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ABSTRACT

M.A. .
Department of History Odarka Stephanie Smal
DRAHOMANIV'S PLANS FOR REFORM OF
UKRAINE AND THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE

This thesis examines M.P. Drahomaniv's concept:of Ukraine
and his plans for her future development within the framework of a
recoﬁstructed Russian Empire, The first chapter reviews the general
conditions prevalent throughout all ethnically-Ukrainian terrifories
from the beginning of the national révival until the entry of Draho-
maniv as a leading figure in the intellectual milieu, and provides a
brief biographical sketch. The second chapter d&iscusses his a.nalysis;
of the Ukrainian past and present, and his program for her future evo- .
lution. The third chapter deals with his theoretical proposals for
the reconstruction of the Russian Empire, the means he urged to achieve
this and his criticisms of Russian intellectuals and radical revolution-
aries. The final chapter outlines the struggle with‘ his Ukrainian con-
temporaries as a result of his liberal-~evolutionary principles and his

federal conclusion for the political future of the Ukrainian nation.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this thesis is to examine M.P. Drahomaniv's
concept of Ukraine and his plans for Ukrainian national evolution,
Drahomaniv's belief in the existence of a Ukrainian "natsional'nost"
(nationality) distinct from every other Slavic nationality arose out of
his analysis of the Ukrainian historical past and his studies of Ukrain-
ian folklore, especially folksongs.

Having established to his own satisfaction the existence of
a Ukrainian nationality, he was determined to find a solution to the
problem of Ukraine as a political _entity. He realized that the great-
est difficulties facing Ukrainians in this respect was the isolation of
Ukrainian regions from each other, the denationalization of the élite
and the lack of national consciousness among the peasantry. In addit-
ion to these factors, political and cultural connections with Russia in
the past as well as during his lifetime (1841-1895), led Drahomaniv to
believe that political separation from the Russian state of even a com-
plete break in the ties with Russian culture was not possible.

Consequently, when hypothesizing 6n Ukraine's future develop-
ment, he came to the conclusion that an autonomous, not independent,
Ukraine within a newly-reconstructed Russian Empire based on federalism
would be the best solution to the Ukrainian problem., Such a solution
necessitated the formation of a program for a new All-Russian State in
which the political, national and culfural rights of all the minorities
would be guaranteed and safeguarded.

Drahomaniv developed such a program and criticized all those

who disagreed with the theoretical proposals and the practical means he




suggested to achieve his goal. In doing so, he provoked counter-attacks
on all sides by hoth Russians and Ukrainians. Russian conservatives de-
nounced him as a radical socialist and for encouraging a dissatisfied
youth to partake in terroristic activities, Ukrainian conservatiwfes
accused him of trying to Russify the Ukrainian community and undermining

their efforts to obtain cultural concessions from the Russian government.

Russian revolutionaries criticized him for emphasizing the national question

to the exclusion of the more important socio-economic problems in the
Russian Empire and of retarding progress in all spheres by propagating
evolutionary rather than revolutionary principles. Ukrainian revolu-
tionaries attacked him for his abiding concern with cultural questions
and for his refusal to join an:} revolutionary party. Russian national-
ists dismissed Drahomaniv as a "little Russian chauvinist" because they
read only those writings in which he stressed the need for a solution
to the Ukrainian national problem. Ukrainian nationalists regarded him
as a "Ukrainian renegade'“because he rejected wholeheartedljr tﬁe idea
of a politically independent Ukraine. |
Drahomaniv'!s voluminous writings in Ukrainian and Russian have
not been translated into any Western European language except for a rela-
tively small number of selected writings which can be read in English
in Ivan L. Rudnytsky's Mykhaylo Drahomanov, A Symposium and Selected
Writings (New York, 1952). Secondary sources in West European lang-
uages are practically non-existent. There are only two analytical art-
icles, one in French by A. Seelieb, "Le Maitre et son disciple I, Michel

Dragomanoff" in La Revue Ukrainienne (July-Dec. 1915) and one in English
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by D. Doroshenko, "mMykhailo Dragomanov and the Ukrainian National
Movement", in The Slavonic Review (vol. XVI, no. 48, Apr. 1938).
In addition to these factors, any major study dealing with

Drahomaniv directly is outdated. Only three studies were published in

. the 1950's, and two of these dealt with his literary views. Two more

were published in the 1960's and one in 1971, all in the Soviet Union
and all purporting to show that Drahomaniv's theories and activities were
proof that Russian and Ukrainian democratic forces in the latter part
of the nineteenth century fought in a common struggle a_\gainst all forms
of oppression and worked towards one goal -~ the destruction of auto~
cracy, the carrier of class and national oppression. However, even
R. Ivanova, in Mykhaylo Drahomaniv u suspil'no politychnomu rusi Hossii
ta_Ukrainy (Kiev, 1971), admits that Drahomaniv did not fully understand
the problem of class struggle.

A number of articles in Russian and Ukrainian appeared in the

1960's, but with two exceptions, all discuss Drahomaniv as one of the

.few men of his time who tried to show Ukrainians the value of remain-

ing tied to Russia both politically and culturally.

' The special pleading of much of this literature and the scar- .
city of disinterested studies indicates that there is a need for an ob-
jective analysis of Drahomaniv's theories, of his role in the develop-
ment of a Ukrainian national consciousness and of his criticisms of-
the Russian revolutionary movement of the later nineteenth century.

Such a study is possible only on the basis of a survey of all of Draho-
maniv's works, of his criticisms of both Russians and Ukrainians., Other-

wise, one would be tempted to evaluate him as did those of his contem~
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poraries who read only those polemics in which he denounced extremists
of either one nationality or the other. Taken as a whole, his writings
reveal that he was far from being the bigot he was often made out to
be, and that his proposal for an autonomous Ukraine within a reconstruct-
ed Russian Empire was a realistic, if unrealized, approach to the quest-
jon of Ukrainian political existence.

No primary sources and only a few secondary sources were avail-
-able at McGill University libraries. Extensive use was made of the Slav-
onic Collection in the New York Public Library and the Library of Congress
in Washington. A sincere expression of thanks is extended to the lib-
rarians in the Mclennan Library for their assistance in obtaining what-
ever material was available at other Canadian and American universities.

Both Ukrainian and Russian have been transliterated according
to the systems used by the Library of Congress. No translations have
been provided for the terms "narodnost'" and "narod" since they have no
unambiguous English equivalents and are, in any case, commonly used and
understood by scholars. As to the problem of dating, it seemed most
appropriate to use the Gregorian calendar inasmuch as Drahomaniv him-

self was opposed to the use of the Julian by Ukrainians.




CHAPIER I
DRAHOMANIV IN THE UKRAINIAN SETTING

In the course of the nineteenth century, the administrative
territorial division of Ukrainian lands was confusing and complicated.
The Eastern territories, which were populated by approximately twelve
milijon Ukrainian., were under Russi#n ruls., The Western territories,
with a population of approximately three and a half million, were under
Hapsburg rule, .

~ In the Russian Empire, the system.of gubernias (provinces) :
under governors was introduced, iThe left ba.nl_c of the Dniépr includéd
the pfovinceé of Kharkiv, Poltava, angi.;.chernihiv and -wére given the nanme
Maloressiia (Iittle Russia). The right bank included the provinces of
Kiev, Podilia and Volhynia and were called the South-Western lands,
Southern Ukraine included the provinces of Katerynoslav, Kherson and
Tauria and were given the name Novorossiia (New Russia). '

In the Hapsburg Empire, Galicia, Bukovina and Transcarpathia
formed three distinct administrative provinces. The province of Galicia
incorporated the territories of Galicia, which in the Kingdom of Poland
before 1772 had been known as Red Ruthene, part of Podilia with the
Polish prinéipalitieé of Zator and Auschwitz and the Grand Duchy of
Krakow. Subsequently, it was divided in order to distinguish Eastern
Galicia which was ethnically Ukrainian, from Western Galicia which was
ethnically Polish, Bukovina, which was the North-Western part of Mol-
davia before 1774 and under Turkish domination, was at first annexed to
Gaiic:la. but became a separate crown land in 1861. ‘Transcarpa.thia, which
for centuriés had been part of the Hungarian state, continued to be
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dominated by the Hungarian oligarchy even after the creation of the Austro-
Hungarian monarchy in 1867, J
Throughout all these territories, the greater part of the Ukrain- ‘
ian population were peasants who remained serfs until 1861 in the Russ;i.a.n |
Empire and 1848 in the Hapsburg Empire. Both before and after the aboli-
tion of serfdom, the peasants were socially and economically dependent
upon the great landowners, In the Russim.ﬁmpire, these landlords were
either Russian noples or else Ukrainian nobles who, through intermarriage
with Russians, education in Russian .schools and service in the Russian
armed forces, gradually became Russified and obtained the same privileges
as the Russian nobility. In the Hapsburg Empire, Polish aristocrats in
Galicia, German in Bukovina and Hungarian in Transcarpathia dominated
the political, social and cultural development of the Ukrainian masses
whose economic life and education were on a very low level.
Although Ukrainian society was predominantly agrarian, a small
Ukrainian merchant class did exist, but in most of the citles they were
forced to move to the outskirts while a number of Russian, Polish, Ger-
man, Hungarian and Jewish merchants were brought into the centre of the
city to replace them, To get aheﬁ, the Ukrainian merchants » like the
nobles, believed that it was necessary to adopt the language and culture
of the foreigners who dominated Ukrainian territory.
If there were no ties between the peasants and the upper mer-
chant classes as a result of the aristocratic tendencies of the latter
and their denationalization, the peasants themselves were, by no means,
& unified and coherent class. The divisions amongst them were due
mainly to the differences in their religious affiliations. In Russian




Ukraine and in Bukovina, a large majority of Ukrainians were Orthodox,
In Gaiicia and Transcarpathia, Ukrainians were predominantly Uniates
(Greek Catholics of the Byzantine. rite), but in Galicia, some Polonized
Uki'ainians' also professed Roman Catholicism. Religious affiliation was
closely related to national identification and consequently, whenever any
attempts were made by Poles or Hungarians in the Hapsburg Empire to im-
pose Roman Catholicism upon the Ukrginian population, strong resentment
developed and thé people began to »éegk' salvation from t.hvei.r‘.Orthodox
compatriots in the Russian Enpir;. o |

Moreover, since Ukrainians were predominantly a rural people
and the level of schooling and education was very low in rural areas,
the majority were illiterate. Even amongst the urban population, where
illiteracy 'was'not. so low, Ukrainisns were not greatly affected for, in
most cases, the residents of the . cities and towns were non-Ukrainians,
Consequently, Ukrainian national consciousness did not exist. It was
only about the middle of the nineteenth century that Ukrainian national
feeling was aroused, and this mainly in Galicia and Russian Ukraine,

As early as 1832 in Galicia, the "Ruthene trio" of M. Shash-
kevich, J. Holovatsky and J. Vahilevich advocated a Ukrainian literary
revival. They were opposed to the use of the Polish language and spread
propaganda among the Greek Catholic theological students. in Lemberg
(Lviv) for the introduction of tl-leir' :ﬁﬁther tongue in everyday life among
the cultured classes. Although they stressed the fact that the Ruthenes
were a peopls diatinct from the Russians (whom they called Muscovites),
they were denounced by the Poles as Russofiles bent upon union with Russia.
Down to 1848, many Ukrainians supported a political union of Ruthenes
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and Poles on the basis of equal rights, but with the outbreak of the
upheavals in the Hapsburg Empire, the basis for such a union disappeared.
In March 1848, when Polish nationalists petitioned the Emperor, they
refused to mention Ruthene i'ights and aspirations, and categorically
rejected the notion of a distinct Ruthene nation. Consequently, a
p§tition to the Emperor was sent.on 19 April from Lemberg demanding the
use of Ukrainian language in schools and offices, the same educational
rights and social status for the Greek Cathelic clergy as enjoyed by
other religions and access to all public offices, In addition, the
Ruthenian National Council was founded in Lemberg as the first political
organization to voice the rights of Ukrainian people living in Eastern
Galicia, Bukovina and Ruthene Hungary, demaﬁding that these be united as
a single Crown Land (Russinenland). However, b'bhe Poles persﬁaded the
Austrian government that the Ukrainian population had treasonable sympathies
towards Russia and that if Austria intended to retain her control over
Galicia, the national aspirations of the Ukrainians sheuld not be en-
couraged as their real aim was the union of the whole people in a single
state with Kiev as %heir capit.al.l

It was not without grounds that the Poles made these a;ccusa-
tions, for in its first proclamation on 15 May the Council declared that
Ruthenians should wake up from tﬁedr long sleep, unite and recreate their
nation.

We belong to a great Ukrainian nation of fifteen million
individusls, who speak the same language, have our own
literature and peculiar institutions and, who at one time,
were a glorious and independent nation, but because of
various misfortunes and catastrophes £ell under foreign
domination and lost our independence.

Its programme demanded equal rights of religion for Greek Catholics,
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urged the development of national sentiment and the perfection of the
Ukrainian language and demanded that Ukrainian be introduced into pri-
mary, secondary and higher schools and into the administration. Con-
vinced that their politioal and religious rights and their national as-
pirations would be best guaranteed by imperial protection, the Galicians
opted for constitutional means of reform and pledged fidelity to Emperor
Ferdinand I. However , the Polish governor of Galicia, Count A. Goluch-
owski, was fairly influential et Vienna and due to his apprehensions
about the activities of lthe Ruthenié.n Né.tional Council and his subsequent
denunciations ,‘ itflwas forced to dissolve in 1851.'3

Trusﬁing Goluchowski's judgement, the Austrian government be-
came more favorable towards the Poles and, in disappeintment, the Ruth-
enians turned their hopes towards union with Russia. When a bill for
the division of Galicia into a Ukrainian and a Polish province was re-
Jected on 18 April 1866, the Russophile tendency was st.lfengt.hened all
the more. The attitude of the Russophiles to Polonization. was1exempli-
fied by one of their leaders, Father Ivan Naumevych who, in a spesch
to the Galician giiet sald: "Placed before the choice, we prefer to drown
in the Russian ocean instead of in the Polish awamp."h '

But opinion was not uniform among the Ukrainian intellectuals

in Galicia. Two parties developed. Because of their hostility to the

Poles, the Russophile (or Moskvophile) faction was prepared for a poli-
tical union with Russia. They were influenced by Panslavist propaganda
coming from Russia and were enthusiastic about the role the Russian tsar
might play in uniting and protecting all Slavic peoples.s The Ukrain-
ian faction (or Narodovtsf) exhibited strong na.t,i;:malistic tendencies

and because they equated the Russian nation with tsarism and bureaucracy,




(P

they opposed any kind of unien with Russia. As a measure of expediency,
they would have been prepared to unite with the Poles instead.§ However,
even the Populist Party regarded unien wifh’ Poland disdainfully and never
missed the opportunity to protest against Polish rule ever Galicia.

Neither group evolved into. a parliamentary political party.
Both existed as literary or academic societies and there was no real
difference in their socio-po]itical thought. The Russophile Party was
oriented towards Russian tsarism, the Ukrainian Party towards Austrian
monarchy. The Ukrain:.an Party was in.a better position to expand its
influence for its members centered around a society called "Prosvita" |
(Enlightenment) whose main concern was to advance adult education and
the national consciousness of the peasant.s.7 Prosvita published popu=-
lar books and texts for high school use believing this to be fully in
accordance with the * aw Constitution of 21 December 1867 for the Austrian
crown lands which proclaimed equality and liberty of all citizens aﬁd
equal rigats for all the peoples of Austria." However, once the Poles
were assigned control of the administration of Galicia, they Were re-
luctant to introduce the principles of equality and liberty a:id instead,
attempted to secﬁre more rights for themselves than were their due.8
The division of Ukrainisns into two hostile camps only played into the
hands of the Poles,

The Ukrainians were represented weakly in comparisen with the
predominant Poles in both the Austrian.Parliament and the Galician Diet
and, consequently, the Poles began to demand the introductien of Polish
language into the administration, the law courts and the schools, In
1868, they succeeded in obtaininé control of education and in carrying
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a resolution favouring the use of the Polish language in administration
and law courts and demanding the autonomy of Galicia with wide powers
for the Diet. Ukrainian representa.ﬁives in Vienna drew up petitions
arguing that the resolution was passed only because power in the Gali-
cian Diet rested with an artificisl Polish majoerity _which was being
elected unfairly due to the restriction of Ukrainian. represéntation and
to the privileges of landholders ‘and towns in *hhe Gancm.Diet. The
petitiens were of no avail and the Poles mn.nagéd to secure the creation
of a special minister for Galicia ard the appointment of a Poie. A new
political organizatien of Galician '«Rutheﬁes s the Ruthenian Council, sent
petitions once again to the Parliament af. Vienna. (21 March 1871) demanding
equitable representation, direct election to Parliament and a Law of
Nationalities'. for defence of a nationmal minority agé.inst. oppression by
& majorlty. But Polish power in Galicia grew and it was evident that
no compromise could be reached between the Poles and the Ukrainians.9
Deépite the continual successes of the Poles to dominate the
Ukrainians in Galicia, the Ukrainiasns there were, nevertheless, better
off than their compatriots in the Russian Empire to the East and cer-
tainly richer in hope. In the Russian Empire, from the 1830's, the large
cities in the Left and Right Bank Ukraine became extensively Russified
and Polonized respectively. The political problem of Ukraine was ne-
glected until the beginning of the 40's when the works of the poet
T. Shevchenko began to appear. In his poetry, Shevchenko drew a con-
trast between the Ukraine's glorious past and her miserable present,
mercilessly condemmed Russian tsarism and bureaucracy, and advanced

10
ideas of human equality, social Justice and Ukrainian national independence.
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His works achieved great success. anbng the intellectuals who organized
a short-lived secret society in Kiev in 1345, by the name of the
Brotherhood of Sts., Cyril and Methodius. .

In protest against the regime of Nicholas I and his formula
of Orthodoxy, autocracy and nationality, the Cyrillo-Methedians devel-
oped a Ukrainian Slavophilism of their own type. Searching for paths
towards the rebirth of’ their ownination, they envisaged a politically
autonomous Ukraine within a free federgtion of all Slavic peoples, and
put forth as their pracﬁical aim, .propgganda for the social and cultural
emancipation of the popular ma.sse_s.l:‘l, At first, the Russian government
did not pay much attention to the. Ukrainian national rebirth as it was
of a literary and cultural character.} But Nicholas could not afford to
disregard the secret Brotherhood. Its members were arrested and exiled
in 1847 and a general repression followed until the mid 1850's when
Alexander II succeeded to the throne and instigated hls liberal reforms.

By the end of the 50's, the Ukrainian intelligentsia started
to take up cultural and social work once again in order to aid the re-
birth of national consciousness. Groups consisting largely of university
youth borganized themselves into societies called "nromady" (communities)
throughout the 1ai'ger cities of Ukraine, Their efforts to found Sunday
dehnels fer ;.dults and to develop Ukrainian literature came to be viewed
as é. movemsnt by the name of Ukrainefilstvo (or Ukrainian Pcapul:‘n.sxm);:l-‘2
| The chief role in the rise of this movement, was played by
those men who had been bamished by Nicholas in 1847 but received amnesty
from Alexander II. They gathered together aréund P, Kulish in St. Peters-

burg, but because of their blitter experiences, decided to aveid discussion




of socio-political problems and concentrate on national-cultural inter-
ests, As a result of the weakening of the censorship, Kulish was allowed
to become editer of a new journal Osmova (The Foundation) which, during

its brief existence (1861-1863), propagated a program whose main theme

was that Ukraine had her own territory, history, culture, literaturzsc

and language, and should therefore have every possibility for further
natienal clewrelop;nen’t.i"3 Besides publishing works on historical themes,
Osnovs devoted a large place to ethnography, foiklore, geography and
language. These articles Were intended to expose the essential traits
of the Ukrainian nation and to emphasize its peculiarity, originality,
and that which differentiates the Ukrainian national character from
others. This was to prove incontestably the existence of the Ukrainian
pecple as a nation,

| N. Kostomarev publishéd a number of studies on this question
in Osneva where he analyzed the differences beﬁween the Ukran’nia.n, the
Russian and the Polish peoples, -According to him, Ulqainians were char-
acterized by individualism and ﬁistorically had striven towards deme-
cratic institutions while the Great Russians were marked by collectivism,
and a tendency towards autecracy and firm monarchy. Contrasting Ukrain-
ians with Poles, Kostomarov stated bluntly that Poles were aristocratic
while Ukrainians were democra.tic.lh Despite the contradictions between

these sets of characteristics, Osnova called for a closer coming together

of all Slavic nations and for a systematic struggle for the free nation-
al development of all Slavic nations and specifically for the Ukrainians.
On the practical side, Osnova aided the hromady in the crgan-

ization of Sunday schools by collecting funds and by publishing text
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books for their use. However, both the Populists and Osnova desired to

~ carry on their cultural work within the bounds of the law. They seemed

even favourably inclined towards.tsarism on the serf question, welcoming
the reforms of 1861 and especially happy that Ukraine appeared to be
first in the development of the capitalist system in the Russian Empife.ls
In response to propaganda distributed by Moloda Rossiia in 1862, calling
for the immediate destruction of the tsarist order, the Popﬁlists pub-
lished a collective letter Qtzyv iz Kiyeva (Response from Kiev) in which
they denounced this group's revolutionary msans of stmggle and tried
to show that there was no basis for equating themselves with these theor-
eticians of terror, In gddition, they declared that "political separat-
ism was an insane fantasy over which they could not even seriously de-
liberate because they regarded it as neither beneficial nor necessary".16
At the same time that Ukrainofilstvo was developing on Left
Bank Ukraine, a movement called "Khlepomanstvo" (peasant lovers) was
developing on Right Bank Ukraine., The rise of this movement was
closely connected with the preparations being made for thes Polish in-
surrection of 1863. In order to be successful in their demands that
Russia return all the territories seized in the three partitions of Po-
land (which would have included most of Ukraine), the Poles attempted
to infiltrate the growing Russian radical groups and arouse Ukrainian
peasants in order to gain their support. The Khlopomany rejected Po-
lish historical claims, refused to join the insurrection and denounced
Polish revolutionary activities as senseless. To show their strong oppo-
sition to the Poles, they began to wear Ukrainian national costumes, sing
Ukrainian songs and go out intu villages in an attempt to educate the

peasants. The Poles regarded them as traitors to the Polish cause and
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began to denounce them to Russian guthorit.ies, accusing them of being
dangerous revolutionaries.l7

As a result of the various developments between 1861-1863,
culminating with the Polish insurrection, the. Russian government found
the pretext for suppressing the Ukrainian movement altegether, Specu-
lating that behind the drive for a distinct Ukra.iﬁian language lay the -
desire to separate Ukraine from Russia, a series of measures were intro-
ducéd against the usage of the Ukrainian language. Firsj‘; of all, the
government suspended publication.of Osnova, closed all Ukrainia.n-.-organ-
ized Sunday schools, and finally, issuéd an edict forbidding Ukrainian-

language publicatiocns on the basis that the dialect used by the common

people was nothing other than Russian language that had .been distorted

- 18
by Polish influence. Consequently, the camtre of activity moved to

 Galicia where, as a result of the constitution, Ukrainians had the legal

right to speak and write in their own language. Ukrainians from Russia
sent their works to be published--i'n Galician periodicals and especially
in the journal Pravda which was founded in Lviv in 1867. It was only

with a weakening of the persecutions that the .centre moved back to the
Kievan Hromada.

Heré , in the early 70's, a group of scholars and university
youth who had become fascinated by the- ethnegraphy, economy and archaeol-
ogy of Ukraine, formed the South-Western Section of the Imperial Russian
Geegraphical Society.19 Their activities included the publication of
ethnegraphic and statistical information on Ukraine, the establishment
of contacts with Galicians in Austria-Hungary, and the acquisition of

editerial control of the newspaper Kievskii Telegraf., It was alse as




a result of their efforts that an archaeological congress was organized
" in Kiev in 1874. A number of foreigners attended this congress and,

ﬁvourably' impressed by the scholarly works on Ukrainian tepics, re-
20

turned home to write articles very.sympathetic to the Ukrainian cause.
Consequently, the Ukrainian leaders and organizers of the South-Western
Section were denounced for their activities which were regarded as reve-
lutionary and dangerous to Russian interests, and an official Commission
was set up in St. Petersburg to study the Ukrainian movement.

The Commission recommended: '

1. that the Ministry of Internal Affairs prohibit the im-
port of all books in the Ukrainian language without special permission
from the chief of the Department of Printing.

2, that it halt publication in the Ukrainian language of all
original works and translations except historical sources, and those
only on condition that they follow the rules of Russian orthography and
be permitted by the Department of Printing.,

3. that it prehibit all stage performances and lyrics to
musical compositions in Ukrainian and all public lectures by Ukrainians
because these aided the Ukrainian movement.

4o that it close Kievskii Teleg;af because its editorial
staff was dangerous to Russian interests.

5. ' that it subsidize (at the rate of 1,000 rubles per year)
an anti-Ukrainian newspaper in Galicia, Slove, which could not exist
without such a subsidy.

The Commission also adﬁsed the Ministry of Education

1. to instruct all scheol autherities to pro!iibit teaching
in elementary schools of any subject in the Ukrainian language

2. to remove from libraries of elementary and secéndary
schools througheut Ukraine all books and pamphlets weitten in Ukrainian
or by Ukrainians

A 3. to take careful-~inveht.oij of teaching' peréonnel in Kiev,
Kharkiv and Odessa educational districts, and to transfer to Russian
educational districts those harbouring Ukrainian views

Le to be very careful in the future, in selecting teachers
in Ukrainian school districts
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5. to expel suspected Studént.s as well as teachers

6. to accept as a general rule that teachers in Kharkiv,
Odessa and Kiev educational districts must be Russians (Ukrainians
could be employed in the St. Petersburg, Kazan and Orenburg educational
districts) :

7. to close for an indefinite period the Kiev Branch of the
Imperial Russian Geographic Society . and allow it to open in the future
only on condition that no then active member be allowed to participate
in its work _

It also recommended that the Third Section exile M. Drahomaniv
and P, Chubyns'kyi because they were "incorrigible and positively dan-
gerous agitators",

Thus, the means that it proposed in dealing with the Ukrainian
movemsnt were forbidding the usage of the Ukrainian language and remev-
ing the leaders of the movement from their centres of activity. These
recommendations were approved and acquired the force of law (Ems Ukaz)
on 18 May 1876.

This meant that Ukrainians would have to wait until the poli-
tical »situation changed or else join the Russian revolutionary movements
in the hope that a solution to the Ukrainian national question would be

22
found after a common victory. There were some Ukrainians who joined

. Russian revoluticnary groups, including men like D.A. Lizohub, Ya. V.

§tephanovich, and A, Zheliabov; a majority, however, began fo Jook
towards Galicia and give it special significance for Ukrainian national
growth. It was looked upon as a Ukrainian Piedmont, destined to play
for Ukrainians the role the Sardinia did for Italian 1.1:1:i.:ficad;i<>xla.23
Enthusiastic over the possibilities which Galicia could have
in playing the leading role in a Ukrainian national liberation movement,

and consequently, a strong proponent of close ties between Galicia and




Ukraine was Mykhayle Petrovich Drahomaniv.

Drghomaniv was born into a family of well-to-do landed gentry
on 6 September 1841 in Hadyach in the province of Poltava. In 1859,
he entered the faculty of history and philosophy at the University of |
Kiev where he specialized in Roman History. As a student, he joined the
Kievan Hromada and took part in the organization and teaching in Sun-
day schools for town workers in Podilia. Because of the emphasis he
placed on the need to give the population at least a basic education,
he settled the questien of the impqrtance of the language of imstruct-
ion in this menner: "We decided to resolve that problem by teaching in
both languages, in Russian and Ukrainiew, only naturally more in the
former since there are more books written in that language. “ZA

But he believed that thj.sv situation was only temporary, due
to the lack of books in the Ukrainian language. Moreover, though he
defended the use of the Ukrainian language, he was very .critical of
Osnova's hatred of everything non-Ukrainian, especia.]l& their ideas on
Russian literature which he regarded as much more highly developedv
than Ukrainian.25 Because of his interest in educating the popular
masses in Ukraine, Russian authorities began to view Drahomaniv sus-
piciously. They became even more éuspicious after he voiced his disapproval
of Count P. Valuev's circular of 1863 which denied the existence of any
"ILittle Russian" language. Drahomaniv wanted to know why Russian author-
ities claimed that the Ukrainian language was no different from the
Russian language unless they were afraid that learning in that lang-
uage meant the beginning of moral separatism which, in turn, would be-

26
come the embryo of pelitical separatism?  In early 1863, Ukrainian-
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organized Sunday schools were closed and the Kievan Hromada fell a-

part, its members finishing university and either leaving Kiev or else
27 :

- staying behind to plan oud their futures.

In 1864, Drahomaniv defended his thesis, pro venia legendi -

~ on_the Emperor Tiberius, after which he was admitted as lecturer at

University of Kiev (privat dozent). As a result of his interest in
anclent history, religien and mythology, he became Interested in Slavic
history, and especially fascinated by the legends and folklore of Ukrain-
isns., By 1867, together with friends, he began to collect Ukrainian folk
literature for publication. In 1869, he and V. Antenovych began #
collection of Ukrainian historical songs. In 1870, he successfully de-
fended his Master's thesis on Tacitus and the Question of the Historical
Importance of the Reman Fmpire, and was sent abroad by the university
to pursue his studies on ancient history., While travelling throughout
Europe (1870-1873), he collected materials for comparative comments on
folklore themes to be used for the proposed historical songs and wrote
articles for Russian journals about life and politics a.broa.d.28' In one
of his articles for Vestnik Evropy "Vostochnaia politika Germanii i
ebmsénie", he proposed the idea: ’oh#t Russia's policy of Russifying her
minorities made them more susceptible to non-;resistance if attacked by
Germany, and, in the end, assured the success of German imperialistic
aims.29

| In addition, he met Ukrainians in Galicia, became extremcly
interested in &eveloments there, established contacts with them and
urged them to form a Ukrainian literary and scientific society out of

reach of tsarist censorship. This was achieved with the organization of

15
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Ukrainian movement as a whole , the Kievan Hromada decided to send Dra-

| ialist conspiracy and an agent of the Russian government.
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the Shevchenko Society in 1873,

Appointed assistant professor at the University of Kiev,
Drahomaniv returned to Kiev in 1873, a secialist with a slight leaning
towards a.na.rchisn.Bo The South-Western Section of the Imperial ﬁussia.n
Geographic Society began to publish Drahomaniv's ‘and Antonovych's two-
volume collection of Istoricheskiia pesni maloruskogo naroeda and had
the first volume ready for the Archaeological Congress held there in |
1874. Besides thié work, Drahomaniv also wrote a number of art;.cles in
Kievskii Telegraf criticizing the local administration. Due to his criti-
cisms, he was immediately disliked and was accused of advocating separa-
tion of Ukraine from Russia and union with Poland, This resulted in the
dema.nd for his resignation from his post at the university which he cat-
egorically refused to submit.sl :Instead, he took a vacation in Galicia
which iﬁitiated a whole new series of denunciations against him. Looked

upon as the instigator of Ukrainian political and cultural separatism,

Alexander II ordered his dismissal from the university, .adding.the pro-
vision that he could teach only in a Great Russian university.
Seeing in this move the beginning of a campaign against the i

homaniv abroad so that there he could defend the Ukrainian cause. This
was done just in time as one of the measures of the Ems Ukaz of 1876

included his banishment from Ukraine.
Drahomaniv first went to Lviv but he was forced to take re-
fuge in Geneva as a campaign against the Ukrainian socialist movement

in Galich had just begun and he was accused of being the head of a soc-
32
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From the time of his emigration, Drahomaniv bound both parts
of Ukraine together. For Ukrainians in Galicia, he was representative
of progressive circles in Russia and of progressive European thought;
for Ukrainians in Russia, he demonstrated that there was a part of
Ukrainian lz;nd beyond the boundaries of Russia within a constitutional
state which came into contact with Buropean politics and cult'.m'e.33
Being realistic, he believed that each part should give to the Ukrainian
cause according to its circumstances. Since the political activities
of Ukrainians within the boundaries were very restricted, they should
provide the ideas while the Galiclans could change these ideas. into
actions.ah He realized that there were no real Ukrainian political
parties in Russia, but rather, loosely arganized and mainly literary
clubs. In Galicia, the situation was not much different except that
there, such clubs could work legally as they could not.\ in Russia.

While in Geneva, Drahomaniv began to collect material for the
journal that the Kievan Hromada had sent him abroad to publish, and in
their honour, he called it Hromada (The Community). In it, he presented
a program for an autonomous socialist Ukraine which he believed would
be fulfilled in the form of a free federation of "hromady” throughout
all of the country.35 He saw no grounds for polii'.ical sei:ara.tism, con--
vinced that the attainment of autonomy would solve the national question.
For practical reasons he urged Ukrainians to work together with the Russ-
ian nation for democratic federal changes throughout all of the Russian
Empire,

In addition, he published a number of articles in Russian des-
eribing the internal conditions in the Empire and calling for its com~

plete réconstruction into & federation of autonomous regions corresponding
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to the economic, geographic and ethnographic conditions. In all these
publications, he championed the cause of political freedom for Russia,

a liberal constitution and a parliamentary system, and national auto-

nomy for the non-Russians of the Empire. He believed that a new soc-

ialist order would arise in Russia as a result of a lengthy evolution

and gradual reforms, and not through revolutionary terror and individual
37

assassinations.

Drahomaniv also contributed to several Galician periodicals,

advocating strong ties between Ukrainians in the Austro-~Hungarian and

Russian Empires. He urged Galicians to look towards Russia, first of

all because a majority of Ukrainian population lived there and secondly,

because:

no matter what the conditions are in Russia (and I am not about
to say that it is comparable to Paradise), she exists and will
continue to exist forever. No matter how she lives, she lives
for herself and in her own fashion. Whatever she has, she has
as a result of the work of her own intelligentsia. Any form of
progress strengthens Russ;g and organizes the strength of her
people and not of others. .

His heavy criticism of the politics of the various Galician parties gave
rise to new political ideals which influenced a whole new generation of

Galician intelligentsia to political activity.

Moreover, he did not confine himself to Ukrainian and Russian

publications only. Intent upon informing the rest of Europe about the
existence and the plight of the Ukrainian nation, he wrote several articles
in other European languages, including Italian and French, describing

conditions in Ukraine and protesiing against the harsh measures taken
39

against the Ukrainian movement.

Because of his journalistic activity, Drahomaniv became a

central figure in the socio-political life of Galicians and Ukrainians,

“rilaach
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He developed his own ideas about a politically-oriented Ukrainian move-
ment which had much influence on his contemporaries. Some accepted his
views because they thought as he did, others, simply because they lacked
political thought. Some also rejected his theories because they did not
believe that he brought the idea of national liberation to its logical
conc].us:i.on.h0

To understand why some accepted while others rejected Drahomaniv's
views, it is necessary to analyze his concept of Ukraireand his vision
for its evolution., It is also necessary to examine his plans for the

reconstruction of the Russian Empire which, together with his plans for

Ukraine, form an integral part of his thought.
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CHAPTER II

CONCEPT OF UKRAINE

Drahomaniv believed that the only difference between the
political evolution of thg Ukrainian nation and that of various other
European peoples was that at a time when most nations were forming
states, Ukraine had been unable to, Drahomaniv recognized that the
function of a state:

no matter whether it is formed voluntarily or by force, was
and still is for human beings, a union for the purpose of

defending its inhabitants from foreigners and for organiz-
ing its own affairs on its own territory in its own manner.

1
In failing to form their own state, the Ukrainians fell under the dom-
ination of foreigners, namely Russians in Ukraine, Poles and Germans in
Bukovina and Hungarians in Trzam‘nsca.rp::mt.hia.2
However, he saw n40vreason for anyone to deny Ukraine the right
to an independent national existence and saw no reason to deny that Ukrain-
ians were a separate race simply because they had failed to form their
own state. He argued that Ukrainians were a distinct Slavic tribe with
their own peculiarities and marked with originality,
Cette originalite etait de nature a elever le people oukrainienne
au rang d'une nation a part, se rattachant a la race slave comme
par exemgle la nationalite scandinave se rattache a la race ger-
manique.
According to Drahomaniv, many Poles and Russians claimed that Ukrainians
were not a separate race, but part of either the Polish or the Muscovite
na.rod.‘ He believed tha;.t this theory could be disproven by physical
a.nt._hropology which would show "that in physique, in the colour of eyes,
and hair, in the structure of the face and skull, there is a difference
between them and the Russians and Poles".h |

The Ukrainian language, as well, was a distinct Slavic
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langda.ge like both Polish and Russian and just as Russians could not
understand Ukrainian, so too Ukrainians could not understand Russian,
C'est uns langue harmonieuse, gracieuse, et qui se distingue
dans la famille des langues slaves par ce fait qu'elle
stadapte facillement a la musique.5
Moreover, if a song were composed in pure Ukrainian, it would be filled
with free and loving thoughts, whereas if it were coloured even a little
with foreign words, then elements of slavery and  debauchery a,ppeared.6
After completing a geographical survey. of songs thi‘oughout Ukrainian
territories, Drahomaniv proclaimedf'i':ha.t
political frontiers as opposed to etliic ones, have very lit,tle
effect on the diffusion of songs. Our songs form a distinct and
integrated group, and this is one of the clearest signs of a
crystallized and homogeneous nationality.

Not only did these songs prove that the Ukrainian people still
existed and formed a distinct race, so too did the customs and the coll-
ective character of the people. On this point, Drahomaniv agreed with
Kostomariv's 'clai.m that as a result of their national ch;racter, Russians
tended to found despotic institutioné s Poles aristocratic and Ukrainians
re;publ:’t.ca.n.8 |

He dedicated mach of his attentlon to the study of folklore
in an attempt to show that all these factors which differentiated
- Ukrainians from the other Slavs gave them the right to their own parti-
cular life. Ukrainians had an idmage of themselves and of some future
better order ﬁhich would be fulfilled when 'the general cultural level
of existence had risen considerably higher from its present level., To
understand what Ukrainisns wanted and how they expected to solve their
national problem, Drahomaniv believed that it was necessary to analyze

the Ukrainian historical past and to examine why conditions had become




8o intolerable., The mistakes of the past would not be repeated in
the fut.ure.9
Drahomgniv claimed that the history of the social life of the
Ukrainian people and their views of the foreigners under whose domination
they had lived and were living had not been shown in proper perspective.
He accused Ukrainian historians of belittling their own history by being
oblivious to its past glories and by being so objective that their works
lent themselves to anti-Ukrainian interpretations.
Somehow Ukré.inians are not in the habit of boasting about their
own ancestral traditions, probably because their independence
and their aristocracy disappeared so long ago and there has 10
been no one to teach them to take pride in their glorious past.
| Drahomaniv's views of the past lent themselves to a much more
sympathetic interpretation of Ukra:mia.n history. First of all, he be-
liéved that for the people of any country to live well, it was necessary

for them to stay in one place for a long time, live in peace and harmony

.with their neighbours and be willing to offer and accept muitual aid,

Eor.e’igners could not disturb them ﬁor attempt to conquer what was not
rightfully théirs. Such conditions had not prevailed in Ukraine., From
very early times, the people suffercd a great deal from barbarian in-
vasions. After driving out the Khazars, the Pechenegs and the Polovtsi,
Ukrainians were fdréed to move north as a result of attacks by the Tatars.
It was only 200 years after their first incursions that the Tatars be-
gan to lose power and this decline was not due to any kind of resurgencé
of Ukrainian power but ;a.ther to the fact that the Tatars were basically
herders and therefore, 'a.lways fighting amongst eachzother:fopin:: s

11
better pasture land.
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Then the Lithuanians conquereci Ukraine; but in Drahomaniv's
opinion, this was the best peried of her history for it resulted in a
free union of Lithuania, Belorussia and Ukraine in which an unspecified
"old order" was restored. It allowed Ukrainians to push back south-
wards towards the Black Sea and opened up great colonization possibili-
1'.:!.1-)3.12 This good fortune was not to last long. With the Union of Lub-
lin 1§ 1569, a real union between Poland and Lithuania was achieved., A
greater part of Ukrainian lands became part of Polish territories with-
o{rh any national autonomy and the upper strata of the Ukrainian popula-
tion was rapidly denationalized. Polish clothing, customs and 1anguage
spread as did the Gatholic_ influence., Polonization of the people showed
the desire of the Poles not for federation but a.ss:?.m:i.la.i'.:h:m.13 Conse-
quently, dissatisfaction with Polish rule developed and grew. At the
same time, difficulties arose as a result of the re-emergence of the
Tatar raids. |

From 1482, whether on the order of the Sultan or from habit,
the Tatars overran Ukrainian territory annually for almost 200 years.
How Ukrainians suffered can be seen from the attack in 1575 in which
55,000 people, 40,000 horses and 500,000 other animals were taken back
to the Crimea.la

It was obvious that some form of defence against the Tatars
_and retribution against the Poles was needed. This was found with the
organization of the Cossacks who, originally, were soldiers, all free
and all equal, and concerned about how, both collectively and individ-
ually, they could live and die for what they considered right.l5 At

first, they were small in number; nonetheless, they were very suécessful




against the Turks. The Polish magnates disliked them but did nothing
to stop.their developmnt as they were performing a val@ble frontier-
defence service. However, the Cossack bands quickly expanded, became
braver and more organized, and assumed an offensive position against the
Turks, Moreover, they came to consider themselves as an independent
military force and began to follow a policy independent of Polm.zd.l6
Consequently, the Poles began to fear them and decided that it would be
best to divide the Cossack units. Nami'aliy, the Cossacks reacted and
began forming unions with peasants for the common struggle against the
centralizing tendencies of the Polish magnates.

' Since Ukrainians could in no way imagine an independent exist~
ence under Poland, they turned towards Moscow and allied themselves with
the Tsar. Khmelﬁitsky, who signed the Treaty of Pereyaslav in.1654,
did ﬁot. do it for love of Moscow but out of hatred towards Poland.l7
Although the Ukrainians had the aid of Muscovy, they were unsuccessful
in the war which followed because the Poles and Muscovites came to a
common agreement to divide Ukraine between themselves. Poland took the
right bank of the Dniepr, Moscow the left bank and Kiev. Paliy on the
right bank, looked to Moscow for help, Mazepa on the left bank, to Po-
149.1:1d.l8 The division in Cossack:loyalties rendered a death blow to an
autonomous Ukrainian development for after Paliy's victory, the Polish
magnates and the Tsar took complete control of their respective Ukrain-
ian areas. The population was enserfed, the Cossack elders became Polo-

nized or Russified, and the Cossack organizations were progressively
weakened until they were extinguished in 1775. Consequently, Drahomaniv




could not but view the union of Lithuania with Poland as disast';rous s
for it forcéd Ukrainians to ally:themselves with Moscow under whose rule
they suffered a fate if not worse, then at leaét no better than what
they experienced under Polish dominatioi;..;:- 7 |

Drahomaniv believed that it was extremely important to quest-
jon the validity of the interpretatibn: of Ukrainian history between the
16th and 18th centuries and especially-of the role and significance of
thé Cossacks, for he claimed, what was written and taught in schools was
a perversion of the truth by Russian: scholars. 'I;hey attempted to show
how Ukrainians suffered from and fought with Tatars, Turks and Poles
until they returned to their own natural Muscovite tsars who satisfied
all their needs. The idea that mu'ainians were dissatisfied with the
Tsarist government was totally foreign to Moscow historiamns. Solaview,

for example, wrote that the Ukrainian.population truly had suffered

much, not from Muscovite tyranny, but from its own Cossack elders. Un-

intentionally, Ukrainian historians supported this perversion by empha-
sizing only the faults of the Cossacks and omitting their good points.20
Consequently, it came out that the Cossacks were madmen and from their
very origins, nothing but marauding hordes, desirous of perpetrating a
wasteland around themselves, For 200 years, these pillagers stood in
the way of a peaceful existence and it was left up to the Tsars to root
them out and establish a new European order in Ukrainian social life,

If this interpretation was: correct, Drahomaniv argued, one
should question why the Cossack regiments on the Dniepr and Dniestr were
destroyed and those on the Don preserved. Moreover, what had Ukrainians

gained in the 200 years after the worthless Cossacks were overthrown

27
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and replaced by the Muscovite European order? The first question he did
not even aﬁtempt to answer. The second, he answered with a question of
his own:

Why did they destroy those regional rights and elsctive govern-

ments that existed once in Ukraine when now, all intelligent

people think that they can not get along without these regional

rights and elective governments?

Even the uneducated population remembered the Cossack order as
a free society and regretted its destruction by Russian tsardom. In the
songs of the 18th and 19th centuries, not only did Ukrainians lament the
destruction of the Zaporozhian Sich, but also the fate which befell them
after the fall of Mazepa. In addition, these songé showed that the Ukrain-
ian population understood its separateness from Moscow, both as a race
and as a community almost in the same manner as it had understood its
separateness from Poland in the 17th century, despite the fact that; they
_ : 22
professed the same religion as the Muscovites.
Drahomaniv was extremely adamant about recouhﬁing this part

of Ukrainian history because it showed

que l'histoire de 1'Oukraine se caracterise par les aspirations

du peuple vers des institutions republicaines et democratiques

«os Si ce peuple n'a pas reussi a realiser son ideal, cela tient

a la situation geographique du pays qui, d'une part se trouvait

sur le passage des peuples nomades de 1l'Asie et, d'autre part,

devait en meme temps exciter les convoitises des grands etats de

1'EBurope orientale. Telle est la csgse principale de tous les

desastres politiques de 1'Cukraine. :
He placed great importance on the geographical factor, stressing that
the history of each nation was conditioned by its geogra.pl}y. He consid-
ered a nation living in a country with clearly defined boundaries very
fortunate, for its characteristics and possibilities could be understood

even if its population were on a primitive level. Bub a nation living
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on territory where geography gave it a complex task, required of its
population a highly evolved consciousness, acute understanding and per-
sistence. Almost all the Slavs, but especially the Poles, Belorussians,
Great Russians and Ukrainians, had to cope with such an unfortunate sit-
uation.zh |

How then w_oulglf one determine irha.t constitutes Ukrainian terri-
tory? Could one base it on the right of the conqueror over the conquered .
in which case Ukraine would cease to exist and would become either part
of Poland or part of Russia? Obvioz_lsly one could not, for conquest is
a fact not a right. Cou;l.d one base it them ,on.the so=-called essence of
the people which might be its religion? In that case one would conclu_de
that that seétion which professed Orthodoxy belonged to Russia while that
which professed Catholicism to Poland. To answer this question, it would
be necessary to ask the people who lived there their opinion. If they
remembered properly, they would choose to be neither Polish nor Russian
for they had not been so broken down by foreign rule and serfdom to have
lost all feeling of "narodnost".zs Consequently, the problem would be
solved by admit.ting that Ukraine belonged to neither Poles nor Russians
but to the nation which first inhabited the land and worked on it. .

What then should one consider as the boundaries of this nation
whose territory was divided amongst foreign kingdoms but whose population
felt close ties with each other because of similarity of language and
customs? Very simply, Drahomaniv defined Ukrainian territory as that
territory inhabited by the same f.ype of peasants as inhabited the for-
mer Cossack Ukraine.26 Examining a map, he calculated that Ukrainian

territory extended from the upper Tisza in the West to the Don and the
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Kubanland in the East, and from the river Narev in the North to the
Black Sea in the Sou’c,h.27 According to these boundaries, the Ukrainian
peasants had as neighbours, Poles from Bilostok to the Carpathians, Slo-
vaks from beyond the Carpathians to Uzhorod,. Hungarians from Uzhorod to
Khust, Moldavians (Wallachians and Roumanians) from Khust to the mouth
of the Danube, Bulgarians right near the mouth, Tatars, Bulgars, Turks,
Greeks, Georgians along the Black Sea, Tatars in the Crimea, Circassians
beyond the Kuban, Muscovites (Great Russians) from the bend of the Kuban
to Novgorod Siverskyi and Belorussia.ns further on,

More than 17,000,000 Ukrainians inhabited this territory;
14,239,129 in Russia, 2,312,000 in Galiecia, 200,000 in Bukovina and
520,000 in ‘I‘ra.nscarpa‘c.h:i.a.28 The majority of the population were pea-
sants and did not have any concept of their own territorial state. That
sort of idea was common in other races among the literate and the
wealthy who in Ukraine had become Polonized or Huss:'l.fied..29 This class
of -peopie had few ties with the peasants. Thei:r connections now were
more with the foreign authorities, for they had been educated in for-
eign schools. Their sense of commnity with their own people had been
gseriously weakened and ﬂhey paid more attention to territorial bound-
aries and administrative divisions,

the ranks of the intelligentsia were diminished and more and
more the integrity of the national-political ideal was lost.
At the same time, the peasant masses were falling under the
Polish and Muscovite systems of serfdom, Up to the _19th cen-
tury, Ukrainian national consciousness lay dormant.
_ It was only in the first three:decades of the 19th century
that a handful of Ukrainian intellectuals began to investigate what the social

conditions of the Ukrainian peasants were like during the height of Coss-
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ack power, and how highly they compared to their present situation.

Ideas sprang up about the return of Cossack freedom in Ukraine,
about emancipation of the peasantry from éerfdom and the need for edu-
cation, and about the union of all Ukrainian lands and autonomy either
within Russia or else in a united and free Slavdom.BlIn the 40's these
ideas were voiced by the poet Shevchenko and by the secret Bro\‘;herhood
of Sts. Cyril and Methodius. They did not become widespread, however,
because .bf censorship and because in Russia, the desires of the Brother-
hood were not understood. In the 50's and 60's s the Ukrainophiles made
an attempt to develop a national program but because of the widespread
reactionary and oppressive conditions the Ukrainian movement could not
concern itself openly with political questions. As a result, "tout était
perdu. On ne pouvait plus s'occuper que de 118' 'culture apolitique! ."32
Drahomaniv resented this cautious a.bstainmé’nk’c} :’from all political activity
and after carefully examining the situation, formulated his own socio~
political program for Ukrainian national development and indicated the
means to be used to achieve the goal.

It became apparent to Drahomaniv that it was dangerous to
make nationality of primary importance in the Ukrainian question for
from history he observed that the national idea was not a cure in itself
for all social evils and that often it in fact led to great injustice.
For example, the Germans' desire to rid themselves of French rulé after
Napoleon's conquest led them to consider the:i.r German nationality as
the most important aspect of human personality and as a consequence, in-

fluenced their attitude to every other nationality. The Germans began

to show hatred of everything French simply because it was French and
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favour towards anything German simply because it was German. A German
had to think only about being a German and preserving the peculiar nat-
ional character or spirit which had been liestowed upon him either by God
or by Nature. As a result, the idea grew amongst educated Germans that
nationality was of primary importance in the development of_ 2 human be-
ing.33

At the same time, however, Drshomaniv was of the opinion that
nationality should not be ignored altogeth_ier but that in the interests
of human progress, it should not be placed on a pedestal and regarded
as something sacred. He realized that this would be especially hard for
Ukrainians who tended to over-evaluate nationalism in history and life
due to the heavy oppression of their nationality. Nonetheless, he re-
peatedly urged cosmbpolitanism in ideas and aims, nationa.lisﬁ in found-
ation and form,

We should stand for the idea that the most important thing is
human and social progress and nationality only the basis, the
form and means. Then we will serve the good and well-being of
our people and together with tl.lis s its natiogility; the fdefence
and development of that which is good in it.

Drahomaniv was opposed to the concept held by some Ukrainians
that their nationalism was not threatening anyone, that others had no-
thing to fear for as soon as these nationalists had completed the defence
of their nation, they would become firm supporters of cosmopolitanism,
He pointed out that their nationalism was not all that peaceful and as
proof advised Ukrainians to listen to the manner in which they themselves
spoke about Russians, Poles and Jews, He urged nationalists to think

of what would happen to these people should they find the means of taking
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the government into their own hands. For these over-zealous patriots,

nationalism was synonymous with political separatism and Drahomaniv

~could not see anywhere the necessary force or groundwork for the poli-

tical separation of Ukrainefrom Russia., On the contrary, he saw that
they had common interests, for all Slavs, including Russians, were suff-

ering under the government because of monarchial despotism, centraliz-

- ation and lack of self-government. Ukrainians in particular, he claimed,

were suffering more due to the fact that neither the rights of man and
citizen nor their nationality were recognized. Consequently, he discour-
-aged Ukrainian attempts to form a state of their own or even some kind
of dualism, like the Hungarians in Austria. Instead, he .thought that
a solution for Ukrainian autonomy should be sought together with edu=-
cated Russians and members of other minorities of the Russian Empire
by supporting ldeas about autonomy and federalism rather than nationalism
and separatism.36 |

Most of his ideas on autonomy and federalism he inherited from

the Brotherhood of Sts. Cyril and Methodius vhich propagated Ukrainian,

* or rather Kievan, Panslavism instead of separatism. From this secret

society he took the basic idea that the Ukrainian people constituted a
nation and that they possessed sovereigntj as well as equality of rank
and worth with other nations of the world, In the political sphere,
sovereignty meant a Ukrainian republic, separate and equal to other Slavic
republics, and with equal right to join a Slavic federation. In the
cultural sphere, it meant a Ukrainian culture, complete, absolute, non-
restrictive by concepts of subordination to other cultures and capable

of satisfying the needs of both the uneducated and the highly-trained
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echelons of the population. What he added was a much more detailed

and comprehensive program for Ukrainian federalism which he called
Vil'na Spilka (Free Union) and which was strongly influenced by Proudhon's
principle: "Qui dit liberté, dit fédération ou ne dit rien. Qui dit
soéialisme , dit: fédération, ou ne dit de nouveau r:i.en."38 The final
goal of the Ukrainian Free Union was to have been a socialist society of
an anarchistic direction which was to have been achieved only after the
attainment.. of pdlit;ical freedom by each of the regional political soc-
ieties which would unite for joint action. to transform thé Russian Em-
pire. Dra.homaniv summed up the aims of the Ukrainian Free Union

I General civic aims: a) the rights of man and citizen - the

indispensable condition for personal dignity and development.,

b? self-government - the basis for progress toward social jus-

;;ceSpecific national aim: Political freedom - as a means for

the retugg of the Ukrainian nation to the family ‘gf civilized

peoples,

Once political freedom was achieved, then Free Union could
work towards the attainment of at lsast certain basic social and economic
measures which would reduce oppression to a minimum, These included
alleviating the hardships of military service, tax reform, improving
workers!' conditions, déveloping co-operative or collective ownership
as opposed to private ownership, and equal opportunity for education.ho
Drahomaniv believed that the Ukrainian masses as a whole considered some
kind of action in théese areas very important as even their songs indicated
that "after several hundred years of foreign dbmina‘d.on, the opposition
of our people is more from social and economic motives than from nat-

ional and political antipathies and sympathies',
Still, all these changes would not have satisfied those who

38
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desired complete socialism or as Drahomaniv called it, "hromadivstvo"
(communalism). As a final goal, the hromadivtsi desired anarchy, by
which term they meant a free federation of free communities formed of
free individuals working for a common goal. They would work, as much
as possible, towards the weakening of state authority by lessening the
state's hold over every individual and by pressing for greater freedom'
for every individual in both word and deed, for every race, union and
community. This would give them a real chance to work for truly mean-
ingful changes in the msking of a new soc::i.iatv’.h2
How should Ukrainians look upon this goal? First of all, they

had to realize that they constituted too large a group to form only one .
society. In order to remain truly free, they would have to organi‘ze them-
selves into a society of societies with complete freedom in all matters
including the choice of uniting into an even larger federation. They
would not find it that difficult to reach such an anarchistic goal for
it was not unheard of in Ukra.:'me.h3 For almost 200 years during the
Zaporozhian Sich period, economic and military conditions of the Cossacks
were very similar to those desired by Ukrainian socialists with the ex-
ception that although there was liberty, there was not enough qu.ta.l:i.ty.m+

: Drahomaniv believed that not only was Ukraine far from estab-
lishing an anarchistic order, but that the present order did not give
the masses a chance even t0 think about their 1life preperly, let alone
try to change it. The institution of socialism in Ukraine would depend
upon its establishment throughout the world, for only them there would
be no need for soldiers and merchants, the pillars of aristocracy and

wealth. In addition, religion would have to be replaced by free scientific
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studies, for faith could only lead to disaccord among people, and the
clergy could only strengthen the powers of the aristocracy, thereby in-
creasing authority.hs In Ukraine, however, where they had no state of
thej.r own, nor priesthood, aristocracy or merchantry (for these classes
had been completely denationalized), the peasantry, who were the repre-
sentatives of the Ukrainian narod, its traditions and desires, would
gladly accept teachings about a new anarchistic order for this idea
corresponded to their way of 1:i.fe.l4'6

Secondly, Ukrainian soclalists had to decide on the means to be
used in working towards this goal. To understand what means Drahomaniv
proposed and why, it is necessary to examine his theory of historical
progress, According to this theory whose basic teaching was that nothing
on this earth is constant (permanent) and standing (static), but rather
changing (evolving) and moving (dynamic), 7 he viewed progress as the
natural result of economic, social and political developments. Organic
evolution was the basis for economic and social development ,‘ whereas
political development depended largely on the manner in which the for-
mer two were evolving. Political changes, in comparison to social and
economic, were much easier to achieve, as changes in the latter required
a total uprooting of the present order. Even geology and biology showed
that changes took place slowly (the word revolution was replaced by evo-
lution) and therefore, belief in the setting up of a new order zs a re-
sult of a large uprising (revolution) showed the tendency to think naively
in terms of political development rather than social and economic., It
was possible for a minority (a majority has no need to revolt) to start

a revolution by awakening the masses, possible to put an end to an old
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order whose desﬁruct.ion had been prepared already on all sides by other,
more natural means, it was even possible sometimes to bring about a new
order, but it was impossible to uphold the new arrangement for "tradition
(habit) and self-interest are more influential over people than word

and reauson‘:h9 Consequently, Drahomaniv viewed revolution as "a moment-
ary and contained phenomenon, and only one aspect of the evolutionary
process", %

This was not to say that he rejected revolution totally; on
the contrary, he could not believe in the possibility of attaining fhe
goal through peaceful means only.:

In Ukraine, one can expect even less than anywhere else, that the
upper and ruling classes will voluntarily give up their power and
as a result, the common masses cannot get along without a revol-
ution.51
Since the upper classes would not help the peasantry, as was obvious
from their reluctance to speak the same language as the common masses,
the latier would have to rely upon their own forces in the st.fuggle for
liberation of the Ukrainian narod. For Drahomaniv, this idea of the
struggle of the peasantry by its own forces was merely a paraphrasing
of the slogan of the First Internationale - the liberation of thevork-
ing masses should be the task of the workers themselves - applied to
Ukrainian circumsi’.ances.52 But even once the peasants recognized their
own strength, the goal would be easier to achieve if their activities
were directed by educated people who, of their own free will, placed
themselves completely at the sefvice of the peasa.n'c.r,s'.s3 However, up

to the present, the intellectuals were separated from the population

because of their aristocratic tendencies. These new "changed-into-
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aristocrats" were just as reiucta.nt to use the Ukrainian language and
to identify with the masses. But this problem could be solved easily
by giving these intellectuals a little more humane upbringing. Then
they would assume their proper role in the liberation movement as the
propagators of a new order and of the means to be used by the peasants
to achieve change.
~ According to Drahomaniv, the goals of all socialists were the

same throughout the world, just as was theoretical knowledge; however,
the approaches used by each country, race, group or individual shouid
have been different just as was applied 3ci.ence.5)+ Thus, Ukrainian soc-
ialists should look to the socialists in Westemm Europe and America,
accept their idéas and in their own fashion, attempt changes in their
own territories. First of all, they would have to see to it that their
movement was free of all national exclusiveness and reaction which, in
the case of Ukraine, meant a rejection of the idea of separatism. This
would have been the sole realistic approach for, according to Drahomaniv,
the demand for séparation was practically non-existent, a "quantite
negligeable':

What sort of an idea is it which, during 20 or 30 years, has

not found a single person ready to acknowledge it openly and

o7 Tis carcos, not to spesk of his Life.55 o oo

’

Ukrainian socialists, however, were dealing well with the problem of
nationalism versus internationalism for until this time, they had not
done anything which would have indicated their deviation from the ideas
of new international socialism. One would not find amongst them that
type of nationalism which desired to establish rule over another nation
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or even that kind of nationalism which was occupied solely with members
of their own nationa.lity.56 .

Secondly, the socialists would have to see to it that the
national problem would be tied in with the struggle for political re-
form, which in turn would be tied in with the program for socio-economic
reforms, One of the major problems facing Ukrainians politically, was
the fact that they were divided between the Russian and Austro-Hungarian
Empires and that within these empires, the various regions were isolated
from each other., Ukrainians and Galicians regarded themselves as mem-
bers of the same nation, yet each part had little contact with the other
and the few people who tried and did establish contacts were not well- |
informed on political and national conditions.57 Ukrainians in Trans-
carpathia were even in a stranger position vis-a-vis the Galicians, for
although both were under the rule of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, their
separation from each other was even more pronounced and the Ukrainians
in Transcarpathia believed blindly in liberation by the Russian tsar.

It appeared to Drahomaniv that the two were isolated from each other
by a "Chinese weull".58 . _

All these divisions made it that much harder for Ukrainians
to form their own state; considering also that their chances of struggl-
ing and winning against both Russia and Austria were practically imposs-
ible. It might have been different had one of the two powers been able
to extend its authority over all Ukrainian territories; however, such

a situation seemed highly unlikely. Moreover, seeing that they could
not place any hopes either on the Austrian or the Russian centralist gov-

ernments, Ukrainians finally concluded that support for patriotic activity
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had to be found ‘under their own -noses"a.nd that in each part, socialism
had to be spread progressively as conditions permitted.59
Ukrainian socialists in Austris obviously would find their

task easier than Ukrainians in Russia, for Austria at least had a con-
stitution. Consequently, Ukrainians in Austria could attempt to organ-
ize a socialist party of workers and peasants in union with Poles and
Jews, while in Russia, they would have to struggle first of all for pol-~
it.ica.i freedom. To attain political freedom, they would have to support
the politics of the Galician socialists for only then would the rest of
the world see that there was a numerous group of educated Ukrainian demo-~
crats vigorously pursuing a Just cause:

Only when we show our strength in at least one part of our land,

will Europe turn its attention towards us. It is naive to be-

lieve that people in general, even the most humane, will be con-

cerned about others solely because they are being oppressed.

| l}re a few only_being oppressed? Usually, people are :interesgsd

in those who fight back and to those only do they give help.
Moreover, since history and the current practices of European nations
showed that political and national autonomy was possible without separat-
ism and since "only a world-wide cataclysm could tear away Ukrainians
politically from the Great Russians",61 Drahomaniv urged that Ukrainians,
together with the other minorities and with the Great Russians as well,

work towards the destruction of the tsarist system and the reconstruct-

ion of the Russian Empire.
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CHAPTER III

RECONSTRUCTION OF THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE

Drahomaniv was extremely concerned about the future of Ukraine
but his love for the Ukrainian people did not blind him to political
realities. He recognized that the fate of Ukraine was inextricably
linked with that of Russia. He believed that various Slav peoples had
formed strong ties with the Russian people and that if these ties were
broken, the individual Slav groups' might face desﬁﬁes leés heneficial
than remaining in connection with the Russians. Consequently, he.workéd
toward soﬁe' kind of a broad federal plan for the reconstruction of the
Russian Empire which would be fully worthy of the new liberating ideas
of the times and which could satisfy the intere'sté of the various nat-
:i.oiml:i.t.ies.1 |

Since he supported freedom and equality among all nationms, -
free development of learning and culture, and peace and brotherhood
among nations ,l his program was based on the ldea that the only rational
path to a future and improved Russia lay in the destruction of autocré.cy
and centralization, for these were the msans that tsarism used to carry

out political and national oppression. As a corollary, he propagated

wide decentralization, a liberal constitution and a parliamentary sys- \

tem, in the hope that these reforms would bring about a solution to the
problem that he personally considered of utmost importance —- the nat- ',
ional freedom of Ukraine. !

'His proposed constitution Vil'na Spilka (Free Union), provided
for the recognition of the State (by which he meant an All-Russian ep.Kast

European Union) on the basis of human and civil rights and self-government.
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In the clauses dealing with "the rights of man and citizen", his pri-
mary concern was for the individual since he believed that human free-
dom and worth were the highest values.2 In the distribution of State
powers, his greatest emphasis was on the lower levels reflecting his |
interest in decentralization. State powers were distributed as broadly
as possible,

Affairs concerning the entire Russian State Union and legis-
lation of the State as a whole were to be'in the hands of two Councils:
the State Council, chosen by electoral colleges in electoral districts;
and the Union Council, elected by regional councils. The Chief of State
was. to be either an heréditary Emperor or an elected President of the
All-Russian State Union for a fixed term. The State Assembly was to be
composed of all the members of the State and Union Councils plus spec-
ial deputies elected by regional councils so that the total number of
special deputies and members of Union Council would equal the number of
members of the State Council, The Constitution of the State was not to
be amended without the approval of two-thirds of the State and Union
Councils and ratification by the State Assembly.

Having dealt briefly with the higher organs, he concentrated
on the clauses dealing with self-government. His main desire was that
local self-government be effective, subject to the provision that repre-
sentatives of the central State could override "only such decrees and
acts by the agencies of local self-government as are contrary to the
fundamental laws and common interests of the State union',

Local self-government was to be administered by communal (vill-

age and town), volost (group of villages), uyezd (district) and regional




assemblies. The communal, volost, and district authorities would admin-
ister the local public economy, public works, welfare, public element-
ary and secondary education, if possible; the regional council would
legislate for and administer the regional public economy, public works
and welfare where they were beyond the means of a single «'l:isi‘.r:lci;.3

The most important feature of Drahomaniv's proposed constit-
ution was his demand for a new territorial unit to replace the tradition-
al Russian iarovinces. The new unit was to have been the region which,
unlike the huge provinces, would provide no possibility for centraliza-
tion. The basis for the division of the Russian Empire into regions
was to be determined by geographic, economic and ethnographic factors,
On the basis of these desiderata, Drahomaniv proposed the following
regions: <the Northern and Baltic regions, Lithuania, Poland, Belorussia,
Polisia, Kiev, Odessa, Kharkiv, Moscow, Nizhni Novgorod, Kazan, the Urals,
Saratov, Caucasia, Western Siberia, Eastern Siberia, the Cossack lands
(Don, Kuban, Terek) and Central Asia. Considering his concern for wide
decentralization, his newly-proposed regions were scarcely more balanced

or more rationally detemined than were the old Russian provinces. An

.All-Russian program would come about as the sum of regional programs just

as an All-Russian political organization would result from the alliance
of regional organizations,

In accordance with Proudhon's teachings which Drahomaniv whole-
heartedly supported, he saw any attempt to govern the All-Russian State
through a central representative assembly with out the recognition and
safeguarding of the rights of man and citizen and without local self-

government "as giving as little pi'otection to the cause of freedom in

L6
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general and to the interests of Ukraine in particular as did the pre-
sent organization of the Russian Empire'.'s He stressed that the main
problem for 19th century Russia was the need to destroy autocracy and
to replace it with a constitutional system; for only political reforms
could open the doors to true progfgss in the socio-economic sphere,.

At the same time he warned Russian revolutionaries of the
danger of forming programs of an exclusively Russian character, of
speaking from the Great Russian nation about the Great Russian nation-
only. He believed that the political movement would achieve far better
and quicker results if an attempt were made to accomodate the non-state
nations which would then do their utmost to help such a movement. ' Draho-
maniv wasespecially interested in the pogitions taken by the various
Great Russian parties vis-a-vis the national :problem in Ukraine forkhe
believed that the attitude of the Gréat Rﬁésians toward the Ukrainians
was typical of the attitﬁde of privileged nations toward plebeian nations
and of all the plebeian nations in Eastern Europe, the Uicrilm.an had the
largest and most energetic popula.c.:e.7

Constitutional propriety and the question of balancing the
multi-national character of the Russian State had little influence on
the mainstream of Russian revolutionary thought in the latter 19th cen-~
tury. Among some groups the strongest influence was the Slavophile theory
of the need to return to pre-Petrine "Holy Russia". Strongest of all
were the theories of the various radical socialist revolutionariés who
stated that Russia could leap forward to a classless and stateless soc-
iety, skipping the "bourgeois parliamentary system" altogether., Drahomaniv

criticized each of these trends, He saw the Slavophiles as reactionaries,
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and the radical socialists as unrealistic. To him, both exemplified:
Great Russian particularism and narrowness while pretending to be inter-
national.

He was extremely displaased with the Russian Slavophiles be-
cause he believed that they had harmed the development of the Panslav
idea, which had been first formulated and ‘propagated by members of
oppressed nationalities. The Russians had introduced'a spirit of narrow
national pride, of Byzantine religious intolerance and of political ser- '
vilit.y."8 Moscow Slavophiles were not Panslavists but Pan-Orthodoxists,
viewing the Slavic question from a religious point of view., Their ideal
was the past and especially the seventeenth century, a time at which
they could equate Russia with Orthodoxy, the West with Catholicism,
Catholicism with Jesuitism and Latinism, and consequently, promulgate
the idea that there could never be peace between the Russian nation
and Latiriism.9

They did not formulate any kind of clear all-Slavic program,
but rather concerned themselves with a forced religious union which they
thought would lead to unity in government. In fact, it led to the exact
opposite, for in Russia the concept that Orthodoxy, Russian nationality
and the State were all synonymous resulted in the creation of a situat-
ion where Catholics, Protestants and Jews could no longer regard them-
selves as Russians. Consequently, national and state unity were weak-
ened., The Slavophiles should have realized that in order to preserve
the unity of the State it was necessary to separate Church and St.ate.lo

Later Slavophiles went even further to narrow the ideas of

the old Sla.wfophiles into a theory of military bureaucratic Russifica.tion
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of Slavic and indeed non-Slavic peoples within Russia and beyond her
boundaries, a theory which bordered on an all-absorbing dictatorial
ceni:ral:i.sm.ll Accordingly, when the Russo-Turkish War broke out in
1878, and Russia went to aid the Balkan Slavs, the Slavophiles justi-
fied her position by claiming that all she desired was the political
and social liberation of the oppressed Slavs, At the same time, they
conveniently over;l.ooked, the fact that within her own territories Russia
was choking all life and thought ;nd was suppressing her minorities-
both politically and socially: |

How can a government wi;ére there are class privileges, no

basic slementary human immunities, a system of forced Russ-

ification of all non-Great Russian elements, supremacy of

the Church, how can this type of govermnment servei:the cause

of freedoxp and selfisovernment for the Slavic and non-Slavie

elements in Turkey?

Whenever mention was mde of the possibility of an autonomous
Ukraine, Poland or Belorussia, the Slavophiles immediately proceeded
to pacify the Russian people who, they thought, feared that the grant-
ing of autonomy would weaken the great and might power of Russ:i.::z.l3 |
Consequently, although the Ukrainian movement was still weak politically,
the Slavophiles were quite hostile to it for they séw the movement as
a separatist one. For Drahomaniv, all these factoi's were merely proof :
of how insincere and pretentious the Slavophiles redlly were and how
mach more apt it woﬁld have been to call them Great Russophiles as |
opposed to Sla.voph:"c.le':s.u‘L
Even Herzen laughed at the Slavophiles for he pointed out

that while German Hegelians claimed that God lived in Berlin, Moscow;-

Hegelians moved that God from the Germans to the Slavs and especially
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to the Great Russians. He was convinced that the idea of Panslavism

took on a much different form in Ukraine than in Russia. He praised
Ukrainian Panslavists for propaga.ting a federal union of Slavs in which
each narodnost would retain its peculiarities. In their programs, there
was no talk of breaking away from Russia but rather, the desire to join
with other Slavs in a union under the sceptre of the Russian tsar.16
Drahomaniv was a little apprehénsive about Herzen's praise of
the village obshchina, which he regarded as a leftover from Moscow Slavo-
philism, but on the whole, he was enthusiast.ip about Herzen. In the first
place, Herzen had written the following sbout Ukrainian aspirations to
freedom: . _ | |
.. Ukraine was a Cossack republic at the basis of which were
- democratic and social foundations. If and when Ukraine ...
- decides that she desires to be neither Polish nor Russian,
then in my opinion, the problem should be solved simply by
- recognizing her as free and autonomous., _
Secondly, in his Kolokol, Herzen demanded,' after the abolition of serfdom,
political fréédom, personal inviolability, freedom.of speech, conscience,
and na'tioné.lity, demands that Drahomaniv considered of utmost and immed-
iate necessity. ‘Finally, Drahomaniv respected Herzen because of the

authority with which he was treated by the population as a result of

his refusal to remain silent about the most censored questions of the
18
day,

He was also very interested ::.n Herzen because the latter took
a definite stand on the Polish ._ question. Although Herzen believed that
Poland, like Italy and Hungary, should have the ﬁght to self-government
independent of Russia, he hoped that a free Poland would not break away
from a free Russia, He felt assured that Russia and Poland could work
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together hand in hand towards the establishment of a free social life.

Drahomaniv was interested in the Polish question because he
believed that to achieve anything in the Russian Empire subjugated nat-
ions had to be united. Iike Herzen, he upheld the rights of the Polish
nation to an autonomous life and saw separatism from Russia as harmful

not only to the interests of Russia and Salvdom but to the interests of

Poland itself. He always supported the uniting of Polish revolutionary

strength with Russian in the struggle against autocracy and perpetually
denounced the negative attitude of Polish nationalists to the political
and national concerns of Ukraine, Belorussia, lLatvia, and Liﬂluania.zo.
Drahomaniv had no difficulty in deciding whether the rational
road to autonomy for Poland should be separatism or federalism. Recog-;
nizing that Poland could not rely on hér own strength to defeat Russia
r'mr on foreign military aid, he declared that there was only one road
for Poland - federalism. If Poles desired autonomy and political free-
dom, they would have to .work' with various other nationalities of the
Russian Empire and make their impact on the Russian government by means
of a clearly thought-out program. The program would have to be a fed-
eral one and recognize complete equality of all regions and national-
ities. It would also have to be democratic for the democratic principle
carried to its logical conclusion would iea.d to socialism.21 If this
program were followed then the Ukrainians would bear no grudge against
the Polish population, but would oppose the subjugation of quand as a
contradiction of funda.mental human rights and violation of the interest

of the Slavs in general.
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The majority of Polish nationalists were of the opinion that
Poland's historic boundaries should be r.est.ored. This, according to
Drahomaniv, meant that the part of Ukrainian territory under Polish rule
would be denied the right to deal with its own destiny. Such an atti-
tude caused a fair amount of antagonism between Ukrainians and Poles,
an antégonism which was compounded by the fact that the Poles in Ukraine
were the :Hmdowning cla,ss.22

;During the Polish uprising of 1863, no Pole raised the quest-
ion of the fate of the other nations within the boundaries of Poland,
because the idea of dividing historic Poland among its nationalities had
not. yet found a sufficient number of adherents. Consequently, the Ukrain-
ian population unequivocally expressed its desire not to unite in any way
with Pola,nd.;2 Drahomaniv did not receive Polish historic claims very
warmly: '"Whenever the question of historic Po:_l.a.nd arises, you must either
back off or else throw cold water on the Poles."zh He justified the
Ukrainians' refusal to join the uprising for he viewed the revolt as no-
thing other than an attempt by the landlords to restore their old privi-
leges. Even the Polish peasants refused to support it, sometimes work-
ing openly against it, claiming that if the nobility and the bourgeoisie
were fed up with the> Muscovite yoke, they themselves were even more fed
up with the yoke imposed upon them by their own shlachta..25 Within this
perspective it was easy for Drahomaniv to explain the failure of the
Polish uprising,

According to Drahomaniv, the uprising for historic Poland finally

destroyed the credit of Polish historic patriotism and prevented for

quite a while the fulfillment of the legitimate demands of the Polish
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narod as well as the establishment of political freedom and the urgently
needed social reforms throughout all of the Russian Empire where central-
ization was intensified in the wake of the revolt.26 The failure of the
uprising demonstrated the necessity db revolutionary groups to turn against
all "centralizing-national-state poliéies" and to accept "federalist-
international-popular" ones. It also indicated that Poland, like every
other nation in the Russian Empire, was most likely to obtain political
freedom through federalism rather than separatism.

It was precisely this emphasis on federalism which tied br'a.ho-
maniv to Bakunin. Drahomaniv was very sympathetic towards him because
Bakunin's ﬁeachings were very similar to Proudhon's, His anarchism was
opposed to the monarchic, constitutional and republican theories of his
French contéemporaries and regarded complete freedom of the individual
as synonymous with the English expression " self-;govemment". Drahomaniv
concluded that, in-its practical aspects, Bakunin's anarchism led to fed-
eralism, | |

Moreover Drahomaniv found Bakunin particularly appealing be-;-
cause, like Herzen, he addressed himself to the Ukrainian national quest-
ion. After reviewing "Little Russia's" history, he declared that Ukrain-;
ians made a terrible mistake in the 17th centuiy in accepting the protect-
ion of the Russian tsar who promised to preserve their freedom. and their
national autonomy. But since that time Ukrainians had been systemé.tically
and cruelly persecuted by a Russian "pa.néla.vic national government"®,
Baktmin thought that since the population of Ukraine m;mbered about 15
million people, since they. all spoke the same J_.a.nguage , had the same

customs and boasted of a great historical past,
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eeothis nation (Little Russia), as well as Belorussia, should
be an autonomous nation and should be allowed to enter an
alliance with either Poland or Great Russia, but should not
be under the hegemony of either one or the other.?

At the same time that Drahomaniv was sympathetic towards Bak-

‘unin because of the latterfs cognizance of the mtional question and

his attraction to anarchism, he was impressed by Lavrov because of his
respect for learning and knowledge and his propagation of rationalism
and positivism., However, his respect for Lavrov was quickly and ser-
iously diminished due to the latter's disregard of national aspira’cions.29
Drahomaniv argued that Lavrov's journal, Vpered, had distorted
the slogan of the Internationale - proletariat of the world unite -
into proletariat of those nations under the Russian government become
Russifi.ed.30 He wondered why Vpered, when speaking of the prospects of

a socialist order in the Russian Empire, did riot mention the possibili-

ties of forming political and social organizations in nations other

- than Russia and Poland. More specifically, he demanded to know why there

.could not be a Ukrainian socialist party in Russia if there was one in

Austria. "After all, the Little Russians in Ukraine are practically in

the same position with respect to the Great Russians as are the Ruth-
31

“enians in Galicia with respect to the Poles",

Since the Lavrovists were not willing to provide their equals
in Russia ﬁth the means of organising socialist propaganda among their
populations in their own language » Vpered could not be, as it had hoped,
an all Slavic socialist organ. Even if the national question was not
of primary importance, a point which Drahomaniv conceded, it still con-
stituted a part of the socialist question in its widest underétanding |

and Lavrov should have realized that the oppressed nationalities in the




Russian Empire were one of the determining factors in the struggle

-

for the liquidation of the feudal state order which was the prelimin-
ary to the socialist revolution which was to follow.32

Although he might seem to have been more appreciative of Bak-
unin than of Lavrov, Drahomaniv was just as critical of both when they

expressed their belief in the possibility of Russia passing into the

‘socialist order immediately without first striving for "bourgeois poli-

tical freedom". Both Bakuninists and Lavrovists were under the im-
pression that constitﬁtionalism would be detrimental to Russian inter-
ests because it would help the ruling class to strengthen its hold over |
the masses which, in turn, would give rise to the development of capit-
alism and the destruction of the village obshchina. Drahomaniv did not
accept the theory of the non-bourgeois path of development, for his in-
vestigations of Russia's economic developmént showed that Russia had
firmly set in upon the period of capitalism and therefore, confirmed
that her future historical progress would not differ from other count-
ries in Western Europe for whom capitalism was an inevitable stage be-
fore the t.riﬁmph of soc:i.z-zlism.33

In propagating the need for political reform, without vwhicﬁ
he thought that talk about a socialist revolution was ridiculous, Draho-
maniv tried to show that the liberal movement in Russia was growing
according to the irresistable laws of history.Bh Necessarily, Russia
would follow a path of development similar to that of France before
17¢9:

si on étudie de prés la crise ven Russie et ses rapports
avec les mouvements politiques de 1l'Europe, on verra que
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ce n'est pas le socialisme proprement dit qui est engage

mais la questlon de la liberté politique et de 1'abollt10n

des restes du régime féodal. 51 la Russie est d la veille

d'une révolution, ce sera plutOt la révolution frangaise de

1789-93 que de la commune du Paris de 1871.35

Consequently, one would have expected Drahomaniw to have been

somewhat enthusiastic upon witnessing the beginnings of political parties
at the end of the 70's and especially of Narodnaia Volia, whose first
priority was the struggle for political freedom. However, he frowned
upon Narodnaia Volia. They agreed that Russia ‘should follow the West
European pattern of abolishing absolute monarchy and accepting the
parliamentary system, But they did not believe that the individual
nationalities should be granted the right to determine their political
relationship with the entire state. Instead, they proposed that the

general Russian Assembly should decide the fate of these mationalities
‘ 3b

. according to its own tastes.

If they acted upon this proposition, then the efforts expended
by these revolutionaries in attempting to establish a general Russian
Assembly would have been just as useless as the energy expended by the
French refolutionaries in 1789. They had not succeeded in.their goals
because they had mereiy exchanged royal autocfacy for autocracy of the
parliamentary majofity. The revblutionariés wbuld{have to realize that
real political freédom.would be possible only in those countries where
the system of centralization did not have'too ﬁuch force, such as Swit-
zerland, England, Belgium, the former republlc of Holland and the Scan-
dinavian states.37 In order to assure the success of a socio-economic

revolution in Russia after the political upheaval, it would be necessary

for all revolutionaries to accept the
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principle of equality of all nations, historical and non-
historical, as well as of the principle of the autonomy of
regions, in short, of the federal principle. It would also
depend on the ability of the central committee to distinguish
between solidarity, which is essential, and centralization,
which is superfluous and even downright harmful.>8

In addition to the centralizing tendencies of Narodnaia Volia,
Drahomaniv was extremely sceptical about the moral and practical value
of their terrorist activities, Although he did not find it strange that
tsarist officials were being attacked and murdefed openly - indeed, he
was surprised that in such terrible conditions of oppression, such in-

’ 39
cidents had not occured earlier - he could not justify political ass-
assinations as a principle of revolutionary struggle.
In the given circumstances of lawlessness for which tsarism
is responsible, one can excuse political terrorism and seek
to understand its causes. As historians, we must recognize
the good it has brought; it has forced all of Russian soc-
iety to reflect on the reason for these assassinations. But
it is inadmissible to glorify assassination, to present it

as a pattern to be imitated, or to elevate it to the rank of
a system...

Even if we leave aside the moral aspect of the matter,
these killings have a negative political effect. They strike
the government, but they do not overthrow it, and they offer
nothing new in its place. '

The assassination of Alexander II - the goal upon which Narod-
naia Volia concentrated - showed that the Russian revolutionary movement
had evolved to the point where it was essentially political. Although
some revolutionary circles in France applauded the assassinations, Draho-
maniv could not do the same for he argued that there was a substantial
difference between assassinations in Western Europe and those in Russia
where "nous en voyons une série-et, enfin, nous y découvrons une action

systématisée." Moreover, he wondered "Quelle valeur peut avoir 1!

assassinat d'une t’e‘te couronnée dans la lutte du travail contre le
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capital, qui est le fond du mouvement socialiste?" He believed that

a political party, which should have had as its main goal large-scale
changes, should not have been‘ so taken up with terrorism and murder be-
cause the tendency was to forget that the main purpoée of killing the
tsar and his officials was not to eliminate evil individuals but to
eliminate an evil order.l+3

Moreover, Drahomaniv blamed Narodnaia Volia for encouraging
youth, and especially university students, to participate in illegal
terroristis activities. Instead, they should have urged them to hold
back from practical political agitation and to wait until such a time
as they would know how to attack the enemy and defend themselves from
it. Students, naturally, were opposed to the political order in Russia
since it contradicted everything that they had been studying. But from
the time that student agitation made its chronic 'appea.ra.nce.in 1857, the
lack of any tangible results had shown that their efforts and sacrifices
had been all in vain. In actively attempting to show their hatred of
.the existing system, "they only gave the Herods their chance to kill the
masses of what were still only children."ML Drahomaniv believed that
youth should be interested in politics but that they should take active
part only after they had finished their studies.

If Drahomaniv's main criticism of Narodnaia Volia was directed
against their tactics and their blindness to the need of organizing poli-
tical parties on a federalistic basis, then his criticism of Chernyi
Peredel, which was led by Plekhanov and which called itself the organ
of socialists-federalists, was directed against their hypocritical

stand on federalism. They wrote about the absolute necessity of organizing




socialist parties on a federal basis, arguing that this was the only
way that a normal development could be guaranteed to the various nation-
alities of the Russian Empire. They claimed that ethnographically,
Little Russia, Belorussia, Poland, the Caucasus, Finland and Bessarabia
were distinct nations and that therefore, they should be granted an auto-
nomous development.w

However, in 1880, when a number of socialist emigrs circu-
lated a more "radical" federal plan at a meeting in Genewlra. which stressed,
among other things, that in the interests of socialism in Eastern Europe
it would be better to organize socialist parties on the basis of natural
regions (abolish existing traditional state boundaries and allow new
boundaries to be determined on the basis of geographic, economic and
national conditions), the most opposition to this plan was voiced by
Chernyi Peredel. °

Plekhanov argued that there was no need for him to accomodate
himself to the feelings of oppressed nationalities and that it was time
to pass to the more important economic question. He supported the idea
which proclaimed that socialism demahded of all small nations or tribes
to unite with greater cultured nations, and to assimilate and develop
under their influem:e.l+7 The only nation which Chernyi Peredel deemed
worthy of the recognition of independence was Poland and since Draho-
maniv had expressed strong opposition to the historic patriotism of
the Polish revolutionaries, Plekhanov claimed that he had looked at
the uprising through the eyes of a Ukrainian peasant and consequently
had misjudged it. Drahomaniv's reply was that when dealing with Poland

and present Russia, Russian groups could give a fair and logical judgement
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only when they could state clearly their position on the question of
the plebeian nations of former Poland and present Russia, including Lat-
via, Iithuania, Belorussia and Ukraine.!+8 As a result of these dis-
cussions, Plekhanov called Drahomaniv a south-Russian nationalist, while
Drahomaniv accused Plekhanov of being a vigorous supporter of great
Russian centralism and chauvinism.

It was obvious then, that in devising a constitutional demo-
cratic theory for the Russian Empire with a maximum amount of attention
devoted to federalist principles, Drahomaniv's purpose was that Ukraine
receive autonomy. But merely devising a theory for the transformation
of the Empire was not sufficient. He also had to demonstrate what means
were to be used to achieve this goal. This was an extremely difficult
task for him as his basic tendency was to support evolutionary as opposed‘
to revolutionary methods. He himself stated that his political motto,
the best political motto, was: "Gutta cavat lapidem no vi, sed semper
calendo. - It is not by force that the drops of water wear away the stone s
but by always :E'all.l:i.ng."l'.9

However, the situation in the Russian Empire forced him to recog-
nize political revolution as a decislive factor in the changeover from one
type of social order to another, but it never altered his opinion of the
necessity of having a revolution preceeded and prepared for by evolution
in the economic and social spheres of life, Especially after the Russo-
Turkish War, Drahomaniv was convinced in the necessity and inevitability
of a revolution' for he saw that the smallest rights could be obtained
only aftér the fall of Russian despotism and such a fall had not occured

50
anywhere yet without a revolution. But even in the case of political
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revolution, Drahomsniv was an exponent of "la cause pure exige des moyens
purs aussi".sl Consequently, his suggestions on how to gain political
freedom consisted of an open declaration of one's ideas in the press, a
presentation of a series of declarations from all classes of society of
their opposition to despotism and an open attack on the system on the
part of legally-organized political groups formed from people of all reg-
ions and of all nationalit.ies.52 In addition, he had faith that the ammy,
under the leadership of its officers, would see all the evils that were
being perpetrated under the system that they were serving and would ren-
der real aid in the liberation movemen‘l;.s3

| For the fulfillment of the socialist ideal, however, Drahomaniv
believed that it was necessary to have as large a proportion of the pop-
ulation as possible made aware of the goal. Herein iay the role of the
intelligentsia and especially of the students who were to organize groups
in order to learn and prepare themselves for the future as well as teach
the peasants and workers in small schools which, of necessity, would have
to have been secret., It was also necessary to build socialist parties
on a federal basis and to organize socialist propaganda in the languages
of every nationality in the Russian Empire.Sh

The means that he proposed for the reconstruction showed that

he supported to the greatest possible degree all legally-organized acti-
vities by Russian revolutionaries but condemned any conspiratorial and
Machiavellian tactics., At the same time, his criticism of their prograrﬁs
showed that behind his desire to transform the Empire was the belief that

only general political freedom in Russia would create the conditions nec-~

essary for the advance of the Ukrainian movement.
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CHAPTER IV

STRUGGLE WITH UKRAINIAN CONTEMPORARIES

We have shown in the previous chapter that Drahomaniv.was
very éritical of the Russian revolutionéries for their inadequate treat-
ment of the Ukrainian question. He believed that the existence of so
many different nationalities in the Russian Empire should have made
them aware of the importance of the national question. The lack of
sympathy among revolutionary groups for the demand for Ukrainian auto-
nomy alienated Drahomaniv and precluded his working intimately with any
of them:

I can take a stand on 'Russian' affairs, both (Great) Russ-

ian in the ethnic sense and Russian in the political sense,

only in sofar as they affect our people. By the same prin-

c?ple I can, of course, have dealingi with the Russian par-

ties, but I cannot join any of them.
Naturally, such an attitude made Drahomaniv susceptible to accusations
of being a Ukrainian chauvinist, nationalist and separatist. Yet Draho-
maniv was not a narrow nationalist or a provincialist. His denouncements
were not directed solely against Russian revolutionaries, but extended
to Ukrainians as well, those ig Russia and Galicia whom he believed
guilty of over~emphasizing the national guestion o the neglect of the
socio-economic aspects of the liberation movement.

In Russian Ukraine, his attacks were directed mainly against
the members of the Old Kievan Hromada to which he had belonged vhile in
Kiev and which, after the Ems Uicaz of 1876, had sent him abroad to orga-

nize a free centre for Ukrainian propaganda. In Geneva, Drahomaniv

carried out this task editing the Jjournal Hromada, publishing a complete

edition of Shevchenko's Kobzar (The Bard) and various other popular works,
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and writing brochures and afticles for both Russian and foreign period-
icals on the problems of Ukrainian national autonomy. But his emig-
ration created difficulties for the Kievan Hromada. Not oniy were its
members faced with the necessity of financing Drahomaniv, they also had
to take care of putting their own agents at the borders in order to get
contraband literature across,

Supporting Drahomaniv became a divisive issue within the Kievan
Hromada. By 1876 the number of young activist members in the organiza-
tion began to make their preséﬁcé felt. Their dreams of accomplishing
practical political 'feSults by joining Russian revolutionary groups con-
flicted with the approach of the older members who aimed at extracting
cultural concessions from the Russian government. The younger members
begrudged Drahomaniv financial support for they doubted that pamphlets,
brochures or proclamations could be .of any benefit to the Ukrainian
cause.2 For his part, Drahomaniv rejected their view that the Ukrainian
movement could advance only by turning to terrorism as a means of chang-
ing ﬁhe ﬁohtical structure of Russia. He argued that even %a m:.m.ma.l
program" - cultural work within the legal framework - would be beneficial
to the Ukrainian pc)pv.l.'l.ad;ion.3 He believed that Ukrainians needed above
all else an intelligentsia willing to work for the benefit of the narod,
and that such an intelligentsia would come into being only after a fully
developed Ukrainian literature had been created. This cautious atfi—
tude exasperated the young members of the Hromada and mé.de it difficult
for the older members to get the money for Drahomaniv.

Gradually Drahomaniv's relations with the Hromada became strain-

ed and in the end he lost their support. The disaffection grew out of a
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variety of issues. Draﬁomam‘.v's socialist ideas began to develop and
strengthen once he was beyond the reach of Russian officialdom and cen~
sorship. Fearing reprisals should the police find any of his radical
writings on their person, the Kievall Hromada began to dissociate from
him and tried to persuade him to give up his publishing activities.
After the assassination of Ale_;:ander IT in 1881 the Hromada came to con-
sider Drahomaniv's activities harmful to the Ukrainian cause. They thought
that his writings would ruin fhe‘ir hopes of seeing the restrictions on
Ukrainian literature lessened. They sent Drahomaniv less and less money
and more and more letters explaining why they were no longer of any use
to each other,

The Kievan Hromada &eclared that :Ukrainians in Russia no longer
required Drahomaniv's type of publications since they were mostly of a
politica.l nature and political publicztions could do more harm than good
in the cause he was trying to serve. They pointed out that as an emigré
he knew of contemporary needs only from newspapers and letters from his
friends., They, on the other hand, could see everything that was happen-
ing and could judge’ better than he what would be in the interests of the
Ukrainian people.5 They proposed that he redirect his efforts and write
more for foreign periodicals so that Europe would recall the existence
of a Ukrainian "family".

Drahomaniv pointed out that he had been doing this all along
and claimed that as a result of his endeavors the whole European and
Russian world was begimming to notice the existence of the Ukrainian
nation and recognize its plight. He could Sympathiza with the Hromada's

fears of being compromised if they themselves published any political




material, but he could not understand why they expected those living
beyond Russian boundaries to keep silent when they were free to ex-
press their ideas clearly and openlj. It was obvious to Drahomaniv
that the Kievan Hromada was criticizing him unjustly, but he att.ributéd
this to a mistaken belief on their part thét the Russian government.
could be influenced by what was written in the European press.? He
hoped that they would re-evaluate their positions and recbgnize that,
to a large degree ,~,§l_f1ey;,..,-themselves were responsible for hampering the
work they expected 'of.“t.lim. He claimed that the only reason why even
more articles had nof appeared in foreign periodicals was that the
Hromada had failed to provide him with the materials, mainly books, he
needed for resea.rch.8

The Kievan Hromada could no longer appreciate Drahomaniv's
cultural and political program., They disagreed with his insistance that
Tkrainians become acquainted with progressive Russian writings. Such a
study, he thought, would help Ukrainian literature to develop along the
same lines as had Russian literature - "democratic in ideas, and criti-
cal and realistic in style.“9 The Hromada argued that the greatest
harm to Ukrainian intellectuals resulted from the fact that they had
been educated by the Russian press which "changed its ideas with 'each
season like women changed fashions". They suggested that young Ukrain-
ian intelleétuals should look to West Eﬁropean literature, not to Russian,
for enligh’oenment.lo

In his defence, Drahomaniv argued that he too had always de-

's8ired Ukrainians to draw their culture directly from West European

sources rather than from Moscow or St. Petersburg. He claimed, however,
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that Russian literatﬁre would have a Buropeanizing influence because

it was imbued with an English and French spirit.ll Moreover, if
Ukrainian intellectuals desizjed to break all cultural ties with Russians,
they would have to know at least two or three Wést European languages,
and since the majority of Ukrainian intellectuals, including ﬁniversity
students, could not read German or French, let alone English, Drahomaniv
implored thém to think "just how enlightened such a community would be
if it rebelled against Russian literature as well".l2

In addition to propagating close cultural ties, Drahomaniv

also favoured close political ties between Ukrainians and Russians for

- he believed that the spreading of Ukrainian national consciousness would

be possible only after the political administrative system in Russia
was destroyed. To achieve the latter, it was necessary for Ukrainians
to unite with Russians and, in a common struggle, achieve a new political
order.13

However, the Kievan Hromada began to think in terms of a south-
western federation of Slavs. Finding no sympathy from Russian liberals
for the Ukrainian cause, they could no longer envisage the creation of
a Slavic north-eastern (Russian) federation. Consequently, they be-
came more and more dissatisfied with Drahomaniv's persistent appeals to
work together with Russians instead .of against them, accused him of Russo-
philism and insisted that he had deliberately gone to Geneva to publish
the journal Hromada where he knew that it would "merely get lost among
all the other Rﬁssia.n publications of the social revolutiona.ries".ls

In 1885, they finally disowned him and stopped sending any financial

support.
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This set~back did not deter Drahomaniv. He turned his
attention towards Galicia, and became familiar with all Ukrainian pub-
lications, as well as with individuals who could influence their dir-
ection, He contributed a number of articles to various journals out-
lining the social, political and national situation in Galicia and in
Russian Ukraine, and described the role he thought Galicia was to play
in the Ukrainian national movement.

First of all, he believed that literature and literary criticism
played an extremely'important-role in the socio-political life of any
nation. His tendency was not to separate the literary movement from
the political, but to see it as an integral part of the entire politi-
cal and social movement in Galicia. Because he placed so much empha-
sis on literature as &:means of educating the masses and because Ukrain-
ian literature in Galicia was so underdeveloped, he claimed that Galician
writers did-néﬁ even know in what language they should publish - in the
language of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries which was a mixture
of Polish, Latin and German elements, in the Great Russian language or
in contemporary Uk]:'ain:i.a.n.l-7 He urged Galicians to read Russian litera-
tuzje because "its worldly and democratic character would direct youth
towards thée 'demos' and the 'demos! being Ukrainian, Ukrainian national
copsciousness would develop automatically".l8 Drahomaniv realized that
advising Galicians to acquaint themselves with Russian literature irked
many Kievans who had come to equate Russian culture with the Russian
state. However, he continued to maintain that the hostility of the
Kievans to the Russian govermment should not extend to progressive Russian
literature which was free of the faults they had correctly perceived in

19
the Russian state.




Drahomaniv claimed ttat if Ukrainian literature in Russia had
been of any value, it was not due solely to popular Ukrainian instincts
and traditions, but largely to the literary ideas of the progressive
Russian comminity which had shown the path Ukrainian literature was to
take  to become useful to the Ukrainian populace, He thought that Ukrai-
nians were acting foolishly when they refused to acknowledge as Ukrain-
ian those writers who did not use the Ukrainian language. He was of
the opinion that the content and the spirit of a work were of the high-
est value and not the language in which it was written. According to
Drahomaniv, works written in Ukrainian were often of no benefit to the
population at all for their authors were intellectuals who had adopted
aristocratic tendencies and had become alienated not only from their
narodnost but also from their narbd.20

He believed that all Slavs should accept the Russian language
as the diplomatic.tohgue and as an obligatory subject in school even if
they could not accept it as the exclusive language of teaching or as
the official language in courts and in.the administration., To him, All-
Slavic interests were something quite different from the .domestic and
national interests of each nation. Moreover, it was his firm convict-
ion that only in the Russian language and as citizens of an All-Russian
State could Ukrainians have'any influence on the actions of the state
and have a voice in their éwn affairs as well as in all of Slgvdom.
Consequently, he told Galicians that:

Whoever sees treason or harm for specific Ukrainian matters
in seeing the Russian language as an intermediary among all
Slavs is being ridiculous. He should recall that this was

one of the points in the program of the Brotherhood of Sts.
Cyril and Methodius in 1847 which until now is still the
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22
most intelligent thing produced by Ukrainian-lovers.

If many Ukrainians in Russia were father hostile towards Drahomaniv
because of his "Russophile" views, then very few in Galicia were over-
ly sympathetic towards him,

Even before his final split with the Kievan Hromada, Drahomaniv

had begun to criticize Galician leaders. He accused the two parties

‘in Galicia, the Moskvofily (Russophiles) and the Narodovtsi (Populists),

of a lack of realism, claiming that both parties had the desire .to
"ride the high horse of politics™ and the tendency to dream up various
plans for the future of Ukraine which were dependent upon the aid they
might receive from European governments. Moreover, Galician intellect-
uals, ins’;.ead of working towards educating the population on the rights
of their nationality, were arguing over a definition of what constituted
a Ruthenian, While the leaders were thus divided on political and theor-
etical problems, the Galician masses were choosing Poles as deputies to
their awn Diet,
The question "Who are the Ruthenians?" had been raised by the

Poles. Drahomaniv believed they were to be answered in this manner:

It is for us to decide who are the Ruthenians. But for those

of you specifically occupied with ethnography, it is sufficient

to know that there are so many of us, that we feel different

from you, desire a new, legal status for ourselves and a new

means for educating ourselves.23
He argued that it was necessary for Galician politicians to increase
and organize the strength of the masses and only then to think about
formulating programs and uniting with foreign powers in an attempt to

change their nation's status. Consequently, he was not surprised to

see how little progress was being made in the political sphere, for
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Galician leaders manifested "an absence of principles, inconsistency,
lack of discipline, disagreements over strategic tactics" and, as a
result, achieved no results in their various schemes and experiments.%

Although Drahomaniv did not hesitate to denounce either Pop-
ulists or Russophiles, his criticism of the latter was far harsher, be-
cause he regarded them as" enemies of pfogress. While they spoke of
their desire for Galicia to unite spiritually with Russia, they them-
selves sympathized with reacﬁionary circles in Russia whom the majority
of Russians despised because their teachings were harmful to the inter-
ests of the Russian mas"ses.zSMoreover, the Russophiles accepted consider-
able donations from the Ru§sian government as an aid in publishing their
journal Slovo (The Word). Consequently, Drahomaniv condemned the Russo-
philes and their tactics.

The Russophiles claimed that Drahomaniv was an organizer of
secret societies, thé.t he was responsible for spreading "rotten Western
commnism and socialism", and that his followers were "lost sheep and
he their shepherd".26 Not surprisingly, Drahomaniv decided to have no-

thing more to do with them,

On the whole, Drahomaniv was not as critical of the Populists

because he believed that he could bring them over to his way of thinking. .

At first, the Populists fell under . the influence of V. Barvinskyi who
propagated what Drahomaniv termed "the cult of popular sanctities”,

This was an idea which regarded certain mational traits as holy, "worthy
of being placed on a pedestal". According to Barvinskyi, such traits
included the national costume, religion (sometimes Orthodoxy was mention-

ed, sometimes the Uniate Church), the Cyrillic alphabet, the Julian:
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calendar and, finally, the Ukrainian language. In a most definitive
manner, Drahomaniv showed the absurdity and irrationality of Barvin-
skyi's theory.27 Drahomaniv did not deny that each nationality possessed
certain unique traits but he asserted that much that was seen as nation-
al in the past was in fact common to all nations at a certain point in
their growth or the product of .. long established historical processes
that transcended national boundaries and national cdtures .28

Under the impact of "the cult of popular sanctities" theory,

the Populist organ Pravda (Truth) began to emphasize nationalism above

every other "ism" and, with its phrases about the "temperament and nat-
ure of the Russian people", started to sow the seeds of intolerance and
hatred of the Great Russians amongst Ge.licians.29 Besides this, the
Populists, despite what their name suggested, exhibited anti-popular
tendencies -for, in describing the common peasant, they proclaimed:

Ah yes, gentlemen} TYou are always fighting for the rights

of the khlop. You say: give him land. But you don't know

the nature of our khlop. Give him land, leave him on his

own - he'll lie down under a pear tree and sleep.

Drahomaniv was extremely displea.sed. with such attitudes and
hoped that his exhortations might influence the Populists to change
their views, First of all, he declared that their greatest fault was
their over-emphasis on nationalism and their lack of interest in socio-
cultural problems. He advised the Populists to re-evaluate their posi-
tion on the Great Russian nation and its literature for it was from
this peoples' progressive writers, especially from men like Turgenev,

Chernyshevsky and Dobroliubov, that they would learn to be realistic.

Drahomaniv attributed their hostility towards Russian literature and
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language to ignorance of the fact that the Russian masses were indiff-
erent to nationalism because their boundaries had been decided long
ago.31

By opposing the Populists! 'mationalistic idiosyncracies" and
by claiming that the Ukrainian movement could develop normally only in
closest contact with the progressive movement in Russia, Drahomaniv gained
himself enemies among the Populists as well., They accused him of trying
to Russify the Ukrainian community. By 1876, however, a number of younger
Populists, especially I. Franko and M. Pavlyk, were strongly influenced
by Drahomaniv'!s pleas to serve the interests of the narod and often V
turned to him for advice. They remained members of the Populist Party
and continued to write in its journals, but by the early 1880's they
began to criticize the nationalistic views of the older members and
to adopt and spread Drahomaniv's socialist ideas.

Drahomaniv, however, could not understand how these young
"progressives" could remain in any kind of union with the Populists
or publish any of their works in their journal unless they were .opport-
unists lacking in moral principles. Franko tried to explain that cir-
cumstances sometimes forced them to make use of Populist organs and
that it was not a question of 6pportunism but one of tactical necessity.32
He felt that Drahomaniv's perpetual criticism of their mistakes was
tactless for they were only beginners and entitled to make errors, Franko
was convinced that some encouragement from time to time would have been
more beneficial than constant admonitions,

Drahomaniv retorted that his sole concern was the formation of
a group of people = hopefully the progressive youth - who would not toy

with principles and with people who would work seriously and energetic-
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ally for the good and well-being of the narod. His harsh criticisms
resulted from his annoya.née at the lack of progress in Galicia, He
expressed his unwillingness to co;xtinue his friendship with Franko
(although he would still advise him if the latter so desired) as long
as he remained in the Populist camp and voiced his disap;ﬁointment in
the following manner:

I would be willing to wait until August for apples. Act-

ually, I would be ready to die in May if only I could see

its flowers in bloom - nay, just seeing the leaves would

be sufficient, provided they were apple leaves and not God

knows what else!33 _

It was not long, however, before the progressive youth became
too radical for the older Populists. They endorsed Drahomaniv's social-
ist principles and attempted to propagate these ideas among the Galician
peasants. - The youth believed that the older Populists! concentration on
nationalism reflected a lack of understanding of the real needs of the
popular masses and convinced them of the superficiality of their Galic-
ian patriotism.Bh In 1889, they broke with the Populists and emerged
as. a small but formally-organized party - the Rusko Ukrainska Radikalna
Partiia (the Russ-Ukrainian Radical Party) - and in the early 1890's
founded two journals, Narod and Khlibomsh (The Farmer).

The Radicals regarded Drahomaniv as their spiritual father
and continued to rely upon his advice, which he was delighted to pro-
vide. On the organization of the Party, he recommended that the Radicals
follow the English pattern of choosing a leader and leaving him with the
freedém of initiative and the choice of his closest advisersés This,

he believed, was most in ‘accordance with the laws of nature. On mem-

bership, he advised that the Party accept only those who had a steady
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profession., He was strongly opposed to letting students join for he

had little faith in their youthful radicalism. He claimed that stu-
dents were always radical at some point, and that those who devoted
their time to being radical reverted even faster to conservatism than
those who spent their time s’c.udying.36 Franko found Drahomaniv's comm-
ent interesting but totally unsuited for the Radical Party. First of
all , he argued that if they did not accept students, they would have

no party at all or else the formation of it would have taken place at
some unknown time in the future. Secondly, he could not see what harm
there was in making use of a person during the time that he was a stu-
dent and still ra.dical.37 As to a program, he recommended that the
Radicals follow the socialist movement in the West, but insisted that
they not copy too closely the progr;m of the French or German socialists.
He suggested that they always keep in mind the practical needs of the
population and magie concrete demands, such as an' eight hour working day,
so that the activity of the party would noﬁ become purely literary. °

He warned them against becoming anti-clerical and proposed instead that
they propagate religious toleration and separation of Church and State.39
He regarded agitation for the realization of the constitutional rights
which, "although existing in theory, practically did not exist in
Galicia", as their most important and immediate political duty.ho Finally,
he urged them to liberate themselves from the traditional prejudices
against both Poles and Russians. The Radicals must realize that each

nation had its good and bad features, the latter arising not from any

national characteristic, but rather from the insufficient education of
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those who manifested race hatred. He saw the necessity for Ukrainianms,
Galicians, Poles and Russians to work together instead of fighting against
each other in order to achieve their common goal of liberation from
oppressive regimes,

Before his death in 1895, Drahomaniv had one more opportunity
to denounce political independence for Ukraine, an idea which he had
always believed a practical impossibility. In 1894, Iu. Bachynskyi (who
was a member of the Radical“Party until the Ukrainian Social Democratic
Party was formed):sent Drahomaniv a draft of his work entitled U_lcrﬁn_a_
irredepta. In it, he defended the political independence of Ukraine'
as a precondition to her economic and cultural development. He also pro-
claimed that after the attainment of political independence, a bourgeois
Ukrainian state would decay and out of its ruins would emerge the final
goal - Ukrainian social democrac:y.L}2

Drahomaniv criticized Bachynskyi's work for being twdoctrin-
aire. He claimed that he could not agree to an exclusively economic
philosophy of history and politics because he regarded it as a form- of
metaphysics and because human life was much too complex to be explained
by one dement only. Secondly, he criticized Bachynskyi for factual
errors and told him that if he corrected them, he would discover that
his doctrine rested on shaky grounds. Thirdly, he accused Bachynskyi
of adhering to Marxian doctrine, not because it was convincing, but be-
cause Marxian literature was easily available and relieved the "so-
called intellectuals" from thinking on their own., Lastly, he denounced

Bachynskyi's concept of a politically independent Ukraine because he
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still saw no grounds for political separation from Russia, and be-
cause independence interfered with the process of internationaliza-
43

tion which clashed with his utopian dreams of a world where peace

and brotherhood would prevail instead of war and hatred.
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CONCLUSION

It is obvious that as a result of his career as a publicist,
a choice not of his own ma}ting, Drghomaniv became a controversial fig-
ure in both Ukrainian and Russian intellectual circles of various poli-
tical leanings. His harsh criticisms of their goals and their methods
provoked equally harsh condemnations of his own attitudes and proposals
by his contemporaries. Sensitive to the range of these counter-atiacks,

he once reflected:

.During my whole life I have always bteen attacked from at

least two opposite sides at once, and I have even set for

myself the criterion of regarding something as a failure

if, on its account, I am only attacked from one side,

| It was almost inevitable that both his Russian and Ukrainian

contemporaries would accuse him of being a "little Russian chauvinist!
and a "Ukrainian renegade" respectively. Drahomaniv wrote about spec-
ifically Ukrainian matters in Ukrainian and about those dealing with
Russia and her Empire in Russian, and each group tended to read only
those polemics in its own language. - Consequently, each side would have
found him biased unless they examined what he had written in both lang-
uages.,

To a la'rge Vdegree, Drahomaniv'!s evaluations of both sides
were valid, He was correct in claiming that Ukrainians in Russia spent
their time idealizing the past and attributing the sad fate which be-
fell their i'na.rodnost,”' to the craftiness of their neighbours. He was
also correct in believing that the miserable plight of the Ukrainia.r21

masses was due largely to the actions of the Ukrainian aristocracy.

Moreover, one could argue that Drahomsniv was extremely perceptive in
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hypothesizing that "only a world-widé ca.taélysm could tear away the
Ukrainians politically from the Great Russians."a-

However, his attacks on intellectuals for directing their
efforts towards winning cultural concessions from the Russian govern-
ment and for abstaining from political activities were unjust. He him-
self had been forced into exile for "harbouring Ukrainian views" and
he acknowledged that "in Russia, one cannot speak ... about any law.
There one always has tc be ready f.o defend his works, his views and
his own person by means of a revolver."l+

- In the case of the Ukrainians 1n Galicia, Drahomaniv observed
that Zliﬁ.ng in constitutional monarchy put them 1n a bettér position
than Ukrainians in Russia to develop a national consciousness even if
the Poles encroached upon their constitutional rights. Correctly, he
claimed that both existing parties in Ga-.]icia had adopted policies which
would place the destiny of the Ukrainian narod in the hands of Polish
landlords or Russian buiaucrats. To counter that eventuality,.he played
an important role inb directing the organization and activities of the
newly-founded Rédical Party.

But he did not spare this party of progressive youth from
upbraidings whenever he saw the need far them. He accused them of
lacking steadfastness in principles and of being opportunists, and
urged them "to stop playing games of parliamentary tacticswith all pa.rt.ie's
and;, instead, place most emphasis on attempting to bring over as many of
the common masses as possible to their basic principles." He criticized

them for being much too concerned about affairs in their own territory,

suggesting that they should take the initiative in organizing solidarity
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between themselves and Ukrainians in Russia. Yet one wonders how he
expected the Radicals to believe in the possibility of achieving sol-
idarity when he himself warned them not to rely too much on Ukrainians
"for they break their promises just as easily as they make ’c,hem.'.'v6

Drahomaniv's judgements of Russian intellectuals and revolu-
tionaries also displayed contradictions. One cannot but agree with his
negative attitude towards the Moscow Slavophiles for, even in his own
time, liberal elements in Russia were hostile to their teachings and
regarded them as "chauvinists comparable to the Boulangists in Fra.nce."7

With respect to the Russian radical revolutionaries, and
especially Lavrov and Plekhanov, he was justified in saying that their
programs showed a disregard for ‘the nabtional aspirations of the minor-
ities in the Ekhpire. But in criticizing the terrorist. tactics of Bakun-
inists and Lavrovists, he showed not only his naivety but also the con-
ﬁré.dictory character of his own proposals as to the means to be used
for reconstrucing of the Russian.Empire. His belief that changes in
Russia could be attained by peaceful means assumed a certain willingness
on the part of the Tsar and state officials to give up at least part of
their power and acknowledge some of the demands of thé revolutionaries.
For a man who was so critical of the gutocratj.c system and who saw
exile as his only recourse, such an assumption was naive.

It can be argued that it was not so much naivety as Drahomaniv's
ambiéuous attitude towards force that prompted his contradictory state-
ments about violent and non-violent methods., While perpet.ually denounc-
ing Russiafiv¥evolutienaries foritheir Macchiavellian tactics, he did

not find it strange that they resorted to force and announced that
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"nous applaudissons % tout tentative de défense armée de sa personne
et de sa demeure contre les éﬁvahisseurs de la troisidme section".
At the same time, his revulsion to violence prompted him to add that
nous ne pr'écherons Jjamais l'assassinat occulte, ‘pas méme celui d'un
ebspion, d'un chef de police secrete, d'un tyran",

His determination never to glorify killings or to endorse
terror as a system reflected his belief in the idea that large-scale
changes could not be attained by assaults against the individuals who
upheld an evil system. He was a proponent of evolution as opposed to
revolution. Even his political motto - it is not by force that the
drops of water wear away the stone, but by always falling - show that
he could not envision revolution as a major factor in achieving social
change. Yet one could easily argue that this attitude towards revolu-
tion represented wishful thinking, for, when faced with a state rigidly
opposed to reform, Drahqmaniv stated that in Ukraine the masses had no
hope without revolution,

In addition to these contradictions, one can point out yet
another, While consistently advocating that Ukrainians should unite
with the Russians and, in a common struggle, work towards a common goal,

he forbade them to join any Russian revolutionary party and insisted

. ot only that they "pledge -not to go outside of Ukraine," but that with-

in Ukraine,,: "they stick to the corner where they grew up and with which
they‘were most familiar."

Nor woulci it be diff:;l.cult to accﬁse Drahomaniv of inconsist-
ency with his own preachings sbout the importance of scientific research

and methodology. In attempting to prove the distinct character of the




Ukrainian people, the basis of his assertion of their right to an
autonomous existence, his strongest claim to scientific evidence (al-

though he was convinced that he had provided several scientific proofs)

was that Ukrainian folksongs "form a distinct and integrated group, and

this is one of the clearest signs of a crystallized and homogeneous
na.tionali'by.".lo Moreover, although Drahomaniv had a sound view of
the historian as not only a purveyor of i‘acts but also as an inter-
preter of facts, he himself s on occa.sion, failed in the basic task of
marshalling reliable data. He gave, for example, dubious figures for
the number-of inhabitants throughout all Ukrainian territories. While
in Russia, he sets the number of Ukrainians at 14,239,129, in Galicia,
Bukovina and Trénscarpathia, he sets their numbers at 2,312,000,
200,000 and 520,000 respectively.ll
Despite all these flaws, however, Drahomaniv's theories and

activities showed that he was a well;balanced individual .in comparison
to a majority of his extremist contemporaries. Even Peter Struve des-
cribed Drahomaniv as

the i'irs:c. sobgr arnd yet unflinching publicist among the

Russian emigres who firmly advocated the prineiple of the

struggle for political and democratic institutions and re-

Jected the very idea of 'social_revolution' carried out

by extra-legal violent methods,

One should also examine the extent to which Drahomaniv's

ﬁritings had any influence. If it seemed that his advice and exhort-
ations had little effect on his contemporaries in Russian Ukraine, then

in Galicia, the opposite was true. There, he became a central figure .

in socio-political developments. Russophiles and Populists hated him
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and the clergy was afraid of him, but the progressive youth listened

to him. .And it was through them that Drahomaniv had an influence,

albeit indirect, on Russian Ukraine as well. His hopes for the role

that Galicia might play in the awakening of a national liberation
movement in all of Ukraine were fulfilled.

Finally, it was largely due to Drahomaniv's political publica-
tions in Western European languages, including French and Italian, that
Burope recognized the existence of a Ukrainian nation and became acquainted,
to at least a small degree, with some of the problems facing the. Ukrainian
population in their struggle to survive as a separate nation.

That struggle would be neither brief nor easy: "with one blow
of the horn, the walls of Jericho will not come falling down". Yetu .:
Drahomaniv's conscience was at ease for he believed that he had found
a way of changing society's views, and once this was done, a change in
the conditions under which Ukrainians lived would eventually come., This
belief Wé.s in accordance with the goal that he expected each individual
to set up for himself, a belief which he adopted from J.S. Mill:

each man must work in such a manner that, at death, he

might say that at least a small part of the human condi-
tion was left in a better state than in which he found it.13
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