap iuzhnorusskogo separatizma (The Ukrainian Movement as a Contem-
porary Stage of South-Russian Separatism), published in 1912 in Kiev.

As well as Ukrainian activists such as Shevchenko, Kulish, and Kos-
tomarov, many scholars dedicated primarily to their disciplines lived in
Ukraine. Theirs too must be considered voices that defined and refined
Ukrainian consciousness. Pamfil Iurkevych was educated at the Kievan
Theological Academy, where he became a professor. An erudite philoso-
pher of the idealist school, he developed his own theory of the ‘heart’ and
in this respect bears some resemblance to Kierkegaard, whose works, pub-
lished earlier, were unknown to him. His ‘philosophy of the heart’ also
makes him akin to Skovoroda. Iurkevych was the teacher of the influential
Russian religious thinker and poet Vladimir Solov’év, who stressed the sig-
nificance of his mentor’s non-Russian origin, a point noted later by
Chyzhevsky: ‘lurkevych’s world outlook was akin to the philosophic cur-
rents prevalent on Ukrainian soil ... One can say that some of its features
(some elements of his teaching about the ‘heart,” the idea of a holistic phi-
losophy) are typical of the Ukrainian outlook’ (Chyzhevsky: 154).

In the excerpt translated here Iurkevych’s argument is directed against
Chernyshevsky’s materialism and the utilitarianism that provided the
foundation on which much contemporary Russian radical thought came to
rest. The vigorous questioning of rational egoism and its cavalier dismissal
of the spiritual dimension of all life may recall to some readers Dosto-
evsky’s examination of similar issues in Notes from Underground and other
works written late in the 1860s. But Iurkevych’s attempt to describe human
feelings that transcend an individual’s immediate, personal concerns, feel-
ings that are higher and greater than the protection and prolongation of
existence, is impressive for its rigour and clarity of presentation. In his
rebuttal Chernyshevsky dismissed Iurkevych’s critique and compared it to
‘the work of a seminarian, insisting that he was not interested in what
Iurkevych was saying. Iurkevych’s writings were banned in the Soviet
Union, and he was derided as the founder of a new idealist philosophy.

A scholar of a very different orientation from Kostomarov or Iurkevych
was Mykhailo Drahomanov. He began his academic career as a lecturer at
Kiev University, where he taught mostly ancient history. At that time (the
late 1860s) he was also active in the so-called Stara Hromada (Old Commu-
nity), engaging in what the official critics regarded as Ukrainian separatism.
Attacked in the Russian press, Drahomanov was forced to leave Kiev Uni-
versity in 1875. His dismissal coincided with other anti-Ukrainian meas-
ures enacted by the government, notably the so-called Ems ukase (decree)
of May 1876, which banned publications in Ukrainian: The ukase was insti-
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gated by an ethnic Ukrainian, Mikhail Iuzefovich, a government official
whom Shevchenko once called ‘a traitor.”

The Stara Hromada conceived a plan by which Drahomanov would be
sent to Western Europe to become an ‘ambassador’ for the Ukrainian
cause. With the organization’s financial support guaranteed, Drahomanov
left for Switzerland in 1876 and remained there for the next thirteen years.
Two years later, the first issue of a Ukrainian ‘thick’ magazine, Hromada
(Community), appeared in Geneva. Altogether, five issues of the journal
appeared, in 1877, 1879, and 1882. An attempt to make the journal into a
bimonthly failed. Further financial support from Ukraine was sporadic,
and Drahomanov had to struggle with many difficulties, to the point where
his health was impaired. In 1889 he took up a university appointment in
Sofia, Bulgaria, where he continued working and writing until his death in
July 1895.

Drahomanov, who like Herzen never returned home from abroad, was
the first prominent modern Ukrainian émigré. His flair for languages and
his awareness of and sensitivity to Western European developments
enabled him to do much to acquaint the West with Ukraine. He also wrote
several major works on Ukrainian history, literature, and folklore, in
which he displayed a broad-mindedness and erudition hitherto unknown
in Ukrainian scholarship. As a political theorist, Drahomanov was a demo-
cratic socialist, the spiritual father of the Galician Radical Party and of the
search for an alternative to Russian socialism. In the words of Mykhailo
Hrushevsky, Drahomanov’s years abroad ‘constituted an epoch in Ukrain-
ian life.” The best authority on Drahomanov in the West, Ivan L. Rud-
nytsky, wrote that Drahomanov declared himself ‘in favour of evolutionary
and gradual methods’ (Rudnytsky: 265). He was an enemy of extremism
and did not believe in an independent Ukrainian state. The weakness of the
Ukrainian national movement and the general international situation were
against such a development. In this Drahomanov agreed with other non-
socialist members of Stara Hromada (such as V. Antonovych).

In “The Lost Epoch’ Drahomanov the historian analyses Russia’s rule
over Ukraine and concludes that ‘Russian despotism gradually brought
about the destruction of Ukraine’s freedom.” As a patriot Drahomanov
wanted to raise his country to the level of development of the advanced
Western European nations. His goal and the strategies he devised were not
as extreme as those dreamed of by the solitary visionary Shevchenko, yet
they were still too radical for most of his peers, schooled by their experi-
ences and those of the preceding generation of the intelligentsia to fear
Russian reprisals against those with national aspirations and to rationalize
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Russian dominance in Ukraine. Drahomanov fearlessly opposed all who
would placate or accommodate Russia, all who were so impressed or
depressed by its past, present, and projected future growth that they came
to view Russia’s power, influence, and movement through history as
indomitable and progressive. The most that many of his contemporaries
could suggest was for Ukraine to tie its wagon to the Russian engine and
attempt to harness that engine’s power to work for the good of all the pas-
sengers. A close look at the two hundred years since Pereiaslav, however,
was sufficient to shatter all such myopic hopes. Federation with other
Slavic peoples was still essential to the survival and flourishing of the
Ukrainians, but this end could not be achieved in a union dominated by a
single centralized, despotic country.

Drahomanov wanted to escape from the vicious circle of the past cen-
turies, during which Russia had undermined the development of its
Ukrainian colony by encouraging only the worst features of the revered
Cossack tradition. In his indictment of the Cossacks, more scathing than
those of most of his predecessors, Drahomanov scorned the elite’s neglect
of the masses they led and their consistent sacrificing of the people’s inter-
ests in order to retain their own privileges and to preserve the power of an
equally uncaring church establishment. Even fiercer than Drahomanov’s
anticlericalism was his castigation of the Cossacks’ wilful ignorance of the
needs and concerns of Ukrainians, some of them even Cossacks, living out-
side the areas of Cossack domination.

Drahomanov was undoubtedly impressed by the Khlopomany (Peasant-
lovers) movement led by Volodymyr Antonovych. In the 1850s and 1860s
this group of young populists descended from the Polonized nobility
engaged in educational and cultural work among the peasants in Right-
Bank Ukraine. Perhaps inspired by their compassionate help of the poor
and uneducated, Drahomanov argued that the old horizons of national
consciousness had to be extended to include all parts of Ukraine. The intel-
ligentsia had to become more sensitive to the plight of all nationals, no mat-
ter where they lived, and then confront and solve their most immediate
problems. Only after all had cooperated in tackling the grinding poverty
and the illiteracy that devastated the lives of so many and precluded the
prospect of change, could the intelligentsia proceed to larger, more complex
political and national issues.

In the second piece presented here, Drahomanov the- political theorist
outlines his program for the constitution of a reconstructed Russian
Empire. “The most distinctive feature of Drahomanov’s draft constitution
was that (as in the constitutions of the United States and of Switzerland)
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the number of states (regions) were to have a sphere of competence inviola-
ble by the federal government ... What Drahomanov proposed here was ...
the division of sovereignty between the federal union and the regions’
(Rudnytsky: 244). These regions Drahomanov, without judging solely by
ethnicity, geography, or hegemony, carved out of long-established nations
and out of areas to which there were conflicting historical claims. He was
soon made to feel the excoriating censure of nationalists of all stripes — not
that their commendation had ever been his goal, since as a socialist he was
openly disdainful of exclusiveness and eager to praise any solidarity forged
between classes, between different parts of a country, and between groups
in different countries. Drahomanov was remembered in both Western
Ukraine, for which he showed great concern, and Eastern Ukraine as a
constitutional liberal, a persuasive critic of imperialism, and a scholar of
international stature.

An important contribution to the present anthology is a brief discussion
of denationalization by the internationally known Ukrainian linguist Olek-
sander Potebnia. Just as Drahomanov argued against the centralization of
power in Russian hands, so Potebnia took on the linguists who favoured
the adoption of Russian by all non-Russian speakers. Many people believed
that the development of so-called national minorities in the empire would
be senselessly retarded if they were to agree with nationalistic arguments
against accepting the language of the dominant, the wealthiest, and the most
cultivated nation. Potebnia, however, pointedly insists on the irreparable
damage that would result if the linguists, no matter how well-intentioned,
were in charge. Children taught in a language other than their own, bureau-
crats required to function in another language, and writers compelled to
create in another language would begin to regard themselves in the way
their language was regarded by the linguists, as inferior and primitive. The
undermining of their psychological stability and the sapping of their moral
strength would be accomplished all too neatly and non-violently. And how
then could their progress be encouraged? Potebnia also elaborates on the
unforeseen dangers to the dominant language. Linguistic unity, if realiz-
able, would prove unfortunate to Russian, since the fire and force of the
language, without the opportunity to interact with other active languages
and dialects, would be starved rather than fed. If not totally extinguished,
the dominant language would be altered in unpredictable ways, since
speakers forced to abandon their own language would eventually introduce
unanticipated changes into their adopted language. Indeed, the farther Rus-
sia spread its linguistic tentacles, the greater the likelihood that it could not
sustain its power or its character.
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Potebnia was no political or cultural activist, and he avoided politics
after two of his brothers died fighting on the side of the rebels in the Polish
uprising of 1863. Yet there are many indications from the people who
knew Potebnia that he was at one time a fervent Ukrainian patriot. He
published studies of Ukrainian folk-songs. His poetics influenced Russian
symbolist poets. Dmitrii N. Ovsianiko-Kulikovsky (1853-1920) notes in
his memoirs that Potebnia stopped believing in the effectiveness of the
Ukrainian movement in Russia. Many others too lost their faith as a result
of constant oppression.

Because many Ukrainian intellectuals were principally concerned with
the relations between Ukraine and Russia, and also for reasons of space,
some well-known figures have been omitted from the anthology. They
include the economist Mykhailo Tuhan-Baranovsky (1865-1919), the soci-
ologist Maksym Kovalevsky (1851-1916) — both of whom, like Potebnia,
wrote occasionally on Ukrainian topics but contributed mainly to the
imperial culture of Russia — Serhii Podolynsky (1850-91), a socialist to the
left of Drahomanov, and Volodymyr Antonovych, whose important Moia
ispoved (My Confession, 1862), because of its polemics, would have
required massive annotation.

The nineteenth-century Ukrainian prose writers were mostly populists.
Lacking political parties and subject to the surveillance of all social and cul-
tural activities by the authorities, they resorted to propagating their views
in their novels and short stories. Because of the ban on Ukrainian publi-
cations on the Left Bank, their works often appeared in Austrian-held
Galicia. Among these writers were Ivan Nechui-Levytsky and Borys
Hrinchenko. Their literary works were mediocre, but some of their ideas,
expressed in pamphlets, reflect the mood of the times. After years of
shoring up the rickety bridge between their two cultures and countries,
Ukrainian thinkers could no longer believe in and publicly testify to the
value of a close relationship with Russia. Following the Ems ukase they
abandoned the intellectual contortions involved in such an attempt to
affirm the unaffirmable. Though at first Nechui-Levytsky, Hrinchenko,
and others had no real alternative to propose, they insisted that their fellow
Ukrainians turn away from Russia.

Ivan Nechui-Levytsky was a popular novelist of the realist school. In
some of his novels he created the figures of young Ukrainian intellectuals
of a populist persuasion and with markedly anti-Russian attitudes. In 1891
he published in Lviv, which was then in Austria-Hungary, a lengthy trea-
tse entitled Ukrainstvo na literaturnykh pozvakh z Moskovshchynoin
(Ukrainianism’s Literary Summons against Muscovitism), in which his
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main thesis was that Russian literature had hindered the development of
Ukrainian literature. It is a rambling work which at one point discusses
Chinese and Oriental literature. The passage included in this collection
underlines the author’s conviction that the Russians can offer nothing but
years of intensified Russification, during which the oppressed will feel on
their backs and in their souls the intolerance of Russians towards all who
neither share nor endorse their thoughts, actions, and beliefs. Also worthy
of note is the blame Nechui-Levytsky casts on Ukrainians for their docile
acceptance of the treatment visited on them by their occupiers.

Borys Hrinchenko was another realist novelist and the compiler of the
first large Ukrainian dictionary. In the piece reprinted here, he presents
himself as the ordinary, unscholarly type of Ukrainian who believes his
country has a right to an independent existence. Lashing out at what he
calls the ‘Moscophilism’ of the older generation, Hrinchenko directs his ire
against Panteleimon Kulish, who argued in favour of Ukrainian-Russian
collaboration. Especially galling were Kulish’s muckraking assessment of
the Cossacks and his assumption that Ukraine could turn away from the
lawlessness of the past only if it found inspiration in the elevated culture
and modern practices of statehood belonging to Russia. Hrinchenko’s
defence of the Ukrainian cause shows the vehemence of his response to the
‘unconvincing arguments of Kulish and to those ‘Ukrainophile’ populists
who ‘believed that it was possible to be committed simultaneously to their
“narrower” Ukrainian homeland and to the broader all-Russian society’
(Subtelny 2: 284). His spirited attack is a sample of a kind of polemics that
generally went unreported.

Ukrainian cultural life in Galicia, under Austrian rule, was flourishing in
comparison to that in the Russian-dominated part of the country. Ukraini-
ans in Galicia, who were usually called Ruthenians (rusyny), had the right
to be educated in Ukrainian, to publish books and periodicals in Ukrainian,
to organize reading clubs open to everybody, and to use Ukrainian in the
courts and in government offices. And in the 1860s, Ukrainians began to
participate in the political process by sending representatives to the provin-
cial assembly in Lviv and to the national parliament in Vienna. While Mos-
cow’s autocratic regime stifled libertarian aspirations and the development
of political trends and parties, the constitutional monarchy of Vienna pro-
moted these manifestations of a national culture. Intellectually more alert
and mature, Western Ukraine remains even today the source of a lively
current of Occidental thought in Ukraine.

Not all obstacles to progress in Galicia could be overcome easily. The
peasants could not surmount the overcrowded living conditions and pov-
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erty; they could only escape from them, by emigrating or finding seasonal
employment elsewhere. And the more privileged, better-educated groups
split into factions, divided by clashing views of their identity and social,
political, or cultural priorities. Some chose to ally themselves with Russia.
Others, like Stepan Kachala, were drawn to Poland because of the histori-
cal involvement of that country with Ukraine. Ukrainian-Polish relations,
which have recently been re-examined by Polish scholars, occupy far less
space in this book than do Ukrainian-Russian relations, but the short
excerpt from Kachala’s book presents both the Ukrainians’ grievances
against the Poles and their desire to find accommodation with them. The
final Galician group, represented here by Ivan Franko, was committed to
Ukrainian nationalism; its goal was to work on behalf of a separate and dis-
tinct Ukrainian nation, which was at that time still divided and under for-
eign domination.

Ivan Franko is usually regarded as the second-greatest Ukrainian writer,
after Shevchenko. The son of a blacksmith in Galicta, he studied at Lviv
University. Early in his youth he became politically active among the Gali-
cian radicals. He was arrested several times for inciting the peasants to
rebellion. He corresponded with Drahomanov and became an ardent
socialist. He belonged to various groups and circles, ranging from populist
to radical revolutionary. His early poetry is marked by revolutionary fer-
vour, and some of his prose depicts conditions among the working class.
For a time he collaborated as a journalist on several Polish newspapers.
Along with Drahomanov, Franko founded the Ukrainian Radical Party in
Galicia and, later, the National Democratic Party, but eventually he dis-
agreed with his mentor over the latter’s belief in a Ukrainian-Russian
union. In 1893 Franko defended a doctoral dissertation at Vienna Univer-
sity, but his political reputation prevented his being granted an academic
appointment in Lviv. Franko was well acquainted with the writings of
Marx and Engels, whom he criticized. After 1894 he began a close collabo-
ration with Mykhailo Hrushevsky in the Shevchenko Scientific Society in
Lviv and was the de facto editor of Literaturno-naunkovy vistnyk (The Lit-
erary and Scientific Herald), which became the most prominent journal in
Ukraine. After 1908 his health deteriorated. His funeral in Lviv in 1916
turned into a popular demonstration.

Franko left many poetic, prose, and dramatic works, and his scholarly
activity was prodigious. His collected works amount to fifty volumes. He
was an extremely gifted journalist, a keen political theorist and activist, and
a creative artist of the first rank. His impact on his contemporaries was
immense, and his later reputation in both Western and Eastern Ukraine
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was never questioned. In the short piece printed here, which he wrote in
1900, Franko sees national factors as predominating over economic and
social factors. Unlike Drahomanov, he believes that the people will be lib-
erated from poverty if they stress political independence over economic
growth. Attentive to the seductive argument of contemporary positivism
that benefits from the entrepreneurial success of the middle and upper
classes pass down to the people at large, he finds this early version of
‘trickle-down economics’ seriously flawed. Even in the Ukrainian context
it is clear that the prosperous few, those Franko calls ‘domestic tycoons,’
are so preoccupied with enriching themselves amid the stability their posi-
tivist ideology has constructed that they show no concern for the general
good of their country. An economic restructuring is needed in Ukraine but
will occur only when the exploiters, foreign as well as domestic, are
removed. But this purge depends upon an upsurge of interest in and sup-
port for vaster, more intangible dreams of nationhood and independence,
and a concomitant decline in smaller, more practical and pragmatic projects
aimed squarely at raising the standard of living. It is small wonder that the
Soviet authorities later banned this piece, which also demonstrates
Franko’s vigorous journalistic style and keen insight into the history and
character of Ukraine.

Notwithstanding the tsarist government’s restrictive policies, the first
Ukrainian political party, the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party (RUP), was
established in 1900 in Kharkiv. Most of its members were students who
were admirers of the young Ukrainian lawyer Mykola Mikhnovsky. At
their request he wrote a tract, Samostiina Ukraina (An Independent
Ukraine), in the form of a speech. The work is full of demands for political
independence made on historical and legal grounds. Drawing on the per-
spective of modern legal scholarship and the contemporary understand-
ing of international law, Mikhnovsky read the treaty of Pereiaslav as a
contract-agreement signed by two separate, independent nations which
later was abrogated by the unauthorized activities of one of the signatories.
When Ukraine entered into the compact with Russia, it was a country nei-
ther conquered by Russia nor acquired by diplomatic means; Khmelnytsky
sought and was willing to pay for Russia’s protection, and had no intention
~ as the Russians so long had insisted - that his country become subject to
the tsar. The consequent degradation and exploitation of Ukraine was the
result not of a voluntary surrender of rights guaranteed in the treaty - a
formal renunciation never occurred - but of the Russians’ wilful disregard
of their treaty obligations. Faced with such a mockery of justice and law,
the Ukrainians would be justified in annulling the treaty and restoring their
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independence. But they are criminally prevented from acting on their legal
right. In fact, the Russians, like the devil quoting scripture, argue legalisti-
cally against the right of the Ukrainians even to complain about what has
befallen them and their country.

Although Mikhnovsky’s brochure proved too radical for RUP, it did
reflect a radicalization among the intelligentsia at the beginning of the
twentieth century, a process Mikhnovsky wanted to encourage. Speaking
to the young, he expressed his delight and surprise at the emergence of a
new, dynamic, and idealistic generation of concerned Ukrainians from a
mass that evidently had not shared the demoralization of the old intelligen-
tsia. To avoid the unenviable fate of the old, the young were urged to aban-
don their vision of the past, a limited vision the exhaustion of which was
guaranteed by the inability of fathers to accept the new ideas and programs
of their children. The young, therefore, ought to feel no obligation to their
elders, to those who preferred to identify themselves as Ukrainophiles
rather than Ukrainians. Instead, they ought to stand up for a free, united,
and independent country of their own and commit themselves to a long
and bitter struggle towards that end. Mikhnovsky’s rousing conclusion, in
which he rallies his young warriors for the rigours ahead, could perhaps
also have been intended to deal with one major problem among the youth,
the seductive drawing power of the activism of Russian revolutionary
groups. One way of stemming the possible haemorrhage of support among
the students who dreamed of a life of action was to devise a program of
political change so drastic and substantial and desirable that the prospect of
the years of intense dedication, labour, and sacrifice needed for success
would appeal to them.

In the course of time RUP moved away from the idea of national inde-
pendence, and it transformed itself into the Ukrainian Social Democratic
Labour Party. In 1900 Mikhnovsky’s brochure was printed in Lviv, in
Galicia, where he was often called the ‘father of Ukrainian nationalism,’
despite the fact that the Galician Iulian Bachynsky had laid a claim to that
title five years earlier. “‘With regard to the separatist conceprt, its earliest lit-
erary expressions are to be found in the pamphlets Ukraina irredenta by
Iulian Bachynsky and An Independent Ukraine by Mykola Mikhnovsky.
Starting from different premises, each author reached the idea of Ukrain-
ian statehood independently. Bachynsky employed economic arguments
within a Marxist frame of reference, while Mikhnovsky reasoned from his-
torical and legal standpoints’ (Rudnytsky: 391).

Not all the younger generation answered the call to pledge themselves
above all to the Ukrainian cause. Bohdan Kistiakovsky, the grandson of a
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village priest and the son of a jurist and professor of criminal law at Kiev
University, followed in the footsteps of his distinguished father in his sig-
nificant service to both Russian and Ukrainian intellectual history. Repre-
sentative of the growing but still numerically weak Ukrainian intelligentsia,
he and his father were driven for many reasons to participate in a culture
not their own —and for them the significance and high level of achievement
of Russian culture was as important as the rewards for high performance in
it — but were also stirred to explore the roots of Ukrainian language, feel-
ing, and thought and to encourage others in the schools, the professions,
and the arts to establish the distinctiveness that so long had been denied
them. Neither father nor son supported any extreme form of nationalism,
but both were strong advocates of Ukrainian cultural autonomy.

Bohdan Kistiakovsky dallied briefly with Marxism, but he had rejected
it by the end of the nineteenth century, when he was completing his educa-
tion in Germany. Many scholars and thinkers, including Max Weber,
found his work impressive, but an academic career seemed closed to him,
for the Russian authorities could not forgive him his youthful commitment
and sent his wife into exile for her political activities. After returning to
Germany, Kistiakovsky joined with Peter B. Struve in editing the liberal
Russian émigré journal Osvobozhdenie (Liberation) and in working for
constitutionalism in the Russian Empire, a goal that later led him to join
the Russian Constitutional Democratic Party. Liberal reform in Russia
would, he originally hoped, spur on Ukrainian cultural independence as
well as the growth in number and self-confidence of an elite that would
direct the intellectual life of Ukraine. His ultimate disappointment with
Russian liberalism is perhaps adumbrated in the polemic in which Kistia-
kovsky criticized his friend and colleague Struve for a Russian chauvinism
intolerant of Ukrainian and Belo-russian linguistic, artistic, and cultural
aspirations. Struve predicted that the stature of Russia, the new country he
saw rising from the ashes of a failed imperialist policy, would be unalter-
ably diminished were its cultural unity to be undermined by nationalist
movements. The single culture had to be an all-Russian culture, a position
Kistiakovsky politely but firmly demolished by reminding his liberal
friend that Russian language and culture had been and continued to be
forcibly imposed and by predicting, as Potebnia had before him, the disas-
trous consequences of its continued imposition. Kistiakovsky’s arguments,
as well as those to which he responded, still resonate today, and not just in
Eastern Europe.

The beginning of the new century saw great changes in Russia. The 1905
revolution brought political reforms. In Ukraine, censorship was abolished
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and political activity resumed. In Ukrainian literature modernism success-
fully challenged realism and populism. Increasingly, the winds of change
from Western Europe reached Ukraine. The Ukrainian language, which in
1903 in Kiev, according to Ievhen Chykalenko, was spoken at home by
only eight families belonging to the intelligentsia, became more widely
used. In February 1905 the Russian Academy of Sciences acknowledged
Ukrainian as a separate language. Ukrainian publications and presses mul-
tiplied. The Duma debated Ukrainian affairs.

A new generation of national leaders came to the fore led by Mykhailo
Hrushevsky, a towering figure in Ukrainian historiography and politics. A
pupil of Antonovych, he was a professor of history at Lviv University
from 1894 to 1914, although his main interest lay in Eastern Ukraine. He
published scores of articles and collections and wrote the multivolume
Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy (A History of Ukraine Rus’, 1898-1937). A product
of the populist school of historians, he developed his own broad scheme of
Ukrainian history, outlining its independent development from Kievan
Rus’ to the present.

Hrushevsky the politician was a populist liberal with socialist leanings.
In March 1917 he returned to Kiev, where he was unanimously elected the
head of the Central Rada, a representative body of Ukrainian political par-
ties at that time. He was associated with the Ukrainian Party of Socialist-
Revolutionaries, which had a majority in the Central Rada, and became a
key figure in the development of the short-lived Ukrainian People’s
Republic (1917-18) and the head of the Ukrainian government. After its
collapse he emigrated to the West, but in 1924 he returned to Soviet
Ukraine, where he continued his scholarly activity unul his exile in 1931.
He died in 1934 in Kislovodsk.

Hrushevsky’s ‘A Free Ukraine,” written after the fall of the Romanov
dynasty, when power in Russia passed into the hands of the Provisional
Government, demonstrates the liberating effect of the February Revolu-
tion on Ukrainian thought. He simply but exultantly exclaims, “There is no
longer a Ukrainian question.” No longer do Ukrainians have to seek recog-
nition for their distinct identity, or plead meekly for the basic minimum
needed to entrench their cultural differences, or labour vainly in another’s
vineyard. With the overthrow of the tsar and the collapse of the Russian
Empire the time has come for Ukrainians to act, to act boldly and deci-
sively. The time for moderate expectations has passed, and the old, modest
desires are to be replaced with the extreme demands and radical prospects
that hope for the future so often generates. And Ukrainian leaders, with
their fingers on the racing pulse of a people exhilarated by the revolution-
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ary pace of events, must project the country’s new image of self-confidence
and self-reliance. Without waiting for the Russian Provisional Government
to decide the fate of their country, they must proclaim not just the auton-
omy of Ukraine but its sovereignty, and must present a realistic plan for
the future operation of their new state. If they fail to announce forthrightly
their status as a state within ‘a democratic Russian republic’ and are slow to
begin setting in place governing bodies and procedures, then all the closet
imperialists in the Provisional Government - and even the most liberal
Russian, in Hrushevsky’s eyes, was first and foremost a Russian centralist -
will join with their less masked colleagues to doubt the sincerity of their
rebellious Little Russian brothers and to question the practicality of any
plan of theirs that allows for anything more than limited self-rule. These
centralists, Hrushevsky bluntly states, must be made to realize that the
only alternative to statehood Ukrainians are willing to consider is separa-
tion and total independence.

The final section of his article addresses an issue no leader or thinker
before Hrushevsky had dared to formulate plainly or had needed to face
squarely: the place of minorities in a free Ukraine. “The defenders of Ukrain-
ian nationality will be no nationalists’ is the statement with which he
assures others that Russian intolerance will not be replaced by Ukrainian
chauvinism. Minorities will have the right to cultural and national self-
determination, and in return they ought to support the Ukrainian bid for a
broadly autonomous state and not obstruct the effort or remain neutral
observers. But Hrushevsky is quick to point out that the rule of law will
prevail in the new Ukraine and will protect everyone from being forced to
support the Ukrainian cause or from being punished for failing to supportit.
The new laws will guarantee rights the lawmakers themselves had so long
been denied. To contravene these laws would be both morally wrong and,
given the Ukrainians’ attempts to win sympathy and support from all
enlightened nations, tactically stupid.

Hrushevsky explains in the second selection why he must solicit vig-
orously the support of other ethnic groups. Much of the support for
Ukrainian nationalism was in the countryside; in all the major urban and
industrial centres outside Austrian-controlled Western Ukraine the popu-
lation was predominantly non-Ukrainian. Their lack of sympathy for and,
at times, open hostility towards the idea of a Ukrainian state had to be con-
fronted. The Russians living in Ukraine are therefore told by Hrushevsky
not to doubt the Ukrainians’ national intentions, but are also given time to
decide whether to leave the country or to become citizens of the new
Ukraine. The Jews, unlike the Russians, will neither leave nor assimilate,
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but Hrushevsky explains why it is in their best interest to support the
Ukrainian cause. Only if they accept all the responsibilities of citizenship
will they enjoy full equality and thereby win a free hand in preserving and
developing their culture and nationality.

Because the Jews too must be given time to decide their future, Hru-
shevsky denounces publicly the anti-Semitism that once again has surfaced
in his country. He also informs the Jewish minority how to contribute to
defusing the animosity and sporadic violence that has for centuries marked
the relationship between them and the Ukrainians. Jewish prejudices
against the majority must be admitted and eliminated, and their habitual,
pragmatically driven leaning towards the richer, more influential Russians,
whom they perceive as more open-handed, must be corrected. How
the Ukrainians can help build a new understanding is not spelled out;
Hrushevsky, who had Jews in his government, only urges his fellow
Ukrainians not to blame all the Jews for the hateful actions of some Jewish
Bolsheviks. He, of course, is not directing his remarks to the majority,
which may explain why he insists the Jews understand the Ukrainian per-
spective that lays much of the blame for anti-Semitism on the attitudes and
behaviour of the Jews themselves and, during the Khmelnytsky era, on the
Poles. Yet without a more balanced, even-handed treatment that does not
inculpate the victims - something to which we are more sensitive today -
and does not minimize the responsibility of any of the parties, the impor-
tant discussion initiated by Hrushevsky was fated to generate more heat
than light. Today, fortunately, this issue is at rest.

Although the government led by Hrushevsky proclaimed independence
in January 1918, Ukraine had clung to federation even through the days of
the October Revolution of 1917. This was made clear by the proclamation
of the Third Universal on 20 November 1917. The federalist tradition
dated back to the 1840s. It had its ablest spokesman in Drahomanov, and it
had the support of most intellectuals. Thus, a major historian concludes:
‘In trying to assess the comparative influence of the federalist and separatist
alternatives in pre-revolutionary Ukrainian political thinking, one must
admit that the former was by far the more important. Not only did federal-
ism enjoy chronological priority, but its theories were more impressively
elaborated’ (Rudnytsky: 391-2). Only the whirlwind events of a revolution
would finally tip the scales in favour of independence.

The second half of 1917 passed swiftly. The federalist concept (of the
Central Rada) had already been undermined by the insincere and ambigu-
ous policy of the Russian Provisional Government towards Ukraine. Then
Bolshevik aggression delivered the deathblow to this traditional Ukrainian
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ideology. Hrushevsky called this great upheaval in Ukrainian political
thought ‘purification by fire.” Faced by the invading Red Army to the
north and the German army to the west, the Central Rada issued the
Fourth Universal on 22 January 1918, proclaiming Ukraine an independent
and sovereign republic. The government was to be the Council of People’s
Ministers. The Fourth Universal also called for new elections, immediate
peace negotiations with the Central Powers, the dissolution of the army in
favour of the militia, the ‘transfer of land to the toiling masses, without
payment,’ and state control over all banks. Some of the language (‘the toil-
ing masses,” and so on) still harkens back to doctrinaire socialism, but, as
many have pointed out, the most important sentence in the document was
this one: ‘Henceforth, the Ukrainian People’s Republic becomes an inde-
pendent, free and sovereign state of the Ukrainian people, subject to no
one.’

A few days after this proclamation Kiev fell to the Bolsheviks, and the
government of the Ukrainian People’s Republic retreated to the west. On 9
February 1918 a peace treaty between Ukraine and the Central Powers was
signed at Brest-Litovsk with the consent of the Bolsheviks. Soon after, the
Germans entered Ukraine and supported the establishment of the new
Ukrainian government of Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky. Ukrainian independ-
ence was immediately threatened, but the Fourth Universal proclaimed on 22
January 1918 had made a deep impression on the Ukrainian psyche.

A prominent leader of the Central Rada was Volodymyr Vynnychenko.
A complex personality and a leading prose writer and dramatist of the day,
he espoused the motto ‘honesty with oneself,” which did not help his activ-
ity as a politician to whom compromise was often a virtue. Standing well to
the left of Hrushevsky and Symon Petliura (see Vynnychenko’s diary, first
published in Canada in the 1980s), Vynnychenko toyed with the idea of
collaborating with the Bolsheviks. In a published letter in 1920, he praised
communism as ‘a higher harmony of the psychic and physical forces of
man, an honesty with oneself,” but his offer of collaboration was rejected
by Moscow.

A war of national liberation lasted in Ukraine until 1920. Divided
among themselves (supporting Petliura, Skoropadsky, or the anarchist
leaders Nestor Makhno, Matvii Hryhoriiv, and others) and unclear about
their war aims, Ukrainians eventually fell under Soviet rule. A large but not
decistve part in its establishment was played by the Ukrainian communists
(the Borotbists and the Bolsheviks).

After 1920, a great many Ukrainian intellectuals (among them Vynny-
chenko and Hrushevsky) emigrated to Western Ukraine and Europe. As
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before, they continued their work in exile, and their work often reflects a
different intellectual milieu from that existing under the Soviets. One of the
émigrés was Viacheslav Lypynsky. Many of the ideas of this critic of
democracy and advocate of monarchy seem impractical today, especially
after the mass destruction of the kurkuli (well-to-do peasants) in Ukraine,
who were to be a possible leading class. But his impact on Ukrainian histo-
riography and political thought was profound. “The concept of the primacy
of Ukrainian statehood as the prerequisite for the existence of the Ukrain-
1an nation was re-introduced into Ukrainian intellectual thought by
Viacheslav Lypynsky’ (Pritsak: 260). This statement by Pritsak confirms
that, after the reign of populism in nineteenth-century Ukraine, when the
peasants (narod) were the focus of attention, the concept of other ruling
classes (the Cossacks, for example, as represented in Istoriia Rusov) was
reintroduced into Ukrainian intellectual history. What precisely Lypyn-
sky’s political ideology was we learn chiefly from the splendid volume of
Harvard Ukrainian Studies (December 1985) devoted to Lypynsky, and
from the writings of Rudnytsky, who believes that Lypynsky’s value lay in
perceiving that any future Ukrainian state would have to be pluralistic,
with the leading role assigned to the agrarian or industrial classes. Lypyn-
sky, like the American longshoreman and philosopher Eric Hoffer,
distrusted intellectuals holding power. ‘Ukraine’s struggle for independ-
ence could not succeed without the support of a part of the historical
nobility’ (Rudnytsky: 450). How prophetic this insight was we can see in
contemporary developments such as the 1991 referendum on Ukrainian
independence, which was supported by Leonid Kravchuk and other
former communists who comprised the elite.

In the excerpts from Lysty (Letters) printed here, Lypynsky begins by
grappling honestly with the distance between theory and fact, between
ideal vision and actual accomplishment. He lists the various possibilities for
Ukraine’s future development presented by monarchists, socialists, Marx-
ists, and others. The visions of all these groups are theoretically valid and
viable, for they evolve logically and rationally from solid, unquestionable
premises. But no matter how impressive or inevitable the contending possi-
bilities appear, only the vision that seizes upon a body of people compelled
by non-rational, elemental forces to establish themselves as a nation and
captures their wholehearted commitment will actually emerge victorious.
In addition to an inspiriting vision, what Lypynsky calls a ‘national aristoc-
racy’ composed of one or more elite groups is needed to oversee and orga-
nize the entire process of nationalization. No impersonal philosophical
principles, historical forces, or socio-economic laws operate here. There are
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too many ethnic communities with separate territories and distinct cultures
that have never realized their national dreams because they have lacked
activist elites determined to preside over the birth of a nation and to create,
or at the very least articulate, its ethos.

Turning specifically to his native land, Lypynsky attributes the failure of
the process of nation-building to the predominance of one elite group, the
intelligentsia, who ascended prematurely and thus tragically to power after
the country was first organized by a military elite but before it could pros-
per under the sway of its agrarian elite. The noble landowners once had a
role to play but all too soon were denationalized, drawn into the orbits of
Poland and Russia, and so remained too distant psychologically and mor-
ally from their roots to promote the productive socio-economic growth
their counterparts had fostered in Europe. Yet buoyed somewhat by the
Skoropadsky Hetmanate, Lypynsky hopes for the revival of a nationally
conscious and concerned agrarian elite, widened in modern times to
include landowning peasants, and for their organization of Ukrainian soci-
ety into what he calls a ‘classocratic’ structure, that is, a traditional system
of organically related classes which help one another but also work
together harmoniously and idealistically to serve the best interests of the
nation.

The classical conservatism of Lypynsky’s thought, similar to Kulish’s
but broader, deeper, and more systematic, accounts for his high estimation
of the farming elite and the best, the most aristocratic, of their values. It
also explains why he prefers the classocratic structure to the crude, totali-
tarian rule of a few military strong men over an unorganized populace - the
latter structure he labels ‘ochlocratic.” Lypynsky also criticizes the demo-
cratic structure built by the modern intelligentsia, in which too many polit-
ical parties vie to win and retain power by placating all lobby groups with
hasty, ill-conceived compromises. Not only the ad hoc, chaotic, and unfo-
cused activity of a democratic system is deplored, but also the unfortunate
result of the modern intelligentsia’s flirtation with populism and more rad-
ical movements. Like many sober conservatives, Lypynsky predicts the
enslaving rather than liberating consequences of involvement with revolu-
tionaries, the eventual restoration of tyranny, albeit in a new guise, rather
than the inauguration of the promised and desired equality and liberty.

Another émigré was Dmytro Dontsov. Born in Eastern Ukraine,
Dontsov developed his doctrine of ‘integral nationalism’ in Lviv, under
Polish rule. He was a prolific journalist and essayist who began his career
as a writer before the revolution of 1917. He was known for his impas-
sioned style. As a political activist he moved from socialism to nationalism,
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always extremely hostile to the Russia of the past and the present. His
influence in Galicia, where he edited the literary journal Vistnyk (The Her-
ald, 1933-9), was strongest on young people. His ideas laid the philosophi-
cal underpinnings for the activity of the underground political movement
OUN (Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists). His writings were
regarded by some as fascist. The excerpt from Nationalism printed here
offers a sample of Dontsov’s militant voluntarism and commitment.

Depressed by the inability to establish a nation-state in a time of revolu-
tionary upheaval, Dontsov blamed the modern liberal intelligentsia for the
failure, like Lypynsky criticizing their faith in logic, rationality, and the
inevitable progress of civilization. But all too soon he began to elevate and
celebrate what his conservative contemporary had come to fear. Whereas
Lypynsky had castigated the liberals for not being far-sighted enough, for
not seeing the barbarity to which the violent, revolutionary sweeping away
of the past would lead, Dontsov flailed them for not practising the violence
they had theoretically accepted as necessary, for being weak and passive
rather than strong and aggressive, for lacking fervour in the nationalist
cause they espoused rather than committing themselves fanatically to vic-
tory at any price. Even though Dontsov hated with characteristic passion
all Russians and all things Russian, he held up Lenin and his Bolsheviks as
models, whose anger, lack of compassion, arrogance, and determination to
impose their ideas and programs on others should be imitated. Not just the
strength of the revolutionary radicals and their will were valued, but also
their attitude towards the people; unlike the populists of the preceding cen-
tury, who respected the masses, the new leaders of the twentieth century
saw themselves as superior to the people, as the teachers and leaders of the
masses, whom they would manipulate and even brutalize if the people
failed to profit from their harsh education and failed to accept the higher
good they were shown.

Dontsov was much admired by his readers both for his fiery political
writing and for brilliant literary profiles of Lesia Ukrainka and Mykola
Khvylovy, but his views nevertheless drew objections from some Christian
and moderate Ukrainian writers. The seductiveness of his ideas to the
politically disenchanted university students of the 1920s and 19305 was
amply demonstrated, but the disastrous implications of his fierce brand of
anti-democratic nationalism became apparent only later, when the terror
he approved to free his nation of foreign occupiers was too easily directed
against Ukrainians themselves in efforts to secure through intimidation the
political dominance of one nationalist organization over another. Con-
ceived as an answer to the communist dictatorship, Dontsov’s ideas had a
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potential for totalitarianism, and his ideology of integral nationalism drew
some sharp criticism from his contemporaries (such as Osyp Nazaruk) as
well as from later journalists in the diaspora (such as Bohdan Cymbalisty
and Mykhailo Sosnovsky). Sosnovsky’s scholarly ‘political portrait’ of
Dontsov, published in 1974, is the best account of Dontsov’s life and work.

Curiously enough, Dontsov’s style is reminiscent of that of a Soviet
Ukrainian writer, Mykola Khvylovy, with whom he often tangled in a
debate that raged in the 1920s. Khvylovy was a member of the Communist
Party as well as a strong nationalist, and this charismatic figure dominated
much of the literary life and, by implication, the political life in Soviet
Ukraine. Both his fictional and his non-fictional writings brought to an
end, unfortunately, an important phase in Ukrainian thought that had
originated in the last decades of the preceding century. Like many of the
illustrious predecessors and contemporaries praised in his pamphlets,
Khvylovy rejected the Ukrainian populist legacy, especially the pressure
placed on artists to depict the people’s way of life, to expose the people’s
most pressing needs, and to illustrate through their artistic works the
claims to national cultural distinctiveness. Khvylovy was too independent
and too radical to support the national cause by upholding tradition. He
looked forward rather than backward, wanting to renovate and revitalize
the country, to modernize its art, and to broaden the horizons of Ukrainian
thought. He urged young thinkers, artists, and activists to plunge into the
European mainstream of the twentieth century. In the West they would
find as models intelligent, civic-minded, dynamic women and men who
were impressed by the presence and power of new ideas even though the
interests of their own established groups were threatened by what the ideas
suggested and sponsored. All these European types were variants of the
Faust archetype, the perpetually unsatisfied, curtous, and searching innova-
tor whom Khvylovy wanted Ukrainians to emulate.

Khvylovy also addressed the important question of art’s function in a
revolutionary and post-revolutionary society. He opposed the parochial
approach of the communists, who spoke of art as serving the proletariat
but meant it to become a tool to inform and sway the uneducated masses. If
Ukrainian art were reduced to propaganda, then the nation would be
unable to overcome its cultural backwardness. And to the timid, who fifty
years after Kostomarov still echoed the master’s position that Ukrainians,
because of the artistic advances of their Russian brothers, need not waste
time and effort attempting to change the substance and status of what is
basically a folk culture, Khvylovy opposed the desire he sensed in his peo-
ple for total liberation; just as they have longed to become an independent
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political power, so too have they desired to reach the artistic heights
already scaled by European aruists. Nothing less than the ‘full flowering’ of
Ukrainian art was acceptable to Khvylovy, whose call for artistic quality,
originality, and modernity matched the more subdued but no less revolu-
tionary thought and practice of Panteleimon Kulish, a writer and thinker
he considered the unacknowledged bright star shining out of the dark
Ukrainian past.

His pampbhlets, parts of which appear in this collection, contributed to
the so-called Literary Discussion, which he initiated in 1925. The main
issues in this debate, the last free debate for over fifty years, were whether
art and literature should be created by the masses for the masses, and
whether art should orient itself towards Russia or the West. Khvylovy
attacked mass culture, preached cultural elitism, and called on Ukrainian
writers to turn away from Russia and towards Western Europe. In colour-
ful language he pointed out both Ukraine’s provincialism and Russia’s
desire to dominate, and advanced some highly bizarre prophecies of the
coming of an ‘Asiatic renaissance.” In his insightful introduction to the first
complete edition of Khvylovy in the West, George Y. Shevelov demon-
strates that Khvylovy was under the influence of Oswald Spengler’s cyclic
theory of history and appreciation of the Faustian spirit of Western
Europe. Shevelov also analyses Khvylovy’s style, which, in his opinion, has
something in common with the technique of the cinema. Khvylovy
advanced a new theory of ‘Romantic vitaism,” with emphasis on an experi-
mental mixture of styles. He himself continually changed tone and tech-
nique in his pamphlets and surprised the reader with a deliberate use of
Russian and foreign words. Because of the serious political implications of
his pamphlets, the Party could not tolerate his preaching the cultural and
political independence of Ukraine from Russia, and Stalin himself, in a pri-
vate letter to the first secretary of the Ukrainian Communist Party Lazar
Kaganovich, condemned Khvylovy for ‘running away from Moscow.’

Khvylovy was hounded by the official press for some time after the end
of the Literary Discussion in 1928. His recantations did not help him, espe-
cially as he continued to lead the forces of opposition to the party’s cultural
policies (in the periodical Literaturny iarmarok [Literary Fair, 1929]). His
career came to an end in May 1933, when he committed suicide as an act of
protest and defiance.

Khvylovy’s suicide was followed a few months later by the suicide of
Mykola Skrypnyk, an influential member of the Ukrainian Politburo. He
was an old Bolshevik who, though a native of Ukraine, spent most of his
time in Russia, where he played a prominent political role. In 1917, on



Introduction 41

Lenin’s orders, he went to Ukraine, where he soon took up a leading posi-
tion in the Soviet government of Ukraine. The impact, by the way, of
Lenin and the Bolsheviks on Ukrainian history and thought must be noted.
Their recognition of Soviet Ukraine as a separate republic, albeit with their
own puppet government, was a radical departure in Russian policy towards
Ukraine. And Lenin’s policy towards non-Russian nationalities offered an
opportunity for a spurt of growth in Ukrainian national consciousness. But
the intense discussions on the national project that began after Lenin’s
death in 1924 were crushed by Stalin a few years later.

As commissar of education Skrypnyk was responsible for the policy of
‘Ukrainianization’ sponsored by Moscow. He used his position to foil Rus-
sian influence and became a secret advocate of ‘national communism.’
The excerpts selected from his speeches reveal how much more tolerant
Skrypnyk was of opposition from outside the ranks of the Bolsheviks than
from within. Too many obstructions to the implementation of Lenin’s
national policy remained after the long discussions of and the firm resolu-
tions on the Communist Party’s role in shaping and directing the independ-
ent cultural development of Ukraine. Party discipline had to be enforced
and solidarity established, especially since the adherence to Lenin’s direc-
tion would neutralize powerful accusations from Western Ukraine and
Europe about the prolonged presence of Russification in Ukraine, where it
insidiously thrived under the assumed mask of Ukrainianization, and in key
areas of Russia, where sizeable minorities were still denied basic national
rights.

In the early 1930s, however, Moscow changed course in its policy
towards the non-Russian nationalities, and Skrypnyk came under attack. In
January 1933, Pavel Postyshev, a special emissary from Stalin, came to
supervise the communists in Ukraine. Sharp conflict soon developed
between Postyshev and Skrypnyk, who was relieved of his duties as com-
missar of education. As a protest against the new policy Skrypnyk shot
himself. He was formally ‘rehabilitated’ in the late 1950s, but his works
were never republished, even though, or perhaps because, no one more
than Skrypnyk attempted to reconcile Bolshevism with Ukrainian national
ideals.

A prominent place in Ukrainian literature and culture belongs to
women. In the 1880s, both in Russian Ukraine and, even more, in Western
Ukraine, a distinct women’s movement developed, manifest in many
women’s organizations devoted to education, day care, and the liberation
of women. Natalia Kobrynska (1851-1920), in Austrian-ruled Ukraine, is
regarded as the originator of this movement, and her feminism, influenced
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by J.S. Mill, was sometimes allied with socialism. But often engaged along
with men in the struggle for national independence, many women shunned
the policies of extreme feminism. The best statement of the position of
Ukrainian women is found in a 1934 speech by Milena Rudnytska. Looked
at from our current perspective, her words and sentiments are not startling,
yet the deep concern they express for the masses of peasant women is both
remarkable and moving.

It would be impossible to encapsulate the history of Ukraine under Sta-
lin. Suffice it to point out the many minuses as far as intellectual history is
concerned. The country was completely traumatized by Stalin’s terror, by
the man-made famine among the peasants in 1932-3, and by the wholesale
destruction of the Ukrainian intelligentsia in the 1930s. The Ukrainian
communist elite was itself decimated, and Ukraine was virtually run as a
colony from Moscow. It was no wonder, therefore, that some Ukrainian
villages greeted the invading German army in 1941 with flowers. The Ger-
mans, however, saw Ukraine as their new Lebensraum and suppressed and
exploited the population. Thereafter, Ukrainians resorted to guerrilla war-
fare.

The UPA, or Ukrainska Povstanska Armiia (Ukrainian Insurgent
Army), was first formed in Polissia in 1941 under the leadership of Taras
Borovets, who used the pseudonym Bulba. It fought both German invad-
ers and Soviet partisans. In 1943 this group was disarmed by a rival group,
which also called itself the UPA and was loyal to Stepan Bandera. The lat-
ter group was supported by the old network of the OUN (Organization of
Ukrainian Nationalists) in Western Ukraine. Some elements loyal to
Andrii Melnyk, another leading nationalist leader, joined it, and in 1944 a
chief council of liberation under the name Ukrainska Holovna Vyzvolna
Rada was formed as a political arm and controller of the UPA. In 1944 the
UPA reached an understanding with the Polish underground army (AK, or
Armija Krajowa). The military leader of the UPA was General Roman
Shukhevych, who used the nom de guerre Taras Chuprynka and who died
in battle in 1950. In the mid-1940s the UPA fought against the Germans
and Soviet partisans, and later against the re-invading Red Army. One of its
exploits was the attempted assassination of the Red Army commander
General M. Vatutin. The UPA acted as a well-developed guerrilla organiza-
tion and conducted raids against the enemy. Many divisions of the Red
Army were used in the final defeat of the UPA. The UPA also printed leaf-
lets and issued proclamations, many of them resembling the manifesto of
the OUN offered here.

The second underground document included in this collection was
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issued by the Ukrainian National Council (Ukrainska Natsionalna Rada),
formed in October 1941 in Kiev on the initiative of the OUN leader,
Andrii Melnyk. It was headed by Professor M. Velychkivsky. At the end of
1941 the Reichskomissariat banned the Ukrainian National Council, which
continued to exist underground. In April 1944 it was augmented by mem-
bers from Galicia and Transcarpathia. Note that the proclamation printed
here was co-signed by Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytsky.

Both documents reiterate a desire to see an independent Ukrainian state
— although it was a very inopportune moment in history — and both are
directed against German and Soviet rule. The activity of the UPA must be
seen against the wider background of the German invasion of Ukraine. The
Germans allowed no Ukrainian political activity. Late in 1943 they permit-
ted the formation of a military unit, the SS Galizien, under German com-
mand. This, perhaps, may be regarded as the only episode of Ukrainian
collaboration with Nazi Germany, not counting the activity of some
Ukrainian policemen executing German orders in concentration camps.
On the whole, Ukrainians remained aloof from the Nazis, and the UPA
fought against the German occupiers. Some Ukrainians hoped, rather
naively, that at the end of the war the Germans and the Western Allies
would form a common front against the Russians.

The new nationalist views are ably expounded and neatly presented in
the third document from this period, an article by Petro Poltava, a leading
member of the UPA. His principled as well as elegant statement reveals
why he was his organization’s most effective ideologist. Unfortunately
little is known about his life, and like many others he probably perished
during the Russian offensive against the Ukrainian insurgents. Another
intellectual, who died after serving in the UPA, was Iurii Lypa (1900—44), a
poet and prose writer and the author of some rather eccentric semi-histori-
cal tracts.

An important Soviet document of the post-Stalin era is printed here in
abbreviated form. It is an excerpt from the ‘theses’ of the Communist Party
on the significance of the Pereiaslav treaty of 1654. It is the best statement
of the official Russian view of Ukrainian-Russian relations since that his-
toric date. The telling but tiresome pro-Russian rhetoric begins with the
opening celebration of Pereiaslav as the inevitable reunion of peoples shar-
ing the same Russian stock and dominates the succeeding recitation and
interpretation of all historical events since 1654. Though the benefits of the
union for Russia are briefly mentioned, the leading role played by Russia in
all the great struggles and conflicts faced by both members of the fraternal
alliance is emphasized: Russia always seems to lead and to inspire Ukraine
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towards its inevitable destiny. Even the tsarist government is more often
aware of what is best for the Ukrainian people than their own leaders,
though the most magnificent of the latter, like Shevchenko, were all friends
and close allies, if not disciples, of Russian revolutionary democrats and
Marxists. In this century, of course, the Communist Party has been respon-
sible for building the Soviet system, in which inordinate opportunities for
political, economic, and cultural progress have been generously bestowed
upon Ukraine.

Perhaps it is appropriate here to summarize briefly Russia’s attitude to
Ukraine. Throughout the centuries Russia regarded Ukraine as an integral
part of its territory and culture. The Russian writer Georgii Fedotov put it
well when he wrote that Russia’s task was ‘not only to keep Ukraine in the
body of Russia, but also to absorb Ukrainian culture in Russian culture ...
to give shelter to the Little Russian tradition within the common-Russian
culture’ (Litso Rossii [1967): 290-1). This opinion of a Russian émigré was
echoed, though with a very different emphasis, by the Soviet scholar Dmi-
trii Likhachév: ‘Over the course of the centuries ... Russia and Ukraine
have formed not only a political but also a culturally dualistic union. Rus-
sian culture is meaningless without Ukrainian, as 1s Ukrainian without
Russian’ (Reflections on Russia [1991]: 74).

Ukraine occupied a prominent place in Russian literature of the early
nineteenth century. From Russian travellers (such as Shalikov, Izmailov,
and Levshin), to whom Ukraine appeared as a ‘second Italy,’ to the leading
Romantic writers (such as Ryleev and Pushkin), who noted its dedication
to freedom, Ukraine was seen as a treasure house of folklore and history.
Belinsky somewhat grudgingly praised stories written in ‘Little Russian
dialect’ but attacked the poetry of Shevchenko, while his more radical fol-
lowers Chernyshevsky and Dobroliubov had good things to say about the
Ukrainians’ ‘love of freedom.” In the second half of the century interest in
Ukraine was somewhat diminished (in the works of A. Tolstoy, Leskov,
and Chekhov, for example) but it revived in the twentieth century (in those
of Kuprin, Bunin, and Gorky). Many Soviet writers, such as Bulgakov,
Bagritsky, and Kataev, wrote about Ukraine, which once again was found
appealing for its picturesqueness and lyricism. Polish writers, by the way,
responded to the same qualities, and Ukraine was equally well represented
in Polish literature.

But this attention given to the country, its people, and its culture was of
course superficial. Much too often the short shrift Ukrainians received
from the governments of their Slavic neighbours was accepted with little or
no opposition from the most astute, sensitive, and cultured citizens of these
countries. Many writers and intellectuals used Ukraine for their own pur-
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poses, but few bothered to accord it the honest concern and rigorous exam-
ination its problems and potential demanded. Fedotov honestly admitted
Russian condescension towards Ukraine: “The awakening of Ukraine and
especially the separatist character of Ukrainophilism amazed the Russian
intelligentsia and, to the end, remained incomprehensible. First of all,
because we loved Ukraine, its land, its people, and its songs and considered
it our own. But also because we were interested to a criminally small degree
in Ukraine’s history over the past three to four centuries, during which
time it developed a nationality and culture different from that of Great
Russia’ (Rossita i svoboda [1981): 213). And the Theses of the Communist
Party certainly reveal that the highly eventful decades of this century have
had little or no impact on the traditional Russian attitude.

After the Second World War the intellectual flame of Ukraine was kept
alive in the emigration, though few would have predicted the publication
and discussion today in their homeland of the writings of such prominent
émigrés as Mykola Shlemkevych, Iurii Lavrynenko, and lurii Sherekh-
Shevelov. Our choice to represent émigré thought is the poet Ievhen Mala-
niuk. He had been an active participant in the revolution of 1917 and an
officer in Petliura’s army. After 1920 he lived mostly in Prague and War-
saw. His poetry reflected not so much nostalgia for the lost country as
anger over its loss. He was vehemently anti-Russian but also a stern critic
of the Ukrainians’ weaknesses, chief among them their political immatu-
rity, their ‘Little-Russianism.” As an essayist, Malaniuk devoted his time to
Ukraine’s cultural, political, and literary history. His comments on Soviet
Ukraine in the 1920s drew a sharp Soviet reply. As a prominent contribu-
tor of poetry to Vistnyk he was Dontsov’s follower. His style had rhetori-
cal sweep but also allowed for sharp intellectual insights. Malaniuk
eventually emigrated to the United States.

In his analysis of the Little Russian mentality Malaniuk names heredity
and environment as having given rise to what he often compares to a nox-
ious, infectious disease or a chronic illness that has incapacitated the elites
of his country for centuries. The Russified and Polonized nobilities and the
modern intelligentsia with their various ‘philisms’ all manifest the same
self-mutilating national inferiority complex. These groups have forgotten
their proud distant history, when they were confident and self-reliant and
neither submitted to others nor depended on others to decide their destiny.
For hundreds of years, with the single exception of the Mazepa era, too
many Ukrainians have capitulated not just to the demands and expectations
imposed by others but to the demands and expectations anticipated from
others. Their submission without struggle has undermined and eventually
paralysed the will and the thought of the best of the Ukrainians.
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National humiliation is bolstered in the writer’s day by the constant vul-
garization and denigration of the culture and ethos of Ukraine by Soviet
Russia and its minions. If a Ukrainian achievement cannot be mocked as
primitive or marked as quaint, then it is expropriated and proclaimed a
Russian or Soviet triumph. Malaniuk gives a lengthy list of such expropria-
tions, and goes on to say that expropriation, together with the imposition
of rigid cultural controls dictating the form and content of modern art, is
one of the means employed to marginalize the Ukrainians by transforming
them into ‘the people of Ukraine.’

Healing can begin only with courageous admission by the Ukrainians of
their debilitating psychic malady. If they no longer deny the extent and
complexity of the disease, then perhaps they will come to feel the shame
that stirred Shevchenko and even the rage ignited in him whenever he used
the word ‘Little Russian.” Only after they confront fully the slave mental-
ity imposed on them but also supported by them can they begin on the
road back to statehood, though there may be little left in their country to
claim.

The consequences of Ukraine’s age-long provincial and colonial status
have been perceptively discussed by George Grabowicz. In his view, which
offers a contemporary twist to Malaniuk’s study of Little-Russianism, ‘the
most obvious and universal (although not necessarily the most essential)
feature and consequence of the Ukrainian colonial experience is a deep-
ly ingrained sense of dependence and of derivativeness (vtorynnist)
(Grabowicz: 31). Throughout the nineteenth century there was in Ukraine
‘the virtually all-pervasive sense of dual loyalties and contexts’ (ibid.: 32).
Grabowicz faults Ukraine’s colonial status for the strength of Ukrainian
populism, which became the touchstone of all cultural and political action.
Later, in the twentieth century, ‘the conflation of provincialism and totali-
tarianism is the final and greatest trial in the Ukrainian historical experience
... Therefore, to believe that independence would turn all of this around
one would have to believe in the fairy godmother’ (ibid.: 34). The present
danger is that ‘the utter devaluation of things Ukrainian under the Soviet
system is now being replaced by their uncritical apotheosis’ (ibid.: 36).

Ivan Dziuba’s work Internatsionalizm chy rusyfikatsiia? (International-
ism or Russification?) was a document of the Ukrainian dissident move-
ment in the 1960s. It was written as a learned treatise supported with many
footnotes and was a demonstration of the gap which existed at that time in
Soviet Ukraine between Leninist theory and Brezhnevite practice. It docu-
mented the extreme centralization of power in Moscow and the Russi-
fication of Ukraine. Although never published in Ukraine, the work was
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translated into English, French, and Italian. Dziuba defended Ukraiman
national and cultural rights within the more general scope of human rights.
Today he is one of the leading intellectuals in Ukraine, where he served
until 1994 as minister of culture. Dissidents of the 1960s like Dziuba dem-
onstrated that the dissident tradition in Ukrainian thought, started by
Khvylovy in the 1920s, continued to attract the best minds among writers
and critics. But only some of the later dissidents were lucky enough to
avoid the fate of their predecessors, who perished in the purges or disap-
peared in the GULAG.

In 1989, before the collapse of the Soviet Union, a movement for recon-
struction in Ukraine, called Rukh (The Movement), was founded in Kiev.
The movement was headed by the writer Ivan Drach. The founding of
Rukh marked an important landmark in Ukrainian intellectual history. Led
mostly by writers, the movement gathered wide support and became the
mouthpiece of democratic reform. The organization’s program encom-
passed virtually every aspect of cultural, social, and economic life in
Ukraine, and addressed not just ethnic Ukrainians but all people living in
Ukraine. It had many safeguards against abuse of power and in favour of
human rights. Even after the splintering and demise of Rukh in 1992, its
program remains a most eloquent democratic document.

On 27 May 1993 the Constitutional Commission of the Ukrainian
Parliament submitted its revisions of a draft of the Constitution presented
by the country’s Supreme Council about a year earlier. After months of
discussion the experts unveiled a broad vision of Ukraine’s future, the
substance of which resembles the substance of the Rukh program. Many
of the best features of Western democracies were incorporated in the Con-
stitutional Commission’s detailed proposals for defining and protecting
individual liberties, establishing the basic rights — political, social, eco-
nomic, cultural - and duties of all citizens, legalizing private ownership and
a market economy, and describing the different functions of the separate
executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government. But the docu-
ment also reveals the inability of the Ukrainians to escape their Soviet past.
The rhetoric of the constitutional articles unfortunately recalls the preten-
tious scientism as well as the overbearing omniscience of earlier Commu-
nist pronouncements — for example, ‘Remuneration shall not be lower than
the minimum level set by the state in consultation with trade unions and
shall ensure a minimum living standard for an employee and his or her fam-
ity which corresponds to the scientifically based physiological and social-
cultural needs of the human being.” Moreover, the Soviet tendency, which
can be traced back to the Russian past, to endorse government interference
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with and control over the lives of its citizens remains apparent, as does the
Soviet tendency to make grandiose proclamations of the inalienable rights
of the people to full employment, subsidized housing and medical care,
economic bounty, ecological cleanliness, and cultural diversity. By guaran-
teeing citizens more than it can deliver, the new Constitution displays a
commendable desire to affirm the highest aspirations of the recent past, to
which most of the old Communist leaders only paid lip service. And conti-
nuity is preferable to sudden radical change and to the drastic consequences
of a complete rupture with a familiar social, economic, and political model.

Later constitutional drafts, according to the comments on the February
1996 draft submitted to the Constitutional Commission to the Supreme
Rada by Judge Bohdan A. Futey of the United States Court of Federal
Claims, support the basic commitment to human rights with considerable
discussion on negative and positive rights, although the emphasis placed on
positive rights could weaken Ukraine’s ability to protect rights in general.
Great attention is still devoted to the establishment of the executive, legisla-
tive, and judicial branches of government, but Judge Futey notes that some
‘fine tuning’ may still be needed to provide an effective system of checks
and balances, to guarantee the impartiality and independence of the judi-
ciary, and even ‘to clarify who ... has ultimate responsibility over the exec-
utive branch — the President, the Prime-Minister, or the Cabinet of
Ministers.” Many improvements over earlier drafts are noted, including the
recognition of the Supreme Court of Ukraine as the highest court of gen-
eral jurisdiction, although a separate Constitutional Court is empowered to
interpret laws and to determine whether laws and executive acts conform
with the Constitution. The articles establishing the country’s ‘symbols of
sovereignty’ — the flag, anthem, capital city, and official language of the
state — are unusual yet necessary constitutional provisions ‘given Ukraine’s
experiences in the past.” And Judge Futey concludes his remarks judi-
ciously, but with a hint of understandable and justifiable impatience, by
calling on the country to celebrate the fifth anniversary of Ukraine’s inde-
pendence by adopting a Constitution: ‘After an exhaustive drafting process,
as well as commentary on those drafts, the time has come to act.” His impa-
tience must have been shared by many Ukrainian legislators, for the Parlia-
ment did finally adopt 2 new Constitution on 28 June 1996.

The road from the Bendery Constitution to the new Constitution, rati-
fied when this volume was going to press, is winding and uneven. What
began as a desire to protect Cossack autonomy in the eighteenth century
gained a new dimension in the nineteenth century, as it grew into a move-
ment among Ukrainian intellectuals to articulate their cultural demands and
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to define their own identity as an emerging nation. For a while the develop-
ment of the literary language and of a historical consciousness were
regarded as ends sufficient in themselves. Yet soon political demands, most
of them formulated by poets and historians, propelled the intelligentsia,
who came from all corners of Ukraine, into 2 new arena, where they articu-
lated a national credo that was above regional and local loyalties. They were
still split into federalists and nationalists when the revolution of 1917 broke
out. It brought no lasting independence, and it led to the Sovietization of
the greater part of Ukraine for seven decades. Once again it was mostly the
writers who continued to debate the means and the ends of the Ukrainian
historical experience. Today, after the vote for Ukrainian independence in
December 1991, this debate continues, unhampered by the strictures of the
last seven decades. It seems that the traditional view of Ukrainian society
as consisting of Ukrainian people has given way to the concept of a multi-
national Ukraine. Perhaps this more recent concept reflects political reality
(twelve million Russians live in Ukraine today), but the old ethnocentric
concept is not yet dead (see the articles on Ukrainian nationalism today by
Leonid Pliushch and Volodymyr Kulyk in Suchasnist 3 [1993]).

Recently, in fact, much thought has been devoted to the bitter paradox
that the vision of a modern, mulunational Ukraine prolongs rather than
undermines the colonial process Soviet Russia pursued even more vigor-
ously than its imperialist predecessor. Only months ago, in the autumn of
1995, the ‘Manifesto of the Ukrainian Intelligentsia’ protested that after
five years of independence a small but entrenched pro-Russian establish-
ment continued to frustrate, if not actually to sabotage, the national dream,
disparaging all nationalists as bigoted, politically incorrect isolationists and
separatists out of tune with the expectations and demands of a post-
modern, liberalized era of coexistence and cooperation among nations. Yet
this painful, perceptive glimpse into the heart of the problem, as Mykola
Riabchuk has suggested in his response to the manifesto, ‘Ukraine without
Ukrainians?,” may undermine the national cause it defends because of the
catastrophist tone of the writing, because of its facile generalizations and
exaggerations, and because of its reiteration of tired accusations of betrayal
of the people by privileged intellectual and government cliques. The basic
complaint of the intelligentsia is certainly still valid, but what it rages
against cannot be tackled seriously and rigorously unless, Riabchuk indi-
cates, a more level-headed, clear-sighted analysis of the problem is
attempted. An awareness of the similarities between Ukraine and other
nations which the Russians do not now and never have dominated could
very well contribute to a new and more trenchant understanding of
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Ukraine’s current situation and, perhaps, to more disciplined and commit-
ted action for a renewed nationalism.

And, perhaps, this volume can contribute to the current debate by sug-
gesting the value of the rediscovery in Ukraine and elsewhere of the docu-
ments of Ukrainian intellectual history, with which many people at best are
only vaguely familiar. It is out of a re-evaluation of the past and of the
needs of the present that a new sense of Ukrainian identity will gradually
arise. There are signs that a new and sober debate on Ukrainian history and
identity has begun (see the article by Volodymyr Bazylevsky in Dnipro,
1996, 1-2). Such discussion will likely continue despite or perhaps because
of the present economic and political adversities. It will undoubtedly rein-
vigorate the centuries-old quest by supplying it with new ideas, which may
or may not hearken to the past.
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The Bendery Constitution (abridgment)

The original document of the Bendery Constitution was written in intricate
Latin. There exists also a translation into old Ukrainian. The newly elected
Hetman Pylyp Orlyk succeeded, in exile, the late Hetman Ivan Mazepa,
who had fled to the Moldavian town of Bendery (or Bender) after the
defeat of his forces and those of Charles XII at the battle of Poltava in 1709.
Orlyk, with the remnants of the Cossack starshyna (officer corps), repre-
sented a Cossack ‘government in exile.” The constitution confirms the status
of the ‘ancient Cossack nation’ and its struggle against Moscow. The Cos-
sacks, defenders of the Orthodox faith, nevertheless are guaranteed the
supremacy of a Kievan metropolitan, one independent of Moscow’s influ-
ence. Many rights of the Cossacks are provided for, and the protection of the
Swedish king is assured.

TREATY AND COVENANT OF LAWS AND LIBERTIES OF THE ZAPOROZHIAN
HOST, AGREED UPON BETWEEN HIS HIGHNESS PYLYP ORLYK, THE NEWLY
ELECTED HETMAN OF THE ZAPOROZHIAN HOST, AND THE GENERALS,
COLONELS, AND ALSO THE SAID ZAPOROZHIAN HOST, DULY PROMUL-
GATED BY BOTH SIDES AND AFFIRMED BY A FORMAL OATH IN A FREE
ELECTION BY THE SAID HETMAN AT BENDERY ON THE FIFTH DAY OF
APRIL, IN THE YEAR OF OUR LORD 1710... ‘

In the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, God glorified in
the Holy Trinity. Let it be to the eternal glory and memory of the Zapo-
rozhian Host and the Ruthenian [Rossiacae]' people.

1 The passages in brackets, some quoting the Latin original and some clarifying it, are pro-
vided by the translator.
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God, who is wondrous and unfathomable in his judgments, merciful in
forbearance, just in punishment, has ever since the beginning of this visible
world elevated some kingdoms and peoples according to his most equitable
judgment and humiliated others because of their offences and iniquities,
reduced some to slavery and liberated others, exalted some and cast down
others. In the same way, the valiant and ancient Cossack people, formerly
called Khazar, was at first exalted by immortal glory, spacious territory,
and heroic exploits which inspired fear both at sea and on land not only
among neighbouring peoples but even in the Eastern Empire, so much so
that the Eastern emperor, wishing to make lasting peace with it, joined his
son in matrimony to the daughter of the Khagan, that is to say, the Cossack
prince. Then, the same God, the most righteous judge glorified in the high-
est, chastised that Cossack people with many punishments for its multiple
iniquities and sins, degraded and humbled it, and reduced it to a state of
almost perpetual ruin. Finally, he made it subject to the Polish kingdom,
through the victorious arms of the Polish kings Boleslaw the Brave and
Stephen Bathory. But though God, unfathomable and incomprehensible in
his righteous judgments, had punished our ancestors with innumerable
calamities, he was not unceasingly angry or bearing ill will for ever, for,
wishing to restore the aforementioned Cossack people to its original free-
dom from the heavy Polish yoke, he brought forth a fervent defender
of the Orthodox religion and of the rights and liberties of our fatherland,
the valiant Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky of eternal memory, who,
with divine help, with the invincible assistance of His Most Serene
Majesty Charles X, King of Sweden, of immortal and glorious memory,
and with the support of the Crimean state and the military might of the
Zaporozhian Host, as well as through his own astute diligence, care,
labour, and magnitude of spirit, liberated the Zaporozhian Host and the
oppressed Ruthenian [Rossiaca] people from Polish servitude. He also vol-
untarily submitted himself and his people to the authority of the Muscovite
tsardom in the hope that, being of the same religious faith with us, it would
abide by the obligations contained in treaties and covenants and confirmed
by oath, and would for ever preserve inviolably under its protection the
rights and liberties of the Zaporozhian Host and the free Ruthenian [Rosst-
acam) people. However, after the death of Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky
of blessed memory, the Muscovite tsardom attempted by many ingenious
means to weaken and utterly destroy the liberties of the Zaporozhian Host
that it itself had confirmed and to place the yoke of slavery on the free
people whom it itself had never subdued by force of arms. Then, whenever
the Zaporozhian Host suffered that violence, it was forced to defend the
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integrity of its laws and liberties with its own blood and courage, with God
the avenger supporting it in defence of those laws and liberties. Finally, in
recent years, during the tenure of His Highness Hetman Ivan Mazepa of
blessed memory, the aforementioned Muscovite tsardom, intent on carry-
ing out its evil designs and repaying good with evil instead of with grau-
tude and esteem for the many loyal services the Cossacks had been forced
to perform at an utterly ruinous cost and number of losses, and for innu-
merable acts of heroism and bloody military exploits, wanted to transform
them into a regular militia, to place their towns under its sovereignty, to
destroy their rights and liberties, to eradicate the Zaporozhian Host on the
Lower Dnieper, and to extinguish its name for ever. Of the truth of all
these facts, there were and are now available general indications and docu-
mentary evidence. Then, the aforementioned Illustrious Hetman Ivan
Mazepa of blessed memory, inspired by just zeal for the integrity of the
laws of our fatherland and the liberties of the Zaporozhian Host, and burn-
ing with a fervent desire to see our fatherland and the Zaporozhian Host in
the towns and on the Lower Dnieper enjoying their liberties not only
intact but even increased and enlarged, both during the days of his het-
manate and after his death, for the sake of the eternal memory of his name,
placed himself under the invincible protection of His Most Serene and
Mighty Majesty Charles XII, King of Sweden, who, guided by a special act
of divine providence, turned with his armies into Ukraine. Thus, he fol-
lowed in the fotsteps of his predecessor, the most valiant Bohdan Khmel-
nytsky of blessed memory, who, receiving no lesser help in his designs to
deflect Polish military power, reached an agreement and came to a meeting
of minds concerning military plans with the Most Serene King of Sweden
Charles X, the namesake and grandfather of His Royal Majesty, in order to
liberate his fatherland from the Polish servitude then oppressing it. And
although God’s unfathomable judgments not only did not fulfil the late
Hetman’s ardent desire, owing to the unfavourable turn of military for-
tunes, but also subjected the Hetman himself, here at Bendery, to the laws
of mortality, the Zaporozhian Host, orphaned after the death of its fore-
most commander-in-chief, without abandoning its desire for freedom, and
placing its firm confidence in God’s help, in the protection of the Most
Serene and Mighty King of Sweden, and in its just cause, which was always
wont to triumph, decided, in order to further it and to improve the military
administration, through the council of general officers and with the
approval of our Most Serene Protector, His Royal Majesty the King of
Sweden, to elect a new hetman and to set the time of the election and the
place suitable for this electoral act near Bendery, where they had convened
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for the public council with their leader, Chief Ataman Konstantyn Hordi-
enko. Then all, without any dissent, with their generals, their officers, and
the envoys sent by the Zaporozhian Host in the Sich, in accordance with
old customs and ancient laws, elected in a free vote as their hetman His
Grace Pylyp Orlyk, worthy of that dignified position, and able, with
divine help, with the support of His Royal Majesty the King of Sweden,
and with his keen intelligence and knowledge gained by experience, to
shoulder the office of the hetman, burdensome and dangerous as it is in the
present confused state of affairs, to take solicitous care of the public affairs
of our fatherland, to consult, guide, and direct. Since, however, some of the
former hetmans, attached to the despotic Muscovite tsardom, had dared to
usurp absolute power, beyond the limits of reasonableness and law,
thereby violating ancient rights and liberties of the Zaporozhian Host and
imposing heavy burdens on the common people, we, the general officers
present here, and we, the Chief Ataman with the Zaporozhian Host, in
order to prevent such lawlessness, especially at this most opportune time
for such an action, when the Zaporozhian Host for no other reason has
sought the protection of His Royal Majesty the King of Sweden, and now
is abiding by it steadfastly and unwaveringly merely for the purpose of
restoring and promoting its suppressed rights and liberties, have entered
into an agreement and decided with the newly elected Hetman, His Excel-
lency Pylyp Orlyk, not only that His Excellency, during what we trust will
be his auspicious tenure as Hetman, should observe inviolably the treaty
and covenant expressed in the following articles, which he has affirmed by
his oath, but also that they should be unchangeably observed and preserved
by his successors, the future hetmans of the Zaporozhian Host. They are as
follows:

I

Whereas among the three theological virtues faith is the first, one should in
this first article deal with the Orthodox faith of the Eastern confession,
with which the valiant Cossack people was enlightened under the rule of
Khazar princes by the Apostolic See of Constantinople, and to which it has
remained unwaveringly faithful then and now, without straying from it to
any alien religion. It is no secret that Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky of glo-
rious memory, with the Zaporozhian Host, took up arms and began a just
war against the Polish Commonwealth for no other reason (apart from
rights and liberties) except their Orthodox faith, which had been forced as
a result of various encumbrances placed on it by the Polish authorities into
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union with the Roman church. Similarly, after the alien new Roman reli-
gion had been eradicated from our fatherland, he, with the said Zapo-
rozhian Host and Ruthenian [Rossiaca) people, sought and submitted him-
self to the protection of the Muscovite tsardom for no other reason than
that it shared the same Orthodox religion. Therefore, if God our Lord,
strong and mighty in battle, should assist the victorious armies of His
Royal Majesty the King of Sweden to liberate our fatherland from the
Muscovite yoke of slavery, the present newly elected Hetman will be
bound by duty and put under obligation to take special care that no alien
religion is introduced into our Ruthenian [Rossiacam] fatherland. Should
one, however, appear anywhere, either secretly or openly, he will be bound
to extirpate it through his authority, not allow it to be preached or dissem-
inated, and not permit any dissenters, most of all the adherents of deceitful
Judaism, to live in Ukraine, and will be bound to make every possible
effort that only the Orthodox faith of the Eastern confession, under obedi-
ence to the Holy Apostolic See of Constantinople, be established firmly for
ever and be allowed to expand and to flourish, like a rose among thorns,
among the neighbouring countries following alien religions, for the greater
glory of God, the building of churches, and the instruction of Ruthenian
[Rossiacis] sons in the liberal arts. And for the greater authority of the
Kievan metropolitan see, which is foremost in Little Russia {Parva Rossial,
and for a more efficient administration of spiritual matters, His Grace the
Hetman should, after the liberation of our fatherland from the Muscovite
yoke, obtain from the Apostolic See of Constantinople the original power
of an exarch in order thereby to renew relationship with and filial obedi-
ence to the aforementioned Apostolic See of Constantinople, from which it
was privileged to have been enlightened in the holy Catholic faith by the
preaching of the Gospel.

II

Since every state exists and is made stable through the inviolability and
integrity of its borders, it will be the duty of His Grace the Hetman to
endeavour and take care to the best of his ability to ensure, whenever nec-
essary during the negotiations for a [peace] treaty by His Majesty the King
of Sweden, that Little Russia [Parva Rossia], our fatherland, will remain
within the borders confirmed by the treaties of the Polish Commonwealth,
the Sublime Ottoman Porte, and the Muscovite tsardom, especially the ter-
ritory extending to the river Sluch, which was ceded, restored for ever,
and confirmed by treaties in the possession of the Hetmanate and the
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Zaporozhian Host under the rule of Bohdan Khmelnytsky. He should also
entreat His Royal Majesty, his most gracious lord, guardian, defender, and
protector, not to permit anyone to violate or appropriate not only our
rights and liberties but also our ancestral borders. In additton, it will be the
duty of His Grace the Hetman to obtain, after (we trust) a successful end of
the war, such a treaty and guarantee of security from His Majesty the King
of Sweden that His Majesty and his successors, the Most Serene Kings of
Sweden, will enjoy in perpetuity the title of protectors of Ukraine
[Ucraina] and indeed remain as such for the future defence of our father-
land and for the preservation of its integrity in rights, privileges, and bor-
ders. It will equally be the duty of His Grace the Hetman to petition His
Royal Majesty to attach to the treaties concluded by His Majesty with the
Muscovite tsardom the provision both that our prisoners who are now
residing in the Muscovite tsardom be set free after the end of the war and
that just compensation be made for all the war damages suffered by
Ukraine. His Grace the Hetman also should especially entreat His Royal
Majesty, and make efforts to this end, that our prisoners in His Majesty’s
kingdom be set free and allowed to return to their fatherland.

III

Whereas the people formerly known as the Khazars and later called Cos-
sacks trace their genealogical origin to the powerful and invincible Goths,
and, moreover, whereas the laws of friendly neighbourhood connect and
join together that Cossack people by the deepest ties of affectionate affin-
ity to the Crimean state, with which the Zaporozhian Host many a time
entered into military alliances, and from which it obtained assistance for
the protection of its fatherland and its liberties, His Grace the Hetman
shall endeavour, as far as is possible at present, to renew through his
envoys to His Most Serene Highness the Khan the old brotherhood and
military alliance with the Crimean state and to confirm perpetual friend-
ship, so that the neighbouring countries, taking note of it, will not dare
to strive to subjugate Ukraine or inflict any harm on it. And after the end
of the war, when, with God’s help and blessing, the peace prevails which
we desire and which will be favourable to us and the newly elected Het-
man establishes himself in his residence, he shall exert all his strength and
discerning diligence, and be obliged by the duty of his office, to ensure
that the alliance and fraternity with the Crimean state will not be in the
least damaged or violated by unrestrained and frivolous people on our
side, who, being accustomed to wrongdoing, are not ashamed to break
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and violate either the laws of neighbourhood and friendship or the cove-
nants of peace.

v

The Zaporozhian Host on the Lower Dnieper, which won immortal glory
through its innumerable heroic exploits on land and at sea, was also
rewarded with generous privileges and grants for its common advantage
and use. However, the Muscovite tsardom, devising various means to
oppress and despoil it, erected on its own grounds and estates first the
Samara towns and then the fortresses situated on the Dnieper, thereby hin-
dering the Zaporozhian Host in its fishing and hunting and inflicting on it
damage, injury, an infringement of the law, and oppression. Finally, it
destroyed in an armed attack the military base Sich, the stronghold of the
Zaporozhians. Therefore, after what we trust will be a successful end of the
war, if the aforementioned Zaporozhian Host should not reclaim its lands
and the Dnieper from the violent occupation of the Muscovites, it will be
the duty of His Grace the Hetman to take care during the negotiations for a
peace treaty between His Majesty the King of Sweden and the Muscovite
tsardom that the Dnieper and the lands of the Zaporozhian Host be cleared
of Muscovite towns and fortresses and restored to the original ownership
of the said Host. As for the future, His Grace the Hetman must not only
refuse to grant anyone permission to build fortresses or found towns and
villages with a predetermined term of freedom, or despoil the lands of the
Zaporozhian Host in any other manner, but also give the Zaporozhian
Host all possible support in their defence.

VI

If autocratic states maintain in both war and peace the praiseworthy and
useful practice of holding private and public councils to deal with matters
important for the general welfare of the country, in which even the auto-
crats themselves take part and do not hesitate to comply with the joint
opinion and decision of their ministers and advisers, why cannot such a
beneficial system be maintained by a free people? Indeed, such a practice
was formerly maintained and continued in the Zaporozhian Host under
the rule of hetmans in accordance with old rights and liberties; however,
some hetmans of the Zaporozhian Host, having unjustly or illegally
usurped absolute power, established through their own authority this law:
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‘I wish so, and so I order.” This despotic law, unbecoming to the hetman’s
office, has resulted in the introduction into our fatherland and into the
Zaporozhian Host of many abuses, violations of rights and liberties, public
burdens, arbitrary and venal dispositions of military offices, and a low
regard for general officers, colonels, and our distinguished comrades-in-
arms. Therefore we, the general officers, the Chief Ataman, and the whole
Zaporozhian Host, have concluded an agreement and decided together
with His Highness the Hetman, on the occasion of his election, to adopt a
law, which is to be preserved for ever in the Zaporozhian Host, that general
officers should be [elevated to the position of] foremost councillors in our
fatherland, both as a mark of respect for their original offices and because
of their continuous residence at the Hetman’s side. They are to be followed
in the usual order by colonels in command of town regiments, who should
be honoured in a similar manner as public councillors. In addition, there
shall be elected to the general council, with the Hetman’s consent, one dis-
tinguished, old, judicious, and worthy man from each regiment. The
present Hetman, and his successors, shall consult these general officers,
colonels, and general councillors concerning the integrity of the fatherland,
its common weal, and all public affairs, and shall not undertake, establish,
and execute anything through his personal authority without their prior
advice and consent. Therefore now, on the occasion of the Hetman’s elec-
tion, in accordance with the unanimous decision of all, three general coun-
cils are scheduled to be held every year at the Hetman’s residence: the first
one at Christmas, the second one at Easter, and the third one on the day of
the Protection of the Most Blessed Mother of God. They shall be attended
not only by the colonels with their officers and captains, and not only by
general councillors from all regiments, but also by the representatives of
the Zaporozhian Host of the Lower Dnieper, who, having received the
Hetman’s summons, shall arrive at the specified time to take part in the
deliberations and consultations. Whatever agenda His Highness the Het-
man will submit to the general council must be discussed by all conscien-
tiously, without anyone seeking private advantage for himself or anyone
else, without any nefarious envy or vindictiveness, and in such a circum-
spect manner that nothing could occur during these deliberations that
would reflect upon the Hetman’s honour and could result in public detri-
ment or even lead to the ruin and destruction of our fatherland. And if
some public affairs demand speedy action, amendment, and expedition
outside the aforementioned terms set for the meetings of the general coun-
cil, then His Highness the Hetman will have full power and authority to
manage and direct such affairs with the advice of the general officers. Also,
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if any letters should arrive from foreign kingdoms and countries addressed
to His Highness the Hetman, then His Highness shall inform the general
officers and show them his response, without concealing any letters, espe-
cially those from foreign countries and those which could bring harm to
the integrity of the fatherland and to the public welfare ... And if anything
adverse, devious, harmful to rights and liberties, and disadvantageous to
our fatherland should be observed in the conduct of His Highness the Het-
man, then the general officers, the colonels, and the general councillors will
have the authority to express freely their opinion, bring it to the attention
of His Highness, and voice their objections against the violation of our
ancestral rights and liberties, either privately or, if an extreme and urgent
need should arise, publicly in the council, without, however, detracting in
the least from the Hetman’s high honour; [on his part,] His Highness the
Hetman must not show indignation at or take revenge for these reproofs,
but should rather attempt to correct such deficiencies ... And just as the
general officers, colonels, and general councillors are obliged to treat His
Highness the Hetman with due respect and show him appropriate honour
and loyal obedience, so His Highness the Hetman should also show them
reciprocal respect, and regard them as his comrades-in-arms and not as ser-
vants and subordinate helpers, and do so without obliging them intention-
ally to demean themselves by remaining standing in front of him in public,
in an unseemly and indecorous manner, except when this is required by
necessity.

vii

If any one of the general officers, colonels, and general councillors, distin-
guished comrades-in-arms, or other officials in authority over the common
people should dare to commit the crime of affronting the Hetman’s
honour, or should appear guilty of any other offence, His Highness the
Hetman shall not himself punish such a defendant with his personal
revenge and power, but shall refer such a criminal or civil case to the gen-
eral court, where justice will be administered to everyone without favourit-
ism or hypocrisy.

IX

Since formerly there were always general treasurers in the Zaporozhian
Host, who managed the public treasury, the mills, and all the revenue
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and duties pertaining to the treasury and administered them with the Het-
man’s knowledge and approval, now likewise the same arrangement is
being made by general agreement and established by an immutable law
that, after the longed-for liberation of our fatherland from the Muscovite
yoke, a general treasurer be elected according to the Hetman’s judgment
and with public consent - a prominent, meritorious, prosperous, and hon-
est man, who will take responsibility for the public treasury, administer
the mills and all the revenue, and direct them, with the Hetman’s knowl-
edge, to the public need and not to his private gain. His Highness the
Hetman himself, however, shall have no claim to the public treasury and
to the revenues pertaining to it and no right to direct them to his per-
sonal use, but must be satisfied with the income and revenues allocated to
the Hetman’s office and person ... Colonels shall likewise have no inter-
est in regimental treasuries and shall be satisfied with the income and
estates pertaining to their office.

X

Just as His Highness the Hetman should direct and look into the arrange-
ments in our fatherland and in the Zaporozhian Host in accordance with
the duties of his office, so also should he carefully and vigilantly see to it
that no excessive burdens, taxes, seizures, and violent extortions are
imposed on military and common people, who, forced by such imposi-
tions, are wont to move to foreign kingdoms and seek a more comfortable,
easier, and more peaceful life outside the borders of their own country ...
And all the burdens and abuses weighing down the miserable common
people have their origin in the greed for power of office buyers, who, with-
out relying on their own merits but prompted by an insatiable appetite to
secure military and private offices for their private gain, corrupt and
ensnare the Hetman’s heart with illicit gifts and, thanks to them, thrust
their way, without a free vote and against law and equity, into the rank of
colonel and into other offices. Therefore, let it be solemnly resolved that
His Highness the Hetman must not be guided by any gifts and favours and
must not appoint anyone to the rank of colonel or other military or civil
office in return for a bribe, nor assign anyone arbitrarily to these positions,
but that both military and civil officers, especially colonels, must be elected
by a free vote and, after the election, be confirmed by the Hetman’s author-
ity; however, the election of these officers should not take place without
the Hetman’s consent. The same law should also be observed by colonels,
who must not appoint captains and other officers in return for bribes and
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other private favours without a free election by the whole century, and
may not remove them from office at their personal discretion.

XIII

Be it decreed and confirmed by the authority of this electoral act that the
chief (mother) city of Rus’ [Metropolis Urbs Rossiae], Kiev, and other cit-
ies of Ukraine [Ucrainae] preserve inviolable all the rights and privileges
they have legally received, and that their confirmation is entrusted at the
appropriate time to the Hetman’s power.

XVI

... This treaty and covenant is entrusted [to the Hetman] for its effective
enactment, and His Highness will deign to confirm it not only with his
own signature and public seal, but also with a formal oath, which runs as
follows:

L, Pylyp Orlyk, the newly elected Hetman of the Zaporozhian Host, swear
to our Lord God glorified in the Holy Trinity that, having been elected,
proclaimed, and raised to the supreme office of Hetman by free vote,
according to the old laws and customs of our fatherland, with the consent
of His Majesty the King of Sweden, our protector, by the general officers
and the whole Zaporozhian Host, both that staying here at His Majesty’s
side and that remaining on the lower banks of the Dnieper and represented
by its envoys, I will unfailingly fulfil all the compacts and covenants
appended hereto and unanimously accepted, made into law, and confirmed
in all articles, commas, and periods by me and the Zaporozhian Host in the
act of the present election. I [further] pledge to love my country Rus’ [Rox-
olanae)], our mother, to be loyal to and take solicitous care of her, and to
strive, as far as my strength, wisdom, and ability allow, for her common
weal, her public integrity, and the extension of the rights and liberties of
the Zaporozhian Host. 1 pledge never to conclude any agreements with
foreign countries and peoples or within our fatherland that could bring
ruin or any harm to it, and pledge to make known to the general officers,
colonels, and other appropriate persons secret messages from other coun-
tries harmful to our fatherland and to the rights and liberties of the Zapo-
rozhian Host. I promise and pledge to treat with respect worthy and
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meritorious persons in the Zaporozhian Host, to have affection for all the
comrades-in-arms of higher and lower rank who behave appropriately, and
to mete out punishment to lawbreakers in accordance with the articles of
laws. So help me God, this inviolable Gospel, and the passion of Christ. I
validate and confirm all this with my own signature and with the public
seal.

Enacted at Bendery, on the fifth day of April, in the year of Our Lord
1710.

[This constitution was ratified by King Charles XII of Sweden on
10 May 1710.]

Translated by Bobdan Budurowycz
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Sermon on Royal Authority
and Honour (excerpt)

TEOFAN PROKOPOVYCH

Teofan Prokopovych (1681-1736) was born in Kiev and educated at the
Mobhyla Academy and in Rome. He became a teacher at and eventually the
rector of the Mohyla Academy. His sermons were famous for their elo-
quence. Before the battle of Poltava, Prokopovych was a staunch supporter
of Hetman Mazepa, to whom be dedicated his play Vladimir in 1705. In the
same year he wrote De arte poetica. After Poltava, Prokopovych transferred
his loyalty to Peter I and vilified Mazepa. He was rewarded in 1716 by
being offered a bishopric in Russia, where he soon became vice-president of
the Synod. He was one of over a hundred leading clerics who left Ukraine
for service in Russia. He assisted Peter I in establishing the reforms which
led to the tsar’s complete domination of the church. During bis lifetime
Prokopovych amassed a private library of over thirty thousand volumes.

But let my words be directed to you, honourable and noble men, glorious
in rank and deed, even you who can be called by the name of the whole
nation: O Russia! I doubt that the poverty of the preacher will greatly
lessen the importance of the sermon, and I confess that I am unworthy of
such listeners. But I beg you, when you hear the Gospel read by any man
whatsoever, do you not believe? So here, too: look not at the face of the
speaker but at the Word of God, and converse not with me, but let each
man converse with his own understanding.

Since God has so commanded us with regard to the supremacy of the
state, what reasons will excuse us, if someone dares not to be obedient to
the state! And if one is actually resisting God himself when he resists pow-
ers that are perverse and do not know God, then what word can we call i,
not merely resisting, but even more, daring against the true-believing mon-
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arch, even him who has so benefited Russia, so that from the beginning of
the All-Russian state, however many may be found by historians, they can-
not point out one equal to him. All state obligations depend on these two
things, on the civil, I say, and the military. Who in our land has ever man-
aged these two as well as this man? Renewed Russia in everything, or
rather given her a new birth? What then, is this to be his reward from us?
For it was by his providence and his own labours that everyone received
glory and freedom from care, while he himself has a shameful name and a
life full of misery. What a scandal this is! What a shameful blemish! Terri-
ble to his enemies, this man is forced to fear his subjects! Glorious among
foreigners, dishonoured among his own! And when by his many cares and
efforts he is bringing untimely old age upon himself, when for the integrity
of his fatherland, disregarding his own health, he is hurrying toward death
as though at a gallop, why, some think he is living too long! If the law of
God did not hold us back, the very shame of such ingratitude would be
strong enough to hold us back. All nations refuse to suffer this one accusa-
tion against themselves, that they are unfaithful to their rulers, for, on the
contrary, they all consider it a great glory to die for their sovereign! Are
you alone, O Russia, going to lag behind all nations in this? The foreign
writers of yore, even though they made fun of our nation for many things
badly done, yet have praised us for faithfulness to our sovereigns so much
that they have presented us as a model for others. And exactly when Peter
had already wiped out all former mockery by such glory, then the former
glory of faithfulness began to fade! Is such the fortune of Russia, not to
have full glory? Our most furious enemies are amazed at this, and although
this news about us is pleasant for them (for it pleases their jealousy), still
they curse such madness and spit upon it. And let us watch that this saying
does not grow up about us: the monarch is worthy of so great a country,
but the country is not worthy of such a monarch.

But this sin is not rewarded by shame alone. It brings after it a storm, a
gale, and a terrible cloud of innumerable woes. Kings do not descend from
the throne easily when they descend involuntarily. At once there is a
tumult and quaking in the country, bloody private quarrels among the
great, but among the small men of good conscience, wailing, weeping,
affliction, while evil men, like fierce beasts loosed from their bonds, attack
in waves everywhere, plundering and murdering. Where and when has the
scepter been transferred by force without a great deal of blood, the sacrifice
of the best men, the destruction of great houses? And just as it is difficult to
keep a house whole when the foundation is undermined, so it is here too:
when the higher powers are overthrown, all society shakes on the verge of



Sermon on Royal Authority and Honour 67

collapse. And it is rare that this disease in states is not unto death, as can be
seen from the historians of the world. But what historians do we need? Is
not Russia herself witness enough? For I think that she will not soon forget
what she suffered after the misdeeds of Godunov' and how close she was
to final destruction. Oh, even if (again I say) we did not know God’s law,
would not just this one most trying vision of the things that followed be
enough? But it is an evil that is hard to doctor, when demented men neither
look on the past nor deliberate about the future, while, delighting in some
alluring illusion, they rush blindly to their ruin.

Therefore, finally, let us put it to every man that in all our doings and
makings, first, last, and always, we must realize that this present doctrine is
needed, like a special seal: this is the unerasable and inescapable judgment
of God. Let us not deceive ourselves, orthodox men! The doctrine pre-
sented here that one should honour the government powers is a true one;
for also Holy Scripture is the true Word of God himself, witnessed by its
internal explanations and powerfully effective strength and the fact that its
great prophecies have come to pass.

Let us not doubt, therefore, that the judgment of God is coming also to
those who resist his word. And when will this be? Grieve not, the Lord
will come and he will not delay. Say not, “The Lord is late.” For lo! the
judge is standing at the door; only watch what word you give him in this.
For if he judges deserving of fiery hell those who blame their brethren for
foolishness, what judgment will he give those who are displeased with their
sovereigns and tremble not to speak evil of dignities? If he condemns those
who have not been merciful to one of the little ones as though they had not
been merciful to him himself, how then will he condemn those who scheme
against his own representative, who partakes of the divine name, the
anointed of the Lord? Oh, what utter callousness, if anyone is not fright-
ened by this! For here it is not only those who oppose the powers who
must tremble, but also those who are obedient out of fear of wrath, and not
for the sake of conscience.

Now such men will escape the sword of the king, for they have been
obedient for fear of his wrath; yet they will not escape the judgment of
God, for they have not been obedient for conscience’ sake. Where then will
you be, you who have despised both the wrath of the king and your own
conscience and are daring to stand against the scepter and the health of the
powers? Are you terrified or not? We are all terrified that this might hasten

1 Boris Godunov (1§ 51-1605), traditionally regarded as a usurper, was crowned tsar in
1598.
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the wrath of God with his vengeance in this world against our fatherland.

But provide the best for us, the best, O God! Guard us by thy mercy!
To our great ingratitude we have added this, too, that we have not recog-
nized many of thy good deeds, shown forth to us in Peter; we confess
therefore that we are unworthy and have been ungrateful. Yet our sins and
thy mercy are not in this world alone. Do not deal with us according to our
lawlessness, but reward us for our sins. Lord, save the Tsar and hear us!
Make him glad in thy salvation! Guard him by thy gracious blessing! May
thy hand be on all his enemies, may thy right hand find out all them that
hate him. Be thou exalted, Lord, in thine own strength; so will we sing and
praise thy power. Amen.

Translated by Horace G. Lunt 1718
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A Talk between Great Russia and
Little Russia (excerpt)

SEMEN DIVOVYCH

Semen Divovych (dates of birth and death unknown) was an eighteenth-
century Ukrainian writer. After being educated at the Kiev Mohyla Acad-
emy, he worked as a translator in the General Military Chancellery in
Hlukhiv. He wrote a dialogue, Razgovor Velikorossii s Malorossiei (A
Talk between Great Russia and Little Russia, 1762), in which be described
the history of the Cossack wars. The work was written in syllabic verse in
old Ukrainian, close to Russian. It was published in Kievskaia starina
(Kievan Antiquities, vol. 2, 1882), with an introduction in which Divovych
was described as a Ukrainian patriot ‘trying to show that Little Russia, with
an open beart, united with the Muscovite state’ and did not deserve to be
blamed for Mazepa’s treason, and that Ukraine ‘has a right to her own dis-
tinctiveness, inberited from earlier times.’

I have become subject not to you, but to your lord,
Under whom you were born since the time of your ancestors.
Do not think that you yourself are my ruler,

But your lord and my lord in command of both of us.
And the difference between us is only in adjectives,

You the Great and I the Little live in bordering countries.
That I am called Little and you Great

Is neither a small nor a strange thing to you or to me.

For your borders are wider than mine,

And my expanses are less than yours,

Yet we are equal and form one whole,

We swear allegiance to one, not to two lords —

Thus I consider myself equal to you,
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Do not say that I am subject to you as to a community!

Your master and mine sends you and me,

Only he summons us from the march,

But you do not order me as if I were a republic.

I am in no way ranked lower by the emperor in comparison with you,
I am also left with all my ranks,

I am ensured that they will henceforth remain in force for me.

Translated by D.G. Huntley 1762
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A Submission to the Legislative
Commission (excerpt)

HRYHORII POLETYKA

Hryhorii Poletyka (1724-84) was born near Romen, Lubny regiment, and
educated at the Kiev Mohyla Academy. A scholarly man (he translated
Aristotle into Russian), he worked as a translator at the Academy of Sciences
in St Petersburg. In 1767 he was elected to Catherine II’s Legislative Com-
mission of 1767-8 as the representative of the Ukrainian szlachta (gentry)
from Lubny. Poletyka defended Ukrainian autonomy and the rights of the
Ukrainian szlachta before the commission. What follows is an excerpt from
a speech he delivered on 21 August 1768.

My opinions on the aforementioned articles, just heard by you, honourable
deputies, were presented by me as a representative in this esteemed assem-
bly, as your co-member and co-worker according to the assent of Her
Imperial Majesty, as a Russian citizen obliged to promote and assist the
motherly solicitude of our most gracious Sovereign for the well-being of
Russia. But while submitting my opinion on the forty-third and last article,
1, as a deputy of the Little Russian szlachta, want to know whether the
aforementioned rights belong only to the Great Russian nobility, or also to
other areas united under the Russian sceptre, including those populated by
my co-citizens, the Little Russian szlachta. If they belong also to other
areas, I have the duty to report to you that I find in these newly created
rights for those of noble birth great discrepancies and deficiencies with
respect to the rights and privileges of that szlachta. The difference between
the newly proposed nobiliary rights and the rights of the Little Russian
szlachta you, the distinguished members of the assembly, will see if you
kindly listen to the following articles. (1) The direction of affairs in Little
Russia should, after the highest imperial power, be in the hands of the
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szlachta. (2) The szlachta has the right to set, cancel, and improve the laws
and asks the Sovereign to confirm this. (3) The szlachta and local authori-
ties have the power to create internal institutions, to impose and cancel
taxes, to make requisitions, etc. (4) Local civil and military officials are to
be elected by a free vote, and no one except native members of the Little
Russian szlachta may fill these positions. (5) A member of the szlachta pos-
sessing land cannot be detained and put under arrest for any crime, even a
capital crime, unless he is apprehended in the very act. For all such crimes
he is to be called to trial and judged according to the letter of the law, and
after the verdict, if it is the death sentence or another punishment, he will
be dealt with without mercy according to the law. (6) The szlachta have full
legal authority, including [the right of] trial, over their subjects. (7) The
szlachta have the freedom to travel to foreign countries without permission
and to dispose of their property in any way they want. (8) The szlachta,
during their lifetime, control their chattels and real estate, family and
acquired property, according to their will, so that they can remove close
relatives and empower distant ones. (9) The szlachta have the free use of all
benefits and profits which accrue from their property, so that all kinds of
minerals, mines, and other acquisitions belong to the member of the
szlachta on whose property they are found. (10) The property of the
szlachta should not be subject to any taxes, except a small land tribute, that
is, two Polish groszy from an inhabited land area which has at least twenty
desiatinas, and, where there is no such large land area, one grosz from a
house. (11) The szlachta are free to transform their vegetable gardens free
of duty, and also to trade their cattle and domestic property, inside and
outside the household. In that way they can order from other countries the
goods and merchandise they require. (12) If a foreigner living on a szlachta
estate should die without children, all his property would go to the mem-
ber of the szlachta, not to the state treasury. (13) The army cannot be quar-
tered on szlachta property; it should be stationed in cities or on state
properties. (14) A szlachta manor is protected from violence, so that even
criminals may not be apprehended without the consent of the landlord.
Instead, they [the criminals] must be summoned to court. (15) The szlachta
have the right to cut wood and catch wild animals in the forests as well as
to fish in the rivers and lakes.

These rights of the Little Russian szlachta I have described very briefly,
and only the most important ones. The more extensive reasons why they
were so constituted will be seen by you, esteemed members of this assem-
bly, in the rights and privileges of the Little Russian szlachta presented by
me. You will see then that when Little Russia was under the rule of Poland,
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all these rights were confirmed by the solemn oaths of the Polish kings.
Since the szlachta became subjects of the Russian rulers, these privileges
have been confirmed by solemn treaties and promises, made so that these
privileges would not be violated. All these assurances were given not only
to the szlachta but to all ranks in Little Russia, such as the clergy, the Little
Russian Cossacks, and the burghers. All treaties and agreements were made
at the time of the voluntary union of Little Russia with the Russian
Empire, and were made with the agreement of all classes. If any changes are
to be made, they should be made by general agreement.

For all the aforementioned reasons, I, a defender of the integrity of the
rights, privileges, preferences, and freedoms of the Little Russian szlachta,
confirmed by all Russian monarchs as well as by Her Imperial Majesty, our
reigning Sovereign, cannot agree to the newly created rights of the nobility.
If these new rights have no reference to the Little Russian szlachta, I am of
the opinion that they should state that the Little Russian szlachta retain all
their earlier rights, privileges, preferences, and freedoms. This was what I
was instructed to take up before this honourable assembly in preference to
other needs and burdens. This is what the Little Russian szlachta awaits
from our generous and just monarch and from you, honourable deputies.

1768



5
The Serpent’s Flood" (excerpt)

HRYHORII SKOVORODA

Hryhorii Skovoroda (1722-94) is the best-known Ukrainian philosopber.
Of Cossack descent, he was a student at the Mohyla Academy in Kiev. In
1749, after travelling in Russia and Western Europe, he returned to Ukraine
and taught sporadically in different schools. In 1769 he left pedagogical
work and became a wandering scholar and a private tutor to various fami-
lies. During these years he wrote philosophical treatises and also many
verses in antiquated Ukrainian and in Latin. His poetical works were col-
lected in Sad bozhestvennykh pisnei (The Garden of Divine Songs) and
Basni Kharkovskie (The Kharkiv Fables). But it was his philosophy, based
on ideas of non-attachment and other-worldliness and tied to allegorical
readings of the Bible, that won bim the title ‘the Ukrainian Socrates.’

Chapter 1: Parable of the Blind and the Sighted

Two visttors came into the Temple of Solomon: one was blind, the other
sighted. The blind man raised his eyes in vain and ran them along the walls
of the temple. The sighted visitor looked at the wall depicting man, ani-
mals, birds, mountains, rivers, forests, fields, flowers, the sun, stars, and
precious stones and, applying to all the immutable criterion, called
draughtsmanship by painters, revelled in inexhaustible enjoyment. With a
curious eye he beheld even the seven-lamp candelabrum and the canopy of
the cherubim. ‘I see no joy in this temple,’ said the blind man. ‘O, you poor
man!’ exclaimed the sighted one, ‘go home and dig up your pupils, which

1 The title comes from chapter 12 of the Revelation of St John the Divine, the source of a
number of images employed by Skovoroda.
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are buried in your bag. Bring them here. Then this temple will become new
for you and you will feel a delightful bliss within you.’

Chapter 2: Dialogue or Conversation
Characters: Soul, Imperishable Spirit

Soul: Everything unpalatable gives me some nourishing juice. If you would
be so kind, O Imperishable Spirit, tell me, what do the two visitors signify?

Spirit: Everyone who is born is a visitor in this world, whether blind or
enlightened. Is not this world a beautiful temple of the all-wise God? But
there are three worlds. The first is the universal and inhabited world, in
which all generated things live. It is composed of an infinite number of
smaller worlds and is the great world. The other two worlds are partial and
lictle worlds. The first is the microcosm, that is, the little world, the world-
let, or man. The second is the symbolic world, that is, the Bible. In the
inhabited world the sun is its eye, and the eye, therefore, is the sun. And
since the sun is the head of the world, it is no wonder that man is called a
microcosmos, that is, the little world. And the Bible is the symbolical world
because the figures of heavenly, earthly, and subterranean creatures are col-
lected in it to serve as reminders directing our thought to the understanding
of eternal nature, which is hidden in that which is perishable [nature] like a
picture in its paints.

Soul: What does it mean to dig up the pupils buried in the bag?

Spirit: The beginning of the sense of eternity depends on recognizing
oneself first, on perceiving the eternity hidden in one’s own body, and, as it
were, on rooting out the spark from one’s own ashes. This spark is the
other worlds, and this thinking pupil will detect eternity in them.

Soul: But are eternity and God really the same?

Spirit: Of course, eternity is fixed, that which stands firmly in all things
everywhere and always, wears all perishability like garments, and is free of
division or limitation. It is truth and imperishability. You see, the light of
wisdom enters the soul when a man recognizes two natures: the perishable
and the eternal. There is a saying about those who do not understand: ‘He
can’t count to two.’

Soul: But tell me, what is the advantage of seeing two natures instead of
one everywhere? And what comfort does it give?

Spirit: I will show it to you with an image. A very skilful painter painted
a buck and peacock very realistically on a wall. His infant son was inex-
pressibly delighted with these paintings. And his older son looked at them
with admiration. After a time the painter wiped away the paint, and the
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animals disappeared from sight. The little boy cried inconsolably at this,
whereas the older one laughed. Now tell me the reason for the laughter and
the crying.

Soul: I can’t tell you, but I long to hear it from you.

Spirit: Of course, the little boy thinks the animals have perished and
therefore cries.

Soul: But haven’t they perished, if they have disappeared?

Spirit: O, don’t call the paint the painting. It is only the shadow in the
painting, while the power and heart is the picture, that is, the immaterial
thought and the secret outline to which the paint sometimes adheres, like a
shadow to a tree, and from which it sometimes detaches itself, and the paint
is like the flesh, while the picture is like a bone in the body. For this reason,
whoever does not understand the picture cannot apply the paint. The older
son grasps this and laughs. The most real figures were ever in the mind of
the painter before they appeared on the wall. They were not born and they
will not perish. But the paints, by adhering to them, present them in mate-
rial form, and by detaching themselves, remove their appearance from sight
but do not remove their eternal being, just as the disappearing shadow of
an apple tree does not destroy the apple tree. And when a picture agrees
with the eternal criterion of the real images and the colours are in harmony
with their essence, then a true picture comes into being.

Soul: I believe your words are not false, but they are somewhat unclear
to me.

Spirit: Turn your attention to the second comparison! Draw a circle.
Make one out of wood or clay. Then erase the first and destroy the other
ones. Now tell me, has the circle perished?

Soul: The drawn, wooden, and clay ones have perished ...

Spirit: Your judgment is correct! The visible one, apparently, has per-
ished, but the immaterial and real, imperishable circle exists in the treasury -
of the mind. Since it ts not created, it cannot be destroyed. The material cir-
cles are not circles but, to put it simply, a false shadow and the garment of
the true circle.

Soul: What are you getting at?

Spirit: That there are two natures in everything: the divine and the mate-
rial.

Soul: And this concept leads where?

Spirit: That nothing can perish, it can only lose its shadow.

Soul: And what else follows from this?

Spirit: Nothing! Except fearlessness, an even temper, hope, courage,
cheerfulness, and auspicious weather, that peace of the heart which accord-
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ing to Paul surpasses all understanding. Distinguish in your own body
what you distinguished in the paintings and circle just mentioned. Interpret
the entire worldly substance as paint. But the eternal criterion and ever-
existing hands of God support the entire shadow like a skeleton sustaining
the flesh adhering to it, and are the head in everything and the tree of eter-
nal life above its unstable canopy. Clearly not at lowly bones and hands
does the Bible look with these words: ‘Not one of his bones shall be bro-
ken’; ‘Do not fear, Jacob, your walls are written on my hands! .. And
ancient Plato arrived at this when he said Deos geometrei, ‘God measures
the earth.” My soul, do not be one of those who take matter for essence.
They do not believe in divine nature. They deprive the immaterial and
good spirit of power and honour, being and glory, and instead attribute
these to dead and gross elements. To do so is to condemn and sentence to
death the master of eternal life and the universal life-giver of all creatures. It
is impossible, obviously, to kill God. But divine justice calls judgment
upon their impious thought. As soon as they attributed life and power to
the perishable, they took them away from God. And as soon as they took
away life from God, they gave it to perishability. Here is the court which
enthrones the slave instead of the master, which pleads for the release of the
robber Barabbas. These parricides and blind feelers of walls Plato calls
baseness, which sits in a gloomy ditch in hell, sees only a dark shadow, and
esteems nothing as certain truth except what it can touch and grab in its
fist. This is the source of godlessness and the destruction of the city of the
heart. This crawling and earth-eating baseness attached itself to the perish-
able, and itself became mud and the dust scattered by the whirlwind. Those
who attach their heart to the Lord are of one spirit with him and boast with
Isaiah: ‘T am God’s’; “The way of the just is uprightness’; “We do not fall,
but all who live on earth fall.” All three worlds consist of two substances
called matter and form, which constitute a unity. In Plato the forms are
called ideas, that is, visions, patterns, images. They are the original worlds,
that is, the secret strings not made by human hands that hold up the tran-
sient canopy, or matter. In both the great and the little worlds the material
aspect reveals the forms concealed under it, or the eternal images. Similarly,
in the symbolic or biblical world the collection of creatures constitutes the
matter. But the divine nature, to which the creature leads as a sign, is the
form. Thus, in this world there are matter and form, that is, flesh and spirit,
shadow and truth, death and life. For example, the solar figure is matter or
shadow. But since it signifies what has made a dwelling for itself in the sun,
then thanks to this comes a second thought, that form and spirit exist there
as though there were a second sun in the sun. Just as there are two scents
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from two flowers, so from two natures come two thoughts and two hearts:
perishable and imperishable, pure and impure, dead and living! O, my soul!
Can we boast of this and sing, “We are Christ’s fragrance ..."?

Soul: O my soul! Blessed is that soul ... At least we can say about our-
selves, “‘We flow into the fragrance of your peace.” Finally, instruct me,
what does the seven-branched candelabrum mean?

Spirit: It means the week of genesis, in which the whole symbolic world
was created.

Soul: What do I hear? You have told me something wonderful and
unknown.

Spirit: It has been said already that the solar figure is matter and shadow.
Seven days and seven suns. In each sun there is a pupil: a second beautiful
little sun. These little suns shine from their walls with the light of eternity,
just as the burning oil shines from its lamps.

Spirit: O divine, O beloved, O sweetest little sun! Tell me one more
thing, what are the cherubim?

Spirit: The week and the cherubim are the same as chariots and thrones.

Soul: About the cherubim, why are they thrones?

Spirit: The sun is the temple and palace of the eternal, and in the cham-
bers where the Sabbath is celebrated there are chairs. And a chariot is a
moving house. You see, the sun is a fiery sphere and never stands still, and
the sphere consists of many circles, as if of wheels. For the sun is not only a
palace and the eternally wandering tent of Abraham, but also a chariot used
by our immortal Elijah, capable of carrying our eternal lLittle sun. These
solar Sabbaths or palaces and chambers of eternity are also called the seven
cows or calves and the seven wheat heads, and, in Zechariah, the seven eyes.
He who sits on the cherubim opens these blind and insightful eyes when
from the inside their eternal pupils begin to shine with the imperishable
light of resurrection like the little suns from the suns.

Soul: By the way, what is the cherubim canopy?

Spirit: The canopy, shadow, paint, outline, clothes, mask, which hides
its form, its idea, its picture, its eternity — all this is the cherubim and the
canopy together, that is, its dead exterior.

Soul: Why did Ezekiel give them all wings, to have bulls and cows flying
above the eagles under the heavens?

Spirit: So that they might fly to the one source, that is, to the little sun.
He did not give them wings but noticed that they all had wings.

Soul: What do the wings signify?

Spirit: Other and eternal thoughts that fly from death to life, from mat-
ter to form. Here you have Easter, that is, the arrival. O my soul! Can you
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get from dead creatures and the cherubim canopy to your Lord and the
form that gives you being? ‘Love is as powerful as death.” ‘Its wings are the
wings of fire.’

Soul: O my father! It is difficult to snatch the heart from the sticky ele-
mental mud. O, how difficult! I saw a painting of a winged youth. He
strives to fly into the sky, but his leg, which is shackled with a chain to the
earthly sphere, prevents him from doing so. This painting is a painting of
me. I cannot [fly] but only desire to. ‘Who will give me wings?’ To comfort
me, my heavenly father who sweetens my sorrows, continue the conversa-
tion. Disclose to me why David wants these wings? You have already said
that only the suns are cherubim.

Spirit: The sun is the archetype, that is, the primordial and chief figure,
while its copies and secondary figures are innumerable and fill the whole
Bible. This figure was called the antitype (the prototype, the vice-image),
that is, a figure standing for the chief figure. But all of them flow towards
the sun as towards their source. These secondary figures are, for example,
the dungeon and Joseph, the little box [the ark of bulrushes] and Moses, the
pit and Daniel, Delilah and Samson, that is, the little sun, the skin and Job,
the flesh and Christ, the cave and the lion, the whale and Jonah, the manger
and the baby boy, the grave and the arisen one, the chains and Peter, the
basket and Paul, the woman and the seed, Goliath and David, Eve and
Adam. All these are the same as the sun and the little sun, the serpent and
God. The solar figure is the most beautiful of all and the mother of the oth-
ers. It is first blessed and dedicated to God’s rest. ‘God blessed the seventh
day.” Because of this, the secondary figures of all the other creatures, as a
result of the solar force, receive their being in the days of the holy week,
since all the creatures are born during the week. The sun, however, is cre-
ated before all the others.

‘Let there be light!” — and there was light. Light, morning, day are
always near the rays, and the rays are with the sun. And thus it is no won-
der that David, being a copy of a cherub, desires wings, having the same
power and thought as the week. ‘I contemplated the first days and I
recalled and studied the years of eternity.’

The holy week gives meaning and light to all creatures. “This week of
creation is the eyes of the Lord, looking at the whole earth.’ If the eyes are
blind, then the whole Bible is darkness and Sodom. Even David learns from
it. There are seven suns, and David has eyes. The sun carries him who rests
in the sun. And David says, too: ‘Suffering, I suffered’; ‘Raising, I raised
up’; ‘I will exalt you, Lord, since you lifted me up.” The sun is the setting
shadow, but its power and being is in its little sun. And David’s eyes are
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disappearing dust, but their shadow flows there to be transformed, in dis-
appearing, into the pupil of eternity, into the second reason, and into the
life-giving Word of God: ‘My eyes disappeared into your word.”

And Zechariah is also a cherub. He too looks at the week and thinks
about what it means: ‘I remembered the years of eternity ...” ‘I have
looked,” cries Zechariah, ‘and behold a candelabrum all of gold!” One goes
where one looks. Towards the years of eternity! There lies his path! He
flies to the holy week and soars on eagle wings. And where are his wings?
Here they are! “The angel said, speaking within me.” His wings are inside.
His heart is made of feathers. ‘Love is as strong as death’; ‘Its wings are the
wings of fire ...’

The cherub is also the precursor. ‘He was a burning and shining light.’
‘He was” means not just what existed, but what was created and made a
lamp. The stars are alluring and false morning stars: they burn but do not
shine. But John is a true morning star.

Soul: Please, heavenly Father, tell me what the false morning star is,
what does it mean? I am burning and all afire to know.

Spirit: The false morning stars are the same as the false cherubim.

Soul: But how are they like them? I don’t understand this at all. Explain
!

Spirit: My dear friend! Jude the Apostle will explain it to you. Here are
the false cherubim, here the false morning stars too! ‘Angels who keep not
their first estate’; ‘alluring stars’; ‘bodily, that is, animate or animal, having
no imperishable spirit.” To put it briefly: those who strayed from the holy
week, for I am a harbour to all. And this means: “Who keep not their first
estate.” God, the origin, eternity, light are all the same. This light has illumi-
nated its habitation in the week. The week is the same as the title of a book.
‘In the title of a book I am mentioned,” says Christ. The beginning and the
title are the same. On this my Jude’s word sparkles: ‘angels who keep not
their first estate’; ‘seductive stars, for whom the deepest darkness has been
reserved forever.” Here are the lucifers fallen from the heavenly week! In
Latin the morning star is called lucifer; that is, the carrier of light or the
leader of the day. For the morning star is the precursor of the sun and the
herald of the day. Look! This is the beautiful morning star for you! ‘In the
morning John saw Jesus approaching him and said: “Behold the lamb of
God!”” Where is your day for us, our dear morning star? Give it to us! O
star, who have fallen in love with darkness, you are not alluring. The loath-
some night has sickened us by now.

‘After me comes a man who was before me ... And thus the son of
Zechariah is the lantern or lamp that contains burning and light-giving oil
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and is created like the eye that contains its pupil inside it. Among the
ancients the sun was called a candle, a lamp, and the eye of the universe.
‘He himself was not the light, but he came to testify to the light.” Here, my
daughter, is the true cherub for you! And because of this you see his
winged image in the temples.

Translated by Taras D. Zakydalsky 1791
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Istoriia Rusov (excerpts)

Istoriia Rusov came to circulate in manuscript copies in Ukraine in the early
1820s. Its author was at first thought to be the Belorussian archbishop
Georgii Konysky. Even Osyp Bodiansky, who published the work in 1846,
attributed it to Konysky. Later, however, scholars agreed that the author was
unknown. This ‘History of the Russes’ presents a legend rather than a bistory
of Ukraine. While it glorifies the Cossack era, it also reflects, in Obloblyn’s
words, ‘the rationalist philosophy of the eighteenth century,” and it is per-
meated with deep patriotism. It pleads for justice and the rule of law. The first
excerpt translated here depicts Bobdan Khmelnytsky’s death; the second pre-
sents a speech by Mazepa, to whom the author’s attitude is rather ambiva-
lent. The work represents the ideology of the descendants of the Cossacks.

Feeling his death approaching, Hetman Khmelnytsky called to Chyhyryn
military and government officials and the most distinguished Cossacks,
and to all of them, gathered in his home, he reported on the condition of
the nation and all the ministerial matters of the time. After that, having
recounted the attacks on his native land and the heavy wars which fol-
lowed, in which they had fought so bravely and overcome evil days with
their valour and praiseworthy unity, he ended by saying that, seeing his
death near, he was leaving them alone and advising them not to lose hearrt,
to hold together in unity and brotherly love, without which no kingdom or
society can exist for long. ‘I thank you, brethren,” Khmelnytsky continued,
‘for obeying me in wars and for having me as your hetman. I thank you for
the honour you have shown me and for the confidence you always
entrusted in me. I am returning to you all insignia and chains of office
which signified my power, and I am asking you to forgive me if, as a man, I
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have hurt or injured anyone. My intentions with respect to the general wel-
fare were sincere and honest, and I sacrificed myself for our native land, not
sparing my health and life itself. But no one has been born yet who could
satisfy everyone. Therefore, for the general good let me ask you to do me
one last favour: elect your hetman while I am still alive, so that I can dis-
close to him the necessary secrets and give him useful advice about govern-
ment. Because in these critical times a hetman is needed who is a skilled,
brave, and experienced man, I recommend to you the Pereiaslav colonel
Teteria, the Poltava colonel Pushkarenko, and the secretary-general
Vyhovsky. Elect the one whom the general council prefers.’

Having heard the hetman’s words, which moved them deeply, the offi-
cials and the Cossacks wept bitterly, especially when they spoke of the
approaching death and of their being left orphaned. They lamented: “Whom
shall we elect in your place? Who is worthy to repay your fatherly care for
us and the loss we suffer? Let your son Iurii succeed you in your post. Let
him be our commander, and we shall elect him as hetman. We would be
cursed, without conscience or shame, if, forgetting your great benefaction
and bravery in the cause of our native land, we chose someone else in his
stead.” The hetman thanked the officials and soldiers for their confidence
but opposed their choice of his son, saying that he was still very young and
could not, in these critical times, carry the great burden of his office. “You
can show your gratitude in a different way. He, too, can serve his native
land in another post, one in accordance with his abilities and years. But for
the office of hetman a mature man, able and experienced, should be chosen.’
Those assembled tried to contradict the hetman by arguing that his youthful
son might be strengthened by good counsel and wise advisers, whom the
hetman himself could choose, and voted unanimously, “We will never allow
him to be deprived of his father’s honoured position.”

Pressed by the stubborn assembly, the hetman agreed to their demand
and, having invited his son Iurii to join him, recommended him to the
assembly with these words: ‘He is entrusted to God’s protection and your
care. And I cast an anathema on anyone who leads him astray from the true
path and makes him a butt for and a laughing-stock among the people. I
would renounce him myself if he followed an untrue path and forsook
righteousness, honour, and Christian virtues. I call on him to serve his
native land faithfully and sincerely, to safeguard it like the pupil of his eye,
and to shed all his blood for it if that would be of use and prove its salva-
tion. I do not ask more of him than this sacrifice, and let him always
remember my appeal and admonition. And I ask and implore all of you to
strengthen him with good advice and steady manliness, which is the char-



84 Istoriia Rusov

acteristic, inherited trait of our Slavic tribe from time immemorial.” Having
said this, the hetman handed to his son the military insignia and the
national seal with all official documents and writings. The son, as is cus-
tomary, was greeted and decked by banners and fur caps by the officials
and by his Cossack comrades, and proclaimed hetman with artillery sal-
voes and the firing of rifles, and by the military band, which played at all
the intersections and squares in the city, and special couriers were dis-
patched with the proclamations. This election took place on the seventh
day of August 1657.

The old hetman, before his death, held a council with his officials and
comrades-in-arms, and the general-secretary Vyhovsky and the Poltava
colonel Pushkarenko, each of whom had taken part in campaigns as
‘assigned hetman,” were selected as advisers and protectors of the young
hetman. The old hetman, having spent several hours with his son and his
advisers during the last day of his life, died in the afternoon on 15 August.
The laments and weeping and the firing of the palace gun announced the
hetman’s death to the city. The soldiers and people of all ranks at once
filled the hetman’s house and encircled it. Weeping and lamenting rent the
air, and the general grief was immeasurable. All cried for him as for their
own father, and all said: “Who will protect us from our enemies now? Who
will rout them? Our sun has been extinguished, and we are left in the dark
at the mercy of insatiable wolves.’

The achievements of this hetman gave rise to national grief, for such
men are born rarely, every few centuries, by God’s providence to serve
his special purposes and design. In possession of an unusual intellect, he
was magnanimous and just, a consummate politician in national affairs,
and a fearless and determined leader in war. His bravery was matched by
his indifference; he never boasted about his victories and was not sad-
dened by defeats. He could always rely on his patience in the most diffi-
cult undertakings. He bore hunger and thirst, cold and heat, with full
equanimity. He loved his native land and his people so much that he sac-
rificed his peace, his health, and his very life without the slightest com-
plaint. In a word, he was the best ruler of his people and an exemplary
military leader.

... Having crossed the river Desna and made camp between the cities of
Starodub and Novhorod Siversky, near the town of Semenivka, in the place
now called Swedish, [Mazepa] made a proclamation to his soldiers and the
Little Russian people and delivered the following speech to all the assem-

bled officials:
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Brethren, we stand now between two precipices, which are ready to swallow us if
we do not select a path for ourselves in order to avoid them. The monarchs, who are
fighting each other, have moved the theatre of war near our borders; they are so
angry at each other that peoples under their rule are suffering, and will suffer more
boundless misery, and we, between them, are the target of all this misfortune. Both
of them, through their usurpation of limitless power, behave like terrible despots,
the likes of which were scarcely known in Asia or Africa. Therefore, the one who is
defeated will also ruin his state and destroy it.

Fate has decreed that these states should decide their future on our native land,
before our eyes. Should we not, having seen the danger hanging over our heads,
think about ourselves? My judgment, free of all passions and evil intentions, fol-
lows. If the ever-victorious Swedish king, whom all Europe respects and fears, con-
quers the Russian tsar and destroys his tsardom, then we, by the will of the victor,
inevitably will be turned over to Poland and enslaved by the Poles and his favourite,
King Leszczyriski, and there will be no room for negotiating our rights and privi-
leges. The earlier treaties will be automatically cancelled, because naturally we shall
be treated as conquered or subdued by force of arms, and hence we shall be helpless
slaves, and our fate will be worse than that suffered by our ancestors, a fate such
that the mere mention of it still awakens fear.

If, however, the Russian tsar should be the victor, then our misfortune will come
from this same tsar because, though you see his descent from the elected members
of the dvorianstvo [nobility), he has usurped absolute power and punishes people at
will. And not only freedom and the national welfare but Jife itself is subject to the
tsar’s will and whim. You saw the results of his despotism, which destroyed many
families by means of the most barbarous punishments, for misconduct alleged by
denunciations extracted by tyrannical tortures, which no people can suffer and sur-
vive. I myself have experienced some of these penalties. You know that because 1
refused to agree with his plans, which would be disastrous for our native land, I was
struck on my face like a contemptible harlot. Who will not see that a tyrant who has
acted in so deeply offensive a manner to the representative of a nation of course
considers the members of that nation dumb cattle and excrement? That he really
regards them as such [was evident] when the people’s deputy Voinarovsky was
received with slaps on the face and put in prison. The tsar intended to send him to
the gallows (from which he fled) because he complained about the atrocities com-
mitted by the Muscovite army and asked the tsar to conform to the agreement made
by Khmelnytsky, which the tsar did not confirm but should have confirmed
according to the treaty [of Pereiaslav).

Therefore, my brethren, we must choose the lesser of the evils which have
befallen us, so that our descendants will not burden us with their curses because we
abandoned them to slavery. I do not have and cannot have descendants and there-
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fore am indifferent to the interests of inheritance, and I do not seek anything [for
myself] except the happiness of the people who have honoured me with the title of
hetman and have entrusted me with their fate. I would be cursed and completely
without conscience if I repaid good with evil and betrayed [the common good] for
personal advantage! It is time to tell you what I have chosen for the people and for
yourselves. My lifelong experience in political affairs and my knowledge of national
affairs have opened my eyes to today’s ministerial matters and how they affect our
native land. In such cases secrecy is regarded as a great gift. I kept this secret to
myself [because of the importance of these negotiations], and this secrecy is justi-
fied.

I have seen both warring kings, the Swedish and the Polish, and I have used all
my skill in an attempt to persuade the first of them about the protection of our
native land from military attacks and the ruin that would result from a future inva-
sion; and as far as Great Russia is concerned, which is of the same faith and tribe as
we, I have extracted a promise of neutrality. That is, we should not fight the
Swedes, the Poles, or the Russians, but, having gathered our forces, should stand
fast and defend our native land against anyone who makes war on it. This we
should presently announce to the tsar; and his boyars, who are not yet infected with
German leanings and still remember the innocent blood of their relatives, have been
told about it, and agree with me. We should provide food for all the warring armies,
with compensation so that we do not become poor ourselves. During any possible
period of peace in the future among all the warring states, it was decided to return
to the past, to the condition of our land before Polish rule, with its own princes and
with all those former rights and privileges belonging to a free nation. France and
Germany, the foremost European powers, pledged themselves to endorse this. The
latter of them was in favour of such a state even during the days of Hetman Zinovii
Khmelnytsky, during the reign of Ferdinand III, but it did not come about because
of the strife between our ancestors.

These terms were set with the king of Sweden in writing, signed by both sides,
and publicly proclaimed in both states. Now we must regard the Swedes as our
friends, allies, and benefactors, sent to us by God to free us from slavery and humil-
iation and to elevate us to the highest degree of freedom and independence. It is
well known that we were at one time what the Muscovites are now; the govern-
ment, supremacy, and the very name Rus’ came to them from us. But now we are
like a byword among the heathen for them.! Our negotiations with Sweden are not
new; they confirm earlier terms and alliances which our ancestors made with the
Swedish kings. It is well known that the grandfather and father of the present king

1 This expression from Psalms 44:14 suggests that the Cossacks, like the Israelites, were
scorned and derided by their primitive neighbours.
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of Sweden, having received great help from our soldiers in the war with the Livo-
nians, Germans, and Danes, guaranteed [the borders] of our land and often
defended them against the Poles. After [Ukraine’s] union with Russia, Hetman
Khmelnytsky sent a strong Cossack division, led by the ‘assigned hetman’ Ada-
movych, to assist the King of Sweden, Gustav, and they helped him in the conquest
of the Polish capitals of Warsaw and Krakéw. Our present negotiations with Swe-
den are thus a continuation of former ones and are similar to those practised by all
nations. For what kind of nation does not care for its advantage and does not try to
forestall danger? Such a nation, in its helplessness, s indeed like [a herd of] dumb
animals despised by all peoples.

1820s
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Letters (excerpts)

NIKOLAI GOGOL

Nikolai Gogol (Mykola Hohol, 1809—52) is a major Russian writer of
Ukrainian origin. A native of Poltava province, he was educated at the
gymnasium in Nizhyn, which was later upgraded to a lycewm. After moving
to St Petersburg he published his collections of Ukrainian short stories,
Vechera na khutore bliz Dikanki (Evenings on a Farm near Dikanka, 1831)
and Mirgorod (1835), as well as a historical novel, Taras Bulba (the second
edition of 1842). He also wrote a brilliant comedy, Revizor (The Inspector
General, 1836), and the novel Mértvye dushi (Dead Souls, 1842), for which
he became famous. In an 1844 letter to A. Smirnova, Gogol stated that a
Ukrainian and a Russian soul ‘were united in his nature.’ Some Russian
critics (K.A. Aksakov, for example) attributed the qualities of Dead Souls to
Gogol’s ‘Little Russian origin.” His humour and bis religiosity were often
thought to be Ukrainian. In the excerpts from the little-known letters pub-
lished here, Gogol’s commitment to Ukraine is very clear. At the same time,
Gogol must stand as a representative of the many Ukrainians who were
absorbed by Russian imperial culture, assisted, in bis case, by a regular
annuity from the imperial family.

[1] To M.A. Maksymovych' St Pletersburg), 2 July [1833]*

... I am sorry that you are ailing. Give up your lousy Russianness [ka-
tsapiin] and go to the Hetmanate. I myself am thinking of doing the same

1 Mykhailo Maksymovych (1804-77), the most important Ukrainian scholar in the Russian
Empire at that time, went to Kiev in 1834 to become rector of the new university.

2 All the information in brackets about the dates of these letters and of the places where they
were written has been added by earlier editors of the writer’s letters.
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and going off from here in the coming year. We really are fools, if you give
it any thought. For what and for whom are we sacrificing everything? Let’s
go! How much stuff we’re going to collect there! We’ll dig up everything.
If you are in Kiev, then look up Belousov, the former professor. This man
will be useful to you in many ways, and I want you to become friends. So,
you'll also catch the fall in Little Russia. The fragrant, fabulous fall with its
fresh, inimitable bouquet. You’re lucky. But I'm living here at the height of
the summer and don’t feel the summer. It’s stifling, but its essence is miss-
ing. It’s a real bathhouse; the air wants to destroy you, not revive you. I
don’t know if I’ll write anything for you. I’ve lost interest now, become so
stale. I've become so prosaic that I don’t recognize myself. Soon it will be a
year since I wrote a line. No matter how I force myself, simply nothing
comes of it ...

[2] To M.A. Maksymovych 9 Nov. [1833] St P[etersburg]

I received your letter, dear fellow countryman, through Smirdin. I am
devilishly annoyed at myself for not having anything to send you for Dex-
nitsa.’ I have a hundred different beginnings but neither a story nor a sin-
gle, full excerpt ready to be published in an almanac collection. Smirdin
acquired from other sources an old story of mine, about which I had
almost completely forgotten and which I am ashamed to call my own. By
the way, it’s so large and clumsy that it will in no way suit your almanac.
Don’t be angry at me, my dear countryman loved with all my heart and
soul. I will certainly prepare what you want at another time. But not now.
If you knew what a terrible upheaval befell me, how everything inside me
was violently torn to pieces. O Lord, how much have I lived through, how
much have I suffered! But now I hope everything will become calm, and I
will be active, be mobile again. I have now begun work on a history of our
unique, poor Ukraine. Nothing is so soothing as [the writing of] history.
My thoughts are beginning to flow more quietly and in a more orderly
fashion. I think I will finish writing it, and that I will say much that has not
been said before me.

I was very glad to hear from you about the rich supplementary collec-
tion of Chodakowski’s* songs and works. How I would like to be with you

3 Dennitsa (The Dawn) was an almanac published by Maksymovych in Moscow.
4 Zorian Dolega-Chodakowski (1784-1825) was a Polish ethnographer who collected and
published Ukrainian folk-songs.
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now and to look them over together in the quivering candlelight between
walls covered with books and the dust of books, with the avidity of a Jew
counting his coins. My joy, my life! You songs, how I love you! What are
all the stale chronicles, in which I now burrow, compared to these ringing,
vital chronicles!

[3]1 To M.A. Maksymovych [After 20 Dec. 1833, Petersburg]

Thank you for everything: for the letter, for the thoughts in it, for the
news, and so on. Imagine, I too was thinking: “There, there! To Kiev! To
ancient, beautiful Kiev! The city is ours; it is not theirs.” Am I not right?
There, or around there, took place all the events of our past.

I am working now. I am employing all my strength, but fear comes over
me: perhaps I will not succeed. Petersburg bores me, or, better, not the city
but its damned climate, which is baking me. Yes, it will be fine if we take up
chairs at Kiev University. There we can do much good.

[4] To A.S. Pushkin’ 23 December 1833 [Petersburg]

I am carried away in anticipation when I imagine how my work will
begin to boil in Kiev. There I will unload into the light of day many items,
some of which I have not yet read to you. There I will finish my history of
Ukraine and the south of Russia and will write a Universal History, a type
of work which unfortunately has not yet appeared in Russia or even in
Europe. And how many legends, popular beliefs, songs, etc. will I collect
there. Incidentally, Maksymovych writes me that he wants to leave Mos-
cow University and go to Kiev University. The climate is bad for him.
That’s a good idea. I love him ...

[s] To M.A. Maksymovych St P(etersburg] 12 February [1834]

... Examine well the character of our countrymen: they are lazy, but then
once they begin to learn something, it remains forever. To be sure, there is

s Alexander S. Pushkin (1799-1837) is considered Russia’s greatest writer.
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much decisiveness here — once something is started, it is seen through ...
The press will be nearby. And what else? Why, the air! And the mush-
rooms! The bulrushes! The sunflowers! The nightshade! The onion plants!
And the bread wine, as our friend Ushakov says. The poplars, pear trees,
apple trees, plum trees, apricot trees, the cherry trees, and the varenik:
(dumplings), borshch, burdoch! ... 1t’s simply splendid! It is the only city
of ours which was worthy somehow of being the cell of a scholar. Up to
now I haven’t been able to obtain Zaporozhian Antiguities anywhere. This
Sreznevsky® must be a fool of the first order ...

(6] To LI. Sreznevsky St P[etersburg] 6 March 1834

... | am happy with whatever appears about our country. And if I were to
find out that at this minute someone else is preparing a history of Ukraine,
I would hold up my edition for the time needed by him for the marketing
of his book. The more attempts by others, the better it will be for me; the
more complete my History will be. I am sure I have not encountered any-
one who thinks like me, and I seek no monetary gain from the project -
therefore, I have no competitors. You have already done me a great service
with the publication of Zaporozhian Antiquities. Where did you dig up so
many treasures? All the dumy (lyric epic songs) and, especially, the stories
of the banduristy (players of the stringed instrument the bandura) are daz-
zlingly good. Only five of them were known to me before; all the others
were completely new. I had grown cool to our chronicles, having tried in
vain to find in them what I would have liked to find. Nowhere was there
anything about that period which must have been richer in events than all
the other periods. The people, whose whole life consisted of movement,
who, even if they had been inactive by nature, have been spurred on to
deeds and heroic feats by their neighbours, the location of their land, the
dangers of existence, this people ... I am dissatisfied with Polish historians.
They talk very little about these feats; however, they can know well only
what happened after the time of the Union,” but even from that period
there is no chronicler with an uncalloused heart and thoughts. If the

6 Izmail I. Sreznevsky (1812-80) was a Russian Ukrainophile who compiled multivolume .
collections of Ukrainian folk literature and historical documents. He became an important
Slavist and celebrated philologist.

7 Gogol refers to the Union of Lublin of 1569, when the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania formed a commonwealth.
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Crimeans and the Turks had had a literature, I would be sure that not a sin-
gle independent nation at that time in Europe would have a history as
interesting as the Cossacks’. And therefore each note of a song speaks to
me more vibrantly about the past than our apathetic, mild chronicles, if one
can use the word chronicles not for contemporary notes but for later
extracts, begun when memory had already yielded to forgetfulness. These
chronicles resemble the owner who nailed a lock on his stable after the
horses were stolen ...

[7] To M.A. Maksymovych 12 March, St P[etersburg] 1834

... But, by the way, it’s not very good that you are not deigning to write to
me. You’re a fine lad, inciting me to go to Kiev but sitting there and not
thinking of it yourself. Whereas I am on the verge of departure. Well, are
you going or not? Have you really fallen in love with that old, fat baba
Moscow, from whom one hears about nothing but shchi [cabbage soup]
and motherly things? Listen: judge according to your pure conscience how
hard it will be for me to be alone in Kiev. The land and the region are good,
but the people, I do believe, better, although not more useful. Nota bene
for unhealthy people, like you and me.

We must print the songs without fail in Kiev. Joining forces we will put
out an edition like one no one has ever done before. Spring and summer we
should rest there in grand fashion, we should collect the materials, but
towards autumn we should set to work ...

(8] To M.A. Maksymovych 27 June [1834. Petersburg]

Today I received your letter of 23 June. So, you’re on the road. I bless you!
I am sure you will have a good time, a very good time, in Kiev. Don’t give
in beforehand to doubts of any kind and to health worries. I will come to
you, come without fail, and together we will begin to live. The devil take
everything else! I am managing my affairs in such a way that I will be ready
to go to Kiev without fail, though no earlier than fall or winter. But, no
matter what, I will go. I pledged it to myself, and firmly pledged it; conse-
quently, everything is settled. There is no granite that human strength and
desire cannot break through.

For God’s sake, do not give into sad thoughts; be merry, as merry as I
am now that I have decided that nothing on earth is worth a straw. With
patience and equanimity you will achieve everything. One more request: in
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the name of everything we share, for the sake of Ukraine, for the sake of
our fathers’ graves, don’t sit over your books. The devil take them if they
are of no service to you other than to obscure your thoughts. Be what you
are, speak your own mind, and say it as succinctly as possible ...

[9] To M.A. Maksymovych 22 March [1835. Petersburg)

I am sending you Mirgorod. Perhaps it will be to your liking. At the very
least I would like to drive away that splenetic humour of yours, which, as
far as I can observe, sometimes comes over you, even in Kiev. All of us,
really and truly, have fully estranged ourselves from our primordial ele-
ments. We, especially you, can in no way get accustomed to looking at life
as not worth a straw - the way the Cossacks always regarded it. Have you
ever tried, after getting up in the morning from your bed, to dance a jerky
tropak about the room 1in only your mghtshirt?

18335
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The Books of the Genesis of the
Ukrainian People  (excerpy)

MYKOLA KOSTOMAROV

Mykola Kostomarov (1817-85) was a prominent historian and writer. His
father was a Russian landowner, and his mother a Ukrainian serf, whom his
father married. Kostomarov was educated at Kharkiv University, where he
belonged to a circle of poets. In 1846 he was appointed adjunct professor at
Kiev University, and it was there that, together with some friends, be orga-
nized the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius. In 1847 he was arrested
with other ‘brethren,’ tried, and exiled to Saratov. In 1859 he moved to St
Petersburg, where he became a professor of history at the university. His
bistorical works include many monographs on Ukrainian history, and be is
considered the founder of the populist school of Ukrainian historians. Kos-
tomarov is represented in this collection by three different pieces of political
journalism, showing his early messianism and his later, more moderate
views.

61. The Slavic tribe even before the acceptance of the faith had neither
kings nor masters and were all equal and there were no idols, but the Slavs
worshipped one God,' omnipotent. Thus writes a Greek historian con-
cerning the Slavs.

62. When the older brothers, the Greeks, Romans, Germans, became
enlightened, then the Lord sent two brothers, Constantine and Metho-
dius, to the younger brother, the Slavs; the Lord invested them with the
Holy Spirit, and they translated into the Slavic language the holy scrip-

1 Svaroh is probably the deity Kostomarov mentions. Procopius states that the Antes and
the Slovenes worshipped Svaroh, god of heaven. [Notes are provided by the translator,
though we have made a significant addition to note 10. - Eds)
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tures and determined to perform the divine service in that language,
which all spoke; and this was not so among either the Romans or the
Germans because they performed the divine service in Latin so that the
Romans understood a little but the Germans understood nothing of what
was read to them. A

63. And the Slavs quickly accepted the Christian faith, as no other peo-
ple had accepted it.

64. But the Slavs had two misfortunes - first, the discord among them
and, second, they, as the younger brother, adopted everything from the
elders, the necessary and the unnecessary, not realizing that their own was
better than that of their elder brothers.

65. And the Slavs accepted kings and masters from the Germans, but
before this their kings had been elected leaders and did not boast before the
people but sat down to dine with the simple as equals, and they themselves
tilled their land; but afterward there came amongst them magnificence,
vanity, the guards, the court.

66. And there were no masters among the Slavs but there were patri-
archs; the one who is older in years and who is wiser than the others
besides, him they listened to at the popular assembly, but afterward there
were masters among them, and the masters had slaves.

67. And the Lord punished the Slavic tribe more cruelly than the other
tribes because the Lord himself hath said: to whom more is given, from him
more is demanded; and the Slavs fell captive to the foreigners: the Czechs
and the Polabians to the Germans, the Serbs and the Bulgars to the Greeks
and the Turks, and the Great Russians to the Tatars.

68. And it seemed the Slavic tribe will perish because those Slavs who
dwelled near the Elbe and the Baltic sea-coast were destroyed in such a way
that no trace of them remained.

69. But the Lord was not completely angered at the Slavic tribe, because
the Lord planned that the scripture should be fulfilled in this tribe. The
stone that the builders rejected is become the cornerstone.

70. After the lapse of much time there took shape in the Slavic land three
independent kingdoms: Poland, Lithuania and Muscovy.

71. Poland was made up of Poles, and the Poles boasted: we have free-
dom and equality, but they made masters of themselves, and the Polish
people were foolhardy because the simple people fell into captivity, the
most grievous which ever was on the earth, and the masters without regard
for law hanged and killed their slaves.

72. Muscovy was made up of Great Russians: and a great republic
existed among them — the Novgorod republic, free and equal although not
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without masters, and Novgorod perished because even there masters
appeared, and the Muscovite tsar rose above all the Great Russians, and he
arose by bowing down to the Tatars, and he kissed the feet of Khan, the
Tatar Mussulman, in order that he might aid him in holding the Great Rus-
sian Christian people in fiendish captivity.

73. And the Great Russian people lost their senses and fell into idolatry
because they called the tsar the earthly god and everything the tsar said
they considered to be good, so that when Tsar Ivan in Novgorod strangled
and drowned tens of thousands of people a day, the chroniclers relating
this called him Christ-loving.

74. And Lithuania united with Poland and in Lithuania there were
Lithuanians and Ukraine belonged to Lithuania.

75. And Ukraine united with Poland as a sister with a sister, as one
Slavic people with another Slavic people, indivisible and separate in the
image of the Trinity, divine, indivisible, and separate as in the future all
Slavic people will be united amongst themselves.

76. Ukraine loved neither the tsar nor the Polish lord and established a
Cossack Host amongst themselves, i.e., a brotherhood in which each upon
entering was the brother of the others — whether he had before been a mas-
ter or a slave, provided that he was a Christian; and the Cossacks were
equal amongst themselves, and officials were elected at the assembly and
they all had to serve according to the Word of Christ, because they
accepted the duty as compulsory, as an obligation, and there was no sort of
seigniorial majesty and title among the Cossacks.

77. And they resolved to preserve their purity, therefore the old chroni-
clers say of the Cossacks: thievery and fornication are never named among
them.

78. And the Cossack Host decided to guard the holy faith and free their
neighbours from captivity. The Hetman Svyrhovsky® moved to defend
Woallachia and the Cossacks did not take the platter with the gold pieces
which were offered to them in thankfulness for their services; they did not
take them because they had shed their blood for the faith and for their
neighbours; they served God and not the golden calf. And Sahaidachny?
ravaged Kaffa and liberated there several thousand slaves from the under-
ground prisons.

79. And there were many knights who acted thus; their exploits are not

2 Ivan Svyrhovsky was a Cossack hetman of the sixteenth century.
3 Petro Sahaidachny, a Cossack hetman, captured the city of Kaffa in 1616.
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inscribed in the books of this world but are written in heaven, because the
prayers of those whom they had freed from captivity interceded for them
before God.

80. And day after day the Cossack Host grew and multiplied and soon
all people in Ukraine would have become Cossacks, i.., free and equal, and
there would have been neither a tsar nor a Polish lord over Ukraine, but
God alone, and as it would be in Ukraine, so it would also be in Poland and
then also in the other Slavic lands.

81. For Ukraine did not wish to follow in the path of the nations, but
held to the law of God; and each foreigner coming to Ukraine was amazed
because in no other country of the world did they so sincerely pray to
God, nowhere else did man so love his wife and the children so respect
their parents.

82. And when the priests and Jesuits wished to subordinate Ukraine
forcibly to their authority in order that the Ukrainian Christians might
believe all that the pope says is true and equitable, then in Ukraine there
appeared brotherhoods such as there were among the first Christians; and
each person enrolling in the brotherhood, whether he had been a master or
a slave, was called a brother. And this was so that all might see that in
Ukraine the ancient faith remained and that in Ukraine there were no idols
and for this reason no types of heresies had appeared there.

83. But the masters perceived that the Cossack Host was growing and
soon all people would become Cossacks, i.e., free, and they forbade their
slaves to join the Cossack Host and they wished to beat the simple people
down as cattle, so that there should be no feeling in them, no sense, and the
masters began to strip their slaves; they handed them to the Jews, to such
torture the likes of which they had inflicted only on the first Christians;
they flayed the skin from living people, boiled children in cauldrons, forced
mothers to suckle dogs.

84. And the masters wished to make of the people a tree or a stone, and
they did not allow them to go to church; they forbade them to christen
their children, to be married, to accept the sacraments, to bury the dead,
and all this in order that the simple people should lose even their human
form, and then it would be easier to manage them.

85. And the masters began to torture and annihilate the Cossack Host
because such a free Christian brotherhood hindered the masters much.

86. But it did not come to pass as the masters thought; because the Cos-
sack Host rebelled and all the people rose up with them and destroyed and
drove out the masters, and Ukraine became a Cossack land, i.e., free,
because all were equal and free — but not for long.
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87. And Ukraine wanted again to live fraternally with Poland, indivisi-
bly and separately, but Poland in no way wished to renounce her nobility.

88. Then Ukraine joined Muscovy* and united with her as one Slavic
people with another Slavic people, indivisible and separate in the image of
the Trinity, divine, indivisible and separate, as in the future all the Slavic
people will be united amongst themselves.

89. But Ukraine soon perceived that she had fallen into captivity;
because of her simplicity she had not realized what the Muscovite tsar sig-
nified and that the Muscovite tsar meant the same as an idol and a torturer.

90. And Ukraine seceded from Muscovy and did not know, the poor
one, where to shelter herself.

91. For she loved both the Poles and the Great Russians as her own
brothers and did not desire to break up the brotherhood, but wished that
all should live together united as one Slavic people with another, and that
these two should unite with the third and that there should be three
Republics in one union, indivisible and separate in the image of the Holy
Trinity, indivisible and separate as all the Slavic people in the future will
unite amongst themselves.

92. But neither Liakhy’ nor Great Russians understood this. And the
Polish lords and the Muscovite sovereign saw that they could do nothing
with Ukraine and they said amongst themselves: Ukraine will not be for
the Polish lord nor the Muscovite tsar; we will sunder her in two parts
along the course of the Dnieper which divides her in half; the left bank will
belong to the Muscovite tsar for profit and the right bank will belong to the
Polish lords for pillage.®

93. And Ukraine fought against this for about fifty years: this was the
most holy and most glorious war for freedom, one to which there is proba-
bly nothing similar in history, and the partition of Ukraine is the most odi-
ous affair one can find in history.

94. Ukraine lost strength; and the Poles forced the Cossack Host from

4 Bohdan Khmelnytsky, after a series of wars with Poland, accepted Muscovite intervention
and the offer of a protectorate over Ukraine. Accordingly, in 1654, at Pereiaslav, the Cos-
sacks took an oath of loyalty to the tsar. Khmelnytsky died in 1657 aware that what was
intended as an alliance on his part had become a territorial acquisition on the tsar’s part.

s This is a rather contemptuous term used for the Poles.

6 Left-Bank Ukraine, under Ivan Briukhovetsky, was subordinated to Moscow; Right-Bank
Ukraine, under Pavlo Teteria, was under the protection of Poland. After a series of incur-
sions by both sides, Right-Bank Ukraine succeeded in gaining independence under Het-
man Petro Doroshenko. He defeated Briukhovetsky and united both banks in 1668.
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the right bank of the Dnieper and the Polish lords reigned over the
poverty-stricken remnants of a free people.

95. And on the left bank the Cossack Host held on longer but hour by
hour they succumbed to the fiendish captivity of the Moscow tsar and
afterwards of the Petersburg emperor, because the last Moscow tsar and
the first Petersburg emperor’” destroyed hundreds of thousands in the
canals and built for himself a capital on their bones.

96. And the German Tsarina Catherine [II}, a universal whore, atheist,
husband slayer, ended the Cossack Host and freedom because having
selected those who were the starshyna in Ukraine, she allotted them nobil-
ity and lands and she gave them free brethren in yoke; she made some mas-
ters and others slaves.

97. And Ukraine was destroyed. But it only seemed to be so.

98. She was not destroyed; because she wished to know neither a tsar
nor a master, and although a tsar was over her he was a foreigner, and
although there were nobles they were foreign, and although these degener-
ates were of Ukrainian blood they did not yet soil the Ukrainian language
with their foul mouths and they did not call themselves Ukrainians; but the
true Ukrainian — whether of simple origin or noble ~ must love neither a
tsar nor a master but he must love and be mindful of one God, Jesus Christ,
the king and master of heaven and earth. Thus it was in the beginning, is
now, and ever shall be.

99. And the Slavic people, although they endured and endure captivity,
had not themselves created the capuvity because the tsar and nobility are
not an invention of the Slavic spirit but of the German and the Tatar. And
now, although there is a despot-tsar in Russia, he is not a Slav, but a Ger-
man, and his officials are German. Hence, although there are nobles in
Russia they soon turn into Germans or Frenchmen, while the true Slav
loves neither the tsar nor the lord, but he loves and is mindful of one God,
Jesus Christ, King of heaven and earth. Thus it was in the beginning, is
now, and ever shall be.

100. Ukraine lies in the grave but did not die.

101. For her voice which called all the Slavic people to freedom and
brotherhood was heard throughout the Slavic world. And this voice of
Ukraine resounded in Poland, when on the third of May?® the Poles decided

7 Peter the Great is the ruler here condemned.

8 On 3 May 1791 the Polish Sejm accepted a new constitution under which the monarchy
became hereditary, the liberum veto was abolished, the king’s acts were to have the
approval of his council, and his ministers were to be responsible to the Sejm.
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that there should be no masters among them, that all were equal in the
republic, and this Ukraine had desired already one hundred and twenty
years earlier.

102. And they did not allow Poland to do this; they ravaged Poland as
before they had ravaged Ukraine.

103. And Poland deserved this because she had not heeded Ukraine and
had destroyed her own sister.

104. But Poland will not perish because she will be awakened by
Ukraine, who does not remember evil and loves her own sister as though
nothing had occurred between them.

10§. And the voice of Ukraine resounded in Muscovy when after the
death of Tsar Alexander [I] the Russians wanted to banish the tsar and
destroy the nobility, to found a republic and unite all the Slavs with it in
the image of the Trinity, indivisible and separate;? and this Ukraine had
desired and striven for, for almost two hundred years before this.

106. And the despot did not allow this: some ended their lives on the
gallows, others were tortured in mines, and still others were handed over to
be slaughtered by the Circassians.

107. And the despot rules over three Slavic peoples; he rules them by
using Germans; he poisons, cripples, destroys the good Slavic nature, but it
will avail him nought.

108. Because the voice of Ukraine was not stilled. Ukraine will rise from
her grave and again will call to her brother Slavs, and they will hear her call
and the Slavic peoples will rise and there will remain neither tsar, nor
tsarevich, nor tsarevna, nor prince, nor count, nor duke, nor excellency,
nor highness, nor lord, nor boyar, nor peasant, nor serf, neither in Great
Russia, nor in Poland, nor in Ukraine, nor in Czechia, nor among the Kho-
rutans,’® nor among the Serbs, nor among the Bulgars.

109. And Ukraine will be an independent Republic in the Slavic Union.
Then all the peoples, pointing to that place on the map where Ukraine will
be delineated, will say: behold, the stone that the builders rejected has
become the cornerstone.

Translator unidentified; reprinted from
B. Yanivs'kyi, Kostomarov’s ‘Books of
Genesis of the Ukrainian People’ 1846

9 The reference is to the Decembrist uprising of 1825. »
10 In the past, translators have applied this term to the Croats, but it actually refers to the
Slovenes.
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Preface to an Unpublished Edition of
Kobzar'

TARAS SHEVCHENKO

Taras Shevchenko (1814—61) is Ukraine’s greatest poet. Born a serf, he
became a page-boy to his landlord-master and travelled with him to Vilnius
and St Petersburg. In 1838 his freedom was purchased, and he enrolled at
the Imperial Academy of Fine Arts in St Petersburg, where he received a good
education. A talented painter and a pupil of K. Briullov, he started to write
poetry and in 1840 published bis first collection, Kobzar (The Minstrel).

A long poem, Haidamaky, followed in the next year. Although some Russian
critics welcomed Shevchenko’s poetry, V. Belinsky, the most influential of
them, attacked it. In the mid-1840s Shevchenko travelled several times

to Ukraine and wrote some political poems not intended for publication. For
bis involvement in the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius he was
arrested in 1847 and sent into exile for the next ten years. After his release he
returned to St Petersburg, where he wrote more poetry and where he died,
unmarried, in 1861. Shevchenko’s poetry has, apart from pure lyricism, a
strong political and social message. He has always been regarded as a prophet
of an independent Ukraine and an advocate of social justice. Unlike his
friend Panteleimon Kulish, be firmly believed in the separate development of
Ukrainian literature, a belief he expressed in the preface printed here.

1 Shevchenko wrote this preface in 1847, shortly before his arrest. Neither the preface nor
this edition of the book was published.
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Shall we never rise against foreign fashions:
So that our wise and good people
Would not consider our speech as German?

A. Gnboedov?

I am sending out among the people the second edition of my Kobzar and,
so that it doesn’t come empty-handed, I am giving it a preface. My words
are addressed to you, my dear Ukrainian brethren.

A great sorrow has enveloped my soul. I hear and sometimes I read: the
Poles are printing and the Czechs and the Serbs and the Bulgarians and the
Montenegrins and the Russians - all are printing. But from us not a peep, as
if we were all dumb. Why is this so, my brethren? Perhaps you are fright-
ened by an invasion of foreign journalists?® Don’t be afraid; don’t pay
attention to them. They clamour, why don’t we write in Russian? But why
don’t the Russians write anything, and why do they only translate the devil
only knows how and what? They overuse all sorts of ‘individualisms’ and
things that one’s tongue will prove stiff in pronouncing. They clamour
about brotherhood but fight among themselves like rabid dogs. They clam-
our about the uniqueness of Slavic literature, but they don’t want even to
look at what the Slavs are doing.

Have they at least dissected Polish, Czech, Serbian, or even our books?
After all, we do not write in German. No, they haven’t analysed them. And
why? Because they have no clue. Whenever a Ukrainian book falls into
their hands, they praise in it what is worst. And our homestead patriots
agree with them. Most charming [they say] is this sorcery,* which is full of
Jews, taverns, pigs, and drunken old women. Perhaps this suits their
refined natures and is good for them. However, in our peasant eyes this is
very bad. It is true that we ourselves are to blame. For we do not see our
people as God created them. In a tavern our man and a moskal® and even a
German all look like pigs, and in enforced serf labour in the fields even
worse. It is impossible to go to his house or to invite him in as a friend

2 The quoted lines are from Alexander S. Griboedov’s popular Russian comedy Woe from
Wit.

3 ‘Foreign journalists’ may refer, among others, to Vissarion Belinsky, who criticized
Shevchenko for writing in Ukrainian.

4 A reference 10 a play by Kyrylo Topolia, Sorcery (1837), highly praised by the Russian
critic Nikolai Polevoi. The play is based on Ukrainian themes but depicts Ukrainians as
rather primitive.

5 A contemptuous term for a Russian.
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because he will take fright and think the one wearing a coat is a fool.

They have read the Eneida® syllable by syllable and have loitered at a
tavern, thinking that in it they will recognize their peasants. No, brethren,
you should read the dumy” and songs; you should listen to how these are
sung, and to how the peasants talk among themselves without taking off
their hats, or at a friendly feast. They recall old times and cry as if they
were indeed in Turkish captivity or were trailing the chains of their Polish
magnates. Then you would say that the Eneida is good, but still ridicule in
a Muscovite vein.

So here we are, my dear brethren. In order to get to know people, one
must live with them. And in order to write about them, it is necessary to
become human and not waste ink and paper. Then you can write and print,
and your labour will be honest.

Do not pay attention to the Russtans. Let them write as they like, and let
us write as we like. They are a people with a language, and so are we. Let
the people judge which is better. They give as an example Gogol, who
wrote not in his own language but in Russian, or Walter Scott, who did not
write in his own language. Gogol grew up in Nizhyn, not in Little Russia,
and does not know his own language, and Walter Scott in Edinburgh, not
in [highland] Scotland. Perhaps there were other reasons why they
renounced their languages. I do not know. But [Robert] Burns is neverthe-
less a great poet of his people. And our Skovoroda would have been one, if
it had not been for the bad influence of Latin and, later, Russian.

The late [Kvitka-] Osnovianenko® was a good observer of people, but he
did not listen to their speech, which he might not have heard in his
mother’s cradle. Hulak-Artemovsky,” on the other hand, heard peasant
speech but forgot it when he became a lord. Woe to us! The loathsome and
godless lords have made us lose our senses. It would have been better if all
these pettifogging, spineless characters had been destined by God to pay
for their terrible sins before their conception in their mothers’ wombs and
then to languish and putrefy in ink. But no, they are wise men and scholars.

6 Shevchenko’s ambivalent attitude to Ivan Kotliarevsky’s classic travesty of Virgil, Eneida
(first published in 1798), was probably dictated by his dislike of the burlesque genre.

7 The dumy are lyric and epic songs composed in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
about the Cossacks and chanted to the accompaniment of the bandxra or the lira.

8 Hryhorii Kvitka-Osnovianenko (1778-1843) was a Ukrainian classicist prose writer.

9 Petro Hulak-Artemovsky (1790~1865) was a professor of literature at Kharkiv University
and the author of Ukrainian fables.
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They have exchanged their own good mother for a useless drunkard, and
they have added a ¥'° to their surnames.

Why have not V.S. Karad#ié," Safatik,’ and others become Germans -
it would have been so convenient for them - but instead remained Slavs,
true sons of their mothers, and gained good fame? Woe to us! But, my
brethren, do not despair, and work wisely in the name of Ukraine, our ill-
fated mother. Amen.

So that you know your labour is not in vain, and so that the Russians do
not extol their Rostopchina,’? look at ‘Holy Water,** which was written
by a beautiful young lady whom I will not name because she is still young
and shy. You can pore over the thick journals if you like, but you will not
find there, as God is my witness, anything equal to ‘Holy Water”!

1847

10 It was a common habit for Ukrainians to appear Russian by adding to their surnames the
ending -{o)v.

11 V.S. Karad#ié (1787-1864) was one of the founders of modern Serbian literature.

12 PJ. Safatik (1795-1861), by origin Slovak, became a prominent scholar of Czech literature.

13 Ievdokia Rostopchina (1811-58) was a Russian poet, well known for her ‘salon’ poetry.

14 ‘Holy Water’ was a poem by a young Ukrainian poet, Oleksandra Psiol, whom
Shevchenko, perhaps mistakenly, considered promising.
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Epilogue to The Black Council:
On the Relation of Little Russian Literature
to Common-Russian Literature

PANTELEIMON KULISH

Panteleimon Kulish (1819-97) was a prominent writer, ethnographer, and
historian. A descendant of the Cossacks, Kulish had practically no university
education. For a time he worked as a teacher. In the mid-1840s he, together
with Taras Shevchenko, Mykola Kostomarov, and Vasyl Bilozersky,
formed a circle out of which the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius
evolved. Although not directly involved with the activities of the Brother-
hood, Kulish was arrested in 1847 and spent three years in exile in Tula.
After bis release he lived mostly in St Petersburg, where he collaborated on
the journal Osnova (The Foundation, 1861-2). Kulish was the author of the
first Ukrainian bistorical novel, Chorna rada (The Black Council, 1847),
which be later translated into Russian (1857); he also produced many valu-
able folkloristic works and translations of Shakespeare and the Bible.
Always a loner, be spent his last years on a khutir (homestead). A controver-
sial figure, Kulish was a great master of the Ukrainian language, and unlike
Shevchenko be believed in the close relation of Ukrainian literature and
culture to what was then known as a common-Russian heritage.

I first wrote The Black Council in the south-Russian, or Little Russian, lan-
guage. Here a free translation’ of this work is printed. In this translation
are passages which are not in the original, and there is much in the original
which is not in the translation. This is owing to the different spirit of the
two literatures. Moreover, when I wrote the original, I had a different point
of view, and when I translated the novel, I looked at the same subject as
someone belonging to a specifically literary milieu. In the past I followed as

1 Kulish refers here to his Russian translation.
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much as possible the tone and manner of our popular rhapsodes and story-
tellers; at the present time I maintain the approach of a writer indebted to
the established literary manner. I think, therefore, that the original and the
translation, while depicting the same thing, are in tone and spirit two sepa-
rate works. In any case, I consider it important to explain why a Russian
writer of our time, in order to portray Little Russian legends, customs, and
manners, turned to a language unknown in northern Russia and little
known among the south-Russian reading public.

My book, having appeared in an unfamiliar literary language, may lead
many to misunderstand the concepts and aims of the author. They may
think that I write under the influence of a narrow local patriotism and that
I intend to create a separate literature to the detriment of common-Russian
literature. Such conclusions would be offensive to me, and I have therefore
decided to forestall them by explaining the reasons on the basis of which I
chose the south-Russian language for an artistic re-creation of our chroni-
cled legends.

When south Rus’, or, as it is usually called, Little Russia, united with
northern or Great Russia, the intellectual life in the north was immediately
enlivened by the influx of new forces from the south, and later south Rus’
continually took a most active part in the development of north-Russian
literature. Everyone knows how many Little Russian names appear in the
old chronicles of Russian literature. The people bearing these names
appeared in the north with their own language — no matter whether it was
pure south-Russian or, as some maintain, half-Polish, or whether it was a
vital popular language or a dry academic one ~ and introduced this lan-
guage, an educated language no stranger to general European scholarship
and capable of expressing scientific and abstract concepts, into the Russian
literature of that time. Native Muscovites abandoned the language of their
ordinary books and writings for this discourse, and in the Russian state,
side by side with the popular north- and south-Russian languages, there
was formed a language consisting of the middle ground between them and
equally comprehensible to both Russian groups. Having achieved clarity
and fullness, this language began to rid itself of old words and expressions,
those formed in schools and foreign to popular taste, and substituted for
them the words and expressions of the living language spoken by the peo-
ple — and here the influx of the north-Russian element became almost
exclusive. In turn, the Little Russians renounced their mother tongue and,
along with the enlightenment spreading over the empire from the two great
craters, Moscow and St Petersburg, adopted the forms and the spirit of the
north-Russian language.
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It would seem, therefore, that by these mutual influences the develop-
ment of the literary language in Russia should have been completed. But it
turned out that the forces of the creative Russian spirit had made far from
full contact. At the time when Pushkin brought Russian poetry to the
height of perfection, to the ne plus ultra of plasticity and harmony, out of
the depths of the Poltava steppes there appeared in the north a writer with a
superficial formal education and incorrect speech, whose deviations from
the widely accepted literary norms issued clearly from his inadequate
knowledge of them. He appeared, and the admirers of the artistic, clear,
harmonious Pushkin were delighted by his steppe speeches. What does that
mean? It means that Pushkin had not yet mastered all the treasures of the
Russian language, that in Gogol’s language the Russian ear heard some-
thing native and somehow forgotten since childhood, that in the land of
Russia was discovered a source of language from which our northern writ-
ers had long ago ceased to draw ...

Judging by the similarity of old customs among the Great Russians and
the Little Russians, one can conclude that in the deep past all Rus’ spoke
one and the same language, or dialects similar to each other. And it is prob-
able that the Russian language was best developed primarily in the land
which was then the focal point of the people’s power, the Kievan land. The
farther from this land, the clearer were the regional differences and devia-
tions from south-Russian speech, and these were reflected, in part, in
north-Russian chronicles. By right, the language of the Kievan land ought
to have served as the model for the entire ancient Russian world. But, as a
result of political turmoil, the civic order slowly weakened within the bor-
ders of the ancient Kievan principality, and the Russian people developed
its state power mainly in the north, first in Vladimir, on the Kliazma river,
and later in Moscow. Here the ancient Russian language, whatever it had
been at the time of Vladimir and Iaroslav, followed a special path, so that it
began to include the resources of its native soil, in accordance with its par-
ticular state and social circumstances. The Muscovite land became a strong
kingdom which drew everything to itself and created new forms of life and
a language expressing those forms. Thus was reached that level of develop-
ment found by the southern Rus’ people, who united with the north-
Russian people after having been divided from them by the Tatars.

What did they do with their language during the time they were divided
from northern Rus’? Some of our scholars, without a moment’s hesitation,
have maintained that they forgot the proper Russian speech and fell under
the influence of the Polish language, which, having mixed with the lan-
guage of the southern Rus’ people, created a blend today called the Little
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Russian language. Somehow, it seems, the Little Russian language devel-
oped from Polish. But the monuments of south-Russian folk literature,
constantly being discovered by ethnographers, give rise to an important, in
this instance, question: Which of the two languages could have been the
father of the other - the one which has folk-songs rich in beauty, contain-
ing ethnographic and religious details reflecting deepest pagan antiquity, or
the one which has no such folk-songs? The Polish language is not only
poorer in folk creations, but younger than the south-Russian. If we find
Polish words in the contemporary Little Russian language, it means that
these words were borrowed by the Poles from the southern Russes and
became common to both.* The south-Russian people did not forget the
language of their princes and retinues; it continued to live its own life
despite the Khanate invaders and the Lithuanians, who were uninterested
in the customs and language of the occupied people. What is borrowed by
one people from another bears the features of its prototype and inevitably
is inferior to it in vitality and beauty. But here the opposite has happened.
Polish oral literature, even in the opinion of its most ardent adherents, is far
behind Little Russian literature in its vitality, diversity, glitter, and plastic
beauty. How then can the opinion exist in Rus’ that the poor literature has
given birth to the rich one? There are many reasons [for such a view], but I
will point to only one. Our scholars, especially our historians and philolo-
gists, are mostly at a remove, too distant to be able to make a direct study
of the people, especially the south Russians. They necessarily repeat one
another, and, to the detriment of scholarship, there are some among them
who want to play the role of Russian patriots by demeaning one Russian
group in front of another. What are the consequences of the dearth of first-
hand observation, and where does this tribal exclusiveness in regard to Rus’
lead us? On the one hand, it breeds among the youth, who trust these
scholarly authorities, contempt for a subject worthy of the most diligent,
specialized study; on the other, it nourishes a sense of tribal alienation,
expressed in Little Russians either as an indifference to everything which is
not Little Russian or by outrageous caricatures of reality.? Perhaps some-

2 T'am thinking of the words that form the beauty and not the ugliness of the language — the
words which are used in folk-songs and by our poets, and not the ones which one happens
to hear from people bearing the sad imprints of a foreign nationality. [Author’s note]

I will point to some passages in Osnovianenko’s story ‘A Soldier’s Portrait,” to those
works of Hrebinka in which Great Russians are characters, and, finally, to Dead Soxls by
Gogol, in which the Russian peasants, in my opinion, are depicted as true caricatures but
are not very satisfactory from the point of view of the deep inner bond which must exist
between a writer and the people. [Author’s note]

w
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one gains by this situation, but it is not society. Society needs love, and
where there is no love there are no successes in life. Those of our scholars
who, guided by simple-minded or feigned patriotism, therefore, limit the
scope of their specialized study of the people and its speech to the so-called
genuinely Russian man, thereby in their blindness excluding millions of
south Russians from participating in the process of self-cognition and self-
expression, are blocking the progress of Russia’s moral development.
Fortunately the character of the Russian man is stronger than the delu-
sions of learned and unlearned fanatics, and however much it is oppressed
by the moribund influences of people without heart or reason, it revives
under favourable circumstances. Some time ago, educated south-Russian
society began to admire its native poetry and language, but by no means as
a result, as some assume, of the general movement among Slavic peoples to
define their national identities, a movement which is quite recent. This
admiration was expressed by works which, in our opinion, have no great
value, but their influence on common-Russian literature was salutary.
Gogol was first prompted to depict Little Russian life in his stories by his
father, the author of and an actor in several dramatic pieces in the Little
Russian language. The circle in which Gogol found himself and the influ-
ence of various people he met showed him the form of discourse which
would make his works accessible to society, and he began to write in Great
Russian. Many Little Russians are sorry he did not write in his native lan-
guage, but I regard this circumstance as most fortunate. Owing to his edu-
cation and the era in which he passed his childhood he could not master the
Little Russian language to the extent of not having to stop at each step in
his creative evolution because of linguistic deficiencies, an inability to find
colours and forms. However great his talent, under such conditions he
would have had a weak influence on his countrymen and no influence
whatsoever on Russian society. But by speaking about Little Russia in a
language accessible to both groups, on the one hand he showed his own
people the beauty they had, and on the other he discovered for the Great
Russians a distinct and poetic people, whom they had known previously
only through literary caricatures. Strictly speaking, Gogol’s Little Russian
stories contain scant ethnographic or historical truth, but they convey the
general poetic tone of Little Russia. They are more akin to our folk-songs
than to the reality reflected in these songs. One cannot say that Gogol’s
works explained Little Russia, but they provided a powerful incentive for
such an explanation. Gogol was unable to study his native people in the
past and present. He attempted a history of Little Russia, a historical novel
a la Walter Scott, and ended up by writing Taras Bulba, a book in which he
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revealed an extreme lack of information about the Little Russian past as
well as an unusual gift at divining the past. Rereading Taras Bulba now, we
often find the author in the dark, but whenever a song, a chronicle, or a leg-
end casts a glimmer of light in his direction, he uses its feeble rays with
incomprehensible skill in order to make out neighbouring objects. Because
of this, Taras Bulba impresses the connoisseur with the incidental fidelity
of its colours and with the glitter of fantasy, although its historical and
artistic veracity is far from satisfactory. Here again many Little Russians
regret that Gogol did not continue to study Little Russia and did not dedi-
cate himself to the artistic depiction of its past and present. But again I see
in his inclination to Great Russian elements the most fortunate instinct of a
genius. In his time 1t was impossible to know Little Russia better than he
did. Moreover, the study of those aspects of Little Russia by means of
which we, the successors of Gogol in the process of self-knowledge,
attempt to clarify its past and present life, had not yet presented itself as a
goal. Let us suppose that Gogol could have researched Little Russian
archives and chronicles and collections of songs and legends, could have
travelled throughout Little Russia in order to see with his own eyes the real
life that makes it possible to draw conclusions about the past, and in the
end could have studied the political and international relations of Poland,
Russia, and Little Russia. These preparations for a literary work would
have occupied all his time, and we would not, perhaps, have received any-
thing from him. Having turned towards contemporary Russian life, how-
ever, he breathed more freely. The materials were always on hand, and only
the realization of his inadequate development impeded his creative process.
All the same, he left us a memento of his talent in some short stories, comic
plays, and, finally, Dead Souls, his great attempt to create something colos-
sal. Those committed to the development of Little Russian elements in lit-
erature have lost nothing in him, and all Russians jointly were the winners.
And did so little that is Little Russian really enter into Dead Souls? “The
Muscovites themselves,” writes Aksakov, ‘admit that if Gogol were not a
Little Russian he would not have created anything like that.’* But the cre-
ation of Dead Souls, or, rather, the striving to create it expressed by Gogol
in his ‘Author’s Confession’ and many letters, has a different, higher mean-
ing. Gogol, a native of the gubernia of Poltava, which was the site of the
last efforts of a well-known party of Little Russians (the adherents of
Mazepa) to break the state bond with the Great Russian people; a writer

4 See K. Aksakov, Neskolko slov o poeme Gogolia Mértvye dushi, Moscow, 1842, pp. 17-18.
[Author’s note)
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brought up on Ukrainian folk-songs; a passionate - to the point of delusion
— bard of Cossack antiquity, rose above the love directed exclusively
towards his native land and became inflamed with an ardent love of all the
Russian people, such as a native of northern Russia could desire but hardly
expect from a Little Russian. Perhaps therein, with all its ramifications, lies
Gogol’s great achievement, and perhaps this great spiritual feat justifies the
intimation of his early childhood that he would do something for the gen-
eral good. Since Gogol’s time the view of the Little Russians held by Great
Russians has changed. They sensed in his nature unusual, striking abilities
of mind and heart; they saw that the people among whom such a writer had
appeared lived a vigorous life and were perhaps designated by fate to fulfil
the spiritual nature of north-Russian man. Having implanted this belief in
Russian society, Gogol accomplished a feat more patriotic than that of
people who in their books praise north Rus’ alone and avoid south Rus’.
For their part, the Little Russians were called by him to become conscious
of their nationality and were directed by him towards a loving union with
north Russians, whose greatness he felt with all his soul and made us feel
too. Gogol’s mission was to lay the foundation of a deep and all-embracing
sympathy between two groups, tied materially and spiritually but sepa-
rated by old misunderstandings and an insufficient number of mutual
bonds.

I said that the Little Russian works of Gogol prompted an exploration
of Little Russia, and I said it not without good reason. Everything written
before him about Little Russia in both languages, north- and south-
Russian, could not, without him, have caused the kind of intellectual move-
ment he initiated with his stories on Little Russian mores and history.
Taras Bulba, based on the writings of Konysky’ and Beauplan,® created a
new interest in those writers. In them was sought what was not captured
by Gogol’s Cossack poem, and the recorded legends of antiquity preserved
by them offered the minds and imaginations of readers the charm of a mag-

5 See “‘Avtorskaia ispoved,” Sochineniia i Pisma Gogolia, vol. 3, p. soo. [Author’s note]

6 The names of Shakespeare, Byron, Walter Scott tie the English and the Scots into one peo-
ple, scattered across the world. Gogol’s name is just as precious for a Great Russian as for
a Little Russian. Beginning in Gogol’s time Russian literature became more kindred to Lit-
tle Russians. They saw themselves in it, in the present and the past. For their part, the
Great Russians, with the help of Gogol’s works, have, anew as it were, come to know, to
love, and to possess Little Russia spiritually. [Author’s note]

7 In Kulish’s day Archbishop Georgii Konysky was considered the author of Istoriia Rusov.

8 Guillaume Le Vasseur de Beauplan (1600-73), a French army engineer and cartographer,
was the author of Description d’Ukraine (1660), a work widely known in Europe.
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ical fairy tale. This sense of enchantment was extended to other chronicles,
which had been obscured by Konysky’s popularity. Familiarity with them
resulted in their being collated, and the contradictions revealed by them
created the need to know the truth. Thus arrived the moment for the his-
torical research which had been unavailable to the author of Taras Bulba;
indeed, the need for such research had been far from the mind of the author
of Taras Bulba, as has been best demonstrated in Pushkin’s article on
Konysky (Sovremennik [The Contemporary), 1836), in which there is not
even a hint of his shortcomings as far as veracity is concerned. The Chroni-
cle of Samovydets, discovered by me and published by Professor Bodian-
sky, has no equal among Little Russian chronicles. A new view of the
history of Cossack Little Russia began to appear in published and manu-
script writings. A distrust in our own sources, generated all the more by
the aforementioned chronicle, forced us to turn to Polish sources. The
lively contact between those expert in native legends and impartial Polish
scholars, above all, the late Count Swidzinski and Michat Grabowski, have
confirmed the sensible views of Little Russian writers as to historical events
in Ukraine on both banks of the Dnieper. Professor Bodiansky, however,
published Konysky’s well-known chronicle, Istorita Rusov, which became
a reference book for everyone who treasured the memory of his ancestors
in Little Russia, and what had been decided upon and settled, though for
fortuitous reasons not yet published, by south-Russian scholars was set
forth by a Moscow professor, Solov’év, in his Outline of the History of Lit-
tle Russia. The sacred mantle of the historian was removed from Konysky.
He was shown to be, first of all, a fanatical patriot of south Rus’, who out
of love for her and contrary to the truth was merciless towards Poland and
the Muscovite state, and second, an unusually talented poet of chronicles
and stories and an accurate depicter of events only when he had no ulterior
motive or preconception. The merit of Solov'év as a critic of Konysky’s
chronicle is great, but it has not, until now, been recognized by the Little
Russians, who, predictably, viewed the humiliation of their Titus Livius as
expressing ill will towards their country. But the time of deliberate ill will
has passed; it is felt only by those writers who, as individuals, are equally
alien to north- and south-Russian society and whose names should not be
mentioned when one is speaking of elevated aspirations for truth. A better
defender of Solov’év against certain simple-minded Little Russians will be
their own writer M. Kostomarov, whose works have remained unknown to
scholars for too long, but now will be received by society with a sympathy
and respect all the greater.

This is one side of the movement which Gogol strengthened with his
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concern for Little Russian nationality. But at the time when abstract sci-
ence was doing its work in the area of the historical and ethnographic study
of south Rus’, society was experiencing more consciously its earlier desire
to examine its people in the native language. It ceased searching for what
was ridiculous, simple-minded, and even cunningly naive in the people.
The perception of the common man became deeper and more sympathetic.
We began to listen more attentively to folk-songs. The inner image of Little
Russia appeared in the beauty, the tenderness, and the dark energy of the
language and music of these songs. There appeared new collections of epic
and lyric works of art reflecting the spirit and feeling of the people. Eth-
nography crossed from the hard soil of the chronicles to the living, fertile
soil of national poetry. History, with surprise, saw itself in the colourful
and radiant apparel of a folk-song. We wanted to enter the houses of the
descendants of the Cossacks, who, in their own words, ‘won glory
throughout the whole world, on land and on the sea.” We wanted to hear
their speech without a translator, the role played by Gogol for Russian lit-
erature. We were sufficiently grown up to be able to understand everything
tender and harmonious in the original. And Hryhorii Kvitka, who wrote
under the pseudonym Osnovianenko, led us into the peasant house. His
short story ‘Marusia’ has not, until today, been properly appreciated. Oth-
ers saw in it a captivating painting of simple folk customs, a warm feeling,
and many authentically pathetic scenes, but they missed the point that a
simple Little Russian, bereft of any contact with educated people except in
the area of religion, had never before appeared in a literary work in all his
magnificent moral simplicity. He was not an unskilled ploughman, but a
human being in the full sense of the word. He was not improved by con-
temporary education. He saw nothing apart from his village. He was illiter-
ate, engaged only in field and house work. The word of God, which he
heard in church, was instilled in him only by the phenomena of nature,
which he loved unconsciously as a child loves his nurse. But in all his
thought and actions, from his view of himself to his conduct with his
neighbours, we are struck by some greatness in which we feel the natural
nobility of human nature. No one can say that this is an affectation. If it
were, then Kvitka’s villager would not evoke sympathy; he would not
impress himself on the soul and would not be lovingly prized by it. The
heart cannot be fooled, and the tears shed in Little Russia during the read-
ing of ‘Marusia’ are a fact which should not be neglected by literary critics.
Kvitka wrote several stories in the Little Russian language, parts of which
are equal to ‘Marusia,” but not one of them can compare with it. Yet these
other works are permeated by the more or less expressive features of the
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magnificent image of the Little Russian simple man, this profoundly moral
character whose roots lie in a society unknown to us ... The reader’s mind,
struck by this moral grandeur, sees in it the forces of history, acting more
seriously here than in Cossack or Haidamak times or in all that fills our
historical works. The soul feels here a strong element of folk life, developed
by fortunate circumstances unknown to us and continuing to live in and
for itself despite wars and the artificial moral awakening so common in
civic-minded society. This element brings to Ukrainian folk poetry, in the
new era of its development represented by writers akin to Kvitka, a dignity
of expression far from commensurate with the material circumstances of
the people. It adds to the poetry a softness of expression, a fine feeling of
decorum in human relationships, an awareness of the nobility of its moral
nature which other nations acquire only as a result of the long tenure of
society as an independent, privileged, superior class respected by others. 1
will not exaggerate if I say that Little Russian simple folk, that is, the best -
among them, who resemble some of Kvitka’s characters in their customary
relations with each other - as godparents, as son-in-law with father-in-law,
as daughter with godmother, as daughter-in-law with her new family, or
simply as a host with his guests or in his behaviour at weddings, christen-
ings, funerals, wakes, and agricultural festivals — conduct themselves with a
proud dignity and grandeur that inspires involuntary respect. We know the
people very little, and we look at them from the economic point of view.
We keep ourselves aloof and do not mix with them socially. But I had the
good fortune to be in circumstances in which social and educational differ-
ences were forgotten, in which my presence was not noticed, and I was
astounded by what I observed ...

Kvitka’s short stories offer a warm, sincere picture of the mores of our
villagers, and their charm is not only in the content but in the very language
in which they are written. They are almost untranslatable into Russian,
because there is no way in Russian to convey the appropriate flavour of the
characters’ dialogue. The Great Russian simple folk, not having the charac-
teristics of the Little Russian people, are sharply distinguished from them
by the character of their language. The Russian literary language, even in
Gogol’s works, poorly conveys the domestic talk of our simple people,
their caresses and griefs, their ridicule and sarcasm. This was demonstrated,
best of all, by Kvitka himself, when, at the request of journalists, he trans-
lated “Marusia’ and several other of his stories. Little Russians cannot read
them because they are so unlike the original. One Russian writer, for
Kvitka a great authority, persuaded him to abandon completely a language
accessible to only a small circle of readers, and, following Gogol’s example,
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to write in the accepted [Russian] literary language. Kvitka wrote some sto-
ries and printed them in the journals but - lo and behold! - the same writer
who had made his countrymen laugh and cry with his Little Russian tales
became as dull for them as for the Great Russians. What does that indicate?
Why did the author of the charming ‘Marusia’ not enjoy in Russian the
success the author of Evenings on a Farm had enjoyed? Because he thought
in Little Russian, and, trying to speak in Russian, was as clumsy in his
phrases as a Little Russian lad would be who wanted to play the part of a
Russian fine fellow. The journals’ critics have justifiably considered him a
mediocre storyteller, and the public stopped reading him, preferring garru-
lous writers whose names should not be mentioned side by side with the
name Kvitka. But Little Russia has not forgotten his first stories and,
regardless of the fact that he is little known in Russia, ranks him with such
great painters of mores and passions as Sir Walter Scott, Dickens, and our
Gogol. Kvitka is inferior to them in the diversity of his subject matter, but
in his own genre, which presents a formidable challenge to a contemporary
writer, he far surpasses every one of them.

It is a remarkable fact, which we cannot but dwell on here, that the same
writer who left a deep impression on readers when he wrote in Little Rus-
sian was ignored when he wrote in Russian. We see therein evidence of the
close bond between the language and the creative faculty of the writer, and
of the inadequate transmission by one language of concepts which it has
not worked out itself and which are the property of another. Just as music
in a song, so language in a book is the crucial part of the artistic work, and
without language the poet does not fully have an impact on the reader’s
soul. I have heard from several natives of the Great Russian provinces, who
have made some small study of the Little Russian language, that it is easier
for them to follow our folk dumy in the original than in translation. In
other words, in the original a harmonious link between the language and
the subject is preserved, which in translation is constantly violated. In
accordance with this law, true for all literatures, each independent poet has
his own native language, which is good only for his unique view .of life, his
distinctive cast of mind, his own emotional dynamic. Translate his words
into the language of another poet, and they will lose much of their charm.
In Lictle Russia, Kvitka is not alone in being unable to express his Little
Russian concepts in Russian. Hulak-Artemovsky, who represents a transi-
tion from Kotliarevsky, has written several excellent comic and satirical
poems, which we know by heart, but he has remained unknown in Russian
literature, despite his great efforts at writing Russian prose and verse. Hre-
binka, a contemporary of Kvitka, has left fresh and true pictures of Little
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Russian nature and life in his Proverbs, but the same Hrebinka wrote
clumsy rtales and tasteless poems in Russian ...

Finally, the greatest talent of south-Russian literature,? who sang of the
injustices suffered by the people and of his own fervent tears, astonished
his admirers upon publishing a short poem in the Great Russian language,
not only by the colourlessness of the verse but also by the flabbiness of its
thought and feeling, whereas in Little Russian he created or found forms
which no one before him had anticipated, and fashioned out of local life a
whole new world of poetry unperceived by anyone before. In his poems
our language took that great step forward which is normally accomplished
by the common efforts of a whole nation over the course of many years, or
by the magical power of a genius who in himself embodies the inherent ar-
tistry of his native people. These poems, like a song, flew from one end of
south Rus’ to the other; they were loved by every. class, age, and sex, and
their publication became almost unnecessary. There is no one in Little Rus-
sia moderately literate and sensitive to poetry who would not know them
by heart and would not keep them in his heart of hearts as a treasured pos-
session.

But what i1s most astonishing and important in these poems is that they,
more than our folk-songs or anything else written in Little Russian,
approach the Great Russian language without losing the pure character of
Ukrainian speech. The mystery of this phenomenon lies, perhaps, in the
fact that in an inexplicable revelation of the past, which informs the pro-
phetic soul in the present, the poet has divined the happy middle ground
between the two separate languages, which was the essential principle guid-
ing the development of each. Little Russians, reading his verses and admir-
ing the unusually daring re-creation of their language and the closeness of
his forms to those of Pushkinian verse, do not feel the unpleasant discord
which strikes them when other writers borrow words, phrases, and con-
structions from a related language. On the contrary, one experiences in the
poetry a fascination difficult to explain, which no other Slavic literature
has. Whatever the explanation, it is undoubtedly true that our poet, draw-
ing with one hand the content of his laments, songs, and prophecies from
the spirit and language of his own people, stretches his other hand towards
the treasure-house of the north-Russian spirit and language. But he has his
own way of approaching it and its secrets. For him none of the foreign
forms of speech assimilated by the Russian writers from the very beginning

9 Kulish refers to, but does not name, Taras Shevchenko, who was still in exile when Kulish
wrote this essay.
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of their contact with Europe exist. Native linguistic forms are so firmly
entrenched that he is not derailed by the artificial shell of Russian literary
works. Behind the infinite combinations of words created by non-popular
influences, he sees the Russian word in its original state and masters it
because of his blood tie with the north-Russian people. But at the same
time a miraculous instinct, which only great poets possess, drives him to
take from the other language only what is common to both peoples. That is
why the language of his poems is richer than all his predecessors’. That is
why this language expresses universal human concepts and, though the
most perfect instrument for the expression of the Little Russian mind,
feeling, and taste, is more comprehensible to the Great Russians than our
folk-songs or the works of our other writers.

Those who see in his works some unconditional hostility to the north-
Russian group are wrong. He protested against human injustices, regard-
less of who committed them, Great Russians or Little Russians. He was
carried beyond the bounds of historical truth in depicting the bitterness of
the human heart. But that no tribal enmity ruled him can be seen from the
fact that no one has laughed as bitterly at the glory of the Little Russian
Cossacks as he; no one has doubted the authority of our national patriot-
ism as much as he; no one has better put to shame and ridicule what we so
long prided ourselves on than he. They call him an insane patriot, but he
was the one who struck the first blow against that harmful patriotism
which elevates one’s own heroes, certified by history, but turns its eyes
from the virtues of a neighbouring people; that type of patriotism that glo-
rifies not the achievements of the whole country but the triumph of one
party or another, or even of a few individuals, at the expense, at times, of
the population as a whole. Yes, he was driven mad while pouring out his
wrath against human injustice; he was furious when he appealed to heaven
and earth against those whom he regarded as guilty of their neighbours’
suffering. But who is to judge a poet who, out of unbearable heartache, did
not place limits on his howling? ... Self-educated morally, without prede-
cessors or models for his literary activity, appearing suddenly out of the
blue amid the stagnant moral life of Little Russia with his hot tears, his
novel songs, and innate strivings borrowed from no one, he could not be
esteemed by the critics immediately. He himself knew it. He talked about it
in his first poems and sought his sole reward in the tears of sympathy from
native beauties — and in this he was not disappointed. Not only women
wept at his tender and bitter words. Whoever had long ago forgotten
youthful strivings for truth and virtue, whoever had sunk into indifference
to all bad actions and had accepted accidental forms of life as the indisput-
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able law for his thoughts and actions — it was he who was shaken by these
poems to the depths of his soul, and the tears which could not be held back
showed him the youthful image that long ago had been abandoned in his
cluttered soul. Yet whatever the evaluation of our poet made by his con-
temporaries, however few the people able to share his groans and to com-
prehend the lofty meaning of his works, the time will come when north
and south Rus’ will include him among the beneficent geniuses who have
put an end to group hostility, which can be destroyed by nothing except a
mutual striving for what is equally precious to both sides.

From this short characterization of three poets with different fates, who
strove to exalt the inner image of the south-Russian people, the reader will
see that south Rus’, since Gogol’s time, has not stopped expressing itself in
progressively more definite forms and has made a great step forward in the
art of self-expression. For there is an immense distance between the half-
Great Russian jokes of the village youth in Evenings on a Farm, or an
appeal, taken from a folk-song, to a beautiful girl by a young lad in love,
and the expression of the emotional conflict in Marusia’s father or the
poetic speeches of a bereaved mother. An immense distance exists between
Taras Bulba, which pleases the imagination but explains little about the life
of the people, and the soul-rending howling of our prophetic poet, who is
steeped in the spirit of his own people and expresses his feelings in words
truly of the people. South Rus’ was not left behind north Rus’ in success-
fully reaching towards self-knowledge and, sharing civic-mindedness with
its neighbour, has devised elements from which a distinctive nationality is
being created. However these patriots, who limit the flight of the Russian
spirit to the frontiers of the Muscovite state, would look at this [Little Rus-
sian] literary activity, it clearly strives for integration with north-Russian
literature. It is not averse to the purely Slavic element in this literature,
which is kindred to both groups, but, feeling the one-sided development of
the literature and the lack of distinctive, purely Russian forms, it tries to
cultivate from its own moral soil a language that is complete, strong, truly
original, able to express the profound and subtlest features of the character
of south-Russian man. It is not our fault if the natives of the northern prov-
inces do not include our language in the number of things they are inquisi-
tive about. We, for our part, are not behind the Great Russians in our
knowledge of their native language, and let a dispassionate judge decide
which side should be given preference. We are advised good-naturedly to
abandon the development of the Little Russian language by means of our
literary works. But this advice is given by people who do not know how
strong an influence the highly developed power and beauty of language can
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have on the moral as well as material well-being of a whole people. Some
argue seriously that ours is not even a language but a dialect, like the
Novgorod, the Vladimir, and the other dialects [of north Russia]. But it is
strange how these advocates forget that folk poetry in the Novgorod and
Vladimir provinces is in no way different, either in spirit or content or
form, from the folk poetry of the Moscow province, whereas south-Rus-
sian folk poetry has nothing similar to Great Russian folk poetry, and
nothing of equal value can be found in all the Great Russian provinces. We
are, finally, persuaded by undeniable facts that a Little Russian joining the
Great Russian writers has a wide circle of readers and thus better reaches
the goal of every active mind, that of propagating his views in society. It is
true that this goal is very enticing, but not one of the Little Russian poets,
not even Gogol, has been satisfied with his works in the north-Russian lan-
guage. Each of them has had in his soul the agonizing awareness that he has
not fulfilled his purpose - to be of use to his neighbour; and truly he has not
fulfilled it as completely as he would have in his native language. Let us
assume that a poet receives much attention from readers of another com-
munity, that his voice penetrates many hearts. Will he leave with them the
impression he would leave with his countrymen in addressing them in the
incomparable language of his childhood - in that sacred language with
which his mother instilled in him the precepts of honour and virtue? 1
know that friends who meet later in life may fervently and tenderly love
one another, but will their talk be as lively as the talk of friends whose
childhood is linked by common memories, common raptures, common
torments and joys? And will you talk as well and engagingly, without the
artifice of rhetoric, with a man whom you may like and respect but who
was educated under different influences, as you would with one whose
heart has long ago grown used to beating in time to yours? What can one
say about the number of people who fall under our moral influence? Num-
bers do not matter when one talks about the highest commitments of the
human soul. What is important is the quality of the soil on which our
words fall; what is important is the force that impresses the minds and
hearts of the listeners. When you ease with inspired words the mind of a
man who doubts the immortality of the human soul, when you lift up your
neighbour from depravity, you serve God and people better than if you
were to supply light and pleasant but fruitless reading to a large number in
society. How strange it is to call absurd the need of the soul, which can in
this and no other way communicate to another soul its life-giving force.
Philosophizing will not help here. This striving is conceived deep in the
soul, deeper than ordinary common-sense reasoning. The point here is not
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the difference between the two languages; the point is the peculiarities of
their inner beings, which show themselves in the way thoughts, feelings,
and the movements of the soul are expressed, the peculiarities which can-
not be expressed in a language not native to the author. At least, the one
writing these lines, having undertaken to depict faithfully the ancient Cos-
sacks in The Black Council for the benefit of his neighbours, has tried in
vain to substitute for south-Russian speech the literary language which is
accepted in Russia. Reading over the finished chapters, I felt that readers
would not receive from my book a true idea of how the past is reflected in
my soul and therefore would not fully receive a sense of either my histori-
cal or my Christian convictions. Willingly and unwillingly, I had to bypass
the common literary path and turn onto a road barely paved and thus pre-
senting many terrible difficulties for such a work as a historical novel. I was
forced to it by the agonizing feeling of an artist and man trying in vain to
struggle with the impossibility of expressing his innermost thoughts. I will
not hide the fact that turning onto this road cost me great effort and sacri-
fice. I had to renounce the pleasure of being read by the Great Russian
writers whose judgment I value and whose friendship bade me provide
them with serious and satisfactory reading. I had to limit myself to a small
circle of readers, because only a few of my countrymen can appreciate my
labours on behalf of the development of the south-Russian language and
its elevation to the high level of historical narrative. I had to bear the
reproaches of people who think that everything they do not know is non-
sense but who, by virtue of their authority, have an influence on inexperi-
enced and unformed minds. With all this, I published my book in the
south-Russian language. I had studied it for a long time in the written liter-
ary monuments of the past, in folk-songs, in legends, and in daily inter-
course with people who know no other language. And the beauty,
harmony, force, energy, and diversity of the language revealed to me gave
me the opportunity to carry out a task which could not be addressed until
now by any Little Russian, namely, the writing in our native language of a
historical novel which would adhere strictly to the forms characteristic of
works of this kind. I say here a novel because this was my task. But having
explored the mores of the Little Russians in the seventeenth century, so
different from today’s (in a particular social stratum, of course), I became
convinced that a writer must look at things through the eyes of the society
of those times past. I submitted completely to the past, therefore, and that
is why my work turned out to be not a novel but a chronicle in a dramatic
vein. I did not intend to amuse an idle imagination. Apart from everything
else, which does not require explanation, I wanted to represent in all the
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clarity of history incarnate the causes of the political insignificance of Little
Russia and to convince every wavering mind, not by a dissertation but by
the artistic re-creation of an antiquity either forgotten or distorted by us, of
the moral inevitability of the merger into one state of the south-Russian
community and the north-Russian. I wanted also to show, however, that it
was not an insignificant people who in the middle of the seventeenth cen-
tury united with the Muscovite tsardom. It consisted for the most part of
independent characters proud of their human dignity. In its mores and
concepts it preserved and still preserves today the principles of higher
civic-mindedness. It gave Russia many new and energetic public activists,
whose influence in no small measure helped the development of the state
power of the Russian people. Finally, it brought to Russia, with which it
shares the same religion and race, a language rich in distinctive merits,
which in the future formation of literature should help improve the linguis-
tic instrument of Russian emotion and thought, that mighty instrument of
language by the development of which nations are judged by history.

1857
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Two Russian Nationalities (excerpts)

MYKOLA KOSTOMAROV

We have seen how even in its childhood, when it was centred in Vladimir,
and later, in its youth, when it was centred in Moscow, the Great Russian
[despotic] element was inclined to subdue and absorb various neighbouring
regions.

The same thing occurred in the religious and intellectual sphere. The
Great Russians developed an intolerance of other faiths, a disdain of other
nationalities, a very high opinion of themselves. All the foreigners who vis-
ited Muscovy in the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth centuries were
unanimous in saying that the Muscovites looked down on other faiths and
nationalities. Even the tsars, who in these matters were marginally better
than the masses, washed their hands after having touched foreign ambassa-
dors of the various Christian faiths. The Russians disdained the Germans
who were allowed to live in Moscow, and the clergy cried out against deal-
ing with them. A patriarch who in an unguarded moment had given them
his blessing later demanded that they thereafter be distinguished by their
external appearance so that it could not happen again. The Great Russians
regarded the Latins, Lutherans, Armenians, and members of all other faiths
which differed from Orthodoxy as cursed. The Muscovites thought of
themselves as the single chosen people and were even ill-disposed towards
other peoples of the same faith, such as the Greeks and the Little Russians.
Everything which did not accord with their nationality was subjected to
their disdain and considered heretical. They haughtily looked down on
everyone.

The Tatar yoke unavoidably strengthened their views. Lengthy abase-
ment under the rule of foreigners of a different religion bred a haughtiness
towards and consequently gave rise to the abasement of outsiders. More-
over, a liberated slave readily grows proud. Accordingly, the liberation of
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Muscovy from the Tatars is what brought on all that enthusiasm for for-
eign things which took the shape of the reforms carried out during the
reign of Peter I. Extremes are expressed in the opposite extremes.

There was nothing of this kind among the South Russian ethnic group.
From ancient times Kiev — and, later, Vladimir-in-Volhynia as well - was a
common gathering place for foreigners of different religions and different
ethnic backgrounds. From time immemorial the South Russians had been
accustomed to hearing foreign languages and to associating with people
belonging to different groups and holding different beliefs. People from
South Rus’ travelled to Greece beginning in the tenth century and probably
even earlier. South Russians carried on trade in foreign lands, and some
served in the armies of foreign rulers. After Southern Rus” had accepted its
new faith from the Greeks, the South Russians did not adopt the hostility
to the Western church which had developed in Greece. The hierarchs, who
were foreigners themselves, tried to transport this hostility to the virgin
soil of Southern Rus’, but they were not completely successful. As a result,
a Catholic did not have the profile of an enemy in the imagination of the
South Russians. Peoples from principally South Russian families married
people from ruling houses of the Catholic faith. Probably the same type of
thing happened among the common people. Greeks, Armenians, Jews,
Germans, Poles, and Hungarians had free access to the cities of Southern
Rus’ and mixed with the inhabitants. The Poles who had come to the land
of Kiev to give succour to Prince Iziaslav were entirely captivated by
Southern Rus’.

This spirit of tolerance, this absence of national exclusiveness later
entered the character of Cossackdom, and it remains in the people to the
present day. Anyone could enter Cossack society. No one asked about
one’s faith or nation. When the Poles murmured that the Cossacks
accepted various vagabonds and that among these were some heretics flee-
ing the judgment of the ecclesiastical court, the Cossacks replied that the
acceptance of such refugees had long been their custom and that everyone
could come and go as he pleased. The hostile acts against Catholics at the
time of the Cossack uprisings took place as the product not of a hatred of
Catholicism but of oppression, and out of frustration at the violation of
Cossack consciences. The expeditions against the Turks and Crimean
Tatars were motivated, on the one hand, not by blind fanaticism against the
‘unbelievers,” but by a desire for revenge for their Tatar raids and the taking
of Russian hostages, and, on the other, by the spirit of bravado and the
desire for plunder which inevitably develops in every military society no
matter what its ethnicity or the land on which it was organized. The mem-
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ory of bloody enmity with the Poles has not disappeared from among the
people to the present day, but specific enmity against the Roman Catholic
faith unrelated to Polish nationality does not exist among them. The South
Russian is not vindictive except out of caution born of the past.

The South Russian never regarded either Catholic churches or Jewish
synagogues as impure places. He did not spurn eating or drinking or mak-
ing friends with Catholics and Protestants, Jews and Tatars. But he became
more hostile even than a Great Russian if he thought a foreigner had
insulted his religion. Just as he accorded respect and liberty to others, so
too did he demand liberty and respect for himself.

The difference between the two Russian nationalities, which arose at a
time quite distant from us, can be seen from this brief historical sketch. The
South Russian group had in its specific character a preponderance of per-
sonal liberty, while the Great Russians had a preponderance of communal-
ity. The root idea among the South Russians was mutual agreement, which
could fall apart if disagreements arose; the Great Russians, meanwhile,
strove for a predetermined form which, once set up, could not be abol-
ished. They credited the very establishment of such forms to God, and the
forms were consequently above human criticism. In various specific public
institutions, the South Russians stressed the spirit, whereas the Great Rus-
sians tried to create forms. In the political sphere, the South Russians were
able to form a voluntary association which was tied together only in so far
as was absolutely necessary and which lasted as long as it did not disturb
certain inalienable rights and personal freedoms. The Great Russians tried
to form a durable common body which would last forever and was perme-
ated by a single spirit. The South Russians approached federation but were
unable actually to form one; the Great Russians actually produced autoc-
racy and a strong state.

The South Russian group had often shown its inability to deal with
autocratic state life. This group was dominant in the land of Rus’ in antig-
uity, but when it came to forming a centralized state or perishing, the
group disappeared from the scene and made room for another.

In the Great Russian element there is something grand, something cre-
ative; there is a spirit of organization, a consciousness of unity, and the rule
of practical judgment, which can withstand difficult circumstances. The
Great Russian element can seize the moment when it is necessary to act and
make use of the opportunity when it is useful to do so. Our South Russian
group has not shown itself able to do that kind of thing. Its free institutions
have either given rise to a dissolution of public ties or led into a whirlpool
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of conflicts which have distorted the national historical life. Our past has
revealed these things to us about the two Russian nationalities.

In its attempts to create a solid and lasting body which would incorpo-
rate certain fundamental ideas, the Great Russian ethnic group has always
shown an inclination towards the material and yields to the South Russian
on the spiritual side of life and in poetry, which the latter group has devel-
oped more fully, more widely, and more vitally. Merely listen to the songs,
consider the literary works, and look at the images created by the imagina-
tions of both peoples. I do not say that Great Russian songs are without
poetry. Their high poetry lies in their strength of will and in their depiction
of the sphere of action, and especially in what they posit as necessary for
the attainment of a given goal; it lies in how this people has defined itself in
the historical flow of political life.

The better Great Russian songs are those which depict the moments
when the people gather their strength, or attain victory, or suffer a miu-
gated defeat. Accordingly, everyone loves the songs about the robber-
heroes who fight both against circumstance and against the social order.
Destruction is their element, but a destruction necessary for reconstruc-
tion. The latter is expressed by the very structure of the robber bands,
which form a certain kind of social unit. And therefore it is not strange
when contemplating these robber songs to see the same communalism and
the same attempt to incorporate statehood which we find in every expres-
sion of the historical life of the Great Russian ethnos.

The Great Russian people is practical and pre-eminently material and
rises to poetry only when poetry arises out of the course of daily work.
The Great Russians work without enthusiasm or distraction. They apply
themselves to details and particular parts, and lose the general idea which
makes up the essential poetry of every action and every thing. Accordingly,
while Great Russian poetry often tries to reach the realm of a grandeur
exceeding the naturally possible, it often sinks to the level of simple amuse-
ment and distraction. Historical memory becomes transformed into epic
and then merely into a tale. Meanwhile, in contrast, the songs of the South
Russians hold to reality more firmly and often do not need to be trans-
formed into epic in order to shine forth as brilliant poetry. There is nostal-
gia and reflection in Great Russian song, but Great Russian song lacks the
South Russian pensiveness which seizes us so, which transports our spirits
away into the realm of imagination, and which lights our hearts with a kind
of supernatural fire.

Nature plays a small role in Great Russian song but a very great one in
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South Russian song. South Russian poetry is inseparable from nature; it
brings it alive and makes it a part of the joy and the grief of the human
spirit. The grasses, the birds, the animals, the heavens, morning and
evening, spring and the snow — they all breathe, think, and feel together
with mankind. Sympathy, hope, and judgment are all echoed in nature’s
charming voice. Amorous feelings, which usually make up the soul of folk-
song, rarely overcome materialism in Great Russian songs. Such feelings,
however, reach the highest expression, purity, and grace in South Russian
songs. In comic songs even the carnal side of love is depicted with a conviv-
ial anacreontic grace, which conceals triviality and ennobles sensuality.

In Great Russian songs woman seldom rises to her human ideal; her
beauty is seldom taken beyond motherhood; amorousness rarely goes
beyond the corporal; and the valour and worth of the feminine spirit are
rarely expressed. By contrast, the South Russian woman of folk poetry
reaches the spiritual beauty which in her very fall poetically expressed her
pure nature, and displays modesty in the midst of decadence.

The contradictions between the natures of the two ethnic groups are
vividly expressed in their playful and comic songs. In South Russian songs
of this type, nobility of word and expression is worked out and reaches
true artistry. The man who breathes in nature is not satisfied by simple
amusements but recognizes the necessity of giving nature an artistic form
which not only distracts but elevates the soul. Happiness seeks to embrace
nature with verses of beauty and to sanctify the thought of it.

By contrast, Great Russian songs of this genre arise out of nothing more
than the desire of a man tired of his daily chores to forget himself for a
moment; such songs neither puzzle one’s head nor touch one’s heart or
imagination. Song exists not for itself but rather as a decoration for a purely
material satisfaction and therefore often reaches the point of cynicism.

One can more or less see that Great Russian home and social life lacks
the poetry of South Russian life, just as the latter has little that makes up
the essence, the strength, and the value of the first. The Great Russian cares
little for nature. One very rarely sees flowers around the cottage of the
Great Russian peasant, whereas one can find them around every house
belonging to a South Russian. Moreover, the Great Russian is often an
enemy of vegetation. I have seen peasants cut down all the trees around
their houses in the belief that the houses would not look well among the
trees. In the villages belonging to the state, when the authorities recently
planted some bushes close to the houses, it was very difficult to see them
come to bloom, to preserve them, and to prevent them from being torn up
by the roots. In the 1820s, when the government ordered that trees be
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planted along the highways, this was apparently such a hateful novelty in
the eyes of the Great Russian people that to the present day one can find
their laments and complaints expressed in folk-songs of the most trivial
type. There are many orchards in Great Russia, but they are almost all
meant to bear fruit for commercial purposes; very seldom are there forest-
type trees which are not useful in material life. One rarely meets a Great
Russian who recognizes and is charmed by the delights of the countryside,
who is carried away in observing the heavens, who is lost in admiration of
the reflection of the sun or moon in the crystal waters of a clear lake, or
gives thought to the forest when it comes alive with a choir of birds in the
springtime. All this is almost completely foreign to the Great Russian, who
is immersed in his concerns and the petty needs of his material life. Even
among the educated classes, as far as we have been given the opportunity to
see, there remains the same coolness to the beauty of nature; moreover, this
coolness is sometimes most unsuccessfully and comically hidden by an imi-
tation of the ways of the foreign West, where, as is well known, good man-
ners require one to display a certain love and sympathy for nature.

The Great Russians are deficient in imagination; they have few supersti-
tions but many prejudices. It is at once apparent, however, that the South
Russians too have many superstitions, particularly in the western part of
the South Russian land (perhaps owing to its distance from Great Russian
influences). There, in almost every house you can hear a poetic tale about
how the dead come to life in different disguises. These tales vary from a
touching story of how a mother who has died comes to life in order to
bathe her children, to a dreadful story of vampires who rise at midnight
around the crosses of cemeteries and wildly scream, “We want meat!”

To the tales scattered in such abundance throughout a land rich in his-
tory should be added the legends of misty ancient times; a complex web
woven from the best of the popular imagination can be discerned in these
legends, traces of which have been written down by the ancient chroniclers.
Quaint customs, assorted charms, the world of ghosts in varying shapes,
and apparitions to make the hair stand on end all blend into one artful pic-
ture. Sometimes the people themselves do not believe in the stories they
tell, yet as long as these stories impart a sense of beauty the people will con-
tinue to transform the old content into an ever-newer form.

None of this exists in the case of Great Russia. As we have already
stated, there are only prejudices there. The Great Russian believes in devils
and in witches because he has had this belief passed on by his forefathers.
He believes because he does not doubt their reality; he believes in them just
as he believes in the existence of electricity or celestial phenomena; he
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believes because belief is necessary for the explanation of phenomena
which cannot be understood, and not to satisfy a desire to raise grey mate-
rial life to the sphere of free creativity. In general, he has few fanciful tales.
His devils, his spirits gathered about the home, are highly material. The
Great Russian is little occupied with the other world and the world of spir-
its and tells very few stories about life beyond the grave. If one does
encounter one, it has been taken out of a book, either old or new; and most
likely the story has an ecclesiastical rather than a folklorish ring to it.

The Great Russian is very persistent in his prejudices, however, and this
accords with his spirit of intolerance. I have known a highly characteristic
case wherein a certain gentleman was accused of atheism and profanity
because he had a scornful attitude towards belief in the existence of devils.

Among literate people interested in books, one can observe what kind of
book the Great Russian is interested in, and, in particular, what in these
books attracts him. As far as I have been able to see, his interest is either in
serious books directly related to his occupation and, indeed, what he can
make most immediate use of, or in light, entertaining reading which occu-
pies him for a while without affecting his disposition or his ideas. Poetry is
read simply to pass the time (and in this case is liked for what can be
extracted easily from the variety or uniqueness of its composition) or just
to show that the reader is cultured enough to read what is considered good.
One can often find a person enthralled with the beauty of poetry, but on
close look one sees that this is mere affectation and not a true feeling. The
affectation itself is a sign of the absence of a true understanding of poetry.
Such an affectation is exceedingly common in our educated society. For
this reason, it seems, we have a noticeable sympathy for the French, much
more so than for other nations, because that people has shown itself to have
little that is poetry about it, and in literature, in art, and even in scholarship
does a lot for effect.

If among the Great Russians there has been a truly great and original
poet and a man of genius, it was Pushkin. But in his eternal masterpiece,
Evgeny Onegin, he outlined only half the Great Russian nationality, the
so-called educated and secular class.

There have been successful Great Russian writers who have dealt with
manners and morals, but they have not been creative poets who spoke the
language of the masses, and said what the masses would have wanted to
say, and expressed what their true feelings would be, and done it for each
one of them, and, moreover, said it in poetry rather than prose. We repeat,
however, that we are very far from saying that there is no poetic element in
the Great Russian people. On the contrary, it might be that they have a
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poetic element loftier and deeper than that of the Little Russians. But, it is
not oriented towards the spheres of imagination and feeling, and it deals
instead with will and clear thinking. Great Russian songs are not immedi-
ately likeable. One has to study them and penetrate their spirit in order to
understand their original poetry. Such poetry is not immediately accessible
because it still awaits grand souls who will turn it into works of great artis-
tic merit.

In the sphere of religion we have already shown the sharp difference
between the South Russian and the Great Russian nationalities. This differ-
ence lies in the fact that the former has taken no part whatsoever in schisms
and desertions from the church on the basis of ritual and formula, whereas
the latter certainly has. It would be interesting to resolve the question of
where the Great Russians originally got this disposition. In other words,
where did they get the tendency to argue about the literal and give dog-
matic import to what is often no more than a simple question of grammar
or ceremony? It seems that this tendency arises from the same practical,
material character which is the essence of Great Russianness. By the same
token, when we observe the great Russian people and all strata of Great
Russian society, we often meet individuals of true Christian morality
whose feeling for religion is directed towards the practical application of
Christian goodness, but who, nonetheless, have little ‘internal’ piety. We
also meet hypocrites and fanatics who closely follow external rules and rit-
uals but are also without internal piety; they follow external forms because
it is their custom, but they give little thought to why they are doing so.
Finally, there are the people of the so-called educated classes, people who
have either little faith or no faith at all. They are not like that because they
have undergone a deep intellectual struggle; instead, they are enthusiastic
about their unbelief because it seems the mark of an enlightened man. (In
general, a truly pious disposition is the exception among people, and piety
itself, spiritual contemplation, is no indicator of nationality or of a general
national character, but rather a result of one’s individual and personal char-
acter.) )

We meet the exact opposite among the South Russians. In other words,
the South Russians have exactly what the Great Russians lack. The South
Russians possess a strong sense of the ubiquitous presence of God, know
an internal turning towards God, and have spiritual affection; they secretly
reflect on Divine Providence and themselves; they have a heartfelt attrac-
tion to the unknown, secret, and comforting spiritual world. The South
Russians follow rituals and respect formulas, but do not criticize them. It
would not occur to them to think about whether to sing the ‘Alleluia’ two
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or three times or to make the sign of the cross with this finger or that fin-
ger. And if such a question arises, it is enough for them to listen to the
explanation of the priest, who has been given the authority to discuss these
things by the church. If the question arose of some kind of change in the
external forms of the Divine Liturgy or in the translation of the Holy
Scriptures, the South Russian would not object to it and would not see it as
some kind of distortion of the things he holds sacred.

The South Russians understand that the church has set forth these exter-
nals and that they have been established by the ecclesiastical hierarchy,
which has tried not to change the essentials. They understand that the laity
must follow these changes. That is because if one or another external repre-
sents one and the same essence, the external itself is not so important as to
become the subject of discord.

We have had the opportunity of speaking with religious people of both
these nationalities. The Great Russian, on the one hand, displays his piety
in discussions concerning externals and letters and places great importance
on them; if he is firmly Orthodox, this Orthodoxy consists primarily in
the external side. The South Russian, on the other hand, will stress his
religious-moral feeling and, rarely embarking on an analysis of the Divine
Liturgy, rituals, and church festivals, will give only his pious impression of
the liturgy, the majesty of the ritual, and the grear significance of the festi-
vals and so forth. Moreover, the educated class among the South Russians
does not treat the faith as lightly as does that of the Great Russians. Scepti-
cism enters the soul of the South Russian only after a long and deep strug-
gle. In contrast, we have seen Great Russian young people who have been
brought up in the strictest piety from childhood on and who have adhered
to all the prescribed church rules, but who at the first slight attack, and
often as a result of a few sharp words, discard the banner of religion, forget
the teachings of their childhood, and without a struggle directly turn to the
most extreme disbelief and materialism.

The South Russian people are a deeply religious people in the broadest
sense of the term. Somehow, circumstances made them such. Though they
adopted one form of education after another until the sum of the principal
traits which form the essence of their nationality came into existence,
through it all they preserved the principle of religion. This was inevitable
given the poetic bent that marked their spiritual composition.

In the realm of social ideas, history has made an impression on our two
nationalities and given them ideas which are completely contradictory. The
urge to unite individual parts into a whole, the denial of personal interests
in the name of social good, the belief in an indestructible common will
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based on a keen sense of a hard, mutual lot — all these features manifest
themselves in the large family life of the Great Russians and the engulfing
of personal liberty in the idea of the mir, or repartitional village commune.
These things are expressed in the national way of life — in the indivisibility
of family and of common property - and in the division of responsibility in
the villages, where the innocent pay for the guilty and the industrious work
for the lazy. One can see how deeply embedded these ideas are in the Great
Russian mentality in the fact that Great Russians of various points of view
have in our times, under the influence of old Muscovite Slavophilism and
modern French socialism, spoken in favour of the communal institutions
of the enserfed peasantry.

There is nothing more difficult or more objectionable for the South
Russian than this communal family system. South Russian families divide
and go their separate ways as soon as their members find it necessary to
establish an independent life for themselves. Parental care for grown chil-
dren seems unbearable despotism to the South Russian. The pretensions of
older brothers over younger ones, and of grandfathers over their relations,
arouse an enraged hostility between them. Blood ties and common lineage
seldom bring agreement and mutual love to the South Russians. On the
contrary, modest, gentle, and likeable people often are separated from their
relations by an implacable enmity. Family quarrels are a common occur-
rence among both the lower and the upper classes. Family ties among the
Great Russians, in contrast, often lead a man to live in a friendly and amia-
ble way with his relations even when he does not display friendliness and
amiability in his relations with outsiders generally. In Southern Rus’, 1o
preserve love and concord among them, it is necessary to separate close
relations so that they will have as little contact as possible with one
another.

Reciprocal duty, based not on free agreement but rather on preordained
necessity, is a burden for the South Russian, whereas more than anything
else it is a calming element for the Great Russian and tranquillizes his per-
sonal desires. Out of obedience to duty, the Great Russian is ready to force
himself to love his close relations; he submits to them simply because they
are related to him and even though they are not sympathetic to him. He is
ready to make personal sacrifices for them while recognizing that they are
not worth it — they are, after all, his blood relations.

In contrast, although the South Russian, apparently, is prepared to love
those close to him because they are his relations, such relations are less tol-
erant of his weaknesses than they are of those of an outsider. In general, a
common origin prompts the South Russian not to strengthen something
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that is good, but to weaken it. Some Great Russians who have acquired
estates in Southern Rus’ have resolved from time to time to introduce a
Great Russian cohesiveness and indivisibility of property into their Little
Russian families, and the consequence has been frightful scenes. Not only
have brothers been ready to come to blows, but sons have pulled their
fathers out the door by the hair. The more the principles of familial author-
ity and blood ties are put into effect, the more they produce an effect oppo-
site to the one intended.

The South Russian is a respectful son when his parents accord him full
freedom, and in their old age such parents even submit to his will. Brothers
live well together when they live as neighbours, as friends, and hold noth-
ing in common. The rule “To each his own’ is observed within families.
Not only do grown members of the family not share their clothing with
one another, but even the children each have their own. Among the Great
Russian peasantry, however, very often two sisters do not know to which
of them a certain sheepskin coat belongs, and the children have no sense of
private property.

The obligatory holding of land in common and personal responsibility
to the village commune, or mir, are an unbearable form of slavery and
injustice for the South Russian. His history has not taught him to suppress
his sense of private property or to regard himself as the servant of an
abstract village commune, or mir, and be responsible for other members of
it. The hromada, or society, of the South Russian is absolutely not the mir,
or commune, of the Great Russian. The hromada, or society, is a voluntary
gathering of the people. Whoever wants to, participates; whoever does not
want to, leaves. Thus in Zaporozhe, whoever wanted to, entered the broth-
erhood of the Cossacks, and whoever wanted to, voluntarily left it.

According to the popular conception, every member of the hromada is
an independent personality in and of himself; he is an independent propri-
etor. His duty to the hromada, or society, is only in the realm of those
affairs in which there is a tie among the members for the sake of common
security and the usefulness of the tie to each member. Meanwhile, accord-
ing to the Great Russian idea, the village commune, or mir, is a kind of
abstract expression of the general will which incorporates the personality
of each member. The principal difference here, of course, arises from the
communal holding of the land. As soon as a member of the mir, or reparti-
tional village commune, cannot call the land he works his own property, he
is no longer a free man. The structure of the Great Russian mir imposes a
restriction, and its form, which was introduced by the authoriues, has
affected the dominant spirit and logic of Great Russia.
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The roots of the repartitional village commune lay in the depths of
national life. It arose naturally from that very striving for close unity in a
single social and state form which, as we have seen, is a distinct trait of the
Great Russian character.

In Southern Rus’ the peasant could not acknowledge that his landlord
embodied the sanctified will of a higher power because he did not under-
stand the idea of specially invested rights in which he did not share. A
higher will could not be personified by the landlord because the landlord
was simply a free man. Naturally, the slave too wants to attain freedom at
the first opportunity. But in Great Russia the peasant could not wish for
such a thing because there his lord too was dependent on someone else’s
will, higher than his own, just as the peasant was dependent on him.

It rarely happened among the South Russians that a peasant was sin-
cerely devoted to his lord and was tied to him without a necessity for his
being so. Among the South Russians there wasnothing of the filial love we
often see in the world of the relations of lord and peasant or lord and serv-
ant in Great Russia. We find moving examples of this kind of thing among
the Great Russians. The Great Russian serf, servant, or slave is often
devoted heart and soul to his landlord, even when the landlord places no
value on his devotion. He looks after the landlord’s goods as he would his
own, and he rejoices when he has an ambitious lord who is granted some
honour. On occasion we have seen servants to whom all manner of busi-
ness properly the landlord’s has been confided. These trusted servants were
themselves rogues and were ready to dupe anyone if it was to the master’s
benefit, but in their relations with the master they were honourable and
straightforward.

The Little Russians, in contrast, justify themselves by the proverb ‘No
matter how well you feed the wolf, he always has an eye on the forest.” If -
the enserfed peasant does not deceive the lord, it is because he deceives
no one. But if he has a taste for deception, he will deceive his lord before
anyone else. How often we hear complaints against the Little Russians
from those landowners who are of Great Russian origin and have
acquired populated estates in the South Russian region. In vain have they
tried to win their serfs’ trust by good and just treatment of them. Work
for the landlords has always been done reluctantly, and that is why the
conviction has spread among us that the Little Russians are a lazy people,
that they are neither sincere nor loyal, that only fear works with them,
and that therefore a good landlord is a severe one. These imported land-
lords usually try to surround themselves with Great Russians and keep
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their distance from the Little Russian peasants, as though they were a for-
eign people.

But what is even worse for the Little Russian is the mir, or repartitional
commune, which is widespread in Great Russia. The accusation of laziness
usually levelled against the Little Russians is most often made when they
are subjected to social conditions which are foreign to them, such as serf-
dom or the mir communal organization. For the Little Russians, who are
not chained together by narrow communal forms of property holding, the
mir binds together various social strata and limits personal freedom and the
free disposition of goods. In general, the accusation of laziness is unjust.
One might even say that the Little Russian loves to work more than the
Great Russian does and will in fact do so if he finds a free outlet for his
activity.

The fate of the South Russian ethnic group has been such that those who
have risen above the masses have usually lost their nationality. In earlier
times they turned into Poles, and now they turn into Great Russians. The
South Russian nationality always has been and today remains the posses-
sion of the common people. If fate protects those who have raised them-
selves above their ancestral nationality, then it will also reabsorb them into
the masses and deprive them of their newly acquired dominance.

Translated by Thomas Prymak 1860-1
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A Letter to the Editor of Kolokol

MYKOLA KOSTOMAROV

Dear Sir:

In the thirty-fourth issue of Kolokol you expressed a view in regard to
Ukraine which for a long time has been kept by the thinking part of the
South Russian people as a precious sanctum of the heart. Please accept our
heartfelt gratitude. Along with the store of the many truths you have been
the first to utter in print in the Russian language belongs what you said
about your native land. Allow me to convey to you, for all to hear, our
heartfelt convictions.

The majority of the Great Russian and Polish public are not accustomed
to regard us as a separate people, to acknowledge in us those elements of a
distinctive life which were cultivated in the past; they are accustomed to
doubt the existence of our distinct language and the possibility of its liter-
ary development, and in general posit our characteristics as one of the pro-
vincial nuances of Russian or Polish nationality. This mistaken view arose
from the fact that, to the credit of our South Russian church, everything
marked by nobility and privilege was chipped away from our South Rus-
sian church and anathemized by that same church. There are no Little
Russian nobles, with the exception of a few who lately, realizing the bank-
ruptcy of the institution of the nobility, are turning to the purely native
source. But even before, there were no nobles [in our country]; they were
foreign, although they were of our blood. Formerly they became Poles,
and now they become Great Russians. The Little Russian nationality,
as the officials of [Tsar] Aleksei Mikhailovich nonchalantly got used to

1 Kolokol (The Bell) was a journal founded in 1857 by Alexander Herzen (1812-70), the
famous Russian socialist and publicist in exile in London.
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calling it, forever remained the property of an oppressed social stratum,
which with its sweat and blood fattened the Vyshnevetskys and the
Rozumovskys.* Can the peasants be recognized as a people? Is it possible
to grant them the right to a distinct existence?

Many thought so and still think so, following an old habit. We have had
occasion to hear from the liberal Poles that there can be no doubt about
Volbynia and Podolia’s belonging to Poland because the whole educated
class of the population are Poles and are drawn towards Poland heart and
soul. And as far as the solid mass of the common people is concerned, it is
not proper to ask them, because they cannot answer, being ignorant con-
cerning questions of state and nationality. As for the liberal Great Russians,
they either, having heard enough of the Polish arguments and being accus-
tomed to consider as nations only those peoples with sovereigns, courts,
and diplomats, magnanimously present these lands to the Poles or, under
the influence of the patriotism developed by Ustrialov,? consider them the
indisputable property of Russia. And thus the question of where the lands
inhabited by our people belong creates conflict between the freedom-lov-
ing people of both Slavic communities. But the solution is quite simple.
The contested lands do not belong either to the one or to the other; they
belong to the people who have inhabited them since the earliest times and
now inhabit and till them.

Ukraine, or South Rus’, has its own very significant and instructive his-
tory. We shall not delve deeply into the twilight of the times of appanages,
when South Rus’, connected to North Rus’ by the federal ties of the
princes, returned to its separate existence soon after the liberation from the
Tatars with the help of the Lithuanian Prince Gedimin (1320). This period
could become an important subject for study, but, alas, we can look at it
only through the monastic eyes of the chroniclers. At the time of the Cos-
sacks there began a new life for our land. The Cossacks, whose significance
for the Slavs is well known to you, were the seed-bed of freedom and of
opposition to two kinds of despotism: the external, half-savage, eastern
Muslim despotism on the one hand, and the inner, aristocratic, subtle, civi-
lized despotism which developed monstrously among the Poles under the
influence of old Roman and papal concepts on the other. Beginning at the

2 The Vyshnevetskys and the Rozumovskys were well-known old Ukrainian families. The
first became Polonized, the second Russianized.

3 Nikolai Ustrialov (1805—70) was a Russian historian and author of school texts on Russian
history with a very conservative orientation.



A Letter to the Editor of Kolokol 137

end of the sixteenth century there was a series of uprisings against the Pol-
ish nobility.

Because the Rzeczpospolita* was disturbed by the raids of predatory
hordes, it could not do without an armed force on the Turkish-Tatar bor-
ders, and it therefore needed the Cossacks and was forced to offer them, in
accordance with the concepts of the time, the rights of free men along with
military rank. Butit recognized the title of the Cossacks only by limiting the
number of those registered and keeping the rest of the people enslaved to the
elders of the crown villages and to the landowners. The people, however,
wanted to enjoy the rights of the free men. They all wanted to be Cossacks,
and those who were registered wanted to share their rank with everyone.
The people did not want overlords. They wanted self-government, their
own justice system, equality in the performance of social responsibilites,
and a free choice of a way of life for everyone. According to the view of the
people, everyone was allowed to live in Ukraine, and nowhere else in the
seventeenth century were human rights, regardless of creed, origin, nation-
ality, or convictions, so well respected. When the Poles reproached the Cos-
sacks for giving shelter to all kinds of adventurers, imposters, political exiles,
and heretics, they answered that it was an old custom with them to allow
everyone to come and go without being asked by them where he came from
and where he was going. The Cossacks themselves were defenders of the
faith, tireless enemies of everything un-Orthodox in war, but at home they
cordially welcomed Catholics, Arians, and Muslims. Nowadays the Little
Russians show less religious attachment than the Great Russians, but
inwardly they are incomparably more pious.

The Ukrainian people, notwithstanding the external similarity of many
of their mores and customs to those of the Poles, saw themselves in the sev-
enteenth century as the complete antithesis of the Poles. When the Poles,
undergoing the influx of ideas developed when they venerated the Roman
republic and under the general influence of Western Europe, talked of free-
dom, they regarded it as the sole property of men of noble estate (ludzi
szlachetnego stanu), who trampled on the mass of enserfed peasants, the
people of base estate. The Ukrainians, on the other hand, hated all elevation
in rank and privilege and sought from the Poles rights and freedoms not for
a handful but for all their people. That is why the Poles willingly granted
the rights of free men to six or seven thousand Cossacks; but these six or
seven thousand, instead of being satisfied with their exceptional status,

4 This was the name of the commonwealth formed by the 1569 union of Poland and
Lithuania.
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received into their ranks three times as many and took up arms not only for
themselves but also for those who had not been granted the rights they
enjoyed. This solidarity in the strivings of the people constituted their
strength. The people were well aware of this, and expressed it in their his-
worical duma:

Therefore the mighty Cossack power became famous
Because we, the young men, had a united will and thought.

True, the poison of Polish aristocratism managed to penetrate Cossack
ranks and bred among them many Polonophiles, who, according to
another song,

For the sake of great lordship,
And for unfortunate greediness,

betrayed their people’s convictions, but this poison was powerless to infect
the Cossack masses. In Khmelnytsky’s day the registered Cossacks, on
whom the Polish landlords so relied that they had sent them to fight their
fellow countrymen, killed their Polonophile officers and joined Bohdan,
who at that time was still marching under the banner of freedom for all the
people.

Unfortunately, the people who led the national movements and stood
higher than the masses by virtue of their education received along with this
education all the pretentious prejudices which were so offensive to Ukrain-
ians. Freedom as conceived by the masses took — in its broad outlines
rather than its details — the Polish form, as consisting in the rights of a priv-
ileged class, though in a model attenuated by popular concepts. Bohdan
Khmelnytsky himself, however, having defeated King Jan Kazimierz at
Zboriv with the help of all the people, concluded a peace treaty accord-
ing to which only forty thousand men received Cossack rights and the
remaining people were turned back into subjects. Honourably, but with
unfortunate consequences, the people energetically resisted. A year later
Khmelnytsky had to demand openly from the Poles the wholesale aboli-
tion of serfdom. Of course the consequence of such a strange - in contem-
porary Polish opinion - demand was war, and the war ended unhappily for
the Cossacks. From that time on fortune either favoured or failed Khmel-
nytsky, until he finally submitted to the Muscovite tsar in exchange for
protection under the conditions of the Pereiaslav treaty (1654).

The brilliant successes of the Cossacks and the Muscovites forced the
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Poles to offer [Tsar] Aleksei Mikhailovich the crown when their king
should die. Tempted by this arrangement, the Muscovite court committed
its first glaring injustice regarding Ukraine. Instead of guarding the country
which voluntarily had turned to Muscovy for protection from its enemies,
the tsar vaguely expressed his intention of restoring it to Poland after the
acquisition of the crown. Khmelnytsky died of heartache.

Then, in 16589, in order to secure a proper place for their native land
during the impending upheaval of states, the Ukrainians concluded the
treaty of Hadiach, according to which Ukraine, under the name the Grand
Duchy of Rus’, as an independent republic preserving the separateness and
distinctiveness of its internal government, its judiciary, and its religious,
civil, financial, and military structures, was united with Poland in a feder-
ated Rzeczpospolita. In this way a union of Slavic states was formed:
Poland, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania-Rus’, the Grand Duchy of Rus’,
and, if a union with Muscovy should be completed, the Tsardom of Mus-
covy. This was the first attempt to form the Slavic union which we, as well
as you, are now considering. It would not be amiss to observe that the cre-
ators of the Hadiach treaty had in mind the enlightenment of the people
and freedom of speech. The establishment in Ukraine of two universities,
schools, and a printing press was agreed upon, and the freedom to publish,
even on subjects touching on faith, was envisaged.

But the most important and vital question was not resolved satisfacto-
rily by the treaty. The creators of the treaty attempted to harmonize the
old prejudice in favour of the need for a privileged class with the people’s
demand for equality, and thought they could achieve this harmony by pro-
viding for easy access to noble status.

According to the treaty the Rus” hetman had the right to present to each
session of the Sejm a hundred newly ennobled Cossacks from each regi-
ment. True, this would have resulted in the ennobling of all the people, but
the mass of the people were unable to acknowledge and accept a measure of
such subtlety; the masses were instinctively intolerant of the notion of
noble status. The treaty, which in this last respect outstripped the Polish
constitution of 3 May 1791, was broken immediately by the Poles and the
Russians. The Poles, finding themselves in an awkward situation, had
agreed to it, but many of them, having invoked by the Sejm oath God’s
wrath on their country in the event of any violation, under the influence of
Jesuitical logic openly expressed their desire to deceive the Cossacks never-
theless. Their clergy was tempted [to do likewise] by the requirement that
it sit together with the Orthodox church leaders, and the nobility was out-
raged by the granting of their title to those they usually called peasants.



140 Mykola Kostomarov

Conversely, the people, having heard of the agreement, understood it as an
attempt to create a szlachta in Ukraine, which in their imagination took
its hated Polish form. The creators of the treaty - among whom [Iurii]
Nemyrych, a Rus” landlord who had fled to the Cossacks from Poland on
account of his religious convictions, distinguished himself - were slaugh-
tered. One Pole justly remarked at the Sejm: ‘If you want to grant nobility,
then grant it to the entire Rus’ people, who treasure their equality. But who
will want to cast ancestral treasure in order to lure the vulgar rabble? And
to whom do you offer nobility? To those who laugh at our patents and
coat of arms’ ... The people fought long and very stubbornly for external
independence and internal equality. But Poland and Muscovy, realizing
that neither of them separately would get the better of an obstinate people,
decided to rip Ukraine into two halves, so that the left bank of the Dnieper
would remain under Muscovy and the right bank, with the exception of
Kiev, Trypillia, Stavy, and Vasylkiv, under Poland. This diabolical parti-
tion of a people was first decided by the Andrusovo treaty of 1668 and
then, eighteen years later, confirmed by the peace treaty of Moscow. All
this time the Ukrainians struggled desperately for their independence, and
were forced to fight the Russians and the Poles at once, even while stretch-
ing out their hands to the one or the other in an attempt somehow to
preserve the wholeness of their country. Everything was in vain. Even
[Hetman] Doroshenko’s desperate move of calling for Turkey’s assistance
did not help. The inhabitants of Podillia and the Kiev region, unwilling to
serve the Polish lords, almost all left their land and settled in the steppes,
occupied now by the Kharkiv, Voronezh, and Kursk provinces. Others
joined the Don Cossacks. The unfortunate ones did not know that for a
hundred years their descendants would find no escape from serfdom there.
The fertile lands they had left were seized by the Poles, and the people,
having multiplied in the course of the eighteenth century, found themselves
in conditions similar to those of the seventeenth century. Old times were
remembered. The Kolii rebellion® was the last, convulsive attempt to regain
freedom for a dismembered Ukraine. In vain! Soon both Ukraine and
hated Poland, with her lords and szlachta, came under the rule of the Rus-
sian sovereigns.

Left-Bank Ukraine, having preserved the Cossack form of government,
was dying in Muscovite chains. The philoprogenitive mother of the coun-
try, Catherine 11, destroyed the Cossack system and, in order to pacify and

s The Kolii (also known as Haidamak) rebellion (1768) in Right-Bank Ukraine, which was
led by Ivan Honta and Maksym Zalizniak, was suppressed by the Russian army.
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win over bureaucrats already significantly demoralized by Muscovite influ-
ence, introduced serfdom into Little Russia. She thus enserfed a free people
which with great tenacity had once liberated itself from serfdom in its
Polish garb. In 1782 she deigned to enserf also the people of Slobidska
Ukraine, the descendants of those who, as I said above, had fled there, from
Podillia and the Kiev region, from Polish serfdom.

From that time on Ukraine remained silent. Ukrainian nationality was
regarded with contempt. The name ‘khokhol,” given by the moskali to the
Cossacks on account of their tufts of hair (oseledets), became a synonym
for fool. Ukraine’s poetic language became the object of disparagement and
ridicule. Often the Little Russians themselves blushed when their pronun-
ciation betrayed a southern origin. The study of Ukrainian history was
either abandoned or presented from a distorted perspective in accordance
with the beneficent aims and attitudes of government.

The awakening of the Slavic nationalities quickly prompted stirrings in
Ukraine and roused national thought and feeling from lethargic sleep. A
yearning arose to regenerate a nationality dying under the Muscovite knout
and the St Petersburg bayonet, and to reconstitute a distinctive literature.

But the idea of Panslavism taken up in Ukraine was different from that
taken up in Moscow, where it revealed itself in the desire to comprehend
the meaning of troparions and primers,® or in rhetorical praise of old Mus-
covite Rus’, to which was timidly added the hopeful prospect of the all-
Russian throne extending its regal hand to the Slavic peoples and preparing
for them the desirable fate of Ukraine and Poland. In Ukraine the idea at
once assumed the radiant form of a federal union of Slavs, in which each
nationality would preserve its characteristics, with universal personal and
social freedom. Simultaneously came the conviction that in this way and
this way alone could Ukraine rise from having fallen and preserve her
image so unjustly and mercilessly trampled. Young people from the
Kharkiv and Kiev universities were quickly imbued with these ideas.
Could all this escape the notice of the vigilant persecutors of all ideas dur-
ing the reign of Emperor Nicholas [I]?

In 1847 in Kiev, after a denunciation by a student named Petrov, who
was a gendarme’s son, several persons who belonged to a circle of Little
Russian writers” were arrested. Among them was the poet Taras Shev-
chenko, whose outstanding poems are known by heart not only by almost

6 Kostomarov mockingly refers to the Russian preoccupation with religious books and
hymns such as troparions.

7 Kostomarov refers to the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius (1845-7).



142 Mykola Kostomarov

all literate Little Russians but also by many Great Russians and other Slavs.
All those arrested were dragged to the Third Section, where they were
incarcerated. From their papers and letters it was clear that all of them were
imbued with the idea of Slavic unity, with a love for all Slavic national peo-
ples in general and for Ukrainians in particular, with a loathing of serfdom
and of religious and national animosities, and with a sympathy for the
ignorant common people. At the same time, some of them had expressed in
writing the idea that it would be very useful to create a scholarly society in
order to draw together the intellectual activities of Slavic peoples and to
spread education among the people. The idea of having such a society was
in no way connected with an intention to form a so-called secret society.
This can be seen clearly from the papers of the accused, who rejected the
principle that ‘the end justifies the means.” How, then, in these circum-
stances could they be accused of a political crime, when their society
existed only as a supposition and not in fact, and the thought of the federal
union of Slavs was presented only as an ideal for the distant future? Was it
possible to accuse and to punish them for all this, and so harshly at that?
But what was impossible for ordinary folk was possible for Dubbelt.? He
saw at once that here was ready material for what could be represented as a
discovery of a secret political society, and he baptized his creation the
Ukrainian-Slavonic Society. Nicholas I, a man of form [that is, who inordi-
nately valued form), attributed greater significance to ideas he opposed
when they were arrayed formalistically, so the destruction of the society
was in his eyes a great service. Dubbelt could expect the highest decoration
and goodwill in consequence.

Under the moral torture of incarceration in the fortress they coerced the
accused to slander one another, to admit that there indeed was a society.
For its part, the Third Section allowed them to represent the imaginary
society in as pardonable a light as possible. Accordingly, they wrote that
their society was concerned solely with the Western Slavs, and not with
those resting under the gentle hand of the all-Russian monarch, who alone
could liberate them from German and Turkish chains. However inept the
fabrication, which contradicted everything found in the papers of the
accused, the case was nonetheless laid out in such a fashion. The newly
baked state criminals received punishment, softened, however, by fatherly

8 General Leontii Dubbelt (1792-1862) was the officer in charge of the criminal investiga-
tion of the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius. He was known for his severity, but
Herzen considered him ‘the most intelligent man in the Third Section.” The Third Section
was the Chancery unit that controlled Russia's state and security police from 1826 to 188c.
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clemency. Some of the chief accused were incarcerated, some for a year and
others for three years, and then sent to serve in the Great Russian prov-
inces, but all were put under strict police surveillance.

The poet Shevchenko was sent, as a private, to Orenburg and then to the
fortress of Novopetrovsk. Nicholas I strictly ordered that he not be
allowed to write or to sketch (the poet was also an artist). Shevchenko
spent more than ten years in such moral torture, in a terrible land on the
eastern shore of the Caspian Sea, on salt marshes where even the grass does
not grow, all the time under the surveillance of corporals vigilant lest he
write or sketch something. How they treated the others may be under-
stood from the following. One of the political criminals, the former Kiev
professor Kostomarov, was exiled to Saratov. There an unusual murder
occurred: two young boys were found tortured to death and thrown onto
the ice of the Volga. Suspicion fell on the Jews. An investigator from St
Petersburg demanded through the governor that Kostomarov appear, and
commissioned him to write a report as to whether there was a possibility of
a sect among the Jews which used human blood in its rituals. Having spent
several months on the case, Kostomarov presented a report to the investi-
gator in which he expressed his view that the existence of such a sect was
possible. Governor Kozhevnikov, however, wanted to prove the opposite.
He summoned Kostomarov and, disregarding the fact that he himself had
asked him to comply with the request of the investigator, threatened to put
Kostomarov in prison, asserted his right to imprison a political prisoner in
exile, and pointed out that Kostomarov in his report had found bloody
incidents even in biblical stories and in completing his report had used pro-
hibited books. And the general opinion as to this governor was that he was
a liberal! When, soon after, he was replaced not by a liberal but by a nonen-
tity incarnate, and the investigator, owing to Kostomarov’s report - which
the investigator sent to the ministry as his own ~ was appointed vice-
governor in Saratov, the chief of police, newly arrived with fresh guber-
natorial powers, asked to see on an appointed day all who were under
police surveillance in Saratov. He summoned Kostomarov along with the
Polish bookseller Zawadski and several other Poles, placed them together
with people who were under police surveillance because of the boys’ mur-
der, and began to give a fatherly, moral admonition, telling them to lead a
sober life and not to knock about taverns and houses of ill repute.

These details are sufficient to show what it meant to be a political pris-
oner under police surveillance at the time of Nicholas I. But for the sake of
the honour of Russian society it is necessary to say that everywhere the
Emperor exiled our countrymen their disgrace served as a kind of diploma
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certifying them as worthy of sympathetic interest, respect, and trust. All
the disgraced ones, without exception, by their honourable conduct while
serving their sentences and by their private lives demonstrated the strength
of their moral convictions. To complete the account of the shameful inves-
tigation of the Kievan case, it is necessary to add that Petrov, as a reward
for his denunciation, was kept in the service of the Third Section with the
pay and rank of the twelfth class, which he, as a second-year student, did
not in the least deserve. But Petrov betrayed his patrons for money: after he
sold some documents of the Third Section, he too was exiled.

Following the Kievan case all the writings of the accused were banned,
and censorship and spying began to rage against Little Russia. Not only
were Little Russian books barred from publication, but even scholarly arti-
cles written in Russian about Little Russia were proscribed. The very
names Ukraine, Little Russia, and the Hetman State became reprehensible.

The beneficent influence of the spring (even though inconstant, and
interrupted by severe frosts) during the reign of Alexander II has also
awakened Little Russia. Suddenly, some very fine works in the Ukrainian
language have appeared. The [prospect of the] liberation of the peasants has
given us hope for our poor, subjugated people, deprived of everything they
have fought for with determination and self-sacrifice all their lives. We are
grateful to Emperor Alexander I, and we ask only that the liberation of the
peasants be not in name only, but that they enjoy before the law the same
rights the nobility enjoy. Any other type of freedom is incomprehensible
for Ukraine, which clings to her old convictions.

Moreover, we desire that the government not only will not hinder us,
Ukrainians, in the development of our language, but also will show some
support for it. It should issue a directive that in schools, which, as it has
already announced, are to be created for the people, subjects are o be
taught in the native language, in the language understood by the people and
not in the official Great Russian language. Otherwise, the Ukrainian people
will only learn words, without developing their own concepts. We shall not
demand and desire for ourselves anything more that is any different from
what all Russia in general desires. No one among us thinks about tearing
South Rus’ from its connection to the rest of Russia. On the contrary, we
would like to see all other Slavs unite with us in one union, even under the
sceptre of the Russian sovereign, if that sovereign will become a sovereign
of free peoples and not the ruler of an all-devouring Tatar-Germanic Mus-
covy. In the future Slavic union, in which we believe and for which we
hope, our South Rus’ should form an independent, civic entity on all the
territory where the people speak South Russian. It should preserve a unity,
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based not on a ruinous, lifeless centralization but on a clear awareness of
equality and of its own interests. May our descendants see what no Simeon
of our generation has been fated to see — the Slavs purged of their old
prejudices.

Let neither the Great Russians nor the Poles call their own the land
inhabited by our people.

1§ January 1860
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The Science of the Human Spirit  (excerpts)

PAMFIL IURKEVYCH

Pamfil Iurkevych (1826—74) was a distinguished teacher of philosophy at
the Kievan Theological Academy and, after 1861, a professor at Moscow
University. He represents the idealist school of philosophy in his stress on the
importance of ‘the heart.’ He was the teacher of Vladimir Solov'év, who
valued him highly. Iurkevych wrote many philosophical and pedagogical
works, and his teachings have been linked by Dmytro Chyzhevsky to those
of Skovoroda and Gogol. In the excerpts printed here Iurkevych attacks the
materialism of the radical Russian literary critic and thinker Nikolai

Chernyshevsky.

After these general remarks we shall analyse the author’s' teaching about
the human spirit, which may be divided easily into the teaching on the the-
oretical and that on the practical aspects of the spirit.

The author frequently reminds us that questions which arise here do not
present any difficulty, that ‘they ceased to be questions for contemporary
thinkers because they are very easily decided with certainty with the first
application of scientific analysis.” He demonstrates this by means of an
example which should interest us in its connection with the author’s teach-
ing about the moral activity of man. ‘One proposes,’” he says, ‘a head-
splitting question: is man a good or an evil being? Many sweat over the
solution of this question ... But with the first application of scientific analy-
sis the entire issue turns out to be extremely simple. Man loves what is
agreeable and hates what is disagreeable - there seems to be no doubt about
it — because, here, in the predicate is simply repeated the subject: A is A.

1 The author referred to is Nikolai Chernyshevsky.
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What is agreeable to man is agreeable to man; what is disagreeable to man is
disagreeable to man. Good is he who does good things for others; bad is he
who does bad things for others. It is clear and simple. Let us join, now,
these simple truths and, in result, we shall get this: Man is good when in
order to please himself he must please others; he is bad when he is forced to
derive pleasure for himself by inflicting unpleasantess on others. Here,
human nature cannot be either blamed for one or praised for the other,
because everything depends on circumstances. Therefore, we may find that
Ivan is good and Peter bad, but these judgments refer only to individuals
and not to man in general, just as the ability to be a carpenter or a black-
smith, etc., refers only to individual people and not to all men. Ivan is a car-
penter, but one cannot say what man in general is: a carpenter or not a
carpenter. Peter can forge iron, but one cannot say about man in general
that he is a blacksmith or not. The fact that Ivan became a carpenter and
Peter a blacksmith shows only that in the circumstances that occurred in
Ivan’s life a man becomes a carpenter, and in the particular circumstances
that occurred in Peter’s life he becomes a blacksmith. Just so, in some cir-
cumstances man becomes good, and in others bad.’

We have already had an opportunity to show the logical merits of the
articles under review. Now once again we come across an example of logi-
cal merit. That man is good or bad ‘depends on circumstances.” That Ivan is
a carpenter ‘depends on circumstances; but it is impossible to tell what man
in general is: a carpenter or not.” Is it really impossible? Remember [Ben-
jamin] Franklin’s saying: ‘A man is an animal which makes a machine.’
Remember the saying, repeated a thousand times, that all of man’s
machines are only an extension, a development, and a branching out of one
basic and original machine, his hands. Indeed, it depends on circumstances
whether Ivan becomes a carpenter and Peter a blacksmith. But if no cir-
cumstances can permit Ivan, with folded hands, to build houses exclusively
by his desire to build them, if no circumstances can give Peter the ability to
forge iron simply by moving his tongue to make the iron obey him, then
you can easily understand that all the circumstances in the world will not
produce a carpenter or a blacksmith from a being without hands or without
the natural ability to use them. So, you can repeat after Franklin: a man, not
Ivan or Peter, is an animal building a machine. That is why we can under-
stand why, in certain circumstances, a man becomes a carpenter, and in
other circumstances, a blacksmith. When a naturalist speaks of objects fall-
ing along an incline, falling vertically, making a parabola during the fall,
then he explains thoroughly these particular actions of falling bodies
according to their circumstances and relations. But will he assert such an
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absurdity that it is altogether impossible to tell whether a body is falling or
not, whether it is heavy or not? On the contrary, he will tell you that if par-
ticular circumstances condition the fall of bodies in different ways, they
may do it only because a body is, as a rule, heavy, because it, as a rule,
weighs or falls to the centre of gravitation.

The second alogical phenomenon in the example under discussion con-
sists of the fact that the author places good and evil in the same reciprocal
relationship as the relationship of carpentry and blacksmithery. It would
appear that according to the principles of logic such a relationship should
apply only to particular aspects of good, not of good to evil. We reason
that justice and magnanimity are aspects of one morally good activity, just
as carpentry and blacksmithery are aspects of one technical activity. But
since the particular never issues directly from the general, because in the
particular the general changes its form and takes on one particular form,
and not another, out of a number of many possible forms, it is imperative
to take into consideration the circumstances which in one instance embody
a moral striving in the form of justice and, in another, [a moral striving] in
the form of magnanimity similar to the particular circumstances that make
Ivan a carpenter and Peter a blacksmith. But if we raise the question of the
relationship of good to evil, then it is possible to compare it to the relation-
ship between two of Ivan the carpenter’s activities: one, when he cleaves
with his hatchet a piece of wood, and the other, when with the same
hatchet he splits the head of his comrade. The latter activity, though result-
ing from the means of carpentry, does not come from its end, or from its
idea. That is, although evil comes from the means of human nature, it does
not come from its end, not from the purpose of these means. A carpenter
splits the head of his comrade. This is not the idea of carpentry; he does
what he shouldn’t do, according to the idea of his craft. Consequently, a
man does evil when he violates his duty, when he does what he shouldn’t
do, considering his purpose in so far as he knows about it from different
sources.

With these brief remarks we do not intend to explain the profound
problem of evil. But we wanted to show how attention to simple rules of
elementary logic contributes to a clear formulation of the questions and to
a definition of their real meaning.

Besides, in order not to cite facts which in any case could be explained in
one way or another, we shall ask, in general, which conditions inform the
human spirit, which can explain its capacity for doing good, for disinter-
ested love and truth? If there are no such conditions, then each man must
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look at the happiness of others only as a means to his own happiness, and
all the others see in his happiness only the means to their happiness. Or,
each wishes good for himself only and is indifferent to the happiness or
unhappiness of others. He treats the other [person] as a thing, in which
what interests him is not whether the other is happy or unhappy, but only
how much of an advantage he can derive for himself from the different sit-
uations of the other thing. Such is the true meaning of the teaching that
man acts only according to his egoism. There is a mechanism in the field of
human culture, and man acts like a stone, that is, occupies a place fit for its
weight and volume. Whether this tendency causes pressure and breakage in
the immediate environment or whether it introduces order and correct
movement is of no interest to either stone or man.

Let us assume that this is so, that man is interested only in his own hap-
piness and has no sympathy for someone else’s happiness or unhappiness.
However, if the history of mankind shows that everywhere where there
have been people there have also been concepts of justice as a foundation
for general happiness, if people at the very lowest rungs of civilization have
recognized that in order to satisfy one’s own advantage it is necessary to be
concerned about the advantage of others, then we see here some wise power
which pressed egoism, which was indifferent to the happiness and unhap-
piness of others, into the cold, involuntary, and insincere service of others
to satisy its own advantage. We can understand this fact only because we
have grown used to it. Predatory birds and animals live alone because they
cannot share their prey. Egoism, as such, cannot share its prey. And yet it
does share and, contrary to its frank desire, does care about the interests of
others. If one suggests that through experience it was made aware of the
necessity of such a mode of conduct, that in the historical struggle it has
comprehended itself and found in the service of someone else’s advantage
the most sound, though an unpleasant, means of acting in one’s own inter-
ests, then the structure of society and the idea of the general good as arising
out of the necessity for egoism to do unwillingly what it does not want to
do willingly and what is incompatible with its understanding would
explain only the carrying out or the manufacturing of some one else’s
advantage, but not that living, immediate, and sympathetic involvement in
someone else’s fate, which is known even to a scoundrel in his better
moments. It is likely that here we must refer to the heart, as our author has
done in another instance.

The history of mankind begins with the direct involvement of people in
the community, in the tribe, in the family. For a long time man did not
want to and was unable to separate himself and his interests from the com-
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munity. His morality was the mores of his tribe. His knowledge was based
on the authority of elders. He experienced joy and sorrow not personally
but as a member of his people, and their luck and misfortune was his. He
related to himself the accomplishments and weaknesses of the whole, as if
the spirit of the whole were his own spirit. The common good was so near
his simple heart, it directly affected him so immediately that for a long time
he could not conceive of his personal advantage. He even endowed the
objects of inanimate nature with the worth found in himself; he animated
them, and subordinated to them his own soul and its needs, and sympa-
thized with them. He contemplated things not as they were, but as they
might become if all the world partook of universal happiness. Every human
child begins its development with such a mythological awareness. The liv-
ing needs of a loving heart, still unspoiled by experience, impel it to see and
love life even where the experienced mind sees nothing living or inspirited.
Man begins his moral development from the movements of his heart,
which would like to see goodness, happiness, the sweet play of life every-
where. It would like to meet people who are happy, who warm one other
through the cordiality of love, who are bound together in friendship and
mutual sympathy. Only in this form of realized universal happiness does
the world appear as something worthy of existence. And so we, the devel-
oped egoists, cannot behave impartially and coldly, according to some
calculation of personal gain, not only towards man but also towards inani-
mate nature. When you see that the flowers in your garden are dying, you
are overcome by a feeling resembling pity; you would not want this life to
suffer. Everything which reminds you of the suffering of living creatures
evokes sadness, sadness not for yourself but for life which is completely
alien to you. Thus, inanimate nature engenders in you, with its impres-
sions, not only egotistical feelings but also moral feelings. Your heart expe-
riences a slight agitation at the idea of the common good, the realization of
which you would like to see everywhere your eyes turn.

In the human spirit there is something similar to what the Catholics call
the supernatural deeds of their saints; that is to say, there exist means and
forces superfluous to the purpose of physical self-preservation. Revelation
calls this spirit, since it does not serve sensual instincts, God-like. Earlier
we saw that man registers his impressions not only as his own immediate
advantage requires, that he knows about the world not only as the sum
total of means necessary to his survival, that he elevates himself above the
level of animal consciousness and animal knowledge of the world. By the
very nature of his self-consciousness he recognizes the right of things in
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themselves. He is interested in knowing the means of their origins and
changes, in knowing the general laws and rules which govern the world,
regardless of how all this affects his immediate advantage. That is how
human knowledge oversteps the boundaries of egoism and utilitarianism in
which animal knowledge is subsumed ...

1860



14

The Lost Epoch:

Ukrainians under the
Muscovite Tsardom, 1654—1876 (abridgment)

MYKHAILO DRAHOMANOV

Mykhailo Drahomanov (184195 ), regarded as the father of Ukrainian
democratic socialism, was a prominent scholar and political thinker. He
studied at Kiev University, where he later became a lecturer in history. As a
result of his cultural and political activities in the Kiev Hromada he was
dismissed from the university in 1875. On bebalf of the Hromada he went
the following year to Geneva and there became editor of the journal Hro-
mada (The Community, 1878-82). Later, in the 1880s, a rift developed
between him and the Kiev organization, and in 1889 he became a professor
at the University of Sofia, where he died. According to Ivan L. Rudnytsky,
Drahomanov’s thought represents ‘a blend of liberal-democratic, socialist
and Ukrainian patriotic elements.” After an eclipse during the Soviet era,
Drabomanov was recognized as a leading political theorist of nineteenth-
century Ukraine.

To weep over the past and wish for its return is always useless, especially
for us, the servants of the Ukrainian people. We know that what we ulu-
mately want has never yet been achieved, and will come to pass only in
some distant future when the human race is far wiser than it is now. Never-
theless, we must look back in order to find out why our lot is as bitter as it
is, so that we will avoid making the mistakes of our predecessors. The
Ukrainians must take a good look backward and review the two hundred
and twenty years that have passed since 1654, when, under the leadership
of Bohdan Khmelnytsky, the Ukrainian people came under the protective
arm of the ‘Eastern Tsar of Muscovy’ ...

The first thing that strikes one in comparing Ukraine today with
Ukraine in the days of Khmelnytsky is that then there was a Cossack State;
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today there is none. Learned folk who write history, foreigners as well as
some Ukrainians, usually say that this development was necessary. A Cos-
sack way of life is not for civilized man. The Cossack State appeared when
the lot of the Ruthenian people was bitter indeed, when they were enslaved
by both the Tatars and the Poles. The Cossack organization served its pur-
pose; it defended Ukraine from invaders as long as it was able, until the
time when the powerful, brotherly Muscovite tsardom entrenched itself in
the north. Then the Cossacks united with the Russian Empire, which took
over their historical mission of protecting Ukraine, and transferred them to
the Kuban, where they were still needed to wage war against the infidels.
Another type of government had to be organized in Ukraine, say these
learned folk, one that would suit the country in times of peace, when
industrial, commercial, and scholarly pursuits take precedence over warlike
ones. They say that only the stubborn fighters, enamoured of chivalrous
exploits, the shiftless, the adventurers, and the traitors goaded on by for-
eign agents were really against the Moscow government and its administra-
tion in Ukraine.

Discussing the ‘fine’ way of life that was created in the steppes of the
lower Dnieper by the Empress Catherine, who gave away lands to the aris-
tocrats and to the German colonists, Professor Solov’év of Moscow states
that the Zaporozhian Cossacks pleaded to be allowed to retain their lands,
but that to permit that would have amounted to turning ‘New Russia into a
desert.’ In other words, the Empress had no choice but to destroy Zapo-
rozhe by force of arms. These are the ideas our children are taught in the
schools, and they retain them, unable to find out whether they are true or
not, whether these mad Cossacks were really determined to turn the land
into a desert. Is it true that all good things were brought by the tsars, who
had to exterminate these brigands, and that we really live in the happiest of
conditions? ...

Long ago intelligent Ukrainians ceased to weep over the old Cossack
ways and the Hetmanate. Somehow, Ukrainians are not in the habit of
boasting about their ancestral traditions, probably because their independ-
ence and their aristocracy disappeared long ago, and there has been no one
to teach them to take pride in their glorious past. For one brief moment, in
the thirties and forties of this century, when enlightened Ukrainians began
finding out about their heritage, a handful of people boasted loudly about
the glories of Cossack Ukraine, but they were quick to discover the stains
on the escutcheon ...

We are ready to agree with this critical attitude. It is proper that peace-
able pursuits replace warlike exploits in the steppes. But let us consider
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whether we have made much progress in these peaceable pursuits, and
whether we have obtained even half that for which we fought the Poles and
the Tatars. Although, as is the case with all peoples, some of our forefathers
loved fighting for its own sake, or fought the ‘unbelievers’ because they
were ‘unbelievers,” these were not the main reasons for the eternal warfare
on the steppes. Our ancestors were forced to gallop over the steppes to
defend their land from Turk and Tatar invasions, which, after all, were the
principal obstacle to the development of peaceful pursuits in Ukraine. And
these Cossack exploits did not prevent Ukraine from being the land from
which Muscovy, in the time of Peter the Great’s grandfather, of his father,
and of Peter himself, drew its teachers and clergy. Russian scholars admit
this, but they fail to draw the logical conclusions. Nor are they so hostile to
military exploits when they are the exploits of tsarist armies, even, for
instance, in Prussia and Switzerland, where, God knows why and for
whom but certainly not for the defence of the homeland, Peter’s successors
sent soldiers, Ukrainians among them.

Let us look at the conditions in Ukraine after the Cossack way of life
was abolished and see what we got in its place. If Ukraine did not entirely
waste these last two hundred years, was it because the old order was abol-
ished and a new introduced from Moscow and St Petersburg? We shall
leave aside the pertinent question of why, if the Cossack way of life was a
menace to peaceful life in our land and in the Russian state, the Cossack
organization was suppressed only in Ukraine, and not in the Don region
also. Are the steppes of the Don not as essential to ‘peace and enlighten-
ment’ as those of the Dnieper and the Dniester? The answer 1s not difficult:
the Don is more closely related to the Muscovite empire and is more loyal,
though if truth be told, the Don too was deprived of some of its freedom,
for it also rose in rebellion on occasion. We are not jealous of the ‘quiet
Don.” May it prosper, may it nurture the grain of freedom that yet remains
until the day the seed grows into a flourishing tree. It will then recall
that once upon a time, when both the Don and the Dnieper were self-
governing, they knew more about each other than when both were ruled
by offices in St Petersburg, and not by their own Cossack councils. They
will recall that there was a time when the Ukrainian kobzari [minstrels)
sang ‘glory to the Zaporozhian and to the Don hosts with all the folk, for
many years, till the end of time’ (from the epic about Otaman Kishka and
his escape from a Turkish prison).

But let us pass on to our own affairs and find out what we gained during
these two hundred years, after the ‘disastrous’ old ways perished and the
new, supposedly European but really Muscovite, ones were introduced.
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No European is to be found in our time who thinks that a country can
prosper under an arbitrary government and without the cooperation of
the governed, or that it can be governed well by bureaucratic officials
appointed from above by an absolute monarch. Almost everyone agrees
that a large country cannot be governed by decrees issuing forth from a
far-away capital, where the opinions of the governed are not known. Even
in the Russian Empire, the zemstvo and city self-government have been
introduced, so that at least minor matters can be regulated by the inhabit-
ants rather than by officials who are in one place today and another
tomorrow.

If these ideas are correct, what advantage has Ukraine gained from two
hundred years of rule by Moscow? Shall we find it in the cruelties of
Peter I, in the greed of Menshikov' and Biron’s* Germans, in the madness
of Paul I? Or in the bestialities of Arakcheev? and the cool, calculating des-
potism of Nicholas I1? The Ukrainians cannot even say that these were ‘our
own dogs,” fed and raised by us. In our annals there is no Ivan IV. These
despots from St Petersburg, these perverters of human nature, did not even
consider the Ukrainians their kin. At every turn they oppressed us with
even more venom — with less pity for the ‘stubborn khokhols’ - than they
did their own people. Or shall we say that because the ‘Little Russian
brethren’ suffered, the Russians profited, they whose forefathers had
promised to aid their brethren, even at the expense of life itself, when
Khmelnytsky gave his allegiance to the ‘Eastern Tsar’? Why destroy those
local laws, the old elective offices which once existed in Ukraine, when all
civilized people are of the opinion that self-government and elective offices
are essential? Thus two hundred years of history were lost, and of these
more than a hundred were years of intolerable suffering until the tsars suc-
ceeded in putting an end to the traditional Ukrainian ways.

Everything the Russian government did in Ukraine from the days of
Khmelnytsky until the destruction of the Zaporozhian Sich in 1775 was
aimed at the dissolution of the Ukrainian order. What cunning on the part
of the boyars from Moscow and the officials from St Petersburg, what suf-
fering on the part of the Ukrainian peasant, what pressure on the Ukrainian

1 A. Menshikov was one of the men of low social origin who acquired influence, power, and
great wealth during the reign of Peter the Great.

2 Ernst Johann Biron (or Bithren) was a minor court official who became the lover of
Empress Anna. She ruled from 1730 to 1740, and he was the power behind the throne.

3 Deeply religious but also rude, dissolute, and sadistic, Alexei Arakcheev was a trusted con-
fidante of Alexander I and an important administrator in the tsar’s government.
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nobility until it learned to kowtow - all to discover that these ‘new’ ways
are worse than useless! ...

[In the original, the text of the Articles of Pereiaslav, 1654, under which
the Cossacks accepted the suzerainty of the tsar of Moscow, follows here.]

We do not consider the Articles of Pereiaslav as the ultimate in states-
manship. Today we seek more than simply the re-establishment of what
our ancestors have lost since then. The treaty was drawn up by the Cos-
sacks and was concerned with the Cossacks’ welfare. To them Ukraine was
not all the territory inhabited by the Ukrainians (Ruthenians, or Little
Russians, as they were then called), but only that where, according to
agreements with Poland, the Cossacks lived. Ukraine did not extend to the
San River in Galicia in the west, and to the Dunajec River and the Tisa in
the Carpathians, but only to the Sluch River; that is, it consisted of the
provinces of Chernihiv, Kiev, and Bratslav ...

The nobles in Khmelnytsky’s chancellery and the ‘Father of the Cos-
sacks’ himself, also a nobleman, did not forget to include in the Articles of
Pereiaslav provisions that the nobility should ‘preserve its possessions as
they were under the Polish kings, and that noblemen should continue to be
elected to the country and city courts, as they were under Poland.’

As was the case with the Cossacks and the nobility, rights and freedoms
were granted to the clergy and the monks, who were allowed to retain the
privileges they had obtained under the Polish kings, including their lands
and the peasants thereon. The burghers were allowed to choose their may-
ors and city councillors. Thus by the Pereiaslav treaty the old inequalities
were perpetuated. Little thought was given to the well-being of those poor
devils the peasants. The thirteenth article of the treaty is the only one that
might be interpreted as having them in mind, for it reads that ‘the rights
accorded to clergy and lay persons by the kings and princes must not be
touched’ - only nobody had ever granted any rights to the peasants. They
remained provisionally free only on the lands from which the Polish nobles
fled. Since these lands were not recognized as their property, they were
gradually once again brought into a state of ‘obedience’ ... The develop-
ment was towards a new serfdom, and the Moscow government not only
did nothing to stop it, but actually nurtured the seeds of evil in the Cossack
order and destroyed the seeds of good that were latent there.

In the Pereiaslav Articles there were, however, some sound ideas on a
kind of government towards which all enlightened people aim today. The
agreement stated that foreigners should not meddle in the country’s affairs,
that every office should be elective, that no one should be punished with-
out trial, and that Cossacks, nobles, and burghers should all be judged by
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their peers. The nation’s freedom was thus at least partly guaranteed
against the abuses of tsarist despotism ...

When we compare the rights which were guaranteed to the Ukrainian
Cossacks with the despotism that existed in the Muscovite tsardom, there
is no doubt that the Cossack constitution had more in common with the
free European constitutional governments of today than the Muscovite
tsardom had, or than even the present Russian Empire has.

Everybody knows that the liberties of the English grew from a very
modest beginning. Comparing the rights the English lords obtained from
King John in 1215 in Magna Carta, we find that they were not much more
extensive than the freedoms of our Cossacks as established in 1654, and
that they benefited a smaller group of people than did those of the Cos-
sacks.

The English charter was drawn up after an uprising against the king.
That is why on some points it is much clearer with regard to the rights of
subjects against the king, especially in matters of taxation: there was to be
no taxation without the consent of Parliament. But when it comes to per-
sonal and communal liberties, the English charter is no more explicit that
ours ... In the English charter, moreover, it was principally the rights and
freedoms of the barons, lords, and knights which were guaranteed. Full
rights were gradually extended to the whole gentry, which corresponded
to our Cossacks, and still later to the burghers; now they are the rights of
the entire English people. Throughout Europe it was the nobility which
first obtained rights that later were extended to most of the people. It is true
that equality of rights for all inhabitants did not progress at the same rate as
liberty itself. Those lower on the social scale, the townsmen and peasants,
were often willing to aid the king in abridging the rights of the aristocracy
$0 as to free themselves of their masters. This in turn gave rise to a bureau-
cratic type of rule, which for a time replaced, though not entirely, the elec-
tive type. Some measure of the old representative traditions remained - here
and there a diet or assembly ~ to be renewed and strengthened later on. The
countries in which these old representative traditions and institutions
remained in place the longest were best able to reconstruct their constitu-
tions into modern liberal ones, in which the power of kings and their offi-
cials is limited, not only in local affairs but also nationally, being dependent
on the consent of elected bodies. In these modern liberal states we find that
not only the lords but all people are safeguarded against arrest and punish-
ment without trial (which is still not the case in Russia), and that every indi-
vidual has the right of free speech, publication, and movement.

Two hundred years ago Ukraine was in a rather advantageous position
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in that, as a result of the wars against the Tatars and the uprisings against
Poland, it was able to retain a free native military class and elective insutu-
tions at a time when in most of Europe the army had ceased to be a chival-
rous order and had become mercenary, owing obedience only to kings and
princes, and when bureaucratic rule had replaced elective rule. In addition,
because of the wide open spaces and the colonization of the steppes, most
of the peasants were de facto free. But those were also the days when
Europe had already evolved republican governments in Holland and Swit-
zerland, and for a time in England too. There, it is true, monarchy was
restored, but of such a kind that absolutism and arbitrary rule became
impossible. The old English freedoms bore fruit. The king could not gov-
ern without the consent of Parliament, nor could he in any way abrogate
the rights of individual Englishmen.

When our Ukraine united with Muscovy, liberty was based not only on
the ancient traditions of local self-rule, as, for instance, in the pre-Tatar
city-republics of Pskov and Novgorod, where princes were elected and dis-
missed according to ‘old custom.” No, two hundred years ago ideas con-
cerning the rights of man were encouraged by education and the reading of
books about Greece and Rome. The progress of civilization was responsi-
ble for the diminishing of serfdom in Europe. In Ukraine the people had
just put an end to it in a revolutionary uprising against the Polish lords.

That is why 1t is quite conceivable that in Ukraine the traditional chival-
rous freedoms might have fused with the new rights of men for which so
many enlightened people in Europe were then striving. It could have been
expected that the freedoms which had developed organically would be
reinforced by rational thought. For instance, the example of Holland was
known, a country which had freed itself from the Spanish kings just as
Ukraine had freed itself from the Polish kings.

We can say with assurance that if, after the separation from Poland,
Ukraine had become an independent principality or kingdom, or even a
Cossack republic, in time the predominance of the ruling classes over the
common people nonetheless would have increased, as was the case every-
where. But without foreign pressure from Moscow, the Ukrainian noble
would hardly have been able to destroy the traditional popular freedoms in
the course of a hundred years, for only 130 years after the Articles the fall
of the absolute monarchy in France was universally known.

The traditional Ukrainian liberties reaffirmed under Khmelnytsky were
destroyed by the old-fashioned oppressive regimes of the countries to
which the fate of Ukraine was linked: aristocratic Poland and autocratic
tsarist Russia. In the latter, Ukraine encountered not only a way of life pat-
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terned by the nobles, as was the case in Poland, but also an absolutist
autocracy not much better than that which existed in Turkey.

We cannot say that the Muscovite or Great Russian people is incapable
of being free. In earlier times, free cities existed in the north as they did in
Kievan Rus’, later Ukraine. It is unimportant in this connection whether the
original inhabitants of Pskov and Novgorod were Ukraiman colonists or
not. In any case, in the fourteenth century, when these great city-republics
were at the height of their power, they were already Great Russian. The
Don and Ural Cossacks, whose governments were almost the same as that
of the Ukrainian Zaporozhian Cossacks, were also Great Russian.

The Great Russians have retained an old custom whereby the land is
owned by the villages and periodically redivided. This custom has proba-
bly continued because Russian territory is very extensive, and there has
been plenty of land for everyone. Also, although the Great Russians are
as ancient as other European nations, all the settlements are of recent ori-
gin, for the people were always obliged to move from one place to
another in their flight from the Tatars, the Poles, or their own govern-
ment. In every instance it was a community which occupied the new
land, cut down the forests, and so on. Few people are as capable in orga-
nizing cooperatives with elected leaders as are the Russians. However, in
Muscovy such democratic ways have persisted only at the local level,
in the small villages, settlements, and cooperatives. In national affairs,
in matters involving the country as a whole, Russia has long been in
the hands of the absolute tsars and the bureaucracy. At the lowest level,
in the villages, Muscovy is still a land in which the people have retained
the old art of self-government. At the top, as a state, Russia is as old
as France, for example. The dynasty of the dukes and tsars of Muscovy
continued uninterrupted for a long period, and it was indigenous, not
Lithuaman or Polish as in our country. The church hierarchy too was
indigenous, and it taught the people to obey the tsars as the anointed of
the Lord. Moreover, at first the Tatars supported the dukes of Moscow,
and after they had rebelled against the Tatars, the people’s homage only
increased and the admonitions of the priests to obey grew more intense.
The Great Russian people continued to spread out over its immense land,
in which each village was so far from the next that unity was preserved
only by the idea of Little Mother Moscow and Little Father Tsar. The
Great Russian people forgot that for all the people of Russia, including
the Great Russians, Moscow was and is not a heart but a spider.

Moscow’s history, like that of France from the twelfth century to the
eighteenth, is the story of an increase in the power of the monarch over the
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traditional communal liberties, and in that of the centralized appointed
bureaucracy over elected bodies. We thus have the development of a
strange and not always understood aspect of government and national life
in Russia: in the villages, at the local level, where tsarist bureaucrats did not
dominate, we have self-rule and a community spirit similar to that of the
cantons of Switzerland; above the village level we have tsarist absolutism
and arbitrary bureaucracy of a type never seen in Europe, not even in the
days when the kings and bureaucrats were at their mightiest, under Louis
X1V of France and the Fredericks of Prussia. There is another great differ-
ence between Muscovy and France or any other Western European coun-
try. In Europe the pursuit of knowledge helped keep royal absolutism at
bay by encouraging people to investigate what was of value in other
regimes. Muscovy, far from the countries of old civilization, in the midst of
forests and steppes, remained at a semi-barbarous stage, its learning limited
to ecclesiastical literature. In these volumes the Russian people read not
about the republics of Greece and Rome but about biblical kingdoms.
They saw the examples not of the Italian city-republics or of England, Hol-
land, and Switzerland, but of the khanates of the Kazan and Astrakhan
Tatars.

Throughout Europe in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the kings
got stronger and tried to destroy the old self-government in their lands, but
nowhere was there as mad a murderer as Ivan IV. While the European
kings were curtailing the elective offices of the aristocracy, they were at
least reducing serfdom among the common people. The tsars of Russia
legalized serfdom in their country at a time when it was disappearing in
Europe ...

It is this sort of an empire that our Ukraine joined in 1654, when it was a
free and reborn land. It is true that some seeds of evil, such as the begin-
nings of serfdom, were present, and that the idea of freedom had not been
rooted deeply enough by education to show the people how to remain free.

No wonder that, during the years when Ukraine was united to Mus-
covy, with its autocratic tsar and legal serfdom and non-existent education,
Russian despotism gradually brought about the destruction of Ukraine’s
freedom. Moscow’s boyars helped reintroduce serfdom in Ukraine, while
education and enlightenment were halted, all the more since the few edu-
cated Ukrainians were scattered over the whole of the new empire. A wall
of tsarist and bureaucratic despotism was erected to prevent the free politi-
cal ideas then current in Europe, which Ukraine had always welcomed,
from penetrating. Even if the Ukrainian people had been able to stage an
uprising against the increasing enslavement of their own country, they
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would have met with opposition not only from those among their compa-
triots who benefited from serfdom, but also from the Russian government,
its army, and even the Russian people, who regarded disobedience to ‘our
Tsar’ as treason on the part of the Ukrainians.

Instead of seeing the good that was inherent in the Ukrainian Cossack
way of life being encouraged, we see it trampled on by the Russian tsars
from the days of Khmelnytsky to Catherine II. The evil was cunningly
nourished.

circa 1878
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Polish Policy towards Rus’ (excerpts)

STEPAN KACHALA

Stepan Kachala (1815-88) was a Galician priest and political activist. He
represented the Ruthenians at the Slavic Congress in Prague (1848) and was
a member of the Austrian parliament. In 1879 he published, at his own
expense, a book in Polish, Politika Polakéw wzgledem Rusi (Poland’s Pol-
icy towards Rus’), from which the following excerpts are taken. The book
was devoted to a review of the historical relations between Ukraine and
Poland. Although highly critical of Poland, Kachala was pleading for
Ukrainian-Polish understanding.

1. Introduction

Whenever an important issue comes up before us, two opposing camps face
each other: on the one side the Poles, on the other the Ruthenians.

To be sure, this happens not only with us but in every land and parlia-
ment of the Austrian crown. If it is sad that the Germans cannot live in
peace with the Slavs, it is much sadder that in Galicia two peoples of Slavic
origin not only quarrel in parliament but bring their disputes before the
highest state councils and ask the world to be their judge.

It is difficult to approve of such a procedure. We see discord and we
complain, but has anyone asked impartially, what are the roots of this evil?
No, even today we do not ask what the results of this discord will be, or
what its sources are. No one wants to know the real sources.

The sources for our discord are not new. They originate in old policies
which have not changed to this day. One must search for them in history.
It is obvious that the Polish-Ruthenian question has not been clarified,
even though both Ruthenians and Poles have written about it.
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The Poles trace the Ruthenian question in Galicia to 1848, as if it did not
exist before. They claim that it arose as a result of social conditions and
German or Russian agitation, which may seem possible but is basically
false. Whatever has been written on the question by the Polish side has
aimed to persuade the Ruthenians that they are really Poles and should
remain so. It is not necessary to prove that such arguments are tendentious
and betray little knowledge of Polish history. Indeed, one can say that we
know the history of Greece and Rome better than the history of Poland
and Rus’. There is nothing remarkable about this. After the fall of Poland
many pointed out the weaknesses which had brought about the country’s
downfall, and some Poles tried to search in their history only for bright
spots, and to cover up the weaknesses. But the wound is no less dangerous
if concealed. The danger is no smaller if we shut our eyes to it. Yet no one
has stopped to analyse these questions ...

Thus we were taught not to face the truth but to live in a pleasant atmos-
phere of falsehood arising from a glorification of the past. In this way the
weaknesses which brought about the Polish collapse have been maintained.
The time has come to say that the Poles have neither learned nor forgotten
anything. Today they continue to colour their past, write inspired apolo-
gies for it, proclaim the glories of the Union of Lublin,' Polish tolerance,
the constitution of 3 May, and so on ...

1 do not intend to write about bitter truth in a moment of misfortune for
Poland, but it is well known that a true friend does not countenance faults
but reveals them without rancour or hatred ... I am forced to do so because
the policy of our [Polish] friends has not changed. Should we fight for ever
to please our enemies, and to our own disadvantage? I have already spoken
to the Ruthenians; now it is time to speak a few words of truth to the Poles.
For the moment I wish to avoid sensitive issues, for they are beside the
point. I care about the Polish policy towards us and its consequences. Is it
not time to come to a mutual understanding in our land? Clara pacta faci-
unt claros amicos. The old illness requires radical medicine, and a bitter pill
is a hundred times better than sweet poison. When I took up this pen, it
was not in order to open old wounds or to push someone over a precnpnce,
but to warn all wanderers of the precipice and to avoid it as much as possi-
ble ...

I am writing this in Polish so that the Poles can be persuaded to look for
the sources of evil and to understand the Ruthenian point of view ...

1 The treaty of Lublin (1569) created the union of the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania.
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Unwillingly, perhaps, we must turn to the past because only then shall we
understand what has happened and what is happening. One must pay spe-
cial attention to the different histories of Rus’ and of Poland.

2. [Kachala’s analysis of Khmelnytsky’s war against the Poles)

None of the uprisings before Khmelnytsky succeeded because the Cos-
sacks, putting aside the interests of the people, strove only to secure their
own rights. Having realized this, and in order to succeed, Khmelnytsky
issued a proclamation calling upon the entire Ruthenian people to rise
against Poland, promising to extend the Cossacks’ rights to everyone and
to liberate the people from heavy bondage. ... In the struggles of the people
against the [Polish] szlachta not only the poor and the riff-raff sided with
the Cossacks; well-to-do peasants and burghers joined them, too. And if
there were many ragged ones who followed the Cossacks, whose fault was
it that they were so numerous in Rus’, and that hundreds of them wel-
comed the Cossacks and supported Khmelnytsky, from the Dnieper rapids
to the Vistula? Moreover, as we know from the testimony of Stanistaw
Radziwill, when Khmelnytsky reached Zamosé, the Catholic folk around
Warsaw were ready to join him. If even one Cossack regiment had reached
Warsaw, all the mighty lords would have run away from it ...

What did Khmelnytsky ask for? Only that the Cossack rights and
the freedom of the [Orthodox] faith be guaranteed. The [Polish] King
attempted to persuade the Senate not to spill more blood, but in vain.
Seeing no positive response, Khmelnytsky secretly asked Tsar Aleksei
Mikhailovich for protection.

Today’s Polish moralists castigate the Cossacks, as a free and knightly
people, for not becoming members of the szlachta. The idea of the szlachta
was foreign to the Cossacks and to the masses of the [Ukrainian] people. It
is true that later some Cossacks did become members, but that marked the
beginning of the decline of the Cossacks.

Similarly, the Polish moralists, defending the landlords, point to a
decline of civilization brought on by the Cossack uprisings. It is true that
Polish civilization suffered, but that civilization did not care for the eco-
nomic and cultural needs of the masses, only for the development of one
class at the expense of the others, and the consequence was the demoraliza-
tion of all society. Without prejudice we ask: What kind of civilization was
it, which offered property, power, and freedom to some while depriving



Polish Policy towards Rus” 165

others? Polish cultural life was such that many fled into the steppes or
across the Dnieper, leaving Ukraine deserted. Polish culture was insepara-
ble from the enslavement of the people. Serfdom was the ideal of the [Pol-
ish] cultural life which the lords introduced in Ukraine.

In the meantime Khmelnytsky divided his army into several parts and
crossed the whole of Little Russia westward from Novhorod Siversky,
clearing the country of the Poles and Jews. It was then, in 1648, that King
Wiadystaw IV died. After King Wiadystaw’s death Khmelnytsky under-
took nothing against Poland until the election of a new king, and was ready
equally for war or for peace. The Polish government, however, could make
no useful offer to the Cossacks that would also have benefited Poland. The
convoked Sejm made a proposal to Khmelnytsky so humiliating it was as
though the Poles had defeated him. At the same time the Polish army was
sent against the Cossacks and was defeated at Pylavtsi, leaving the field to
Khmelnytsky’s forces. At that point Khmelnytsky could have overrun the
whole of Poland, and the Poles wondered why for three weeks he was inac-
tive. Some called it a miracle; others attributed it to the blindness of the het-
man. But Khmelnytsky was waiting for the election of a new king. He was
no rebel and had no thought of conquering Poland. He defended what is
dearest to men: ancestral life and faith. At the same time he hoped that hav-
ing won his rights he would be able to maintain the union with Poland.

The newly elected King Jan Kazimierz sent envoys to Khmelnytsky
with an offer of peace. In Pereiaslav the Cossack leader spoke thus to
Adam Kisiel: ‘All sorts of people can live in Ukraine, even magnates and
lords, and own land as long as they are subject to law and have renounced
their ancestral privileges.” Khmelnytsky spoke of the new king with respect
but reprimanded the Polish landlords and clergy for oppressing the Cos-
sacks. In the end he made a peace proposal to the Poles with the following
principal points:

The return of all privileges to the Cossacks;

The expulsion from Ukraine of Jesuits and Jews;

The abolition of the Union {of Brest);?

The establishment of a regular complement of 40,000 Cossacks;

The guarantee of a seat for the Kievan Orthodox Metropolitan in the
[Polish] Senate;

Lol AV RN S ]

2 The attempted union of Catholic and Orthodox churches at a church council at Brest in
1596 failed and resulted in even greater disharmony, with the separation of the Uniate or
Greek Catholic church from the Orthodox.
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6 The institution of a requirement that all officers and dignitaries in Rus’
be Orthodox.

It is clear from these points that Khmelnytsky was not seeking personal
retribution. Nevertheless, the Polish senators refused to listen to the pro-
posals, and the Polish army was sent against Khmelnytsky. At the battle of
Zboriv the Cossacks routed the Poles and could have captured the King.
Yet Khmelnytsky ordered, ‘Do not touch the royal person.” The King con-
cluded a peace on the aforementioned conditions, with an added condition
that the Polish army could not be quartered on lands inhabited by the
Cossacks.

1879
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The Problem of

Denationalization (excerpt)

OLEKSANDER POTEBNIA

Oleksander Potebnia (1835~91), a Ukrainian linguist of world reputation,
was a professor at Kharkiv University who wrote in Russian. His major
works dealt with the philosophy of language, and bis theories resulted in the
formation of the Kharkiv school of poetics and had a strong influence on
Ukrainian and Russian symbolists. A staunch though hidden Ukrainian
patriot, Potebnia occasionally wrote on the Ukrainian language and its sta-
tus in Russia. A believer in the ‘uniqueness of each language,’ be defended
the Ukrainian language with views on language and nationality that have
been characterized by George Y. Shevelov as ‘romantic.’

The mistake consists in identifying nationality only with its content. In
fact, nationality is real because of its relation to the past. But as an estab-
lished totality of means for acting upon new trends, it is operative to the
degree that a complete though gradual renunciation of its former content is
truly conceivable. Language, in this context, is not so much one of the ele-
ments of nationality as its most perfect image. Just as it is unthinkable to
have a point of view which would reflect all sides of a subject, just as it is
impossible to express in a word a concept that would exclude other con-
cepts, so is it impossible to have an all-embracing nationality which is
indisputably the best. If the unification of mankind in language and in
nationality were possible, it would be disastrous for human thought, just as
would the replacement of many senses by one, even if the one were not
touch but sight. Other people are necessary for the existence of man. Other
nationalities are necessary for one nationality. Consistent nationalism
means internationalism. Just as infinite numbers are expressed by a few
signs, just as there is no language or dialect unable to express varied and
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profound thoughts, which, however, may never be equal to what is known,
so every nationality, even if less developed, is a priori capable of endless,
unilateral development.

This is not to argue, quite wrongly, that every nationality must inevita-
bly complete the full course of its development. There is a memento mori
for the victors and encouragement for the vanquished, as long as they are
still breathing; ‘he who is wounded is of two minds, but he who is killed
already sleeps.’

There are two kinds of nationalists: those who swallow — A - and those
who are swallowed — B. Morality and truth are more on the side of the
latter. The former, for the most part, may be characterized by the saying
‘Perhaps you, moskal, are a good man, but in theory you are a thief.” The
former are carried along by the consciousness of their superiority; they
think their path to the ideal of human development is better. He who
doesn’t want to go where they drive is sinning against Providence, against
the rationale of history. They are sufficiently flattered to consider success a
measure of worth. But from the viewpoint of B it is possible to argue that
weeds choke grass and wheat:

The top of the tallest tree withers,
God gives no fortune to the brightest child.!

There is no truth in anyone,
Only in God alone!?

Group A reproaches group B with preferring ‘a provincial jargon’ to the
language of the educated, ruling classes, and with willingly narrowing the
horizon of its thought, thereby depriving the world market of its intellec-
tual products. Here an admonition is directed predominantly to those who
know the language intimately, and the judge in this emotional matter is a
stranger to whom it can be said, ‘Don’t bother.” The one who really has
something to say (wenn einem ernst ist was zu sagen’ — Goethe) is the one
who, better than anyone else, will choose a word handier to him, if only he
is not disturbed. And it works out not badly. The least that can be said pos-
itively, referring to the testimony of thinkers and artists themselves, is that
among them, precisely because they are interested in the birth of their
thought, there are no foolish enthusiasts for speaking in the argot of ped-

1 These lines are from Ukrainian songs quoted by Iakiv Holovatsky, whose work is being
reviewed here by Potebnia.
2 Potebnia here quotes Kostomarov.
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lars or in a language deliberately distorted so as to be comprehensible only
to those who belong to the speaking group; that many thoughts and images
far from empty of general significance would not have been born without
those ‘provincial jargons.” As far as exporting to the world market is con-
cerned, we know that in its presence one’s own people can swell up from
hunger, and the elimination of that hunger is the best means of establishing
normal external trade.

Group A reproaches group B, as the leaders (for the most part, in poten-
tia) of the lowest classes, for wanting to stupefy the common people by
denying them the use of the language of the ruling classes, and for wanting,
but being unable, to subvert the people in response to the preventive meas-
ures taken by the government, and also in response to the good sense of the
people, for whom ‘the provincial jargon in school and in print is repug-
nant.” But this is blaming someone else for their own fault, for consistent
nationalism does not want power supported by coercion and therefore has
no interest in preserving present ignorance and poverty, in keeping the
people from the sources of knowledge. It desires only the observance of the
fundamental pedagogic rule: not to ignore the means available to the pupils
but to use these means and to develop them.

In general, one can say that denationalization equals bad education, leads
to moral sickness. It leads to an incomplete use of the available means of per-
ceiving, mastering, and exerting influence; to the weakening of the energy of
thought; to the abomination of desolation in place of the ousted but irre-
placeable forms of consciousness; to the weakening of contact between the
generations growing up and those already grown, a contact replaced only by
a weak link with strangers; to the disorganization of society, to immorality,
and to degeneracy. Even when the oppressors are fairly close to the
oppressed and the latter are not deprived forcibly of property and do not
become slaves, denationalization leads all the same to economic and intel-
lectual dependence and becomes a source of suffering. For a school in a for-
eign language, whether simply a school or a boot camp or a school of life, is
bound to make of the consciousness of the pupils a kind of palimpsest, by
virtue of which, all other conditions being equal, its pupils will stand out
from those who did not have to forget their past and could just learn, that is,
add school bits of knowledge and other things to the store acquired before
they began school and outside of it. It is well known how deleterious for
future success is a depression aroused by the consciousness, even if imagi-
nary, of the impossibility of advancing from the last rows of seats. For a peo-
ple who are being denationalized, intellectual and moral subjection alone
creates a series of unfavourable conditions of existence ...
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Not a principal but a quantitative difference exists between the relations
of nations distant from each other (Germans and Slavs) and the relations
between Slavs and Russians. Accordingly, one can quote here one theore-
tician from group A about the Russian language: ‘There are thousands
of dialects and they cannot all become literary languages. One of them
emerged victorious from the “struggle for survival”; the others support and
enrich it, while using it for their own formation. So it was everywhere; so it
was in our country until recently’ (Budilovich).’ This seems to me alto-
gether unclear. If the ‘provincial jargons,’ as this scholar calls them, should
‘support and enrich,” then they must live and develop, which today is
impossible without schools and literature. In this case one must not talk of
a struggle for survival but turn instead to the well-known formula: “The
Russian language takes its power and wealth from folk dialects ... The
greatness of the whole depends on the right development of the parts’
(Metlynsky).* And if one talks of the struggle for survival itself and of the
victory of one side, then one must speak of the defeat of the other side and
of how badly the vanquished are treated, as purely ethnographic material.
If one seeks to justify this state of affairs by saying that it is what has hap-
pened, then one could justify cannibalism.

The more or less slavish condition of the swallowed nationality is likely
to end sometime. Some day the vanquished are likely to learn the language
of the victors. But in Humboldt’s words, which so far, to my knowledge,
have not been disproved, ‘no people can enliven and enrich a foreign lan-
guage with its own spirit without changing that language into another.” A
nationality swallowed by another, after losing its strength, nonetheless
finally brings about the demise of the other. The Russian literary language
of today can preserve its relative unity only as long as it remains the organ
of an insignificant minority. At the moment it becomes truly common-
Russian and, even more, common-Slavic, it will split into dialects.’ So
according to this view there is no way out of the circle of mutual influence,
and the whole question is whether the national forces will be preserved by
it, or wasted for unattainable goals ...

1880

3 Anton Budilovich (1846-1908) was a Russian linguist who advocated the use of Russian
by all Slavs.

4 Amvrosii Metlynsky (1814-70) was a Ukrainian poet and ethnographer.

s That is what happened to the language of liturgical books. Until recently, ‘for ever and
ever’ (i v veky vekov) was read in south Russian churches as i vo viky vikou, and differ-
ently in Great Russian, Serbian, and Bulgarian. [Author’s note]
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Draft Constitution
for the Ukrainian Society
in the Free Union

MYKHAILO DRAHOMANOV

Part I: The Aims of the Society

I. A Society, in the Free Union, should be formed on Ukrainian territory
to work for the political, economic, and cultural emancipation and progress
of the Ukrainian people and of the other races living among them in settle-
ments. ‘
Note. Because the Ukrainian people live in various States — Russia,
Austria (in Galicia and Bukovyna), and Hungary (in the eastern Com-
itats) — and under varying political conditions (even though under sig-
nificantly similar social and cultural conditions), different methods
should be employed in each of these. For this reason, separate political
societies — completely independent rather than branches of a single
organization — should be formed in each of the above areas. The very
nature of things would cause these societies to agree on a certain
degree of solidarity.
The present draft, worked out with the help of Ukrainians from Russia,
has Russian Ukraine almost exclusively in mind.

II. The Ukrainian Society in the Free Union should cooperate with simi-
lar societies among other peoples whose interests are similar to those of the
Ukrainian people.
Note. In order to facilitate such cooperation, the Free Union should
allow persons of various nationalities to become members, should
found its own chapters in Ukrainian settlements in other lands,
and should help form similar societies among peoples with related
interests.



172 Mykhailo Drahomanov

III.  The Free Union’s most important task in Russia at present and in the
near future should be to reorganize the State on the basis of political free-
dom on approximately the following principles:

1. Political freedom should be construed as:

A. The rights of man and citizen:

(a) Immunity of the person from degrading punishments and capital

punishment.

(b) Immunity of the person and home from the police if they have no
warrant from the court.

Note 1. A person apprehended flagrante delicto can be arrested by

anyone, but must be turned over to the judiciary authorities immedi-

ately.

Note 2. No one should be tried by a special court. Criminal courts,

except for magistrates courts, should provide trial by jury.

(c) Freedom of residence and occupation.

(d) Inviolability of private correspondence and telegrams.

(e) Inviolability of nationality (recognition of the native languages in
private and public life).

(f) Freedom of conscience (belief and disbelief) and of any public
religious services and rituals which do not offend the public sense of
decency.

Note. This freedom implies the abolition of the State church and the
transformation of all ecclesiastical institutions into private organiza-
tions, to be maintained solely by voluntary contributors and adminis-
tered according to their wishes, without any aid or interference by
public authorities.

(g) Freedom of speech, the press, the theatre, and education.

(h) Freedom of assembly, petition, and manifestation (through posters,
banners, processions, etc.), provided public order and security are not dis-
turbed or threatened.

(1) Freedom to form societies and associations.

(j) The right to bear arms and hold military exercises provided public
order and security are not disturbed or threatened.

(k) The right to take action in civil or criminal courts against officials
and public institutions for illegal infringement of the rights of the individ-
ual.

(1) The right to resist illegal acts by officials.

(m) The equality of all in civic rights and duties.

Note I 1o section A. The rights of man and citizen may not be abro-
gated or restricted by any law or decree, except for restrictions
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legally imposed in time of war. Even in such circumstances no per-
son who is not in the army may be tried by a military or any other
special court. ‘

Note 2 to section A. The preservation of the above rights is the
responsibility of local justices of the peace, who should be authorized,
under their own responsibility, to request the cooperation of nearby
troops, whose duty it is to give such help.

B. Self-Government:

(a) Local:
Communal (village and town);
Volost [group of villages];
Uyezd [district]; and
Regional.!

(b) State

2. This self-government should be vested in meetings or in elected
assemblies, to which all officials should be responsible, except judges,
whose status should be specially defined.

Note. In general the present judicial system, according to the statutes
of Nov. 20, 1864, can be considered satisfactory.

3. All persons 21 years of age and over should have the right to vote and
to be elected to various representative assemblies and to communal, volost
and district offices. However, only persons 25 years of age and over should
have the right to be elected to regional and state assemblies or offices.

Note 1. The laws on electoral colleges and districts should be such that
those elected would represent not only the inhabitants of all the local-
ities, but also, as far as possible, all types of occupations, and minori-
ties as well as majorities.

Note 2. Voters should have the right to give mandates to their dele-
gates.

4- Village affairs should be administered by the village meeting and by
the executive commuttee and chairman elected by it.

5. In cities and towns, volost: [groups of villages], districts, and regions,
councils should be created to administer public affairs. These councils

1 The regions into which the Russian Empire should be divided, with geographic, economic,
and ethnographic conditions /! taken into consideration, are more or less as follows: the
Northern, Lake, and Baltic regions, Lithuania, Poland, Belorussia, Polissia, Kiev, Odessa,
Kharkiv, Moscow, Nizhni Novgorod, Kazan, Urals, Saratov, Caucasia, Western Siberia,
Eastern Siberia, Cossack lands (Don, Kuban, and Terek), and Central Asia. [Author’s
note]
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should be elected on the basis of special laws on electoral colleges and elec-
toral districts, in accordance with IIL. 3. The councils will elect Executive
commuttees.

6. Village meetings, as well as city, volost, district, and regional councils,
should: have the right to delegate the execution of their decisions not only
to the chairmen and executive committees, but also to special individuals or
committees.

7 Village meetings, as well as city, volost, district, and regional councils,
should have the right to charge their executive committees with taking
action in civil or criminal courts against any officials who commit illegal
acts.

8. In their territories the communal, volost, and district authorities
described in paragraphs 4 and § should administer the local public econ-
omy (public property, markets, fairs, etc.), public werks (means of com-
munication, public buildings, post offices, etc.), welfare (sanitation, food
supply, charity, insurance, epizootic control, etc.), and public elementary
education as well as secondary education if possible.

9. The regional councils, executive committees, and other bodies
appointed by them should: legislate for and administer the regional public
economy, public works, and welfare where they are beyond the means of a
single district; supervise all economic activity in the region (agriculture,
mining, forestry, crafts, industry, etc.); and take measures for the conserva-
tion and proper exploitation of the region’s natural resources. They should
also take measures for safeguarding and increasing the wealth of the inhab-
itants of the region, supervise public education in the region, and adminis-
ter secondary schools maintained at the expense of the region, as well as
higher educational and learned institutions (academies, etc.).

10. On all matters within their competence, village meetings, as well as
volost, city, district, and regional councils, should have the right to issue
binding decrees (not contrary to the laws and common interests of the State
union), to fix taxes in order to meet public requirements in their compe-
tence, and to enter into relationships and agreements with similar institu-
tions within the State in order to satisfy their common needs.

Note 1 to paragraphs 4-10. The details of the relationships among the
institutions listed above, with their varying degrees of competence,
should be determined by special statutes. It is essential, however, that
these statutes should provide, in so far as is possible, that institutions
with wider competence should not become superior to those with
more limited competence, but that each should have a maximum of
independence in its own field, particularly in matters financed by it.
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The supervision of education referred to should consist of research
and advice rather than command.

Note 2 to paragraphs 4-10. Similarly, the relationship between repre-
sentatives of the government of the whole State (ministers and regional
governors) and agencies of local self-government should be deter-
mined by special statutes. In order that local self-government be real,
it is essential that the representatives of the State be able to override
only such decrees and acts by the agencies of local self-government as
are contrary to the fundamental laws and common interests of the
State union, and that disagreements arising in this manner be settled
by the Senate (Supreme Court). The State official in question should
be legally responsible for overriding these decrees and acts.

11. The police in the cities, districts, and their subdivisions should be
under the jurisdiction of the respective councils. Local police officials
should be responsible to these regardless of the manner of their appoint-
ment.

12. In addition to the functions in paragraphs 8, 9, 10, and 11, the local
elected authorities should control the assessment and allocation of direct
State taxes. The regional councils should also conduct a preliminary study
of all drafts of financial laws for the State as a whole and should express
their opinions on these to the state legislatures. They should also legislate
on local affairs: the application of electoral laws, territorial divisions, codi-
fications of customary law, etc.

13. Affairs concerning the entire Russian State union and the legislation
of the State as a whole should be in the hands of two councils:

A. The State Council, whose members should be chosen by electoral
colleges in the electoral districts, according to a special law on the basis of
paragraph 3, and

B. The Union Council, whose members should be elected by the
regional councils.

Note. The regional councils should give mandates to their representa-
tives in the Union Council and should have the right to replace these
representatives at any time.

14. Both these councils should appoint an interim committee to act
while they are not in session.

1§. Ministers, appointed by the Chief of State, should be responsible to
both councils, which should also have the right to impeach them.

16. In addition to its role in the legislation and administration of the
whole State, the Union Council, as the representative of the regions, should
in particular manage the State property, a resource common to all the
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regions. The Union Council should administer these resources for the
common good, on the basis of laws enacted jointly with the State Council,
after consultation with the district and regional councils. The latter should
inform the Union Council of the need to be served by the use of aforemen-
tioned resources.

17. All the councils should be required to convene at definite periods for
regular sessions. Special sessions of these councils may, however, be con-
vened by the respective executive committees and the interim committee or
at the request of one-third of the council members. In the event of war or
regional rebellion, the State and Union Councils should convene automati-
cally if not convened by either the Chief of State or the interim committee.
They should remain in session until they themselves decide on a recess.

18. The Chief of State can, with the consent of the Union Council, dis-
solve the State Council. In such a case, however, the Union Council will
also be dissolved, and the proclamation to this effect should also set the
date for the election of new members to these councils. The publication of
this proclamation should be accompanied by the convening of the regional
councils, which should remain in session until the convening of the new
Councils of the whole State.

19. In the event of usurpation of State power, the regional councils
should meet on their own initiative and should take measures to restore law
and order. In such an event the troops stationed in the regions should obey
the regional councils.

20. In the case of impeachment, a High Court, composed of members of
the criminal department of the Senate (Supreme Court) and the Union
Council, should meet to try ministers for abuse of office and to try mem-
bers of the State and Union Councils for treason.

21. The Chief of State should appoint Senators (Supreme Court Justices)
for life terms, selecting them from candidates recommended by the Union
Council. These candidates must have an advanced degree in law and should
previously have served in the courts or as representatives to the regional or
State Council.

22. The district and regional councils, as well as the Chief of State,
should have the right to challenge the constitutionality of the laws passed
by the State and Union Councils. Such cases should be decided by the Sen-
ate in a joint session of all departments.

23. The Constitution of the State should not be amended without the
approval of two-thirds of the State and Union Councils and without ratifi-
cation by the State Assembly.

24. The State Assembly should be composed of all the members of the
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State and Union Councils, with the addition of sufficient special deputies,
elected by the regional councils, that the number of special deputies plus
members of the Union Council be equal to the number of members of the
State Council.

24. It should be the duty of the Chief of State to make public the laws
passed by the State legislatures, Senate decisions annulling them, and the
decrees of the State Assembly; to see to the execution of these laws and
decisions; and to prosecute violations.

Note. The Chief of State may be a hereditary Emperor or an elected
President of the All-Russian State Union elected for a fixed term. In
the first case the ministers should be responsible for his actions as indi-
cated in paragraphs 15 and 20, while in the second case he himself
should be responsible according to these paragraphs.

IV. The most important of the principles listed above for the political
reorganization of Russia are (l) the rights of man and citizen and (2) local
self-government. Any attempt to govern all Russia through a central repre-
sentative assembly without the recognition and safeguarding of these rights
and without local self-government must be considered as giving as little
protection to the cause of freedom in general and to the interests of
Ukraine in particular as does the present organization of the Russian
Empire.

V. After all or the most important parts of this plan or a similar one for
the political reorganization of Russia are fulfilled, members of the Free
Union must strive to alleviate the social injustices now oppressing the
inhabitants of Russian Ukraine and to guarantee each of these inhabitants a
means of livelihood and opportunities for development. With this in mind,
members of the Free Union should, acting in freedom through agencies of
self-government, take all steps toward:

1. Alleviating the burdens of military duty until such time as interna-
tional relations make it possible to replace the standing army with tempo-
rarily recruited militias.

Note. One way of alleviating the burden of military duty would be to
reduce the size of the State army and the period of service in it; create
regional militias; and divide military duty between the State army and
these regional militias.

2. Changing all taxes into direct, graduated income taxes.

Note. It is obvious that the present taxes and levies, such as the poll
tax, identity document tax, excise taxes, etc., are a crying injustice and
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should be either abolished or completely revised at the first opportu-
nity.

3. Making elementary, secondary and higher education accessible to all.
Elementary education should be free for children from poor families. In
addition there should be partial, or if necessary, complete allowances from
public funds to cover the living expenses of the school child. More capable
students should receive similar help in attending secondary schools and
universities.

4. Establishing orphanages, old people’s homes and homes for the care
of the sick and crippled at public expense; and establishing public pension
funds for disablement and old age benefits.

§. Limiting the number of working hours per day, especially of women
and children, to the amount compatible with health and physical and men-
tal development.

Note. Factory work by children under 14 years of age should be
unconditionally prohibited.

6. Establishing boards to mediate between employers and workers.
These should be chosen to represent both parties.

7. Improving workers’ housing, reducing their rent and facilitating the
purchasing of houses by workers’ families and by workers’ cooperatives.

8. Providing every peasant, in so far as is possible, with a share in the use
or ownership of land or forests, through the allocation of State lands, emi-
gration to unoccupied territory, facilitation of the purchase of small hold-
ings through public credits and grants, public purchase of great private
estates in land or forests, etc.

Note 1. The contracts, based on the Peasant Statutes of Feb. 19, 1861,
which deprived the peasants of their due share of the land or gave
them the so-called one-fourth share, should be re-examined and pro-
vision made for compulsory sale to the peasants if necessary.

Note 2. In localities where the purchase agreements reached after 1861
impose payments on the peasants on the basis of overvalued land, gen-
eral State funds, equal to the amount of overpayment, should be used
to supplement the special peasant tax funds.

9. Increasing the income from the land and the earnings of the workers
through the organization of public supply stores and through placing con-
tracts for public supplies directly with the farmers and workers. These
contracts should be administered by public (preferably communal) institu-
tions.

10. Supporting and developing communal and cooperative ownership or
leasing of land, and supporting and developing all other cooperatives.
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11. Repurchasing of mines, water resources, forests, railways, etc., as
non-profit public utilities by the State, the regions, districts, volost: [groups
of villages] or communes, using the cooperative method of production and
operation wherever possible.

VI. The economic measures outlined above constitute the minimum pro-
gram for members of the Free Union after the foundation of political free-
dom has been established in Russia. Following the establishment of
political freedom, members who consider these measures insufficient can
honourably leave the Free Union. They can then act according to their own
judgment.

Conclusion. The aims of the Ukrainian Society in the Free Union can be
summed up as follows:
1. General civic aims:
(a) The rights of man and citizen — the indispensable condition for per-
sonal dignity and development.
(b) Self-government — the basis for progress toward social justice.
2. Specific national aim:
Political freedom ~ as a means for the return of the Ukrainian nation to

the family of civilized peoples.
Part II: The Society’s Means of Action

Introductory note. In every social question the issue of means is subse-
quent to that of ends. Means depend on constantly changing circumstances,
and hence it is impossible and unnecessary to determine them fully in
advance. The most important thing in every political society is to gather
together as many members as possible who are clearly aware of their goal.
These members will then find the most expedient means of attaining their
goal. Therefore the following recommendations make no claim to com-
pleteness; they are merely an attempt to indicate certain methods, primarily
for disseminating the fundamental ideas of the Free Union among various
strata of the population.

I. To achieve the aims set forth in the first part of the Draft Constitution,
it is essential to found throughout Ukraine chapters of the Free Union®

2 Federal organizations are what Drahomanov means.
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composed of adults having, as far as possible, definite occupations and rep-
resenting all present classes of the population.
Note. It is clear from what has been said that members of the Free
Union should refrain from inciting young people to political struggle
before they are prepared for it and to acts which might prevent them
from being conscious and influential political figures in due time when
they have obtained general and professional training.

IL It should be the unconditional duty of members of the Free Union, in
addition to all other duties they assume under the present statutes, to work
to improve their intellectual and ethical standards, and to strive to occupy
as prominent a place as possible in all causes benefiting society.
Note. Familiarity with the political, social, and cultural life of the
Western European peoples, as well as the most detailed knowledge of
their native land, should be recommended as particularly desirable for
members of the Free Union.

III.  All Free Union activity should be in accord with the aims outlined
above, in detail and in spirit. They should also be in accord with the general
rules of morality.
Note 1. All theft and public fraud should be strictly unacceptable to
members of the Free Union.
Note 2. Murder (an act contrary to the fundamental rights of man and
citizen) should never be the aim either of the Free Union or of any of
its chapters. If, however, a member of the Free Union commits a polit-
ical murder, in self-defence or as a result of incitement by extreme
injustices on the part of the government and its servants, he must
assume full personal responsibility for it.}

IV. Never losing sight of their principal goals — the uniting of all inhabit-
ants of Ukraine in action for the freedom and welfare of their native land,
as well as the union of all present classes of the population of Ukraine in a
single whole, all parts of which enjoy equal rights - members of the Free
Union should also seek out in every locality and in every class, ways of life,
traditions, and aspirations which might serve as a natural basis for intro-
ducing the aspirations of the Union; i.e.:

3 “Theft’ and ‘murder’ here refer to political ‘expropriation” and to assassination by
terrorists.
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1. Members of the Free Union should seek out in various localities and
classes of the population of Ukraine recollections of former freedom and
equality such as, for example, the self-government of the powits [districts]
under the Lithuanian Law, the self-government of the cities under the
Magdeburg Law, the secular and ecclesiastical self-government of the
villages and wolosti [groups of villages], the brotherhoods [lay orders],
Cossack self-government [in the hundreds, regiments, and the entire Het-
manate], the congresses of the various estates during the Hetmanate, the
Sich, and the autonomous territory of the Zaporozhian Host, etc. They
should strengthen these traditions and relate them to present-day concepts
of liberty and equality among civilized peoples.

2. Inasmuch as even the imperial Russian laws (e.g., the 1787 Patent of
Nobility) protected noblemen from deprivation of their liberty and prop-
erty without due process of law and stipulated that noblemen had the right
to petition the crown concerning their needs and privileges, members of
the Free Union who are nobles should rouse their class to demand the abo-
lition of such things as exile without trial and the emergency statutes on
security, and also to demand general reorganization of the political struc-
ture of Russia. In addition, Ukrainian nobles who are members of the Free
Union should call the attention of their peers to the recent popular origin
of the Ukrainian nobility from the originally elective Cossack elders. They
should point out that the seizure of the people’s land by the elders was
unjust in the extreme and that this seizure confers an even greater moral
obligation upon the Ukrainian noblemen to speak out against autocracy
and to redeem themselves before the common people for the injustices
done them.

3. Members of the Free Union who come from the classes of artisans
and from the peasantry, as well as all other members, should, in their deal-
ings with these classes, focus and give direction to their dissatisfaction with
their present situation. At the same time, they should spread the realization
that the tsarist bureaucratic autocracy is unable to provide for the material
welfare of the working classes, even if the tsar and the officials really
desired to do so. In addition, members of the Free Union should spread the
awareness that political freedom would bring advantages for the workers,
even if present economic relationships were not to change immediately.
They should also prove that political freedom is necessary to enable the
working classes to begin to change these relationships themselves.

4. Working among the peasants and townspeople, members of the Free
Union should devote special attention to the evangelical brotherhoods (the
so-called Stundists, Molokans, Men of God, etc.), seeking to explain to
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them the relationship between freedom of conscience and political free-
doms and striving to foster their inclination to free thinking, to weaken
their mysticism, to channel the idea of religious brotherhood toward that
of civic and economic solidarity, and to extend the idea of such solidarity
beyond denominational limits.
Note. The best means for this last could be the familiarizing of our sec-
tarians with the related development of Protestant sects and the coop-
erative movement in Western Europe, particularly in Holland and
Great Britain, from the Anabaptists and Socinians (whose teaching
reached Ukraine in the 16th and 17th centuries) to Robert Owen and
the present-day workers’ unions.

5. With persons of the military profession, members of the Free Union
should seek to expand the notion held by that group that it is the soldier’s
duty to defend his homeland against outside enemies into the conviction
that it is necessary to defend the homeland against all that harms it, includ-
ing disastrous internal administration. At the same time, military personnel
of Ukrainian origin should be reminded that their true homeland is now
enslaved by a power harmful and alien to it. While they encourage military
personnel to refuse support to a despotic government and to render real aid
in the liberation of Russia, and especially of Ukraine, members of the Free
Union should propagate the notion that, in the interests of true fraternity
and development, the army should not seize power, even in the event of a
struggle against the government, but only overthrow violators of civil lib-
erty and protect civil self-government against all attempts upon it.

V. Members of the Free Union should make special efforts to be elected
to various offices and assemblies of peasant, noble, or zemstvo institutions
in the villages, cities, districts and provinces in order to direct the course of
public affairs according to the aims of the Free Union, and in particular in
order

1. to promote public meetings and assemblies for petitions to the gov-
ernment on the need to reorganize Russia on principles of political free-
dom; _

2. in the event the government is obdurate, to incite the meetings and
assemblies to refuse it support, e.g., to refuse to perform the duties of taxa-
tion and recruitment, etc., now required of them under the law, and finally
to incite these meetings to direct attempts to remove tsarist officials from
the administration and to attempts to bring about self-government on their
own initiative, calling upon the representatives of other areas to do the
same.
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VL. The main concern of the Free Union at present and in the near future
should be to unite in all strata of the population sufficient forces to compel
the autocratic government of Russia to concede to its enslaved population
the rights of man and citizen and to grant self-government. This would
necessitate first of all the coordination of zemstvo and military forces. Even
before these forces are fully assembled, however, members of the Free
Union, as circumstances allow, can undertake various types of action
against the government: manifestos, disobedience, and even attacks to
arouse the people and spread among them the conviction that the govern-
ment of Russia must be changed in accordance with the ideas of the Free
Union. Its members can also participate in similar actions initiated by other
groups. '

Note. When members of the Free Union incite others to actions such

as those described above, they must not fail to share in the responsibil-

ity for them.

Part III: The Society’s Inner Organization

This will largely depend on fortuitous circumstances and therefore cannot
be precisely determined in advance, and of course cannot be made public.

Translated by 1.L. Rudnytsky 1884
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Ukrainianism versus Russianism  (excerpts)

IVAN NECHUI-LEVYTSKY

Ivan Nechui-Levytsky (1838-1918) was a major novelist in the realist and
populist tradition, best known for his novel of peasant life, Mykola Dzheria
(1878), and his novel about the intelligentsia, Khmary (The Clouds, 1874).
In 1891, under a pseudonym, he published in Lviv (then in Austria-
Hungary) a long treatise, Ukrainstvo na literaturnykh pozvakh z Mos-
kovshchynoiu (Ukrainianism’s Literary Summons against Muscovitism),
from which the present selection is taken. In this treatise Levytsky argued
mainly that Ukrainian literature needed no help from Russia in order to
develop. At the same time he complained bitterly about the Russification of
Ukrainian life, and in his defence of Ukrainian life ranged as far as discuss-
ing the indigenous culture of China.

Moving from Western Europe to the East we find more evil. Crossing the
Prussian-Russian border we will see that in Russia the policy of forced
denationalization is running wild. In Russia, Russification is advancing not
by the day but by the hour, as though destined to bring salvation not only
for Russia but for all the world from some sort of scourge. There, people are
spending all their energy in fulfilling this good and blessed task. The auton-
omy of provinces and peoples is being broken; nationalities are being bent
and twisted. Everywhere national languages and literatures are being
destroyed. Everywhere we see the Great Russian national onslaught, which
aims at the complete destruction of all nationalities in Russia and at their
Russification. The heaviest pressure of this system has fallen on Ukraine,
Poland, and Moldavian Bessarabia. In Ukraine, Russian has been intro-
duced as the language of instruction even in primary schools. The Bible in
Ukrainian has been banned, and after 1876 Ukrainian literature was sen-
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tenced to death. The publication of Ukrainian books was forbidden, except
for so-called popular ones. In fact, only thin booklets, fables, short stories,
and vaudevilles were allowed. Scholarly books were banned.

The same is happening in Poland, except that there the publication of lit-
erature is still allowed, in the hope that Great Russian literature will tri-
umph over it (a vain hope!). Russian has also been introduced into the
Moldavian Bessarabian primary schools. Such ‘privileges,” which have
made Ukraine and Poland so happy with Russification, have been extended
to the Moldavians because they inhabit Slavic lands, are the brethren of the
Russians, and are likely to be Russified all the quicker. The Bessarabian
Moldavians, like the Russians, are of the Orthodox faith. Other nations in
Russia — the Tatars, the Georgians, the Estonians, the Lithuanians, and the
Latvians - at least have primary schools in their own languages.

So we can see that in Europe only the Latin race follows the dictum
‘Live and let live!” Austria and Prussia follow the dictum ‘Live and let live a
little!” In Russia the maxim is ‘Live and don’t let anyone else live!’

The quick destruction of nationalities in Eastern Europe, especially in
Russia, is marching on swiftly, even with love and relish, as though eager to
confer thereby a historic benefit on other peoples. In reality, however, nei-
ther the Prussians nor the Russians are thereby bringing any benefit to
themselves or others. We consider the Great Russian national intolerance a
rather primitive characteristic of their race, similar to the religious intoler-
ance of some peoples, an intolerance still flourishing among the Muslims.
This primitive Russian trait was noticed long ago by the better Great Rus-
sian scholars and poets. Griboedov, the author of Woe from Wit, having
visited the Crimea in 1825 and having observed Crimean life and the his-
toric cities ruined by Russia, wrote from Feodosia to his friend in St Peters-
burg, ‘After the Goths and the invaders from Genoa and others, we came as
their successors and brought with us the spirit of destruction.” Griboedov
went on to say that in order to make peace with the peoples beyond the
Caucasus, Russia should use civilized means, such as good courts and the
like. Mr Pypin,’ in his article on Griboedov in-the Exropean Messenger
(January 1890), had this to add: “Alas, the spirit of destruction very often
followed our movements in the East and the West. In olden times it was
brought by national intolerance, which knew no bounds, and by the patri-
archal mentality. Later these notions were absent, and the destruction was
caused by bureaucratic uniformity. Disrespect for the human personality,
which developed in {Great Russian] family relations, was transferred to the

1 Alexander Pypin (1833~1904) was a major Russian literary scholar and critic.
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newly conquered countries and peoples. Unnecessary hostility, which pre-
vented a merger [sic], was fostered, and this hostility was altogether avoid-
able.’

Want of respect for other nationalities - disregard for and even hatred of
them - is still alive among the Great Russians and shows itself in actual
pressure on the nationalities dependent on Russia. This national hatred and
intolerance has been caused not only by the despotic family structure,
pointed out by Pypin, but also by history. Having developed, in olden days
in the East, in isolation from the civilized nations of Europe, and having
spent whole centuries apart, in contact with only the half-wild, primitive,
pagan peoples of the north and Siberia, who were inferior to the Great
Russians attempting to assimilate them, those Great Russians got used to
despising and disregarding foreigners. Having conquered lands and peoples
in the European West much more civilized than they, the Russians treated
them with an equal disregard and even with hostility. These characteristic
tendencies were real in some highly educated Great Russians, like the critic
Belinsky, the novelist Turgenev, and even the satirist Saltykov-Shchedrin,
who ridiculed things Ukrainian. Even worse are the Great Russian admin-
istrators, who show this primitive national intolerance of other peoples in a
severity that is shameful. The esteemed Mr Pypin writes of a ‘merger.” Dis-
cussing with great sympathy our literary and national affairs, he has shown
in the article concerned that nevertheless he does not want to see our point
of view. Having relegated the latest Ukrainian literature to provincialism,
he is in fact in agreement with the 1876 ukase, which allows the publication
in Ukrainian only of ethnographic works and popular literature, as well as
Ukrainian theatre. That is all we get! With the exception of the beginning
of his article, in which Mr Pypin shows some sympathy for Ukrainian eth-
nography, the article demonstrates an attitude similar to that of the Russian
conservatives and Slavophiles, although he rarely draws any conclusion ...

To the Slavs, these [Russian] tendencies are no secret. It is no secret to
them that Ukrainian literature was oppressed by the Russian government,
just as Czech literature was made to suffer by the Germans after the battle
of the White Mountain in 1620. It is no secret that classes in primary
schools in Ukraine and Poland were taught in Russian out of Russian texts.
It is no secret that in Ukraine the publication of the Bible in Ukrainian
translation was proscribed, and that other Ukrainian books were banned.
Perhaps it is still a secret that in Ukraine all higher administrative posts -
those of governor, archbishop, council president - all important posts are
filled by Great Russians. In the Kiev school district even the directors of
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gymnasiums are Great Russians. So are almost all the rectors of theological
seminaries ... All these appointed foreigners oversee the Russification of the
language and of the administration, in addition to exercising their police-
like surveillance of the country.

Whenever one of us Ukrainians is chosen for a higher administrative
post, it is someone who in obedience and obsequiousness with respect to
matters of Russification will surpass the most avid follower of Katkov.” He
will try so hard for his career’s sake that his hair will be wet with the effort,
and he will practically shout in the streets against the Ukrainians, as though
saying: “Take me and promote me! I’ll serve you faithfully.” And he will do
it, even though in his soul he feels no such dedication, for souls such as his
care only for a career and money. These countrymen of ours are worse
than the Russifiers from Great Russia ...

1891

2 Mikhail Katkov (1818-87) was an influential political journalist and the editor of the con-
servative Russian journal Russkii vestnik (The Russian Herald).
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Letters from Dnieper Ukraine (excerpr)

BORYS HRINCHENKO

Borys Hrinchenko (1863—1910) was a writer, ethnographer, and publicist. A
teacher by profession, he was one of the founders in 1892 of a secret group,
Bratstvo Tarasivtsiv (The Taras Brotherhood), dedicated to cultural and
political activity. Later be founded the Ukrainian Radical Party. He was an
able journalist and a prolific writer. Among his realistic novels were
Soniashny promin (The Ray of Sun, 1890) and Sered temnoi nochi (In a
Dark Night, 1900). His major accomplishment was the editing of a diction-
ary of the Ukrainian langunage (1902-9) in four volumes. He also wrote
some poetry and translated foreign classics into Ukrainian. Hrinchenko was
a tireless worker for and promoter of Ukrainian culture and a fierce nation-
alist. Lysty z Ukrainy Naddniprianskoi (Letters from Dnieper Ukraine,
1892—3) appeared first in Bukovyna under Austro-Hungarian rule.

Speaking of Kostomarov, of Kulish in his first period, and of Osnova," the
author of these unwise letters allowed himself to disagree with some of
their national-historical views. Here, while speaking of the Kulish of the
latest period, he will do the same. One might think it strange that a man
unknown in literature, who has no right (he would himself admit it) to call
himself a historian, should fight with such experts on history as Kulish and
Kostomarov, who could smother the author (if they were to notice him)
with their historical erudition. Kulish himself says of such opponents that
before criticizing him they must present their scholarly works.

This author cannot show any historical or scholarly works of his own.

1 Osnova (The Foundation) was a Ukrainian periodical published in St Petersburg from
1860 to 1862, to which Kulish was the principal contributor.
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Nevertheless, he dares not remain silent, but will speak out. He is not a his-
torian, but he does not want to be a historian. He is simply a Ukrainian, who
recognizes his nationality and knows with his heart and mind what it means
to love one’s native land. He believes that he does love his native land, that
he feels himself a member of the Ukrainian nation, and that that gives him
the right to speak. Not as a historian, from the eminence of his chair of his-
tory, but — if only he dares to use the name - as a Ukratinian patriot.

The author is indifferent to all clever and not so clever historical theories
and hypotheses. He loves his native land not because certain theories and
hypotheses exist about it, but because he loves it. Whether our history has
been glorious or shameful, whether our fighters for freedom were bandits
or not, is of deep interest to him, but it will not increase or decrease his love
for his native land and for its language. The author is living now and loves
his native land as it is now. He is ready to share its sorrows, suffer its
wounds, and enjoy its joys. Regarding himself as a member of the Ukrain-
ian nation, the author, out of love for this nation, will defend its national
rights and oppose anything that may harm it.

We have arrived at the ground on which the author stands. He says that
a nation has its rights, and that no one can take them away. The Ukrainian
nation has the same rights as all other nations. Therefore, should anyone
try to take away its rights, the rights of a nation, a conscious Ukrainian will
protest, even if his opponent has written not a handful but a whole pile of
books. The author of these letters knows that the rights of nations are not
prescribed by the heads of historians, but by real life. And what is given by
life cannot be taken away by papers, historical or other. After this general
and perhaps over-long, but necessary, foreword the author can come to the
point.

It is remarkable that, at a time when Kostomarov’s latest views, which
reeked of Moscophilism, had not evoked, if I am not mistaken, any pro-
tests, Kulish’s view created a great echo in the Muscovite and Ukrainian
press. Kulish, while writing his unfortunate History of the Reunification of
Rus’ and, later, An Easter Egg, published his verse translation of the Psalter
and the Book of Job in 1870, his translations of the Four Gospels in 1871,
and his version of the entire New Testament in 1880. In 1882 he also gave
us a volume of translations of Shakespeare. And despite all this he is called
a traitor. Kostomarov has said in a well-read Russian journal that he wants
the Ukrainian people to be Muscovized but is against doing it by force. At
the same time, for the last thirty years he has written nothing in Ukrainian,
yet he is called a ‘Ukrainian father.” This is an interesting matter for discus-
sion in our press.
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We are not going to report in detail on the turmoil, which is well
known. But we shall point out, briefly, the facts.

Why the turmoil?

The Ukrainian writer Panko Olelkovych Kulish, a famous fighter for
our nationality, second after Shevchenko, the most beloved and the most
excellent son of his native land, published a pampbhlet in four volumes enti-
tled The History of the Reunification of Rus'. It was followed by similar
works. In them, as well as providing original and incisive thoughts, he said
that the leading Ukraiman historical figures, beginning with the hetmans
and ending with the last haidamak, were common bandits and enemies of
culture. The best of them, such as Sahaidachny, were not much good —
Sahaidachny was ‘a pirate of genius and an invader.” The history of the
Ukrainian Cossack era is a history of ‘Ukrainian banditry,” which
destroyed Ukrainian power and brought Ukraine into an inescapable situa-
tion in which she could not but fall into the embrace of her Muscovite
brother. So far we see nothing anti-patriotic in such views. We hold a dif-
ferent opinion of the Cossack era in our history, but so what? Is our entire
nation to be reduced to the Cossacks? Were all our historical exploits
performed by the Cossacks alone? Is there only one period, the Cossack
one, in our history? No, even if we reject the Cossacks as our national
movement, we shall be rich enough to be called a nation and to have a
memorable past. Both Prince Volodymyr? and Taras Shevchenko belong
indisputably to us. Even if in the past we were bandits, today we do not
want to be such, but an educated and cultured nation. So far, in Kulish’s
writings, there is nothing anti-Ukrainian. If he had stopped there, even if
many disagreed with him, no one would dare to call him a traitor. But he
did not stop there.

Not having found the characteristics of statehood in the Cossack move-
ment, he went to search for them where he ought not have ventured. He
went not to Kiev but to Moscow. He ought to have gone to Kiev, because
it and not Moscow was the capital of Ukrainian statehood. And he ought
to have looked from this point of view on all of Ukrainian history. But he
went to Moscow and began to look at Ukrainian affairs with a Muscovite
boyar’s eye and has thereby ‘reunited’ all Rus’. From there came all his
hymns to the Muscovite statesmen, beginning with Ivan III and ending
with Catherine II. That is why he could write odes to Peter I and Catherine
II and praise them for abolishing Ukrainian autonomy, which in Kulish’s

2 Volodymyr the Great was the first impressive grand prince of Kiev, who ruled from 980 to
1014. He was responsible for the conversion of Rus’ to Orthodox Christianity in 988.
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imagination was like an ‘insatiable snake.’ That is why he forgot that if the
Hetman State and the Sich were so damaging to Ukraine, yet they saw to it
that a Ukrainian, not a Muscovite, order was introduced in Ukraine. If the
Muscovite rulers, having abolished the Hetman State and the Sich, had not
spilled so much blood in Ukraine, had not sent Kalnyshevsky? for thirty
years to the Solovky Islands, had not given away Ukrainian lands to their
favourites and turned the Ukrainian people into serfs; if they had not abol-
ished Ukrainian autonomy, then these odes could have been written. Then
Kulish’s own words would have had some weight, when he said in the The
Retouched Haidamak Era: “We must not consider the Human tragedy* a
national cause, for then the punishment of the haidamaks by Catherine II
would be considered an act against the people. What will happen if we take
away from Peter’s successor the title “Our Most Radiant Mother”? Then
we would have to consider everything done by Moscow for Rus’ unity
something directed against our people.” That is what frightens Kulish. But
we are not afraid of it. What will happen to history? Nothing terrible; it
will be as it was, a great deal of lies but also much that is true. Ought we to
declare everything done in the name of Rus’ unity as being against our
national interest? We ought, because what was done in Muscovy was done
not for Rus’ unity, but for Muscovite unity. We understand as Rus’ unity a
Russian and a Ukrainian living in the same house, each following his
national life. If not, we want no ‘unity,” because it means not unity but the
‘swallowing’ of the one by the other. Now we see the results of this ‘unity’
clearly, and Kulish himself knows it, because he says in ‘A Letter of Appeal
to the Ukrainian Intelligentsia’ that the Russians ‘have crossed us out of the
book of living nations, and have appropriated our national heritage.” He
himself tells us that the Russians, in thanking us for military and moral
help, ‘want to obliterate our face among the nations, want us to forget who
we are and what our national rights are, want us to have no good fortune,
honour, or dignity in this world.” That is what is being done in Muscovy
for Rus’ unity, and with these words Kulish, better than anyone else,
destroys his paeans in honour of the tsars. Kulish himself demonstrates
that the thrust of his History of the Reunification of Rus’ is a colossal his-
torical and national lie. For if Moscow were truly concerned with ‘unity’

3 Petro Kalnyshevsky (1690-1803), the last koshovy otaman of the Zaporozhian Sich, was
exiled to the Solovets Islands a year after the Sich was destroyed in 1775.

4 Human is a town in Right-Bank Ukraine near which the rebellious haidamaks had their
headquarters in 1768. When the town was taken by the haidamaks, they massacred thou-
sands of Catholics, Greek Catholics, and Jews who had sought refuge there.
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and not with ‘swallowing,” there would be no such consequences as are
mentioned by Kulish. Moscow’s policy towards Ukraine has always been
the same, and such were the tendencies during the reign of Catherine II,
who put Kalnyshevsky in prison, and Nicholas I, who had Kulish, Kos-
tomarov, and Shevchenko incarcerated. We can only wonder how it is pos-
sible for a Ukrainian writer in one book to sing shameful odes to despotism
and at the same time to warn us ‘not to call the moskal our uncle.”

18923
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Beyond the Limits of the
Possible (abridgment)

IVAN FRANKO

Ivan Franko (1856~1916) was a major poet, scholar, and journalist. Born in
Western Ukraine, be studied at Lviv University, where he became politi-
cally active. Though he was arrested and imprisoned, be continued to
preach political radicalism and socialism. He pursued his studies at Vienna
University, where be defended bis doctoral dissertation. In the 1890s he
was active in the Shevchenko Scientific Society in Lviv. An outstanding
poet, be wrote some poems on social and revolutionary themes, but also
love lyrics. In prose he excelled in stories about peasant and worker life and
in social and historical novels. Some critics consider his long poem Moisei
(Moses, 1905) his masterpiece. After 1908 his health began to decline.
Franko’s works were published in Soviet Ukraine in fifty volumes, but
these did not include several of his important works, among them the one

published bere.

When we approach from afar high mountains crowned by steep, bare cliffs
and glassy glaciers, our hearts are involuntarily gripped by fear, and we
think, “To go there, to stand on this peak of ice, would be impossible!”

When Europeans began to dig up in the ruins of ancient Nineveh clay
bricks, vases, and utensils covered by cuneiform writing and saw that the
writing was in an unknown alphabet, according to an unknown system
(was it alphabetical, syllabic, or ideographic?), in an unknown language
long dead, they decided, after lengthy, wasted efforts, that to decipher the
writing was impossible.

When you tell an ordinary man that the sun is.twenty million miles dis-
tant from the earth and that a ray of the sun travels forty thousand miles in
a second, he, if he wants to be open with you, will ask in disbelief: ‘And
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have you been on the sun? Have you travelled on a ray of the sun? It’s
impossible for you to know these things.’

Shall we recall those moments in history when views as to what was
possible or impossible drew people into comic or tragic conflicts? Some
Greek philosophers argued with subtlety that all motion is impossible. The
French historian and politician Thiers tried to demonstrate the impossibil-
ity of a steam engine ...

Yert experience has shown and shows every day that all these ‘impossi-
bilities’ are false and fictional and are the products of old, oft-repeated
tradition or a subjective state, or else are the fruit of the activity of our
imperfect senses uncircumscribed by critical reason based on detailed study
and the comparison of facts and phenomena.

The whole history of our material and spiritual civilization is nothing
other than a gradual, systematic, and constant pushing away of the fron-
tiers of the impossible. What was impossible for our ancestors, what made
their hands and heads recoil before a glass mountain, is for us quite possible
and even relatively easy to perform. Among the foremost men of our time
one can sometimes see, to the contrary, a certain overestimation of human
powers and abilities, a belief that there are no boundaries of the possible,
that the limitless field of the unknown, unexplored, unclear, and enigmatic
is no glass mountain, no impossibility, but only a huge and unknown
steppe which awaits courageous spirits and sharp eyes to discover in it new
paths, offering to human perseverance new, unspeakably rich treasures ...

Nevertheless, we see phenomena of quite a different character.

Try to explain to someone with a ‘healthy peasant mind’ that a witch
cannot fly on a broomstick, cannot change into a dog, and cannot milk
frogs and lizards. He may say ‘yes’ to you, but deep in his soul he will be
firmly convinced that if, at midnight on St George’s day, he finds a witch in
his yard and strikes her with a whip or a halter, then in the morning milk
will flow from the whip or halter ...

To someone with a ‘simple peasant mind’ it seems entirely possible that
money buried in the soil burns and comes to the surface, that water at mid-
day on the feast of Jordan changes momentarily into wine, that at the mid-
night before Christmas oxen speak a human language, that a snake bites
with its fangs, that thunder strikes like an arrow, that rainbows drink water
from the wells and rivers, sucking up fish and frogs, that a vampire walks
about after death and sucks human blood without leaving a wound or a
trace, and so on. And yet for an intelligent person all this is impossible,
something about which it is ridiculous even to argue and not worth dem-
onstrating that the ‘simple peasant mind’ is wrong.
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The ‘simple peasant mind,” therefore, may not constitute any criterion
when discussing the limits of the possible and impossible, or any other
question requiring careful research and wide criticism. This is a known
human weakness long ago characterized by Spencer in his sociological
studies. Whereas in mathematics, physics, medicine, and astronomy the
‘simple peasant mind’ is not accorded any competence - professional
knowledge being required — in questions of social life, politics, and sociol-
ogy we often call on this ‘simple peasant mind’ as a witness or even a judge.
I, however, do not think this mind ‘simple,” because it is twisted by thou-
sands of prejudices and limitations, or ‘healthy,’ because it is the product of
thousands of generations and currents often sick and defective.

These rather banal comments came to my mind in reviewing a discus-
ston in our press on some fundamental problems of our national develop-
ment. What is the meaning of a national revival? What material and
spiritual spheres of life does it embrace, and what is to be excluded from it?
What goals should or should not a national movement pursue? Which ide-
als are within the limits of the possible, and which go beyond? Should one
accept these limits as something given and fixed, or should one, with one’s
head and hands, push them farther and farther away?

I shall not go into the details here of the polemic between Dilo and
Moloda Ukraina on the one side and the Chernivisi Bukovyna on the
other. I will only note that if the arguments in the first two periodicals per-
suaded no one, the counter-argument in Bukovyna, based on the poor arse-
nal of the ‘simple peasant mind,’ brilliantly showed the inadequacy of that
arsenal for deciding such broad and complex questions. I do not wish to
condemn the poor journalists of Bukovyna for their arguments, for they
spoke what they knew, but I consider this case as offering a good lesson for
these journalists that all such phenomena must be dealt with carefully, in
the widest possible context. The position taken by a cool and practical pol-
itician may sometimes be not so cool and practical, and all theorizing, espe-
cially by journalists, has meaning only in so far as it expresses interests and
feelings which are coming to the fore in society. Without close contact with
life the type of reasoning demonstrated here becomes fruitless, grey doc-
trine which in some cases, when the doctrinaire have power and influence,
may cause incalculable damage to national life.

Let us examine methodically the question, or rather the whole row of
questions, which gave rise to this journalistic polemic. There is nothing
more amusing than to watch sudden jumps from one position to another
by the advocates of the ‘simple peasant mind.” Today they pour out their
contempt for those who point to the importance of the economic factor in
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national life, the importance of ‘the stomach,” and then tomorrow — watch
out! - they bring out against the ideal of political independence the very
same idea about ‘the stomach.” ‘Our people,” they say, ‘are poor; they are
exploited by all kinds of usurers and scalpers. Let us save our poor people,
let us raise them economically, and don’t let us waste time on dreams about
ideals which are distant and impossible to realize.” And the day after
tomorrow the same people, in order to satisfy some polemical need, will
change sides yet again and thunder against the idea of ‘the stomach’ with-
out turning a hair.

However frivolously these questions are raised by such people, the mat-
ter itself is worth discussing. The economic question is so important and so
basic that it cannot be bypassed but must serve as the starting-point of any
discussion of the political independence of any nation. For every social
struggle of our time has been confined largely (though not exclusively) to
the removal of economic exploitation in all forms. In formulating the issue
thus, we see a clear and simple prospect. Surely, the striving to remove eco-
nomic exploitation must, by the same token, be a striving to get rid of the
exploiters, one’s own or foreign, and, if there is a choice, first of all the for-
eign and then one’s own. What about a nation which, as a last resort, must
allow itself, without resistance, to be exploited by another nation, which
must sacrifice the fruits of its labour for purposes which have nothing in
common with its development and security? That means that the idea of
‘the stomach,’ that is, national economic problems in themselves, forces
each nation, with an iron necessity, to strive for political independence,
because, if its opposite comes about, the nation will face inevitable eco-
nomic slavery, decay, pauperization, and cultural decline. It is true that our
(and foreign) adherents of the ‘simple peasant mind’ do not formulate this
issue in all its ramifications. The removal of all exploitation is a utopian
notion, an impossibility! The main thing is to keep political and social
peace, during which the ladder on which some go up and some go down
will function smoothly. In other words: ‘Don’t ask for trouble. Let us qui-
etly occupy our positions and grow rich, and when we and our children
prosper, the whole nation will be better off. Because when 1 and my neigh-
bours are safe and secure, our nation will also be secure. Economic
progress consists of this part of the nation becoming more and more
secure.’

To be sure, these gentlemen don’t say this in so many words, because
doing so would expose their own class and personal egoism, their reluc-
tance to engage in any struggle, their want of idealistic (or national) striving
if the goal is to be hard won and not arrive ready-made like the mythical
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pie in the open mouth. A sociologist must grant egoism some place in the
series of factors influencing the development of a people. But this egoism
should not be a dark cloud obscuring the sun. It should not deflect atten-
tion from the idea of general progress, because then it becomes not a useful
factor but an enemy against which all the honest elements must struggle.
The social dynamics of our time show that the enrichment of individuals
stands in direct proportion to the impoverishment of the masses, and the
number of wealthy individuals stands in direct proportion to the number
of the poor. The more wealthy people there are at the centre, the more poor
ones there are around them; the greater the concentration of wealth on the
one hand, the greater the impoverishment of the masses on the other. Social
peace is a guarantee of safety for leeches, who suck their victims. One does
not have to demonstrate that, from a wider perspective, from that of the
purely economic interests of a nation, such social peace or economic
progress is undesirable. The fact that these great social leeches, having
sucked their fill, may not stir a finger for the welfare of the nation whose
juices they have drunk may be attested by the examples of our domestic
tycoons and their ilk.

On a much higher level than this egoistic and materialistic view must be
placed the view which the late Drahomanov criticized fiercely and con-
demned as ‘non-political culture.” The name does not fit the thing itself,
because the very term ‘culture’ contains reference to numerous political
factors (the cultivation of language and literature, schools, education, etc.).
Accordingly, ‘non-political culture’ is a contradictio in adiecto. I have in
mind here a way of thinking of which the following is characteristic: ‘Let
us cultivate our native language, literature, education, science; let us lift the
national consciousness among the people, but let us not mix in day-to-day
politics.” In order to understand this way of thinking properly, one must
add that it originated in a place that was not politically free, where any par-
ticipation in day-to-day politics was considered illegal. In Galicia, where
active participation in politics by every citizen is not only allowed but
encouraged by law, such a way of thinking did not and could not develop.
Where it did exist, and still exists today, it was not a conscious program but
an expression of actual circumstances: the political usurpation of power on
the one hand and political lawlessness on the other. That is why Draho-
manov’s criticism of this trend was only partly justified, because it was
actually confronting a general apathy and a disbelief in the success of the
Ukrainian national cause hiding behind this slogan.

One cannot deny that responsibly conducted literary and cultural work,
even without mixing in active politics, in the course of time could win for
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Ukrainians some small political significance, and that all such idealistic
movements, when spread to the masses, tend to reflect a greater number
of economic and political interests as they take the people into an ever-
widening arena of struggle. Battling against the very concept of ‘non-
political culture,” Drahomanov did not analyse how cultural work should
be conducted so as to bear fruit rather than be amateurish and a waste of
time. He did not analyse why, after the ukase of 1876, a strange apathy and
unwillingness to participate in Ukrainian activities was born and found
expression in the slogan ‘non-political culture.” A careful analysis would
have shown Drahomanov, who in this matter was 4t fault, that the doc-
trines proclaimed in the early 1870s led precisely to these consequences.
Let us recall that Drahomanov’s main political belief during his ‘Kiev
period’ was based on his conviction that the Ukrainians, politically and
culturally, were to seek a common roof with Russia. Ukrainian literature
was to be popular, for ‘domestic use.” Everything else, following Gogol’s
and Kostomarov’s example, should be written in Russian and thus contrib-
ute to the common all-Russian treasure. Drahomanov tried to spread these
views in Galicia, too, but found decisive opposition, even from such Dra-
homanovites as V. Navrotsky. Drahomanov hardly modified his views
when he was forced to seek protection for a free Ukrainian press abroad.
True, in the ‘Foreword’ to Hromada' he outlined the ethnographic bound-
aries of the Ukrainian nation, and in his most valuable folkloristic studies
he argued again and again that Ukraine should be an independent nation
and should develop independently its ties with [the peoples of] the West
and the East, the South and the North. But in his political writings Ukrain-
ians appeared always as South Russians, and he thought they should
remain so. He even tried to tie the Ukrainians and the Russians closer
together in the struggle with a common enemy, absolutism. And in his
programs, especially in ‘A Free Union,’ he gave an example of a completely
denationalized Russian federation, basing it on the same territorial division
that he wanted to see in Austria as early as 1875. He did not cease until the
end of his life to protest against Ukrainian separatism not only pro prae-
terito but also pro futuro. In a word, his strong and deep belief in Western
European ideals of social equality and political freedom obscured the ideal
of national independence, an ideal which contains both those earlier ideals
and can offer them scope for full development. And, indeed, those without
this national ideal, the best Ukrainian forces, sank in an all-Russian sea,
and those who did not sink but clung to their own ground fell into despair

1 Hromada (The Community) was the journal Drahomanov edited in Geneva.
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and apathy. Now we have not the slightest doubt that this lack of faith in
the national ideal, taken to its logical conclusion in political life, was the
chief source of tragedy in Drahomanov’s life, was the source of the impo-
tence of his political strivings, because surely one cannot stimulate people
to political activity by theories about river basins or the sphere of eco-
nomic interests.

It is important to pay attention to the characteristic change which took
place at the end of the nineteenth century in our understanding of the prin-
cipal driving forces in human history. The last decade of the nineteenth
century especially may be called a reaction against one-sided Marxist mate-
rialism or fatalism. For Marx and his followers the history of human civili-
zation was, first of all, a history of production. Out of the production of
material goods, like branches from a tree trunk, grew the social and politi-
cal forms of society, its likes and dislikes, scientific concepts, ethical and all
other ideals. During the last few years the question has been turned around.
What is it that drives man to produce, to create material goods? Is it only
his stomach? Of course not; it is the totality of his physical and spiritual
needs, which must be satisfied. Production and ceaseless and intensive cul-
tural work are the outcome of the needs and ideals of society. Only where
these ideals are alive, developing and striving forever higher, do we get pro-
gressive and ever-greater material production. Where there is no growth,
development, struggle, and competition in the sphere of ideals, production
falls into Chinese-like stagnation.

If the ideal of an individual’s fulfillment must be recognized as the driv-
ing force in the sphere of material production because it moves people to
invent, to search, to work hard, to serve, and to associate, the ideal of social
and political fulfillment has an even greater importance. Here the synthesis
of all idealistic striving, the building holding all the bricks in place, will be
the ideal of the full, unfettered, and unlimited (leaving aside concessions
demanded by good relations with one’s neighbours) life and development
of a nation. A concern with anything outside the framework of the nation
reveals either the hypocrisy of people who under the cover of international
ideals want to hide their striving for the domination of one nation over
another, or the sick sentimentalism of fantasists who want to cover up with
‘universal’ phrases their spiritual alienation from their own nation. Perhaps
in the future the time will come for a consolidation of some free interna-
tional unions to achieve higher international aims. But this can happen only
when all national strivings have been fulfilled and when national grievances
and injustices have receded into historical memory. In the meantime, we
must agree with the Czech poet Jan Neruda:
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Amid the heavenly stars there is one great law,
Written there and cast in gold.

A law above all laws: you will

Love your native land above all.

Every ideal is a synthesis of wishes, needs, and strivings, easy or difficult
to achieve, and strivings and desires which seem to lie beyond the limits of
the possible. ‘Mit einem Stich ins Unmoegliche,” as Chamberlain® says -
that is what distinguishes the cultural ideals and strivings of European civi-
lization. The fact that such ideals can arise, can inflame the hearts of wide
circles of people, can lead them to heavy trials and sacrifices, can give them
strength in the midst of terrible sufferings is perhaps a characteristic of the
Indo-Aryan race alone, for we do not find this phenomenon among other
races.

The ideal of total national independence, political and cultural, lies for
us, from our present perspective, beyond the limits of the possible. So be it!
But let us not forget that thousands of paths leading to its achievement lie
directly under our feet, and that only our awareness of this ideal, our pur-
suit of it, will determine whether we follow paths leading to it or turn into
other paths. Fatalism, begotten by a materialist outlook which maintained
that certain social and political ideals must be reached by means of the
‘immanent’ force of the development of production alone, without regard
to whether we want to welcome such a future or not, today belongs with
such superstitions as a belief in witchcraft, in evil places, and in unlucky
days. We must feel this ideal in our hearts; we must use all our means and
all our energy in order to approach it. Otherwise it will not exist, and no
mystical fatalism will create it, while the development of material relations,
like a blind machine, will trample and crush us.

1900

2 Houston Stewart Chamberlain (1855-1927) was a British-born, Germanophile political
philosopher, whose Die Grundlagen des neunzebnten Jabrbunderts was published in
1899. The book exalted the German element in European culture.
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An Independent Ukraine (excerpy)

MYKOLA MIKHNOVSKY

Mykola Mikhnovsky (1873-1924) became a political activist after studying
law at Kiev University. He was one of the organizers of the Ukrainian
People’s Party, in the program of which he defended the idea of Ukrainian
independence. Earlier he had supported RUP (the Revolutionary Ukrain-
tan Party), for which, in 1900, be had published a brochure, in the form of a
speech, Samostiina Ukraina (An Independent Ukraine). The brochure
presented highly charged demands based on historical and legal grounds.
Although the brochure was later repudiated by the RUP membership as
too chauvinistic, it provided the impetus for subsequent expressions of
political thought in the Ukrainian national movement. Active during the

revolution, Mikbnovsky was later persecuted by the Soviet government,
and he ended bis life in suicide.

The end of the nineteenth century is marked by events that can be charac-
terized as representing a new turn in the history of mankind. The fifth act’
of a great historical tragedy, the ‘struggle of nations,” has begun, and its
conclusion is fast approaching. These events are the armed uprisings of
enslaved nations against the oppressor nations, as witnessed by the bloody
rebellions of the Armenian, Cretan-Greek, Cuban, and Boer peoples.
When we observe the fluctuating course of this fierce battle, which is in its
initial stages in the struggle between the forsaken people of Austria, Russia,
and Turkey and their aristocratic oppressors and in a stage of mortal antag-

1 The ‘fifth act’ refers to the fifth great national conflict: 1) the Armenians; 2) the Cretan
Greeks; 3) the Cubans; 4) the Boers; and §) the Ukrainians. [All notes are provided by the
translator, though they have been slightly revised by the editors.]
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onism between the Germans and the French and between the English and
the Russians, and when we notice the tremendous mass of regular forces
maintained by nations antagonistic to one another, it is quite obvious that
the universal national question has come to fruition, though it remains far
from a necessary, realistic, and just solution. And yet the only possible,
reliable, and fruitful drive towards the resolution of this problem has been
shown by the newly liberated nations that have risen against all forms of
foreign domination. This path is contrary, however, to the resolutions of
the Hague conference.

We know that our people also are in the position of an enslaved nation.

Consequently, it must be recognized that whenever any nation desires
to attain independent and sovereign statehood, it can do so only when
acknowledged on the basis of international relations. It must also be rec-
ognized that only an ethnically homogeneous state can provide its citi-
zens with full -and comprehensive spiritual development and the best
possible material well-being. When it is recognized that the unhampered
development of an individual is possible only in a state whose goal is the
cultivation of individuality, then it will become quite obvious that state
sovereignty is the main determinant of the existence of a nation and a
national ideal realizable only within the sphere of international recogni-
tion.

Having said this, let us pose the question, Is our national liberation pos-
sible?

The fifth act of the drama has yet to arrive for our nation, which is
now living through a long and harsh interlude in its history. Behind the
stage some kind of activity is taking place, and from time to time thun-
der rumbles, but still the curtain does not rise. In fact our interlude
began in the year 1654, when the Ukrainian Republic joined the Musco-
vite monarchy in a political union.? Since then the Ukrainian Nation
has been gradually dying both politically and culturally. Old forms of
life are disappearing, republican freedom is decaying, and the nation is
losing its strength and perishing. But it is awakening again, and from

2 This refers to the codification of laws regarding war instituted by the Hague Conference
of 1899 (and later in 1907). Mikhnovsky stresses here that national liberation struggles take
a violent course and thus go against the aims of peaceful settlement of international dis-
putes as spelled out by the Hague Conference.

3 Up until this time, Left-Bank Cossack Ukraine was under the Polish Commonwealth.
A number of fierce rebellions by the Ukrainian Cossacks under their hetman, Bohdan
Khmelnytsky, resulted in an alliance with the tsarist government of Muscovy, in the treaty
of Pereiaslav in 1654.
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the ashes of history is reappearing the idea of a2 new Ukraine, an idea
that must be transformed into body and blood if it is to reveal itself in
concrete forms.

From the inception of the Pereiaslav Constitution to this very day, two
hundred and forty-seven years have passed. Russia will soon celebrate the
two hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the act. Meanwhile, we must attend
our meetings under the inquiring gaze of an entire phalanx of government
spies. A Ukrainian is not free to acknowledge his nationality. One who
loves his fatherland is regarded a traitor to the [Russian] state. This unenvi-
able situation prompts an indignant question: By what right does the tsarist
government treat us on our own territory as if we were its slaves? By what
right was the law of 17 May 18764 proclaimed against us, the natives of this
land, to sentence our nationality to death? On the basis of what law are
Russians (Muscovites) or Muscovized renegades exclusively appointed to
all levels of government in our country? By what law are our children edu-
cated in the schools to be implacable enemies and detesters of our nation?
Why does the language of our oppressors predominate even in the
church?® By what right does the Russian government spend money
stripped from us for the benefit of the Russian nation, cultivating and sup-
porting its scholarship, literature, industry, and the rest? Finally, and most
important, does the tsarist government at all have the right to issue laws,
manifestos, and administrative principles binding upon us without ex-
ception?

Is the tsarist government’s authority over us based on law, or only on
strength or force? It is a well-known fact that our political union with the
Muscovite State and its representatives came about as the result of an act of
our own free will. In the opinion of our enemies, however, the fact that it
was voluntary prohibits us from complaining about the inequity enforced
upon us, for we supposedly chose this government ourselves. Let us review
and assess the nature and character of the 1654 agreement.

The formula of that period states that the government of our ancestors
linked us with the Muscovite State as ‘an equal among equals’ and as ‘free
among the free,” in other words, as one of two countries with their own

4 The Ems ukase of 1876 was a secret order signed by Alexander II forbidding printing in
the Ukrainian language, importation of Ukrainian periodicals from abroad, and stage per-
formances in Ukrainian.

s Church Slavonic was the common liturgical language; however, sermons were to be given
only in the Russian language.
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governments, the one totally independent of the other in its internal orga-
nization, uniting only for the attainment of certain common international
goals.®

The following questions arise: After unification did both these states dis-
appear, and in their place a third political entity, a successor to both of them,
come into existence, or, on the contrary, did both governments continue to
exist side by side regardless of the unification? If the latter, then from the
point of view of international law what impact did the unification have on
both governments? Contemporary scholarship dealing with international
law teaches us that a state may be both simple and complex. It holds that two
or more states may join with one another and form a ‘confederation of states’
(Staatenbund). A confederation is a form of unification according to which
the respect for and adherence to joint institutions does not exclude the inter-
nal and external independence of the union of states; on the contrary, the
preservation of independence becomes a goal of the union of states.

A confederation of states allows its members the right to maintain inde-
pendent international relations and also represents the entire union. All
have the right to establish individual conventions and send delegates. The
sole restriction would be that they do not aim to harm the interests of the
union or of its individual members. This is a conceivable form of union not
only among states that have the same political system but among states
with various governmental systems. The union does not cease to exist even
when one of the states changes the system of governance or when the con-
trolling dynasty dies out. Above all, a ‘confederation of states’ differs from
what is called a ‘real union of states’ in that it can exist only among monar-
chical states and can have its existence shortened if the dynasty dies out. A
union of states arises from a mutual agreement of states striving towards
union. Examples of state unions are the North American United States, the
Swiss Confederation, and, most important, the German Confederation.”

6 A great deal has been written on the implications of the Pereiaslav treaty of 1654. The loss
of the original text has made possible many interpretations, varying from one Russian
point of view that it meant total incorporation (V. Miakotin) to one Ukrainian view that it
was only a loose alliance giving the Ukrainian Cossacks a great deal of independence, the
position obviously taken by Mikhnovsky in this tract. A most interesting work produced
by a Soviet Ukrainian historian but never published in the Soviet Union is Mykhailo L
Braichevsky (translated and edited by G. Kulchycky), Annexation or Reuntfication: Criti-
cal Notes on One Conception (Munich, 1974). It provides a dissenting Ukrainian reply to
the treaty. _

7 The German Confederation (1815—66) was an attempt at national unification of all Ger-
man lands.
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How then did the Muscovite State join with the Ukrainian State? By

way of the agreement embodied in the so-called Pereiaslav articles.?

The Pereiaslav contract formulated the joint and reciprocal relations of

the [two] states (here we provide the more important provisions and give
them substance by using contemporary expressions).

13

14

The legislative and adminustrative authority belongs to the Hetmanate
government without the participation and interference of the tsarist
government.

The Ukrainian State has its own separate and independent army.

A subject of non-Ukrainian nationality cannot serve in the government
of the Ukrainian State. The only exceptions are the controllers who
ensure the collection of the tsar’s taxes.

The Ukrainian State has the right to select its head of state according to
its own wishes. The state is required only to notify the tsarist govern-
ment of its selection.

The inviolability of ancient laws affecting persons of both secular and
sacred background and the non-interference of the tsarist government
in the internal life of the Ukrainian Republic is guaranteed.

The Hetmanate government has the right to engage freely in interna-
tional relations with foreign governments.

When we analyse the clauses of the Pereiaslav Constitution, it is evident

that it contains all the characteristics of a ‘confederation of states.” Our
opponents endeavour to prove that our goals are hopeless because we have
never had a state of our own and, consequently, have no historical founda-
tions for our claims. Such an argument shows an ignorance of history and
law. Throughout its historical existence our nation has made the greatest of
efforts to form a free and independent state. Should we disregard the
period of the appanage principalities, when separate branches of our nation
existed as independent states, or overlook the Lithuanian-Rus’ principal-
ity,® in which the genius of our nation happened to be the chief cultural

8

9

An English translation can be found in George Vernadsky, Bohdan, Hetman of Ukraine
{New Haven, 1941), pp. 131~7.

After the fall of the Kievan Rus’ state in 1240, caused by the Mongol invasion, a Galician-
Volhynian principality gained importance in the southwestern part of the Kievan Rus’
realm. In the fourteenth century the Lithuanian leader Gedimin united all the Lithuanian
lands and eventually conquered Belorussian and Ukrainian lands. Gedimin named himself
King of Lithuania and Rus’, and during his time there was a strong Ruthenian cultural
influence in the realm.
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force, or, perhaps the most important period, that of the Galician-
Ruthenian Kingdom,'® which attempted to unite all branches and limbs of
our nation into one cohesive state? The attempt was repeated much later by
Bohdan Khmelnytsky, and again by Ivan Mazepa.

The Ukrainian State, in the form established and constituted by Khmel-
nytsky, was, according to international law, a de facto state. The following
reproach, however, is made by our adversaries: that the Ukrainian Repub-
lic, as formulated by the Pereiaslav agreement, was not an independent
state, because it paid ‘tribute’ to the tsarist authorities. If this is the case,
then even from their point of view the Ukrainian Republic was, neverthe-
less, a semi-independent state on the model of Bulgaria and, at one time,
Serbia and the other Balkan states. Semi-independent states are distinguish-
able by their not having the right to conduct their own international rela-
tions with the outside world. The Ukrainian State, however, secured this
privilege through the Pereiaslav Constitution. How was this ‘tribute,’
which the Ukrainian Republic paid the Muscovite monarchy, to be under-
stood? The answer to this question must be found in contemporary teach-
ings on international law. The law did not know nor could it imagine a state
having the attributes of independence that would be required to pay ‘trib-
ute.” Similarly, on the other side of the issue one cannot assume that the
semi-independent state took advantage of the right to send envoys. An
explanation can be provided if we can accept the fact that ‘tribute’ according
to the text of the constitution was provided not for the Muscovite State but
for the Muscovite tsar as a protector of a special kind, and that as a result of
the union with the Muscovite State the Ukrainian State clearly desired only
‘protection’ and not submission. From this point of view, the aim of the
tribute was the investment of funds in a common treasury designated for
international relations of importance to each. Since the Ukrainian State was
not conquered by the Muscovite monarchy, nor acquired through diplo-
matic means as was Poland, this feature is affirmed all the more. The
Ukrainian State was united with the Muscovite monarchy and did not waive
any of its state or republican rights. The regime of the Muscovite monarchy
was totally indifferent to the Ukrainian State. The Pereiaslav Constitution
was sanctioned by both parties, the people of Ukraine and the Muscovite
tsar, for eternity. The Muscovite tsars or emperors did not fulfil their obli-

10 In 1199, the principalities of Volhynia and Galicia were united under Prince Roman
Mstyslavych. From around the year 1240 to approximately the year 1350 the Galician-
Volhynian state acted independently under the leadership of a series of princes who ruled
according to dynastic succession.
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gations according to the Constitution of 1654. Today they deal with us as if
our nation forfeited its state rights and surrendered itself to the goodwill of
the Russian emperors, agreeing to share the same fate as the Russians who
themselves chose the tsars. But neither our nation nor its rulers ever agreed
to renounce the rights that belong to it as a consequence of the Pereiaslav
Constitution. It is binding for both contracting parties, the Muscovite mon-
archy and the Ukrainian Republic, and is based on the principle that agree-
ments cannot be destroyed or altered by the unilateral desire of one party
without the expressly stated agreement of the second. For this reason a ‘one
and indivisible Russia’ does not exist for us! We are obligated only to the
Muscovite State, and the all-Russian emperor is of less importance to us
than the Muscovite tsar. So the law states! In actuality, however, the
Pereiaslav Constitution has no importance, and the all-Russian emperors
are our absolute lords, the Pereiaslav Constitution being only a ‘historical
act.” From the standpoint of the law, how can one assent to this mockery of
justice? The law states that when one of the contracting parties exceeds the
contract, then the second party is left with a choice: either to demand from
the other party the fulfillment of the contract as it was agreed upon by both
parties, or to recognize that the contract has been broken and thus is void in
all its parts, and so sever all relations with the other contracting party.

Hence, we see rule by force and not by law.

Our opponents may respond that because the contract was turned into a
meaningless document by force, deception, and the intrigues of one of the
contracting parties, the second party by his age-old silence has lost not
only the right to be in control of his own destiny but even the right to pro-
test. The second party sanctioned the illegal act, which was achieved
through injustice and made legal through neglect. For this reason, the time
is past for seeking [redress under] former laws.

In such an interpretation, however, there is not a bit of truth. First, what
has been acquired by robbery and plunder cannot fall into the category of
law known as ‘title by negative prescription.’'! Second, an interpretation of

11 ‘Title by adverse possession’ is the Anglo-American term used for the acquisition of title
to property by possession for a statutory period under certain conditions. By the inter-
national law standards of the time, title by prescription would also fit. According to
T.J. Lawrence, The Principles of International Law, 7th edition (Boston, 1923), ‘long-
continued possesion of territory gives a good title to it when no other ground can be
clearly shown, and even in cases where possession was originally by illegal and wrongful
acts. The same reasons which justify, and even compel, the recognition of prescription as a
source of title to private property by the municipal law of all civilized peoples, support its
admission into International Law.’
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negative prescription cannot be applied to [or have bearing on] the sup-
pression of freedom. Negative prescription can have bearing only in lawful
relations, not in unlawful ones such as currently exist between the Musco-
vite monarchy and the Ukrainian Republic. In international relations nega-
tive prescription may have meaning only for those peoples who are dying
out, who have lost their vital power. The law of negative prescription can-
not be applied to nations full of vital strength. Besides, a discussion about
negative prescription has no place in relation to the Ukrainian people since
that people has demonstrated a number of times its will to free itself from
Muscovite domination (Doroshenko, Mazepa, the Brotherhood of Sts
Cyril and Methodius, Shevchenko, the peasant uprisings in the eighties,
etc.). [These acts] have interrupted the course of the prescription. It has
taken steps towards the settlement of the argument over the Pereiaslav
Constitution’s obligations. As it turns out, the only real and seriously pos-
sible means of resolution is strength. But even during those times in our
history when we did not incessantly protest, our dignified endurance was a
protest against the coercion enforced not only on us but also on our ances-
tors. This coercion interrupts the course of the prescription and places
upon us an obligation to break the shackles of servitude so that as heirs of
Bohdan Khmelnytsky we can by right take advantage of the opportunity
provided by our inheritance.

When legal grounds exist for the return to the Pereiaslav Constitution
and we regain our stolen freedom, would the question about using physical
and material means for achieving our goal still stand?

Our adversaries say that the logic of events and the direction of life
invincibily push us towards total extinction, towards a total loss of our
nation’s identity.

Over us hangs a black banner on which is written: ‘Political death,
national death, cultural death for the Ukrainian Nation?’

These are not mere words; their thrust provides the answer.

When the right to statchood was taken away from the Ukrainian
government, the individual members of the former republic lost all their
elementary political human rights. The former Ukrainian republican has
fewer rights than today’s lowest Muscovite servant. The administration,
consisting of foreigners on the territory of the former Ukrainian Republic,
is in a position of command comparable to that in a newly conquered land!
It exhausts any remaining strength, exhausts the best fighters, and strips
away any funds left over from the impoverished nation. Foreign adminis-
trators surround Ukraine and disregard the people at whose expense they
feed. Insubordinate natives are unreservedly scorned, and the outspoken
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ones are exiled to Siberia. The laws of the Russian Empire disregard the
right of conscience. They neglect the right to individual liberty and dis-
honour the inviolability of the body. The former protector of the Ukrain-
ian Republic has transformed himself into a lawful tyrant with unlimited
right over the life and death of all Ukrainians. The tsarist decree of 17 May
1876 placed a sweeping prohibition on the language of the inheritors of the
Pereiaslav Constitution. It proscribed its use in the schools and courts,
church and administration. The progeny of Pavliuk, Kosynsky, Khmelny-
tsky, and Mazepa are at present denied the right to have their own litera-
ture and their own press. They are even required to serve their lords in the
spiritual sphere. In this manner, the Ukrainian Nation pays ‘tribute’ not
only materially but also with its psychological and intellectual capabilities,
which are exploited for the benefit of the foreigners. Not only does a for-
eign tsar rule over Ukraine, but God himself has become a stranger and
does not know the Ukrainian language. Education is neglected. Culture is
mutilated. Darkness rules all across Ukraine. Two hundred and forty-seven
years after the Pereiaslav Constitution the ‘free and equal’ Ukrainian is
even worse off than a former helot, because the helot was not required to
pay intellectual ‘tribute.” He was not required to love and to show friendli-
ness towards his oppressors. Whereas the helot understood his oppression,
the Ukrainian only feels it in all spheres. Such is the logic of events, and
such are the results. So, in the midst of distressing circumstances a small
number of us gathered together. We joined into one family, filled with
great pain and sorrow for the sufferings that enveloped the soul of the peo-
ple. Contrary to the logic of events, we wrote on our banner, ‘One, single,
indivisible, free, and independent Ukraine from the Carpathian mountains
to the Caucasus.’

Are we infatuated?

Is this ideal the only one not to be realized out of the magnificent and
holy illusions with which humanity lives, from which hope springs and at
this moment overflows?

Has our passionate love for Ukraine perhaps prompted our absurd,
groundless ideal?

Can we also hope for the sympathy of the general Ukrainian public?

Above all else, will the realization of this goal be of value to our nation?

Ultimately the principal argument against our right to a national exist-
ence and to independent statehood will be that we have no past. We reject
this false argument, as stated earlier. The want of a historical state in the
past can have no meaning for a vigorous and energetic nation that senses its
own strength and desires to take advantage of its own ‘right of the strong.’
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The second argument, the reproach that our nation is powerless, without
culture, and inert, is far more important. Are we to be told that an ignorant,
unorganized, and divided mass, devoid of a spirit, is incapable of creating a
history within the framework of the present adverse circumstances of life?
Does this mass feel national or political oppression? A throng of the insane
can only ridicule; they cannot elicit sympathy even among the intelligen-
tsia; for the entire Ukrainian intelligentsia, along with the nation’s more
cultured strata, willingly and without protest follows the course of our
denationalization. Finally, perhaps Ukrainian nationality is simply a vari-
ety of the Russian? Even if it were to be proved that we are only a variety
of the Russian nation, our inhuman treatment at the hands of the Russians
would sanctify our hatred of them and our moral right to crush the rav-
isher by defending ourselves from coercion. Blood spilled by a brother’s
hand brings even stronger cries for revenge, for it is a brother’s blood. Let
the educated discover who gave birth to whom. Because of the insults and
injustices felt by the nation, the entire people are loath to admit any moral
ties with the Russian nation! We are able to judge, therefore, only the
means and ways of the struggle.

And so we are without culture. The indisputable truth is that our nation
is without culture. Strictly speaking, its culture belongs to history, for it
faded away at the stage of development it reached in the seventeenth cen-
tury. Our nation has shown very little progress in general cultural terms
since the period of the 1654 constitution. In many of its aspects it had to
return to lower forms of life in the political as well as the social sphere. All
the religious-cultural movements that showed a promise of becoming a
source of freedom of conscience and political freedom were the fruit of the
higher standard of education that stimulated our society in the seventeenth
century. All these movements were crushed by force. Even such elemen-
tary political rights as the right to personal freedom (taken away by the
corvée, or forced labour) were violated. The nation was thrown into an
abyss of darkness. The ancient culture of the Ukrainian Nation was
destroyed, a culture so highly developed that several of its rays enlivened
and strengthened the nation of our present-day masters.

Well! Today our masses are without culture. Nonetheless, in our very
backwardness we find the best, most powerful, most intensive argument
and grounds for accepting the political liberation of our nation as our ideal!
Is the evolution of our nation’s progress and enlightenment possible, when
the nation enjoys no right to control its destiny, when darkness has become
a means of holding our nation in bondage? We will have the opportunity to
settle the state of affairs in our own home to our own liking only when we
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win political and state rights for ourselves. Now, our masters’ interests are
in conflict with our own, since the opening of slaves” eyes is dangerous to
slaveholders. The national intelligentsia, therefore, must take upon itself
this final assignment. That is its right and its obligation.

The intelligentsia has now and again played an ignominious and shame-
ful role in the history of the Ukrainian nation. The intelligentsia never con-
sidered its interests compatible with those of the entire nation. Nor did it
ever take notice of the commonality of those interests. In the eyes of
history the powerful, educated, and cultured intelligentsia of Ukraine
accepted Polish nationality in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. All
these Chetvertynskys, Chartoryskys, Vyshnevetskys, and Tyshkevyches'
are flesh of our flesh and bone of our bone. Later, with a strong and vigor-
ous effort, the Ukrainian people gave birth to a new intelligentsia. This sec-
ond group accepted Russian nationality over the course of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. All these Bezborodkos, Iavorskys, Troshchin-
skys, and all those Hohols, Hnidiches, Potapenkos, Korolenkos,'? and
‘they are numberless,” are of our blood. The people were once again left
without an intelligentsia. The intelligentsia abandoned the people in the
worst and most difficult periods of their existence. It is impossible to com-
pare even war and epidemics with this mass withdrawal of the intelligen-
tsia. War and disease mow down without distinction both the educated and
the unenlightened, the poor and the wealthy. This retreat took the flower
of the nation, its most cultured layer.

These two losses were so great that it is difficult to find parallels in the
history of any other nation. The Ukrainian people somehow acquired
within themselves enough strength that even in the worst political, eco-
nomic, and national circumstances they were able to re-create a new, third
intelligentsia. The evolution of the intellectual of the third formation has yet
to be completed. But in essence [this third intelligentsia) must serve its own
people, from whom it derives its vitality. Accordingly, now that the third
intelligentsia has organic ties with the Ukrainian nation and is the defender

12 Ukrainian nobles who converted to Roman Catholicism and eventually became Polo-
nized. An excellent article dealing with this phenomenon is Frank Sysyn, ‘The Problem of
Nobilities in the Ukrainian Past: The Polish Period, 1569-1648, in LL. Rudnytsky, ed.,
Rethinking Ukrainian History (Edmonton, 1981), pp. 29-102.

13 Often of petty Cossack gentry background, many families became Russified in order to
improve their position in the Russian Empire. For a closer study see Zenon E. Kohut,
‘Problems in Studying the Post-Khmelnitsky Ukrainian Elite (1650s to 1830s),” in LL.
Rudnytsky, ed., Rethinking Ukrainian History (Edmonton, 1981), pp. 103-19. See also
Z. Kohut, Russian Centralism and Ukrainian Autonomy (Cambridge, 1988).
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of the Ukrainian people and the only conscious part of the Ukrainian
nation, the rudder of the national ship belongs to it. Is the statement fair that
the mass of Ukrainian society has nothing in common with the final forma-
tion of its intelligentsia? In actual fact, the Ukrainian intelligentsia is itself a
microcosm of society. The aspirations of society are the aspirations of the
intelligentsia. The spontaneous movements of the intelligentsia are the
spontaneous movements and sympathies of the entire society.

If this is the case, then we stand eye to eye with the following question:
If the Ukrainian intelligentsia exists, struggles, and is the defender of soci-
ety, why do we not hear about this struggle? Why do we not see its results,
nor even give the new intelligentsia anything in return for its righteous
struggle?

Among the many specific responses to all these questions, one is that
Shevchenko, the initiator of contemporary political Ukrainianism, could
not be understood by his generation or even by those close to him. With
his sufferings and death Shevchenko was the only one who sanctified the
path of struggle for the political, national, and economic freedom of the
Ukrainian people. The generation so close to him, the so-called Ukraino-
phile camp,'4 wrote on their banner, ‘Let us work in such a way that no one
will ever see our work!” These generations of ‘white turtle-doves’ with
their pseudo-patriotism demoralized the entire Ukrainian public over the
course of half a century. The frightening sufferings of Shevchenko and the
aggravation suffered by his fellows fostered among these generations a
whole cult of the cowardly. They produced an entire religion of loyalty.
With unparalleled servility, total want of idealism, and uncommon inertia,
these generations rejected a whole range of youth movements grounded on
Ukrainian nationalism. They turned the Ukrainian movement into some-
thing shameful, ridiculous, and obscure! They gave Ukrainophilism the
character of a premature concept in ethnographic theory. These genera-
tions best named themselves Ukrainophiles, that is, people who only sym-
pathized with Ukraine. They did not even want to call themselves
Ukrainians. The tactics and politics of the Ukrainophiles resulted in
their being rejected with antipathy by all the youth of Ukraine, and the
young generation consequently had no sympathy for old Ukraine. Thus
the Ukrainophiles remained without progeny. Contemporary Young

14 Mikhnovsky is probably referring to the intelligentsia belonging to the Stara Hromada
{Old Community), established in the 1870s. Its members (among others, V. Antonovych,
T. Vovk, M. Drahomanov, O. Rusov, and O. Levytsky) studied Ukrainian history,
language, and ethnography and ook no political stance owing to the conditions in the
empire (i.e., the Ems ukase of 1876).
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Ukraine'S considers itself the direct heir of Shevchenko. Its traditions
go back to Mazepa, Khmelnytsky, and King Danylo, passing over the
Ukrainophiles. There are no ties between Young Ukraine and the Ukraino-
philes, except for one frightening and fatal tie, which is to pay with its
blood for the mistakes of its predecessors.

The era of embroidered shirts, peasant overcoats, and whisky has passed,
never to return again. The stand taken by the Ukrainian intelligentsia of the
third formation points towards a bloody and relentless struggle for its peo-
ple. The intelligentsia believes in its own personal strength and in the
national will to fulfil its obligation. The intelligentsia writes the following
on its banner: ‘One, single, indivisible, and independent Ukraine from the
Carpathians to the Caucasus.” For the sake of this magnificent ideal the
Ukrainian intelligentsia will not lay down its weapons as long as even a sin-
gle foreigner rules on a solitary strip of Ukrainian territory. All generations
of Ukrainians will go to war. The battle will be carried out using all possible
means, with the cultural battle considered just as appropriate as the physi-
cal. The fact of our national existence necessitates a battle. Though our his-
tory may be both sad and distressing, and though we may be without
culture and our unenlightened masses fooled, we exist and we desire to con-
tinue to exist. Moreover, we do not just exist as living creatures. We want to
live as people, as citizens, as members of a free nation. We are numerous - a
total of thirty million. The future belongs to us. It is inconceivable that an
entire nation consisting of one-thirtieth of all humanity could have disap-
peared and suffocated, when it is capable of doing battle with the entire
world! We exist. We sense our existence, our individual national ‘1.’ In its
historical process our nation was often not united among its separate parts.
Today, however, the flowering of our nation across all parts of Ukraine is
animated by one thought, one dream, one hope: ‘One, single, indivisible,
free, and independent Ukraine from the Carpathians to the Caucasus.’
Today we are united, for we understand why the Berestechkos'® and
Poltavas'’ happened to us. We were revived by the earth, which was thor-
oughly drenched by the blood of our ancestors, shed in battle for a free

15 In 1897 a Ukrainian student group was formed in Kharkiv. One of the founding members
was Dmytro Antonovych, son of the Ukrainian historian Volodymyr. It was this group
which asked Mikhnovsky to write An Independent Ukraine and which would later form
the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party.

16 The battle of Berestechko took place in 1651 and was fought between the Ukrainian Cos-
sacks under Khmelnystky and the Poles under King Jan Kazimierz. The battle took on
religious overtones as a holy war for the faith on both sides. The Poles came out victorious
in the battle.

17 The battle of Poltava took place in 1709.
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Ukraine. We suckled with our mother’s milk an ancient love for our nation,
the native land, and its freedom. We developed a hatred for the coercive
measures imposed upon us. Just as the flow of a river cannot be stopped
when the ice, having been broken during the spring, is carried violently out
to sea, so a nation cannot be stopped. Once having broken its chains it
awakens to life. Our nation has entered a new way of life. We must place
ourselves in the lead so that it may be directed to the realization of a great
ideal. We must remember, however, that we may only declare its strength,
for we are but its intermediaries. True greatness lies in the entire Ukrainian
nation.

As a party of struggle and also of practical action that grew on the basis
of history we are obliged to point out our immediate goal, the restoration
of our rights under the Pereiaslav Constitution of 1654 and all the wide-
ranging implications it has for the entire territory of the Ukrainian people
in Russia. We declare that what rightfully belongs to us but was taken away
by force we accordingly will take back by force. Our nation has long been
misled, but today it rises to the struggle. The first step towards achieving
total freedom will be the Pereiaslav Constitution.

We understand that the struggle will be long and fierce and that the
enemy is both strong and ruthless. But we also know that this is the final
battle, that another, more opportune moment, for a new battle, will never
arrive. The night has been long, but the dawn is approaching and we will
not slacken, for the rays of freedom for all nations are shining on our ser-
vile chains, and we will break them to greet the rising sun of freedom! We
appear on the historical arena for the last time, and we will either overcome
or die ... We will no longer endure the domination of foreigners or con-
tempt in our own land. We are numerically small, but we are strong in our
love for Ukraine! Sons of Ukraine! We, as Antaeus'® when touching the
earth, will gather greater strength and courage. We are few but our voice
will resound all across Ukraine, and everyone who is not dishonourable at
heart will respond to us. But to him whose heart is dishonourable, we will
respond to him in our own way!

Just as in the past, let the cowards and apostates go to the camps of our
enemies. Their place is not among us. We shall declare them enemies of our
native land.

All those in the whole of Ukraine who are not for us are against us.

18 This refers to the ancient Greek giant strong man. When the hero Antaeus was stricken
during a battle, he touched the earth and rose from it to do battle with fully renewed
strength.
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Ukraine for Ukrainians! As long as even one enemy foreigner remains in
our territory, we have no right to lay down our weapons. Let us remember
that glory and triumph is the destiny of fighters for the people’s cause. For-
ward! May every one of us remember that when he fights for the people, he
must care for the entire nation, in order that they not perish as a result of
his carelessness. Forward! For we cannot place our hope in any one else, or

look back.

Translated by Zenon Wasyliw 1900
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On the Issue of a Distinctive Ukrainian
Culture (excerpt)

BOHDAN KISTIAKOVSKY

Bohdan Kistiakovsky (1868—1920) was a well-known legal scholar and
sociologist who was appointed to the chair of law at Kiev University in
March 1917. His dissertation, Gesellschaft und Einzelwesen (Society and
the Individual), was published in book form in 1899. He also wrote a his-
tory of the constitutional movement in Russia. Philosophically an adberent
of neo-Kantianism, he edited the works of Drahomanov, for which he pro-
vided an introduction. In 1919 he was made a full member of the newly
established Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. The selection here is a polemic
with Peter B. Struve, excerpted from an article Kistiakovsky wrote under
the pseudonym ‘A Ukrainian.’ The author’s son, George Kistiakousky,
emigrated to the United States, where he became a professor at Harvard
University and a scientific adviser to President Eisenhower.

In your comments entitled ‘On Various Themes’ in the January issue of
Russian Thought," you consider it necessary on the occasion of V.E.
Zhabotinsky’s® lively and colourful article ‘“The Jewish People and Their
Attitudes’ to decide once and for all the question as to the relationship
between Russian and Ukrainian culture by the complete flattening of the
latter. Most startling is that, in expressing such drastic opinions, you offer
no reservations in favour of even some of the cultural aspirations of the

1 Russian Thought was a monthly journal of literature, scholarship, and politics published
from 1880 to 1918, when it was suppressed by the Soviet government. Struve attempted 1o
revive the journal in the 1920s, and for the few years of its publication it became the lead-
ing journal of the Russian emigration.

2 Vladimir Zhabotinsky (Jabotinsky) (188c—1940) was a writer, journalist, and Zionist
activist.
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Ukrainian people and no objections to the violence committed against
them. I will not touch on the fact that much of what you say proceeds from
the materials and arguments given by the author of the article on the Jewish
people, as you promised in your introduction. In any case, in Zhabo-
tinsky’s article there are no data on which to judge the significance of
Ukrainian cultural development. You, however, do not need such evidence.
You assume the point of view of the narrow, egoistic interests of the social
group to which you belong, that is, the Russian intelligentsia, and from this
perspective you predetermine the question of the fate of the cultural devel-
opment of the popular masses, consisting of more than several million peo-
ple. To a set of ethnographic terms — ‘Great Russian,” ‘Little Russian,’
‘Belorussian’ — you oppose an immense historical fact - the existence of the
Russian nation and of Russian culture. But the ‘Russian nation and Russian
culture’ exist nowhere but in the Russian intelligentsia and its conscious-
ness; whereas in the ethnographic terms listed above lie hidden the folk
masses who comprise the peoples of Russia. In Landmarks® and in a whole
series of articles for Russian Thought you yourself have subjected to merci-
less critique the self-sufficient cultural existence of the Russian intelli-
gentsia. Your comrade in Landmarks and close colleague in Russian
Thought, A.S. Izgoev, has often defined the mission of Landmarks as, hav-
ing moved aside the intelligentsia, to bring forward into the arena of politi-
cal and cultural life the popular masses. And it seems to me that, as far as
the social tendency of the magazine is concerned, the goal is absolutely cor-
rect. Another comrade of yours on Landmarks and also a collaborator in
Russian Thought, who cannot be accused of lacking patriotism, S.N. Bulga-
kov,* indicates in his article ‘Reflections on Nationality’ that the
nationalization process in Russia and the development in the country of
patriotic feelings must be considered with greater complexity by taking
into account the development of both local nationalism and local patriot-
1sm. But you, because of the existence and dominance of a special, rootless,
extra-nationalistic, and unpatriotic culture of the intelligentsia, now want
to determine the future cultural development of the popular masses of
Russia.

3 Landmarks, printed in 1909, was a major collection of articles by prominent political and
philosophical writers, including Kistiakovsky, vigorously criticizing revolutionary parties,
mass revolutionary movements, and the growing fascination with revolution on the part of
the Russian intelligentsia. The intelligentsia were encouraged to turn from materialism, to
support the government, and to uphold the rule of law and enlightened nationalism.

4 S.N. Bulgakov (1871-1944) was a Russian economist, priest, theologian, and religious phi-
losopher.
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Further on you write: ‘High school and university education are con-
ducted in the so-called Great Russian language not by chance and not as a
result of any coercion but because in the realm of universal culture this lan-
guage is the natural, essential medium of creativity and communication for
all the Russian communities that form the common nation ... The hegem-
ony of Russian culture in Russia is the result of the entire historical devel-
opment of our country and is a completely natural fact.” Evidently, your
opinions have been formed under the influence of official Russian history.
As is well known, from this official perspective the historical mission of Lit-
tle Russia consists in serving the glorification of Great Russia, and the Little
Russian masses are seen as material to be influenced by Great Russian cul-
wure. In any case, your construction of the ‘history of Russia’ is chronolog-
ically incorrect: the history of Russia is extending into its second millenium,
but the process of the Russification of Little Russia is barely two hundred
years old. Russification arose only in the first half of the eighteenth century,
when the Synod’ began to prohibit the Kiev academic press from printing
sacred and theological books in its own language, with local [i.e., linguistic]
differences, and began to remove from circulation old editions of such
books printed in Kiev and to replace them with the editions of the Moscow
Synodal Press. But this relates only to Little Russia on the left bank of the
Dnieper, including Kiev on the right bank. In the rest of Right-Bank
Ukraine, that is, in all the Kiev region, Volhynia, and Podolia, Russification
would appear later, since those areas were tied to Russia only in 1772. If you
now consider completely natural the fact of the undivided sway of Russian
culture in Little Russia, then it is only because forced Russification intensi-
fied without interruption over the last hundred and fifty years. But why do
you think that the nature of cultural development over these last hundred
and fifty to two hundred years should determine the future direction of the
cultural development of all the peoples who make up Russia? For the genu-
ine culture of Russia, the culture of the popular masses, has not yet come
into being. Only now, today, can it be conceived. Neither you nor anyone
else can predict, even approximately, how the cultural development of Rus-
sia will proceed in the next fifty years, and what will be in two hundred
years is not accessible to any type of prevision.

But what is most staggering is your statement that high school and uni-
versity education in Ukraine is conducted in the ‘so-called Great Russian
language’ ‘not as a result of any coercion,” and that you see this phenome-

5 The Holy Synod was established by Peter the Great as the supreme administrative body of
the Russian Orthodox Church.
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non as nothing but completely natural and necessary. With the same assur-
ance you might have said, seven to eight years back, that the Little Russian
people read the Bible only in Church Slavonic or Great Russian rather than
in Ukrainian ‘not as a result of any coercion,” although at that time the
Bible in Ukrainian, printed by the London Bible Society, was an illegal
publication which was confiscated during searches and for the smuggling
of which one could be punished with internal exile. However, these phe-
nomena, in their own fashion ‘natural and necessary’ for the historical
period before the manifesto of 17 October,® were completely natural after-
wards, when in 1906 the Bible, just the Gospel according to St Matthew,
was first published in Ukrainian with ‘the blessing of the Holy Synod,’
and the hundred thousand copies printed sold out in the very first year.
In exactly the same way, your statement about the nature of high school
and university education in Ukraine will remain unsubstantiated, an un-
grounded assertion, until all the coercive force brought to the resolution of
this issue is removed. You evidently do not know that in the academic year
1906-7 Professor N.F. Sumtsov of Kharkiv University and A.S. Gru-
shevsky, an assistant professor at Odessa University, taught courses in
Ukrainian, but that afterwards such courses were prohibited. The same
befell attempts to establish Ukrainian high schools; but for us even private
gymnasiums could open only with the permission of the authorities, and
only those of the prescribed type. You have also not taken into account
that under normal conditions, out of purely pedagogical considerations, a
portion of high school and university teaching will have to be done, com-
pletely naturally, in Ukrainian. I hope you do not deny the need to estab-
lish elementary schools with instruction in Ukrainian for the Little Russian
population, although in regard to them you have offered no opinion. But if
you recognize the need for them, then you will have to recognize the need
to create Ukrainian teachers’ schools and a contingent of teachers to staff
them, that is, to offer secondary and higher learning in the Ukrainian lan-
guage.

You wrongly fuse the issue of introducing instruction in Ukrainian in
high schools and universities with the issue of Ukrainians studying Rus-
sian. At this time, nine-tenths of the so-called Russian intelligentsia, living
permanently in Ukraine and raised in its school system, really don’t know

6 The October Manifesto, issued in 1905 by Tsar Nicholas I1, promised a measure of repre-
sentative government. The document prepared by Count S. Witte granted civil liberties
and a broadened franchise, and called for the creation of a Duma, 2 national assembly with
true legislative power.
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Russian. That, of course, is well known to you from personal observation.
The explanation is that the Ukrainian language is ignored in modern offi-
cial schools, and to learn a foreign language well, even one closely related to
your own, is very difficult if the native language is ignored. And I think
that in Ukrainian schools of all types, beginning with local schools for the
masses, the Russian language would be better and more expediently taught
than in modern ‘Russian’ schools.

You are horrified by the thought that the ‘Little Russian’ and ‘Belorus-
sian’ nations will be on the same terms with the ‘Great Russian’ nation as
the Czechs with the Germans or the Austrian ‘Ukrainians’ with the
Poles. This thought even draws from you the exclamation, ‘But this
means that the “Little Russian” and the “Belorussian” cultures will be
consciously created.” Allow me, however, to note in answer that in our
age of machine manufacturing not only material culture but every kind of
spiritual culture is ‘consciously’ created. ‘Russian’ culture too is ‘con-
sciously created,” especially under the strong influence of the Russian
autocratic and bureaucratic government. You yourself, with all your
good and bad sides, are the best proof of this. Is it not really an irregular
manifestation of the ‘consciously created’ Russian culture that you, one
of the most eminent of contemporary Russian publicists, having done, in
my profound opinion, the greatest service to the Russian liberation move-
ment, have no conception of the cultural needs of one of the communi-
ties comprising almost a third of the whole population of Russia, and
that you consider it possible to ignore them? Unlike ‘Russian’ culture,
Ukrainian culture is ‘consciously created,” not for the military and
bureaucratic needs of the state, but for the most essential needs of the
broad popular masses. It is created, resting only on democratic forces,
and supported only by them.

Later you confuse the question of whether ““Little Russian” culture and
“Belorussian” culture should be created’ - in your opinion, they do not yet
exist — with the question of whether these cultures are equal in worth and
significance to the culture which lovers of ethnographic terminology call
‘Great Russian.” Earlier, at the beginning of this article, I mentioned my
profound conviction that of all the Slavic cultures only Russian (Great
Russian) has and will have true world significance. But, generally speaking,
no beginning has yet been made in a study of the comparative worth and
significance of different world cultures. Even you and I cannot now decide
the question of the significance and value of an independent Ukrainian cul-
ture. This decision must be left wholly to the future. Will Ukrainian culture
serve only for ‘domestic use,” the formula devised to characterize its signif-
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icance by LS. Aksakov’ in the middle of the nineteenth century, when he
was still a sincere Slavophile and before he became, to put it tersely, a Kat-
kovite?® Or will Ukrainian culture satisfy a higher popular demand? Only
life itself can decide this, and theoretical arguments on the issue for the time
being are completely superfluous.

But you judge the assumption that Ukraiman culture will be ‘con-
sciously created’ from another angle. You think that connected with it is
the possibility of completely overcoming and destroymg the hegemony of
Russian culture. You write: ‘In any case, such a project will, in my eyes,
always be a colossal waste of the historical energy of the population of the
Russian Empire. For there can be no doubt that making Russian culture the
equivalent of others equal in value - the creation in the country of a multi-
tude of cultures of equal stature, so to speak — will consume a vast amount
of means and energy, which in different circumstances could go not for the
nationalistic multiplication of cultures but for the elevation of culture in
general. I am profoundly convinced that, for example, the establishment of
secondary schools in Ukrainian would be artificial and a totally unjustified
waste of the population’s psychic energy.” Saying all this, you, in my opin-
ion, proceed from a completely one-sided conception of the process of a
culture’s creation and development. You lose sight of the fact that the
destruction of the old plays a major role in the ceaseless evolution of cul-
ture and in the creation of new cultural benefits. Long ago Heine said that
the same customs rule in literature as among the savages in the forests, since
in both locales children kill their parents. The most recent philosophy, giv-
ing so much attention to the problems of culture, has already begun to
work out this issue. The popularizer of all the latest philosophical ideas
touching on problems of culture, Nietzsche, offered a formula for the defi-
nition of this situation which has become current opinion. Who among
today’s educated people has not heard that the cultural-historical process
consists of a transvaluation of values, that is, the destruction of old values
and the creation of new? You, of course, know all this very well, since you
have laboured on the creation of new values and the destruction of the old.
If, when you judge Ukrainian culture, you nevertheless forget all this, it is
because you are blinded by your own intellectual egoism. You sense that
the development of an independent Ukrainian culture could be somewhat
disadvantageous to the ‘Russian’ members of the intelligentsia, and there-

7 Ivan S. Aksakov (1823-1886) was a Slavophile poet, critic, and essayist who became an
influential journalist in his later life.
8 See note 2 to the selection by Ivan Nechui-Levytsky.
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fore the possibility is unacceptable to you. A prominent Russian writer
often told me jokingly that he was against the development of the Ukrain-
ian press since it would reduce the sale of Russian works. This charming
joke is very telling.

You mourn the waste of psychic energy in the creation of Ukrainian
secondary and higher schools of learning. But it does not occur to you even
to utter in passing a word of sympathy, regret, and commiseration to the
unfortunate Little Russian children from the masses who are taught to read
and write in a foreign language. Is this not a waste of psychic energy?
Moreover, you ignore the even more terrible waste of psychic energy that
takes place when the intelligentsia is torn from the rest of the people. In its
development Russian social thought often dwelt on the cultural injury to
both sides resulting from this division. And recently it was precisely your
Landmarks that with new vigour, arguments, and evidence raised this issue
and placed it high on the agenda. Can you imagine a greater barrier
between the people and its intelligentsia than when they speak not flgura-
tively but literally, different lzmguages> But thart is what is happening in
Little Russia. Or is it your opinion that to have an intelligentsia kindred in
spirit and language is a privilege only for the Great Russian people?

Finally, glance at the ‘Russian’ intelligentsia in Little Russia. Why, half
of them speak some disgusting artificial Russian-Little Russian mixture,
because both the Russian and the Little Russian languages are equally for-
eign to them. And that is one of the most terrible manifestations of the
waste of psychic energy. About myself I can tell you that I was born in one
of the largest and consequently most Russianized cities of Ukraine, that I
come from a very intelligent and therefore considerably Russianized fam-
ily, that I have a command not only of Russian and Polish but also of for-
eign languages, that I even write in them. And yet to this day I curse fate
for my not having been educated in a native school, for my having rarely
heard native songs and melodies during my childhood, for my not having
native fairy tales grip my imagination, for my becoming acquainted with
literature not in my native language, and for my growing up feeling alien to
the people among whom I lived, alien to my native people. Only in the
years of my young manhood did I begin to study the Ukrainian language
seriously, only then did I come to know Ukrainian songs, poetry, and
prose literature, come to love Ukrainian theatre. And I hold and have
always held that only from that time did I begin to develop as an educated
and cultured person. The emotional experiences connected with that
period of my life greatly broadened my perceptive capacity. Only from
that time did Russian and European poetry begin to make a profound, irre-
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sistible impression. Only then did 1 suddenly penetrate the essence of
drama and form a completely new view of literature. You maintain that
Ukrainian culture does not yet exist. Perhaps you are right. But is it not
strange that those elements from which Ukrainian culture should be
formed or is already being formed made me an educated and cultured per-
son? This paradox was created by life itself.

Evidently, you have not turned your attention to that ‘waste of psychic
energy’ which explains the circumstance that Little Russians have played
such an insignificant role, a role not proportional to their numbers, in the
collective creation of ‘Russian’ culture. If one leaves aside that man of
exceptional genius Gogol, who, incidentally, wrote in Russian illiterately —
regrettably, historians of literature have not yet studied how one can be a
great writer and write illiterately — then none of the Little Russians has
risen to the top rank. Korolenko,? in this case, cannot be counted, since by
origin he is as much a Ukrainian as he is a Pole, and this opposition of eth-
nic influences likely created for him that inner freedom which gave him the
opportunity to become a first-class creator of the culture of a third, kin-
dred people. Whenever one of the Little Russians has risen to the top, it has
been like Kostomarov among the historians, for example: he rose precisely
because he was a creator not just of Russian but chiefly of Ukrainian cul-
ture.

Aware of the greatness and immeasurable worth of Russian culture, you
do not doubt that Ukrainian culture, insignificant in comparison with Rus-
sian, is doomed to insignificance for all time. We, the cultured Ukrainians,
respect and value Russian culture no less than you. I need only point to
that most remarkable Ukrainian publicist and political activist M.P. Draho-
manov, who, contending that even for Ukrainians Russian culture has
enormous significance, all his life waged a struggle for Russian culture
among the Russian Ukrainians and the Galician Ukrainians. For his efforts
he even earned the title ‘Russifier’ from his nationalistic fellow country-
men. But, in our opinion, from the overwhelming greatness of Russian cul-
ture one need not deduce that Ukrainian culture stands no chance of
becoming a distinct, complete, and valuable culture, no matter how self-
evident that inference seems to you.

As for myself, I say that the manner in which and the degree to which
Ukrainian culture can develop is a mystery. Only the future can clarify it.
By the way, not only the future but the past of Ukrainian culture is myste-

9 Vladimir G. Korolenko (185 3-1921) was a short-story writer and journalist, whose works
express deep compassion for the downtrodden.
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rious to me. | cannot explain to myself in any satisfactory way how, under
the terrible conditions in which Ukrainian literature existed, Ukraine could
produce in the course of the nineteenth century more than eighty poets,
prose writers, and dramatists. You can become acquainted with them in
the three-volume anthology in Ukrainian entitled Vik [The Century]. I
attempted to seek the solution to this phenomenon by drawing parallels
with the development of other nationalities. Recently - to be exact, last
spring — I met in a south German university town an eminent German aca-
demic and social activist and asked him how he explained the fact that in
Germany, during the prolonged period in which it was politically frag-
mented, given to strong political particularism, and without religious unity,
no noticeable striving for cultural particularism sprang up. Why, for exam-
ple, did the population speaking Low German, having produced several
major poets reflecting the life of their community in that community’s lan-
guage — I will mention only the best-known of them, Fritz Reuter'® — not
strive for the full reconstruction of its independent culture? ‘Luther’s Bible
and education accomplished that,” he answered. ‘Then what can explain,” I
asked, ‘that in Holland one of the dialects of Low German developed into
an independent literary language, used in all kinds of literature and as the
language of instruction in the whole school system, even the universities?’
“The Dutch language,” the professor explained to me, ‘very early became
the language of trade and government.” ‘But the same,” I objected, ‘hap-
pened in Hamburg and Bremen, where the population spoke Low German,
and yet High German became the ruling literary language. Why, finally, in
the German areas bordering on Holland, where the population speaks the
same language as in Holland, does High German reign as the language of
culture, and not Dutch, and why is the population not attracted to the kin-
dred literature and press on the other side of the border?’ In response, my
interlocutor could tell me much that was instructive about the struggle
with dialects in German schools, about the use of dialects in the colloquial
language of several courts of German royalty and in the gathering of offic-
ers of several Guards’ regiments, but could not give me a direct answer.
From his information I learned nothing that could explain what was taking
place in my homeland. Southern and western Russia also used the Bible
and theological works written in one and the same Church Slavonic or Old
Russian, and these works are much older than Luther’s Bible. Neverthe-

10 Fritz Reuter (1810~74) was a writer famous for a six-volume collection of tales, Olle
Kamellen (Old Stories of Bygone Days), written in the Plattdentsch dialect of the author’s
home.
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less, one common cultural language for Great Russia and for Little Russia
was not created thereby. On the contrary, differentiated languages evolved,
and in both places the literary language began to draw closer to the popular
language. Ukraine lost education in its language more than a hundred years
ago, and its literature was long under a ban. But that did not lead to cultural
union with Great Russia. Is it not truly remarkable that the specific
response to the 1876 ukase'' banning Ukrainian literature was the begin-
ning of publicistic and scientific literature in Ukraine, even though this lit-
erature was forced to lead an illegal existence and made use of foreign
presses?

From the south German town I moved to a neighbouring Swiss univer-
sity city, where I spent a whole day with an acquaintance of mine, a profes-
sor of philosophy. He directed our conversation to cultural-philosophical
themes. He told me that, although he had not been in Russia, he was inter-
ested in the country and thought a great deal about it. To him, Russia, with
its boundless expanses and large, heterogeneous masses of peoples, was the
exact opposite of Switzerland. The characteristic feature of Switzerland and
the Swiss, in his opinion, is particularism. And he told me a number of the
most curious facts (which, unfortunately, I cannot relate here) which attest
that particularism in Switzerland permeates not only each canton and each
province, but each city, each section of the city, each neighbourhood, each
generation, and each individual family. ‘I have lived in this city,” my
acquaintance said, ‘eighteen years, and I am a complete stranger to the local
population because they speak a dialect and I High German.” ‘But having
lived with them eighteen years,’ I rejoined, ‘you should have learned their
dialect. Why do you not speak with them in their dialect?” “They never
speak to me in their dialect,” he explained. ‘Talking among themselves, the
Swiss use only their dialect, but as soon as even one German appears
among them, they immediately switch to High German.” ‘Why then,” I
asked, ‘don’t the Swiss, who speak one and the same German dialect in
which literature has already been written (the most remarkable writer in
this dialect is not, however, the Swiss Hebel'?), change their language in the
interests of total cultural interaction?” “The need for that,’ the professor
told me, ‘was pointed out by the Swiss patriot Hilty," but his proposal got
no response. The Swiss dialect remains the everyday language, and not the

11 Kistiakovsky refers here to the infamous Ems ukase.

12 Johann Peter Hebel (1760-1826) was a priest and writer whose idyllic poetry written in
dialect was widely read.

13 Karl Hilty (1833-1909) was a Swiss historian and member of the Swiss National Council.
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language of high culture. In the press and in school the Swiss use High
German.” Once again I was given information about a situation contrary to
the situation observed in my native land which therefore could not serve to
explain it.

Perhaps it will be said that the striving of Ukraine for cultural distinc-
tiveness 1s explicable as a centrifugal movement in opposition to the cen-
tralism and despotism of the Russian government. But why in that case in
France, where there is greater centralism and more pressure against the
regions, does the new Provengal movement not go beyond literary and
artistic boundaries? Even an organized group of pirates in no way differs in
its goals from a purely literary and artistic movement.

In the end, one must acknowledge that the Ukrainian people is inher-
ently endowed with a specific will and a certain mystical force that impels it
to uphold its distinctive, national individuality. This will is manifested in
various representatives of the Ukrainian people in different forms: in some
with greater force, in others with lesser force. Having admitted this, we
have not, of course, solved the cultural-historical mystery, only formulated
it differently.

Accordingly, if the striving of Ukraine for its distinctive culture is a
divine cause, then no earthly force can overcome it. The words of Gama-
liel,"* from the Acts of the Apostles, about emerging Christianity may be
applied to all cultural movements. Each genuine cultural movement is a
manifestation of the divine spirit in man, and therefore it is sacred, and vio-
lence against it a sin.

I am writing to you about all this to invite you to respond more
thoughtfully and dispassionately to the Ukrainian cultural movement. I
repeat again that I myself attempt to take the most objective position possi-
ble on this question and look only for a just resolution of it. And since I
play no role in the Ukrainian movement and my name is of interest neither
to you nor to your readers, allow me to sign as I signed last time,

A Ukrainian

1911

14 Kistiakovsky is recalling the following passage from ‘a Pharisee named Gamaliel’: ‘So I
advise you to keep away from these men and leave them alone; for should this plan or
movement be merely human, then it will go to pieces; but if its source is God, then you
will be unable to crush them. You might even find yourself fighting against God’ (Acts

$:34-9)-
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A Free Ukraine

MYKHAILO HRUSHEVSKY

Mykhailo Hrushevsky (1866-1934), Ukraine’s greatest historian, was also a
prominent political activist. He studied at Kiev University and was profes-
sor of Ukrainian history at Lviv University from 1894 to 1914. He was
elected president of the Shevchenko Scientific Soctety in Lviv in 1897, and a
year later he became co-editor, together with Ivan Franko, of Literaturno-
naukovy vistnyk (The Literary and Scientific Herald). He also wrote the
monumental nine-volume Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy (A History of Ukraine-
Rus’). Following the 1905 revolution he moved to Kiev, where he continued
bis scholarly, editorial, and political work. In 1917, on bebalf of the Ukrain-
ian Socialist-Revolutionary Party, he was unanimously elected head of

the Central Rada, which became the government of independent Ukraine.
He emigrated to the West in 1919 but returned to Soviet Ukraine in 1924.
After bard years spent in internal exile he died in Kislovodsk. Today,
Hrushevsky is widely honoured for bis achievements as a scholar and a
statesman. The pieces selected for this anthology, the article below and,
following it, a portion of one of Hrushevsky’s speeches, best summarize bis
later political program.

A Great Moment

A great moment has arrived! Ukraine is free of the chains placed on her by
the cunning policy of the Muscovite tsars, and the Ukrainian people, freed
as a result of their great efforts, have themselves taken charge of their newly
won freedom.

As soon as the real basis of Muscovite policy became apparent - its
intention of treating the Ukrainians not as free partners but as subjects of
the Muscovite tsar and the property of the Muscovite state - the political
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leaders of Ukrainian society loudly and clearly protested. As far back as
1658, four years after their surrender to the tsar, they declared their sub-
mission invalid and their union with Moscow broken. But the tsarist gov-
ernment, having once subjugated the Ukrainian people, did not want to
restore to them their liberty and the right to make their own decisions.
Taking advantage of every internal conflict in Ukrainian society, the class
and other contradictions which prevented a united Ukrainian policy, it
wove, strand by strand, a strong leash with which to hold the Ukrainian
people and forced them into the state of helpless submission in which they
found themselves a hundred years later.

All the heroic efforts, all the sacrifices and attempts on the part of the
best sons of Ukraine during later decades were unsuccessful. The Russian
leash firmly held its prey, and only the Russian revolution, having
destroyed the nerve centre of tsarism, has freed us. We have become citi-
zens once more, not mere subjects. We have become free and have been
given full rights to make our own decisions, to make our own laws, and to
build the fortune of our people on our own land. A free Russian republic
cannot hold peoples who are not free!

This profound change in the condition of our people and of us, as its
representatives, must be deeply felt, and all the necessary consequences
must be drawn from it. Gone are the days when we wrote petitions, suppli-
cations demanding acknowledgment of our right to cultural development,
to such elementary things as the use of our language in schools, govern-
ment offices, and courts. Only last year the Ukrainian community tried to
persuade the government to abandon its attitude to Ukrainian problems
in Russia by recognizing these basic demands: the lifting of repression,
the reinstatement of Ukrainian newspapers, journals, and organizations
banned at the beginning of the war, and the introduction of the Ukrainian
language into the schools and public administration. Neither the govern-
ment, which during the war still aimed for the annihilation of everything
Ukrainian, nor Russian parliamentary circles, nor Russian progressive
social circles listened to our pleas. Ukrainians were left condemned to
repression until the last moment. The system of repression, which was
extreme, reached its zenith, unparalleled since the shameful ukase of 1876,
just before the revolution, which moved the Ukrainian question into a dif-
ferent context and set of circumstances.

There would be no greater error now than to pull out the old Ukrainian
petitions and present them to the government as our demands. It would be
a gross misunderstanding to regard our old requests as a measure of our
needs today and to consider their fulfillment as satisfying the requirements
of Ukrainian life today. What we fought for five, four, or even three years
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ago, if granted, would have been received by the Ukrainian community
with heartfelt gratitude, and could have been a good thing for our people,
could have spared it the hard experiences of the last few years, could have
made its cultural progress easier. We need it even now, and it should be
granted immediately with a generous hand, free from limitations and reser-
vations. But it cannot be regarded as satisfying Ukrainian needs, as a ‘solu-
tion of the Ukrainian question,” today. That must be said with special
emphasis respecting the last proclamation of the Provisional Government,
respecting the sympathy it expressed for ‘the cultural and national self-
determination of the nationalities of Russia.” At the moment that is of
interest to no one in Ukraine. There is no longer a Ukrainian question.
There is a free, great Ukrainian people which is building its fortune under
new conditions of liberty.

The great events which we have all experienced have removed the brakes
on the hidden energies of our people. They, like a compressed spring, are
now rising in front of the astonished eyes of foreigners and of themselves.

The needs and demands of Ukraine are expanding and enlarging. The
greatest misfortune at the present moment, for the government and the
public leaders, would be not to keep pace with this unfolding of Ukraine’s
demands.

The tsarist government has written its own death warrant because it was
unable to keep pace with life and deluded itself with the notion that it
could halt, postpone, or subvert the moderate demands made of it. Its suc-
cessors may follow in its path if they are guided by old memories of the
minimal demands made under the former conditions of snaillike progress
characteristic of those times.

Let them beware! We are not going to make these mistakes. We must
hold our fingers on the pulse of the life of the people and follow its rthythm.
This is the law for us, and we shall obey and proclaim it to all, whether they
like it or not.

The demands we now make may be a sore surprise for many. But there
is no other way out. We must make these demands gently, if possible, and
tactfully, but also decisively, decisively, decisively! As our old proverb has
it, hard as to content, soft as to form.

Before this important moment and the responsibility it places on us, all

other considerations must give way. The will of our people must be ful-
filled.

There Is No Way Back

The resolutions made at people’s assemblies, at civic and party confer-
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ences during the last few weeks, leave no doubt as to the political plat-
form uniting all active elements of the Ukrainian population. This is our
old demand for the broad national and territorial autonomy of Ukraine
within a Great Russian federal republic, for a Ukraine based on demo-
cratic principles and maintaining powerful safeguards for the national
minorities of our land.

It could not be otherwise. The demand for a government by the people
and a democratic order in Ukraine in the form of a separate, autonomous
nation connected by federal ties to other nations of the Russian state - this
is our old slogan. It was first raised in the 1840s by Ukraine’s leading sons,
Shevchenko, Kostomarov, Kulish, Hulak, Bilozersky, and others,’ and
ever since that time it has been a leading theme in Ukrainian political
thought, in its organizational, cultural, and social work. At times it was not
openly proclaimed owing to the censorship and repression with which the
old regime of Russia answered the calls for autonomy and federation. But
as soon as Ukrainian society was allowed to express its thoughts, it
repeated this message everywhere and always - from the platform of the
first and second Duma,? in the press, and so on. Now it can be proclaimed
not only in print, but in assemblies of large groups, in demonstrations,
and in all kinds of public declarations, as well as in Ukrainian and non-
Ukrainian local gatherings confirming their solidarity with the demands of
the entire Ukrainian community and all the politically conscious strata of
Ukrainian society.

Without doubt this will remain the common-ground of a political plat-
form which will unite the population of Ukraine, regardless of strata
and nationalities. A common-ground compromise between cultural and
national self-determination and the demand for political independence.

The program of cultural self-determination which the head of the Provi-
sional Government, Prince Lvov, carelessly accepted in one of his speeches
as representing the totality of Ukrainian demands will now satisfy no one
in Ukraine. Gone forever are the days when Ukrainian society had to
reckon with the old regime, with its inability to express the will of the
Ukrainian people for a full national life, and with Russian society’s lack of
faith in Ukraine. The will of the people could not be expressed except in

1 All those named were members of the Brotherhood of Sts Cyril and Methodius in Kiev
(1845-7).

2 The Duma was the parliament Tsar Nicholas II was forced to establish after the revolution
of 1905.
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modest demands formulated in ‘rational’ arguments. They were repeated
over a long period, and if they had been listened to in time, they would
have created a lasting moral bond between Ukrainian society on the one
hand and a progressive Russian society on the other.

But, regrettably, these demands were not listened to in time. They were
not listened to even at the critical moment when the Russian government,
taking advantage of the war, tried to destroy everything Ukrainian in Gali-
cia and in Russia, not hesitating to use the most brutish and barbarous
means. The Ukrainians found no support or help in Great Russian society,
except from some socialist groups.

This, it must be said, created among the Ukrainians profound disillu-
sionment with Russian progressive democracy as well as with the possibil-
ity of their union with it. The Ukrainians had faith in such a possibility
before the war, when they seem to have established strong ties with Great
Russian progressive society. But those ties did not withstand the test of
war. Consequently, the conviction grew ever greater of the absolute neces-
sity of safeguarding Ukrainian rights by acting on the right to form a state
in the federal Russian state or, if not that, by establishing complete Ukrain-
ian independence. Only full statehood came to be regarded as constituting
a true safeguard of the political and national evolution of the Ukrainian
people. It has come to pass and cannot be reversed. There is no going back
from this position, to the past stages of mere cultural distinctiveness or cul-
tural autonomy.

A broader autonomy for Ukraine with state laws for the Ukrainian
people in a federal context — this is the program for the present moment,
from which no retreat can be made. Any obstacles to, any hesitations in
satisfying it on the part of the leaders of the Russian state or the leading
circles of Russian society can have only one consequence, the shifting of
the focus of attention in favour of Ukrainian independence. Russian leaders
of the Duma talked about Ukrainian independence even before the
war. But they themselves provided it with fresh weapons by their shilly-
shallying policy towards Ukraine during the last years of Ukraine’s mis-
fortune. At the present time, those who favour an independent Ukraine
are in agreement as to the common platform of broad national and
territorial autonomy and federal safeguards of Ukraine’s state laws. So far
the flag of an independent Ukraine stays furled. But will it be unfurled
when all-Russian centralists take from our hands the banner of a broad
Ukrainian autonomy in a federal and democratic Russian republic? We
must be very careful. That should be made clear to the leaders of the Rus-
sian state!
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From Word to Deed

Autonomy - Federation! A broad autonomy for Ukraine within her eth-
nographic boundaries in a federal union with a democratic Russian repub-
lic. This is our platform, our slogan under which unite endless rows of
Ukrainian soldiers, peasants, workers, young people, and the intelligentsia,
whose ranks are being joined by ever-fresh groups of other nationalities,
other non-Ukrainian minorities, in our land. So far these minorities are few
and far between, but they will grow in number when they realize the grow-
ing power of Ukraine and its true character: that it contains no violence, no
exclusiveness, no aggression, no appetite for overlordship or oppression,
no intention to limit the rights of other nationalities.

What path must we choose to reach our goal? What is the best method
to realize our slogan?

The establishment of autonomous order in the national territories as
well as of the federal government in the Russian republic and of the Rus-
sian republic itself has to be decided by the constituent assembly of the
Russian state. The Provisional Government assures us of its desire to call
this assembly as soon as possible, but it makes no secret of the difficulties
connected with it at a time when the great mass of the most valuable and
active male population is at the front, in the trenches, or abroad as prison-
ers of war. In the end it is unclear how soon the assembly may be called
together, whether it will be possible to call it before the end of the war and
demobilization. Are we, until such a time, going to preserve the program of
autonomy and federation only in the form of a declaration, and should we
and other nationalities busy ourselves with more agitation and preparation
for the elections to the constituent assembly? Perhaps not. That would
mean inexcusable passivity, criminal neglect, a position not consonant with
the spirit of our times, a behaviour reminiscent of the pre-revolutionary
way of thinking, which we must firmly reject.

The great revolution we experienced brought relief not only from tsarist
despotism but also from that bureaucratic formalism which stifled all ini-
tiative and activity in individuals and in society. Society, having become
accustomed to walk like an ox in a yoke, cannot at once form new habits of
activity and initiative and is still waiting for orders from above — that it be
allowed to do something (according to the old principle that what was not
allowed was forbidden), that it be called upon to act or to declare some-
thing. In the meantime, the new order expects from society that it will
organize itself as soon as possible according to the new principles of free-
dom and self-help, adjusting to the new conditions of local life, to the
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demands of the given moment, in order to strengthen the new, free order
and to defend it against evil plots and hidden enemies of freedom and
democracy.

This is how it should be. Before, it was obviously impossible to govern
and guide a Russia of two hundred million people, with all its national vari-
ety and different regional, cultural, and economic conditions, even during a
period of relatively peaceful conditions and regular forms of government.
How can we now expect the Provisional Government to issue orders and
decrees about everything, when this government is torn between fortifying
the front neglected by the old regime, which is disintegrating behind the
front, and strengthening the successes of the revolution? How can one
expect, in addition, that it organize local life? Of course, the Provisional
Government cannot do all these things. It waits for the defenders of the
new order, freedom, and democracy to organize things by themselves, and
it is ready to sanction and to allow everything that is being done in this
respect locally. Life races ahead; whatever does not keep pace with it
decays and perishes. One must create new forms of organization in accord-
ance with the new conditions. This can be done only by local forces. The
Provisional Government understands this.

The Provisional Government has made several moves sanctioning the
demands of the nationalities. One hears from all sides that local national
majorities are taking it upon themselves to organize their countries on a
new, autonomous basis, in agreement with the national minorities and with
the Provisional Government.

In the middle of March we heard that Lithuanian national organizations
had decided to form a committee consisting of the representatives of the
Lithuanian majority as well as of the national minorities in their country
(the Jews, the Belorussians, the Poles, and the Great Russians) in order to
organize an autonomous order in the Lithuanian gubemnii and that they
had received approval in principle from the Provisional Government. A
week later we read of a similar decision by the Belorussian national con-
gress, which elected an executive committee and empowered it, in consulta-
tion with the Provisional Government, to organize the government in
Belorussia. Similar efforts were made by the Estonians, who demanded the
exclusion of their national territory from being divided into gubernii and
the appointment of a general commissar. Not long ago we heard similar
news about the Latvians and Moldavians. Other nationalities of Russia are
making efforts in the same direction.

In the large Ukrainian territory more time is needed so that we can com-
municate with other peoples and work out with them a common program
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of organized work. But our main goal will remain the same. We cannot sit
with folded hands and wait for the constituent assembly ~ that is, for
whichever tendency, centralist or federalist, will prevail there - to recog-
nize our autonomy or not.

More than any other people in Russia we have learned from bitter expe-
rience how firmly embedded are the centralist tendencies even in the more
progressive representatives of the Russian intelligentsia. We must also take
into account that all our present declarations concerning the need for full
national and territorial autonomy, while they remain declarations only and
amount to no more than demands for local self-government, will give rise
in those circles to doubts as to and sceptical reflections on the realism and
practicality of the demands themselves. In this response the Great Russian
centralists will find allies in some stateless nationalities.

In such circumstances we cannot risk what is a martter of life and death
for our people and for the entire country - its full autonomy. We cannot
make our demands conditional on whether a centralist or an autonomist-
federalist majority prevails in the constituent assembly, or on whether the
autonomist-federalist majority persuades the others to follow them. We
must be certain ourselves.

Only by making everyone face the facts can we dispel the doubrts, just as
the Ukrainian demonstrations of the last few weeks have forced into silence
those who said that Ukrainian ideas have no support among the masses,
and the like. Only by creating the autonomy of Ukraine, by Ukrainianiz-
ing or creating new organs of local self-government in contact with and
sharing an understanding with other nationalities, uniting them in common
organizations, and crowning all this with a plan for a state structure for the
country (I am referring to a general plan, not to a timetable for how the
work should proceed from below and above), shall we demonstrate the
reality, practicality, and usefulness of these demands. Upholding the new
order by all the means available to this organization, making it a strong for-
tress, supporting by means of it the Provisional Government in everything
that fosters freedom and democracy, we shall march forward together in
our work. And at last having confirmed the new organization of our land
by the united will of the Ukrainian representatives, the organization which
expresses the will of the entire population of our land, we shall not await in
fear the results from the constituent assembly, as if it were an all-Russian
lottery, but shall know for certain what they will give us.

They will give us what they should because what we will present will
accord with their own ideas: the final juridical sanction of a governing
order which will be created locally, in national and regional areas, accord-
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ing to the principles of freedom and democracy, with the consent of local
national groups. The constituent assembly will receive this program for its
final approval.

To the Nationalities of Ukraine

We are demanding the right to statehood for the Ukrainian people in a fed-
eration of the peoples of Russia, a full autonomy for Ukraine in its ethno-
graphic boundaries, a full political, cultural, and national Ukrainian life.
But all this cannot be and should not be and will not be a threat to other
nationalities who inhabit Ukraine. We are striving for a statehood for the
Ukrainian land not in order to rule over national minorities in Ukraine. We
ask for full autonomy for her not in order to use these rights for ourselves
alone. The full national life which we demand for the Ukrainian people
should not swamp other nationalities and limit their strivings for the free
development of their cultural and national vitality.

Not in the least! We did not fight for generations and suffer for the
rights of our people in order, as soon as these rights are achieved, to have
another goal - the enslavement of weaker nationalities and domination
over them in the great Ukrainian land. We did not argue for the rights of
every nationality to self-determination, regardless of their ‘maturity or
immaturity,’ their historical rights or lack of them, their cultural achieve-
ments and their small or large size, in order to deny these rights to any
nationality. We did not oppose the ‘national ethos,” the inflation of national
chauvinism, the principle that ‘all means are justified for the end of national
success,’ in order to step onto this path ourselves.

We shall not follow the example of the Hungarians, who appeared
before Europe as champions of liberty but, having gained their rights in
Hungary, enslaved all the other nationalities there. We shall not follow the
Poles, who wrote on their banners ‘For our freedom and for your freedom’
but used their advantage against weaker groups - against the Ukrainians in
Galicia, against the Jews in the Kingdom of Poland. We shall not hypocrit-
ically call great our past fighters for freedom and, at the same time, deny
freedom to our non-Ukrainian citizens in the so-called national interest.
That will not happen.

We, who carried the banner of liberation in the darkest days of oppres-
sion, shall remain under it and shall firmly oppose any deviation from the
principles emblazoned on that banner. We shall fight with determination
all chauvinist trends, if they spring up in our society or if they are pro-
vocatively forced upon us from outside. We shall oppose all efforts to
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embroil us in quarrels with our co-citizens of other nationalities. And we
are convinced that Ukrainian society and the Ukrainian people, in whose
political wisdom we firmly believe, will support us in this endeavour
solidly and sincerely. The defenders of Ukrainian nationality will be no
nationalists.

We want, of course, to believe that the representatives of the national
minorities in Ukraine will also understand their situation and will meet
Ukrainian political demands, thus strengthening the position from which
we can defend the national rights of the minorities. Their national tact and
the understanding of their own interests ought to tell them that in this great
historic moment, when the Ukrainian people is trying to build a free
Ukraine on its territory, they should be with it and not stand apart as neu-
tral witnesses waiting to see how the work will end before joining either
the centralists or the autonomists. Those who, with openness and courage
at this critical moment, decisively support the Ukrainians will create for the
future a lasting spiritual link between themselves and the Ukrainian people.
Those who stay aloof or are hostile will not, of course, merit sympathy
from the Ukrainian side. But the law must prevail regardless of sympathies
and antipathies. The rights of national minorities will be protected!

The Belorussians, where they form a minority on the Ukrainian terri-
tory, are our closest brothers, comrades in long hardship and struggle for
national life. Great Russians by origin or education, Poles who preserve
their Polish culture, Jews, the most numerous of the non-Slavic minorities
who deserve special attention, Czechs, Moldavians, Muslims, and other
nationalities must receive and, I am certain, will receive proportional repre-
sentation in our autonomous organs. Their languages will be recognized in
dealings with government and local authorities in those districts where
these national minorities make up a certain national minimum. Ukrainian
school boards will certainly see to it that in those localities with a certain
number of pupils of this or that nationality these pupils will have the
opportunity to learn in their native languages. All the national and religious
groups will have the right to form their own cultural or religious societies
and institutions and to receive for them assistance from the autonomous
treasury of Ukraine.

All this will be worked out in the near future by a committee for the
autonomous status of Ukraine organized by a congress with the participa-
tion of the representatives of all the nationalities of Ukraine. The Ukrainian
community, in the meantime, must carefully avoid doing anything which
conflicts with the rights of non-Ukrainian nationalities in Ukraine, any-
thing which might frighten them concerning their fate in Ukraine and cause
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them to doubt the full respect given their rights, national and cultural, by
the Ukrainian side.

All expressions of Ukrainian chauvinism, exclusiveness, and intolerance
regarding other nationalities are undesirable, no matter when and how.
Now, in present circumstances, when tact and thoughtfulness along with
mutual understanding and solidarity are needed for the achievement of the
great goal, chauvinism, exclusiveness, and intolerance are utterly inadmis-
sible. They must be branded national crimes and fought with every force.

Is Ukraine Only for Ukrainians?

From all sides people come to me with anxious questions whether it is with
our knowledge and consent that everywhere it is said Ukraine is only for
Ukrainians, that the katsapy’ must get out of here, that all administrative
posts in Ukraine are to be filled by the Ukrainians alone, and that others
have no business here. Such talk makes a very bad impression on people
who are favourably disposed to us, and some progressive non-Ukrainians,
who have tried to do what they could for the country, take the talk seri-
ously and want to leave Ukraine for other parts. Not being able to answer
the questions one by one and thus calm all the questioners, I take up this
pen once more in order to answer with all decisiveness, No!

Neither I nor my comrades, the organized Ukrainians, have agreed with
such views or held such ideas, and we have fought and will fight against
them because they are incompatible with our principles and with Ukraine’s
interests.

To the contrary, we think that Ukraine is not only for Ukrainians but
for all who live in Ukraine and for all who love her and want to work for
her welfare and her people, to serve the country rather than exploit her for
themselves.

Everyone who shares these views is our dear co-citizen, regardless of
whether he or she is a Great Russian, a Jew, a Pole, or a Czech. Whoever
wants only to exploit the people’s work, to be a parasite guzzling tasty tid-
bits, is not needed here, regardless of whether he is a non-Ukrainian or a
Ukrainian.

The slogan ‘Ukraine for Ukrainians’ has been heard before today. But
formerly it issued from individuals or small circles who remained outside
the mainstream of organized Ukrainians, who were openly opposed to it.

Ten years ago our leading writer Vynnychenko sharply ridiculed people

3 Katsapy (goats’ beards) was a pejorative Ukrainian name for Russians.
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who even in Ukrainian jails could not suffer katsapy and bade them go
back to Muscovy. The irony had a deeper layer. As long as Russia was the
‘dungeon of peoples,” Ukraine was a narrow cell therein, and the prisoners,
forced rogether and deprived of freedom and initiative, with no way out,
blamed their co-prisoners, seeking among them the weak ones who
were even more miserable than they. This gave rise to chauvinism, anti-
Semitism, and other aberrations of social thought. But in the spacious
house of an autonomous Ukraine, which we are now building on the solid
foundations of the Russian revolution, there should be enough room for all
active workers who wish to help society, without regard to their national-
ity, party views, or ideology.

The slogans which run counter to our principles often come from peo-
ple beaten down by a long history of hard times, by government persecu-
tion, and by the hostility of both Russian society.and the Russianized
society. I do not want to excuse them in any way, but to see some mitigat-
ing circumstances when we encounter such people who in the past have
suffered for being Ukrainian. It happens very rarely. As far as I can judge,
such chauvinist slogans are more often raised by people who sat quietly
during the past persecution of the Ukrainians and came to the fore only
- when the situation changed. They are ready to shove off the katsapy and
take their places, with all the perks that go with them. But such schemes are
not condoned by the circles of organized Ukrainians.

On the contrary, we want to keep in their places all useful and devoted
workers who favour freedom and democracy and are ready to respond to
the needs of the new Ukrainian life and the whole of Ukraine. If we place
conscious Ukrainians in leading positions, we do so to indicate the new
direction for and orientation in the activities of the institutions concerned.
We do so for our comrades, who accept their new positions not as a fat
privilege but as a not so pleasant duty at a historic moment.

The need for Ukrainian national activity — organizational, literary, polit-
ical - is now so great that we are trying to gather all forces around it and are
ready to make room for those who are sympathetic to us and who can
defend the interests of the country and its population, the rights and needs
of the Ukrainian majority, while securing the rights of the minorities. The
greater the number of those non-Ukrainians in solidarity with us, the easier
will be the task of the Ukrainians, and accordingly the former will be wel-
comed here in Ukraine.

1917



24

Speech on National Minorities (excerpy)

MYKHAILO HRUSHEVSKY

No matter how highly we may value the role of the peasantry in our future
life and in the building of a state, we should not turn our backs on the cities
or on the towns. Although they are not Ukrainian in population and are
often centres of anti-Ukrainian feeling, demonstrations, and manifestations
which undermine our statehood and therefore evoke dismay in Ukrainian
society, we should think even harder of ways to incorporate these hetero-
geneous and foreign bodies into our life and bring about their integration,
thereby neutralizing their alienness and foreignness.

This issue is a heritage of our history, a heritage of the economic and
national policies of states of which we had the misfortune to be a part.
The old Poland gave us Jewish cities and towns as a result of a bad social
and national policy, which strangled our Ukrainian towns and their popu-
lation and failed to replace them with a Polish population. Cities and
towns, unable to cope with economic and administrative conditions, were
occupied by the Jewish population, which was the best able to survive all
the disadvantages and the best equipped to accept the social and eco-
nomic absurdities. That is how the dualism between the Ukrainian village
and the Jewish town arose, as they were when Right-Bank Ukraine came
under the Russian regime. In the towns this regime added a Russian bour-
geoisie to a Polish bourgeoisie and created great nests of Russian workers
in the industrial centres. So a pattern emerged which reminds me most of
Bohemia at its rebirth, where the cities and the aristocracy were German,
just as in Ukraine they were Jewish, Russian, and Polish. Of these
elements it is the Jews who deserve the greatest attention.' They are

1 Until now I have used the Ukrainian term zhyd (Jew). But when the Jewish representative
in the Central Rada told me that this word is felt to be pejorative, I started to use the
word fevrei. I will continue to do so, but I want to draw attention to the fact that in our
literature the word zhyd has no pejorative meaning. [Author’s note]
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the most numerous, the most resilient, and the most rooted in our
country.

Among the Russian bourgeoisie in Ukraine there are many unstable ele-
ments, some of them denationalized Ukrainians (Little Russians) and Rus-
sians who were born in Ukraine and are tied to its life, but who now,
caught unprepared by historical developments, have found themselves
members of the ‘Russian Union’ and similar organizations. Pr