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Chapter One

Introduction

I'ollowers of that scourge of the intelligentsia, the humorist Stephen
Iotter, interrupt experts on foreign countries by saying, “Yes, but
not in the south.” The phrase “will do for any argument about any
place,... It is an impossible comment to answer.”" It certainly
applies to the Russian Empire between the mid-eighteenth and the
mid-nineteenth centuries. Russia and Ukraine, the northern and
southern parts of the empire, differed from one another politically,
socially and culturally. They were different before 1750 and
different in new ways after 1850, but the differences were
particularly important at the end of the eighteenth and the
beginning of the nineteenth centuries because the Russians were
integrating their domains. As a result of the process of integration,
northern and southern cultures interacted in more ways than they
liad in the past. Neither was sufficiently well-developed to ride
roughshod over the other. By the mid-nineteenth century Russian
dominance seemed assured, but before then Ukrainians had made a
considerable impact on their northern neighbours. The Ukrainian
contribution to the cultural identity of early nineteenth-century
Kussia is the subject of this book.
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In 1831 a Russian described the difference between Russians and
Ukrainians. “Little Russians,” he wrote, using a conventional
contemporary term for Ukrainians, “are on the whole very frank,
pure-hearted, timidly submissive, but in moments of irritation, when
insulted, bold to the point of recklessness, but not malicious. The
respect and courtesy they show their elders are apparent at all
times.” Russians, by contrast, were “more furtive, more
enterprising, stubborn in pursuit of their goals, given to wrangling.””
Thirty years earlier a Russian traveller commented on the striking
physical difference between the northern and southern parts of the
empire. Just outside Kharkiv, a major town in Eastern Ukraine, he
came across

Humble white-daubed cottages; villagers with shaved heads riding on
bullocks; taverns open and selling alcohol. In a pleasant, jolly hut I
find different faces, different ladies’ dress, different organization, and
I hear a different language. Is this the empire’s border? Am |
entering a different state? No! The empire goes on, but the land
called Little Russia starts here

Ukrainians, like Russians, reflected on the differences between
north and south. A Ukrainian traveller to St. Petersburg found the
inhabitants of the capital unnatural. Although other accounts spoke
of the Russians’ hospitality and straightforward behaviour, he
noticed no such thing." A Ukrainian who lived among Russians for
forty years thought that arrogance was their distinguishing feature.®
Gogol Dbelieved that Ukrainian folksongs, even when doleful,
expressed involvement with life; Russian laments, on the other hand,
were withdrawn and tried “to smother everyday needs and cares.”*
Many nineteenth-century intellectuals commented upon the
difference between Russia and Ukraine. The Russian historian
S. M. Soloviev spoke affectionately of one of his teachers at
Moscow University, the half-Ukrainian Timofei Granovsky. He
recalled his charm, his “Little Russian, southern physiognomy,” his
laziness about writing, his love of company, his goodness. A Russian
teacher, Kriukov, came off badly by comparison.” S. T. Aksakov,
author of a quintessentially Russian autobiography, described how
the celebrated actor M. S. Shchepkin “brought to the Russian
stage a true appreciation of Little Russian nationality, with all its
humour and sense of the comic.”* The principal figure in one of
Nikolai Leskov’s short stories found Ukrainian students “passionate
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and stubborn.” Perhaps the Ukrainian-born poet Mykola Hnidych
(Nikolai Gnedich) summed up the early nineteenth-century view of
the difference between north and south when he called Ukraine “the
Russian ltaly.”®According to a late eighteenth-century Ukrainian
commentator, the botanist Linnaeus was surprised “that a land as
richly blessed by nature as Little Russia has not attracted natural
scientists or historians.”" The record was set straight in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. A picture of Ukraine
emerged: land of Cossacks, of the bandit Horkusha and the
itinerant philosopher Skovoroda, land of cholera and locusts, of the
great river Dnieper, of bootlegging, week-iong wedding festivities,
painting, folk medicine, song, tumuli, witches. Orthodoxy and
education. The picture was partly wish-fulfilment and partly
accurate, but both parts, the myths and the reality, contributed to
the vitality of Imperial Russian culture.

They did so for material reasons. From the end of the eighteenth
century Ukrainians and Russians came into much closer contact
with one another. Russia had acquired suzerainty over part of
Ukraine in the mid-seventeenth century, but before Catherine the
Great her control of this frontier zone was partial. In 1648 the
Ukrainian Cossack Bohdan Khmelnytsky had led a rebellion against
Poland which brought into Russian hands, in due course, Kiev and
Ukraine east of the Dnieper. Khmelnytsky set up an autonomous
military republic under a Hetman. One of his successors, Mazepa,
was bold enough in 1708 to join Charles XII of Sweden in making
war on Russia. The allies were defeated at the battle of Poltava in
1709, but the Hetmanate survived in attenuated form. Although
Peter the Great had ambitions which turned on the southern lands,
and although he captured Azov and fought on the Prut, he won his
principal victories in the north and founded his new capital,
St. Petersburg, on the Gulf of Finland. As the eighteenth century
continued, however, the Russian Empire’s geographical orientation
altered. One Hryhorii Vinsky wrote that around 1770 Ukrainians
knew no foreigners apart from Poles and Greeks,”™ but times were
already changing. In the first half of Catherine the Great’s reign.
Count Nikita Panin was still able to advocate a “northern system”
of alliances, but Catherine chose another path.” Russia began
concentrating on the Black Sea rather than the Baltic. In 1768 the
empress embarked upon the first of two major wars with Turkey; in
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1772 she participated in the first partition of Poland; in 1783 she
annexed the Crimea. Behind the lines, she abolished the Ukrainian
Hetmanate in 1764 and the Zaporozhian Cossacks in 1775. In
1793, in the second partition of Poland, she acquired most of
Ukraine west of the Dnieper. If it could almost be said, in the
economic sphere, that “in the sixteenth century there was no
Russian isthmus... playing a connecting role and bringing large
exchange movements to the Mediterranean,”™ by 1800 this was
rapidly ceasing to be so. Trade-routes were changing.”* Odessa had
ten inhabitants in 1793, 25,000 in 1814, and by 1863 had become
the third city of the empire.”™ The central government devoted itself
to the settlement and exploitation of the newly acquired southern
lands.” Catherine the Great went to see them in 1787.* Her closest
adviser. Prince Grigorii Potemkin, dreamed of carving out an
independent southern principality for himself.” Russia was now a
southern as well as a northern power.

Re-orientation brought problems of two kinds—those which
would have arisen from any sort of imperial expansion, and those
which turned on the particular character of the southern and
south-western lands. The former included the effects of expansion
on the international diplomatic balance and the need to integrate
the newly acquired territories into the social and administrative
structures of the empire. These problems were hard to solve. Before
the end of the eighteenth century, Britain was already alarmed by
the advance of the Russian bear® as was Kaunitz.»' In the
nineteenth century many of Russia’s difficulties in the diplomatic
arena sprang from her eighteenth-century acquisition of a common
frontier with Austria and her desire to make the most use of her
southern coastline. Within the empire’s borders, meanwhile, the
tsars needed civil servants to bring together their diverse
possessions. They found it hard to produce them. “It is very
difficult,” wrote the Curator of Belorussian schools in 1832, “to
attract hither, to the most important positions, capable and reliable
Russians.”” Although Russia’s bureaucracy expanded greatly in the
first half of the nineteenth century, provincial administration gained
little in efficiency.™

The specific problems posed by expansion to the south and west
were those thrown up by Poles, Jews and Ukrainians. The Poles,
radically different from the Russians in both the nature and the
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pitch of their cultural development, showed their obduracy in the
risings of 1830-1 and 1863-4. They were the least amenable of the
empire’s subject peoples. Jews had been largely the Poles’ concern
before the eighteenth-century partitions, but when Russia acquired
Belorussia and Western Ukraine, they passed into the hands of
St. Petersburg. Although Catherine the Great’s attempts to
legislate on the Jewish question do not seem to have been motivated
by hostility toward Jews,™" the Jewish problem became increasingly
complex in the nineteenth century. The pogroms of 1881 and later
brought into the open tensions and prejudices which had been
growing for decades.

Ukrainians were different from Poles and Jews. They were less
obviously distinct from the Russians in culture, and less militant
(than the Poles, at least) in their resistance to encroachment. Some
Ukrainians, admittedly, still looked backward in time and longed
for autonomy after the Hetmanate had been abolished. Others,
paradoxically, first acquired a sense of Ukrainian identity after the
Russians had strengthened their hold on the south. This second
group gave new shape to ideas brought from the north. “One
nationalism,” as a recent observer said of another period, “furthers
other nationalisms.”™ These Ukrainian responses to the political
developments of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries play
only a small part in this book. The book deals with Ukrainians of a
third sort—those who threw in their lot almost entirely with the
Russians. While they did not materially alter the course of politics
in the north, they modified the Russians’ understanding of what it
meant to be Russian by preventing them from becoming wholly
dependent on contemporary western European culture. Ukrainian
culture derived in part from the West, but by the late eighteenth
century it looked more “native” and more “Slavic” than the culture
of educated society in the empire’s capitals. While the integration of
the empire meant the loss of Ukrainian institutions and social
forms, it provided Ukrainians with new outlets. Many travelled
north to take advantage of them, encouraged by the central
government. Once in St. Petersburg, Ukrainians showed in a
variety of ways how an understanding of the south could contribute
to the complexion of the empire as a whole. In politics, while not
separatist, they had a better understanding than their Russian
contemporaries of the problems of imperial diversity. They founded
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journals containing information about the south. In fiction and
belles-lettres they introduced subject-matter which differed from
that provided by western models. They constituted Russia’s
introduction to the wider Slavic “awakening” which was a feature of
the early nineteenth century. They played a substantial part in the
debates about Russian national identity which dominated
intellectual life in the decades after the Napoleonic Wars. Because
they had not been brought up in the western-oriented atmosphere of
St. Petersburg, they tended to be “more Russian than the
Russians.” They stood for the interior of the empire, an interior
only just being illuminated by light from Peter the Great’s window
on Europe. The cultural flowering of early nineteenth-century
Russia is usually ascribed to the effect of the French wars and to
new philosophical and literary influences from western Europe,™* but
political changes in the outlying parts of the empire also played a
part. When Romanticism arrived in Russia, the politics and culture
of the capitals had already acquired a Ukrainian dimension on
which Russian Romantics could build.

This book is open-ended in time and space. Ukrainians outside
Ukraine could be pursued much further afield. There were
influential Ukrainians in Russia before 1750, and there were
geographical areas of Ukrainian impact between 1750 and 1850
which | make no attempt to cover. Russian literature drew on
Ukrainian at least as early as the first half of the seventeenth
century.”’ Ukrainian churchmen dominated the Russian church
from the mid-seventeenth century until the accession of Catherine
the Great™* A “Ukrainian theme” appeared in Polish as well as in
Russian literature in the first half of the nineteenth century.”’ |
touch on some of these things, but concentrate on the way in which
Ukrainians from the former Hetmanate expressed their Ukrainian
identity in the capitals of the Russian Empire. The late
eighteenth-century combination of political change in central
Ukraine and cultural impact in Russia brings the Ukrainian-
Russian relationship sharply into focus. Ukrainians from the
lands east of the Hetmanate appear in relatively large numbers,
and one or two Ukrainians from beyond the Carpathian mountains
make their presence felt; but Ukraine west of the Dnieper is
represented mainly by a Pole (Chodakowski), and Eastern Galicia
barely enters the discussion. This is not a history of Ukraine
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between 1750 and 1850, but an attempt to shed light on the
Russian Empire’s early nineteenth-century cultural diversity.
Terminological and historiographical problems bedevil the study
of Ukrainian-Russian relations. To take one example of a
terminological  difficulty, mid-nineteenth-century  Ukrainian
intellectuals sometimes used the words luzhnaia Rus’, “Southern
Rus’”, to describe their homeland® The adjective derived from
luzhnaia Rus’, iuzhno-russkii, probably has to be translated as
“south Russian”; yet Ukrainians who called themselves “south
Russians” in the nineteenth century did not mean to indicate that
their local culture was a provincial version of Russian culture. On
the contrary, they were taking pride in a cultural inheritance which
could be presented as more Ukrainian than Russian. Rus’, after all,
was the name of a medieval east European country whose principal
city had been Kiev. Although it existed at a time when the
differences between the various east Slavic peoples were much less
clearely marked than they were to become, its strength lay in the
southern part of what was later known as the Russian Empire, and
its legacy could therefore be said to belong less to Russia than to
Ukraine. So when a nineteenth-century Ukrainian spoke of
luzhnaia Rus’, he was speaking of the southern part of an entity
which had not always been led by Moscow and St. Petersburg. He
was very far from conceding Ukrainian dependence on the
Russians.”” In fact, the term luzhnaia Rus’ bore many of the same
assertive connotations as its successor, “Ukraine,” which became
Ukrainians’ term for their homeland only towards the end of the
nineteenth century.”» Ukrainians who spoke of luzhnaia Rus’ were
not admitting that they were southern reflections of a northern
image. They were claiming full citizenship in a commonwealth
which, in the medieval period, they could be said to have directed.
Explaining the connotations of luzhnaia Rus’ is only one of the
problems confronting the historian of Ukrainian-Russian
interaction. Others include whether to write “Ukraine” or “the
Ukraine,” and how to decide between (for example) “Dmytro
Troshchynsky” (transliterated from Ukrainian) and “Dmitrii
Troshchinsky” (transliterated from Russian), when the individual in
question was a Ukrainian working in Russia and writing in Russian.
I use the more assertive form in the first instance (“Ukraine”), and
give Ukrainian names in Ukrainian form even when the possessors
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of them considered themselves to be Russian (except in the notes
and bibliography, where authors are translitered from the language
in which they were writing). More important than the problems
posed by these technicalities, however, is the need to rescue the
views of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Ukrainians
from the various explanatory schemes into which they have been
fitted by scholars. In 1917 Lenin spoke of the “damned tsarist past”
which had separated Russians and Ukrainians;” historians have
contributed to this separation both before and since the Russian
Revolution.

Leading Ukrainians of the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries received a bad press in the period immediately following
their death. Ukrainian historians from the mid-nineteenth century
to about 1930 were mainly populists.A* They found it difficult, as
admirers of the common people, to approve of the gentry. In their
opinion the gentry had undermined the democratic Hetmanate of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. “After the expulsion from
Little Russia of the old Polonized upper classes,” wrote Mykola
Kostomarov, “clans came forward literally (fakticheski) from the
heart of the people, and strove to form, in a certain sense, an upper
class, marking themselves off in lifestyle and needs from the level of
the common people ” In Kostomarov’s view these clans of the
eighteenth-century Hetmanate betrayed the egalitarian ideals of
Bohdan Khmelnytsky’s military republic.*»Panteleimon Kulish,
Kostomarov’s contemporary, inveighed against Troshchynsky, one of
the Ukrainian politicians active in St. Petersburg (who is
considered in detail in Chapter Four). “It is said,” wrote Kulish,

that the old man Troshchynsky was not without love for his native
land Nevertheless he was a man of the eighteenth century and a
lord {barin) based on the French models of the Russian lords It
was too early for a serious view to be formed about the tillers -of the
soil (khleboroby) at a time when the state-system common to the
whole of Europe was so firmly established, and practically no one
had even hinted at the principles of society {ob osbshchestvennom
nachale) in history and in the life of the state_

Kulish seems to have been saying that although Troshchynsky could
not have known any better, he could not, as an aristocrat, have been
committed to his native land.
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Only Mykhailo Maksymovych, of mid-nineteenth-century
Ukrainian historians, approved of the gentry produced by the
Hetmanate and considered that, in their Russian activities, they did
Ukraine good service.” But Maksymovych was the exception who
proved the rule, for he was slightly older than Kostomarov and
Kulish, more “Russified” and less populist. Oleksander Lazarevsky,
the greatest of the nineteenth-century Ukrainian historians, was
younger and more outspokenly populist. He disapproved of Mazepa
for perverting the supposedly open Ukrainian social order. “There is
no doubt,” he wrote, “that if there had not been the restraining
power of the Russian government, then Mazepa [in the revolt of
1708-9] would have made out of Little Russia a little Poland (iz
Malorossii... malenkuiu Polshu), with all its splendour for the
pany and all its hardships for the muzhiki.”™ If Mazepa came in
for abuse, then the social order he represented came in for more.
Paradoxically, Lazarevsky expended much energy on the study of
Ukrainian gentry families in the eighteenth century.” Studying
them, he felt, was “possibly... a necessary-precondition for the
study of the internal life of Little Russia in the period of the
Hetmanate.” The local ruling class, he argued, had “such extensive
influence on the economic life of the people” that only by becoming
fully acquainted with the lives of separate individuals could the
historian get a grasp of what really concerned him, the situation on
the ground.™ In other words, Lazarevsky looked at the Ukrainian
gentry reluctantly, and with an ulterior motive. Pursuing his
populist goal, he 'asserted that his magnum opus would “provide
certain materials for the study of the life of the people, which in the
histories of Little Russia written to date is so strongly overlaid by
the narration of the events of external history.”* Even Mykhailo
Hrushevsky felt that Lazarevsky went too far in his avoidance of
political history and emphasis on “the democratic element in
Ukrainian life.™

In the populist context established by Kostomarov, Kulish and
Lazarevsky, the eighteenth-century Ukrainian gentry were not likely
to be well treated. A student of “The Little Russian Gentry and its
Fate” argued that the Ukrainian “revolutionaries” of 1648, for all
their idealism, never really cast off the Polish aristocratic influence,
strove throughout the eighteenth century to establish themselves as
an upper class, and greeted the introduction of the Russian ranking
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system with enthusiasm, because through it they finally achieved
their goal.* Shortly afterward another scholar confirmed this
impression in much more detail/* and Lazarevsky confirmed the
confirmation while finding its presentation a little simplistic/*
Venedikt Miakotin, meanwhile, studied the declining fortunes of the
eighteenth-century Ukrainian peasantry—victims, in the populist
view, of the rise of the gentry/® Hrushevsky’s celebrated critique of
the traditional presentation of “Russian” history was explicitly
populist in approach/* Hrushevsky felt that the predominance of the
Russians in historical writing about the Eastern Slavs derived from
historians’ concentration on state institutions at the expense of the
people. Since, for long periods of its history, Ukraine lacked a state,
it received less than its fair share of attention. Hrushevsky wanted
“to present the history of statecraft in its proper place, in relation to
the other historical factors. The journal Ukraina, which he
dominated in the 1920s, pursued this objective."®

In the populist context, Ukrainian gentry who threw in their lot
with the Russians—the Ukrainians in this book—came off badly.
They have fared better at the hands of Ukrainian historians in the
West, who have discerned among them a continuing loyalty to
Ukrainian national tradition. Lazarevsky felt that Ukrainians’
crusading spirit, exemplified by Khmelnytsky’s revolt against
Poland, became perverted by the attractions of life within the
Russian orbit. Oleksander Ohloblyn published a book of
biographical essays which showed that, at the time when Ukraine
was being integrated into the Russian Empire, there were
Ukrainians who strove to keep alight the flame of independence,
providing a link with the Ukrainian nationalists of the mid- and
late-nineteenth century. More moderate than Ohloblyn, Ilvan
L. Rudnytsky saw the period preceding the coming of Shevchenko
as a “sort of prolonged epilogue to the Cossack era,” but
nevertheless claimed that “the aristocratic period [of Ukrainian
history]... preserved the continuity of development.”” Elsewhere he
drew attention to the observations of Johann Georg Kohl, a German
traveller to Ukraine in the late 1830s who perceived
Ukrainian-Russian hostility “before the emergence of Ukrainian
nationalism as an organized movement.”” Two doctoral
dissertations have done much to illuminate the history of Ukraine
between the second half of the -eighteenth century and the
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appearance of the federalist Cyrillo-Methodian Society in the
mid-1840s. Their effect has been to clarify the relationship between
the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century period of autonomy and the
nineteenth-century nationalist movement."" That a relationship
existed cannot be denied. Modern Ukrainian nationalism was not a
virgin birth. Taras Shevchenko’s historical imagination drew on a
peasant rising which took place in Western Ukraine in the
eighteenth century and on the gentry chroniclers who were writing
in Eastern Ukraine at that time™ His first published work, Kobzar,
was sponsored by a gentry family who might have been expected to
look backward rather than forward.~* Ukrainian proto-nationalists,
therefore, can be found even in the dark days of the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries and in the next chapter | discuss
some aspects of Ukrainian resistance to Russian expansion. But my
central theme is still Ukrainians in Russia and the argument that,
without being Ukrainian nationalists, they nevertheless expressed
their Ukrainian identity and evoked a response to it. There are ways
of resurrecting early nineteenth-century Ukrainians without arguing
that some of them were nationalists avant la lettre.

The points of view exemplified by the work of Lazarevsky and
Ohloblyn both sprang from a rather narrowly Ukrainian historical
perspective. Ohloblyn, Kohut and Pelech all admitted that
Ukrainians’ impact outside Ukraine constituted a historical lacuna.”
Populist Ukrainian historians might not have looked down on the
gentry of the Hetmanate had they considered their activities in
Russia. Troshchynsky, for example, whom Kulish called “a lord
based on the French models of the Russian lords,” looked almost
like a demagogue to the Russian churchman Evgenii Bolkhovitinov,
who referred to his “bawling ministry” of 1814-17.~* In the Russian
context Ukrainian gentry were not of the highest social standing. In
Russia, in a way, Ukrainians fulfilled the very “populist” role which
late nineteenth-century Ukrainian historians admired. It is not
surprising that M. M. Shtrange’s controversial book, Demo-
kraticheskaia intelligentsiia Rossii v XVIII veke, is full of
references to Ukrainians.” However aristocratic they appeared to be
by comparison with other Ukrainians, Ukrainians in Russia were
outsiders struggling to make a mark. They made that mark, in
many cases, by bearing clear witness to their place of origin.
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One western book has dealt with much of the material
concerning the Ukrainian impact upon Russian literary culture. As
a reviewer pointed out, George S. N. Luckyj’s Between Gogol’ and
Sevcenko: Polarity in the Literary Ukraine: 1798-1847 (Munich,
1971), “is at least™as important a contribution to Russian literature
as to Ukrainian.”®Luckyj’s principal interest, nevertheless, was in
Ukrainian writers’ attitudes and responses to Ukraine, rather than
in the contribution they were making to the debate about native
versus western culture in Russia. Luckyj pointed out that “the
cultural invasion of Russia by the Ukraine was on a grand scale,”
but concerned himself with the consequent “impoverishment” of
Ukraine rather than with the Ukrainian “revitalization” of Russia.*'
The present book sets the same phenomena in the Russian rather
than the Ukrainian historical perspective.

Soviet historians ought in theory to be less troubled by the
Ukrainian-Russian dichotomy than either their populist predecessors
or Ukrainians writing in the West. Marxism places class allegiances
before national allegiances; and the 1977 Soviet Constitution
asserted that “a new historical community of people” had emerged
on Soviet soil, a community which had, as it were, abolished the
distinction between Greek and Jew and made all its citizens
internationalists.*»  Marxist and “internationalist” approaches,
however, have drawbacks. Where other historians perhaps pay too
much attention to national differences, Soviet historians tend to pay
too little. Marxists subordinate culture to patterns of economic
development, and Marxist “internationalists” concentrate on
cultural similarities rather than cultural differences. For these
reasons the historical phenomenon of Ukrainian-Russian cultural
interaction receives insufficient attention.

Even before Hrushevsky fell from grace, Ukrainian history was
being subjected to Marxist analysis.** After the leading Ukrainian
Marxist historian, Matvii lavorsky, was himself discovered to be
insufficiently Marxist, and after Hrushevsky had been indicted in
his own journal in 1932, the Marxist approach to Ukrainian history
became firmly entrenched. The individuality of Ukrainian culture
became lost in discussions of socio-economic determining factors.*’
There has been some good work since the war on the social and
economic history of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ukraine,
but as a result “Ukrainian political and intellectual history of the
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XIXth century remains a very neglected field in Soviet
historiography.

On the relatively rare occasions when Soviet historians rise above
consideration of the socio-economic base to consideration of political
and cultural superstructure, the framework they employ for the
discussion of Ukrainian-Russian relations gives them little room to
talk about nuances of interaction. Their framework rests on
commitment to two ideas: medieval eastern Slavic unity and the
restoration of that unity from the seventeenth century onward. So,
according to a recent synoptic account, the eastern Slavs retained a
sense of oneness even when Kievan Rus’ was breaking up.*’ The
1654 Treaty of Pereiaslav marked the “reunification” of Russia and
Ukraine.** There is some justification for these arguments. When, in
the sixteenth century, the Holy Roman Empire, Venice and the
Greeks were pressing Russia to demand Constantinople in return
for support against the Turks, the Tsars asked for no more than the
territory which had once belonged to Kiev. “*Moscow the Second
Kiev’,” writes a modern scholar, “not ‘Moscow the Third Rome” was
the hall-mark of their foreign policy.”” The Russians seem to have
believed, justifiably or not, that Kiev was part of their patrimony.
Many Ukrainians, furthermore, as this book testifies, were prepared
to accept Russian suzerainty. But the fact that Russians and
Ukrainians have had things in common does not justify the
contemporary Soviet assertion of the two peoples’ “indestructible
brotherhood” or substantiate the view that a “new community of
people” has emerged on Soviet soil. These have been the chief
themes of Soviet writing about Ukrainian-Russian relations, but by
the time of Khmelnytsky’s revolt Ukrainian culture had been
markedly different from Russian from centuries, and it remained
different in many respects thereafter. Ukrainians and Russians had
much in common, but also much which divided them. Their
relations are more complicated than Soviet scholarship tends to
allow.

At least Soviet scholars pay more attention to Ukrainian-Russian
relations than their populist predecessors or Ukrainians in the West.
Although written in a spirit of undue camaraderie, essays and
volumes of essays appear from time to time which provide useful
quarries of information.™ The vitality of Ukrainian culture is not
denied,” and even the influence of Ukrainian culture is admitted in
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detail.”» But it is not given due weight. “Bourgeois nationalist”
historiography is attacked.” More attention seems to be paid to the
influence of north on south than to the part played by Ukraine in
Russian affairs.™ There is room, therefore, for discussion of
Ukrainians in Russia between the abolition of the Hetmanate and
the beginnings of modern Ukrainian nationalism in the mid-1840s.
K. V. Kharlampovych’s pioneering study of Ukrainian influence on
Russian church life before 1762 deserves a sequel.’* Subsequently,
few scholars have addressed themselves explicitly to the problem of
Ukraine’s importance in Russian culture.”» Populist, Soviet and
emigre writers have all had reasons for avoiding the issue or playing
it down. The Ukrainians who appear in this book do not fit easily
into any political category. They were neither Ukrainian nationalists
nor Russians by another name. Most of them, perhaps, would have
agreed with the post-revolutionary Ukrainian emigre, N. M.
Mohyliansky: “lI do not attach separatist aspirations to the
concept ‘Ukraine,” but neither do | associate it with ‘treason’—in
the opinion of many, an inescapable feature of Ukrainianism.””
Conveying the outlook and impact of late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century Ukrainians poses problems. The present attempt
to overcome these problems will be lucky to earn the sort of praise
accorded a Ukrainian historian by a Ukrainian censor in 1839:
“The author expounds events simply, without sophistry. He
expounds them like a historian, not like a speculative philosopher
who often subordinates things and people to his a priori
conviction.”*




Chapter Two

The Convergence of Ukraine and Russia

The End of the Hetmanate

The political entity which emerged in central Ukraine in the
mid-seventeenth century posed problems for the Russians
throughout the period of its autonomy. After Bohdan
Khmelnytsky’s revolt against Poland, the constitutional relationship
between Russia and the Hetmanate remained unclear." Mazepa’s
revolt against Peter the Great in 1708-9 marked the high point, but
not the end, of trouble in the south. Pylyp Orlyk continued
Mazepa’s defiance abroad.® Pavlo Polubotok held out against
central government interference in Ukrainian affairs in 1722-3./
After approaching Ukrainian autonomy with various degrees of
flexibility and hostility, Russia moved decisively against it in the
second half of the eighteenth century.

Khmelnytsky’s military republic was divided geographically into
ten  “regiments” (polky), each governed by a “colonel”
ipolkovnyk). Six principal officers surrounding the Hetman
constituted the heneralna starshyna, and equivalent officers within
a regiment made up the polkova starshyna. Below regimental
colonel came the “centurion” (sotnyk) with responsibility for a
smaller geographical area, the sotnia or *“hundred”; within each
sotnia part of the Cossack population formed a kurin commanded
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by a kurinnyi otaman. This hierarchical structure derived from the
organization of the Zaporozhian Cossacks, which had its origins in
the sixteenth century and provided the model for both the military
and the civil infrastructure of the Hetmanate/ Distinctive laws and
social relations went hand in hand with the unique Ukrainian
political system.®

The Hetmanate came to be administered by a tightly knit ruling
group. The men who filled the major offices formed~a Ukrainian
gentry class, which replaced the Poles who had been expelled in the
mid-seventeenth century.® The three principal posts—hetman,
polkovnyk and sotnyk—were elective, but the first two, few in
number, rapidly fell prey to corrupt practices. Lazarevsky wrote a
long essay describing the gradual corruption of the third.” He
showed that as early as the time of Peter the Great some sotnyky
were appointed from the centre rather than elected, and the
independence of local control which they displayed in the exercise of
their authority tended to be handed on to their theoretically more
responsible successors. The central government made use of
representatives of the upper echelons of Ukrainian society in its
gradual encroachment upon the separate status of the Hetmanate.
The last two Hetmans, Danylo Apostol (1727-34) and Kyrylo
Rozumovsky (1750-64), were both, in effect, Russian appointees.
The second of the two owed his standing at court to his elder
brother’s -Morganatic marriage to the Empress Elizabeth.* Russia
ruled the Hetmanate more or less directly between 1734 and 1750,
and  continuously from 1764 through  Governor-General
P. A. Rumiantsev. In the 1730s Anna loannovha undermined
Ukrainian customs by stealth.” Full-scale integration into the
Russian system began in the years following 1764, when
Rozumovsky was compelled to resign the office of Hetman. In that
year Catherine the Great appointed Prince A. A. Viazemsky
Imperial Procurator-General. In giving him instructions, she made
clear her intentions with regard to the outlying regions of the
empire:

Little Russia, Livonia and Finland are provinces governed by
privileges confirmed to them. To destroy these by abolishing them all
at once would be highly improper. To call them foreign, however,
and to deal with them on this basis is more than a mistake, and can
accurately be called stupidity. These provinces, and Smolensk too.
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'must be brought by the smoothest means to the point where they
Russianize and stop looking like wolves at the forest. The way of
achieving this is very simple, if sensible men are chosen as rulers in
these provinces; when there is no Hetman in Little Russia, then we
must try to ensure that the age and the name of the hetmans
disappear, not only that one person or another be elevated to this

dignity."*

In the last sentence Catherine was announcing her intention of
going further than her predecessors and no longer working through
the existing southern system. It was not a matter, in the second half
of the eighteenth century, of merely-* preventing trouble on the
peripheries of the empire, but of making them work for the benefit
of the whole.

This was made particularly clear in the instructions given
P. A. Rumiantsev on his appointment as Governor-General of
Little Russia. These stated that Ukraine was large and fruitful, but
that “until now Russia has had very little benefit and revenue from
this people, and in the time of the last Hetman’s administration
almost none at all.”" Exploitation, not merely keeping the peace,
was clearly to be a priority of the new regime. The problems with
which Rumiantsev would have to deal were well described:

.. the many disorders which have taken root there, the
disorganization, the incompatible mixing of military and civil
administration—the results of various foreign laws’ and rights’ lack
of clarity; endless red tape and constraints in justice and punishment;
the arbitrary legitimization of certain imaginary privileges and
freedoms, and the frequent large-scale putting to harmful use of real
privileges and freedoms—highly damaging both to landowners and
even to the subject people; movements from place to place; a lazy
attitude toward agriculture and to other useful endeavours,
deep-seated in almost all the people, and an equally noticeable inner
hatred on their part of things Great Russian____

These were the problems which Rumiantsev was instructed to
eradicate. He was told in detail how to set about it: to draw up
detailed maps, to define exactly the power of the clergy,
encouraging Orthodoxy while preventing clerical arrogation of
secular power: to make provisions for the recording of births,
marriages and deaths in order to discover the si?e of the population
and the government’s tax expectation; to* prevent peasant
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movemement from place to place, sort out the confusion between
civil and military administrations, foster the economy, extend
internal river communications and improve the roads, introduce
town policy, eliminate bribery from the processes of justice, and
establish good border relations with Poland and Turkey.”* This plan
of campaign summarized the problems that had faced central
government in the south throughout the period of the Hetmanate.
Catherine urged Rumiantsev to combine determination with
subtlety, to use both “wolfs teeth and fox’s tail,”** but the
resolution of the centre was now clearly much greater than in the
past, and the consequences of that resolution were apparent in
Rumiantsev’s many concrete achievements.

Between 1764 and the late 1780s Rumiantsev completed the
greater part of the integration of the former Hetmanate into the
Russian system.™ His period of office fell roughly into two halves,
divided by the introduction in 1781-2 of local government
institutions on the lines of the Imperial reform of 1775. From that
date, when three namestnichestva (provinces or vicegerencies)
replaced the ten “regiments” of old, the distinctive titles and
structures of the Hetmanate disappeared. A Ukrainian who later
played a large part in the foundation of Kharkiv University recalled
that in 1782 his father returned home from Kiev in the new
uniform of a Russian official.™* At every level, from the most
superficial to the most fundamental, the life of the Hetmanate was
transformed. Rumiantsev had called for a “General Description” of
the lands in his charge in 1765.” He devoted the rest of his time as
Governor—when he was not commanding armies in the field—to
acting upon the situation with which he was faced. His principal
achievement lay in the field of social integration. The Ukrainian
starshyna became Russian dvoriane (gentry). Ukrainian peasants
became Russian serfs, Ukrainian Cossacks Russian regular troops.™
Reorganizing the Hetmanate into namestnichestva was the most
striking outward expression of policies which struck deep into the
heart of Ukrainian society. After Rumiantsev, it remained only to
work on the detail of the infrastructure, providing schools,
establishing postal networks—things which Rumiantsev began to do
but which were carried much further in the nineteenth century.
Rumiantsev brought the Hetmanate within the pale of the empire
and made it possible for Ukrainians to think of themselves as
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citizens of a wider world. They soon began to do so.

With the accession of Paul in 1796 it appeared that the changes
of the last thirty years were going to be undone, for the three
namestnichestva of the early 1780s were united into a single
province with 20 districts, to be administered along the lines of the
former Hetmanate.” Ukrainians at court were powerful under Paul,
at leastAintil Oleksander Bezborodko’s death in 1799, and its seems
likely that, having been subordinate to other interest groups under
Catherine, they were now flexing their muscles. Bezborodko’s
relatives, Mykhailo Myklashevsky and lakiv Bakurynsky, held high
administrative office in the south, and Dmytro Troshchynsky, at the
centre, expressed his views on the relationship between local
governors and the central authority.”® Perhaps the Ukrainians were
hoping to soften the changes carried out by their former patron,
Rumiantsev; but if so, their hopes were dashed in the next reign. It
was not in the administration of their homeland that they were to
make their biggest mark. Under Alexander | and Nicholas I, when
Ukraine was governed in turn by A. B. Kurakin (1802-8),
la. I. Lobanov-Rostovsky (1808-16), and N. G. Repnin (1816-
34), the process of integration continued. The single large
province which had existed under Paul was divided into two
(Poltava and Chernihiv) in October 1801, and Kurakin, appointed
Governor-General of the two provinces in February 1802, entered
on a new period of reform.~' His was “the epoch of building in
Little Russia,”™ the period, for example, when Poltava took on the
physical appearance it has retained ever since. While showing this
new concern for the infrastructure, Kurakin continued to tread the
paths already marked out by Rumiantsev. Where Rumiantsev had
initiated the “General Description,” Kurakin attempted to clear up
problems of landownership by persuading the Tsar to order a
cadastral survey.” In correspondence with his brother he discussed
among other things an explanatory edict dealing with the still vexed
question of Ukrainian landlord-peasant relationships.*  The
transition from autonomy to full integration was continuing. The
Ukrainian ranking system was finally dovetailed with that of Russia
in 1835. By the 1840s, “With the abolition of Ukrainian common
law and the Lithuanian Statute, the last vestiges of Ukrainian
autonomy had been obliterated.”™
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The Ukrainian Response to Integration

Not all Ukrainians acquiesced in the loss of their special status. The
gentry who established a monopoly of the offices of the Hetmanate
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had a vested interest in
the maintenance of their privileged position. Some of them defended
that interest as long as possible. When they lost their autonomy,
they cherished its memory. Their outlook was conservative, but they
provided part of the inspiration on which Ilater Ukrainian
nationalists drew. They showed an independence of mind which
some Ukrainians were to employ in making a mark on Russia.

After Mazepa, Orlyk and Polubotok, Ukrainian autonomism next
reached a climax just before the abolition of the Hetmanate. At a
meeting of Ukrainian nobles held in Hlukhiv in September 1763, a
speaker drew attention to the way in which local institutions had
degenerated and local freedoms had vanished. Things had been
much better, he said, in the days of Polish suzerainty and at the
time of Khmelnytsky’s agreement with Russia. He called for the
restoration of the Hetmanate’s civil infrastructure and the
elimination of the contemporary dominance of the military.”* His
audience appeared to agree with him, for they drew up a lengthy
“Petition on the restoration of various ancient rights.”” Resting
their case on what they described as Khmelnytsky’s “voluntary
submission” to Russia, they complained about foreign settlement in
Ukraine, the aggressive behaviour of Russian troops billeted on
them, and Russian intervention in Ukrainian ecclesiastical
appointments; they described their special trading rights, defined
the status of the Ukrainian Cossacks, and proposed the foundation
of universities at Kiev and Baturyn. They were particularly
concerned by the extension to Ukraine of the Table of Ranks,
introduced in Russia in 1722. Since there was no official way of
equating Ukrainian with Russian ranks, Ukrainians outside the new
ranking system tended to be looked down upon by the central
authorities.

These complaints came to nothing. Although they were submitted
to the Empress in the name of Hetman Rozumovsky, Rozumovsky’s
principal assistant, the Russian Grigorii Teplov, had already vilified
the Ukrainian gentry in a subsequently celebrated memorandum.**
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Teplov made much of the way in which the gentry capitalized on
the complexity of the laws which operated in Ukraine. Because they
alone understood them, they were able to interpret them to their
own advantage. The other orders could not resist them. The
peasants were illiterate, and the Cossacks, the middle order, were
remote from the centres of authority in the towns and demoralized
by their main means of support, the distilling of strong drink.
Teplov’s analysis was much more likely to appeal to the central
government than the petition submitted in the name of
Rozumovsky. Rozumovsky himself alienated the Ukrainian gentry
when he proposed that the office of Hetman be made hereditary in
his family, for free election of the Hetman was one of the rights
which the nobles had claimed in their petition.*” Ukrainian nobles
were becoming still more thrown in upon themselves. Vasyl
Myrovych did their cause no good in July 1764. In order to retrieve
estates which his grandfather had lost for supporting Mazepa, he
attempted to overthrow Catherine the Great by freeing Ivan VI
from the Schlusselburg. The attempt was a fiasco, but by giving rise
to the first legal execution in Russia for more than twenty years™® it
focused attention, among other things, on the obstreperous
character of the Ukrainian gentry. It played a part in the abolition
of the Hetmanate a few months later.”*

The loss of their autonomy failed to eliminate the Ukrainian
nobles’ obduracy. At Catherine the Great’s Legislative Commission
of 1767-8 they found a spokesman inHryhorii Poletyka, the
outstanding Ukrainian autonomist of his generation. Poletyka’s
views were very like those expressed at the Hlukhiv council in 1763.
He was anxious to regain for Ukrainian nobles the status which he
felt they had enjoyed in the days  of Polishrule. Religionexplained
the break with Poland. In other respects,in Poletyka’sview, the
period before Khmelnytsky’s rising was a golden age™ Other
Ukrainian leaders wanted merely to revive the pre-1764 Hetmanate,
but Poletyka wanted to go back much further.”

After the dissolution of the Legislative Commission, Ukrainians
had few opportunities for thereasonable expression of their
grievances. In 1810 Poletyka’s son relished the fleeting prospect of a
new commission\"* But the lack of a public forum did not bring an
end to Ukrainians’ recalcitrance. They found other ways of voicing
their discontent. Although a thousand Ukrainian Cossacks fought
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against Pugachev in 1773-4, they did so reluctantly" The
shadowy Horkusha indulged in banditry in the 1780s.A” Vasyl
Kapnist wrote an “Ode on Slavery” which seems to have been
inspired either by the decree of 1783 which ended the free
movement of Ukrainian peasants, or, more generally, by the
Russian abolition of Ukrainian autonomy.” Later, in 1788, Kapnist
came to St. Petersburg with a plan for perpetuating the separate
military identity of the Cossacks.** In 1791 he probably went to
Berlin in an attempt to get Prussian support for a revolt against
Russia.»” Kapnist’s ideas, and Ukrainian autonomist ideas in
general, bore some relation to the philosophy of the American
Revolution."” Ukrainians were not above entertaining subversive
ideas from France, at least according to the Soviet historian who
studied the influence of the French Revolution on Ukraine.*
Ukrainians began to use their native language for literary purposes
in the 1790s."* In 1798, according to the later memoirs of Mykola
Markevych, the Skoropadsky family was placed under arrest on
suspicion of planning to resurrect the Hetmancy. Only the influence
of V. P. Kochubei saved its members from the consequences of the
tsar’s displeasure."* Two years later V. P. Kochubei warned the
governor of Ukraine, Mykhailo Myklashevsky, that “the whole of
Starodub Lithuania,” the northern part of Ukraine, was
complaining about him** |n the same year P. V. Zavadovsky, who
had recently fallen from favour at court, was placed under
surveillance in his north Ukrainian estate of Lialychi.'*” In 1804 a
member of the Kochubei family who was Marshal of Nobility in
the province of Poltava urged the closer integration of Russia and
Ukraine; he feared that nationalist intrigues going on around him
might be successful.“ A. B. Kurakin, governor of Ukraine between
1802 and 1808, had constant difficulty with the local gentry. After
an initial honeymoon period he complained frequently of their
backward-looking stubbornness."" D. P. Troshchynsky, a Ukrainian
employed in St. Petersburg, once made peace between the Russian
governor and his Ukrainian charges. Later, when he was living in
Ukraine, Troshchynsky himself fell out out with Kurakin’s
successor."** Napoleon, upon invading Russia in 1812, found favour
with a number of Ukrainians. The Orthodox Bishop of Mogilev in
Belorussia, who was Ukrainian, recognized French authority."*’
Mykola Kapnist, brother of the poet, declared that he would go
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over to Napoleon if the French invaded Ukraine”® Napoleon
commissioned Charles-Louis Lesur to write a sympathetic history of
the Cossacks.® The Ukrainian gentry remained hard to handle after
the Napoleonic wars. The last Hetman’s son, shortly before
returning to live in Ukraine, told his daughter that her husband, the
new Ukrainian governor, would have great difficulty establishing
order and justice in that part of Ukraine where the Rozumovsky
estates were situated.®" O. |. Mykhailovsky-Danilevsky refused to
visit Troshchynsky’s estate in 1824 because he thought it “a focal
point for liberals.”” Confirmation of his view appeared to be
provided the following year, for the Decembrist Muravev-Apostol
brothers were with Troshchynsky when news arrived of the death of
the tsar®* V. P. Kochubei’s many southern relatives often irritated
the local governor in the 1820s and 1830s.” Ukrainian nobles were
still agitating for full recognition by the Russian Senate in 1828."*
When, after visiting Ukraine in 1838, Johann Georg Kohl wrote
that “Such is the aversion of the people of Little to those of Great
Russia, that it may fairly be described as a national hatred,”” he
was exaggerating, but on the basis of a modicum of truth.

The two longest-serving Russian governors of Ukraine,
P. A. Rumiantsev and N. G. Repnin, seemed in the course of
their periods in office to become more sympathetic to Ukrainians.
Both, significantly enough, had connections with the south before
being appointed governors. A. B. Kurakin considered it wrong to
make a native the governor of Ukraine,®* and perhaps the evidence
of Rumiantsev and Repnin does something to confirm his doubts.
Rumiantsev’s father had been Ukrainian governor in the late 1730s
and Rumiantsev himself had had a Ukrainian tutor at that time.”
Repnin married a Rozumovsky, grand-daughter of the last Hetman,
at Baturyn in Ukraine in November 1802.“ He was thus related by
marriage to V. P. Kochubei, Minister of the Interior in
St. Petersburg, and the two discussed Ukrainian affairs in their
correspondence of the 1820s and 1830s.”” Rumiantsev seems to have
endeared himself to Ukrainian historians, Repnin to his Ukrainian
charges.* Repnin participated in the writing of one of the first
scholarly  histories of Ukraine, published by Dmytro
Bantysh-Kamensky in Moscow in 1822.“ His associates included a
number of potential Ukrainian autonomists.** He became a defender
of Cossack land-holding rights*® He may even have left office in
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1834 because the government mistrusted the ease and alacrity with
which he raised Cossack troops to fight the Poles in ISSI.*
Rumiantsev and Repnin, therefore, provided examples of Russians
who became relatively sympathetic toward Ukraine.

They defended Ukraine, however, not in order to revive its
former glory, but in order that the central government might make
the most of what it had to offer the empire as a whole. When
Repnin called the Cossacks to arms in 1831, he showed
statesmanship rather than a desire to challenge the central
authorities. “This people,” he wrote, “have retained ... their ancient
hatred of the Poles,” and were glad of a chance to fight*”It was
politic to make use of them, he implied, and indeed to offerthem ¢
quid pro quo in the form of tax relief, at a time when the Poles
were much the greatest threat to the internal unity of the empire.
Repnin was pointing out to the central authorities their own best
interests.** That he was being statesmanlike was confirmed by the
fact that even Kochubei agreed with his Cossack policy. Kochubei’s
attitude to the land from which he came was at least ambivalent,
and as head of the State Council he was bound to be circumspect,
but he found ridiculous the idea that rebellion might spread from
Poland to Ukraine. When, he asked, had this region entertained
liberal sympathies? The Ukrainian gentry still had to be treated
with care, but the bulk of the population was entirely loyal. “We
must use these people, not ruin them.”*

In an earlier crisis, again to do with Poland, Rumiantsev showed
far greater caution than Repnin in 1831. The Orthodox peasantry
of Western Ukraine rose against their Polish masters in 1768.
Rumiantsev could have profited from the rebellion. He could have
become a second Khmelnytsky, the leader of the crusade against the
Poles. But as the editor of his correspondence on the subject pointed
out—almost in despair—“There is something incomprehensible,
something fatalistic (Jatalnoe) in the lot of the unfortunate
Ukrainian people and its last rising. Because of the strange course
of the political game the pacifiers of this rising... are Russian
generals and Russian troops.”™Rumiantsev intervened on behalf of
the Polish authorities because at that time (although not for much
longer) Russia was supporting Poland. Catherine the Great had
issued a manifesto rejecting the peasant rising,” and her principal
southern governor acted in accordance with it. Although later in his
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career Rumiantsev acted more independently of the centre,in
1768 he showed that fundamentally he was an executor of the
Imperial will. A governor with sympathy for the region in his
charge, he by no means fell under Ukrainian sway.

Two governors, then, who might have moderated the course of
Ukrainian integration, who were respected by Ukrainians and
Ukrainian historians, were very far from encouraging separatism in
the south. Had Nicholas | doubted Repnin’s loyalty, he would have
been unlikely to retain him as governor in the south after the
conviction and exile of his brother, the Decembrist
S. G. Volkonsky.” Though, as Troshchynsky’s correspondence
made clear,the aftermath of the conviction was a difficult time
for Repnin, he weathered the storm.

The Ukrainian gentry, meanwhile, became less recalcitrant as the
memory of the old order receded and the possibilities of the new
integrated system became more apparent. With the migration of the
most gifted and the most perceptive of their number to
St. Petersburg—the Ukrainian group at court who will be
considered in Chapter Four—they were at best a divided estate.
Given that their interests in Ukraine itself often ran counter to
those of the Cossacks and the peasantry, their chances of leading
determined opposition became still more remote.

In a speech at the gentry elections in Chernihiv in 1823, Repnin
made clear to the assembled company the policy which they should
now be pursuing. He expatiated upon the services Ukrainians had
done the empire as a whole since the seventeenth century, pointed
out that at present, too, there were distinguished Ukrainian
churchmen, soldiers and government ministers, and concluded by
recommending the company to fill their elective offices with men
worthy of those he had been describing. He claimed that since
entering upon the southern governorship he had dedicated himself
utterly to the interests of those in his charge and dared to consider
himself their brother—and it was this policy of responsible
acceptance of the Imperial system which he was advising them to
pursue.”* No more proof could be needed of Repnin’s loyalty to the
central government; and many of those to whom he was speaking
were in sympathy with his views.

Troshchynsky’s right-hand man at the Ministry of Justice in
1815-16, the Ukrainian Ivan Martos, spoke interestingly of the old
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world of the Hetmanate in a letter of 1824 written in Kiev. Having
declared to his correspondent that he was going to relate “a curious
anecdote about Skovoroda,” the eighteenth-century Ukrainian
philosopher who had died only thirty years before, he continued,
“Consequently | ask you to convey yourself in thought to the former
little Russia, when the polkovnyk represented there, in a certain
sense, a little tsar Those days, Martos implied, had gone; the
authority of the polkovnyky was no more; and even to remember
what the old order had been like required a mental effort. Many
Ukrainians felt this way. They were nostalgic for the old days, but
realized that they could not bring them back. By the mid-nineteenth
century the Hetmanate had receded so far into the past that one
memoirist felt the need to describe its command structure at length.
He seems to have realized that his younger readers would be
unfamiliar with what had become a historical curiosity.” Another
family historian, writing in the early 1840s, showed the ambivalence
with which Ukrainians regarded their past. On the one hand he
asserted that Ukrainians had been Russian for 176 years
(presumably since the Andrusovo armistice of 1667, a vital stage in
the Russo-Polish battle for Ukraine). “Our one thought,” he wrote,
“our one happiness, is to be completely Russian, and in the name of
the kind Tsar... to fall upon the enemies of Russia.””*On the other
hand, this author approved of his grandfather’s pride in the family’s
aristocratic Polish origins, and of the way in which those origins
provided the basis for the family’s attainment of Russian gentry
status.” Ukrainians, then, accepted the Russian system without
forgetting their own distinctive history. The physical manifestations
of Ukrainian autonomy gradually disappeared, but literary nostalgia
took over. Mazepa’s capital Baturyn, destroyed in 1709 and brought
back into use by Hetman Rozumovsky, fell once more into decay in
the early nineteenth century;*® but by then the poet Ivan
Kotliarevsky was fostering the memory of the Zaporozhian
Cossacks by describing their tribulations in metaphorical verse.*'
Generally Ukrainians had few complaints about integration with
Russia because they benefited from it. The antiquarian Adriian
Chepa, who served under P. A. Rumiantsev throughout the period
of integration but remained committed to Ukrainian traditions,
described with some cynicism the attitude of the Ukrainian gentry
to the loss of their distinctive social order. He pointed out that until
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Peter’s “emancipation of the Russian nobility,” in 1762, Ukrainian
nobles were more powerful than their Russian equivalents. Initially,
therefore, many of them (particularly those from Starodub and
Nizhyn) resisted attempts to turn them into Russians. But after the
decree of 1762 and Catherine the Great’s Charter of the Nobility
(promulgated in 1785), Russian noble status became more
attractive. Ukrainians consequently “began boldly to enter Russian
service, abandoned Tatar and Polish dress, began to speak, sing and
dance to the Russian tune Chepa correctly described the late
eighteenth-century trend. Looking back from the standpoint of the
1850s, Mykhailo Lazarevsky, the historian’s father, observed that
Ukrainians who rejected the Russians’ ranking system “bitterly
repented their lack of foresight.”* If Ukrainians could obtain the
status of Russian nobles, they were wise to take it. They were aware
of the fact, and agitated for years to establish their full
entitlement.** If they seemed obdurate in the early nineteenth
century it was not because they were resisting Russian rule, but
because they wanted to maximize its advantages.

For all the recalcitrance which it is possible to distinguish among
Ukrainians in the two generations following the abolition of the
Hetmanate, there were many respects in which they were
surprisingly peaceable. East of the Hetmanate, integration
proceeded almost without a murmur.** Even the instructions given
Ukrainian delegates to the Legislative Commission of 1767 have
been presented in an integrationist light** Despite a few
manifestations of Ukrainian support for Napoleon in 1812,
Ukrainians played a significant part in the military resistance to the
French invasion.*” Most remarkably, few Ukrainians showed local
fervour at the time of the Decembrist uprising of 1825. “We cannot
speak of ‘Ukrainian Decembrists’: we have the right to speak only
of Decembrists in Ukraine.”* The history and character of Ukraine
set many Decembrists thinking about freedom, but few of them
converted their thoughts into action on behalf of Ukraine.*” A
Ukrainian who was prominent in the Society of United Slavs, Ivan
Horbachevsky, did not include Ukrainians among the Slavic
peoples whom the society planned to federate.® The Russian
authorities were alive to the possibility of unrest in the former
Hetmanate, but they found only a little—some of it of their own
imagining.” The friendship between the Muravev-Apostol brothers
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and Dmytro Troshchynsky may show that there were more
connections than met the eye between Decembrists and Ukrainian
traditionaUsts; but for the most part Decembrism seems to have
been unable to capitalize upon specifically Ukrainian discontent.’?
Perhaps, by the 1820s, these discontents were receding.

By the late seventeenth century Ukrainians had begun to write
history. Their works reflected the diversity and the changing
character of Ukrainian society. In the 1670s the Kiev Academy
produced the first printed Russian history book, the Sinopsis,
which concentrated on medieval Rus’ and justified the “reunion” of
Russia and Ukraine.” The “Synopsis” became Russia’s chief history
primer.” Early in the eighteenth century Ukrainian gentry reacted
to it by writing chronicles of the seventeenth-century Cossack wars.
They were trying to establish their claim to primacy in Ukrainian
life. The clerically produced Sinopsis went back too far to give the
gentry’s achievements due weight.” After the abolition of the
Hetmanate, Ukrainians began to look again at their history. Their
historical output went to extremes. An anonymous author produced
a fierce defence of Ukrainian autonomy, while many of his
contemporaries lapsed into antiquarianism. Outrage and nostalgia
went hand in hand. Much ink has been spilled on attempts at
identifying the author of the autonomist Istoriia Rusov, but perhaps
not enough on setting it in context. Whether Hryhorii Poletyka or
Oleksander Bezborodko vented his spleen on paper, most Ukrainian
historians of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries were
even-tempered. They seem to have been moved not by bitterness,
but simply by the desire to record a past society. It seems unlikely,
in fact, that the Poletyka family produced the Istoriia Rusov. That
indefatigable collector of manuscripts. Count N. P. Rumiantsev,
first inquired about documents in the family’s possession in 1812."*
In the summer of 1825, after meeting Vasyl Poletyka at a fair in
Ukraine, he satisfied himself that the stories of the Poletyka
collection were an “empty rumour”;’* yet the first reference to the
Istoriia Rusov dates from later that year.”* Perhaps Poletyka
deceived Rumiantsev, or perhaps he had already parted with the
Istoriia. The likelier hypothesis, however, is that the work was
produced by Bezborodko or by someone in his circle.” If so, it was
produced in the north, by a Ukrainian in Russian service—by
someone who could subordinate his private feelings, however
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intense, to the making of a career in the Imperial administration.
Works of history written in Ukraine tended not to display great
strength of feeling. The German traveller Kohl asserted that
Ukrainian histories sometimes remained unpublished for political
reasons;®® but at least two of them remained in manuscript simply
for lack of funds.'®' Historical writing about Ukraine, to which |
return in  Chapter Seven, enjoyed a vogue in early
nineteenth-century Russia. Its interest, however, lay not so much in
the fact that it was politically contentious, but in its capacity to
enlarge the cultural perspectives of an empire within which
Russians and Ukrainians usually worked in harmony.

The many collectors of data on the Ukrainian past exemplified
what was perhaps the principal feature of Ukrainian “resistance” to
integration: nostalgia, but not militancy. A feeling for Ukrainian
traditions certainly survived. Certainly, too, it provided part of the
foundation on which later Ukrainian nationalists built. The Russian
traveller I. M. Dolgorukov, upon visiting Kiev in 1817, was wrong
to paint such an abject picture of Ukraine as he did'® On the one
hand, many Ukrainians preserved the memory of the Hetmanate.
On the other, “re-nationalization” was already under way. The
introduction of a university at Kharkiv was beginning to provide
Ukrainians with new opportunities for thinking about their
identity. ®" For the moment, however—and in this respect
Dolgorukov unwittingly sensed a truth—UKkrainians’ chief strength
lay outside Ukraine. In 1817 their prime outlet was neither in
nostalgia nor a new Romantic nationalism. They were impressing
themselves upon the north. Dolgorukov was too gloomy even about
Ukrainians in Ukraine; he could have been positively enthusiastic
about the mark they were making in Russia.
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Ukrainians and Poles

The reason why the Ukrainian cultural contribution was accepted
and even welcomed in Russia, and perhaps why it was offered so
freely, had to do with a greater challenge facing the empire in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the problem of
integrating the Poles. By comparison with trying to make the Poles
good Russian subjects, converting Ukrainians to the Imperial point
of view was easy. The Hetmanate had been more or less in Russian
hands since the mid-seventeenth century, but Russia’s share of
Poland became hers in the partitions which began in 1772. While
the central authority had had long experience of coping with and
making use of Ukrainians, despite the fact that full integration took
place only in the 1780s, the problem of Poland was less familiar.
Insofar as Russians knew Poland, they knew her as a major military
adversary (which she had been in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries), and as the subverter of the Orthodox religion (which she
continued to be, through the medium of the Uniate Church, in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries). Neither of these descriptions
applied to the Ukrainian Hetmanate (with the exception, on the
military front, of Mazepa’s revolt). Whatever indications the
Hetmanate gave of continuing recalcitrance, it tended over the
years to become increasingly a part of the empire; the Poles—to
look ahead into the nineteenth century—tended to be much less
amenable and to remain culturally far more distinct. There seems to
have been a cultural threshold above which, in the Ukrainian case,
integration was not only possible but beneficial for the empire, but
below which, in the Polish case, it was impossible and damaging.
Thus Prince Adam Czartoryski, to take a famous example, was
brought to the Russian court but became disillusioned and played a
significant part in the Polish rising of 1830-1, while the Ukrainians
Oleksander Bezborodko and Viktor Kochubei adapted themselves
successfully to the atmosphere of Russian high politics.

The comparison between Poland and Ukraine is appropriate
because the two areas were closely interrelated. Repnin based his
case for the raising of Cossack troops in 1831 on the fact that they
would display their ancient hatred of the Poles. By accepting
Ukrainians the central government was gaining an ally in the
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struggle to integrate the Poles into the empire. From a Ukrainian
point of view, St. Petersburg was likely to prove a much less hard
taskmaster than the Poles had ever been. Russians and Ukrainians,
whatever their antipathy to each other, were united in their
attitudes toward their western neighbours.

The Russian authorities, admittedly, were not always convinced
that Ukrainians were likely to be loyal where Poles were not.
Repnin, after all, had to argue his case for raising Cossack troops
against the Poles in 1831; that it was a sound move was not
immediately apparent to the centre. A century earlier, when the
effective integration of the Hetmanate into the Russian system was
only just beginning, the Empress Anna had instructed the Governor
of Ukraine to encourage marriages between Ukrainians and
Russians, not between Ukrainians and “men of Smolensk, Poles and
others living abroad.”® Clearly she suspected that Ukrainians and
Poles were much closer to one another than to St. Petersburg.

There is evidence from the early nineteenth century, moreover,
which tends to confirm Anna’s suspicions. At least two Ukrainians
living in St. Petersburg were notably sympathetic, on ocasion,
toward the Poles. Vasyl Anastasevych, famous largely as a
bibliographer,was described by a contemporary as possessing a
“mania for everything Polish,”*®®and devoted himself throughout his
career to improving the Russians’ knowledge of the Poles. Almost as
soon as he left the Kiev Academy, in the mid-1790s, he translated a
radical play from Polish; from 1803 to 1817 he served as secretary
to Czartoryski, who was then Curator of the Vilnius educational
district; in 1809 he got into serious trouble for translating (and
making more radical) the Polish writer Strojnowski’s book on the
relations between landowner and peasant; and in 1811-12 his
journal Ulei contained much Polish material.'®" Anastasevych, then,
though Ukrainian, was a principal interpreter of the Poles to the
Russians.

His ultimate superior when he worked for Czartoryski was the
minister of education, Petro Zavadovsky, another Ukrainian who at
least once found it hard to feel hostility toward the Poles. In 1805 a
debate was raging about the language of instruction to be used in
the new Kiev gymnasium—Russian or Polish. Zavadovsky was in
favour of Polish, since Kiev was the capital of a province on the
right bank of the Dnieper where most of the inhabitants were
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Polish-speaking, and since a large sum of money had been collected
for the gymnasium by Polish gentry. This was opposed not only by
Kochubei, minister of internal affairs, but even, at this early stage
in his career, by Czartoryski. Zavadovsky stood much closer to the
cultural centre-ground between Russians and Poles than either of
these two. He was prepared to create a class for the teaching of
Russian, because it would clearly be useful for pupils to know both
languages, but basically he thought that “the Russian and Polish
languages are so close to each other that there is practically no need
for pupils to acquire sciences [jc. specifically] in one language or
the other....

This was not, however, a view of the two languages which would
have been held by many contemporaries. Perhaps because he came
from the extreme north of Ukraine where the boundaries between
the different sorts of Slav were imperfectly defined, and because he
had been educated in part at a Polish-sponsored Jesuit seminary in
Orsha, Zavadovsky was exceptional. Adam Topolnicki, a Galician
who had studied in Lviv, Vilnius, and Kiev, did not feel at home in
Russia, and gave an inadequate grasp of Russian as his reason for
wanting to leave the St. Petersburg teachers’ seminary in nQO.””
Metropolitan Evgenii Bolkhovitinov, a noted intellectual who could
remember a good deal of Ukrainian from his youth in the south and
was interested in learning modern Polish, found it hard."* Those
like Zavadovsky who could span the cultural divide were few.

Neither Zavadovsky nor Anastasevych, moreover, was constant in
his pursuit of a cultural balance between Ukrainians and Poles, for
both frequently showed a “Ukrainian” orientation. This aspect of
their behaviour will be discussed in more detail below.™
Anastasevych argued that the Slovo o polku Igoreve was written in
Ukrainian; wrote to a Polish collector of West Ukrainian folksongs
that “It is necessary to be Ukrainian to sense the ‘salt’ of Ukrainian
songs”; tried repeatedly to secure the publication of Berlynsky’s
Istoriia Malorossiv, and as late as 1838-9 was corresponding with
Sreznevsky, one of the most important of the younger students of
Ukrainian folklore, on subjects of interest to them both."” If, then,
Zavadovsky and Anastasevych provide some support for the
Empress Anna’s suspicions that Ukrainians and Poles were close to
each other, ultimately their allegiance was to Ukraine.
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Perhaps Ukrainians’ hostility to Poles lay dormant in the
eighteenth century, when the Poles were no longer threatening the
left bank of the Dnieper and border disputes had moved westward
with the change in the balance of power between Russia and
Poland."~ Since Ukrainian trade routes lay through Poland until the
development of the Black Sea ports"" and since Ukrainians drew
their educational inspiration from Poland,"® the relationship
between the two areas was hardly one of unremitting antagonism.
But when the Russian government injected new life into a
potentially volatile region by adopting a policy of partitioning
Poland, the memories of former Polish-Ukrainian rivalries were
revived and Ukrainians began to relish the thought of profiting
from the final dismemberment of their old adversary.

Two examples from the first half of the nineteenth century
illustrate the attitudes of Poles and Ukrainians toward each other,
and of Russians toward them both, in the period after the
partitions. In 1821 the Ukrainian director of Vitebsk gymnasium
asked the ministry of education to transfer him to the directorship
of Minsk gymnasium, and was duly granted his request. The
appointment incensed Czartoryski, Curator of the Vilnius
educational district (which had charge of both gymnasia
concerned). Czartoryski argued that the new director, apart from
having been appointed from the centre instead of by the General
Council of Vilnius University, “has never been in these provinces in
any capacity,” “does not know Polish” (the language of instruction
in Minsk but not in Vitebsk), and wanted the new job simply in
order to improve his pension prospects. He was already entitled to a
full pension, but on retirement from Vitebsk he would receive it
only in assignats, whereas after a year at Minsk he would be
entitled to receive it in silver. Czartoryski was overruled, and in
1824 the Director, Konarovsky-Sokhovych, duly received a pension
of 800 rubles in silver."?

The affair showed that although the Vilnius educational district
included both Polish and non-Polish provinces—for Minsk and
Vitebsk were both part of it—the Polish Curator was particularly
concerned to defend the Polish provinces. It showed that education
in Poland was secured on richer endowments than education in
Russia, which was an indication of the strength of the Polish
educational tradition and perhaps accounted for its past influence
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(not least on Ukraine)."” Finally, the affair showed that the central
Russian government would back a Ukrainian against the possibility
of a Pole in an area where it was primarily concerned with political
loyalty. St. Petersburg, on this analysis, considered Ukraine a
better security risk than Poland.

The second example seems to confirm this interpretation. It
shows the 1821 process in reverse: Ukrainian reluctance to take on
Poles in 1843. In 1839 the central government issued a decree to
the effect that Polish teachers in Polish provinces be transferred to
other, Russian, educational districts, and that their places be filled
by Russians. Many Poles came to Left-Bank Ukraine, and the
Honorary Curator of Chernihiv gymnasium complained to the
Curator of his educational district, who passed on the complaint to
the centre."* A Pole “can teach science, language; but will he
inspire, will he heat the soul of a youth with the warmth of national
pride, of love for our Fatherland... ?”"’ The Chernihiv Curator
was already hearing Russian spoken with Polish stresses and Polish
constructions; and the problem was not simply one of Polish
teachers, for Polish pupils, too, now that they were being taught by
Russians at home, were following their native teachers from the
right to the left bank of the Dnieper. The ministry of education
asked the Curator of the Kiev educational district to be patient,
explaining that while the situation was unpleasant, it was
temporary.”® Clearly the central government was not afraid that
Poles might subvert Ukraine; on the contrary, it expected Ukraine
to play its part in converting the Poles to right ways of thinking.

These two examples give some indication of the relative
trustworthiness of Left-Bank Ukraine and Poland in the eyes of the
central authorities. They bring out, too, the way in which the areas
were in direct conflict with each other in the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries, now that they were both part of the
Russian empire. In the time of the Hetmanate, when Poles and
Left-Bank Ukrainians had been under separate administrative
systems, their rivalry had to a degree lain fallow.

More evidence can be adduced to make clearer both the relative
trustworthiness of the two areas in Russian eyes, and the rivalry
between them. The way in which information about them was
received in Russia gives an indication of Russian attitudes. Many
Russians travelled to Ukraine in the years after integration and
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wrote enthusiastic accounts of their discoveries, singing the praises
of this “Russian Italy” where peasant life differed sharply from
Russian peasant life, and was closer, perhaps, to a Slavonic “state
of nature.””™ The government encouraged the collection of
information about the Ukrainian provinces and ordered descriptions
of them.”” Catherine the Great made her celebrated journey to the
Crimea in 1787. But when an author who had previously published
a romantic account of his southern experiences tried to publish the
narrative of a “Journey to Warsaw,” the censor was reluctant to
pass it without permission from a higher authority, “for until now
there has not been a single official article in Russian about the
reason for the Senator’s journey to Warsaw, and not even about the
political institutions of the Kingdom of Poland which he
describes— To enthuse about Ukraine seems to have been
acceptable, but to write about Poland was dubious, and Nicholas |
refused to let the book appear.”™"

Nicholas I’s atittudes toward Poland and Ukraine, though no
doubt not consciously set off against each other, indicate that he
thought the former dangerous and the latter acceptable. Unlike his
brother Alexander I, who was ambivalent on the subject,"** Nicholas
was committed to the eradication of Polish separatism. Even before
the great revolt of 1830-1, he was subtly trying to undermine the
constitution of Poland.”” As a result of the revolt, he conducted
checks on the loyalty of Poles as insignificant as singers in the court
choir.*® It is interesting that recruitment of singers from Left-Bank
Ukraine was at this time proceeding as vigorously as ever.””* One of
the tsar’s measures after the revolt, moving Polish teachers into
Russia in 1839, has already been mentioned. There were many
other measures designed to integrate the Poles into the Russian
system. Not only teachers but Polish pupils were deliberately
brought into Russia, to receive higher education.”” One Curator of
an educational district thought they ought to come at an earlier age
and study in Russian gymnasia, or else they would enter the
universities “being in a certain way satiated with the rules and
opinions of their nation, so damaging for the general well-being.”"®
Poles were anyway virtually obliged to come to Russia for higher
education after the rising of 1830, because one of its direct results
was the closure of their own university at Vilnius. On this occasion
Ukraine benefited materially from Poland’s loss, for the books from
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the library at Vilnius were transferred to the universities of Kiev
and Kharkiv;'~' a specific instance, perhaps, of the way in which
Ukraine was considered “safe” by the central authorities, whereas
Poland was seen as seditious.

The events which lay behind the writing of N. G. Ustrialov’s
Kratkaia russkaia istoriia, which appeared in 1839, illustrated
perfectly the government’s concern for the integration of Poland in
the 1830s. This was precisely the period, as will be shown in
Chapters Six and Seven, when the Ukrainian theme was appearing
frequently in Russian literature, and when Ukraine was playing a
large part in Russian thinking about the nature of the Slavic
identity. It was as if Ukraine was being accepted, and indeed made
much of, in order to attack the Poles. The rivalry between
Ukrainians and Poles which in the seventeenth century had been
local, finding its expression mainly on the right bank of the
Dnieper, now had a much broader significance and was helping to
determine the lines of a wide-ranging debate about Russian
nationality.

Ustrialov’s textbook, which was adopted for use in the schools of
the empire, has often been cited as “highly representative” of
Nicholas 1I’s philosophy of Official Nationality, and its connection
with the contemporary desire to integrate the western provinces into
the empire has been acknowledged.””™ But it has not been
sufficiently emphasized that it was adopted as a textbook as a result
of a specific request from integrators in the western provinces for a
book to use in the schools, and that the government went to great
lengths looking for such a book over a period of six years. In 1834
the honorary inspector of the schools of Grodno distsrict wrote to
the ministry of education asking for a book from which the history
of the western provinces could be taught. He was concerned, he
wrote, for “the restoration, dissemination and establishment in the
western provinces of a [notion of] nationality {narodnost) closely
tied to general Russian nationality.”"” This was the beginning of the
process which led to the eventual official adoption of Ustrialov’s
book. M. P. Pogodin was originally invited to write the necessary
work, and replied that he would write a general Russian history,
demonstrating in the wider context that “this land [the western
provinces] has been our property from time immemorial, an
essential part of Russia.” He waxed eloquent in his letter on the
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subject of Poland, and declared himself ready to do battle “in the
face of all Europe” with the Polish historians Joachim Lelewel,
Julian Niemcewicz and Czartoryski. At the time of the Polish rising
three years before, foreign newspapers’ sympathy with the Poles had
tried him beyond endurance, and now he intended to set the records
straight.In the event Pogodin was unable to meet the minister of
education’s stringent requirements. The minister, S. S. Uvarov, felt
that the theme of the historical integrity of Russia had not been
sufficiently brought out.'~* In 1836 the net was cast wider and a
new historian sought, a man capable of conveying adequately that
“the Russian lands, united by holy bonds of nationality, always
constituted a single whole Ustrialov ultimately met the
government’s requirements."

The trouble taken by the government in this academic matter
reflected the trouble it was taking over Poland in general in the
1830s. Ukraine, Orthodox and non-militant, looked virtuous by
comparison. Literary and intellectual concerns of Ukrainian origin
found a ready audience because, while also springing from the
empire’s frontier zone, they tended to support rather than to attack
the idea of empire.

Direct conflict between Ukrainians and Poles did not disappear in
the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The memory of
earlier enmity received constant reinforcement. In religion Konysky
led the eighteenth-century battle against the Polish Uniate Church,
and was honoured for it by the Ukrainian journalist Vasyl Ruban
and the Ukrainian historian Mykola Bantysh-Kamensky."** In
education the question whether Russian or Polish was to be the
language of instruction in Kiev was only part of a continuing battle
between Polish and Ukrainian educators in Right- and Left-Bank
Ukraine. In late 1812 the director of the Kiev gymnasium wrote to
the ministry of education asking for a new Schools Visitor who
could counterbalance “the harmful bias ... in favour of Krzemieniec
in this province.” Krzemieniec was Tadeusz Czacki’s Polish
gymnasium in Western Ukraine, and the Kiev director knew that “a
new storm of displeasure” would descend upon him “from the West”
for making his request."”

In the intellectual sphere some Ukrainians deliberately cultivated
their rivalry with the Poles, as if anxious to confirm the government
in its apparent view that Ukrainians were virtuous whereas Poles
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were seditious. In 1857 M. O. Maksymovych wrote a review of an
article by the Polish hisotrian M. Grabowski, in which he rejected
the author’s attempt “to place the olive-branch of peace on the
grave of the long played-out Polish-Ukrainian past (davno otzhitoi
stariny polsko-ukrainskoi)”*® Maksymovych was not to be
placated. He would not accept the past influence of Poland on
Ukraine, and minimized the periods when it could have been
operative. For Maksymovych, Poland was still something to be
angry about.  His attitude illustrated why Ukrainians were of
service to Russia. When looking for an identity appropriate to the
newly enlarged empire, early nineteenth-century Russia had to find
one which overcame the problem of Poland. Ukrainians, in earlier
conflicts with Poland, had thought about what it meant to be
“Orthodox Slavic.” They were thus able to play a substantial part
in the creation of an atmosphere whose governmental expression
was the doctrine of Official Nationality.

Ukraine’s importance, furthermore, went beyond the domestic
context. In the mid-nineteenth century the achievement of Slavic
solidarity became important not only within the Russian Empire,
but in an international ideological context. Ukrainians who played a
significant part in this extension of thinking about the Slavs confirm
the notion of a link between the integration of the south into the
Russian Empire and the reassessment of Russia’s cultural priorities.
Andrii Storozhenko, whose review of Gogol’s Vechera will be
discussed in Chapter Six,""* wrote later about the broad
contemporary rivalry between “Latins, Germans, and Slavs.”™" Ivan
Kulzhynsky, author of an influential essay on Ukrainian poetry,™
produced a slight work in 1840 entitled On the Significance of
Russia in the Family of European Nations, in which he expressed
enthusiasm for the distinctive character of Russian nationality and
gave voice to something like the notion of “Holy Russia.”"™ Some
space will be devoted, in Chapter Eight, to consideration of
P. I. Koppen, Osyp Bodiansky and 1. I. Sreznevsky, who spent
their youth in Ukraine, travelled to other Slavic parts of of Eastern
Europe, made comparisons, and laid the intellectual foundations for
pan-slavism; they too, like Storozhenko and Kulzhynsky, lend
credence to the idea that Ukrainians contributed not only to the
redefinition of Russian national identity, but also to the
reorientation of Russia’s links with the world at large. Ukrainians,
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therefore, counteracted Poles and directed the Russians’ attention to
other parts of the Slavic world. In these respects they benefited the
north, and showed that, in the first half of the nineteenth century,
more things united Russians and Ukrainians than divided them.



Chapter Three

The Great North Road

Ukrainian Education

While Ukrainians stayed in Uicraine, only those Russians who dealt
with the south had to pay them much attention. But as the days of
the Hetmanate drew to a close, an increasing number of Ukrainians
migrated northward. In 1786 Opanas Shafonsky offered an
explanation of these departures in his magisterial survey of the
province of Chernihiv:

Forty years or so ago [he wrote], when Little Russians looked for
service nowhere but in Little Russia itself, the children of the gentry
and of the most respected members of the community used to study
Russian at home and then enter the Latin schools. There, for ten
years and more, they studied Latin, the difficult and complex art of
versification, oratory and philosophy, and having already achieved
manhood entered the civil service, beginning in the former General
Military Chancery and then working as chancery officials in the
Little Russian College. They did not consider this in any way
shameful or base, but used to prepare themselves with pleasure for
the fulfilment of various functions. Now, because of the continuing
absence of adequate gymnasia and universities [in Ukraine], gentry
with sufficient means keep foreigners as teachers, but the others send
their children to schools in Moscow, St. Petersburg and other places
or to the various cadet corps, and some even send them abroad, so
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that already in the Little Russian schools it is practically only the
sons of priests and other clerical children who study.’

According to Shafonsky, the teaching on offer in Ukraine’s “Latin
schools,” run by the clergy, was

extremely feeble and inadequate. The poor circumstances of the
teachers, and as a result the shortage both of good teachers and of
books—these are the reasons why science and enlightenment are to
this day in a very undeveloped and poor condition in this region.®

Shafonsky himself had experienced the enlightenment of Western
Europe, and he wanted its benefits to reach his homeland. He had
not received much of his own education in Ukraine. Born in 1740,
he was sent abroad by his father at the age of sixteen and took
doctorates at the universities of Halle, Leiden and Strasbourg. On
returning to Russia he practiced medicine—first near Tsaritsyn,
then in the army at the beginning of Catherine the Great’s first
Turkish war, and finally in Moscow in the 1770s, where he wrote a
celebrated description of the great plague of 1770-2. With the
radical reorganization of Ukrainian local government in the early
1780s, he returned to the south and occupied himself with writing
and local service until his death in 1811~ Committed to improving
the lot of Ukrainians, he believed that Imperial integration offered
them the best prospects.® He practiced what he preached, resigning
from service in 1796 when Paul reintroduced some of the old
Ukrainian forms.® He supported the secular schools introduced by
Catherine’s Schools Commission.” In the long run, his thinking was
undoubtedly correct. The university founded at Kharkiv early in the
nineteenth century did much for the development of Ukraine. Given
that the central government was considering the creation of a
university at Chernihiv in 1786, Shafonsky did well to make a case
for educational reform. The gentry of the Hetmanate, after all, had
called for wuniversities in the early 1760s.* But despite his
foresight—or because of it—Shafonsky failed to give existing
Ukrainian education due weight. It may have lagged behind
education available in the West, but it was a long way ahead of
most of the education available in Russia.

Andrii Storozhenko, writing in the 1830s, explained Ukrainian
migration differently. For him it arose out of ambition, not out of
educational backwardness. Storozhenko criticized Gogol’s assertion
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(in Vechera na khutore bliz Dikanki) that literacy was unusual in
Baturyn in the mid-eighteenth century;

It is not difficult to decide when literacy was greater in Little Russia
(not only in Baturyn), whether in the time of the Hetman or now, if
you take into consideration that in those days Little Russians,
possessing a means of acquiring honours and property in their
homeland, sought these in small numbers in St. Petersburg and in
the other regions of Russia; and that now, on the other hand, poverty
and a feeling of personal worth compel a large part (as we say) of
my poor fellow-countrymen to seek bread in the capital, and when
they have become independent, honours as well. Therefore | think
everyone will agree that there was a higher degree of literacy in our
region under the Hetmans than at the present time, when literate
Ukrainians have been scattered throughout the entire expanse of the
Russian State.’

For Storozhenko, then, “poverty and a feeling of personal worth,”
explained Ukrainians’ migration. Ukrainian education was not at
fault. Having lost the opportunity to become Companions of the
Standard in Hlukhiv, Ukrainians sought outlets for their talents
throughout the length and breadth of the empire.

Storozhenko was nearer the mark than Shafonsky. The central
government was quick to capitalize on Ukrainians’ natural
inclinations to move, for their educational background could be put
to good use. Whereas Shafonsky argued that Ukrainians migrated
because their educational opportunities at home were slim, often
they were given the chance to move for precisely the opposite
reason—because their education was superior. As the empire
expanded and its administration grew, the authorities needed more
civil servants; owing to its strong educational tradition, Ukraine was
able to provide them. Petro Zavadovsky, head of Catherine the
Great’s Schools Commission and himself Ukrainian, wrote identical
letters to the Bishop of Chernihiv and the Metropolitan of Kiev in
1789, in which he made it clear why Ukrainian students appealed to
St. Petersburg;

Of all the men sent to the Commission for the Establishment of
Schools to fulfil teachers’ duties, at various times and from various
spiritual seminaries, the best, the most capable, and in particular the
most upstanding have always been those who studied in the
Chernihiv spiritual seminary/the Kiev Spiritual Academy----
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In 1823 the Rector of the Kharkiv Collegium, Andrii Prokopovych,
wrote to a former Chancellor of the empire, N. P. Rumiantsev,
describing the service careers of his sons (who had studied in
Kharkiv). Rumiantsev replied that he valued the Collegium partly
“because of the observation which | made in the course of my
service that a large proportion of the outstanding ministerial
officials are products of this institution.”" Ukrainians, then, were of
use to the Russians. The various routes which they took from south
to north will be described in the next section, and their activities in
Russia will occupy the remainder of the book; but first, | shall look
at the principal reason for their usefulness.

The Ukrainian educational spectrum was broader than any to be
found within the Russian Empire before the widespread
introduction of state-run secular schools in the 1780s. Ukrainian
parents set great store by learning. V. T. Narizhny’s Bursak could
read, write and sing all eight tones of the Orthodox plainchant
before he was twelve.”™ levhen Hrebinka deplored the way in which,
in the 1840s, a man was considered educated at seventeen. In the
old days, he said, parents who noticed in their son an aptitude for
learning sent him to the Kiev Academy. There he studied until well
past seventeen, only to be sent on to Lviv after a week’s rest at
home, and after that to Konigsberg, Leipzig and beyond.” The roots
of education ran deep in Ukrainian soil. The parish clergy, though
far from sophisticated, seem not to have been in quite such a
depressed condition as they were elsewhere in the empire.”* Illia
Tymkovsky, later a major figure in the establishment of Kharkiv
University, described how village life in Ukraine in the 1770s and
1780s centred on the church, and how his early instruction was
based on textbooks brought from a monastery on the right bank of
the Dnieper.'”t Parish schools proliferated. According to one
calculation, there were 866 schools in seven of the ten regiments of
the Hetmanate in the 1740s—in other words, in more than
80 per cent of the centres of population in those areas.'® The
Governor of Ukraine was making use of local schools to increase
the literacy of Cossack children in 1767. They seem to have
flourished until the Ukrainian peasantry’s right of movement was
curtailed in the early 1780s; thereafter, presumably, peasants were
unable to seek out the good ones and they failed for want of
support.™
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The Kiev Academy stood at the summit of the Ukrainian
educational order. The largest educational institution in the
empire,it led the field because it sprang from more cultivated
traditions than those which obtained in the north. It arose in the
days of Polish rule, when the Ukrainian Orthodox were defending
themselves against the Catholic Counter-Reformation and the
Polish-sponsored Uniate Church. Originally, the Orthodox under
Polish rule grouped themselves in “brotherhoods.”® The Kiev
Academy, not yet so called, emerged in 1615 from the union of an
earlier school founded by the Kiev brotherhood and Kiev’s
Monastery of the Caves.™ Although Orthodox, the Academy
derived its inspiration from Polish Catholic culture, which was in
advance of Russian. The academy owed its greatness in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to Petro Mohyla, who in the
1630s gave it the form it retained. ™

The Polish affinities of Kievan education were discernible well
into the eighteenth century. Latin, the principal subject of study (in
itself an indication that the academy owed much to Catholic
culture), was long taught from the De Institutione Grammatica of
Emmanuel Alvarez, which could only have come to Russia from the
West via Poland.” When, in the 1760s, the reform of the academy’s
syllabus began in earnest, one of the steps in the process of
modernization was to give Polish, as a language, the same status as
Russian and Latin'—a sure sign that there were still large numbers
of Poles studying at the academy, and that it retained its westward
orientation. A nineteenth-century writer, discussing why the Nizhyn
lycee was founded at Nizhyn and not in the principal city of
Ukraine, when it was intended to offer the fruits of enlightenment
to Ukraine as a whole, argued that Kiev remained a fundamentally
Polish city long after it came into Russian hands.“ The author of a
description of Kiev, writing in 1760, pointed out that the students of
the academy often came from Poland™* In the early nineteenth
century, when the academy was being bypassed by the newly
established state schools and its future was under discussion, one of
the plans suggested was to turn it into a Polish school on the lines
of the Krzemieniec gymnasium in Ukraine.”’

Theoretically the Kiev Academy trained priests, and this is what
it did exclusively after 1819, when its fate was decided and it
changed its name to the Kiev Spiritual Seminary. Before then, it
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catered for a much larger cross-section of the community. Until
about 1780, more than half the students were usually from
non-clerical families”* The course of study, which at its fullest
extent lasted thirteen years, was designed with future priests in
mind, for the classes through which the students passed were named
after their principal subjects of study and the last was called
“Theology,” in which a student who completed the course would
have spent the last four of his thirteen years. In practice, many
students left the academy before reaching the last two classes.
Students were concentrated, in fact, in the two classes immediately
before the last two, the first of which they could enter directly from
the lesser church schools. The picture which emerges, therefore, is
more fluid than the formality of the thirteen-year, theologically
oriented course suggests. Many students entered the academy for a
relatively brief period in the middle of the course, and having taken
advantage of the general education it offered, left to continue their
education elsewhere or to go into service.”\’

A complaint commonly directed at the Kiev Academy, not least
by certain eighteenth-century Ukrainians, was that its curriculum
bore little relation to the needs of contemporary society.
Shafonsky’s views on the teaching available in the Latin schools
have already been cited. Concentration on Latin was felt to be a
poor preparation for a life of government service. A Ukrainian
working in St. Petersburg, lakiv Halynkovsky, made a savage
attack on it early in the nineteenth century.”” But Latin was not
altogether useless in eighteenth-century Europe. It was still an
international language of instruction, and made Ukrainians
particularly well-qualified to go abroad and continue their studies.
It also made it easier, no doubt, for foreigners to come to Kiev.M
The composer Berezovsky, a product of the Kiev Academy, found
Latin useful when he was studying in Bologna in the 1760s and
1770s.” The doctor Terekhovsky, who became one of the leading
figures in the anti-German movement in Russian medicine in the
1780s,” submitted his doctoral thesis in Latin in Strasbourg in
MIS}* Latin was the language of instruction in the Russian
medical schools, where most of the teachers were German. In 1761,
for example, the Curator of Moscow University wrote to his
Director saying that the Medical Chancery had asked for thirty
pupils who knew Latin;™ not surprisingly, many such requests were
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addressed to the Kiev Academy, where everyone knew Latin. Even
in its unreformed condition, then, the academy’s curriculum was not
without relevance to the educational needs of Russia.

In the second half of the eighteenth century, moreover, it was
considerably revised and made much more attractive. The principal
reformer, Samiilo Myslavsky, served as Rector of the academy in
the 1760s and as Metropolitan of Kiev in the 1780s, and in the
course of these two periods succeeded in making Kiev a more
modern educational centre. In the first period he dropped the old
Latin textbook of Alvarez and put Polish on a par with Latin and
Russian to meet the needs of the academy’s many Polish students.
He placed much more emphasis on the teaching of foreign
languages, making it clear to students in the upper classes—those
marked out for the priesthood—that they would fail to get
ecclesiastical preferment if they took little account of the modern
elements in the curriculum. Greek had long been taught in Kiev,
Hebrew and German for some time, and French since 1753, but
only now did the emphasis begin to be placed on them. Myslavsky
went much farther in his second period of involvement in the life of
the academy. He had spent about fourteen years in the north before
returning to Kiev, and was clearly sympathetic toward the central
government’s policy of extending European enlightenment. In 1783
he appointed a separate teacher of arithmetic, and in 1784 ordered
the grammar teacher to teach history and geography as well. He
brought in a teacher of Russian language and literature, doubled
the provision for the learning of French, and employed a native
German teacher. He acted in full accordance with the Holy Synod’s
decree of 27 December 1785, which stated the desirability of
introducing into existing church schools the methods about to be
employed in the secular schools.”* Under the influence of
Myslavsky, the teaching staff at the academy changed sharply in
the course of the 1780s. Until then, broadly speaking, almost all the
teachers had been monks; from then on, more than three-quarters
were secular.” Illustrative of the change was the appointment of
lakiv Odyntsov as teacher of Russian grammar, drawing, and
general history in 1789 Having been sent from the academy to
train at the St. Petersburg teachers’ seminary, he combined feeling
for the south with the benefits of a modern education. The
Ukrainian journalist Fedir Tumansky, who worked for the Schools
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Commission in St. Petersburg, agitated for Odintsov’s release from
the teachers’ seminary,” thereby showing that Myslavsky was not
the only Ukrainian who felt that the Kiev Academy should be
brought into the modern age. Another Ukrainian journalist working
in the capital, Vasyl Anastasevych, showed in his radicalism the
effects of the academy’s transformation. Irynei Falkovsky, his
favourite teacher in Kiev, had completed his education in the
Habsburg Empire, and because of the modernity of his interests had
been unable to secure a teaching post at the academy until after the
coming of Myslavsky."’” It was to Falkovsky that Anastevych owed
many of his forward-looking ideas.""

Ukrainians who moved from south to north and became involved
in Russian journalism tended to convey in their work the
importance of the Kiev Academy. Nearly all the journalists
considered in Chapter Five made clear, in St. Petersburg, how
much they owed to their alma mater, or at least, in the case of the
hostile Halynkovsky, they showed how deep an impression it had
left upon them. Hryhorii Braiko, the Ukrainian editor of
Sankt-Peterburgskii vestnik, reported the disastrous fire which
destroyed the academy library in 1780;*" Anastasevych reported the
second fire of 1811."" A eulogy of Myslavsky was one of the last
things written by that archetypal Ukrainian journalist in the capital,
Vasyl Ruban.*" Perhaps the most striking example of the way in
which Kiev’s part in Russian education was being debated in Russia
in the eighteenth century was provided by Mikhail Lomonosov’s
objection to an article on the subject by Hryhorii Poletyka, the
defender of Ukrainian rights at the Legislative Commission of
1767-8. Lomonosov felt that the article, entitled O nachale,
vozobnovlenii i rasprostranenii ucheniia i uchilishch v Rossii i o
nyneshnem onykh sostoianii, concentrated too heavily on Kiev at
the expense of Moscow.™* His objections could almost be seen as the
reaction of a man from the extreme north to the extravagant claims
made by a keen southerner. But since it has been conclusively
shown that Lomonosov visited Kiev and took advantage of the
opportunities for study which it offered,"** perhaps subliminally he
recognized the claims of the south and was “protesting too much” in
his attempt to set them in context.

Within  Ukraine, the Kiev Academy was only the most
distinguished of a number of educational institutions which in the
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late eighteenth century contributed greatly to the provision of
educated personnel for the expanding Imperial administration. As
the senior church school, it provided a model for the educational
activities of the other Ukrainian seminaries, all of which, as we
shall see, sent pupils northward to enlarge the cadre of educated
Russians. It was the prototype for Ukraine’s other great educational
centre, the Kharkiv Collegium, which fulfilled in the east the
purpose which the Kiev Academy served in the centre and the
west.” In Kharkiv there was no direct Polish influence. The
collegium was founded as the Bilhorod seminary in 1722, after
Peter the Great had called for spiritual schools in each eparchy the
previous year. The military commander in Ukraine, Prince Mikhail
Mikhailovich Golitsyn, transferred the seminary to Kharkiv in 1726
in order that a larger proportion of the secular as well as the church
community could benefit from it. In June 1727 it already had more
than 400 pupils, and in 1734, having hitherto been known in its
Kharkiv period as a “Slav-Greek-Latin school” (on the lines of the
institution in Moscow), it assumed the grandiloquent title of
collegium. For the remainder of the eighteenth century, and until
they both became purely ecclesiastical institutions in the second
decade of the nineteenth century, the Kharkiv Collegium was
second only to the Kiev Academy among the educational
institutions of Ukraine, quickly outdistancing the older Chernihiv
Collegium. It had about 700 students at a time. Of its rectors the
most distinguished was the last before the early nineteenth-century
reform, Andrii Prokopovych, Rumiantsev’s correspondent."*

Among its teachers the collegium numbered in the 1750s the
celebrated Ukrainian philosopher Hryhorii Skovoroda, who had far
outshone Myslavsky when they were students together at the Kiev
Academy. Kharkiv alumni included at least two Metropolitans of
Kiev, a Curator of Kharkiv University, the Empress Elizabeth’s
secretary, the poet Mykola Hnidych and the historian and journalist
Kachenovsky. Kharkiv, like Kiev, catered for far more than the
mere training of priests. The patronage of the Golitsyns, bestowed
in the 1720s on the understanding that the collegium meet the
needs of the whole community, continued to ensure that, however
much they would have liked to do so, the clerical authorities were
unable to close their doors to the non-clerical ranks. As late as
1802, when secular education was stronger in Russia and the
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collegium might perhaps have been forgiven for concentrating
rather more on its original ecclesiastical function, A. M. Golitsyn
wrote to Kharkiv to remind the authorities v*hy his family allowed
its name to be connected with them.” No less than Kiev, Kharkiv
was training not merely churchmen but servants of the empire as a
whole.

The Kiev Academy, the Kharkiv Collegium, the lesser seminaries
and the parish schools of Ukraine exemplified the relatively high
degree of eighteenth-century Ukrainian culture. They should be
seen in perspective. A recent student of the parish clergy in the
central dioceses of the empire observed that “most provincial
seminaries subjected the youths to a harrowing experience of
deprivation, hardship and intellectual abuse.”®Life was no doubt
hard in Kiev too—but less hard, perhaps, than elsewhere. Certainly
Kiev and Kharkiv educated more non-clerical children than their
counterparts in the north, and made their mark more widely.
Despite the fact that the Kiev Academy was modelled on older
Western institutions, it was not wholly out of touch either with the
eighteenth-century world in general or with its immediate
environment. “Analysts who unequivocally declare the programme
of the academy “scholastic” are hardly correct™ Ukrainian schools
had been forward-looking and combative in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries.” In the eighteenth century they continued to
produce creative thinkers and to foster local culture. Konysky, lakiv
Kozelsky and Skovoroda stood out among thinkers produced by the
eighteenth-century Russian Empire. They were all products of the
Kiev Academy and preserved their links with Ukraine. It was long
thought possible that Konysky wrote the autonomist Istoriia Rusov.
Kozelsky returned to serve in Ukraine two years after having
published (in St. Petersburg) his Filosoficheskie predlozheniia, one
of the outstanding works of philosophy to appear in Russia in the
second half of the eighteenth century. Skovoroda remained at the
end of his life “in speech a pure Little Russian.”” These thinkers
were neither constrained by their Ukrainian upbringing nor
forgetful of it. Perhaps their intellectual activities seem too rarefied
to say much about the generality of Ukrainian experience.
Skovoroda’s “passion,” however, “was to live in a peasant
environment,”™ whilst Konysky’s play Voskresenie mertvykh has
been interpreted as an allegorical attempt to deplore the way in
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which Ukrainian nobles were seizing the lands of rank-and-file
Cossacks.* Both Skovoroda and Konysky were involved with the
Ukrainian world around them. A literary scholar has argued that,
in the eighteenth century, poetry written in the Latin schools
became less “scholastic” and closer to Ukrainian speech.” Although
plays in Ukrainian educational establishments were written in
Church Slavonic, they contained interludes in the vernacular. In
1794 Opanas Lobysevych asked Konysky for the interludes to
Voskresenie mertvykh (written fifty years previously). Lobysevych
was an enthusiast for the Ukrainian language, and believed his
cause could be furthered by material written for the stylized Kievan
stage. Clearly that stage was by no means utterly divorced from the
life beyond the walls* The Kiev Academy and its offshoots came
from the West, but they were not inimical to Ukrainian culture; in
some respects they promoted it.

Measuring the extent of non-ecclesiastical enlightenment in
eighteenth-century Ukraine poses great problems. A study of
thirteen subscription lists to Russian journals published between
1777 and 1799 suggests the presence of “a reservoir of provincial
subscribers [not confined to Ukraine] more numerous than other
sources had indicated.”™ Going beyond this suggestion is difficult.
In the second half of the seventeenth century, and in the eighteenth
century, primers were being published in Ukraine in large
quantities, but after 1720, owing to the tsar’s prohibition, only
religious books could apear there.*® Manuscripts like those of the
Cossack chroniclers and the traveller Vasyl Hryhorovych-Barsky
circulated widely, but were expensive to copy and not always
obtainable even by those on the lookout for them.* Two studies of
the library of the Kharkiv Collegium in the mid-eighteenth century
give some indication of the relatively wide range of reading matter
available to students,™ but their author points out elsewhere that
libraries in private hands in Ukraine have not, as yet, received
enough attention.”r The comments on Dmytro Troshchynsky’s
library in the next chapter will do a little, perhaps, to reduce this
deficiency; of Petro Zavadovsky’s library on his estate of Lialychi
we know only that it contained 3,750 volumes** Ukrainians
certainly bought books, to judge by the activities of the merchants
of Poltava. Hryhorii Paskevych returned from Wroclaw in May
1781 with 725 French and German medical books; his colleague
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Osyp Pashchenko brought back another 140 six months later.™ One
suspects, from the hints available, that reading went on outside the
schools as well as inside them, and that both secular and
ecclesiastical works came to hand. The schools alone, however, are
enough to illustrate the relative sophistication of eighteenth-century
Ukrainian culture, and it was on the schools that the central
government drew.
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Migration to the Capitals

There were Ukrainians in Russia long before the second half of the
eighteenth century. To continue the bookselling theme which ended
the previous section, a bookseller from Ukraine set up shop in
Moscow in the 1690s with a large and varied assortment of books
for sale, the like of which was not to be found in the hands of other
booksellers.» Even earlier than that, Ukrainians 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 reform. Peter’s ecclesiastical agents,
Teofan Prokopovych and Stefan lavorsky, are probably the
best-known Ukrainians in Russian history.”” Migrant Ukrainians of
the late eighteenth century, however, differed from their
predecessors in that they were involved in every aspect of
government activity, from international negotiations to the smallest
details of the civil infrastructure. In earlier days, of course, the
influence of churchmen extended beyond the domain of the church,
and the church itself played a larger part in the life of the country,
so that the influence of a Ukrainian churchman could be extensive;
but the secular Ukrainians of the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries ultimately made more various impressions on
the general cultural complexion of the empire. The pre-
revolutionary author of Malorossiiskoe vliianie na veliko-
russkuiu tserkovnuiu zhizn ended his study in 1762, because
under Catherine the Great the laws which already existed about the
appointment of Russians to positions of authority in the church
began to be rigorously enforced.”* This ending of a long-lived aspect
of Ukrainian pre-eminence was not the end of Ukrainian influence
as a whole. As one of the major historians of the Kiev Academy put
it, under Catherine the Great “the range of influence of
the... academy... became a great deal broader than before and
embraced practically all aspects not only of the ecclesiastical but of
the state life of Russia.”* Ukrainians’ influence became harder to
trace because it was no longer so heavily concentrated in a single
sphere, but the numbers of men involved and the range of their
activities were larger, and the cumulative effect of Ukrainian
migration was at least as historically significant as in the past.
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Ukrainian schools were still flourishing in the late eighteenth
century, catering for large numbers of pupils, educating the lay as
well as the ecclesiastical community, and adapting their curricula to
meet the demands of a new age. Yet by the second decade of the
nineteenth century they were no more than church seminaries. The
central government introduced a new school system to speed the
process of Imperial integration. As Max Okenfuss demonstrated,
the secular schools introduced in the 1780s “were the offspring not
of educational thought, but of provincial reorganization in the
aftermath of southern and western expansion.”’® Catherine the
Great could have used the church as the agent of her centralizing
schools reform, but for philosophical reasons she chose not to do
so.M Meanwhile, to staff her expanding administration, she needed
men. To obtain them, she removed students from the church
schools, thereby accelerating their already inevitable decline. In this
respect the Ukrainian seminaries suffered more than their northern
counterparts, for they were better able to supply personnel. The
Kiev Academy, in other words, declined partly by virtue of its own
success. Although it was an institution in which “everything was
foreseen and calculated, and nothing omitted that might contribute
to its well-being,” a contemporary observed truly that “an
educational institution flourishes only when it possesses capable
directors and capable pupils.””~ Capable pupils were taken away in
the second half of the eighteenth century, and morale at the
academy sank proportionately.”

From the time of Peter the Great the Russian government had
been looking almost desperately for trained officials. Often it had
found them beyond the confines of the empire—Germans, French,
Italians, Englishmen. But even under Peter “special emphasis” had
been laid, not surprisingly, on the recruitment of Slavic-speaking
foreigners.™ Just as Serbs made good colonizers of the unsettled
parts of Ukraine,”» and just as Sub-Carpathian Ukrainians were
attractive to Russia in the early nineteenth century,so Ukrainians
from central Ukraine, who were already subjects of the Russian
Empire, were likely to make good servants of St. Petersburg.
Beneficiaries of an educational tradition which was in origin
non-Russian, they were nevertheless faced with few language
problems on entering Russia, and could be expected to blend
imperceptibly into the fabric of Russian life.
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A study of the St. Petersburg “teachers’ seminary” bears out the
extent to which central government looked to Ukraine for personnel
in the late eighteenth century. It provides one example among many
of the way in which Russian institutions of higher education
summoned their pupils, above all, from the south. The seminary, or
gymnasium as it was otherwise known, existed from 1783 to 1803 to
train teachers for Catherine the Great’s new schools. After 1803 the
seminary was replaced by the St. Petersburg Pedagogical Institute,
which in turn gave way to St. Petersburg University in 1819; so
that it marked the beginning of a long tradition in Russian secular
education. Since for most of its life the seminary was in the overall
charge of Petro Zavadovsky (in his capacity as head of Catherine’s
Schools Commission), it was perhaps not particularly surprising
that it looked to Ukraine for pupils. Zavadovsky’s remarks on the
quality of Ukrainian students, quoted earlier in this chapter, reflect
a degree of local patriotism; the way in which he made use of
Ukrainians in his career in the capital is discussed in the next
chapter. But he must have summoned Ukrainian trainers for
practical as well as personal reasons, because it cost a lot to get
them to St. Petersburg. In March 1790 Samiilo Myslavsky,
Metropolitan of Kiev, claimed a rebate from Zavadovsky for the
cost of sending twenty-five students from Kiev to St. Petersburg
two months previously. He said he had spent 1,206 rubles on items
including transport, the purchase of coats, boots and winter
headgear, and the expenses of the students en route. He admitted
that the figure seemed high, but put it down to high prices in
general and the unusual character of the recent winter, in which not
enough snow had fallen to make the roads easy.” The price was
indeed high. The budget of the Schools Commission in the first four
years of its existence was thirty thousand rubles a year. In that time
the commission spent a total of 27,394 rubles on the upkeep of
students at the teachers’ seminary.”* Spending more than a thousand
rubles on procuring twenty-five Ukrainian students showed that the
centre was keen to have them.”

A long document dealing with the careers of students at the
teachers’ seminary (their appointments on completing the course,
their changes of school, their departures into the civil service)
concludes with a complete list of the seminarians containing notes
on their origins and whereabouts.*” The list is in five parts, divided
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by the students’ dates of entry into the seminary:

Date of entry Total no. of entrants No. of southerners
1782-6 211 37
1786-9 118 70
1790 34 28
1790-5 55 16
1799-1800 26 0
Totals 444« 151

Of the southerners on the list, 90 came from the Kiev Academy,
25 from Kharkiv, 23 from Chernihiv, 5 from Pereiaslav, 5 from
Bilhorod and 3 from Novhorod-Siversky, which is a fair indication
of the relative standing of the various Ukrainian seminaries. There
are a number of reasons why Ukrainians were summoned in
particularly large numbers in the second half of the 1780s. This was
the period immediately after the final integration of the Hetmanate
into the administrative structure of the empire, when for political as
well as educational reasons it was in the government’s interest to
bring southerners to St. Petersburg and show them that they stood
to gain from closer involvement with the Russians. At the same
time this was the period when the Schools Commission was at its
most active. Having obtained students for the seminary from 28
sources in the period 1782-6, the schools administration may have
discovered that the same sources were unable to supply them in
such large numbers so soon afterward. As a result, it probably
turned to the southern institutions because they were the largest
and the most fruitful.*» Later, when the flurry of school-building in
Catherine’s last years was over and there was no need to cast the
net so widely, the 26 men who constituted the fifth intake of
1799-1800 all came from St. Petersburg, Tver or Moscow.

Perhaps the large number of Ukrainians who entered the
teachers’ seminary between 1786 and 1790 were summoned partly
because the government had completed the administrative
integration of Ukraine and was now beginning to work on its
infrastructure. It therefore had to train Ukrainian teachers to work
in Ukrainian schools. This, however, is unlikely to have been the
most important reason for summoning Ukrainians. The Kiev



The Great North Road 57

1)

Academy was the joint-largest single supplier of the teachers
seminary even in the period of the first intake; and by no means all
those Ukrainians who came north returned to Ukraine when their
training was complete. Ukrainians constituted more than a third of
the total number of students entering the seminary, and were
studying in greater numbers than were required by the need to staff
the new Ukrainian secular schools. They began to flow over into
many areas of Russian life. They came, it has been said, not so
much to study the humanities as to confirm that what was being
taught in St. Petersburg was the same as in the reformed Kiev
Academy;*" and having discovered this, they quickly left to fulfil
themselves in other ways. One went to work in the Holy Synod,
another transferred from teaching to medicine, a number “retired”
for unspecified reasons (no doubt because they had found more
interesting employment), some were released to other, undescribed
jobs (v drugoe zvanie), some were expelled, many pleaded illness
and left teaching, one went into the army,one into the
St. Petersburg censorship, one into the administration of the crown
lands, one to work for the geographer G. |. Shelekhov.** Even of
those (still the majority) who stayed in teaching, relatively few
returned to Ukraine. Many stayed on in St. Petersburg, and the
rest were scattered throughout the length and breadth of the
empire.

The St. Petersburg teachers’ seminary provides a neat, coherent
example of the way in which Ukrainians were taking advantage of
the opportunities to move northward in the second half of the
eighteenth century. It was by no means the earliest opportunity
which presented itself, however, nor indeed the most striking
instance of central government exploitation of the Ukrainian
educational tradition. Perhaps thefirst major non-ecclesiastical call
for Ukrainians came from the Russian medical schools. The
Medical Chancery’s application of 1761 to Moscow University has
already been mentioned,®* but before that the Chancer was pro-
curing large numbers of students from the south. This is a subject
which has been relatively intensively studied.** In the last century it
was calculated that of 523 doctors practising in Russia in the
eighteenth century, 431 were foreigners, another 31 had foreign
surnames and were presumably second-generation immigrants, while
of the remaining 61, 42 were Ukrainian and only 19 Russian:*
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which indicated that all parts of the empire were technically
backward, but that Ukrainian educational preparation was superior
to that obtainable in Russia. This impression is confirmed by a
modern list of the most distinguished products of the
eighteenth-century Russian hospital schools.®* Of 73 names on the
list, only 20 appear to have had no southern connection whatsoever.
The Latin taught in the church schools of Ukraine enabled
Ukrainians to take advantage of the medical instruction offered in
Latin by foreigners teaching in the Russian medical schools.
Seventeen fifty-four seems to have marked the first edict from the
Holy Synod to the Kiev Academy instructing it to release students
for medical training,*’ and thereafter there were constant departures
to the northern schools. One authority argues that they fell away
only when other opportunities for moving northward
arose—provided, for example, by the teachers’ seminary or by the
possibility of direct entry into the civil service*® By 1795 the
academy was unable to meet all the demands placed upon it by the
medical authorities, for in that year Myslavsky had to tell
V. L Zinoviev, head of Russia’s Medical College, that not only
could he not supply the 25 new students Zinoviev had asked for, but
that he could not produce even one.”” By then large numbers of
future doctors had already gone north. If the academy was
exhausting itself in trying to provide educated personnel for an
integrated empire, its influence, and the influence of Ukraine as a
whole, were beginning to be felt in northern secular society.
Ukrainians did not have to become teachers or doctors in order to
make their way north. Often they did not wait for a call but left
Ukraine of their own accord. Many entered Moscow University
after its foundation in 1755. The journalist Ruban and the archivist
and historian Mykola Bantysh-Kamensky were among the first
products of the Kiev Academy to do so. Bantysh-Kamensky stayed
in Moscow until his death in 1814, and provided something of a
focus for other Ukrainians in Russia. The seminarian Ivan
Martynov, later Zavadovsky’s right-hand man at the ministry of
education, called on him on his way to St. Petersburg in 1788.” A
copy of Ruban’s will was to be found at Bantysh-Kamensky’s house
in 1795, enabling interested parties to make their claims.’?
Mykhailo Antonovsky, another journalist of Ukrainian origin who
worked in Russia, was instrumental in organizing finance for a
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group of Kievans to come to Moscow University in the early 1780s.
Some of them went on to distinguish themselves.”* Later, travelling
south with the Imperial party in the progress of 1787, Antonovsky
persuaded his master, I. G. Chernyshev, to take on a number of
Kiev academicians for the Admiralty College.”» When one energetic
Ukrainian found his feet in Russia, it could notably accelerate the
northward movement of others. That Ukrainians were welcomed at
Moscow University is perhaps shown by the greeting which
M. M. Kheraskov, the Curator, accorded Illia Tymkovsky when he
learnt that they were fellow-countrymen.”® For more than thirty
years the head of the noble pension attached to Moscow University
was Anton Prokopovych-Antonsky, one of the Ukrainians whom
Antonovsky had brought north in the early 1780s. In the words of
the pension’s historian, “As a Little Russian indebted to Moscow
for his education, Antonsky had as one of his constant goals the
bringing together (sblizhenie) of his fellow-countrymen with the
Muscovites.” The list of those who received prizes at the pension,
which included the Ukrainian names Rodzianko, Poletyka and
Velychko, bears out this assertion.”

Martynov’s migration to St. Petersburg in 1788, mentioned
above, took place as the result of a particular centralizing
manoeuvre on the part of the Imperial government: making the
Alexander Nevsky monastery in St. Petersburg the focal point for
the higher (religious) education of seminarians. Just as the teachers’
seminary was founded to provide the new secular schools with
teachers, so now seminary teachers were to be given uniform
instruction. Many of them, having been given the opportunity to
come to St. Petersburg, never returned to their places of origin.
Seminarians, as D. N. Sverbeev said in his memoirs,’* were much
the best students of the day, and possessed talents which could be
put to much better use in government than in the seminaries. So
Martynov went on to a career not in the church but in the civil
service; a pattern best exemplified by that greatest of all
seminarians, a non-Ukrainian, M. M. Speransky, who came from
Vladimir to St. Petersburg at the same time as Martynov.”

Many smaller migrations from south to north were set in train by
bodies with more specialized educational aims than those hitherto
discussed. We have seen how one energetic Ukrainian, Antonovsky,
facilitated the northward movement of others. The Ukrainian
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A. O. Samborsky, who had been priest at the Russian Embassy in
London and tutor to the young Alexander I, brought students from
the Kharkiv Collegium to the short-lived agricultural school which
he was instrumental in establishing outside St. Petersburg in 1797.
So far as is known, he summoned students only from Kharkiv, an
indication of the way in which Ukrainians looked after their own."®
Another specialist institution to which Ukrainians were summoned
(in larger numbers and over a longer period) was the Academy of
Arts.** The number of distinguished late eighteenth-century and
early nineteenth-century artists and sculptors who came from
Ukraine—I. P. Martos, D. H. Levytsky, V. L. Borovykovsky—was
either a measure of southerners’ innate artistic gifts, or an
indication of the way in which a technical skill best acquired in the
south could now, in the context of an integrated empire, find a
wider field for expression and bring richer rewards. The painters
may have sprung from a church tradition, icon-painting, which was
better preserved in the south than the north. Borovykovsky came
from a family of icon-painters, and himself painted icons before
moving to the capital in 1788.""

Also artists, many musicians moved from south to north. Their
presence in Ukraine was another reflection of the ecclesiastical
pre-eminence which the south enjoyed before Catherine the Great,
for music was important in the life of the church.The Imperial
authorities were making use of ecclesiastical traditions to give the
empire a less ecclesiastical complexion. Singers had long been
drawn from the south. As early as 1737 a governor of Ukraine
(P. A. Rumiantsev’s father) had set up a singing-school in Hlukhiv
in response to a government decree.A century later scouts were
still being sent south almost annually to find singers for the court
choir. The reason was made clear in an instruction of 1832:

Since ordinary voices are often to be found here, it would not be
worth the effort and the superfluous expenditure to send to Little
Russia for them, and so | instruct Your Excellency to make your
choice on the strictest basis.

Ukrainians’ musical ability acquired significance in various Russian
cultural and political contexts. The empire’s leading composers were
Ukrainian.'®" Ukrainians brought with them their folk music, which
was to play a large part in the early nineteenth-century debates
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about indigenous Slavic culture. Vasyl Trutovsky, a Ukrainian
court singer of the late eighteenth century, was one of the first to
publish some of those Ukrainian folksongs which were to attract so
much attention in the 1820s and 1830s.“" Perhaps more important,
court singers from Ukraine did not necessarily remain within the
confines of the court. Like their fellow-countrymen who became
doctors and teachers, they had enjoyed in the south an educational
preparation which fitted them for service in all the different fields
of Imperial administration. They were not slow to transfer to other
walks of life when occasion arose. Brought to the capital because
better qualified than Russians to fulfill or train for specific
functions, they started “looking about them” after their arrival. The
most startling promotion achieved by a Ukrainian singer was
probably that of Oleksa Rozumovsky, who married the Empress
Elizabeth and made his family’s name for a century.”* Other
Ukrainian singers advanced more steadily, but not insignificantly.
In January 1767 Catherine the Great asked Moscow University to
take on nine court singers, six of them apparently Ukrainian.'®’ She
was giving them the chance to prepare for other forms of service.
One of the many Ukrainian doctors began as a court singer before
transferring to the medical service, and thereafter studied in Leiden
before becoming physician to a guards’ regiment. A pair of
singers summoned from Kharkiv by Kochubei in 1798, for despatch
to the Russian Embassy in London, had even more interesting
careers. One of them spent the last forty years of his life as Russian
consul in Boston and New York and wrote literary works in
English." The other was Nikolai Longinov, a product of the
Kharkiv Collegium, who returned from London to Russia and
became secretary to the Empress Elizabeth. Even when still within
the court choir a Ukrainian might have influence beyond the
musical sphere—at least to judge by the way one Stotsky attempted
to find work for Anastasevych after the latter had been sacked by
Czartoryski in 1817."~ When this potential power of patronage is
set alongside the possibilities of further advance which were open to
singers, their significance becomes still more apparent.

Singers are illustrative of what was happening to many of the
Ukrainians who came north in the eighteenth century. The way in
which they transferred from court life to the civil service at large
may be compared with the behaviour of many who were originally



62 Ukrainian Impact on Russian Culture

earmarked for the teaching or the medical professions. The
government needed bureaucrats as well as doctors and teachers, and
given the chronic shortage of manpower there were many
opportunities for Ukrainians to move into offices. M. M. Shtrange,
whilst speaking of I. H. Tumansky, refers to the many Ukrainians
who were serving in the Senate in the 1750s and 1760s." At the
end of the century, when the government acquired vast new areas of
land in the west and south-west, the civil authorities were reduced
on at least one occasion to applying directly to the Kiev Academy
for potential civil servants. Whereas earlier the academy’s students
had been entering the civil service indirectly, after being released in
the first instance for further study, now they were being invited to
cut out the intervening stages. The Governor-General in the western
provinces, P. V. Tutolmin, wrote to Samiilo Myslavsky explaining
that he needed more than 1300 chancery officials to handle the
administration of the provinces newly acquired from Poland. How
many could the Kiev Academy supply? By this time Myslavsky
seems to have had enough of losing his best men to the central
power. He replied that he could provide no more than twenty, from
the ranks of those who were not needed to fill ecclesiastical places.
Nor could he vouch for the administrative capacity of those he
would send, for their studies gave them not the least idea of the way
in which secular business was conducted.But Myslavsky was
fighting a losing battle. If he thought to save his students for the
church and to part only with those whom the church did not need,
he had lost the argument long before this exchange of 1795.
Although the Kiev Academy was indeed to become a purely
ecclesiastical body, it did so only when its task as provider of
secular personnel had been accomplished, and when the secular
schools and universities, which it had helped considerably, were able
to take over.

Memoir literature shows how Ukrainians of greater and lesser
importance were interconnected in St. Petersburg in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The many different roads
leading from Ukraine came together in the Imperial capital.
V. N. Hettun, for example, arrived in mid-1797 after his judicial
position in the south had been abolished under Paul’s reform of the
Ukrainian administration. Through his friends the Pokorsky
brothers, he made the acquaintance of large numbers of Ukrainians
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who were serving in the Guards and the College of Foreign
Affairs—two Hudovych brothers, Koretsky-Kuliabko, Bakurynsky,
O. I. Khanenko, M. O. Skorupa, V. O. Lobysevych; “and we
often used to spend time together, whichever of them was free from
service.”" Hettun borrowed money from a Ukrainian court singer;
found that he already knew the Ukrainian official in the
Procurator-General’s office who was handling an estates question in
which he had an interest; and frequently provided Ukrainian fare at
his table. When his father and youngest brother both died in 1800,
he spent every day with the Pokorsky-Zhoravko brothers, “who were
living in Count Bezborodko’s house.” He met prejudice against
Ukrainians in his service career and was called a khokhol by the
head of the St. Petersburg military governor’s chancery. One of the
military governors under whom he served, however, recognized the
merit of Ukrainians in the capital, and wanted to pack one of them
off home, “so that this degenerate doesn’t blacken your brotherhood
of Little Russians here.” A later military governor took Hettun with
him when he had to discuss a problem with V. P. Kochubei, the
minister of internal affairs; Hettun spent the time drinking with
Kochubei’s secretary, his “friend and fellow-countryman” Mykola
Novytsky. Hettun’s memoirs are full of detail illustrating the extent
of the Ukrainian “network” in St. Petersburg. A final example
serves to confirm the impression that St. Petersburg was where
Ukrainians wanted to be. P. A. Tolstoy secured one Kalynovsky a
300-ruble pension when his job was abolished, and gave him the
money to get back to Starodub; but he quickly reappeared in the
capital and asked (without success) for a new position.

Other memoirs add to the picture given by Hettun. Ivan
Martynov described making the acquaintance of the Paskevych
family at a house in St. Petersburg where men from Poltava used
to meet, and in consequence being made tutor to the future
General, Prince |. F. Paskevych-Erivansky."” A scion of the
Kochubei family recalled the hospitality offered to all Ukrainians
by Illia Bezborodko in the first decade of the nineteenth century:
“Only occasionally, when the Count was not in good spirits, he used
to say: I’'m soon going to order the affixing of a sign to the gates
with the inscription, Little Russian Guest House.”™ Fedir
Lubianovsky, who became a civil servant of some note, remembered
the excellence of the Kharkiv Collegium, complained that the
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syllabus at Moscow University (perhaps by contrast) did not
concentrate adequately on things Russian, and on arriving in
St. Petersburg secured an appointment through Kochubei’s
connections."”” Ukrainian connections were close—sometimes too
close. lakiv Markovych, whose Zapiski o Malorossii appeared in
1798, was said to have moved almost exclusively among Ukrainians
after coming to the capital, and for that reason to have become
suicidally depressed.”®

Not many of the Ukrainians in St. Petersburg made
Markovych’s mistake. Although they retained a sense of their
southern identity, on the whole they mixed well with the Russians
and took advantage of their opportunities for advancement. In a
letter of 1834 the Ukrainian writer levhen Hrebinka remarked upon
the preponderance of Ukrainians in the capital. “St. Petersburg,”
he wrote, “is a colony of educated Little Russians. The whole
bureaucracy {vse prisutstvennye mesta), all the academies, all the
universities are full of our fellow-countrymen, and when
appointments are being made the Little Russian attracts special
attention as un homme d’esprit.”” Ukrainians did not associate
solely with one another in the north. They mingled everywhere with
the Russians and often achieved positions of responsibility in the
Imperial system. Those discussed individually in the next chapter,
the most prominent southerners in late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century Russia, reached the top of the tree.



Chapter Four

Highly Placed Ukrainians

A Ukrainian Group at Court

The four Ukrainians who appear in this chapter, and who headed a
Ukrainian group at the Russian court, were different in some
respects from their fellow southerners. Unlike most of those who
moved from south to north in the late eighteenth century,
Bezborodko and Zavadovsky entered central government service
near the top. They were nominated by P. A. Rumiantsev in 1775,
after Catherine the Great asked her southern general for
secretaries." Dmytro Troshchynsky joined them some ten years
later, when he came to St. Petersburg to work under Bezborodko.
Viktor Kochubei, Bezborodko’s nephew, did not even have a
southern upbringing. Only eight years old when his uncle settled in
St. Petersburg, he received a northern, indeed a cosmopolitan,
education, and was appointed to his first important post when he
was twenty-four. With the passage of time, these Ukrainians took
on many characteristics of the Russians with whom they worked.
Their geographical origins and affiliations, however, remained
important to them and to others. At the simplest level, because
many questions arose concerning the administration of the south in
an age when it was being brought fully into the Imperial system,
Russians turned to the prominent Ukrainians for advice. Successive
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Russian governors of Ukraine preserved close ties with the
Ukrainians at court—Rumiantsev with  Bezborodko and
Zavadovsky, Repnin with Kochubei. Perhaps the best evidence for
the way in which Russians looked upon the court Ukrainians as a
group with a particular usefulness is furnished by A. B. Kurakin’s
letters to his brother during the period of the former’s Ukrainian
governorship between 1802 and 1808. Kurakin referred constantly
to “the Ukrainians residing in St. Petersburg” in terms which
indicated his desire for their approval. He visited their estates in
Ukraine and saw them together in the capital® Sometimes,
therefore, by asking these Ukrainians for the benefit of their local
knowledge, Russians encouraged them not to forget their southern
identity. The first three of the four stayed loyal to it anyway. They
came from the ranks of the starshyna, had been educated at the
Kiev Academy, and continued to think partly in Ukrainian-gentry
terms. Bezborodko was still deeply concerned for the standing of the
Ukrainian gentry twenty years after his arrival in the capital. In a
detailed letter to his brother-in-law explaining how important it was
that Left-Bank Ukraine be properly represented at Emperor Paul’s
coronation, he listed families which were of sufficient stature to
provide deputies, recalled those who had represented the region at
Catherine the Great’s coronation, and tried to ensure that no
recently ennobled delegates were selected. The reason he gave for
avoiding the selection of new nobles illustrates the continuing
Ukrainian-Polish antipathy. New nobles, Bezborodko felt, would be
put to shame by the old nobles of Podillia, Volhynia and
Lithuania—the Polish gentry who had once been masters of what
became the Hetmanate. Many other instances demonstrate the
court Ukrainians’ feeling for their homeland. Can we go so far as to
say that these ministers of the Russian crown constituted, in the
words of Isabel de Madariaga, “a veritable Ukrainian mafia”

Not in the sense that they secured precedence for Ukraine in the
context of Russian policy objectives. While they participated in the
resolution of Ukrainian issues, tried to influence Ukrainian
appointments and constantly gave hearings to Ukrainians with one
local interest or another, the bulk of their work lay in spheres which
involved Ukraine only peripherally. Bezborodko devoted himself
chiefly to Russian foreign policy, Zavadovsky to education,
Troshchynsky to the law and the organization of the empire’s
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administrative system, Kochubei to home affairs. In some of these
spheres, of course, Ukraine or Ukrainians stood to benefit from the
approaches adopted by Ukrainian ministers. Troshchynsky, probably
because he was Ukrainian, showed greater insight into the problems
of local government than most Russian bureaucrats. Zavadovsky,
aware of the relatively enlightened condition of Ukraine, provided
openings for many Ukrainians in his development of the Russian
educational system. Bezborodko played a part in the annexation of
the Crimea and the second and third partitions of Poland, and so
helped to liquidate two of the oldest threats to Ukraine’s security.
But these achievements were by-products of Russian policies, not
developments which originated in the presence of Ukrainians at
court. The need for local government reform had become
particularly pressing in light of the Pugachev rebellion. Education
reform sprang from Catherine the Great’s interest in
“Enlightenment,” and above all from the help she received from
Joseph Il of Austria in formulating a programme. So far as foreign
policy is concerned, it is tempting to see Bezborodko as the
originator of a southern orientation to succeed Nikita Panin’s
“Northern System.” The Ukrainian negotiator of the treaty of la8i
makes a superficially attractive contrast to the one-time Stockholm
ambassador. But Bezborodko did not initiate a change of direction
from north to south. That change of direction began before his
arrival at court, when the outbreak of war with Turkey in 1768
revealed the inadequacy of Panin’s foreign policy.® Even when
Bezborodko exercised considerable influence in foreign affairs, he
was not unduly anxious to hasten Russia’s geographical
realignment. At the time of the second and third partitions of
Poland he was much less hawkish than other advisers of the
Empress, far too aware of the possible international complications
to allow prejudices from his Ukrainian past to dictate to him~
Ukrainian ministers, therefore, did not manage significantly to alter
the balance or change the pace of Imperial policies.

So in what sense did they constitute a discrete group at court?
They did not stress the importance of specifically “Ukrainian”
solutions to Imperial problems, although their views sometimes
reflected their Ukrainian background. They seem to have displayed
their political priorities in their association with the opposition to
Paul I, but Ukrainian issues were of no importance in the genesis of
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the conspiracy against the tsar.* Were they, then, a political
“party”? The behaviour of court factions in late eighteenth-century
Russia has lately been much discussed, notably in David Ransel’s
The Politics of Catherinian Russia: The Panin Party, but also by
Soviet historians.” De Madariaga, reviewing Ransel’s book,
questioned his use of the word “party” and pointed out that
although “he is careful to stress that ‘party’ in his context is
primarily a network of family and patronage connections,
imperceptibly he shifts his ground, and refers to the ‘Panin party’ as
united in the pursuit of particular policies.”"” The same temptation
threatens the student of the Ukrainian group. | approach the
problem, the impossibility of identifying particular groups with
particular policy platforms, by looking at the group under discussion
from the point of view of cultural change. The Ukrainians
illustrated the impact of south on north, and extended the
implications of that impact.They looked different to Russians,
stimulated the Russians to think about the difference between
northern and southern parts of the empire, and opened doors for
other Ukrainians. In these ways they contributed to a gradual
change in the Russian Empire’s cultural orientation, and had an
importance which went beyond their short-term political
achievements.
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Oleksander Bezborodko

Oleksander Bezborodko was born in 1747 in Hlukhiv, the
administrative capital of the Hetmanate. He came to
St. Petersburg at the age of twenty-eight and died there, a prince,
Chancellor of the empire, and at the height of his power, in April
1799. The son of “one of the most significant official figures of the
eighteenth-century Hetmanate,”" he became in his turn one of the
most significant and powerful figures of the eighteenth-century
Russian Empire.” What effect did coming to the capital have on
him? Fedor Rostopchin, not perhaps the most sober judge, wrote to
Semen Vorontsov on the day of the Chancellor’s death: “Your
friend is approaching the end of his life Everyone is in tears.
Russia will be proud of him; but he did not love her as a son loves
his mother.”"* The emigre Ukrainian historian Oleksander Ohloblyn
asserted that “the problem of the Bezborodko circle requires special
investigation,” and outlined a case for the continuous Ukrainian
affiliations of that circle; but elsewhere in his book he called the
Chancellor “an outright opponent of the Hetmanate.”™ Bezborodko
was clearly neither a committed Ukrainian autonomist nor a
full-blown man of St. Petersburg. A moderate and a gradualist, he
kept himself in power without rejecting his background or
ingratiating himself with his Russian masters. On the basis of his
Ukrainian experience he preserved a distance and a detachment
from affairs. That experience gave him an awareness of political,
social and cultural variety, and an understanding of the difficulties
of running a many-sided empire. Whereas the small Russian ruling
class was educated on pan-European lines and lost its distinctive
characteristics, Bezborodko was brought up in a strong local
tradition and thereafter worked outward, adding new talents, not
generalizing in accordance with an “Enlightenment” stereotype but
thinking pragmatically.

His pragmatism led him to associate, in St. Petersburg, not only
with Ukrainians. In the St. Petersburg of the 1770s that would
have been unthinkable for an ambitious civil servant. Bezborodko
kept his close ties with P. A. Rumiantsev, the Russian integrator of
Ukraine,”~ and he cultivated the friendship of the Vorontsov
brothers. Semen and Aleksandr, whose sister. Princess Dashkova,
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was close to Catherine the Great in her pursuit of enlightenment.
He committed his nephew, Kochubei, to the charge of Semen
Vorontsov at the London Embassy in 1788; and in 1799 offered to
give up his own house in St. Petersburg to the London Ambassador,
should he come home and take charge of foreign affairs at the
centre.'”* In the College of Foreign Affairs where he worked so long,
Bezborodko made a friend of A. I. Morkov—at least for a time.
The two seem to have had in common the looseness of their private
lives, for Morkov wrote tantalizingly from Paris, alluding to his
life-style amid “this place’s heavenly delights.” When Kochubei first
set out on his foreign travels, to Stockholm in 1784, Bezborodko
entrusted him to Morkov’s care.”

But the friendship with Morkov exemplified the difficulties of
political association in the highly charged and competitive
atmosphere of St. Petersburg. In the 1790s Bezborodko’s former
friend deserted him, struck out on his own, and for a time
supplanted him at the head of foreign affairs. Bezborodko was
phlegmatic about it"* He had been familiar with the problem of
jealousies at court from the time of his earliest successes. When, in
late 1778, Rumiantsev had written from Ukraine warning his young
protege of the difficulties that would arise out of Catherine the
Great’s imminent land grant to him, Bezborodko had reacted
strongly, declaring his readiness to stand up for himself.”” Later, he
did battle with Grigorii Potemkin and G. N. Teplov when the
latter were casting aspersions on his southern breeding. Zavadovsky
could let them “go on thinking that we’re no more than ‘parvenus,’
Cossacks who’ve changed into French kaftans,” but that was not his
own position, and he was not prepared to let his honour go
undefended."® In the 1790s, similarly, he stood up to Platon Zubov,
last and most grasping of Catherine’s favourites.'

By then, however, the strain of factional warfare seemed to be
telling. He deplored the hegemony of the Empress’ last lover.
Potemkin, he wrote, was a man “who at least did not bear down
upon private individuals, and who, having got one or two parts [of
government] into his grasp, did not look for universality.”™ The
same could not be said of Zubov. The whole political world was
beginning to pall for Bezborodko in the 1790s. He seems to have
seen the light in the south in 1791-2, whilst enjoying his triumph at
the la8i negotiation. “I never used to love those outward
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manifestations,” he wrote to Zavadovsky, “which only superficially
gladden our great men | used to like the most private society.
That is the way | shall behave in future too It was indeed
the way Bezborodko conducted himself for much of the remainder
of Catherine the Great’s reign, collecting paintings, living the good
life, retiring to Moscow, never fully withdrawing but no longer
involving himself in the melee of politics.

Bezborodko never became fully integrated into Russian society.
He never married, for reasons which are perhaps apparent from the
congratulations he offered Mykhailo Myklashevsky in 1797, on the
latter’s marriage within the tight-knit circle of the Ukrainian
starshyna}* Myklashevsky had stayed in the south, but in
St. Petersburg such brides were not to be found. Bezborodko did
not approve of the Russian whom Zavadovsky married (an
Apraksina), and deplored the way she influenced his political
behaviour. M Zavadovsky himself had long hesitated before proposing
in 1787, but in the end overcame his doubts; Bezborodko, like
Troshchynsky, lacked the power of adaptation. Socially, he seems to
have remained in the mould determined by his Ukrainian
upbringing.

He was torn, however, between allegiance to that pattern and the
wish to realize his material ambitions. The conflict of loyalties was
well brought out in 1775 when he was about to transfer from
Ukrainian to central government service. He wrote his father a
tense letter, explaining that he was unable to undertake a journey
with his sister because his fate was about to be decided in Moscow
and he was awaiting the result* Rumiantsev had made his
recommendation, and Bezborodko felt himself tied until he knew
whether it had been accepted. His ambition, on this occasion, took
precedence over family feelings.

Ukraine became a remembered image of security, a guide, a
reference point, but not a driving inspiration. “lI can never forget,”
Bezborodko wrote to his brother-in-law in 1784, “the time which |
used to spend so pleasantly in your house when | was young,
receiving many kindneses from you.”™ But the wish to refurbish the
memory of that time was not strong enough to make Bezborodko go
south again. He bought an estate from his brother-in-law and
wished he could find time to visit it and see Pavlo Vasylovych
again;™ in early July 1786 he wrote to him and hoped for a reunion
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during Catherine the Great’s coming royal progress through Little
Russia;»* but within a fortnight of that second letter, ironically,
Pavlo Vasylovych was dead—and Bezborodko responded by writing
to his sons and urging them to stay in service, not to bury
themselves in Ukraine now that they had come into their
inheritance.”® In 1799, finally, the Chancellor planned to travel first
to Little Russia before going on to take the waters at Carlsbad, but
died before he could put the plan into effect. Ukraine, then,
remained a “prospect in the mind,” worth standing up for but not
apparently offering a strong enough pull for material involvement.

Part of the reason, perhaps, why Bezborodko was reluctant to
become more deeply entangled in the situation on the ground in
Ukraine, even when circumstances did not conspire against him, lay
in his knowledge of the complexity of the local infrastructure. He
found other courtiers ignorant of the socio-economic situation in the
south: “...the strange [resolution] on the prohibition of the
purchase of estates from Cossacks does not mark the operation of
any hostility toward us, but can be ascribed simply to downright
ignorance Bezborodko knew what was feasible in Ukraine,
and acted accordingly. He knew that there were richer pastures
elsewhere. A few months before the complaint about northerners’
ignorance, he had been granted 1,200 serfs by the Crown. Allowed
to choose, he elected to take up the offer in Belorussia.” Knowing
from long personal and family involvement how difficult it was to
become firmly established among the landowners of Left-Bank
Ukraine, he preferred to keep out of the conflict.

In the 1780s, however, perhaps made more “dynastically”
responsible by the death of his father in 1780, Bezborodko did enter
the Ukrainian landowning fray. In August 1783 he wrote to
Rumiantsev promising a letter on his own private affairs in the
south (generated by further royal land grants), and in the meantime
appealed for help on behalf of his brother, the victim of a typical
local feud.” Shortly afterward, writing of his own affairs, he asked
for help against the encroachments of a branch of the Kochubei
family.~" In 1779 he had been anxious not to take land in Ukraine
precisely because of the internecine local strife which he knew
would ensue, but now he seems to have been prepared to face it.
His brother married a Shyrai, one of his sisters a Kochubei, yet
these were the families with which the Bezborodkos quarrelled.
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Oleksander’s initial inclination to stay out of the politics of
Ukrainian landholding was probably the right one, for land disputes
die hard. His own relations with Kyrylo Rozumovsky, at court in
St. Petersburg, were clouded at one point by a land dispute to do
with Ukraine which dated back to the 1750s/ But nevertheless he
insinuated himself into the system within which he had been
brought up, and became a Ukrainian landowner. He remained
equivocal in his attitude toward the desirability of estates in the
south, and when granted 6,000 peasants in the coronation honours
of 1797 chose to have them in Moscow and Voronezh provinces,
near other estates which he possessed already;™ but he never
completely disengaged himself from the problems of estate
ownership in Left-Bank Ukraine.

A second reason why he was tempted to disengage, apart from
the problem of family feuds, derived from the lower profitability of
estates in the south. Bezborodko was nothing if not a pragmatist.
When he argued in 1797 that it was sounder economically to choose
lands outside Ukraine, the argument was not a forced one. In a
subsequent letter to the same correspondent, he made more explicit
his attitude toward the holding of property in Ukraine: “What will
you get out of your much-vaunted oast-house? A real Little Russian
property. You buy the grain and distil the drink, you buy grain
again and so on. Organizational cycles which never throw out cash:
you can’t live or set yourself up on cycles.”” In St. Petersburg,
entertaining, concerned for the impression he was making,
Bezborodko needed cash, liquidity, a ready supply and no
complications. He was chronically aware of the excessive financial
demands of life at the centre of power”* When reporting to Pavlo
Vasylovych Kochubei the good news of his son, Viktor, he affirmed:
“l am certain that he will win himself both a good name and
excellent material rewards The latter were as important as
the former in Bezborodko’s philosophy; there was no escaping the
need for cash.

Bezborodko compared his situation unfavourably with that of a
friend whose land was not in Ukraine. “From his 600 souls Nikolai
Karadykin gets 8,000 rubles without fuss, under a charter agreed by
his peasants in a language not understood by them, for they are
Mordvinians.Yet Bezborodko did not abandon his Ukrainian
land. He diversified, perhaps, he exploited to the hilt, but he did not
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sever his ties. For family reasons he even held on to Ukrainian land
which for economic reasons he ought to have given up. Keeping
land for his nieces, on one occasion, came before considerations of
economic prudence, and got the better of Bezborodko’s
pragmatism."

Much earlier, he had gone so far as to declare a confidence in
the continuing traditions of the Ukrainian economy which belied the
hostility he expressed toward Ukrainians elsewhere. DistilHng was
the principal concern of many Left-Bank Ukrainian estates,
particularly in the northern part of Ukraine with which Bezborodko
was most famihar, and he was quick to dismiss talk of a decree
from St. Petersburg upsetting its traditional pattern."” Perhaps his
confidence was exaggerated—perhaps, indeed, it was designed to
bolster his compatriots’ morale at a time when integration was at its
height; but it marked Bezborodko’sawareness and respect for the
economic order of the south, and his feeling that it should not
undergo fundamental change.

This dualistic attitude toward property-holding in Ukraine, in
which understanding the drawbacks did not bring about complete
rejection, found a parallel in Bezborodko’s view of the Russian
Empire and of its proper cultural orientation at the end of the
eighteenth century. Working in foreign affairs, he moved in a world
of cosmopolitan diplomats; but he was anxious to stay “Russian.”
Perhaps, coming from the provinces, he was “more Russian than the
Russians,” less determined than they to ape the European nobility.
When one of his nephews returned from abroad in 1784,
Bezborodko wrote to the young man’s father: “He has studied very
well... and what is most marvellous of all for one who has grown
up in foreign parts, he speaks and writes Russian as if he had been
educated here, which puts to shame many Russian travellers.
Bezborodko accepted foreign travel as the done thing, but remained
in no doubt about the -cultural orientation he wanted to
predominate. Arranging a job for H. P. Myloradovych in 1792, he
wrote to him: “It will be very profitable for you, for... it will be
easy for you, with an adequate income, to organize... the education
of your children, especially your sons, so that you get not
Frenchmen, not Germans, but good Russians.“Russia first,”
then, seems to have been Bezborodko’s outlook on life.
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This is not to say that he was blind to the drawbacks of life in
the provinces. Despite what has been said above about the Kiev
Academy and the institutions modelled upon it, Bezborodko felt
that a rounded education was not to be had in Ukraine. “He sees no
more of the world,” he wrote of one Lukashevych, “than is opened
up by an ordinary Little Russian education, not the best
Bezborodko was aware that in his own family the education of the
children had been deficient. He knew no foreign languages, and had
had to learn them after entering government service. Pressing his
father to enter Illia, his brother, in service, he felt obliged to explain
that he would still be acceptable despite the fact that his foreign
languages were poor.™* He was defensive—unduly so—about
Ukrainians’ cultural preparedness for the highest circles of empire."

Perceiving that his fellow-countrymen lacked the sophistication
and some of the practical gifts needed to govern, Bezborodko
remained proud of their independent cultural standing. As has been
pointed out already, he defended their noble status against the
calumnies of Potemkin and Teplov, and insisted, in the controversy
over distilling, that no one was dreaming of taking away the
traditional and characteristic “Little Russian freedom.” He was
concerned for Ukrainian culture in the more artistic sense. “Why
should | take my request any further?” wrote Zavadovsky to
Bezborodko about an unnamed Ukrainian poet; “Of course you will
be good to the Ukrainian Aesop on your own initiative.”™

Bezborodko fostered things Ukrainian. In his early days in
St. Petersburg he became involved in the study of Ukrainian
history. In August 1776 he wrote his father a letter enclosing a
four-point memorandum, the second point of which urged Andrii
lakovych to send a whole series of texts bearing upon the history of
Ukraine—manuscript histories, the Lithuanian Statute, the
Magdeburg Law: “for all these books are the more necessary here,
because there are men who have undertaken to publish the history
of Little Russia, and to print a translation of the Statute.””
Bezborodko had been drawn into the work of Vasyl Ruban, a
St. Petersburg journalist who will be considered in detail later, the
publisher of a Kratkaia letopis of the history of the Ukraine.r”
Oleksander Andriiovych despatched this volume to his father in
March 1778, eighteen months after his own request for documents.
He made plain his involvement in the writing of the work, and was
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thankful that his upbringing had enabled him to contribute to it. He
saw it, furthermore, as only the preliminary to a much more
substantial history.

Did he therefore go on to write the Istoriia Rusov, that staunch
declaration of faith in the values of the independent Hetmanate?
Some think that he did™ Yakovliv argued that he wrote it in the
years after la8i—bad years for Bezborodko, when Zubov established
a grip even stronger than Potemkin’s, and when Morkov challenged
him for the lead in the conduct of foreign affairs; years, in short,
which might have tempted Bezborodko to let off steam in the
anonymous authorship of an anti-imperial manuscript.

If Bezborodko did indeed write the Istoriia Rusov in the period
after la8i, he wrote it at the time of the second and third partitions
of Poland, when he was also formulating his attitude toward the
guestion of Cossack mobilization against the Poles. Advocating
Cossack mobilization would have shown sympathy for the positive
qualities of that old order in Ukraine which had just come to an
end, and which the Istoriia Rusov lauded. But Bezborodko was not
prepared to back the idea of Cossack revival. In 1790 he seems to
have been inclined to do so, for he wrote to Aleksandr Vorontsov
during a major international crisis; “In Polish Ukraine we shall
form a confederation of our co-believers like the one which was

formed by Hetman Khmelnytsky In 1794, however, he
rejected Prince Repnin’s proposal “to create Zaporozhians.” The
situation in 1790, he now felt, had been exceptional; *“... if in 1790

there was the desire to use such an extreme method [the ‘creation
of Zaporozhians’], then the very extremity of our situation required
it ” At that time the Swedes, the Turks, and possibly Great
Britain, Prussia and the Poles had all been hostile. “Now we are not
in such an extreme situation. Ukraine, Podillia and Volhynia are
ours. Consequently, it [‘to create Zaporozhians’] would be to arouse
our own people, which remembers the time of Khmelnytsky and is
given to Cossack ways {sklonnyi k kazachestvu) 7 If the
government were to do so as Repnin suggested, Bezborodko argued,
“then a nation in arms (voennaia natsiia) would be created, and
[the situation would be] that much the more dangerous because
Little Russia, too, would be infected simultaneously by the same
spirit, and after it its province ” The effect on Ukraine would be
such that from it “would issue a new sort of revolution, in which we
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will be compelled, at the least, to restore the Hetmanate, to
sanction many ridiculous liberties, and in a word to lose what we
would have held in peace and tranquility for ever.” This
anti-Ukrainian position made plain Bezborodko’s commitment to
the Imperial cause. Whatever his cultural allegiances, he allowed
them no political expression outside the framework laid down by
Catherine the Great. Whether or not the Istoriia Rusov issued from
his circle, he did not intend to live by its political implications.”

Bezborodko’s moderation was calculated and deliberate
moderation. It did not spring from poverty of spirit. Although
conservative, for example, in respect of the methods to be used
against the Poles in 1794, in Ukrainian fashion he was anti-Polish.
While rejecting Repnin’s suggestion that the Zaporozhians be
resurrected, he asserted categorically that “we will never make
friends for ourselves out of the Poles.”™ In June 1794 he wrote of a
pro-Russian administrator in the newly acquired Polish territories:
“As for Shcheib... it is difficult for him to be with the Poles, for he
is a Pole himself and | think not even one of the best; though of
their number I have not known a single good man.”” If
Bezborodko opposed the revival of the Cossacks, then, it was not for
want of a traditional Cossack prejudice, but because he had a
different understanding of what now constituted the best interests of
his land of origin.

Perhaps because Bezborodko exercised calculated moderation
himself, he seems to have expected a similar moderation from the
central government in its handling of Ukrainian affairs. The vexed
field of church appointments provided a case in 1783 which gave
him occasion to voice his wider views on Russo-Ukrainian relations.
Ukraine had long provided Russia with many of her churchmen, but
under Catherine a “Russianization” programme was being put into
effect. Bezborodko complained to Rumiantsev that in the
ecclesiastical sphere, “It is not possible to overcome the prejudices
militating against Little Russians; and | see that, with regard to the
clerical estate, views detrimental to that region operate more
strongly than ever, although it would seem that that is contrary to
good politics, for time will erase all the difference.”®Just as he was
himself moderate with regard to the revival of the Cossacks, so
Bezborodko seems to have hoped for a similar display of tact from
the central government in an area where there was no need of haste.
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Bezborodko believed in “good government,” efficiency, service to
the Crown—unusual, perhaps, at a time when the Charter of 1785
was “emancipating” the Russian gentry and accelerating the process
of separation between state bureaucracy and society. We have seen
Bezborodko urging his father to enter his brother Illia in service,
and writing to his nephews pressing them not to retire to their
estates after their father’s death. In 1797 he looked forward to
Kochubei’s return from Constantinople because the two of them
shared the same professional attitude to affairs. It would be good to
have him back, “because our College [of Foreign Affairs] is
deserted, there’s nobody to do the work now that Count Panin has
set off for Berlin. In the present century, toward the end of it, there
have been many clerks like the ones we used to have in the old
days, that is to say illiterate ones. | am compelled for the most part
to do the work myself, but I'm not as energetic as | was.””
Kochubei would supply the needed energy.

Bezborodko wanted more efficiency in the administration of
Ukrainian affairs. He was shocked in the 1790s that the benefits of
Russian rule were not yet more clearly apparent in Ukraine. He felt
that the decrees of 1783 were not simply designed to “extend
serfdom” to the Ukraine, but to develop the local infrastructure and
to stimulate the growth of towns.” The process of fusion was
intended to benefit both parties.

At the level of personalities, Bezborodko did what he could to
prevent hardship befalling Ukrainians in the course of fusion. He
kept Ukrainians together at court, and secured them jobs both at
the centre and at home. He remained close to Zavadovsky even
though at first Petro Vasylovych made greater strides than he (by
becoming, briefly, the Empress’ lover), and despite the fact that
later, in 1793, Zavadovsky was tempted to go over to his rival,
Morkov.“ He brought Troshchynsky to the fore, introducing him to
Semen Vorontsov in 1785 as “a man highly industrious and
business-like,” and urging Aleksandr Vorontsov to prevent him from
retiring in 1791 (when Bezborodko himself was at lagi and
particularly needed the information his associate could provide
about affairs at the centre).He cultivated an older Ukrainian in
St. Petersburg, Kyrylo Rozumovsky, who was still a relatively
young man when Bezborodko arrived in the capital. Though
Rozumovsky’s direct influence on Ukrainian affairs was already ten
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years past, there was still business outstanding from that time, and
still cause for personal dispute with the Bezborodko family. Teplov,
furthermore, one of Bezborodko’s bHes noires but Rozumovsky’s
right-hand man when he ruled in the south, was complicating the
issue. Bezborodko took care not to give offence to Rozumovsky, and
by promising to do whatever he wanted in the matter of a debt
repayment (and with the help of Zavadovsky), he preserved his
goodwill.** Similarly, he provided for the Ukrainian “succession” at
court, by devoting care to his Kochubei nephews. Apollon fell by
the wayside, but Viktor Pavlovych, perhaps because he was younger
and more malleable when he came under Bezborodko’s influence, in
a sense developed what he stood for.

Underlying Bezborodko’s web of Ukrainian relationships at the
centre was his continuing connection with families still in Ukraine.
He was constantly on the watch to secure a good position for a
relative and to improve Russian understanding of the claims of
Ukrainians. His happiness was perhaps complete in 1797 when he
was able to report to his mother the replacement of one member of
their family by another in the governorship of the province of Little
Russia.** He did a great deal for his three brothers-in-law, Pavlo
Kochubei, lakiv Bakurynsky and Petro Haletsky. In Kochubei’s
case the help was indirect and consisted of bringing his sons into the
high political world of St. Petersburg. For Bakurynsky the
advantages of a friend in high places were much more personal and
immediate. When he married Bezborodko’s sister in January 1779
he had already been head of the Chernihiv judiciary for about eight
years, but before the year was out things were starting to happen,
for in September Bezborodko was writing to Rumiantsev and
pressing his case for promotion.*» The case of Haletsky,
Bezborodko’s third brother-in-law, was perhaps most interesting of
all for the light it shed on Bezborodko’s attitudes toward Ukraine
and Russia. On the one hand he urged Haletsky to ensure that his
children be given the benefit of the better education which he,
Bezborodko, could make accessible to them in the capital,™ but on
the other hand he defended Haletsky’s Ukrainian lineage. “From
the point of view of breeding,” Bezborodko wrote of Haletsky,

he can show himself anywhere without shame. Apart from the fact
that his family springs from the old Polish aristocracy, it has already
been in service in Little Russia for about a hundred years His
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house possesses many estates granted and confirmed in charters by
Peter the Great, Anna loannovna, and Elizaveta Petrovna....

Haletsky may not have been a name to conjure with in Russia, but
in Ukraine it had standing and Bezborodko was prepared to stand
up for it.

Bezborodko was prepared to push the claims of relatives much
more remote than brothers-in-law. In 1795 he urged S. F. Golitsyn
to take on one quartermaster Zilbergarnish because “his wife’s
father, Tamara, is a relative of mine and an old friend, and his
wife’s brother you know yourself.”® The ramifications of his
patronage network were immense. Rostopchin said that Bezborodko
could only be criticized for two things, his laziness and “the people
he puts up with at his house.”®A German wrote that Bezborodko
used to escape the place-seekers who beset him by leaving his house
on foot, using the back exit.™ The bearers of Bezborodko’s private
correspondence show the number of miscellaneous Ukrainians who
came to him in St. Petersburg: lakiv Ruban (not to be confused
with the author of the Kratkaia letopis of Ukrainian history),
postmaster of Nizhyn and therefore well placed to take a letter on
the way back to his duties; Ivan Seletsky, who in 1786 spent two
months staying with Bezborodko before returning to Ukraine; a
Hulak, also for long a house guest; the cleric Khrystofor Sulyma;
and H. P. Myloradovych. All these at one time or another carried
letters from Bezborodko to his mother,”” and although of course it
was natural in such an undertaking to use other Ukrainians, the
fact that they were there to be called upon says something for
Bezborodko’s system of connections. Southerners knew where to
turn when they came to the capital. Even that anomalous
community, the Greeks of Nizhyn, applied to Bezborodko when
they felt that their distinctive rights were under threat.’»
Samborsky, tutor to the future Alexander | and another Ukrainian
protege of Bezborodko, did not fail, when he went south in 1783 to
help his indigent family, to visit the Bezborodko estate and to see
his patron’s mother and brother.”» While absent from Ukraine,
Bezborodko kept constantly in touch with it.

Not only his natural predilections, but also political good sense
inclined him to do so. In 1791 he intervened in a Myloradovych
family quarrel simply in order to preserve domestic harmony,” but
in 1797, when he had occasion to intervene again, he made
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plain the wider significance of his intervention. The need for a
settlement was pressing, “the more so because | can’t accompany
the Tsar to Chernihiv next year, and if they are quarrelling and I’'m
not there, they will bring displeasure on themselves and blame
ipredosuzhdenie) on all of us.”®Ukrainian quarrelling in the south
reflected badly upon Ukrainians at court and could undermine the
latter’s work in building up connections between the province and
the capital. When Bezborodko took an interest in Ukraine, it was
not always out of altruism, but sometimes out of concern for his
own standing at the centre.

Nevertheless he was genuinely anxious that the integration of the
Hetmanate into the Russian system should proceed smoothly and
without detriment to the south. When he defended Haletsky’s social
status he did so not in order to secure him something he did not
deserve, but to ensure that he received the consideration which was
his due. He was concerned with the general question of the fusion
of Ukrainian and Russian ranks. In an undated letter to Aleksandr
Vorontsov he asked whether A. A. Viazemsky, the procu-
rator-general, had acted upon a memorandum which he had
submitted on Ukrainian ranks™ He wrote to his father in August
1779 giving a lists of the names he was submitting for Viazemsky’s
consideration (for Russian ranks), and explaining how he had
persuaded the procurator to bypass the anti-Ukrainian prejudice of
others.” Examples could be multiplied from Bezborodko’s career to
show that his interest in the problems arising out of the integration
of Ukraine was perennial. In October 1795, for example, he
lamented that Zubov had thwarted him in the matter of military
recruitment in Ukraine, always a subject fraught with difficulties
because of Ukraine’s independent military traditions.’*

Others have made clear Bezborodko’s importance in the conduct
of Russian foreign policy.”” Here the object has been simply to show
that, while moving on a European stage, he remained concerned for
his land of origin and considered its interests in the Imperial
context. He did not harp on them, but neither did he forget them. A
“good government” man and a gradualist, Bezborodko certainly
looked out upon the world from St. Petersburg rather than from
Hlukhiv, Kiev or Poltava; but he never lost sight of the south. His
awareness of north and south benefited them both.
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Petro Zavadovsky

Petro Vasylovych Zavadovsky was born in northern Ukraine in
1738 or 1739, came to St. Petersburg at the same time as
Bezborodko, and died in the capital in the first days of 1812. His
political activity, unlike that of Bezborodko, was concerned with
Russia’s internal development: with education, medicine, banks and
the law. Perhaps for this reason Zavadovsky showed more clearcut
“Ukrainian” characteristics than Bezborodko. Although Bezborodko
continued, when in the capital, to show an interest in Ukraine and
to provide work for his fellow-countrymen, he moved principally in
a world of sophisticated diplomats. Zavadovsky, concerned with the
empire’s infrastructure, had less occasion to modify his personality.
In 1782 he became responsible for what was to be his chief field
of activity, Russia’s new educational system. Twenty years later,
when ministries were created, he duly became the first minister of
education, and only in 1810, two years before his death, moved to
the Department of the Laws in the newly constituted State Council.
Medicine and banks were additional responsibilities he assumed in
the 1780s and 1790s. Despite his wide-ranging activities at the
centre of the empire, he kept in close touch with Ukraine. Almost
as soon as he arrived in the capital and came into favour, he was
given the estate of Lialychi (next to his Ukrainian family home),
and began to devote a good deal of attention to it. Bezborodko had
hesitated before entering upon landownership in Ukraine, but
Zavadovsky immediately converted his success at court into the
material Ukrainian terms with which he was familiar. It was at
Lialychi, not St. Petersburg, that he had a house built*" and
though he declared that he would have been happy to have such a
house in St. Petersburg, it was not until 1786 that he bought one.
The acquisition of Lialychi provoked that animosity from
Zavadovsky’s fellow-countrymen which Bezborodko had feared in
his own case, but Zavadovsky nevertheless persevered in developing
the land. He commissioned agents, asked Rumiantsev to give his
elder brother several months’ leave to take estate affairs in hand,
and complained about the territorial encroachments of his
neighbours.*” The estate continued to engage his attention.*" That it
was important to him was illustrated by his jealousy of Bezborodko,
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when the latter received coveted lands in Ukraine in 1783.**

Zavadovsky’s attitude toward life in St. Petersburg was at best
equivocal. Making friends through the Hudovych family with
Kyrylo Rozumovsky, he lived in the former Hetman’s house until
1786, and only then, “bored with the condition of lodger,”* bought
the home of N. I. Panin. Until that time he seems to have thought
of his stay in the capital as temporary; now he changed his mind,
“seeing that affairs and service are prompting me to think about
establishing my stay here on a somewhat more stable footing.

Buying a home in St. Petersburg seems in its turn to have
induced Zavadovsky to marry. A month after the wedding in 1787
he reported laconically to P. A. Rumiantsev, “Boredom and
emptiness in the house—and business {delovaia zhizn) obliges me to
be there permanently—have brought it about that | am now
married to Countess Vera Nikolaevna Apraksina.”* It had taken
Zavadovsky a long time to decide to marry,®* and marrying into the
Russian nobility did not ease the problem arising out of his
southern cultural orientation. Three months after the wedding he
was having the house decorated, because “as you know, | have lived
till now like a Zaporozhian from the point of view of domestic
management.”* Marriage was clearly inducing him to change his
cultural perspectives, but he seems not to have become “Russian”
enough for his wife; in 1801 she was horrified, when they were on
their southern estates, that he was about to choose “je ne sais quel
ukrainien” to teach their children.” Adapting to the northern style
was a perennial problem for Zavadovsky. A year after marrying he
had written, “l have started living at home, but as I am not drawn
by any natural inclination to St. Petersburg, this does not bring me
inner relief.””” He seems never to have felt completely at home in
the capital. Unlike Bezborodko, he frequently visited the south and
spent long periods there.”» In many ways he remained a typical
member of the Ukrainian starshyna, an ukrainskaia umnaia
golova, in Vigel’s mocking phrase.”

Perhaps because he retained such clear signs of his southern
allegiance, Zavadovsky was not understood by the Russians.
Alexander | described him as un vrai mouton.” When he withdrew
from central politics after the death of Bezborodko and the
government decided to put him under surveillance, the authorities
found themselves in difficulties because they did not even know
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exactly where his estates were;’*an example of that ignorance of the
south which Bezborodko had perceived in respect of the peculiarities
of Ukrainian landholding.” Unlike Bezborodko, Zavadovsky did
little to help Russians to understand him. He was proud of his
brother in 1782 for not being swept off his feet by the high life of
St. Petersburg.” He said that Troshchynsky, after retiring in 1800,
would be slow to withdraw from the capital because he was
accustomed to the social life there™*—implying that personally he
had not become accustomed to it.

Zavadovsky surrounded himself with Ukrainians in his work. The
number of them in the ministry of education between 1802 and
1810 shows the sort of company in which he found himself most at
home. He may not have been personally responsible for the
appointment of lvan Martynov as Director of Department, although
Martynov had been a seminarian in Poltava before coming to
St. Petersburg in 1788;” but the appointment seems to have been a
happy one, for Martynov clearly understood the minister’s outlook
on life, setting on record how Zavadovsky enjoyed reminiscing
about his Shyrai relations in Ukraine.Zavadovsky certainly kept
one of the two places for heads of section under Martynov for a
fellow-countryman from one of the best-known families of northern
Ukraine.” Shortly afterward he asked P. V. Chichagov to release
a Ukrainian from the naval administration in order that he might
enter the ministry of education.Other Ukrainians seem to have
been readily accepted into the ministry."'~ They did not always dwell
in harmony with one another, for Martynov incurred the animosity
of Anastasevych when he usurped Vasyl Karazyn’s position at the
head of the schools administration.  Nevertheless, the complexion
of the ministry of education in the period 1802-10 says something
about the character of the minister and his continuing southern
orientation.

As was pointed out in the last chapter, Zavadovsky bore Ukraine
in mind in his educational activity. Not only did he summon
Ukrainians to St. Petersburg for further education, but also he
made provisions for the south. When the foundation of new
universities was proposed in 1786, the cities put forward included
Chernihiv, the principal city of Zavadovsky’s province."®In 1793
Zavadovsky offered A. S. Myloradovych, for long Rumiantsev’s
deputy in the south, teachers trained in the capital: “These men are
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for the most part natives of Ukraine, and for that reason
particularly happy to be used in the towns (v mestakh) of their
homeland Zavadovsky continued to take a special interest in
southern education after he became minister, entering into private
correspondence with Tadeusz Czacki, leading educationalist of
Right-Bank Ukraine, who after he had ceased to be minister
remembered him with affection.””

The relationship with Czacki provides an insight into the precise
nature of Zavadovsky’s Ukrainian affiliations. Czacki was Polish,
and a thorn in the flesh of the pro-Russian administrator of the
Kiev gymnasium,”* but Zavadovsky found him congenial because
his own part of Ukraine, the extreme north, had been subjected to
substantial Polish influence. The Zavadovsky family had come from
Poland to Russia in the seventeenth century,®’ but seem not to have
lost their Polish affinities. Zavadovsky’s distinctive views on the
similarity of the Polish and Russian languages have been discussed
above."” He spoke Polish, citing Polish newspapers in 1794 when
the partition crisis was at its height."" He began his education not
in the Ukrainian heartland but nearer the area of Polish
predominance, at a Jesuit seminary in Orsha in Belorussia."" He
still had Belorussian connections later in life. Konysky, the famous
anti-Uniate Bishop of Mogilev, wrote to him in his own hand in
1789;"~ one Kozlovsky came from Mogilev to serve under him in
1806, as had his father before him."* Geographically speaking,
then, Zavadovsky’s interests focused above all on the point where
Russian, Pole and Ukrainian met. It was an area with a flavour of
its own, a centre for Old Believers,"" an area in ferment in the very
year, 1800, when Zavadovsky was under surveillance on his estate
of Lialychi."? As a Ukrainian, Zavadovsky was an outsider in
St. Petersburg anyway; his origins in north Ukraine gave him a still
more distinctive stamp.

His geographical roots perhaps made him even more likely than
his fellow Ukrainians at court to take the partitions of Poland to
heart. He saw local reasons necessitating partition which were not
of prime importance for Russian diplomats with a larger view of the
world. Semen Vorontsov seems not to have approved of the
imminent second partition because Prussia would benefit from it.
Zavadovsky disagreed. Russia’s gains would be greater than
Prussia’s, and would open the way to further aggression against the
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Turks. Furthermore, “if Poland is not partitioned, someday she
might be able to endanger our security by her own internal
forces.” " This last consideration was probably not one which would
have weighed heavily with most contemporary statesmen, but for a
north Ukrainian bred in the fear of Poland as the ancient enemy, it
was of great importance. Zavadovsky’s near-incredulity in 1794,
when Poland’s final dismemberment was at hand, reflected the part
which Poland played in his view of the world. *“Just think, my
friend, that in the current year this business will undoubtedly be
settled, and Poland will cease to exist in Europe, like stars which
have disappeared in the heavenly sphere;”™* and again, two months
later: “How in our day we used to envy Polish Ukraine! Remember,
and now it’s all ours, and with what a great increase in size too! All
that fruitful land, all the Polish woods are turning into a source of
enrichment for us. It’s only a matter of organizing them well
(which, however, is not easy in an immense area), then we can lack
for nothing.”™

Zavadovsky’s world-picture did not extend far beyond Poland.
Having spoken in favour of a second partition early in 1792, he was
not in favour of intervention in France shortly afterward. He asked
Semen Vorontsov why the Empire should go beyond Poland;
“Hasn’t it got everything? {Chem on [krai Pol’skoiJ ne
izobiluet?).""" Vorontsov seems to have connected disorder in
Poland with disorder in France and to have seen the contemporary
turbulence in a European context. Not so Zavadovsky: “Poles are
not Frenchmen; | don’t think of them in the same way as you do.
There the whole mass of the people is at war; here only the gentry
(shliakhetstvo) is taking up arms Zavadovsky was no
cosmopolitan.

An incident from his career in medical administration shows him
trying to undo the influence of foreigners in Russia, and provides
suggestive evidence for the view that, at a time when Russian nobles
derived their cultural inspiration from the West, it was Ukrainians,
“more Russian than the Russians,” who represented the patriotic
cause. The vast majority of doctors in eighteenth-century Russia
came from abroad, but of the few who were native, about two-thirds
were Ukrainian.” At the end of 1783 the Kalininskoe
khirurgicheskoe uchilishche was set up under Zavadovsky’s
supervision, with instruction in German. Before its statutes were
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finalized, Zavadovsky seems to have tried to make a purely Russian
institution out of it. According to the memoirs of one of the
German doctors involved, he introduced a leading Ukrainian doctor,
Martyn Terekhovsky, into one of the sessions discussing the new
school, and Terekhovsky put forward proposals radically different
from those of the Germans, designed to ensure that Russia would
eventually acquire her own cadres of medically qualified personnel
and become independent of foreign aid. The manoeuvre failed, but
it says something, perhaps, about Zavadovsky’s views on Russia’s
proper course of development.

Zavadovsky’s political outlook was not usually wide-ranging. His
temporary desertion of Bezborodko for Morkov in 1793 testified to
his inability to assess the long-term political climate. He was no
match for Bezborodko in determination and staying power. He
could not understand Bezborodko’s withdrawal from the centre of
the stage in the last years of Catherine the Great, and took the
opportunity to voice criticisms of him which perhaps he had long
felt. Surprised that A. R. Vorontsov should find Bezborodko’s
decline in spirits out of the ordinary, he commented, “When have
you seen him really uplifted in spirit? His memory and his facility
with the pen are great, and that’s all. Don’t believe anything he told
you or promised you about himself: his words on that score are like
smoke.””™ Zavadovsky’s powers of political analysis were weaker
than Bezborodko’s. He showed it when, in a letter in which he
declared his belief that Bezborodko’s disappearance from the stage
was complete, he set Troshchynsky’s rise against Bezborodko’s
decline.'”™ In light of the close connection between Bezborodko and
Troshchynsky, the rise of the latter was no more than a case of plus
ga change. Bezborodko was deferring to Zubov while keeping
himself well-informed and waiting for the new reign; and when that
new reign began, Zavadovsky was ready enough to return to the
fold. He lamented the passing of the leader in 1799 and the
disruption of political connections.'™

Zavadovsky lacked Bezborodko’s grasp of the detail of politics
and possessed only simplistic general beliefs. Troshchynsky was
something of a philosopher of government, but one whose views
were closely related to the situation on the ground. Zavadovsky took
refuge in sweeping generalizations. “All histories,” he wrote in a
philosophical mood in 1801, “will be of identical value, if we start
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wanting to stuff our memories just with events.... The voice of
history should not sink to the level (na tony) of boring trifles. The
only thing which can set it on a course likely to attract our curiosity
is what is worthy of the attention of all ages ” In defining what
merited such attention in Russian history, Zavadovsky discounted
the middle ages and the extension of the empire. All Russian
history before Peter the Great could be covered in a page, and the
occupation of Siberia and the integration of Ukraine into the
empire in the seventeenth century were of more interest to the
geographer than to the historian.”*” For a Ukrainian to assert that
Ukraine’s integration into the empire was of little historical import,
when in fact he surrounded himself with Ukrainians and presented
a distinctly “Ukrainian” face to the society of the capital, was a
measure, perhaps, of his lack of perception. To deny the significance
of pre-Petrine history, when in a sense he stood for the antithesis of
post-Petrine sophistication, was a little ingenuous.

But that Zavadovsky did lay great weight on Peter’s innovations
is apparent from a paper he wrote on behalf of the First
Department of the Senate in July 1801. In June the new emperor
had declared his intention of restoring the Senate to its former
position in government, and had called for a statement of its rights
and duties. Zavadovsky began his paper, “Across a century, the
All-Russian Autocrats Alexander | and Peter I, the Great, meet in
their identity of views about the government He went on to
define what needed to be done to re-establish the Senate on its old
footing. Having familiarized himself, on arrival in St. Petersburg
twenty-five years before, with the system of government then
obtaining, he seems to have become its ardent advocate, reluctant to
entertain the notion of further radical change. In early 1803, in a
letter in which he discussed many of the changes which had in fact
supervened since the 1801 paper, he expressed his growing
conviction that “we have no immovable planets,” but were in
constant flux."”»” It was a confession of confusion on the part of a
politician who lacked long-range perception. His confusion, his
desire for a fixed point of reference in government (in the early
1800s the Senate), perhaps sprang not least, to return to the
principal thread of the argument, from the changes he had observed
in his own part of the empire in the 1780s. He had concerned
himself at that time, in St. Petersburg, with the question of
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appointments in the reorganized Ukrainian administration, with a
rumour of unrest in Hlukhiv, with the vexed problem of how to tap
Cossack military potential.”®Perhaps he had seen enough change in
the world. Certainly he was less able to relax than Bezborodko, less
able to philosophize than Troshchynsky. As a result he presents the
phenomenon of the Ukrainian in St. Petersburg in sharp relief.
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Dmytro Troshchynsky

Dmytro Troshchynsky was born in Hiukhiv in 1749 and died at
Kybyntsi, his estate in the province of Poltava, in January 1829.'M
He entered service in Ukraine in the mid-1760s, and served as a
soldier in Catherine the Great’s first Turkish war of 1768-74.
Whereas after that Bezborodko and Zavadovsky began their careers
in central government service, Troshchynsky joined the staff of
Prince N. V. Repnin, Russian military commander in the western
lands newly acquired under the first partition of Poland. Under
Bezborodko’s aegis he transferred to the capital and the life of a
civil servant in the mid-1780s. In 1793 he attained the important
position of State Secretary. In the reign of Paul he shared in
Bezborodko’s pre-eminence, but his position was undermined by the
death of the Chancellor in April 1799 and he was away from the
capital for most of 1800. After the accession of Alexander | he
was briefly at the very centre of affairs, but by the time of the
foundation of ministries in September 1802 his star was already on
the wane.” Out of sympathy with the reformist spirit of the new
reign, he had to be satisfied with the relatively minor position of
minister of crown lands, not one of the new creations. Remaining in
this position until the summer of 1806, he then retired and
withdrew to his estates in the south. In the summer of 1814 he
came to St. Petersburg as the representative of the nobles of
Poltava, to congratulate the Tsar on the success of Russian troops
in the Napoleonic Wars and to share in the victory celebrations. At
the end of August he was made minister of justice. The glory,
however, had departed, and although Troshchynsky remained at the
head of his ministry for three years, he was unable to attune himself
to the political climate. He retired again in August 1817, and in
1821~ returned for the last time to Ukraine, where he spent the
remaining years of his life.

The prime interest of Troshchynsky’s career lies in his response
to the changing political environment of the early nineteenth
century, above all in his last period of office. By that time, firmly
established as an important landowner in Ukraine and just returned
to the capital after a long period spent in the south, his outlook was
strongly conditioned by his local experience. He brought into the
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open the differences between cosmopolitan aristocrats and men with
an understanding of the interior, making explicit the practical
implications of strong regional affiliations.

Perhaps because he was in origin less socially significant than the
other Ukrainians at court, not from the front ranks of the starshyna
and even less likely than they to penetrate Russian society,
Troshchynsky concentrated on developing rather than abandoning
his southern roots. Despite the hostile appraisal he received from
Panteleimon Kulish in the mid-nineteenth century,~* he remained
throughout his life a southerner. He acquired the estate of Kybyntsi
in 1787,”” and assiduously cultivated the role of provincial
landowner. In the last twenty-five years of his life his property
became a focal point for local life. The library, for example, served
not only Troshchynsky himself, but his neighbours and proteges.
The young Gogol’s use of it is well known.”* In 1810 the poet
Kapnist, who lived nearby, sent a messenger to ask when
Troshchynsky would again be at home and to borrow a book on
Russian rivers which he had been reading when he was there.”’

A catalogue of the library survives, providing many insights into
Troshchynsky’s intellectual outlook.""” At Lialychi Zavadovsky had
possessed 3,750 volumes,"" but no record of them survives. The
Troshchynsky catalogue contains 4,500 items, and shows a man in
tune with the intellectual trends of his day. He was interested in
books throughout his life—as early as 1780 he was corresponding
from Smolensk with lakov Ivanovich Bulgakov about the
distribution of a book with which Bulgakov was concerned
commercially.Troshchynsky’s library reflected his military
predilections, but also contained the works of the “liberal”
N. I. Novikov, the Sanktpeterburgskii vestnik of 1798 (which the
future Alexander | sponsored in his liberal youth), and that
mouthpiece of the Decembrists, Kiukhelbeker and Odoevsky’s
Mnemozina. Troshchynsky took not only the standard periodicals of
the time, but missed few significant ephemeral publications, from
Fedir Tumansky’s Zerkalo sveta (1786-7) to Anastasevych’s Ulei
(1811-12). He seems to have taken an interest in the question of
the origins of Russia and the character of the Slavs, for he
possessed A. . Musin-Pushkin’s Istoricheskoe issledovanie o
mestopolozhenii drevnego rossiiskogo tmutaranskogo kniazheniia
(1794), together with A. N. Olenin’s letter on the subject to
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Musin-Pushkin,  written  twelve years later. He owned
A. S. Kaisarov’s Slavianskaia mifologiia (1807), D. I. lazykov’s
translation of Schlozer’s edition of the chronicler Nestor (1809),
and both the first two editions of Peninsky’s Slavianskaia
grammatika (1825 and 1826). He clearly followed fairly closely the
work of the Rumiantsev circle (the first co-ordinated investigation
of Slavic antecedents), for he possessed six works by each of
Rumiantsev’s two greatest proteges, P. I. Koppen and K. F.
Kalaidovych.

Troshchynsky’s library reflected his southern orientation. It
contained the travels of Hryhorovych-Barsky, the Kievan who spent
twenty-four years visiting the Holy Places of the Near East and
whose narrative was published by the Ukrainian journalist Ruban in
St. Petersburg in 1778. It contained accounts of journeys to
Ukraine made by Otto Hun, V. V. Izmailov and P. I. Shalikov. It
included Dmytro Bantysh-Kamensky’s four-volume Istoriia Maloi
Rossii, Siestrzencewicz-Bohusz’s Istoriia tsarstva Khersonesa
tavriiskogo, Vasyl Narizhny’s novels on Ukrainian themes, and a
number of Kharkiv publications.

Confirmation both of Troshchynsky’s interest in the things of the
mind, and of his southern bias, is provided by the three books which
were dedicated to him in the course of his career: lakiv
Markovych’s Zapiski o Malorossii (1798), the beginnings of an
attempt to go beyond the mere chronicling of events in Ukrainian
history and to conduct an ethnographical and geographical survey;
A. F. lakubovych’s Drevnie rossiiskie stikhotvoreniia (1804), the
first edition of the celebrated “Collection of Kirsha Danilov,” no
doubt dedicated to Troshchynsky because of his interest in folk
poetry, particularly that of Ukraine; and Prince Mykola
Tsertelev’s Opyt sobraniia malorossiiskikh pesnei (1819), which
stands at the head of a long series of collections of Ukrainian
folksongs.

Books were only one of the ways in which Troshchynsky brought
his estate to life. He employed his own musicians, had a church
dedicated,” and provided the locality with a doctor."*’ Kybyntsi
took on political significance in that it became a meeting-place and
a forum for discussion. Vasyl Kapnist was a frequent visitor and a
weighty figure among the local nobility."”” Illia Bezborodko, brother
of the late Chancellor, would have stopped to see Troshchynsky in
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1810 had the latter not been away from homeJ'~ Kochubei was in
the locality and asked after Troshchynsky a few months later.
Zavadovsky visited him on another of his estates in 1811, and
Troshchynsky returned the compliment.The Decembrist
Muravev-Apostols were at Kybyntsi in late 1825 when the news
came of the sudden death of the Tsar.'”* The estate had become a
well-known local centre.

Troshchynsky’s view of the world radiated outward from it. He
was involved in the whole atmosphere of the south, in both Right-
and Left-Bank Ukraine. He looked upon Kiev as the home of
Orthodoxy, and described leaving it as “parting with the holy
places.””™ He possessed an estate of 5,000 souls in Western
Ukraine, in Podillia.” But he seems to have felt more at home in
the lands of the old Hetmanate than among the Poles. When, in
1812, he was elected Marshal of the Nobility in both Kiev and
Poltava, he chose to represent Poltava.” Perhaps his feelings about
the Poles emerged in a remark he made about polonaises in Kiev in
1811. Feeling bored, he wished a certain friend would come and
give a concert “and in it play his inimitable new polonaise. For
where can he find the best judges of his work, if not amongst those
light-weight people who were themselves created by polonaises {koi
i sami sozdany polonezami)*.”™ There was no hint of irony, by
contrast, in Troshchynsky’s response to Ukrainian music; he was
moved to tears by the folksong Chaika, “which allegorically
presented Little Russia as a bird which built its nest by the roads
which encompassed it on all sides.”"”

Troshchynsky took great interest in the administration of the
province of Poltava, where he was most deeply entrenched. He
made peace between Governor Kurakin and one of his subordinates
in 1805, pouring oil on troubled waters.~* Qutraged by the
depredations of Kurakin’s successor, Lobanov-Rostovsky,” he
showed concern for the well-being of the next Governor, Repnin.
Troshchynsky had served under Repnin’s grandfather in the 1770s,
and Repnin, whose wife was of Ukrainian stock, showed great
interest in the province which he ruled for so long. In 1827, shortly
after Repnin’s brother had been sent to Siberia for his part in the
Decembrist conspiracy, a letter from Troshchynsky’s nephew clearly
indicated the concern they both felt for the Governor’s political
survival.'"~*
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With his strong southern orientation, Troshchynsky took some
time to adapt himself to the complexities of politics at the centre in
the 1780s and 1790s. He could not at first understand, for example,
the policy of virtual withdrawal from politics pursued by
Bezborodko in the face of Zubov.Even Zavadovsky commented
on the newcomer’s awkwardness soon after his appointment as State
Secretary in September 1793."* But although Troshchynsky may
have been overwhelmed, at the outset, by the pressure to which he
was being subjected, he soon acquired a degree of political
perspicacity. Paul’s coronation in Moscow in 1797 seems to have
brought home to him the significance of Bezborodko’s earlier policy
of withdrawal. His reflections after the triumphal entry into the city
turned on the passing of the Zubov hegemony. He had ridden in a
carriage formerly used by Zubov, and asked in a letter: “Did he
[Zubov] think then [when he was at the height of his power] that |
could be conveyed in this carriage with such luxury?”™
Troshchynsky himself would hardly have thought it possible earlier,
but now, implicitly, he understood Bezborodko’s acuity in the last
years of Catherine.

Troshchynsky seems to have devoted effort to the acquisition of
the political skills he needed, to judge, for example, from the fact
that when he read the memoirs of the eighteenth-century admin-
istrator la. P. Shakhovskoi, he was struck by the author’s subtlety
in political accommodation.”** Admiring this quality in others, he
developed it in himself. Having made peace between Kurakin and
one of his subordinates in 1805, he showed a similar flair for
bringing people together in 1814. On coming to the capital to
represent Poltava in the peace celebrations, he persuaded Kochubei
to represent the province too, although Kochubei had earlier refused
and presumably felt it beneath his dignity.It may not have been
unconnected that shortly afterward, when he had been made
minister of justice, Troshchynsky offered a job to one of Kochubei’s
relations™"—perhaps a quid pro quo.

Troshchynsky learnt his diplomatic skill in a St. Petersburg
environment which continued to be Ukrainian in colour. From the
first days of his departure from the south, he cultivated his own
kind. Just as Bezborodko had promoted him, so he in turn assisted
the careers of other southerners. As early as 1780 he asked
Bulgakov to use his good offices on behalf of one Ivan Onysymov,
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“both because he is my fellow-countryman and because his brother
is a dear friend of mine.”™ When Troshchynsky arrived in the
capital and fitted into an already well-established Ukrainian circle,
the incentive to show interest in fellow-Ukrainians was increased.
His letters to H. P. Myloradovych in the south show him hard at
work expediting matters of interest to them both. Troshchynsky and
Myloradovych had been closely associated earlier in their lives, and
were united in things private as well as public. They had been part
of a social circle whose break-up Troshchynsky regretted. He felt it
important that old friends keep in touch, and in sending on to
Myloradovych a letter from Kochubei in London he offered to put
the two in direct contact. He wanted others to have the same sense
of the Ukrainian group that he had himself.

Troshchynsky’s group sense stayed with him throughout his
career, and extended far beyond his association with Bezborodko
and Zavadovsky. Although he was concerned about appointments
of major political importance which mattered to the leading
Ukrainians—like the question who was to replace A. S.
Myloradovych as Governor of the Chernihiv province in 1796"V—
he gave information in his private correspondence about
less significant Ukrainians as well as about the great.”** In or out of
office, he continued his patronage of southerners both in the capital
and in the province of Poltava. As one of the trustees of the
Sheremetev estate, for example, he secured the Ukrainian painter
Borovykovsky the commission to paint the posthumous portrait of
N. P. Sheremetev (killed in a famous duel).”*” Out of office in
1819, he nevertheless ensured that one of his former civil servants
at the ministry of justice, Kosovych, was taken on by
M. M. Speransky, at that time Governor of Siberia.'™ While at the
head of the ministry, he continued to send children to school in
Poltava at his own expense.”" At the end of his political career, no
less than at the beginning, he was turning the money and the
connections he made into material advantage both for himself and
his fellow-countrymen.

Troshchynsky’s Hfe-style in his last period of office, between 1814
and 1817, showed how “Ukrainian” he remained. A subordinate
commented on his idiosyncrasies: “a native of Little Russia, he
retained even far from his homeland the independence of his
staunchly Little Russian character and his Little Russian sense of
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humour—an incisive but inoffensive ability to mock”; “The circle of
his personal friends did not include many men of note”; “Count
M. A. Myloradovych, in his capacity as fellow-countryman and
hero of 1812, was the only one who was admitted into this
half-Little Russian, patriarchal world.”””~ Myloradovych was the son
of that Governor of Chernihiv whose death in 1796 had caused
Troshchynsky to speculate on Bezborodko’s chances of getting his
brother-in-law the reversion, and a cousin of the H. P.
Myloradovych to whom Troshchynsky was close and with
whom he corresponded so affectionately.” The parties held by
Princess Khilkova, Troshchynsky’s illegitimate daughter, when he
was minister, showed how his outlook differed from that of the
majority of St. Petersburg’s Westernizing nobles. They marked the
“origins of pan-slavism {zarozhdenie panslavizma)”: “Russian,
Polish, Little Russian—everything was intermingled in the actions
and in the conversation of the unrestrained young people, whom the
old men and old women admired.” Khilkova’s literary interests
embraced the work of poets of Ukrainian origin. “Arkady
Rodzianko would always bring andsubmit to her judgment
everything that he wrote. Sometimes both Kapnist and Hnidych
would honour us with a reading of their works.” Among the
audience were men who made listening to the poetry of southerners
natural: Myloradovych again, and Karazyn, “admirer of the Little
Russian philosopher Skovoroda----

At the ministry of justice itself, Troshchynsky’s subordinates
further illustrated the extent to which he surrounded himself with
Ukrainians. Ivan Martos, his Director of Department, was later to
live with him at Kybyntsi and catalogue the library, before retiring
to the Kiev Lavra and conducting from there an extensive
correspondence. He came from a family many of whose members
distinguished themselves. I. P. Martos was Russia’s most
distinguished contemporary sculptor, O. I. Martos one of the early
historians of Ukraine, and a third Martos the sponsor of
Shevchenko’s Kobzar."'* Also in the ministry of justice under
Troshchynsky’s charge was Oleksander Markovych, younger brother
of lakiv, who dedicated his Zapiski o Malorossii to Troshchynsky
in 1798. Oleksander relinquished his appointment in the ministry
soon after Troshchynsky, returned to the south, and later wrote his
own work of history, a study of the Chernihiv nobility which he
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completed in 1838.”* Both he and Martos seem to have felt at home
in the ministry of justice only when Troshchynsky was there.

What then was the political philosophy engendered by a life
divided between the capital and the provinces? Troshchynsky was
particularly interesting among the Ukrainians at court in that he
put his views down on paper, and in that they brought out his
feelings for the differences, and the proper relationship, between the
provinces and the centre. As minister of justice he argued the case
against introducing a Russian law code derived from western
models, painting an eloquent word-picture of the difficulties in
which the peasant would find himself if the new code were to be
introduced: “Does the author of the project appreciate all the
circumstances of rural life?””~ He expressed his view of
nineteenth-century politics most forcefully in the long paper, “On
the Inconvenience Resulting from the Government of the State in
the One-man Style, Introduced by the Closure of the Colleges and
the Abolition of the Collegiate Form, and Confirmed by the
General Establishment of Ministries in 1810 and 1811.”"* This
tract, which reflected the whole of Troshchynsky’s background and
political career, is worth looking at in some detail.

“The present form of government,” wrote Troshchynsky, “is the
consequence of the reforms undertaken in 1802.” Alexander | had
set out to put the existing system to rights, but the improvements he
introduced had been based on “the abstract concepts of the newly
arisen philosophy,” instead of on practical experience.What
Alexander should have done (and what Troshchynsky argued he
intended to do) was to get back to the system of government
prevailing after Catherine’s reforms. The principal significance of
those reforms for Troshchynsky was the way in which they
overcame the problems arising from the sheer size of the empire.
Troshchynsky’s strong sense of the purely physical nature of the
difficulties confronting Russian administrators underlies the whole
paper. He began the first part, “A Picture of Government in 1802
before the Establishment of Ministries,” with a section entitled “In
the Districts,” and moved from there to consideration of the
provinces and the two capitals—starting from the grass roots and
working upward. The approach was the opposite of that of the
best-known  early nineteenth-century  reforming bureaucrat,
M. M. Speransky, whose reform plans before 1812 Ilaid the
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emphasis on getting things right at the centre first.

Troshchynsky felt that Imperial administration before Catherine
the  Great’s reforms was fragmented. In theory the
Procurator-General was supreme, and in the capitals he very nearly
was, but elsewhere the administration was too heavily subdivided,
and “the inconveniences... were felt most keenly in the government
of the provinces and the districts”; “the physical distancing of the
remote administrations from their focal point [i.e. the Procurator]
led to harmful delay Districts and regions were not
connected with one another, but all came independently under the
authority of the centre, with the result that a matter affecting two
adjacent regions had to be decided via the capital. Catherine’s local
government reform corrected this situation. “Not only did it not
destroy the unifying authority which existed in the Senate, but on
the contrary it deepened it by adding general supervision of all
aspects of provincial administration in the person of the
governor.The regional governor, responsible to the Senate,
became a sort of local Procurator-General and extended to the
provinces the advantages of the system already obtaining at the
centre.

Troshchynsky went on to speak at length about checks and
balances and the need for cohesion in government, subjects to which
other Russian political thinkers of the day also devoted much
attention. What distinguished his views, however, was the premises
on which they were based. He expounded them in section seven of
the paper, “On the Form of State Government Appropriate for the
Russian State.” The two determining factors were “everything that
relates to expanse, to the local situation,... that forms the state’s
physical condition,” and “everything that relates to the people from
whom the state is formed.”™ First, then, Troshchynsky
concentrated on the sheer physical size of Russia and the problem
of distance. Although useful from a military point of view, size
hindered cultural growth. “To acquire riches and knowledge men
need proximity with one another and mutual aid.”"” In Russia they
lacked these advantages. Troshchynsky stressed that universities, in
particular, were remote from the Ilocal centres—a reflection,
perhaps, upon the fact that no universities had yet been founded in
central Ukraine, despite the plan to found one in Chernihiv in 1786.
The size of the country made educating the people difficult.
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Nearly half Troshchynsky’s long paper—the last section, “On the
Inconveniences Arising out of the Non-Uniform Government of the
Regions™—was devoted specifically to the problem of the localities.
“The organization of the central administration,” Troshchynsky
wrote, “... undoubtedly deserves the utmost attention, but still
more worthy of consideration is the organization of the local
administrations in the great majority of instances, at any
time and over the whole extent of the empire, the well-being, peace,
property, honour and even the life of the great number of the
inhabitants of the state depend almost exclusively on the local
administrations.”* Troshchynsky wanted to extend to the provinces
all the benefits of the system which he felt was most appropriate for
the centre. He was not, therefore, concerned to preserve regional
variety, or to ensure that the different contributions made by the
different parts of the empire be recognized and allowed individual
expression. What was unusual about his thinking was simply that he
devoted so much attention to the problem of the regions and that he
gave it such prominence in his discussion of the state of the country.

He seems to have felt that an integrated administrative system
linking provinces and centre would eliminate a problem which was
greater than the advantages conferred by regional variety: the
problem of minor provincial despotisms. Protests from the Baltic
provinces at the time of Catherine’s provincial reorganization, he
argued, had come only from the previously ruling clique. Catherine
had “turned foreigners into citizens of the Russian state by uniting
peoples alien to one another in origin, customs, language, religion,
and most important of all in their special, completely oligarchical
forms of government—by uniting them in a union conferring
motherly protection equally upon all.”"** Troshchynsky wrote little
about the Hetmanate, but perhaps he implied that a ruling clique
similar to those in the Baltic provinces had been circumvented in
the southern part of the empire. This would explain why he was not
a Ukrainian separatist. He was more concerned for the mass of the
provincial communities and for the social advance they could make
by virtue of being integrated into the Russian system.

Most significant of all, however, is that Troshchynsky devoted
space to the problems of the regions at a time when others were for
the most part expending energies on tinkering with central
government. He knew only too well that the provinces received
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scant consideration in St. Petersburg. When A. A. Bekleshov,
Governor of Little Russia, wanted to come to the capital in 1798 to
find out precisely what the policy of the administration was with
regard to Ukraine, Troshchynsky was glad that A. R. Vorontsov
dissuaded him. “I always look with pity on namestniki when they’re
here, the way they get discussed ” Later, when Bekleshov did
come to St. Petersburg (despite having been coldly received by the
Tsar in Moscow), Troshchynsky wrote that “he is in great
difficulties on account of his appointment as Governor-General of
the provinces of Little Russia and Kiev the limits of power
were unclear, the military and civil authorities separated, contact
with the Tsar non-existent. Troshchynsky knew perfectly the
difficulties under which provincial governors laboured, and felt for
them.”*” He knew what it was like to live in the provinces for long
periods and understood both the problems facing the administrators
and the difficulty of solving them. He proposed no new answers, but
focused attention on an area of political life less carefully
considered by other government servants, and presented the
fundamental problems of the empire in a new order of priority.
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Viktor Kochubei

Viktor Pavlovych Kochubei (1768-1834) was the most “Russian” of
the Ukrainians who achieved high office in St. Petersburg in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. There was no doubt
that on the question of the balance between north and south, he
stood on the side of the north. Whereas Bezborodko, Zavadovsky
and Troshchynsky all felt for their homeland, Kochubei was much
more narrowly a man of the centre. But although he did not relish
the thought of Ukraine, he was nevertheless unable entirely to
escape the influence of his southern connections. He illustrated an
aspect of Ukrainian-Russian interaction which was less clearly
brought out in the careers of his predecessors at court: the way in
which the south made a mark even on those who turned away from
it.

The Kochubei family was distinguished in the Hetmanate. “The
family of the Kochubeis,” wrote Viktor Pavlovych’s cousin in 1797
when he was trying to secure recognition as a Russian noble:

comes from the Crimean peninsula, and was honoured there as one of
the most distinguished noble families of the Tatar people, as is
proved by the very name Bey, which in the province of Crimea is of
first importance after that of the Chinghiz family which ruled there,
and given only to scions of Sirin and Mansur; other noble scions are
called Murzas. One of these Beys, after leaving in the sixteenth
century for Little Russian Ukraine, adopted the Orthodox
Greco-Russian eastern faith, and having settled under the name of
Andrii Kochubei served in the ranks of the army there.

The family fortunes were made by Vasyl Kochubei, grandson of
the Crimean immigrant, who was executed by Peter the Great in
1708 for asserting that Mazepa, Hetman of Ukraine, was about to
betray him. When, in the following year, Mazepa did betray Peter,
and the Tsar defeated him in the Poltava campaign, full restitution
was made to the Kochubei family and their lasting honour assured.
They adopted the motto Elevor ubi consumor in memory of the
events of 1708-9.** Their reputation spread far beyond Ukraine.
Pushkin’s poem Poltava, which appeared in 1828 when Viktor
Pavlovych was chairman of the Committee of Ministers, opened
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with the words Bogat i slaven Kochubei.

After Poltava the Kochubeis consolidated their position at the
head of the society of the Hetmanate. A single Kochubei marriage
made the fortune of the parvenu Rozumovsky family in the 1740s,
for it connected them with the entire Ukrainian starshyna.””" Vasyl
Leontiovych’s favourite estate Dikanka, fifteen miles from Poltava,
became famous.Gogol’s Rudyi Panko, whose Vechera na khutore
bliz Dikanki, like Pushkin’s Poltava, appeared when Viktor
Pavlovych was chairman of the Committee of Ministers (in
1831-2), declared that he had “deliberately exhibited” the name
Dikanka on his title-page, so that his imaginary audience could
reach him more quickly.Kurakin, Governor of Ukraine,
commented to his brother on the beauty of the site, the seventy
rooms of the house and the three churches on the estate, and used
Dikanka as a base for organizing his cadastral survey of Ukraine.””

Viktor Pavlovych Kochubei was born in 1768, the great-grandson
of the posthumously exculpated traitor of 1708. His mother was
Bezborodko’s sister, his father a typical member of the Hetmanate
gentry, one of their representatives at the coronation of Catherine
the Great and eventually a statskii sovetnik}'" Both had died when
Kochubei was young, the mother in 1777, the father in 1786, and in
the latter year, as we have seen, Bezborodko was anxious that
Viktor Pavlovych should pursue his service career rather than
entertain the notion, which might have been tempting, of returning
to the south and assuming direct responsibility for the inheritance.
In the light of subsequent events, it would appear that Bezborodko
had little to worry about. The loss of his parents may have
contributed to Kochubei’s introversion—Vigel was to refer to his
“few words and murderous cold”*'—but it does not seem to have
moved him to return to the south for good. He was already well-set
on the road to political success. Bezborodko had brought him to the
capital almost as soon as he, Bezborodko, had arrived there, and in
1776 Kochubei had been enrolled in the Guards.”” In 1784 he
began his active service with an attachment to Russia’s mission in
Stockholm. Bezborodko had determined he was to have a
diplomatic career. In 1786 he returned to Russia on the death of his
father, but instead of retiring was shortly promoted kamer-iunker,
and in the following year travelled to the Crimea in the suite of
Catherine Il. Early in 1788 he was appointed to the staff of
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Russia’s London embassy, with permission to travel in Europe to
complete his education, and in the course of the next four years in
the West he became closely acquainted with Semen Vorontsov, the
London ambassador, and spent a year (1791-2) in France and
Switzerland. Summoned home, he arrived in St. Petersburg in July
1792, and was soon made ambassador to the Sublime Porte. Not
hurrying south, he served there with some reluctance until 1798,
when he returned to St. Petersburg to join Bezborodko at the
height of his power.

The Chancellor was dying, and probably hoped that at some time
in the future Kochubei would succeed him. In October 1798
Kochubei was made Vice-Chancellor, and two days before
Bezborodko’s death a count. He retired, however, four months later,
and spent 1799 and 1800 getting married and traveUing (first to
Dikanka and then abroad).The news of Paul I's death in 1801
reached him in Dresden, and on hurrying home he was appointed to
the Senate and the College of Foreign Affairs. He appears to have
refused the Paris embassy, however, and to have held out for the
first position of substance at home. In September 1802 he received
the ministry of internal affairs, and stayed there until 1807.
Thereafter he held effective ministerial office only once again, when
he was minister of internal affairs for a second time between 1819
and 1823;”” but he continued to sit on the State Council, despite
further long absences when he travelled to the south and abroad
(1816-18 and 1823-6). In the last seven years of his life, from 1827
to 1834, he was chairman of the Council and of the Committee of
Ministers.

Kochubei’s career shows how far removed he was from the little
world of the Ukrainian Hetmanate. He was the perfect European.
Running out of money in Paris at the end of 1791, he wrote to
Semen Vorontsov that “lI would be in despair if | found myself
compelled for that reason to make a journey to Russia, a journey
which neither the death of Prince Potemkin nor the standing
{credit) of my uncle will ever make me want to make.”"’* He was no
keener to take up the later Constantinople appointment. Lingering
in Vienna on the way, he met a fellow Ukrainian who was to
succeed him as ambassador to the Porte five years later. He wished
he could replace him now.” Kochubei seems to have found the
work in Constantinople distasteful. According to his biographer, the
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trade between Russia and Turkey was largely in the hands of
Armenians and Greeks, and the business tended to be “not quite
clean either.

Kochubei enjoyed the life of the Russian court and being close to
the centre of power. Before returning to Russia in 1792 he claimed
that this was not the case, and wrote to Semen Vorontsov describing
how much he disliked the members of the particular faction to
which he belonged®' But he was probably being disingenuous. He
disliked being without news of the capital during his long absence
after 1792, and complained constantly that Bezborodko was
ignoring him.“~ Although when he got back to the capital he
claimed to be tired and to be accepting work merely because his
uncle was ill and needed him”°* the burden of his letters during the
time of his absence inclines one to believe that this was once more
less than frank. In fact he was not as out of touch with the life of
the court in the 1790s as his correspondence with Semen Vorontsov
seemed to indicate. Troshchynsky wrote frequently, and passed on
letters from the future Alexander Perhaps Kochubei’s
complaints arose because he wanted to be completely, not partially,
in touch with events at the centre.

A major difficulty under which Kochubei laboured throughout
his life was not lack of information but lack of social flair, an
inability to form close relationships with his colleagues even when
he was fully in the swim of political life. He was the odd man out
on Alexander I’s Unofficial Committee. The other members,
Czartoryski, N. N. Novosiltsev and P. A. Stroganov, were called
the “triumvirate.” He greatly irritated Bekleshov when the latter
was Governor of Moscow and came under the jurisdiction of the
ministry of internal affairs"®* He had a high sense of the dignity of
his office. When in December 1805 Sergei Rumiantsev presented an
affair touching upon the salt supply from the Crimea in a way
which he thought inaccurate, Kochubei responded vigorously.
Rumiantsev had made it clear that he intended no personal attack
on the minister, but what concerned Kochubei was the implicit
attack on “the position which | occupy.” He could allow no
reproaches to be laid at the door of the ministry."®’

Kochubei showed his refusal to give ground in a matter of far
more than technical significance in 1803. He wrote to the Governor
of Chernihiv commenting on another proposal of S. P. Rumiantsev,
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the so-called Free Farmers Law. This law allowed peasants to buy
themselves out by agreement with their masters, but Kochubei
made it clear that “the agreement of conditions with peasants
depended on the reckoning and the goodwill of their landowners,
and it can have no effect on the right given peculiarly to the gentry,
if they do not find that the agreementworks to their own
advantage.” Peasants “must remain in exactly the same depedence
on and obedience to their lords as they have hitherto
Kochubei clearly applied his belief in order, apparent in the earlier
example at the administrative level, to the social structure of the
country at large.

His attitude toward the substantial administrative changes which
took place in the reign of Alexander | showed that his priority was
the form rather than the substance of change. Unlike Troshchynsky,
he welcomed the introduction of ministries in 1802. He disapproved
of the earlier collegiatesystem, because “where responsibilityon one
matter rests on many, there, so to speak, itdoes not exist. But
Kochubei’s definition of ministerial responsibility tended to reduce
the value of the administrative changes to which he subscribed. At
one end of the scale he was in favour of defining more closely the
relations between ministers and the Senate,® but at the other,
where the country at large was involved, he was prepared to let
confusion continue. In Kochubei’s view, the minister of internal
affairs’s responsibility was to be only for what he had signed
himself. Subordinate offices were to answer for their misdeeds
directly to the Senate or the Tsar.A" In everything, then, which had
failed to penetrate from the provinces to the minister, confusion
would continue. So Kochubei accepted the new ministries with some
reservations in practice. He regarded with considerable disfavour
the other major political organs of the day, the reformed State
Council of 1810 and the Committee of Ministers. He wrote to
N. S. Mordvinov in 1814, as is clear from Mordvinov’s reply, that
he concerned himself little with the affairs of the council; in 1816
he explained to Speransky that he had been “completely removed
from all participation in affairs, with the exception of the rotten
committee. Perhaps it was with concealed relief that he wrote to
Olenin in 1819, after his reappointment as minister of internal
affairs, that he would no longer be able to be so assiduous in his
attendance at meetings of the council.
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Kochubei was close to M. M. Speransky, like him an “outsider”
in the capital. The two had a similar approach to government. The
editor of Kochubei’s 1803 letter to the Governor of Chernihiv,
remarking upon the way in which Kochubei carefully set limits to
the meaning of the Free Farmers Law, described him as “the father
of this sort of system of clerical evasions and interpretation,” and
considered that Speransky was no more than his pupil of genius. A"
Not all the correspondence between the two has been published,N™*
but Kochubei spoke frankly about the state of politics in letters to
Speransky of 1816 and 1818.~” The slighting reference to the
Committee of Ministers, which appeared in the first letter, has
already been quoted. In the second letter Kochubei spoke of
contemporary political factions, which were already turning their
attention to him even though he had only just returned from
abroad. He was extremely cautious about his political prospects.
Rumours had been circulating about his involvement in the great
domestic question of the day—provincial reorganization—but he
denied that he was to be appointed minister of internal affairs.
Within a year, however, he was in fact appointed. He may have
been concealing his hand in order to prevent the factions
undermining his position.

The letters to Speransky show something of Kochubei’s
ambivalence—on the one hand depressed by court politics and
withdrawing from them, and on the other leaving the way clear for
his return. Political analysis clearly provided him with a consuming
interest.

There was no scope for it in the provinces, and no doubt for this
reason Kochubei rarely visited his estates in Ukraine. Having been
withdrawn from the southern environment in early youth, he could
derive little satisfaction from it thereafter. When he left
St. Petersburg in 1799, 1816 or 1823, it was not to settle in the
south, but at most to pass through Dikanka on his way to Western
Europe. In the 1816 letter to Speransky, having declared his
intention of going abroad for two years, Kochubei admitted the
possibility of staying away even longer and spending some time on
his estates on the way back. But his order of geographical priorities
was clear: St. Petersburg first, the West second, the backwoods
last. He made arrangements for Ukrainian cousins to come to the
capital, and asked in connection with one of them, in 1804, what
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would have happened “if from his youth he had had to stay in Little
Russia.”** Kochubei did not know Ukraine well. He misinformed
Kurakin’s brother about the distance between two Ukrainian towns,
with the result that Kurakin took much longer making the journey
than he had bargained for.A** Kurakin felt that Kochubei had little
understanding of the Ukrainian gentry, for if he thought, as he
appeared to do, that they could be relied upon to provide a million
rubles for various public works, he was very much mistaken.
Kochubei does not seem to have been ashamed of his ignorance of
provincial life. In the 1803 memorandum on the ministry of internal
affairs he appeared to be disclaiming responsibility for much that
went on in the provinces. In the 1818 letter to Speransky he
declared how useful it would be to have Speransky back in
St. Petersburg (in the context of the debate about local
government), because “You unite practice with theory”"—an
implicit admission of his own ignorance of the way things were done
outside St. Petersburg.

Kochubei’s comments on Dikanka and on southern life in general
illustrate how urbanized he had become. Early in 1798, on receiving
his recall from Constantinople to St. Petersburg, he had the chance
to meet his cousin Vasyl on the way home and wrote to him in
advance apologizing for the fact that they hardly knew each
other. At the end of the year, when he had been through Ukraine
and was once more ensconced in the capital, he wrote to Semen
Vorontsov making it clear that he cannot have been unduly
attracted by what he had seen in the south. Dissatisfied with the
political situation at the centre, he claimed that he was resigned to
his fate. If he lost office, however, he might be “reduced to going
and vegetating in Ukraine.””™ In July 1799, three months after
Bezborodko’s death, Kochubei wrote ironically of the fate which
awaited him now that his political star was very much on the wane.
He envisaged marrying and settling down as a good farmer,
travelling briefly to London to present his wife to Vorontsov and
then returning to the depths of Ukraine and living under police
supervision {sous le bon plaisir d’un kapitan-ispravnik)}*»

How little resigned he really was to this prospect is apparent
from his reaction when it more or less materialized in January
1800. Writing to Vorontsov from Dikanka, Kochubei explained that
he was happy with his property from the point of view of climate
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and the beauty of the surroundings; but although the lands of
Ukraine were perhaps the richest in the empire, they lacked outlets,
with the result that Ukrainians were rich in produce and poor in
cash. As Kochubei put it, he was a great lord on the plains of
Poltava but of little account on the banks of the Neva. He was not
impressed with the assiduity of the local peasantry, nor did he feel
at home with the local gentry. Finally, he felt himself cut off from
the news. He was receiving no letters or newspapers, and although
he did not expect letters, he had ordered newspapers in
St. Petersburg, “in order not to become an Ostrogoth in the full
meaning of the term.”™ It was hardly surprising that Kochubei
soon left Ukraine to go abroad.

His feelings about Ukraine did not change over the years. In
Dikanka again in 1824, travelling south (and then abroad) on
indefinite leave from the ministry of internal affairs, he wrote to a
friend that they were awaiting the descent of the locust, which had
already attacked the Crimea and Kherson (and was a perennial
threat to agriculture in the south). Continuing his account of life on
the land in the mocking vein which he had used to Vorontsov a
quarter of a century before, he wrote: “The banker never ends a
letter without mentioning the state of the market («e upomianuv o
vekselnom kurse). The farmer thinks that there is nothing more
interesting than the harvest, so as a landowner | will inform you
that we have very little hay, an abundance of corn, poor sheaves
{snopy toshchie), tall straw, and there will be no fruit at all.”»
Kochubei seems to have looked upon his involvement with the land
as something of a joke.

And yet he was never able to sever his ties with Ukraine. Nor
perhaps, however much he pretended otherwise, did he altogether
want to. The attempt to enter completely into the role of the
European man of the world, to become simply another Russian
nobleman, broke down. The Ukrainian circle of which he became a
part when he first came north, and the considerable number of
clamorous relatives he retained in the south, prevented Kochubei
from devoting himself entirely to high politics. When he passed
through Ukraine in 1798, he found himself called upon to defend
the Skoropadskys against a charge of sedition* The wife whom he
married in the following year came from within the Ukrainian
group at court™* and partly explains why Kochubei was close to
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N. G. Repnin, the later Governor of Ukraine; for Repnin’s wife
was his own wife’s first cousin.Toward the end of his career
Kochubei claimed never to take part in political matters which
concerned his relations,but in 1804, when Governor Kurakin was
thinking of returning north, he certainly hoped to have his
brother-in-law, H. P. Myloradovych, appointed as Kurakin’s
successor.”"' Throughout his life Ukraine placed demands upon him,
and he was not totally unsympathetic toward its inhabitants.

That Kochubei wanted to do more for Ukraine than he did, but
felt constrained by his official position, is brought out by his
attitude toward two Ukrainian educational projects of 1804-5. He
was at this time minister of internal affairs, and could not afford to
show favour to a particular region of the empire. When, therefore,
in late 1804, the Marshal of the Chernihiv nobility, Storozhenko,
asked his opinion about the possibility of raising money from the
Chernihiv nobles for the foundation of a gentry school in Ukraine,
Kochubei wrote him a memorandum expressing personal sympathy
as a private landowner in the area concerned. Storozhenko used the
memorandum in an assembly of Chernihiv district marshals as if it
came from the ministry of internal affairs. Kochubei was horrified,
and wrote a long explanatory letter to A. B. Kurakin, Governor of
Ukraine, and another to S. P. Rumiantsev (who was forwarding
similar proposals from another Marshal of Nobility). To Rumian-
tsev, Kochubei wrote that it would be illegitimate for him to use his
position to secure the realization of such a project, but that he had
already ordered his manager to contribute to any educational fund
which was in fact set up.”” The correspondence provides a good
illustration of the way in which Kochubei’s political morality
differed from that of his Ukrainian predecessors at court. He saw
himself as a servant of the central government, determined not to
show bias in a “southern” cause.

Yet within six months he was pressing for the establishment of
an educational institute similar to that which Storozhenko had
suggested. He had found a way to do it legitimately, without
detriment to his official position. Bezborodko had left money in his
will for some material benefaction to Ukraine, and the money had
been growing for six years without being put to use. It seems to
have been Kochubei who now took the initiative and persuaded lllia
Bezborodko to act. He did so in a way which made it clear that he
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was responding directly to Storozhenko’s proposals of the previous
year. He advocated the creation of a gymnasium on the lines of that
founded by the Demidovs in laroslavl. This would be an institution
“corresponding in a way to a university,” which central Ukraine did
not possess, and yet it would not be a gentry school, “which they
[the local gentry] had wanted to give up to a million for in the two
provinces.”™® The last phrase indicated what Kochubei really
thought was wrong with the project of the previous year: it was too
narrowly class-oriented, and would have shown him to be too much
a member of the Ukrainian starshyna. The new school was to have
a broad social orientation.”"

Kochubei’s behaviour over the educational projects of 1804-5
seems to show that he was prepared to act on behalf of Ukraine
when his action could not be construed as representing a particular
section of Ukrainian society. He did not want to be typecast as the
mouthpiece of Ukrainians at court, but neither did he turn a blind
eye to the problems of the south.

This duality of outlook is apparent again in Kochubei’s dealings
with his many southern relations. He was happy to provide
opportunities for the younger scions of the family to be educated,
and thereafter to secure them positions in government service,” *but
there were limits to his bounty. He could not accept the headstrong
behaviour which characterized the old Ukrainian starshyna-, some
examples will show what he had to deal with in the unregenerate
members of his family.

The *“hellish character” of his brother, Apollon, which had
resulted in Bezborodko’s sending him back to Ukraine after an
incident in which he had thrown his furniture out of a window in
St. Petersburg,”* brought a protest, in 1804, from peasants whom
he was maltreating, and in the following year Kurakin was
instructed to take the peasants into his personal care.”’ Kochubei
not only made no attempt to intervene, but seems to have been in
favour of the controls placed upon the malefactor.M*

In 1820 the Tsar was planning a journey south, and Kochubei
wrote to Repnin explaining that he had asked his first cousin once
removed. Semen Mykhailovych, to take charge of plans for
receiving Alexander. “But he is so peculiar,” he wrote, that he had
also been in touch with Semen’s business agent as a form of
reinsurance.”’” Semen was indeed a curious mix—hugely in debt.
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constantly submitting wild projects to the Governor of Ukraine and
wearying him with endless letters, sponsor of the first official
edition of Kotliarevsky’s Eneida?""

At least Semen Kochubei was not an advocate of the
maintenance or the revival of Ukrainian independence.*"' Another of
Kochubei’s cousins, Damian Vasylovych, may have been. Repnin
had constant difficulty with Damian Kochubei in the 1820s, first on
account of his bootlegging activities across the Ukrainian border
into the provinces of Orel and Kursk, then in 1829 when Damian
refused to accept that Repnin would not allow his election as
Marshal of the Chernihiv nobility. A"

Viktor Pavlovych tried as best he could to keep out of this last
affair. The letter to Repnin in which he discussed the matter,
however, showed the extent to which he was still involved in
Ukrainian problems, even bedevilled by them, at the end of his life.
Years of involvement in national politics and in the wider European
world had not enabled him to escape his Ukrainian roots. Of all the
Ukrainians at court in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries he had tried hardest to present himself as a fully
integrated Russian, but in his declining years the fact still needed
stating. “I have had no knowledge until recently,” wrote Kochubei
in connection with Damian, “... of what you call the storms of
Hlukhiv.” He said that he received few letters and wrote none. “I
think only of what is general, of what may be useful en masse.” “As
for Damian Kochubei,” he wrote, “who has occasioned this little
digression, | will tell you what | know and what | have learnt from
him.”?* Kochubei was trying not to concern himself with Ukrainian
affairs, but failed in the attempt.

Two years later he was still trying to make clear where he stood
on the question of the relationship between Russia and Ukraine.
“Although by birth 1 am a khokhol™ he wrote to Repnin in a letter
which has been called his “political testament,”™ “I am more
Russian than any in my principles, my circumstances, and my
manners.” He was certainly Russian by inclination, but never
succeeded in escaping the pull of the south. Although he claimed to
be a philosopher of government, he found himself dealing
throughout his Hfe with many petty questions deriving from
Ukraine. He never became a typical Russian nobleman.



Chapter Five

Ukrainians on Grub Street

Late eighteenth-century Russian journalism

Although the political figures discussed in the last chapter were the
most prominent Ukrainians in late eighteenth- and early
nineteenth-century Russia, they did not make the biggest
contribution to the image of Ukraine in the north. They were
constrained by their prominence. Whatever their natural loyalties,
they were obliged to tread warily for the sake of advancement. Life
at court encouraged moderation, not the championing of causes.
Even if they had wanted to, Ukrainians at the centre of affairs
could not have done much to alter Russia’s perspectives. They were
outsiders in a centralized political system that had started
developing long before their arrival in St. Petersburg. Because they
had to devote themselves to maintaining their positions they did not
have many opportunities for innovation. Their greatest single
contribution to the broadening of Russian awareness probably lay in
the employment they arranged in the north for other Ukrainians.
For lesser lights, whether or not they owed their jobs to the court
politicians, did more to extend awareness of Ukraine than ministers
of the crown. Often undistinguished individually, these lesser lights
made a notable collective mark in Russia. They were active in
literature rather than politics. The limitations upon them, although
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still considerable, were fewer than those imposed by life at court.
The rules for success in literary contexts were still in the making,
for the contexts were new even to Russians. In-fighting in high
politics was traditional, but the organization and content of Russian
literary life were changing in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries." The next three chapters concentrate on three
aspects of literary life: the late eighteenth-century Russian
periodical press; early nineteenth-century Russian fiction; and
Russian historical writing. AIl three of these areas were
experiencing expansion and innovation which provided Ukrainians
with fruitful opportunities to express themselves. Non-Ukrainians
also took advantages of the new opportunities, but Ukrainians were
particularly well-placed to make use of them as a result of the
Ukrainian educational traditions described in Chapter Three.

Even when no provincials were involved in their publication,
eighteenth-century periodicals began to acknowledge the existence
of the outlying parts of the empire. A journal of 1763 asked where
the title “White Tsar” came from, and why “White Russia” was so
called. Usually interest was much less speculative. The same
number of the 1763 journal contained an “Instruction on how to set
about sowing different types of foreign tobacco in Little Russia.””
Ten years later a writer discussed the question of Ukrainian tobacco
at greater length and made it the occasion for a few wider
reflections.” An editor published a “Description of the roads from
Kiev to Constantinople, composed in 1714” because he felt it would
provide information “on the ancient condition of places which many
of our fellow-countrymen have recently seen as they are now” (in
Catherine’s first war with Turkey).® Nikolai Novikov printed a
letter from Ukraine in the second part of his Zhivopisets in 1773, in
which the author thanked Novikov for standing up against the
changes in manners which he saw all round him*” As early as 1787
one Russian traveller to Ukraine, writing in a book rather than a
periodical, felt it unnecessary to describe the province’s dialect,
dress and behaviour, because in his view they were already
sufficiently well known.” A later historian of Ukrainian literature,
Academician N. |. Petrov, observed correctly that “in the second
half of the eighteenth century a Little Russian trend began making
itself felt even in the north of Russia, in the secular,
pseudo-classical literature of that time.”*
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The trend owed most of its vigour not to casual Russian interest
in Ukraine, but to direct Ukrainian participation in Russia’s literary
life. Ukrainians made two contributions to the Russian literary
scene. Some Ukrainian men of letters used material drawn from the
south, and so made their place of origin more familiar to Russians.
Others, while differing little from their Russian contemporaries in
choice or treatment of subject-matter, swelled the population of
Russia’s “Grub Street” and helped to make secular literature an
increasingly significant part of Russian intellectual life. Ukrainians
thus had both a specific and a general importance in the growth of
Russian literature. They published work on subjects that had not
been dealt with previously, and they increased the pace of
developments already under way.

Ukrainians in the first category occupy most of this chapter, but
a few of those who fell into the second category should be
mentioned. They include some of the least significant and some of
the best known of eighteenth-century writers in Russian. At one end
of the scale, a certain Boryspolets published a journal in
St. Petersburg in 1801 which appeared so briefly, and presumably
in so small an edition, that seventy years later the great
bibliographer of eighteenth-century Russian journals, A. N.
Neustroev, was unable to find a copy. On advertising for
information on the subject, Neustroev received a letter from the
author’s son saying that Boryspolets had stopped publishing his
journal because there were so few subscribers, and because he
obtained a position under the Governor of Ukraine and returned
south almost immediately. Boryspolets spent the remainder of his
career in Zhytomyr, Minsk and Kherson, and did no more to swell
the ranks of Russia’s literati.” He had hoped, no doubt, to make his
name by founding a journal, but had given up the unequal struggle
as soon as a better prospect of advancement presented itself. Other
writers of Ukrainian origin were more tenacious. The playwright
M. M. Kheraskov (1733-1807) became one of the leading literary
figures of his generation. So did I. F. Bohdanovych, author of the
celebrated fable Dushenka. Neither of these was ethnically
Ukrainian, but both came from Ukraine and cherished its
memory.The jurist S. le. Desnytsky and the philosopher
la. P. Kozelsky, authors of prose rather than poetry, also showed
signs of continuing allegiance to Ukraine." These different sorts of
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writer led their respective fields in eighteenth-century Russia.
Where Boryspolets failed, they succeeded.

Ukrainian writers were to be found above all in the middle
ground, between the poles of success and failure. Hryhorii Braiko
typified the sort of Ukrainian who, after completing his education
at the Kiev Academy, moved to St. Petersburg and advanced his
career with the pen. He was born in the 1740s into a Ukrainian
gentry family, and came to St. Petersburg in 1764 for higher
education. Soon afterward he left for Germany to study at
Gottingen, and on his return at the beginning of the 1770s he
entered St. Petersburg’s literary life, while serving as a translator
under M. M. Scherbatov in the archive of the affairs of Peter the
Great. In 1778 he transferred to the College of Foreign Affairs, and
died in 1793 after serving at home, in Venice, and in Vienna. His
principal contribution to the periodical literature of the time, after
co-operation with Bohdanovych on the Sobranie Novostei of 1776,
lay in the editorship of Sankt-Peterburgskii vestnik (1778-1781),
which at the time it was founded was the only contemporary
Russian literary-political journal, and included among its
contributors many of the leading literary figures of the
day—G. R. Derzhavin, N. A. Lvov, Vasyl Kapnist, and
I. I. Khemnitser. The object of the journal was to publish not only
original works of literature, but news both national and local, book
reviews, and academic articles. The journal’s political orientation
was moderately liberal, which eventually seems to have led to its
downfall. By this stage of his life, having left Ukraine long before,
Braiko was far from intending to promote a narrow particularism in
his journal, and indeed he was indebted for much of his material to
a contemporary German periodical which was appearing in
St. Petersburg. But he still remembered the Kiev Academy,
publishing the news of the great fire which destroyed its library in
February 1780.” The place he obtained in the Viennese embassy in
1789 was made vacant by the death of an old friend and
correspondent, another Ukrainian, H. I. Poletyka, and it was no
doubt because the two were acquainted that Braiko knew the place
was free. The significance of Braiko lies in the way in which he put
together his provincial education and his travelling. He derived from
them a confidence that Russia had something of her own to offer.
In his journal, he saw himself as laying the foundation on which
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later generations would build, “for it is indubitable that after us
there will be times when Russian journals and other works in this
language will start being read in English, German and French
towns, just as foreign journals are now being read in Russian
towns.” Years abroad, and even longer years away from his
starting-point in Ukraine, had given Braiko means of comparison
denied to others. He knew the two extremes. Western Europe and
the Russian provinces, and he put them together to achieve a
balance uncommon at the time.

Like Braiko, I. I. Martynov advanced his career by engaging in
literary activity. Before being appointed to a senior position in the
ministry of education early in 1803, he had published the journal
Muza in 1796 and been involved in the production of the
progressive Sankt-Peterburgskii zhurnal of 1798. Later he edited
Severnyi vestnik in 1804-5 and Litsei in 1806. These works were
typical products of cosmopolitan enlightenment and show little sign
of Martynov’s Ukrainian origins. Yet Severnyi vestnik included the
first significant Russian-language study of the Ukrainians of the
Austrian empire,** and at the end of his life Martynov still cared
enough about his homeland to object to incorrect Ukrainianisms in
a St. Petersburg student play.” In his later years Martynov was
devoting himself to the translation of the Greek classics, but his
involvement in Europe’s common culture had clearly not driven
Ukraine from his mind. Like that of Braiko, Martynov’s
contribution to Russia’s literary expansion sprang from a
combination of groundwork laid in Ukraine and broader horizons
acquired in the north.

lakiv Halynkovsky was a Ukrainian who, on coming north, seems
to have been anxious to escape at all costs the charge of
provincialism. He spoke interestingly about the problem of Russian
national identity in the first number of his journal Korifei, which
was devoted to Clio, the muse of history. Discussing the condition
of Russian historiography, he divided Russian historians into three
groups, ecclesiastical, secular and foreign, and in the last section
introduced a discussion particularly illuminating in the light of his
Ukrainian origins. He was considering the work of the German,
Scherer, who after serving in Russia published in Paris in 1788 his
Annales de la Petite-Russie. Halynkovsky considered it shameful
that Russians should be reliant on a foreigner for coverage of their
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history. He knew of the work of lakiv Markovych and Vasyl Ruban
on Ukraine, but pointed out that the former was unfinished and the
latter brief.'* He then explained why, in his view, “Little Russia”
was under-studied at home. “Our fellow-countrymen,” Ukrainians,
had perhaps been deprived of the means of studying “such an
important, necessary subject” by “the dissimilarity of dialect, the
unrefined condition of the language, the paucity of means for
achieving local enlightment, and the barred entry to archives”; they
ought to be taking steps to redress the balance.” Halynkovsky felt
that the Kiev Academy failed to provide an education relevant to
the modern world. He urged curriculum reform and the adoption of
the university system now beginning to make its mark in Russia. He
seemed, therefore, to be rejecting the south and to be proclaiming
himself entirely in sympathy with the “enlightened” spirit prevailing
in St. Petersburg. But nevertheless he retained his Ukrainian pride.
While advocating the reform of the academy, he did not
contemplate its abolition. He acknowledged that “for all its bad
system” it used to produce great prelates and distinguished scholars;
and once it had been secularized, “what successes, what works
iproizvedeniia) might one not expect from such an ardent,
sharp-witted Nation, and particularly in the field of the Arts...

Even Halynkovsky, then, whose principal concern was to take
part in the wider literary debates of the day, showed a certain
sympathy for Ukraine while condemning its educational system.
Other journalists, less scornful of their origins, were more
enthusiastic. Those whom we have looked at so far showed few
specifically Ukrainian traits in their literary activity in the north.
They were significant mainly for their contribution to the volume of
Russian literature. Those considered below did something to shape
its content.
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Vasyl Ruban

Vasyl Ruban was born in Bilhorod in 1742 and attended the Kiev
Academy in the first half of the 1750s. In the later 1750s he went
to Moscow to complete his education, thereafter returning south to
work as a translator in the land of the Zaporozhian Cossacks, where
he seems to have learnt Turkish. In 1764 he moved to
St. Petersburg and became closely associated with the expansion of
publishing activities in Russia. His writing fell into three categories,
roughly  divided chronologically: literary, historical and
topographical, and poetic. It was in the second period, when he
leaned most heavily on material derived from Ukraine, that he
produced his best work. In the first period his three journals, Ni to
ni se (1769), Trudoliubivyi muravei (1771) and Starina i novizna
(1772-3), were all failures; as a poet Ruban was little esteemed by
contemporaries; but when, in between, he produced almanacs, an
Opisanie imperatorskogo stolichnogo goroda Moskvy, and various
works describing the history and geography of Ukraine, he was
performing a useful function, and although “only a dilettante, not a
scholar,” he “occupies a fairly significant place among the many
‘busy bees’ of Catherine’s time.”"

Ruban’s career in government developed under the aegis of
Potemkin. In 1774 he became his secretary and in 1775 went south
with him, where two years later he became head of the schools of
New Russia. In 1784, when Potemkin was made head of the
College of War, Ruban was appointed head of foreign
correspondence and translator from Polish, in which position he
stayed until his death in 1795. In service, therefore, no less than in
his literary career, Ruban preserved his links with the southern
frontiers. He expressed in his writing and in his work the increasing
interaction of north and south.

Even in the first stage of his literary activity, Ruban published
materials bearing upon the history and institutions of the south. In
1770 he contributed to the journal Parnasskii shchepetilnik a
section entitled “Historical information taken from Polish writers
and belonging to Russian history, about Russian provinces and
cities which were once under Polish rule and were then taken by the
Russians again.Breaking down his article into the sub-sections
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“Livonia,” “Smolensk,” “The Principates of Kiev, Siver, and
Chernihiv’ and “The Zaporozhian Cossacks,” Ruban gave
apparently judicious accounts, stating his sources, of various aspects
of the history of these regions. Merely making available information
drawn from Polish sources was a valuable service in Russia at the
beginning of the 1770s, and one which few save Kiev Academicians,
perhaps, were qualified to perform.” But Ruban went further than
this and made his attitude toward the Poles apparent. After
describing the final Russian recapture of Smolensk in the
mid-seventeenth century, he observed that “All the same, Polish
bishops, generals, and castellans still to this day employ the titles of
this principate, without a trace of embarrassment, although they are
empty and signify nothing.  Ruban seems to have been stressing
that the days of the Poles were past and that the Russian title was
legitimate. Accepting this standard Russian position was not
unusual for a Ukrainian experiencing the first fruits of integration
into the Russian Empire.

Starina i novizna contained further indications of Ruban’s
attitude to Poland. In the second volume he published Konysky’s
speech of 1765, delivered before the Polish king in Warsaw, in
defence of the Orthodox against the encroachments of the Uniate
Church.™ “Neither our forefathers, nor we their descendants,”
proclaimed Konysky, “have ever at any time sinned against the
most dear Fatherland [Poland] or against its most mighty kings
The one thing that is held against us as criminal is our faith ”
when Jewish synagogues stand open, “where Christ is constantly
damned,” Orthodoxy too ought to be respected. Konysky, Bishop of
Mogilev, was throwing down the gauntlet, and by reporting his
speech Ruban communicated to the Russian public something of
the reality of conflict in the borderlands of the empire. Konysky had
been head of the Kiev Academy when Ruban studied there, and the
two seem to have been in close contact. Ruban thanked his former
mentor for the information covering the period 1506-1734, which
he included in his Kratkaia letopis Malyia Rossii of 1777,** and
corresponded with him later on the possibility of publishing his
sermons.” Keeping in touch with the man who was supposed to
have written the autonomist Istoriia Rusov was a measure of
Ruban’s continuing Ukrainian outlook on life™*
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It was not only Konysky’s speech that betrayed Ruban’s southern
leanings in Starina i novizna. Military developments in the south
were reflected in the inclusion of letters “from a certain spiritual
figure” of Bilhorod to General P. I. Panin, on the capture of the
Turkish city of Bender; and from P. A. Rumiantsev to
Lieutenant-General Shcherbinin, on the death of the latter’s son in
battle.” Ruban seems to have made good use, too, of his early days
translating in the Zaporozhian Sich, for he included at least two
Oriental short stories, one specifically *“translated from the
Turkish.”® Still dearer to his heart may have been the section O
Kievskikh uchilishchakh, in which the author (perhaps Ruban
himself) gave a detailed account of the history of the Kiev
Academy, from its foundation (supposedly in 1588) through the
construction of stone buildings in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries to the present, listing all the privileges and favours
bestowed upon the educational establishments of Kiev by the Kings
of Poland and the Tsars of Russia, and promising to speak later of
the curriculum and to give a list of Rectors and Prefects.”" This
section formed the beginning of a larger section entitled
Istoricheskie izvestiia o pervykh Sloveno-Grekolatinskikh v Rossii
uchilishchakh. It preceded, for example, a description of the
Moscow Academy. In its arrangement the section hinted at an
outlook on life which held that the good things in Russia proceeded
northward from Ukraine.

The religious theme in Ruban’s activity, apparent in the
publication of Konysky’s speech of 1765, appeared again in 1778
when he produced the first printed edition of the travels of the
monk Vasyl Hryhorovych-Barsky to the Holy Places of Europe and
the Near East, a work which was to prove popular and to go
through a number of editions before the end of the century.™
Barsky was very much a southerner, a native of Kiev who in 1723
set out for the Holy Places, and after travelling via Lviv through
Hungary and Italy traversed the Greek archipelago, made his way
through Palestine to Cairo, and coming back via Syria spent six
years on Patmos, before returning to Kiev in 1747 and dying
thirty-five days later. He had become a monk on the way and was
particularly concerned in his travels with observing the fate of the
Orthodox and the condition of their churches. Like Konysky in
Belorussia, although more by implication than by direct attack.
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Barsky was presenting a case against the Roman church. Western
Europeans, Ruban asserted in his preface, were ill qualified to speak
of the Orthodox of the Near East. The story of their co-religionists,
however, was dear to the heart of Ukrainians: “In Little Russia and
in the provinces surrounding it there is not a single place or house

of note where there would not be a copy of [this book] One
enthusiastic collector of Russian books and manuscripts paid sixty
rubles to the scribe for copying it out Oleksa Rozumovsky,

the principal Ukrainian at court in the reign of Elizabeth, had
wanted to have the work published, but his death in 1771 had
prevented him™* In making Barsky available, Ruban was providing
evidence of one of his fellow-countrymen’s fundamental traits, their
religious conviction. At a time when educated Russians tended,
perhaps, to be in sympathy with the secular spirit of the
Enlightenment, this was a distinctive contribution to the cultural
complexion of the empire.

Many of Ruban’s publications in the 1770s were devoted to
specifically Ukrainian themes. In 1773 he published Kratkie
geograficheskie, politicheskie i istoricheskie izvestiia o Maloi
Rossiv, in 1777 Kratkaia letopis Malyia Rossii s 1506 po 1776
god and Zemleopisanie Malyia Rossii. It was no doubt with his
encouragement, furthermore, that his nephew Hryhorii Kalynovsky
published, again in 1777, Opisanie svadebnykh ukrainskikh
prostonarodnykh obriadov (dedicated to Ruban’s sister).™ In the
calendar which Ruban issued in Moscow in 1776, the largest of the
appendices consisted of a “List of the Metropolitans of Kiev, with a
short chronicle,” followed by a “List of the Rectors of Kiev
Academy” (offered in explicit fulfilment of the promise made in
Starina i novizna three years previously)."* Literature facilitating
Russian study of Ukraine began, effectively, with these publications
of the 1770s.” Earlier interest had been casual and occasional, but
Ruban, by concentrating his energies, set a pattern for later
publicists to follow. Closer examination of his principal works will
show the precise nature of his contribution to the development of
Russian understanding of Ukraine.

Kratkie geograficheskie, politicheskie i istoricheskie izvestiia o
Maloi Rossii was dedicated to P. A. Rumiantsev and began with a
letter addressed to him, praising him for not forgetting, even in the
heat of battle, those engaged in the liberal arts.“ The hundred-page
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book was written in Ukraine, whether by one author or more we are
not told, and merely published by Ruban in the capital.®’ The
reason Ruban gave for publishing was that “The Little Russian
people... does not yet have a solid history and geography of its
fatherland,” despite being “noteworthy in the world for its arts and
sciences, as well as for the excellent fruits of generous nature, the
advantages of its freedoms, and the form of its government.”®
Despite the local patriotism of these prefatory remarks, there was
nothing “separatist” about the stance adopted in the book; in its
opening phrase “Little Russia” was described as “belonging from of
old to the Lords of All Russia.”™ The author’s concern was simply
to give a straightforward account of the principal geographical and
political features of a part of the empire little known in the north.
He conveyed the flavour of a foreign land, a land of both forest and
steppe dwellers (the former more hard-working than the latter), and
a land which was still subject to the danger of infection with the
plague from the neighbouring Crimean Tatars."» He surveyed the
Hetmanate’s ten polky and their principal towns, included an
account of local ranks and offices and added various miscellaneous
pieces of information about postal routes, times of despatch, and
names of postmasters.“ Ruban’s “Little Russia,” incidentally, was
very much that of the mid-eighteenth century, before Russia had
advanced to the Black Sea coast. Trade routes ran to “Riga,
Danzig, Silesia, Poland, the Crimea and other places”*—principally
to the north, that is, in the days before the foundation of Odessa.
The author recalled that in the Middle Ages the Dnieper had been
navigable to the sea, but had ceased to be so because of Tatar
attacks and the falling-away of its waters.”** Perhaps this picture
explains to some extent why Ukrainians were content to move into
Russia in the eighteenth century: the south was not nearly well
enough developed, as yet, to provide them with the opportunities
they needed.

In the preface to the Kratkaia letopis of 1777 Ruban expressed
the hope that his new volume would have the same success as the
Kratkie izvestiia of 1773. The Zemleopisanie Malyia Rossii, also of
1777, very largely duplicated the earlier work, but the Kratkaia
letopis, in its treatment of the history of Ukraine, marked an
advance on what had gone before. So did Kalynovsky’s description
of Ukrainian marriage rites. It provided a model for the many
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studies of Ukrainian folk life which were to appear in the
nineteenth century. In describing a typical Ukrainian courtship and
wedding, from the nomination of the intermediaries to the
week-long festivities and the reckoning-up of the accounts,
Kalynovsky provided Russian readers with the first printed account
of events whose distinctive features have been remarked upon by
historians/?

If Kalynovsky’s work marked the beginning of the study of
Ukrainian folk customs, Ruban’s Kratkaia letopis marked the
beginning of an even more important current in the bringing of
Ukraine to the attention of the Russians, for it was the first
publication of a substantial account of Ukrainian history.
Chronicles, like the travels of Hryhorovych-Barsky, had long been
circulating in Ukraine, but until 1777 none of them had found its
way into print. Scherer, in his Annales de la Petite-Russie of 1788,
and F. O. Tumansky in 1793, were to publish two more chronicles
before the end of the century; but Ruban led the field, and in fact it
was not until the journal of the Moscow Society of Russian History
and Antiquities began to appear in 1846, under the editorship of
Osyp Bodiansky, that the sources for Ukrainian history began to get
into print in quantity."™’

The Kratkaia letopis went far beyond the summary of Ukrainian
history contained in the Kratkie izvestiia of 1773. For the period
from 1506 to 1734, the part of the narrative which Ruban said he
had obtained from Konysky, the Bishop of Mogilev, it consisted of
notes compiled by the scribes of the Little Russian Chancery in the
late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries; the final forty years
were covered by Bezborodko, newly arrived in St. Petersburg, who
also added an explanation of the present form of government in
Little Russia and lists of hetmans and other senior civil and military
personnel."** The book contained information on the revenue and
expenditure of the Little Russian Chancery, and “On the difference
between the different conditions of the people”—the unusual
Ukrainian social structure.”™” The chronicle itself, which began in
1506, the traditional date for the foundation of the Cossack host
and appointment of the first hetman, spoke above all of conflict
with the Poles and of the military prowess of the Ukrainians. It
ended with Catherine’s first Turkish war, which belonged, in the
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words of the author, to the main body of Imperial history® The
chronicle seemed to convey the impression that the memory of the
Ukrainian past should be preserved, but in an Imperial context, not
a context of Ukrainian autonomy.

Ruban’s activities were by no means confined to the publication
of materials bearing upon Ukraine. His other activities were legion.
Potemkin’s Polish translator in the War College, he seems to have
collaborated with a member of the staff on the translation of plays
from Polish;™ in the 1780s he produced topographical descriptions
of Moscow and its surrounds, one of which has been highly praised
by a modern commentator;” and throughout the last part of his
career he turned out panegyric verse, no doubt in the interests of
keeping old patrons and attracting new ones.” His principal
concern, perhaps, was to make a living, but his devotion to
Ukrainian materials may be some indication of their growing appeal
in Russia.

The books Ruban left at his death, which fetched over 1,100
rubles at auction, illustrate the catholic nature of his interests and
his activity.N" Boltin’s commentaries on Shcherbatov and Le Clerc,
many of the volumes of Novikov’s Drevniaia rossiiskaia vivliofika;
Hobbes and Richardson in translation; Kozelsky’s Rassuzhdenie
dvukh indeitsov o chelovechekom poznanii; Opisanie Aglinskogo
Korolevstva and Istoriia o Aglinskoi torgovle; Polskii letopisets
(in Russian), Opisanie Kurskogo namestnichestva, and maps of
Azov, Novorossiia and St. Petersburg: all these are evidence of a
concrete mind, in touch with the political, social and philosophical
movements of the day. Five hundred copies of a work entitled
Posetitel i opisatel sviatykh mest (different, apparently, from the
edition of Hryhorovych-Barsky, which is separately listed), and
thirty-nine of Zerno istorii polskoi (unbound) show a man in
business to sell books. Ruban had only five works in French, thirty
or forty in both German and Polish, and about 130 in Latin;
quantities reflecting, perhaps, the nature of his education at the
Kiev Academy and his greater involvement with Eastern than with
Western Europe. The books convey the impression that Ruban was
thoroughly in touch with the principal intellectual movements of
contemporary Russia, and devoted so much of his energy to
publicizing Ukraine simply because that was the particular
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contribution he could make to the advancement of knowledge. In
doing so, he showed that books about Ukraine were beginning to be
considered saleable commodities in late eighteenth-century Russia.
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Fedir Tumansky

One of the works in Ruban’s library at his death in 1795 was the
six-part periodical Zerkalo sveta, which had appeared in 1786-
7 under the editorship of F. O. Tumansky. Its presence there
indicated that Ruban kept up with the work of other Ukrainian
journalists in the capital, for Tumansky was one of his own most
interesting younger contemporaries, and in the words of a modern
authority “one of the most outstanding representatives of the late
eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Ukrainian intelligentsia.””

Fedir Osypovych Tumansky was born in 1755 or 1756,”* the son
of a leading official in the south. Not wealthy,” he came of a
family with good connections both at home in Ukraine and in
St. Petersburg. A Tumansky worked with the Ukrainian thinker
Kozelsky on the latter’s translation from the French Encyclopedic,
and was one of the many Ukrainians who occupied the lower
positions in the Senate in the 1750s and 1760s; another married into
the Kochubei family, and corresponded with its leading member,
Viktor Pavlovych; a third, in the nineteenth century, earned
distinction both as poet and civil servant.”* Fedir Osypovych studied
at Konigsberg before entering service in Ukraine in 1774.”
Thereafter he served in the south for twelve years (1774-86), in
St. Petersburg for eleven (1786-97), and in Riga for three or four
(until the turn of the century); from Riga he returned to the south,
and died in 1810.“

In all three of his areas of service Tumansky made his mark. In
Ukraine he held two posts, “secretary for the expedition of judicial
affairs” to the Little Russian College (from 1777), and *“assessor” in
the Chernihiv Treasury (from 1782). More important in his
southern career, however, were the charges he executed beyond the
call of duty: translating the Lithuanian Statute from Polish into
Russian, acting as guide to Joseph Il of Austria in Ukraine in 1780,
and composing a “topographical description of the whole of Little
Russia.” Chosen again to act in high affairs of state when the
Tsarevich Paul and his wife passed through Ukraine on their way to
Western Europe in 1780, Tumansky was clearly a man trusted by
the authorities.*' He was trusted, too, by the local population, for
they elected him Marshal of Nobility for part of the Kiev
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namestnichestvo in  1785.“ Ohloblyn implies, by including
Tumansky in his Liudy staroi Ukrainy, that he had Ukrainian
autonomist leanings, but a much more feasible context in which to
set his activity is one of service within the status quo.

Tumansky’s concern for enlightenment, perhaps stimulated by his
time in Konigsberg, made it difficult for him to focus his attention
wholly on the problems of the south. He saw Ukraine in a broader
context. As early as 1779, before he moved to St. Petersburg, he
was elected a corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences,
and set about trying to extend the benefits of enlightenment to his
homeland.” By 1796 he possessed a library on which he had spent
more than ten thousand rubles®* clear indication that he was
interested in all the intellectual trends of the day.
O. P. Kozodavlev, friend of Aleksandr Radishchev, possessor of a
European education, praised the first of Tumansky’s St. Petersburg
journals and called its author “learned and inteUigent.”** Although
from early days Tumansky planned a “complete history of little
Russia,” and wrote to Academician Leonhard Euler asking for the
loan of academy manuscripts to help him in his work,” later he
undertook a major task of much more general import, the
publication of materials relating to the reign of Peter the Great. It
was in this capacity alone, not as a historian of Ukraine, that
Halynkovsky included him in his survey of Russian historians in the
first volume of Korifei.™ Ukrainian history, for Tumansky, seems to
have been only part of a greater whole.

He may have been persuaded of the need to take a broad view by
Academician Euler, to whom he wrote describing his plans for a
definitive history of Ukraine. Euler urged a heavy preparatory
programme on the young Ukrainian: the collection of chronicles and
other documents in the monasteries and private houses of Ukraine,
and their close grammatical, palaeographical and historical study;
the preparation of an accurate edition of Nestor the Chronicler by
comparing newly discovered documents and the Radziwill text; the
study of lives of the saints; and perhaps most interestingly of all, in
that it foreshadowed the work of Slavic experts fifty years later, the
study of all the languages related to Russian.®* Euler seems to have
seen Ukraine as part of Slavic culture in general; Tumansky
adopted a point of view reminiscent of his advice in the journal
Rossiiskii magazin of 1793.
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In 1786 Tumansky came to St. Petersburg and found work
under Zavadovsky.® Appointed first to the Schools Commission,
within six months he had also been made a Director of the State
Loan Bank, again under Zavadovsky, and was drawing up its
regulations.’®Involving himself in the life of the local community,
just as he had in Ukraine, Tumansky served for three years as
chairman of the St. Petersburg Department of Public Charity and
for seven as a deputy in the noble assembly, and drew up a detailed
description of the province of St. Petersburg for its Governor,
Konovnitsyn.N' At the same time he retained his interest in Ukraine,
and secured lakiv Odyntsov’s return to the Kiev Academy.” Already
a corresponding member of the Academy of Sciences, he became in
time a member of the Imperial Free Economic Society, of the
“Royal Prussian German Assembly,” the “Royal Gottingen Learned
Society,” and the “Free Russian Learned Society at Moscow
University.”” Perhaps he had too much energy for his own good.
Having been made nadvornyi sovetnik before leaving Ukraine (in
1782), he did not move on to kollezhskii sovetnik until the
coronation honours of 1797, when he was already serving in Riga.
He was twice up before the courts on money matters, and made a
point of stating on one of the service records he drew up himself
that he had “never been specially rewarded in any way.””™ An
investigation into speculation at the State Loan Bank came to an
end only in December 1796, and the fire which destroyed his books
in May of that year seems to have made him ill for the next eight
months;” perhaps this combination of unpleasant circumstances led
him to take the censor’s job in Riga in February 1797."*

Two of the journals that Tumansky ran while he was in
St. Petersburg, Zerkalo sveta (1786-7) and Rossiiskii magazin
(1792-4), provided the most significant indications of his outlook
and interests. The first, founded almost immediately after his
arrival in the capital, consisted mainly of news, very often from
abroad, and of reviews of books in many languages. It was indeed,
as its title declared, a “mirror of the world.” Filled out with
homiletic articles, “On Economy,” “On the Increase of the People,”
“Greatness of Soul,” it showed that its editor thought of himself as
a man of enlightenment and wide culture. It made Tumansky a
name, for it was as “the editor of Zerkalo sveta” that Zavadovsky
described the composer of the State Loan Bank statutes, and on
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account of this journal that Kozodavlev praised his intelligence.”

But for all its broad compass, Zerkalo sveta owed something to
Tumansky’s provincial origins. At the top of the list of subscribers,
after the Empress and one or two official institutions, came Kyrylo
Rozumovsky, head of the old guard of Ukrainians in the capital.
Other Ukrainian names followed: Ruban, I. V. Tumansky, Tymofii
Kyriak, P. S. Marchenko, P. B. Passek. Later there were more, at
home in Ukraine (for the list was arranged geographically): the
Kiev Academy, two Lukashevyches in Kiev, Governor
A. S. Myloradovych and the antiquarian A. I. Chepa in
Chernihiv, Tumansky’s father in Novhorod-Siversky.”*If he was not
catering specifically to Ukrainian tastes, Tumansky was at least
fortunate, perhaps, that Ukrainians constituted a body of educated
readers capable of supporting his publishing venture. Halynkovsky
praised the subscription system whereby Tumansky was able to
sustain his publication of materials to do with Peter the Great,” but
the editor’s Ukrainian connections may have made that system
easier to run than it would have been otherwise.

The contents of the journal also reflected in some measure
Tumansky’s Ukrainian origins. He secured a contribution from
Vasyl Kapnist, for example, whom he must have met at the gentry
elections in Kiev in 1785 and who was at this time in rural retreat
on his Ukrainian estate.*" More important, Ukraine was very much
in the news in 1787 on account of Catherine the Great’s celebrated
journey to the Crimea. Since one of Tumansky’s declared intentions
was to keep his readers abreast of the news, he could introduce
Ukraine without special pleading. But he did not refrain from
showing a certain southern bias in pointing out the significance of
the Imperial journey. “At last this region of the Russian world,
which was formerly of no account, will also receive a life like that
of the other parts of the state Subsequent issues contained at
least five speeches made by Samiilo Myslavsky, Metropolitan of
Kiev, to Catherine between January and April 1787, together with
others made by the archimandrite of a monastery in Nizhyn, by
Konysky in Mogilev, and by the Bishop of Bilhorod and Kursk; and
finally Tumansky reported St. Petersburg’s joyful reception of
Catherine on her return, and printed E. |. Kostrov’s poem on the
subject.*» The tone was “integrationist.” Tumansky published, for
example, a letter from the Bishop of Bilhorod to the school directors
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in his area, urging upon them the need to purify their pupils’ use of
Russian, and summoning the peoples of the Balkans and the
Caucasus to look to Russia too.” When he spoke out against
“foreign expressions or those of the common people,” the bishop was
clearly doing battle both with borrowings from French and with
Ukrainian. In publishing him Tumansky was perhaps expressing a
belief in “Russia for the Russians”—not for the centre alone or for
any one of the regions, but for all the native inhabitants rather than
for outsiders.

A view of this kind found expression at a number of points in
Zerkalo sveta. “For a Russian,” wrote Tumansky, “the first
endeavour ought to be to know the condition of his fatherland.
The thought recurred, by implication, in a review of
S. I. Pleshcheev’s Obozrenie Rossiiskiia Imperii: “It is shameful,
but it must be admitted, that even now we do not yet possess a
history or a geography of our fatherland Tumansky believed
that the different parts of the empire ought to be known and
appreciated, in order that Russia could make full use of her
resources. He was proud of what was already being achieved. He
printed government decrees on education, on the construction of
roads, on the founding of the Loan Bank. He reproduced
G. R. Derzhavin’s speech on the advance of enlightenment at the
opening of the new school in Tambov in 1786.** He showed pride in
Russia by heaping obloquy on Turkey in a number entirely devoted
to the outbreak of war with the Porte in 1787.* Writing about
schools in Denmark, he added a boastful note; “It is impossible here
not to make the remark that, however late Russia has been in
becoming enlightened (as many wrongly suppose), nevertheless the
statutes and the systems introduced there [i.e. in Russia] will serve
as a model for the most enlightened.”* Proud of his country and of
the work she was doing, Tumansky felt that it needed only to be
pressed home. In Rossiiskii magazin he made his patriotism, and
the provincial origins from which it derived, still clearer.

The title of Tumansky’s second journal, by contrast with that of
the first, indicated that Russia rather than the world was his prime
consideration. The journal’s motto, Et fumus patriae dulcis, was a
phrase later adopted by Ukrainian writers enthusing over their
homeland,*” but for Tumansky it seems to have meant feeling for
Russia rather than for the West, not love of one region above
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others. Extrapolating from his own provincial experience, he urged
upon his readers the diversity of the Russian Empire and its ability
to withstand cultural encroachments from the West. An article on
the proper lading of Russian ships discussed how much tiagost they
needed, or as Tumansky scornfully put it, what is “now known un-
der the foreign name of ballast.”’®Foreign loan-words were one of
his betes noires. His programme, laid down at the outset, was to
print “different sorts of information relating to the understanding of
Russia,” in the attempt, no doubt, to remedy that lack of knowledge
which he had deplored more than once in Zerkalo sveta' He
published material related not merely to Ukraine, but to Perm,
Siberia, the Crimea and St. Petersburg.”® The Ukrainian material
was largely of a historical character, but Tumansky also included
historical articles, largely genealogical in nature, on Russian
subjects.” One writer goes so far as to say that Rossiiskii magazin
was Russia’s first general historical journal, since Novikov’s
Drevniaia Rossiiskaia vivliofika was only a collection of materials.™
The journal was certainly of general interest and inspired by a
broad view of the empire.

Tumansky’s Ukrainian origins were significant in forming his
view that the empire was the sum of its parts, and that by knowing
them better Russians could reduce their dependence on the West.
“Conceding everyone’s right to his own opinion,” he wrote in his
preface to the Ukrainian materials which he published in the second
part of Rossiiskii magazin, “l think that the general history of our
Fatherland will hardly attain the necessary completeness if the
histories of the parts (udelov) of this extensive empire long remain
unknown, and on that account, possibly, perish without trace. The
whole consists of the parts " Tumansky went further, and
included in his idea of “the whole” the parts of Slavonic Eastern
Europe which were not ruled by Russia:

Russian history, to be complete, ought not to limit itself simply to the
present Russian boundaries, but ought first to study the history of all
the Slavs and Russians in accordance with their true, ancient
boundaries, which have passed in various centuries by various
accidents to various foreign powers, in exactly the same way as Little
Russia and White Russia once passed under the yoke of the Poles,
and as the peoples who border on the Varangian (from of old the
Russian) sea passed under the yoke of the Swedes and others.”*
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This proto-pan-slavism, strongly reminiscent of Euler’s advice to
Tumansky when he had been considering writing a history of
Ukraine in the early 1780s, anticipated by some forty years the
ideas of other, more famous Ukrainians—notably Osyp Bodiansky
and I. I. Sreznevsky—who moved on from feeling for Ukraine to
feeling for the Slavs in general. One of the first to see possibilities
for Russian cultural growth in the better understanding of the
regions of the empire, Tumansky was also one of the first to hint at
what might follow from there.

He published in Rossiiskii magazin a chronicle of Ukrainian
history like that published by Ruban in 1777, a manifesto of
Bohdan Khmelnytsky dating from 1648, a letter from the
Lithuanian Chancellor Sapieha to the Uniate Archbishop of
Polotsk, written in 1622, and an extract from a note of 1749 on
elections in the Zaporozhian Sich.”” The first three had been
collected over a period of many years, with the encouragement of
P. A. Rumiantsev.”* Tumansky was utilizing the materials he had
collected in Ukraine, when he had hunted in the monasteries and
the archives of regiments and hundreds for a “connected chronicle”;
he deeply regretted the great fire of 1780 which had destroyed the
library of the Kiev Academy, and spoke longingly of the ancient
manuscripts in private hands in Ukraine, and of the information to
be gleaned from parish churches with their inscriptions, crosses,
bells and coffins.”

What Tumansky published, however, he tailored to a Russian
readership. The chronicle, he wrote, dated from the period of Peter
the Great, “as a result of which the Little Russian language in it,
too, is already coming closer to Russian.”'* He appended a glossary
of unfamiliar words to render comprehension still easier. The
chronicle which Tumansky chose, moreover, a recension of that of
Hrabianka,”” was “integrationist” in tone, and therefore likely to
prove attractive to Russian readers while still serving Tumansky’s
purpose of extending their understanding of the empire. The
chronicle opened with the origins of the “Little Russian” people in
the common origins of the Slavs (when the “Alan-Khazars” came
from the east, “for that very language was Slavonic”!),"* and went
on to regret the passing of the Slavs’ ancient unity, the
subordination of Ukraine to the Polish yoke {Liadskoe igo), and the
decline of Kiev despite the Polish kings’ official confirmation of
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local rights. All this was prefaced by a quotation from the Bible on
the evil effects of false desire and quarrelling. Twenty years later
Metropolitan Evgenii Bolkhovitinov, who had no Ukrainian axe to
grind but was interested in the subject of the regions, thought
Tumansky’s chronicle the best thing of its kind to appear so far.'®"
The approval of such a sober judge was a good indication that
Tumansky had achieved something, at least, of the effect he
intended: that of enhancing the Russians’ sense of their own
identity.

In publishing the Sapieha letter of 1622, Tumansky made clear
his attitude toward the Poles, and cast interesting light on the
reason why Ukrainians tended to be content to make their cultural
contribution within the context of a Russian-led empire. For
Tumansky, the letter and the events surrounding it showed “firstly,
that Little Russia, as a true son of Russia, had to be and has to be
attached to its Mother, Russia; secondly, that it has belonged to no
one but Russia since history began {ot izvestnykh vekov), and was
stolen illegally by Lithuania or the Poles; thirdly, that the behaviour
of the Polish and Lithuanian magnates and the Roman clergy was
unbearable.”™ In his letter, Sapieha urged the Uniate Archbishop
of Polotsk not to press the Union too hard on the Orthodox
inhabitants of his diocese; but his advice fell on deaf ears, and the
following year the Archbishop was torn to pieces by a hostile
Orthodox mob. The incident, one of the most famous in the bitter
battle between Catholics and Orthodox in seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century Eastern Europe,was still able to excite a
researcher working in the Belorussian archives twenty years after
Tumansky’s publication,"” when the partitions of Poland were over
and Russia’s battle with the Union had been won. Recalling the
incident in 1793, the year of the second partition, was a gesture
pregnant with political significance, and one which Tumansky
exploited to the full in his introductory words. Ukrainians, he
seemed to be saying, differed from the Russians, but differed far
more from the Poles.

In both Zerkalo sveta and Rossiiskii magazin Tumansky stressed
the good things to be found in the Russian empire, the great
progress which was being made and the still greater reserves of
strength and potential for future development. Above all he
emphasized the need for an integrated national identity, and felt
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that the interior of the empire could contribute substantially toward
its creation. In the last period of his service, when he was censor in
Riga, he put his philosophy into practice, if in a negative sense. In
Riga Tumansky seems to have been concerned above all to prevent
Russia’s strength from being undermined by the malign influence of
books from abroad. His zeal in obstructing books rapidly made him
extremely unpopular with the local community.'®*

After his publishing career in St. Petersburg, Tumansky’s
behaviour in Riga showed that he combined the benefits of
education and the narrowness of the backwoodsman. In this respect
he exemplified the part played by many Ukrainians in Russia.
Contributors to a developing national consciousness, sufficiently
self-confident to take on the capitals, Ukrainians were often hostile
to the Western European enlightenment which provided Russia with
much of her cultural inspiration. Nikolai Karamzin ridiculed
Tumansky in a letter to I. I. Dmitriev of 1791, when Tumansky
was inundating him with poems for publication. “l should like to
show you,” wrote the cosmopolitan proto-Romantic, leader of the
movement for bringing Russia into the mainstream of European
literature, “these deathless products of the Little Russian spirit.”""”
Despite Karamzin’s ridicule, however, Tumansky’s contribution to
Russian intellectual life was far from negligible, and when seen in
the context of contributions from other Ukrainians it becomes
significant.
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Mykhailo Antonovsky

Mykhailo Antonovsky was born in the province of Chernihiv in
1759. After studying at the Kiev Academy he spent four years at
Moscow University (1779-83), where he distinguished himself. “In
the end” he became “an assistant at professorial lectures and
inspector of the behaviour and good conduct of the pupils of this
University who were maintained at state expense.”'® Moving to
St. Petersburg, Antonovsky entered the Admiralty College as a
secretary to |. G. Chernyshev, and in 1789, during the Turkish
war, he was appointed head of Admiral Chichagov’s campaign
chancery. In 1791 he was attached to the Russian Embassy in
Vienna, and in 1794 made an inspector in the school for naval
cadets. In 1796 his career changed course when he was appointed
senior librarian of the Public Library which was in the process of
being set up in St. Petersburg. The following year he was promoted
to the rank of nadvornyi sovetnik, but thereafter he moved no
further. In 1810 he was dismissed, and six years later he died,
having failed to fulfill his early promise.

Antonovsky was less judicious than Ruban or Tumansky. On
coming to St. Petersburg from Moscow University, he founded a
“Society of Friends of the Literary Sciences” to keep his university
contemporaries together. Their publications sailed close to the wind.
Radishchev, for example, wrote a “Discourse on What Constitutes a
Son of the Fatherland” for their journal Beseduiushchii grazhdanin
of 1789—and was made to take to the censor personally the number
in which it would appear, in case the whole society got into
trouble.” In 1795 the group went too far when it put out “An
Up-To-Date Narrative Description of All Four Parts of the World,”
which provoked government displeasure on two counts: for
improperly discussing questions bearing upon the inheritance of the
Russian throne, and for showing too much sympathy toward the
French Revolution."® Antonovsky escaped severe retribution, but
was advised to give up writing and concentrate on his service career.
He took the position at the Imperial Public Library and devoted
himself to safer academic pursuits."” His literary activity did not
come to an end, but now he published on Ukrainian themes.
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Antonovsky’s memoirs, begun in 1806, are full of his pride in
being Ukrainian and of gentry stock. His mother was “of the
ancient knightly family of Ruban,”"™* which means he must have
been related to the journalist discussed above. The Rubans,
according to Antonovsky, were famous in Ukraine in the
mid-seventeenth century—as ambassadors, for example, from the
Hetmanate to foreign powers. Antonovsky’s father, meanwhile, was
apparently connected with the French de Langerons. One of their
number had become a Polish citizen in the seventeenth century, and
then, having been driven from Poland to the Hetmanate, married
Bohdan Khmelnytsky’s widowed daughter-in-law."” Antonovsky’s
pride embraced his country as well as his family, for he described
the French forebear as having become known to Tsar Aleksei
Mikhailovich “when Little Russia of its own free will (proizvolno)
became subject to the All-Russian throne (having been before that
dependent on no one from a certain time, a self-governing
republic).”"*

Antonovsky helped Ukrainians when he could. While at Moscow
University, he persuaded the Druzheskoe Uchenoe Obshchestvo, of
which he was a member, to finance a number of Kiev Academy
students in their studies at the university, and proudly records the
distinction they achieved. They included a Ruban, lakiv Andri-
iovych, and Anton Prokopovych-Antonsky, later head of the noble
pension attached to Moscow University and himself a notable
patron of Ukrainians."” The literary society Antonovsky founded in
Moscow, subsequently reconstituted in St. Petersburg and not
always getting an easy passage from the authorities, consisted very
largely of the Ukrainian confederates he had “summoned” from
Kiev. They were “so well educated,” he records, that “they showed
themselves to be the men most suited to government service, so that
it is the exception among them who now serves without
distinction Later, when serving in the Admiralty under
Chernyshev, Antonovsky continued his support for his homeland.
He travelled south with the Court in the great Crimean progress of
1787, and on the way persuaded Chernyshev to hire six Kiev
academicians for the Admiralty. Antonovsky recorded with pride
their subsequent promotion to positions of distinction."’

In his writing Antonovsky showed feeling for Ukraine in many
ways: by publishing Skovoroda, writing a history of the Cossacks,



138 Ukrainian Impact on Russian Culture

intending to publish a topographical description of Kiev
namestnichestvo, and in his position at the Public Library working
on Russian medieval history—a subject dear to many Ukrainians
because Kiev lay at its heart. Antonovsky’s publishing activity was
by no means confined to Ukrainian themes,but parts of it
contributed  significantly to the development of Russian
understanding of Ukraine. In one respect Antonovsky deserves
special mention in the history of this process, for a volume he
published in 1798 under the general title Biblioteka dukhovnaya
was the first work of the Ukrainian philosopher Skovoroda to
appear in print.'~" A series of discussions on the importance and
value of self-knowledge, the volume differed from most
contemporary Russian philosophy in that it was not translated from
French or German. To that extent it exemplified what Ukraine had
to offer—a source of ideas within the boundaries of the empire.

Antonovsky concerned himself not only with ideas emerging from
Ukraine, but with Ukrainian topography and history. In 1810 he
planned to publish the Istoricheskoe i topograficheskoe opisanie
Kievskoi gubernii which had been prepared for Catherine the Great
in 1787, a “companion volume,” as it were, to Shafonsky’s account
of Chernihiv. A copy had been presented to his superior,
Chernyshev, at the time of the progress to the Crimea, and had
subsequently passed to Antonovsky. That he thought it worth
publishing was a measure of his continuing interest in Ukraine, and
of his commitment to Kiev, “this Russian capital more ancient even
than Novgorod.””™ Some years before this project he had been
responsible for the section dealing with the Cossacks in a
multi-volume description of the peoples of the Russian Empire.” At
the start of the essay, Antonovsky adopted the view that the Rus’
were Slavs from the southern shores of the Baltic.M* This was a
position favoured by other Ukrainian historians—Ilakiv Markovych,
Mykhailo Maksymovych and Mykola Kostomarov. They were
reluctant to admit that Scandinavians rather than Slavs were the
principal force in early medieval Russian history. Other,
non-“Slavic” views were possible, as a Russian writer pointed out
twenty years after Antonovsky, when discussing the background and
sources of Ukrainian history.“ In taking the line he did,
Antonovsky was expressing a typically Ukrainian concern for the
cultural independence of the Slavic world.
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In his years at the Public Library in St. Petersburg, history
became Antonovsky’s first love. “While at this library,” he wrote in
1812, “from the books kept in it | drew up an outline for the
composition of a history of Russia in the most remote period, long
before the times which the Russian chroniclers make the
beginning.”™ He spoke with some authority, therefore, in his
history of the Cossacks. His time at the library, however, was
chiefly of interest for a different reason; political and administrative
rather than philosophical or literary. The books that formed the
basis of the Library’s collection were taken from Warsaw at the
time of the third partition of Poland. By setting to work on ordering
the nearly four hundred thousand books brought to St. Petersburg
from Warsaw,” Antonovsky was fulfilling a role comparable to
that of the many Ukrainians who taught Russian in Poland or
served there as officials. Ukrainians could often speak Polish, but
were far more likely to be sympathetic to St. Petersburg than to
the newly acquired western provinces. They had suffered at the
hands of the Poles in the past, and their memories died hard.'"**

Antonovsky occupied a sort of middle position among Ukrainians
outside Ukraine. He neither philosophized about his homeland nor
put it behind him. In his work he did things which Ukrainians were
particularly well qualified to do, and in his personal interests and
prejudices he represented trends in which Ukrainians played a
major part. He was a careerist rather than an ideologue, and had
less time than Tumansky, for example, for a broad view of
Ukraine’s importance; but he nevertheless contributed notably to
the development of the idea, in Russia, that Ukrainians could be
valuable in both practical and intellectual contexts.
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Vasyl Anastasevych

Vasyl Anastasevych was introduced in the last part of Chapter Two
as an early nineteenth-century interpreter of the Poles to the
Russians. Sixteen years younger than Antonovsky, he bridged the
gap between eighteenth-century Ukrainian journalists and
nineteenth-century Ukrainian writers on Slavdom. The horizons of
the former were relatively narrow, whereas the latter developed
far-reaching views about the cultural orientation which was most
fitting for the Russian Empire. The later writers will appear in
Chapter Eight; the present discussion provides an inkling of their
significance. Anastasevych’s journal Ulei (1811-12) reflected the
range of his interests. He started it immediately after his return in
late 1810 from an extended trip to Vilnius and Krzemieniec, the
two principal centres of the educational district for whose
administration he worked.”*” His intention was clearly to capitalize
upon what he had learnt from his journey and to make his
new-found knowledge accessible to Russian readers, who knew little
of the western and south-western parts of the empire. P. I. Koppen,
who is dealt with later, was to do exactly the same thing in 1825;
start a journal after returning from an extended period of travel,
this time in all the Slavic areas of Eastern Europe.”®The sequence,
Tumansky on the importance of Ukraine to the empire,
Anastasevych on Ukraine and Poland, Koppen on Russians and
Slavs in general, is suggestive of the way in which Russia’s Slavic
vision was gradually broadening at the end of the eighteenth and
the beginning of the nineteenth centuries.

Ulei, which appeared monthly, had five sections: Literature,
Biographical and Bibliographical Remarks, History, On Popular
Enlightenment, and Miscellaneous. It was the historical section
which best brought out Anastasevych’s special regional interests.
The first number contained an article, “The Conquest of Kiev by
Prince Gedimin,” which set the pattern for much of what
followed.It consisted of descriptions of the expulsion of the
Tatars in 1320, taken first from the unpublished Ukrainian history
of Mykhailo Berlynsky, second from the medieval history of the
eighteenth-century Polish historian Naruszewicz, and third from an
unpubHshed work of Opanas Shafonsky. The extracts were followed
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by a reference to M. M. Shcherbatov’s pages on the subject and a
description of Naruszewicz’s history as a whole. Anastasevych was
revealing, at the outset, both the nature of his interests and his
keenness to publish materials with which Russians would be
unfamiliar. These two things made his journal unusual.

Kiev appeared frequently in Ulei. Anastasevych included an
extract from Naruszewicz on the conquest of Kiev by the Polish
king in 1018, and an extract from Berlynsky’s history entitled “On
the City of Kiev.” He published Berlynsky again in a
communication headed “On the Grave of Askold in Kiev”; and also
a short history of the Kiev Academy, a poem on the 1811 fire in
Kiev and the speeches made at the opening of the new Kiev
gymnasium in January 1812 Kiev apart, Anastasevych showed at
every turn his attachment to Ukraine as a whole, publishing
Czacki’s “On the name ‘Ukraine’ and on the origin of the
Cossacks,” giving a list of Ukrainian hetmans (taken from
Shafonsky), including Berlynsky on “The division of Little Russia
into regiments” and Shafonsky on the ranking system in the
Hetmanate, and promoting Vasyl Karazyn’s 1811 foundation of a
“Philotechnical Society” in Kharkiv.This last article revealed
where Anastasevych’s heart lay. In describing Karazyn’s “Thoughts
on the establishment... of a philotechnical society,” he said that
they gave a picture “in which is presented... the Russian Palestine,
fortunate Little Russia.” Like other Ukrainians outside Ukraine,
Anastasevych had not forgotten the climatic superiority of the south
to the dank St. Petersburg in which he worked.Ukraine was at
the heart of Ulei, even when the authors Anastasevych chose to
print included the Poles Czacki and Naruszewicz as well as the
Ukrainians Berlynsky and Shafonsky.

That Anastasevych had a feeling for the language as well as the
history and current condition of Ukraine is apparent from his
comment, quoted toward the end of Chapter Two, on the difficulties
facing a non-Ukrainian in the comprehension of Ukrainian
folksongs. In Ulei Anastasevych published a declaration of faith in
the age and purity of Ukrainian, in a commentary on “what
language the Lithuanian statutes were written in” and “why the
Russian language was called coarse in them.””™ A footnote
explained that “By the Russian language is meant here the ancient
language, to this day preserved almost in its entirety under the
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name of the Ukrainian dialect in the provinces of Volhynia, Podillia
and Kiev, and also in several provinces on the other side of the
Dnieper.” The age of Ukrainian was something Anastasevych both
deduced from and applied to his study of the recently discovered
Slovo o polku Igoreve. In a letter of 1 December 1814, for
example, he drew many direct parallels between difficult words in
the Slovo and modern Ukrainian.® “lI do not believe,” Evgenii
Bolkhovitinov had just written to him in connection with another
classic of medieval Russian literature, “that Nestor wrote in Little
Russian, which did not exist in his time.”'” Ukrainian, Bolkovitinov
argued, came into existence later, merely containing more traces of
Nestor’s language than did Russian because in the provinces things
moved more slowly than they did at the centre. Other remote parts
of the empire also retained “Nestorian” words, which true Russian,
a developing phenomenon, had left behind. Anastasevych was being
accused of linguistic fervour arising out of undue sympathy for the
south.

Given his attachment to Ukraine, why was Anastasevych taken
to be pro-Polish? The Polish element in Ulei must have sprung very
largely from his personal acquaintanceship with Tadeusz Czacki,
the Director of Schools in Right-Bank Ukraine, whom he met in the
course of his work in education.** On Czacki’s estate in Volhynia,
Anastasevych had seen the archive of the eighteenth-century Polish
historian Naruszewicz.*” No doubt it was this that inspired him to
make extensive use of Naruszewicz’s medieval history in Ulei.
Indeed, in the second year of the journal’s life, when the inspiration
(at least in the historical section) seems to have been falling away,
it was Naruszewicz, increasingly, who provided the padding.
Whereas in the opening historical article, on Gedimin’s conquest of
Kiev in 1320, the policy had clearly been to give different accounts
of the same event by Polish and Ukrainian writers, by the end the
work of the Poles predominated. This was probably a measure, not
so much of a change in Anastasevych’s interests, as of the character
of the material with which he was most familiar. He was employed
in the administration of education in the Polish provinces, and what
he had to offer which was new to the Russians was Polish history.
He was not so much working in the Polish interest as trying to
differentiate himself from other contemporary journalists. Insofar as
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the evidence shows emotional commitment on his part, it shows
commitment to Ukraine rather than to Poland. Bolkhovitinov seems
to have deplored letters from Anastasevych “stuffed with
Polishness,”™"” but it was the spirit of academic inquiry, not
commitment to Poland, which motivated the Ukrainian journalist.
He had worked on the translation of the Lithuanian Statute into
Russian, pointed out that it was the law in eight provinces of the
empire, and therefore felt justified in including in his journal an
extract from Czacki’s book On Lithuanian and Polish Laws?*'
Anastasevych was providing information, not trying to campaign for
the Poles. He included in Ulei not only work by Naruszewicz and
Czacki, but Siestrzencewicz-Bohusz “On the Lithuanian People,”
Orechowski “On the Origins of the Poles” (translated from the
sixteenth-century Latin), an extract from the travels of Prince
Sapieha through the lands of the Slavs in 1802-3, Linde on the
Polish writers, and a number of extracts from Czartoryski on Polish
literature and historians."” His object was clearly to increase
knowledge of Poland in Russia and to bring the two peoples closer
together. It was not, however, simply that. It was to show the
relationship and the differences between Poland and Russia: by
quoting both Polish and Ukrainian historians, for example, on the
same event, or by giving Naruszewicz “On Russia and Poland in the
eleventh century.”™ More widely, Anastasevych seems to have
aimed to set both Russia and Poland in the general Slavic context.
This was the point of publishing Sapieha’s travels, and it was the
theme of the five Naruszewicz extracts in part three, “On Russians
and Slavs in the tenth century.” Anastasevych was not simply
pro-Polish. Russians accused him of it, but his position was more
complicated than that. He was concerned with perceiving
differences, making comparisons, providing information about
Poland. What distinguished him from his contemporaries was his
neutrality in a context of rivalry. Making room for Poland looked to
many like going over to the enemy, whereas in fact it was
introducing an element of balance into the growing debate about
Slavic culture. Most important of all, for Anastasevych, was the
fact that Slavs rather than Western Europeans were under
discussion. By focusing squarely on the East European triumvirate
of Russians, Ukrainians and Poles, Anastasevych made the point
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implicitly that Slavs had more in common with one another than
any of them had with the West. This was the position most
frequently adopted by Ukrainians who came north into Russia and
found themselves in a world of Francophile aristocrats.



Chapter Six

Ukraine and Russian Literature

Romantic Nationalism

The forms and content of Russian literary activity had been
changing in the late eighteenth century, but soon after 1800 they
started changing more dramatically. While, in the eighteenth
century, the Ukrainians described in the last chapter increased the
population of Russia’s Grub Street and brought aspects of Ukraine
to the attention of Russians, they attracted relatively little notice.
When romantic nationalism came to Russia, both Russians and
Ukrainians made more of Ukraine. Russians became interested in
questions which were implicit in the Ukrainian contribution to
Russian culture. What was distinctively “Russian” about the
Russian Empire? How did its traditions and practices differ from
those of other countries? These questions could not be answered
merely by looking at salon life in St. Petersburg. They involved the
provinces and the people as well as the -capital and the
French-speaking gentry. In this context Ukrainians and Ukraine
came into their own.

Exactly when and why the new questions arose is hard to define.
Edward Thaden pointed out thirty years ago that even in the
eighteenth century Russians were concerned to some extent with the
question of their individuality. He distinguished three important
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stages in the rise of romantic nationalism in Russia. In the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries Freemasonry and
sentimentalism began to combat the rationalism and
cosmopolitanism of the Enlightenment. Then Russian patriotism
received an important fillip from the threats posed by the French
Revolution and the war with Napoleon. Finally, in the second and
third decades of the nineteenth century, German idealistic
philosophy began to make an impression on educated Russian
society, stimulating it to look more closely at the question of
Russia’s individuality.” By the early 1830s the Russian historian
N. A. Polevoi had produced “one of the most striking and succinct
statements of European romantic nationalism to be found
anywhere”; “People, like individual human beings, are born, grow,
attain maturity, get old, and die; that is, they exist in the manner of
man with a childhood, maturity, and old age. ... The secret wisdom
of Providence... consists in this: each society appears at its own
time and in its own place in order to fulfill its particular purpose in
the general history of mankind.””

This quotation clearly reflects Russian participation in a
pan-European intellectual movement. The lines could have come
straight from Herder. The concern for the individual identity of
peoples was a widespread phenomenon.® But did it emerge in Russia
solely because of stimuli from outside the empire? Although
Edward Thaden believed that Russian romantic nationalism had its
origins in a period before the impact of German philosophy, he still
assigned its rise to external phenomena. Peter Christoff took a
different view. He felt that although two foreign “hearts” beat in
Russia, epitomized by the influence of the philosopher Schelling and
the poet Goethe, a third “heart” was more important than either.
“This third heart beat for the individual Russian, for his
self-respect, and for Russia, and it was still there when the fads and
infatuations had passed.” By implication, the “third heart” was
present at the beginning as well as at the end of the intellectual
developments of the first half of the nineteenth century. Continuity,
for Christoff, was more important than change. Foreign stimuli
affected the forms taken by Russia’s national awakening, but did
not make that awakening more likely.

The difference between Thaden and Christoff is paralleled in the
work of other scholars. Two books published by St. Petersburg
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University just before the First World War showed how far
opinions could diverge with regard to the significance of foreign and
national factors in Russia’s cultural transformation. The first work
presented studies of A. A. Bestuzhev-Marlinsky, M. N. Zagoskin
and V. F. Odoevsky, prefacing them with two chapters discussing
“Romantic ldealism in Western European Literature at the End of
the Eighteenth and the Beginning of the Nineteenth Centuries” and
“Romantic ldealism in Russian Society and Literature in the
Twenties and Thirties of the Nineteenth Century.”* The thesis was
clear: that ideas which could be discerned in early
nineteenth-century Russian literature—individuality, nationality and
universality—had their origins in Western Europe. Five years later
a second writer, dealing with the same period of literature,
approached the question of its inspiration quite differently. He
placed the emphasis on continuous native interest in folk poetry.®
“The influence of Romanticism in its pure form,” he wrote, “was
not remarkable for its special intensity.” He considered “classicism”
more influential. Both the content and the genres of early
nineteenth-century  Russian literature had their roots in
pre-Romantic days.” Interest in folk poetry was not confined to the
lower classes; it was mistaken to speak of an educated upper class
which looked to the West for inspiration.*

The difference of opinion expressed in the works of these early
twentieth-century writers remains unresolved. A Soviet author
writing about the Russian romantics’ interest in the culture of the
empire’s minority races felt that this interest should be seen, at least
in part, “in the pan-European context of Romanticism”;” while
diligent Soviet folklorists, on the other hand, have collected enough
material to show that not every native collector of folk material in
the early nineteenth century could have been inspired by Herder or
Schlegel.'® | propose an addition to the terms of the longstanding
debate, by arguing that changes in the political and cultural
complexion of the empire in the late eighteenth century contributed
to the creation of a context in which, in the early nineteenth
century, romantic nationalism could flourish in Russia. Although
ideological and military influences from outside the empire were
clearly important, they were not the whole story. A recent student
of historical writing on eighteenth-century Europe spoke of “a still
largely unstudied question of great importance—that of the
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differences of outlook which undoubtedly existed on some issues
between the members of the ruling class in different areas of
Russia.”" These differences of outlook enriched the exchange of
views which took place in early nineteenth-century Russia.
Southerners who came north were largely untouched by Western
ideas. They were prepared to do battle for the Slavic soul with the
western-oriented writers they found in St. Petersburg. Proud of
their own traditions, perhaps defiantly so at a time when those
traditions were being eroded, they attempted to convey to the
Russians the “Slavic” significance of the south. They did so at a
time when Russians were prepared to listen. Russians were anxious
to find ways of reformulating their identity in the face of foreign
invasion and new foreign influences. Many of them looked to
Ukraine for assistance in the task. They interpreted its significance
in different ways. According to taste, Ukraine could stand for either
medievalism or the pristine simplicity of the state of nature; either
age-old tradition or freedom from the straitjacket of modern
society. It therefore provided both conservatives and liberals with
food for thought. Given this wide appeal, and given the presence of
Ukrainians in Russia who could respond to Russian interest and
advance the discussion, it was not at all surprising that Ukrainian
subject-matter figured prominently in early nineteenth-century
Russian literary activity. On the contrary, it was a natural
consequence of earlier political developments and current cultural
concerns.™”

The year of the Napoleonic invasion probably witnessed the
earliest indication of Russian interest in Ukraine as a focus for the
debate about Russian national identity. Before then, in the first
decade of the nineteenth century, Russian interest in the south had
remained casual. Admittedly Vestnik Evropy, the leading journal of
the day, often contained Ukrainian matter. It included, for example,
Vasyl Karazyn’s speech formally requesting the creation of a
university in Kharkiv, some addresses made by Vasyl Poletyka to
the gentry of Poltava, news of M. la. Trokhymovsky, the famous
doctor of Sorochyntsi, and a report on an extraordinary community
of midgets in eastern Ukraine who fished rather than farmed for a
living.'”» But when the editor, Mykhailo Kachenovsky, published a
patriotic ode in the Ukrainian language in 1807, he felt obliged to
apologize to his readers for taking up five pages with it. He did so
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by explaining that his journal had many readers in central and
eastern Ukraine.He came from Kharkiv himself (of Greek rather
than Ukrainian stock),and may for that reason have been biased
in favour of Ukrainian material.

A. A. Shakhovskoi’s play Kozak stikhotvorets, first staged in
St. Petersburg on 15 May 18124 occasioned more serious
consideration of Ukraine’s cultural significance than had been
evident as a result of earlier literary activity. The play, a musical,
was set in the period immediately following the battle of Poltava in
1709. Its hero was one Klymovsky, Cossack author of Ikhav kozak
za Dunai, a famous Ukrainian song.” What made the play popular
was its theme of triumph over the foreign invader. The opening
words of the last scene, which contained the declaration of the
enemy’s defeat, evoked spontaneous applause at the first
performance.”* In the month before Napoleon entered Russia,
Shakhovskoi had caught the mood of the hour. But his play had
more than ephemeral significance. Mykola Hnidych, a Russian poet
of Ukrainian origin, called Kozak stikhotvorets “the first Russian
opera-vaudeville.” Reviewing a second work in the same vein by
Shakhovskoi, he spoke of the genre as a whole and of the fact that,
before Kozak stikhotvorets, Russia had had only French vaudeville.
When a Russian work appeared, with “the conquerors of Poltava“
as its heroes, one was made aware of the deficiencies of native
historiography; “Who among us knows Klymovsky? The names of
the brave regiments of Iskra and Kochubei [leading Ukrainians of
the early eighteenth century] fly past the ears of the audience, and
the very uniforms of the time of Peter seem comic to them.”
Hnidych approved of the playwright’s Ukrainian theme and his
attempt to reverse the bias in favour of works of foreign origin. He
thought that the heroes were “drawn from nature” and the songs,
“borrowed from our Italy, Little Russia,” were “very well adapted
to the personalities of the characters His approval was set
very much within the context of the contribution which Ukrainian
subject-matter could make to the empire’s general cultural
orientation.

Shakhovskoi’s vaudeville did not please everyone as much as it
pleased Hnidych, but it went on stimulating debate about the
national character both in St. Petersburg and in the south. A
Russian who saw the play in Kharkiv in 1817 thought it fell
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between two stools; as a Russian he saw that the play was not
Russian, and having lived five years in Ukraine he recognized not a
single Ukrainian among the characters. In both language and
sentiment it offended Ukrainian ears*® The Ukrainian poet and
playwright Ivan Kotliarevsky produced his Natalka-Poltavka of
1819 as a direct riposte to Kozak stikhotvorets. A play on the same
theme, it aimed to portray Ukrainian life more truthfully* A
Ukrainian who saw Kozak stikhotvorets in the capital in 1823
thought that the Ukrainians it contained represented true
Ukrainians no more than they did Germans; the eponymous hero
seemed to be opening his mouth for the first time, and possessed
neither voice nor skill™ Critics became more severe, perhaps, as
time went on and the standard of artistic representation of Ukraine
improved. The nine years between Hnidych’s praise of Kozak
stikhotvorets and the St. Petersburg Ukrainian’s condemnation had
seen not only Kotliarevsky’s artistic response, but also the
appearance of the first Ukrainian grammar and the first separate
collection of Ukrainian folksongs. Knowledge and awareness of
Ukraine had increased, and with them, perhaps, the expectation of
accurate depictions. But the fundamental significance of Ukraine as
a bastion of native against foreign culture remained unchanged.
Ukraine, as has been said, was attractive to both conservative and
liberal writers. Shakhovskoi was a leading conservative, a friend of
the traditionalist A. S. Shishkov and the man who, by satirizing
V. A. Zhukovsky in a play of 1815, caused the formation of the
liberal literary society, “Arzamas. No doubt he chose a Ukrainian
theme for his vaudeville of 1812 out of patriotic motives, to bolster
Russian morale during the French war by writing of a time when
Russians had been militarily victorious. In this respect he
anticipated the patriotic novels of the conservative M. N.
Zagoskin. In the liberal camp, meanwhile, Ukraine found
admirers in the “Free Society of the Lovers of Russian Literature.”
The appearance within this society of a significant interest in the
“civic theme”—the theme which became Decembrism—was marked
by the publication in the society’s journal of F. N. Glinka’s Zinovii
Bogdan Khmelnitsky Hi osvobozhdennaia Malorossiia at the
beginning of 1819~* This landmark in prose, incidentally, was
matched in the society’s history by a landmark in verse which,
although not about Ukraine, came from the pen of Orest Somov, a
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Ukrainian whose feeling for his homeland is undoubted.”” Ukrainian
themes and Ukrainian men of letters were beginning to provide a
large variety of stimuli. Glinka, leading light in the literary society
which published his historical novel, made clear in his preface the
reasons for his choice of theme. He compared Khmelnytsky with
other great liberators of history. Tell, Gustav Vasa, William the
Silent, D. M. Pozharsky,* and he expatiated upon the great
advantages Russia had derived from the success of the
seventeenth-century rising. “Who will enumerate all the
achievements and services of the inhabitants of the Don and Little
Russia in the military and civil spheres?””~ His novel opened in the
high style of romantic liberalism: “The proud Lithuanians were
waking up cheerfully, but the sons of Little Russia looked with
sorrow on the light of day; the first were ruling, the latter groaning
beneath the yoke of slavery.””™ Freedom, then, was what Glinka saw
in Ukrainian history. He had done his homework well, travelling to
Ukraine, entering into all sorts of traditions, listening to folksongs,
speaking to specialists in Polish history in Lithuania and in
Warsaw, reading the works of Scherer, Lesur and Plotho on the
Cossacks, receiving “important manuscripts” from Ukrainian
associates in St. Petersburg.” He clearly intended his novel to be
what Bazanov has seen in it, a political tract. He admitted that it
was not history,"® but neither was it “art for art’s sake.””

Ukraine and related subjects appeared more than once in the
debates and publications of the Society of Lovers of Russian
Literature. With so many Ukrainians among the literary
intelligentsia, it was to be expected. One of the earliest active
members of the society was E. P. Kovalevsky, who published a
“Letter from Ukraine” in the society’s journal in 1819, which spoke
of Ukraine as essentially Russian and of cosmopolitantism as a
scourge; not for Kovalevsky the tag ubi bene, ibi patria, but rather
the oft-quoted Et fumus patriae dulcis?® Somov, Karazyn,
Anastasevych and Chodakowski were all associated with the society
in or around 1819 when Glinka was changing its orientation with
his novel from Ukrainian history. K. F. Ryleev, who of all the
Russian poets of the day was the one perhaps most concerned with
the Ukrainian theme, did not become a member until rather late, in
1821, but he may have derived the inspiration for his dumy in the
Ukrainian manner from acquaintance with Hnidych, who had
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become a member just before him.”

Shakhovskoi’s play of 1812 and Glinka’s novel of 1819 were the
first Russian treatments of Ukrainian subject-matter to make a
mark in Russian literary life, but many other publications of the
1810s and 1820s enlarged the context which they established. The
rest of this chapter looks at aspects of the early nineteenth-century
literary debates in Russia, and attempts to show that a Ukrainian
dimension was never far from the centre of the stage. If it could
serve the purposes of the conservative Shakhovskoi and the liberal
Glinka, its appeal was clearly wide-ranging.
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Ukraine and the Language Debate

The part played by Ukraine in early nineteenth-century linguistic
debates turned on two questions: did modern Ukrainian bear any
relation to the language of the recently discovered Slovo o polku
Igoreve and other monuments of medieval Russian literature, and
was it a language in its own right, or merely a dialect? These
guestions were fraught with implications for the temporal and
geographical unity of Imperial culture. If old Russian was closer to
Ukrainian than to modern Russian, its rediscovery could hardly
underpin the new flowering of Russian letters in the early
nineteenth century. If Ukrainian was a separate language and not a
dialect of Russian, the Ukrainian element in Russian literature
threatened not to enrich but to subvert it.

In a fanciful “Vision on Mount Parnassus” of 1820, a Russian
critic expressed hostility toward Ukrainian accretions in Russian.
He imagined himself observing Apollo’s judgment on poets. The
author of the Slovo was sent to “the temple of glory and
immortality,” and Kirsha Danilov, that other medieval poet whose
poems (dedicated to Troshchynsky) had first appeared in 1804, was
given a place near Scheherezade and the author of the Odyssey. But
already, the critic observed, certain fashionable writers standing by
were shrugging their shoulders and saying that Apollo had grown
old and his taste had become impaired. After these two—by
implication, in lineal succession—came a “crowd of Little Russian
seminarians,” speaking “some sort of language which was neither
Russian, nor Church Slavonic, nor Polish, but an extraordinary
mixture of all three. What they called verse was the worst sort of
prose with verse; what they called learning, a combination of the
most vulgar ignorance and the stupidest pedantry.” They were cast
from the mountain. “But certain faces familiar to me grew pale
from annoyance and from fear”—fearing the same fate because
they had been influenced by the Ukrainians just expelled. Even
Kantemir and Prokopovych were lucky not to be cast out.”

This Russian critic was alarmed by the publication of Russian
literature in styles other than that to which he was accustomed. He
sought to cast doubt on its value and mock its creators. Other
critics, however, whose backgrounds were different and opinions less
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conservative, regarded the same material in a different light. The
Ukrainian Anastasevych saw noteworthy parallels between the
language of the Slovo and contemporary Ukrainian, and although
Metropolitan Bolkhovitinov disagreed with him, he influenced
K. F. Kalaidovych in the latter’s important 1818 discussion of the
language of the 5/ovo.” Anastasevych was prejudiced in favour of
his southern homeland, so much so that on one occasion, in a
remarkable slip for one whose prime distinguishing feature was his
erudition, he confused Kliucharev, Kirsha Danilov’s first editor,
with Kotliarevsky, founder of the modern Ukrainian literary
language.™* Medieval Russian and his native Ukrainian were clearly,
for Anastasevych, inextricably intertwined. He was not alone in
thinking the connection close. One of the fundamental themes of
Mykhailo Maksymovych’s contemporary collection of Ukrainian
folksongs was the drawing of comparisons between them and the
Slovo, in language and in content. Maksymovych stated explicitly
that “The Slovo o polku lgoreve is a precious document of south
Russian poetry of the twelfth century, and is in my view poetically
one with Ukrainian songs and dumy.””™ He called the medieval ruler
Sviatoslav the “prototype of Cossack leaders,” derived the word
getman from Gedimin, and in his constant endeavour to show the
significance of Ukraine pointed out that at least one medieval
chronicler, when referring to the Ukrainian Pereiaslav, called it
Pereiaslavl Ruskii, to distinguish it from Pereiaslavl Zaleskii?*

Yet Maksymovych, first Rector of Kiev University, friend of the
conservatives S. S. Uvarov and M. P. Pogodin, was not a
Ukrainian separatist. He believed firmly in the unity of the empire.
If he spoke of the links between Kievan and modern Russia and if
in time he became one of the most distinguished Ukrainian
historians of the nineteenth century, it was not out of a desire to
establish the separate identity of north and south, but in order to
give them both a fuller sense of their common cultural base.” By
connecting Ukrainian songs with the Slovo, he seems to have been
arguing not so much that the Slovo was Ukrainian, but that the
songs, by virtue of their connection with it, were Russian (if “south
Russian™). Maksymovych’s integrationist attitude toward Russian
history was well illustrated, in the 1820s, by his review of Pushkin’s
poem Poltava, which appeared in 1828. Maksymovych agreed with
Pushkin’s hostile assessment of Mazepa. He believed that the
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Hetman felt a stronger affinity with Poland than with the
Hetmanate, and he claimed that Mazepa “forgot his fatherland” as
soon as he discovered the means of self-aggrandizement.*” In
defending Ukrainian culture, therefore, Maksymovych had in mind
the enlargement of Russian cultural perspectives, not the creation of
an antithesis to them.

Others placed the emphasis elsewhere. Maksymovych looked at
the closeness of Russian, Ukrainian and Polish in a way which did
not satisfy Ukrainian contemporaries with stronger views about the
separate status of Ukrainian. One critic of the first edition of
Maksymovych’s  collection of folksongs admitted it was
“indisputable that Polish had a powerful influence on the Little
Russian or Kievan dialect,” but felt that the latter had “so many
peculiarities that it was quite impossible to derive it directly from
the Great Russian dialect, and still more impossible to derive it
from Polish ... one must look upon our Little Russian dialect as the
remains of the ancient language of our forebears.”® Even so the
difference between this critic and Maksymovych was a difference of
degree rather than of kind. Both were saying that there was a great
deal to be learnt from looking at Ukrainian. The debate remained
within the confines of philology; radical political conclusions were
not being drawn. The fact that philological arguments were being
conducted in the centrally published Russian press showed above all
that citizens of the empire were looking to their own cultural
resources rather than perpetuating Russia’s dependence on the
West.

The journal in which Maksymovych’s critic inveighed against
him, Vestnik Evropy, manifested perennial concern for Ukrainian
affairs. As we have seen, it included Ukrainian material even in the
first decade of the century. Not surprisingly, it went on doing so
when Ukraine acquired broad significance in literary debates. In
1817 it included a long article by Karazyn on foreigners’ ignorance
of Russia and the need to live in the provinces to understand her
best* The editor, Kachenovsky, who personally disliked
St. Petersburg,"*’ was particularly interested in the relationship
between the various Slavic languages. In the 1830s he was to
become the first holder of a chair in Slavic studies at Moscow
University.But although he published a Ukrainian ode in 1807, he
was not biased in favour of the Ukrainian language. His attitude
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was balanced. He could both reprint the preface to the first edition
of Maksymovych’s collection of Ukrainian folksongs and publish the
critic who disagreed with Maksymovych’s view of the origins of
Ukrainian/~ In publishing some “Little Russian anecdotes” in 1822,
he commented in an editorial note that “The Little Russians’
dialect is already not only in printed books, but also on the stage in
both capitals. It is desirable that Little Russians speak there in their
real language, as for example in these anecdotes. This was
pro-Ukrainian. On the other hand, Kachenovsky was not prepared
to give the Ukrainian language an importance greater than it
merited. In 1815 he published (in translation from Polish)
Bandtke’s “Observations on the Bohemian, Polish and present-day
Russian languages,” in which the author concluded by expressing
the hope that these languages would continue to develop, and that
“even the Little Russian language may enter the ranks of the
learned {uchenykh) Slavonic languages!” To this Kachenovsky
added an editorial footnote: “The Great Russian language, in which
many thousands of books of different sorts have already been
written, is still far from perfection: when will Little Russia reach
it... and what purpose would its elevation ... serve, accompanied by
insuperable difficulties?”™ In his own work on the relationship
between various Slavic languages, moreover, Kachenovsky gave
Little Russian no place™* His attitude seems to have been a severely
practical one: while not opposed to Ukrainian in principle, and
indeed considering it of sufficient interest to merit an occasional
appearance in his journal, he was not going to promote it at the
expense of losing sight of the greater goal, the forging of Slavic
languages able to stand up to pressure from the West.

Kachenovsky made his position clear in the long note with which
he prefaced publication of Petro Hulak-Artemovsky’s “Little
Russian ballad,” Tvardovsky.™ In offering his readers this “Little
Russian poem written in Kharkiv,” Kachenovsky spoke at some
length of the great area occupied by Ukrainian speakers. Readers,
he said, already knew about Poltava and Chernihiv, about the
Ukrainians of the Kharkiv area, in Voronezh province and in other
southern parts of the empire; but not all of them knew about the
Ukrainians “beyond the Dnieper,” in Galicia, Bukovyna and the
northern counties of Hungary. Russian had become a literary
language and could look forward to a bright future now that Russia
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was breaking out of “our closeness to the learning of Europe”; but
Ukraine, long beset by enemies, could boast only the beginnings of
a literature. In publishing Tvardovsky, Kachenovsky was showing
himself in sympathy with those beginnings, and in speaking of the
great area of Ukrainian speech he was explaining why they were
worthy of attention. But he was not diverting the main current of
his allegiance from Russian. At this stage of the literary debate
there was no question of taking sides between Russian and
Ukrainian. Kachenovsky was offering information about Ukraine,
but in the context of a wider theme: Russian divergence from the
West. He was asking, perhaps, that Ukraine be given a hearing as
one element within the wider Slavic culture he was so concerned to
foster.

In the linguistic sphere, where so much more than language was
implicitly under discussion in early nineteenth-century Russia, the
supply of technical information about Ukraine had taken some steps
forward by the time Kachenovsky published Tvardovsky in 1827. In
1818 the first Ukrainian grammar-book had appeared and given
rise to some discussion. Kachenovsky mentioned it in describing
where Ukrainian was already to be found in print. Its author,
Oleksander Pavlovsky, seems to have been close to Bezborodko, for
in 1805 he had published verses eulogizing the former Chancellor."®
He was not himself Ukrainian, but had lived a number of years in
UkraineM—apparently in Kiev, for it was the Kievan form of
Ukrainian which his book represented. One of the criticisms levelled
at Pavlovsky in Syn otechestva was that he took Kiev rather than
Poltava as his standard—a criticism which he somewhat grudgingly
accepted in his reply to the review™ But more important than the
detail was the fact of debate in the public eye. Pavlovsky’s work had
lain by him for a long time before he published it.” Publication in
1818 shows that he realized times were changing. Others seemed to
realize it too, for three expatriate Ukrainians were planning a
Ukrainian dictionary in 1818. One was the son of Ivan
Kotliarevsky, author (in 1798) of the first work in modern
Ukrainian. The second was Mykola Hnidych, mentioned above as
one of the commentators on Shakhovskoi’s Kozak stikhotvorets.
The third was Prince Mykola Tsertelev, who reviewed Pavlovsky’s
Grammar in Syn otechestva and who published, in 1819, the first
collection of Ukrainian folksongs.A" The project for a dictionary
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came to nothing,” but the fact that three Ukrainians could conceive
it in St. Petersburg says something about the pro-Ukrainian
orientation of the capital’s literary life.

Pavlovsky’s claims for the Ukrainian language were extremely
modest: “If the examination of the Archangel, Novgorod, Polotsk,
Starodub, Murom and other dialects... sometimes evokes curiosity
(zanimaet liubomudrie) ...; why not also study in some measure a
dialect which practically constitutes a living language?”™ Seeing
Ukrainian in this way, as one of a number of regional linguistic
variants, was a common attitude in early nineteenth-century Russia.
A debate in the Society of Russian Literature approached
Belorussian from the same point of view. The Ukrainian Ivan
Loboiko, professor of Russian at Vilnius University, had been
collecting old Belorussian charters in  connection  with
N. P. Rumiantsev’s project for publishing them. He read them to
the members of the society with the object of proving that
Belorussian and Polish were virtually identical languages. Ryleev
disagreed with Loboiko’s view, on the grounds that all the words in
Belorussian which Loboiko said were Polish existed also in the
language of the common people of Novgorod (Ryleev’s home
town).” Defining linguistic boundaries was a major concern of
Russian men of letters in the early nineteenth century. At the outset
they tended to adopt extreme positions. Admiral Shishkov, for
example, upheld the merits of Church Slavonic against the spectre
of accretion from French. By the twenties it was clear that Russian
could stand up to French. But what was true Russian? The debate
between Loboiko and Ryleev contributed to the discovery of an
answer. Both had lived in the provinces and had ears attuned to
varieties of speech. Pavlovsky’s qualifications were similar, and his
Grammar played its part in the same debate.

Tsertelev, Pavlovsky’s reviewer, claimed that Ukrainian deserved
more recognition. He still felt that its main usefulness was in the
possibilities it offered for enriching Russian, but he was “even ready
to think” that if Ukrainian could be purified of its Tatar, Latin,
German and other foreign words, “then we would see one of the
purest dialects of the Slavic language of our forefathers in the time
of Vladimir.”™ Pavlovsky had made no such ambitious claims. His
subtitle had put Ukrainian firmly in its place as a junior relation of
“the pure Russian language.”” When, however, Tsertelev’s review
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took the argument onto a new plane and made it of concern to the
general public—and when Tsertelev made his own position clearer
in his 1819 collection of Ukrainian songs—Pavlovsky came back
sharply in the reply of 1822. He had alluded in the original work to
priests, government ministers, generals and writers produced by
Ukraine,” and now he gave two distinguished Ukrainian
expatriates, Doctors Martyn Terekhovsky and Nestor Am-
bodyk-Maksymovych, as authorities for one of his translations
questioned by Tsertelev.*' Made aware by Tsertelev’s review of the
possibility that his work might have wider implications than he had
envisaged, Pavlovsky was mobilizing the Ukrainian opinion that had
long existed in the capital. Disagreeing with Tsertelev on many
points of detail, he was replying to his review because he had heard
that many writers were praising it, “among them even Gentlemen
Members. These were members of the Society of Lovers of
Russian Literature, which was showing such an interest in Ukraine.
Tsertelev had become a member in 1820 and Pavlovsky’s argument
with him about Ukrainian makes good sense in the light of the
interests of the society. Pavlovsky’s book, as he seems to have
realized only after publication, was feeding a debate already under
way.

The investigation of Ukrainian grammar was in its infancy in
1818, far behind the contemporary study of Czech or Polish or even
Serbian.” Pavlovsky’s book, as Tsertelev pointed out, was not really
a grammar at all, but a word-list with examples of writing in
Ukrainian.®* A grammar was still to come. Sixteen years later,
placing a new collection of Ukrainian proverbs in the context of
other contemporary Ukrainian works, the distinguished Ukrainian
philologist Osyp Bodiansky was to report hearing that someone was
working on a grammar comparing Ukrainian with the other Slavic
languages; it had not yet appeared.*” Pavlovsky’s book, however, was
almost better for being no more than a beginning. It was more
meaningful because less technical than a true grammatical study,
more relevant to the general debate about the vigour of Russian and
other Slavic languages. It gave examples of words and styles of
composition that Russians might find attractive and introduce into
their own language. It contributed notably to the enlargement of
the Ukrainian presence in Russian literary life.”
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Ukrainian Folksongs

Understanding the Ukrainian language was particularly important
in early nineteenth-century Russia because of the large part played
by Ukrainian folksongs in the rapidly developing field of folk
poetry. This major element in literary Romanticism was sustained
in Russian very largely by the contribution of Ukraine. Before the
folk poet A. V. Koltsov became a cult figure, before
P. V. Kireevsky published his monumental collection of Russian
folksongs, Ukrainian folksongs were known and under discussion. A
grasp of the Ukrainian language was valuable in order to
understand these expressions of Slavic identity. The reviewer of the
second edition of Mykhailo Maksymovych’s collection, published in
1834, regretted that very few Russians could understand them,
when they were “full of true feeling and poetry!”* It was considered
desirable, not laughable, that they be understood. S. P. Shevyrev,
later a principal advocate of Nicholas I’s conservative doctrine of
Official Nationality, thanked Maksymovych for the vocabulary he
attached to the first edition and for his attempt to standardize
Ukrainian orthography.** He clearly felt that these were steps
toward fulfilling a need. They made the songs more generally
comprehensible and accessible. Mykola Markevych, in his
Ukrainskie melodii of 1831, went further than Maksymovych and
wrote Russian poems on Ukrainian themes to the rhythms of
Ukrainian songs—another attempt at satisfying Russian demand for
the poetry of Ukraine. I. I. Sreznevsky, a Russian brought up in
Ukraine, virtually began his long and distinguished career with the
Ukrainian songs he published in Zaporozhskaia starina (1833-8).*’
Maksymovych set the contemporary interest in folksongs in the
context of Russia’s rejection of cultural inspiration from abroad: “It
seems that the time has come,” he wrote, “when the true value of
national identity (narodnost) is being appreciated. Our best poets
are no longer making foreign works the basis and the model for
their compositions, but only the means to the fullest development of
original (samobytnoi) poetry "™ Ukrainian folksongs fell into
the category of “original poetry.”

It was a Russian, M. D. Chulkov, whose Sobranie raznykh
pesen of the early 1770s marked the first step in the publication of
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folicsongs in Russia; but already at that time Ukrainians were active
in the field. The singers who came from the south to serve at court
did not lose interest in the music of their land of origin. While
Skovoroda, having sung in the court choir, went home and roved
Ukraine with his bandura, other stayed and propagated Ukrainian
songs in the capital. The first collection of songs with music as well
as words was published by a Ukrainian court musician between the
1770s and 1790s, and included Ukrainian songs.” Ukrainian songs
were well represented in the Lvov-Prach collection of 1790.~ It
included Ikhav kozak za Dunai, which Shakhovskoi made popular
on the Russian stage in 1812. A Ukrainian correspondent of Prince
Ivan Mikhailovich Dolgorukov, describing all-night festivities at
Potemkin’s house in St. Petersburg in 1791, related how “among
other things, a favourite Little Russian song of the Prince’s—now a
favourite throughout the town—was sung with full instrumental
accompaniment.”” This Dolgorukov, after a journey to Kiev a
quarter of a century later, was to reflect upon the sorry state of
Ukraine and to express surprise that the many Ukrainians in
authority in the capital had done so little for their homeland; but he
would have done well to consider the part played by Ukrainians in
altering the cultural priorities obtaining at the centre.”™ Indeed, as
far as Ukrainian folksongs were concerned, one collector of the
1830s, P. A. Lukashevych, implied that there was more interest in
them in the capital than in Ukraine itself. While Ukraine was being
Russianized, the centre of the empire was in a sense being
“Ukrainized.” Lukashevych thought that his collection would
probably be the last deriving directly from Ukraine, because
“folksongs have not existed there for a long time now; they have all
been replaced, without exception, by military or Great Russian
songs.”” This was very far from the truth at the centre, where
Ukrainian songs were pre-eminent. A reviewer of the first edition of
Maksymovych’s collection wished someone would do for Russian
folksongs what Maksymovych had done for those from the south.
Maksymovych himself, in his 1834 volume, brought his readers
attention to the fact that P. V. Kireevsky had already collected
more than 1,500 Russian “songs and verses”; but in listing his own
collaborators  (who included Tsertelev, Gogol, Sreznevsky,
Bodiansky and the late Chodakowski), he made plain that many
more contemporaries were working on the collection of songs from
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Ukraine.” His own work was perhaps the most significant, but it
was only the tip of the iceberg.™

The consideration of folksongs gave rise to the most far-reaching
judgments on Ukrainian and Russian national character and on the
vitality of Slavic culture as a whole. Their collection was far more
than a mere academic pastime or intellectual diversion. Tsertelev
made the most extravagant claims in the “Discussion of Ancient
Little Russian Songs” with which he began his volume of 1819,
comparing Ukrainian descriptions of storms with Ossian and the
account of a Cossack leaving home with the parting of Hector and
Andromache in the lliadJ® Ukrainian poetry was putting Russia on
the cultural map, giving her a sense of native tradition and merit.
Whether it was reasonable to found this sense on such foundations
is debatable, but that it was being done cannot be doubted. Perhaps
the most famous essay of all on the character of Ukrainian songs
was that of Gogol, published (in response to Maksymovych’s second
volume) in the official journal of the ministry of education for
1834.*“  “Doleful Russian  [folk] music,” wrote Gogol,
“expresses... forgetfulness of life: it strives to escape it, to deaden
the needs and the cares of every day; but in Little Russian songs it
has merged with life.... Ukrainian folksongs, then, expressed
involvement, the confrontation and solution to problems. Analysis
along these lines was attractive to believers in native culture, for it
implied that citizens of the empire could be masters of their fate. In
a brilliant closing passage, Gogol compared Ukrainian songs with
the raindrops which linger on trees after a storm. Both recalled past
troubles after the descent of peace.** This was a view well calculated
to appeal to the editors of an official journal. It urged the Slavic
capacity for surviving trials. When in addition Gogol described the
songs as “addressing themselves to God as children to their
father,” he was providing further support for official doctrine,
describing a world which, though vigorous and energetic, was
nevertheless obedient to authority. This was precisely the Slavic
world which the government was interested in—uncorrupted by the
West, alive, but tameable.

Folksongs had implications not only for the interpretation of the
Slavic character, but for the assessment of Russia’s place in the
world. The interpretation of their affinities could underpin Russia’s
drive toward the Mediterranean. Tsertelev had compared a
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Ukrainian song with Homer; Hnidych, perhaps the most famous
contemporary translator of Homer, spoke at great length of the
relationship between Slavic and Greek songs in his introduction to
Prostonarodnye pesni nyneshnykh grekov, translated from French
and published in 1825.*"

Despite coming north early in life, to Moscow University and
then to St. Petersburg to work in the ministry of education,
Hnidych never lost his feelings for Ukraine. At the end of his life
he was still asking the minister for leave to take the waters in
Moscow, and afterward “to spend a certain amount of time in the
southern regions of Russia.”® At least one member of his family
was anxious to improve himself by foreign travel and Western
education,** but the poet’s temperament seems always to have
contained a strong element of nostalgia for home. We have seen
him reacting favourably to Shakhovskoi’s Kozak stikhotvorets, with
its image of an early eighteenth-century Ukrainian folk poet. In
1814, at the formal opening of the Imperial Public Library in
St. Petersburg, Hnidych made a speech “On the Reasons which
have Slowed Down the Development of Our Literature,” in which
he concentrated on the pernicious effect of imitating foreigners.*’
The need to be Russian was an attitude highly likely to be adopted
by a man with roots in the interior of the empire. Hnidych never
lost his cultural affinity with Ukraine. He identified Teofan
Prokopovych as the author of an anonymous work of literature on
the basis of “the Little Russian dialect of which the work is full.”**
In 1818, after the appearance of the first volumes of
N. M. Karamzin’s Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskogo, Hnidych
wrote an interesting account of his views on Ukrainian history.
“Strictly speaking,” he said, “the history of a people is the history of
the thought which prompts all its actions, expectations, hopes and
strivings toward a single goal, well or poorly understood, but one
and constant. This thought... can be seen in all... the
achievements of a people, in its very manners and customs, its
life-style and mode of living, but above all in its songs and stories.”
“The history of Little Russia is the history of this thought,
dominant, popular {narodnoi), from the hetman to the Cossack.”
The “thought” which ran through all levels of Ukrainian society was
the thought of independence, a love “wild, savage, often frenetic.”*
Hnidych was out of sympathy with Karamzin’s “statist” approach
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to the history of Russia, in which only the upper social echelons and
high politics made their appearance. He looked for a governing
principle which brought all sorts and conditions of men together,
and thought it existed in the history of Ukraine.

In presenting Greek song to the Russian public, Hnidych
extended his views about Ukraine to a people who lived beyond the
frontiers of the Russian Empire. If “songs and stories” were so
revealing of a people’s essential disposition, then the Greeks’ songs
made them part of the Slavic world. Hnidych’s preface to the
volume of 1825 was in effect an extended polemic with the French
editor of the same songs, Claude Fauriel, who traced Greek song to
the Orient. Hnidych accepted the Frenchman’s views on the poetic
qualities of the songs, “but as far as their peculiarities of taste and
imagination are concerned, noted by the Frenchman but ascribed to
the Orient, this, | think, is inadequate for a Russian reader.”’®
Hnidych went on to draw a whole series of comparisons between the
folksongs of Greece and the Russian Empire, and more particularly
between Greece and Ukraine. He pointed out that the tradition of
the blind wandering singer was common to Greece and Ukraine; he
indicated linguistic ties between the two countries; he cited a Greek
song which was so like its counterpart that one could say it was “a
Russian song translated into Greek.”* He argued the historical case
for Slav settlement in Greece from the sixth century, and concluded
triumphantly that these Slavs, who even then were “praised for their
love of music,” could have been communicating the spirit of their
folksongs to the Greeks for twelve hundred years.”»

The political implications of such an interpretation were obvious
at a time when the Greeks were fighting for their independence,
and when the Eastern Question was engaging the attention of the
whole of Europe. Hnidych was claiming the Greeks for the Russian
Empire. The empire was deeply involved both politically and
culturally in the Greek question,” and as editor of the 1825 volume
Hnidych provided a certain philosophical justification for that
involvement. In the preface to the Lvov-Prach folksong collection of
1790, N. L. Lvov had argued that Russian songs derived from
Greece, but in 1834 his cousin, F. P. Lvov, Director of the Court
Choir, firmly reversed the order of precedence and boldly declared
that “our songs could hardly have passed to us from the Greeks,
who now have no folk music. This was mere statement, not
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argument, but it showed how Russia’s cultural self-confidence was
growing at the beginning of the nineteenth century; and Lvov gave
Hnidych as his authority. This was a neat example of the way in
which a Ukrainian, combining an acute sense of his origins with a
classical education, directly influenced the cultural outlook of the
empire. F. P. Lvov, the assimilator of his views, was the composer
of the new Imperial anthem, the tune which replaced that of “God
Save Our Gracious Queen” at the end of 1833."» He was the
exponent in music of the doctrine of Official Nationality, and in
writing O penii v Rossii, quoted above, he was partly deriving his
inspiration from a philosophy dependent on Ukraine. The official
world was probably not very aware of the extent to which new ideas
about Russia’s national identity came from and were supported by
Ukraine, but in this instance, at least, some part of its indebtedness
can be traced.
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Gogol’s Vechera®

The young Nikolai Gogol (in Ukrainian, Mykola Hohol) arrived in
St. Petersburg late in 1828." His first publication, Hans
Kuchelgarten, bore little relation to his place of origin, but within a
few months he was writing to his mother in Ukraine that “everyone
here is taken up with everything Little Russian.”’* His second
publication, stories set in Ukraine called Vechera na khutore bliz
Dikanki (Evenings on a Farmstead near Dikanka), intensified
contemporary discussion of the Ukrainian theme in Russian
literature. Published anonymously in 1831 and 1832, they were
reviewed in all the major periodicals of the two Russian capitals.
That they received such prominent treatment was testimony not
only to the talent of the anonymous author, but to the significance
of the vein in which he was writing. In 1825 the Russian critic
P. A. Viazemsky had written that, before reading the Ukrainian
Vasyl Narizhny’s Dva lvana, he had felt “that our manners and
that the life of our people as a whole did not have, or had few,
artistic extremes for the observer to get hold of to write a Russian
novel.”” Viazemsky had found, on reading Narizhny, that Ukraine’s
non-Western identity was strong enough to provide a backdrop for
indigenous literature. Gogol’s stories confirmed this discovery. They
made Ukraine still more clearly a focal point in the intensifying
arguments about Russia’s cultural orientation and potential. Gogol
epitomized the duality of Imperial Russian culture. In 1844 he
wrote to a friend that he did not know whether his soul was
Ukrainian or Russian."” A modern critic has ascribed his
psychological difficulties to the fact that his national allegiances
pulled him in two directions."” Not only his stories of 1831-2 but
his more famous works. The Government Inspector and Dead Souls,
may be related to his southern background.”® Gogol was by no
means the only Ukrainian writing in Russian on Ukrainian themes,
but he was to become the most famous, and even at the beginning
of his career he provoked the most wide-ranging discussion.'®" The
various reactions to the Vechera represented the full extent of
contemporary thinking about Ukraine.

Gogol’s reviewer in Severnaia pchela, the most important journal
of the early 1830s, congratulated Ukrainians on abandoning what
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he considered to be particularlist tendencies. He felt that the time
when Ukrainians were determined “to preserve in all their purity
the peculiarities of their dialect and the originality of a long-past
life-style” was disappearing, and that the “Little Russian school”
had now “left behind this, its too local goal, and turned to deeper
thought... the laying bare of national identity {narodnost), in all
the breadth of that concept.””™ The reviewer was concerned with
the wider implications of Gogol’s stories. By pointing to the “Little
Russian Anecdotes” that had appeared in Vestnik Evropy in the
1820s, and to the Ukrainskie melodii, which Mykola Markevych
had published in 1831, he demonstrated that there were precedents
for works on Ukrainian themes appearing in Russian and argued
that this was the language Ukrainians ought to adopt in order to
achieve their full effect’®* That effect, he felt, consisted of the
contribution Ukrainians could make toward the definition of a
Russian national character. Russians sensed that their culture was
derivative, but they were finding it difficult to create one of their
own:

The elements of the peculiarly Russian character are still
elusive... we are already in a condition to appreciate the artificial
nature of our foreign-oriented (ochuzhezemlennoi) physiognomy; but
to inoculate it with a native vaccine, however gracefully—this wish is
in itself not as easy as reprinting in Russian letters an idea of
Schlegel, or setting up at a Suzdal factory a machine invented in
London.

The reviewer implied that Ukraine offered Russia material with
which to begin defining a Slavic character. He first analyzed the
various attempts at definition which had been made before the
appearance of Gogol’s stories, and then set the latter in the context
of this wider philosophizing.

The first attempt he chose to consider, that of M.P. Pogodin,
indicated precisely the terms in which he was  thinking of Gogol,
and showed that literature was being received by contemporaries in
terms far broader than the purely literary. Pogodin was to become
one of the leading philosophers of Nicholas I’s doctrine of Official
Nationality; to discuss an unknown new writer in conjunction with
him was to make fiction responsible for much more than
entertainment. The reviewer accused Pogodin of “provincialism.” By
implication, therefore—since the tendency of the review was
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favourable toward the Vechera—he thought of Gogol as the reverse,
“national” rather than provincial. Pogodin’s “garb,” wrote the
reviewer, “is too contrived.” It appeared that he

hates alien things more than he loves his own: otherwise we cannot
explain his too decisive leaning toward provincialism. But what is
national does not consist of provincialism... or of old linguistic forms
preserved amid the people, who in their Ife and in their thinking lag
behind the new generation: it is necessary to distinguish what is
Russian from Russianism {Russkoe ot Russitsizma)}""*

One would have expected such a criticism, perhaps, to have been
levelled at Gogol rather than Pogodin, for Gogol lacked Pogodin’s
broad Slavic vision and extensive historical sweep. The reason it was
directed at the future philosopher of Official Nationality may have
sprung from a fundamental political disagreement between the
reviewer and Pogodin, the one forward-looking, the other highly
conservative.Both saw things of value in the provinces, but
different things, some tending toward progress, others encouraging
reaction. To the reviewer the things that Pogodin thought
noteworthy were outmoded, whereas what he saw himself was the
potential new life and vigour that could reach the centre from the
peripheries.

A second attempt to define Russian nationality in Russian
terms—as defined by Gogol’s Severnaia pchela reviewer—was that
of the novelist M. N. Zagoskin, whose first novel lurii
Miloslavsky, set in 1612, had appeared in 1829. After Pogodin’s
“provincialism,” this constituted an attempt to affirm Russian
national pride by looking to the heroic days of the past. The
reviewer felt that the attempt failed, because “in this ardent
atmosphere [i.e., of the seventeenth century] it is scarcely possible
to modify the roughness of the original physiognomy.”® Writing in
the sophisticated atmosphere of nineteenth-century St. Petersburg,
the reviewer perhaps found the thought of seventeenth-century
Moscow a little vulgar. Nevertheless, he understood why novelists
chose to write about the Russian past. He explained why the
inhabitants of St. Petersburg felt the lack of a sense of identity: “In
a certain sense, and not without foundation, the character of our
capital may seem, so to speak, colonial. Is it not this conception
which prompted a pure patriotic soul [Zagoskin] to look for comfort
in the epochs of our national glory?”"“ This was particularly
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perceptive. St. Petersburg had been founded only at the beginning
of the eighteenth century, and its horizons were still changing: the
Kazan Cathedral was opened only in 1811, St. lIsaac’s was still
being built. The city was full of recent immigrants, foreigners and
men from the provinces. It needed an identity. Zagoskin’s novel
implied, at least to Gogol’s reviewer, that such an identity could be
found in the annals of seventeenth-century Muscovy. Perhaps this
answer to the problem carried too many reactionary overtones for
the intellectuals of St. Petersburg. The “Ukrainian solution,” on the
other hand, had the merits of freshness, and was likely to appeal
widely by virtue of standing outside traditional rivalries.

Before considering what Ukraine had to offer, the Severnaia
pchela reviewer mentioned a third contemporary attempt to increase
Russian self-awareness, the attempt of N. A. Polevoi in his Istoriia
russkogo naroda (which had begun appearing in 1829). The
reviewer treated Polevoi’s Istoriia as the academic counterpart of
Gogol’s work in fiction. Speaking of writers who were trying to
“present the ancient Russian in his superstitious traditions, oaths
and beliefs"—a category which surely included the primitive world
of Gogol’s Vechera—he said that it would be appropriate to refer to
“a phenomenon in which is concentrated, and made manifest in the
highest degree of exertion, the academic endeavour to create
nationality: we mean the Istoriia russkogo naroda-, but the great
significance and value of this work does not permit its comparison
with the Tales [of Gogol].”"" Here the reviewer was making clear
where he stood in the contemporary debate about approaches to
Russian history. Polevoi, of whom he approved so strongly, was
writing his Istoriia with the deliberate intention of offsetting the
influence of Karamzin’s Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskogo. | shall
speak of historical writing in the next chapter, but briefly, Polevoi
felt it important to consider not merely the action of central
authorities, but also the behaviour of society at large. The
Severnaia pchela reviewer believed that Gogol’s stories contained a
“proto-populist” presentation of southern society. Gogol was not
approaching the question of Russian nationality in the same literary
form as that chosen by Polevoi, but for the reviewer it was in the
context of questions raised by Polevoi that Gogol’s work should be
taken.
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Before discussing the content of the stories, the reviewer brought
the threads of his argument together. Inspiration of the same order,
he felt, was to be found in the heady days of the Russian past,
source for historical novels and plays, and in the Ukrainian present.

Little Russians certainly have their special physiognomy, or at least
actively remember it... our latest writers, wanting to colour their
historical pictures in popular shades, looked for them, as if by
arrangement, in Little Russian life. Dmitrii Samozvanets and lurii
Miloslavsky [historical novels by Bulgarin and Zagoskin], published
at the same time, equally laid bare this tendency....

The historical novels and the writers on Ukrainian themes were
both concerned to convey the life of the people—but Ukrainian
subject matter, in the reviewer’s opinion, offered more striking
material than history. Gogol’s Vecher na kanune lvana Kupaly, he
observed, revealed the simplicity of character of the Ukrainian
peasant, “from which we have so far diverged This was the
nub of the argument: the desired simplicity of days gone by was still
to be found in un-Westernized Ukraine.

The Vechera were published anonymously, in the name of a
certain “Bee-keeper Rudyi Panko.” Polevoi, whose pro-Ukrainian
sympathies were clearly known,seems to have thought someone in
Moscow was playing a practical joke on him by trying to make him
write an enthusiastic review of a work which would turn out to be
only imitation-Ukrainian."~ It was not the fame of the author, then,
which earned their stories their widespread notice. It was partly
their merit, but mainly the fact that they represented the latest in a
stream of works on Ukrainian themes. The earlier examples of the
breed, which had already awoken critics to the possibilities inherent
in Ukraine, were reviewed by a Ukrainian critic, Andrii Tsarynny,
in a lengthy work called Thoughts of a Little Russian on reading
the stories of Bee-keeper Rudyi Pan’ko}™

Tsarynny did not believe the Vechera had been written by a
Ukrainian. He indicted Gogol, or rather the unknown author of the
stories, for failing to grasp the peculiar flavour of Ukrainian life.
Only a Ukrainian or someone who had lived in Ukraine could
understand its unique character.
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There are of course writers who by their works make difficult the
solution of the question: is it absolutely necessary to live in a certain
region to know the manners, customs and beliefs of its people? But
such phoenixes are the products of centuries’ development [rodiatsia
vekami]. While impatiently awaiting such a genius, it seems that as
yet we are unable, without leaving the capital, to study the popular
life of the highly varied inhabitants of our extensive fatherland,
whose customs constitute a whole course of study, necessary for the
cleverest of them [i.e. writers]."”

The author of the Vechera, Tsarynny argued, had taken on too
much, as had so many others who had attempted to capture the
spirit of Ukraine in literature. “Little Russia, as the old proverb
there says—‘Catch it or not, there’s no harm in chasing’—has
attracted into the archive of its traditions and into the vale of its
present-day life-style many contemporary poets and prose-writers:
but the efforts at descriptive poetry and at the delineation of
nationality have not entirely succeeded.”"*

Tsarynny was apparently expressing extreme particularism,
virtually denying that it was possible for Russians (among whom he
included the author of the stories) to understand Ukraine. In much
of the remainder of his review he meted out liberal blame and
highly sparing praise to the sundry other works on Ukraine which
were appearing at the time. Pushkin’s Poltava got short shrift; lvan
Kulzhynsky’s Malorossiiskaia derevnia, an important work of 1827
which claimed to be an accurate social survey, was criticized for
technical errors; levhen Hrebinka could not be Ukrainian because
he called himself by the Russian name Grebenkin, Porfirii Baisky’s
ode on the capture of Warsaw was in bad Ukrainian, Antonii
Pohorilsky’s Monastyrka had raised hopes but its sequel was yet to
appear, and only Vasyl Narizhny’s Bursak passed muster."” Gogol
himself, meanwhile, was taken to task on linguistic, sociological and
historical grounds.”® Tsarynny ran through all the contemporary
literature on Ukrainian themes and found virtually none of it up to
the mark.

Yet Tsarynny, far from being a crude Ukrainian nationalist, was
a pan-Slavist. Though his critique of the Vechera appears
particularist, his vision was broad. Under his real name of Andrii
Storozhenko he adumbrated his philosophy in a paper of 1845. “In
Europe there are only three main branches of people: the Latins,
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the Germans and the Slavs At the present time the Slavs and
the Germans have begun to seek their national identity {narodnost)
with indefatigable energy, defining the boundaries between them,
opening up and pointing out the places of the former dwellings of
their tribes, and eliciting the reasons for the change or the
transformation of some into others.”~ Tsarynny’s love of Ukraine
took on a non-particularist significance in the context of this wider
philosophy. He wanted his homeland properly understood, not in
order to separate it from Russia, but in order to confirm the Slavic
character of the empire as a whole. He envisaged a deeper
inter-relationship between the centre and the peripheries. Though he
approached the problem differently, he was no less anxious than the
Severnaia pchela reviewer to enlarge the understanding of Russia’s
national identity.

In 1839 Storozhenko (Tsarynny) wrote to Mykola Markevych
informing the latter that he had recently purchased an estate in
Ukraine. He gave his correspondent the details in order to reassure
him “that | have never thought of living anywhere in my old age far
from our native Little Russia.” Storozhenko invited Markevych to
visit him on his estate in the summer, promising to tell him “certain
historical facts about southern Russia” and to relate “where it is
possible to find what is sought in vain in the north.” Markevych was
preparing his Istoriia Malorossii, which was to appear in 1842, and
Storozhenko offered him advice on the context in which to set it.
He wanted him to get away from Karamzin’s picture, in which the
south was not given the precedence it deserved. But despite his
enthusiasm for Ukraine, Storozhenko was not advocating a
particularist presentation. He urged Markevych to set his Istoriia in
the context of the Slavs at large. “Kiev and the banks of the
Dnieper, in my view,—are the cradle of the Slavo-Russians
[Slaviano-Russov].” Storozhenko went on to speak, not about
Ukraine proper, but about the medieval principate or kingdom of
Galicia, hitherto seen only as “a fine historical episode,” but worthy
of a larger place in the history books. He had recently received
information on the subject from a scholar in Austrian Galicia, and
was clearly casting his net far beyond Dnieper Ukraine. He
concluded his letter to Markevych with the recommendation not to
publish a history of Ukraine without having been “between the
Dnieper and the Elbe.””™ While expressing his local patriotism.
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then, Storozhenko spoke also of the Slavs as a whole. Ukrainians
were for him indissolubly connected with their Slavic brethren. The
antithesis was not between Ukraine and Russia, but between Slavs
and non-Slavs; or, more exactly, between those who accurately
represented Slavic narodnost and those who did not.

Narodnost, “nationality” or “national identity,” lay at the heart
of the matter for both Gogol’s principal reviewers of 1831. They
were concerned not so much with the Vechera themselves as with
the stories” implications for the definition of this vital concept. The
reviewers’ disagreement about the stories’ merit turned on their
different views of the extent to which the author succeeded in
handling what, to them both, was the central problem. Tsarynny
was not, after all, wholly critical of his subject. When, for example,
Gogol described the meeting between Rozumovsky’s messenger and
a Zaporozhian who had sold his soul to the devil, he considered the
incident “excellently related, in the expressions of the people (v
vyrazheniiakh narodnykh), and with the observation of popular
beliefs not omitted.”"” Sometimes, then, Gogol came up to the
mark, but on the whole Tsarynny was a much sterner judge than
the Severnaia pchela reviewer, because he had his own much
clearer and fuller notion of what narodnost meant. For the
St. Petersburg reviewer anything which portrayed the empire’s
grass roots served to offset the pernicious influence of foreigners,
and how it was done mattered little. Tsarynny saw a wider range of
possibilities in a work treating the life of a particular part of the
empire’s interior.

Analysis of the wider possibilities which Tsarynny perceived
shows that he was hostile to the Vechera on social rather than on
“Ukrainian-nationalist” grounds. He wanted readers to see the
common people in fictional works dealing with Ukraine, in order
that they might understand not simply that Russia was different
from the West, but in what ways and by virtue of which elements in
the community. He criticized Go®ol for portraying a world of
outdated Polonized aristocrats, rather than the common people who
were the true vehicles for the expression of narodnost. Ukrainians
did not greet one another, as they did in Gogol’s stories, with the
title pan, and if they had once done so, then only long ago and in
the aristocratic layer of society, “when Polish customs still remained
in the memory, which have now disappeared in a people which
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sometimes tries, as we say, to toss off a Muscovite phrase
(zakidyvat po-moskovski).”* The cultural orientation of Ukraine
had changed, and Gogol, in Tsarynny’s view, was misrepresenting it;
the old Polonized aristocratic order had passed. Tsarynny’s social
insight was greater than that of the Russian critic. The latter saw
only the fundamental difference between northern and southern
worlds and realized that the south had much to offer the north;
Storozhenko was anxious to define more precisely the nature of the
southern contribution to Russian culture.

Critics who read Tsarynny’sanalysis of the Vechera were taken
aback by the detail he went into. Polevoi, reviewingthe second
instalment of the stories, mocked the “whole book” that had been
published on Gogol’s deviations from the truth of Ukrainian life.
Others, wrote Polevoi, spoke ill of his uncharitable attitude toward
the Vechera, but personally he found amusing the accusations of
local inaccuracy directed (by Tsarynny) at an author who was not
writing a “course of archaelogy” or a “topography of the Little
Russian region.””The Severnaia pchela reviewer, too, while
praising the second group of four stories as he had praised the first,
joked that it was unnecessary to do more than write briefly. “Not
initiated into the mysteries of Little-Russianism,” he merely
thanked the “Bee-keeper” for his stories, “In the expectation that
severe Ukrainian critics will investigate and assess this new
production of their fellow-countryman.” Despite the undertone of
laughter, the reviewer clearly expected detailed treatment of the
new work from someone else, and repeated the fundamental point
he had made in reviewing the first collection. “We have so little of
an even mediocre quality of our own, that what we have which is
good we must put higher than what is foreign which is excellent.”"
Gogol’s work was worthy of encouragement because it stimulated
the growth of a sense of narodnost.

To this extent there was agreement among the critics about the
significance of Vechera na khutore bliz Dikanki. They had different
views about the content of the term narodnost, but they were glad
that, as a result of the appearance of Gogol’s stories, the concept
had been brought more firmly into the public eye.
N. I. Nadezhdin, later a “westerner,”~ in the early 1830s still
relished the thought that a pristine Slavic culture had been
preserved inviolate in Ukraine, and that through the medium of
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Gogol’s stories it was being made accessible to the empire as a
whole. His review of the first part of the Vechera summarized why
Ukraine played such a prominent part in the thinking of many
Russian intellectuals in the first half of the nineteenth century:

Some sort of secret agreement recognizes her as the Slavic Ausonia
[Italy] and senses in her an abundant harvest for inspiration ... both
her geographical situation and historical circumstances have disposed
Little Russia to be the most festive expression of the poetry of the
Slavic spirit.... Little Russia was naturally bound to become the
Ark of the Covenant {zavetnym kovchegom), in which are preserved
the most lively features of the Slavic physiognomy and the best
memories of Slavic life."”™*



Chapter Seven

Ukraine and Russian Historical Writing

The Eighteenth Century

Just as Ukrainians enlarged the Russians’ understanding of their
identity by debating questions of language, publishing folksongs and
writing fiction on Ukrainian themes, so they helped to promote and
deepen the Russians’ historical consciousness. The Ukrainian
journalists described in Chapter Five put much of their energy into
the publication of historical materials. Events in Ukraine had
perhaps given them a stronger sense of change than that possessed
by many Russians. They seemed to look to the past for moral
support, in order to convince themselves that the Western ethos
they found when they came north had not always prevailed in
Russia, and that there was a Slavic world whose importance should
not be forgotten. The motto of Anastasevych’s journal Ulei was
Ament meminisse periti: “Let those who have experienced [a thing]
love to remember [it].” For Russians the last great shaking of the
foundations had come early in the eighteenth century, with the
construction of St. Petersburg and the opening of the “window on
the West.” For late eighteenth-century Ukrainians the dissolution of
the Hetmanate and integration into the Russian social order were
recent phenomena. Southerners’ interest in history was growing. A
stage in their development had come to an end; they were setting it
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in order, collecting chronicles and arranging the past, advertising
themselves to a Russian community which might not otherwise
accord them the respect they deserved.'

There was a further reason for their interest in Ukrainian history;
it had already attracted the attention of foreigners. Cossacks had
become known in Europe in the mid-seventeenth century, when they
had risen against Poland. Books on them had appeared then, and
more were published in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries. Much of the literature on all parts of Russia consisted at
this time of foreigners’ accounts. Russians’ work tended to be
derivative. “Take any of our histories,” wrote Halynkovsky; “you
will find in it the pen of a pupil, not of a master But
Ukrainians had a special reason for attempting to become “masters”
in the historical field—the fact that a specific image had been
allotted them. Their historiography, therefore, had a twofold
significance: local, and as part of a general concern for the correct
representation of the Russian Empire in the world. The Russian
south, in other words, provided a testing-ground for attempts to
solve the greater problem: did Russia have an identity capable of
being defended against Western misrepresentation? The affirmative
answer, which Ukrainians gave in the historiographical sphere, was
the same as that which they offered in other walks of life.

The best example of a Ukrainian leaping to the defence of his
homeland, and by implication to the defence of the empire at large,
was Mykola Markevych’s attack of 1831 on J. B. Scherer’s
Annales de la Petite-Russie of 1788. There were other attempts in
the 1830s to correct foreigners’ accounts," but Markevych’s critique
was particularly striking because the work of which he disapproved
was one of the few which took a favourable view of Ukrainians.
Markevych was not prepared to accept even sympathetic treatment
from the pen of a non-native.

Scherer, a German who had served in Russia and who had
worked hard at collecting materials,® was at pains to defend “Little
Russians” and Zaporozhian Cossacks against the “vague ideas” that
people had acquired about them from knowledge of earlier troubles
in Poland and from the wars in which Russians had been involved.
“The Cossacks of Ukraine were a peaceful people... seeing in time
that others thought only of crushing them, is it surprising that the
removal of an unbearable yoke put the sword in their hands and
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strengthened them in their taste for independence?” If the Cossacks
took revenge for attacks made on their inherited liberty, did they
not at the same time “hold back the Crescent and repulse the
Tatars?”* In looking at the seventeenth-century conflict between
Poles and Cossacks, Scherer argued that it was not at all clear who
was in the right. The Zaporozhian Cossacks, he said, had
disappeared from the stage, and for that reason their depredations
had been condemned; “insurrection is a crime,” Scherer wrote
ironically, “when the forces do not correspond to the undertakings.”
He was championing a small community against the big battalions.
When he came, in the course of his narrative, to describe the
abolition of the Zaporozhian Sich, he gave a list, which could
hardly be bettered, of the reasons why integration of north and
south was difficult.*

Scherer’s iconoclastic approach to Cossack history endeared him
neither to other foreigners nor to Ukrainians. Halynkovsky,
admittedly, praised Annales de la Petite-Russie.® C.-L. Lesur,
however, the next foreigner to write at length about the Cossacks,
criticized Scherer for dealing only with the Hetmanate and the
Zaporozhians, instead of with the Cossacks as a whole. He believed
Scherer’s work was poorly organized.” Markevych criticized
Scherer not so much from a historical as from an anthropological
and ethnographical point of view. Many Russians, he wrote, “having
no better descriptions of Little Russians than that of Scherer,” used
to ask him whether the German’s picture was accurate." In
consequence, Markevych started his notes to a volume of
“Ukrainian melodies”—Russian poems to the rhythm of Ukrainian
folk-tunes—with an extract from Scherer designed to show “how
easily [travellers] fall for the stories of tricksters who tease them.”*
Markevych was greatly irritated by Scherer’s repeated mistakes
about Ukrainian customs. He could imagine the author asking his
friends for local colour to dress up the chronicle which had fallen
into his hands: “What comes out of it? Europe reads and
guffaws Scherer thought that Ukrainians were not yet safe
from the Tatars and that they were still living in the “Golden Age.”
Ukraine, Markevych argued, was both more advanced and less
fortunate than that. What was needed was more concrete
information about her, supplied by men with native understanding.
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The most important aspect of Markevych’s criticism of Scherer
was his concern for Ukraine’s place in the European rather than the
domestic context. In Markevych’s view the two sides at issue were
not Ukraine and Russia, but Russia and the West. Arguments
about Ukraine exemplified the larger contemporary question of
Russia’s place in the world. When Markevych came to work on his
own history of Ukraine, later in the 1830s, Mykola Rigelman
encouraged him by saying that such a history would be of service to
“the whole Fatherland,” and that Markevych would “deliver us
Little Russians from the ridiculous slander with which travellers
abuse us in their magazine articles The two goals were
closely connected: accurate representation of a part of the empire
would enhance the prestige of the empire as a whole.

The stimulus provided by foreigners’accounts of Ukraine
encouraged Ukrainians to take an interest in their past.But the
other stimuli were perhaps of prior importance: the sense of the end
of an epoch and the need to make an impression on the Russians.
Few historians in the north took an interest in Ukraine in the
eighteenth century.”» The onus rested on southerners to make their
case. Ruban and Tumansky were the first to respond to the
challenge, and a number of others recognized the need before
Dmytro Bantysh-Kamensky produced the first substantial history of
Ukraine in 1822. lakiv Markovych’s Zapiski o Malorossii, which
appeared in St. Petersburg in 1798, issued from a strongly
Ukrainian circle. Markovych had been patronized by Dmytro
Troshchynsky on arriving in the capital,” and dedicated his book to
him. He received help from the south in the form of material
gathered over many years by one of the best-known of the local
antiquaries, A. I. Chepa. In the interests, perhaps, of reaching a
wider audience and achieving the recognition of Ukraine in Russia,
Chepa had been prepared to part with his life’s work. When
Markovych committed suicide in 1804, Chepa lost almost all of it,
and in 1810, when by chance he got two volumes back, he wasstill
fretting.” Markovych planned a work in several volumes, and
intended to include in each part articles on the history and
contemporary condition of Ukraine, explanation of the character of
its inhabitants, hydrographic and topographical descriptions, and an
enumeration of the different minerals, plants and animals to be
found in the various regions.”* The single volume which appeared, a
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hundred pages long, contained elements of all these things and
promised well for the future. The prerequisites for a long-term
publication—patronage at the centre, information from
Ukraine—seemed to be present; but the time, apparently, was not
yet ripe. The ideological motivation underlying the work was the
same as that influencing other Ukrainian writers. Markovych
wanted to remedy ignorance of Ukraine, a land which the foreigner
Linnaeus had been surprised to discover had attracted neither
scientists nor historians.” He insisted on the Slavic rather than the
Scandinavian origins of the Rus’, distancing himself from the
“Normanist” view of the Russian historian I. N. Boltin® Like his
distant relation Mykola Markevych, he stressed the internal cultural
resources of the Russian Empire. He did not succeed, however, in
completing his ambitious publishing project, but new circumstances
and a more stable personality enabled the next major Ukrainian
historian to make a greater mark.
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Dmytro Bantysh-Kamensky

Bantysh-Kamensky (1788-1850) was a generation away from his
Ukrainian origins, and perhaps for that reason both curious about
them and able to see the south in perspective. In writing his Istoriia
Maloi Rossii, first published in 1822 and rewritten for the second
edition of 1830, he thought of himself as “Happy, in that | have
paid off the debt of gratitude to the country of my fathers!””® In
discovering the history of Ukraine, he was finding out about his
own background. His upbringing had been Moscow-orientated, for
his father had come from Kiev to work in the Moscow archive of
the College of Foreign Affairs, of which he was the head at his
death in 1814. Bantysh-Kamensky’s property, at least in 1817, was
entirely in the provinces of Moscow and laroslav, and he had
himself become a servant of the Moscow archive at the age of
twelve™  Before being appointed in 1816 to the staff of
N. G. Repnin, Military Governor of Ukraine, he had seen the
world. In 1808 he had been sent to Belgrade by the ministry of
foreign affairs, and in 1810 had published a book entitled
Puteshestvie v Moldaviiu, Valakhiiu i Serbiiu, which was one of
the earliest accounts by a Russian traveller of a journey to other
parts of the Slavic world.~" It apparently contained an engraving of
one side of the tomb of Prince laroslav, and if so showed that
Bantysh-Kamensky was already interested in Kiev and its
antiquities.M* He was soon well qualified to set them in a
pan-European context. In August 1814 he was sent to Paris with
news of the Russian ratification of the peace treaty. From there he
went to the Congress of Vienna, where he was in
K. V. Nesselrode’s retinue. In June 1816 he was attached to the
Naples mission, but it seems unlikely that he went there, because
two months later he was seconded to the Ukrainian administration,
while remaining on the staff of the Foreign Ministry. The preface to
the first edition of his study of Ukrainian history was dated
“Poltava, 29 July 1817.”™ The work was commissioned by
Bantysh-Kamensky’s superior, Repnin, who provided him with
many sources and participated directly in the first volume, writing
the account of the battle of Berestechko himself.A* Indeed, it may
have been solely to fulfil Repnin’s desire for a history of the area he
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was governing that Bantysh-Kamensky went south, for as soon as
the work had appeared, he was declaring his intention of leaving
Ukraine.M

Because of the involvement of the local governor,
Bantysh-Kamensky’s Istoriia Maloi Rossii was almost an official
history. He was able to convey the importance of a region of the
empire without detracting from the authority of the centre. The
first edition earned the approval of V. P. Kochubei, minister of
internal affairs (no mean feat in the light of Kochubei’s highly
ambivalent attitude toward his own Ukrainian origins)."* It also
earned the author promotion to the rank of statskii sovetnik?” The
minister of education accepted a presentation copy with gratitude
and passed on two more to the Empress and Empress Dowager."®
Bantysh-Kamensky was allowed to dedicate the second edition, that
of 1830, to the Tsar. “Little Russia,” Bantysh-Kamensky wrote to
Nicholas 1, “has not hitherto received a detailed study in the
language of the fatherland.” He meant that it had been studied only
in Western languages. Presenting its history in Russian was a
contribution to the definition of Russia’s place in the world. “The
interesting but sometimes prejudiced narratives of foreigners,” wrote
Bantysh-Kamensky, “have been left without investigation of any
kind.””” He saw Ukraine as part of Russia, whose history, properly
treated, could add to the vitality of Imperial culture.

At the same time Bantysh-Kamensky did not abandon the sense
of Ukraine’s uniqueness. On the contrary, he made the point
implicitly that Ukraine’s uniqueness might provide the empire with
something it lacked.

Ukraine deserved separate study because it was

a land abounding in events, where every town and practically every
village speak of the glory of her [Little Russia’s] inhabitants, where
from of old honour has flowered, in the heart of which repose the
ashes of our first Lawgiver and of several wise rulers; a land true to
God when in fetters, true to the Tsars in time of enemy invasion; a
land which adorned the age of Peter and of Catherine with many
worthy sons, and which to this day prides itself on their offshoots.’”

For Bantysh-Kamensky, then, Ukraine was loyal to the centre, but

had a strong and legitimate sense of its own worth.
Bantysh-Kamensky undoubtedly saw himself as one of the

“offshoots” of the distinguished Ukrainians of the eighteenth



184 Ukrainian Impact on Russian Culture

century. His father, as we have seen,” had provided something of a
focal point for Ukrainians in Moscow. In a long work published in
1805, but written at the time of the third partition of Poland,
Mykola Bantysh-Kamensky had adopted a classic “Ukrainian”
stance in the emnity he displayed toward the Uniate Church. “All
the Poles’ disclaimers, reprimands and excuses,” he wrote “do not
succeed in justifying them.” He described in graphic detail the
Uniates’ imprisonment of the Orthodox priests, their exhaustion of
the common people with taxes and labour services, the cursing of
dead bodies and the profanation of the holy mysteries. A
Bantysh-Kamensky showed his admiration of his father by including
Karamzin’s praise of him in a footnote,” and showed family feehngs
again when he included his great-uncle Amvrosii, Metropolitan of
Moscow, in a survey of eighteenth-century Ukrainian writers,
carefully recording his heroic death at the hands of the mob during
the plague of 1771~ With forebears like this, and relatives still in
Kiev,” it was hardly surprising that the younger Bantysh-Kamensky
felt a “debt of gratitude” to Ukraine, or that he took pains to pay it
off.

He drew heavily on the local chronicle-collecting which had
preceded him, and his work was on the whole well received by
Ukrainians. The Istoriia Maloi Rossii, therefore, grew out of and
was consonant with southern traditions. By producing a second
edition in response to the criticisms levelled at the first, meeting
those criticisms and making use of new materials,
Bantysh-Kamensky showed the extent of his commitment. He was
above all a scholar. What annoyed him about Scherer’s Annales
was that the author confused the reader by not making clear what
sources he was relying on at a given moment”* Bantysh-Kamensky
declared that he was more concerned with preserving charters from
the ravages of time than with beauty of style” He gave a detailed
list of his sources in both editions of his work. He described Chepa,
perhaps the most assiduous of all the antiquarians on whom he was
dependent, as a personal friend, and he related the sad story,
mentioned above, of the fourteen folio books which Chepa lost in
St. Petersburg after the death of lakiv  Markovych.*®
Bantysh-Kamensky’s source-list was a virtually complete guide to
the work which had preceded him, and included both publications
by foreigners and work in Ukraine which had remained
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unpublished. Evgenii Bolkhovitinov despaired of being able to add
anything to it. A new arrival in Kiev as Metropolitan, in his time
there he had learnt of only one unpublished work on Ukraine with
which he had been unfamiliar; this, the work of Rigelman, was
already on Bantysh-Kamensky’s list.™ When, in the 1840s, the
Moscow Society of Russian History and Antiquities decided to
publish materials on Ukrainian history, it naturally turned to
Bantysh-Kamensky for help."”

Yet the 1822 edition of the Istoriia Maloi Rossii was far from
perfect. Criticism of it turned on the fact that it began, in effect,
with Bohdan Khmelnytsky’s revolt, and dealt only with the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Bantysh-Kamensky’s vision of
the separate contribution of Ukraine to the empire was limited by
his view that before Khmelnytsky “Little Russian history was united
totally with Russian and Polish.  He therefore devoted only a brief
introduction to the earlier period. The chronicles of Ruban and
Tumansky, by contrast, had gone back at least as far as the
conventional date for the origin of the Cossack host (1506). As
Bolkhovitinov put it to Bantysh-Kamensky, “The only regret of all
those who have read your history is that your introduction is very
short. You could have written a little more on the origin of the
Cossacks Perhaps Bantysh-Kamensky, who at the time of
writing the first edition was head of chancery to the Ukrainian
Governor-General, was reluctant to touch upon a subject which was
politically contentious. Repnin, deeply involved with the Cossack
question himself,"”* may have advised his subordinate not to
complicate matters.

Reviewing the 1822 edition, the Ukrainian Oleksa Martos agreed
with Bolkhovitinov that Bantysh-Kamensky had not said enough
about the Cossacks’ origins. He conceded that the Istoriia Maloi
Rossii would please Ukrainians as the first detailed work of its
kind, but believed

that Ukraine of old, which consisted of more than the provinces of
Chernihiv and Poltava, will probably require another history,
especially up to its fragmentation into parts [i.e., up to the end of the
Kievan state]. It will require the reasons and the bases of the reasons
for the marvellous composition of the Cossack people to be laid bare.
The foreign authors offer an enlightened and hard-working writer a
broad field for working upon.**
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The last sentence of the quotation embodied a criticism other than
that concerning the origins of the Cossacks. In feeling that
Bantysh-Kamensky had relied too heavily on the native Ukrainian
materials and had not ranged widely enough, Martos was trying to
set the Istoriia in a European context. He accused
Bantysh-Kamensky of lacking flair, of including too many things
like “the complaint of a certain man of Zvenigorod against a
Colonel Kapnist.” There was not enough about more striking figures
like Prokopovych and Skovoroda. The reviewer wanted more use of
the three “fathers of Ukrainian history,” the seventeenth-century
foreigners  Pierre  Chevalier, Beauplan and Pastorius ab
Hirtemberg.”®

Bantysh-Kamensky responded to these criticisms in the edition of
1830. He changed his title from History of Little Russia from the
Time of its Attachment to the Russian State under Aleksei
Mikhailovich, with a Brief Survey of the Pristine Condition of the
Region to History of Little Russia. While keeping the work in three
volumes, he now devoted the entire first volume to Ukraine before
Bohdan Khmelnytsky. He added nine new manuscript sources
(including the Istoriia Rusov) and fifteen new printed sources
(seven of foreign provenance, including Beauplan and Chevalier;
Pastorius had been used in the 1822 edition)."* Perhaps because he
was now free from a sense of responsibility to the official
administration of Ukraine, Bantysh-Kamensky was able to enter
more fully into the contemporary debate about Russian ethnicity
and the empire’s cultural identity. Certainly the second edition of
the Istoriia became one of the focal points of that debate.

Bantysh-Kamensky failed to satisfy the principal reviewer of his
second edition, the Russian journalist and historian N. A. Polevoi.
However much he had advanced upon the 1822 edition, the
proto-Slavophils for whom Ukraine was an inspiration wanted more.
Polevoi took a much more “populist” approach to Imperial society
than that which he found in Bantysh-Kamensky. Bantysh-
Kamensky’s account was simply a “year-by-year recitation of
events” and gave no sense of the difference between Ukraine and
Russia. To read it, argued Polevoi, you would think that “Little
Russia” differed from Moscow province no more than a province
like laroslav or Vladimir; and even this degree of difference, Polevoi
continued, came out only in the last chapter of the work, where the
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author attempted a general characterization of Ukraine. For Polevoi
the differences between north and south were much greater than
Bantysh-Kamensky allowed. “The inhabitants of the north will
never conceive the sight presented, for example, by the flow of the
Psiol, hidden in the green of its banks.”” Apart from the physical
differences, there was a still more important spiritual difference.
The minorities, wrote Polevoi, “are ours, but not us.” The Russians
could impart their culture to the leaders of the provincial
communities, but not to whole societies. Ukrainian political
institutions had been abolished, but Ukrainian society remained
tenaciously distinct, and this, in Polevoi’s view, Bantysh-Kamensky
completely failed to convey.®

If Kochubei, Imperial Chancellor at the time Polevoi was writing,
strove to present himself as “more Russian than the Russians,”*
Polevoi was apparently trying to show that he could be “more
Ukrainian than the Ukrainians.” Ukrainian nationalism was one of
the charges levelled against him by S. S. Uvarov in 1834, when the
minister was bent on closing down his journal.” In reality, Polevoi
did not believe in Ukrainian independence. He was merely using
Ukraine as a weapon in a greater battle; the battle with Karamzin
over “statist” versus “populist” history. This willbe treated more
fully in the next section. Polevoi objected principally to
Bantysh-Kamensky’s Istoriia Maloi Rossii because it concentrated
on political rather than social history. Because, in Polevoi’s view,
Ukrainian society was so obviously different from that of Russia, its
history could not be presented purely in terms of political
developments. Polevoi pointed out that “Half of Little Russia, and
what is more important the heartland {gnezdo) of Little Russia, in
ancient times were not Russian provinces.”” Kiev had not controlled
that part of the leftbank of the Dnieper which was now atthe
centre ofthe province of “Little Russia.” Polevoi thought thatthe
Ukrainian society in which he was interested emerged only after the
Tatar invasions and the appearance of the Cossacks in response to
the need for resistance. The Cossacks were therefore a wholly
non-Russian phenomenon. Bantysh-Kamensky took the “official”
line when he described Ukraine as true to God even when fettered,
and to the Tsars even when occupied by enemies. What annoyed
Polevoi about Bantysh-Kamensky’s work was that it was “all old
hat, all Karamzinian.”* His review had the same significance as the
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reviews of Gogol’s Vechera\ it showed not so much that Ukraine
was dear to Russian hearts, but that the principal intellectual
debates of the day were being conducted partly on the basis of
Ukrainian data. The region was sustaining quarrels which went

beyond its intrinsic interest.
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Karamzin and ChodakowskV”™

The “southern” element in the response to Karamzin’s Istoriia
gosudarstva Rossiiskogo placed Ukraine’s importance in context.
The History, which appeared in twelve volumes between 1818 and
1829, was the biggest single publishing event in early
nineteenth-century Russia. In 1790 Karamzin had written that
“until now we have had no good history of Russia, that is, one
written with philosophical understanding, a critical spirit, and noble
eloguence.”®His magnum opus remedied this prime deficiency in
native culture. The History was an immediate best-seller. The three
thousand copies of the first eight volumes, published in 1818, sold
out within a month.” Pushkin wrote that “Ancient Russia seemed to
have been discovered by Karamzin just as Columbus discovered
America,”™ and Prince P. A. Viazemsky called Karamzin’s
History “an epoch-making event [epokha] in the civil, philosophical
and literary history of our people.””® Karamzin had contributed
significantly to the promotion of Russian national consciousness. He
wrote in a draft of his preface that “history is for a people what the
Bible is for a Christian,” and in publishing the fruit of fifteen
years’ work he provided Russians with a “bible” of their past which
they had hitherto lacked.*'

Karamzin’s image of the Russian past, however, failed to find
universal acceptance. Its nature was summarized in the closing
words of his dedication to Alexander I: “the history of the people
belongs to the Tsar.” Already there were Russians who felt
otherwise. The first group of objectors, those who felt Karamzin
was simply too conservative, included the future Decembrist Nikita
Muravev, who wrote a severe indictment of the History which
remained unpublished until 1861.** Another Decembrist, Nikolai
Turgenev, may have been the author of an anonymous epigram of
1823 which vilified Karamzin for demonstrating that “it is possible
to think very badly and write very well.”* Even Pushkin, who spoke
in complimentary terms of the History and eagerly awaited the
volumes which followed those of 1818** said sarcastically that the
“elegance and simplicity” of Karamzin’s presentation showed “the
need for autocracy and the charms of the knout.”™ These
statements of straightforward political disagreement with Karamzin
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represented the first sort of opposition to his History.

A second school of thought considered Karamzin insufficiently
scholarly. Viazemsky, on the whole an admirer, felt that Karamzin
ought to have studied the language as well as the culture of
medieval Russia, in order the more fully to dissipate Russians’
ignorance of their native land™ N. S. Artsybashev was far more
vituperative. Almost immediately after the first eight volumes had
been published, he wrote to a friend; “In vain scholars have been
trying for a whole century to purify Russian history of absurdities!
Idiocy turns up and circulates them once more in the wide
world... it will take you a long time to enumerate all the ridiculous
features of this book, which crop up on page after page.””™
Artsybashev was to be a long-standing adversary of Karamzin.®’
Like M. T. Kachenovsky, another opponent of Karamzin (and the
editor of Vestnik Evropy), he belonged to the “sceptical” tradition
in Russian historiography and was reluctant to accept broad
interpretative claims. Karamzin’s scholarship has been praised by a
modern expert,™ but in 1818 his antiquarian opponents were not the
least of his enemies.

The most interesting early reaction to Karamzin’s History,
however, was that of the Pole Zorian Dol*ga Chodakowski. It
encapsulated the political and academic reactions, and added a
third dimension: the “southern” or provincial approach to the
question of defining the empire’s cultural identity. Chodakowski
believed that Karamzin focused too narrowly on the centre and the
upper classes, on Russia and the gentry rather than on the outlying
provinces and the peasantry. Although he was Polish, most of the
evidence he employed in criticizing Karamzin came from Ukraine.
He epitomized the phenomenon of regional interaction which
Ukrainians stood for in many areas of Imperial Russian life.

Chodakowski hoped to strengthen the Slavs’ sense of their
common identity by working from the bottom upward. He saw
opportunities for cultural integration in those Slavs who were free
from alien sophistication. These in his view were of two types: the
community as a whole before its conversion to Christianity; and the
contemporary peasantry. To substantiate his beliefs, Chodakowski
worked on two sorts of evidence: archaeological evidence provided
by the remains of pagan Slavic settlements (gorodishcha), and the
folksongs of Western Ukraine. In putting this evidence before the
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Russian public he broadened the debate about the Slavs’ cultural
identity. His involvement in the debate was short-lived, but his
striking personality and substantial manuscript legacy ensured the
perpetuation of his memory.

Chodakowski falsified his biography in a submission of 1820 to
the Russian ministry of education,” and succeeded in deceiving
most of his contemporaries.”® The true outline of his life was first
summarized by A. N. Pypin in 1886.”” He concealed not only his
real name, Adam Czarnocki, but the part of Poland from which he
came and the fact that he had deserted from the Russian army. He
admitted the true year of his birth, 1784, but changed the day and
the month. He claimed to originate in the region of Chelm, not far
from Zamosc and Lublin, a part of Poland which became Austrian
under the third partition, entered the Grand Duchy of Warsaw in
1809, and passed to the Congress Kingdom in 1815. Chodakowski
gave no inkling that he had been a Russian citizen since 1793. In
reality he came from the part of Belorussia which Catherine the
Great acquired under the second partition. He was at school in
Slutsk between 1797 and 1801 and then studied law and occupied
various private positions in the area of Minsk and Nowogrodek. The
Russian authorities arrested him in 1809, after intercepting a letter
in which he expressed readiness to cross the frontier into the Grand
Duchy of Warsaw and fight for the Polish forces sponsored by
Napoleon. He was forcibly enlisted into the Russian army. In 1811,
finding himself once more near his place of origin, he deserted to
the Poles and took with him the plans of the fortress of Bobruisk.
He fought against the Russians until 1813, and the following year
seems to have taken up the studies which in due course brought him
to St. Petersburg.In 1820 he had to invent a curriculum vitae
because, although Alexander | had issued an amnesty for those
Poles who had fought under the aegis of the French, it hardly
included deserters from the Russian army, let alone one who had
departed bearing military secrets.

Between 1814 and 1818 Chodakowski collected a mass of
ethnographic and archaeological evidence. He roamed Western
Ukraine on foot, talking to the peasants, collecting folksongs, and
developing a thesis about the origins and vitality of native Slavic
culture. In 1817 he acquired the patronage of Prince Adam
Czartoryski, in 1818 that of Count N. P. Rumiantsev, and in 1820
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the sponsorship of the Russian ministry of education. Between 1818
and 1820 he published three major articles.” Denied further official
sponsorship in 1823, he spent the remainder of his short life in
penury in Moscow and the province of Tver. The subsequent history
of his manuscripts, which was complicated and exciting, has been
described elsewhere.”?

Chodakowski made a great impression on his contemporaries.
While trying retrospectively to damage his reputation, Ksenofont
Polevoi succeeded in the 1850s in conveying a striking picture of his
fervour and eccentricity.” At the same remove, lvan Loboiko
recalled how Chodakowski had appealed to the imagination of
N. I. Grech and Admiral Shishkov.”* Historians have been equally
impressed in recent years. F. la. Priima described Chodakowski’s
name as “half-forgotten” in 1951, but the epithet is no longer
applicable. Both in Eastern Europe and in the West Chodakowski
has been resurrected. In Poland Julian Maslanka described
Chodakowski’s place in Polish culture and influence on Polish
Romantic literature. Two years later he published some of
Chodakowski’s essays and much of his correspondence. The editors
of Chodakowski’s collection of Ukrainian folksongs, published in
Kiev in 1974, claimed that he was the greatest Slavic
folksong-collector of the Romantic period. Chodakowski was
mentioned in the principal English-language account of
nineteenth-century Polish history, and in a major Western analysis
of popular culture in early modern Europe. Peter Brock made a
separate study of him in 1976. His archaeological theories have
been accorded more respect than they were in his lifetime. Why was
he of such interest? Because the unsophisticated regions of the
empire were already in Russians’ minds at the time of his
appearance, and because he dramatized their importance.*®

Chodakowski’s prime motivation may have been his commitment
to the cause of Poland. Maslanka rooted his thinking in the ideas of
earlier Polish writers.*' It seems likely that he was particularly
influenced by the activities of Tadeusz Czacki, founder of the lycee
at  Krzemieniec in Volhynia. In his false autobiography
Chodakowski claimed to have studied at Krzemieniec between 1806
and 1810*" He was certainly there frequently between 1813 and the
end of 1818* The lycee was closed down after the Polish rising of
1830-1, but for the brief period of its existence it was a major
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centre of Polish national feeling.** By creating a Polish
establishment which dwarfed its Russian rivals, Czacki succeeded in
making life very difficult for the director of Russian schools in
Kiev.* He died in 1813 ,but his name lived on. His work on Polish
and Lithuanian law, published at the turn of the century, was much
sought after in Vilnius in the 1820s.*’ In 1805 Czacki distributed to
the gentry of Volhynia, Kiev and Podillia a paper calling for the
scholarly investigation of the western Ukrainian environment.** It
anticipated the programme later adopted by Chodakowski. Czacki
believed that the Crimea, many provinces of European Russia, and
even Siberia were familiar to the world, but that the provinces with
which he was concerned were not. He urged the study of their flora
and fauna. He proposed that the local witches be subjected to
scrutiny. Their magical words could elucidate the relationship
between languages, and the gods to which they owed allegiance
might throw light on the question of pre-Christian religion. Czacki
asked what signs were popularly believed to foreshadow changes in
the weather. He was interested in legends concerning the use of
caves, in idols, burial urns and tombs. He concluded by saying he
had put only some of his questions, but would be grateful for any
information which could explain “the business of nature, the world
and the region {dela prirody, sveta, i kraiu)." The similarity
between this plan of campaign and the proposal which Chodakowski
put before the ministry of education in 1820 was striking.*” Czacki’s
programme of 1805 had been condemned by the ministry in 1810,’®
but in effect reappeared ten years later. Chodakowski corresponded
with Czacki,” and may have been indebted to him, indirectly and in
part, for the patronage of Count N. P. Rumiantsev.” It seems
possible that he was continuing the work of the late educationalist.
If so, the political significance of his activity deserves attention.

Czacki was nothing if not a Polish patriot.” “Chodakowski’s
populism,” wrote Peter Brock, “was purely cultural,” but Piotr
Wandycz argued that early Polish Slavophilism “was not only the
reflection of a political desire for a modus vivendi with Russia. It
also embodied a spirit of competition and a bid for primacy among
Slavs.  The second view fits Chodakowski better than the first. His
belief in the unity of Slavic culture made no claims specifically for
the Poles and rested on Ukrainian rather than Polish evidence, but
it was a plea on behalf of the regions made at a time when
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Alexander | was known to be sympathetic toward the Polish cause.
At the beginning of his paper of 1819, his first submission to the
ministry of education, Chodakowski made reference to Alexander’s
recent conciliatory attitude toward his fellow-countrymen.’* At this
time he was making no extravagant claims for the Poles, but
practicing discretion in order to strike while the iron was hot. When
the iron cooled he showed his true colours. In 1823 he threatened to
burn all the material he had accumulated “for the good of
Poland”—a clear sign that he thought he was working in the Polish
interest. If he could do Poland no practical good, which by then
seemed likely, he could at least make a sacrifice in her honour.” At
the end of the previous year Chodakowski had accused a fellow Pole
of being “pretty much a Targowica confederate”; and he had
severed relations with K. F. Kalaidovych because of the latter’s
clear hostility to “everything Catholic, Uniate and Polish.””* For all
his pan-Slav enthusiasm, Chodakowski retained a strong sense of his
Polish nationality. Small wonder that he falsified the details of his
biography in his dealings with Russians.

While Chodakowski’s inspiration and motives remain to a certain
extent unclear, his popularity and success in 1819-20 were
indisputable. His arrival in the Russian capital coincided with the
contemporary interest in Ukraine.” Chodakowski enriched and
diversified the Ukrainian contribution to current intellectual
exchanges. He published the first of his two major indictments of
Karamzin in Vestnik Evropy in the second half of October 1819."®
This proposed trying to define a date in history “when the Slavic
clan was everywhere and in all respects uniform”—which he felt
was before the Slavs were converted to Christianity. He admitted
his view sounded dubious, but declared that he was approaching the
problem in a way which had not hitherto been thought of:

After the passing of many centuries, after the efforts of so many
learned men, and after the publication of the History of Karamazin,
my thought would appear improbable and work fruitless. The only
thing that conduces to my good fortune is that until now no one has
spent five years travelling solely with this subject in mind, and that
even the Russian Plutarch [Karamzin] acknowledges the
wretchedness of the materials on these ancient times. In fact, this
epoch is virtually excluded from books; it is scattered throughout the
whole expanse of our land and requires many more sacrifices and
special dedication.'®"'
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Chodakowski was advocating a new approach to the study of
medieval Russia: not a documentary, but an archaeological and
ethnographical approach, conducted in the country at large rather
than in the study. The principle of investigation on the ground and
of using oral evidence preserved in folksongs added a dimension to
historical research which was lacking in the work of Karamzin.
“It seems improbable,” wrote Chodakowski, “that the purposes for
which these Gorodtsy, Gorodenki were designed can now still be
explained. | hope, at least, to show from the songs of southern
Russia, collected between the Dnieper and the San [in Galicia],
that these Gorodishcha were holy settlements [svyatymi
ogorodami] or places of assembly, where marriages, coronations
and other pagan rites were celebrated. The “folk” character of
the inquiry found many admirers. It promised to return the empire
to its people, counterbalancing Karamzin’s emphasis on the
activities of the state.

The particular issue on which Chodakowski challenged Karamzin
was the “Normanist controversy.” “If, for example, our notorious
[preslovutyi] Karamzin had previously known the songs of southern
Russia and Mazovia... then probably he would not have summoned
from beyond the Varangian sea the founder of the city and
principate of Tur, and would not have increased for no reason the
activity of aliens in our land.”** Evidence from the south and west
of the empire, in other words, militated against the view that the
founders of the Russian state were non-Slavs. This, for
Chodakowski, was the crux of the matter. The bulk of his paper of
1819 was devoted to detailed consideration of the map of
ninth-century Russia which Karamzin attached to his History.
Karamzin, Chodakowski felt, had distributed the Slavic tribes
inaccurately by relying too heavily on the chronicler Nestor. He was
wrong, for example, to put the Finns in the north; even in those
early days, Chodakowski believed, the lands of Russia were Slavic
throughout."*»

Chodakowski found powerful supporters among Karamzin’s
“political” and “antiquarian” opponents. Count N. P. Rumiantsev,
who will be discussed in the next chapter, made use of him. When
the Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskogo appeared, Rumiantsev began
looking for a champion to challenge its presentation of medieval
Russia. He had devoted much effort to supplying Karamzin with
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materials, but felt Karamzin had not made the best use of them.™*
Like Chodakowski, he had a strong sense of the importance of the
Russian regions. It was probably his secretary, Vasyl Anastasevych,
who brought Chodakowski to his attention. Anastasevych was in
correspondence with Chodakowski in April 1818. In July Rumian-
tsev asked Anastasevych to keep his, Rumiantsev’s, copy of
Karamzin’s History, because it would be useful “for the necessary
collation” when Chodakowski’s current whereabouts had been
ascertained. Chodakowski was at Sieniawa, the estate of Prince
Adam Czartoryski, but by the middle of the following year he had
arrived at Homel, Rumiantsev’s estate in Belorussia.'®’ It was there
that he wrote the paper published in Vestnik Evropy.* The
churchman and scholar Bolkhovitinov expressed surprise that this
article should have appeared in print at a time when ChodakowskKi
was hoping to secure money from the government to continue his
researches.Chodakowski seems not to have intended publication.
He had helped Karamzin with the second edition of his History,
and in November 1819 he apologized to him for the appearance of
the article."® The fact that someone else wanted to publish it
showed that Chodakowski was not alone in his hostility to
Karamzin.

The authorities seem not to have been unduly offended by the
appearance of Chodakowski’s first paper, for in mid-1820 he was
granted money by the ministry of education to investigate Russia’s
gorodishcha." Karamzin and Academician Nikolai Fus had been
consulted by the ministry, and both, although with reservations, had
found in Chodakowski’s favour."” In order to convince the ministry,
Chodakowski had written a second major paper in March 1820, and
began publishing it (with official permission) in Syn otechestva in
August." Less polemical than the earlier essay, it nevertheless
expressed equally clearly Chodakowski’s essential beliefs. “The
epoch preceding the adoption of Christianity is of primary
importance for all the Slavic peoples ” Why was there no book
covering this period? “Without reproaching anyone, one can
nevertheless say that it could never have been written in cloisters
devoted to isolation, and nowhere beyond the bounds of the Slavic
lands—their pens [i.e., the pens of Russia’s historians to date] were
the less capable, the more remote they were from the subject.”"" To
achieve an understanding of Russia’s early history, Chodakowski
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proclaimed the need for a journey through the regions of the
empire: an early, single-handed, “going to the people.”

Chodakowski’s publications more or less ended with the paper of
1820. The report he submitted to the ministry of education in the
course of his travels in 1821 remained unpublished until the late
1830s."~ Before his death in 1825 he published one more article,
attempting to demonstrate the predominantly religious role of the
prince in early Russian history;"~ but he never compiled the major
work of synthesis which alone could have silenced his many critics.
In 1820 his views provoked a substantial work defending
Karamzin,"” and in 1823 a member of the Rumiantsev circle cast
great doubt on his theory of the significance of the gorodishcha."”
Although Chodakowski blamed his failure on the malign influence
of Karamzin,"” the flaw was largely in himself. In grasping at a
shadow, he lost the substance. His method of inquiry and the
sources of information to which he drew attention promised to
enlarge the Russians’ historical awareness; but by trying to prove
too much, he greatly reduced his chances of finding wide
acceptance.

His memory, nevertheless, died hard. Jan Kollar, one of the
leaders of the Slovak renaissance, asked what Chodakowski was
doing in 1824.“ The editor of Vestnik Evropy showed concern for
his manuscript legacy in the later 1820s. Bodiansky,
Maksymovych and Gogol all paid respect to Chodakowski in
1834."* Pushkin twice mentioned him in the 1830s.”” Perhaps most
significantly, Nikolai Polevoi, the critic of Bantysh-Kamensky’s
Istoriia Maloi Rossii, took Chodakowski as one of his mentors.
Polevoi’s Istoriia russkogo naroda (1829-33), its title a deliberate
response to the Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskogo, was based in
part on Chodakowski’s papers. Through Polevoi, the Pole acquired
an importance greater than that of his own publications. In
September 1824 Polevoi wrote Chodakowski a substantial letter
giving him the literary news of the day and speculating whether the
new minister of education. Admiral Shishkov, would once more
provide Chodakowski with official financial backing. He
complimented Chodakowski on the reception of his recent
contribution to Severnyi arkhiv. Of K. F. Kalaidovych, who had
inveighed against Chodakowski the previous year, he said that “it
seems curious, but the historical studies of Kalaidovych are good for
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nothing—his mind seems to be governed by catalogues of bishops
and appanage princes ” Polevoi hoped Chodakowski would
supply Bulgarin with further articles for publication, and asked his
advice on the works of Jan Potocki.~* The closeness of the friend-
ship between the two men, exemplified by this letter, was borne
out after Chodakowski’s death. In 1826 the Pole’s widow, following
his instructions, brought Polevoi his papers. Ksenofont Polevoi,
narrating the story of the bequest some thirty years later, argued
that the papers were of little value and that his brother had made
little use of them in his Istoriia. He tried to play down
Chodakowski’s significance: “Nowadays this man is made out to be
an unacknowledged genius; | shall describe him as he really was.”
But Ksenofont Polevoi was anxious to answer charges laid against
his brother in the 1820s and 1830s. A. F. Voeikov,
N. I. Nadezhdin and Mykhailo Maksymovych had accused the
“historian of the Russian people” of plagiarizing the work of
Chodakowski. True to his brother’s memory, Ksenofont Polevoi did
all he could to restore his good name.”” But he had himself shown
affection for Chodakowski in 1824, when he added a postscript to
his brother’s letter asking Chodakowski not to forget him, “who
remembers and loves you.”™ In his reminiscences he conveniently
forgot his liking for the Pole.

In the middle years of the nineteenth century Chodakowski’s
name was rarely mentioned. Ksenofont Polevoi need hardly have
bothered to blacken it. But in 1886 A. N. Pypin, Chernyshevsky’s
cousin, drew attention to Chodakowski as one of the progenitors of
the populist tradition.Proto-populism was an essential aspect of
the provincial contribution to early nineteenth-century Russian
culture. It brought into the public eye parts of the community
which had not previously received due weight. It suggested that the
common people had as much to offer the empire as its
Europeanized gentry. Above all, it introduced Russia to the notion
of relying upon Slavs who had not fallen victim to Western
influence. The next chapter looks at antiquarians and academics
who studied the Russian Empire’s Slavic culture more cooly than
Chodakowski. They related their studies to similar sorts of study in
other parts of Eastern Europe. No less than the journalists, writers
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and historians who have appeared in the last three chapters, these
scholars derived much of their inspiration from Ukraine. To this
extent Ukraine introduced Russians to the full breadth of the
concept of Slavdom.



Chapter Eight

Ukraine and Russian Slavic Studies

TV. P. Rumiantsev

By the early 1830s writers of many persuasions were promoting or
welcoming Ukraine’s part in the definition of the Russian Empire’s
cultural identity. Some contemporaries went further, and set
Ukraine in the context of the wider Slavic world. Chodakowski had
done so. The vyoung Ukrainian Osyp Bodiansky, later a
distinguished professor at Moscow University, alluded to the wider
horizons in reviewing a collection of Ukrainian proverbs in 1834.
The collection had gone down well in St. Petersburg, where
Severnaia pchela thanked the author, V. N. Smirnytsky, for
enlarging appreciation of the common people." Bodiansky, writing
from Myrhorod in Ukraine, approached Smirnytsky’s work more
critically. His attitude was rather like that of Tsarynny toward
Gogol’s Vechera. While Russians seemed to be undiscriminating in
their enthusiasm for Ukrainian material, Ukrainians were concerned
about accuracy of detail. Bodiansky’s review evoked a reply from
Smirnytsky which in turn produced a response from the reviewer.®
The opening of the first article ranged more widely than what
followed. “Who will now say,” Bodiansky asked (having alluded to
the many recent works on Ukrainian subjects), “that Southern
Russia (luzhnaia Rus’) is stagnating on the path of enlightenment
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and is not enthusiastic about its national literature?” Bodiansky
believed that “the course of this young literature is instructive.” Its
prospects were bright because it was beginning without the decades
of “futile, harmful imitation” which had so bedevilled “other
literatures.” Part of the new movement, furthermore, was
“dedicating its time to making itself familiar with other Slavic
languages and their literature, studying them and in this way trying
to make clear... the relationship in which their own literature and
language must stand to the other Slavic languages related to
theirs.”» The last words hinted at the wider ramifications of
Ukraine’s cultural awakening. Ukrainians’ cultural affinities were
not only with the Russians, but with all the Slavs. Ukraine could
act as a bridge between Russia and the rest of Eastern Europe. It
could confirm Russia’s Slavic identity by pointing to the Slavic
awakening at large. When, in his second article, Bodiansky alluded
sympathetically to Chodakowski," he illustrated that his loyalties lay
toward those who were trying to define attributes common to all
Slavs.A

Later in the 1830s Bodiansky set out on a journey to the
non-Russian parts of Slavic Eastern Europe, and came back
well-qualified to develop his conception of Slavic inter-relationships.
That journey, and similar journeys made by others at the same
time, greatly enlarged Russian understanding of the Slavic world.
Russian Slavic studies, however, had begun twenty-five years
previously. Scholarly interest in the Slavs, evident even in the
eighteenth century,® grew rapidly in the years following the
Napoleonic invasion. It owed its intensity to the commitment of
Count Nikolai Petrovich Rumiantsev, who devoted the last years of
his life to sponsoring a circle of scholars intent upon the academic
investigation of Slavdom. Between 1812 and his death in 1826,
Rumiantsev supported a wide variety of intellectual activities and
laid the foundations for all subsequent Russian inquiries into the
details of Slavic life.” Like contemporary writers of fiction and
authors of history books, he could not pursue his inclinations
without taking Ukraine into account.

The Rumiantsev circle had no general philosophy. It members
were more interested in collecting data and defining differences
than in sketching grandiose theories. Chodakowski briefly entered
their ranks, but by the early 1820s he had fallen out with them.
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From the point of view of his contemporaries he undermined his
credibility by trying to prove too much too quickly. A Ukrainian
member of the circle, Ivan Loboiko, urged caution upon
Chodakowski in the analysis of language. He believed Chodakowski
was right to attack the simplistic dialectology of Russian
archaeologists and linguists, but insisted that “in order to establish a
sound view of the subject, it is necessary first to determine the
distinguishing features and the character of each dialect, and only
then to define their borders.” Loboiko was talking about Ukrainian.
In arguing that Chodakowski’s criteria for identifying it were
insufficiently rigorous, and in adding to them, he showed the
concern for precision which was typical of the Rumiantsev circle.*
V. N. Smirnytsky, the publisher of Ukrainian proverbs whom
Bodiansky attacked in 1834, was not a member of Rumiantsev’s
group, but in replying to Bodiansky’s critique he described rules of
procedure which the group would have accepted. He felt
Bodiansky’s sweeping criticism was unfair, because collecting
proverbs was only a modest objective. Smirnytsky cited Adam
Smith’s principle of the division of labour. He saw himself as paving
the way for future, more wide-ranging publications. To write a
history of Ukraine, for example, it was necessary first to publish all
the relevant materials, then to work over them, and finally to
produce a connected account. Collecting Ukrainian proverbs was
not such an easy business as Bodiansky supposed. His advice to
“drop into any Little Russian hut” was simply not good enough.
One eighteenth-century collector of Ukrainian folksongs and
proverbs found he had to dedicate his whole life to the task,
disguising himself in peasant clothes and wandering round village
inns and markets. Smirnytsky claimed his collection of proverbs was
part of a larger linguistic and ethnographical project, but as yet his
work was only in its infancy.’

While the views of Loboiko and Smirnytsky reflected the
preparatory nature of early Slavic studies in Russia, it would be
unfair to call the Rumiantsev circle purely antiquarian. In 1822 one
member of the group called another a pedant, thus showing his
awareness of the need for interpretation as well as scholarship.'® In
their appreciation of niceties, moreover, the Rumiantsev circle
offered better prospects for the future than another founder of
Russian Slavic studies. Admiral A. S. Shishkov. As minister of
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education in the mid-1820s, Shishkov seems to have shown his
concern for Slavic studies by warding off an attack on Russia’s first
journal wholly devoted to the subject.” But his patronizing attitude
toward non-Russian Slavs was reflected in his view of a proposed
Bulgarian grammar in 1836. He saw little need for grammars of the
“Slavic dialects.” They were useful only for those who wished to
make a close study of the dialects. Dictionaries of such languages,
on the other hand, might reveal original Slavic roots not present in
Russian, the Russian derivatives of which had lost their original
meaning.”” Shishkov wanted to restore the pristine splendour of
Russian by purging it of accretions, but he was not interested in the
Slavs for their own sake. The members of the Rumiantsev circle
were less blinkered. Although their main concern was establishing
Russia’s Slavic identity, they did not close their eyes to the
individuality of other sorts of Slav.

Rumiantsev himself epitomized the way in which certain
Russians changed their cultural orientation at the beginning of the
nineteenth century. Having received a cosmopolitan education,
served for years as Russian emissary in Frankfurt, and taken a
pro-French stance as Russian foreign minister, he turned away from
the West in his period as a sponsor of academic pursuits. To be
more precise, he applied his Western training to the study of Slavic
culture.” The change of direction was more important than the
specific  achievements  which  resulted from Rumiantsev’s
sponsorship. The members of the circle did little to organize their
work into a coherent whole, but the subjects they thought worthy of
attention differed strikingly from those which had attracted earlier
Russian intellectuals. The subject-matter was new enough to make
an impression without the need for elaborate philosophical
argument. Rumiantsev’s intellectual outlook, insofar as he had one,
was buried beneath a magpie-like love of rare coins and
newly discovered manuscripts. He found it hard to refuse the
inordinate demands made upon his purse. When a Uniate priest
supplied him with a poor copy of a Polish document he did not
need, “and then occupied me with his own business,” he still did his
best for him.™ But there were certain limits to his generosity. He
did not collect foreign coins, or at least only those found on Russian
soil;* and he was not interested in subsidizing the publication of a
volume of German poetry, even when it was translated from



Ukraine and Russian Slavic Studies 205

Russian and designed, according to its sponsor, “to give the
Germans a true notion of the present state of our native
literature.”™ He was principally concerned with what was to be
found within the confines of the empire, and with making it known
to the inhabitants of the empire. Russians, in his view, ought to be
mastering their cultural heritage. He deplored the fact that he had
learnt from a Polish newspaper of the existence in Kiev of a Gospel
written in Belorussian, when “here no one could inform me about
it.”" Perhaps the nearest he came to a general statement of belief is
to be found in a letter of 1814 to the Metropolitan of Kiev:

Every state glories more in its antiquities, the more strongly they
show the spirit of the people and the greatness of its feeling. Our
blessed Fatherland so far excels all known peoples in spirit and in
feelings, that it can glory in and be proud of its antiquities the more
particularly. 1 myself experienced recently in Kiev, the holy city of
Olga and Vladimir, how pleasant it is to the heart of a son of the
Fatherland to see its celebrated antiquities, treading in the tracks
where the great once walked; how pleasant it is even to the most
distant descendant to convey himself in thought to their centuries,
hidden in the mists of time, bringing to life in his memory their
deathless existence."*

Romantic patriotism was probably as far as Rumiantsev’s
philosophy went, and in this respect he differed little from many of
his contemporaries. But he differed markedly from them in the way
he expressed his patriotism. Where general statements like the one
quoted above were common in the press and in correspondence of
the early nineteenth century, with Rumiantsev they were rare.
What distinguished him from others was his devotion to detail.
Antiquarians had long been at work in various parts of the country,
but under Rumiantsev their activities were given a degree of unity
and the value of antiquarianism became clearer. The material
foundation was laid for a new image of Russia. Debates which had
hitherto been conducted in terms of moral fervour could now be
conducted on the basis of hard evidence. The Rumiantsev circle
marked a starting point for the next generation. A. N. Pypin
argued that Rumiantsev had no successor,” in the sense that his
moderation and carefulness were followed by a wave of Slavophile
enthusiasts with whom he would have had little in common; but
already under the ex-Imperial Chancellor there were signs of the
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things to come. He began his career of patronage, while still in
office, with a relatively modest end in view: publishing treaties and
charters which the Tsars had signed, so that Russia might possess
the sort of record which had existed in France for over a century.
This was bringing the empire into line with Western Europe,
following a Western model in order to eliminate a native sense of
inferiority.~” Before Rumiantsev died the defensive note had begun
to disappear. Though personally he may not have been wholly in
sympathy with the extravagant views of, for example, Chodakowski,
he gave him shelter and enlisted his help. In this and other
instances he provided the means whereby scholars of the
antiquarian type met ideologues who would base wide-ranging
claims on the material they collected. Rumiantsev was thus a
significant link between Enlightenment and Romanticism in Russia.

Politically speaking Rumiantsev belonged to the same orientation
as the Ukrainians who had come to court under Catherine the
Great. Rumiantsev’s father, Petr Aleksandrovich, had been that
Governor of Ukraine who despatched Bezborodko and Zavadovsky
to St. Petersburg. While at court they showed concern for the
Governor’s sons and sent him information about them.** Some
material links with that time were preserved in the days of
Rumiantsev’s devotion to scholarship. Rumiantsev corresponded
with Fedir Tumansky’s son on the subject of pagan idols in the
Crimea,™ and at a more exalted level he preserved the Ukrainians’
association with the Vorontsov family, in the sense that he took
advantage of Semen Vorontsov to secure transcripts of British
diplomatic documents relating to Russia.” More significant than
these incidental continuities, however, was the fact that
geographically Rumiantsev returned, in the days of his academic
pursuits, to a part of the world not far from the scene of his father’s
triumphs, a region permeated with different interests and a different
atmosphere from those of St. Petersburg, and much closer to the
roots of Slavic culture. Although a product of Western European
enlightenment and a correspondent of Grimm/~** Rumiantsev used
his talents in a cause very different from the causes dear to the
philosophes. He was interested in the distinguishing features of
Russia and the Slavs, not in what made them the same as other
European communities. Perhaps it is not too fanciful to see in the
academic pursuits which he sponsored the intellectual counterpart



Ukraine and Russian Slavic Studies 207

to the political activity of his father’s generation. Men of that
generation had been concerned to integrate the newly acquired
southern lands into the Imperial structure. Their activity had
brought Russians into much closer contact with other Slavic
peoples, with traditions which could conceivably offer an alternative
to the traditions of Western Europe. It was to the understanding of
these traditions, not to political integration, that Rumiantsev
devoted the bulk of his attention.
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Rumiantsev and Ukraine

Rumiantsev’s estate was at Homel in Belorussia, and although he
travelled a good deal after his retirement from public office, Homel
lay at the centre of his world. His brother Sergei, meanwhile, had
inherited the Ukrainian part of their father’s legacy. Between them,
therefore, the Rumiantsevs were deeply involved in the southern and
western provinces at a time when those provinces were beginning to
make their presence felt in the cultural life of the centre. Sergei,
who remained to the end of his life a man of the eighteenth
century,” was not averse to acting on behalf of his local community.
In 1804 he transmitted to the minister of internal affairs,
V. P. Kochubei, a letter from a local Marshal of Nobility on the
establishment of a gentry school in “Little Russia.  Perhaps the
Free Farmers’ Law which he had sponsored in the previous year
was inspired in part by his experience of Ukraine, where the
peasantry had not been enserfed as long as in Russia and were more
likely to be able to benefit from the new measure.’

Nikolai Rumiantsev’s interest in Ukraine was more clearcut than
that of his brother. He was interested in its significance for the
empire as a whole rather than in local improvement schemes; it
played a substantial part in his general devotion to the Slavic world.
Although he told Vasyl Karazyn that he had been wrong to send
him, “as a distinguished landowner of the southern provinces,”
information about the Kharkiv-based Philotechnical Society
(because he did not in fact own property in the southern provinces
embraced by the society),™* Rumiantsev’s links with Ukraine were
nevertheless considerable. He was well aware, for example, of the
academic excellence of Ukraine’s educational institutions, and
realized their value for the empire as a whole. His connection with
the Kharkiv Collegium was more than merely casual, for the
Collegium had been founded and patronized by his Golitsyn
grandfather and uncle. Rumiantsev had their busts sculpted and
placed in the school hall,*” and continued the patronage which they
had begun. He awarded medals to the distinguished students, and it
was to him that the Collegium turned in 1814 when it wanted to
increase the Greek teacher’s salary”® He gave his reasons for
supporting the Collegium in a letter to the rector written after a
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visitation in 1823 Rumiantsev knew that Ukrainians were worth
cultivating. He took Ivan Loboiko, a product of the Kharkiv
Collegium who appears below, into his own immediate circle of
scholars. In the city of Kharkiv Rumiantsev found little to help him
in his search for medieval culture, for the bishop informed him that
there were no manuscripts there of the type he was interested in™
Kiev, however, had a lot to offer. The city which inspired in
Rumiantsev a romantic feeling for the past also provided him with
material and helpers. Anastasevych, who became his secretary after
losing his job under Czartoryski in the ministry of education,” was
educated at the Kiev Academy. So was the priest at Homel, lvan
Hryhorovych, who played the vital part in Rumiantsev’s
contribution to the beginnings of Belorussian historiography. One of
Rumiantsev’s closest associates, Evgenii Bolkhovitinov, became
Metropolitan of Kiev in 1822; and long before that, in 1814,
Rumiantsev had made contact with Maksym Berlynsky, the Kiev
school-teacher whom | shall take as a typical example of the
Rumiantsev circle’s antiquarianism. Rumiantsev took an interest in
the Kiev Academy, just as he did in the Kharkiv Collegium, and
gave money for a prize to be awarded there for the best work each
year on Russian history. The first award was made in 1830, after
Rumiantsev’s death, for a work about an ancient Kiev church.n"
Berlynsky, Rumiantsev’s chief informant in Kiev, illustrates the
way in which the Ukrainian antiquarian tradition, strong in the
eighteenth century, played a significant part in the wider debates
about Slavic culture which gathered pace in the post-Napoleonic
period. The unimaginative Berlynsky represented the opposite end
of the spectrum from, for example, the flamboyant and speculative
Chodakowski. Rumiantsev’s patronage brought together men of
diverse outlooks and provided a link between old and new
approaches. Berlynsky and Chodakowski corresponded with each
other, although they seem never to have met. Chodakowski wrote to
the Kiev antiquarian when on Rumiantsev’s estate in 1819, and
Berlynsky replied when the Polish folklorist was in St. Petersburg,
trying to induce the ministry of education to give him the money for
his proposed expedition.Typically antiquarian, the reply contained
no discussion of Chodakowski’s contentious view of the Russian
past. It merely thanked him for sending a heraldic drawing,
recommended him to the correspondent’s brother in the capital, and
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pleaded local difficulties as the reason for the letter’s brevity. A
“snapper-up of unconsidered trifles,” Berlynsky was not attracted by
large-scale theories. He reported excitedly, for example, the
discovery of some medieval gold and silver goods in Kiev,™* but
unlike Chodakowski he never tried to fuse archaeological evidence
into a view of Slavic antiquity.

Berlynsky was in direct line of descent from the
eighteenth-century Ukrainian chroniclers whose work the journalists
Ruban, Tumansky, Antonovsky and Anastasevych made use of in
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. But where earlier
antiquarians were shadowy figures, known only to their own circle,
their works for the most part unpublished, the most famous of them
(the author of Istoriia Rusov) to this day anonymous, Berlynsky
played a part in the greater intellectual debates of his time. He
reached maturity in the 1780s, when the administrative integration
of Ukraine into the empire was being completed. Like so many
others he was despatched from the Kiev Academy to train as a
teacher in the St. Petersburg Teachers’ Seminary.”’ Born the son of
a priest in 1764, Berlynsky had his horizons broadened early in life.
He remained anxious, subsequently, that his work reach a wider
audience than that achieved by manuscripts circulating in Ukraine.
His two brothers also trained in St. Petersburg, and although
Vasyl, like Maksym himself, returned home to teach in Kiev (after
spending six years in Vitebsk),"* the other brother stayed on in the
capital, teaching in the institution where he had been trained and
providing a useful contact to whom Berlynsky could send, for
example, Chodakowski.®

After less than two vyears’ training at the St. Petersburg
seminary, Berlynsky was appointed to the staff of the secular school
which opened in Kiev in 1788. Teaching in one capacity or another,
he remained in Kiev until his retirement in 1834 (when for five
months, before the appointment of Maksymovych as Rector, he was
chairman of the administration of the newly founded Kiev
University).”” A respected teacher, Berlynsky never achieved the
highest distinction. He taught at both the secular school and the
academy in Kiev, and was inspector of schools for the surrounding
country, but never became a provincial schools director. It was
proposed that he move to Kherson in this capacity in 1819, but the
move did not materialize." Perhaps the time he devoted to scholarly
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activity prevented him from reaching the peak of his profession.

His scholarly activity began early, under the aegis of one of the
many Ukrainian historians of the eighteenth century whose work
appeared posthumously: Petro Symonovsky (1717-95), Director of
Kiev schools in the early years of Berlynsky’s appointment."*" In
1792  (under cover of a letter of recommendation from
Symonovsky), Berlynsky sent the head of the Schools Commission a
historical map he had prepared, promising more if it was received
favourably."» Formed in the mould of so many Ukrainian writers of
the day, Berlynsky went on to write an Istoriia Malorossii. He
submitted his composition to the Curator of his Educational District
in 1803, and the latter wrote to the minister of education asking
him to give Berlynsky permission to publish the work and money to
do so. Czartoryski (the Curator) explained Berlynsky’s reasons for
writing the book: that as yet there was no such history of Little
Russia in print, “although it has a great bearing on general Russian
history as well”; and that “he wanted not less to satisfy the many
most distinguished citizens of that region.Zavadovsky (minister
of education) cleared the book for publication and awarded
Berlynsky five hundred rubles toward the cost** but the Istoriia
never appeared in full. There was much interest in it, however,
among both northern and southern intellectuals. Czartoryski
returned the manuscript not to the author but to his brother in
St. Petersburg, and there it remained, awaiting the chance of
publication. In 1810 Chepa, perhaps the greatest of the Ukrainian
antiquarians, wrote to Vasyl Poletyka about the fate of Berlynsky’s
work. The following year Anastasevych published extracts from the
Istoriia in Ulei, and it seems to have remained in his hands
thereafter, for in 1820 Berlynsky mentioned it in that context in his
letter to Chodakowski. In the 1840s Anastasevych secured
publication of further extracts in the journal Molodyk. Briefly, in
1820, it had seemed that Troshchynsky was going to add to the list
of his benefactions by publishing the work, which Bolkhovitinov felt
would do his patriotism more credit than his “bawling ministry” had
done; but forty-five years after the original application to the
ministry of education, Berlynsky died with his magnhum opus still
unpublished.He had made a name for himself with his Kratkoe
opisanie Kieva (St. Petersburg, 1820), and with occasional articles
like that on the history of the Kiev Academy which he published in



212 Ukrainian Impact on Russian Culture

St. Petersburg in 1819.” He was talked about, although not always
in flattering terms/* by other intellectuals of the day. But
fundamentally, having been bred in the traditions of Ukrainian
antiquarianism, he never broke out of them. His talents lay in
providing information and acting as contact man, and in these
respects he made a perfect cog in Rumiantsev’s machine; he left the
adumbration of general theories to other members of the circle like
Chodakowski.

In Berlynsky, then, Rumiantsev was making use of a typical
Ukrainian antiquary, product of a tradition whose existence greatly
eased his task. The correspondence of the two men shows the
lengths to which they were prepared to go in order to obtain
accurate and detailed information about the past. Rumiantsev made
Berlynsky’s acquaintance during his visit to Kiev in 1814, and the
two remained in touch until Rumiantsev’s death twelve years later.
Their letters concentrated at first upon questions pertaining to the
ground-plan of ancient Kiev, which Berlynsky approached by
comparing the historical sources with the contemporary ground-plan
of the city. Rumiantsev asked him for a copy of the modern
ground-plan, and urged, with regard to the building of a new
church in Kiev, that every opportunity be taken to excavate the
foundations of its predecessor before they were built upon again.
“The common people’s opinion that relics of Boris and Gleb lie
there merits attention Rumiantsev urged Berlynsky to look
out for coins or manuscripts that might be of interest, asked him to
compare the Kiev Lavra’s Polish version of Nestor’s Paterik with
the Russian version, ordered a copy of the catalogue of the Kiev
archives for Hryhorovych at Homel, sent his brother Sergei to see
Berlynsky in 1818, sent P. M. Stroev in 1820 and P. I. Koppen in
1821, and asked Berlynsky to negotiate on his behalf the purchase
of two eleventh-century gold coins from one Mohyliansky. All these
activities were typical of the Rumiantsev circle. They were the base
on which more far-reaching speculation and more far-flung
exploration were to rest. Kiev and Ukraine, their traditions
stretching backward into the mists of time, offered Rumiantsev a
fruitful field for the investigations dear to his heart.

Kharkiv and Kiev apart, Rumiantsev had contacts in many other
parts of the south. He commissioned one Blovatsky to investigate
the library at Reshetilovka, southern estate of Potemkin’s
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right-hand man, V. S. Popov.r Having learned from Koppen,
another Kharkiv-born member of his circle, of the existence of a
tomb with an inscription on it near a village on the road to
Bilhorod, he asked Loboiko if he could find out what it was.” In
Nizhyn he was able to make use of I. S. Orlai, the sub-Carpathian
Ukrainian who had served as a doctor in St. Petersburg, worked for
a time on the Troshchynskys’ estate of Kybyntsi, and in 1821
became Director of the Nizhyn gymnasium. In 1825 Rumiantsev
asked Orlai to persuade one of the Nizhyn Greeks to send him a
Greek gold coin he was offering for sale, and inquired whether
anyone in Nizhyn possessed old Russian manuscripts he was
prepared to part with.” Orlai had been at Homel in 1819 and 1820
working as a doctor, and seems to have met Chodakowski there.
The two corresponded, and in their broad vision of the Slavic world
had a great deal in common.*"

Rumiantsev’s connection with the school at Novhorod-Siversky in
northern Ukraine sheds interesting light both on his own outlook
and on the way it was received by others. Something has been said
of this part of Ukraine in the discussion of Zavadovsky’s origins.”
Rumiantsev, with his concern for the Russian past, thought of it as
the focal point of the medieval principate of Siver. The
school—founded in 1789 as a Glavnoe narodnoe uchilishche, later a
gymnasium—was much better than the population and character of
the town merited; in 1825 the Curator of Kharkiv educational
district described it as occupying, of all the gymnasia in his charge,
“in many respects practically the first place.””* This was in large
measure owing to its Director, I. Khalansky, one of the unsung
heroes of eighteenth-century Ukraine, who in 1802-3 pressed
unsuccessfully for the foundation of the first Ukrainian university in
Novhorod-Siversky.” Twice, in 1797 and 1805, there seem to have
been plans afoot to lower the status or even to abolish the school in
Novhorod-Siversky, but on each occasion Khalansky successfully
defended his position. Each time Zavadovsky, head of Russian
education and a native of this part of Ukraine, took his side—on
the second occasion after a personal inspection.”™

Rumiantsev visited the school in 1816 and was impressed with its
character and its Director. He proposed that the teachers write a
history of the medieval principate centred on their region, and when
they pleaded lack of materials he promised to provide them. There
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ensued a correspondence which continued fitfully into the 1820s.”
The history never appeared, but Illia Tymkovsky shed further light
on the seriousness of Rumiantsev’s intentions in a letter of 1818.
Tymkovsky, who together with Karazyn had been a central figure
in the foundation of Kharkiv University and who was to succeed
Khalansky as the Director of Novhorod-Siversky gymnasium, was
serving as a judge in Hlukhiv.“ Rumiantsev may have known him
through Roman Tymkovsky, his brother, a professor of classics at
Moscow University who became a specialist on medieval Russian
literature and was a formative influence on Stroev and other
members of the Rumiantsev circle.*' Rumiantsev had written to lIllia
Tymkovsky raising the subject of the principate of Siver, and
Tymkovsky wrote back returning Rumiantsev’s memorandum on the
subject and promising to attempt to find answers to the problems it
raised. The nine years he had spent travelling about the Kharkiv
educational district in the course of his work had given him the
opportunity to discover many ancient monuments and legends, and
now he could set about ascertaining their significance. Tymkovsky
connected Rumiantsev’s work with that of his father, the Ukrainian
governor, who, by creating the Novhorod-Siversky namestnichestvo
in the early 1780s “was about to call forth the principate of Siver
from the ashes of antiquity.” Now the younger Rumiantsev was
doing the same thing in a different way.“ This connection between
father and son had been a major theme in a speech made to
Rumiantsev on the occasion of his visit to the Novhorod-Siversky
gymnasium in 1816, and in part explained, perhaps, why he turned
to Ukraine for inspiration, and why he was so acceptable there.
Makedonsky, the speech-maker of 1816, spoke of the memorial
which Rumiantsev had erected to his father in Kiev (where Petr
Aleksandrovich was buried), and throughout his encomium claimed
Nikolai Petrovich as one of the region’s sons.“ As in the case of the
Kharkiv ~ Collegium, therefore, family connection assisted
Rumiantsev’s enquiries, making Ukraine a natural as well as a
fruitful sphere for the expression of his interests.
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Rumiantsev and Belorussia

It would be wrong to give the impression that Rumiantsev devoted
himself entirely to the exploration of the antiquities of Ukraine. His
zest for discovery took in the length and breadth of the Russian
Empire. With one correspondent alone he discussed questions
pertaining to the Caucasus and Siberia." Perhaps the single biggest
discovery made by anyone working under his aegis was that of the
Sbornik Sviatoslava of 1073—and that was discovered by Stroev
and Kalaidovych in a monastery of the Moscow eparchy in 1817
Insofar as Rumiantsev concerned himself with Ukraine, he was not
even the first to see it as a prime repository of medieval remains.
That honour belonged, perhaps, to K. M. Borozdin, who in 1809
and 1810 took in Kiev, Chernihiv and Nizhyn in the course of an
archaelogical expedition through the European parts of the empire.
Borozdin tried to draw up a plan of ancient Kiev (before
Berlynsky), and made drawings of stone idols which had been
brought from the province of Ekaterinoslav to Kapnist’s estate in
Poltava province.*» Rumiantsev’s principal contribution to the
advancement of historical knowledge lay not in emphasizing the
importance of Ukraine, but in the catholicity of his interests, in the
quantitative advance which his wealth was able to facilitate. He
cast the net as widely as possible. He was consciously introducing
no new principle of investigation, making special claims for no
particular area, but co-ordinating and advancing the work of local
antiquarians throughout the empire. Nevertheless, a principle
already in the air received support from his investigations—that the
localities had as much to offer the empire as the capitals. Although
Rumiantsev did not deliberately focus upon Ukraine, the Ukrainian
material which came to light through his patronage swelled the
stream of Ukrainian stimuli which were making their mark on
Russian intellectual life. And since Rumiantsev also fostered the
other minority East-Slav culture, Belorussian, his total contribution
to the movement away from a monolithic view of the empire was
considerable. Looking at his part in the Belorussian “awakening”
enhances the impression of his circle’s general significance.

A volume which appeared in Moscow in 1824 under
Rumiantsev’s aegis, Belorusskii arkhiv drevnikh gramot, marked a
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notable step forward in the understanding and appreciation of a
part of the empire which hadnotlong been in Russian hands. A
modern scholar opens his study of the historiography of Belorussia
with the story of this volume’s publication/’ Hryhorovych, editor of
the work and the priest on Rumiantsev’s estate of Homel, spoke in
his preface of the reasons for undertaking such a novel publishing
venture. “From the time of the diffusion of enlightenment in
Europe, a need has been feltfor the acquisition of all kinds of
iyseobshchikh) information about States.” In Western Europe this
need had long been recognized, while “The Poles, zealous lovers of
national glory, can boast enormous collections of their ancient rights
and the alliances of their fatherland.” Russia had long lagged
behind, but now, with the appearance of Rumiantsev’s Sobranie
gosudarstvennykh gramot i dogovorov, a start had been made. This
was the context in which the present work fitted. Rumiantsev,
Hryhorovych declared, did not believe everything could be covered
in the central Moscow archive. Regional holdings were also valuable
and Rumiantsev had turned his attention first to those of the region
where his own estate was to be found.**

The context of Hryhorovych’s enterprise, then, was very much
that of putting the Russian Empire on a par with the West, and
using not only the centre but the evidence of the regions to do it. In
the case of Belorussia there was a compelling local reason for
establishing lines of demarcation between the empire and outsiders:
Hryhorovych was trying to offset the Polish influence in his
province. In stressing the religious aspect of the charters he was
publishing, the battle between Catholics and Orthodox—in
including, for example, at the very end of the book, a charter
granted by the Polish king to the great eighteenth-century defender
of the Belorussian Orthodox, Hryhorii Konysky—Hryhorovych was
claiming Belorussia for the Russians. For all its scholarship, his
work had distinct polemical overtones.

Rumiantsev’s concern for Belorussia was by no means confined to
the sponsorship of this one book. It also took much more material
forms. He acted as an intermediary between the local gentry and
the ministry of education in 1820, in the matter of a gentry school
which it was proposed to create at Homel on the basis of local
subscription. He pointed out that neither of the two Belorussian
provinces possessed an institution of this kind, and proposed
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something on the lines of the lycees at Odessa and Tsarskoe Selo/’
He ran a school based on the Lancastrian model for more than two
hundred peasant children at Homel, where they learnt not only
reading, writing and arithmetic, but various practical skills. In 1824
his agent was trying to find a master to teach them leather-work for
the making of gloves.™

These activities were perhaps no more than any improving
landlord of the day would have undertaken—the counterpart, for
example, of Sergei Rumiantsev’s implementation of his own Free
Farmers’ Law at Tashan—but Belorusskii arkhiv was undoubtedly
seen by contemporaries as something new, bringing to life a part of
the empire hitherto not thought worthy of separate consideration.
Loboiko wrote to Rumiantsev from Vilnius describing the local
reaction: “Our Poles are extremely delighted and surprised that,
among the many subjects to which Your Excellency extends his
patronage, even this one has not escaped your penetrating and
enlightened insight.”™ Loboiko himself was struck by the novelty of
the enterprise. Earlier in the same year, 1824, before Hryhorovych’s
work had appeared, he wrote to Rumiantsev looking forward to the
publication, because then “it will be possible for us to see more
clearly what sort of materials are required for [the collection].”’”
Loboiko was engaged in the search for further documents for the
planned future volumes, but was as yet uncertain what exactly to
look for. Hunting in the archives was an unfamiliar activity for him,
although he had been engaged upon it on Rumiantsev’s behalf for
some time. At the end of 1822 he had written to Chodakowski
describing the copying he was doing in the Radziwill archive: “I
don’t yet have a good idea myself of what purpose all this will
serve__

Thorough searching in archives other than the Moscow Archive
of the College of Foreign Affairs, where the great
eighteenth-century archivists had been, was a principle more or less
introduced into Russian historiography by Rumiantsev, and
nowhere better illustrated than in his Belorussian investigations.
Koppen had begun to look at the region in detail in 1819 (when
officially he had been reviewing the post-stations),” but the
systematic inquiry started in the 1820s. Rumiantsev saw the
appearance of part one of Belorusskii arkhiv as no more than a
beginning. At the time of its publication he wrote to one Ivan
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Vasilevich Markov saying that enough material for three parts had
already been collected, but that he would still be grateful for
Markov’s help in enriching the work.” In distributing
complimentary copies to men in influential positions, he asked them
to help make new repositories accessible to him. Governor
N. Khovansky, as a result, secured the opening of the archive at
Mstislav district court, and Rumiantsev sent his agent Nikolai
Gortinsky to make an appreciation of its contents.”*The latter
despaired when he saw the state of therecords; “more than
seventy-five big fibre-wrapped bundles stuffed full of paper, a great
number of documents scattered about the floor, rotten and
rat-eaten, the real number of which, and even the right number of
bundles, the archivist himself doesn’t know.”" Four months later,
when Rumiantsev was rewarding him for his work on such
intractable material, Gortinsky replied that he did not feel he had
achieved the desired goal, and reported other manuscript
repositories nearby, containing documents formerly belonging to the
Jesuits and the Uniate Church.”* The task was unending.

As in Mstislav, so in Polotsk, Rumiantsev had an agent
contributing toward the expansion of Belorusskii arkhiv:
M. Doroshkevych, the local Schools Director. He had worked on
the Commission set up to investigate the Jesuits’ papers after their
expulsion from Russia in 1820,” and therefore had some
understanding of what documents existed before he wasdrawn into
the Rumiantsev circle. Perhaps the administrative changes in
Belorussia in the 1820s, its closer integration into the Imperial
structure and the consequent need to go through local papers for
official reasons—perhaps these accidentally made the province a
particularly  fruitful one for Rumiantsev’s purposes.*" The
government was looking for documentation of landownership (in
order to effect transference from the monasteries to the state), but
in the process other sorts of documents came to light. Doroshkevych
said as much in an early letter to Rumiantsev,* and in later
correspondence referred more than once to his work on the Jesuit
Commission. He too, however, like Loboiko, and despite his
experience in handling local papers, saw the novelty in what
Rumiantsev was doing. He thanked the Chancellor for sending him
copies of Hryhorovych’s first two volumes, because they “gave me a
true understanding” of the sort of documents worthy of inclusion in
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subsequent volumes.* Doroshkevych cast the net wide, and in the
two years up to the Chancellor’s death was constantly reporting to
him new finds in public and private hands. In August 1825, for
example, he wrote saying that he had learnt from the prior of a
Dominican monastery of the existence of an enormous Sapieha
archive in a village in the province of Grodno, housed in two halls,
going back to the year 900, containing manuscripts in five
languages, and likely to require at least two years for its proper
examination.”“ Eighteen months earlier he had been very excited to
discover a document describing the famous Kuntsevich murder of
1623—only to learn from Bolkhovitinov, via Rumiantsev, that it
was already in print.** The hunt for materials was intense in
Rumiantsev’s last years, the enthusiasm of both leader and led still
growing. Rumiantsev was asking about archives no longer just in
the vicinity of Homel, but in Volhynia and, as we have already
seen, in Kiev.** Having begun to spread his wings with the
investigation of the monasteries of the Moscow eparchy in the
second decade of the century, Rumiantsev was now embracing the
length and breadth of the empire. Belorusskii arkhiv could have
been the prototype for a series of studies bringing to life each of the
different regions of Russia.

In the event Rumiantsev’s death in January 1826 prevented the
publication even of the second part of Hryhorovych’s work. If
Rumiantsev did indeed send Doroshkevych the first two parts in
1824, the second part must have been in manuscript. It was
finished, but owing to the death of the sponsor never appeared in
print.** Eight years later Hryhorovych was still trying to get
financial support for his projects from Rumiantsev’s brother, but
Sergei refused.*” Although the priest of Homel managed to put out
a volume of the works of Konysky, the great hero of the religious
battles in Belorussia in the eighteenth century,** Belorusskii arkhiv
went no further than the volume of 1824.

The principle of archival investigation, however, survived
Rumiantsev’s death. If, in the short term, Belorussia suffered, in the
long term the empire benefited. In 1829 an “archaeographic
expedition” was organized to conduct systematic searches of
monastic libraries (like that carried out in the Moscow eparchy in
1817-18). Expedition leader Pavel Stroev had been one of
Rumiantsev’s men, and with Kalaidovych he was one of the
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discoverers of the Sbornik Sviatoslava. In 1823, when Rumiantsev
was still alive, Stroev had made one of the clearest statements of
the aims of the circle in his speech on being elected a member of
the Moscow Society of Russian History and Antiquities. Now that
Rumiantsev, he argued, had published at his own expense more
ancient manuscripts than had been published in the entire period
from the sixties of the eighteenth century, it was time for the
society to expand the range of its activities, to embrace not just
Moscow but the whole empire, to gather “all the written memorials
of our history and our ancient literatures scattered in the broad
expanse from the banks of the White Sea to the Ukrainian steppes,
and from the borders of Lithuania and Poland to the Ural chain of
mountains.”® To this end Stroev advocated the preparation of just
such an expedition as later took place. He alluded to the finding of
Sviatoslav’s sbornik as an example of the sort of discovery which
might be made again. When, therefore, after Rumiantsev’s death,
the expedition materialized, and when subsequently a commission
was set up to publish documents found in the course of the
expedition (on which Stroev also served, if briefly, and which used
funds left by Rumiantsev for the publication of Russian chronicles),
then the work already done by 1826 found its logical sequel.”
Belorusskii arkhiv therefore played a significant part in the
development of techniques which were later to be applied on a
much larger scale.

In the course of collecting materials for Belorusskii arkhiv,
Loboiko was struck by the language of the documents he was
discovering. In this respect the volume of 1824 had a significance
independent of the techniques used in its compilation, a significance
directly related to the contemporary interaction of the different
sorts of Slavs within the empire. The Rumiantsev circle not only
established the principle of looking at local history sources, which
was of long-term but rather academic importance; it also
contributed immediately, in some of the specific areas with which it
dealt, to discussions which were already being approached from
other points of view and on the basis of different material.
Antiquarians touched upon the same questions as those raised by
Ukrainian writers working in the capitals. Loboiko did so
consciously. We have already seen him discussing with Ryleev the
standing of the Belorussian language.”” He alluded to this debate in
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his long letter to Rumiantsev of March 1824, and said more about
his views on Belorussian. “One can see at a glance,” he wrote, “that
the history of the Russian language, about which we are as yet only
beginning to think, will receive a very important boost from this
source [the Belorussian charters being published by Rumiantsev].”
Loboiko was very much in favour of defining Belorussian, and felt
that since it was still spoken, since sermons were still preached in it
in village churches, and since Homel was in Belorussia, Rumiantsev
was in a good position to attach to his new publication an
explanation of the wunusual words contained in its various
documents. The reason for such a linguistic appendix was not in
doubt: “the dictionary may be of great service not only in the
reading of Belorussian charters, but also in the reading of the state
charters published by Your Excellency in Moscow; not only in the
reading of Belorussian books and other memorials of this literature,
but also in the reading of Russian chronicles.”’”* Loboiko believed,
therefore, that knowing more about the other Slavic languages
spoken in the empire would accelerate the growth of a national
identity. The parallel with contemporary thinking about Ukraine is
striking.

Loboiko himself was Ukrainian, professor of Russian at Vilnius
University and a committed exponent of central government policies
in the western provinces where he worked. He was happy, perhaps,
to have found his way out of Kharkiv and into the wider world. In
general he probably thought little of his roots and a great deal of
the opportunities for improvement offered by the central authority.
When such a man, a committed integrator, spoke of the value of
Belorussian, he provided a measure of the acceptability of the
Russian regions in the movement for defining the Russian Empire’s
cultural identity in the post-Napoleonic period. The possibilities for
cultural enrichment offered by the regions outweighed the thought
of political complications.

At least one member of the Rumiantsev circle did not think
highly of Loboiko,” but his career illustrated strikingly the way in
which a Ukrainian, without being touched by political separatism,
could acquire and develop a sense of Slavic cultural diversity. Born
in 1786, he attended the state school in Kharkiv and the local
university (where he made friends with Koppen).”” After five years
in Ukrainian schools, including a year under Khalansky at
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Novhorod-Siversicy, he left teaching to serve briefly in the
Kingdom of Poland, twice in the Department of State Properties,
and for six months in the Department of External Trade, before
being appointed Professor of Russian at Vilnius in October 1821.»

By 1821 he had already become part of the Rumiantsev circle,
and in the plans which he submitted to Rumiantsev in 1817 the
range of his intellectual interests appears. The professors at Kharkiv
University, he wrote, had encouraged him to pursue German
literature; “The monastic library in Novhorod-Siversky instilled in
me an attachment to church literature and to the knowledge of
ancient Slavic books”; Karazyn’s library “very nearly made a
bibliographer of me”; and Linde’s example nearly turned Loboiko
into “a passionate Slavic philologist.” The difficulty was choosing
which path to pursue. Ideally, Loboiko wanted to prepare for
publication one of the following: a critical description of all the
sources, native and foreign, for Russian history; an account of all
the many contributions made by the Academy of Sciences in the
fields of Russian history, geography, ethnography, statistics,
linguistics, etc.; a chronological glossary of words collected from
Russian chronicles and ancient manuscripts, with explanations of
their significance worked out with the help of other Slavic dialects.
In a note added to the last proposition, Loboiko explained that it
would be convenient under this head to collect medieval personal
names, the names of peoples, rivers, mountains, towns, etc., and
divide them into words of Slavic and non-Slavic provenance; and to
compile a geographical sinonimika.™

Rumiantsev clearly replied to Loboiko advising him not to
dissipate his energies, for in a second note, five days after the first,
Loboiko expressed a preference for the third of his alternatives, the
compilation of a dictionary of medieval Russian; promising,
incidentally, to use the works of the Bohemian scholars, leaders of
the Slavic renaissance, after he had exhausted the possibilities of
research based on purely Russian materials.”” This showed that he
was familiar with contemporary intellectual movements. The
reference to the Polish scholar Linde in his first note had already
indicated as much; and later, reviewing Kalaidovych’s edition of
loann eksarkh bolgarskii (1824), a monument of medieval Slavic
literature, Loboiko was to admit that, for the moment at least, the
Bohemian scholars would be able to make better use of it than the
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Russian.”* He was aware, then, of the wider context of the
Rumiantsev group’s activities.

But this was not the most significant aspect of the memoranda of
1817. Their importance lay in where, when pressed, Loboiko placed
the emphasis—on the need to compile a dictionary of medieval
Russian, to collect medieval names and draw up a geographical
sinonimika', for what might be made of such material was soon to
be shown by Chodakowski. In sensing the need for such work,
Loboiko showed his perception. In the event he remained firmly in
the antiquarian mould of so many of his contemporaries, a collector
rather than an analyst. He published two works in the years of his
association with Rumiantsev, but although the first was connected
with the sources for Russian history, the second, despite being
dedicated to Linde, was not concerned with Slavic philology and
opened with an almost apologetic letter to its dedicatee.” So
Loboiko never grasped the nettle or saw what might follow from the
intelligent suggestions he was making, but at least he had a notion
of what was needed, and perhaps for this reason he established close
relations with Chodakowski, whose wide-ranging imagination we
saw at work at the end of the last chapter.
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A Wider World

In his critique of Karamzin’s Istoriia gosudarstva Rossiiskogo,
Chodakowski brought out more clearly than any of his
contemporaries the fundamental differences between south and
north and the way in which the culture of the south could change
the direction of Russian culture. He extended the range of a debate
already in progress, by setting “south Russia,” which for him meant
Western Ukraine, in the context of the Slavic world as a whole. In
the late eighteenth century, Ukrainians had come to St. Petersburg
in the wake of administrative changes, hoping to take advantage of
the new career prospects offered by the integration of the empire.
By the early nineteenth century they were beginning to be
sufficiently self-confident to point out to northerners the differences
between north and south, and the advantages to be derived from an
appreciation of the empire’s cultural complexity. By casting the net
wider, taking in the whole Slavic world, Chodakowski made plain
the full implication of what was originally a mere geographical
shift. There were others in the Chodakowski mould: Slavs from
outside the Russian Empire who had affinities with Ukraine and
stressed them when they came to Russia, and Ukrainians who
perceived the diversity of cultures at home, travelled in Eastern
Europe, and on their return impressed upon the Russians the
vitality of other Slavs. In the 1820s and 1830s these played a
leading part not only in internal cultural developments in Russia,
but in opening up wider geographical perspectives.

As early as 1788 the author of a description of the province of
Kharkiv had spoken of the unity of all “south Russians.” “The
inhabitants of South Russia,” he wrote, are “separated from one
another by distance, by alien government, by different ranking
systems, by civic customs, by speech, some even by religion (the
Union),” but “When they come to worship in Kiev, from the Volga
and the Don in the east and Galicia and Lodomeria in the west...,
they look at each other not as foreigners but as men of the same
stock This was a standpoint much more widely adopted in
the early nineteenth century, and publicized above all by two
sub-Carpathian Ukrainians working in Russia, Ivan Orlai and lurii
Venelyn. They were by no means the only sub-Carpathian
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Ukrainians in Russia. The first Rector of St. Petersburg University,
Mykhailo Baludiansky, and the father of playwright Nestor
Kukolnyk also came from beyond the Carpathians.® Orlai, in fact,
who had arrived in Russia in the 1790s, had been instrumental in
the summoning of a number of his fellow-countrymen in 1803,
when the Russian government was looking for Slavic-speaking
teachers to staff the new universities.””™ At that time he had written
papers explaining to the ministry of education why sub-Carpathian
Ukrainians were particularly well-suited for Russian service. One of
these papers, published in Martynov’s Severnyi vestnik, marks
perhaps the earliest substantial attempt to explain to Russians that
“south Russians” did not mean simply Ukrainians living within the
confines of the empire."” Orlai was a relatively well-known figure,
and well-known, above all, as an enthusiastic advocate of Slavic
culture. At the personal level, his enthusiasm manifested itself in
the way he persuaded Chodakowski to write to him in Ukrainian.
At the public level, when he was head of the Nizhyn gymnasium,
his abortive attempt to reduce the amount of foreign language
teaching evoked comment on his support for everything Slavic.'®’

lurii Venelyn pushed the southern or “Slavic” case far harder
than Orlai. By the time of his death in Moscow in 1839 he had
earned nation-wide popularity. The obituary in Severnaia pchela
gave a good account of his views. “Mr. Venelyn used to assert that
not only the Huns, but even the Germans and the Franks were
Slavs.” The writer of the obituary said Venelyn was convinced that
the founder of the Merovingian dynasty was a Slav, because his
name could be derived from the Slavic word mirovoi. These ideas,
according to the obituary, appealed to many; and for all his
eccentricity Venelyn was at least committed to scholarship.” The
outlandish extremes to which southerners were going by the 1830s
had not put them beyond the pale of the intellectual world.

The one substantial work on which Venelyn’s reputation rested at
the time of his death was the first volume of his Drevnie i nyneshnie
Bolgare, published in Moscow in 1829. M. P. Pogodin, who later
published Chodakowski’s literary remains, had urged Venelyn to go
into print.”” The book’s argument extended far beyond
consideration of the Bulgarians. In his preface Venelyn said he
envisaged a five-volume study of the inter-relations of the various
Slavic peoples. By the mid-1830s a Moscow reviewer had heard that
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the figure had risen to eight'®* Venelyn’s starting-point was the
desire to attain a better understanding not of Bulgarian, but of
Russian history; and to use the Bulgarians to do it. Historians,
Venelyn argued, had hitherto approached the origins of Russia by
looking at the Varangians and Khazars, but they had reached no
firm conclusions. “And so | chose the nearest point to the Khazars;
that is, the Bulgarian people This people seemed to me the
soundest and the most reliable guide to the antiquity of the whole of
Eastern Europe.”"” Venelyn admitted that the ethnic composition of
the Bulgarians in itself posed many problems, but the essential part
of his thesis was clear: that it was necessary to bypass the
Normanist controversy and concentrate wholly on the Slavs’
contribution to history. “l have tried to open up a new field for
young and future Russian investigators, a field which is
incomparably more fruitful than barren Scandinavia.”'® The
construction of Venelyn’s first volume made plain that his principal
concern was not Bulgaria, but its relevance to Russia. After
discussing the Bulgarians’ early history, he entitled the penultimate
chapter of the volume, “Application of the notions laid out in the
foregoing chapters to notions of the origin and dwellings of the
ancient Russians”; and he called the lastchapter “The
military-political role played by Russia in Europe during the rule of
Attila, and her superiority over the other States.”""

Since, as we have already seen, Venelyn thought the Huns (and
therefore Attila) were Slavs, the last chapter of his first book was in
effect arguing that there had been a medieval precedent for the
growing nineteenth-century dominance of Russia in Eastern Europe.
That the government realized this is apparent from the official
response to Venelyn’s application for money to travel to Bulgaria in
1829. A. S. Shishkov put the request to the minister of education,
and the internal ministerial memorandum which resulted, after
restating the points of the proposed programme, described Venelyn
as “intending in this way to look at all the places in Moldavia and
Wallachia, and those in Bulgaria and Rumelia which are occupied
by our troops Russia was at war with Turkey in 1828-9,
and anything which offered the prospect of justifying the occupation
of new territories was likely to be favourably received. Not
surprisingly, Venelyn’s proposals were accepted.
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Shishkov’s letter of 1829, setting out what Venelyn wanted to do
on his travels, brought out the specifically “south Russian” origins
of Venelyn’s inspiration. It described him as intending, among other
things, to investigate the relationship between modern Bulgarian
and “the Little Russian, Carpatho-Russian and Great Russian
dialects.”"™ Only a sub-Carpathian Ukrainian, perhaps, would have
perceived the unity of an area stretching from Bulgaria in the
south, via Ukraine, to Russia. Venelyn was enlarging the
“Ukrainian theme” in Russian cultural life. Because the theme was
present already, he had a launching-pad for the exposition of his
views. The best expression of them appeared in an essay on the
1834 edition of Maksymovych’s Ukrainskie narodnye pesnO™
Because the songs were already being widely discussed, Venelyn was
able to add to the discussion his novel point of view, which was that
“the south Russian dialect” was improperly called “Little Russian,”
that it was in fact spoken by twenty million inhabitants of Russia,
Poland, Galicia and northern Hungary—nearly as many as spoke
Russian—and that therefore the songs under review were even more
important than was already accepted, and should be set in a still
wider context."” This was the crest of the Ukrainian wave. Venelyn
took advantage of an interest in Ukraine which had been growing in
Russia for decades, and added a new dimension to it, the dimension
of the Slavic world at large. The Ukrainian theme, Ukrainian
connections, intellectuals in Russia who were already aware of
Ukraine’s ideological potential—all these provided Venelyn with the
entree he needed. Sub-Carpathian Ukrainians were not the only
variety of non-Russian Slav to come to Russia in the early part of
the nineteenth century—the Serb Vuk Karadzic came in 1819, the
Pole Adam Mickiewicz in 1826-7—but the impression made by
Orlai and Venelyn dovetailed particularly effectively with the
movement, already in existence, for the development of a Slavic
consciousness in Russia through the medium of Ukraine.

While sub-Carpathian Ukrainians came to Russia, certain
Ukrainians born within the Russian Empire were travelling outside
it and looking at Slavic Eastern Europe. These journeys broadened
their minds; and the fact that they were made confirms the notion
that the inspiration provided by Ukraine was instrumental in the
Russian discovery of the Slavs. Three figures in particular,
P. L Koppen, Osyp Bodiansky and lzmail Sreznevsky, came from
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Ukraine, had a strong sense of its difference from Russia, travelled
extensively in other Slavic lands and wrote about their journeys.
Only one, Bodiansky, was in fact truly Ukrainian, for Koppen’s first
language was German and Sreznevsky was ethnically Russian, but
all three were brought up in Ukraine (Bodiansky in Poltava,
Koppen and Sreznevsky in Kharkiv), and all three were deeply
influenced by its culture.

Koppen has already appeared in this chapter, as a friend of
Loboiko at Kharkiv University and an early traveller in Belorussia.
Between 1821 and 1824 he made the first great journey by a
Russian citizen through the Slavic parts of Eastern Europe, and on
his return founded a journal, Bibliograficheskie listy (1825-6),
which despite its dull title and relatively brief duriation brought
together everything which the Rumiantsev group stood for, the
domestic antiquarian interests and the links with the wider Slavic
renaissance."” Koppen’s first loyalty was to Ukraine. His son
described him as “an enthusiastic Ukrainian patriot,” quoting his
travel diary at the point when he reached the first Ukrainian village
on his way south in 1821: “From here everything takes on a
different aspect. The land becomes classical.”"’ On his way west
across Volhynia into Slavic Eastern Europe, he made notes on
Ukrainians and other Slavic languages and dialects."* In Lviv in
early 1822 he discussed the works of Kotliarevsky, Pavlovsky and
Tsertelev with a local priest, and beyond the Carpathians he visited
the Ukrainian-speaking Baludiansky family, relations of the Rector
of St. Petersburg University."” In his journal of 1825-6 Ukraine
appeared relatively frequently. Drawing up a plan of campaign for
those thinking of visiting Slavic Eastern Europe, Koppen included a
recommendation to compare the Rusniatskii iazyk of Galicia with
“Little Russian.He reviewed the works of Ryleev and Hnidych,
and in speaking of Ryleev’s Dumy expatiated (somewhat
irrelevantly) on the sub-Carpathian Ukrainians and their relations
to Ukrainian.'”" Discussing a question of Russian orthography, he
felt that the matter could be solved by looking at Ukrainian.
Considering a master’s thesis on water communications in Russia,
he took the opportunity to advocate the joining of the Donets and
the Dnieper in order to make his native Kharkiv more prosperous."”
That Koppen took far more than a casual interest in things
Ukrainian is shown by his attempt to get a Ukrainian dictionary
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published by one of the St. Petersburg Academies. Having asked
Pavlovsky to begin the work in 1816, he presented the first part to
Shishkov for his opinion, only to be told, apparently, that the
academy had already bought a Ukrainian dictionary and had
entrusted its publication to Hnidych, Kapnist and Tsertelev.”
When Rumiantsev died in January 1826, and with him, in effect,
both his circle and Koppen’s journal, it was not long before Koppen
withdrew from St. Petersburg to the south.

Here then was a man who was central in developing Russia’s
Slavic awareness, but whose roots were firmly in Ukraine. Interest
in cultural variety within the empire tended to inspire interest in
similar sorts of cultural variety beyond the empire’s frontiers. In his
travels of 1821-4, Koppen made contact with all the great figures
of the Slavic renaissance and brought back knowledge of them to
Russia. It was through him that Shishkov tried to get
P. I. Safank, Vaclav Hanka and Jernej Kopitar to come to Russia
and serve as professors in 1826-7; through him, possibly,
Kollar was made aware of the travels of Chodakowski.** He was a
prime intermediary between Russia and the Slavs. He published a
bibliography of Slavic books printed between 1476 and 1600, and
devoted a whole number of his journals to extracts from Josif
Dobrovsky’s Cyrill und Method.™ These were subjects of broad
significance. That Koppen came from Ukraine, retained his interest
in it, and took up subjects ranging far beyond its borders, indicated
that Ukrainian origins facilitated participation in contemporary
debates. They gave a citizen of the empire awareness of its cultural
variety and vitality, and led him to look for further sources of
vitality in the differences between other sorts of Slav.

Bodiansky and Sreznevsky belong to the post-Rumiantsev period.
Both were appointed professors of the non-Russian Slavic languages
when Chairs in this subject were finally set up in Russian
universities in the second half of the 1830s, and both, before they
took up their posts, spent some years travelling in Slavic Eastern
Europe.”* In time they became two of the most famous Slavic
philologists of nineteenth-century Russia.”*” Their roots, like those of
Koppen, lay in Ukraine. Bodiansky, who appeared at the beginning
of this chapter, engaged in debate with V. N. Smirnytsky over the
latter’s collection of Ukrainian proverbs. Even after five years’
foreign travel, he still concentrated on publishing material relating
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to Ukraine in his first period as secretary of the Moscow Society of
Russian History and Antiquities (1845-8)."** Sreznevsky, perhaps,
had less to do with Ukraine in later life, but in the 1830s he was a
fervent advocate of all things Ukrainian. His Zaporozhskaia
starina, published in Kharkiv between 1833 and 1838, was one of
the most substantial publications of Ukrainian songs and dumy.
Later, Sreznevsky’s son stressed his father’s Russianness,
contrasting him, for example, with the more nationalist Mykola
Kostomarov. The line of argument, however, seems a little forced.
At the end of the nineteenth century it was politic to defend
Sreznevsky from the charge of Ukrainian nationalism, but in the
1830s the lines of political demarcation were still being laid down,
and feeling for Ukraine could be fruitful in an Imperial context,
flowing over into feelings for the Slavs as a whole.

The most striking thing about the first four professors of Slavic
languages in Russia was that none of them was really Russian.
Sreznevsky was, but his father had been made a professor at
Kharkiv early in the century. Bodiansky was Ukrainian,
V. I. Hryhorovych Polish, and P. I. Preis from the Baltic. That
two of the four should have had Ukrainian affiliations indicates that
the Russian government knew where to turn after the Czech
teachers had failed to materialize."”™ The Czechs were leading the
Slavic renaissance, but within the Russian Empire Ukrainians
tended to be its principal advocates. In the early nineteenth century,
their role in the promotion of academic study of the Slavs was no
less important than their contribution to new trends in Russian
literature and Russian historical writings.



Chapter Nine

The Divergence of Ukraine and Russia

Official Nationality

This book has tried to show that Ukraine was important outside its
frontiers in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.
Writing from a Ukrainian standpoint toward the end of the
nineteenth century, Mykhailo Drahomanov described the entire
period when Ukraine was ruled by Russia as a “lost epoch”;' but for
part of that period Ukrainians and ideas inspired by Ukraine helped
to shape the thought patterns of cultivated Russians. They were
able to do so because at the beginning of the nineteenth century the
concept of narodnost, “nationality,” was coming to the forefront of
intellectual exchanges in Russia. The word narodnost, coined by
Prince P. A. Viazemsky in 1819" appeared in the wake of the
Napoleonic Wars, at a time when the idea of the Russian Empire’s
distinctive identity had become fashionable among intellectuals.
Ukraine played a part in defining the word’s content. Russians
perceived what Ukraine could offer; Ukrainians redoubled their
efforts to impress the character of the south upon the north.
Ukrainians began setting Ukraine in the context of the Slavic world
as a whole, travelling to other Slavic parts of Eastern Europe and
developing a broader vision of the vitality of Slavic culture. The
eighteenth-century administrative integration of the empire seemed
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to be finding a nineteenth-century philosophical counterpart.

Ukraine, however, soon terminated its positive contribution to the
development of Russia. The concept of narodnost became less
open-ended and attracted a narrower range of thinkers. Mistrusting
an idea which had arisen outside official circles, the authorities
placed their own interpretation upon it. In a memorandum to the
Tsar of late 1832, S. S. Uvarov, deputy minister of education,
spoke of instilling in the young “the truly Russian protective
principles of Orthodoxy, Autocracy and Nationality, which
constitute the ultimate anchor of our salvation and the truest
guarantee of the strength and grandeur of our Fatherland.”” It was
novel to include the pursuit of “nationality” (*narodnost) in a list of
governmental priorities. The regime had long been committed to
Orthodoxy and autocracy, but nationality caught the eye. Uvarov
had not chosen the goal by chance, for, as the Soviet expert on the
subject points out, “At the beginning of the 1830s, nationality can
hardly be said to have been only a word.” In March 1833, having
been promoted minister, Uvarov dispatched a circular to the heads
of educational districts in which he declared: “Our common
obligation consists in this, that the education of the people be
conducted, according to the Supreme intention of our august
Monarch, in the joint spirit of Orthodoxy, autocracy and
nationality.”” Nicholas | had clearly given his seal of approval to
the programme which Uvarov outlined a few months previously.
The Tsar and his minister were establishing an official context for
the redefinition of narodnost.

By associating nationality with Orthodoxy and autocracy, the
authorities created more problems than they solved. On the one
hand, official approval of narodnost seemed to encourage the
continuation of cultural development in the regions, for the term
implied support for all sorts of native culture. Ukrainian matter
certainly continued to appear in the Russian press in the 1830s and
1840s. An early twentieth-century student went so far as to date
“the dawn of the Ukrainophile movement” from the moment when
the government began to sponsor the concept of nationality.* In the
first half of the 1840s the officially oriented St. Petersburg journal
Maiak {The Beacon) looked with great favour upon Ukraine.” In
reality, however, the official understanding of narodnost did the
regions of the empire no good, for by linking nationality with
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Orthodoxy and autocracy, Uvarov and Nicholas | set constraints
upon the concept. Where once it had been wide-ranging in its
implications, it became narrowly defined and oppressive. The term
“Official Nationality,” coined in the 1870s by the populist historian
and critic Aleksandr Pypin, has become synonymous with the severe
conservatism of Nicholas I’s regime.® Having briefly offered the
Slavs of the Russian Empire the chance of harmonious co-existence,
narodnost became a Russian cudgel; for only certain sorts of
provincial culture met with central government approval. The last
section of Chapter Two included an instance of the way in which
the official view of narodnost militated against the Poles.” That
Poles should be kept firmly in their place was predictable, given
their readiness to take up arms against St. Petersburg; but in 1847
members of a Ukrainian body, the Cyrillo-Methodian Society, were
arrested for deviating to a lesser extent from the official view of
nationality. Although the Cyrillo-Methodians were non-violent in
their outlook, and advocated a federation of Slavic peoples rather
than outright Ukrainian independence, their views went much too
far for the government. Nicholas I’s regime was becoming
increasingly cautious in the 1840s, more reluctant than ever to
sanction change. Uvarov’s reaction to the arrests of 1847 was to
contract his tripartite formula of 1833. In a circular occasioned by
the proscription of the Cyrillo-Methodians, he explicitly rejected the
subversive implications of the rise of non-Russian Slavs. “At the end
of the last century,” he wrote,

the thought arose among people related to us in the west, namely in
Bohemia, that all the peoples of Slavic origin, scattered about Europe
and subjected to different sceptres, must sometime merge into a
single whole and form a Slavic State. This thought gradually took
hold of ail the branches of the Slavic tribe, first in the literary, then
in the political sense.... [U]nfortunately ... the development of the
separate Slavic branches did not long stay within the peaceful
confines of learning; soon it fell prey to distortion, partly from the
influence of general, disquieting political ideas, partly from the
incitement of religious prejudices, partly from the particular
misunderstandings of each tribe Russian Slavdom, in its pure
form, should express unconditional attachment to Orthodoxy and
autocracy; but everything that goes beyond these confines is the
admixture of alien concepts, the play of fantasy, or a mask behind
which the ill-intentioned try to ensnare inexperience and entice
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dreamers.

With the passage of time, then, the Russian government had
discovered that narodnost did not go well with Orthodoxy and
autocracy. It was a centrifugal rather than a unifying concept, and
could not easily be subjected to official management. By redefining
narodnost, the authorities made it difficult for Ukrainian culture to
find loyal expression within the empire.
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Westernizers and Slavophiles

It took more than official disapproval, however, to stamp out
philosophical currents in Imperial Russia. If the definition and
pursuit of narodnost had remained a primary concern of Russian
intellectuals outside the realms of government, Ukrainians might
still have found cultural outlets in the north. But thought patterns
were changing in unofficial circles as well as in the councils of
state. In 1831 N. I. Nadezhdin had spoken of “some sort of secret
agreement” about Ukraine, meaning that intellectuals of many
kinds were enthusiastic about this “most festive expression of Slavic
spirit.”" In the course of the 1830s, however, new intellectual
currents altered the complexion of philosophical exchanges in
Russia. The general concern for Slavic culture was succeeded by
renewed interest in the relationship between Russia and the West.
Intellectuals formed themselves into camps, some deploring the
extent to which the empire lagged behind Europe, others lamenting
the Westernizing process which had occupied the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. The pro-Western faction had priorities other
than the pursuit of native culture, while even the “Slavophiles” were
more interested in broad generalizations than in the detail of Slavic
interaction. In the changed context, Ukraine received less attention
than in the recent past.”

With one important exception. Westerners were not positively
anti-Ukrainian. Timofei Granovsky, whose lectures on the medieval
history of Western Europe attracted huge audiences at Moscow
University in the first half of the 1840s, was Ukrainian on his
mother’s side and showed kindness toward Opanas Markovych, one
of the Cyrillo-Methodians arrested in 1847.* Aleksandr Herzen
showed his benevolent disposition toward Ukraine in a number of
ways. He spoke well of a Ukrainian medical student’s self-sacrifice
in the fight against the 1831 cholera epidemic; he called his circle
of dissident friends a “Zaporozhian Sich”; he implied that the
Governor of Perm was kind toward internal exiles because he was
Ukrainian; he hinted that literature in Ukrainian had
forward-looking connotations, and he lamented the death of the
Ukrainian poet Taras Shevchenko."" Herzen’s close friend, Vadim
Passek, wrote an account of Ukrainian history and culture in which
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he pointed out that Ukraine came into contact with European
powers before the rest of the empire, and that it arrested the
“destructive influx of the first Tatar hordes.”” Westerners, however,
did not pay great attention to Ukraine, because they were not
interested in strengthening the empire’s sense of its Slavic identity.
They believed that the empire’s identity was strong enough, and
that what the country needed was progress along Western lines. As
Herzen put it, “For us to prove our distinctive identity (nashu
narodnost) would be still funnier than for the Germans to prove
theirs; even those who abuse us do not doubt that our distinctive
identity exists—they hate us because they are afraid of us, but they
do not deny our existence as Metternich denied that of Italy.”™*
Herzen believed that narodnost made a good rallying-cry when
peoples were struggling for independence from foreign rulers, but
that in other contexts—certainly in the Russian context—it was
stultifying. He respected his intellectual adversaries, the Slavophiles,
but held that they were tarnished by their association with the
official view of nationality propounded by the government. The
association was involuntary—“the two had nothing in common but
words”"”*—but it invalidated the Slavophiles’ position. Herzen did
not deny that Slavic culture had its merits, but the Slavophile
approach could not make the most of them. “Only the powerful
thought of the West... is capable of fertilizing the seeds which lie
dormant in the Slavs’ patriarchal way of life.”™ Given his
commitment to the West, Herzen was unlikely to attach much
importance to the distinction between Ukrainians and Russians.
Whatever their relations, neither could become modern without help
from outside the empire.

While Herzen expressed himself with moderation, the literary
critic Vissarion Belinsky made Ukraine the butt for savage
condemnations of Slavic backwardness. Herzen believed that
Belinsky, the most outspoken of the Westerners, was responsible for
the clearcut distinction between Westerners and Slavophiles. Before
he appeared on the scene, “with a volume of Hegel in his hands and
[consumed] with youthful impatience,” the two groups differed
subtly rather than fundamentally.” Committed to Western ideals,
Belinsky saw Ukraine as a backwater. Victor Swoboda has analyzed
in detail his hostility to the most famous of writers in Ukrainian,
Taras Shevchenko.”® He was no less hostile to Mykola Markevych’s
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Istoriia Malorossii, which appeared in Moscow in 1842 and 1843.
Although Markevych’s work lacked sophistication, it hardly
deserved the broadside to which Belinsky subjected it.

Markevych was well qualified to write the history of Ukraine.
Born in 1804, he was a distant relation of lakiv Markovych, the
early Ukrainian historian whose Zapiski o Malorossii had appeared
in 1798 His grandfather has been well received in the capital by
Bezborodko, and Viktor Kochubei was his grandmother’s cousin.
Through his mother, a Hudovych, he was related to some of the
empire’s most distinguished soldiers. His father was close to
N. P. Rumiantsev.” These connections helped to determine the
form that Markevych’s literary inclinations were to take. His
interest in the history of Ukraine began in 1820, when, on returning
south from St. Petersburg as a sixteen-year-old schoolboy, he was
given the books and papers left by his grandfather. The following
year, having received two huge trunks containing the papers of the
early eighteenth-century Hetman lIvan Skoropadsky, he “developed
no mere dilettantish passion for manuscripts.” In 1822 he acquired
some of the papers of P. A. Rumiantsev and others belonging to
the Rozumovsky family. By 1830 he owned the library of the
eighteenth-century poet Bohdanovych, the manuscripts of the
former Rector of the Kiev Academy, Samiilo Myslavsky, and
materials pertaining to the Hudovych and Kochubei families.N* In
1825 Markevych complimented the Russian poet, Kondratii Ryleev,
on his treatment of Ukrainian subject matter.ln 1831 he
displayed an interest in publicizing the recently discovered Istoriia
Rusov, in the belief that it might fill out Bantysh-Kamensky’s
Istoriia Maloi Rossii}'” By the time he published his own Istoriia,
Markevych’s concern for evidence had reached such a pitch that
documents filled three of his five volumes; he was of use to Osyp
Bodiansky when the latter was publishing Ukrainian historical
documents in the second half of the 1840s./™

While thanking him for his extensive publication of documents,
Belinsky felt that the end product of Markevych’s scholarship
lacked a sense of perspective. He devoted most of his lengthy review
of the Istoriia Malorossii to an exposition of the Westerners’
interpretation of recent developments in intellectual life. “One of
the most characteristic features of our time,” he began, “is the way
in which hitherto disparate aspects of intellectual life aspire to unity



238 Ukrainian Impact on Russian Culture

and affinity.” Diversity had been inevitable earlier, but its time had
passed. So far as nations were concerned, the new understanding of
unity “takes the form of subordinating the great idea of national
individuality to the still greater idea of humanity.” Belinsky was
inveighing against the narrow concern for Russian nationality which
preoccupied the Slavophiles of the 1840s. “Nowadays,” he asserted,
“only weak, limited minds can think that the successes of humanity
are detrimental to the successes of nationality, and that Chinese
walls are necessary for the protection of nationality.” Countries
stood to gain, not to lose, by opening their frontiers. Academic
disciplines, Hke countries, were best served by breadth of outlook.
History was usually divided into the history of mankind and the
history of individual countries, but the distinction was artificial: “he
who... thinks of individual peoples as independent entities, not
directly related to mankind as a whole, is in no position to write a
good history of any one people.” Belinsky advocated the division of
history by topic rather than by geographical area. Universal history,
in other words, would in the future be constructed out of lesser
histories of religion, art, law, trade and other separate aspects of
communal life~*

This philosophy of history left little room for a lengthy study of
Ukraine. As Belinsky put it, turning to the book which occasioned
his essay, “Everything we have said can apply only negatively to
Markevych’s Istoriia Malorossii."»" In Belinsky’s view, Ukraine
would not have found a place even in the writing of
country-by-country history, for

Little Russia was never a state, and consequently had no history in
the strict sense of the word. The history of Little Russia is no more
than an episode from the reign of Aleksei Mikhailovich.... The
history of Little Russia is a tributary flowing into the great river of
Russian history. Little Russians were always a tribe, never a people,
even less a state. They could fight bravely and die splendidly for
their motherland, they found it perfectly normal to overcome a strong
enemy with few resources—but they could never make use of the
fruits of their victories___

Apart from the fact that it did not constitute a separate country,
Belinsky had a second objection to Ukraine. Insofar as it had a
history, that history lay outside the European mainstream and
militated against the European cultural unity to which Belinsky had
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devoted the opening of his review. Not only did Ukrainians lack a
state; they were “some sort of strange commune in the Asiatic
manner. Their real adversaries, the ones worthy of them, were the
Crimean Tatars, and the Little Russians fought them splendidly, in
the spirit of their nationality.” This second indictment of Ukraine
was the mainspring of Belinsky’s objection to Markevych’s book.
Before Bohdan Khmelnytsky, Ukraine was “a parody of a republic,
or in other words a Slavic republic.” It possessed a certain order,
but that order was based not on law but on custom, “the
cornerstone of all Asiatic peoples.” Khmelnytsky did well to put
Ukraine under Russian tutelage, for by means of the merger
Ukraine received the chance of “civilization, enlightenment, art and
learning, from which she was previously cut off by the
insurmountable  obstacle of her semi-barbaric life-style.”
Markevych’s mistake, according to Belinsky, was to believe that he
was writing “the history of a people and a state, which in different,
happier circumstances might have developed into something great
and eternal.” In the opinion of Russia’s leading Westernizer,
Ukraine could never have developed along these lines while it lay
beyond the pale of Western European culture. It could get access to
that culture only by subordinating itself to Russia; and historians
need turn aside from Russian history only briefly, in order to look
at the seventeenth-century process of subordination.

As believers in native culture, Slavophiles ought to have looked
more favourably upon Ukraine than did their adversaries, the
Westernizers. They were certainly free from Belinsky’s extreme
antipathy. S. T. Aksakov learned much from Gogol, and admired
the actor Shchepkin’s ability to convey the Ukrainian identity on
the Russian stage; P. V. Kireevsky’s enthusiasm for native folklore
received a considerable fillip from Gogol’s passion for Ukrainian
songs; Aleksei Khomiakov welcomed the preaching of sermons in
Ukrainian.A” But because Slavophiles were anxious above all to
counteract the Westernizers’ insistence on European values, and
because their best chance of finding an effective counterweight to
those values lay in stressing the unity of Slavic culture, it was not in
their interest to place undue emphasis on the dissimilarities between
the various Slavic peoples. Slavophiles found it difficult to agree on
an all-embracing philosophy which would be strong enough to meet
the threat of Westernization. Throughout the period of their
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existence, they questioned one another’s priorities. In the late 1830s
Ivan Kireevsky argued with Khomiakov about the latter’s essay “On
the the Old and the New,” while a decade and a half later, in 1852,
Khomiakov responded at length to Kireevsky’s equally seminal
paper entitled “On the Character of Europe’s Enlightenment and Its
Relationship to Russia’s Enlightenment.”® At the time of Moscow’s
seven-hundredth anniversary, in 1847, Kireevsky lamented the many
differences of opinion among Slavophiles. The occasion should have
facilitated an expression of solidarity, but Kireevsky pointed out
that Slavophiles could not agree on the essence of the Slavic
identity. For one it meant a common language and Slavic ethnic
unity; for another it meant resisting the West; for a third it meant
the pursuit of narodnost, which itself was subject to different
interpretations; while for a fourth it meant stressing the Orthodox
religion. Beset by these differences of opinion on questions of
broad principle, Slavophiles had little time for questions of detail;
and when they found the time, they had little inclination to add to
their disagreements by making much of side issues. Ukraine, for
them, was a side issue. They knew it was different from Russia, but
believed the differences were unimportant, ephemeral and sprang
from quirks of fate. They chose to see Ukraine as simply part of
“Rus’,” that variegated abstraction which was united under the
Russians and needed only proper direction to fulfil its destiny.

The Aksakov brothers, lvan and Konstantin, were respectively
the most open-minded and the most reactionary of the Slavophiles,
yet their views on Ukraine were remarkably similar. lvan, the more
liberal of the two, wrote a prize-winning economic study of
Ukrainian fairs, in the preface to which he spoke briefly of Ukraine
in general. He asserted unequivocally that, with the completion of
Khmelnytsky’s revolt, “[Ukraine’s] danger passed; and with the
passing of the danger the call to independent historical action also
came to an end, and the glorious Cossacks lost all real practical
significance, all legal right to historical existence.” Ukraine, in
Aksakov’s opinion, remained different from Russia, but it did so
only because Russia had strayed from the true Slavic path when
Peter the Great introduced reforms derived from Western Europe.
The Ukrainian people “made up its mind to suffer and wait, until
its adversities passed.” According to Ivan Aksakov, then, Ukraine’s
fate depended on that of Russia. A critic took him to task in 1862
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for his hostility toward the Ukrainian language.”

The older Aksakov, Konstantin, spoke less clearly than his
brother about the Ukrainian-Russian relationship. In his reflections
on Gogol’s Dead Souls he seemed anxious to present the author as
quintessentially Russian, but reluctant to assert that Ukraine had
been Russianized. Making play with the metaphysical concept Rus’,
he depicted the empire as a community led, but not oppressed, by
the Russians. Gogol, in Aksakov’s presentation, belonged to this
broad community but retained his specific identity. The argument,
however, ultimately claimed Gogol for the north:

The Gogol phenomenon embodies one more important factor: he is
from Little Russia but Little Russia is a living part of Russia,
which has been formed by the mighty Great Russian spirit. Under
the aegis of that spirit, Little Russia can display its character and
become a living element of the general life of Rus’. Rus’ embraces all
its component parts equally, and is not called Great Russia, but
simply Russia. If it were called Great Russia, it would be one-sided,
and the other parts would relate to it like the vanquished to the
victor. Of course, unity stemmed from the Great Russian element.
The Great Russian element bestows the general character and has
the honour of having created the whole. It provides the scope for
everything, every area, to develop freely—and it has retained its
legitimate supremacy, like that of the head in the living human body.
But the body as a whole bears the name of the man, not of the head;
so Russia is called Russia, not Great Russia. Of course, a Little
Russian poet can appear only if he writes in Russian (i.e.. Great
Russian). He can and must be only Russian, a typical citizen of that
Russia which is common to all, bestowing upon it his own flavour
and pouring new life into its separate parts Gogol is Russian,
wholly Russian, and this is particularly apparent in his poem, in
which he is preoccupied by the substance of Rus’, Rus’ in its
entirety___

Gogol himself was less certain that he was “wholly Russian,”” but
Konstantin Aksakov was prepared to argue away problems of detail.
Like all the Slavophiles, he was trying to construct a Slavic edifice
which could serve as a bastion against encroachments from the
West. Cracks in that edifice had to be papered over.
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Cultural Changes in Ukraine

The Slavophiles’ non-admission of the separate standing of Ukraine
was reasonable only so long as Ukrainians were looking voluntarily
to the Russians for leadership. For the bulk of the period covered
by this book they continued to do so, but toward the middle of the
nineteenth century some of them began turning away from Russia
and thinking for themselves. The slow genesis or revival of
Ukrainian autonomist sentiment provided the most telling reason for
the gradual divergence of the northern and southern parts of the
Russian Empire. Its origins were complex. In part it sprang from
nostalgia for the Hetmanate/* but to a greater degree it arose out
of the very Imperial integration which should, at first sight, have
prevented it. The introduction of Russian institutions into Ukraine
and the participation of Ukrainians in the cultural and political life
of the north might have been expected to eradicate all particularist
feeling in the minds of southerners. In fact, however, these
developments only partially erased memories of the Hetmanate,
while at the same time encouraging Ukrainians to start building
their own identity. New educational facilities in Ukraine, and
exposure to Western Romanticism, fostered independent patterns of
thought.

The opening of Kharkiv University in 1805 marked the beginning
of a new phase in Ukrainian history. The university, founded as
part of a general reorganization of the empire’s educational system,
came to provide eastern Ukrainians with a means of self-expression
which they had not previously possessed. Vasyl Karazyn, the local
patriot who espoused the cause of the university in the capital, had
to work hard to achieve his ends. In March 1801 he wrote
Alexander | a letter expressing great enthusiasm for the prospects
offered by the new reign, but three and a half years later he was
worn out by the political manoeuvring in which he had had to
engage. By then, however, the groundwork had been laid for the
opening of the empire’s first southern university. Professors had
been appointed, and one of them given special responsibility for the
development of the Kharkiv region’s educational infrastructure.
Karazyn himself had gone south to encourage the local gentry to
press for and support the new arrangements. Illia Tymkovsky, the
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professor entrusted with fostering schools subordinate to the
university, worked tirelessly between 1803 and 1811. A Russianized
Swiss who had first seen Kharkiv in 1787 assigned its radical
transformation, in the next thirty years, to the foundation of the
university. In 1817 he felt that one could apply to the city the
words of the Emperor Augustus: “lI found Rome brick and left it
marble.” Karazyn pointed out in 1820 that the number of pupils in
all Kharkiv schools was exceeded only in the provinces of
St. Petersburg and Moscow, and equalled only in the provinces on
the south coast of the Baltic. The new university and the schools for
which it was responsible had clearly taken root.’

Neither the founders of Kharkiv University nor those who
benefited from it in its early years were remotely separatist in their
view of Ukraine. Karazyn lived into the 1840s and knew the next
generation of Ukrainian intellectuals, but remained strongly
pro-Russian in his political orientation. He regretted that a Kharkiv
almanac of 1843 came out under the Ukrainian title Molodyk, and
argued that the history of eastern Ukraine (excluding the
Hetmanate) contained no signs of disobedience toward the central
authorities.* Although a staunch advocate of the regions, Karazyn
defended them against the misleading accounts of foreigners rather
than against the centre.”” His outlook was strongly provincial, but
never particularist. Tymkovsky, who did so much to improve
educational facilities in eastern Ukraine, published a textbook of
Russian in 1811.*° Education in Ukrainian was not yet possible, and
even if the time had been right it is unlikely that Tymkovsky would
have taken advantage of the fact, for he and his family were prime
beneficiaries of an Imperial system which gave them opportunities
for advancement both inside and outside Ukraine."™ At the
beginning of the nineteenth century, Ukrainians who devoted
themselves wholeheartedly to the development of Ukraine did so for
the sake of the empire as a whole.

In their early days, periodicals which appeared in Kharkiv also
looked mainly to the north. While giving local writers a chance to
publish their work, they tended to imitate journals which came out
in Moscow and St. Petersburg. The editor of Kharkovskii
Demokrit, a short-lived publication of 1816, hoped to attract
northern as well as southern readers." Ukrainskii vestnik, which
lasted from 1816 to 1819, was broadening its horizons throughout
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the brief period of its existence/ In late 1819 it attracted the
hostility of the Russian minister of education, but on the grounds of
irreligion, not regionalism.”™" Ukrainskii zhurnal, published in 1824
and 1825, seemed to compensate for the criticism levelled at its
predecessor by devoting much space to moral and ethical
problems/~ But although these early journals tended to reflect
literary developments elsewhere, their effect was not simply to
accelerate Ukrainian integration into Russia. Their mere existence
fostered a sense of local pride; their inclusion of translations from
Western Romantic literature stimulated specifically local reflections
on the individual and the nation; insofar as they allotted space to
local subject-matter, they gave content as well as form to the notion
of a distinct Ukrainian identity. Both Ukrainskii vestnik and
Ukrainskii zhurnal included a good deal of locally orientated
material. Having opened with a study of Khmelnytsky, the editors
of Ukrainskii vestnik published a general account of Ukrainian
history, a particular study of the period between Khmelnytsky’s
death and the battle of Poltava, and material relating to the
eighteenth-century Ukrainian writer and philosopher Skovoroda.**
The editor of Ukrainskii zhurnal affirmed his commitment to local
interests and included many articles on Ukraine past and present,
among them Ivan Kulzhynsky’s “Remarks concerning the History
and Character of Little Russian Poetry.”™ Since the early Kharkiv
periodicals printed little in Ukrainian, and since the literary use of
the language was still in its infancy, Kulzhynsky’s essay was ahead
of its time. The author wrote in Russian, but asserted the antiquity
of Ukrainian and argued that it still contained many ancient words
which were not to be found in any Slavic books. Kulzhynsky felt
that Ukrainians could claim as their own the author of the medieval
Slovo o polku Igoreve, and regretted that politics had interrupted
the development of the local gift for poetry. He deplored the
corruption of Ukrainian by Tatar, but believed that the language
owed much of its “tenderness and musicality” to Polish. By
concluding his essay with reference to the folksongs of the
Zaporozhian Cossacks and the poetry of Skovoroda and
Kotliarevsky, Kulzhynsky implied that Ukrainian was far from dead
and could provide his fellow-countrymen with a means of
strengthening their identity.



The Divergence of Ukraine and Russia 245

Literary activity in Kharkiv in the years immediately following
the Napoleonic Wars was relatively small-scale, but marked an
increase in Ukrainian self-confidence. By the 1830s certain
Ukrainians were going further. In effect, they were acting on
Kulzhynsky’s essay of 1824, by publishing more extensively in
Ukrainian. The slim miscellany Ukrainskii almanakh, which
appeared in Kharkiv in 1831, contained original and imitation
Ukrainian folksongs alongside Russian prose and poetry, while the
second volume of Utrenniaia zvezda, published in Kharkiv three
years later, was devoted almost entirely to prose and verse in
Ukrainian."* A “Kharkiv school” of Romantic writers was beginning
to establish itself, one of whose objectives was to develop the
Ukrainian language. To say that the members of the “school” were
Ukrainian nationalists avant la lettre is to go too far, since most of
them wrote in Russian as well as Ukrainian and many of them
made successful careers in Russian service; but their activities,
nevertheless, introduced a new dimension into the cultural
relationship between northern and southern parts of the empire.
Some Ukrainians were beginning to think that their culture was
worth promoting for its own sake, not merely for the prospect of
enrichment that it offered to Russian culture; and certain Russians,
aware of the changing balance, were anxious to keep Ukrainians in
their place.”

Russian and Ukrainian views of literature began to diverge.
While Russian critics had welcomed Gogol’s Vechera in 1831, they
expressed doubts about other sorts of Ukrainian literary activity.
Although N. I. Nadezhdin was almost as enthusiastic about
Ukrainskii almanakh as he was about the Vechera"° the Russian
press began responding less favourably to Ukrainian literature.
Gogol wrote in Russian, but Ukrainians’ popularity declined as they
began to place more emphasis on their native language. In the
1820s they had not stressed it unduly. At that time, the author of
an essay “On the Antiquity and Distinctive Nature of the South
Russian Language” had published it in Polish translation rather
than in the original Russian. A decade later, when Ukrainians were
becoming more assertive, the essay was published in Russian.™' Osyp
Bodiansky, meanwhile, had published a review of scholarly opinion
concerning the languages spoken in medieval Rus’, in which he held
that the language of the *“southern Russians {iuzhnye russy)” was
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as old as that of the northerners. In the remote past the two
languages may not have been very different from each another, but
with the appearance of the Cossacks in the south, all classes began
to speak the language of the commoners. From then on the
languages of north and south could no longer be dovetailed M
Bodiansky’s belief in the independence of Ukrainian was becoming
common ground among his fellow southerners in the second half of
the 1830s. Mykhailo Maksymovych pointed out in 1838 that he had
been asserting for ten years that Ukrainian was distinct from
Russian.” In 1839 Amvrosii Metlynsky prefaced a volume of
Ukrainian folksongs (published in Kharkiv) with a paean of praise
to the Ukrainian languageM* P. P. Biletsky-Nosenko expressed
similar enthusiasm in reflections of 1841 These opinions were not
well received in the north. A St. Petersburg reviewer, for example,
took exception to Metlynsky’s publication and spoke slightingly of
the contemporary Ukrainian revival. “Little Russians,” he wrote,
“or South Russians {Malorossiiane, Hi luzhnorussy) collect and
publish the memorials of their language with great enthusiasm,
despite the fact that the language is increasingly forgotten and finds
few keen followers or zealous defenders.”” Two years previously,
the Russian critic N. A. Polevoi said much the same thing, more
moderately, in a lengthy review of a minor Ukrainian writer.*’
Polevoi spoke of two sorts of nationality, one higher than the other
and attained only by peoples who achieved statehood. Ukrainians
had attained only the lesser sort. Their culture was colourful, but
ought to be kept in perspective. Kotliarevsky (and the work under
review) expressed its essential quality, but less gifted Ukrainian
writers “revealed... the falsity of sham Little Russian literature, a
pure anachronism in terms of the way we live now.”™ Polevoi
clearly wanted to keep the Ukrainian revival within bounds. He was
not as hostile to Ukraine as Belinsky, but like many Russian critics
of the 1830s he was reluctant to countenance undue deviations from
the mainstream of literary development within the empire. The
northern reviewer of a play published in Kharkiv in 1831 asked
whether employing turns of speech in use among the common
people (in this case, among Ukrainians) served the general cause of
the Russian drama.*’ The negative answer, which the critic implied,
would have been given by many Russian contemporaries.
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Yet the Ukrainian revival went on, sustained partly by continuing
activity in Kharkiv, partly by the emergence of Kiev as a centre of
activity, and partly by sympathetic elements in Russia who still saw
Ukraine as a useful contributor to Russian culture. The key figures
in mid-nineteenth-century Ukrainian affairs, Taras Shevchenko,
Panteleimon Kulish and Mykola Kostomarov, began to make a
mark in the early 1840s. Shevchenko, liberated serf, poet, pupil of
the St. Petersburg painter Karl Briullov, published his
Ukrainian-language collection of poetry Kobzar in 1840; Kulish
published his Russian-language novel Mikhailo Charnyshenko, Hi
Malorossiia vosemdesiat let nazad, in Kiev in 1843; Kostomarov,
also in 1843, contributed to the new Kharkiv miscellany, Molodyk.
In the next few years these three became the major representatives
of the Ukrainian “awakening” and took it on to a new plane, with
the result that in 1847 they fell foul of the tsarist political system.
Although, in a sense, the authorities had formerly encouraged
Ukrainophilism, now they took the view that cultural advance in
Ukraine had gone far enough. Perhaps, given their resolute
opposition to change, they were right to intervene. The Ukrainians
who came to be known as Cyrillo-Methodians were not acting very
differently from those who preceded them in the Ukrainian revival,
but they probably had a clearer notion of the possible political
consequences of their largely cultural activity. Almost
imperceptibly, they were crossing the boundary between literature
and politics.

The circumstances surrounding the arrest of the Cyrillo-
Methodians were described in detail in a police report to the
Tsar.“ On 17 March 1847 the head of the notorious Third Section
of the Imperial Chancellery, Count A. F. Orlov, received
information about the existence in Kiev of a certain “Society of
Saints Cyril and Methodius.” Aleksei Petrov, a student at Kiev
University, had infiltrated the society and reported on it. A
significant number of arrests ensued, including those of Kostomarov
(by then a professor at Kiev), Shevchenko (described as a painter
attached to the St. Petersburg Academy of Arts), and Kulish (who,
having been a teacher at a St. Petersburg gymnasium, was on the
point of going abroad). Further investigation revealed that the
original  denunciation had been unduly alarmist. The
“Ukraino-Slavic Society,” as the official report called it, had existed
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for no more than a few months, at the end of 1845 and the
beginning of 1846. Moreover, it had had only three
members—Mykola Hulak, Vasyl Bilozersky and Kostomarov. The
three had aimed at the unification of the various Slavic peoples, but
under the Russian crown. They had not contemplated changing the
Russian Empire’s system of government, but hoped that newly
acquired Slavic territories would be run along the lines of the Tsar’s
Kingdom of Poland. They believed that only the Tsar could bring
about the Slavic unification which they had in mind, but since he
was unlikely to take part in the process, “they hoped to achieve the
unification of the Slavs by their own means.” These means were
purely cultural and literary, and the members of the society came to
appreciate that it would be hundreds or thousands of years before
they bore fruit; so Hulak, Bilozersky and Kostomarov gave up the
pursuit of their goals and went their separate ways. The others who
had been arrested were guilty only by association—because they
had the same general interests as the principals or because they
were acquainted with them. Shevchenko and Kulish were put in a
category of their own; not members of the society, they were
deemed to be guilty of similar crimes by virtue of their own
independent activities. Shevchenko’s penalty was the most severe:
dispatch into a remote army regiment and an injunction to stop
writing and painting. The Kobzar collection was banned (as were
various works of Kulish and Kostomarov), but most of the accused
were punished relatively lightly (by the standards of the period).
The informant Petrov was taken on to the staff of the Third Section
and his mother’s pension was doubled.™

Although the Third Section’s report on the Cyrillo-Methodians
made them sound relatively insignificant, the “conspiracy” prompted
Uvarov, minister of education, to write the lengthy and reactionary
disquisition on the Slavic renaissance that | quoted near the
beginning of this chapter.” He wrote it because he had perceived
the long-term implications of narodnost (“nationality”). In a review
of Ukrainian literature published in 1843, Kostomarov had said that
“the narodnost of Little Russia is special, distinct from Great
Russian narodnost. H e adhered to this view throughout his life.
In politics it never led him beyond Slavic federalism, but the
government realized that it could sustain the idea of Ukrainian
independence. The possible effects of the Cyrillo-Methodians’
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activities were more far-reaching than they appreciated. As the
Third Section said in its analysis of Shevchenico, poetry in Ukraine
could inspire reflections on “the illusory beneficence of the period of
the Hetmanate, on the virtue of bringing back that period, and on
the possibility of Ukraine existing as a separate state.”™ The
Russian authorities knew something that the young Ukrainians
either failed to grasp or chose to ignore: that in the Russian Empire
the boundary between literature and politics was ill-defined and
easily crossed. As Leszek Kolakowski put it, the empire was “a
country in which... there was no clear-cut dividing line between
literary criticism and assassination.”™” Direct action was far from
the minds of the Cyrillo-Methodians, but never far from that of the
central government.

The Ukrainians arrested in 1847 got little sympathy from
contemporary Russian intellectuals. Belinsky, not surprisingly, was
scathing in his condemnation of Shevchenko and Kulish. Noting
that Shevchenko had been compelled to become a soldier, he said
that he was not sorry for him and would have given him a sentence
no less harsh. In the case of Kulish, he lamented that a certain
Kulish publication had been found to be dubious only after having
passed the censor, with the result that the censor concerned, “an
excellent censor because a noble man,” had become more cautious
and had eventually resigned. Belinsky’s complaint, in both cases,
was that the Ukrainians were making life difficult for intellectuals
in the north. By irritating the authorities, they induced drastic
measures which damaged the cause of “literature and
enlightenment.” By implication, the Ukrainians’ own concerns were
not worthy of inclusion under these headings.*®

The leading Slavophile, Aleksei Khomiakov, was even more
outspoken than the Westernizer Belinsky in his condemnation of the
Cyrillo-Methodians. He had a telling reason for his hostility. One of
those rounded up when the Kiev affair came to the notice of the
central authorities was Fedor Chizhov, a Slavophile who had spent
most of the 1840s in Italy and the Slavic parts of Eastern Europe.
After a lengthy interrogation, Chizhov was cleared of involvement
with the Cyrillo-Methodians and allowed to continue his literary
activity, but he was ordered to put Slavophile ideas behind him and
to submit his future work to the censorship of the chief of police.
Although the report on the Cyrillo-Methodians did not say so, he
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was also (somewhat ironically) exiled to the province of Kiev.*
Having met Chizhov in St. Petersburg, Khomiakov reported his
departure for Ukraine in a letter to lurii Samarin. In the letter he
was clearly worried by the thought that, as a result of the discovery
of the Cyrillo-Methodians, other sorts of Slavophile had become
highly suspect in the eyes of the government. This impression was
well-founded, for the police report on the Ukrainians concluded
with the promise of a forthcoming report on the Slavophiles.**
Khomiakov rebuked the Ukrainians for undermining causes other
than their own. “When the social question {obshchestvennyi vopros)
has only just been formulated,” he wrote to Samarin, “and when it
is not only unresolved but not even approaching resolution, people
who are supposed to be intelligent take up politics! | don’t know to
what extent the poor Little Russians’ delusion was criminal, but I
know that their wrongheadeness is very clear. The time for politics
has passed.”” Khomiakov’s comments were doubly unfair. The
Ukrainians” commitment to politics was not so strong as he
supposed, and insofar as it existed, it showed that their assessment
of the way to achieve change was more realistic than his. As Peter
Christoff points out in connection with Khomiakov’s attitude to
Ukraine, the Slavophile “either did not or could not see that the
social and political questions were inseparable.”™ Khomiakov’s
reaction, however, completes the picture of the Ukrainians’
isolation. They were proscribed by the government and opposed by
a leading Westernizer and a leading Slavophile; the cause of the
Ukrainian renaissance seemed hopeless.

Yet it survived the troubles of 1847. One Ukrainophile, Osyp
Bodiansky, even escaped the government’s clutches. In the wake of
the Cyrillo-Methodians’ prosecution, officials in Ukraine were
instructed to “pay attention to those who make special study of
Little Russian antiquities, history and literature”;”” but in Moscow,
Bodiansky went on working in precisely these fields. He had become
secretary of the university’s Society of Russian History in 1845, and
between then and 1848 he published large quantities of Ukrainian
material in the society’s journal (including, in 1846, the violently
anti-Russian  Istoriia  Rusov)™ At about the time the
Cyrillo-Methodians were being prosecuted, Bodiansky published an
unfinished essay by lurii Venelyn, the sub-Carpathian Ukrainian
who died in Russia in 1839 and whose views were discussed in the
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last chapter. The essay, reviewing a book which came out in 1832,
appeared under the title “On the Controversy between Southerners
and Northerners in Respect of their Russianness.” Venelyn’s
language was more outspoken than in anything which he published
during his lifetime. His essay opened by claiming that very few
readers understood the true meaning of the terms Ukrainian,
Cossack, Little Russia and Little Russians. For the most part,
Venelyn said, people thought of Little Russians as the inhabitants
of Chernihiv and Poltava, of Cossacks as mounted soldiers, and of
Ukraine as the province of Kharkiv or that of Poltava. All these
groups and areas, however, together with five million inhabitants of
the Austrian Empire, belonged to the southern branch of the
“Russian” people, which was almost as large as the northern branch
and had a better claim, historically, to the title “Rus’” The
southerners had always lacked an educated gentry and for that
reason had repeatedly fallen prey to alien incursions; but this was
no reason, Venelyn implied, to accord them less respect than they
deserved. Venelyn’s article had a dual significance. Its content
suggested that Ukrainians writing in the 1830s were less loyal to
the empire than their contemporary publications implied; and the
fact of its appearance in 1847 showed that at least one advocate of
the  Ukrainian cause survived the proscription of the
Cyrillo-Methodians. Bodiansky did not last long, for in October
1848 he was dismissed on grounds not connected with Ukraing;\'*
but he showed that the government could not wholly suppress
Ukrainophilism even when it was trying to do so.

When Alexander Il succeeded Nicholas | in 1855, the intellectual
atmosphere improved, the key Ukrainian figures of 1847
reappeared, and Ukrainophilism revived. Shevchenko wrote poetry,
Kulish published a Ukrainian-language novel, and Kostomarov
injected new life into Russian historiography with studies of Bohdan
Khmelnytsky and Stepan Razin. All these brought Ukraine into the
public eye. Shevchenko died early in 1861, but by then the
ex-Cyrillo-Methodian Vasyl Bilozersky was editing Osnova, a
Ukrainophile journal which appeared in St. Petersburg for most of
1861 and 1862. Kostomarov and Kulish contributed largely to the
journal’s contents, and showed their faithfulness to the ideals of the
1840s.”” In an essay entitled “Two Russian Nationalities” {Dve
russkie narodnosti), Kostomarov restated the views which he had
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expressed in his 1843 survey of Ukrainian literature. The title of the
new essay really meant “The Two Nationalities that make up Rus’.”
Kostomarov still saw the empire as an alliance of equals.
Northerners and southerners were different, but complemented one
another. Southerners placed great emphasis on individual liberty,
whereas northerners preferred communal organization. Southerners
had therefore been obliged to defer to the northerners when the two
peoples’ joint task was the making of a state, but now that
statehood had been consolidated, it was natural for Ukrainians to
come into their own and offer their inspiration to the Russians.™*
Kostomarov was certainly asking for an improvement in the lot of
Ukrainians, for without a Russian change of heart, the south would
not have been able to make a mark on the north; but he was asking
only for a reorientation of the existing system, not for the
separation of north and south.

Ukrainophilism, clearly, would not lie down. It never became one
of the principal solvents of the tsarist order, but it did not
disappear. Its problems in the last half-century of the Imperial
regime were legion. By decrees of 1863 and 1876, the use of the
Ukrainian language was severely restricted. The Russian
revolutionary movement of the 1870s paid very little attention to
the national question, despite the fact that it numbered Ukrainians
among its ranks. “The average peasant in the Ukraine,” wrote a
commentator in the British Foreign Office in May 1918, “simply
does not think of nationality in the terms familiar to the
[Ukrainian] intelligentsia.” Yet for all these difficulties, the
federalism of Kostomarov survived and found expression in Ukraine
in 1917; while across the Russian Empire’s frontier, in Galicia, a
different Ukrainian movement had been developing which enlarged
the Ukrainian question. North and south were never to be wholly
reconciled.”
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Conclusion

Mykhailo Hrushevsky, doyen of Ukrainian historians, wrote in his
most famous article that it was time “to do away with the current
eclectic character of ‘Russian history,” to cease patching up this
history with episodes from the histories of various nationalities, and
consequently [to] reorganize the history of the East Slav
nationalities.”™ It is hard to apply his instructions to the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, because Russia and
Ukraine were converging. Although Ukraine, or at least part of
Ukraine, had had an autonomous administrative system in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and although in the second
half of the nineteenth century it had the beginnings of a nationalist
movement, in the interim educated Ukrainians were trying to
benefit from involvement with Russia. They spoke Russian, served
the empire, and profited from involvement in a larger community.
Russian history was bound up with Ukrainian history, and
Ukrainian with Russian. Russians moved south and Ukrainians
moved north. Ukraine supplied Russia with civil servants, and
helped to introduce Russia to the wider world of Slavdom. At the
beginning of the period Ukrainians tended to be better educated
than Russians, whereas by the nineteenth century Russians were
establishing universities in Ukraine. Neither people scorned the
other.

But even in the early nineteenth century Ukrainians were not
indistinguishable from Russians. Thinking of them as Russians by
another name is like thinking of Dylan Thomas as an Englishman
or Samuel Beckett as a Frenchman. Ukrainians made a difference
in Russia. They strengthened the notion that the empire had a
Slavic identity and a culture of its own. Only when the government
saddled this idea with the full weight of autocracy did Ukrainian
allegiance to the centre diminish. Slavic culture was one thing, but
Slavic culture under strict Russian control was another. As the
nineteenth century went on, Ukrainians began to think less about
co-existence and more about Ukraine. Russia was in a quandary.
Neither an eastern nor a western power, it discovered that the
south, too, might not be dependable.
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