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Preface

This special issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies (HUS), devoted to the po-
litical and social ideas of Vjateslav Lypyns’kyj, is the culmination of a
cooperative effort by the Ukrainian Research Institute of Harvard Univer-
sity and the W. K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute of Philadel-
phia. In 1982 the two institutes jointly sponsored two scholarly conferences
marking the centennial of the birth of Vjaceslav Lypyns’kyj (1882-1931).
The first V. Lypyns’kyj Centennial Conference took place at Harvard
University on 22—23 October 1982. Participants included Omeljan Pritsak
(Harvard University), Marian Kamil Dziewanowski (University of Wiscon-
sin at Milwaukee), Lew R. Bilas (Hamburg), Alexander J. Motyl (Columbia
University), Iwan Korowytsky (W. K. Lypynsky Institute), Olga Andriew-
sky (Harvard University), Frank E. Sysyn (Harvard University), Wsevolod
W. Isajiw (University of Toronto), Jaroslaw Pelenski (University of lowa),
Ivan L. Rudnytsky (University of Alberta), and Eugene Zyblikewycz
(W. K. Lypynsky Institute). Six of the participants (O. Pritsak, F. Sysyn,
W. Isajiw, J. Pelenski, I. Korowytsky, E. Zyblikewycz) presented
Ukrainian-language versions of their papers at the second V. Lypyns’kyj
Centennial Conference, organized by Jaroslaw Pelenski, which was held at
the Ukrainian Institute of America in New York, 18 December 1982. Fund-
ing for both conferences was provided by the W. K. Lypynsky Institute.

From the outset it was planned that the proceedings of the conference
would be published, and that Ivan L. Rudnytsky, who together with Frank
E. Sysyn organized the first conference, would be their editor. Professor
Rudnytsky made a preliminary agreement for the publication of the confer-
ence papers as an issue of HUS. Following his untimely death in 1984, the
HUS editors asked me to assume responsibility for editing this special issue
of the journal based on the conference proceedings. Because several of the
conference papers were not submitted to H. US for publication, I developed a
new conception for the issue centered on the theme of Lypyns’kyj’s politi-
cal and social ideas. Together with the journal’s editors, I decided that its
contents would comprise four parts: (1) articles based on the conference
proceedings; (2) selected, previously unpublished, writings by V.
Lypyns’kyj; (3) selected studies and publicistic writings about him; (4)
biobibliographical materials.
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Introduction

The importance of VjaCeslav Lypyns’kyj (1882-1931) in modern
Ukrainian history can hardly be overestimated. He was a gifted and
influential political thinker, historian, and ideologue whose greatest contri-
bution to Ukrainian intellectual life lies in the realm of political theory.

Lypyns’kyj’s social and cultural background did not predestine him to
become a major Ukrainian political thinker. A Pole by birth, a Ukrainian
by political choice, he was not a professional academician or scholar, but a
nobleman, landowner, gentleman-scholar, and self-trained theorist. He
began his political activity as a democrat with a conservative bent, evolved
into a corporatist conservative and a monarchist, and finally became an
unaffiliated independent conservative. Throughout his career he was preoc-
cupied with the crucial problems of Ukrainian national independence and
Ukrainian statehood. Later in life he concerned himself with the analysis of
sociopolitical systems and with the development of his own theory of elites.
The latter placed him among the leading European political theorists of his
time.

The purpose of this special issue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies is four-
fold: (1) to present the contemporary state of research on V. Lypyns’kyj’s
political and social ideas and, by implication, on Ukrainian political thought
in general; (2) to make available previously unpublished writings by
Lypyns’kyj that are representative of his ideological evolution from a
democratic stance to conservative views closely interconnected with the
corporatist hetmanite-monarchical orientation;! (3) to provide selected
examples of what has been written about Lypyns’kyj by influential scholars
and publicists; (4) to furnish biobibliographical materials on Lypyns’kyj.

I The term hetmanite, like the term hetmanate, derives from the term hetman, which histori-
cally was used to designate the leader of the Ukrainian Cossacks. The hetman was the head of
the polity created by the Xmel'nyc’kyj revolution of 1648 that continued until the office’s abo-
lition in 1764, and the head of the independent Ukrainian state (Pavlo Skoropads’kyj) that
existed from April to December 1918. Hetmanate (Ukrainian hetman3éyna) refers to the early
modern Ukrainian polity and to the Ukrainian state of 1918. Hetmanite ! hetmanites denotes
twentieth-century political movements advocating a restoration of the state and government of
1918, whether under a member of the Skoropads’kyj family or another candidate for hetman.
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Systematic research is already in progress to preserve and to disseminate
Lypyns’kyj’s intellectual and theoretical heritage. The W. K. Lypynsky
East European Research Institute, repository of both his published and
unpublished works, has played a major role in the undertaking. Publication
of a three-volume edition of Lypyns’ky;j’s historical works, under the edi-
torship of Lew R. Bilas, is underway,? and a three-volume edition of
Lypyns’kyj’s political writings is planned. A four-volume edition of
approximately 1,200 of Lypyns’kyj’s letters is being prepared for publica-
tion by Roman Zalucky. Two volumes of letters to Lypyns’kyj have
already appeared.> One hopes that these projects will stimulate similar
research and publications on other modern Ukrainian political thinkers and
their various ideological orientations.

When Lypyns’ky;j stepped onto the Ukrainian political scene (the early
1900s), Ukrainian intellectuals and political activists had been engaged for
more than a decade in an ideological debate over the best solution for
Ukrainian political aspirations. They were divided into two main orienta-
tions: the federalists, who saw the solution of the Ukrainian problem in the
Russian Empire in the framework of a federation (and within the Habsburg
Empire, in confederation); and the independentists, who supported the idea
of national independence for the Ukraine. The federalists were populist
democratic and socialist theoreticians and leaders such as Myxajlo
Drahomanov (1841-1895), Myxajlo HruSevs’kyj (1866-1934), Volody-
myr VynnyCenko (1880-1951), and, at that time, Symon Petljura
(1879-1926), together with groups sharing their views, such as the
Ukrainian Social Democratic Workers’ Party. The independentists included
young Ukrainian radicals such as Vjateslav Budzynovs’kyj (1868-1935),
Ivan Hrynevec’kyj, Julijan Bagyns’kyj (1879-?), and, from 1900, Ivan
Franko (1856-1916), as well as the Ukrainian National Democrats and
Radicals (the two leading Ukrainian parties in Galicia), Mykola
Mixnovs’kyj (1873—1924; a centrist democrat), and the Ukrainian People’s
Party; they were joined by Vjaceslav Lypyns’kyj and, somewhat later, by
Andrij Zuk (1880-1968) and Dmytro Dontsov (1883-1973), then both
social democrats, and by the Union for the Liberation of the Ukraine. The

2 Volume 2, Uéast' Sljaxty u velykomu ukrajins’komu povstanni pid provodom het' mana
Bohdana Xmel’ nyc’koho (The participation of the nobility in the great Ukrainian Revolution
under the command of Hetman Bohdan Xmel'nyc’kyj), appeared in 1980; volume 3, Ukrajina
na perelomi (The Ukraine at the turning point; first published in 1920) is in preparation.

3 Lysry Dmytra Dorosenka do Vjaceslava Lypyns'koho (Letters of Dmytro Dorogenko to
Vjageslav Lypyns’kyj), edited by Iwan Korowytsky, appeared in 1973; Lysty Osypa Nazaruka
do Vjaceslava Lypyns' koho (Letters of Osyp Nazaruk to Vjateslav Lypyns’kyj), edited by Ivan
L. Rudnytsky, were published in 1976.
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federalist orientation, represented mainly by individuals and elite groups
from the Central and Eastern Ukraine, predominated in Ukrainian political
life in these areas at the time. Advocacy of Ukrainian independence had a
broader political base in Galicia.

Lypyns’kyj became the principal spokesman of the democratic-conser-
vative wing of the independentist movement and the ideologue of the Free
Ukraine (Vil'na Ukrajina) group (which included the representatives of
various political outlooks), as well as the spiritual founder of the Union for
the Liberation of the Ukraine. He was first to advance the idea of an
independent Ukrainian state based on democratic foundations, regardless of
its form of constitutional government. In his ‘‘Memorijal do Ukrajins’koho
komitetu pro naSe stanovyiCe suproty napruZenoji sytuaciji v Evropi”’
(Memorandum to the Ukrainian Committee concerning our position with
regard to the tense political situation in Europe) of December 1912,% he
stated:

The Ukrainian nation has the right to a free and independent life on its own territory.

The development of the Ukrainian nation deprived of a strong proprietary class is
closely connected with the development of political democratization and the imple-
mentation of the social reforms economically beneficial to the broad masses of the
people.

The Ukraine within its ethnographic boundaries shall become an independent
state’ (the form of government—a constitutional monarchy; the eventual question of
dynasty—German, Austrian, or even Russian—will depend on a Ukrainian consti-
tuent assembly and the position of Europe) under the protectorate of Russia or Aus-
tria, and it pledges itself to maintain complete neutrality toward those two states.

On the eve of World War I, Myxajlo Hrugevs’kyj, whose attitude toward
the initiatives of the Free Ukraine group was restrained and sceptical,
observed that the idea of an independent Ukraine was popular among the
younger members of the Ukrainian intelligentsia, whereas the older
members regarded the autonomist-federalist solution to be the attainable
goal of the Ukrainian national movement.® Thus the ideological conflict

4 A copy of the memorandum is preserved in the V. Lypyns'kyj Archive of the W. K. Lypyn-
sky Institute.

5 Originally Lypyns’kyj wrote **konstytucijnoju monarxijeju,”’ then crossed out the term and
wrote ‘‘derzavoju.”

6  Hrudevs'kyj also remarked that the realization of Ukrainian independence required that an
international cataclysm take place—which, in fact, did occur, but was not anticipated by him.
HruSevs’kyj’s comments were published at the beginning of the war; as part of his general
assessment of the state of Ukrainian affairs, in Revue politique internationale, 1914-1915
(nos. 11, 12), and in a separate treatise which appeared under the auspices of the Union for the
Liberation of the Ukraine, entitled Die ukrainische Frage in historischer Entwicklung (Vienna,
1915). The relevant passage reads:

Unter dem Einfluss der erlebten Enttauschungen erwachte in einem Teil der ukrainischen Gesellschaft in
Russland die Idee der ukrainischen staatlichen Unabhingigkeit wieder. Die Idee der *‘Selbstindigen
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between the predominant federalists and the minority independentists was,
according to HruSevs’kyj, generational. In his opinion it was also a conflict
between the realistic approach of the older generation and, by implication,
the utopian outlook of the younger one. Paradoxically enough, the outbreak
and the outcome of World War I would prove who the real utopians and
who the true realists were.

Traditionally it has been maintained that the Ukrainian populist, demo-
cratic, and socialist elite made a revolutionary leap from the federalist to the
independentist position when, on 22 January 1918, the Central Rada of the
Ukrainian National Republic (UNR) proclaimed Ukrainian independence in
its Fourth Universal.” New studies on Ukrainian radical political thought in
the pre-World War I period,? together with research on Lypyns’kyj and the
independentist orientation he represented, disclose that the allegedly monu-
mental decision came late, and that a new look at the reasons for its belated-
ness ought to be taken. Those reasons should be sought precisely in the
period between the early 1890s and 1914, when the debate between the
federalists and the independentists was taking place.

National independence and independent statehood were for Lypyns’kyj
the two overriding elements of the Ukrainian nationbuilding process. For
him they had absolute political and moral value. The failure of Ukrainian
patriots of the federalist persuasion to recognize those values early in the
debate and to accept them without reservations was one of the principal rea-
sons, if not the principal reason, for the failure to attain an independent state
in the Ukrainian Revolution of 1917~1920. The price the Ukrainian people
paid in World War I—and more than a decade later, during the famine of
1932-1933 intentionally organized by the Soviet authorities—attests to the
validity of Lypyns’kyj’s paradoxical proposition that the Don Quixotes are

Ukraina’* tauchte in den heimlichen Vereinigungen der ukrainischen Jugend schon in den letzten Jahren des
19. Jahrhunderts auf und wird nach den erlebten Schicksalschiigen mit emeuter Energie aufgestellt,
wiederum hauptsichlich von den jiingeren Kreisen der ukrainischen Intelligenz, die darin eine radikale
Losung der schweren Lage erblickten. Den ilteren Kreisen der ukrainischen Intellektuellen erschien jedoch
diese Idee nach wie vor unter den bestehenden Verhilmi als eine Utopie, da deren Verwirklichung
einen grandiosen internationalen Kataklismus zur Voraussetzung hatte. Diesen realpolitisch denkenden
Kreisen erschien es als eine leichter zu verwirklichende Aufgabe, auf der bestehenden internationalen Basis
nach einer weitgehenden Autonomie der ukrainischen Gebiete in Russland als eines autonomen Landes in
dem Rahmen der bestehenden Staatsorganisation zu streben (p. 50).

7 A good summary of this traditional view has been provided by Ivan L. Rudnytsky, ‘“The
Fourth Universal and Its Ideological Antecedents,”” in The Ukraine, 1917—-1921: A Study in
Revolution, ed. Taras Hunczak (Cambridge, Mass., 1977), pp- 186-219.

& For an informative and perceptive example of the new approach, cf. John-Paul Himka,
‘““Young Radicals and Independent Statehood: The Idea of a Ukrainian Nation-State,
1890- 1895, Slavic Review 41, no. 2 (1982): 219-35,
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the true realists and the Sancho Panzas, the utopians and the losers in his-
tory.

Whereas in dealing with the problem of Ukrainian national indepen-
dence Lypyns’kyj belonged to a minor but nonetheless significant current in
Ukrainian political life, his ideas on Ukrainian statehood were indeed origi-
nal. Until Lypyns’kyj’s time, Ukrainian history and politics were viewed
basically from the populist and ethnic perspectives. Ukrainian history, as
presented in the works of the giants of Ukrainian populism Taras Sevéenko
(1814-1861), Mykola Kostomarov (1817-1885), Volodymyr Antonovy¢
(1834-1908), and Myxajlo HruSevs’kyj, was the history of the Ukrainian
popular masses, of their opposition to foreign states and even indigenous
state formations and of their struggle for social and cultural emancipation.
Lypyns’kyj introduced a revolutionary change into Ukrainian historical and
political thinking, namely, the view that the state, the elites, institutions both
civilian and military, and defined social groups, and not the undifferentiated
popular masses, are the decisive forces in history.

Applying the concept of the state as the principal organizing factor of
societal life—a notion founded on the nineteenth-century theory of national
history—to the history of a people who for prolonged periods of time did
not have an independent state of their own was no easy task. It required a
certain ideologization of the Ukrainian historical process, which led to
Lypyns’kyj’s creation of a myth of the Ukrainian state which would serve
as a substitute until a state would be established.

As the principal founder of the state school (derzavnyc’ka $kola) in
modern Ukrainian historiography, Lypyns’kyj wielded an extraordinary
influence on his contemporaries and on succeeding generations of
Ukrainian historians and politically minded intellectuals. A majority of
Myxajlo Hrulevs’kyj’s students, including the gifted scholar Ivan
Kryp”’jakevye (1886—1967), accepted Lypyns’kyj’s basic assumptions
about history and politics. There is evidence that Lypyns’kyj’s historical
ideas, particularly those expounded in his Ukrajina na perelomi (The
Ukraine at the turning point; Vienna, 1920), had an impact on Marxist his-
torians in the Soviet Ukraine. His influence on Ukrainian historians and
political scientists continues to the present day, as attested by the contribu-
tions published in this issue, which not only represent professional studies
on Lypyns’kyj’s political and social thought, but also reflect the present
mode of thinking of at least one segment of the Ukrainian intellectual elite
in the diaspora.

Until Lypyns’kyj’s time Ukrainian political thought was basically ethno-
centric, emphasizing language, customs, and folklore as the main attributes
of the Ukrainian nationality. Under Lypyns'kyj’s influence, territory,
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common historical experience, institutions, society, and role model indivi-
duals and groups became the chief criteria for defining the Ukrainian
nationality. According to that definition, every inhabitant of Ukrainian ter-
ritory who functions usefully in society is a Ukrainian, regardless of ethnic
background, race, religion, or social position. For a society that for a long
period of its history has been multiethnic in composition, nationality defined
by state criteria is certainly a much more advantageous principle than any
purely ethnic one.

Lypyns’kyj also challenged the dominance of populism in Ukrainian po-
litical thought. Under his influence, the prevailing populist assumption
about the natural goodness and fundamental moral superiority of the narod
(the physically toiling masses, or peasantry) over the allegedly decadent and
exploitative middle and upper classes gave way to a more balanced and
objective view of the necessity for the Ukrainian nation to become socially
stratified, complete, and integrated. Targets of Lypyns’kyj’s direct criti-
cism were the cult of the narod and the resulting glorification of its radical
and anarchist inclinations, as manifested in the movements of the
hajdamaky, Nestor Maxno, and the otamani¢yna during the 1917-1920
Revolution.

Another of Lypyns’kyj’s fundamental contributions to Ukrainian politi-
cal thought and to political theory in general was his early identification of
the dangers posed by the authoritarian-dictatorial and totalitarian move-
ments in the twentieth century. Although himself a leading figure on the
political right, and simultaneously a genuine conservative traditionalist, he
immediately recognized the underlying nature and structural framework of
such movements. Lypyns’kyj’s assessment of the systemic similarities
between communism and fascism, which in many ways was unprecedented,
grew out of his comparative analysis of sociopolitical systems and their
elites. It was also the result of his intellectual confrontations with commu-
nism and ascendant Ukrainian integral nationalism.

The failure to attain independent Ukrainian statehood in 1917-1920, the
international isolation of the Ukrainian national movement in the 1920s and
1930s, the highly discriminatory policies of the Polish and Romanian
governments toward their Ukrainian minorities, the international economic
crisis, and the appeal of rising integral nationalism and fascism combined to
attract radical young Western Ukrainians to  extremist ideologies.
Lypyns’kyj cautioned his compatriots about the true nature of fascism and
the possible consequences of integral nationalism. He also influenced cer-
tain elements of society, such as Catholic conservatives among the
Ukrainian Galician elite, to oppose the integral nationalism being advocated
by Dmytro Dontsov and, by implication, at least some of the policies of the
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Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN). The Catholic conservative
viewpoint was represented by the periodicals Nova Zorja, edited by Osyp
Nazaruk (1883—-1940), and Dzvony, edited by Petro Isajiv (1905-1973; the
journal was subsidized by Metropolitan Andrej Septyc’kyj and his close
collaborator, Reverend Josyf Slipyj, later head of the Ukrainian Greek
Catholic church), and individuals such as Vasyl’ Kué&abs’kyj (1895—-1945
[?]). Other groups opposing Ukrainian integral nationalism were, for exam-
ple, the liberal democratic leadership of the Ukrainian Women’s Associa-
tion (Sojuz Ukrajinok), then headed by Milena Rudnyc’ka (1892-1976)
and the Ukrainian Social Democrats. Some individuals, for instance, Zenon
Pelens’kyj (1902-1979), attempted to warn the Ukrainian community
about the real attitudes of Adolf Hitler’s Germany toward Eastern Europe,
including the Ukraine. Overall, however, the response of the established
elements in Ukrainian society (including some leading figures of the
Ukrainian National Democratic Alliance [UNDO])) to the phenomenon of
Ukrainian integral nationalism was too weak to be effective.

Lypyns’kyj’s criticism of Ukrainian integral nationalism has proved to
be valid in many respects. In particular, his vehement ideological confron-
tation with Dmytro Dontsov mirrored the crisis experienced by Ukrainian
society living outside the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic during the
interwar peiod. Even though history has pronounced its verdict on this con-
frontation, there have been attempts to place Dontsov, as a social theorist,
on a level of theoretical significance equal to that of Lypyns’kyj. Such
attempts are of questionable value, because the two individuals belong to
different spheres of political discourse.

Since the death of V. Lypyns’kyj, no political thinker or ideologue of his
stature has appeared in Ukrainian life. This does not mean that the age of
ideologies has ended, but it may mean that the age of great ideologues has
passed. From the end of the 1930s, one observes a period of stagnation in
the evolution of Ukrainian political thought. Some developments, like the
ideological evolution of the Ukrainian nationalist underground movement
from 1943 to the early 1950s, the aspirations of the Ukrainian dissidents in
the 1960s and 1970s, and the tentative revival of autonomist ideas in official
Soviet Ukrainian circles during the tenure of Petro Selest as the First Secre-
tary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party in the Ukraine
(1963-1972), attest to the perpetuation of Ukrainian political thinking.
These developments do not, however, represent innovative contributions in
the realm of Ukrainian political theory: rather, they are reformulations of
traditional concepts and ideological paradigms.
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One of the most significant legacies Lypyns’kyj has left his compatriots
lies in the sphere of political morality. He regarded politics as a serious
human endeavor that combines the ability (art) of making appropriate
choices with the study (science) of the dynamic forces directing the political
process.® He attributed to its practitioners a most important role and a lofty
moral place in national life: he treated politics as a vocation, in contrast, for
example, to Max Weber, who viewed it as a profession. Lypyns’kyj was
critical of the position politics held in Ukrainian life (outside the Western
Ukraine), where it placed low in the hierarchy of social values, following
literature, folklore, scholarship, and economic cooperative activities. He
himself deserves credit for having restored politics to a more respected
place among some segments of Ukrainian society.

By his personal example and intellectual contributions, Lypyns’kyj
attempted to instill in his Ukrainian compatriots a notion of obligation to
serve and a sense of social responsibility. As an ideological conservative he
believed that particularly those who are materially and intellectually
privileged have a special moral duty to serve their society, nation, and state.
He was convinced that individuals and peoples bear responsibility for their
actions, behavior, and destinies, and he reminded his compatriots that they
are responsible not only for their successes, but also for their failures.
These sentiments are best expressed in his own words:

- . . Instead of being fearful of the devil (whom we see in the image of the ‘‘Musco-
vite, the Pole (/jax), the Jew, the lord, the bourgeois, the socialist, the Bolshevik,”’
or in any other ‘‘reason of the evil that possesses us’’ and which we present to our-
selves and to others as justification of our own spiritual wickedness), let us be hope-
ful that [the church and religion] will bless us with the love of God, truth, and
idea—instead of the present futile convulsions of our mind and heart, poisoned with
hatred and unrest—and [will also bless us] with tranquil power of the spirit,
grounded in deep faith and love in the purpose of firm, unyielding, and constant
work for our Ukrainian cause.'®

Jaroslaw Pelenski

V. Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv (Vienna, 1926: reprinted New York, 1954), p.
347.
10 V. Lypyns'kyj, Religija i cerkva v istoriji Ukrajiny (Philadelphia, 1925), p. 19.



V. Lypyns’kyj’s Place in Ukrainian Intellectual History

OMELJAN PRITSAK

Intellectual history is understood here as the study of codified and systema-
tized secular thought, expressed within a societal context in theories philo-
sophical and ethical, economic, political, and sociological, as well as in
theories concerning literature and art.! According to this definition, the
work of the churchmen of the Kiev Mohyla Academy (seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries) and even the mystic oeuvre of Hryhorij Skovoroda
belong to intellectual prehistory, since they were still based on presecular
principles. Yet Ukrainian intellectual history proper begins with the last
decades of the eighteenth century, when two Western intellectual currents,
the Enlightenment and Romanticism,? reached the Russian Empire.
Although they came to the Ukraine at approximately the same time,? they
flourished in different parts of Ukrainian territory: the Enlightenment in
Malorossija (the former Hetman state), and Romanticism in Slobids’ka
Ukraine. Also, each was embraced by a different stratum of the Ukrainian
nobility: the ideas of the Enlightenment attracted administrators and mili-
tary men, whereas Romanticism appealed to university students.*

1 See Omeljan Pritsak, ‘‘Prolegomena to the National Awakening of the Ukrainians during
the Nineteenth Century,’” Culture and Nationalism in Nineteenth-Century Eastern Europe, ed.
Roland Sussex and J. C. Eade (Columbus, Ohio, 1985), pp. 96-110.
2 On the Enlightenment, see Ernst Cassirer, Die Philosophie der Aufkldrung (Tiibingen,
1932), translated into English as The Philosophy of the Enlightenment (Princeton, 1951);
Charles Frankel, The Faith of Reason: The Idea of Progress in the French Enlightenment
(New York, 1948); Norman Hampson, The Enlightenment, Pelican History of European
Thought, 4 (London, 1968).

On Romanticism, see Louis Reynaud, Le Romantisme: Ses origines Anglo-Germaniques
(Paris, 1926); Lascelles Abercrombie, Romanticism (London, 1926; new ed., 1963).
3 See Oleksander Ohloblyn, *“The American Revolution and Ukrainian Liberation Ideas dur-
ing the Late Eighteenth Century,”” Ukrainian Quarterly 11, no. 3 (1955):203-212; L.
Kovalenko, Velyka francuz’ ka buriuazna revoljucija i hromads’ki polityéni ruxy na Ukrajini v
kinci XVII st. (Kiev, 1973). See aiso Dmytro Cyzevs'kyj, Narysy z istoriji filosofiji na Ukra-
Jjini (Prague, 1931), pp. 66-86.
4 The precursor of the French Enlightenment in the Ukraine (and Russia) was Jakiv
Kozel’s’kyj (b. 1729, d. after 1795), an alumnus of the Kiev Mohyla Academy (1744 -1750).
Son of a sotnyk of Kobeljaky (in the Poltava polk ), he taught at the cadet corps in St. Peters-
burg (1757-1766) and was later a member of the Imperial Senate there (1766—1770). Upon
his return to the Ukraine, he was a member of the governing body then ruling the Ukraine, the
Little Russian College (1770-1786). His original philosophical work, FilosofiCeskie
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Put most simply, the Enlightenment was a current of thought originating
in England and France in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries that
believed in the interrelation among the concepts of God, reason, nature, and
man (considered to be born essentially perfect and equal). The ordering
principle for all four was laws developed by the intelligent human mind—
hence the Enlightenment’s passion for law codices (e.g., the Prussian and
Austrian codes, the American Constitution, the Code Napoléon). The
economic theory of the Enlightenment was based on the idea of harmony
among private interests as well as free competition and governmental non-
interference. Its political wisdom was represented by the theory of a bal-
ance of powers arranged at international congresses. Its theory of history
reflected the idea of mankind’s general progress toward perfection. Typical
of the Enlightenment were secret societies—among them the German patri-
otic ‘‘“Tugendbund’’ and the English ‘‘Freemason Grand Lodge’’—where
such matters were discussed and codified.’

In the years from 1781 to 1802, the Ukrainian Hetmanate (Malorossija)
was progressively being integrated into the Russian Empire. Although
Peter I had begun forcible Europeanization almost a century earlier, during
his reign the imperial elite had remained alienated from European intellec-
tual currents. By the middle of the eighteenth century, however, there had
developed a thin stratum of nobles privately taught French and sometimes
German who had developed the foundation for an imperial secular literary
language (Lomonosov’s solution of the Russian ‘‘Questione della
Lingua’").¢

predloZenija, was published in St. Petersburg in 1768. An admirer of Denis Diderot’s Encyclo-
pedia (1751 -1772), he translated a two-volume selection of that seminal work.

On Kozel’s’kyj, see V. Dmytralenko, Suspil’no-polityéni pohljady Ja. P. Kozel's koho

(Kiev, 1958); idem, in Narys istoriji filosofiji na Ukrajini, ed. D. Ostrjanyn (Kiev, 1966), pp.
90-99; Ju. Ja. Kogan, Prosvetitel’ XVIII veka Ja. P. Kozel' skij (Moscow, 1958). See also the
first translation of Immanuel Kant’s Meraphysic of Morals, by Jakiv Ruban: Kantovo osno-
vanie dlja metafiziki nravov (Mykolajiv, 1803).
5 See A. N. Pypin, ObsCestvennoe dvizenie v Rossii pri Aleksandre I, 2nd ed. (St. Petersburg,
1885); idem, Russkoe masonstvo XVII i pervaja ¢ast” XIX v., ed. G. V. Vernadskij (Petrograd,
1916); T. Sokolovskaja, Russkoe masonstvo i ego znalenie v istorii obsCestvennogo dvifenija
(XVIII i pervaja Cetvert’ XIX stoletija) (St. Petersburg [ca. 1908]); V. Orlov, Russkie
prosvetiteli 1790-1800 gg. (Moscow, 1950); P. N. Berkov, Istorija russkoj Zurnalistiki XVIII
v. (Moscow and Leningrad, 1952).

On the secret societies in the Ukraine, see Serhij Jefremov, *‘Masonstvo na Ukrajini,”” Nase
mynule (Kiev), 1918, no. 3, pp. 9-13; also Bohdan Krawciw and Oleksander Ohlobiyn,
‘*Masonstvo,”” Encyklopedija Ukrajinoznavstva: Slovnykova castyna, ed. Volodymyr Kubi-
jovy¢, vol. 4 (Munich 1962), pp. 1486-88.

6 Christopher D. Buck, *“The Russian Language Question in the Imperial Academy of Sci-
ences, 1724-1770,” Aspects of the Slavic Language Question, vol. 2: East Slavic, ed. Ric-
cardo Picchio and Harvey Goldblatt (New Haven, 1984), pp. 187-233.
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After the turn of the century, imperial noblemen-officers were sent to
Germany and France to fight in the Napoleonic wars. Apart from
diplomats, they became the first group of imperial subjects to come into
direct contact with any European intellectual current, specifically, the
Enlightenment. Upon their return home, some of these nobles organized
patriotic secret societies with the intent of bringing about enlightened
reforms in the empire—a constitution and the abolition of serfdom. When
such developments did not occur—their hopes that Alexander I would be a
reformer had been dashed—the noblemen attempted, upon Alexander I's
death in December 1825, to take over the government themselves, only to
have this Decembrist revolt fail.”

In the Ukraine Freemason lodges were known already in the 1740s, but
the first Ukrainian lodges were founded only in 1818; secret societies were
known already as early as the 1780s-1790s.2 They gained special intensity
in 1818, when Tsar Alexander 1, while opening the Polish Sejm in Warsaw,
promised to introduce a constitution for the lands of the Russian Empire.
At about the same time Prince Mykola Repnin-Volkons’kyj, the newly
appointed governor-general of Malorossija, gave a patriotic speech before
the Ukrainian nobility in Poltava. The most important product of the
Ukrainian Enlightenment was the tract called Istorija Rusov. It is now
fairly certain that this political-ideological treatise, disguised as an
eighteenth-century Cossack chronicle, was compiled sometime after the
Vienna Congress (1814-1815), most probably in connection with the
events of 1818; significantly enough, this is also the time (1818-1819) to
which all four of the early known manuscripts of Istorija Rusov are dated.

7 Three general works on the Decembrists are Milica V. Neékina, Dvifenie dekabristov, 2
vols. (Moscow, 1955); idem, Dekabristy (Moscow, 1982); Marc Raeff, The Decembrist Move-
ment (Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1966). See also the collection of documents Vosstanie deka-
bristov: Materialy i dokumenty, 11 vols. (Moscow, 1925-58), and Dekabristy i russkaja
kul'tura (Leningrad, 1975). On the Decembrists in the Ukraine, see Dekabrysty na Ukrdajini,
vol. 1, ed. Serhij Jefremov and Volodymyr Mijakovs’kyj (Kiev, 1926), vol. 2, ed. Dmytro
Bahalij (Kiev, 1930); D. Bahalij, ed., Rux Dekabrystiv na Ukrajini (Kharkiv, 1926); V.
Bazylevy&, Dekabrysts’kyj rux na Ukrajini (Kiev, 1954); idem, Povstannja Cernihivs'koho
polku (Kiev, 1956); 1. Pil’huk, Sevienko i dekabrysty (Kiev, 1958); 1. Zaslavs'kyj. Ryljejev i
rosijs’ ko-ukrajins'ki literaturni vzajemyny (Kiev, 1958); L. Medveds'ka, Dekabrysty na
Poltavicyni (Kharkiv, 1960); idem, Serhij Ivanovyt Muravjov Apostol (Kiev, 1961); idem,
Pavlo Ivanovy¢ Pestel' (Kiev, 1964); H. Serhijenko, Dekabrysty ta Jix revoljucijni tradyciji na
Ukrajini (Kiev, 1975). See also two bibliographical surveys, M. V. Neckina: *‘Ukrainskaja
jubilejnaja literatura o dekabristax,”” Istorik-Marksist (Moscow), 1927, no. 3, pp. 187-195;
and L. Olijnyk, *‘Dekabrysts’kyj rux na Ukrajini v radjans’kij istoriohrafiji,”” Ukrajins'kyj
istorycnyj Zurnal, 1965, no. 12, pp. 119-28.

8 1 have in mind the Novhorod-Sivers’kyj circle studied by Oleksander Ohloblyn, especially
in his Ljudy staroji Ukrajiny (Munich, 1959), and in his Berlins'ka misija Kapnista 1791 roku:
Istoriohrafija i metodolohija pytannja (Munich, 1974).
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Since there is no trace of any original text, one can speculate whether the
manuscript might have been produced at the outset in several exemplars,
which were then claimed to be copies of a non-existent original supposedly
written some fifty years before.” Scholars have speculated about at least
eleven possible authors.!® Apparently Istorija Rusov was the collective

® Myxajlo Voznjak, Psevdo-Konys'kyj i Psevdo-Poletyka: Istorija Rusov u literaturi i nauci
(Lviv, Kiev, Warsaw, 1939), pp. 5-6.

10 Candidates for authorship of the Istorija Rusov (followed by the name of the scholar who
first proposed him) are: Jurij Konys'kyj (Oleksander von der Brieggen); Hryhorij Poletyka
(Volodymyr Ikonnykov); Vasyl’ Poletyka (Vasyl’ Horlenko); Hryhorij and Vasyl' Poletyka
(father and son jointly) (Oleksander Lazarevs’kyj); Oleksander Bezborod’ko (Myxajlo
Slabgenko); Opanas Lobysevy¢ (Oleksander Ohloblyn); Prince Mykola Repnin-Volkons’kyj
(Myxajlo Maksymovy¢); Vasyl’ Lukaevyé (Mykola Petrovs'kyj); Arxyp Xudorba (Olek-
sander Ohloblyn); Vasyl Myk. Xanenko (d. ca. 1799) and/or Oleksander Ivan Xanenko (d. ca.
1803) (Oleksander Ohloblyn).

Literature on Istorija Rusov published since 1920 includes Dmytro Dorosenko, ** ‘Istorija
Rusov’ jak pamjatka ukrajins’koji polityénoji dumky druhoji polovyny XVIII stolittja,”
Xliborobs'ka Ukrajina, bk. 3, collections 5 and 6 (Vienna, 1921), pp. 183-98; Mykola Hor-
ban’, “‘Kil’ka uvah do pytannja pro avtora ‘Istoriji Rusov,” ”” Cervonyj sljax (Kharkiv), 1923,
no. 6-7, pp. 146-50; Anatolij Jerov, ‘Do pytannja pro &as napysannja ‘Istorii Rusov,” a
potasty j pro avtora jiji,”” Juvilejnyj zbirnyk na posanu akademika Myxajla Serhijevyia
Hrusevs'koho, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1928), pp. 186—91; Pavio Klepac'kyj, ‘‘Lystuvannja Oleksandra
AndrijevyCa Bezborod’ka z svojim bat’kom, Jak istoryCne dZerelo,” ibid., pp. 180-85; L.
Kosova, “‘Sev&enko ta ‘Istorija Rusov,” in Sevéenko, vol. 1 (Kharkiv, 1928), pp. 161-62;
Mykola Petrovs’kyj, ‘‘Do istoriji derzavnoho ustroju Ukrajiny XVII viku,”” Zapysky
NiZyns'koho instytutu socijalnoho vyxovannja, vol. 11 (Nizyn, 1930), p. 90; Andrij Jakovliv
(Yakovllv) “‘Do pytannja pro avtora ‘Istoriji Rusov,”*’ Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva im.
Sevienka, vol. 154 (Lviv, 1937), pp- 71-114; idem, “‘Istoriya Rusov and its Author,”’ Annals
of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S. (hercafter Annals), 3, no. 2 (New
York, 1953): 620-69; Voznjak, Psevdo Konys'kyj i Psevdo-Poletyka (see fn. 9, above); idem,
“I xto Z avtor ‘Istoriji Rusov'?,”” Nasi dni (Lviv), 1944, no. 1, pp. 4-5; Oleksander Ohloblyn,
“Xto buv avtorom ‘Istoriji Rusov’?,”’ Nasi dni, 1943, no. 11, pp- 6-7; idem, ‘‘Psevdo-
Bezborod’ko proty Lobysevy&a,” Nasi dni, 1944, no. 5, p. 11; idem, ‘“‘Opanas Lobysevy¢
(1732-1805),”" Literaturno-naukovyj zbirnyk (Korigen-Kiel), 3 (1948): 3~ 10; idem, Xanenky:
Storinka z istoriji ukrajins’koho avtonomismu 18-ho stolittja (Kiel, 1949); idem, ‘‘Do pytannja
pro avtora ‘Istoriji Rusov,””” Ukrajina (Paris), 1949, no. 2, pp. 71-75; idem, ‘‘Per$a druko-
vana zvistka pro ‘Istoriju Rusov,”’’ Nasa kul’tura (Winnipeg), 1951, no. 2 (167), pp. 28-35;
idem, ““Cudo Dextjarivs’koji BoZoji Materi v ‘Istoriji Rusov,” "> Nasa kul’ tura, 1952, no. 12
(177), pp. 25-28, and no. 1, pp. 25-30; idem, ‘“The Ethical and Political Principles of
‘Istoriya Rusov,” *’ Annals 2, no. 4 (6) (1952): 388-400; idem, ‘‘Where was Istoriya Rusov
Written?,”” Annals 3, no. 2 (8) (1953):670-95; idem, ‘‘Spysky ‘Istoriji Rusiv,” ™ Naukovyj
zbirnyk UVU, vol. 6 (Munich, 1956); introductory essay in Istorija Rusiv, trans. Vjateslav
Davydenko (New York, 1956), pp. v—xxix; idem, ‘‘Research Studies on ‘Istoriya Rusov,”
Proceedings of the Shevchenko Scientific Society, Historical-Philosophical Section, vol. 2
(Paris [1957]), pp. 32~36; idem, ‘“‘Arxyp Xudorba,”” in O. Ohloblyn, Ljudy staroji Ukrajiny
(Munich, 1959), pp. 288-99; idem, Opanas Lobysevyé, 1732 —1805 (Munich, 1966); Borys
Krupnyc’kyj, Beitrdge zur Ideologie der ‘Geschichte der Reussen’ (Istoria Rusov) (Berlin,
1945); idem, ‘‘Les bases ideologiques de la conception du monde de ’auteur de *I’Histoire des
Ruthenes,’ >’ Proceedings, vol. 2 (Paris [1957]), pp. 30-32; idem, “‘Do svitohljadu ‘Istoriji
Rusiv,"*" in B. K., Istorioznav¢i problemy istoriji Ukrajiny (Munich, 1959), pp. 70-77; idem,
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product of a Ukrainian secret society which had two branches—one in the
imperial capital of St. Petersburg, among leading bureaucrats of Ukrainian
origin, and the other in the northern part of the former Hetmanate, among
nobles and educators (especially Ivan Xalans’kyj and Illja Tymkovs’kyj) of
the Novhorod-Sivers’kyj (later Cernihiv) and Poltava gubernias. Among
the society’s members were individuals belonging to the prominent Hudo-
vy¢, Bezborod’ko, Kapnist’, Myklasevs’kyj, Poletyka, and Xanenko fami-
lies.'!

Undoubtedly these noblemen had good reason to prepare a special
treatise in 1815-1818. At the time many still believed that enlightened
liberal reforms were ‘‘just around the corner,’”’ especially since Prince
Mykola Repnin-Volkons’kyj had recently been appointed governor-general
of a resurrected Malorossija. Hence politically-minded Ukrainian nobles
considered it vital to assert the status of Malorossija, and the rights and
privileges of its people, the Ruthenians or Ukrainians. That circle, which
eventually produced Istorija Rusov, believed, in the spirit of the age of rea-
son, that it had to have supportive documentation to gain credibility. The
nobles and educators decided, now in the spirit of Romanticism, to create a
legend about Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj’s state archives. Supposedly Bohdan’s
son, Juras’ Xmel 'ny&enko, deposited them in a monastery, from which they
were transferred to the cathedral monastery in Belorussian Mohyliv. At the
supposed time of the Istorija Rusov, ca. 1769, a history based on the
archives was in the keeping of Archbishop Georgij Konys’kyj
(1717-1795), a revered alumnus and professor of the Kiev Mohyla
Academy. The irrefutable documents were, according to the legend,
selected by Konys’kyj’s pupil, the nobleman Hryhorij Poletyka

““Istorija Rusiv’ ta ‘Istorija Ukrajiny j ukrajins’kyx kozakiv’ J. X. Engelja (porivnjal’na
xarakterystyka),”’ ibid., pp. 77-87; II’ko Bor3¢ak (Elie Borschak), La legende historique de
I'Ukraine: Istorija Rusov (Paris, 1949); M. Sadylenko, ‘‘Do ‘Istoriji Rusov,’’” Nasa kul’tura,
no. 169 (Winnipeg, 1952), pp. 31 -32 (on the Poltava copy); Volodymyr Derzavyn, ““The His-
tory of the Rus,”” Ukrainian Review (London), 1957, no. 4, pp. 24-31; Mykola Mar&enko,
*‘Istorija Rusiv’ ta jiji misce v ukrajins’kij istoriohrafiji,” in M. M, Ukrajms ka
istoriohrafija: Z davnix ¢asiv do seredyny XIX st. (Kiev, 1959), pp. 102-127, Fedlr Seveenko,
‘““Istorija Rusov ili Maloj Rossii’: Do 120-ri¢€ja z Casu vydannja tvoru,”’ Ukrajins’ kyj
istorycnyj Zurnal, 1966, no. 7, pp. 146—49; O. Ohloblyn, *‘Mij tvordyj Sljax ukrajins’koho isto-
ryka,”” Zbirnyk na posanu...Oleksandra Ohloblyna (New York, 1977), pp. 40-42; lurij
Sevel’ov (G. Y. Shevelov), ** ‘Istorija Rusov’ ofyma movoznavcja,” ibid., pp. 465-85.
Stefan Kozak, U #rddet romantyzmu i nowoiytnej mysli spotecznej na Ukrainie (Wrociaw,
1978), pp. 71~ 135; Bohdan Fedenko, *‘L’'élement ukrainien parmi les Décembristes,’” in Le
14 Décembre 1825: Origine et héritage du mouvement des Décembristes (Paris, 1980), pp.
79-83.

11 See O. Ohloblyn, Ljudy staroji Ukrajiny (Munich, 1959).
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(1725-1784), a credible (and long deceased) member of Catherine II's
Legislative Commission of 1767.12

This ‘‘documentation”’ was presented as proof that the Rus’ (Ruthe-
nians/Ukrainians) had always been a free European people (or nation), and
that they were, in fact, the organizers of the first state in Eastern Europe:
“‘As is well known,”’ states Hetman Mazepa, ‘‘we were what the Muscov-
ites are now: government, seniority, and the very name Rus’ went over
from us to them (6o wusebcTHO, 4TO mpexae OBIIE MB TO, YTO
Tenephb MOCKOBIEI: NpPaBHTENbCTBO, IIEPBEHCTBO, M CaMoe Ha3BaHMe
Pycu oTh Hach KB HmMb nepemutm).”’!3 It was the Tatar invasions that
obliged the Rus’ to enter, always as a free partner, into a series of alliances,
first with Lithuania, later with Poland, and finally with Muscovy—the bar-
baric ‘‘Great Russia.”

All these alliances were, according to Istorija Rusov, based on bilateral
treaties guaranteeing the rights and privileges and territorial integrity of
Rus’-Malorossija, which, as an independent partner, had those treaties
affirmed by international conventions and by the Holy Roman (German)
Emperors. 14

Although Istorija Rusov, in the pattern of the true Cossack chronicles of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, focuses on the epoch of Bohdan
Xmel’nyc’kyj, it cites in detail from the alleged first treaty between
Lithuania and Rus’, that is, the Jagietlo Krewo Union of 1386, which was in
fact a treaty between Lithuania and Poland.!3 Telescoping three later histor-
ical concepts—(1) the slogan ‘‘the equal with the equal, and the free with
the free’’ created at the Polish-Lithuanian Lublin Union of 1569, (2) the
Polish concept of ‘‘Pacta conventa’ from 1573, and (3) the triune structure
of the Commonwealth (Poland, Lithuania, Rus’) as formed at the Hadjac
Union of 1658—the Istorija Rusov presented them as developing anachro-
nistically, by 1386.1¢

To emphasize Malorossija’s international importance, Istorija Rusov has
the Swedish king Charles XII say that he has come to the Ukraine only to
honor the treaty that his ancestors had concluded with the Rus’ nation and
because Muscovy has broken its treaties with Rus’. He swears to restore

12 Istorija Rusov ili Maloj Rossii: Solinenie Georgija Koniskogo, arxiepiskopa
Belorusskogo, ed. Osyp Bodjans’kyj (Moscow, 1846), pp. i—ii.

'3 Istorija Rusov, p. 204a.

8 Istorija Rusov, p. 204a, 148b.

15 Istorija Rusov, p. Ta.

16 On the Hadja¢ Treaty, see Andrzej Kamisski, *‘The Cossack Experiment in Szlachta
Democracy in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth: The Hadiach (Hadziacz) Union,’” Har-
vard Ukrainian Studies 1,no. 2 (1977): 178-97.
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the independence of the Cossacks or Rus’: ‘‘KisHycb 4ecTielo CBOeiO
KOPONIEBCKOIO . . . BO3CTaHOBHTh 3emmo cilo Koszamkyio umu Pyckyio BB
HepBOGUTHOE €5 COCTOAHie caMolepXaBHOe ¥ HM OTh KOro FBb
cekTh HesaBrcEMoe,’’ as set forth in documents he signed with Hetman
Mazepa. These rights the leading nations of Europe are willing to guaran-
tee: ‘‘a rapaHTHpOBaTh HXBH B3uMch nepbjmis BB  Espomk
mepxaeu.”’\7 Istorija Rusov stresses the importance of a *‘balance of power
(cmcteMa paBHOBEcim nepxaps),”” the concept that was the basic principle
of the Congress of Vienna (1814-1815).'8

What is important to us about these passages in the Istorija Rusov is that
its authors, the enlightened gentry of Malorossija, who were also the first
group of secular Ukrainian intellectuals—to use Lypyns’kyj’s later termi-
nology, the producers, the enlightened gentry of Malorossija—regarded the
past of their native land as that of an independent West European nation,
which as a sovereign state had secured its neutrality through political alli-
ances with its neighbors and by international treaties.

The legacy of these noblemen, who as either high imperial bureaucrats
in St. Petersburg, high officers in the imperial army, landowners and/or edu-
cators in Malorossija, knew contemporary Europe and its politics, is very
important in Ukrainian intellectual history. Influenced by the Enlighten-
ment, they recreated a vision of Rus’ as an independent nation-state. Alas,
their idea would wane and be abandoned by the next generation of the
nobility: the first stratum of the imperial intelligentsia. The only exception
was Taras Sevenko, the ingenious national poet, but even he was an
“‘adopted’” member of that class.!®

1

The term intelligentsia entered the Russian vocabulary in about 1860,
although the intelligentsia (‘‘die Sache’’) itself had begun to form there
some three decades earlier, with the university education of noblemen. 2
The empire’s first five universities of the West European type (at Dorpat,
Vilnius, Kharkiv, Moscow, and Kazan) were instituted (or reformed) by

17 Istorija Rusov, p. 210a.

18 See, for example, Istorija Rusov, pp. 122a, 138b.

19 See my essay ‘‘Misce Tarasa Sevienka v ukrajins'kij intelektual’nij istoriji’’ (forthcoming
in the publications of the Shevchenko Scientific Society, New York).

20 Richard Pipes, Russia under the Old Regime (New York, 1974), pp. 249-86. See also
Marc Raeff, Origins of the Russian Intelligentsia: The Eighteenth-Century Nobility (New
York, 1966).
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Alexander I in the years 1802—1805.2! The structure of the empire was then
essentially that of a presecular, patrimonial state, without any clear distinc-
tion between ownership (dominium ) and authority (iurisdictio ), without the
Western tradition of bilateral personal contract (a legacy of feudalism) or
rule of law (the Roman tradition, or habeas corpus), and without auton-
omous cities or separation of church from state (indeed, the clergy were
state servants). As a result, there were no effective loci of power that might
challenge the patrimonial ruler and the central structured authority.
Western Europe’s omnipotent bourgeoisie of the eighteenth to the
nineteenth century was completely absent in the Russian Empire.

Soon after their establishment in the empire, the Western-type universi-
ties were producing educated young noblemen, who, rather than entering
government service or devoting themselves to self-betterment, made intel-
lectual activity their profession, with the aim of benefitting society at large,
especially the still enserfed peasantry.

After the abortive coup of young officers in December 1825, the intellec-
tuals lost faith in the evolutionary development of civil liberties in the
empire. They came to believe that they must take the place of the missing
bourgeoisie and themselves challenge tsarist autocracy. These angry young
noblemen-intellectuals alienated themselves from the empire’s ‘‘decadent’’
society and many of them became professional revolutionaries. From the
beginning their struggle was waged in the name of abstract ideals, exactly
in the manner that Burke felt it ought never to be waged.

Since the decadent tsarist state became for them synonymous with the
concept of state itself, the intelligentsia’s revolutionary struggle in Russia
and the Ukraine after the 1840s came to symbolize the struggle against the
state per se, regardless of whether the intelligentsia activists were populists,
romantics, or socialists. This important point can be illustrated by referring
to the views of Kostomarov and Antonovy¢ (populists), on the one hand,
and Drahomanov (a liberal constitutionalist and socialist), on the other.

Romanticism reached the Ukraine via the new imperial universities. The
small provincial town of Kharkiv (ca. 10,000 inhabitants in 1804) was des-
tined to house the first university in the Ukraine. Alexander I, upon becom-
ing tsar, gathered around him a group of liberal noblemen-intellectuals,
including Prince Adam Czartoryski?? and Nikolaj Novosil’cov, and

21 On the introduction of Western-type universities with their Lehr- und Lernfreiheit into the

Russian Empire and ensuing problems, see Pavel Miljukov, Ocerki po istorii russkoj kul' tury,
vol. 2 (Paris, 1931), pp. 768 -873.

22 See Ladislaus Czartoryski, Alexandre I-er et le Prince [Adam] Czartoryski: Correspon-
dance particuliére et conversations, 1801~ 1823, with an introduction by Charles de Mazade
(Paris, 1865); Jacek Lipski, Archivum Kuratorii Wileriskiej Ad{ama] Czartoryskiego (Cracow,
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empowered them to reform the imperial educational system. One of these
noblemen, the gifted, self-taught young inventor Vasyl’ Karazyn, became
obsessed with the idea of founding a university in his native Kharkiv.?* He
raised the necessary funds and secured the approval of the emperor. But
Alexander had granted Karazyn’s wish for his own purposes. The gentry of
Malorossija had repeatedly requested that a university be established either
in the old cultural capital of Kiev or in one of Malorossija’s centers, such as
NiZyn or Baturyn. But the imperial government opposed the creation of a
university in those cities, so as not to irritate the Poles. Prince Adam Czar-
toryski, curator of the university at Vilnius as well as a personal friend of
Alexander I, developed the idea of maintaining Polish cultural exclusive-
ness in the Ukraine within historical Poland, united in personal union with
Russia. The emperor was fully captivated by the idea. Since Kharkiv was
located far to the east and had never been under Polish rule, Czartoryski
supported Karazyn’s plan by proposing that a university be established
there. Soon a galaxy of first-rate scholars was imported from Germany and
France, bringing German Romanticism with them. Two German thinkers
who had special impact on the transplantation of Western ideas to Kharkiv
were Herder and Schelling.

Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744—1803) was born in East Prussia,
studied in Konigsberg with Immanuel Kant, and later became professor at
Jena, a center for poets and philosophers clustered around Johann Wolfgang
von Goethe.2* Herder elevated human feeling and imagination in arbitrary
opposition to logic and reason. For him the true medium of thought was
feeling (Gefiihl), which he compared to the sense of touch and which he
believed possible to express only through the native language. In its ancient
“‘uncivilized”’ period, the poetry of every nation, he maintained, appears in
its greatest purity, power, and uniqueness. On that treasure of national
experience and linguistic possibilities later poets should draw for their own
creativity. Herder’s ideas flourished among the Ukrainians and other Slavs,
who had an underdeveloped literary language but a highly developed folk
poetry. In the summer of 1769, he set out on a sea voyage from Riga to
Nantes, which brought him a deeper understanding of both human history
and human destiny. The culmination of Herder’s reflections on that trip

23 A, Sljusarskij, V. N. Karazin: Ego naucnaja i obiCestvennaja dejatel'nost’ (Kharkiv,
1955); Jurij Lavrinenko, Vasyl’ Karazyn: Arxitekt vidrodiennja (Munich, 1975). See also
Socinenija, pis’ma i bumagi V. N. Karazina. ed. Dmytro Bahalij (Kharkiv, 1910).

24 Theodor Litt and F. M..Bamard, Herder’s Social and Political Thought: From Enlighten-
ment to Nationalism (Oxford, 1965).
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was his Journal of My Voyage in the Year 1769. There he included this
‘‘prophecy’’ concerning the Ukraine:

The Ukraine will one day become a new Greece; the beautiful climate of this coun-
try, the gay disposition of the people, their musical inclination, and the fertile soil
will all awaken. From so many small tribes which in the past were Greeks there will
rise a great and cultured nation and its boundaries will extend to the Black Sea, and
thence into the far-flung world.s

Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schélling (1775~1854) was a student of
Fichte in Tiibingen, but whereas the latter made the knowing and willing
subject the center of all existence, the former emphasized the self-existence
of the objective world. Schelling’s major contribution to philosophy was
his idea of the unity of all natural forces and the unity of the humanities and
sciences. Such theories paved the way for the idea of evolution. Schelling,
however, subordinated nature to mind;?¢ his ideas enjoyed immense popu-
larity in the Russian Empire.?’ Myxajlo Maksymovyg (1804—1873), the
first person to develop an analytical method for studying Ukrainian history
(and the first rector of the University of Kiev, founded in 1834), was a true
follower of Schellingianism.28

Some ten years after the founding of Kharkiv University, most of its pro-
fessors of the humanities and social studies were venturing out to the vil-
lages and countryside to collect the only ‘‘true’” poetry (according to
Herder)—that is, folk songs. Many began to write their own poetry. The
resulting literature, referred to as Kharkiv Romanticism, has a special place
in the history of modern Ukrainian literature.? It fostered the development
of a new Ukrainian literary language based almost exclusively on modern
Left-Bank dialects. This happened because the Kharkiv writers, whether
Ukrainian or non-Ukrainian in background, had no attachment to or

25 See Emil Adler, Herder und die deutsche Aufkldrung (Vienna [1968)), p. 339.

26 On Schelling, see F. Rosenzweig, Das erste Systemprogramm des deutschen Idealismus
(Heidelberg, 1917); H. Knittermeyer, Schelling und die romantische Schule (Munich, 1929);
Karl Jaspers, Schelling: Grésse und Verhidngnis (Munich, 1955). See also Dmytro
éyizvs’kyj, *‘The Infiuence of the Philosophy of Schelling (1775~ 1854) in the Ukraine,”
Annals 5,n0. 2,3 (16~17) (1956): 1128~-39.

27 See Wsewolod Setchkareff, Schelling’s Einfluss in der russischen Literatur der 20er und
30er Jahre des XIX. Jahrhunderts (Leipzig, 1939).

2 On Myxajlo Maksymovyé, see D. Ostrjanyn, ‘‘Filosofs’ki pohljady M. O.
Maksymovy¢a,’” Naukovi zapysky Instytutu filosofiji AN URSR (Kiev), 4 (1958):86—114;
idem, Svitohljad M. O. Maksymovyca (Kiev, 1960); P. Markov, M. O. Maksymovy¢—vydatnyj
istoryk XIX st. (Kiev, 1973). See also D. Cyievs’kyj, Narysy z istoriji filosofiji na Ukrajini
(Prague, 1931), pp. 76-78.

2 A. Samraj, Xarkivs'ka $kola romantykiv, vol. 1 (Kharkiv, 1930). The oeuvre of the Khar-
kiv Romantics has been collected and published by Stepan KryZanivs’kyj and Ijeremija
Ajzenstok, Ukrajins’ki poety romantyky 20— 40x rokiv XIX st. (Kiev, 1966).
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knowledge of the Ukrainian traditional culture centered in Kiev and in
Malorossija. Thus a great breach formed between the Ukrainian literary
language of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and the new language
of the second decade of the nineteenth century. The breach would surely
have been avoided had the nineteenth-century renascence occurred not in
the cultural zabula rasa of Kharkiv, but in historical Kiev.

The local geographic term Ukrajina (an elliptical designation from
“*Slobids’ka Ukrajina,” a term brought to the Kharkiv region in the 1630s
from Kievan Ukraine) was now adopted to refer to the new Slavic literary
language. Ukrajina would soon replace the historical names Rus’ and
Malorossija. In the **Sloboda Ukraine” and in Kharkiv no tradition of the
Malorossian Hetman state existed. The sophisticated authors of the Istorija
Rusov had a presentiment that the replacement of the historical and political
term designating a state (Malorossija) by a geographical term meaning
““frontierland’’ (Ukrajina) could have very grave consequences: loss of the
concept of a historical, structured state.*® Unfortunately, their fears proved
to be well founded.

I

The most important alumnus of Kharkiv University (class of 1837) was the
historian Mykola Kostomarov (1817-1885).3! The author of many mono-
graphs on Ukrainian and Russian history, he also produced the first schol-
arly treatment of the two ‘‘Russian’’ nationalities—the Ukrainians and the
Russians. In Kostomarov’s romantic view, the defining feature of the
Ukrainian national character is democratism, versus Russian despotism and
Polish aristocratism. He maintained that ‘‘the South Russians [i.e., Ukraini-
ans) are characterized by the predominance of individual freedom, and the
Great Russians, by the predominance of the community.”” This Ukrainian
characteristic survives only in the Ukrainian peasant, however, because the
Cossack upper classes have become denationalized. Thus the only subject

30 Istorija Rusov, pp. iii—iv.

31 On Mykola Kostomarov, see the special issue of Ukrajina edited by Myxajlo HruSevs'kyj,
1925, no. 3, pp. 1-87; Dmytro Dorosenko, Mykola Ivanovy¢ Kostomariv (Leipzig, 1924); L.
Poluxin, Formuvannja istoryényx pohljadiv M. 1. Kostomarova (Kiev, 1959); A. Bespalova,
“Do pytannja pro suspil'no-polityéni pohljady M. I. Kostomarova: Do 150-ri¢¢ja M. L. Kos-
tomarova,”” Ukrajins kyj istorycnyj Zurnal, 1967, no. 5, pp. 50-55; Je. Sabliovs’kyj, ‘*Mykola
Kostomarov i Ukrajina: Do 150-ri&ja z dnja narodZennja,"’ Zovten' (Lviv), 1967, no. 4, pp.
123-38. See also Naukovo-publicystyini i polemicni pysannja Kostomarova, ed. M.
Hrudevs'kyj (Kiev, 1928).
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of Ukrainian history should be that simple peasant, his wishes and desires.32
Kostomarov replaced the concept of the state as the only possible subject of
history, as presented in the Istorija Rusov, with his own concept of an
anthropological communitas. It is telling that having decided to write a
monograph on Bohdan Xmel'nyc’kyj, Kostomarov, though he contem-
plated ‘‘going to Petersburg to work in the public library {researching its
documents],”” decided ‘‘to remain for a time in Little Russia in order to
study the people thoroughly, to visit the places where Xmel’nyc’kyj had
been active, and to coliect legends that had been preserved about him and
his epoch.’”33

Kostomarov was a very influential writer. His Ukrainian followers (the
majority of whom were of noble origin) elevated the idealization of the
Ukrainian peasantry into a single-minded national cause, thereby alienating
themselves from their fathers’ generation and the generally conservative
nobility. Kostomarov’s adoration of the peasantry may have sprung from
his personal history. He was the illegitimate son of a Russian dvorjanin and
a Ukrainian serf girl.3* His father died tragically at the hands of his rebel-
lious serfs, and Kostomarov was raised by his serf mother.

Strangely enough, a similar personal history obsessed Kostomarov’s
younger colleague, Volodymyr Antonovy& (1834—1908).%° The illegitimate
son of a Polish gentlewoman and a Hungarian gentleman-musician, he was
adopted by his mother’s husband—the impoverished Ukrainian squire
Bonifatij Antonovy¢.? Until 1860 Volodymyr Antonovy& was active in
Polish student organizations. He then left the Polish camp and decided to
become Ukrainian, later explaining that decision in his My Confession :

32 M. Kostomarov, ‘*Dve russkie narodnosti,”” Istoriceskie monografii i issledovanija, 2nd
ed., by D. E. Kozancikov (St. Petersburg, 1872), p. 91.

3 “Avtobiografija Nikolaja Ivanovita Kostomarova,”” ed. V. 1 Semevskij and N.
Bilozers'ka, appearing in Russkaja mys!’ (Moscow), 1885, no. 5, pp. 206-207. Refreshing
are the critical remarks concerning Kostomarov’s political views presented by Osyp Hermajze
in his article **M. Kostomarov v svitli avtobiohrafiji,”” Ukrajina, 1925, no. 3, pp. 79-87.

34 “Proisxozdenie N. I. Kostomarova,” Knizki ‘‘Nedeli’ (St. Petersburg), 1898, no. 12, PP-
257-58.

35 On Volodymyr Antonovy¢, see Dmytro Bahalij, V. B. Antonovi¢,”* in S. Vengerov,
Kritiko-biografieskij slovar’ russkix pisatelej i ucenyx, vol. 1 (St. Petersburg, 1889), pp.
655-66; Myxajlo Hrudevs’kyj, ‘‘Volodymyr Antonovyé: Osnovni ideji joho tvordosty i
dijal’nosty,”” Zapysky Ukrajins’koho naukovoho tovarystva (Kiev), 3 (1909):5-15; Ivan
Stesenko, ‘‘Volodymyr Antonovy¢ jak suspil’'nyj dijag,’” ibid., pp. 29~33; Serhij Jefremov,
*‘Pered sudom vlasnoji sovisty: Hromads’ka j polityéna robota V. B. Antonovy&a,”” Zapysky
Istorycno-filolohi¢noho viddilu UAN (Kiev), 5 (1924): 1~ 14; Osyp Hermajze, *‘V. B. Antono-
vy¢ v ukrajins’kij istoriohrafiji,”” Ukrajina (Kiev), 1928, no. 5, pp. 17—33; Dmytro Dorosenko,
Volodymyr Antonovy¢ (Prague, 1941). See also V. Antonovyg, Tvory, vol. 1 (Kiev, 1932),

36 <*Memuary,” in Antonovy¢, Tvory, 1:3-10.
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I saw that a man of the Polish gentry living in South Russia had before the court of
his conscience but two choices. One was to love the people in whose midst he lived,
to be imbued with its interests, to return to the nationality his ancestors once had
abandoned, and, as far as possible, by unremitting labor and love to compensate the
people for the evil done it . . . and the lack of respect for its religion, customs, moral-
ity, and person . ... The second choice . . . was to emigrate to Polish territory . . . in
order that there might be one less parasite . . . . I, of course, decided upon the first,
because no matter how much I was corrupted by gentry education, habits, and
dreams, it was easier for me to part with them than with the people in whose midst
had grown up, the people that I knew . . .the people that, in a word, I came to love
more than my gentry habits and reveries.”’

For Antonovyc, as for Kostomarov, acceptance of Ukrainianism meant cut-
ting his ties with the gentry, for his was an ideology of social renegadism
rather than of the Ukrainization of his own class. Antonovy¢ became the
Jeader of the Ukrainian populist movement (‘‘Hromada’’) among the intelli-
gentsia during the last three decades of the nineteenth century.

Kostomarov and Antonovy¢, the two main ideologists of Ukrainian
populism, laid an unfair and damaging charge against the Ukrainian upper
classes: they accused them of deserting the Ukrainian people—that is, the
idealized peasantry. The accusation of Ukrainian populists of the
Kostomarov-Antonovy& brand had grave consequences for the nation, espe-
cially during the Revolution of 1917-1920. Their ethnocentric fixation on
the exclusive place of the peasants in the Ukrainian social structure
significantly contributed to the alienation of the Ukrainian upper classes, as
well as the bourgeoisie and the nascent industrial working classes, from the
cause of Ukrainian statehood.

Antonovy¢ was unable to give his anti-structural Ukrainianism of the
communitas type any political role. In contrast to the thesis of the Istorija
Rusov, Antonovy¢ theorized that there exists a peculiar Ukrainian historical
process, the characteristic feature of which is the inability to develop its
own structure—that is, an elite (due to an overdeveloped democratic
instinct), a higher civilization, or a state. For these reasons Ukrainians
would remain forever an apolitical nationality within the Russian Empire,
although one having its own peasant culture. His arguments ran as follows:

While over the course of the centuries the Great Russian has exerted all his strength
to create a strong political organism, the Little Russian not only has not shown any
concern for that, but has never manifested an aspiration for political independence.
By tumns a part of the Lithuanian, Polish, and Russian states, he has acknowiedged
and respected the authority of each of them.

37 +“Moja ispoved’,”” in Antonovyg, Tvory, 1: 113~ 15.
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Not the aspirations of individuals, nor advantageous political circumstances, nor
even the consciousness of his strength after a victory have ever moved the Little
Russian to seek or even to take advantage of opportunities for an independent politi-
cal existence. It is enough to remember a few historical examples (Mixail
Hlyns’kyj, Xmel’nyc’kyj, Mazepa) in order to convince oneself that the idea of po-
litical independence has never found an echo in the temper of the South Russian
people. Even the Zaporozhian community located far in the steppe never attempted
to become independent. . . . Despite its utter indifference to political independence,
despite its complete readiness to acknowledge and respect the authority of a
[foreign] supreme state power, the Little Russian people has always stood up very
actively for its social ideals with regard to its country’s domestic order. . . [consist-
ing] in the following: the equal rights of all before the law, the absence of class dis-
tinctiveness, group management of the affairs of the country, freedom of religious
conscience, the right to develop and perfect national institutions, and the application
of the electoral principle to government. . . .

Little Russian literature has never raised even a hint of political separatism and
always has considered this motif as alien.3

Antonovy¢ thus completely divorced his cultural Ukrainophilism from any
political concepts or action. As a result, the politically active Ukrainian
youth of the second half of the nineteenth century became attracted to Rus-
sian revolutionary slogans and were lost to the Ukrainian nation.
Antonovyg's younger friend, Myxajlo Drahomanov (1841-1895),% a
gentryman from the Left Bank, decisively disassociated himself from

38 “pohljady ukrajinofiliv,”” in Antonovy&, Tvory, 1:245-48.
39 On Myxajlo Drahomanov, see Ivan Franko, *‘Suspil’no-polity¢ni pohljady M.
Drahomanova,”’ Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk (Lviv), 35 (1906): 226 -40; Julijan Oxrymovy¢,
Rozvytok ukrajins’koji nacional’ no-polityénoji dumky: Vid polatku XIX stolittia do Myxajla
Drahomanova, ed. Volodymyr Dorosenko and F. Fedorciv (Lviv and Kiev, 1922), pp. 88~118;
Ahatanhel Kryms’kyj, ‘M. P. Drahomanov: Nekroloh,” in Kryms'kyj's Rozvidky, statti i
zamitky (Kiev, 1928), pp. 310-67; D. Zaslavskij, M. P. Dragomanov (Kiev, 1924; 2nd ed.
[censored], Moscow, 1934); Ivan Lysjak Rudnyc’kyj (Ivan L. Rudnytsky), ‘‘Drahomanov as a
Political Theorist,”” Annals 2, no. 1 (3) (1952): 70-130; D. Zaslavs’kyj and I. Roman&enko,
Myxajlo Drahomanov: Zyttia i literaturno-doslidnyc’ka dijal’nist’ (Kiev, 1964); V. Luk-
erenko, Svitohljad M. P. Drahomanova (Kiev, 1965); Jevhen Pyzjur (Eugene Pyziur), *‘Kon-
stytucijna prohrama i teorija M. Drahomanova,” Lysty do pryjateliv (New York), 14, nos.
8-10 (160-162) (1966):1-11; Elzbieta Homowa, Ocena dziatalnosci Michata
Drahomanowa w historiografii ukrairiskiej, rosyjskiej i polskiej (Opole, 1967); Rajisa Ivanova,
Myxajlo Drahomanov u suspil’ no-polityénomu rusi Rosiji ta Ukrajiny (Il -polovyna XIX st.)
(Kiev, 1971); E. Homowa, Problemy poliskie w tworczosci Michata Drahomanowa (Wroclaw,
1978). See also Arxiv Myxajla Drahomanova, vol. 1: Lystuvannja Kyjivs'koji Hromady z M.
Drahomanovom (1870—- 1895 rr.) (Warsaw, 1937); Mykhaylo Drahomanov: A Symposium and
Selected Writings (= Annals 2, no. 1 [3] [1952]).

Drahomanov’s oeuvre has been published only in part: Sobranie politi¢eskix socinenij M.
P. Dragomanova: Izdanie redakcii ‘‘OsvoboZdenie,’ ed. Bohdan Kistjakovs'kyj, 2 vols.
(Paris, 1905 - 1906); Politiceskie socinenija M. P. Dragomanova, ed. 1. M. Grevs and Bohdan
Kistjakovs’kyj (Moscow, 1908); M. P. Drahomanov, Vybrani tvory: Zbirka polityényx tvoriv z
prymitkamy, ed. Pavlo Bohac’kyj, vol. 1 (Prague, 1937); Myxajlo Petrovy Drahomanov:
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Antonovy&’s apolitical *‘Ukrainophilism.”” Drahomanov insisted that all
political movements in the Ukraine had to have a Ukrainian national char-
acter, and that the Ukrainians—whom he, too, viewed as being exclusively
“‘a plebeian nation’’* —had a right to complete equality.

The nucleus of Drahomanov’s political program was a liberalism of the
English type: civil rights and constitutionalism were his political slogans.
He opposed revolution as a means of political reform, and insisted that the
legal equality of each individual transforms liberalism into a democracy.*!
He took from Proudhon a mistrust of political authority, expressed in the
motto *‘liberty versus government,” certainly influenced by his own experi-
ence in the autocratic Russian Empire. Rejecting nationalism as a political
doctrine, Drahomanov proposed federalism (‘‘Vil’na spilka’’) and culture
as the basis for the functioning of an ideal republican system:*?

I acknowledge the right of all groups of men, including nationalities, to self-
government. I believe that such self-government brings inestimable advantages to
men. But we must not seek the guiding idea for our cuitural and political activity in
national feelings and interests. To do this would lose us in the jungle of subjective
viewpoints and historical traditions. Governing and controlling ideas are to be
found in scientific thoughts and in international, universal, human interests. In brief,
I do not reject nationalities, but nationalism, particularly nationalism which opposes
cosmopolitanism.

Drahomanov placed the political and social freedom of his people above
their achievement of statehood:**

The Ukrainians have undoubtedly lost much by the fact that at the time when most
of the other European peoples founded national states, they were not in a position to
do so. A state of one’s own. . .is, after all, a form of social organization suited to
defense against foreign attacks and to the regulation of affairs in one’s own land. . .
[But] a revolution against Austria and Russia, similar to that which the Italians, with
the help of France, made for their independence, is an impossibility for us. . .. The
Ukrainians will have better prospects if they strive for their political and social free-
dom within the states in which they live, with the help of the other peoplies also sub-
jugated by these states. . . .

Literaturno-publicysty¢ni praci v dvox tomax, ed. O. Zasenko et al., 2 vols. (Kiev, 1970).

40 Note, e.g., the title of Drahomanov’s pamphlet: La litteratura di una nacione plebea
(Geneva, 1881).

41 Pyzjur, “*Konstytucijna prohrama i teorija Drahomanova,” pp. 3- 10.

42 «Draft Constitution for the Ukrainian Society Free Union,”” in Annals 2. no. 1 (3)
(1952): 194-205.

43 <Lysty na naddniprjans’ku Ukrajinu,” in Literaturno-publicystyéni praci (Kiev). 1
(1970): 465 - 66.

44 <‘Perednje slovo do ‘Hromady,” > in Vybrani vory, 1: 111~ 12.
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In identifying the Ukrainian nation with the popular masses (in contrast
to the Istorija Rusov), Drahomanov concluded that they were more
interested in social matters than in their own statehood:

Our nation was closest to statehood at the time 'of Xmel’nyc’kyj’s Cossack revolu-
tion in the middle of the seventeenth century. A vast territory on both sides of the
Dnieper, from Baturyn on the Muscovite border to Vynnycja in Podillja, was then
organized into a Cossack republic, and groups of Cossacks and peasant insurgents
were 1o be found as far as Nadvima in Galicia. But even then the mass of the people
was more interested in economic and social problems than in national ones. Even in
the Cossack dumy, sung by professional minstrels, we find less about religion, the
nation, and the state, than about items such as how ‘‘the tax collecting on our rivers
and highways is farmed out to Jews’’; and in the simple song sung by peasants all
over the Ukraine, the statesman Xmel’'nyc’kyj is scarcely mentioned, whereas
Necaj, the representative of peasant interests, is widely praised.*®

v

The concept of the primacy of Ukrainian statehood as the prerequisite for
the existence of the Ukrainian nation was reintroduced into Ukrainian intel-
lectual thought by VjaCeslav Lypyns’kyj (born in 1882).

For Lypyns’kyj the state was the most important phenomenon of human
society: “‘I see nation as being the product of the complex reciprocal rela-
tionship between state and society,’” he wrote. ‘‘Nation is the realization of
the will to be a nation. When there exists no will expressed in the form of
an idea, there exists no nation. But a nation does not exist when this will
and idea are present but are not realized in the material form of a state.”’#$
He likened the state to the father, the society to the mother, and the nation
to the child that is the product of both of them.¥’

A historian trained at the Polish positivist and neoromantic schools at
Cracow, Lypyns’kyj brought Ukrainian historiography to a turning point:
he showed that Xmel’nyc’kyj was not only a victorious leader of the
masses, but a statesman who together with other members of a politically-
Polish gentry was erecting a new state in Eastern Europe. Lypyns’kyj over-
rated the Perejaslav Treaty of 1654 and underrated the Hadja¢ Union of

4 Rozvidky Myxajla Drahomanova pro ukrajins'ku narodnju slovesnist’ i pys’ menstvo, ed.
Myxajlo Pavlyk, vol. 3 (Lviv, 1906), introduction; English translation in Annals 2, no. 1 (3)
(1952):212-13.

4 VjaZeslav Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pro ideju i organizaciju ukrajins’koho
monarxizmu (Vienna, 1926), p. 387.

47 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 382.
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1658; the latter is a better example of the nobility’s political innovative-
ness.*

As a sociologist and political theorist, Lypyns’kyj developed ideas that
not only have great theoretical value, but also important practical implica-
tions. Of special importance are his concept of politics as both a science
and an art, his classification of political systems, his theories about the aris-
tocracy and the role of monarchy, and his critical evaluation of democracy
in action. All these were prolegomena to his main concern, namely, how to
rebuild Ukrainian statehood and transform Ukrainians from the status of a
“‘stateless nation.’’4® These aspects of Lypyns’kyj’s work and thought will
be treated in other essays of this volume, and so I refrain from dwelling on
them here. I shall, however, touch briefly on two final points: why
Lypyns’kyj was able to reintroduce the concept of statehood, and what
Lypyns’kyj’s place in Ukrainian intellectual history is today.

There were two reasons for Lypyns’kyj’s return to the concept of a
Ukrainian state. First, he was not a part of the alienated intelligentsia;5° he
always maintained that his primary vocation was farming, as did several of
the possible authors of the Istorija Rusov. Second, Lypyns’kyj, a legitimate
son, had no resentment against the class of his parents. Unlike Antonovyc,
he did not seek to abandon his noble status and to desert his class. Instead,
he set out to return his peers to the nationality of their ancestors, and to
challenge them to serve the Ukrainian peasantry as its upper class.

The concept of statehood was very strongly rooted in Polish national
consciousness.’! Lypyns’kyj, the non-rebel, relied on it to imbue his new
fellow-patriots with something very precious which they had lost after the
Istorija Rusov—the concept of the unique significance and value of state-
hood. Fate robbed Lypyns’kyj of seeing his intellectual labor bear fruit.
Only two years after his epoch-making collection, Z dziejow Ukrainy, was
published, World War I broke out.5? After a short period of statehood (in
which Lypyns’kyj took active part as a prominent diplomat), the Soviet

4 V. Lypyns’kyj, Ukrajina na perelomi 1657-1659 (Vienna, 1920), pp. 27~39. This
chapter was translated into English as ‘‘The Ukraine at the Turning Point,’” in Annals 3, no. 2
(8):605-619.

49 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 400—470.

50 Lypyns’kyj's criticism of the Ukrainian intelligentsia is presented in Lysty do brativ-
xliborobiv, pp. 1 -62.

51 See, e.g., Wiladystaw Smoleriski, Szkoty historyczne w Polsce, 2nd ed., by Marian H.
Serejski (Wroctaw, 1952).

52 7 dziejow Ukrainy: Ksigga pamigtkowa ku czci Wiodzimierza Antonowicza, Paulina
Swiecickiego i Tadeusza Rylskiego, ed. Wactaw Lipifiski (Vjateslav Lypyns’kyj), (Kiev
[printed in Cracow], 1912).
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system was imposed on the Ukraine. Lypyns’kyj’s works were banned, and
he could have no influence on Soviet Ukrainian society.

For a time it seemed that interwar Galicia, with its tradition of sixty
years of Austrian constitutional rule, would be a touchstone for some of his
political theories. Soon, however, a generation of angry young Ukrainians,
who blamed their fathers for failing to maintain the independence of the
West Ukrainian Republic, turned to Dmytro Dontsov, a typical representa-
tive of the imperial Russian intelligentsia, and became ardent followers of
his integral nationalism.

Every rebirth of Ukrainian intellectual life, whether in the diaspora or in
the homeland, must look again to Lypyns’kyj, the great continuator—albeit
unconsciously—of the concept of statechood formulated in the Istorija
Rusov, and build upon his achievements.

Harvard University



The Intellectual Development of V. Lypyns’kyj:
His World View and Political Activity
before World War |

LEW R. BILAS

VjaCeslav Lypyns’kyj (Wactaw Lipiriski) was born on 17 April 1882 in
Volhynia, to the landlord of Zaturci, Kazimierz Sylwester Antoni Lipiriski,
and his wife, Klara Lipifiska, née Rogal-Rokicka.! The noble family of the
Lipiriskis settled in Podolia in the first half of the eighteenth century, having
come probably from Mazovia,? and took an active role in the political life
of the province. Like most nobles of the Right-Bank Ukraine, the Lipifiskis
considered themselves to be part of the Polish nobiliary nation and
identified with Polish culture.

Having suffered a setback in the uprisings of 1830-31 and 186364, the
Right-Bank nobility had divided into two main camps: whereas one camp
longed for the old order and nurtured dreams about the restoration of the
Commonwealth within its former boundaries (od morza do morza ‘from sea
to sea’), the other tried to secure its privileged position in the Ukraine and
to expand its rights in the Russian Empire at the price of political loyalty to
the imperial system. .

The nobility in the Right-Bank Ukraine on the eve of the First World
War was economically stratified. Apart from the landless nobles who lived
in towns and were overwhelmingly Polish and Catholic, the nobles of the
Right Bank could be divided into two groups: (1) 4,638 great landowners
who possessed 4,535,807 desiatins (in Ukrainian desjatyna; a unit of land
area equal to 2.7 acres), of whom 2,124, owning 2,202,000 desiatins, con-
sidered themselves to be Poles, and of whom 2,514, owning 2,333,000 desi-
atins, were Russians; (2) 23,082 middie and small landowners who pos-
sessed 273,543 desiatins of land, of whom 3,932, owning 103,000 desiatins,
were Poles, and 19,150, owning 369,000 desiatins, were Ukrainians
(malorosy). The remaining arable land, some 6,159,000 desiatins,
belonged to Ukrainian peasants. The development of industrialization in
the Ukraine at that time was weak, and land ownership carried not only

! For a genealogy of the Lipiriski family, see the appendix to this article.
2 Herold (Warsaw), 1931, no. 2, p. 140.
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economic but also social status. From these statistics,’ it is evident that the
Polish nobility enjoyed the leading position in the Right-Bank Ukraine.

The moderately wealthy Lipirfiski family was considered to be Ukraino-
phile. Until the age of 12, the young Vjaleslav was taught at home in
Zaturci by a private tutor; he also studied French with a Parisian,
Mademoiselle Vol, for six years.* In 1894 Vjaeslav enrolled first in a
preparatory school in Luc’k and then in a high school (gymnasium) in
Zytomyr. The last two years of his secondary education were completed at
the First Classical Gymnasium in Kiev, from which he graduated in 1902.5

Already in the Luc’k and 2ytomyr secondary schools Lypyns’kyj was
enthusiastically reading historical novels by Michat Grabowski and Michat
Czajkowski, writers born in Volhynia, as well as literary works by represen-
tatives of the so-called Ukrainian school in Polish literature. He showed
great interest in the history of his native land, especially in the history of the
Cossacks.5 Those interests were encouraged by his maternal uncle, Adam
Rokicki, who expressed to the young boy the ideas that the Right-Bank
nobility now considering itself Polish was Ukrainian by origin, and that it
was the leading stratum which, in the past, had created the history of the
Ukrainian nation.” It was only since that class had become Polonized that
the Ukrainian nation was transformed into an uneducated, unconscious
mass.

At the Kiev gymnasium the young Lypyns’kyj became friends with the
Ukrainian students K. Kvitka, B. Matjusenko, and Bohdan Ryl’s’kyj (son of
Tadeusz Rylski), among others. Already a member of the Polish school cir-
cle, or koto, Lypyns’kyj joined the Ukrainian school organization called
hromada. He then began to persuade his Polish friends to join the
Ukrainian group. When, after heated debate, his proposal was rejected at
the convention of Polish high school students that was held in Kiev in 1902,
Lypyns’kyj left the Polish circle. That experience apparently ended the first
stage in his intellectual evolution.

3 Based on Lypyns’kyj’s articles published in Rada in 19101911 and in Ukrainskaja Zizn,
1912, no. 12. Lypyns’kyj relied on the data from an official 1911 census.

4 According to information provided by Wanda Zmijewska, sister of Vjafeslav Lypyns’kyj
(V. Lypyns’kyj Archives, W.K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute, Philadelphia).

5 Some writers dispute this educational biography of Lypyns’kyj. For example, Markijan
Kozak, in Dzvony, 1932, no. 6, pp. 420 ff., speaks only of the Luc’k and Kiev gymnasia, as
does Wtadystaw Lipski (quoted in a letter by Mrs. Ewa Gotkowski, daughter of Vjageslav
Lypyns’kyj, dated 29 February 1977).

6 See fn. 7, below. DoroSenko relied on the memoirs of Borys Matjusenko, Lypyns’kyj’s
schoolmate at the Kiev gymnasium.

7 Dmytro Dorosenko, ‘‘Waclaw Lipiriski,”” Biuletyn Polsko-Ukrairiski, 1934, no. 9 (44) and
11 (46). Dorosenko most probably got this information from Lypyns’kyj himself.



INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF LYPYNS’KYJ 265

Having served in the Russian army for a year after his graduation,
Lypyns’kyj went to Cracow to pursue higher education. He stayed there,
with interruptions for study in Geneva, medical treatment at Zakopane, and
frequent trips to the Ukraine, until the spring of 1914. The stay in Cracow
and studies in Geneva acquainted Lypyns’kyj with modern philosophical
and political trends, and certainly contributed to his intellectual develop-
ment.

Arriving in Cracow in the fall of 1903, Lypyns’kyj enrolled at the Agri-
cultural College (Studium Rolnicze) of the Philosophy Faculty of Jagiel-
lonian University. He completed that course of study after four semesters,
in 1905. Among his teachers were the well-known economist and politi-
cian, and later Ukrainophobe, Stanistaw Grabski (1871-1949), as well as
the lawyer and conservative politician Wiadystaw Leopold Jaworski
(1865-1930).

There is no documentary evidence about Lypyns’kyj’s activities from
the end of 1905 through the first half of 1906 (his sister, Wanda Zmijewska,
has maintained that he studied history in Cracow). At that time, influenced
by the revolutionary events in the Russian Empire and in the Ukraine, he
must have developed an interest in social issues. Lypyns’kyj married
Kazimiera Szumiriska of Cracow on 30 August 1906, and together they left
for Geneva, where he enrolled in the university’s Faculty of Letters and
Social Sciences.

In the summer of 1907, the Lypyns’kyjs left Geneva, whose humid cli-
mate had adversely affected Vja€eslav’s health, and returned to Cracow. In
the fall and through the winter of 1907/08, at Zakopane, he was already
undergoing treatment for lung disease. In Cracow the young couple lived
together with Kazimiera Lypyns’ka’s grandmother, Regina Szumiriska, née
Jabloriska, who managed their household. In the next year, 1908,
Lypyns’kyj enrolled as a special student at the philosophical faculty of
Cracow University; there he attended the lectures of the historian Wincenty
Zakrzewski and the philosopher Maurycy Straszewski.®

At that time Lypyns’kyj began to write articles for the Ukrainian press
and to publish scholarly articles on Ukrainian historical themes. On travels
to the Ukraine, he, together with a circle of like-minded people, began to
campaign for the access of the Right-Bank nobility to the Ukrainian move-
ment. He began to publish a journal in the Polish language, Przeglad Kra-
jowy, in Kiev (1909-1910). After twelve issues, the journal failed, due to a
lack of subscribers. In 1912, the memorable study Z dziejéow Ukrainy
appeared in Cracow, through the efforts of Lypyns’kyj, who was its editor.

8 Based on information from the senate and faculty records of the university.
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The volume’s purpose was, as he wrote in the preface, ‘‘to spread
knowledge about the Ukrainian past among those Polonized strata of the
Ukrainian nation—that is, the nobility—who use the Polish language as
their vernacular.”” At this time Lypyns’'kyj was devoting more and more
attention to the founding of an independent Ukrainian press organ, and to
the organization of a political party calling for the complete independence
of the Ukraine.

In the spring of 1914 Lypyns’kyj finally left Cracow for the Rusalivs’ki
éahary estate near Uman’, which he had inherited from his uncle, Adam
Rokicki, and which he was now to manage. His wife and their daughter
Ewa were supposed to leave Cracow and join him in the summer of 1914.
Vjaleslav was caught there alone, however, by the outbreak of the First
World War. As an officer in the reserves, he was drafted into the Russian
army.

II

Cracow, where Lypyns’kyj had begun his higher education in 1903, was the
intellectual and to some extent even political center of Polish life at the tumn
of the twentieth century.? Naturally, it became an arena of conflict between
Western intellectual trends, which took on Polish national forms in that
ancient Polish capital. The wave of idealistic irrationalism, and the worship
of feeling and subconscious instincts which then came from the West,
clashed with the positivism, rationalism, and materialism that were dom-
inant in the last decades of the nineteenth century. The new trends made
themselves evident first primarily in art-—music, painting, literature—but
soon also appeared in historiography.

Before the wave of irrationalism under the label of neoromanticism
made its impression on the generation of the 1880s, Cracow had been, from
the 1860s, the center of Polish conservatism. It was here that the so-called
Cracow historical school came into being and functioned, through the work
of such historians as Walerian Kalinka, J6zef Szujski, Michal Bobrzynski,
Stanistaw Smolka, and Count Stanistaw Tamowski, among others. Cracow
was also the seat of the political party called the Stafczycy, whose
members included the leading Polish politicians in Austrian Galicia and
representatives at the Vienna parliament. The most prestigious conserva-
tive publications, such as Przeglqd Polski and Czas, were then published in

9 For more information about the role of Cracow in Polish life during that time, see my intro-
ductory essay to volume 2 of Vjaleslav Lypyns’kyj, Tvory (Philadelphia, 1980), entitled
““Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija ‘KryZevs’koho,’ *’ pp. xix —xlvii.
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Cracow. The conservative school and ideology based at Cracow, which
changed over the decades as had conservative thought throughout Europe,
radiated from the city to all the lands of the Russian Empire where Poles
lived, including the Ukraine.

The fact that it was historians who became promoters of Polish conser-
vatism has to be attributed first to the Poles’ own loss of statehood, which
had a great impact on Polish public opinion and on Polish social and po-
litical life in general. The fall of the Polish state, virtually sealed by the
futile uprisings of 1830-31 and 1863-64, compelled Polish historical
thinking to undertake a ‘‘settling of accounts with the past’’ (rozrachowanie
sig z przesziosciq ).1° The result of that settling of accounts by the Cracow
historical school was the idea that the fall of the Polish state should be
blamed not on its **bad neighbors,” as Polish Romantic historiography had
been doing (which, in the conservatives’ opinion, shared responsibility for
the failed uprisings and their tragic consequences), but on the Poles them-
selves. Szujski, a leading historian of the Cracow school, saw the cause of
everything bad that befell the Polish nation as the flawed Polish national
character and, later, also as the ‘‘wrong form’’ of government, that is, the
democratism of the Polish republican political system. The only way out of
that ““vicious circle’’ was a change in the soul (metanoia) of Poles. As
long as the inclination to anarchy—which, in the name of the ‘‘most free
republic in the world,”” destroyed the Polish monarchy erected by the Piasts
and did not allow a strong state authority to develop—continued, one could
not dream about the restoration of a Polish state. The disease of the “‘social
organism’’ could be healed, however, if all social strata clearly realized
their moral sins and political errors.!! A firm decision to repent would bring
the Polish nation a moral recovery and would create lasting foundations for
“‘a new organization of society which will make it possible to mobilize all
forces in the hands of the state, where it is necessary for the defense of Pol-
ish interests.”” 2

The conservative historians and activists considered ‘‘organic work’’ by
generations and by each particular individual to be the second precondition
for a better future. It was the only means capable of lifting the nation out of
the almost hopeless situation to which it had been brought by a groundless
faith in a fictitious Polish superiority and exclusivity, which had inclined

10 J6zef Szujski, Dzieje Polski podiug ostamich badari, vol. 1 (n.p., 1862),p. 1.

"1 The older generation belonging to the Cracow school—Kalinka, Szujski—saw the causes
of Poland’s fall in the “‘sins’ of the Polish nation, that is, placed it in the context of religious
and moral guilt and punishment. The younger generation—among them Bobrzyriski—saw
them on the positivistic plane of a politically correct or mistaken action.

12 Michat Bobrzyriski, Dzieje Polski w zarysie, vol. 1, 3rd ed. (1887), p. 55.
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Poles to ignore all the laws and principles governing the development of
mankind.!?

Having thus provided reasons for the fall of historical Poland, the issue
which had agitated Polish public opinion, as well as answered the question
of what direction to take in order to build a new Poland, conservative think-
ing had to find solutions to two more problems: (1) Who would decide the
political fate of the Polish nation?; and (2) How can one ensure the
existence of a nation which has no state of its own? The evolution of Polish
conservative thinking up to the attainment of Polish statehood in 1918 can
be perceived as a series of attempts to provide answers to those questions.

The first question involved an intellectual confrontation of the historical
identification of the nobility with the Polish nation, which was not easily to
be removed from the consciousness of the Polish nobility. Here the upris-
ings of 1830 and 1863 constituted a turning point. Insisting on the impor-
tance of the elite (warstwa przodkujgca, or ‘‘leading stratum’) that is to
lead the nation, Szujski extended it to include the ‘‘nobility by spirit,”’
defined by the criterion of ‘‘education and participation in the political life
of the nation’’; he sometimes also speaks of a ‘‘moral nobility’” or ‘aristo-
cracy of spirit.”” Bobrzynski, who understood that the representation of the
whole nation by the nobility was an anachronism in contemporary condi-
tions, pursued the same issue further. The aggravated struggle between
great noble landowners and peasants for ‘‘forests and pastures,’” together
with the appearance of peasant political parties, inclined Bobrzyriski to take
a positive stand towards the inevitable representation of peasants in the par-
liament. He spoke in favor of seeking a common language with the
peasants based on agrarian conservatism, and in favor of making a deal first
with the well-off landowning peasanty. His arguments for that policy were
both that the national and political consciousness of that stratum had grown,
and that the Polish raison d’état (not to speak of the interests of the nobility
itself) required it. Once attracted to participation in political life, the richer
peasantry would become the ally of the nobility in the political arena. The
same idea was developed further by Lypynkyj’s teacher, Wiadystaw Leo-
pold Jaworski.

In dealing with a situation conditioned by the Polish nobility’s historical
role as the only vehicle for the life of the Polish state, Polish conservative
thinking referred to Western thinking, to its understanding of the nation as a
political ‘‘community of the living, the dead, and the unborn’’ (Edmund
Burke’s definition) formed by history, a community distinguished by com-
mon traditions and institutions. The fall of the Polish state has the effect of

13 See “‘Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija ‘Kry&evs'koho,’ *” pp. xxii —xxxi.
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increasing the importance of the national community, because the nation
must then also take on the functions of a state. At the same time, Polish
conservatives believed conservatism to be a state-generating idea, because
the state was, in their eyes, a ‘‘necessity’” which ensures the ‘‘naturalness’’
of an organic society,!* and which should educate the nation for its future
independent existence. Concurrently, the Cracow conservatives staunchly
supported the Austrian monarchy, to which they owed their participation in
the government and leading role in land administration. That aspect of their
political outlook certainly contributed to their on the whole negative attitude
toward any active struggle to establish a Polish state.

Other features of Polish conservatism coincided with those of European
conservatism in general. The conservatives believed in a constant operation
of Divine Providence, in the existence of a moral order which manifested
itself in history, in the inadequacy of human reason as an instrument for
establishing a new, *‘better’” world order and the ensuing social relations.
They believed that a ‘‘harmony’’ established by the Creator is evident
everywhere in the world, or, like Bobrzyniski, they assumed that natural and
social laws or rules conducive to a social ‘‘balance’” operate in place of the
Creator. Society, in their understanding, is not a conglomeration or sum of
individuals, but rather a natural extension of the family, clan, and tribe, a
gradually developing organism which culminates in the state. Hierarchy is
an inseparable part of both family and state. The individual is a constituent
component of society, but only a component, because the general social
interest is higher than the particular interest of an individual, who must
subordinate himself to it. No society can exist without the authority and
tradition through which ancestral wisdom manifests itself. A sober assess-
ment of reality and a consideration of the experience of history are much
more important than speculative thinking and an abstract system: they
make it possible to recognize unmistakably what is possible in politics and
what is not.! An important role in the conservatives’ thought was played by
their understanding of human nature. On the one hand, following Plato and
Aristotle, they considered it to be unchangeable; on the other, in accord
with the teachings of the Christian Fathers of the Church, they thought it to
be corrupted by sin, and composed of a mixture of rational and irrational
elements. As history shows, people are not of the same ilk, and natural

14 Michal Jaskélski, Historia-naréd-pasistwo: Zarys syntezy mySii politycznej konserwa-
tystow krakowskich w latach 1866-1934 (Cracow, 1981), pp. 102-105; Szymon Rudnicki,
Dziatalnos¢ polityczna polskich konserwatystow, 1918-1926 (Wroctaw, 1981), p. 151 and
passim.

S Francis Graham Wilson, The Case of Conservatism (Washington, D.C., 1951), p. 12.
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human inequality requires a differentiation of human rights and duties,
above all, political ones.!® Conservatives, for once agreeing with liberals,
considered private property to be the basis of social and political life and of
public liberty in general. Unlike liberals, they attributed special importance
to land ownership. Emphasizing the importance of being settled on and
“‘rooted’’ in the land, they saw in land ownership not merely the only
“‘natural’’ way of human life, but also a value which cannot be measured in
monetary terms.

Prewar Polish conservative thought reached its height in the person of
the professor, lawyer, and politician W. L. Jaworski, who, as already men-
tioned, was Lypyns’kyj’s teacher at Cracow University. In a letter to his
-teacher dated 22 March 1926, Lypyns’kyj wrote that it was Jaworski who
‘‘taught me the principles of law and political thinking.”’!” W. L. Jaworski,
who held the chair of civil law at Jagiellonian University from 1897, pro-
moted the so-called neoconservative orientation that took form at the con-
servatives’ club established in Cracow in 1896. In contrast to the older gen-
eration of conservatives, the neoconservatives understood the decisive role
of the agrarian problem in the fate of the landed gentry as well as in the po-
litical solution of the Polish question; therefore they proposed agrarian
reforms. In Jaworski’s case, that understanding found its expression on a
philosophical-political plane, on the one hand, and in specific legal propos-
als and commentaries on existing laws, on the other. He suggested that the
socioeconomic structure of the country be modemized and that the anti-
landlord attitude of the countryside be dissipated by support for the more
well-to-do, middle private landowners abiding by clear legal norms. These
middle landowners should practice self-government, based on a corporate
systern, and, through a constitutionally guaranteed, supreme economic
chamber, should influence state policy. Thus Jaworski proposed a society
based on an ‘‘organic’’ structure of corporations whose task it would be (in
some analogy with medieval times) to fill the ‘‘gaps’’ between the
‘‘natural’’ societal cells that are families and the “‘artificial’’ structures of
political organizations. Observing differences between the modemn
economic structures of Western and Eastern societies, he explained these as
resulting from the impact of ‘‘intellectual’’ or *‘irrational’’ elements on an
understanding of the world. ‘‘A rationalistic thinking prevails in industrial

16 Gustav E. Kafka, ‘‘Konservatismus,’’ Staatslexikon, 6th ed. (Freiburg, 1959).
17 V. Lypyns’kyj Archives, W.K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute (Philadelphia),
roll L.S.95. Conceming W.L. Jaworski, see Jaskdlski’'s 1981 monograph (fn. 14, above), the
latter’s ‘“My$] polityczno-prawna W.L. Jaworskiego’’ (Ph.D. diss., Cracow University, 1975),
and the entry by J6zef Buszko, ‘“W.L. Jaworski,”” in Polski sfownik biograficzny.
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Western societies, whereas Eastern agrarian societies are pervaded with
irrational elements,’’ he later wrote.!8

Although Jaworski enjoyed great authority as a scholar in Polish society,
his proposals departed too much from reality to be realizable. The great
landed nobility were, of course, unwilling to relinquish their land and their
political and economic position to benefit the peasantry; and the peasantry,
which had already begun to organize political parties and which rallied
around the sentiment of the ‘‘injustice to peasants’’ caused by the lords, had
no desire at all to cooperate with that great nobility, i.e., to remain under its
protection. As for a corporative system, that no longer had any basis for a
rebirth in Poland.

Some of Jaworski’s ideas undoubtedly seemed convincing to Lypyns’kyj
(besides, they were not new), but he understood that they could not be
transplanted to Ukrainian soil. Lypyns’kyj had to recognize that Polish
conservatives lacked not only a clear concept, but any concept for solving
the Polish political problem, let alone the Ukrainian one. Nor did they have
any idea about how a Polish state could be built without political organi-
zation of their own.

I

As noted above, Lypyns’kyj was already trying to attract Polish students to
the Ukrainian cause when he was a high school student. He did not seek to
“win over’’ individuals of Polish nationality to the Ukrainian nationality so
that they might ‘‘melt away’’ in the Ukrainian peasant mass, as had the
“‘peasant enthusiasts’’ (xlopomany) of the previous generation. What he
had in mind was a shift in corpore of whole groups, or, perhaps, of the
whole noble stratum, to the Ukrainian political movement, while preserving
its language, religion, and culture; the shift was necessary in order to
strengthen that movement and to create, together with the still numerically
weak Ukrainian intelligentsia, a new political stratum that would lead the
Ukrainian masses in the struggle for their own national state. Lypyns’kyj
remained faithful to this idea, formed in his early youth, to the end of his
life. What interested him later was the means by which it could be realized.

Besides the problem of the creation of a Ukrainian political class—
which he was the first to place clearly before the Ukrainian movement—
another problem drew Lypyns’kyj’s attention. This problem, which was
already perceived, although as yet vaguely, by the young Ukrainian intelli-
gentsia, was the education and national enlightenment of the Ukrainian

18 «Notatki’’ (Cracow, 1926), p. 56; quoted after Jaskolski, Historia-naréd-paristwo, p. 107.
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masses, as a precondition for the emergence of a modern Ukrainian society.
Lypyns’kyj realized that the education and enlightenment of the people
could not be an end in itself, that at issue was their organization and
involvement in the struggle for their own state. Nationalization of the
masses was by then no longer a peculiarly Ukrainian problem, caused by
the backwardness of the Ukrainian pation, but was also pressing in the
West, where its causes lay in, among other things, industrialization and
proletarianization.

Tied to the second problem was that of how to sway the masses, that is,
the problem of ideology and political propaganda. Only ideology expressed
through propaganda could activate the energy and readiness to sacrifice
which are required for great initiatives, including the building of one’s own
state. In general, only ideology and propaganda could deal with the estab-
lishment of a new authority—both political and moral—and, indeed, with
the problem of morality in general, which had been undermined by
technical-industrial progress and revolution, and was neglected or negated
by the so-called progressive democrats and liberals.

Lypyns’kyj raised all these problems in his historical studies, publicistic
essays, and letters written between 1909 and 1913. He regarded not only
publicistic writings, but also scholarship as a means to conduct political
activity in a situation in which real political activism was still impossible.
In fact, throughout his life (setting aside his brief ambassadorship to Vienna
in 1918-19), Lypyns’kyj could work only on the establishment of the
preconditions for normal political action. He, a born politician, certainly
suffered spiritually from those circumstances.

The revolutionary events of 1905—1906 sparked a resurgence in the po-
litical life of the Polish minority in the Right-Bank Ukraine. In that situa-
tion, as Lypyns’kyj wrote,!? the left wing of the Polish political spectrum,
previously represented by the so-called progressives, could not hold its
own. Also, the right wing loyal to the Russian government and grouped
around the St. Petersburg weekly Kraj (which was then attempting to put
out the journal Kresy) was soon forced to surrender its position. The advo-
cates of that ‘‘conciliatory’’ orientation joined the League of Landowners
of the Southwestern Land (Sojuz zemleviadelcev Jugo-Zapadnogo Kraja),
formed by Russian landowners, but their numbers and influence on Polish
society in the Ukraine decreased.

Advocates of the concept of a “‘historical Poland,”” the camp strongest
already before the revolution, were able under the new conditions to
increase their influence further and to become the virtual spokesmen for

19 “Nanovyj §ljax,”” Rada (Kiev), 5 August 1910.
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Polish society. Dziennik Kijowski became their journalistic tribune. The
Jeadership of the party, which was comprised of conservative landlords,
adopted the political program of Polish National Democracy (Narodowa
Demokracja), but redirected it toward ‘‘an increasing ‘conciliatoriness’ to
Russian official circles and an increasing social and political conserva-
tism,”” in Lypyns’kyj’s words, because the original program was ‘‘too
democratic and too official.”” ‘‘What remained unchanged was only nation-
alism, with its desire to unite the whole Polish community on a national and
Catholic foundation . . . with a hostility toward other nationalities, above all
to Ukrainians.”*2°

Already in the classroom, as a young boy, Lypyns’kyj had understood
that should the integral nationalism propagated by National Democracy
dominate the Polish public, it would paralyze his plan for winning the Pol-
ish nobility over to the Ukrainian movement. The nationalism of any one
nationality living in the Ukraine, he often wrote, would inevitably arouse
the nationalism of all the others, and, as a result, would transform the
Ukraine into an arena of struggle between foreign elements alien to the true
interests of its inhabitants, and would destroy their common efforts to
achieve a better life. Lypyns’kyj considered nationalism a dangerous
disease which for the time being affected only the Polish nobility but which
could, in case of an acute crisis in a disintegrating Russian state apparatus,
infect all other nations, bringing about a general, anarchic upheaval that
might reduce the Ukraine to the status of a foreign colony.

The danger posed by Polish integral nationalism also became clear at
that time to a handful of foresighted Poles who were sympathetic to the
Ukrainian movement, such as Leon Radziejowski, Antoni Staniewicz, Jan
Mioduszowski, Franciszek Kotowicz. Together with Lypyns’kyj, and at his
initiative, they began in 1909 to publish the biweekly Przeglad Krajowy in
Kiev.?!

The idea of territorialism as a political platform that could bring about
the cooperation of all nationalities living in the Ukraine was not as novel as
it may now seem. All European nations and countries, before they stabil-
ized and organized as modern states, went through a territorial phase during
which they defined themselves. In the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth,
too, the nobility lived an organized life on a territorial basis, sent represen-
tatives to territorial dietines, and defended its regional autonomy there,

20 “Nanovyj §ljax,”” Rada (Kiev), 5 August 1910.
21 For more details, see my article ‘*Vjadeslav Lypyns’kyj i ‘terytorijalizm,” " Sucasnist’
(Munich), 1962, no. 2 (February), pp. 95-111, and no. 3 (March), pp. 61 -T2.
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especially concerning the Ruthenian lands of the Commonwealth.?2 The ter-
ritorial idea was seized by Myxajlo HruSevs’kyj in 1905, who stated:
‘‘Awakening of the consciousness of society . . . should be done not on the
basis of national feeling alone, because it. . . is very weak in the Ukraine, or
on the basis of mere historical or ethnographic traditions, because they are
even weaker. It should be done also, and even more so, on the basis of the
interests of the country: the economic and internal interests of the Ukrainian
territory, its emancipation from state centers and from exploitation to serve
interests alien to the Ukrainian territory, alien to its national, cultural, and
economic development, to the autonomy and self-government of the coun-
try.”’23

The idea of territorialism had its own traditions precisely among the
nobility of the Right-Bank Ukraine. But it was very difficult to breathe new
life into it at the very time that an extremely strong offensive of pan-Polish
nationalism was being unleashed by Dmowski’s National Democrats.

The program of territorialism, Lypyns’kyj wrote, meant ‘‘a continuation
of our traditional historical struggle for the decentralization of the Russian
state, for the autonomy of its individual territories.’’?* Launching the slogan
“‘the Ukraine for its citizens,”” Lypyns’kyj maintained ‘‘we do not negate at
all the principle of national self-determination,”” because ‘‘although the
Ukraine is our common homeland and we feel ourselves to be first of all its
citizens, as members of individual nations we do not renounce a spiritual
and cultural unity with those of our kinsmen (naszymi spéiplemiericami)
who live outside the boundaries of our country. ... Through the common
good of the Ukraine to the welfare of its citizens, and through the welfare of
its citizens to the welfare of those nations to which these citizens belong—
this is how we understand our allegiance to the country and our national
patriotism.”” The concepts of ‘‘country’’ (territory) and ‘‘nation’” are not
only mutually non-exclusive, but ‘‘unite into one harmonious and organic
whole. A country, as we understand it, is an external form, with constant
and invariable external conditions which surround us and which depend on
a given territory, conditions in which we are fated to live in common; and a
nation is an idea, an embodiment of general (collective) thought, of human

22 See Frank E. Sysyn, ‘‘Regionalism and Political Thought in the Seventeenth-Century
Ukraine: The Nobility’s Grievances at the Diet of 1641,”” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 6, no. 2
(June 1982): 167 -90.

23 Quoted after a collection of articles by M. Hruevs’kyj, entitled Z bizucoji xvyli (Kiev,
1906), pp. 910, first published in Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk, 1905.

24 V. Lypyns'kyj, *‘Politika pol’skix rukovodjas&ix sfer po otnoSeniju k Ukraine,” Ukrain-
skaja Zizn’, 1912, no. 1, p. 35.
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life draped in the dress of national individuality, that is, of eternal change
and eternal development.”’%

This idea, wrote Lypyns’kyj elsewhere, is only ‘‘a further stage in the
penetration of Rus’-Ukraine by Western civilization, which, bringing new
ideas, was coming to us in Polish dress: politically, it is a product of the his-
torical evolution of our Polish ‘imperialism’ which was once useful to us, of
an evolution which, with the passage of time and according to new needs,
led in the direction of an increasing decentralization and has finally ended
with the idea of a complete separatism in relation to the heartland of
Poland.”’?

As Lypyns’kyj later admitted, Przeglad Krajowy, which aimed ‘‘at the
development and substantiation of the idea of cooperation. ..between
Ukrainians of the Roman Catholic religion and our fraternal group of Polish
territorialists . . . on the basis of a territorial-democratic program,”?’ failed,
as some of its adherents (e.g., Jézef Jurkiewicz, d. 1910) had foreseen,
because ‘‘the Polish bourgeois nationalistic phraseology brought to us by
colonizers from the Polish Kingdom caused great confusion in the minds of
the local Polonized Ukrainian society, which had been taken by surprise by
the events of 1905,”” and ‘it will take some time before this nationalistic
noise subsides into its natural river bed among the Polish inmigrating ele-
ments of the intelligentsia and the bourgeoisie who seek new and lucrative
markets for Polish production in the Ukraine.’ "28

Publication of Przeglad Krajowy was combined with a plan for produc-
ing scholarly literature in the Ukrainian language.?® The need for such pub-
lications was referred to by Lypyns’kyj already in his first article, published
in the Kiev-based Rada, in 1908: ‘‘The nationalization of the schools may
considerably accelerate the tempo of the intellectual development of the
broad peasant masses,”’ which, ‘‘having passed through the crucible of
revolution [1905-1906], having gone through the phase of great hopes and
illusions, have now faced the harsh reality and have seen that one has to
look for different means of struggle to win a better fate, and that the strug-
gle has to be waged on sturdy foundations.”’30

25 V. Lypyns’kyj, “‘Kraj i nar6d,” Przeglad Krajowy, 31 May (13 June) 1909, no. 3, p. 3.

26 V. Lypyns’kyj, ‘‘Dwie drogi,” Przeglad Krajowy, 30 April (13 May) 1909, no. 1, p. 3.

27 Z dziejéw Ukrainy (Cracow, 1912), p. xv.

8 7 dziejow Ukrainy, p. xv.

29 Unfortunately, I have no information on what part of the plans for the publication of popu-
lar literature was successfully implemented.

30 v. Lypyns'kyj. “‘Pid uvahu naSym vydavnyctvam,” Rada, 27 March 1908, no. 62, pp.
2-3.
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The cessation of Przeglqd Krajowy due to the indiscriminate attacks on it
by pan-Polish nationalists writing under the banner of Dziennik Kijowski,
and the resultant lack of subscribers, meant that the first attempt to create a
Ukrainian political class from the nobility and the Ukrainian intelligentsia
had failed. In the best case, the effort had to be postponed until more favor-
able conditions emerged. It was clear to Lypyns’kyj, however, that time
was passing and that the Ukrainian movement was facing a great test: war
was approaching, for which the Ukrainian nation and its still frail Ukrainian
leading stratum were by no means prepared.

In the collection Z dziejow Ukrainy, published in 1912 in Cracow,
Lypyns’kyj tried to buttress his thesis about the necessity of creating a lead-
ing political stratum with historical arguments. Of his four larger studies
that were part of the collection, the first, on the subject of kozakujuca
Sljaxta (*‘the nobility-turned-Cossacks’”; pp. 157-328), documented a mass
participation of Ukrainian nobility in the uprising of 1648 and the tremen-
dous physical sacrifices which it gave to that struggle already in the first
stage of the uprising; it also testifies to that stratum’s great contribution to
the construction of the Ukrainian Cossack state. The collection also
included Lypyns’kyj’s two studies bearing the common title ‘‘Dwie chwile:
Z dziej6w porewolucyjnej Ukrainy”’ (Two moments: From the history of
the postrevolutionary Ukraine). The first study, subtitled ‘“‘U szczytu
potegi’’ (At the peak of power; pp. 514-77), was expanded in 1920 into the
monograph Ukrajina na perelomi (The Ukraine at the turning point). There
Lypyns’kyj describes the motives of the nobility of Pinsk county in swear-
ing loyalty to Hetman Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj and the Ukrainian state. The
second study, entitled ‘“Na przetomie’’ (At the turning point), focuses on
the political errors of the Ukrainian ruling elite, mainly the nobility, which
brought the Ukrainian state to ruin after Xmel’nyc’kyj’s death (pp.
578-617).

The three studies just mentioned deal with the participation of the
Ukrainian nobility in the statebuilding of the Xmel’nyc’kyj period, and
clearly express the idea that without the nobility, the Ukrainian Cossack
state would not have come into being. In his fourth study, on Myxajlo
Kry€evs’kyj (Michat Krzyczewski; pp. 329-466), Lypyns’kyj, influenced
by the Polish neoromantic school®! and relying on certain historical sources,
gives the reader an account of symbolic and mythical significance about the
life and death of a fearless hero-knight, who, guided by the soldier’s moral
principle of either winning or dying in the fulfillment of his duty, enables
his Fatherland to live through the sacrifice of his own life.

31 Bilas, “Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija ‘Kry&evskoho,” ** pp. xliii —xIvii.
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A nobleman-turned-Cossack, Colonel Myxajlo (Stanyslav) Krycevs’kyj
personified the collective myth of noblemen who were followers of the
great hetman, who nearly all perished in the struggle for the Ukrainian Cos-
sack state, and whose main characteristic was, according to Lypyns’kyj,
their “‘endless devotion to the idea which they came to love, their fanati-
cism aimed at one goal and their contempt for death—a characteristic
which is always and everywhere the mark of all epoch makers, without
which really great things in the life of nations do not occur. . . R

The myth of a Ukrainian political-nobiliary stratum as champions of
Ukrainian statehood and followers of Hetman Xmel’nyc’kyj—fortified by
Lypyns’kyj’s portraits of individual Ukrainian noblemen of the
Xmel’nyc’kyj period in a number of small monographs and biographical
sketches written before World War I—was later, in the postwar years, com-
plemented by the myth of a strong Hetmanate created by Bohdan
Xmel’nyc’kyj. To the misfortune of the Ukraine, this state was brought to
ruin by Vyhovs’kyj and his followers, advocates of a republican-anarchistic
Ukraine modeled on nobiliary Poland. Their policy caused discontent and
revolts among the common people and a fratricidal civil war which was
exploited by Muscovy to liquidate the Ukrainian state. The myth of a noble
and Cossack leading stratum that built the Ukrainian state only to bring it to
destruction by class vices inherited from the Polish-Lithuanian - Com-
monwealth, together with the myth of a strong monarchic state left by
Xmel’nyc’kyj as a testament to succeeding generations, transposed a po-
litical historian’s understanding of the past into an imperative for contem-
porary political action.

In his prewar Ukrainian, Polish, and Russian essays, Lypyns’kyj
addressed above all the intelligentsia—the main readers of the press.
Naturally, he had to use their vocabulary in order to appeal to their percep-
tions and feelings. Lypyns’kyj therefore made wide use of the then very
popular concept of progress towards a better future,?® which embodied the
intelligentsia’s social myth about an ideal social order of which they would
be the leaders. Yet for Lypyns’kyj, ‘‘progress’” and ‘‘progressive’” were
whatever fostered the political, economic, and cultural emancipation of
Ukrainian territory from Muscovy. The same applied to such concepts as
‘‘democracy’’ and ‘‘democratic.”’

32 v. Lypyns’kyj, Tvory, vol. 2 (Philadelphia, 1980), p. 24!.

33 See my ‘‘Geschichtsphilosophische und ideologische Voraussetzungen der historischen
und politischen Konzeption Mychajlo Hruevs'kyjs,”” Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas,
1956, no. 3, pp. 262-92.
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Lypyns’kyj’s prewar democratism was based on his analysis of the
actual, overall political situation and of the condition of the Ukrainian
nation and its potential, as well as on his understanding of Ukrainian his-
tory. He realized that the outcome of the Ukrainian movement’s struggle
against the hostile Russian state apparatus and against the Polish and Rus-
sian nobilities and bourgeoisie who were largely hostile to everything
Ukrainian, would depend on the extent to which the still weak Ukrainian
intelligentsia and other supporters of the idea of emancipation (still few)
would succeed in nationalizing the Ukrainian masses and transforming
them into a political nation. He understood the Ukrainian ‘‘Ruin’’ of the
seventeenth century to have been caused by the politically and socially mis-
taken policy of the Ukrainian political class, because the cause in which
“‘the representatives of the Cossack masses, the more democratic Cossack
elements, played a secondary role and functioned only as tools in the hands
of the small group of Vyhovs’kyjs, Lisnyc’kyjs, and Nemyryces, had to col-
lapse.”’3* Lypyns’kyj, together with the intelligentsia, also emphasized the
democratism of such phenomena in Ukrainian history as the Orthodox
brotherhoods of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and the Arianism of
the seventeenth century,3’ stating that ‘‘we (‘the territorialists’) are demo-
crats, and we see the future of the Ukrainian movement in its democra-
tism.”’3¢ But democracy or ‘‘democratism’’ in politics was never a goal in
itself nor a “‘principle of faith’’ for Lypyns’kyj, but only a more or less use-
ful means in the struggle for complete political independence. This
explains his rejection of democracy after 1918, when he found that the
organization of the masses (and of power) ‘‘through a democratic method”’
had not yielded the desired result, and that, consequently, the Ukrainian
intelligentsia—the bearers of that method—had failed the hopes pinned on
it and had become, in his eyes, the culprit in the collapse of national striv-
ings.

To understand clearly the prewar positions of Lypyns’kyj one must
examine two documents: an article designated for the coliection Vil'na
Ukraina (A free Ukraine), entitled ‘‘Druhyj akt’” (The second act), written
at the end of 1911, which provides an analysis of the contemporary situa-
tion;*” and the ‘*‘Memorijal do Ukrajins’koho komitetu pro naSe stanovyice
suproty napruZenoji sytuaciji v Evropi’’ (Memorandum to the Ukrainian

34 V. Lypyns’kyj, ‘‘General artyleriji Vel. Kn. Rus’koho,”” Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva

im. Sevéenka (Lviv), 87 (1909): 45. Hereafter Zapysky NT. s.

35V, Lypyns'kyj, ** Arians’kyj sojmyk u Kyselyni,"* Zapysky NTS, 96 (1910): 56-57.

36 V. Lypyns’kyj, ‘‘Miedzy miotem a kowadtem,”” Przeglad Krajowy, 5 January 1910.

37 Published in this volume, from the V. Lypyns’kyj Archives of the W.K. Lypynsky East
European Research Institute (Philadelphia).
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Committee concerning our position with regard to the tense political situa-
tion in Europe) of December 1912. In the first, Lypyns’kyj concluded that
the Ukrainian peasant masses are now in the grip of a deep physical, spiri-
tual, and moral crisis because, in the gusts of the revolution of 1905-1906,
“‘the former world outlook of the old serf and peasant Ukraine collapsed’’
and a new one is only slowly being formed. Perishing with that outlook
was the old national content of the life of the masses, so that *‘the tremen-
dous capital of national energy’’ they accumulated in their difficult and
bloody fight for liberation is slowly becoming dead capital. That struggle
against economic and political enslavement and against Polish statehood the
Ukrainian nation had waged in national forms. Its new struggle against a
new enslavement is being waged in forms that are largely no longer
national. The process of assimilation into the state, which had long dena-
tionalized the Ukrainian nobility, higher clergy, prosperous burghers, and
even the common urban population, has, since the revolution, spread also to
the peasants and the workers.

If Russia were a state of nationalities, Lypyns’kyj believed the nationali-
ties’ assimilation into the state would have to be considered ‘‘a desirable
process aimed at consolidating a strong state.”” In the actual situation, how-
ever, ‘‘Russia is the state and organization of the Russian (Great Russian,
Muscovite) nation, and therefore the growth of the state is a growth of the
nation, the assimilation into the state is at the same time a national assimila-
tion.”” All the most important aspects of political life in the Ukraine have
taken on Russian national forms: new political parties are turning to the
masses in Russian as if to Russians and not to Ukrainians, and they are all
neglecting Ukrainian political demands. As a consequence, the whole con-
tent of past Ukrainian national life is slowly becoming unintelligible to the
Ukrainian masses and will soon become only of folkloristic interest. Even
such an external indicator of nationality as language must perish if the soul
of the people dies. Yet Lypyns’kyj deeply believed that ‘‘our people is not
worse than others’” and that *‘we, too, will be able to find our way in the
general progress of mankind.”” But the Ukrainian people faces a difficult,
unrelenting, and bitter struggle for its right to live. *“‘Our national decline
has reached its maximum. . . . Therefore we call on everyone who has a liv-
ing soul to fight.”” Trying to establish *‘the place of the present crucial
moment in the development of the internal forces of our nation,”
Lypyns’kyj concludes that ‘‘the first act’” in the Ukraine’s struggle for
national liberation has ended with the complete destruction of the Polish
state on the Ukrainian lands. Russia, which was supposed to aid the
Ukraine in that struggle, has, by a physical debilitation of the Ukraine since
the times of Xmel'nyc’kyj and by an economic exploitation of the Ukraine
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in favor of Muscovy, been moving slowly toward the goal of complete
assimilation; in addition, it has been destroying the Ukrainian nation
morally. The conclusion is clear: as long as a Russian state armed with the
machinery of coercion exists in the Ukraine, it will block the Ukraine’s
development from the very embryo through violence, deceit, and demorali-
zation. Russia has brought into Ukrainian life a divisiveness which is
devastating it and pitting its best forces against each other in an internal
conflict.

The time has come, therefore, for a ‘‘settling of accounts’ with
Russia—for ‘‘the second act’’ in the struggle for a complete liberation of
the Ukraine. ‘“We are not Mazepists, we are Xmel’nyc’kyites: we do not
intend to ‘fool the Muscovite’ with diplomacy. ... We believe that the
Ukraine will achieve its freedom through struggle and that only the
Ukrainian masses can wage that struggle.”” For the Ukrainian people are
neither so satiated nor so satisfied with their present situation that they do
not desire to wrest themselves from it. ‘“The old Ukrainian revolutionary
feeling’’ has not yet ‘‘evaporated’’ in them, Lypyns’kyj declared.

The second document, the ‘‘Memorandum to the Ukrainian Committee’’
of 5 December 1912,38 was not only not intended for publication, but had a
markedly clandestine character. Hence it provides us with Lypyns’kyj’s
candid thoughts about *‘our position with regard to the tense political situa-
tion in Europe,”” over which the specter of an Austro-Russian armed
conflict hung.

The memorandum states that ‘‘the Ukrainian nation has the right to a
free and independent political life on its own territory.”” Because it is
deprived of a proprietary social class, its development is ‘‘closely con-
nected with political democratization and the implementation of social
reforms economiéally beneficial to the broad masses of the people.”
Proceeding from these premises, Lypyns’kyj concludes that ‘‘our main and
unreconcilable enemy’’ is centralist Russia, both liberal and Black Hundred
nationalist; however, Austria ‘‘is not our ally’’ either. Russia understands
well that ‘‘the beginning of the Ukraine is the end of the Russian
bureaucratic-centralist state,”” whereas Austria ‘‘in relation to us is guided
by the interests of the Polish nation that rules over us.”’

38 The committee was founded in Lviv, in March 1911, mainly by Ukrainian political
émigrés from the Russian Ukraine. In sending this document to Andrij Zuk, Lypyns’kyj asked
him not to disclose his authorship to anyone except Volodymyr Dorofenko and Volodymyr
Stepankivs’kyj. A copy of the memorandum is preserved in the V. Lypyns’kyj Archives of the
W. K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute.
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The coming Russo-Austrian armed conflict could, in Lypyns’kyj’s esti-
mation, lead to the following outcomes: (a) The war might end on
Ukrainian territory in a status quo, and Austria might expand in the Bal-
kans, toward the Adriatic Sea; (b) Russia might occupy Eastern Galicia and
Bukovina; (c) Austria might occupy part of the Right-Bank Ukraine. Situa-
tion (a) would bring Ukrainians ‘‘an even greater weakening of the national
organism’’ because of the blood Ukrainian soldiers would shed on both
sides of the front; situation (b) would be an unmitigated catastrophe for the
Ukraine; situation (c) would also be very disadvantangeous, because
*‘Europe will not allow Austria to take the whole Right-Bank Ukraine, nor
even a considerable part of it.”” Lypyns’kyj pursues that thought in more
detail, whereas ‘‘the annexation of a small part of the Right-Bank Ukraine
will not force Austria to change radically its policy’’ towards Ukrainians,
and it will continue, in its expansion into the Ukraine, ‘‘to base itself on
Polish and Jewish elements, which are economically the strongest and the
most compatible with Austria.”” In this Austria will also be forced to act by
the Poles, who ‘‘stand behind Austria with all their might’’ and who ‘‘are
for us an element no less hostile than the Russians and equally dangerous
because of their denationalizing policy.”” Therefore.it is a historical neces-
sity for Ukrainians to ‘‘fulfill the testament of Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj: that a
political border must arise between Poland and the Ukraine.”” The guide-
line for the political orientation of the Ukrainian side should be: “‘in a
future Austro-Russian war one should not stand consciously, clearly, or
loudly either on the side of Austria or, even less, on the side of Russia.”’

In those provinces of the Ukraine that remain outside the arena of the
future Austro-Russian war, in the regions of Katerynoslav, Kiev, and Khar-
kiv, conscious Ukrainians, at the outbreak of war, should *‘start a mass
movement for the complete liberation of the Ukraine from the yoke of
foreign states.”” Agitation among the masses should be conducted under
the following banners:

(1) ““The Ukraine within its ethnographic boundaries shall become an
independent state®® (the form of government—a constitutional monarchy;
the eventual question of dynasty—German, Austrian, or even Russian—will
depend on a Ukrainian Constitutional Assembly and the position of Europe)
under the protectorate of Russia or Austria, and it pledges itself to maintain
complete neutrality towards those two states.’’

39 Originally Lypyns’kyj wrote ‘‘konstytucijnoju monarxijeju,” then crossed out the term
and wrote *‘derzavoju.”’



282 LEW R. BILAS

(2) (among workers) For an 8-hour working day, social insurance, etc.

(3) (among farmers) The Ukrainian land is for the Ukrainian nation.
Concretely this means that Ukrainians—without regard to religion or
origin—who own no more that 500 desiatins land will remain landowners;
*“all the land of all non-Ukrainians and everything that surpasses 500 desia-
tins of Ukrainian land is to be redeemed at a just price.”” Land will be
confiscated from those who oppose Ukrainian emancipation, and all state
lands will be confiscated. ‘‘Out of the land redeemed and confiscated a
national land reserve is to be established, from which plots will be appor-
tioned as private and hereditary property, according to the working people’s
quota, to all those who, with arms in hand, will take part in the struggle for
the liberation of the Ukraine.”’ Private property will be legally limited to
500 desiatins of land, and the ownership of land by non-Ukrainians will be
forbidden.

(4) All religions are guaranteed complete freedom, with first place
reserved for the Orthodox church.

An independent Ukrainian state will be desirable to the European states
that do not want to strengthen Austria at the expense of Russia—that is, to
England and France.*® A neutral Ukrainian state would be the best outcome
to an Austro-Russian war for the states that want to weaken Russia——that is,
above all for Germany and Sweden. Also, the Balkan League will be “‘on
our side’’ in the case of a victory over Turkey:#! Serbia—because it does
not want a strengthened Austria; Bulgaria—because the Ukraine would not
have any such ambitions as Russia does concerning the Constantinople
question; and Romania—because it will get Bessarabia and the Romanian
part of Bukovina in the process. A Ukrainian uprising will also arouse
‘“similar social and national movements in Austria and Russia, thus weak-
ening both neighbors that are dangerous to us.”’

Should the Ukrainian struggle for independence not end with complete
victory, ‘‘they would at least have to reckon with us.”” And even “‘in the
case of complete defeat, a clear and distinct Ukrainian political idea, not
polluted by either Russophile or Austrophile mud, would remain among the
Ukrainian masses and in Europe,”” an idea which “‘at the first opportunity
would rise again.”’

40 Interestingly enough, Lypyns’kyj did not see that the proposal of a Russian or Austrian
protectorate might limit Ukrainian independence.

4" In October 1912, Bulgaria, Serbia, Montenegro, and Greece—the so-called Balkan
League— started a war against Turkey which ended with their complete victory. The Turks
had to cede to the victors all possessions beyond the Enos-Midia line.
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To realize that program Lypyns’kyj suggested the founding of a Sojuz
ukrajins’kyx derzavnykiv (imperijalistiv) (Union of Ukrainian Statists
{Imperialists]), or a Sojuz vyzvolennja Ukrajiny (Union for the Liberation of
the Ukraine),*2 which would immediately start to agitate for those goals. At
the outbreak of an Austro-Russian war, the organization would form a bloc
with those Ukrainian parties that stand for the political independence of the
Ukraine. If that turned out to be impossible, then, in the case of war, the
union would have to ‘‘behave quite passively, while continuing political
and organizational work on this side of the border.”

Yet in practice Lypyns’kyj at the same time declared himself ‘‘against
agitation now, and against a congress, and against starting a [press] organ.
Let us not make unnecessary noise and uproar,”” as he wrote to Andrij
Zuk.?3 In another letter to Zuk he explained himself as follows:

To organize a party in the Russian Ukraine from here, from Galicia, is impossi-
ble.... An organization must arise locally, it must be led by local people, and it
must have. . .its legal organ. But in our land people are only now being bomn for
such an organization; therefore there is no one to be organized. . . . But what remains
is ideological agitation, which we must conduct; the question is only in what
form. ... I consider the only advisable thing now to be the founding of a special
publishing house dedicated to the publication of political pamphlets which would, in
a serious and quiet way, propound the idea of Ukrainian political independence. . . .
A publishing house is non-partisan and unites all those who stand for the democracy
and political independence of the Ukraine. . . . If a war breaks out soon, then we will
have no chance to prepare for that situation, and we will be completely dependent on
external circumstances. . . . Therefore a war now would be a misfortune for us.

The foreseen ‘‘misfortune’’ broke out the next year, in 1914.

v

Let us look closely at the deep convictions and spiritual attitude that under-
lay Lypyns’kyj’s world outlook and political activity. The traditions that
allow the nation to live consciously are the preconditions for its historical
and state life: they are the integrating factor for any political and spiritual
commmunity, which, as Rousseau put it, ‘‘keep the whole people on its des-
tined path.”*45 The memory of Ukrainian Cossack traditions was preserved
and cultivated by the ‘‘middle and petty Polonized noble stratum on the

42 In Lypyns’kyj's original, ‘‘vyzvolu.” Zuk founded such a union only in 1914, on the eve
of war, without the participation of Lypyns’kyj, who was then in the Russian Ukraine.

43 Lypyns'kyj’s letter to Zuk dated 7 December 1912.

4 Lypyns'kyj's letter to Zuk dated 4 January 1913.

45 ‘‘Chaque peuple renferme en lui quelque cause qui les ordonne d’une maniére
particuliere’”; J. Rousseau, Contrat social, chap. 2, p. 11.
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Right Bank,’’#® although it had already lost, to be sure, an understanding of
the Ukrainian state aspirations by which the generation of Xmel’nyc’kyj
lived. The Ukrainian common people, too, had lived by traditions until
recent times—memories of their former free life in the Cossack period.
The revolution of 1905—1906, and the changes it wrought, threatened those
traditions with a final uprooting and the Ukrainian peasant and worker with
transformation into ‘‘members of the Russian nation.”

The imperative to return to the threatened traditions is not an invented
ideological postulate for Lypyns’kyj: the struggle for their revival is among
the duties whose fulfillment rests with every generation. Our ancestors’
struggle for a free life and for political freedom, which, through the fault of
some among them, ended with a tragic defeat that brought about the po-
litical, social, and cultural enslavement of the whole people, has to be car-
ried on to a victorious conclusion. In this situation, the educated part of
society has a moral obligation to lead the masses and to achieve, through
struggle, an independent state.

A sense of moral obligation among ‘‘those who have been given much’’
in relation to those who are less fortunate is characteristic of conservative
thinking, as is the emphasis Lypyns’kyj placed on ‘‘the categorical impera-
tive which orders every generation of a people to take upon itself the whole
heritage—the sins and merits of the previous ones—and to make up for
those sins.”*4’ Therefore Lypyns’kyj constantly reminds his countrymen of
“‘the ethical and moral duty to give one’s work back to those people on
whose . . . bloody sweat one lives.””*® This duty culminates in the sacrifice
of one’s own life for the nation.*

The postulates of ‘‘repentance’” and ‘‘sacrifice’’ reveal a religious foun-
dation to Lypyns’kyj’s thinking and world outlook, characteristic of Euro-
pean conservative thought, as well as a secularization of related spheres of
thought. For the ‘‘sins’’ requiring repentance are sins against one’s own
politeia, against one’s homeland and people, and it is for their intention that
he demands ‘‘a sacrifice on the altar of an idea’’—of course, the idea of an
independent Ukraine. But Lypyns’kyj can impart a new political sense to
those religious concepts only because the religious sphere from which he

4 V. Lypyns’kyj, ‘‘Bohdan Zales’kyj,”” Rada, 29 December 1911.

47 V. Lypyns’kyj, **Des€o pro neofitiv,”’ Rada, 12 July 1910.

48 Lypyns’kyj, *‘De¥o pro neofitiv,”” Rada, 12 July 1910.

4% For example, Lypyns’kyj wrote about ‘‘the sacrifice. . . of the hero-martyr Adam Koc’ko
for the idea of the free life of the Ukrainian nation,”’ and about *‘the supreme sacrifice of his
life that he laid down. . . on the altar of an idea,”” in *‘De&¢o pro neofitiv,”” and in ‘‘Pam’’jati
V. Domanyc’koho,” Rada, 20 September 1910. See also Bilas, ‘‘Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija
‘KryZevs’koho,” *” pp. Xxix—Xxx. :
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takes them is completely real to him. Lypyns’kyj still feels an inner moral
and religious duty to serve the idea of a liberated Ukraine, thus to repent for
the political sins of his ancestors, and to sacrifice himself in the struggle for
the achievement of that goal. From him this was no empty rhetoric, as it fre-
quently was among his contemporaries. No less important is that for him a
nation or state is not a goal in itself, not a secularized deity taking the place
of religion, but only a means towards the actual goal: an independent po-
litical life for the national collective, as the only thing able to secure the col-
lective and to ensure the development of its separate strata, groups, and
individuals. Lypyns’kyj as a homo politicus is still throughout a homo reli-
giosus, a truly believing person.

The question remains, how does one reconcile the unquestionable con-
servatism of the nobleman and landowner who always felt himself to be a
representative of the noble environment to which he belonged ‘‘body and
soul,”’30 with the revolutionariness of which he himself was well aware, for
instance, in invoking ‘‘propaganda for the revolutionary idea of a free
Ukraine’’?%!

Lypyns’kyj understood that a mere ‘‘political revolution’’—the attain-
ment of a Ukrainian state through struggle—had no chance for success,
because the masses, that ‘‘source of energy’” which alone can accomplish
the task, would not engage in a campaign for political freedom which they
found too abstract and for which, in any case, they were unprepared. A
prerequisite for political revolution in the existing conditions is a revolu-
tionary economic and social policy, involving the breakup of great land
estates and other economic and social measures benefiting the peasants and
workers. Only revolutionary propaganda, together with the struggle for the
implementation of all these postulates, has a chance to capture general
popular support and achieve the major political goal: the establishment of
the state. Only its own state will guarantee, in the long run, the existence of
the noble stratum. Without a close link with its nation, that stratum would
be unable to hold on in the Ukraine, just as without a leading stratum the
people would have no better tororrow.

Aldrans, Austria

Translated from the Ukrainian by Bohdan A. Struminsky

50 V. Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv (Vienna, 1926), p. 61.
51y Lypyns’kyj’s letter to Levko Jurkevy¢ of 13 March 1911.
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APPENDIX:

The Genealogy of the Lipiriski Family,
Coat of Arms *‘Brodzicz’’

J6zef Antoni Lipiriski,
armored cavalryman, steward of Drohiczyn,
vice-steward of Czersk in 1757,

purchaser of the village of
Teremkivci in Podolia
4
Antoni, ~ Justyna Kaczkowska,
subcamerarius of Kam’’janec’, marshal daughter of Kazimierz
of that county’s nobility from 1805,
owner of Jampil’¢yk in Podolia
{
Fabian, -~ J6zefa Jaroszyfiska,
standard-keeper, marshal of the nobility daughter of Mikotaj and Marjanna
of OI’hopil’ county (1820-26), chairman Siematéw-Skobejkowicz-Kardyszéw

of the supreme courts of the Podolian
governorship, hereditary owner of Lojovy¢i
in USycja county, of Rybne in Mohyliv

county, et al.
{
Wiodzimierz Seweryn Marian, ~ Emilia Dryj-Bieczkowska,
student of the Krem’’janec’ lyceum, daughter of J6zef, subcamerarius
owner of estates in Podolia (later lost) of Volodymyr, and Tekla Janiszowska,
owner of Zaturci in Volhynia
L
Kazimierz Sylwester Antoni, ~ Klara Rogal-Rokicka,
hereditary owner of Zaturci (later of Turlyn, daughter of Apolinary, hereditary owner
in Luc’k county), died in Kiev in 1915 of Cernivci and Mervynci in Podolia,
and Teofilia Woloszynowska
{
Wactaw, ~ Kazimiera Szumiriska,
born 17 April 1882, hereditary owner of Cracow

of Rusalivs’ki Cahary in Volhynia



The Political Sociology of Vjadeslav Lypyns’Kkyj

WSEVOLOD W. ISAJIW

At first glance, Vjaleslav Lypyns’kyj may appear to be a publicist who
addressed only the specific issues of his country during his own time. A
reading of his works soon reveals, however, that he was a social and politi-
cal thinker of stature who, in the process of discussing the vital issues of
Ukrainian life, developed a substantial sociological theory of the state and
of nationbuilding.

Lypyns’kyj’s political sociology is set forth mainly in his book Lysty do
brativ-xliborobiv (Letters to fellow farmers), originally written between
1919 and 1926. His Religija i cerkva v istoriji Ukrajiny (Religion and
church in the history of the Ukraine; 1925) also contains relevant ideas.!
Much of Lypyns’kyj’s private correspondence contains theoretical or his-
torical arguments and thus provides supplemental material. Lypyns’kyj
reportedly finished a book-length manuscript, entitled ‘‘Teorija pravlinnja’’
(Theory of rule), the whereabouts of which is unknown.

Lypyns’kyj’s writings do not present a systematic, unified approach to
theory development. Rather, his work consists of a set of essays, each
focusing on specific issues of nationbuilding. He intermixes theory with
historical illustrations, social criticisms, and ideology. The theory per se
has, therefore, to be reconstructed by pooling together ideas from these
essays. A logical whole does emerge, one that communicates an excitement
about the issues discussed by conveying the strong feeling with which
Lypyns’kyj wrote and his style of making unequivocal statements with few
qualifications.

It is difficult to trace the intellectual influences on Lypyns’kyj accu-
rately. He was not a scholar in the strict sense of the word, and, as a rule,
he made few references to other thinkers. Yet, Lypyns’kyj can be placed
within certain intellectual contexts.

Lypyns’kyj’s political sociology can be discussed in the context of at
least three theoretical approaches prevalent in his time. First, and perhaps
most important, are what have been known as the early social conflict

| Vjageslav Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pro ideju i organizaciju ukrains'koho
monarxizmu, 3rd ed. (New York, 1954); idem, Religija i cerkva v istoriji Ukrajiny, 2nd ed.
(New York, 1956).
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theories. These have their roots in Hegel and Marx. At the turn and begin-
ning of the twentieth century they were developed by such thinkers as
Ludwig Gumplowicz, Gustav Ratzenhofer, and, especially, Franz
Oppenheimer.?2 Among the basic premises of this school of thought was a
distinction between society and state, according to which society is the pas-
sive or static principle and the state is the active principle of social organi-
zation. According to this approach, the state developed as a result of
conflict, conquest, and coercion, evolving from a primitive through a feudal
to a constitutional form. Conflict within society follows the vested interests
of groups, many of which are centered around the individual’s relationship
to work. Lypyns’kyj’s work incorporated all of these ideas.

The second approach relevant to Lypyns’kyj’s thought is the reaction
against nineteenth-century rationalist thought that emerged in Western
Europe at the very end of that century. This trend took several directions.
One was an emphasis on the subjective aspects of human life, as
exemplified by Freud (and even Max Weber), which paid attention to the
importance of irrational, subconscious tendencies. One of the most original
thinkers of the day was Georges Sorel, who criticized the intellectual ratio-
nalistic dogmas of liberalism, secularism, and individualistic democracy
while upholding the importance of deep-rooted sentiments in groups of peo-
ple as forces for collective action. Lypyns’kyj makes reference to Sorel
more than to any other writer.> Yet Sorel’s influence on Lypyns’kyj did not
help form all his social thought. Certainly Sorel’s syndicalism and his
vision of a socialist society are diametrically opposed to Lypyns’kyj’s
views, and Lypyns’kyj explicitly disassociated himself from them. Instead,
Lypyns’kyj took from Sorel things which were directly useful to him. Sorel
produced sharp insights and critiques of democracy, the intelligentsia,
Marx, and the socialist movement, and it is these that Lypyns’kyj adopted
in his own critique of democracy and the intelligentsia. Sorel may have had
a more substantive influence on Lypyns’kyj’s idea of the importahce of irra-
tional desire as a factor in nationbuilding.

-

= Ludwig Gumplowicz, Rasse und Staat (Vienna and Mainz, 1875), Der Rassenkampf
(Innsbruck, 1883), Grundriss der Soziologie (Vienna, 1885). Gustav Ratzenhofer, Wesen und
Zweck der Politik (Leipzig, 1893), Die soziologische Erkenntnis ( Leipzig, 1898), Soziologie
(Leipzig, 1908). Franz Oppenheimer, Das Grundgesetz der Marxschen Gesellschaftslehre
(Berlin, 1903), Der Sraar (Frankfurt-am-Main, 1908).

Lypyns’kyj refers to the following works of Sorel: Vues sur les problémes de la philoso-
phie (1911); La décomposition du marxisme (Paris, 1908); Les illusions du progrés (Paris,
1908); Réflexions sur la violence (Paris, 1908); Matériaux d’ une théorie du prolétariat (Paris,
1919).



POLITICAL SOCIOLOGY OF LYPYNS’KYJ 289

The third approach relevant to our study of Lypyns’kyj’s thought encom-
passes the theories of elites of Robert Michels, Gaetano Mosca, and Vil-
fredo Pareto. Again, it is difficult to assess their specific influence.
Lypyns’kyj gives odd references to Michels, and in one letter he accurately
summarizes Pareto’s theory of the circulation of the elites without any
specific reference to him.?

Of course, Lypyns’kyj was concerned with the issue of nationbuilding in
its relation to the Ukraine. He read widely, and he assimilated the ideas of
many thinkers of his day. Yet, save for the basic theoretical framework of
the conflict approach, it does not seem that the theory of any one thinker
influenced him in a systematic way.

Basic Assumptions of Lypyns’kyj's Thought

In developing his political sociology Lypyns’kyj made a number of assump-
tions about social reality, five of which will be discussed here. The first is
the distinction between social and material base versus ideological super-
structure. The latter is the product of theoretical thinking formed under the
influence of various theories existing at any given time. The former is the
way of life and work of any specific group. This way of life and work in
turn determines the ideology that is integral to any political structure. The
separation is much like the familiar Marxist distinction between infrastruc-
ture and superstructure, or the basic premise of social materialism. On
closer examination, however, there is an important difference between
Lypyns’kyj’s and Marx’s formulation of this premise. Lypyns’kyj’s con-
cept of ideology is much more narrow. It does not refer to all the *‘products
of consciousness.” Rather, it is limited to ideologies of political move-
ments, such as those of nationalism, socialism, populism, etc.

Lypyns’Kyj’s concept of the material base includes not only the abstract
relation to production or ownership of its means, but a total relation to
work, including style of life. In other words, it includes at least some of the
elements of culture and thought which in the Marxist distinction would be
included under the products of consciousness. His concept of the material
base is therefore much closer to the notion of status group (Stand, estate)
than it is to the concept of class (Klasse). This may be the reason
Lypyns’kyj has some difficulty in consistently using one term to refer to

4 Lypyns’kyj refers to Robert Michels, Zur Soziologie des Parteiwesens in der modernen
Demokratie (1911); his references are to the French translation. On similarity to Pareto, see
Lypyns’kyj’s Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 188.
5 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 5.
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such groups, or avoids designating them by concepts altogether. In relation
to determinacy, he quite often speaks of the “‘inner,”” ‘‘spiritual’’ realm as
determining the material, especially about moral degeneracy leading to
material decay. _

The second assumption of central importance in Lypyns'kyj’s thought is
that the social order and its stability can exist only when the pursuit of the
general common good coincides or is made to coincide with the pursuit of
natural vested interests. Thus the ideal of securing justice and rights for the
masses is pursued best when it is pursued for oneself, and when the class
organizing the process for others pursues it for its own benefit. By pursuing
its own interests that class also benefits the interests of the masses.® This
philosophy of enlightened self-interest may identify Lypyns’kyj with the
conservative intellectual tradition of the nineteenth century. Yet here again,
Lypyns’kyj’s specific understanding of the issue is different from the typi-
cal Western concept of it as represented by such thinkers as Herbert
Spencer. The Spencerian concept of enlightened self-interest includes evo-
lution and the survival of the fittest, from which emerge an emphasis on
laissez-faire. No such notions are implied in Lypyns’kyj’s thought. On the
contrary, for him social order is created by the conscious activity of man,
wherein the statebuilders may be pursuing their own class interests, but
because these interests naturally require the organization of work which
includes the masses, they necessarily also pursue the general common good.
This idea, resembling eighteenth-century aristocratic conservatism, under-
lies Lypyns’kyj’s theory of what he called classocracy.

Another important assumption in Lypyns’kyj’s thought is the notion that
all social units, all collectivities, are made up of two types of elements: pas-
sive or static elements, and active or dynamic ones. The active element is
always the minority of the population, and the passive, the majority. The
active minority possesses an inherent tendency to rule, lead, or organize
others. The passive majority, in turn, may or may not accept the rule or
leadership or form of organization given by the active minority. But if it
does not accept it from one specific active minority, it will have to accept it
from another active minority stronger than the one whose rule, leadership,
or form of organization it has rejected.’

A corollary to this assumption is another—the third of our five—about
the strength or weakness of the active minority. The active minority derives
its strength from within itself, and the process of ruling or leading others
ultimately depends on this inner strength. As Lypyns’kyj puts it, ‘‘the inner

Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 59-60.

7 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 186.
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strength of the stronger rules the inner weakness of the weak.”” By the
same token, when this inner strength of the ruling minority collapses, their
rule over the majority will invariably also collapse. Lypyns’kyj’s idea of
the “‘inner strength’> of the ruling minority is distinguished from what we
can call the ruling minority’s ‘‘outer strength.”” Outer strength is purely
material power, i.e., control of means of coercion. This control, according
to Lypyns’kyj, is itself insufficient to insure any permanence for the rule of
the active minority. The ‘‘inner strength’’ also required is authoritative-
ness, which is rootedness and subordination to one law accepted by and
equally binding to both those who are strong and those who are weak, i.c.,
the active minority and the passive majority.? Here we have the basis for
Lypyns’kyj’s theory of the ruling elite, in particular, the question of the rul-
ing elite’s legitimacy, about which more will be said.

The fourth assumption underlying much of Lypyns’kyj’s thought holds
that the history of any nation is to a large extent moved by two types of
processes: the constructive process of building and uniting, and the de-
structive process of disrupting and dividing.’ The fate of a nation is deter-
mined by whichever process of the two becomes dominant at any given
time. The periods in history when a nation experiences a ‘‘golden age’” are
the periods when the constructive process is the most intense. On the other
hand, at certain moments in history the destructive process may emerge
with tremendous force. The basis for the disruptive process lies in the
inherent contradiction between the egotistic, separate, and direct interests of
individuals or groups of individuals and the direct, general, and common
interests of the national collectivity as a whole. The existence of a nation as
a nation is predicated upon the victory of the constructive process. If there
is a number of groups with narrow interests competing with each other for
power and if none is able to win over the others, then the nation declines,
collapses, or dies. If, however, one of these groups wins, it has the potential
of becoming the national aristocracy. But whether it actually does become
such an aristocracy depends upon its ability to transcend narrow interests by
subordinating them to the general and common interests and hence pursuing
them indirectly.

Let us compare this notion of history with that of some other thinkers
who saw history as a process of conflict. For Hegel, history was a conflict
of states: for Marx, a conflict of classes; for Gumplowicz, a conflict of
races; and for Oppenheimer, a conflict of states and existing elites. For
Lypyns’kyj, who fits into the same intellectual tradition as all these, history

8 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 185-96.
9 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 132.
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is a conflict of actual and potential elites. Especially important about
Lypyns’kyj, however, is that although the determining actors in history are
the elites, his emphasis is very much on the process or processes them-
selves. The actors somehow either get on top of these processes or are sub-
merged by them. They may never reach the point of complete stability or
complete destruction (Lypyns’kyj very much feared the latter). They are,
however, in constant movement toward one or the other.

The final, fifth assumption in Lypyns’kyj’s thought to be discussed here
is the social, psychological postulate that inherent in the human instinct to
live and survive is also an elemental, driving desire to broaden one’s life,
yet to remain oneself.!® This desire underlies two important social forces.
For one thing, in a social collectivity which is united by the material and
moral conditions of a common community life, it develops into a non-
rational desire or will to have one’s own organized society or one’s own
nation. Without this desire there can be no nation. The desire can, how-
ever, remain dormant in the collectivity for even hundreds of years. At a
certain point in history a part of the collectivity may become conscious of
its own latent but previously unconscious desire. From then on, the group
which was previously passive becomes active, and its unconscious desire
becomes a conscious will capable of nationbuilding. Lypyns’kyj’s entire
theory of nationbuilding is predicated on the assumption of the existence of
this desire.

The second social force deriving from the elemental drive for self-
expansion and identity preservation results in the religious aspects of social
life. According to Lypyns’kyj, in the process of struggling to survive and to
expand one’s life there emerges a desire to strengthen oneself by a union
with powers stronger than human ones. These are powers whose presence,
according to Lypyns’kyj, each human being intuits in one way or another.
This feeling of union, the basis for mysticism, gives man the greatest
encouragement to stable, energetic, and constant work with the hope of vic-
tory in his struggle. This mystical feeling induces man to devote his reason,
his self-discipline, and his energy to causes which are higher than himself
and which are in accord with the Higher Powers in whom he has faith. This
same mysticism, Lypyns’kyj maintains, is part of all faiths, regardless
whether it is religion—that is, irrational (in the sense that it goes beyond
reason) faith in God—or whether it is some rationalistic doctrine based on
faith in laws governing humanity that are discoverable by human reason.

10 Lypyns’kyj. Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 116~17. Lypyns’kyj, Religija i cerkva, pp.
21-22.
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Mysticism thus, according to Lypyns’kyj, is one of the strongest powers
that man can apply in his struggle for existence. It becomes the moving
force of human culture and civilization, which are essential for the develop-
ment and growth of a collectivity such as the nation.!! Mysticism, however,
has its own inherent dangers. It can be turned by human pride into a force
having destructive potential for society. Hence, it has to be socially con-
trolled and disciplined. It is the church which, through its own rational
organization, fulfills this function. This assumption forms the basic princi-
ple of Lypyns’kyj’s political sociology of religion.

These, then, are the five theoretical assumptions that form the premises
for Lypyns’kyj’s sociological thought. This is not to imply that they are the
only assumptions underlying Lypyns’kyj’s thought. Nevertheless, they do
provide the key principles for most of his theoretical arguments. What,
then, are the main arguments of his theory? That is, how does he conceive
the social structure in terms of its dynamic relation to the essential sociolog-
ical problem of social order?

Nationbuilding: Social Classes and
the Legitimacy of Power

Lypyns’kyj’s concept of social structure reflects, naturally enough, the
European and especially the East European societies as they existed up to
the turn of the twentieth century. The components of social structure—or,
if you will, the actors in the internal history of society—are classes or status
groups, defined in terms of relation to the life of work. The productive
classes comprise the agrarian class, the producer-bourgeoisie, and the
proletariat. The non-productive classes are the intelligentsia, the capitalist-
financial and commercial bourgeoisie, and the clergy.

He discusses aspects of each of these classes, but not systematically: his
main interest lies in the agrarian class and in the intelligentsia. His
approach to these classes is not uniformly objective. Clearly at play is his
highly negative orientation toward the financial and commercial bour-
geoisie. His critique of democracy is based on that orientation, and, in part,
on a disaffection with the intelligentsia.'?

Any academic discussion of social classes is, however, of no interest to
Lypyns’kyj. His main concern is practical: how to build the Ukrainian
nation. Only in the process of answering this question does he develop a
political sociology. For this reason, also, do his theoretical statements

"' Lypyns’kyij, Religija i cerkva, pp. 22-26.
12 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 150-54.



294 WSEVOLOD W. ISAJIW

continually refer to the facts of Ukrainian history with, in many cases, com-
parisons to the history of other societies. Many of his abstract concepts are
fully comprehensible only if one is familiar with the specific historical facts
to which they are applied. Thus, for example, to understand his critique of
democracy in general, one has to understand his argument about why de-
mocracy has not or will not work in the Ukraine. Similarly, to understand
why at a time when monarchies were declining and democratic govem-
ments were on the rise throughout Europe, Lypyns’kyj insisted that monar-
chy was the most stable form of government and the best protector of the
rights of workers as well as those of the producers, one has to understand
the historical nature of political instability and the social base for dictator-
ship in Eastern Europe.

Lypyns’kyj was not primarily a historian. Because of his specific and
dynamic concern with nationbuilding, he was primarily an ideologue, then a
social and political theorist, and only then a historian. This, of course,
places him in the company of many other social theorists, including Comte,
Marx, Spencer, and a host of others whose aim was to accomplish social
change.

What did the concept of nation mean to Lypyns’kyj? He makes refer-
ence to the slogans of the nationalist ideology that claimed a state can be
established only after there is a nation: ‘‘through nation to statehood.”
Lypyns’kyj transposed the formula: ‘‘through state to nation.”” For him this
was no mere slogan. In fact, for Lypyns’kyj no statement was ever a mere
slogan; each was justified by much thought and analysis. For the national-
ists, the word ‘‘nation’” was practically synonymous with the concept of
people, the peasants in particular, self-aware and self-conscious. For
Lypyns’kyj the concept of nation was distinct from that of the people. The
state is the leadership that activates the people; it is the active principle that
moves the passive masses. Nation, on the other hand, is the rational organi-
zation that the leadership provides after it has mobilized the people, creat-
ing it in such a way as to unite all the different sectors of society without
destroying their unique autonomies. For Lypyns’kyj, therefore, nation is an
organic concept based on the idea of both unity and diversity.

In defining nationbuilding, Lypyns’kyj begins by pointing out that the
starting point must be a strong and authoritative group of people around
whom the rest of the people could unite. The problem of organizing such a
group must be both theoretically analyzed and practically approached.
Lypyns’kyj began with theoretical analysis.

As already stated, every social group that aspires to organize the entire
society must draw its strength from within itself. It is this ‘‘inner strength’’
which becomes, as it were, the group’s shareholders’ weight, attracting
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others in society and influencing them. This inner strength is made up of
two elements: a common economic interest, and a common tradition.
Lypyns’kyj defines tradition as the sum total of a group’s historical experi-
ence, gained by its preceding generations in their struggle for existence and
transmitted ““with mother’s milk,”” as it were, to succeeding generations.!3
Tradition, then, is a sum of social values that have justified themselves in
the struggle for existence. A group who has such tradition is a carrier of
culture, and no nation can exist without culture.

The combination of common economic interests and tradition gives a
group its strength and its authoritativeness. These two characteristics,
Lypyns’kyj argues, are not held by the intelligentsia. The only class pos-
sessing them is the agrarian class.

The natural structure of the agrarian class always had at the pinnacle of
power a monarchy, which was also the sole personifier of the tradition of
the people. It is for this reason that Lypyns’kyj believes that the only form
of the state able to unite all other groups in the Ukraine without being a dic-
tatorship is the monarchy. Because he is, so to speak, physically rooted in
the tradition of the people, the monarch alone can command the respect of
all as the unquestionably legitimate ruler. Anybody else can only be an
“‘otaman,’’ a temporary usurper of power, who can be replaced tomorrow
by somebody else representing another group.

This formulation of the problem of power is at the center of
Lypyns’kyj’s theory. He saw the question of the legitimacy of power as the
primary issue in building the Ukrainian nation and as the basic problem of
Ukrainian history. The only alternatives to legitimate power are either
absolute dictatorship or complete political and social instability.

In the early conflict school of social thought, virtually no thinkers made
the legitimacy of power the nucleus of their theory. Most rather naively
assumed it to be an issue indistinct from the problem of the use of power
itself. That is, those who wield power have been assumed either to have
legitimacy by the same token or else to enjoy legitimacy through constant
manipulation of people and popular symbols. This has been true of Marx,
Sorel, Gumplowicz, and even Oppenheimer. On this issue, then,
Lypyns’kyj stands apart not only among Ukrainian thinkers, but also among
Western thinkers. Of course, one outstanding Western thinker not of the
conflict school, the sociologist Max Weber, made legitimacy the basic prob-
lem of his political sociology. It seems, however, that Lypyns’kyj did not
know his work.

13 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 70.
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Aristocracy and Classocracy

For Lypyns’kyj, the question of the legitimacy of power was closely con-
nected with the issue of aristocracy. Without an aristocracy, Lypyns’kyj
believed, no state can be established. Even in democratic societies such as
France or the United States, the principles of state rule were to a large
extent created by the aristocracy.

Lypyns’kyj actually had two concepts of aristocracy. They seem to have
existed side by side in his thought, although one concept appears more
prominent in his earlier writings, namely, part 1 of the Leters, and the
second emerges more distinctly later, in part 2, and is developed in detail in
part 3. The early concept of aristocracy, although not spelled out in detail,
emphasizes the hereditary character of the nobility. Like the monarch him-
self, the hereditary aristocracy is seen as the active carrier of tradition
without whom a state cannot be built. Thus, the republics that have
emerged as a consequence of revolution against the aristocratic monarchical
order have persisted after the revolution only with the help of those parts of
the old aristocracy that did not degenerate, but were able to revitalize them-
selves in new social forms.!* Hence, the Ukrainian agrarian-monarchical
state also cannot be built without the involvement of the healthy, active
remnants of the Russified or Polonized Ukrainian hereditary nobility.!3

In his later formulation of the concept of aristocracy, the idea of the
hereditary nobility or its remnants is incorporated into a more abstract
definition. The idea of aristocracy as the active carrier of tradition is no
longer emphasized. Rather, the basis for the aristocracy’s legitimacy of
power comes to be its abiding dedication to law and morality. The concept
is still based on the assumption that all collectivities are divisible into pas-
sive majorities and active minorities. Aristocracy is that active minority
which incorporates in its ranks the most active, the best members of
presumably any social class, including the proletariat.

Having reformulated the question of aristocracy in terms of merit,
without direct reference to heredity or tradition, Lypyns’kyj now faced the
much more complex problem of defining what legitimation of this type of
aristocracy is. The problem is particularly complicated because aristocra-
cies continually regenerate—i.e., new, better elements from below replace
the degenerate elements of an old aristocracy. To be effective and legiti-
mate, a national aristocracy must have both material power and moral
authoritativeness. To have material power, the aristocracy must have a

14 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp- 38-39.
5 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 76.
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strong elemental desire for power. As Lypyns’kyj puts it, it must be
“‘inherently imperialistic’’; it must control the means of war, and it must
control—directly or indirectly—the means of agrarian and industrial pro-
duction.

On the other hand, its moral authoritativeness depends upon, first, the
degree to which it possesses public morality, and second and very impor-
tant, the degree to which those who are ruled can accept the forms of social
organization the aristocracy creates. Both the material power of the aristoc-
racy and the degree of acceptance of the various organizational forms varies
from nation to nation. Hence the methods of organizing an aristocracy also
vary from nation to nation. Lypyns’kyj distinguishes three such methods of
organizing aristocracy, calling them ochlocracy, classocracy, and democ-
racy. These become his three basic forms of political rule, or three basic
forms of national development. They are, in effect, three stages of national
development; ochlocracy represents the stage of underdevelopment; class-
ocracy, the stage of high organic development; and democracy, a stage of
degeneration or decay. The basis for the distinction is the extent to which
society is clearly differentiated by social classes and races. Ochlocracy is
rule over a yet undifferentiated mass of people, mainly by means of force
and a tightly organized aristocracy, as is typical of nomads. ¢ Classocracy is
the rule of an aristocracy over a well-differentiated class society in which
each class directly commands the means of production while at the same
time possessing strong traditions, its own definite style of work, and its own
psyche deriving from its racial purity. Finally, democracy is rule in a
society in which distinct classes have collapsed, become intermixed (as
have the races), and in which material development has been not organic,
but chaotic. In this system society is a conglomerate of presumably equal
individuals who are estranged from one another, who continuously hate
each other, and who are bound into a whole only by the remnants of the
national and state organization developed under the rule of the former, now
degenerated, classocratic or ochlocratic aristocracy.!”

The form of political rule that was of most interest to Lypyns’kyj was the
classocracy. This he regarded as the only viable form of aristocratic rule.
He theorizes how classocratic rule develops historically, beginning with the
conquest of one race of people by another. In the tradition of all conflict
sociology, he believed that in such conquest lies the origin of all statehood.
But the conquest is always of two kinds, external and internal, and the aris-

16 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 191 -92.
17 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 192.
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tocracy does not truly become the society’s elite until it has accomplished
the internal conquest.

Here Lypyns’kyj comes back to the problem of the legitimacy of elites,
but now his argument shifts to describing the process by which the elite,
originally the conquerors, come to be institutionalized in the conquered
society. The argument is presented in general, abstract terms; in it
Lypyns’kyj talks about the ‘‘yellow”’ and the ‘‘black’’ races as the active
and the passive elements in this process, respectively. The process is ulti-
mately, but gradually, accomplished through intermarriage and a kind of
organic amalgamation, producing an elite with a new tradition, drawn on
the traditions of the yellow and the black peoples, that constitutes a new,
distinct, aristocratic class.!?

Implicitly, through his generalized example of the yellow and the black
races Lypyns’kyj is retracing the social history of the Polish szlachta in the
Ukraine. His political sociology thus becomes the sociology of ethnicity or
ethnic group relations. To bolster his arguments, he refers to theories of
race which, from today’s perspective, are of dubious value.!?

The Intelligentsia

Concomitant with Lypyns’kyj’s interest in aristocracy is his interest in the
intelligentsia. He sharply criticized the role of the intelligentsia in society
in general, and the Ukrainian intelligentsia in particular. The main theme of
his critique is based on the assumption that the natural role of the intelli-
gentsia is the mediation between social classes through cultural and intel-
lectual work, but not statebuilding—or the wielding of political power.

In his overall critique of the role of intelligentsia, Lypyns’kyj makes
reference to Sorel, specifically to his analysis of the role of the socialist
intelligentsia in France. Sorel saw a contradiction in the fact that the
socialist-democratic parties were led by people who invoked a ‘‘scientific”’
approach to social justice and who spoke in the name of the proletariat.
They claimed that the proletariat would win only if it undertook sole
responsibility for the organization of economic production. But the leaders
themselves had no relationship to any economic production whatsoever.
Rather, they were “‘attorneys without cases, physicians without patients and
without learning, students of billiards, commercial travelers and other com-
missionaires of business, ... journalists of small presses ... who find an

18 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 225.
19 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 191.
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outlet and a career for themselves in the International.””?® Lypyns’kyj
regarded these words as an apt characterization, too, of the Ukrainian intel-
ligentsia of his time, both socialist and nationalist.

According to Lypyns’kyj, all intelligentsias try to turn their ideology into
a type of myth or utopia in order to justify their wish to govern over others.
An intelligentsia supports its claim to rule by ‘‘the suggestion that in the
struggle [for social or national justice] only they have the secret of using the
supernatural forces [of the mind] and only they have the access and the
ability to steer these forces in the desired direction.”’?! Whether this
“secret” is ‘‘scientific socialism’” or anything else is irrelevant. For his
argument Lypyns’kyj adduces another quotation from Sorel: ‘‘The person
who has manufactured a utopia to make humanity happy considers himself
the rightful owner of that invention. He thinks that there is nobody better
than himself to put his system into practice. He would think it very unrea-
sonable if his literature failed to bring him a position in the government.”*%?

Those members of the intelligentsia who take part in ideological move-
ments see themselves as future leaders who will fill one or another post in a
new government. Lypyns’kyj explains the dynamics of ideological move-
ments led by the intelligentsia. This is not the intelligentsia’s natural role in
society, he maintains. Rather than creating ideological movements, the
intelligentsia’s natural role is mediating between the other social classes.
Ideological movements only alienate one class from another, whereas the
intelligentsia’s role should be to bring the classes together and to unite them
by developing a general, national culture.

The problem of the Ukrainian intelligentsia has its roots also in sources
specific to the history of Ukrainian society. The Ukrainian intelligentsia has
long played the role of middleman between the Russian state and the
masses of Ukrainian people, particularly the peasants—here Lypyns’kyj is
referring to the intelligentsia of the Eastern Ukraine. The role even became
the basis for the intelligentsia’s material existence. The consequence was
not only a monopolization of this political role by the intelligentsia, but also
the emergence of a conception of the Ukraine not as an independent coun-
try, but as an autonomous unit within the Russian state. This induced the
intelligentsia in the Eastern Ukraine to be interested more in the ideologies
of social democracy than in those of independent statehood.

20 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 161.
21 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 160.
22 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 61.
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For a long time this intelligentsia could not see itself in the role of build-
ers of an independent Ukrainian state at all. Yet the idea of a Ukrainian
state established not by them, but by some other Ukrainian class, was abso-
lutely hostile and foreign to them.?> The idea of independent statehood
developed within this intelligentsia only after the Russian Empire had col-
lapsed and the new Bolshevik government had disregarded the Ukrainian
intelligentsia as representatives of the Ukrainian people. This turned its
members onto the road toward independent statehood, but it did not change
the Ukrainian intelligentsia’s well-rooted political and ideological char-
acter.?

The Roots of Anarchism

In addition to his study of the intelligentsia, Lypyns’kyj undertook to under-
stand another element of Ukrainian society: the shifty, opportunistic social
type referred to as the xolop. He also tried to understand the social basis for
the Ukrainian social type known as the otaman and for the Ukrainian anar-
chist. He believed that the last two derived from the same defect in
Ukrainian society: lack of legitimacy for one’s own authority. In studying
anarchism, Lypyns’kyj looked beyond social conditions to social psycho-
logical causes. Although he never developed this issue in his major works,
his private letters contain passages that allow us to delve deeper into his
thought on the causes of anarchism. Of particular interest is Lypyns’kyj’s
letter to one of his co-workers in the hetman association, in which
Lypyns’kyj chides the man for resigning membership because he was not
appointed to the association’s council. If indeed he was offended by not
being appointed to the council and left the association for that reason, writes
Lypyns’kyj, his behavior is an example of precisely the type of Ukrainian
anarchism which ‘‘we have to fight with all our strength.”” Lypyns’kyj
goes on:

A person who would not even think of demanding a higher rank in the Russian army
in which he served or in the German commercial institution in which he works sud-
denly feels offended by his own, Ukrainian institution. He feels offended solely
because this institution has no material enforcement power and because all the
power that this institution has is based exclusively on moral authority, which pre-
cisely this same person has given to this, his own, institution. . . .25

23 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 5—6.

24 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 6—7.

25 From Lypyns’kyj’s letter to A. Bilopol’s’kyj dated 8 January 1926, from Reichenau, now
held in the archives of the W. K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute, Philadelphia.
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Two factors, then, are at the root of Ukrainian anarchism: (1) lack of
material strength in Ukrainian institutions, and (2) unwillingness to submit
to one’s own moral authority because this moral authority was established
by oneself. A third element, not noted directly but implied by Lypyns’kyj’s
second factor, is lack of self-confidence. An individual does not take seri-
ously the moral authority which he himself has established because he does
not take himself seriously; in other words, because he has a feeling of
inferiority. This brings us back to the main thesis of Lypyns’kyj’s political
sociology. Tracing the steps backwards: an individual has no self-
confidence because he has no confidence in the moral authority of his own
institutions. He has no confidence in these institutions because they have
no physical power to enforce their rules and regulations, which they lack
because they do not have the backing or support of a state with its own
material and legal base. Thus, the circle becomes closed: on the one hand,
the Ukrainian people have no state of their own because they have no self-
confidence; on the other hand, they have no self-confidence because they
have no state of their own.

Lypyns’kyj tried to understand the destructive capability of anarchy,
which was often in evidence in the Ukraine and in Eastern Europe. His cri-
tique of democracy—although he frequently refers to France and the United
States as historical examples—derives, to a large extent, from his own per-
sonal experience and awareness of the tremendous destructiveness of which
uprooted people are capable. He feared this destructiveness. In one sense,
his theory of classocracy was a method of organizing society so as to con-
trol or eliminate such forces. In this regard he stands out not only as an
important figure among Ukrainian social thinkers, but also among European
political sociologists of his day.

University of Toronto



V. Lypyns’kyj’s Idea of Nation

EUGENE PYZIURY}

Editor’s note: Eugene Pyziur (1917 1980), legal scholar and political scientist, specialized in
political theory as applied to Eastern Europe. He studied at the universities of Lviv and
Vienna, the Ukrainian Free University (Munich), Columbia University, and the University of
Notre Dame (Indiana). In 1961 he obtained his Ph.D. from Notre Dame, having defended a
dissertation entitled ‘‘Some Problems of Russian Constitutional Doctrine of the ‘Sixties’
[1860s].”” That same year he was appointed to a teaching position at St. Louis University (St.
Louis, Missouri), where he became professor of political science, a post he continued to hold
until his untimely death in 1980. His publications include The Doctrine of Anarchism of
Michael A. Bakunin (Milwaukee, 1955; 1968) and a number of articles on Mpyxajlo
Drahomanov, Bohdan O. Kistjakovs’ kyj, Dmytro ¢ 'yZevs' kyj, and Vjaceslav Lypyns'kyj.

His article *‘Vjaceslav Lypyns’kyj’s ldea of Nation,”” based on a series of three lectures
presented at the Seminar in Ukrainian Studies at Harvard University in November and
December of 1972, is published here for the first time. Had its author lived, he would certainly
have presented this work, or some revision of it, at the V. Lypyns’kyj Centennial Conference in
1982.

VjaCeslav Lypyns’kyj maintained that there exist three basic sociopolitical
formations: state, society, and nation. His definition of the state is funda-
mentally in agreement with that advanced by modern political theory: the
state is that human collectivity which successfully claims within a given ter-
ritory the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical coercion, or, to use the
classical phrase of Bodin, ‘‘societates quae superiorem non recognoscunt.’’
Society—hromadjanstvo (Lypyns’kyj admits that he dislikes the term
suspil’ nist’ )—he defines as ‘‘all those people on the given territory who do
not have as a source of their livelihood the exercise of state functions and
who do not possess the direct possibility of using the physical coercion of
the state for the realization of their wishes.””! For nation Lypyns’kyj
advanced a number of definitions. To quote one of his descriptive rather
than explanatory definitions: °‘I regard the nation as being the product of
the complex reciprocal relationship between state and society. Nation is the
realization of the will to be a nation. When there exists no will expressed in
the form of an idea, there exists no nation. But a nation does not exist when
this will and idea are present but are not realized in the material form of a-

! V. Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv (Vienna, 1926), p. 377.
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state.”’2 Allegorically, he defines the relationship between the three political
entities as follows: the state is the father, society is the mother, and the
nation is the child of both of them.3

Before proceeding to an elaboration of Lypyns’kyj’s idea of nation per
se, let us look more closely at his fundamental views about the nation: (a)
Of the three basic entities of political life and the historical process—state,
society, and nation—Lypyns’kyj ascribes the highest value to the last. (b)
However, nowhere does he provide a direct or elaborated answer as to why
he attaches this highest social value to the nation. Indirect answers can be
found in his writing with relative ease, but they are equivocal and therefore
can give rise to controversy. (c) His idea of nation stands in direct opposi-
tion to the concept of nation dominating Ukrainian political thought before
and, I would argue, after his time. (d) The most characteristic feature of his
idea of nation lies in the two following circumstances: he advances a far-
reaching identification of nation with the state; in turn, in opposition to the
ethnic factor, he considers national territory as undoubtedly the most essen-
tial factor of a nation. (e) Following from such premises, he decisively
divides the existing ethnic communities into peoples with and without tradi-
tions of statechood (nederiavni i derZavni narody). (f) Consequently, he
admits the possibility of the existence of ‘‘non-nation-based’’ nationalism,
explaining it by reference to a specific example. Ukrainian nationalism
exists, but as to the existence of a Ukrainian nation, it is still in a process of
formation that is far from complete. (g) Lypyns’kyj’s own theory of the
formation of a nation emphasizes—or one may say overemphasizes—the
role of monarchy in the process of a given nation’s formation out of hetero-
geneous ethnic elements. (h) While he is unreservedly committed to the
nation, ascribing to it the highest social value, he later declares himself an
irreconcilable adversary of modern nationalism, which he regards as a de-
structive political force. In other words, Lypyns’kyj, like Renan, considers
it as given that mankind is divided into a number of nations, and he rejects
the idea of one unified humanity in any near or distant future. Nevertheless,
he would like to see a situation in which the existing nations do not ger-
minate individual nationalisms. These points form his basic theses on the
essence of nation.

We must recognize that it is extremely difficult to offer a satisfactory
definition of nation and that contemporary scholars almost unanimously
agree that no one has succeeded in devising a definition of nation and

2 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 387.
3 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 382.
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nationalism so concise and complete that it needs no ‘‘ifs’> and *‘‘buts.’"*
This, of course, applies to Lypyns’kyj’s own definition of nation. The first
attempts to define nation came from German Romantic scholars, especially
Johann Gottfried von Herder.> Herder was understood to say that language
is the most important factor in the identity of a nation, a key to the national
self, because words are the ‘‘companions of the dawn of life.”” Hence even
if a nation loses its political independence, it will survive if its linguistic
traditions are preserved. Conversely, a sufficiently large ethnic group,
never having attained statehood but possessing a distinct language, may be
considered at least potentially a distinct nation. It is true that Herder did not
conclude that language is the only criterion for distinguishing a nation. The
humanitarian thought of the Enlightenment that permeates his thought
focused on anthropology as much as on language. However, the notion that
nations are really language groups, and that nationalism is therefore in some
sense a linguistic political movement, derives from Herder.

Herder’s definition of nation, modified by Johann Gottlieb Fichte and
other German Romantics, dominated the political thought of Eastern Europe
during the entire nineteenth century and later. The linguistic criterion took
hold in Eastern Europe and even influenced Marxist analysis, Lenin’s as
much as Otto Bauer’s.® The founders and continuators of the Ukrainian
national revival welcomed the Herderian linguistic criterion with open
arms. The embrace is understandable because the criterion of statehood as
a factor in the continuity of the existence of the Ukrainian people was prob-
lematic. Equating the preservation of the Ukrainian language with the
preservation of the identity of the Ukrainian nation has continued to our
own day. Other criteria having primarily a political nature, such as state-
hood, were either consciously or implicitly underplayed, at least up to the
Revolution of 1917.

Vjaleslav Lypyns’kyj’s departure from this political tradition came long
before the 1917 Revolution. Against the ethnic concept of nation, based
primarily on the criterion of language, he presented his own concept of
nation, referring primarily to territory and culminating in an unconditional
demand of statehood for the Ukraine. His concept of nation, unlike that of
the Ukrainian populists, deliberately emphasized factors other than ethnic
ones, indeed, those primarily political.

4 R. Emerson, From Empire 1o Nation (Boston, 1966), pp. 89— 104.
5 A.D. Smith, Theories of Nationalism (London, 1971), pp. 164, 180ff.
6  Smith, Theories, p. 182.
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Analysis of the idea of nation, difficult in itself, becomes even more
difficult when we confront Lypyns’kyj’s concept of nation, for two reasons.
One is that his concept underwent a significant evolution. The second is
that in his classification of political systems in Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv
(Letters to fellow farmers) he tied the concept of the nation with individual
political systems to such an extent that only a rather weak common denomi-
nator can be established for the idea of nation per se. In Lypyns’kyj’s
thought, each of the three political systems influences the very essence of
nation in a definite way.

Let us deal briefly with the first problem, namely, the evolution in
Lypyns’kyj’s notion of a nation, and postpone the explanation of the second
problem for a time. A controversy exists on the question whether
Lypyns’kyj experienced an evolution of his political Weltanschauung— in
other words, whether he held fast to conservative views and remained a
decisive opponent of democracy throughout his life. Lew Bilas supports the
idea that evolution in Lypyns’kyj’s political thought, if any really occurred,
was insignificant. Jaroslaw Pelenski, on the other hand, asserts that
Lypyns’kyj became a conservative only under the impact of bitter political
experience and disappointment during the Ukrainian Revolution. This
problem of steadfastness or evolution in Lypyns’kyj’s political views, com-
bined with his never fully explained adolescent conversion from being a
Pole to being a Ukrainian, is in itself a topic for a monograph. It should be
pointed out here that in his personal (as yet unpublished) notes written after
the Revolution, Lypyns’kyj emphatically denies that he was ever a demo-
crat in the authentic sense, stating that before the Revolution he understood
democracy as an ideology obliging only service to his people. In the sense
that people should be governed justly and well he always was and remained
a ‘‘demophile,”” but in the sense that people should govern themselves he
was never a democrat.

Without accusing Lypyns’kyj of blatant misidentification, I nevertheless
suggest that before the Revolution he had great sympathy toward democ-
racy, and that he connected the national revival of the Ukrainian people
with the process of democratization. But unlike the Ukrainian xlopomany,
Lypyns’kyj did not combine his decisive conversion from Pole to Ukrainian
with any sort of ‘‘declassification.”” The xlopomany, while identifying
themselves with the Ukrainian people, attempted to shed their class status
(how successfully is another question). Tadej Ryl’s’kyj, who took as his
second wife a peasant girl from his village, is a good example.
Lypyns’kyj’s actions were different. While consciously turning from being
a Pole into being a Ukrainian, he did not attempt to become a déclassé, but
remained a landiord, maintained the lifestyle of a nobleman, and retained
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his Roman Catholic faith. ‘‘I have become a Ukrainian,”’ he wrote in his
notes, ‘‘not because I considered myself to be weaker and lower than the
people, but because I considered myself to be better [in terms of culture]
and also stronger.”” The retention of aristocratic status made Lypyns’kyj’s
break with Ukrainian democracy, which worshipped the rebellious peasant,
inevitable. Yet his sympathetic attitude toward democracy was discernable
up to the Revolution, a time when, taking into account the brilliance of his
political mind, there is little doubt that he knew the real political meaning of
democracy.

Lypyns’kyj’s flirtation with democracy had a definite influence on his
idea of nation, or more exactly, on his idea of the relationship of nation to
state. He drew a clear line between the phenomenon of nation and the insti-
tution of state, foreseeing that the national revival of the Ukrainian people
would be connected with the process of democratization. In the program-
matic essay ‘‘Szlachta na Ukrainie’” (The nobility in the Ukraine), pub-
lished in 1909, he reminded his fellow Poles living in the Ukraine that
““there exists no force which can stop the revival of these [Ukrainian] peo-
ple, now when all, even the most aristocratic nations, are undergoing the
process of democratization, as we see in the case of Polish society, now
when people in the entire world are gaining the right to express themselves
and to determine for themselves.”’® Three years later, in his draft of a pro-
gram for the prospective Sojuz vyzvolennja Ukrainy (Union for the Libera-
tion of the Ukraine), entitled ‘“‘Memorijal do Ukrajins’koho komitetu pro
nase stanovy3Ce suproty napruZenoji sytuaciji v Evropi’’ (Memorandum to
the Ukrainian Committee concerning our position with regard to the tense
political situation in Europe), Lypyns’kyj stated (in article 2): ‘‘The
development of the Ukrainian nation, which is deprived of a strong wealthy
class, is closely connected with the growth of political democracy and the
carrying out of social reforms advantageous to the broad masses from the
economic viewpoint.”’

As long as Lypyns’kyj placed some hope in democracy, he made a clear
distinction between nation and state as two essentially different entities,
from the sociopolitical point of view. Once he rejected and then violently
condemned democracy as a political system, this delineation collapsed.
The Lysty reflect the ideological consequences: ‘‘Recently much confusion
regarding this problem [namely, the concept of nation] has been caused

7 ““Notatky V. Lypyns’koho z Jjoho arxivu,”” unpublished, vol. 1, p. 2 (hereafter ‘‘Notatky’").
8 W. Lipiriski, Szlachta na Ukrainie (Cracow, 1909), p. 36.
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because scholars started to distinguish nation from state,”® which, if taken
literally, would indicate that to Lypyns’kyj a complete identification
between state and nation was desirable.

There are, however, three elements in his concept of nation that
Lypyns’kyj never revised: (1) that a nation, specifically the Ukrainian peo-
ple, is by definition entitled to possess an independent state, which in turn
carries the political ideal of a nation-state; (2) that the most basic element of
a nation is not ethnicity—e.g., language, customs, race, etc.—but territory;
(3) that nationhood is not granted by nature or Providence, but is always the
product of a historical and political process. Let us look at these three ele-
ments one by one.

It is not difficult to explain why Lypyns’kyj, unlike most contemporary
Ukrainian leaders, was from 1902—that is, from his becoming a
Ukrainian—a staunch advocate of statehood for the Ukraine who rejected
any less ambitious solution, e.g., autonomy or federation. From childhood
Lypyns’kyj felt the spiritual impact of Polish national strivings to regain
independence for the Polish nation. Surely this helped to influence his view
that, once there exists a people who possess a distinct national identity, they
are entitled to possess their own independent state. For him this view was
axiomatic, without need of proof. He borrowed the idea from the Polish po-
litical tradition, and with all his intellectual force, long before the Revolu-
tion of 1917, he tried to convince the Ukrainian intelligentsia of its
expediency. Statehood for the Ukraine was a kind of dogma to which he
remained faithful until the end of his life. In propagating this idea he saw
his own personal mission: *‘I have willed the Ukrainian state, and not the
possibility of reading Vynny€enko’s writings in Ukrainian, or of playing
pranks on Russians or Poles. The Ukrainian state enraptured me by its
majesty; 1 was, however, not excited about poetry solely because it was
written in Ukrainian, or because of feeling hatred toward Russia or Poland.
Therefore, I have remained entirely alien from the majority of Ukrainians,
even when they praise me.’’ 10

Let us examine the role of territory as a component of Lypyns’kyj’s idea
of nation. Speaking broadly, there can be no serious doubt about the close
relationship between the nation and the national territory with which it
identifies itself. No single theme recurs more constantly in national
anthems, songs, legends, and symbolism than the reference to the peculiar
virtues and the beauty of the lands and waters with which each nation has
happily been endowed. But in contrast to the modem state, whose

9 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 209.
10 “Notatky,” 1:9, fn. 39.
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boundaries are fixed (although at any moment they can become the object
of bitter dispute), the territory of the nation is characteristically less sharply
defined. The so-called national territory is rarely a separate, well-defined
geographic entity. In our day the definition of national territory derives pri-
marily from the ethnic one, although few states can claim that their boun-
daries follow exactly the frontiers of settlement of a given nationality.
Nonetheless, as a rule, the national territory is considered to be the geo-
graphical area on which the specific nationality lives in a sizeable majority.
Lypyns’kyj elevated national territory to the status of a nation’s
paramount attribute. The elevation prompted these observations by Dmytro
éyievs’kyj:
Lypyns’kyj’s regarding territory as an attribute of nation is not original. What is
original, and simply unprecedented in contemporary literature, is Lypyns’kyj’s con-
sidering territory a basic and constructive component of a nation’s being. ‘‘Terri-
tory’’ is perhaps an inadequate word, for it implies only the amount of space that a
nation occupies. A better word, and one that Lypyns’kyj uses intermittently, is land
(zemlja) in its concrete being (danist’): that is, territory, with all its geological,
topographical, economic, and even aesthetic proprietics. One’s attachment to the
land, to one’s own native land, supports and strengthens national consciousness. . . .
The unusual definition that Lypyns’kyj gives of who is a Ukrainian is well known:
**A Ukrainian, one’s fellow man, an individual of the same nation, is everyone who
is organically (place of abode and work) connected with the Ukraine; a non-
Ukrainian is an inhabitant of another land. . . .”’

Cyievs’kyj concluded:

This definition has given rise to endless arguments. Nevertheless, the definition, for
all its unusualness, is based on a deep, metaphysical sense of the organic unity of the
nation that lives on the land, grows from the land, and is physically influenced by
the natural geographic environment.... This definition of the nation as a unity
resulting from the unity of ‘‘territory’’ or land has an extraordinary originality.!!

This emphasis on territory as a basic attribute of nation Lypyns’kyj
advanced from the very outset of his Ukrainian political activity, that is,
from about 1908. He advanced his idea of nation against the dominant one
based on ethnic elements, primarily on a distinct language. He considered
all people permanently settled within the boundaries of a specific national
territory to be members of one and the same nation, regardless of their
language, race, religion, or class status. They are all citizens of equal value
to the country. He named his idea ‘‘territorialism’ and, basing a political

' D, Cyzevs'kyj, *“Vjakeslav Lypyns'kyj jak filosof istoriji,”” Dzvony, 1932, no. 6 (15), pp-
453ff. (English translation published in this issue).
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program on it, he hoped to win the Polish upper class living in the Ukraine
over to the Ukrainian national cause. He wanted this Polish class to identify
politically with the Ukrainian people, without giving up their social status
or Polish culture. He called upon the Poles living in the Ukraine to pay
their debt to the Ukrainian masses by cultural and social work on their
behalf. In return for their loyalty to the country in which they were living,
they would retain their social and cultural status. As we well know, his
attempt ended in failure. Yet, to his idea of nation, projected primarily on a
territory, he remained steadfast to the end of his life. He explained the idea
most succinctly in the collection of his articles entitled Religija i cerkva v
istoriji Ukrajiny (Religion and church in the history of the Ukraine):

In order that we could understand our spiritual way and advance along it, our intelli-
gentsia should decisively give up the chaotic mixture of the German and French
(also in its poor Polish and Russian versions) understanding of the phenomenon of
nation: the German one, based on the tribal concept, on the concept of common
racial origin, on'reduction of the notion of nation to a “‘natural fact’’; such a notion,
in our colonial conditions, with periodic migration of peoples on our territory (in
intervals of ca. 200 years), is a complete absurdity: there have never been and never
will be “‘pure-blooded Ukrainians™” in a sense of common origin from one tribe, and
the nationalist antipodal positing of such *‘pure-blooded’’ against *‘unpure-
blooded’’ [Ukrainians] is in our condition a historical deception which under some
conditions may easily turn into a ruinous political charlatanry. Also [we should give
up] the French notion, based on *‘free national self-determination,”” on transference
of the nation into a realm of ‘‘free coniousness’” and ... turning the notion of
nation into an ‘‘ideological fact,”” because this is tantamount to the lifting up of the
individual historico-cultural, in our case also confessional, attributes to an absolute.
In view of our innate anarchic individualism [such a notion) must logically lead to a
variety of ‘‘self-determinations’” of individuals and diverse groups in the Ukraine
and eventually, after a shorter or longer duration of anarchy, to the victory of
Byzantine-Orthodox — All-Russian or Roman-Catholic-Polish self-determination.
This is the usual ending of their careers by our nationalists of this kind.

Instead, in my opinion, acceptable for us is an understanding of nation close to
the English one. ‘“ ‘Normans, Saxons, Danes—we are,” say the Englishmen.”” It
could be formulated in our own way as follows: whoever settled in our country (and
is not a nomad) and therefore became part and parcel of the Ukraine is Ukrainian,
regardless of tribal or cultural origin, of *‘racial’’ or ‘‘ideological” genealogy.'?

Important, farsighted motivations prompted Lypyns’kyj to advocate the
notion of nation based on his concept of “‘territorialism.”” He explained
them thoroughly in his article ‘‘Kraj i nar6d”’ (Country and people), pub-
lished in Przeglad Krajowy (no. 3) in 1909. Here he declared himself an

12 V. Lypyns’kyj, Religija i cerkva v istoriji Ukrajiny (Philadelphia, 1925), p. 57.
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uncompromising adversary of contemporary nationalism, while admitting
that at the beginning of the nineteenth century until about 1848, nationalism
was a positive political force. With the passing of time, however, national-
ism has increasingly become a destructive political force, germinating
intolerance and hatred among nations and national minorities. Lypyns’kyj
foresaw that this type of nationalism would bring political ruin for all of
Europe. He considered nationalism, operating from the concept of nation
based on ethnicity (race, language, culture, religion, or all these elements
together), as especially dangerous in the case of the Ukraine. In view of the
presence on its territory of sizeable minorities, occupying positions of polit-
ical, cultural, or economic authority, the unleashing of ethnic-based nation-
alism would oblige these minorities to oppose the idea of statehood for the
Ukraine and would compel them to turn to the Russian or Polish metropolis
for support. In such a political configuration the realistic chances for the
Ukraine to gain independence would be nil, and the Ukraine would be con-
demned to colonial status.

Lypyns’kyj’s opposition to ethnically defined nationalism remained as
constant as did his loyaity to the territorially bound notion of a nation. The
two conditioned each other, so that Lypyns’kyj wished to reconcile the con-
cept of land (country) with the idea of nation. He felt that this would
replace nationalism with patriotism, which he equated with what may con-
ditionally be called Heimatliebe. Lypyns’kyj distinguished between ethni-
cally defined nationalism and patriotism; the latter, he maintained, ger-
minated just from the love of the country itself, from love of the national
territory, of zemlja and bat kivi¢yna, without xenophobic enmity. Sensing
that the spread of ethnic-based nationalism was growing along with the
advancement of democracy, he recognized that a reorientation in the con-
cept of nation alone would not prevent nationalistic hatreds. Hence, after
the Revolution and his rejection of democracy, Lypyns’kyj tied his idea of
nation not only to territory, but to a particular political system, namely,
monarchy in the form of classocracy.

The theory of territorialism as a means of redefining the idea of nation
prompts some critical comments. One question is, when Lypyns’kyj
advanced his theory of territorialism before World War I, by what criterion
was he defining the national territory of the Ukraine? Was it a geographical
one? The answer to that is, of course, negative. In geographical terms the
territory of the Ukraine is far from a well-defined geographical unit; on the
contrary, the Ukraine is basically an extension of the East European plain,
so purely geographical criteria cannot determine Ukrainian national terri-
tory. Yet Lypyns’kyj advocated the idea of a Ukrainian territory. By what
criterion, then, did he define the national territory of the Ukraine? The
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answer is: by the ethnic one. He considered that geographical area of
Eastern Europe on which the Ukrainian peasant population lived en masse
as the Ukraine. To the national minorities living within this Ukrainian eth-
nic mass—namely, Russians, Poles, Jews, and others—his theory of terri-
torialism promised preservation of their cultural and national identity as
well as preservation of their social status, in return for their loyalty to the
Ukraine. Did Lypyns’kyj anticipate that in the case of the prolonged
existence of an independent Ukrainian state, these minorities would retain
their individual national identity? The answer is—probably not. In the
long run he foresaw their ethnic assimilation with the mass of the Ukrainian
people. That conclusion follows logically from his theory of the formation
of a nation. '

Lypyns’kyj’s theory of the formation of nation is elaborate and complex,
and refers to the racial symbols ‘‘the yellow’’ and ‘‘the black.”” However,
in most cases his references to race are to be understood in psychological
rather than biological terms. He emphatically denies the racial purity of any
of the existing nations, and he considers the blending of various races one
important source for the growth of civilization.

An adequate presentation of Lypyns’kyj’s theory of the formation of the
nation would demand much explanation, the more so since it is on some
points circular in reasoning. It may be presented most succinctly, perhaps,
against the background of his controversy with Volodymyr Starosol’s’kyj,
whose fine study of nation, entitled Teorija naciji (Theory of nation),
appeared in 1922. Starosol’s’kyj used Ferdinand Tonnies’s sociological
theory of Gesellschaft and Gemeinschaft to explain the essence of nation.
Starosol’s’kyj saw nation as a basic Gemeinschaft, that is, a spontaneous,
organic community which protects an individual against alienation and
social atomization by providing him with framework and material for his
spiritual fulfillment. On the other hand, Starosol’s’kyj defined state as a
basic Gesellschaft. In applying Tonnies’s sociological theory Starosol’s’kyj
followed Otto Bauer, although Bauer himself made limited use of Tonnies’s
theory. Lypyns’kyj, without having recourse to that theory, sees the
essence of nation in a way similar to Starosol’s’kyj’s. He, too, viewed
nation as a basic, organic community fulfilling the same functions pointed
out by Starosol’s’kyj,!* and he, too, ascribed to it the highest social value.

Lypyns’kyj disagrees totally, however, with Starosol’s’kyj’s theory of
the formation of a nation. Starosol’s’kyj maintained that the authentic
nation appeared rather late on the political scene, more or less simultane-
ously with the emergence of democracy, and thus one cannot talk about the

13 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xiiborobiv, p. 245.
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existence of nation in a true sense before the French Revolution. That view
ascribes—at least implicitly—to democracy the capability of germinating a
nation. Lypyns’kyj rejects this view, asserting that in historical experience
“‘no one nation was initiated or could have been initiated by democracy.”’ 14
According to Lypyns’kyj, democracy possesses disintegrative rather than
integrative tendencies. Every nation that is authentic—that is, non-fictional,
or exists other than in the minds of literati—is an ethnic, racial, and linguis-
tic amalgamation. By its very nature, democracy is unable to accomplish
the formation of a new nation. In the opinion of Lypyns’kyj, this nation-
forming capability belongs exclusively to monarchy, whether classocratic
or ochlocratic. Only monarchies have a sufficiently strong center of power
and authority to integrate racially, linguistically, and confessionally diverse
groups into one nation. Even the United States is not an exception, since
the American colonial tradition was monarchical, not democratic. Hence
Lypyns’kyj believes that any people, in order to transform themselves into a
nation, must undergo a period of rule by monarchy in either the classocratic
or ochlocratic forms. Only after national integration has been accomplished
by monarchy can democracy appear on the political scene, having a state
apparatus and an efficient army officer corps, both built by the monarchy, at
its disposal. Monarchy, then, and not democracy, is the real creator of
nations. Democracy is actually the destroyer of nations.

Lypyns’kyj’s theory of the formation of a nation is simultaneously an
admittance that individual nations are not something granted by nature or
Providence, but are the product of a complex historical process. About this
he constantly reminds his readers, for instance in this excerpt from his

Lysty:

All nations were created by leading, active minorities according to the receptivity
(pry vospryjiméyvosti) of their leadership by the passive majorities and [all nations]
were dying spiritually and physically due to the weakness of these leading minorities
and to the non-receptivity of the passive majorities to their leadership. If it were
permissable to use such a comparison, a nation is as much a product of human
creativity as is a cultivated breed of cattle. The latter, when not submitted to the
process of cultivation, degenerates, either dying out or regressing to a primitive
stage. The difference lies in the fact that cattle is cultivated by an outside force,
namely, human creation, while nations must cultivate themselves. Nature gives for
the creation of a nation only rough material in the form of this or another, and better
or poorer, mixture of races, better or worse geographical space; similar to her giving
of better or poorer material and places for buildings. A nation, however, like a
building, is a product of human beings—a product which actually is constantly

% Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 245.
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exposed to destruction by nature. To preserve and develop it [the nation] there is
need for perennial effort, there is need for a struggle against nature. *

Lypyns’kyj’s theory of the formation of a nation is intimately connected
with his other major thesis advancing the identification of state with nation.
He reached the identification of state with nation only after the Revolution,
when his rejection and condemnation of democracy became total. In some
statements his identification of nation and state is so close that logically
Lypyns’kyj had no choice but to deny the status of nation to large ethnic
communities like the Ukrainians. He denies the status of nation to the
Ukrainian people not because they do not have their own state at a given
time, but because they lack a strong state tradition. Holding fast to that
principle, Lypyns’kyj divides the existing ethnic communities into derZavni
i nederzavni, that is, those with a state tradition and those without it. Thus,
the Poles, even before regaining independence, Lypyns’kyj classified as a
nation because for centuries they had their own independent state, capable
of integrating an ethnically mixed population by giving it identity as a
nation; also, even in times of subjugation, the Polish people had retained a
political elite capable of leadership. The Ukrainians, Lypyns’kyj main-
tained, are in an entirely different situation. They are a “‘stateless people,”
and hence not yet a nation because they lack both a long-standing state tra-
dition and a political elite capable of imposing its will on the Ukrainian
peasant masses. The Ukrainian people are as yet only a ‘‘nationality’” in
the process of becoming a nation. Their political status is a colonial one.
Indeed, the Ukraine is a somewhat peculiar colony, due to the large number
of extremely diverse foreign political and cultural influences to which it has
continually been exposed.

The Ukrainian people can become a nation only when they succeed in
transforming the Ukraine into an independent state. Yet the building of a
new state Lypyns’kyj always considered the most difficult of all political
tasks—incomparably more difficult if the given country exists as a colony.
Before World War I, in a review of Leon Wasilewski’s book Ukraina i
sprawa ukraifiska (The Ukraine and the Ukrainian problem), he wrote, “‘a
state does not emerge at once. The process of the creation of a state is the
most difficult and the most painful process of all known in the history of
social life.”’!6

15 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 359.
16 V. Lypyns’kyj, ‘‘’Kil’ka uvah z pryvodu knyzky d. Vasilevs’koho,” Literaturno-naukovyj
vistnyk, 1912, no. 9, p. 343.
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The classification of the Ukraine as a colony and of the Ukrainian people
as a ‘‘nationality’’ (and not a nation) results from Lypyns’kyj’s theory of
the formation of a nation and from his far-reaching identification of state
and nation. In the essay entitled ‘‘Xam i Jafet”” (Ham and Japheth), which
has the character of a political parable, Lypyns’kyj states:

State is, first of all: .authority, territory, and society. Without these three com-
ponents there is no state. This means that for the building of a state, the presence of
an organized power sustaining authority in the name of a common good of the entire
country-territory and the entire society is necessary.

Nation is, first of all, a spiritual, cultural, and historical unity. This means that
for the birth of a nation, the long existence of the given society on a given territory
in the shell of its own state is necessary. Nation, a spiritual unity, is always born out
of the state, out of a territorial-political unity, and not vice-versa.'’

In Lysty, his fundamental political treatise, Lypyns’kyj elaborates on the
same thesis, primarily from the perspective of his concept of a political elite
capable of imposing its creative will on the passive masses. Lypyns’kyj, we
know, denied the role and status of a political elite to the Ukrainian intelli-
gentsia. An authentic elite, in his interpretation, must control the means of
production and the means of self-defense: in his words, it must have at its
disposal ‘‘production and the sword’” (produkcija i mec). Otherwise
stated, the status of an elite-derives from its material base, from its capacity
to produce material goods, and from its capability to defend itself and the
country. It must, then, also control the army. A leading stratum not pos-
sessing this material base is powerless, and therefore not a real political
elite. Starting from this concept of the political elite, Lypyns’kyj argued
that without its own political elite a nation cannot exist. An elite, if it is not
fictional, must be in control of its own political power, and a national elite
can do this only in its own state. Only then can it impose its idea of nation
on the passive masses, and only then can we speak about the existence of a
distinct nation, knowing its own political identity, germinating its own
patriotism, and using the means of defense in its own national interests.
Nevertheless, the shaping of the idea of nation is the task of the intelli-
gentsia. The intelligentsia is, however, incapable of realizing that task
when it is separated from the national material base. Therefore he con-
cluded:

Without its own sovereign state organization there cannot be a nation. ‘‘Its own
state’’ is a synonym for ‘‘the authority of its own aristocracy {elite].”” Since the
existence of a nation without its own national aristocracy [elite] is an impossibility,

17 V. Lypyns'kyj, ‘‘Xam i Jafet,” Postup, 1928, no. 3/4, pp. 76ff.
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the existence of a national aristocracy [elite] as well as of a nation without its own
state is also an impossibility.'®

Fully aware that he was running against the entire tradition of Ukrainian
political thought, Lypyns’kyj persisted in explaining his position from a
variety of angles.

The cause of this difference of position . . . lies in the diametrically opposed under-
standing of the relationship between state and nation by those Ukrainians who put
cultural-national issues and attributes in first place, and by us, state-oriented
Ukrainians (derfavnyky ) who put political and territorial issues and attributes in first
place. This difference can briefly be formulated as follows: they wish to arrive at
statehood with the help of the nation, and we wish to achieve the status of nation
through the state.'®

The idea that of the many complex forces shaping the nation, the
foremost is the role of the state was presumably first stated by Lord Acton.
In his essay ‘‘Nationality’” Lord Acton said: ‘‘A state may in the course of
time produce a nationality; but that a nationality should constitute a state is
contrary to the nature of modern civilization. The nation derives its power
from the memory of a former independence.”? It seems highly improbable
that Lypyns’kyj was familiar with Acton’s view, or that he was influenced
by him in developing his own theory of the formation of a nation and, by
extension, his identification of a state with nation. Most likely Lypyns’kyj’s
development of the two theories was influenced by the sociological thought
of Ludwig Gumplowicz as set forth in his study Der Rassenkampf, and by
the views of Roman Dmowski. Dmowski, during a sojourn to Japan at the
time of the Russian Revolution of 1905 (his purpose was to paralyze the po-
litical activity of J6zef Pilsudski), was so impressed by the coherence of the
Japanese nation that he added a chapter entitled *‘Nation and State”’ to the
fourth edition of his Mysli nowoczesnego Polaka: there he concluded that
“‘state and nation are in reality inseparable concepts.”’?! This, of course,
does not mean that Lypyns’kyj is to be accused of intellectual plagiarism.
While these sources must have provided him with some ideas, he reshaped
and elaborated them beyond recognition. Hence his theories are essentially
his own intellectual products. After Lypyns’kyj’s death, the idea that the
state gives birth to the nation was also independently advanced by the Swiss
historian Werner Kaegi in his Historische Meditationen (published in 1942)

18 | ypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 211.

19 V. Lypyns'kyj, ‘Z pryvodu statti generala Zales’koho,” Xliborobs' ka Ukrajina, no. 5, p.
280.

20 1 ord Acton, Essays on Freedom and Power (New York, 1955), p. 162.

2l R. Dmowski, Mysli nowoczesnego Polaka (reprint of the 4th ed., London, 1953), p. 103.
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and by Rudolf Rocker in his Nationalism and Culture (published in 1937).

Lypyns’kyj’s identification of nation with state requires some additional
qualifications. A starting point is his uncompromising statement in a letter
to General Petro 1. Zales’kyj, his former military commander. Zales’kyj,
disregarding the role of individual political systems, advocated the view
that the ethical integrity of those who rule is in itself sufficient to resolve for
the better all the problems besetting the political life of a country.
Lypyns’kyj, who always totally disagreed with that view, never allowed the
personal ethics of those in government to substitute for the role of political
form. He respectfully yet angrily reminded General Zales’kyj that ‘‘each
tsardom of this world is tied to one or another political form.”*22

To reiterate, Lypyns’kyj maintained that the entire span of human his-
tory proved that only three basic political systems are possible: classoc-
racy, ochlocracy, and democracy. He explains at some length why, despite
outward appearances, differences in the government structure, in written
and unwritten constitutions, all political systems—theocracy, oligarchy,
despotism, dictatorship—can be subsumed under the three basic systems.
He explains why a formally monarchical system can at one time present
itself as a classocracy and at another as an ochlocracy or even democracy.??
Lypyns’kyj ascribes such paramount importance to political systems
because he believes that each exerts a decisive influence on the nature of a
nation. Let us look at this problem as concisely as possible. According to
Lypyns’kyj, in the case of classocracy, the state is an expression and polit-
ical instrument of the nation. He considers such a situation the proper
one—the best of all possibilities for a nation. In the case of ochlocracy, the
state totally dominates the nation, sometimes to the point of absorbing it. In
the case of democracy, a faceless society dominates the state, and this face-
less society’s sectional, vested interests, by undermining state authority,
work to destroy the very texture of the nation. Democracy leads to the slow
death of a nation, whereas ochlocracy leads to the subjugation of a nation
by the state. However, under some exceptional conditions, ochlocracy can
transform itself into a classocracy: if this event takes place, the state will be
restored to its proper place as an exponent of nation. Classocracy safe-
guards the growth and might of a nation. But this circumstance may result
in an unhealthy imperialism, which, in turn, weakens the fabric of classoc-
racy, resulting in the exhaustion and decline of a given nation

22 V. Lypyns’kyj, *‘Lyst do generala Zales’koho,” Sucasnist’, 1969, no. 9, p. 119,

3 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ xliborobiv, p. 191.
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Whether Lypyns’kyj’s theses can be confirmed by historical experience is a
separate question, demanding extensive analysis.

This exposition of Lypyns’kyj’s idea of nation must deal with problems
pertaining to the situation of the Ukrainian nation: (a) What is the source of
the national identity of the Ukrainian people? (b) Under what conditions
can the Ukraine—by Lypyns’kyj’s definition now a colony—gain state-
hood? (c) Can the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic be considered a
potential source of statehood for the Ukraine?

On the first problem—namely, Ukrainian national identity—
Lypyns’kyj’s view, as in many other cases, is opposite to those generally
dominating Ukrainian political thought. While Lypyns’kyj does not deny
the existence of cultural differences between the Russian and the Ukrainian
peoples, he considers these ethnic-cultural features insufficient to define
Ukrainian national identity. In his treatise entitled Poklykannja ‘‘Varjahiv'’
&y orhanizacija xliborobiv? (Invitation of the *‘Varangians’ or organiza-
tion of farmers?) he asserts that a basic error committed by the Ukrainian
intelligentsia is the belief that the Ukrainian people are in the same national
relationship to the Russian people as, for instance, the Czechs are to the
Germans, the Poles are to the Russians, or the Bulgarians are to the Turks.**
According to Lypyns’kyj, the relationship between Ukrainians and Russians
is incomparably closer to the relationship existing between Belgian Wal-
loons and Frenchmen, Bavarians and Prussians, or Germans and Austrians.
Asserting that the Russian and the Ukrainian people share the same cultural
base, namely, Byzantine culture and Eastern Orthodoxy, he regarded all
other cultural differences as notable but not irreconcilable.

His qualifications prompt us to ask Lypyns’kyj: What, then, is the
source of the germinating national identity of the Ukrainian people? He has
a clear and, as usual, peculiar answer, arising from his political doctrine as a
whole. He sees the source of the national identity of the Ukrainian people
in factors neither ethnic nor cultural, but political. An excerpt from the
preface to his Lysty can be taken to adequately summarize his position:

The basic difference between the Ukraine and Muscovy is not language, tribal race,
creed, or the appetite of the peasant for the landlord’s land; in one word—mnot the
cultural-national attributes and social issues but the differences in political systems
which were evolving over the span of centuries, in the different (classocratic and not
ochlocratic—as is explained in this book later on) method of the organization of the
ruling stratum (pravijaca verstva) [elite], in the different reciprocal relationship of
those on top and the masses, of state and society, of those who rule and those who

24 V. Lypyns'kyj, Poklykannja *‘Varjahiv'’ &y organizacija xiiborobiv? (Vienna, 1926: New
York, 1954), p. 69.
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are ruled. It is possible to separate Kiev from Moscow and to transform the *‘Little
Russian’’ tribe into a Ukrainian nation in a separate Ukrainian state only when rely-
ing on those political differences, on political and not on cultural-national or social
issues.

[My] second conclusion: because the national creative elements arrived in the
Ukraine from Europe, and not from Asia, and because all Ukrainiandom (ukra-
Jinstvo ) as a national movement aiming at statehood has been the child of European
and not of Asiatic culture, the Ukraine for the sake of its own birth and self-
realization must first of all cut its umbilical cord with its mother—the West and
Poland. Without political separation from Poland there will not be a Ukraine; just as
Poland could not have emerged without political separation, without cutting off its
umbilical cord from its mother Germany in the second half of the twelfth century.
As long as the Ukraine does not separate itself from Poland, all national Ukrainian
creative (ukrajinotvor(i) elements, arriving from or through Poland and feeling
behind themselves the support of the Warsaw metropolis, will not be willing to
undergo fully the process of Ukrainianization; this means—blending with the
“‘Little-Russian’’ mass of people into one entity and transforming this tribal mass
into a nation. The Ukraine, bound with Poland through its creative upper strata and
being of one political body with her, will rot and die together with Poland as does a
mother with a child which is unable to be born.

However, to achieve this separation from Poland without drowning itself in the
Russian sea—this is a problem Ukrainiandom could not solve during a millennium
of its existence.?

Lypyns’kyj arrived at this conviction early and expressed it programmat-
ically in an essay entitled ‘‘Druhyj akt”’ (The second act) written about
1911. He declared that the liberation of the Ukraine had to proceed through
two acts, or stages. The first had begun with the uprising of
Xmel’nyc’kyj—namely, the struggle against Poland. Now this ‘‘cutting of
the umbilical cord’’ was approaching its end, and the days of Polish rule in
Galicia were numbered. The Ukrainian people now faced the ‘‘second act”’
in their liberation—that is, the struggle with Russia. This stage, he main-
tained, is rapidly approaching. He worried that it might catch the Ukrain-
ians unprepared. After World War I he made a partial retreat from this
position. For a time he doubted that Russia would ever commit willfully
the political error of incorporating the Western Ukraine into its sphere of
domination: the Russian raison d’état might see Polish domination in the
Western Ukraine as preferable to its own. In principle, however, he
remained faithful to former views, restating them in 1929, shortly before his
death, in an open letter to the editor of the daily Dilo. Saying that ‘‘the
spirit of the Ukraine lies in its Western and not Eastern lands,”” he

25 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. xxv.
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anticipated that only through the unification of the Western Ukraine with
the Eastern Ukraine could the Ukrainian people become capable of chal-
lenging the domination of the Muscovite metropolis. A union of the
Western and Eastern Ukraine could not be achieved, however, without the
help of Russia; therefore, unification must be preceded by a political alli-
ance of the Ukrainian people with the Russian, or, as he put it, “‘with the
European East.’’ As if reiterating the thesis of his essay ‘‘The Second
Act,”” written about two decades earlier, he asserted that ‘‘the Ukrainian
creative deed”’ (ukrajins’ke tvorde dilo), initiated by Bohdan
Xmel'nyc’kyj, must be completed; otherwise the Ukraine will not exist.
Thus, the unification of all the Ukrainian lands under the aegis of a stronger
metropolis was, he believed, the precondition for the Ukraine’s shedding of
colonial status.

This was, however, only a precondition and by no means a guarantee of
attaining independence, since the liberation of a colony and its transforma-
tion into a state is the most difficult of political tasks. He constantly warned
his fellow Ukrainians that they cannot compare themselves with either
Poles or Czechs, who were not ‘‘stateless people’” (nederZavni narody)
because they had preserved an uninterrupted political tradition of statehood
and retained or restored their own political elites. The case of the Ukrainian
people is essentially different. He diagnosed the political condition suffered
by the Ukrainian people as ‘‘statelessness’’ (nederZavnist’) rather than
“‘subjugation”’ (ponevolennja). The so-called subjugated people retain
their sense of statehood. Unlike stateless people, subjugated people are not
organically tied with the foreign authority; hence they may regain their
independence by exploiting the opportunities offered by international situa-
tions and crises. They possess their own political elites, who are instantly
ready to substitute for the authority and power which derives from the
metropolis.

The situation of a stateless people, or colony, is entirely different.
Deprived of their own political elite, they are organically unable to exploit
even the most favorable external opportunities. Those who raise their
voices for independerice in a colony have *‘the will to power,”’ but they do
not have the knowledge and experience necessary to build and retain
authority, to run the state apparatus, and to rule. Those among them who
possess these qualifications are alien elements, organically connected with
the metropolis and relying on its support for the retention of their sociopo-
litical status. They are usually void of what is to be called “‘territorial
patriotism.”” Hence, if the new elite, emerging from the masses as fighters
for the colony’s freedom, turns against the former colonial ruling minority,
and not exclusively against the metropolis, they will either alienate or
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exterminate the elements capable of sustaining political order and power.
Instead of a new authority, 2 political vacuum will develop, and the country
will slip into anarchy, reconquest by the metropolis, and, eventually, into a
similar or even worse colonial state.

Is there an exit from this vicious situation? According to Lypyns’kyj
there exists but one, which is dependent upon an accidental situation,
though conscious human effort can certainly attempt to exploit it. This
chance for a colony to liberate itself comes when, for some reason—
primarily for the sake of its own vested interests—the ruling metropolitan
class finds itself alienated from the metropolis. If, in this instance, the new
leaders of the stateless masses, while fighting for freedom, abandon their
hatred for the existing ruling class, and convince them to join in the struggle
for the independence of the country, the colony can become an independent
state. The newly-created state may initiate the transformation of a hetero-
geneous society into an integrated nation. Why? Because the political
experience of the former colonial elite can unite with the wish of the newly
emerging elite to shed the domination of the metropolis. In other words, the
will to power can unite with experience in authority. The revolutionary
elite must not fail to recognize and seize this rare opportunity. It should not
direct its forces against the former colonial rulers: on the contrary, it should
make every possible effort to attract them to its cause.

Lypyns’kyj believed that such a chance had come for the Ukraine only
during the period of the Hetmanate, and that the chance had been missed
primarily due to the irreconcilable opposition of the revolutionary, demo-
cratic Ukrainian intelligentsia to the regime of Hetman Pavlo
Skoropads’kyj. With the Bolsheviks’ ascension to power in Russia and
Skoropads’kyj’s coup d’état in the Ukraine, the interests of the former,
colonial ruling class stood in opposition to the interests of Moscow. If the
Ukrainian intelligentsia had been willing to cooperate with the colonial
elite, a new ruling elite might have emerged, possessing the will to indepen-
dence as well as political experience. Such a ruling class in the Ukraine
could have transformed it from a colony into an independent state. The
newly-created state would—in time—have transformed the Ukrainian
‘“nationality’’ into a nation.

Lypyns’kyj bitterly accused the Ukrainian intelligentsia of destroying
this rare, almost unique chance in the annals of modern Ukrainian history.
He pointed to two decisive causes for the failure of the Ukrainian intelli-
gentsia. First, the intelligentsia was infected with the germ of ethnic nation-
alism and not territorial patriotism; this induced it to consider as Ukrainian
only speakers of the Ukrainian language. Second, the highly egalitarian
concept of democracy worshipped by the Ukrainian intelligentsia put it into
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irreconcilable opposition to the old pany (lords). Eventually, the progress
of the Ukrainian Revolution suffered from the absence of conservative
forces. In the face of their almost total absence, the struggle for indepen-
dence inevitably ended in anarchy, bringing in turn national catastrophe.
Then the Ukraine reverted to its previous status, namely, to a colony.

What, according to Lypyns’kyj, are the prospects for the Ukraine in the
future? On this point his views are somewhat ambivalent. The uncertainty
stems mainly from his estimation of what the stability and duration of the
Bolshevik regime might be. Like most of his contemporaries in the 1920s,
he believed that the Bolshevik regime was unstable, and he anticipated its
collapse in the not too distant future. He wrote: ‘‘Communism is not—as
many may think—the beginning of a new era: it is the end and death of an
old era. It is an inevitable completion and an inescapable reaction against
this democracy which is connected with an anonymous capitalistic system
of economy, born out of the French Revolution.”’?

Lypyns’kyj rejects the idea of the Soviet Ukraine as an embryo for the
transmutation of the Ukrainian people into a nation. His most important
supporting argument is that since the source of the Bolshevik party’s domi-
nation is international communist ideology, what can at best be expected
from Bolshevik rule is the propagation of international and anti-national
ideas in the Ukrainian language. This circumstance cannot safeguard even
the growth of Ukrainian native culture, because the idea of such a culture is
organically alien to the communist ideology. The Bolshevik regime in the
Ukraine cannot promote the emergence of a new communist, yet national,
elite because Bolshevik power and authority in the Soviet Ukraine is not
territorial-national. Its center and control point exists outside of the coun-
try; those Bolsheviks who rule in the Soviet Ukraine are in reality *‘political
nomads,’’ equally fit to govern the Ukraine one day and in Bukhara the
next.2” Therefore the Soviet Ukraine is now, and most probably will remain,
only a variant version of a colony, dominated by the Russian metropolis.

Reckoning, however, that the Bolshevik regime would collapse in the
foreseeable future, Lypyns’kyj was convinced that the building of a strong
conservative movement outside of the Soviet Ukraine, as a counterpart to
the Ukrainian democratic camp, would advance the struggle for an indepen-
dent Ukrainian state. The existence of a suitable conservative ideology was
the precondition for the emergence of a Ukrainian conservative force.
Lypyns’kyj took this burden upon himself, although admitting that “‘it was
not my vocation to take care of ideology. But I was compelled to

2% Lypyns’kyj, Poklykannja **Varjahiv,”" p. 38.
27 Lypyns'kyj, Poklykannja *‘'Varjahiv,” pp. 35ff.
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accomplish it without having either habit or inherited talent. I wished to be
a knight and to create a Ukrainian ideology of ‘sword and production.’ 28
But no ideology, regardless of its political and intellectual values, is in itself
a guarantor of political success. There must be real power behind it. This
power can derive only from an organization having the character, coher-
ence, and discipline of a secular order, whose members, believing unshake-
ably in the righteousness of their political goals, are ready to fight and to
sacrifice everything, even life, for their realization. Such a conservative
organization must accept as its axiomatic purpose the restoration of a
hereditary monarchy in the Ukraine in the form of a legitimate Hetmanate.
Practically, this meant that the claim to the Ukrainian throne belonged to
the kin of Skoropads’kyj.

Lypyns’kyj took the initiative in creating such a conservative organiza-
tion in the form of the Ukrajins’kyj sojuz xliborobiv-derZavnykiv (Ukrainian
Union of Farmers—Statists). Only out of the Ukrainian agricultural class
(former landlords and peasants) could there emerge, he believed, a conser-
vative wing of the new Ukrainian elite. His conservative ideology uncondi-
tionally demanded the establishment of a hereditary monarchy in the
Ukraine, in the form of a traditional Hetmanate, due to the structure of his
theory of the formation of a nation. According to his theory only monarchy
possessed the capabilities necessary to integrate ethnically and socially
heterogeneous elements into one nation conscious of its identity. Moreover,
a monarchy based on a conservative movement rooted in the agricultural
class must assimilate the alien elements living in the towns and cities of the
Ukraine; otherwise cultural and economic progress would be arrested.

Urban culture, the condition of progress, can become national culture there, where
there was or is a strong, conservative, politically militant village dedicated to the
state; only there, where an urban speculator, always by his origin a foreigner, was
compelled in a proper time to accept the language and the culture of the chivalrous
and organized farmer-conqueror who organized the village and through the media-
tion of the monarchical court the entire nation.?

Toward the end of his life Lypyns’kyj’s views would change dramatically.
He fell into a bitter conflict with the leadership of the Ukrainian Union of
Farmers—Statists and repudiated the right to the throne of the
Skoropads’kyjs.

22 ““Notatky,” 1:7.
2 Lypyns’kyj, Poklykannja ‘‘Varjahiv,” p. 92.
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Lypyns’kyj sometimes experienced doubt that the Bolshevik regime
would collapse soon, as he hoped. What, in that case, did the future hold
for the Ukraine? His response to that possibility was vague. Only reluc-
tantly did he admit that the chance for the political emancipation of the
Ukraine would increase with the expansion of the communist sphere of
domination:

... if communist ideology would win victory not only within the reaim of Russia
but at least in all of Europe, then it may be possible to expect that after some time a
communist state ideology would increasingly accept local, territorial attributes and
that out of it could grow some new, distinct, Ukrainian national version of interna-
tional communism and that in this way the victory of communist ochlocracy could
create on the corpse of the previous Ukrainian nation the foundations for a state of
some new Ukrainian nation.¥

Simultaneously, Lypyns’kyj experienced considerable doubt about the pos-
sibility of the world expansion of communism, because:

on the territory of former Russia, [communism] absorbed such peculiarly Russian
ingredients that its expansion beyond the frontiers of Russia seems to be
impossible—not in the form of some exotic and highly narrow sect, but in the form
of a new international creed ex Oriente.’!

Hence in his personal notes (not dated precisely) he was inclined to judge
the future of the Ukrainian nation pessimistically. He admitted that he was
not excited about the outbreak of the Russian Revolution because it came
too soon, and he rather sadly concluded that ‘‘we are facing the dawn of the
mighty revival of the Muscovite nation. If we consent to giving to it the
headship (hlavenstvo) of Rus’, reducing ourselves to ‘some Ukraine,” we
face death as a nation.”’32

Despite this pessimistic prognosis, Lypyns’kyj, a newcomer to the
Ukrainian nation, remained faithful to its cause to the last moment of his
life. And while struggling to define the essence of nation, he eventually
admitted that of all political notions, nation remains the least clear:*

At the base of a nation there lies a mystical kernel. No matter how many attributes
of a nation—such as language, culture, literature, territory, race, etc.—we would

30 Lypyns'kyj, Poklykannja *‘Varjahiv,”” p. 36.
31 Lypyns’kyj, Poklykannja *‘Varjahiv,”” p. 36.
32 “Notatky,”" 1: 12.

33 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xiiborobiv, p. 374.
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enumerate and analyze, eventually and finally we reach something unknown, some-
thing that is usually called ‘‘the spirit of a nation.”’3*

Nation, specifically the Ukrainian nation, became the highest political
value for Lypyns’kyj throughout his life. Yet, unlike Dmytro Dontsov, he
denied to the nation the status of being a source of morality. That he saw in
an extra-mundane religion, maintaining that there exists a universal human
morality, defined by religion—in the Ukrainians’ case, by Christianity.33

We know that Lypyns’kyj considered the Ukrainian nation-state to be
the final goal for Ukrainian political strivings. He was firmly convinced
that only under the protection of their own state could all the inhabitants of
the Ukraine carry on ‘‘a good and dignified way of life.””

The present world political situation points out clearly that despite a
growth in the number of nation-states, the very institution of the nation-state
is undergoing a crisis and is to some extent becoming a political anachro-
nism. The leading American political scientist Hans Morgenthau, having
observed that ‘‘the polyethnic state is, then, under modern conditions an
unstable political unit which tends to disintegrate under the impact of
nationalism or foreign intervention,”’ stressed the obsolescence of the
nation-state in our time:

The justification of the nation-state, as of every political organization, is its ability to
perform the functions for the sake of which political organization exists. The most
elementary of these functions is the common defense of the life of the citizens and
of the values of the civilization in which they live. A political organization which is
no longer able to defend these values and even puts them in jeopardy must yield,
either through peaceful transformation or violent destruction, to one capable of that
defense . . . . The modern technologies of communication, transportation, industrial
production, and arms have completely destroyed this protective function of the
nation-state.36

Lypyns’kyj lived in a pre-atomic age. In his own time the nation-state was
not yet experiencing any clear demise. Nonetheless, one can ask: Why did
his brilliant political mind not sense the limitation of the nation-state, of
which he was a passionate advocate with regard to the Ukraine? To a cer-
tain degree, Lypyns’kyj was indeed aware of the potential limitations of the
individual nation-state. Hence he proposed for Eastern Europe a so-called
Sojuz tr’ox Rusej (Alliance of the three Rus’) as the final political

3% Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 83.

35 Letter of V. Lypyns’kyj to Stepan Hrynevec’kyj published under the title ‘‘Moral’
ukrajincja-derzavnyka,"’ in Ukrajins’kyj holos, 1927, no. 36.

36 H. Morgenthau, The Restoration of American Politics (Chicago, 1970), pp. 344 -46.
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configuration. This idea, which Lypyns’kyj merely stated, without elabora-
tion, has remained the least understood and the most misinterpreted of all
his ideas. To Dontsov it became an object of ridicule and almost an admis-
sion of national betrayal by Lypyns’kyj. Yet, in reality, the idea of the alli-
ance indicates Lypyns’kyj’s awareness of the potential limitations of the
nation-state. His idea proposed the complete, separate independence as
states of three peoples—the Russians, Ukrainians, and Belorussians-—and,
simultaneously, a durable alliance among them, or a kind of political bloc.
Lypyns’kyj either did not or could not define the nature of this alliance
more clearly. His motives for proposing such an alliance are, however,
stated clearly; they can be properly understood from the perspective of his
agrarian, conservative aristocratism. He—like, later, Charles de Gaulle—
regarded anonymous financial capital as an object of repulsive antipathy,
for which democracy was only the docile servant. He proposed the Alli-
ance of the Three Rus’ because he believed that none of these states would
be capable of individually withstanding the onslaughts of the potentially
Asiatic, sociologically ‘‘nomadic’’ influx from the East, nor the penetration
of ravenous, anonymous, financial capitalism from the West. He warned
his fellow-Ukrainians against becoming either consciously or unconsciously
a tool in the hands of the West against the European East, and vice-versa. It
is in this context that he saw the real destiny and the ambitious mission of
the Ukraine:%

The Ukraine must find itself. From a colony in which the most diverse influences
have intersected, it must become a nation-state having clearly defined and crystal-
lized individuality . . . .8

The possibility for finding this individuality of the Ukraine lies in stopping
the penetration of ruinous, internal nomads as well as of external nomads
from the East, and in preventing the penetration of an even more dangerous
enemy, namely, *‘rapacious, democratic, international financial capital and
hostile foreign agricultural colonization from the West.”” Simultaneously,
with resignation, Lypyns’kyj admitted:

If there is to be a Ukrainian nation, my Lysty will be read by all those who will
experience apprehension about the existence and future of this nation. If no
Ukrainian nation comes into existence, my conscience will rest at peace because I
paid as well as I could the self-imposed debt of serving the Ukrainian national

legend.*®
St. Louis University

37 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 328ff.
38 <“Notatky,” 1:3-4.
3 “Notatky,”” 1:8.



V. Lypyns’kyj and the Problem of the Elite

JAROSLAW PELENSKI

Vijaceslav Lypyns’kyj (1882-1931)! was the first Ukrainian political
thinker, historian, and ideologue to address the problem of the elite in a sys-
tematic and comprehensive manner.? His treatment of the role and the func-
tioning of elites from a comparative perspective as well as in the Ukrainian
context represents a significant contribution to general political theory and
to Ukrainian political thought.

Lypyns’kyj developed his theory of elites following a radical shift from
a democratic position to a conservative monarchist and corporatist systemic
one. His theory was also formulated during the great Ukrainian debate of
the 1920s in connection with its central concern about who was to be held
responsible for the Ukrainian defeat in the struggle for independence in the
years 1917-1920. Was it the democratic and socialist elite (predominantly
the intelligentsia, in the social sense) who, according to Lypyns’kyj and his
fellow conservatives (later maintained also by integral nationalists of the
authoritarian and totalitarian persuasions), had failed profoundly in the pro-
cess of revolution and statebuilding because they were incapable of creating
a strong national government and military apparatus? Or was it, as argued
by the populist democrats and the socialists, the Ukrainian people (narod)
themselves, with their belated sociopolitical development and anarchistic
tendencies, who were mainly responsible for the defeat of Ukrainian efforts
to preserve political independence?

! For a bibliography of V. Lypyns’kyj’s works, and the relevant literature, see the ‘‘Select
Bibliography of V. Lypyns’kyj’s Works and Related Publications’” published in this issue.

2 The literature on elites is immense; for instance, a select computerized bibliography on po-
litical elites (1945—1967) amounts to 661 pages: see Carl Beck and J. Thomas McKechnie,
Political Elites (Cambridge, Mass., 1968). For a general introduction to the problem of elites,
see H. D. Lasswell, D. Lemner, and C. E. Rothwell, The Comparative Study of Elites: An Intro-
duction and Bibliography (Stanford, 1952); Suzanne Keller, Beyond the Ruling Class: Stra-
tegic Elites in Modern Society (New York, 1963); Thomas B. Bottomore, Elites and Society
(London, 1964); Perry Geraint, Political Elites (New York, 1969); John A. Armstrong, The
European Administrative Elite (Princeton, 1973); R.D. Putnam, The Comparative Study of
Political Elites (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1976); Moshe M. Czudnowski, ed., Does Who
Governs Matter? : Elite Circulation in Contemporary Societies (DeKalb, I1l., 1983); Ronald H.
Linden and Bert A. Rockman, eds., Elite Studies and Communist Politics (Pittsburgh, 1984).
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The debate of the 1920s revealed that, regardless of his political eccen-
tricities and ideological idiosyncracies, it was Lypyns’kyj who dared to ask
the hard, essential questions about the Ukrainian past and present. It was he
who refused to tell his compatriots what they wished to hear in return for
instant but transient fame, and it was he who dealt with the realities of
power politics, the crucial issues of political process and, above all, the fun-
damental problem of the relationship of elites to their societies. In his
incisive clinical approach he touched the raw nerve of the Ukrainian body
politic.

Until the appearance of Lypyns’kyj’s writings, Ukrainian political theor-
ists, who also performed many other functions in their society, had by and
large avoided these issues. For obvious reasons, they preferred to concen-
trate their efforts on the current political needs of Ukrainian society within
the framework of the existing empire-states and the search for ideal/utopian
solutions for the problems facing that society. Contrary to most Ukrainian
political thinkers, who exemplified an asystemic approach, Lypyns’kyj, in
his treatment of the elite as well as other issues, attempted to present a
closed, logical system which bore some characteristics of a fixed dogmatic
construction. His system represents the most integrated political doctrine
produced by Ukrainian political thought in the twentieth century.3

Already in the democratic period of his historical and political thinking,
from 1902 to 1917, Lypyns’kyj’s concern with the problem of the elite,
while not predominant, was nonetheless clearly evident.* During that
period, and particularly between 1909 and 1917, Lypyns’kyj still attempted
to harmonize his commitment to political democracy with his assessment of
the role of the elite/elites (namely, selected elements of the nobility) and of
the cult/myth of the great personality in Ukrainian history. His early pub-
licistic writings, such as Szlachta na Ukrainie (The nobility in the Ukraine;
1909) and historical works, such as ‘‘Stanistaw Michal Krzyczewski: Z
dziejéw walki szlachty ukrairiskiej w szeregach powstariczych pod wodza
Bohdana Chmielnickiego’® (Stanistaw Michat Krzyczewski: Conceming
the history of the struggle of the Ukrainian nobility in the insurrectionist

* Conceming the general treatment of Lypyns’kyj’s historical thinking and political ideas, see
Jaroslaw Pelenski, *‘Der ukrainische Nationalgedanke in Lichte der Werke M. HruSevs’kyjs
und V. Lypyns’kyjs’’ (Ph.D. diss., University of Munich, 1956), pp. 90-223; idem,
“Vijageslav Lypyns’kyj,”” in Zbirnyk ‘‘Ukrajins’koji literaturnoji hazety’ 1956, ed. I
Koselivec’ and Ju. Lavrinenko (Munich, 1957), pp. 197-213; idem, ‘‘Geschichtliches Denken
und politische Ideen V. Lypyns’kyjs,” Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 9, no. 2
(1961):223-46.

4 For a conceptualization of V. Lypyns’kyj’s democratic period, see Pelenski, *‘Der ukrain-
ische Nationalgedanke,”” pp. 160-66; idem, ‘‘Vjaleslav Lypyns’kyj,”” pp. 200-204; idem,
“‘Geschichtliches Denken,”” pp. 234-36.
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army under the command of Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj)> and the two studies
bearing the common title ‘‘Dwie chwile z dziejow porewolucyjnej
Ukrainy”’ (Two moments from the history of the postrevolutionary
Ukraine)—the first subtitled ‘“U szczytu potegi’” (At the peak of power)
and the second, ‘‘Na przetomie” (At the turning point)® —reflect the vari-
ous tendencies in his historical and political thinking. In his last major his-
torical work, Ukrajina na perelomi (The Ukraine at the turning point;
Vienna, 1920), these divergent tendencies were reduced to the fundamental
dichotomy encompassing the cult/myth of the great personality as the
decisive history-making force and the notion of the determining role of
elites in the historical process. This dichotomy he eventually resolved in
his Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv (Letters to fellow farmers), written in
1919-1926 and published in several editions, and, according to oral tes-
timonies, in Teorija praviinnja (Theory of rule), completed in Berlin in
1927 (its whereabouts are unknown).

Lypyns’kyj’s historical interpretation was most evidently influenced by
the cult/myth of the great personality in his work on Stanistaw Michal
Krzyczewski (Kry&evs’kyj), a colonel and Cossack army commander, and,
in particular, on Hetman Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj.” This cult/myth theory was
developed in modern historical thought by the heroic (bombastic) school of
Thomas Carlyle, especially in his On Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the
Heroic in History (1841) and in his biography of the Prussian king Freder-
ick the Great, among others. However, there is no direct evidence that
Lypyns’kyj was influenced by that school.

The cult/myth of the great personality as a history-making force was
revived by neoromantic historical schools at the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury and continued until the early 1930s. The most prominent among them
was the group of historians who belonged to the Stefan George Circle
(Kreis), among whom Emst Kantorowicz became the best known in the
American intellectual milieu. Vasyl’ Kucabs’kyj (1895-1945 [?]),
Lypyns’kyj’s ideological disciple and a noteworthy Ukrainian historian of
the interwar period—his eulogizing assessment of his mentor’s ideas is

3 Wactaw Lipiriski, ed., Z dziejow Ukrainy (Kiev and Cracow, 1912), pp. 145-513; the work
also appeared separately as a monograph (Cracow, 1912). For a new edition with a Ukrainian
translation by Jurij Kosag, and an introduction, entitled ** Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija
‘Kry&evs'koho,””’ by its editor, Lew R. Bilas, see V. Lypyns’kyj, Tvory, vol. 2 (Philadelphia,
1980).

§ Lipiriski, ed., Z dziejéw Ukrainy, pp. 514-617.

7 For the identification of the cult/myth of the great personality in Lypyns’kyj’s work, see
Pelenski, ‘‘Der ukrainische Nationalgedanke,’ pp. 155-59; idem, ‘‘Geschichtliches Denken,’”
pp. 233-34. Cf. also Bilas, “‘Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija ‘Krycevs’koho,’ " pp. xlii~xlvii,
Ixxviii - lcviii. ~
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reflected in the article ‘‘Znafinnja idej Vjageslava Lypyns’koho’’ (The
significance of the ideas of Vjafeslav Lypyns’kyj; reprinted in this
issue)—belonged to a group of Ukrainian intellectuals who admired the
poet and his circle.®

Direct influence on Lypyns’kyj by historians who advocated the theory
of the great personality in history can be proved only for some Polish his-
torians, especially those of the neoromantic school. Most evident is his reli-
ance on the treatment of Xmel’nyc’kyj by Ludwik Kubala (1838-1918) in
the latter’s Wojna moskiewska, rok 1654—1655 (The Muscovite war, the
year 1654—55; Warsaw, 1910).° Influences on Lypyns’kyj by Stanistaw
Zakrzewski (1873~1936) and Szymon Aszkenazy (1867—1935), leading
figures in the Polish neoromantic school, have also been tentatively estab-
lished.°

Lypyns’kyj’s hero worship of Krzyczewski and Xmel'nyc’kyj fitted well
into the neoromantic context of the beginning of the twentieth century and
the period of great disillusionment that followed the catastrophies of World
War I and the Ukrainian defeat in the struggle for independence in
1917-1920. However, in Lypyns’kyj’s later writings, especially in his
Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, the neoromantic and militarist, or even caesarist,
cult of the great personality in history was replaced by a sociological and
political-theoretical approach to the issue of the organization of old and new
societies and the leading role of their respective elites.

Lypyns’kyj was the first Ukrainian political thinker openly to advocate
the thesis that the elites and not the ‘‘peoples’” (narody ) or the masses are
the principal history-making and nation-building forces. This does not
mean that other Ukrainian historians and political thinkers were totally
unaware of the role the elites have played in historical processes. Myxajlo
Hrusevs’kyj (1866—1934), the grand old man of Ukrainian populist his-
toriography and politics who always stressed his anti-elitist predilections
and who very consistently defended the sovereign will of the people, did in
fact attribute to the intelligentsia a special societal role which for all practi-
cal purposes amounted to its identification as an elite. In his important arti-
cle “‘Konstytucijne pytannja i ukrajinstvo v Rosiji”” (The constitutional

8 Dzvony (June 1932), 6 (15): 403-419. Vasyl Ku&abs’kyj is also the author of an excellent
book on Ukrainian contemporary history, entitled Die West-Ukraine im Kampfe mit Polen und
dem Bolschewismus in den Jahren 19181923 (Berlin, 1934), as well as of other historical and
political studies. For the information on Ku&abs’kyj’s connection with the Stefan George Cir-
cle, I am indebted to Myxajlo Demkovy&-Dobrjans’kyj.

9 Conceming the identification of Kubala’s influence on Lypyns’kyj, see Pelenski, ‘‘Der
ukrainische Nationalgedanke,”” pp. 155-56; idem, ‘‘Geschichtliches Denken,’” p. 233.

10 Bijlas, ““‘Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija ‘Kry&evs’koho,””” pp. xxxviii — xlvii.
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question and the Ukrainians in Russia), published following the Revolution
of 1905,!! Hruevs’kyj dealt with the problem of creating representative
institutions in the Ukraine and in a Russian federal state. There
HruSevs’kyj argued that the intelligentsia not only should play a special role
in the sociopolitical system, but also should be guaranteed a specific
number of seats in a future territorial sojm (parliament).!? HruSevs’kyj pos-
tulated, in a somewhat artificial manner, that the intelligentsia could serve
as a useful, neutral, and objective element against the struggles of material
and class interests—as if this particular social group had no vested interests
of its own. Lypyns’kyj, on the other hand, did not resort to such facile
embellishments to support his arguments. He was outspoken in his prefer-
ence for the elitist interpretation of history and politics.

All of Lypyns’kyj’s work is characterized by a constant inteliectual con-
frontation with the problem of the elite/elites, but the essence of his preoc-
cupation with that problem is contained in the third part of Lysty do brativ-
xliborobiv, entitled ‘‘Pro nacional’nu arystokratiju i pro try metody jiji
organizaciji: klasokratiju, oxlokratiju i demokratiju’’ (About the national
aristocracy and the three methods of its organization: classocracy, ochlo-
cracy, and democracy), written in 1921-1922 and comprising 232 printed
pages.! He later elaborated on that thesis in his treatise Poklykannja *‘Var-
jahiv,’ & organizacija xliborobiv? (Invitation of the ‘‘Varangians,” or
organization of farmers?; 1925).14

In his own formulation of the theory of elites, Lypyns’kyj did not use the
term elite, but instead employed the concepts nacional’ na arystokratija (the
national aristocracy), providna verstva (the leading stratum), and pravijata
verstva (the ruling stratum). Yet he clearly identified these concepts with

'l Hrufevs’kyj’s article was first published in Literaturno-naukovyj vistnyk 30 (1905):
245-58, and reprinted in two collections of his essays, namely, Z biucoji xvyli (From the
current trend; Kiev, 1906), pp. 16-32, and, in abridged form and in Russian translation, in
OsvoboZdenie Rossii i ukrainskij vopros (St. Petersburg, 1907), pp. 121-31.

12 For an identification of HruSevs’kyj’s constitutional project of 1905, see Pelenski, **Der
ukrainische Nationalgedanke,”” pp. 67-69. On the special role of the intelligentsia, cf. J.
Pelenski, “*Suspil’no-polityéni ideji Myxajla HruSevs’koho’’ (unpublished paper read at the M.
HruSevs’kyj Centennial Conference of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the
U.S., in 1966), p. 8. For a recent treatment of HruSevs’kyj’s constitutional project, see T. M.
Prymak, ‘‘Konstytucijnyj projekt M. HruSevs’koho z 1905 roku,”” Ukrajins’kyj istoryk, 1985,
nos. 1-4 (85-88), pp. 34-35.

13 V. Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv (Vienna, 1926; reprinted New York, 1954), pp.
111-343.

14 Originally published in Xliborobs'ka Ukrajina 4 [7-8] (1923):312-40, and 3
(1925):296—-376. It also appeared as an appendix to the 1926 edition of Lysty do brativ-
xliborobiv, pp. 471 -580, and as a separate publication (New York, 1954).
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the Western theoretical meaning of “‘elite.”” In his introduction to Lysty do
brativ-xliborobiv, entitled *‘Vstupne slovo do Eytaliv z voroZyx taboriv’’
(An introductory word to readers from hostile [political] camps), written in
the fall of 1926, he specifically stated: ‘* I consider every ruling and leading
stratum in each given epoch as an aristocracy (that which is referred to in
West European literature as an ‘elite’), regardless of its [social] origins.”’!3

Lypyns’kyj, in some ways similarly to Karl Marx and Max Weber, was
firmly convinced that political theories and ideologies are closely related to
the concrete needs of social groups and their elites, who organize states
with specific forms of government on definite territories. According to him,
the development of a state, its ability to survive, and its degeneration
depend on the forms of its organization. Lypyns’kyj made his distinction
between *‘the active minority’’—the elite— and ‘‘the passive majority’’—
the masses—by stating that in order to create a state, the former must attain
power, because individuals and societies can be convinced only by real
power, not by theoretical considerations. Every nation has been created by
an active elite which took over power in the given society. From this active
elite—that is, ‘‘the national aristocracy’’ in Lypyns’kyj’s formulation—
come the leaders and organizers who are ‘‘the best in their nation.”” As
specific examples of ‘‘national aristocracies’’ Lypyns’kyj mentioned the
knights of the feudal age, the French court nobility during the age of abso-
lutism, the officers of Napoleon, the Prussian Junkers during the foundation
of the second German Empire, the financial bourgeoisie of France and the
United States, the Russian bureaucracy of the imperial St. Petersburg
period, the English labor aristocracy associated in labor organizations, and
the Soviet party and state leaders.!6 He also maintained that every sociopo-
litical system must continually revitalize itself by coopting new elites from
various classes and groups, a dynamic process he defined as ‘‘a permanent
renewal of aristocracy,”” or what in Western terminology is referred to as
circulation of elites.

Relying on the classic tripartite model of sociopolitical systems—
namely, monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy—Lypyns’kyj developed his
own theory of the three methods for the organization of national elites and
their circulation. This immediately brings to mind the cyclical theory of
elites developed by Vilfredo Pareto (1848-1923) over a period of twenty
years, from 1896 to 1916.'7 Although Lypyns’kyj did not cite Pareto

15 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. xlvii.
16 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 131.
17 Ppareto formulated his views on elites and their circulation in the following works: Cours
d’ économie politique, 2 vols. (1896-97; new edition: Oeuvres complétes, vol. 1 [Geneva,
1964], with an introduction by G. H. Bousquet and a bibliographical note by G. Busino); Les
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directly in his Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, it appears that he was familiar to
some extent with the latter’s theory of elites and their circulation.!®
Lypyns’kyj’s typologization of the three national aristocracies/elites and
their circulation, may, in some respects, be a more sophisticated develop-
ment of Pareto’s dual conception of elite circulation, that is, of ‘‘the lions”’
and ‘“‘the foxes,”” or the conservative-regressive and the adaptive-
innovative elites. Similarities also exist between Lypyns’kyj and Gaetano
Mosca (1858-1941), particularly with regard to their application of the
notions ‘‘ruling stratum’’ and ‘‘ruling class.”’!® Again, no direct reference
to Mosca can be found in Lypyns’kyj’s writings. Lypyns’kyj did, however,
rely on and quote from two authors who in one way or another made use of
the elite theories. The first was Robert Michels (1876—1936), whose semi-
nal work on political parties, entitled Zur Soziologie des Parteiwesens in
der modernen Demokratie (Sociology of party systems in modern democ-
racy; Leipzig, 1911), Lypyns’kyj cited.?% The second, and more influential
on Lypyns’kyj’s thought, was Georges Sorel (1847-1922), whom
Lypyns’kyj called ‘‘a great French syndicalist and sociologist,”” ‘‘a com-
mentator and continuator of Marx,”” and ‘‘a great ideologue of syndical-
ism.”’2! (Sorel employed Pareto’s theoretical observations, and applied the

sytemes socialistes, 2 vols. (1902—-1903; new 3rd edition: Oeuvres complétes, vol. 5 [Geneva,
1965]); Trattato di sociologia generale, 3 vols. (1916; French edition, entitled Traité de
sociologie générale {1917-19], and English edition, The Mind and Society: A Treatise on
General Sociology, 4 vols. [New York, 1963]); and various articles since 1897 conveniently
published by G. Busino, ed., in Scritti sociologici (Turin, 1966). For some assessments of
Pareto and the literature on his work, see G. H. Bousquet, Pareto (1848-1923): Le savant et
I’ homme (Lausanne, 1960), and R. Cirillo, The Economics of Vilfredo Pareto (London, 1979).
18 For the identification of the similarities between Lypyns'kyj and Pareto, see A.M.
Bocheriski, ‘‘Ukrairiski Maurras,”” Biuleryn Polsko-Ukrairiski (December 1933), nos. 34~35,
p. 3 (reprinted in this issue); Pelenski, ‘‘Geschichtliches Denken,’’ pp. 225, 239. Cf. also E.
Pyziur, ‘‘Vjadeslav Lypyns’kyj i polityéna dumka zaxidn’oho svitu,”” Suéasnist’, 1969, no. 9,
pp. 103-115, especially pp. 106—111; Bilas, ““Krakiv, Zeneva i filijacija ‘Kryéevs’'koho,””’
pp. lvi~Ixiv.

19 Mosca’s relevant work in this connection is his Elementi di scienza politica (1896);
English translation, The Ruling Class (New York, 1939). For some assessments of Mosca and
the literature on his work, sec M. Delle Piane, Gaetano Mosca: Classe politica e liberalismo
(Naples, 1952); J.H. Meisel, The Myth of the Ruling Class: Gaetano Mosca and the ‘‘Elite’’
(Ann Arbor, 1958). For a juxtaposition of the views of Lypyns’kyj and Mosca, cf. Pyziur,
“‘Vjateslav Lypyns’kyj,”” pp. 106—111.

20 An English translation of Michels’s work appeared as Political Parties: A Sociological
Study of the Oligarchical Tendencies of Modern Democracies (New York, 1962). For an
identification of Lypyns’kyj’s references to the French edition of Robert Michels’ work (cf.
Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 147, 162), see Pelenski, ‘‘Geschichtliches Denken,”’ p. 225.

2L Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xiiborobiv, pp. 34, 58, 61. Here Lypyns’kyj cited specifically
the following works by Sorel (pages in parentheses refer to references in Lysty ): Réflections
sur la violence (Paris, 1908) (especially the 4th edition, p. 61); La décomposition du marxisme
(Paris, 1908) (pp. 58~59); Les Illusions du progrés (Paris, 1908) (p. 154); ‘‘Matériaux d’une
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concept of “‘ruling stratum’’ in his own ideological formulations).?? While
chronologically following Pareto, Mosca, and Michels, Lypyns’kyj was far
ahead of the major sociological debates on the problem of elites that took
place in the West in the period from the early 1950s to the 1980s.
Specifically, Lypyns’ky;j distinguished three methods in the organization of
national elites.

First is the classocratic (organic) method, which is characterized by the
rule of a knightly or military stratum earning its living from material pro-
duction and serving as a model for the elites of other social groups, all of
which are integrated into a corporate monarchic state order. Lypyns’kyj
regarded England as the ideal country to foster the classocratic system and
the functioning of its elites.?> He supported this typological definition with a
stimulating, albeit controversial, analysis of the emergence of the English
classocratic system, in which he stressed the harmonious and rhythmic bal-
ance of the English elite’s fluctuation between the conservatism of the old
aristocracy and the progressivism and revolutionism of the new social
groups. According to Lypyns’kyj, the British constitution and the British
parliamentary system were the final results of this dynamic balance of
societal forces. In his opinion, two other societies approached the British
classocratic model. In the Furopean context, Lypyns’kyj regarded Hun-
gary, ruled by an aristocratic elite, as being the best, and the least degen-
erated, example of the classocratic system; however, Hungary was also
threatened by stagnation if it proved unable to integrate the elites of modern
social groups into that system.?* Finally, he postulated that the United States
of America was also founded by Anglo-Saxon classocratic elements that
established themselves as an elite in the early republic; their sociopolitical
system later decayed and became transformed into a republican democ-
racy.?

théorie du proléariat’’ (Paris, 1919) (p. 34 fn.), ““Vues sur les problémes de la philosophie”” (p.
106). For a discussion of Sorel, his theories, and the literature, see 1. L. Horowitz, Radicalism
and the Revolt against Reason: The Social Theories of Georges Sorel (London, 1961); J.J.
Roth, The Cult of Violence: Sorel and the Sorelians (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1980); J.L.
Stanley, The Sociology of Virtue: The Political and Social Theories of Georges Sorel (Berkeley
and Los Angeles, 1982).

2 Pyziur, “*Vjaleslav Lypyns'kyj,” p. 107.

23 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 290-98. Lypyns’kyj’s acquaintance with
English history needs further investigation. We know that he was familiar with and cited the
works of English historians, such as John Robert Secley, The Expansion of England (1883),
and M. Goidwin Smith, The Empire (1863), p. 332.

24 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 298 fn.

25 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 332-34.
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Second is the democratic (chaotic) method of elite organization, based
on an open and unlimited competition for power among individualistic and
materialistic social elements divorced from production and military service.
The social strata supporting the democratic form of government and aspir-
ing to the position of the ruling elite are the merchants, the financiers, the
intelligentsia, and extraterritorial groups. In Lypyns’kyj’s interpretation, all
these groups have little or no commitment to the traditional values and
organic needs of their societies; they attempt to govern them by rationalistic
and utilitarian slogans and methods, as well as by financial and intellectual
manipulation. While claiming to speak in the name of a sovereign people,
they actually tend to represent fictional majorities, obtained in artificially
arranged elections influenced by transient issues couched in the most
demagogic terminology (unlimited freedom, equality, brotherhood). The
democratic elites tend to destabilize the already existing classocratic sys-
tem, which in turn leads to chaos and the downfall of the old order. Post-
revolutionary France, Poland, the United States of America of his time, and
to some extent Mexico served Lypyns’kyj as concrete examples of the
functioning of the democratic system and its elites.26 It deserves mention
that Lypyns’ky;j treated Polish ‘‘nobiliary democracy’’ of the early modem
period in the same negative manner as did Friedrich Engels.?’

Third is the ochlocratic (mechanical) method of elite organization and of
the respective sociopolitical system (not mob rule, but, according to
Lypyns’kyj, rule over the mob), 28 which, in contrast to the democratic
order, rests on a ‘‘real majority,”’ a notion anticipating what would come to
be known as the ‘‘silent majority.”” The ochlocratic elite, with its limited
interest in genuine material productivity and its inability to sustain

26 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 308-315, 332-40.

27 This negative assessment of Polish *‘nobiliary democracy’” appears in F. Engels’s well-
known ueatise, The Peasant War in Germany, originally published in 1850 in the fifth and
sixth issues of the Neue Rheinische Zeitung, a political and economic review edited by Karl
Marx in Hamburg. Conceming the critical edition of the German text, see ‘‘Der Deutsche
Bauemkrieg,”” in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Gesamtausgabe (MEGA ), Erste Abteilung,
Werke, vol. 10, (Berlin, 1977), pp. 367-443. An English translation by M.J. Olgin, entitled
Peasant War in Germany, was published in New York in 1926 and reprinted in F. Engels, The
German Revolutions, ed. L. Krieger (Chicago and London, 1967), pp. 3—119. Engels, in dis-
cussing Ulrich von Hutten’s reform program for the German Empire, observed that Hutten
demanded ‘‘the restoration of a democracy of the nobility headed by a monarchy, a form of
government reminiscent of the heyday of the late Polish republic. . . . Founded on serfdom, this
democracy of the nobility, the prototype of which could be found in Poland and [in a somewhat
modified form] in the empires conquered by the Germanic tribes, at least in their first centuries,
is one of the most primitive forms of society”’ (Engels, Peasant War in Germany, ed. Krieger,
p-71).

28 Lypyns’kyj, Poklykannja **Varjahiv* (1926 ed.), p. 538 fn. .
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economic and cultural creativity, is best defined as an unattached nomadic
social stratum. According to Lypyns'kyj, the members of this elite are
organized in an iron-clad, mechanical, and militant formation (party); are
motivated by a fanatical faith (ideology); and have jointly experienced 2
special type of integrating drill—all of which create a tightly-knit and
highly disciplined approach in the struggle for power and in its perpetual
application to governance. The ochlocratic elite exploits the passivity,
weakness, and simplicity of the masses and rules them by the use of force,
terror, and demagoguery. Lypyns’kyj characterized the ochlocracy as the
most linear, rigid, and primitive sociopolitical system.

Lypyns’kyj distinguished between two types of ochlocracy: the histori-
cal, as represented by centralized absolutistic monarchical states of the late
medieval and early modern period; and the contemporary, as exemplified by
communism and, somewhat later, by fascism. In its most advanced form,
the ochlocratic order existed in prerevolutionary France, where a strong
ochlocratic monarchy destroyed the classocratic foundations and the old
aristocracy and ruled with the help of a new court aristocracy, bureaucracy,
and a strong military establishment. Following the Revolution, the French
ochlocratic system degenerated and was replaced at first by 2 revolutionary
ochlocracy and subsequently by a classical version of democracy.?

According to Lypyns’kyj, the most ideal and permanent type of ochlo-
cratic system, and its corresponding elite, can be found in Russia.3® His
treatment of what he perceived as the traditional Russian ochlocracy
foreshadows in many respects one of the current and increasingly influential
approaches to Russia’s sociopolitical system, political culture, and relations
between the elite and society. In particular, Lypyns’kyj’s brief but excel-
lent exposition concerning the systemic parallels and historical analogies
between the Russian ancien régime and the Bolshevik system is surpris-
ingly original.3! It anticipates in many respects more recent debates on the
issues in question, as reflected in Richard Pipes’s Russia under the Old
Regime (1974) and in Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s statements.32 '

2 Lypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 302-311.

30y ypyns'kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 316-26.

31 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 321.

32 Cf A. Solzhenitsyn’s article, *‘Misconceptions about Russia are a Threat to America,”
Foreign Affairs 58, no. 5 (Summer 1981), and especially his ‘‘Open Letter to the Conference
on Russian-Ukrainian Relations,”” which took place 89 October 1981, at McMaster Univer-
sity, Hamilton, Ontario, published in Russian in Novoe russkoe slovo (21 June 1981) and in a
Ukrainian translation in Svoboda (5, 6, 7 August 1981; nos. 145, 146, 147). For a reply on
behalf of the conference organizers by Jaroslaw Pelenski, see ‘‘Pro potrebu  rosijs’ko-
ukrajins’koho dialohu: Vidpovid' na lyst Aleksandra SolZenitsyna,” Svoboda, 18-19
November 1981, nos. 218—19. The systemic parallels and historical analogies in the context of
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Yet Lypyns’kyj’s most original contributions to the analysis of sociopo-
litical systems and elite functioning were not only his exceptionally early
identification of Bolshevism as an ochlocratic system and his respective
typologization of the Communist party and its leadership (1921-1922), but
also his brilliant and concise explication, formulated already in 1925-26, of
the systemic and structural correlation between communism and fascism
and, by implication, emergent Ukrainian integral nationalism. This explica-
tion can be found in his article *“W dyskusji o idei’’ (Discussion about an
idea). It was written in the form of a letter to Professor Wiadystaw Leopold
Jaworski, his former university teacher, who, according to Lypyns’kyj, had
“‘taught [him] the principles of law and political thinking,”*3? and appeared
in the Polish conservative newspaper Czas (1 May 1926).3* There
Lypyns’kyj, within the context of a discussion on agrarian ideology, criti-
cally evaluated the three influential ideologies of his time—bourgeois
liberalism, communism, and fascism— and juxtaposed communism and
fascism as follows:33

Is communism an agrarian ideology? Is bourgeois liberalism, which opposes com-
munism or, similarly to communism, intelligentsia-based fascism—not a socialist
but a nationalist one—an agrarian ideology? Obviously not.

Above all, as has been correctly stressed by the distinguished Professor
[Jaworski] in his article, the basic characteristic of agrarian ideology is irrationalism.
Irrationalism is, however, completely alien both to the mentality of the contem-
porary West European liberalism of the bourgeois, and to the [mentality] of the
inteligent (member of the intelligentsia) or of the pdfinteligent (member of the
semi-intelligentsia) who is a communist or a fascist and who struggles with [the
bourgeois]} for power. ... For the contemporary ‘‘mechanized’’—if one can say
so—bourgeois and for the communist or the fascist who has been produced by this

Russian-Ukrainian relations were discussed by Vasyl’ Hrysko, Natal’ja Gorbanjevska, Petro
Grigorenko, Omeljan Pritsak, and Nicholas Riazanovsky in a roundtable discussion at the
aforementioned conference; the substance of the discussion, entitied ‘‘Problems of the
Russian-Ukrainian Dialogue,” was published in Ukrainian translation in Vidnova 2 (Winter
1984/85 -Spring 1985):24—50. See also J. Pelenski, ‘Do problemy ukrajins’ko-rosijs’kyx
vzajemovidnosyn,”’ Vidnova 2: 5-16.

33 V. Lypyns’kyj Archives, W. K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute (Philadelphia),
roll. 1, p. 95. )

34 For a Ukrainian version, see V. Lypyns’kyj, Universalizm u xliborobs’kij ideologiji, trans.
Jevhen TomaSivs’kyj (Prague, 1926).

35 Elements of Lypyns’kyj’s incisive critique of emergent Ukrainian integral nationalism and
European fascism can be found in his Poklykannja “*Varjahiv’® (1925), pp. 538-45. While
critical of fascism as a system, Lypyns’kyj, for a brief time, evaluated positively Mussolini’s
early *‘reformist”” political activity, mistakenly assuming that the latter had genuinely accepted
the monarchical (organic) political system and integrated the conservative elite into the frame-
work of the revived Italian system (p. 495). Already by 1926, Lypyns’kyj's assessment of fas-
cism was completely negative, as evident from his article *‘W dyskus;ji o idei.””
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bourgeois machine, hierarchy, diversity of matters, and values do not exist. The
entire world and, primarily, the human being are represented in their mentality with
respect to their content, as identical numbers from which the human mind can and
should create arbitrary combinations. Hence the irrational and metaphysical reli-
giosity and the faith in God of the farmer; hence the rationalistic free-thinking and
nonreligiosity of the contemporary bourgeois; hence the fanatical, in its conviction
about its rationalist and dialectical *‘truth,” materialist theory of communism, and
the similar, only couched in nationalist terms, theory of fascism. Hence the substitu-
tion of religion and church by modern magic in “‘bourgeois,”” ‘‘proletarian,’” as well
as ““fascist’” circles: by means of faith in the divine omnipotence of the human mind
and its miracle workers officiating in Masonic lodges and in the League of Nations,
or in the Third International and in the communist *“cells,”” or, finally, in fascism.®

. Hence communism and fascism, which captivate ever broader circles, which
organize the masses tomn from the land into militant hordes, weld them together with
an iron discipline of terror, awaken them by means of fanatical class or national
hatred, and use them for the destruction or conquest of the remnants of the agrarian
sedentary culture.

... A communist or a fascist inteligent, in order to dominate and lead the con-
temporary hordes, must subjugate all political freedom. . . . Hence the communist or
fascist dictatorships of the revolutionary intelligentsia which are an expression of the
fanatical intolerance of individuals who thrive on demagoguery and hypnotization of
the masses. . . .

The ideology of liberalism, the ideology of democracy victorious after the Great
War, is represented by the bourgeoisie that administers contemporary capitalist
mechanized production. It [liberalism] is opposed by communism and fascism led
by an unproductive revolutionary intelligentsia and semi-intelligentsia engaged
exclusively in politics and in the reform of the world.

These brief but incisive observations on the affinities between communism
and fascism can be regarded as an embryonic definition of the modern total-
itarian model developed in the United States two to three decades later (late
1940s—early 1960s) by Hannah Arendt, Carl Friedrich, Zbigniew
Brzezifiski, John Armstrong, and others.

Whereas Lypyns’kyj offered a well-rounded and integrated theory of
elites and their circulation on the European and even Atlantic scale, he did
not present an equally elaborate theoretical analysis of the same problem in
the Ukrainian context. This may be partially explained by a lack of
sufficient time to develop his views on these topics in extenso—he died at
the age of forty-nine. He intended to do so in the planned but apparently
unwritten work, Het' manstvo (Teorija Ukrajins’koji trudovoji monarxiji)
(Hetmanitism [The theory of the Ukrainian labor monarchy]);* also his
untraceable work Teorija pravlinnja may have included a discussion of

36 In Lypyns'kyj’s own text, the formuiation on fascism reads: “‘represented by various
‘leaders’ of fascism."’
37 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 70.
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these problems. Lypyns’kyj’s task was especially difficult insofar as the
Ukrainian example was concerned because his general theory of elites was
based on their functioning in fully established sociopolitical systems. In the
Ukrainian case he had to search for precedents and examples in the history
of a relatively unstructured polity. However, on the basis of the various
references in his available works, it is possible to reconstruct an outline of
Lypyns’kyj’s theory of historical Ukrainian elites.

Only four periods in Ukrainian history received a positive evaluation
from the perspective of Lypyns’kyj’s classocratic elite theory: (1)
Galician-Volhynian Rus’; (2) the Lithuanian-Ruthenian state until the incor-
poration of Ukrainian Rus’ into Crown Poland (1569); (3) the Xmel’nyc’kyj
age; and (4) the brief period of the Hetmanate under Pavlo Skoropads’ky;j.38

According to Lypyns’kyj, in the first two periods a classocratization of
the Ukrainian society had begun to take place and a landed military aristoc-
racy was developing into an elite. However, following the incorporation of
the Ukrainian lands into Crown Poland, the Ruthenian classocratic aristoc-
racy was democratized and as a consequence completely demoralized. The
third and, in Lypyns’kyj’s view, most successful attempt at creating a clas-
socratic society on Ukrainian territory took place when the horodove
kozactvo (urban and sedentary Cossacks) not only created a strong military
organization, but also, following the successful revolution under the leader-
ship of Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj, began, in its role as the new national aristoc-
racy, to cooperate in the founding of a hereditary monarchic classocratic
order in the Ukraine. The last period of Ukrainian history—which can be
classified as a nascent classocratic experiment, namely, the Hetmanate of
Pavlo Skoropads’kyj (1918)—was too brief for the development of a clas-
socratic elite which could have functioned according to Lypyns’kyj’s
theoretical expectations.

Lypyns’kyj’s preoccupation with Ukrainian history and politics made
him recognize several principal flaws affecting the endeavors of Ukrainian
state- and nationbuilding. He attempted to deal with these from a monar-
chist and corporatist perspective. But regardless of the answers he
provided—answers difficult to accept in a post-monarchist age—the prob-
lems he identified and tried to analyze are still besetting Ukrainian life.

Embracing the view that elites are the fundamental element in the quest
for Ukrainian independence, as well as in the nationbuilding process,
Lypyns’kyj correctly assumed that without the active participation of elite
groups capable of organizing material production, as well as the bureau-

38 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 299, 317, 322-23 fn.; Poklykannja “‘Var-
Jahiv'' (1926 ed.), p. 551.
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cracy and the armed forces, a Ukrainian state could not be founded or
recreated, and, as a consequence, the Ukrainian polity would remain under-
developed, undifferentiated, and unstructured—in short, an incomplete
nation. Since Ukrainians endowed with such capabilities have served for
centuries in the state systems of foreign or hostile powers having imperial
centers outside Ukrainian ethnic territory, a formula must be found to rein-
tegrate them into the Ukrainian polity. Also, the Ukrainian intelligentsia,
which constitutes a service elite only, has an important, innovative role to
play in the society. Yet, because the intelligentsia’s general role in society
is restricted to the functions of writing and social rhetoric, and does not
include material production, its contribution to the development of
Ukrainian needs and aspirations will be limited.

Lypyns’kyj also maintained that the Ukrainian intelligentsia had
developed a tendency to offer literary programs as solutions for Ukrainian
national aspirations. By considering this approach to be tragicomic and uto-
pian, he even coined for it the phrase “literaturna Ukrajina’’ (a literary
Ukraine), which he used sarcastically on various occasions. He rejected the
very notion of a political theory and practice based primarily on literary-
cultural perceptions, the theory and practice so dear to Ukrainian populist
democrats and, in a perverted manner, to Ukrainian integral nationalists.
Instead, he argued in favor of a theory of elites and nation founded on terri-
torial unity, mutually shared productive work, jointly experienced service
obligations, and enlightened, vested self-interest—in short, on the realities
and not the dreams of national life, a theory closely approximating the tradi-
tional and contemporary American Anglo-Saxon model of elites and their
roles in society (in particular his ideas about the role of the intelligentsia, or
intellectuals in society, coincided with those traditionally dominant in the
Anglo-Saxon world). In Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, Lypyns’kyj made the
following observation about the formation of the American nation:

This is how the American nation is being formed before our eyes, through the pro-
cess of the living together of different nations and different classes on the territory of
the United States. These United States did not separate from their Metropolis either
under a nationalist slogan (down with the English) or under a socialist one (down

with the lords and the bourgeoisie), but under a political slogan: Let us, the inhabi-
tants of America, regardless of nations or classes, create our own American state.

Closely related to Lypyns’kyj’s elite theory was his concern with the
problem of the institutional versus personalistic approach in Ukrainian his-
tory and politics. He observed that the various modern Ukrainian polities
have never enjoyed a complete and fully developed institutional framework,

3 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. xvi.
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and Ukrainian politics have traditionally been dominated by chance and
accident, frequently even by the almost exclusively personalistic approach
of individuals, what in Ukrainian political terminology is known as
otamanija or otamansyna. He therefore argued that this deficiency could
have been corrected by the establishment of a hereditary, monarchical het-
man state at the time of Bohdan Xmel’nyc’kyj or, in modemn times, of Pavlo
Skoropads’kyj—a conception which does not appeal to the overwhelming
majority of Ukrainians today, and which he himself abandoned in the last
years of his life. Lypyns’kyj also did not take into account that the
Ukrainian polity of the Hetman state in the seventeenth and eighteenth cen-
turies was largely a variant of the Polish mixed system of the oligarchic
period, and not of nobiliary democracy, as some incorrectly assume, and
that the elected offices of the hetman and other officials precluded an abso-
lutistic monarchical solution.

The mixed system and oligarchic framework of the seventeenth- and
eighteenth-century Ukrainian Hetmanate were never completely institution-
alized or legitimized. Election procedures were not defined in written con-
stitutional terms and were often conducted in an unstructured fashion. The
hetmans and other officials either attempted to cling to their positions as
long as possible or were simply deposed in a coup.

Even in the modemn period of Ukrainian history, the originally institu-
tionalized and structured political process of the Ukrainian Central Rada
during the first phase of the Ukrainian National Republic was soon replaced
by the otamani¢yna of the Directory period, and no other than Symon
Petljura, who was a devout Ukrainian patriot and who died for the
Ukrainian cause, symptomatically chose the code word holovnyj otaman for
his military and popular title. From that time up to the present day, it has
been the person, and not the constitution or the precedent of a codified tra-
dition, for whom institutional frameworks have been created and ideologi-
cal justifications formulated. It has been the traditional otaman who has run
affairs from his own perspective. The history of modern Ukrainian nation-
alism abounds in examples of this Ukrainian predilection for the political
cult of the otaman, and is best reflected in the popular, personalized
definition of political movements (mazepynci, petljurivci, mel’ nykivci, ban-
derivci, bul’ bivci, etc.). The personalistic otaman approach has even been
transplanted into Ukrainian political, social, and cultural life in the diaspora.

Lypyns’kyj regarded the lack of institutionalization in Ukrainian polit-
ical life as a deeply-rooted anomaly, because he sincerely wished the
Ukrainian polity to be just like others, not better and not worse, but normal
and grounded in the contextual realities of the respective historical periods.
He may have erred temporarily insofar as his projection of the ultimate
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forms of the Ukrainian political system was concerned. He was, however,
an outstanding theorist of the political processes, the dynamics of political
life, and, above all, the interaction of elites and society in the Ukraine and
in the Ukrainian diaspora.

University of lowa
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Vjakeslav Lypyns’kyj’s treatise Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv (Letters to fel-
low farmers; Vienna, 1926) contains an exposition of both his political phi-
losophy and his practical political program. This paper addresses the latter,
that is, Lypyns’kyj’s ideas about specific issues in Ukrainian politics. The
more than half-century that separates us from Lypyns’kyj allows for a criti-
cal evaluation of his legacy, or, to paraphrase the title of Benedetto Croce’s
study on Hegel, to inquire into ‘‘what is living and what is dead”’ in
Lypyns’kyj from the perspective of our own times.

Lypyns’kyj wrote the Lysty in the years 1919 to 1926. Obviously the
Ukraine and the world at large have undergone tremendous changes since
then. In approaching the Lysty today, the reader encounters topics that
appear hopelessly dated. To give just one example, Lypyns’kyj wished to
base Ukrainian statehood on the xliboroby, a class of stalwart yeomen farm-
ers. But, as we know only too well, an independent landowning peasantry
was destroyed in the Soviet Union, including the Ukraine, long ago. More-
over, owing to massive industrialization, the majority of the Ukraine’s
population is no longer rural, but urban. Given these facts, one could
readily conclude that Lypyns’kyj’s precepts, whatever historical interest
they may possess as a relic of a generation gone by, have become quite
irrelevant in the present-day world.
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On closer examination, however, Lypyns’kyj’s ideas retain their
relevance and validity to a high degree. True, they must be translated into
the idiom of our time, that is, critically reinterpreted in the light of present
conditions. Also, points of disagreement with Lypyns’kyj must be
registered. In the powerful ‘‘Foreword to Readers from Hostile Camps’” of
his Lysty, Lypyns’kyj challenged his political adversaries to an honest com-
bat.of ideas: without being his adversaries, we can still respond to that
challenge.

Lypyns’kyj is, after all, not as distant from us in time as it might seem.
He formulated his program from the perspective of the experience of the
Ukrainian Revolution of 1917-21. But the historical epoch which started
for the Ukraine in 1917 is still in progress. Lypyns’kyj’s central problem
was Ukrainian statehood: an analysis of the reasons why the modem bid
for independence failed, and a search for ways to regain the independence
that was lost and to make it secure. The solution to this fateful problem still
lies in an uncertain future.

Social Pluralism

What is Lypyns’kyj’s most enduring contribution to the problem of
Ukrainian statthood? From among his many insights, I single out the per-
ception that the structure of the future Ukrainian state, if there is ever going
to be one, will necessarily have to be pluralistic. In other countries, those
of the Western political culture, pluralism is usually taken for granted. In
Ukrainian thought, however, Lypyns’kyj’s stress on pluralism represented a
radical innovation. The nineteenth-century populists’ vision of Ukrainian
society was monistic, in the manner of Rousseau. They viewed “‘the peo-
ple”’ (narod), identified with the peasantry, as a homogeneous mass; any-
thing or anyone that rose above the narod they condemned as parasitic,
morally tainted, and essentially non-Ukrainian. Populist historians, from
Mykola Kostomarov to Myxajlo HruSevs’kyj, glorified elemental peasant
revolts, but they were suspicious of statebuilding efforts by Ukrainian elites.
During the interwar period, among Ukrainians outside the USSR the ideol-
ogy of populism was largely superseded by that of integral nationalism.
Nationalism was in many ways a reaction to and an antithesis of populism.
But the political philosophy of integral nationalism, too, was monistic, and
in this respect it at least carried on the populist tradition. Integral national-
ism simply replaced the concept of an undifferentiated ‘‘people’” with that
of a monolithic *‘nation.”’ Both populism and integral nationalism adhered
to the conception of a homogeneous society, with no allowance for a variety
of social strata and political trends.
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Lypyns’kyj sharply criticized monistic, reductionist ideologies which, by
excluding large segments of the Ukraine’s population as either so-called
class enemies or alleged ethnic aliens, in fact perpetuated the nation’s
incompleteness and hence its perennial statelessness. He defended the
notion that the Ukraine must evolve a differentiated class structure, encom-
passing all strata that are essential for the existence of a mature nation and
an independent state. This was to be achieved partly by the rise of new
elites from the popular masses, and partly by the reintegration of the
alienated old elites. Lypyns’kyj pointed out that the strata which populists
and integral nationalists rejected as non-Ukrainian contained some of the
economically most productive, best educated, and politically most experi-
enced elements of the country’s population.

In Ukrainian statebuilding processes Lypyns’kyj assigned a preeminent,
though by no means exclusive, role to the xliboroby —a somewhat archaic
and poetic term for farmers. His xliboroby correspond fairly closely to the
stratum communist propagandists have called kulaki in Russian or kurkuli
in Ukrainian. Within the context of the revolutionary era, this conception
made political sense. The Ukraine’s population was still overwhelmingly
rural, and prosperous farmers—those who had benefited from the recent
Stolypin reforms—undoubtedly represented the economically most progres-
sive force within the agrarian sector of society.

It might appear that Lypyns’kyj’s argument has been made pointless by
the Soviet collectivization of agriculture. However, Lypyns’kyj himself
envisaged a future situation in which the urban and industrial sector would
become dominant in Ukrainian society. He thought that under such cir-
cumstances the industrial working class and its “‘labor aristocracy’” would
be called to assume political leadership. He referred approvingly to the
contemporary example of England, where the Labor party had formed a
government for the first time in 1924.

The main point of Lypyns’kyj’s reasoning, and the one which retains
enduring validity, was the thesis that the Ukrainian struggle for indepen-
dence ought to be socially based on those classes—agrarian, industrial, or
both—which control material production, possess economic clout, and
have, so to say, ‘‘a stake in the country.”” In this emphasis on production
and economic power Lypyns’kyj approached Marxism—with which he was
actually charged by his integral-nationalist critics. (However, contrary to
the Marxists, he ascribed an independent function also to the military, ‘‘the
power of the sword,”’ which in his theory was not merely a reflection of
economic forces.) The populist conception of the Ukrainian struggle for
social and national liberation was that of a movement of the dispossessed
masses, that is, primarily of the impoverished, semi-proletarianized segment
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of the peasants, led by the intelligentsia. In response, Lypyns’kyj asked
ironically: what would the prospects for the American Revolution have
been if it had been a revolt of Redskins and Negro slaves, led by religious
missionaries? The American Revolution could succeed only because it was
based on substantial elements of colonial society and involved the former
colonial elites.

Because intellectuals lack direct access to and control of levers of
economic and military power, Lypyns’kyj considered them ill-suited for
political leadership and the exercise of governance. This critique of the
intelligentsia should not, however, be misinterpreted as a fundamental anti-
intellectualism. Lypyns’kyj believed that intellectuals have a vitally impor-
tant function to fulfill, namely, that of creators and guardians of cultural
values and formulators of sociopolitical ideologies. But when intellectuals
grasp after power, they only become untrue to their proper vocation, while
aspiring to a role for which they lack the needed prerequisites.

The Problem of the Nobility

Lypyns’kyj was convinced that the Ukraine’s struggle for independence
could not succeed without the support of a part of the historical nobility.
The large place which this topic occupies in his thinking was, undoubtedly,
existentially conditioned. He was a scion of the Right-Bank szlachta, and
his early, pre-World War I activity was devoted to reintegrating that Polon-
ized stratum into the Ukrainian national community. The underlying
motive was a strong sense of noblesse oblige. It was Lypyns’kyj’s belief
that noblemen had a moral duty to serve their native country, and not the
interests of a colonial power. At the same time, he hoped that by fulfilling
their duties as citizens of the Ukraine, noblemen would vindicate the right
of continued existence for their class. Lypyns’kyj was primarily concerned
with the Right-Bank Polonized szlachta, but his concept applied equally to
the Left-Bank Russified dvorjanstvo, which descended from the Cossack
officer stratum (starsyna) of the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Het-
manate.

The whole issue has become water under the bridge, because the nobility
in the Ukraine was completely swept away by the course of events. Still,
we can ask: what significance did Lypyns’kyj’s conception possess in the
setting of his time?; and, can that conception, with some adjustments, still in
some way be relevant today?

In respect to the first question, Tocqueville’s remarks about the fate of
the old French nobility bear noting:
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It is indeed deplorable that instead of being forced to bow to the rule of law, the
French nobility was uprooted and laid low, since thereby the nation was deprived of
a vital part of its substance, and a wound that time will never heal was inflicted on
our national freedom. When a class has taken the lead in public affairs for centuries,
it develops as a result of this long, unchallenged habit of preeminence a certain
proper pride and confidence in its strength, leading it to be the point of maximum
resistance in the social organism. And it not only has itself the manly virtues; by
dint of its example it quickens them in other classes. When such an element of the
body politic is forcibly excised, even those most hostile to it suffer 2 diminution of
strength.’

Lypyns’kyj assumed that Ukrainian society was bound, in any event, to
retain a ‘‘plebeian’’ character, that is, to be basically peasant, proletarian,
and petty bourgeois. The access of a limited number of persons of noble
background would not have changed this state of affairs. But it might have
transmitted a dose of traditional political culture to the raw and inexperi-
enced leaders of the Ukrainian liberation movement—a quality which they
conspicuously lacked. The Anglo-Irish gentry gave to Ireland Pamnell (an
example cited by Lypyns’kyj); the Swedish-Finnish aristocracy gave to Fin-
land Mannerheim (who, like Pavlo Skoropads’kyj, was a tsarist general
before the Revolution); the Polish-Ukrainian aristocracy gave to the
Ukraine Count Roman Szeptycki—Metropolitan Andrej Septyc’kyj. If one
" considers the incalculable services to the Ukrainian cause of the last single
individual, one is entitled to wonder whether the participation of more men
of §eptyc’kyj’s type could not have made the difference between victory
and defeat in the Ukrainian struggle for independence. It is therefore
difficult to disagree with Lypyns’kyj’s assertion that the Ukrainian populist
intelligentsia committed a grave error in repulsing rather than trying to
attract Ukrainophile members of the historical nobility. Such Ukrainophile
tendencies undoubtedly existed among both the Russified and Polonized
wings of that class, but they met with little encouragement.

Contrary to what his opponents have sometimes said, Lypyns’kyj did not
dream of preserving the old, prerevolutionary social order and obsolete
class privileges. He fully accepted the need and inevitability of far-
reaching social change. But he thought that the nobility could serve as a
link between the ‘‘old’’ and ‘‘new’’ Ukraine, and thus supply an element of
continuity in the life of a nation whose development was characterized by a
high degree of discontinuity.

Our objective is not the conservation of the noble class, and even less a return to the
status quo ante. . . Nobody knows better than we that the mass of our Russified and

1 Alexis de Tocqueville, The Old Regime and the French Revolution, trans. Stuart Gilbert
(New York, 1955), pp. 110—11.
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Polonized nobility has already to a large extent become degenerate, and that the last
Mohicans of the Cossack-nobiliary era of our statehood must at last disappear, in the
same way as have disappeared their predecessors, the last Mohicans of the
Varangian-princely era. Such is the stern law of nature. But it is also a law of
nature that sound seeds can grow only on a mature tree. Before an old tree dies, it
must deposit into the soil sound seeds from which a fresh, rebom life will sprout.?

Lypyns’kyj contended that only those revolutions can succeed whose
leadership includes a dissident segment of the old elite. He derived this
conception from his studies of the Xmel’nyc’kyj period in the seventeenth-
century Ukraine: it was the participation of Ruthenian nobles which lifted
the Cossack revolution above the level of a mere jacquerie and which made
possible the establishment of the Ukrainian Cossack state.

The experience of universal history seems to bear out Lypyns’kyj’s con-
tention. It would be easy to adduce supporting examples from the experi-
ences of the English, American, French, and Chinese revolutions, and from
a number of national-liberation revolutions of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Lypyns’kyj himself referred to the Russian Revolution:

Uljanov would probably not have become Lenin, if in his veins, and in the veins of
his fellow-believers and helpers—the Citerins, Buxarins, Kalinins, Kamenevs (the
chief of the general staff, not Naxamkes)—did not run the blood of the old Musco-
vite nobility of service, who by the opricnina and terror saved and rebuilt the
Muscovite state under [Ivan] Groznyj, during the Time of Troubles, under Peter the
Great, and who are now saving and restoring it the fourth time under the banner of
Bolshevism.>

It is a matter of record that more former tsarist officers served during the
Civil War with the Red Army than with the White Armies of Kol¢ak, Deni-
kin, and Judeni&, and that the Soviet state apparatus incorporated from the
very beginning many members of the old regime’s administrative person-
nel. We can, therefore, agree with Lypyns’kyj’s thesis that the Bolshevik
leadership derived its sure power instinct and its political know-how from
the elite of imperial Russia.

What is the relevance of these historical insights to the Ukrainian quest
for independence under present conditions? Assuming the correctness ‘of
Lypyns’kyj’s reasoning, one conclusion logically follows: an independent
Ukrainian state can be reborn only with the active support of a significant
segment of the Soviet Ukrainian ‘‘nobility of service,”” that is, of those
Ukrainian nationals who occupy positions of responsibility in the Commu-
nist party, the administration and the economic management of the
Ukrainian SSR, and the Soviet army. Their situation resembles that of the

2 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 75.
3 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 39.
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nineteenth-century ‘‘Little Russian’’ nobles: they serve the imperial system
and they are to a considerable extent Russified. Yet they form the actual
elite of contemporary Ukrainian society. There are reasons to assume that,
despite outward conformity, many among them do not lack a sense of
Ukrainian identity, and that they harbor grievances against the Moscow
overlord. Extrapolating from Lypyns’kyj’s argument, it would seem that a
wise, statesmanlike policy on the part of Ukrainian émigrés would be to
foster dissident tendencies in the ranks of the Soviet Ukrainian elite. If, on
the other hand, Ukrainian émigrés damn indiscriminately all members of
that establishment as renegades and traitors, they would only be repeating
the mistakes of the populists in their dealings with the historical nobility.

Political and Religious Pluralism

Lypyns’kyj’s social pluralism was complemented by political pluralism.
His point of departure was a firm conviction that there is not and can never
be a paradise on earth, a perfect social and political order. The future
Ukrainian state, too, will be no utopia: it will inevitably contain a full
measure of mistakes, abuses, and injustices. The task of the opposition will
be to strive for their correction. Therefore, *‘in our hetmanite Ukraine there
will always be room for His Majesty’s opposition alongside with His
Majesty’s government.”’# Furthermore, by placing pressure on the estab-
lishment, the opposition prevents it from becoming complacent and stag-
nant. A legally recognized opposition is the mechanism which assures a
continual rejuvenation of the national elite by an influx of fresh blood.

Most illuminating about Lypyns’kyj’s understanding of political plural-
ism is his discussion with Osyp Nazaruk concerning the strategy to be
adopted toward representative Ukrainian leftists. Nazaruk, a recent convert
to the hetmanite ideology, urged Lypyns’kyj to “‘kill’” (figuratively) such
false prophets as Drahomanov, Franko, HruSevs'kyj, Vynnycenko, and
“‘even Sevcenko, as a propagator of ideas about society and the state.”
Lypyns’kyj replied:
§ev<':enko, Franko, and Drahomanov are revolutionaries. I think that it is pointless
to combat some of their harmful ideas by debunking their revolutionary authority.
There shall always be Ukrainian revolutionaries who will draw, and quite rightly so,
inspiration from them. The trouble is not at all in that we have revolutionaries. The
trouble is that we have only revolutionaries. In order to heal this lethal one-

sidedness of the nation, we need conservatives with a positive program, and not
merely with a negation of the revolutionaries. The formation of such a positive

4 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. xl.



LYPYNS’KYJ'S POLITICAL IDEAS 349

conservative political thought is, in my judgment, much more important than a
struggle against Sev&enko, Franko, and Drahomanov. Moreover, this struggle is
hopeless without the existence of a strong Ukrainian conservative organization.
People must get their ideas from somewhere. As long as they have only the above-
mentioned writers, they will draw from them, no matter how much one would criti-
cize them. There is only one remedy: to provide writers with a different mode of
thinking, a different tactic, a different style, and, above all, with a preponderance of
reason and will over romanticism and mindless emotions.’

In sum, Lypyns’kyj’s conservatism did not by any means imply the
suppression of other, non-conservative Ukrainian ideological trends and
political parties. He was quite willing to find something positive even in
Ukrainian communists, provided that for them communism is for the
Ukraine, and not the Ukraine for communism. What he actually desired
was, first, to overcome ‘‘the lethal one-sidedness of the nation’ by
strengthening the hitherto underdeveloped, conservative wing, and, second,
to coordinate the several contending forces within a unified political system,
under a rule of law common to all.

To round out the picture, it should be mentioned that Lypyns’kyj was a
pluralist also in matters of church politics. Personally a faithful Roman
Catholic in his ancestral Latin Rite, he considered religious pluralism a per-
manent feature of Ukrainian life. He advocated parity for all denomina-
tions, although he thought that on historical grounds the Orthodox church
had a rightful claim to be the prima inter pares among Ukrainian churches.
Lypyns’kyj was convinced that civilized politics presupposes Christian ethi-
cal principles, but he rejected with indignation all attempts to equate
nationality with any specific denomination (‘‘only an Orthodox can be a
good Ukrainian,”” “‘only the Greek Catholic church is the true Ukrainian
national church,”” etc.). Lypyns’kyj strongly opposed clericalism, the for-
mation of political and civic organizations along denominational lines, and,
generally, the mixing of political and ecclesiastical concerns, which, in his
opinion, ought to be kept separate.

There can be little doubt that Lypyns’kyj’s ideas about the need for polit-
ical pluralism and the importance of a legally recognized opposition retain
their validity for the present and the future. A post-communist Ukraine, lest
it become another dictatorship, would have to possess a pluralistic political
structure. Pluralism is considered a hallmark of liberal democracy. Yet,
paradoxically, among all Ukrainian political thinkers it was the anti-
democrat Lypyns’kyj who was the most consistent pluralist.

5 Letter of Lypyns’kyj to Nazaruk of 18 February 1925, cited in Lysty Osypa Nazaruka do
Vjaleslava Lypyns'koho, ed. Ivan L. Rudnytsky (Philadelphia, 1976), p. xlvi.
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Monarchy and Legitimacy

Lypyns’kyj’s monarchism is the most questionable part of his program from
our contemporary point of view. We are bound to wonder why this excep-
tionally intelligent man so passionately defended the concept of a monarch-
ical structure, in the form of a hereditary hetmanate, for the future
Ukrainian state.

There exists an intimate connection between Lypyns’kyj’s pluralism and
monarchism. Precisely because the Ukraine that he envisaged was to be
socially and politically differentiated, this plurality called for a counter-
balancing principle of unity. Without a unifying center, without a univer-
sally recognized authority, there was the acute danger that conflicting social
forces and rival political movements might split the Ukrainian body politic
into chaotic fragments. Ukrainian history shows, unfortunately, only too
many instances of such self-destructive feuds.

Lypyns’kyj’s historical research convinced him that one of the principal
reasons why the seventeenth-century Ukrainian Cossack state did not estab-
lish itself permanently was the failure of Bohdan Xmel’'nyc’kyj’s plans to
make the office of hetman hereditary. The electivity of the supreme office
detracted from its authority, facilitated the spread of anarchic factionalism,
and provided foreign powers with easy opportunities to intervene in internal
Ukrainian affairs. Lypyns’kyj applied this ‘‘lesson of history’’ to the con-
temporary Ukrainjan situation.

Lypyns’kyj believed that a state cannot be created without the use of
physical, military force. States are born out of wars and revolutions, yet
force alone is insufficient. Equally needed is that the government which
uses force be legitimate, that its authority be based on a principle which is
accepted by all—not only by the ruling minority, but by the popular masses
as well. Historically, it was the monarchical institution which provided the
principle of legitimacy in the building of states and nations: ‘‘All great
European nations were united by monarchies. Without a monarchy, would
the unification of Germany, France, Italy, or the rebirth of smaller nations,
such as Bulgaria, Romania, Norway, be thinkable? Why should we be an
exception?’’®

The problem of legitimacy of power has been discussed by two
twentieth-century Western theorists, the Spaniard José Ortega y Gasset and
the Italian Gugliemo Ferrero. It is worthwhile to compare their ideas on
that subject with those of Lypyns’kyj. Ortega wrote:

¢ Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 47.
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Concord, the kind of concord which forms the foundation of stable society, presup-
poses that the community holds a firm and common, unquestionable and practically
unquestioned, belief as to the exercise of supreme power. And this is tremendous.
Because a society without such a belief has little chance of obtaining stability. . .
Each of the European nations lived for centuries in a state of unity because they all
believed blindly—all belief is blind—that kings ruled ‘‘by the grace of God.”...
When the peoples of Europe lost the belief, the kings lost the grace, and they were
swept away by the gusts of revolution.”

Ferrero’s argument runs along similar lines. According to him, Euro-
pean civilization has produced two great principles of legitimacy, the
monarchic-hereditary and the democratic-elective. Either of them has
proved capable of serving as the foundation of stable political systems.
Since the French Revolution the monarchical principle has gone into
decline, leading to the downfall of monarchy in most countries by the end
of the First World War. However, the disappearance of monarchy was not
followed, in most cases, by the establishment of a stable and legitimate
democracy, for which the respective peoples were not ready. The vacuum
of authority left behind by the collapse of monarchies was filled by regimes
Ferrero terms ‘‘revolutionary’’ or ‘‘totalitarian,”” and whose first examples
he sees in the Jacobin and Napoleonic dictatorships. Such regimes claim to
represent the popular will. But their pretended democratic character is a
sham, because they cannot face the test of free elections and the existence
of an overt opposition. Revolutionary regimes try to compensate for the
lack of authentic democratic legitimacy by appeals to an exclusive and mili-
tant ideology and to the personal charisma of infallible leaders, by engaging
in foreign military adventures, and finally by a systematic repression of all
dissident elements. Revolutionary/totalitarian regimes are necessarily ter-
roristic, because the rulers, sensing the illegitimacy and instability of their
authority, live in a constant fear of society, and society lives in fear of the
rulers.®

Lypyns’kyj’s views fully coincide with those of Ortega and Ferrero in
respect to the legitimizing function the monarchical institution once
fulfilled. A basic divergence is to be found, however, in their evaluations of
the present and of future prospects. Both Ortega and Ferrero thought the
only workable solution to the problem of legitimacy of power in our times
to be democratic. Lypyns’kyj denied this. His pessimistic assessment of
democracy undoubtedly reflected the failure of Ukrainian and Russian

7 José Ortega y Gasset, Concord and Liberty, trans. Helene Weyl (New York, 1963), pp.
19-20.

8  Gugliemo Ferrero, The Principles of Power: The Great Political Crises of History, trans.
Theodore R. Jaeckel (New York, 1942).
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democracy in 1917, and the sorry performance of Western liberal democra-
cies which won the war against conservative-monarchical imperial Ger-
many, only to fail conspicuously in the creation of a viable and stable
postwar order. Lypyns’kyj was strongly dedicated to the idea of a rule of
law. Therefore, he could not but reject a ‘‘revolutionary’’—that is, dicta-
torial and totalitarian, solution to the problem of the structure of power,
represented in Ukrainian politics by the communist and integral-nationalist
movements. The only remaining option, and the one he passionately
embraced, was to uphold the time-proven principle of monarchical legit-
imacy.

To avoid misunderstanding, it must be emphasized that Lypyns’kyj was
no partisan of absolute monarchy. He most definitely rejected absolutist
monarchical regimes, such as tsarist Russia’s, calling them ‘‘hereditary dic-
tatorships.”” ‘‘Of course, we do not want the old tsarist autocracy, this
semi-Asiatic, democratic [i.e., populist] despotism, which in moments of
danger saved itself with the help of the mob, by pogroms.’’? The type of
monarchy he advocated was ‘‘restricting by law and restricted by law’’—in
other words, constitutional monarchy. He repeatedly referred to the exam-
ple of England as the model that Ukrainians should try to emulate. He
believed that the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Hetmanate was
evolving toward this type of political system.

Lypyns’kyj was not blind to the fact that the spirit of the age was alto-
gether inhospitable to the idea of hereditary authority, the principle of
monarchical legitimacy:

A new monarchy, a new dynasty, cannot be created in a time when press and litera-
ture dominate life. Founders of monarchies and dynasties, ‘‘God-given’’ leaders of
nations, cannot appear in an age in which the epic sense of life has vanished. Epic
heroes (bohatyri’) are not being born with the friendly assistance of the cinema and
newspaper reporters.'?

Lypyns’kyj hoped that this difficulty could be overcome by an appeal to
tradition: not the creation of a new dynasty, but the restoration of a dynasty
whose claims are hallowed by historical precedent. Under the given condi-
tions, this meant support for the Skoropads’kyj cause: a member of that
family had once occupied the hetman’s office in the eighteenth century, and
a descendent of the same family had validated these historical rights by
assuming the hetmancy in 1918.

% Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, p. 42.
10 Lypyns’kyj, Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv, pp. 89-90.
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Lypyns’Kkyj did not idealize Pavlo Skoropads’kyj’s regime; he was aware
of its weaknesses and criticized some of its policies. But he asserted that
the Hetmanate of 1918, despite its shortcomings, was the closest approxi-
mation to a desirable form of government for the Ukraine, and, by the same
token, the best chance to establish a viable Ukrainian state during the revo-
lutionary era; he denied that the rival leftist regime of the Ukrainian
People’s Republic had such potential. Therefore, when the hour of
Ukrainian independence shall strike again, Ukrainian patriots would,
according to Lypyns’kyj, have to continue the work begun in 1918 by
recreating a constitutional monarchy under the legitimate Skoropads’kyj
dynasty. A critical assessment of Lypyns’kyj’s monarchist conception
should discuss it on two levels, from the perspective of the era of the
Ukrainian Revolution (which, of course, was Lypyns’kyj’s perspective),
and from that of the present Ukrainian generation.

There is considerable evidence that throughout the nineteenth and into
the early years of the twentieth century, monarchical loyalism of a spon-
taneous and naive kind was widespread among the Ukrainian people. It
centered on the alien Romanov and (in Galicia) Habsburg dynasties.
Lypyns’kyj was probably right that the Ukrainian masses had little under-
standing of statehood as an abstract concept; for them the state had to be
personified in a living father-figure. It was sensible, therefore, to try to
divert this feeling of allegiance, released by the abdication of the last tsar,
toward the personified symbol of Ukrainian statehood. Also, memories of
the Cossack age were still very much alive among the population of Central
and Eastern Ukraine. It could seem reasonable, then, to anchor the reborn
Ukrainian state in the tradition of the old Cossack body politic.

On the other side of the argument, the mainstream of the Ukrainian
Revolution was undoubtedly populist and socialist. The regime of the
Ukrainian People’s Republic was more broadly based than Skoropads’kyj’s
Hetmanate. A native monarchical tradition did not exist in the Ukraine; the
Hetmanate of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was, after all, elec-
tive and semi-republican. Thus Hetman Pavlo Skoropads’kyj’s quasi-
dynastic claims did not suffice to endow his rule with an aura of legitimacy.
Only massive popular support could have legitimized Skoropads’kyj’s
regime. To secure this would have required a leader of extraordinary
genius and charisma, a second Bohdan Xmel'nyc’kyj. It is not to detract
from the real merits of Pavlo Skoropads’kyj to say that he was not a states-
man of such stature. The general political constellation of the time must
also be taken into account. With the fall of imperial Germany, the victory
of the liberal-democratic Entente in the West, and the Bolshevik Revolution
engulfing Russia and spilling over into the Ukraine, it is difficult to see how
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a conservative-monarchical regime could have possibly survived in the
Ukraine. It is noteworthy that two other recently-reborn East European
states, Poland and Finland, which originally were planned as constitutional
kingdoms, switched to the republican form of government.

There was much justice in Lypyns’kyj’s acerbic critique of Ukrainian
‘‘revolutionary democracy,’’ that is, of the left-wing parties which formed
the governments of the Ukrainian People’s Republic during the Central
Rada and Directory periods. But Lypyns’kyj erred in thinking that these
faults were congenital to the democratic character of the Ukrainian People’s
Republic. They should rather be diagnosed as ‘“infantile disorders,”” result-
ing from the immaturity and political inexperience of the Ukrainian
national-liberation movement—a legacy of tsarist autocracy which denied
to the peoples under its domination any training in self-government and
responsible citizenship. This interpretation is corroborated by the experi-
ence of the West Ukrainian People’s Republic, established on the territory
of the former Austrian province of Galicia. The West Ukrainian state
adhered basically to the same democratic-populist philosophy as the
Ukrainian People’s Republic in the central and eastern parts of the country.
What made the difference was that the Galician Ukrainians had gone
through the school of Austrian constitutionalism. The government of the
West Ukrainian People’s Republic enjoyed the unquestioned allegiance of
the entire Ukrainian population, and it successfully maintained law and
order throughout the territory under its control. The Western Ukraine was
free of the scourges that afflicted the Dnieper Ukraine: agrarian riots, anti-
Jewish pogroms, and otamanscyna (freelance military chieftains, or
otamany, with their detachments). Lypyns’kyj explicitly recognized the
legitimate nature of the government of the West Ukrainian People’s Repub-
lic. This means that, even on Lypyns’kyj’s terms, a stable and legitimate
Ukrainian democratic regime was not, in principle, impossible.

Where does all this leave us today? Since the end of World War 1
monarchies have been disappearing in one country after another, to the
point that kings have become an endangered species. This trend is not
necessarily to be hailed as ‘‘progressive.”” In most cases, monarchies have
been superseded not by stable democracies, but by dictatorships and tyran-
nies of the type Ferrero called ‘‘revolutionary’ or ‘‘totalitarian’’ and
Lypyns’kyj called ‘‘ochlocratic.”” (The Russians rid themselves of the tsar,
and they received Lenin and Stalin; the Germans deposed the silly but
rather harmless Kaiser Wilhelm 1I, and they got Hitler instead; the Iranians
overthrew the shah, to fall under the rule of the Ayatollah Khomeini.) In
those countries where monarchies still exist, there may be good reasons to
preserve them: out of a sense of respect and affection for tradition, and as a
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symbol of national continuity. It may also be advantageous to separate the
office of the ceremonial head of state from that of the actual chief execu-
tive, and to keep the former non-political by removing it from partisan com-
petition. It is not coincidental that those European countries where the
institution of monarchy survives—Britain, the three Scandinavian king-
doms, the Netherlands, Belgium—are among those possessing the highest
level of political culture and the best entrenched, most secure civil liberty.
This applies also to Japan, in many respects the most advanced nation of
Asia.

It is clear, however, that the institution of monarchy survives only on
sufferance. By itself, it is no longer able to legitimize authority; rather, it is
itself in need of being legitimized by popular will. And once a monarchy
has fallen, it hardly ever can be restored, because whatever charisma it still
may have possessed is gone forever. (Recent history has experienced only
a single, isolated case of a monarchical restoration: Spain. It remains to be
seen whether the restored Spanish Bourbon royalty will last.) Particularly
in countries such as the Ukraine, where the entire traditional structure has
been completely turned upside down by decades of communist rule, the
prospects of a monarchical restoration must be assessed as nil. The prob-
lem of legitimacy remains, of course, but at this stage in world history it can
be solved only along democratic lines. As Tocqueville correctly predicted
one hundred and fifty years ago, the choice mankind faces is between
liberal democracy and ‘‘democratic despotism.’’

There are indications that Lypyns’kyj, despite his dogmatic monarchism,
had an inkling of this state of affairs. We know from his biography that
shortly before his death he despaired of the Skoropads’kyj cause. Conflicts
with Hetman Pavlo certainly played a role in this, but it seems that he was
also assailed by doubts concerning the fundamental validity of his concep-
tion. This was his personal tragedy, which should be viewed with compas-
sion. In any event, in his last writings, while continuing to advocate 2
hereditary hetmanate as most desirable, Lypyns’kyj proclaimed that the
determination of the form of government of the future Ukrainian state
should be a prerogative of the constituent assembly. This amounted to an
admittance of the democratic principle of popular sovereignty—the princi-
ple he had rejected so vehemently.

It was Lypyns’kyj’s great accomplishment to have been the first
Ukrainian political thinker to have formulated the problem of legitimate
authority. This problem was never raised by prerevolutionary democratic
publicists, because they did not think in terms of independent statehood;
they accepted the existing empires, Russia and Austria-Hungary, as a fact
of life, and their vision of the Ukrainian national liberation movement was
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that of a revolutionary ferment, a permanent opposition against these estab-
lished powers. Populists and Marxists tended to be concerned primarily
with socioeconomic issues, and to look on questions of political structure as
secondary. Communists and integral nationalists, who dominated the
Ukrainian political scene during the interwar era, were attuned to the prob-
lem of power, but wished to solve it in a revolutionary manner: by the dic-
tatorship of a single party, standing at the helm of the masses and acting
with unlimited authority in their name and on their behalf. Lypyns’kyj
alone understood that, in order not to be arbitrary and tyrannical, the power
of the state must be based on the principle of legitimacy and be cir-
cumscribed by it. This is what Ukrainian democrats should try to leam
from Lypyns’kyj, while proposing a different solution.

University of Alberta



The Odyssey of V. Lypyns’kyj’s Archives

EUGENE ZYBLIKEWYCZ

The odyssey of the personal and family archives of Vjageslav Lypyns’kyj is
eventful and dramatic, as was the life of their owner and collector.

Vjageslav Lypyns’kyj showed an interest in and aptitude for collecting
archival materials as an eighth-grade student at the First Kiev Gymnasium
(1901-1902). He continued to develop that interest during his university
studies in Cracow (1902-1907) and in Geneva (1907-1908), and then pur-
sued it when living again in Cracow and in Zakopane (1910-12), at
Rusalivs’ki éahary in the Uman’ region (1912-14), and in Poltava
(1915-17).

Lypyns’kyj’s archival materials were stored first at the family manor of
the Lypyns’kyjs (Lipiriskis) at Zaturci in Volhynia and then, from 1912, at
the personal estate that Vjaleslav inherited from his mother’s brother,
Adam Rokicki, at Rusalivs’ki éahary. It was said at the time that
Lypyns’kyj’s library and archives at Rusalivs’ki Cahary were among the
largest private collections in history and political thought in the Ukraine.

In 1915 the family manor at Zaturci was completely devastated because
it was located on the line of protracted fighting between Austro-German and
Russian army units. Family and personal archival materials were destroyed
by fire and ruin, along with the estate buildings. In the manor’s park, only
tree trunks scorched by artillery fire remained. Vjaceslav’s own estate at
Rusalivs’ki Cahary was robbed and burned down by Ukrainian rebels in
April 1918, already after the arrival of the German army in the Ukraine and
three weeks before the proclamation of the Hetmanate.

The losses, especially that of the library and archives at Rusalivs’ki
Cahary, where the manuscript of a four-volume history of the Ukraine
ready for publication had gone up in flames, were a great blow to
Lypyns’kyj. Even ten years later, in a dedication to his parents of a planned
publication in Polish on Ukrainian political themes, Lypyns’kyj expressed
pain at the recollection: ‘‘To the dearest memory of my beloved Parents,
Kazimierz and Klara, née Rokicka, Lipinski, and to the memories of the
House in which I was raised and which was destroyed by a war of capital-
ists and a rebellion of nomads, I am dedicating this fruit of the work,
thought, and aspirations of my whole life—Wactaw Lipiriski.”’
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In July 1918 Hetman Pavlo Skoropads’kyj appointed Lypyns’kyj ambas-
sador of the Ukrainian state to the imperial court in Vienna. From the
beginning of his ambassadorship, Lypyns’kyj collected archival materials
and a library. The manuscripts then assembled—his unpublished works,
diaries, correspondence, records, notes for his memoirs, materials of the
Vienna Embassy, and miscellaneous materials—are now almost all gath-
ered, and form one of the largest archival collections at the W. K. Lypynsky
East European Research Institute in Philadelphia. It is significant that only
Lypyns’kyj’s archival materials created and collected outside of the
Ukraine have survived.

Many persons took part in the preservation of Lypyns’kyj’s archival
treasures. They include the metropolitan of Lviv, Andrej §eptyc’kyj; the
metropolitan of Philadelphia, Konstantyn Bohacevs’kyj; the primate of
Austria, Cardinal Theodor Innitzer; and Professor Philip Moseley of
Columbia University. Indeed, the preservation of Lypyns’kyj’s émigré
archives has a history of its own.

In an entry dated 5 November 1929, Lypyns’kyj recorded in his diary
that Metropolitan §eptyc’kyj had arrived that moming by taxi from the air-
port in Graz (Styria), at Badegg, Lypyns’kyj’s residence in the Styrian
mountains. Septyc’kyj had talked with him on various subjects of mutual
interest, and had asked to purchase Lypyns’kyj’s correspondence for the
National Museum in Lviv, which the metropolitan had founded. By mutual
agreement the correspondence was to be turned over to the museum, but
only after Lypyns’kyj’s death.

Somewhat later, in May 1931, Lypyns’kyj, now in critical health, was
obliged to commit himself to the Wienerwald sanatorium near Vienna, at
considerable expense. He wrote to Metropolitan §eptyc’kyj, on 16 May,
requesting a loan of $500. If he were unable to repay the money, he pro-
posed to turn over to the National Museum in Lviv manuscripts of his
unfinished works and his notes on a variety of subjects. The metropolitan
accepted the proposal readily.

On Saturday momning, 6 June 1931, Lypyns’kyj left for Wienerwald,
accompanied by his brother, Wiodzimierz, a physician in Luc’k. On June
14, having fought heroically with death for eight days, he succumbed.

Lypyns’kyj’s death raised the question of how to divide his estate, espe-
cially his archives, now owned in part by Metropolitan §eptyc’kyj.

The designated executor of Lypyns’kyj’s will was Myxajlo Savur-
Cyprijanovy¢, his loyal, longtime secretary. VjaCeslav’s library was
immediately taken by his brother, Stanistaw, to Volhynia, where it would be
destroyed during the war, in 1939-40. In accordance with the decision of
Cyprijanovy&, the Reverend Mitrate Myron Hornykevy¢, plenipotentiary of
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Metropolitan Septyc’kyj and then parish priest at the St. Barbara Church in
Vienna, took possession of not only all of Lypyns’kyj’s correspondence,
unfinished works, and notes, but also his diaries, the materials of the Vienna
Embassy (in copies), many small fascicles, and the notes Lypyns’kyj had
taken to write his memoirs.

Informed about the transfer, Septyc’kyj decided, after some reflection,
not to transport the archives to Lviv. He had a premonition that the wake of
the Russian Revolution would reach Galicia—which, of course, did happen,
first in 193941 and then again in 1944. The metropolitan appointed the
Reverend Myron Homykevy? custodian of the archives, and ordered that
they be stored in the parish hall of the St. Barbara Church in Vienna.

According to Lypyns’kyj’s will, his archives were to become available
for use only ten years after his death. That tenth anniversary came during
the Second World War, which ended with the occupation by the Soviet Red
Army of not only Galicia, but of all Eastern Europe and a large portion of
Central Europe, including parts of Austria and its capital, Vienna. The
approach of the Red Army posed a serious threat to Lypyns’kyj’s archives.
Father Hornykevyé was aware what consequences would result if the
Soviets found political archives in the parish building. His hasty search for
another location led to the primate of Austria and archbishop of Vienna,
Cardinal Innitzer, who agreed to relocate Lypyns’kyj’s archives in the cel-
lar of his cathedral church, St. Stephen’s, where the archives of the Vienna
archdiocese were also located.

In the meantime, on 13 April 1945, the Red Army occupied Vienna and
agents of the Soviet secret police started to operate. Investigators sum-
moned Father Homykevy¢ and inquired where Lypyns’kyj’s archives were.
At the same time it became known that Soviet agents were frequently visit-
ing the cellar of St. Stephen’s, where they were particularly intrigued by a
pillow-covered door off the corridor. That news alarmed Cardinal Innitzer,
who quickly sought a different location for Lypyns’kyj’s archives. Having
found it, he called Father Homykevy¢, saying that he would celebrate a ser-
vice for the safe transfer of the archives on the next day and asking Father
Hornykevy to do the same at St. Barbara’s Church.

The new location was the State Archives in Vienna, or Staatsarchiv. But
it would not be easy to transport boxes with Lypyns’kyj’s archives there,
because Soviet patrols were roaming the streets of Vienna day and night,
stopping and checking transports.

Cardinal Innitzer hit on the idea of transporting the boxes in trucks
belonging to the Viennese archdiocese. The trucks had been transporting
food for children throughout the city every day. It was widely known that
the archdiocese was helping children with provisions at several dozen food
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distribution centers in Vienna. The cardinal also knew that the Soviet
patrols had become used to the trucks and rarely stopped them. He took the
risk, and the operation succeeded. Nobody betrayed the secret transfer and
relocation.

Father Homykevy¢ was forced to flee from Vienna because Soviet
investigators threatened him with arrest unless he provided the information
they wanted. Cardinal Innitzer found him refuge at a monastery in Upper
Austria near the town of Traunstein. I lived as a refugee not far from that
monastery, which gave me the opportunity to pay frequent visits to Father
Homykevy¢ and to learn about the Lypyns’kyj archives.

My story thus far of the archives’ odyssey has been based largely on
information obtained from Father Myron Homykevy¢. He provided me
with the address of his brother, the Reverend Dr. Teofil’ Homykevy¢, a per-
manent resident of Vienna, who knew about the archives and became the
decisive figure in their later rescue.

My correspondence with the Reverend Teofil’ HomykevyC was estab-
lished a few months after my arrival in New York in 1949, and again in
1953, when I moved to Philadelphia. I fretted over the thought that every
day increased the danger of the archives’ capture by the Soviets. Living in
a new country, in completely new circumstances, I felt helpless, and yet I
pondered the question of what to do about the archives. The idea came to
mind that I should seek the help of some American university or private
archival institution.

In the spring of 1952, Dr. Ostap Kotyk-Stepanovy¢ and I went to see
Professor Philip Moseley of Columbia University, whom my companion
knew from Prague. We told him the story of the Lypyns’kyj archives and
proposed that Columbia University acquire them from the Austrian
Staatsarchiv through the mediation of an American representative in
Vienna. Professor Moseley was visibly interested in the matter, but asked
for two weeks’ time to check the proposal with university authorities.

The result of Professor Moseley’s consultation was essentially positive,
but the university administration required that at least one important
Ukrainian social organization or the metropolitan of Philadelphia submit a
written statement agreeing to the acquisition of the Lypyns’kyj archives by
Columbia University. Dmytro Halychyn and Roman Slobodian agreed to
provide such a statement from the Ukrainian National Association when the
rescue of the archives was imminent. Columbia University proceeded to
arrange the transfer, only to come 'up against the resolute refusal of the
director of the Staatsarchiv to either sell or give the archives to anyone,
because they had been placed in the Staatsarchiv by Cardinal Innitzer on
deposit for Metropolitan §eptyc’kyj.
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In this stalemate what remained was only to obtain permission from the
Staatsarchiv director to microfilm the Lypyns’kyj archives in their entirety,
at our expense. Only Father Teofil’ Homykevy¢ could make the arrange-
ments, because he had contacts with influential circles in Vienna. Also, he
was trusted by Cardinal Innitzer, who could assist in the undertaking.

Although the Soviets officially withdrew from Austria in 1955, the polit-
ical atmosphere there remained tense, so that caution and circumspection
seemed well advised. The plan to microfilm the Lypyns’kyj archives
depended on assuring the personal safety of Father Teofil’, on relaying
information overseas despite the absence of reliable postal services, and on
the delivery of funds through trusted persons.

Finally a good opportunity presented itself in the form of the departure
of Reverend Dr. Volodymyr Gavli¢ from New York via Rome to Vienna,
where he was to become priest of St. Barbara’s parish. Through him I
passed a long letter to Father Teofil’. There followed a long wait for Father
Gavli¢’s return, and Father Teofil’s answer. It came in the summer of
1962: Father Teofil’ needed $1,500 for the work to begin. The wait for
another good opportunity ensued. Unexpected help came from Metropoli-
tan Kostantyn Bohatevs’kyj in Philadelphia, who agreed to pass money to
Father Teofil’ through the Nunciature in Washington. The money was col-
lected, without any publicity by a small group in Philadelphia who shared
Lypyns’kyj’s ideas, by January 1963.

Microfilming started in the spring of 1963. The work was done three
times a week by a retired microfilm operator. Everything in the archives,
down to Lypyns’kyj’s medical prescriptions, was microfilmed. The work
was directed by Father Teofil’, whom the Staatsarchiv took on as an aide.
Due in part to the illnesses of Father Teofil” and the microfilm operator, the
operation took more than two years to complete.

In the meantime Father Teofil’ managed to establish a postal connection
with me through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Vienna and the Austrian
Embassy in Washington. Not only Father Teofil’s letters to me and mine to
him, but also rolls of microfilms went by diplomatic post.

In 1965 the last rolls of microfilm of Vjadeslav Lypyns’kyj’s archives
arrived. That provided the inspiration for the foundation and subsequent
activity of the East European Research Institute named in honor of
VjaGeslav Lypyns’kyj.

W. K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute

Translated from the Ukrainian by Bohdan A. Struminsky



The Archives of V. Lypyns’kyj

IWAN KOROWYTSKY

The archives of Vjaleslav Lypyns’kyj form the basic collection of the W.
K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute in Philadelphia, which also
houses archival materials of Metropolitan Andrej §eptyc’kyj, Pavlo
Skoropads’kyj and his family, the Lepkyj family, the Olesnyc’kyj clan, and
some other prominent Ukrainians.

Lypyns’kyj’s personal archives number over 20,000 pages of handwrit-
ten, typed, microfilmed, and photocopied materials. They include his
unpublished works, notes on planned projects, and various materials relat-
ing to his life and work. His personal archives are also linked with materi-
als written by other individuals, mainly letters to Lypyns’kyj and memoirs
about him.

From his youth Lypyns’kyj was a conscientious and meticulous collector
of source materials and historical documents. He began collecting archival
materials early in life, at his family homestead in Zaturci in Volhynia, then
continued this activity at his own residence in the Kiev region, at
Rusalivs’ki Cahary and, later, in Austria (Vienna, Reichenau, and Badegg)
and in Berlin. Most probably he also collected historical materials as a stu-
dent in Cracow and Geneva, but the materials acquired during that time,
presumably once stored on the Lypyns’kyj estate, no longer exist.

The catastrophes that befell Lypyns’kyj led to the loss of personal and
family documentary treasures. During World War I, heavy battles raged on
the front lines between Volodymyr and Luc’k, where the Lypyns’kyj estate
at Zaturci was located: its buildings and everything that was in them were
destroyed. During the Revolution and the concomitant destruction of
private property, the Uman’ region, where Rusalivs’ki Cahary was located,
was not spared. Whatever was not pillaged—that is, books and papers
which did not interest the rebels—was burned along with Lypyns’kyj’s
home. The fire consumed a collection of Lypyns’kyj’s historical
manuscripts, including his nearly completed history of the Ukraine.

Despite the loss of these precious documents, Lypyns’kyj was able to
restore his archives in Austria and also to arrange for their safekeeping in
his will. These are the materials that, although far from complete in their
original form, constitute the basic collection of the Lypynsky Institute. Part
of the archives dealing mainly with family matters was, in accordance with
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Lypyns’kyj’s will, transferred to his brother in Zaturci and can be presumed
lost. Materials from the Vienna Embassy and from the editorial office of
the journal Xliborobs'ka Ukrajina, as well as Lypyns’kyj’s scholarly and
publicistic works, were placed, also in compliance with his will, in the safe-
keeping of trusted individuals. After the Second World War they were
gradually transferred to the institute.

Added to these salvaged archives were materials that had for some time
been in the care of Reverend Myron Homykevy¢, pastor of St. Barbara’s
Church, Vienna. Reverend Homykevy¢ had received the materials in
accordance with an agreement between Lypyns'kyj and Metropolitan
Andrej §eptyc’kyj regarding the acquisition of the Lypyns’kyj archives and
their eventual transfer to Lviv. The archives were never sent to Lviv, but
were hidden, first under St. Stephen’s Cathedral in Vienna and then in
another underground location. After the Second World War agents of the
occupying Soviet government searched for the archives. The account of
this search, as described by Eugene Zyblikewycz, director of the Lypynsky
Institute, reads like a detective story. The collection itself has finally been
microfilmed, and one of the two copies is retained at the institute. Only
parts of the ‘‘Austrian’’ archives of Lypyns’kyj have been saved; today
they are being complemented and studied at the institute.

Initially the institute’s major goal was to supplement the archives with
materials still available in the West. Widespread correspondence and
extensive travels by the institute’s director have brought success. Today
there is very little material connected with the life and work of Vjaceslav
Lypyns’kyj that cannot be found at the institute.

The materials in the Lypyns’kyj archives can be divided into four
categories. These divisions are, of course, arbitrary, and they are provi-
sional. Only after the compilation of a thematic index prepared on the basis
of Lypyns’kyj’s own notes can all the materials preserved at the institute be
properly analyzed and sorted.

The first of the four categories comprise documents and materials (not
yet arranged by subject matter) that are of essentially historical significance.
They pertain to the embassy of the Ukrainian State and the Directorate of
the Ukrainian National Republic in Vienna. Included are official papers
composed by Lypyns’kyj and those of state and private organizations, and
Lypyns’kyj’s diplomatic passport. Also among these papers is a draft of
Lypyns’kyj’s planned but unfinished study, “‘Introduction to Decrees.”” Its
aim was to analyze the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk (1918) as an important his-
torical event and as an act of international recognition of the Ukrainian
State. The ratification of this treaty between the Ukraine and Germany,
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Bulgaria, and Turkey took place at the Ukrainian Embassy in Vienna, with
Lypyns’kyj presiding.

Second in importance, and more distinct as a separate category, are the
scholarly and publicistic works of Lypyns’kyj. These studies, as well as his
notes, outlines, and plans for future works, testify to Lypyns’kyj’s constant
focus on questions raised in his published works, such as Lysty do brativ-
xliborobiv (Letters to fellow farmers). Once the collection and evaluation
of Lypyns’kyj’s scholarly and publicistic writings is completed, his plan to
publish all of them can finally be realized.

The most extensive unpublished study in the category of scholarly-
publicistic materials is entitled ‘‘Het’manstvo &y respublika?”’ (Hetmanate
or republic?), and subtitled ‘‘Pro naSu polityku vnutri$nju i zakordonnu v
1917-1919 rokax”’ (On our internal and foreign policies in the years
1917-1919). Written in the fall of 1919, this work (177 unnumbered pages
in the original) was composed as an open letter to *‘political friends and
adherents.”” Here the author treats a theme that is essential to his political
ideology, namely, ‘‘what constitutes the Ukrainian nation.”” His ideas,
based on the past and current status of the nation, focus on the necessity to
‘‘create a Ukrainian State on Ukrainian territory.”” The state would have a
monarchical structure, in which the hetman (monarch) would become the
symbol of the unification of the nation and the crystallization of its creative
forces, its “‘elite.”’

Two other texts closely linked with the content and point of view of
‘‘Het’manstvo ¢y respublika?’’ are ‘‘Dorohi druzi’’ (Dear friends), a state-
ment made to his followers in 1919 upon his resignation as the Ukrainian
National Republic’s ambassador to Austria, and ‘‘Braters’ka spovid’ "’
(Confession to brothers), written in 1921 on the occasion of the first
anniversary of the Council of Sworn Members of the Ukrainian Union of
Farmers—Statists (Rada prysjainyx Ukrajins'koho sojuzu xliborobiv-
derZavnykiv). The world view of these two texts and of ‘‘Hetmanate or
republic?”’ is emphasized in the essay ‘‘Tragedija ukrajins’koho Sanco
Panca’’ (Tragedy of the Ukrainian Sancho Panza). These reflections, subti-
tled *‘From the notebook of an emigrant,”’ were written in 1919~1920 and
survive in two recensions.

Thematically related to the studies written in 1919 is the later, larger
work of 1927 entitled ‘‘Teorija pravlinnja’’ (Theory of rule), known to be
extant but not yet procured for the archives.

Among earlier unpublished texts in this thematic group are two from the
years 1911 and 1912: “‘Druhyj akt™ (The second act), written for the
planned periodical Vil'na Ukrajina, which was to be published by
Ukrainian political emigrants from Russia, and ‘‘Memorijal do
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Ukrajins’koho komitetu pro nae stanovy3Ce suproty napruZenoji sytuaciji v
Evropi’’ (Memorandum to the Ukrainian Committee concerning our posi-
tion with regard to the tense political situation in Europe), an address com-
posed for the program of the prospective Sojuz vyzvolennja Ukrajiny
(Union for the Liberation of the Ukraine).

The third category of Lypyns’kyj’s archival materials is his voluminous
correspondence with various individuals and institutions (Ukrainian and
non-Ukrainian), comprising over 10,000 handwritten and typed pages.
Letters preserved in Lypyns’kyj’s archives are rough drafts, hand copies, or
typewritten texts, produced with painstaking care by his secretary Myxajlo
Savur-Cyprijanovy&. Lypyns’kyj also kept some original signed letters
which for one reason or another were never dispatched. One hundred and
fifty-one original letters have been collected, whereas many more have been
lost, together with the belongings of the addressees. A ‘‘Register of
letters’” kept by Lypyns’kyj was helpful in locating correspondence and
addressees in the West. Among the original letters and postcards that have
been preserved are 71 sent to Volodymyr Zalozec’kyj, scholar and activist,
21 to Lypyns’kyj’s follower Mykola KoCubej, an activist in the Hetmanite
movement, and 29 to Petro Kovaljov.

Lypyns’kyj’s letters deal primarily with contemporary political and ideo-
logical problems, rather than with personal matters. A total of approxi-
mately 1,200 are extant. Especially substantive are his letters to the politi-
cal and national activist Andrij Zuk (ca. 100 letters) and to the well-known
patron of culture Jevhen Cykalenko (ca. 50 letters). Of no lesser impor-
tance are a group of over 100 letters sent to other prominent Ukrainian and
non-Ukrainian individuals and institutions. Among the recipients of
Lypyns’kyj’s correspondence—with, to give an example, surnames begin-
ning with *‘S”’—are Ljudvyk Sedlec’kyj, Volodymyr Singalevy¢, Pavlo
Skoropads’kyj, Oleksander Skoropys-Joltuxovs’kyj, Oleksander Slavyn-
s’kyj, Rev. Josyf Slipyj, Volodymyr Starosol’s’kyj, Vasyl’ Stefanyk, Stepan
Smal’-Stoc’kyj, Kyrylo Studyns’kyj.

Personal affairs and business matters constitute the fourth separate
category of the Lypyns’kyj archives. Included are a great number of
notecards of all sizes and over ten notepads and notebooks. The most
important item in this category is Lypyns’kyj’s diary, or ““S¢odennyk.”’
The remaining material consists mainly of day-to-day notes written on orig-
inally unnumbered and unbound cards, some dating to 1919. Eugene
Zyblikewycz has arranged these cards according to subject (they are
undated). More specific information is contained in fifteen notebooks and
three notepads covering the years 1918 to 1931. The most well represented
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year is 1927, when Lypyns’kyj was in Berlin and his notecards functioned
as his diary.

Several hundred other notecards constitute a separate group. They, too,
were unbound, but on each Lypyns’'kyj has handwritten *‘for memoirs’’ or
‘‘memoirs.”” These notes were intended to aid him in the writing of his
memoirs. A debilitating, progressive lung disease, bringing an early death at
the age of 49, did not allow him to realize that plan.

The papers pertaining to personal affairs and business matters are the
final and most varied category of archival materials. They include reminis-
cences, details of everyday life, commentaries on political events, a registry
of visits and conversations, and so forth. Some of this material overlaps
with the other three categories.

Lypyns’kyj’s handwritten materials have almost all been transcribed.
However, to be fully accessible to a reading public, a subject index is
needed.

In addition to Lypyns’kyj’s unpublished works, his diary, notes, letters
(four large volumes), and papers pertaining to the embassy in Vienna, the
Lypyns’kyj archives include manuscript materials by other individuals.
Only a small portion of the nearly 10,000 letters to Lypyns’kyj held in the
archives has been read and transcribed, and of this number, only the letters
by Dmytro Doro$enko and Osyp Nazaruk have been published.

Memoirs about Lypyns’kyj have also been collected by the institute. His
sister Wanda has provided recollections of the years 1914—-1923, that is, the
period in Lypyns’kyj’s life that has been least researched. The archives
also contain recollections by Natalija Polons’ka-Vasylenko about Lypyn-
s’kyj’s early years and an account by Bohdan Lepkyj about his meeting
with Lypyns’kyj in Cracow in the year 1903. Details about Lypyns’kyj’s
family life and personal relationships are provided by Myxajlo Lozyns’kyj,
in reminiscences of his stay at the Lypyns’kyj estate in the Uman’ region.

The library of the Lypynsky Institute has collected Lypyns’kyj’s pub-
lished works and publications about him by Dmytro Doroenko, Halyna
Zurba, Jevhen éykalenko, Adam Montrezor, and others. There is also a
comprehensive collection of reactions to and reviews of Lypyns’kyj’s
works, as well as polemics against him, obituaries, and the like. In 1932,
not long after Lypyns’kyj’s death, the Lviv periodical Dzvony published an
issue (no. 6 [15]) dedicated to his memory which included a bibliography of
his writings and reviews of his work by Antonina Strutyns’ka. In 1931, a
collection of articles, entitled ‘‘V. Lypyns’kyj jak ideoloh i polityk’’ (V.
Lypyns’kyj as an ideologue and politician) was published in UZhorod. Con-
tributors included Oleksander Skoropys-Joltuxovs’kyj, a member of the
Union for the Liberation of the Ukraine, Ivan Mirduk, philosopher and
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cultural historian, the historian Dmytro DoroSenko, the economist Myxajlo
Tymofijev, Serhij Semet, and Adam Montrezor.

The archives of the institute, with their collection of materials pertaining
to Vjageslav Lypyns’kyj, have become a depository and a center of studies
on the history and political thought in the Ukraine during the period of
independence (1917-1920) and in the following years. Because of oppor-
tune circumstances and the enthusiastic efforts of the archivist Hryhorij
Kostjuk and the director of the Lypynsky Institute Eugene Zyblikewycz, the
archives of two outstanding figures in modern Ukrainian history have been
collected and made available: those of Lypyns’kyj, and those of his political
antipode Volodymyr Vynny&enko, whose legacy is housed at the Ukrainian
Academy of Arts and Sciences in New York and whose diary is now being
published as a joint effort by the Ukrainian Academy and the Canadian
Institute of Ukrainian Studies.

The founders of the W. K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute
have undertaken appropriate measures to secure its holdings from the fate
that befell Ukrainian archives in Prague, Warsaw, Paris, and Berlin during
the Second World War. It now functions not only as a scholarly institute,
housing a library and archives, but also as a publisher. The two volumes of
materials from the Lypyns’kyj archives that have appeared to date have
already added to the information readily available about the historian and
thinker Vja&eslav Lypyns’kyj.

Somerset, N. J.



SELECTED PREVIOUSLY UNPUBLISHED WORKS
BY VJACESLAV LYPYNS’KYJ*

Hpyruit akt

BACHWJIb BE3PITHU [BAYECJIAB IUIIUHCBKHUI]

Editor’s note: Fjadeslav Lypyns'kyj’s essay "Druhyj akt” (The second act) is a program-
matic statement on the political situation of the Ukrainian people between the Revolu-
tion of 1905 and World War I (for an introductory discussion of this text, see Lew R.
Bilas, "The Intellectual Development of V. Lypyns’kyj: His World View and Political
Activity Before World War I,” published in this issue. Written in 1911 under the pen
name Vasyl’ Bezridnyj, it is characteristic of the democratic period of Lypynskyj’s polit-
ical writings. Published here for the first time, the essay was originally intended to
appear in the journal Vil’'na Ukrajina planned by the group of the same name. Members
were Ukrainian émigrés from the Ukrainian territories that were part of the Russian
Empire and some Ukrainians from Galicia, most of whom advocated independence for
the Ukraine (for more information on this group and its projected journal, see the article
by Andrij Zuk "Do istoriji ukrajins’koji polityénoji dumky pered [perSoju] svitovoju
vijnoju, " reprinted in this issue).

The text is published from a typewritten copy of the original made by Andrij Zuk
now preserved at the W. K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute in Philadelphia;
the whereabouts of the original are unknown. Minor changes have been made in the
Russian language citations to conform to contemporary Russian orthography; the
Ukrainian text is unchanged.

HenaBHo Ha CTOPiHKaxX HALUOl NPECH THXO i HEMOMITHO MpOMaiHyB
CYMHH# BiATOMIH Cy4acHOT0 iHTENreHTCLKOTO YKPAiHCHKOTO XUTTA —
mEpuii ronoc 3 Toro Tabopy, IO B Hallli 4acH PENpe3eHTYE Ha3OBHI
HaLliOHaJibHE JXKUTTS HALIOro MHOroMinioHHoro Hapoay. byna e
mpomoga BurosiomeHa B IleTtep6yprcokomy ykpaiicbkoMy Kiy6i min-
yac JUcKycil Ha TeMy: kpi3a ykpaidcekol iHTenirenuii. “IIpomogens,

* In his Ukrainian language writings V. Lypyns’kyj developed his own linguistic
rules and orthographic system. He had a unigue conception of the form and rhythm of
the Ukrainian language and adjusted its orthography accordingly. For example, he
explained: “S¢ob rytm... zazna&yty,...vZyvaju pravopysu, jakyj podvojuje v zakinZenjax
Selestivky ly$ tam, de naholos na ostannim abo peredostannim skladi (Sukannja, pytan-
nja, natomist” zakin&enja, skor6&enja). Prosu pry &ytannju mojeji praci ce pryjnjaty na
uvahu, ynakse jiji rytm ostanet’sja dlja Vas nezrozumilym™ (Lysty do brativ-xliborobiv
[1926], p. xlviii).

All his Ukrainian-language texts, except for "Druhyj akt,” which was typed from
the original by Andrij Zuk and may contain some of his linguistic adjustments, are
published here in their original form, without any orthographic changes. They can serve
as materials for the study of Lypyns’kyj’s Ukrainian language and political terminology.
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— KaXke KOPECTIOHAEHT Padu, — BHCIIOBIIIOBAB CBOl 60104l AYMKH i
BaraHHs#, W0 My4dIH HOro Moxe Aayxke QOBTO i 4acTo. Mepebupas BiH
Bci 06CTaBUHK, BCi paKTH CyJacHOTO XHTTA, BCi MOXJIHMBOCTH i nep-
CNIEKTHBH B HOro pO3BUTKOBI; 3a3Ha4aB, O YKPAIHLAM XKUTTA CyYacHe
Hece NMII caMi BTpaTH: BIUIMB ajnMiHicTpanil i 3picT umcna n—
KOXHHMIl Nikap, (epluiaj, CTapli¥Ha, YPAOHHK, — BIUIAB ropoja i
CONJaTYMHA, BIUIAB HIKOJM i NpPECH, BIHB KyJbTYPHO-TIPOCBITHOI
pob6oTu — Bce Le Hece 3 coOO010 pycHikalilo MPUCKOPEHHM TEMIIOM.
Tax € Tenep, Tak 6yae i npu 3MiHi noniruuHoi curyauii. IIpaena, na-
pajienbHO 3 UMM 3pOCTac i yKpalHChbKe XHTTH, ajle 3pocTae cnabo i
NOBiNIbHO i 06oporums ceoi nosuuii neped nobionum xodom pociii-
cbKoi Kyasmypu tiomy He cuad’.

IIpoMoBa s — 3a3Hauye KOPECHOHAEHT — 3ycmpina npuxuabHe
gionowens y agdumopii. ”He6Gnarononyyso B 3ToM I0Me”, — 0OCb A0
SKMX BHCHOBKiB Mpo ykpaiHchbke XHTTA B IleTtepOyp3i mpuxonuTh,
po36iparous oui paxTH i CIMITOMH, KOPECTIOHEHT Padu.

Iymaemo, o Ha TakKi eCHMICTHYHI JYMKH MOXe HaBeCTH cy4ac-
HOTO KBOJIOTO i Mi3€pHOI0 YKPAIHChKOTO iHTEJIr¢HTa HE TUIbKH XUTTA
netep6yprebkol yKpaiHChKoi KOJIOHIl, anie B3aradti Liste XXHTTS Haloro
HapoJy, WO Mae l1acTs HaJeXaTH B CBOI# BenuuesHili 6inbinocTi KO
”EauHOKpOBHOro Pycckoro napcrsa”.

Bo norasHbMO TifbKH Ha e XHTTA TaK, K BOHO 3 TOYKH IOr ARy
ChOTOAHAIIHLOIO THA NPeACTAB/ISAETACA.

HepxaBHa pocificbka peBOJIOLIA Pa3oM 3i 3MiHOK CYCHUTbHHX i
TOJHTHYHUX BIHOCHMH O/ L0l AepXaBH NPHHEC]IA TaKOX TaKi cami
3MiHH i 4N il "Manopocificekux ry6epHiii”. CrnipaBiaau oTxe # My, K
cnif pocificbkuM ropoxxaHaM, “AHi BECHH”; OTIM 3 pPOGITHHYOO Po-
ci€to "GacTyBann” MO ropojax, a 3 CelIFHCbKOIO “THCaIH Hakasu” 1o
Mocksu i Iletepbypra. Hictanu oAHAaKOBY, PO3YMIE€TbCs, HaraciHy
KOHCTHTYL{IO 3 norpomMamu. Bubipanu 10 BCAKHX “OyM” 1 BATBOPHJIH
3 noMmix cebe y BeTHKOMY “H306MIHIO” i pOCiHiCbKY YOPHY COTHIO, i
POCIHChKMX OKTAGPHCTIB 3 KafieTaMu, i 3arajibHO-AepXaBHi JiBi naprTii.

Opo cHoBO, CBOI OGOBA3KH CYNpOTH POCIHCHKOI IepkaBH BHKO-
Had¥ MH 30BCiM KOPEKTHO i pa3oM 3 Lijloio Pociero pictanu 3a ue:
WHGEHNUIH, TIOPMH i KaTOPry IJIA THX, XTO XOTIiB POCIHCbKY JIepXKaBy
"nepe6ynysatu’; TpeTio JyMy 3 arpapHHMH, POGITHHYHMH i BCAKUMH
MHIIAME “pedopMaMK”™ Ul THX, XTO Xoue il “ckpinuTu”, a xoJepy,
royof, po3nycTy, CyCHiibHy AeMopai3alilo i po3GHILALTBO, MacoBy
eMirpaiilo HalMX HaleHeprivHilKX, HalKpaLMX HapOJHIX EJIEMEHTIB
i uHIi 3aransHO BigoMi “6jara” cyvyacHOro pocificCbKOro XHTTA INA
BCiX Hac, 6e3 piXHULi NepeKoHaHb, Tak-04 cka3aTH — B JOAATOK.

AJie X B 4OMy BHABHJIOCH Hawe HanjoHanbHe XHTTA? lle Hame
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KHUTTA AK Halii, KOTpa [0 3araibHO-TFOIChKOl CKapOHULi mocTymy Mae
JOKHHYTH ceoe ciioBo? Ski ¢popmm npmiiHana Hailta HaoiOHalTbHa
OKpemiwHicms i inOugioyaavHicms, 6€3 KOTpHX caMo iCHyBaHHA Hauii
ABJIAETLCH OYEBHAHO NOBHHM abcypaom i camoobMaHOM 3 60Ky THX,
XTO B MOXJIMBICTh XHTTA Takoi Halil BipuTh?

*Micna 1905 poxy mosBHiach yKpaiHChka Mpeca, HapOIMIHCh
yKkpaiHchki iHCTHTYHii, pocifickka peBOmIOlis BUBeja YKpalHCTBO Ha
HIMpOKHH mngx i T.A.”, — CKiJIbKH pa3 JOBOAMJIOCH HaM OIli Cll0Ba
yutaTs a6o 4ytH. [IpuauBimcsa x 6au3ge Jo ix amicry.

Konu ropopuTH npo 30BHimHi GOpMH yKpaiHCTBa, TO BOHO CIIpas-
oi micna 1905 p. 3mayno nommpunock. IlogBmnace mpeca mHcaHa
YKpaiHCLKOI0 MOBOI, 3fBHJIHCh IHCTHTYIHI 3 Ha3BOK YKpalHChKi, a
pa3oM 3 UMM YKpaiHCTBO 3 I'YpTKiB i rypTOUKiB nepeApeBOOLiAHMX
yaciB BHIHIINO Ha CBiT 6OXHiIl, BHCTYNHIO, Tak OM CKazaTH, MEXH
moge. BoHo npun6ano 3mory nokasatu cebe, npuabano sMory KHHyTH
MOTyTHiHl KJIMY HaUiOHAJILHOrO BiOPOIDKEHA MiX MacH YKpPaiHCLKOro
Hapogy, MiXx THCa4i 30eHanioHali30BaHol yKpaiHChKol iHTenirenuii. 1
Lili 3MO03i NpHIIOJHO, B HOBHX 30BHillIHIX dopMax, mokasaTH ceili
eHympiwHili 3micm, JIEXUTH CIPaBAl Ta oOMHOKa 3MiHa, KOTPY NpH-
HecJia Cy4acHOMY YKpalHCTBY Iep:aBHa pocilickka peBoJTIoLis.

Yu micna 1905 poky, nmopy4 3 uuMm 36oradyeHaM ¢opmu, 360ra-
THBCA i camumil 3mict ykpaincTBa? Um B yacax pocifickkoi peBosronii
npuadano BOHO TaKy €KCIAH3HBHY CHIY, fAKY BHKa3aJld, NPHMipoM,
Honsaxy, 3aropHyBLIM A0 IOJIBIIWHA COTKH THCAY HAILOro HapoAdy B
XonmuuHi, a6o PocigHe, 3acMMUIIOBABILH 3a TO# 4ac He OOHY THCAYY
Halloro HapoAy mo it Yxpaini? Uu oue, nopoaxeHe pocilicbxoio
peBOIOLIEI0, YKPAIHCTBO BHKa3aJlo BCIO CHy Ykpaincekol loei, — un
NilJIO BOHO B MACH i CTAJIO IJIA HUX ICUBUM 2ACAOM 8U3B0ACHA?

®daxTH, Ha Kajlb, FOBOPATh IIO HHIIOro. YKpaiHCTBO cebe He
onpapnajo — d4yjJM MM 3roJoM Ha DiXHi lagu Bix THX 3eMIfKiB,
KoTpi xknamu (B moOpiit Bipi posyMmiersca) Bix “oHoBnenoi Pocil”
SIKOTOCh MariyHoro cjoBa, 110 MaJlo BOCKPECHTH YKpaiHy.

Jle npuuuHEM 1EOTO CYMHOTO i Gonmrouoro ¢paxty? — Jlexath BOHH
B CyYaCHOMY XHTTIO YKpaiHH, KO LiJIOCTH, i B )HTTIO LJIOF0 HAINOTO
Hapony. {06 ix 3po3yMiTH, MH MYCHMO NIOKHHYTH NEpPENOBHEH] 3HEBi-
PO}0, 3aTPOEHI FHUIIOK aTMocdeporo ApibHOI rypTkoBoi rpu3Hi, cnabi
1 HeMi4Hi OcepelKM CY4aCHOT'O YKpaiHCTBa, a IVIAHYTH, LIO OIi€ThCH Ha
IUMPOKi# Hamiil xcugiii, neomepTBiniit Vkpaisi.

KoxHuii, XTo 36:1M3bKa 3Ha€ Hallli HAPOAHi MacH, Bifae, IO BOHH
NEPEKHBAIOTL Tenep riauboky kpily, — Kkpi3y, ckasaTH 0, HE TiIbKH
disnyny (emirpanis, 6e3pobiTTa, HacHAKH CTOJIMOIHCHKOI arpapHoOi
pebopmH i T. HHIN., — PO lie MU Hapas3i He roBOpMMO), a i Oyxosy,
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MopaibHy. 3aBalHBCH B Yacax pocifickkol peBOMIOLIL NaBHUM CBiTO-
rasn crapoi kpinauskoi censHcbkol Ykpainu (se 3abysaiimo, o Hami
poOGiTHHYI MacH wie i moci MiuHo 3 ceaoM 3Bf3aHi), a HApOKYEThCA
NoBOMi HOBHIl cBiTOrNAn YKpainu Mononoi, — Ykpaiuy, Wo 3a3Hac
Ha KOXHOMY Kpoui BHIoi 6inn, — Ykpaiuy, Ans koTpoi ”oNoBiJaHHA
OifiB” Opo Te, YAM XHJIO JAaBHE CEJIAHCTBO, CTaHOTL YMMpa3 6innLue
JaNeKHMH i Hesposyminumu. Ile 3acagnuya puca TOI AyXOBOI KPi3H.

3navigHg Iiel Kpi3W ANA HaWIOrO HALOHAIBHOIrO XUTTHA BEJH-
yesre. Bo 3i cTrapuM HapoIHiM CBiTOT/IAOM THHE AABHiH HaliOHAIIL-
HuEii 3MIiCT JXKHTTA HAIIMX HAPOAHIX Mac, FMHE BCe Te, YHM 3 6OKy Ha-
LiOHAJLHOTO XWIH JOCi Li MacH, THHYTh NOTENepilllHi HauioHabHi
dopmu 60poTE6H 32 CBOE iCHYBaHHA, KOTpY AOCi BiB Halll HApO.

VBech Toi BeMYe3HMil KamiTan HauioHaNbHOI eHepril, 1o B [0B-
ri#i, TAkKifi kpiBaBili 60poTE6i 3a BH3BOJIEHA, MOYMHAIOYM Bij 4acis
BoraHa, BUTBOPHB Hapo/ yKpaiHChKHIi, CTa€ NOBOJI KamiTajloM MepT-
BHM i HenpoaykKTHBHMM. BopoTh6a 3 HaBHIM NOHEBOJICHAM — Kpi-
HALTBOM i NONILCHKOIO JEPKABHICTIO B Mepiifi Mipi — koTpy BiB Hawl
Hapo B HopMax HaliOHAJBHHX, KOTPY BHCHIBaB B CBOIX IHCHAX NpO
YKPaiHCbKy KO3au4MHY, TIPO YKpaiHCbKy TaiiilaMauvHHy, 3aMiHHUNAach
Tenep H06010 60pOTLEOIO 3 HOBUM NOHEBONEHAM EKOHOMIMEHM, JEp-
JABHHM, BELEHOIO B HOGUX i, Ak moci Ha Ykpaini pociicbkiii, B Ben-
Kiif Mipi Be He HaujoHaNBHUX GopMax. OCTaHHBOIO ickporo craporo
GyifHOrO XHTTs CHaNaXHyna e “KHIBChbKa Ko3ayyuHa” 1855 p. — 1e
BesuKuii censHcbkuil pyx Ha IIpaBoGepesoki, KOTpHH B OCTaHHE Co-
HisnbHY, eKoHOMiuHy GOpoT6y HApONHIO 3BS3aB 3 raciaMH Halio-
HaNbHEMH (YKpalHChKM# cTapmii "KO3albKHil MpHUCYA”), KoTpuit 6yB
OCTaHHIM MPOABOM yKpaincbkoi 60POTLOH 32 BU3BOJICHA YKPAIHCLKUX
HapOAHiX Mac...

Big Toro uacy mepeminmjiocs Gararo... 3i 3HECEHAM KpimauTsa
saukno Ha IIpaBoGepeskki MoJibCbKe MaHyBaHHI. Crnonbuiensii ykpa-
iHCBKMH i TIOJILCHKHI TaH, 3 KOTPHM OBicTa JIT GOPONMCS YKpaiHCBKI
HapoAHi MacH, CTa€ TLIbKH “TOBOPALIHM IIO NOJILCLKK” pocificbkuM
noMiwmKoM i #ioro, sk i momiluka pociticbkoro, GOpoOHHTE OTHAKOBO
Bil yKpalHCBKOTo CEsHHHa pOCifichknil XaHZapM, 6opoHUTL pociii-
cbka Oepxasa. Ha Vkpaiui wini#i macranu “HoBi JIaxu”, KOTPHX HE
3HAJI0 cTape yKpalHChKE HApOIHE XMTTH, 3alaHyBajla HOBa BOpOXa
JiepaBa, 3 KOTPOIO CHJIaMM He MipsUTHCh e noci ykpaiHchbki HapoaHi
MacHu.

Manosemenns, pabpuka i nomilyya eKOHOMis 3aMiCTh Kpinaur-
Ba, JEpKaBa i MOHEBOJICHA pOCilicbke, 3aMiICTh NECPXKABH i noHeBOJIEH
HO/ILCHKOrO — OCh 30BHILIHI 06CcTaBuMHM Ti€l disHYHOI i AYXOBOI KPi3H,
KOTpY NepeXUBac B CBOIM Maci ykpalHChKHH HapoZ B Pocii.
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Henasns pesomollis B kpisi wii craja nepeJoMOBHM MOMEHTOM.
ArpapHi pe¢opMH, KOTpi BOHA 32 COGOIO NOTATHYNA, 3pOGHIN cena-
HHHA MMOBHOBJIACHHKOM CBO€i 3eMIli i 3HMIUMIHM THM CaMHM OCTaHHi
cnigu Kpinanrsa. 3 apyroro 60Ky, peBoMIOUiA BTATHY/IA Hallli MACH B
BUp NONITHYHOI 6OpoTLOM i po3nmovasa THM HOBY CTalil0 B NpOUECi
3pOCTY i NOUIMpEHs pocilicbkoi AepKaBHOCTH Ha YKpaiHi.

Minionu ykpaiHCBKHX censaH, KOTpHM Pocia goci ysasnasnack B
obpasi sxorocr HesHaHOro majekoro “6inoro waps” i gyxe mobpe
3HaHOro ypsAAHMKa, a60 MHPOBOro nocepeaHuka, Bia 1905 poky nepe-
MIiHHJIMCE B MLTiIOHH pOCIHCBKHX rOpOXaH, NOKIHKAHMX OO0 YYacTH B
pociiickkoMy nepxasHomy xuTTiO. Ilpouec depacasmoi acuminayii,
TIOTJIMHYBUIK CNIOYATKY YKpalHChKy HIIAXTY (Ha JliBoOepexHiil — ko-
3aubKy cTapuuuHy, Ha IlpaBobepexHilt — HITIAXTY CHOJMBUIEHY), BHLIE
AYXOBEHCTBO, 3aMOXHillle MilllaHCTBO i npibHy Oypskyasiio, Mae Big
Tenep NMOLUMPHTHCDH i Ha yKpaiHchki censHcbki Ta pobiTHHYI HapomHi
MacH.

I six6u Pocis 6yna gepxkaBoio HaUiOHaILHOCTERH, a He AEPKABOO
HaliOHANLHO, TO Weil Ipolec AepxKaBHOI acuminsAuil i Hapogis, B
TOMY YMCII i yKpaincekoro, Tpeba Oyno 6 BBakaTH NpPOLECOM 30BCIM
HOpMaTbHKM | HaBiTh 3 OrJIAAY Ha CKpilUIeHs cuabHOl OEpKaBH —
npouecoM HaxannuM. Ane Pocis aepxaBoro HalioHaJbHOCTEH HiKoIM
He Oyna, Hero He € i, Aymaem, GyTH Takol He Moxke. Pocia — ne
JepXaBHa opraHisanis Hapoay pocificbKoro (BENHKOPYChKOro, MOCKOB-
CbKOT0) i TOMy 3piCT Aep)KaBH € 3pOCTOM Halji, aCUMiNIALIA JepXaBHa
€ Pa3oM 3 TUM aCHMUIALIECIO HAIOHAJILHOIO.

Binuynmu ne mu Bxe Ha cBoiii kipi He pa3, BiguyBaem i Tenep. B
MUHYBIUWHI JiepkaBHa acHMINALiA T. 3B. “BepXiB” HaIloro Hapony
NOTATHYNa 3a coforo NI0OBHY IcHAlliOHai3alilo UMX BEpXiB. YkpaiHchKa
ko3allbKa CTapiliHHA 3 “MajopoCilicbKoi”, 110 NepeKOHAHHAM MOJIiTHY-
HO-AEp>KaBHHUM, CTajla AyXe IIBHAKO pOcCifickkoro no HalliOHAJILHOCTH.
”Maropociiickke” OyXOBEHCTBO, MPH3HABIUM 3 NOYATKYy Haja Co6OIo
TiJIbKH BEPXOBHY BJIaCTL MOCKOBCHKOT'O NaTpifpXa, a 3roJoM CHHOAY,
Oyxe LIBHOKO 3MOCKOBHJIOCH i HalliOHaJibHO. MOCKOBLIHTBLCA Tenep
Ha HallluXx ovYax AyXe UIBHIOKO Hawa ApiGHa Gypxyasis — Bci oTi
“CTHXifHi Manopocu”, KOTpi BUILUIMBAaIOTh Ha BEPX HAPOIHBLOI MacH i
nonajxarTh B KPYTOBOPOT POCIHiChKOro AepKABHOTO XKHTTA. XTO 3 Hac
He 3Ha€ Ha YKpaiHi OLbOro THIy YMHOBHHMKA “H3 KPECThAH”, a60 “u3
Majiopoccop™?!

Pocilicbka nepkaBHa pesomouis 1905 p., BTATHYBILH, K CKa3aHoO,
Hauli HapoJHi MacH B BHpP NONITHYHOrO, AEPXABHOTO pOCiiichKOro
XKHTTH, NpoLec NeHalioHani3allii MOIUMpHIA TakoX i Ha Wi Macu.
IlomMunyBIIM BKE BCIO Aep)kaBHY aaMiHicTpauiitHy MammHy (Gropo-
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KpaTis, Bifickko i T.4.) i 1 AeHaLlioHANi3yI0unil POCIHCHKAMN BIUTHB, MH
6aynMo, 1O BCi BaXHilli MpOsiBH (Npo sKich ApiGHI BHHATKH HE rOBO-
PHMO) CY4aCHOTO NMOJTHYHOrO XHTTA npubpanu Ha Vkpaidi Halio-
HabHi popmu pocidiceki. [To pociiicbku 3BepTalOTbCA OO HAIIOTO Ha-
poay Bci, Biforpasaooyi AKyHeOy Qb MOBaXHilly NOJITAYHY POJIIO map-
Tii, Bz opHOi coTHi noyasum i Ha ecae[kax] i ecepax ckinuusuwy. Bei
BOHH 3aKJIMKAIOTh JIO YYaCTH B POCICEKOMY NOJITHYHOMY XKHTTIO, BCI
3BEPTAIOTLCA OO Hac, Ak 40 PocisH (pycckHx), a He 1o YkpaiHUiB, BCi
BperuTi, 6€3 BHIMKY, HEXTYIOTh YKPAiHCbKHMH NOJITHYHHMH BHMO-
ramu. 1 noBoni ykpaiHCBKHi CeNsIHHH i POGITHHK, CTaIO4H “pycCKHM”
rOpOXaHHHOM, CTa€ pa3oM 3 THM 'WICHOM POCIHCBHKOI AepkaBHOI
Hauii.

I He OMBO, 10 BiATOAI CTAa€ W1 HHOTO HE3PO3YMLIHM YBECh 3MICT
NONEePEeNHLOr0 HAlliOHATIBHOTO YKPAiHCLKOTO KHUTTA. YBeCh TOH ckapb
HallioHaJIbHOI KyJbTYypH, BUTBOpeHHMiH BikamMu KpiBaBol 60poThOH,
3000y THil paLelo TAKKOK MONEPEAHiX NOKOJIiHb, CTAE NOBOJI MaTe-
pisisioM (GONKIBOPHAM, KOTPHM MH MOXEM CNpaBli MHINATHCh, ajie
KoTpuil y Bac Ha YkpaiHi B cBOIil menepiwniii apxigHO-KHUNCKOGIil
dopmi roauThes Xiba TiNbKH A HAKX QiNONOriB Ta Ille MHIIAM Ha
cuinaHua. B camiM xuBiM Hapozi cTapa yxpaiHCEKa ICHS, [JIA IPHK-
napny Gepyus, — L FOpAICTh HAMIOI CTapoi KyJIbTYPH, CTa€ MOBOJ He
TiNIbKM HE3pO3yMiNloro, aNie HaBiTh HEMOTPiGHONO, CTA€ NMOAEKYAH Ha-
BiTH CHMBOJIOM peakuii. XTo 3 Hac He npuraaye cobi Toro daxry, 1k B
1905 p. migyac arpapHMX pO3pyXiB XJIONLi Ha NpaBOGIYHHX cemax
3a6OpOHANHN [AiBYaTaM CHiBaTH MiceHb Mpo “ko3akiB”! Crapi KO3aKH-
nuuapi 3a6ynucs, a “HOBUX” Gauuna pesosioniiina ykpaiHCbka MOJIOIb
N0 MAaHCbKHX €KOHOMifX, FOTOBHX KOXHOI XBWIMHH LI HEHaBHCHI
€KOHOMil GOpPOHHTH.

JImmaeThcs 1i€, NpaBda, 30BHIIUHA O3HAKAa HALiOHATLHOCTH —
MoBa. AJle MOBa Lie He [ylla HapoAy, a JH il 3Hapanas. I xonm
3aBMipac Nylla HapojH#d, TO MYCHTb 3aBMipaTH i MoBa. HuniwHii
IPOBAaHCANbCLKUI GpaHIy3bKHH Xaprou ne He MoBa Tpyb6anypis! 1
MOBa yKpaiHCbKa, MOBa IyM HallMX, KOTpi He MaloTb cobi Hiyoro piB-
Horo, 6oraTa XHBa MoBa cTapoi YKpaiHH CTa€ MOBOJIi BYJIbrapHHM,
6pHIKHM “XOXJ1albKUM XaproHom”. LiuM xaproHoM MovHHa€ roso-
PUTH Tenep MOJIOAbL Ha Liniii YkpaiHi. YkpaiHcbka MOBa 3aXOBYETHCA
110 TaKHX ceNax, AKi 3ByTh 3BHYANHO "BeAMEXHMH KyTKaMK~ — IHIIE
xopecnonaent Padu 3 MiCLIEBOCTH, KOTpa 110 YMOBaM CBOTO XHUTTH ime
Ha Tepeqi HauMX yKpaiHchkux 3emensb (BaxmyTtcokuil nosiT Ha Kare-
PUHOCJIABIIMHI).

»Bcee nece 3 coboro pycudikauiro npuckopernm temnom. O6opo-
HUTb CBOI MO3Muii nepel NOGiAHAM X0A0M POCIHCEKOI KYJILTYPH HaM
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He cujia”, -—MOomnaKye, OMBAs4NCh GespaaHo kpyroMm cebe, mmpui,
POCIHCLKOI0 DPEBOMOLIEI0 NOPOMKEHHUA YKpaiHChLKMH iHTenirenr. I
IIewyTh #OMy B [OJIOHI YHCIICHHI 3€MJISKH, KOTPi HEOAaBHO i3 WIKipH
mi3nM, abu Xo4 paukH, X04 “3adHiM XoZoMm” B KoTpych “Iymy”
OpoNi3TH i HapoA cBiif k0 Mora MilHiIle A0 POCiHCHKOro OepxaBHOro
XKHMTTA “NpHOOGIIMTE”, 2 THM CaMHM mpouec AeHanjoHanisamii, Hag
KOTPO!O Tenep 6ikaioThCs, MOLIMPHUTS i CKPINHATE.

”Hactynaroth 3008 63-ii i 76-uit pokn. Ham 3maeThes, Wwo ykpain-
CbKHii pyx Oyde NpuUMYLICHHH 3HOB 3YIMMHHTHCh i Ha Iesxmii vac
3amep3HyTH” ([Jiso, 4. 65), — uyeMo Kpyrom cebe Big pixHHX nporo-
BiAHMKiB “TpHeauHol Pycu”, Bil npeacTaBHMKIB Cy4acHOl “yKpaiHChKO1
inTenirenui”! 3anana kpyrom “Hiu ykpainceka”. Mix “iHTeNirenmicro”
METYILHsA, — 06araTboM Bike Nopa “Ha aHTpakT”!...

Yu cripaBAi rpo3uTh HaM HallioHalbHa cMepTh? Y cnipasi ykpa-
iHCBKHIl Hapon CTaB TPYNoOM, a caMa YKpaiHChbKa HaliOHanbHa ines
TUILKM BUTBOPOM MpOLIECY PO3KJIANy TOTO TPyma, OCTaHHIM npobiec-
KOM KOJIHIIHLOTO XHTTS, ile€0 MUHYBIINHY, a He Bynyyunun?

Mu pganeki Bif rakoro remyoro necumiszmy! IlomaBHiaca HaMH
Ionsima, nacTe-bir He TPOKOBTHE Hac Tak JiereHsko i Pocis. Ile sk ou
MH TiIbKH Ha “cTpaBy” Oja cycigis romunucsa. IIpore mu ramboko
BipMMO, 10 Hapoj Hall He ripuumii Bif MHIINX i WO 3ymieMo MH
HalTH i CBill mIAX y BCEMOACHKOMY NOCTYII, IO 3MOXeEMO 6YTH He
TiJIBKM THOEM JUIA CYCiACHKOTO FOPOAY...

Ane oaHOYacHO 3HaeMo no6pe, WO TiNbKY “6opoTh6oo 3106Y-
Jell TH NpaBo CBOE”, — IHO TIJIBKH MANCKOIO HEGNUHHOIO | 30838MOI0
6opomuboio 3006y0e ceéoe npago Hapod ykpaircskuii. Ilpasma, Ham
HallioOHATILHMH 3aHenas AiliIOB BXe CLOrOAHI IO Kpalo, ajie BIacHe
TOMY HaM IJIakaTH Haa co6oro He rogutscsa. He rogurecs “pobit-
HHKaM Aiyxa” NponoBifyBaTH "aHTpakT” B 60poTh6i TOAi, KOJIH BOpor
A0 HAWTIOTINIOTO HACKOKY roTOBHThCA. CopoM i rann6a B Taky XBH-
nuHy 63 6010 cBoi no3uuii 3qasatH!

I ToMmy, 6auyum, W0 AieThCA KPYroM Ha Haiii 3emii, 0o 6opoms-
6u xJMYeMo BCiX, B KOTO ™KHBa Iylla” Ha Vkpaiui. I ToMy Ha cyuac-
HH# NEPEIOMOBHA MOMEHT B HAlLNM JKHUTTIO XOYEMO TJISHYTH MHIUHM
okoM. Xoyemo 35CyBaTH cobi, ke Mmicue 3afimac BiH B mpomueci icTo-
PHYHOTO PO3BUTKY HAUIOTO HAPONY, 8 npoueci po3gumky tio2o eHym-
DituMix cun, H@ KOMPUX GUKAIOUHO MOXCe | MYCUMb CNUPDAMUCA 8CAKA
6opomyba 3a eussonens!

3 BianyyeHam Big Ionsmi XoaIMIIMHE KiHUYUTHLCH NepIIHii aKT BeJIHKOl
enonei BH3BOJIeHd YKpaiHH, po3noyaroi BormaHoM XMenbHHIbKHM.
”Bubro 3 HeBoni naubKol ykpaiHChKHi Hapon yBech: no JIsBiB, Xoam i
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Fanay”, — ka3as 250 nitT ToMy HaHGiILIUME YONOBIK, AKOrO KOJH-
He6y b Vkpaina mana. 1o uiel 60poThOH Ha XUTTS i CMEPTE 3 MOTYT-
HBOIO PiuHMOCnoniTo Nojbchkoo BTArHYB Boraaw cycinnio MockBy
i choromHs 3aKiHuMIach U 60poTH0a MOBHHM 3HHIICHAM MOJLCHKOL
JIEp)XKABHOCTH Ha WiNiil ykpaiHCBKifi TepHTOPpii, 32 BHHATKOM Tann-
yuHH, e nobiga Hamoro Hapody Haj OCTaHKaMH Li€el AepXaBHOCTH —
e TiJbKM IHTaHHA Yacy.

OuMM NOBHHM 3HHIUEHAM BOPOXOi MOJNLCHKOI AepKaBH HAa 3€M-
79X HAIIMX KiHYMTbCA HMHI nepmmii akT GOpoThGH yKpalHCBKOTO
HapoAy 3a CBOO BOJIO, 33 CBOE NMOBHE HallioHaJIbHE BH3BOJICHS. Ka-
*eMo mepuuil akT, 60 MH CbOroaHa Ao6pe 3HaEMO, IO YAoK onHOl
BOPOXOI Jep)KaBH He NPHHIC HaM Lue MOBHOT'O BH3BONEH, — 60 250
niT ToMy He 3HaB Boraan, mo Mockea 32 npoGieMaTHUHY nomiv B
60poTh6i 3 Ilombiuero 3axoue Bik YKpaiuH XKepTB 3i CBOro HallioHaJIb-
Horo "SI”, 3axowe Takoi camoi 3amjaTH, KOTpY BHMarajia Bif Hac
Tonsma 3a npoGieMaTHYHy TAKOXK NOMiY B TOZIILUHiH 60poTB6i 3
Tarapamu.

Bin Ilepescnascbkoi yMOBH, Bi 1654 p. mouasiuy, PCNyXKWIH MH
BipHO BOCTOYHOMY LIapi0”, Ka)Ky4H ClOBaMH HapOJHbOI ICHi, CITYXH-
7 MM BipHO “€OMHOBIpHii” AepxkaBi MOCKOBChKiit. B pyiHy cTpauiny
obepuynu Mu no XmenbHuyynHi IIpaBo6ivny Vkpaidy, abu TijibKi
Jiemit Beper 3a MockBoK 0CTaBCsl. 3araTHJIM KO3aUbKHMH KiCTKaMH
Metep6yprebki 6onota, wWob Ha HUX MOrJia HOBa pocifickka ”cTomHus”
noscraTH. LIilMMH THCSYaMHM THHYIH Ha “TiHisX”, KOTpi MajIH MOC-
KOBCbKY J€pXaBy Bil HenpusTesid GOpOHUTH.! Hoxknananu cBol roJIOBH
BiZ moxofis “OypHOro rerbMaHa” CamoiiioBuda royaBIiy i Ha jase-
KHX MYKAEHCHKHMX NOJAX CKiHYHBLUH, mo6 rpaHuni i€l AepkaBu Mo-
IIMPUTH, il Milib i MOTYTHICTb CKPiNHATH. BriacHMMH pyKaMH nomMaraii
MoOCKBi 3agaBHTH HalikpallliX CHHIB HaWIOro Hapony 3a Te TUIBKH, WO
BOHM [0 BOJI pBajMCs, 32 Te, IO HE XOTUIH OYTH MOCKOBCHKHMH
pabamu. I 110 X MH 3a U Bif ni€l AepXasy nicramu?

Xorsrau Mockpa Bificbko 3anopoxcbke ropogose — nucas Opiuk
B 1734 p. no CiuoBukiB — He TinbKM OOE3CHIMTH, ane i BHI'yOHTH,
puHaiilna 6yra Ha “Toe cnocob: KomaHbE” AKOroCh TaM, B Janexii
cBOili cTopoHi KaHany i “¢ynmosaHe” B Hepcii popreus, “Ha AKil”
MiCLg TaK “OMNErnil” no KuUIbKaaecaT THCAY KO3aKiB yKa3aMH CBOIMH
CIIPOBAJMBIUH, OJHUX THKKHMH i He3BHYaiHHUMH poboTaMK OMOpPAY-
Banu, APYrHX rON0JOM NOMOPDHIHM, a HHUIMX GOpOIHOM THWIHM,

! Hapoaui micki npo ui nogil i Jesiki icTopuni noppo6uui uux ¢axris, JUBHCH Y
M. Iparomanora, IHoaimuuni nichi yKpaincskozo Hapody, vacTHHa 1 i 11. (JKenesa,
1883-85).
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CTYXJIUM NOTPYinH... "MHorii cyTs, — HoOaBaB BiH, —MeEX Balll-
MOCTAMH JOOpMMH MOJIOJUAMH, OT MYYHTEJIbCTBA MOCKOBCHKOTO i3-
6irmii”, xoTpi cami TOro caMoBHALAMH Oyayus, MOXKYTh Te, LIIO TeNep
MY, NOCBIYATH i MpaBAy MEHi NPH3HATH.?

Ot takuM ¢isuynuM obe3cumoBaHsM YKpaiHu Bifl HMX 4acis no
CHOTOIHAIIHBOrO OHA (PEKPYTUMHA MepeBaXkHO 3 YKpaiHH, eKOHOMiuHE
BHCHA)XyBaHsl Ha KODMCTL MOCKOBCbKHMX TyGepHii i 1.11.) Pocia mososni
fimna oo ceoel uinu. Kpim Toro sumpmuna soHa Halll HApoOJ MOPAJILHO.

»Insa Hawel 6e30acHOCTH Ha YKpauHe HaJIoOGHO MpEXIE BCETO
MOCEATh HECOT/IACHE MEeXAy NOJIKOBHHKaMH M INeTMaHOM, — HHCaB
He3a/I0Bro micis mosctanHa Masenu TofiluHil kuiBcbkuli rybepHaTop
Omutpuit ConuuuH, —He HagoOHO HUCMONHATHL BCAKHA NPOCHOBI reT-
maHa. Korga Hapopn y3HaeT, 4TO reTMaH Takoif Biactu He OyaeT
HMeETh, Kak Ma3sena, To HaAeCh, umo 6ydems npuxodums ¢ OOHO-
camu. TIpu 3TOM OOHOCYMKAM HE HaJO NOKAa3bIBaTh CYBOPOCTH; €CIH
IBOE NPHAYTH € JIOKBEO, a CYBOPOCTH HM He OyIeT moxkasaHo, TO
TpeTHii ¥ ¢ npaBnoil mpuiigeT, a reTMaH M crapiliiHa OyAyTh ona-
caTtheq”...3

I moku ictHye i icTHyBaTMMe Ha YkpaiHi pociiicbka Aepxasa,
036pocHa 1IN0 MAIINMHOK AEPXaBHOK HACHNLCTBA i MPHMYCY, TO
Bce 6ynm i 6yayTh MiX HallMM HAapoJOM radHHM CaBEHKIBCBKOTO,
OyJUKeBHYiBCLKOTO i IPOCTO NPOBOKATOPCHKOrO THIY, KOTPi BCAKHMIA
Halll pO3BHTOK B CAaMOMY 3apOJKY CIIMHATHMYTh, KOTPi HisIKOMY 3€pHY
nobpoMy Ha HMBI Hamiii 3iliTi i JO3piTH He JagyTh.

»CrpallHi B4 HaM GyJuM qparoHaMu (TOZILIHI XOBHIpH NOJIbCHKI 3
yKpaiHnis!) HamiMMH X JrogpM#u xpucTisHamu! Tenep Bke Bac He
6oimocr”, — rosopusna B 1649 p. npencraeuumkam Ilonewii ycramu
KO3albKHX MOJIKOBHMKIB TOAIIHSA peBOMIONiiHA YKpaiHa, 10 He Nnpo-
TH HapoJy NOJIbCHKOTO, ajie NPOTH BOPOXXOI AEPKABH NOJILCHKOI MOB-
crana. CrpainHuii HaM i 10Ci — cKaXkeMo MM — He pociiicbKkuil Hapon,
a cTpalllHa Jep)kaBa pociiicbka TOMY, L0 HaCHJILCTBOM, MiACTYIIOM,
AEMOpaJTi3yIOYOK0 aKLi€o BOHA B HAlll HAlIOHAJIbHUH OpraHi3M BLiacs;
TOMYy, L0 BHEC/IAa BOHA B Hallle XHTTA TaKe PO3INBOCHSA, AKE >KMTTH
Hallle HiBeYHTh, Ha BHYTpillHIO 60poTHOY HalKpalli CHJIH Halui mno-
BepTac. 1 QUBNSYHCH HA HALUHX MOCKBO(MINBECHKUX 3anpolaHiliB, Mo-
KyTb cobi npenctaBHEKY Pocii pyx# norupatH, cMirouucs, ax Jlepa-
woB B 1702 poui: — ”“IlonHo BaMm, 61-HBI JETH, XOXJIbI CBOH BBEpPX
noaHuMaTh! Yk Bel Y Hac B Meluke”, — afo Ak cydacHHd MEHIHKOB,
KENKYIOuH 3 HU3ILOCTH i 6e3pagHocTu "Manopocifickkoro niemeHi”!

2 Kuescxas Cmapuna, Anpenb, 1882, crop. 113.
3 [C.M.] Conoeiios, Hcmopusa Poccuu, T. XVI, cTop. 4041,
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I w106 mro AeMopasnizauilo MiX HaMH TOLIHPHTH, AcpkKaBa POCiii-
cbka He nepebipana B cpeacTBax. XTO 3 Hac HE 3Ha€, sKi rpoMu
KHaja Ha YKpaiHChKHX “MalleHbKHX THpaHOB”, 32 Hapoj HeHaue 6
3aCTYNawu4uch, napuug Karepuna, koTpa HailmoTille kpinauTeo cama
3ronom Ha uiniit Ykpaini 3apena? Xto 3 Hac He 3HA€ NPHILENIICHUX
Maiike HiTi# yKpaiHChKiil inTenirenuii nornagis icropukis odimissibHOI
Pocii Ha “CBOEKOPHCTHY KpaMoOJIbHY YKpaiHCbKy CTapiinHy”, abo
”po36MIIaUBKY YEPHb YKPAlHCBKY” — B 3aJIeXKHOCTH Bifl TOTO, YH
CTaplIMHa, Y4 HapOLHI MacH NMPOTH HEBOJIi MOCKOBCBKOI IOBCTAaBaJIH?
XTO 3 Hac He 3Hac BCiX HHX 3aco6iB, KOTPUMH BOMO€E cyyacHa Pocis
NPOTH HEHABHCTHOTO yKpaiHcTBa?!

Bysayiu npoTte il Taki XBHJIHHH, KOJIH, 3JaBajiocs, Pocis rorosa
6yna 3a cBiit ”6paTHiii” i “cquHOKpOBHUH™ Hapoj 3acTynHTHCA. Jlyda-
JIHCSL BOHH HaifyacTilre niayac Hamol ZOBroJiTHbol 60poTe6u 3 I1osn-
mero Ha [IpaBoGepexki. Obingroun He pa3s miaaepxKKy B Liill kpiasii i
Tskkilt 60poTHOI, NpeACTaBHUKH AepKaBH pocificbkol yminu oamade
o 60poThOy BCe Ha CBOKO KOPHCTb INMOBEPHYTH, IOTOBIAYH 3HECH-
NeHoMy B Hifl HapoOIOBI YKpaiHCBKOMY 3aMiCTh CTapHX JISLLKHX HOBi
MOCKOBCBKI KaiinaHm.

Tak 6yno B 1734 p., KONH, CipaBHBUIMCH NPH NMOMOYi yKpaiH-
CbKOTO NOBCTAHHA 3i CTOPOHHUKAaMH NOJILCbKOT0 kopois CraHiciasa
JlemuHCBLKOTO, pOCilicbki reHepald pa3oM 3 NOJASKaMH BCMUDHIIH
NOBCTaHHA ykpaiHncbke. Tak 6yyo i B 1739 p. miayac moxoay reHepasia
MuHnxa, KOJIK “K03aKa 3anopoxcekoro Measens 3a pasoperie Ilons-
KaM NOYMHEHHOE MOBillleHO, a APYroro KHyToM 6HTO, HO31pi BUPBAHO
i Ha kaTopry BiuHO ornpaeneno”.* Tak 6yino i 3a KoniiBumHH, Komu
noBcTaHHA raiimamakis npotu Ilonsmi Mocksa ycmupuna, I'onty
Ionsaxam Binmarouw, a 3aniznska B Cubip 3acwnaioun. bo mokasa-
J10Ch, IHO NMOJILCLKHX naHiB Ha IlpaBoGepesxoki MOXHa i rpiluMu asis
JepXaBH pocilicbkol kynutu i Pocis “enuHOBipHE” yKpaiHCbKE CEJISH-
CTBO MM [IaHaM MOJILCHLKMM B Taky HeBomo, sikoi i 3a ITonbumii He
6yno, BiamaTH mocniniuia.

HacTtynuna yopHa XxmMapa, Ta LUe CTajla CHHA:
Byna IMonela, 6yiaa Monkia, Ta i crana Pocid...

I ToMy Ons Hac He € HECHOAIBAHKOK, KONH ChOTOMHA, BiUTy-
yyroud Bif IToneuii XonMuiuHy, Bo iMs ko i iHTepeciB TaMOIIHIX
HEIIaCHHX HapomOHix Mac, Pocig AepkaBHa OJHOYaCHO 3aKpHBAa€ OIH-
HOKY TaM icTHy1ouy ykpainceky “IIpocsity”. I mMu posymiemo, uomy
ranunski MockBoginn — npeacraBHukd Pocii B [Nanuunsi — mignu-

4 M. MapkoBuH, JHeenus sanucky, 1. 11, crop. 80-81.
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paloTh NoJbChKe NMaHyBaHHA HaJ HalllUM HapoZOM Y NiaBnaaHii As-
crpil yacturi Ykpainn. Posymiemo, yomy, Goponsaum Hi6u IlpaBo-
6epexoks nepen nonsimuAOI0, Pocis He gomyckae no MaiibyTHix npa-
BOOGIYHMX 3eMCTB IIPEJICTAaBHHKIB YKPalHCLKOrO CENISHCTBA, a JIHLIE
TOPTYETbCA 32 BJIACTh HaJ LM CEIAHCTBOM 3 NOJIAKaMH.

”KynbTypHas menp s YKpaMHCKOro oOLiecTBa ¢ TOYKH 3pCHHA
pycckoii rocynapCcTBEHHO# BIacTH NpeACTaBJISeTCH KpaiiHe Hexena-
TEJIbHOH H NPOTHBOPEYHT TEM HAUYHHAHUAM, KOTOpbIE IPABHTEILCTBO
TIPOBOJUT IO OTHOIUEHHIO K ObiBmel Ykpaiine. Hcxonsa u3 toro no-
JIOXEHHMA, YTO TPH TN1aBHbIC OTPAciH BOCTOYHOrO ClaBsHCTBa — Be-
nukas, benas m Manaa Poccus, Mo NPOHCXOMKEHHIO H S3BIKYy He
MOIyT HE COCTaBJATH OOHO Hejioe, Hame npaBHTensCcTBO ¢ XVII
CTOJIETHA NOCTOAHHO 60OPOJIOCH C ABWKCHHEM, N3BECTHHM B HacTOALLEE
BpeMsa NOJ HMEHEM YKPaHHCKOro M OJIHLETBOpAlIEro coboio HOero
BO3pOXIEHHSA NpexKHeil YkpaliHel ¥ ycTpoiicTBa Manopycckoil Ykpaii-
Hbl Ha aBTOHOMHO-HAIIHOHAJIBHO-TEPHTOPHAJILHUX Havanax”, — Tak
LWIMPO i OTBEPTO BMCIIOBHB CIPaBXHi Wini JorenepimHboi i 6ymydol
JepxaBHOI MMOJIITHKH CYNpOTH YKpaiHu NMpeACTaBHUK OepKaBH pociii-
cbkol.> Hu3bK0 BKJIOHAEMOCH HOMY 3a Iie IUMpe i OTBepTe NpU3HaHHA!

Koan tak, T0 #i HaMm mopa SACHO O3HAYMTH CBOI BiZHOCHHH 0
Pocii. Konn KynbTypHHI pO3BHTOK HALIOTO HAapo4y “HPOTHBOPEYHT
HaYHWHAHUSAM PYCCKOH rocyaapCTBEHHO#M BJIacTH” — TO MYCHMO i MH
BinmoBicTH, 4M pocilickka Jaepxkapa B YkpaiHi He “IIPOTHBOpEYMT”
caMOMy HaIIOMY HalliOHaJIbHOMY iCTHyBaHHIO. MyCHMO 35CYBaTH cO-
6i, 4H MOXUIMBE BiOpPOMKEHA i JKHTTA HALIOro Hapoay B Jepkasi,
kotpa Bif XVII cToniTTa 3 UMM BipomkeHsM GopeThcs, a YCTaMH
CBOro MpeACTaBHMKA H Hagani HaM L0 60poTHOY 3anoBigac.

Konu mu 3acymkeHi HuHi niero Poci€io Ha TeMHOTY, Ha KynbTyp-
HUil 3aHenaj, Ha HalliOHaJIbHY CMEPTh, TO MOpa HapeluTi BiANoBiCTH
cobi, “mo HaMm Gyna 3a KOPHCTh, — KaXy4u crnoBamu [paroMaHoBa,
— 3 TOro, I0 MH NepeTepiinn xkopcrokicts Ilerpa I, ocrepBeHinicTs
Memnmmkosa, HiMuiB 6ipoHoBHX, AypocTi IlaBna I, canaarceke 3BipeT-
BO ApakuyeeBa, XOIOJHY caMOBOJII0 Mmukosnas I, mpo KOTpux Mu He
MOXEMO HaBiTh CKa3aTH, IO Ie CBOl cobakW, KOTPHX MH X caMmi
BHMroaysanH, 60 B Hac no3angy He 6yio Hiskoro Isana IV”.¢ I uu BapTo
HaM TiCIs TOro BCLOTO wie # nani MOBYKH HONMMPAaTH “HayHHAHMA”
”oHoByeHoI Pocii”, Ha 40Ji KOTpPOI CTOATH i CTOATHMYTb Taki cami o
CBOIM BifJHOCHHaM A0 YKpaiHH, Xo4 BXe "KOHCTHTYyHiliHi cobaku™?!

5 Panopt pociiicbkoro MiHicTpa BHYTpilIHIX CIpaB B CripaBi 3aTBepIKeH CTaTyTy
YKpaiHCBKOro TOBapHCTBA “YkpaiHchbka xaTa” B MockBi.

6 M. Hparomanos, llponawuii uac: Yxpaina nid mocrxoscexum yapcmeom (JIbgis,
1909), cTop. 19.
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Hacrac uac mopaxyHok 3 Pociero posnouatd. Habnmkaerncs
noBoJii Opyzuii axm 60poTb6H 32 BH3BOJICHS YKpaiHd, TKKoi bo-
poTb6H, KOoTpy Bxke 250 iyit, Big Borgana XMeNbHHLBKOro MOYaBILH,
Belle 3 HEOXMTHOO Bipoio B no6iny Hapox Ykpaiuchkuil...

Konu monbchbka AepkaBa B CBOEMY HoGigHOMY XOAi Ha ykpaiH-
CbKi 3eMJTi 3acHMiNrOBasa JepKaBHO i HalliOHANbHO MakKe BCIO YKpa-
THCBKY LINAXTY, BCE BHLIE NPaBOC/IABHE JyXOBEHCTBO, BCE 3aMOXKHilUe
MILAHCTBO, KOJIM NpH NOMOYi YHil 3aXOTijla BOHa BHECTH B pAHH
yKpainceki AeMopanisauilo, wo6 serde Gyao HapoA yKpaiHCLKHE Ha
naBa TaGopd MOALUIMBIIN, A0 PYK NpAGpaTH — TO LeH HauioHanbHUH
3aHenaJ He MOTJIH COMHATH ToAiuwHi Bepxm ykpaiHceki. He momornn
“cri3Hi” npoxaHHs “3a 6aThKiBCHKY Bipy” mo CoiliMy i fo kopons Big
OGTaHKiB IpaBOC/IaBHOI HIiAXTH moaasaHi. He momornu crapy “ykpa-
iHCBKY Bipy” cniacTH i GpaTcTBa LepKOBHI — TOZIIIHI, MO MiCTaxX 3aKna-
LiaHi, CrouyaTky KoHQecCifiHi, a 3rogomM KynbTypHO-NIPOCBiTHI iHCTH-
ryuii. He moMorsa yiyoro BHyTpiliHg 60poTE6a, KOTPY 3 HaNpyXeHIM
BCiX CBOIX HaHMKpAILUUX CWJ Besa TOAIHIHA yKpaiHChbKa iHTesireHuis 3i
"3pafHHKaMH” YHiATaMH — i I TONIIIHA “3paja” HapoIus, HoNHpaHa
BciMa 3aco6aMH AepKaBolo, WHpHIAch i pocia ynmpa3s Ginbiue.

Ilponagana MapHO BCS TORIIIHA ykpaiHCbka nyGminuCTHYHA Ji-
TepaTypa, koTpoi uinmo 6yso, 3 ogHoro 60Ky, NOGOPIOBATH YHiloO, a 3
OpYroro — nepekoHaTH TohiuHio Ilonbliy, o He “NONAKK” YHIATH, @
yKpalHUi-NpaBOCAaBHI ABNAIOTHCA AICHAMH i €IHHHMH NpEACTaBHM-
KaMH YKPaiHChKOro HapoAy, i 1o bOMY HAPOJOBi HANEXATLCS NiNbIH,
60 X BiH LIMpO i TBEPOO roTOB AepxkaBi NMonbebKii cayxutu. [lonsma
HE 3BaXKalla, pO3yMI€ThCs, Ha L "CXH3MATHIBKI” 3aleBHEHHs i masi
pobmna cBoe gino. JeHanjonasizanis IIMPHIAck 3 KOXHHUM JHEM, —
HapoJ, 3aaBajnocs, koHaB. "['ope MeHi GimHill, rope Hewacnusii, —
[U1aKkana 3 TOHiIHiIM mHCbMeHHHKOM CMOTPHIBKHM TaMTOrodYacHa
ykpaiHcbka CycminbHicTh, — morpaGosaniii, mo36asneHiii Bcix cBoix
MaeTKiB, 06epTill 3 maT MOiX Ha NpHIIOAHY raHe6y moro Tina. Pigni
Mol HOKMHY/IM MEHe, NpHATES HENPHATENAMH CTANH, CHHH MOI, ragio-
YoMy POAY 3aBHAYIOYH, IIOBHTHMH XajlaMH XaJlATh MOIO yTpoby!™...
VeayxuyBiug oui xaJt, TILIMIUCh TOAIHI BOPOTH HALIIOrO HapoAy, 3
HYXJIEHHOi, TeMHOI i npuburol Pycu cMirouucs, 3 esyirom I'epbecTom.

Ils cymHa xapTuHa HeGaBOM panmkanbHO nepemiHmiace. Ilepe-
MiHY TY BHK/IIHKaB OJHH OOHICiHbKMH (axT, paxT mpuayyeHs A0 yKpa-
iHCBKOrO HAalliOHAJIBHOTO JXUTTA PEBOJIOLIHHOI KO3a4YHHH — INpen-
CTaBHMII 3MaraHb TOMIIHIX YKpalHCLKHX HApOAHiX Mac. A JOBena 10
TOr0 KOHCEKBEHTHO €BOJIOIif YKPaiHCHKOrO XHTTA. 3 OJHOTO OOKY
Haii6inbne ropavi, HalWGiNbIWe eHepriyHi MpeACTaBHHKH BEPXiB yKkpa-
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iHCBKOrO HapoAy, 6auy4yu noBHY Oe3HaAIRHICTh NerajbHOI YKpaiHChKOI
GopoTbOH B paMax INOJIbCBKOI JepXaBd, MYCUIH IUyKaTH IJIA CBOIX
3MaraHb HOBOI TOYKH OmopH. 3 Apyroro 60Ky — KoO3auyyHHa, BUTBip
TOOILIHIX COLisIbHO-eKOHOMIYHHX YKpalHCHKMX BiAHOCHH, 3J10)KE€HA
CIOYaTKy 3 PiKHOHAIIOHALHUX €NIEMEHTIB, 3POCTAIOYH Ha YKpaiH-
CBbKi#l 3eMJTi, cTaBajla 30BCiM NMPHPOAHO YHMpa3 Oinbie HauioHaNbHO
YKpaiHCHKOIO N0 CBOEMY CKJIafi i pa3oM 3 TUM cBoiii 60poTs6i exoHO-
MiuHiif, couianbHiii HamaBana yuMpa3 Ginblle ykpaiHChKi HaliOHaNbHI
$opmu.

Taxum cnoco60M MiATOTOBHBCA TPYHT, Ha SKOMY HaliOHAALHO
peBoIOLIHA YKpalHChKa iHTENIreHLis i comianbHO peBOMOLilHI Ha-
pPOAHi MacH MOIJIM CIIiTbHO BHTBOPHTH TaKy CHIIY, KOTpa He3abapom
OO0 TOpPH HOraMH TepeBepHyla Ha YKkpaini oui “Henmobopumi” (K
Oymaly TOZIIUHI *bosanbHi” cnabocui ykpaiHii) Ans po3BHTKY yKpa-
THCBKOT'O KUTTH BiAHOCHHH.

1 oce, Bim gpyroro mecarmmitrs XVII Biky nouasmm, Ykpaina
3aroBOpM/Ia MHIIOK MOBOK. 3aMiCTh CYXHX i MEPTBMX “MOJIEMHK”,
3aMiCTh MOKipHHX cymiikauid” ("npoiuenia” i “neruuii” no choroa-
HALIHLOMY) 3allyHajHM Mo YKpaiHi rpisHi peBomouifini kosaibki yHi-
Bepcanu. MepTBa i XyaocouyHa iHTeniresTchKka “JitepaTypa” ycTynuna
micusg 6aabOpHM, XHBHUM, 0 HHHI I1s Hac 3pO3yMiIHMM YKpaiHCBKHM
micHaM GopoThOH. Ilonkchbki 3anpodaHui He CMUIH NOKa3yBaTHCh Ha
Ko3aUbKiii TepuTOopii, 60 3HaNM, HI0 IX TaM IIBHIKO “TIEPEKOHAIOTL”,
ane He UMTAaTaMH 3i CBATOro MHChbMa i anocToiB. (“3BicHOro nejarora
Ymuncekoro” me toni He 6yno!). JlepkaBa NonbChbKa HACTOPOXKH/IA
ByXa i, HE 3BEPTAIOYM IO CTapOMYy yBard Ha “CTaTOYHHMX  YKDaiHLIB,
4yTKO NPUCAYXYBasach JO TOrO, Ky OYyMY JyMae€ “4epHb” yKpaiHcbKa
Ha IToporax.

I'pisna Oyna us gyma gna Ilonswi. I mepkaBa 11 ayx ayxe
mBHaKo 3po3ymina. INoctynmarounce Tenep nepen HauiOHAJIBHUMH YK-
paiHCbKAMHM BUMOTaMH (HanpHKNal, BiJHOBJIEHA Mix HaOpOM Ko3au-
YMHH NPaBOCNaBHOI iepapxXii), KOTPHX JapeMHO neped THM AoGUBaAJHCH
NBOANLHI yKpalHCBKI €/IeMEHTH, BOHa OJHOYACHO CTapanacs BciMa
CHJIaMM PEBOJIIOUIHHY KO3a44yHHY OO PYK npuOparH, “cTaTouHi” ejie-
MEHTH OLIMMH YCTYNKaMH HalliOHaJIbHUMH BiZl Hel BiATArarO4H.

Ane He Tax Jerko 6ys0 “4epHb”, Ak NaHiB yKpaiHCLKHX 00aypHTH!

B HecrioBHa TPMAUAT NiT 1O NepINiM BHCTYII KO3aY4HHH B YKpaiH-
CbKiM HaliOHaNBRIM XHTTIO, NigHAB npotu Iloneuii Ykpainy Borgan
XmenbHuubkuid. Ha NoKINK K03ayuynHH, CIIOTYYEHOI 3 PeBOIOLiRHOI0
YaCTHHOIO YKPAaiHChKOI LWIAXTH i MIilIaHCTBA, MOBCTAB YKPAlHCLKMM
Hapog. IloBcranu “nroge mocnoniTi” — yKpaiHChKE CENSHCTBO, MOB-
cTad “OpOBapHHKH, BUHHHKH, MOTHJILHMKH, OYIHWKH, HaBMHTH i
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nacTyxs”,” TOHilIHI# NpoiETApiaT yKpaiHChKHH i... 3aXHTanach IONb-
ChKa JepikaBa, 3aXMTajach Tak, L0 10 HHHI i ciiny mo Hei Ha Ykpaini
He JTHIIUIIOCS.

A 6yna mepej THM — KaXe CBiJOK IMX NOAid — “xBanka or
ToJISIKOB %€ MO 3HECEHHIO TOEH CBOEBOII” (IOBCTaHHA) 3 XMEIbHHIb-
KMM, Majid NaHoBe YKpaiHy IUTFOHIDYBAaTH i OCaXyBaTH JIHOObMH
HiMEIbKHMH i NOBCLKHMH, “BipYy” YKpaiHCbKY BHKOPiHIOIOYH.. .8

”Benukas, benas u Manas Poccust He MOTYT HE COCTaBJISATh OJHO
HeJoe”, — Kaxe HaM CbOrOHi yCTaMH CBOTO “mnpemiepa” — Hepxkasa
pocificbka.

”O60poHHTh CBOI No3uuii nepes MoGifHUM XOAOM POCIACHKOL
KyNLTYpM HaM He cuia”, — 4YyeMO Bil NMpPEACTaBHUKIB CY4acHOro
»ykpaincTea”. "['ope meHi 6iauiii, rope HelacauBiil”, — JIyHaIOTh MiX
YKPaiHCbKOI “iHTENireHIicr” CcTapi clioBa BiYHOr0 YKPaiHCHKOrO
“cTpacroTepnus”.

A Bce X TaKH, Mepille YAM MOBIpMBIUK HA CJIOBO POCilCEKOMY
MiHICTPOBI i IyCTHBILM Pa3oM 3 3eMJAKAMH IIHPY YKPaIHCLKY CIIbO3Y,
NOYaTH Ha CMEpPTh HaliOHaILHY CIOAIBaTHCH, FIAHLMO IUE pas 1o
Vkpaini Ta cnutaiiMo: uu cuTi i BIOBONEH] yKpaiHCLKI HapOAHi MacH,
YM CIIpaBJi TaKok 61arofaTHOIO CTaE AJIA HUX “KyJbTypa” pocilichka,
4y HeHalioHani3awis i "oO6beauneHue Benukoii, benoit 1 Manoit Poc-
CHH” HECYTh LIAM Macam CBiTIIO, KyNbTypy i MOCTyN, i HEMa BXKeE B
HUX HisfiKoro 0a)XaHHs 31 CBOTr0 Cy4acHOIo CTaHOBHIIA BUPBATHCh, YH
BMBiTpHNIach cepell HUX CTapa YKpaiHCbKa PEBOJIIOLIAHICTS?

»CuiibHa €CTh 1| MOLHA CBOIMH NOTyraMe uYepHb [JIHinmpoBas i
TJIOHA €CTh MATH KoO3alkas”, — Ka3aJii CHIbHI IyXOM Npajiay Hauii.
IMorngupMo % no YKpaiHi, Y4 MH, 1X HallaJKH, MOXEMO LIE CbOroJHd
oui ixHi cnoBa NOBTOPHTH... bo He Masenunui MH, a XMeIbHHYAHM:
» QuniaboMaTiero” “MocKajia OypuTd” He 30MpaeMock i Ha “Bepxu”
yKpaiHChKi Hagiil BeJIMKMX He Nokiagaemo. Bipumo i npusnaemo, 1o
Tinsku 6opoTs60r0 3706yae cobi YkpaiHa BOMIO i 11O TiTBKHM YKpaiH-
CbKi MacH HapoJHI MOXYThb 10 6opoTs6y nosecTn. ToMy no roMoHY
cyuacHol "yepHi [JJHINpoBOI” MUILHO i YBAXHO MPHCAYXaTHCh CbOTOLHSA
X04YEMO...

7 CamoBugeuy, JJimonucs, ctop. 13.
8 Tam xe, cTop. i1.



JIuctH
BsivecniaBa JIMIIUHCBKOTO

26 JINIIHA 1919 P.

Editor’s note: Vjaceslav Lypynskyj’s letter to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the
Ukrainian National Republic (UNR), Volodymyr Temnyc'kyj (1879-1938), dated 26 July
1919, concerns Lypyns'kyj’s resignation as the UNR'’s Ambassador to Austria due to di-
sagreements with the policies of the UNR government, specifically with the execution of
Petro Bolbocan (1883-1919), colonel of the Ukrainian Army, leading military organizer
and strategist in the Revolution of 1917-19. Because of disagreements with the Directory
of the UNR, Bolbocan was relieved of his command in January of 1919. Charged with
insubordination for an alleged attempt to take over the command of the Zaporozhian
Corps in Proskuriv on 9 June 1919, he was tried by a military court, found guilty, and
executed. Bolbocan's execution caused one of the most bitter conflicts between the
Directory of UNR and the Ukrainian agrarian democrats and national conservatives.

A copy of the original is located at the W.K. Lypynsky East European Research
Instituwte in Philadelphia (roll 4, series 24).

Y Bigui, 26 JIumua 1919 poky

Ho BensmoxHoro Ilana Minictpa 3axopaoHHux Cnpas
Ykpaincekol HapomHboi Pecny6iikm.

BBaxaloyd, wo B3ATHH NOCNiOHIMH YacaMM Kypc BHYTPilUHBLOI MoJti-
THKH [upexTopii i [IpaBurenscrsa Ykpaincskoi Hapoansoi Pecny6mi-
ku Bene JepxkaBy Oo 3arubedi, mo Takumu (akTaMH, SK pO3CTpil
Oramana Bonbouana, [IpaButenscTBo Vxpaincekoi Hapoaubol Pec-
ny6niku cTano BHpasHO Ha ULIAX NapriiiHoro teppopy, mpomy Bac,
Bennmumanosnuii Ilane MiHicrpe, 3apa3s xe 3BUILHHTH MeHe, AK He
HaJIeXHOTO IO Cy4aCHMX NpPaBHTEJILCTBEHHHX napTik — 3 mocamu Io-
cnaHHuKa Yxpaincekol Hapoansoi PecnyGnixu y Bigni, 60, ogepikas-
i Byopa Bin 0. CoTHrKa InmuueBchkoro odilisnsHi BicTH npo noaii
B YKpaiHi, H¢ MOXy penpe3eHTyBaTH Take IIpaBHTENLCTBO, KOTPOro
OiANbHICTB, THCJIS MOro IEpEeKOHaHs, CTajla AepXAaBHHUM i1 HalliOHaJIbL-
HUM 3JI0YHHOM.

Bsavecnap JIunuuchkuii

16 XXOBTHA 1919 P.

Editor’s note: Vjacéslav Lypyns'kyj’s letter dated 16 October 1919 to Andrij Livyckyj
(1879-1954), then in charge of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the UNR, is an
elaborate justification of Lypyns’kyj's resignation as the UNR's Ambassador to Austria.
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A copy of the handwritten draft is preserved at the W.K. Lypynsky East European Re-
search Institute in Philadelphia (roll 4, series 24, pp. 1-20).

V Bigni, 16 Xostas 1919 poky.

Ho Kepyrouoro MinicrepctBoMm 3akopmorHux Cmpas Y.H.P.
[Vkpaincekol Hapoanbol Pecny6niku]
Bensmoxuoro ITana Augpis JliBunpxoro

BenpmumaHoBHuit ITane MiHictpe!

Y Bianosigs Ha muceMo Baiue 3 15 BepecHs 6.p. Maro 4ecTs nepecia-
Td Bam i yepes Bawme nmocepenuuurBo IIpaBurenscrsy YV.H.P. moro
WHpY MOJAKY 3a BIOBOJICHA MOro MPOXaHHA Mpo JuMiciio i 3a Ti B-
COKO-TacKaBi CJI0Ba, KOoTpi Bu 3BoJMNIM mepenaTH MeHi Big ceGe i Bin
iMenu Vpapy Haworo. Ci cioBa i BHCKa3aHe B HHX OO MEHe NOBips
THM LiHHILIL J)I8 MeHe, 10 BOHH JalOTh MEHi MopalbHe NpaBo, po3-
CTAlOYHCh 3 IMOMITHYHOK IisVILHICTIO, CKa3aTH wMpo i oTBepro Bam,
KEpOBHHMKaM Halloi NOJITHKH, AKi TPUYHHH NPHMYCHIIH MEHE 3 KaJleM
BETMKHM Bim Hainol mepkaBHoi po6oTu BiniliTH. Bonn paroTs Mewi
TEX npaBo 3BepHyTH Bamy ypary Ha fdeski ¢akTH, KoTpi, Ha Moo
JOYMKY, TPUHOCATD BEJIMKY IIKOJY Halliif HanioHanbHil cnipasi i Hamto-
My ZepxasHoMy OyOiBHHUTBY.

llo6 yHHKHYTH BCAKMX HENOPO3yMiHb, MyIIy HacaMmmnepen 3’s-
cyBaTH cBo€ craHosuule (Bam M.6. 3pemToro BifoMe) CynpoTH nofii
OCTaHHIX yacis.

OTxe KOJIH 1, Npu3HaueHMi, sx Bam Bigomo, ITocnom ox IeTs-
MaHCBbKOTO Ypsaay i pa3oM 3 THM NepeKOHAHWH CTODOHHHMK reThbMaH-
cpKkoi GpopMH TpaBMiHHS, piluuBcs, nicns 3pobneHol MeHi nponosiuil,
OCTaTHCh Ha CBOIM craHOBMUN i npu Ypsani Pecny6mikaHCbKiM, TO Ke-
pyBaBCA s MEpII 3a BCe NPHHLINOM, IO B Ti TAXKKI i piluaroui nns Ha-
ol Hauii i ep>aBy YacH HE BiJIBHO HIKOMY yCYBaTHCh Bill pob6oOTH, He
BUTBHO CcBOI MpHBaTHi NOTNIAOM i GajkaHHs CTaBHTH BHILE Bil 3arafib-
HOI cripaBM, IO Ha Oik MYCATH BiAXOOMTH PO3EOHYIOYI MOMEHTH, a
MYCHTbL HATOMICTb KYNbTHBYBaTHCh BCe, LIO €IHA€E BCiX Hac Y KpaiHuUiB
KOJIO criJibHOro i BCiM HaM OJHAKOBO MOTpiGHOro HOepxkaBHO-Halio-
HanbHoro 6yaiBHuuTBa. ITinCTaBOK MOTO JIOAJBLHOTO BiIHOLUEHS 1O
HoBoro Ypsany 6yma Teepna Hafid, mwio Ypsan ceif, HayyeHHM# ripkum
NOCBiIOM HEIBACIHMBOI KIacOBOI MOMITHKH nocnigHux yacis IleHTpans-
Hoi Pamy, He MOBTOPUTH CTapHX CBOIX NOMMJIOK, HE MOBTOPHTH TaKOX
NOMMHJIOK THX YKpaiHCLKHX NMpaBHX Ta NOMIpKOBaHHMX KpYriB, KOTpI,
coTsopuBIIM I'eTbMaHIIUMHY, He 3YMUTH ofHaK HalTH JOPOTH JO IO-
pO3YMiHHs 3 JIIBHMH yKpalHCBKHMH KOJIAMH, a THM CAMHM He 3yMiJTH
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MiAHATHCL O 3arajisHO HallioHajbHOI imeonoril i BUTBOPHTH TOTO
MIXK/IacOBOro HaliOHaJIbHOTO ULEMEHTY, 6e3 koTporo 6ymoea nep-
XKaBH Hawol abCOJNIFOTHO HEMOJXKIIHBA.

Amxke HoBuil Ypan noecras 3 inei "Hayioraasnozo Coro3a” i Ko-
JIY, IyMaB s, BiH 3BaXXKHUBCS B TaKuil CTpalIHKUI MOMEHT pyHHyBaTH NO-
BCTaHHAM BJIaCHY Y kpaiHceKy JlepxkaBy TiIbKH vepes Te, 11O, Ha Horo
AYMKY, KepMaHH4i 1€l JepaBH Beld HE HaWiOHAaJIbHY i BY3bKO
KNacoBy MOJNITHKY, TO BiH BnacHe — YpsAO MOBCTAHCBKHH — CTaHe
¥YpagoM He BY3bKO-KNAacOBHM i cnpaBii HalliOHaJIbHHM.

Is Hapis gana MeHi CHIy yCTOATH Ha CBOIM MOCTY Iimuac opra-
HiYHO MEHi NMPOTHMBHUX CTpaxXiTTh HeWIACAHBOI MaMaTH GpaToybiiivoi
BiflHH B MepIUNX 4acax MMOBCTaHHs; BOHA Oajla MEHi IpaBO NEPEKOHY-
BaTH MOIX ogHoAyMuiB ['eThbMaHLiB, L0 BOHU NMOMIIAKTHCH, BiAXO-
ASIYH 3 NpOKJbOHOM BiA ykpaiHChKOl MoOJIiTHYHOI mpaui, BTikarouM 3i
CBOro, He MeHblle iM piaHoro, fAK i ykpaiHChKHMM coHissticTaM, Kpako;
BOHa Jajla MeEHi 3MOry npauloBaTH, OUBJIAYHCh NMOTIM Ha MacoBy
eMirpauio ykpaiHcbKol COLiANCTHYHOI iHTesireHuii, ska, mig BHOOM
BCAKHX MOTPiOHMX i HemoTpiGHUX Miciil, a To # Tax mpocTo, BTikana B
CBIT 3a o4i 3 VkpaiHH Bi& Iin pyk cBOIX; BOHa yAepXKyBaja MEHe
BpellTi Bifg npuBabGraMBOi CMOKYCH BimiiiTH reTh Big TOoro — 30BCiM
3pElITO 3pO3yMiIOro — po3rapaMally, sKHil 3anaHysaB OyB Tozi B
Hawidl 3aKOopAOHHIH MOJHTHLI, pyiHYIOUH Te, 1O 3006yna Bxe cobi
yKpaiHChka OEep)aBHiCTh 32 KOPAOHOM B 4acaX I'eTbMaHLIMHH.

Onxave ganelui noAil B Ykpaini ckopo ci Mol Hafil 3HiBeunnH, i
pa3oM 3 UHMH NOAisiMH pO3Bifjiach MOpaJibHa IiicTaBa MOro CHiBpoO-
OiTHMLTBA 3 MOJITHYHO BiAMIHHMM Bix MoIX mornamiB Ypsoom, miag-
CTaBa, 6€3 KOTpoil Hislka 4eCTHa i JIosNbHA Mpald HEMOXIHBA, 60 Jo-
SJILHICTh B CHIBPOGITHHITBI JoneH pisHHX NepeKoHaHb MYCHTh GyTH
Bce 00OCTOpPOHHA.

' A noGaums, MO He 3Ba)KAIOYH Ha T€ CTPALUHE CTAHOBHILE, B AKiM
onuHwiachk Hama epxkaea, Ypan PecnyGnikaHchbkui, me MeHblle sk
naBHHi Ypsaa IetbMaHcbkhil (60 Tam Xo4 npo6u GyBajin) cnipomircs
3pobuTH Hag co60l0 T¢ MOpaJIbHE 3yCHILIA, KOTpe Jajo-6 oMy 3mory
obenHaTi xono cebe Bci BepCTBH i BCi kyacu Ykpaiuu mis o6oponu
ceoel batekiBimmuy. IlycTuBmncy Gepera, Biv MOKOTHBCA MO JiHil Hali-
MEHBULIOro onopy, No JiHii By3bKo-knacoBoi napriiinocTu i 6e3Bingmo-
BiganbHoi gemarorii. He BiH Beae Hapoa 3a cobolo, sk ce JTH4MI0-6 B
Ti KpUTHYHI YacH Ypsanosi Hapoaubomy i Tiil inTenirenuii, korpa 3a
HHM CTOiThb, 2 caM Ja€ cebe BeCTH TeMHiil, HEBOJIEIO SOBrOKO 34eMOpa-
nisoBaHili mMaci. I Ha cili Ge3npocBiTHill HOpPo3i HUIKMTLCS HE TLIBLKH
hepkaBa, ane ¥ cama Hanis Hama, HHIMTECS cama Hama Hauio-
HanbHa iges. PaxT poscTpiny OtamaHa bosiGoyana, KoTpHi 11 MeHe
craB Oe3mocepeHbOIO NPHUYHHOI MO€I aHMMicii — ce TLIbkM BHILE,
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BHAHillle NOJyMs TOTrO NPOLECY CaMoNajeHs, B SKOMy 3ropsi€ Haiia
xara.

Posctpin Oramana BonbouvaHa ce He "apiGHMit enizoa”, Ak JOBO-
OuThCs Bia Aexoro uyTH. He apiGHuil ToMy, 110 IPH HawiM CTpalHiM
y6oxecTsi Ha mroAei, KOXXHa CBiloOMa, YeCTHa OOMHHLA Ha Bary 30J10-
Ta BaXWThCA B HAIUIM HauioHanbHiM GromkeTti. He npiGuuii ToMy, mo
Bonbouan 6yB ogHUM 3 HaiBHOATHIMX NpEeACTaBHHKIB THX YkpaiH-
1is, KOTpi X04 NpHCTany O0 HalioHanbHOI pobOTH Jomipy B Yacax pe-
BOMIOLII, aNe MpMCTanH LMpo i Beew ayuwero. Bin 6y ognum 3 THX
YeCTHHX, CBOTO iMEHH OOCTOHHUX odilepiB, KOTpPi, BCTyNHBIUM OO YK-
paincbkoi apMil i MPUJIYYHBILHCL OO CBIOMOrO YKpaiHCTBa, TBOPHIIH
OopyxHy Miub i nincrapy Hamol Hepxasu. I nporo muapsd, mo 6ro-
YUCh 3 BOPOroM MpoiflioB Bclo YkpaiHy i 10 3 Hel He BTik Ao camoi
nocHiaHbol XBUIIHHY (X04 Mir ce 3po0uTH, 5K ce 3pobuio, wie i rpowi
no3abupaBuId, COTHI HHIINX “HapoJoMo6HMX” oTaMaHiB), 6rararoun
UiMME MicsAugaMHA Bix Vpady TUIBKH OOHOTO — CYAY Hal co60r0, akuit
61 naB oMy 3MOTY J0Ka3aTH CBOI HEBHHHICTB i BepDHYTHCh Ha QpPOHT
JI0 CBOIX ymo6JIEHHX MOJIKIB — LBLOTO, OJHOTO 3 TaK PiAKHX FilCHHX
yKpaiHChbKHX MATpioTiB, po3cTpinaim... 3a mo? ”3a Hamip nepesopo-
Ty, OpraHi3oBaHOro caMoCTiliHMKamu, Ta Xni6opobGamu-neMokpa-
TaMH” — MPOYHTAB #, 04aM CBOIM He BipsAuH, B ypAAOBiM “ornsani
CTPaTErivHoOro i MOJITHYHOrO CTaHOBHINA Ha Ykpaini” Bin 26 Uepsua
c.p. Ane-x, Toai, yomy po3scTpinguuil Tineku bonbouaH, yomy A0
Cydy He NpUTATHeHi Bci camoctifiHukm i Bci xmibopobu-geMokpary,
yomy nicna toro, Bu, Benpmumanosnuit Ilane MinicTpe, meHe, sk
Bam Bigomo, uneHa T@onoeHoi VYmnpasu XniGopoGenko-Ie-
MOKpaTHyHOl maprii, 3ampomyere Bia iMeHH Ypsanmy npubyTd mms
YyY4acTH B PO3BS3yBaHHIO BAXIMBHUX NEPKaBHHX MHTaHp??

3pa3y-k OiOKpeciiolo, IO Hi Ha XBHIIHHY He OOMYyCKal TYT min-
CTyny 44 NpoBOKamil, i ToMy BBaxaro ceGe B NpaBi, LIAHYIOUH Hallly
Hepxapy, wanyroun i Ypsan, wwaHyloyd BpellTi 4ecTh HaWii i yecTh
CBOIO, BiAIMOBICTM Ha ajpecoBaHe [0 MEHE 3ampolleHs YpAay Tak:
npu3HauTe pesisito mpouecy Otamana Bon6ouana; peabiniryiite #oro
nobpe, vectHe iMsa; peabinirylite Ha cnoBax i Ha mini 06py craBy THX
naprili i rpyn yxpaiHcbkuX, koTpux Bu oGBHHyBauysanu B “3pani’;
OpMNHHITL Ge3rny3auil naprifiumit Teppop i 3abesneure (akTHYHO
NpUMITHBHY MONITHYHY BOJIIO [UI# BCiX rOpOXaH YKpaiHH, Bifl MpaBuUX
I'erbmannis ao aisux C.J. BKJIOYHO — TOMi TLIBKH MTOABUTHCA CNLIb-
HUl TPYHT ANA CniBpoGITHHUTBA BCiX YeCTHHX moAed Ykpaiuu, Toai
BpewuTi 6yne 3Halinennii Moxe Toit MiXKKknacoBuit koMnpoMic, Ta cepe-
IHA HauioHaibHd, OEPXaBHO-TBOpYA JIiHiA, 6€3 KOTpol ole BXe ABa
pokH 6eMoch MH K pubu 06 J1ia, KPOBIO i pyiHOIO 3Hauy4H CBiil LUTAX
[0 BH3BOJICHA.
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A noku mo dakT posctpiny Oramana BonGouana poskpusac
HaiicTpallHiIly 43By HaUIOrO HalliOHAJILHOTO OPraHisMy, fKa NOYMHAE
ATPUTHCh Bce Oinbiie i Ginbiile Ha TJi 3HOB TaKH KJIaCOBOI MOJIITHKH i
napTiiiHoi HeTepnMMOCTH Ypsly — 3By HaBiOHaJLHOTO PO3Kafny i
peLHIHBY CIIOKOHBiYHOI HalIOl HauioHaJbHOI Aesepuiil.

Tinmexu ongna Ykpaincbka Hapoaus Pecriy6nika 3 momix Beix aep-
XaB, IO HAPOJHJIHCH TENEp IO HOBOI'O XXMTTSA, BHTBOPHJIA MAaCOBY
emirpauito; TUIbkH onHa YkpaiHa, Maroun HaliMeHblle PyK COCIGHHX
N0 mpalli, Nopo3raHsa cBoix cuHiB no Hisiomy ceiti. o IMonswi Ta
Henikina TikaloThb Ti ManomywHi, cnabimi, koTpi — ”KoJH Bke i
Bonboyana po3cTpinann” — 3HEBIpHIMCH B iCTHYBaHHSA MOBHHX, TBEp-
OHX MOpPaJIbHHX BapTocTeld, o 3abesnevyBanu-6 xuTTH i 0o6py cna-
BY OJMHHULI, MiX CBOIMH NpHHaliMHi. 3HOB k& 3a KOPOOHOM, Ha eMi-
rpauii, Bu 6auMre He TinbkM reTbMaHUiB, XxniGopoGiB-aemMokpartis,
caMoOCTilfHHKiB, ane i conisnicTis "3anaaro mpaBnx” i couisnicris "3a-
HaaTo JiBMX”; Ha eMirpanii 6yBIi MiHICTpH mpaBHX i NiBUX KabiHeTiB,
Ha emirpanii NpoBigHMKH MapTif, 0OHO CIOBO BCi, XTO He MoOXe npa-
LIOBaTH B aTMoc(epi, 3aTpoeHiit 100M 371064, HEHABHCTH, B3aIMHHX
HiJ03piHHb, iHTPHr, Ge€3MiACTaBHHUX OOBHHYBAaYEHb, MOCTIHHOTO LIBKY-
BaHHA — BCi, XTO He MOXe NpauroBaTH, He OyayuH NEBHHM, YU He
NpMANETECA 3TMHYTH 3aBTPa HE 3 PyK BOpora, He 3a BaTbKiBIUMHY, a
Bix Oe3rnysmoro Hakneny, AKOroch MpofJHCBiTA aBaHTIOPHUCTA, 3 Kai-
HOBMM NATHOM “3paau”, 3 iMaAM “Bopora Hapoma” Ha cobi.

Tum yacom cyciau Haui, y XoTpux JeMoKpartis M.6. He ripuia, a 3
NEBHICTHIO Ha JiIOJeH OoraTiuia Bim Halol, BCiX KIHYYTH 4O Aina, 1O
po6GotH. ¥ Yexis arpapii npauorTh CNIBHO 3 C-IEMOKPATaMH, a Ha
odinisnpHuX npuiioMax y oaHoro yeckkoro Ilocna, craporo mapriii-
HOTO COoUisAN-JeMOKpaTa, MH Gaum/y NpeOCTaBHUKIB BCel YeChKol yTH-
TYJ10BaHOI apHCTOKPATil, X0Y I apHCTOKpaTis wWe GinbLie 3Bepxy 31e-
HallioHani3oBaHa, a 60raTo MeHbIIE AEMOKpPATHYHA, YUM Hallia BeJIH-
KO- i MaJjlo-xyTopsiHchbKa. ¥ Ilosakis rojioBa AepaBH COLUSICT npa-
uroe mobiceHbko 3 rosioBoro kabiHeTy HamioHanicTom; Poccigue i Ti,
HaM 3aJMUIMBLIM IO HACJiACTBY CBOIO JaBHIO a3ifTCHbKY B3aiMHY He-
TEpNMMICTh, 0BEOHYIOTHCA MOBOJII BCi KOJIO OOHHX iMEH, KOJ0 OJHOI
inei cnacinns Poccii. Hasite Gigni Binopycu i Ti 3maeThca morau-6
HNOCAYKHTH I Hac NPHMipOM HaliOHaJIbHOI €IHOCTH, B3aiMHO1 DO
cebe NolIaHM i TOJEPAHTHOCTH, He kKaxy4uu Bxke mpo I'pysunm, JlaTu-
wiB, JIMTOBUIB i HE 3raayloyM Npo BEIHKi KyAbTYPHI HApOOM, KOTPI,
AK ¢ BiiHa nociigHs JoKasalla, B acax AepXaBHol HeGesneku Ha Gik
BiAKMOarOTh BCAKI KJacoBi, mapTiiini i BHyTpimmi Hesropu....

Xaii BpeniTi, MOKM 1Lie Yac, NOJyMae Haw Ypsij, IO OLe po3nopo-
IUEHs, pO3aTOMI30BaHs HALIOrO CYCHOLILCTBA, CHOJIyYeHE 3 GE3KOH-
TPONBHHEM XO35IOBAHHAM B JEPXaBi MOHOMOJIBHUX “MapTiii”, rpo3uTh
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HaM BpELITi He TUIbKM AEpXKaBHO-NOJNITHYHOWO, ajie # HallioHaNbHO-
KYJIbTypHOIO KaTacTpodoro. Bo Bei Ti uecTHi ykpaiHChki mpalbOBHHKH,
KOTpHMH Jepaniacs JOCi i MOXe TiNbKH AepXaTHCs B Oyay4uuHi Ha-
1Ia HalljoHaJIbHA iZes Ta KynbTypa, OyayTh B KOPOTKIM Haci 3 rojoay
N0 BCAKMX eMirpauisx nponajaTd, — TOAi KOJIM YHCJIEHHI Ha Xasb
rpaGiXHUKM HaIUOl JepXaBHOI Ka3HH, Bpa3 3 Morpa6oBaHUM HalllUM
HapoJHiM A06pOM KHHYTbCA TOBIIOKO JO Hil BCAKOro, XTO CTaHE TBEp-
Z0r0 Horoto B Ykpaiui. I xonn ce Gyae 3H0B 4yxuil 3aBOHOBHHK, TO
xaii He MoTilalTh cebe Heski Hauli “oNTHMICTH”, IO 3 UMX, MOBJIAB,
3n04iiB Ha Micue ™4yxoi” 3pyiHOBaHOI, cBOS NMHUTOMa “Oypxyasis”
HapoauTthes. Ilpuknaz 60 Hamol pyiHHHULKOI 60poThbH Kitac B XVII
CTOJI. NOKa3aB, IO BCAKi Toro poaa "o6opoHui YepHi” Bix “cTaplLinH-
CbKOI'O THETY”, BCAKi 3aCTYNHHKM “KO3aKiB HETATr”, IO TO “KOHs He
May ge nonactu” (8 XVII croniTTi, Ha crenax!), mobiceHbKo Haiino-
KipAuBilIMMK pabaMy Ta "BipHHMH XOJIONaMH™ 4Yy)KOro Kyjiaka nocTa-
BajH i Ha pyiHax Ykpailu¥ po3cisimcs Ta 3anaHiM, Bce IO B Hiil 6ys10
nificHO WiHHOro Ha JOBIIHI Yac BUKOPIHMBIUM i NPHIOJIOMIUHBLIH...

Knacopa Ta napriiina nonithka Haworo Pecny6iikaHcbkoro
Vpany, KpiM CHyCTOLUEHHS BO BHYTPillIHE XUTTS, BHEC/IA L€ A CTpa-
IUCHHY IUIyTaHHHY B MOJITHKY Hauly 3akopaonny. He muumy4u TyT ic-
TOpil HAIUMX [HiB i PO3YMilOUH, IO B TiM TAXKKIM MOJIOKEHIO WO A0
3aKOpAOHY, B siKiil ONUHUBCA Hal Y PsA, NOMHIKH OynH HEMUHYY], —
He Gyay TYT LMX MOMHJIOK NEPEYHCIIATH i Jo3BoO cobi 38epHyTH Ba-
11y yBary TilbKM Ha HaiiBa)kHille, Ha Te, IO SABJIAECTHCS IPiXOM NPOTH
AyXa Hamioi Hauii i Hawoi icropil — Ha NOJITHKY Ypsny cynpoTH
IMoasui.

Koxmomy 60, X04 TpoXH 3 iCTOpi€0 HAWIOK O3HAHOMIIEHOMY
Vxpaiuuesi, Mycurs 6yTH BiZOMO, L0 He HA Te MiMIOB Hall Hapox A0-
6poBinbHO nia npoBogoMm I'erbmaHa borgaHa B xaTopry pocciiickky,
o6 3m06yTe HapelwTi, LWiHOK Ti€l TPhOXCOTJIITHLOI KATOPrH, BH3BO-
JIeHs1 3 Mif NOJILCbKOI JepXaBH MOXHa Oyno Jierko, 3a MHCKy CoYe-
BHLi, NPOJATH Ta 3aHANACTHTH. BeAkuil ypam Ha YKPAiHCBKiA TepH-
Topii, koTpHii 61 HaBaXXHBCS 3aKJIIOYHUTH MUp 3 IMonslliero TOAI, KOJIH
MOJIbChbKA JepXkaBa CTOITh XOY OJHOK HOTOKO Ha KJanTHKY 3eMIi Ha-
1w0i, 6yae 3MeTeHuii HawMM HapoaoM, 60 TakHil 3aKOH HaLol icropili,
MPOTH KOTPOTo Aoci Lue Hi ofMH yKpaiHChKME mosiTHdHuM# Iify Ges-
KapHO He miwos. I He cTpawHa B TiM BCiM an1d Hac ITonelia — koTpa
npu uimiii ¢opci AHTaHTH NeaBe BiliHy 3 GigHoto, ronomHoro, me i
“Ha ANHINPAHCLKOI” MOJiTHKOK 36anamyueHoro I'ajiMunHOIO "BHrpa-
na” — i mup Ham cnpaBgi 3 Ilosbuiero NoTpiGHui, ane He Takuii, npu
KOTpiM B THJI HaM BCe yAapuTh Hallle MOCKBO®iNeCTBO. Bo moxu
Vxpaincbka JlepkaBa He 3a6€3MeuHTh YKPAIHCBKY HaLilo Big 3axonay
Kpallle, uuM ce pobuia Jepxkasa pociiiceka, notu Poccis B Ykpaini ne
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CTaHe MEPeXXMTKOM i BHM3BOJIUTHCh HaM 3 mix ii BnnuBiB Oyde He-
MOJKJIMBO.

Ce omHO. A npyre — KOXHiil TBepe3iil 10auHI, fAKa BxkKe 32 OCTaH-
Hi pOKM Majia JOCHTb Haroj NepexOHaTHCh, IO BiJ IPOroJOLIEHS i
HaBiTh NepeBeleHs B XHTTA HaHpaAuKaJbHIILHX COUisIbHHX NPHHLUI-
miB, aHi MIUEHWLs Kpalle He pPOOuTh, aHi ¢aOpuku Kpalie He Ipa-
LIOIOTh, aHi Jlaj i nopsaok B Kpalo He 3aBOAHTbCA — $CHO, L0 Oe3
MPUTACHEHA 10 €EKOHOMIi4HOI, KyJIbTYPHOI i AepKaBHOI Npali CroJbLIE-
HOro yKpaiHcbkoro eneMeHty Ha IIpaBobepesioki — JepxaBi Ykpain-
cbkiit Hifk He obiliTuca. 19 MeHe i O TOro rypTKa MoOiX TOBapHILIB,
KOTpi BHHILIM 3 Li€l MoJOHi30BaHOI yKpaiHCbKOI BEpCTBH, CE CTajio
SICHO BiJ TOro yacy, K MM yCBiZOMIIM cobi noTpedy npaui He TinbkH
I HaUioHambHOL, ane # gna mepxaBHOl ykpaiHcbkol igei. 3Haroum
30nM3bKa L0 pigHy HaM BepcTBY, MM OyJiM NEBHi, L0 BOHAa JacTh HE
TiTbKH mNpekpacHHX ¢(axoBuX poOiTHHUKIB, Tak nOTPiOHMX Hauuii
xnibopobebkiit kpaiHi, ane i BHece BeMKY BKJIaAKY i B Aep)KaBHO-IO-
JIITHYHY i B Hal[iOHAJILHO-KYNLTYPHY YKPaIHCBKY poboTy, 4epes Te, 110
CH/ILHO NpHUBS3aHa OO 3eMJ i CHJIBHO 3Bsi3aHa 3 3¢MIIEIO, BOHa
3axoBaja B cobi 6oraTo ykpaiHChbKHX TpaJuiil i cTaporo “3eMcbKkoro”
natpioTu3My, TOBTO THX BapTOCTeidl, 6€3 KOTPHX Hi CIpaBXHS KyJjb-
Typa, Hi Ha JOBIIY METY NPOAyMaHa JepxKaBHa IOJIiTHKA, [I0BCTaTH He
moxe. {79 MoNiTHYHOro i HalliOHAJBHOrO YCBIIOMIIEHS Lii€l BEPCTBH
MH npautoBany Big 1908 poky novaBiuM, B paAdi NMepiogHyHHX i cne-
LisJIbHHX BHIOAHb i pe3yNbTaTH Hi€l npaui mo4ajy mo TPOXH OKa3ysa-
THCh BXXC B camiM mo4aTKy peBoJironii i BigpomkeHs ykpaiHCbKoro no-
MTHYHOro i HauioHanbHOro XUTTA. | Ak Gu nepkaBHe XMUTTA Haule
HOpMaIlbHO, €BOJIOLIIHO pO3BUBAJIOCH, TO 3Tr0JJOM Cs BEpCTBA, CIOJY-
YHBIUMCh 3 aHAJIOTIYHHMH 3pOCIHINEHNMH YKPaiHCbKHMH “JHOIbMH
3emii”, BUTBOpWia-0 Ty YECTHY i pO3yMHY HOMipKOBaHO-KOHCEpBa-
THBHY, B 3aXigHO-eBpOneicbKOMY TOTO CJIOBa 3HauiHHIO, rpymy, Ge3
sIKOi He MoXe OOIHTHCh Hi OHA Cy4acHa Hallif Hi JepikaBa, TakK K He
Moe ob6iliTUCh Ge3 3amepXyrouMX Mi3KOBHX LEHTDiB JIFOACHKHE opra-
Hi3M, nomajaroyy NpH Mapaliiyi UUX LEHTPIiB B po3cTpiit Bcix cBoix
pyXiB Ta B NMOBHE OOXeBULIA.

JIlng noBopoTy ui€l BepcTBH 10 piAHOro Hapony (Tak camMo 3peLl-
TOIO AK i GoraTo uMcneHHiol BepcTBU 3pociiilieHol, 6epyun oyeBUa-
HO Ha yBary BiIMiHHI UEHTPH NpUTAraHHg) HeoOXiaHi 6ynu i ecTb aBi
ymoBH. Ilepma — ci mopne MycsTh TBepAo 3HaTH, Wo ITonbma, koTpa
ix 6yno xoyMCh BiXl HapoJy YKpalHCbKOTO BifopBana, Bxke GiybLie Ha
Vkpainy 3a 3rogor ykpaiHCbKOro Hapo4y He MOBEpPHEThCA i 1O BCAKI
NpoTHAEpKaBHI 3ajuLsAHHS no uiel Ilonewi, sxo AepxkaBu, iM Big
3aKOHHOTO X03fiHa 3eMJli ykpaiHchkol He npocTaThcs. pyra — mo
Ta YKpaiHa, JO KOTpOI BOHH 3i CBO€IO Npalick0 MPUXOAATh, pado ix, Ak
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PiIHMX CHHiB CBOiX MpuBiTa€ i 70 cHiIBbHOTO "macTs Ta Helacta”, Ak
C¢ B TakuX BUnmazkax 3a I'etbmana Bornawa rosopunocs — npuiime;
1o, APYrHMH CNOBaMH, BHTBOPHTLCA BiANOBIOHHMHM 3aXO0JaMH Te
CrpUsiioye HalliOHaNbHiH peacHMinauii ncuxonoriuwe “milieu”, Ges
KOTpOro B3arajli 0CTaToYHe CHOpPMyBaHs HalIol HaLii HEMOXIIHB.

Ane-x BimnoBimHa moniTHKa B cill crpasi Pecnybnikancbkoro
¥Ypsany, sk 3a yacie Llentpanshoi Paau, Tak i 3a uacis Hupexropii, sx
pa3 ilna B HanpsaMi OissMETpanbHO NpoTHAEXHOMY. XTO 31 Criosibie-
HUX Vkpainuie 3a Lenrpanbuol Pagn spexaspyBaBes Ak “Ilomnsak”,
TOH, 5K 4eH “HauioHanbHOI MeHBILIOCTH” KODHCTYBaBCS ClEUis/IbHH-
MH npuBinerismu B Pecny6niui, se Tinsku B cdepi noniTHyHil, ane i
HaBiTh B cepi arpapHo-ekOHOMiyHif, 110 Bxe TOZi 6yno nns npocTux
YKPaiHCLKMX CMEPTHHX OOHOI 3 GOraThox HE3pO3yMLIMX MicTepiii
TNpaBJIA4ol C-pcbKoi MONMITHKH. [ 0XOpOHH “MONbLCHKHX” Ma€TKiB, 3
D03BOJly ¥Ypady 3aknalalliChk CNCHiffIbHI MOILCLKI KOMITeTH i 6yBau
BHNAIKH, 110 AK “He-NpaBOCJIAaBHUI" Y kpaiHeLb-KaTOMHK 3BEpTaBCH B
CBOIX MA€TKOBHMX CNpaBax [O YKPaiHCbKHX NEpXaBHHX YCTaHOB, TO
TOMILIHI Hali aepxkaBHi Myxi HOro 40 LKX NOJLCLKMX KOMITETiB BiI-
cunany. Ile ripwe cnpasa s crana 3a vacis Hupexropii. Bei Hanjo-
HaNLHO CBIfIOMi 3 NOMIX CMOJIbIUEHUX Y kpaiHLiB, korpi 3a 'eTbMan-
IIMHK TaK YM MHaKLIe 6panu yyacTh B yKpaiHChKili mepiaBHii npati,
OYEBHIHO AK "6ypxyl” i "kpoBomifiui” 6y;u BUCTaBNEHi Ha "MeCTb Ha-
POIHIO”, a OJHOYAcHO Ti, 11O, K "Ilonsku”, 3 camoro noYaTKy min
AcpXkaBy YKDAIHCBKY NiAKOMyBaMCh, MPHFOTOBIAIOMM TIPYHT ANIS
NONBCBKOI OKyNalii, KOPUCTYBaIHCh OMiKOI0 260 NpHHafiMHi HEBTpa-
JIITETOM TNOBCTaHLB.

Ans imocTpauil HaBey MPHKIal 3 NOCTIAHIX YaCiB: 31 3HAHUX Me-
Hi TaKHX ABOX CIONbIIEHKX mimwuiB 3 Ilozainng, ogun Ykpaineup Gepe
3a llenTpaneHoi Pamy yyacTe B ykpainchbkiit KyJbTYpHiil, a 3a I'eTn-
MaHIHUHH, SK YPANOBEUD, i B OepxaBHill poboti. He Maroun 3MOTI'H, 3a
UMM ainoM, 6yTH y ceGe BOOMa, TpaTHTh TaM BCE CBOE nobpo, no ne-
peBopoTi Ypsaom HupekTopii 3BUIbHAETHCH 3 mocamu i, Xo4 notim
3HOB npuiiMaeTbCs Ha cnyxby, ane Bce 3 3anigo3piHHAM, AK “HOJL-
CbKOTO MaHA” B KOHTP-PEBOMIOLIAHOCTH, B "3pani” Ha KOpHCTh
Monmbuii i T.0. B pesynbTaTi — 5KO MOAMHA YeCTHA — B HANRGIHXK-
YoMy MaiGyTHOMY 6yle OOHMM 3 YMCNEHHHX KaHOMOATIB Ha TOJIOA-
HOTo yKpaincekoro emirpanta. B Toii camuii uac Apyrufl miamy,
34cknApyBaBUwHCh sk Ilonsk, BpATOBYe npu moMoud aBCTpIiHCHKMX
Bificbk cBo€ 10Gpo, BHi3Kae cnokiiiHo mo BapiaBu i BperuTi, B xapak-
Tepi “penpe3eHTaHTa” MHOJIbChKOIO ypaay, npuisxkae s3Bigram 1o
Kamsnus, ynocroroersess TaM modechoro mpuiiomy, Homy maroThCH
Crewis/IbHI NOTATH i cneujsnbHa npotekuis i T.0. Konu ao Toro ao-
JaTH, WO BCi Ui NMpOTEroBaHi Hamwmm ypsagoM toro tuny “Honsku”
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feBHi, 10 paHille 4¥ Mi3Hille BOHH ONUHATHCSH B IMonbmi, TO —
HHTAl0 — YK 60raTo 3HaiAeTHCA MiXK HHMH TaKHX, KOTpi6-6 npoMiHs-
¥ BHTiHE i HABiTb, K OKA3yETHCH, 1% XUTEB Vxpaiucekoi Hapon-
upoi Pecny6ikp movuecHe MOJbCbKE IOPOXKAHCTBO i excTepMTOpisIb-
picTh, Ha Tripkmil X6 yKpaiHCHKHH, npHcMaycHH# yKpalHCbKHMH
06BUHYBaYeHSMH B "GYpXyHCTBi” T2 "3pani” i oGcunaruil, AK BCE
ykpaiHcbke, 60JI0TOM 3 MOJILCLKOTO 6oky. Tax i B ciii o6mactu (npo
piguowens no Poccil, Ho 3pOCiHILEHHX yKpailHChKHX KOJI, 10 “(axoB-
mis” i T.4. He roBopio, 60 ce 3abpano-6 3aborato Micius) 3y60xino i
CKOLWIABLIO, AAKYIOUH XHOHOMY HANpAMOBi Hauol MOJITHKH, Hauio-
HasIbHE JXHATTA Halle. A mo B JaHOMY pa3i HUIUMTLCA K pa3 Ta npand,
xOTpiii 4 BinmaB ayxe Gorato cun Ta eHepril Ha MPOTA3i OCTaHHIX
JecsaTH JIT CBOEI rpoMajchkol AisIBHOCTH, TO HE ousyiitece Ilane
MinicTpe, 10 A0 AanbLIOro il HUIUEHS i PYK CBOIX NpHUKIAJATH HE
x04y.

Ha npukinui we npo oAHy iCTOpHYHY nMapaels, KOTpO HocHil-
giMH yacaMH pao NOC/IyrOBYHOThCHA nyGiLKCTH HALIAX YPANOBHX i
MiBypAJOBHX ra3er, piBHAIOUM Hall cyuacHuil BU3BOJILHMI pyx 3 Ma-
3eMMHILMHOK. Tak, KoM 3MIHHTH pignoBigHo MacITabH, aHaboris B
AiHCHOCTH 3HaiineTbcsa. Ane, MOMHHAIOWH T¢, IO HE nejarorivio B
Taki ropsaui yacu 6pati [1d Cy4acHOCTH i npuknagy 3 icTopii, KOTpi
disckoM i pyiHOIO A% TOMIIUHIX HALIMX MOKOJIHHb CKIHYMITHCS, TpeOa
npuHaiimMai, Koy Bike GepeMo iX, MOKa3aTH ACHO B yim Gyna 3pobneHa
Toni MoMHIIKa, 1106 3aiiBHil pa3 UMX MOMHIIOK HE POGUTH i HAT/IAIHHX
nexLiil po Te, AK HE MOXHa i HE Tpeba GyayBaTH OEpXKaBy, HE 1aBaTH,
6o ui nexuil 3a6orato cni3 i KpOBH HapOJOBH HalIOMY KOLITYIOTb.

Orxe giticio 'eTsMaH Maz3ena BiB B noyaTkax CBO€]1 AiANbHOCTH,
Tak caMo AK i JesKi TenepillHi Halli NMPOBITHHKM HApOy, YMCTO Kia-
COBY MOMITHKY, BilAalo4n B XEPTBY wiit knacosiil noyiTULi HallioHaIb-
HMil igean Boji i He3aJIGKHOCTH, koTpuil 6y npaBga BXe TOHi y
HpOTO B cepli, ane He B Ainax. Iligyac mosroro nepioay cBOro mMoc-
kBodinbcTBa i 3anobiraHHs Ha Bci nmagu mepen uapem Ilerpom (no
TenepilllHLOMY TNEPion denepauiiinuit) Bin nigpizas KOpiHHA y Beix
TomiWHIX “camMoCTiliHuKiB”, T06-TO THX, WO HalliOHaJIbHO-IEPKaBHY
cnpaBy XOTiMH NOCTaBHTH Y BCIO ii BHCOUiHB i BHCYHYTH Ha 40JI0
TONIUIHEOTO YKPaiHCHKOTO BH3BOJIBHOIrO pYyXy. B To#i cnocib 3aemo-
panisyBaB BiH Ge3n0cepeHBO To# Knac, A0 KOTPOro Hajexas, i noce-
penHLO BeChb Hapord, Ha yoni korporo crosB. I konu B KiHUi BiH,
Gaxkaroud GyTH uecTHHM 3 coboro i npUMyIIeHHH X0J0M Mofiji, cam
CTaB Ha ILBIX “caMOCTilHOCTH”, TO CTATOUHE, “ropoaoBe” KO3alTBo,
KOTpe OHO MOTJIO ToJi (a Moxe it Tenep) pilMTH Mpo AOM0 YKpa-
igu, Gayyud 3amoAisHy HHMM [0 TOro 4acy HalioHasbHil crnpasi
mKxondy, HoMmy HE MOBipHJIO i 32 HAM He niuuto. Ploro snacHuii,
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NONMITHYHO 3AEMOpaTi30BaHHi HHM CTapIIMHCLKHE Kiac HOMy 3panus
i B pe3ynbTaTi BiH OCTaBCA CaM 3 TOPCTKOIO il€aiCTiB, ANA KOTPHX
BXe BHXOAy HHIIOro He Oyno, i 3 IOJIKAMH 3amOPOXCBKMX KOHADO-
TepiB, KOTPUM OAHaKOBO Gyn0 3 KMM GuTHCh i 32 mWo 6uTHCH, abK 6u-
tich. HatomicTe npoTn cebe MaB Masena #oro-x BAaCHOKO INOJTH-
Kolo B YKpaiHi BHrofoBaHy ToAimHI0 GonblueBHupKO-IIeTpOBCHKY
Poccito i MaB roJioBy TOHILIHLOI NMpaBOCIaBHO-HALiOHAJIbHOI Tewil,
BCIMM IaTpioTaMH YKpaiHCBKHMH NOBaXaHOTO, NOJKOBHHKA XBACTiB-
cbkoro (togimns “T'anuunda™) Cemena Ilayis, skuil He Mir NPOCTHTH
TeTbMaHOBi fioro HeBHpa3Hoi i ABONMYHOI MOJTHKH CYNpPOTH
Monbwi. Cnpasa Masenu Mmycina 6yTs nporpaHa i 36amamyueHui,
06ypenuii, 36UTHIi 3 NaHTENHKY CBOIMH NMPOBiOHMKAMH i YyXHMH 3a-
BOHOBHHKaMM yKpalHChkuii HapoA 6inblue COTHI JIT B UepkBax Mase-
oo no6yI0BaHHX MPOKIKHAB MO LAPChKOMY HaKa3y TOro, XTO XOTiB,
aje He 3yMiB HaTu HOMY BOJIIO.

I Tparenis UbOro CTpaJHHKa NaTpioTa [a€ HaM OLO BEJIHKY
HayKy: He BUIbHO NMPOBiZHMKaM Hapoly 3a id NPUBAaTHHX, KJIaCOBHX,
YH SKUX HeOyap MHIUMX XBHJIEBHUX MOJITHYHMX IHTEPECIB XePTBYBATH
BiYHMM i He3MIHHMM, TOKM iCTHy€ Halis, i BCiff Haujl cninLHEM inea-
7I0M HaLiOHAJIBHOI BOJI i HalliOHANBHOI COMiTapHOCTH B OGOpOHI L€l
Boi. Toro ”Cesataa CBATHX” He BiILHO i 3arpo30i0 JeMopadisauii i
pyinu Hapony GpartoybilicTBoM OGpaxaTh, “IPHBATOK” 3aTEMHIOBa-
TH, HHIIMMHA XoY GH HallkpallUMH racnamu niaMiniooBaTH, a Gepertu
fioro Tpeba cBATO TaK, AK GepexyTh HOro y BCiX Kinacax Ta BepCTBaX
Amnrnidini, Himui, ®paHuysu, Bci AificHO BeJIHKi €BpOMNEHChKi HAPOIH.
Hama Hauis — BeJMKa Hauig, i THIIKOM HHIUKOM, HEBEJIMYKHM
KOLITOM YiIUIAIOYM Hall Aep>KaBHMH Ta HauioHaJBHHH Bi3 0 4yXHX,
X04 GM i BEJIHKMX BaJIOK, YH TO O “BCECBITHbLOI PEBOMIOLII”, YU TO O
“IHTepHalioHany”, YH TO N0 “AHTaHTH”, 3000yTH AA Hel BOJIi He
yaactbes. Tak camo o 60poTs6u 32 L0 BOJIIO pa6a, moku BiH pab,
He MOXHa KyMHTH Hi rpiluMH, Hi "3emrnero”. I TiIbKH BeTHYE3HHM MO-
paNbHUM 3YCWUIAM, TiMbkH Ge3MekHOIo mobosio 10 yKpaiHCbKoOl
HauionanbHOI imel i o imel AepkaBHOI K MOJHTHYHOrO OJIMUECTBOPCH-
HS TOBHOI HALiOHANLHOI BOJI, TiNbKH 06eaHaHHAM abCOMIOTHO BCiX
YEeCTHMX HAlLiOHAIBHHX CHJI KOJIO BHYTpilUHLOI mpami Mis Liel inei —
MoxHa 6yne 3 40 MiTiOHIB TEMHHX CaMOIOCTBYIOYHX HEBUIBLHHKIB
BHXOBaTH repois, KoTpi 36yAyroTh VkpaiHy, a B Hili kpame mns BCiX
—- mopackke #uTTA. Ce cTaHeThes. AJie UM Nepel THM HapoJ Haul me-
peiine e yepe3 ONHY CTpalllHy BHYTDIlUHIO PyiHYy — C€ B BeJIHKii Mipi
3ajexuTh Bil THX Jrojell, KOTPHX JOJNA Ha YO0 HapoAy HAailoro
Tenep MOCTAaBHINA...

Koau-6 ceii ucT Miit Xo4 TPOLUKH JonoMir Bam, HallIMM JTIOAAM
HAYLTBHUM, CIO iCTHHY 3pO3yMiTH, TO A OyB OM IIacnMBMiH, IO HE Ha
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JapMoO BHKOHAaB A BJIOXEHH# Ha MeHe Bamum noBipaM 06OBA30K —

ckazaTH Bam, Tak sk g i po3ymilo — BCK NOpaBny.
IIpuitmite Bensmumanopuuil ITane MinicTpe BUCIOBH MO€] Haii-

rnubwoi oo Bac nowaxu.
Bsauecnas JIMNHHCLKHIH,
6. mocon V.. [Vkpaincbkoi Hepxapu] i V.H.P. y Binni



Hopori apysi
BSIUECJIAB JIMIUHCBKUM

Editor note: Vjaceslav Lypyns’kyj's open letter “Dorohi druzi” (Dear friends) of 8 No-
vember 1919 was actually addressed to his fellow agrarian democrats and conservatives.
It is a political and ideological commentary on his resignation on 26 July 1919 as the
Ukrainian National Republics Ambassador to Austria (see the letters of resignation
published in this issue. and can be regarded as an independent publicistic treatise. The
letter is published here for the first time from a copy of a handwritien second draft pre-
served at the W.K. Lypynsky East European Research Institute in Philadelphia (small
rolls, no. 3, 1-6, pp. 1-7). It is unclear whether the letter circulated among the intended
addressees, or whether it remained in draft form and served in the preparation of
Lypynskyj's treatise "Hetmanstvo ¢y Respublika?” (Hetmanate or republic?).

Mos aumMicis, npuiiiata Ypagom upexTopil, Aae MEHi 3MOTY BEPHY-
THCh O rpomajchkoi Ta Haykopoi mpaui. [lounHaio Cio Mmpaiio Ha
HOBO 3 TOTO, IO X04y cOpMynOBATH CBOI MOrJIAIH HA cyuacHi Haui
crpaBH i B Toil cnoci6 sinosictH BaMm Ha Bauri nutanua: koo — Ha
MOK JyMKy — MiCIs Mocnianix noxii Ha Vkpaini, nosunHa 6yTH Ha-
ma manblua nojitHuna Jidis. Kpim Toro, Bin Bac onepxaswiu B
yepBHi 1918 p. MaH#AT Ha 3aHHATTA BiAmoBifaNBHOro MOCTa B HalLil
JepxaBHiit cnyx6i, nepen Bamu-x xouy naTH 3BiT 3i CBOEI AisNILHOCTH
Ha ULOMY NOCTY i YOMYy s 3 TOro InocTa YCTYNHB.

Po3yMieThCs, B HOPMAJIbHUX BIIHOCHHAX i OZHO, i apyre s Mir-6u
3po6MTH Ha MPWIIOJHUX 360pax, CKaxiM Ha OIHiM i3 3i3aiB HALUHX.
AJste-x OGCTaBHHH, B fKuX nepefyBae Temep baTbkiBIMHAa Halla, Ta-
KOro 3i3[y CKJIMKaTH HaM Yke HE JO3BOJNAIOTL. IepecniayBaHi BOpoO-
raMu YKpaiHH i NapTiliHOIO HETEPIHUMOCTIO THX 3eMJIAKiB HalINX, KO-
TpHUX A0Js MiA uell yac BUCYHyNa Ha 4OJIO yKpaiHCbKOro JepXKaBHOI'O
XUTTA, MH HE Ma€Mo 3MOTH 3iGpaTuce. Tomy nns 3ailiCHEHs CBOEI
MeTH 5 NpuUMYLIeHUH eubpamu gopmy OpyKOeaHo20 omeepmozo Au-
cma, xoTpuii — Aymaro — JHifine 1O PyK Bawmx WBHOYE, YUM MH
MaTHMEM 3MOTY 3iliTHCh, i KOTpHil Xaii Gyae noKa30M, IO MU HE 3ary-
GHIH MiX cOBOIO IyXOBOro 3BA3KY, LU0 JIHXa XypTOBUHA MOPAJILHO Ta
ineiflHo He po3€dHana i He 3HHIUMJIA Hac.

OronocuTH CcBOI NOriaaH OpYKOM f BBaXaB noTpibHuM 1ue B A
Toro, o6 NpHHaiiMHi MK FPaMOTHOO HALLIOK rPOMAJIOI0 NMOKIACTH
KiHelb TMM CIUIETHAM, $iKi MPO HAC i Kpyrom Hac LIMpATDH Jesiki nmoi-
truHi mpoTusHukH Hawi. Ta # HErpaMoTHICTE i TEMHOTa HalOro
Hapony He BiuHi. I xonu-6 Hauri inel ocTaNuCh HaBiTh Yy)KHMH LIS BE-
JHYe3HOi GLTBLIIOCTH CY4acHOTO YKpPAiHCHKOrO MOKOJIHHA, TO MOXe
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Bi3bMYTb 3 HHAX OEILO A/ NPOJOBXKYBAHHA HALiOHATLHOTO TBOPYOIO
XHTTA Ti NMOKOJiHHA, KOTpi npuiigyTs. Hi omma 60 nenrta BHeceHa
YECTHO B CKapOHMIIO HALIOHANBHOI MHCIIH — B HaRLUMPILIM COLisIIb-
HiM, MOJITHYHIM i KyJIbTYpHIM TOro CI0Ba 3Ha4iHHIO — HE NMPONajac
MapHo. Haw HauioHanbHMil cBiTOrNIAM — TOG-TO Hallle Take, a He MH-
e po3yMiHHA MOMIH i, B 3a71€XHOCTH O TOTO PO3YMiHHS, TaKHii, a He
HHIUMHA Croci® pearyBaHHS Ha HHX — Ce HaLiOHaJbHMI CBITOTIIAN Yac-
THHH yKpaiHckKol Hauii. fIko Takuif, BiH TicHO i HepO3pHBHO 3BA3aHui
3 NyXOBHM, TBOPYHM XHTTAM LUT0l Hamii. I Tomy 3yGoxyeaTu ue
KHTTA, He Aal04H MPWIIOAHOTO — NMpHOpaxHoro B GopMy APYKOBAHOTO
Cll0Ba, a 4epe3 Te BCiM JOCTYNMHOrO -— BHCJIOBY Haulii aKTHBHii
y4acTH B HbOMY, MH He TiIbKM He MaeMo noTpebu, ane — Bipyroun
riuboko B Te, IO HALiA HalUa XKHJIA, IKHBE i XKUTH 6yne — He MaeMo
ItpasBa.

IIpo onuu Tinbxu 3akuz, koTpuit Moxe 6yTH TyT 3po6nenuii, Bap-
TO 3rajaTH. "3aMicTh Teopii i cniB, — ckaxe HaM JaexTo, — Ta Iueii,
MOBJIIB, HEMOJHHX, Ki TUIBKH JIHIUHIO TPH3HIO PO3BEAYTh, Kpallle B
TaKi ropsdi 4acH Jaito po6UTH”. Ane-K, IOMHHAIOYH Te, IO MH Big
TOro “Aina” i He BiOpikaeMoch, OyMa€TbCs MEHi, 1O BCsKa cnpoba
HaliTH NpaBAMBY BiNNOBINL Ha HaWBaXHilli HaUiOHANbHI NMUTaHHs,
TOB-TO BCAKE CKpinyeHs BIacCHOI HaLOHANBHOI CBIIOMOCTH, €CTh pa-
30M 3 THM CKPIiIUICHAM 3arajibHol CBiZOMOCTH Hauii, i Big Takoro Tex
"Oima” — Ta me i y Hac, A cA CBiIOMiCTh He QyXe wie MilHa —
wkoau npuHaiiMHi He GyBae. Ce pa3, a BApyre — Teopis MOCKiNbKH
BOHa BipHa (IIOOJMHOKI CIpoGH HaliTH Taky BKiHLi HAM JONOMOXKYTb)
GyBae Bce oHMM 3 Hali6inbINe MOryTHIX 3HAPAMMIB NMPAKTHKY i Besike
NpaKkTHYHE MOJITHYHE OiNO, KOJIH BOHO Mae GyTH OificHO OiTOM, a He
4BaHTIOPOIO, BAATHCA MOXE TOMi, KOJIM HE TLMbLKHM ippallioHanbHO-CTH-
xifiHa i MaTepisisbHa, ane # TEOPETHUHO-YCBiMOMITIOIOYa, imeiina 06-
CTaHOBa B NOCTATOYHil Mipi, B JaHOMY CyCHiNbCTBi g HbOro niaro-
ToBJeHa. be3 monepenHsol — MaTepisibHEM NpolieccaM B KMTTIO Ha-
uil BiAMoBigaro4oi i PO3BHTOK LMX Npoleccis YCBLIOMIIIOIOYOI, ane
IMEHHO NlyXOBOI, iMEHHO IHTENEKTYaIbHOI, — HampyXeHoi Npalli, His-
KHX BCJIHKHX, NO3UTUBHHX, Oyaylounx ain B icTopii Hawiit He 6ygae. 1
B XX-iM CTOJITTIO, KOTpe po3noyanocs i MabyTh e JOBro 6yne npo-
AOBXYBATHCh MiA 3HAKOM HANpPABJICHHX OO ACHO O3HAYEHOI L, TO6-
TO IMHGOKO NPOAYMAaHHX, BCECTPOHHE TEOPETHYHO YIPYHTOBaHMX i
opradisanjiino mo6Gpe MiAroTOBIEHHX MACOBMX COLifIbHHX pyxis, —
BCAka no3baBjieHa THX NPHUKMET, Xo04a-6 npu TiM Hal6inbiue
naTpioTHYHa i 1IMpa, Haibinbile ropsua Ta eHepriitHa aKTHBHICTL —
MYCHTb B KiHIli KiHUiR ONHHHTHMCh B TpAriuHili 3ajeXHOCTH Bin YyXoi,
Ginbine ceigomoi, rmubwe mpoaymaHoi Boni (xoTiHHA). 3a npu-
KnagamMH, Ha Kajlb, JaNeKO HEe XOOHTH i BOHH aX 3aHANTO SICHO
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nokasanW, IO KOMy sSK KOMY, a HaM Ha 3aHi, MOBISAB, KoJjcca
ornamaTuck Tpeba.

WHwa piy, Wo NONpH CTHXiliHY aKTHBHiCTL y Hac 3abarato
CEKTaHTCLKUX "CJIOBOTpEHii” i He MEHbIUE CEKTAHTCLKOI IpH3Hi i B3a-
iMHO1 HeTepnuMOCTH. 3 LbOro Goky aTMoChepa HalIOro XHUTTA CTala
nificno HeMOXUHBOH. | BlacHe ToMy, o6 He MOGinbIIyBaTH HaBiTh
MHMOXiTh CKa3aHHM BiJ HaGosinoi Aywi piskuM coBoM Tiel B3aiMHOI
HEHaBHCTH, SKOI CTUILKH HAaKOMHMYMIA y Hac BCA Hallla icTopis, a oco-
GimBoO il mocniaHi nogii, — 5 # He 36HparoCh NHCATH NONEMiYHO-NYG-
niLpcTHYHOI 6polypH, a6o SKOroch aKTy 06BHHYBaYECHS NPOTH inaxo-
AyMalouHX MOiX 3eMIIsKiB, a muwy oueii nuct mo Bac, Moi Jpysi. Is
wili po3MoBi mawiii He 6yAeMo LIYKaTH BUHHHX, 60 B TIM IO CTasOCs
Bci Ma6yTh BHHHI; He OyneM TakoX NMEPEKOHYBATH THX, KOro MEPEKO-
HaTH He MOXHA, a NOTOBOPHMO MNpO Te, K MYCHTHCA Hall AEHL CbO-
roAHAIIHIA PO3yMiTH, i Kuil MH, 2 He XTOCh HHILIKH, MYCHMO 3 HEOTO
Buxig Ha#tTH...

Iexto 3 Bac — moix opsomymuiB XniGopo6is-ZleMokpaTiB —
3BepTaBCA JO MEHe 3 MPOMNO3ili€io CKIACTH HOBHH MPOEKT napriiixoi
nporpaMM TOMy, IO JOTeNepiltHA Nporpama, NpUiiHATa HamH B
opTHi 1917 p., Mo ABOX TaKMX GYPXJIHBHX POKaxX, 3Ha4HO ycTapina.
AJle~X MeHi 30a€ThbcA, 10 Yac Tenep A% BCAKHX MapTiHUX mporpam
sakpa3 e migxomsumii. Leil saTsxuuit noniTHunuil Kpisic, AKHi VYkpa-
iHi JOBOOMTHLCA MEPEXHBATH, HE Ma€ B CO6i HiSKHX NaHWX AJi nporpa-
moBoi kascuikauii nosiruysoro kurTs. IloniTuydi naptii ToAi Tib-
KH [Jal0Th B CBOIX NHCaHKX mporpaMax 6inbie abo MeHbie TOYHI Bil-
noBigi Ha Gikydi NOJITHYHI MUTAaHHA, KOJTH BOHU 6OPATHCA 32 BJIACTD B
o6cTaBHHAX TaK 3BaHOI mapnaMeHTapHoi 60poTsbu. Hi Bnactu opHol
Ha LTl Hawwiil TepUTOPIi, Hi THM MeHbIIIE YMOB U1 NIaplaMEeHTapHOI
GopoThbM 3a LIO BIAcTh y Hac Temep Hemae. I o6 BBeCTH oprasi-
30BaHy MOJITHYHY iicl0 B Te¢ BEJIMKE 3MaraHHs CTUXIHHUX CHJ, SIKE
Bin6yBacThCA Ha Hawiii 3emui, HOTPiGHi He AeTani3oBaHi Nporpamy, a
TOYHO i SCHO O3HaYeHi — i Ha MiAcTaBax Ginblue CTaNMX, YHM NapTili-
HO-TIONITHYHA (pa3eosiorisa, onepTi — TroJOBHI LiMi.

Konu roBopuTH npo iaeiiHo-noiTA4Hui 6ik UMX 3MaraHib, T0 —
JyMaeTbcsi MEHi — Hac kIe J0Bra i ymepra 6opoTsba He napTiHUX
nporpam, a FOJIOBHHX 3aCagHHYUX Hanpamis: 3a Ykpainceky Hdepaca-
@y, uu npomu Ykpainceroi [epxcasu, i AK 3a Yxpaincoky Hepxcasy
— mo 3a AKy, Ha axkux yHoamenmax 36y006aHy Hepxcasy. Tlo
niHisX OTHX FOJIOBHMX HanpsMiB # cobi yasnswo Gyaydy ineitny rpyni-
POBKY HAIUMX MOJITHYHHX CHN i yABIALO ii co6i He B popmi napriii, a B
dbopmi moniTHYHMX cOrO3iB 4M GiIbOKIB, o6emuyrounx B cobi 6aH3bKi
N0 cBOIM MaTepisJbHUM iHTepecaM, Mo noTpedam CBOEI MaTepistjIbHOI
npoAyKuil, a yepe3 Te CTaji i MiuHi, Hawi HaLliOHaJIbHi KJIacH i rpymn.
O6exToM 60OpoTbOM LMX MOJITHYHHX CHII Oyne e OOBrud yac He
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TUIbKH CaMa BJIaCThb, a FOJIOBHHM YMHOM IJCTaBa TPIiBKOCTH i CHJIM
BJIaCTH: AylUa Hawa i 3emns Hama. | no6iouTs B ciil Benukiil 60poTs6i
3a Ayiy i 3eMJII0 YKpaiHCLKOro HapoJy B KiHILi KiHUiB TO#, XTO kpalue
Ooui0 Aymy — HalioHaNbHY iHOIBiOyaNbHICTE Hally — i NpHKMETH
3emni Ykpaincbkol 3Hae; XTo 3 6axaHHAMM Hawoi Hauil i noTpeGamu
Halol 3eMli CBOIO OEPXKaBHO-TBOpPYY HPALFO MIllHO 3BSKE, i XTO B
npaui Tid HalGinbL1y cHy M0O60BH N0 CBOrO Hapomdy, A0 cBOEi baTh-
KiBILMHH — HaHOLIBILY CHITY 3aB3ATTA B NEpeBEACHIO CBOEI MOMiTHY-
HoOl imel — 3 cebe Bukpewre. Icmopuuho, exoHOMIUHO Ma cOUiAAbHO
8ipHa HAYIOHAABHO-0EPIHCABHA NOAIMUYHA AiHIA — HENoXumHa 0as
00 nepegedena & wcummasa yiei ainii — zaubokuti, nexpukausuil na-
mpiomusm i 0o6pe Hamiuena oprawizauis — ce eOunuti neenulti 3a102
miei ocmamounoi nobiou...

ITpn HamiveHIO THX MOJIITHYHMX JiHi#, OIS Hac — WO BXE 34aB-
Ha, B 4acax LUe nerepOyprcbkoi cynpemManii, MUCIIHIM XUTTA yKpain-
CbKOI Hauii He WHaKINe, AK TiNbkM B (opmax BnacHoi Yxkpaiucekoi
Hepxaru — nonpu posymieTscs NOTpeGy KOXKAOYACHOTO, HA PiBHI 3
XHUTTAM HAy4oro yrpyHTOBYBaHs Halllol Aep)kaBHoi igeoorii, Bce e
icTHye oue HaiiBajXcHillle NMHTaHHSA: AKOK CaMe MOBMHHA OyTH Halla
Hepxasa. A wo Ha TepuTopil VKpaiHu MoOXe iCTHYBATH TiILKH OOHA
cyBeperHa YkpaiHceka [lepxkaBa (“aBTOHOMHHMX YKpain” moxe GyTu
po3yMmieTbesa GaraTo: noJibchbka, pociiickka, yechka, pyMyHChKa i T.4.),
TO BiJ 3rigHoi 3 aiicaumu noTpe6amu i 6akanuamu Hauii (To6-To Bin-
NOBifaKoYol Cy4acHOMY CTemneHi 1l pO3BHTKY) pO3BA3KH LLOr0 IIUTAHHS
3aleXHTbh B3aram caMo icTHyBaHHs [epkaBu.

B nepuwmnx yacax pesomronii MH — Bifnarouu “gaHp JyXOBH Hacy”
~— Ha NpeBe/MKH anb npuilHaAnn 6ysM, sk npuragyere cobi, micns
JOBrUX OMCKYCiH HaJ NPEMJIOXKCHHM MHOK PYKONHCHMM MpPOEKTOM
nporpaMu Hauwoi mapTii, Ha miAcTaBi KoMnpomicy — “pecny6ikaH-
CbKy (popmy npasiinns 3 IIpesunentom Ha uoni”, i Tomy B Takiii ¢gop-
Mi 3pejaroBaHuil 6yB OCTaTOYHO BiANOBIAHMEA NYHKT B LiM MPOEKTi,
HaJpyKoBaHIM mi3Hillle, 3 NoOpo6neHMMM B HLOMYy, IlCAS HaIUMX
TOOILUHIX pe3omouiif, 3minamu. Kaxy — Ha npesenukuii xanp —
TOMY, M0 XHTTA, AKE BXKE CTUILKM pa3 Kapajo YxpaiHuis 3a ixro
3BMYKY “yJaBaTH IO iX HEMA”, i TYT JyXe CKOpO i IyXke rocTpo BHKa-
3an0 Hamy nomuiky. IlomMumo Hac — onMHOKHX Tohi B milicHOoCTH
NMEPEKOHAHUX Ta CBiJOMHMX reTbMaHLiB — MoBCTaja [ eTbMaHIMHA
CTHXilfHa, KOTpa YAepXaTHCh BJaCHe 4Ye€pe3 CBOIO CTHXiHHICTb He
3morna. Tenep MM cTOIMO 3HOB Nepel TMM CaMHM KapAHHAJIbHHAM
MUTAHHAM, BiJ pO3BA3aHHA KOTPOro JOMIpY 3a/eXHThb BCe HHbLIE. To-
My CTaBmo 3aronioBok: "I'eTsMaHcTBO 4u Pecny6nika™, i Binnosigi na
Lie MUTa@HHs — 3CYMYBABIIH BCE Te, IO MEHI Ha CIO TEMY HE pa3 Bke
JOBOJUIOCE MHCATH i FTOBOPUTH — XO4y OCHOBHY YaCTHHY MOTO JIHCTa
MIPHUCBATHTH.



Tparenis ykpaincekoro Canyo Ilanya
(I3 3anMCHO] KHHXKKH eMirpaHTa)

B. IPABOBEPEXEID [BAYECJIAB JIMTIUHCHKHI]

Editor’s note: In his essay entitled “Tragedija ukrajins koho Sanéo Panéa” ( The tragedy
of the Ukrainian Sancho Panza) Lypyns’kyj adopted a literary motif from Cervantes’
Don Quixote de la Mancha (1605, 1615) and applied it brilliantly to Ukrainian historical
and political life. The essay, written under the pen name V. Pravoberezec’, is published
here for the first time from a copy of the second draft, located a1 the W. K. Lypynsky
East European Research Institute in Philadelphia (M-M small rolls, no. 3, 1 -6, pp. 1-12);
it was written in 1920.

The passages appearing at the bottom of the pages are not footnotes, but marginal
glosses that are written alongside the main body of the original text.

The editor is grateful to Eugene Zyblikewycz, director of the W. K. Lypynsky East
European Research Institute, for his painstaking efforts in deciphering the handwritten
original text and for its dating.

Tenisnnuuil TBip CepBaHTeCca BiYHO aKTyalbHUI. Horo nocrari 6e3-
CMepTHi, 60 BOHHU Ha OpoTA3i CTOJITTH BCE BLAPOJIXYIOTHCA B KOXHIM
HOBIM TOKOJIiHHIO eBponeiicbkux Hauiii. Uepes uiny icropiro Esponu
#inyTh nopyu cebe Jou Kixot i Canvo I1anuo, ix HEpO3pUBHO 3BA3aHi
3 c060k0 CHMBOJIH piXkHOI B popMax, ajne OFHOLLIbHOI B cyTi, crapol
esponeiicbkoi KyabTYpH.

Ineamism i peamism. Tpamuuis i moctyn. MunyBiMHa i 6yayy-
ynHa, 3B%3aHi 3 coboto. [nubGoka Bipa y BUTBOpEHE MOKOJTIHHSAMH CBOE
BJIACHE PO3YMIHHs KHTTA i NMpaKTHYHE, HACYIUHE BHKOPHCTOBYBaH:
fioro peansHHX GopM — OCh IBi CTOpPOHH €OUHOI KYyIbTYpH, IO
TBOpATH il WUTCTb, MO 3abe3nedyroTs ii cTajicTh, Milp i eBonko-
HiOHI3M HaBiTL B PEBOMIOLIAX. Ile ta EBpona, B sKiii NpaKTHYHHUI
Canuo ITanuo peanisye inei pomanTuxa JloH KixoTta. Ta EBpona, wio
BXOJMTb B HOBY €py 3i 36epeXEHAMH NaMATKaMH MUHYIMX CTOJITTH,
3i 3aXOBaHHMH TOBGOXHO TBOPAMH JIOACHKOTO AyXa, a He 3 tabula
rasa MOKpUTOro pylHaMH i nonenumamy cremy...

Crapi KynbTypHi BEpCTBH OAMHPAIOTh. Hosi 3 cunow MOJIOZOCTH
BHOHBAIOTHCA Ha BEpX i nepeiiMaloTh BUTBOPEHY MMM CTapHMH BEPCT-
BaMH KyJbTYDY.

~Hou KixoTt 3i cBocro 3ap)kaBiyioro cTaporo 36poero, 3i cBOIMH
nepeAHATAMH 3 6aTbKIBCBKHX 3anoBiTiB AyMKaMH, 3i CBOIM CyLUIBHHM
i BUKIHYEHHM PpO3YMiHHAM OTOYYHO4OrO CBiTYy — B€Ch BHPOCTaE 3
MHEHYBIIMHK. Horo Bipa — L TpaaHuuiiHa Bipa mpeAxis B LUIAXOT-
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HicTh i kpacy xuTT4. | 36ipacThca BiH B CBOIO XHTTEBY HNOPOTY 3
OJMHOKHM 3aBAAHHAM: 36epirT uo Bipy, 30epirTe MMUAapcLKy Tpaiu-
uiro, 36epirti KynbTypy, 36epirTH JOCBiN MUHYIIMX MOKONIHHB i nepe-
JaTH neil ckapb JoporouiHHuil CBOMY TOBapHLIEBH HOJOPOKHBEOMY —
Canyo IlaHuy.

Canyo Ilan4o 3a coboro He Mae Hiuoro. BiH Bech B 6yayyymni.
Horo 3axonmoe cama MaiiGyTHs n04OPOK, 2 HE MeTa nogopoxi. Bin
He Gepe 3 coboro Hi 36poi, Hi eMOmeMn cBoel Mpil: npanopus csoei
JamH ceplis. BiH Mycuts fiTi B JOpory He ToMy, LIO TaK pOOHIH iioro
NpeaxH, a TOMy, WO ioro B Jopory nxae GyiiHa, mIykaioua BHJIado-
BaHs lioro cuna.

Ocp ipeanicT i peamnicT mopy4 Ha OOHiM XHTTeBiM muaxy. Cwmi-
€Tbca cepaeuHo Canuo ITanvo, xonu HoH Kixor 6auuts B BiTpsakax
JHuapckKe Bilicbko. PamMeHaMH Tinbku 30BHrac, AUBOM OMBYETLCH, K
Mir npuitnata Jokn Kixot crapy i 6puaxy dynbuinero 3a KpacyHio i 3a
ZaMy CBOTO CEpLs.

Ta nmpote Bin #tne 3a HoH KixotoM. Bo ofpasu Hou Kixora
OKpallyroTk oMy TaxKkuH mIax. bo axuil 61 Hyauuil 6yB ued wuax,
sk 61 He Hou KixoTosi nerenam, 1o nepeTBOpIOOTh Ge3ayIuHy aikic-
HiCTbL B XkuBHit 06pa3, 3axormrotounii pisHomaHiTHUME GapBammu, Ha-
JIEKHMH MPEKPACHHUMH NEpcneKTHBaMH. bo gk 6M npHUMITHBHO ybore
6yno xurTa Canvo Ilanva, konu-6 Hou KixoT He 36orayyeas iioro
THM BCiM, IO Bxke NMepexunu iforo mpeaxu, sx 6u He BYHB Canuo
ITanya ix gocBiny, Ak 6u He naBae Canyo IlaHuy THX cnocobie pearo-
BaHHA Ha JKHTTA, WO TBOpATh HoH KixoToBy cyTh — 3m06yTY MHUHY-
JTHMH NOKOJIIHHAMH KYJBLTYpY.

I Canyo Ilanyo B xiHui nmepecrae cmisruce Hap Jor KixoTom.
Bin ymuparoworo nuumaps BiH nepeiimac dioro rnuboky Bipy, cam
oasrae 36poro i cam crae [oH KixoroM, i cam Beae 3a co60r0 HOBOrO
Canvo I1anya.

I noeipus Canyo Ianuo 8 Hon Kixora ToMmy, uio eponeiicsknii
Hou KixoT Hi pa3y He 314KaBcs npumMiTuBHOro peroty Canvo IlTanua,
Hi pa3y mij BIUIMBOM LIbOr0 PEroTy He CTpaTHB Bipy B cebe, B 3amOBiTH
nepenaHi HoMy QOCBiIOM NpeaKis.

”Ilinpocreln, mopo3yMmilliaelll i MOBIpHI, IO €IHHOIO BAPTOCTIO
XUTTS €CTh TOi 06pas, akhit MM cobi po HLOro cami COTBOPHMO, a
He Ti #oro o6JIOMKH, sKi TH CBOIM OTPaHHYEHHM 30pOM OrJjsmacur”,
— Aaymae Jou KixoT HaBiTe ToAi, KONM #Oro nigxuaand Ha NPOCTHHI,
i KonM ng KapTHHa He3BuvaiiHO Tilmina Canvo ITanya. Ous Heno-
XHTHa Bipa, ous rinuboka kxyastypa o Kixora 3axonunu CaHuo
Ilanua. Bin [Jon KixoT] no6inue Tomy, 1o BiH Hi pa3y He ornsHyBcs
Ha Canuo Ilanva, Hi pasy He mpoCHB HOro pajH, a HIIOB CBOEHO
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noporoto, 60 Bin 6ys Jon Kixorom, 60 ue OyB NOTOMOK JIHIIAPChKHIA,
60 B HOMY NiJ BIUIHBOM KyJbTYpH He Oyno Bxe giyoro 3 #Horo
npenka Canuo ITanya. Esponeficekuit lon KixoT re nemMoKpar. Bin
He Moxe icTHyBaTH 6e3 Canvo IlaHuya, 6o Bin 6a4nTh B HiM IIpOAOR-
XeHs. icTHyBaHHA ce6e camoro — Gymyyoro JloH Kixora.

Bes Jton KixoTa He MoxHa 6u 6yn0 MOMHCIUTH cobi icTHyBaHHsA
MozepHoi epponeficbkoi Hamii. Bo xomm-6, 3rigHO 3 peasiCTHUYHHMH
nornanamu Canuo Ilanua, manis e rpoMana nmogef, mo Ganakae
OHOK MOBOIO, TO BO iMs peaniCTHYRMX iHTEpeciB, BO iMa mpakTH-
LM3My LEX Jnofell kpame 6yno-6 nmepeMiHMTH MOBY i noyatu Gana-
KaTH TaK, K Ginblle KOPHCTHO ANs peanbHUX iHTepeciB uiel rpoMany.
I Tax 3po6unu Canvo ITanyi BCiX THX Hamiit, axi He Manu cBoix JloH
Kixorie.[1] Donipy ko Jon KixoT 3 ByIbIrapHoi, opauHapHoi i Haii-
spuuaiinimoi Jdyabuinei 3po6uB gamy cBOTO cepls i ¢BO€l YeCTH, KOJIH
Bin peasnbHuil aKT JIIOACBKOTO KHTTA 3aNJIONHHE NyXOM igel, xonu
MexaHiyHui eTHOrpadiunuil KonekTHB npuabas Bipy B cebe, moxoxas
cBiil ineiinnit 06pa3, CBOIO TPaJHLiIO i CBOIO KYJIBTYPY, KOJIH B Hauio-
Hanbuux JoH KixoTis nopipwin npHMiTHBHI Canvo ITanui, i noyanu
3a ifiero cBOEI HAIIil KJIaCTH CBOE JKHTTS, TOAI NOBCTaBANH eBponeichKi
Hauii, MOBCTABAaJM Ti CKNafHi HYXOBi JIIOACHKI KOJEKTHBH, KOTPHX
CBOIMH peasliCTHYHUMH METOIAaMH XOACH HoBuit Canvo ITanHuo 36ar-
HYTH He B cri.[2]

Tenep B yKpainchbKifi niTepaTypi NOYAHAIOTE JIYHATH T'OJIOCH, 110
Vkpaina — ue kpait Asificbkoro Cxony, IO MH MaEMO GaraTo cnijb-
Horo 3 KuTaeM, Nie €CTh TiIbKH CENsHY i iHTenireHTH-MaHAapuHH, 1O
Ha Cxofi JIeXHTb CHNa i 10 MH MOBHHHI OJBEPHYTHCH ON THHJTO1
Esponu. I MoxHa 6yno-6 B ue Bce NOBipHTH, KOJH-6 Li BCi rapHi piun
mucano He B Bimmi. Ane noku ykpainchkuii inTeniredT nepen 60ab1o-
BHIBKOIO HaBanoro Cxopy BTikaB TaK AK i fioro npenok 3 uaciB
Tanuupkoi Jepxkasu Ha 3axia, a He KO “AyXOBO cnopigneroro” Ku-
Tal0, TO JOTH JIMLIAETHCA (GaKT, io YkpaiHa — ue Kpaii 3axigHoi Kysis-
TypH i 110 Hac 060BA3YIOTE ronoBHi JIiHil pO3BHUTKY L€l KYIbTYDH.

Ie-x ram Jou Kixot i namr Candyo IManuo, 6e3 axux Halil 3axin-
HOI KyNbTYPH NOMHKCITUTH c06i He MoxkHa?

Konu Ha Becui 1648 poky 3 HH30BOI YKpaiHH BUIiILIOB NPOTH
LifI0i MOTYTHOCTH IIOJIbChKO1 Piunnocnositoi Boraan XMensHALbKUI,

[1.] 3aBpaHHs HaNiOHANBHOTO ifeasismy, COTBOPEHA HailioHanbHOI JIereHay, Bee i
3aBicAM TPHUNAfaroTh HA Ti BEPCTBH, IO PENPE3CHTYIOTH HauioHansHy Tpanmuito. Ilo-
TOMKH BEPCTBH, IO TBOPHIH CI1aBy Hauliif NOK/IHKaHi 0 TpaduLilo BIAHOBHUTH.

[2.] Hou Kixot 3Hesipenunii 8 Canuvo [lanua ine Ha cnyx6y mo uyxux Canuo
INansis.
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MaroyYu Tinbku rauboKy Bipy, W0 BiH BHOE 3 JIAUbKOI HEBOMi pychbkuit
Hapig yBech, TO ykpaiHcekuid Canvo [laHuo, skuit 6auuB peajibHi CHIH
XMeNbHHUBKOTO, IO CKAajaiucsa 3 napycoT JiroAei, ax 3a 60KH o1
peroty 6paBcsi, nuBNIAYMCh Ha Lporo ceoro JoH Kixora.[3] Ane Benu-
knit Borgan He 3nsakaBcsa BapaGamoBoro perory i 3i cBO€k Biporo BiH
milioB NMPOCTO OO CBOEI UMM, Hi pa3y He OrJIAHYBCA Ha cBoro CaHuo
Ilanga, Hi pa3y He cnuras, mo Toil Canyo ITando aymae, i cBoe€ro
Bipolo BiH 3apa3uB MilioHM ykpaiHcekux Canyo Ilandis i BupBaB
TOIIIHIO KO3alibKy YKpaiHy 3 HiJ BJiagy MMOJIbChKOI.

B 1657 poui Ykpaina noxoeana csoro ocranHboro lon KixoTa.
Horo xuTTa 6yno 3a kopoTke. Bcix #0ro NoMiuHHKiB BHGHIH i mocia-
Huii yxpaisesknii JoH KixoT He Betur nepeaatn Canvo Ilan4oBi cBoix
puc, cBoro xapaktepy.[4] Ilo cMepTH nmocaigHoro ykpaiHcbkoro IoH
Kixora, Canuo Ilanyo He mosipuB B iforo imero i BepHyBcs Ha CBiit
peansHH MUIAX, HA WIAX OpaxTHUM3MY. Bin craB npobyBatn, sk 61
MoOxHa Bysio 36yayBaTH YKpaiHy NpakTHYHHMH pPealicTHYHUMH MeTO-
AaMH i Ha Ky peajibHy cuily MoxkHa-O0 Gyno B wifi 6ynoBi onepruca.
3amicTh TBOPUTH B cObi XHMTTA BiH CTaB NpHINIAOATHCH B0 KHUTTA i,
3abnyKaBIIUCh B TPHOX COCHAX NPaKTHLH3MY, BiH 3aryOuB cBill nuisx,
MyapyBaB 3 BuroecbkuM, 3 Masenolo, nimos Ha emirpauito 3 Opin-
KOM, Jiir ao rpo6y 3 Kansaumescekum. He crano ykpaincekoro oH
Kixota, He ctano i ykpaiHcekoi Hauil.[S5] Ane Ayxu#l, MexaHiuHMi,
peanbHuil MOACBKHE KOJIEKTHB icTHYBaB. Bin nai mpoayxyeaB mare-
pisnu Ha JoH Kixortis i Canvo ITangie. Tinbkn Ge3 ykpaiHchkoi BipH,
6e3 ykpaincekoi KynsTyps, Hawmi Ilon Kixorn #immm B uyxi Bipm,
craBain 4y>kuMH JloH Kixoramu. Bonu rurynu 3a lonsmy Big mMopa
0o MOps, BOHM TBOpHIM Milb i cany Bemuxoi Pocilickxoi Imnepii. IIpu
Vkpaini 3agepxanuce Tinbku TinecHi Jon Kixorn, Hou Kixotu 6e3
BipH B cebGe, B CBOIO KYNIbTYpY, B cBoe npusHavens. Ham Jon Kixor
nepeMi}chz B KawHIorocsa AOBOpsSsHHHaA, SKkuif i mouaB €NoXy Tak
3BaHOTO BiAPOIKEHs yKpaiHChKOI Hallii.

Mix TEM Ha 3MiHy HIISXCUTBY i KO3alTBY BMCTYNMHJIa HOBa
BepcTBa —ceJiaHcTBo. Haponuscs HoBu#l ykpainchkuit Canvo ITanyo i
craB posrasagatHchk 3a cBoiM don KixoTom, 3a THMH KyJNbTypHUMHM
BepcTBaMH, AKi-6 Bkaszanu #ioMy BUIAX, AKi-O0 nosemw fioro 3a coboio,

[3.] Nokn xue ykpaiucwkuit [Jou KixoT, kuna ykpaiuceka Hauis. Jox Kixor 6ys
Cesartocnas. He nutae Hapoay npo ¢opMy npaBnisHg i sk BiH Mae ue BupilzaTH.

[4.] Ti wo HacTranu no HiM Bxe He Manu BipH. Boru myapysanu, Gosnuca cmim-
HOCTH, GOANMCS BEJIMKOTO IecTy.

[5.] Noxuuyrnit Hum Canyo Ilanyo [...7] noaas #oro ocraHHi#, a BiH cMepTensHO
nepeskanuit.
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Ki-6 noBenw HOro CBOIM AOCBIIOM, CBOECKO KyJIbTYpor0.[6] AJe 3aMicTh
csoro JoH Kixora nobauns Canvo ITanuo Hor Kixora pocilicbkoro
Ta noabcbkoro. I sk koxen Canyo ITaH4o, cTaB BiH CODOMHTHCH CBOTO
Mmanopocilicbkoro kopeHs,[7] mimoB B nmucapi, rOpoOAoBi LEHTPH, B
JpyKapHi, B MaHCTBO-Ganaryis, B YWAHOBHHKH, O WXy wio Horo
Bkasysas Homy Hou KixoT 3pociiilieHuii, a6o-X cTaB NepeXoquTH B
JIATHHCTBO, 5K Bkazysas iomy Jlon Kixor crospiuenuii.

Ane-x xoxeH Canyo Ilanyo i Hamr Tak camo Jo6HTL “kpacy i
cuny”. CaMa cuia ¥oro He BIOBOJBHANA, B KaJli4€HIO CBOEI MOBH, B
NOJILCHKHX KoH(peaepaTkax BiH He Bio4yBaB CBO€i kpacH. A IO OCTa-
aMch Wie Ha Ykpaini cnigu nocnigHoro yxpaincekoro Jou Kixora, To
Mo UMX crijax, Ha creni B ko3anpkux Morunax, Cango Ilanyo cras
mykaTti 3a ceoiM Hou KixoToMm i TyT BiH 3ycTpiBCS 3 YKpAaiHCHKHM
KaIOLMMCS OBOPAHMHOM i nonosuyeM.[§]

Bixe mepia 3ycTpiu mokasanach Hamomy Canuo IlanuoBi mano
npueMuoto.[9] Peanict Canyo ITaruo noGayus nepes coborw Takoro-
% Jou Kixora sk i MHuwi, Tinbkk 1i Bipuma B cebe, Hiu cBOIM
LIAXOM, a TOf MepeoAATHyBCA B CBUTKY i Bee npocus y Canyo ITanya
BubaueHs 3a Te, L0 BiH NOraHOro MaHCHKOro poAy, 1o Horo npeaxu
Bce Canyo ITaHya XpHBOWIM, WO AONipY BiH MoKasfBCA i mMpo3pis i mwio
BiH Xoue LiJTHM XHTTAM CBOIM mpocuTH 3a ne y Canvo Ilanua npo-
wens.[10] Mano Toro, Canyo ITan4o cnopiascs Haiitu y lon Kixora
TIpOBif i HayKy, a o4YyB, 1o Ha Ykpaini ue sin — Canuo Ilanyo oguu
TinbKM BCi Hoporu 3Hae, i mo Jon Kixor, ce6To xarowmmiics asops-
HuH, roToB 3a Canuo [TaHyoM iy, Kyau TiLKH BiH 3a cO60I0 noBeae.

I nopsas [?7] naw Cando IMan4o TyT 3apa3 B uill nepuwii sycrpiui 3
KyJbTypoto “6pexoHb”, BiH cTaB Ge3nomiuHui, HEPBOBHHA, BiH MOYYBaB,
o0 XTOCh Knaje Ha HLOTO HENOCHIIbHI 3aBHOaHHA, ajie, HE Marouu
inmoro Bu6opy, Mycis Hamr Canyo IlaH4o niTH B CBOXO TAXKY IOPOTY,
He MaloyH nepej coboro sk MHII IIaciaHBi Hauii Bipywouoro B cebe
036poenoro noceigom, kyaeTyporo Hon Kixora, a Tarayuu sa co6oro

[6.] Pic BiH mononuii, CUNbLHMIL, TaDHHH i XXHTTA KMMiNO B HEOMY CHIIOIO Haloi
poaroyol 3eMJli, Hanol 310pOBOl NOPOJH.

[7.] Cima apopsHCbKa i CiMsA LyXOBHa, fiki NEPEXOBANH TPAAMLIL.

{8.] Karowmuiics qBopsuuH i incanizosannii 60cAk — e Ba KYNbTYPHI THNH, KoTpi
BHECJIa B HaLlE )XHTTA MOCKOBChKA CTHXifl.

[9.] Bo BiH noBaxae Ha CBiTi TiNbKM OfIHY piy — CHAY i HIYOTO TaK HCHABHAUTDL AK
cnabocTu.

[10.)] — Xi6a-x Tu Yxpaineus, kosn B TeGe oaHa NONOBHHA LIIAXEUBKO-TIONLCBKA,
a apyra HapcbKO-MOCKOBCbKa?

— Tu 3 akux Gyaew? 3 noMipkoBaHHX YK IHPUX?

— Hi 3 oaHMUX, Hi 3 APYrHX, a 3 TakHX, AKHX TOGi Tpeba Miii mobuii Canuo ITanyo!
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BiYHO 3aIJJaKkaHOTO i XJIMNAY0Tr0 Karollorocs ABOPAHHHA i CMHpEH-
HOT'0 MONMOBUYA.

I Ha niM UUIgXy MoYaBcs MiXk HHMH JisUTbOI:

— Ckaxu meni Jon Kixore, — sanuras Canuo Ilaryo, — yomy
MM He Taki sk moge. Ock BCi MaloTh CBOI AepXKaBH, TOpAi CBOEH
MOBOIO, @ MH i AepXaBH He MaEMO, i MOBH CBOEI COPOMHMOCH?

— bo mu, — Bianosie Joun KixoT, — He 3maTHi OO AepXaBHOTO
xuTT4. | MOBa Hanla Hana€ThCA TiJILKH 110 MMiCEeHb, Ta IO JOMANIHbOI
KyJbTYpH, a OCh Ha mojgx Tpeba HaMm GanakaTu no pocifickku, 60 ue
MoBa aepxasHa.[11]

He ciogo6ascs Takuit oagit Canuo Ilanuy, i nutae Bin:

— A XTO0-X BHHEH, IIO TaK CTAIOCh?

— Bunni, — kaxe JoH Kixot, — Mol npenku. Bonu gypsi 6ynu i
ysaunuei, Te6e Canuo ITanuo He cnyxanH, oChb i 3aHANacCTUIIH CBOXO
ZOepikaBy, ajie Tenep MU Bxe 3a Tob6oro iimem, 1o ckaxell, Tak i 6yne.

— Hy, nobpe, 35ayuTh MOI NIPEJKH XOTIM BAepxkaBy OyayBaTh, a
Tgoi im 3aBamxamm?

— Asxxe, asike, — Bignoeis nepensaxanu#i ou Kixor, — Troi
TIpeaKH, HaNpHKJIaA, NPOTH CBOT'O KHA3A TEPOpP YHHHIH, NOTIM reThb-
MaHiB cBoiXx yOHBan#, a BOE€BOJ MOCKOBCHKHX HpPH3HMBAJIH, OIHHM
CJIOBOM BOHH HHIUMJIM MOIX NpeikiB SK TUILKH MOIJH, ajie MeHe TH
Bike Canvo ITanyo momunyii, 60 1 ili Bory xouy Tinbku Toro, mo i Tu
xouel, i nixy 3a To6oro, xou Ou Tu 3aBiB MeHe HaBiTh He TYOH, KyOQu-
6 1 xoTiB.[12]

CmwmoHyB 3 nmepecepas Canyo ITaH4yo i pillMB Npo MHHYBIIHHY
BXe Oifipllie 3 KaIOUHMHCA OBOPSHAMM i MOMOBHYaMH HE FOBOPHTH, a
ix MHOroTomHi icTopil Ha HUrapku BKHBATH. AJle IO peasibHE HKUTTA
craBuno ana GigHoro Canyo ITanua cBo