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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

Anna Kovalchuk
Doctor of Philosophy
Department of Comparative Literature
June 2017
Title: Narrating the National Future: The Cossacks in Ukrainian and Russian Romantic

Literature

This dissertation investigates nineteenth-century narrative representations of the
Cossacks—multi-ethnic warrior communities from the historical borderlands of empire,
known for military strength, pillage, and revelry—as contested historical figures in
modern identity politics. Rather than projecting today’s political borders into the past and
proceeding from the claim that the Cossacks are either Russian or Ukrainian, this
comparative project analyzes the nineteenth-century narratives that transform pre-
national Cossack history into national patrimony. Following the Romantic era debates
about national identity in the Russian empire, during which the Cossacks become part of
both Ukrainian and Russian national self-definition, this dissertation focuses on the role
of historical narrative in these burgeoning political projects. Drawing on Alexander
Pushkin’s Poltava (1828), Nikolai Gogol’s Taras Bulba (1835, 1842), and Taras
Shevchenko’s Haidamaky (1842), this dissertation traces the relationship between
Cossack history, the poet-historian, and possible national futures in Ukrainian and
Russian Romantic literature. In the age of empire, these literary representations shaped
the emerging Ukrainian and Russian nations, conceptualized national belonging in terms

of the domestic family unit, and reimagined the genealogical relationship between
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Ukrainian and Russian history. Uniting the national “we” in its readership, these
Romantic texts prioritize the poet-historian’s creative, generative power and their ability
to discover, legitimate, and project the nation into the future. This framework shifts the
focus away from the political nation-state to emphasize the unifying power of shared

narrative history and the figurative, future-oriented, and narrative genesis of national

imaginaries.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In 1995, a thought-provoking discussion in Slavic Review began with Mark von
Hagen’s essay, “Does Ukraine Have a History?”! Von Hagen defines history as “a
written record of [an] experienced past that commands some widespread acceptance and
authority in the international scholarly and political communities” (658). Due to a lack of
statehood in the nineteenth century, the essay explains that Ukraine and other central and
eastern European states are “suspect candidates in the international order” and “have been
denied full historiographical legitimacy” in the twentieth century (659-60). While arguing
that no, Ukraine does not have a history, von Hagen understands Ukraine’s
historiographical weakness as a strength “precisely because it challenges so many of the
clichés of the nation-state paradigm” (673). While von Hagen’s article and the response
essays focus on the twentieth century, another rich context for this debate can be found
amidst the shifting imperial borders and emerging national narratives of the early
nineteenth-century Romantic era. Though the nation-state dominates our contemporary
understanding of borders, histories, and literatures, the concept of the nation is relatively
modern and gained currency in the late eighteenth century amidst the declining
legitimacy of autocratic and dynastic frameworks of power.> While military might and
imperial expansion legitimated civilizations in the eighteenth century, the post-
Napoleonic world also required proof of national uniqueness and autonomous historical
development made visible in literary language and narrative history. This dissertation

focuses on the intertwined and overlapping development of national, historical, and
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literary narratives in the early nineteenth-century Russian empire and situates the ongoing
debates about Ukrainian history within a global story of national and narrative discovery.

The nation’s relative modernity and its concomitant claims to antiquity evidence
the importance of history to past and present nationalisms.? Via a simultaneous discovery
of the past, legitimation of the present, and projection into the future, national narratives
give form to and transform the past and future possibilities of the communities they
represent. In the early nineteenth century, the distinction between historical and literary
narratives was itself being debated, and the Romantics understood the poet-historian as
vital to the discovery or rediscovery of native histories and national subjects.* Against the
empirical historicism dominant in the eighteenth century, the Romantic poet-historian
focused on the common people, their history, and their language and claimed that the
people, not the state, formed the national core and determined its historical destiny. In
conceptualizing the relationship between peoples and states, between vernaculars and
language of power, between filiation and affiliation, the Romantics prioritized poetic
synthesis over historical chronology and argued that narrative and the poetic voice were
the means to unite and give form to the generic heterogeneity and the multi-ethnic
imperial populations of the day. This dissertation considers the relationship between the
national and the textual body and demonstrates that literary-historical narratives are vital
to legitimizing the national family—or the state and its relationship to the nation.

In the multi-ethnic Russian empire, the question of internationally-recognized
history became one of national historical uniqueness in the post-Napoleonic era.
Vissarion Belinsky declared that “Our age—is a historical age par excellence” (Bek

HaIl—II0 IPEUMYIIECTBY HCTOpHUECKHil BeK), and an obsession with history dominated
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the discourse of the day.’ As Enlightenment preoccupations with universal principles
gave way to concerns about national uniqueness and historical legitimation, Russian
national consciousness developed under the shadow of an imitative cultural heritage.
Within the emerging discourse of Romantic nationalism, the Petrine reforms and the
imitative nature of Russian classicism were debated as literary, historical, and political
problems. Peter’s foreign importations and dramatic transformations, as well as the
resulting schism between the common person and the elite, were difficult to reconcile
with the German Romantic focus on vernacular language, folk culture, and native
narrative history.

Nikolai Karamzin’s twelve-volume History of the Russian State (1818-1826), the
first narrative history written in Russian for Russians, spoke to these concerns and
paradoxically naturalized Peter’s imperial reforms and foreign importations in Russian
historiography as emblematic of a natural autocratic tradition. Against the terror, chaos,
and revolution that shook Europe during the post-Napoleonic reaction, autocracy and
orthodoxy strengthened their status as Russian institutions, and while Karamzin argued
that the people’s fervent love unites them with the autocratic framework that guarantees
their national development, the continued attempt to bridge the gap between the Russian
people and the Russian state was to reach its apogee in Nicholas I and Sergei Uvarov’s
policy of Official Nationality (1833). Uvarov, echoing the argument already found in
Karamzin’s History and Pushkin’s narrative poem Poltava, frames the Petrine reforms
and the imperial, autocratic state as the preconditions of possibility for national
development and reasserts the primacy of the state within a Romantic framework of

national identity. In this framework, the national family is modeled on the domestic
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family and while the nation forms the basis for civil society, it is the state, as the
embodiment of sacred power, that makes possible both history and the fulfillment of
national destiny.

The search for the Russian national self within the multi-ethnic Russian empire of
the early nineteenth century shifts our attention to the role of narrative in legitimizing the
state and uniting the national body. Russian national self-definition—or the question of
Russian narodnost’—was both a political and a literary debate and the discussion often
focused on the peoples and nationalities of the empire’s multi-ethnic and expanding
borderlands.® The Russian imperial-national framework was especially challenged in the
empire’s western borderlands, and the history of Russia’s eighteenth-century imperial
acquisitions was highly contested political and literary terrain. In the late eighteenth-
century, a significant portion of today’s Ukraine and the former Cossack lands, the right
bank (the Polonized borderlands west of the Dnipro), left bank (the former Cossack
Hetmanate), and Novorossiya (Crimea and the sparsely-populated steppe lands north of
the Black Sea), were incorporated into the Russian empire.” This history of imperial
expansion forms an important backdrop for the Romantic era search for narodnost’
within the Russian empire.

In 1648, Bohdan Khmelnytsky led a Cossack revolt against the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. The inordinately successful rebellion against Polish-Lithuanian rule led
to the establishment of an independent Cossack state, and it was in 1654 that
Khmelnitsky negotiated the Treaty of Periaslav, which linked this Cossack state with
Muscovy. After Ivan Mazepa’s attempt to regain Cossack independence was defeated at

the Battle of Poltava in 1709, and after the conclusion of the Great Northern War, Peter
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the Great declared Russia an empire. The autonomy of the former Cossack Hetmanate
was significantly restricted, and by the late eighteenth century the Russian empire had
grown considerably. Under Catherine II, Russia pursued a course of administrative
unification in its southwestern borderlands. Catherine abolished the office of the hetman
in 1764, and in 1775, the main stronghold of the Zaporozhian Cossacks on the Dnipro
River was disbanded and destroyed. Crimea was annexed in 1783, and this and the
transfer of Ochakov in 1792, expanded the Russian Empire’s domain to Novorossiya or
New Russia.® During the second partition of Poland in 1793, the lands west of the Dnipro
or right-bank Ukraine, which had been under Polish rule since 1569, also came under
Russian rule. With the acquisition of Novorossiya and the right bank, the Russian empire
stretched uninhibited from the Baltic to the Black Seas and the Dnipro was no longer
directly bordered by Poland and Turkey. By 1834, ethnic Russians accounted for less
than half of the imperial population. The rapid geographical expansion and changing
demographics of the Russian empire necessitated a reconsideration of the relationship
between the imperial state, the Russian nation, and national historical and literary
narratives.

Perhaps unexpectedly, an obsession with Cossack history and Ukrainian folk
culture dominated the Russian literary scene in the 1820s and 1830s. Though exotic and
Romantic, the Cossack past was also understood and framed as a unique, native historical
phenomenon. Given their history of autonomy and their subsequent political
incorporation into the Russian empire, the Cossacks were vital to conceptualizing the
relationship between the Russian national self and the peoples and histories of the

Ukrainian Cossack lands. However, in the Romantic era, political assimilation did not
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necessarily indicate cultural assimilation, and Ukrainian and Cossack elites were
accustomed to imperial structures that allowed for multiple coexisting, often overlapping
and conflicting, local, imperial, and eventually national loyalties. The influential
Ukrainian Romantic critic and loyal Russian imperial subject Orest Somov is indicative
of these complex loyalties and of the complexity of Romantic national discourse.
Somov’s 1823 essay, “On Romantic Poetry,” is one of the first to theorize the
relationship between Russian narodnost’ and Romanticism. Somov argues that originality
and the poetic voice are necessary to overcome Russian hurdles to national development
and that a new species, a new taxonomy of Russianness, is made possible by the imperial
incorporation of Novorossiya and “fruitful Ukraine”. For some writers, such as Orest
Somov and Nikolai Gogol, Cossack history and the Ukrainian lands, newly acquired by
the Russian empire, were to form the basis for Russian nationality. Alongside the
argument that statehood, secured in military battle, is the necessary precondition for
national development, writers such as Somov and Gogol argued that it was the poetic
voice that united the peoples with the state into a national community bound by the
Russian language and the narrative past.

Though maintaining the distinct nature of the Ukrainian Cossack past, Gogol
offers himself up as a conduit between the people and the state, between the Ukrainian
past and the Russian national future. Identifying a future Russian patrimony in the history
of the Cossack borderlands, Gogol’s Russian-language texts find a welcome reception in
the Russian empire and his arguments about the Cossack past are echoed in the literary
criticism of Vissarion Belinsky. Belinsky, who praises Gogol’s talents, rejects the idea

that folk culture, the peasantry, or any state-less peoples can embody the national
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community. Instead, he argues that these pre-political peoples are entirely domestic as he
reasserts the power of the state to foster independent nationality and thus a national
literature. Despite Belinsky’s insistence on the elite literary critic and the role of the state,
the arrival of Taras Shevchenko on the literary scene once again challenged the Russian
national framework. Choosing to write in Ukrainian and choosing to imagine a non-elite
audience for his verses, Shevchenko’s poetics reassert the power of history and the poetic
voice, not as the means to weld peoples and power, but as the means to narrative rebirth
amidst the failure of political paternity. Though the Cossacks and the Cossack lands were
fully incorporated into the Russian empire, Shevchenko’s poetry expanded the horizons
of Ukrainian national aspirations into the future. Writing to fellow compatriots without a
state, Shevchenko reimagines the possibilities of narrative history, vernacular language,
and folk culture. Like Gogol, Shevchenko also offers himself as a conduit between the
national past and the national future. However, unlike Gogol, Shevchenko asserts the
living presence of the past and seeks to reanimate the stateless national community in
danger of forgetting itself and its own history.

Shevchenko’s colossal role in shaping and sustaining the Ukrainian national
imaginary in the past, and undoubtedly in the future, places tension on the frameworks of
national history and national literature that find their origin in the state. This dissertation
demonstrates that Ukrainian history and literature find a narrative home in comparative
literature and supports von Hagen’s claim that Ukraine is indeed “intrinsically interesting
because it challenges so many of the clichés of the nation-state paradigm.” Arguing that
all nationalisms are narrative projects, this project engages with scholars of nationalism

such as Benedict Anderson, Tom Nairn, and Homi Bhabha to focus on the narrative
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means by which the national body begins to imagine a collective past, a collective unity,
and its possible futures. Specifically focusing on literary texts that represent a vital
historical past, this dissertation emphasizes the symbolic nature of the national and
textual body, the metaphorical constructions of familial models, the role of the poet-
historian, and the future-oriented aims of national narrative within and without the state.

Late-Soviet and post-Soviet scholars of Ukrainian literature in the United States,
most notably George G. Grabowicz, and George S. N. Luckyj, have had to navigate
national literary departments and nationalistically antagonistic frameworks that pre-
conceptualize Ukrainian and Russian historical-literary relationships as a series of
oppressions or antagonisms rather than as a “complex literary, cultural, and historical
problem.”® My dissertation echoes George Grabowicz’s insistence that the multi-lingual,
multi-ethnic, and imperial frameworks of the nineteenth-century require a move away
from the contemporary nation-state and the contemporary understanding of national
literatures. For scholars of Russian literature, this framework has often fused into one
body the multi-national peoples, texts, and audiences of the Romantic era and led to
claims such as, “the works under consideration were written for a Russian audience, in
Russian, and by authors who principally identify themselves as Russian,” even when the
authors under consideration include Gogol.!? In response, more recent scholarship has set
out to question the Russian national framework for writers such as Gogol and to question
whether Gogol is indeed a Russian author.!! However, the claim that Gogol is a
Ukrainian national writer is only as tenable as the claim that Gogol is a Russian national
writer, as both claims rely upon a the powerful teleology of the nation-state and

understandings of national identity not yet formed in the past. Instead, my work speaks to
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that of Edyta Bojanowska, whose important monograph on Gogol notes: “Whether Gogol
was Russian or a Ukrainian is thus the wrong question to ask. This book asks instead how
Gogol’s writings participated in the discourses of both Russian and Ukrainian
nationalisms.”'? Adding Shevchenko to this discussion, which often focuses solely on
Pushkin and Gogol, my dissertation also seeks to consider how Pushkin, Gogol, and
Shevchenko’s literary treatment of Cossack history and the Ukrainian borderlands shaped
the very discourses and possibilities of Ukrainian and Russian nationalisms and the future
Ukrainian and Russian nations.

The national narratives of the Cossack past under consideration here demonstrate
that the very contours of the nation itself were being debated in the imperial era. The
literature of the Cossack past in the Romantic era demonstrates the imperial, multi-ethnic
origins of all national narratives. Considering the early- and mid-nineteenth-century
relationship between the emerging nation and historical narratives, origin stories, familial
models, and possible futures, this comparative project contributes to the discussion of
Ukraine’s historical past from a literary perspective and emphasizes that the political
incorporation of the Cossack lands and the subsequent Romantic revival of Cossack
history in narrative form is a vital part of both past and future Ukrainian and Russian

national imaginaries.

Chapter Descriptions

The first chapter, “The Illicit Bridegroom and the Autocrat: Ukrainian Uprising

and National Consolidation in Pushkin’s Poltava” focuses on Pushkin’s narrative poem
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Poltava, which turns to Peter’s victory in the Great Northern War, the emergence of the
Russian Empire, and the relationship between Russia and Ukraine to conceptualize
Russian narodnost’. During the Great Northern War, the Battle of Poltava (1709)
heralded Russia’s ascent as a world imperial power. Pushkin’s “Poltava” (1828), depicts
Peter’s victory against Sweden’s King Charles XII and the Ukrainian Cossack Hetman
Ivan Mazepa. In the early nineteenth century, the rebellious Ivan Mazepa, who turned
against the Russian tsar in a bid for independence, came to represent the suffering artist
and the desire for freedom in the Byronic Romantic tradition and in the works of the
Decembrist Kondratii Ryleev. In the post-Napoleonic and post-Decembrist age of
nations, Pushkin narrative poem provides a Russian national-historical corrective to the
Romantic image of the freedom-loving Mazepa. In Poltava’s invented romantic plot, an
aged Mazepa, who seduces his young goddaughter Maria, is depicted as an unnatural and
unviable bridegroom. Meanwhile, the epic historical plot narrates Peter’s political
triumph, which lays the foundation for imperial glory and begets a national patrimony.
Scholarship has focused on Poltava’s national character, and most critics claim there is a
dissonance or tension between Pushkin’s romantic and epic or historical modes. This
chapter argues that the poem’s romantic and historical narratives are not in conflict or
disharmony. Instead, the symbolically unnatural or unviable Ukrainian family buttresses
the consolidating function of the Russian national narrative. The resulting multiplicity of
narrative voices calls attention to the potential alternatives, histories, uprisings, and
upstarts that are silenced in writing a national narrative within a multi-ethnic empire.
The second chapter, “Ancient Models and National Regeneration in Nikolai

Gogol’s Arabesques and Taras Bulba,” focuses on Gogol’s representations of the
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recently incorporated Cossack lands, the Crimean Peninsula, and the Black Sea region
and his conceptualization of the Russian present and its futures. Nikolai Gogol’s novella
Taras Bulba was first published in 1835. It was significantly revised and published again
in 1842. While the plot remains stable in both version of the novella, scholarship tends to
agree that the latter text Russifies the Ukrainian Cossacks as Russian nationals. Like
Orest Somov before him, in his two version of Taras Bulba and in his collection of
miscellany, Arabesques, Gogol overcomes Russia’s geographical and historical hurdles
to national development by arguing that the national poet can forge a new species, a new
taxonomy of Russianness, out of the fertile imperial possessions of Novorossiya and
“fruitful Ukraine.” However, rather than minimizing the differences between the Cossack
past and the Russian present, Gogol emphasizes these differences to secure poetic glory
amidst political demise and to emphasize the role of the poet in the imperial process of
national consolidation. The later redaction of the novella emphasizes the Russian (as
opposed to Polish) patrimony over the Cossack lands and Gogol claims that the Cossack
past, like ancient Greece, forms the cultural wellspring for the Russian nation. This
chapter argues that the changes to Taras Bulba evidence the impact of the Black Sea
space as the unexpected heart of the Russian nation and as the horizon of both imperial
and national ambitions.

The third chapter, “The Hymen and the Burial Mound: Taras Shevchenko and the
Politics and Poetics of National Rebirth,” analyzes Shevchenko’s narrative poem,
Haidamaky (1842), which takes place in right-bank Ukraine and is set alongside the last
in a series of eighteenth-century rebellions against Polish rule. Written in St. Petersburg

after the full political incorporation of the Cossacks into the Russian Empire,

11
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Shevchenko’s verses reanimate an independent, national community between life and
death. Russian critics such as Vissarion Belinsky, who prioritized the power of the
political state and argued that without a state structure, the folk community and Ukrainian
vernacular could not transcend domestic concerns, understood the Cossack burial mound
as the symbol of a vibrant but now buried past. In Shevchenko’s Haidamaky the Cossack
burial mound, or mohyla, symbolizes a national history and independent spirit that is in
constant danger of being forgotten. While the Cossack leaders of the past have failed to
produce a viable lineage, the Cossack grave secures their history of independence and
allows the poet to reanimate this history and generate its future potential. Arguing that
violence or political action alone is incapable of generating a viable national community,
the poem’s romantic narrative tells the story of the unconsummated marriage and
forestalled future of Yarema and Oksana, two orphans whose union reflects Ukraine’s
possible genealogical futures. This chapter argues that Shevchenko narrative poem is an
act of literary parthenogenesis amidst the failure of political paternity. Foregrounding the
role of the poet-historian, Shevchenko’s narrative poem declares that the Ukrainian
nation, despite its lack of state and self-rule, exists in the language and history the poet
brings to life and in the generative union between the poet and each new community of

readers.
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CHAPTER II
THE ILLICIT BRIDEGROOM AND THE AUTOCRAT: UKRAINIAN

UPRISING AND NATIONAL CONSOLIDATION IN PUSHKIN’S POLTAVA

B ero “Vctopun’ u3smHoCTh, IPOCTOTA
Jloxa3piBaroT HaM 0e3 BCAKOTO IPUCTPACThS
Heo0xomumocTs caMoBIacTbs

U npenectu kHyTa.

In his History, eloquence and simplicity
Disinterestedly demonstrate to us

The necessity of autocracy

And the charms of the knout

-Pushkin, “Na Karamzina”

During the Great Northern War, the Ukrainian Cossack Hetman Ivan Mazepa
allied with Sweden’s Charles XII against Peter the Great of Russia. As Charles begins his
fateful detour through Ukraine, Voltaire’s History of Charles XII (1731) introduces the
reader to “the country of the Cossacks, between lesser Tartary, Poland, and Russia:”

Ukraine has always aspired to freedom; but being surrounded by
Muscovy, the dominions of the Grand-Seignior, and Poland, she had to seek a
protector, and therefore a master, in one of these three states. First, she put herself
under the protection of Poland, who treated her too much like a subject; then she
gave herself to Muscovy, who ruled her like a slave as long as he could. At first
the Ukrainians enjoyed the privilege of electing a prince, called a general
[Hetman], but soon they were deprived of this right, and their general [Hetman]
was nominated by the Moscow Court.

The office was then filled by a Polish gentleman named Mazepa. Born in
the Palatinate of Podolia, he had been the high page to King John Casimir and had
gotten a smattering of belles-lettres at his court. A Polish nobleman, after
discovering Mazepa’s affair with his wife, had him bound naked to a wild horse
and set him off in this state. The horse, which was from Ukraine, returned to her,
carrying Mazepa half dead from hunger and fatigue.!

Though Sweden’s short-lived alliance with the Cossack Hetman ended in defeat at the

Battle of Poltava (1709), the young Mazepa’s tumultuous flight from Poland became
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fertile subject matter for the European Romantics. Early nineteenth-century artists such as
Théodore Géricault, Eugéne Delacroix, Horace Vernet, and Louis Boulanger, and later
Western European writers and composers, all depicted this dramatic moment from
Voltaire’s account.” Mazepa’s involuntary journey across the untamed Ukrainian steppes,
most likely untrue, came to represent the suffering artist and the Romantic desire for
freedom. Lord Byron’s influential poem, “Mazeppa” (1818), was prefaced by three
quotations from Voltaire’s history. While told from the perspective of the old Hetman
after his defeat at the Battle of Poltava, most of the poem lingers on the ride of the
youthful lover exiled for adultery. Byron’s very name and his treatment contributed the
additional association of civic liberty to the mythology surrounding Ivan Mazepa. These
Romantic representations took little notice of the Russian context, in which Mazepa was
a well-known traitor to the Russian state for turning against Tsar Peter to join with
Sweden in a bid for independence. Eastern European writers who turned to the Mazepa
theme were aware of these competing mythologies. The Byronic association of Mazepa
with civil liberty and the competing narrative of his disloyalty found resonance in the
writings of Kondratij Ryleev, the Decembrist and leader of the Northern Society, who
portrayed Mazepa as a patriot and defender of Ukrainian freedom in his Voinarovsky
(1825).2 Pushkin’s Poltava responds to these predominating Romantic depictions of the
Cossack Hetman as well as to Ryleev’s Voinarovsky and to Adam Mickiewicz’s heroic
traitor in Konrad Wallenrod.*

In his “Refutation to the Critics” (1831), Pushkin addresses the frequent
comparisons drawn by the critics between his Poltava and Byron’s “Mazeppa.” He notes

that both Byron and Voltaire were seduced by the romantic vision of Mazepa’s naked
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ride through the steppes and states that Byron’s poem is merely a series of images (ox
BBICTABUI psifl KapTuH [...] BoT u Beé).> Alluding to his own unique inspiration (the story
of Mazepa’s seduction of his goddaughter, deleted from Ryleev’s Voinarovsky) Pushkin
exclaims: “If only the story of the seduced daughter and executed father had gotten under
Byron’s pen, then, most likely, no one would have dared touch this terrible subject after
him” (Ecnu >k 651 eMy Mo 1epo Mmomnanack UCTOPHs 000JIBIIEHHOM ToUuepH U Ka3HEHHOTO
OTIIa, TO, BEPOSITHO, HUKTO OBl HE OCMEJHJICS MOCJIE HETO KOCHYThCS CETO YXKACHOTO
npenmera). Pushkin’s response to his critics emphasizes the lack of context and narrative
development in previous representations of Mazepa. Whether the “terrible subject”
alluded to is the romance or Ivan Mazepa himself; it is clear that Pushkin’s representation
is meant to fill a lacuna in the dominant mythology surrounding the Hetman. While
Voltaire and Byron were unaware of Mazepa’s later, alleged romance with his
goddaughter, Ryleev had purposefully passed over the incident. And though Pushkin
notes that burdening historical characters with fictional horrors is slanderous and unwise,
he finds it even more inexcusable that such a striking, perhaps telling, historical tale had
been undeveloped: “nponycTUTH CTOIL Pa3UTENHHYIO HCTOPUUYECKYIO YEPTY, OBLIO €IIIe
HEMPOCTUTEIIbHEE.”

On August 28, 1826, Pushkin was recalled from exile in Mikhailovskoe by
Nicholas I to serve as a national poet, and Poltava was written during an especially
complex time in the poet’s relationship to the Russian state and to his literary critics.
Prior to publishing Poltava, the poet had to defend himself against the charge that his
“Andre Chenier” was composed to commemorate the Decembrist uprising.® After

proving that the poem had been written much earlier, Pushkin did have to admit to
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authorship of the Gavriiliada and pen a humiliating confession to the tsar. It was during
these years that Pushkin wrote on the Petrine theme and deemed Nicholas Peter’s
successor.” Poltava signals a transition in Pushkin’s oeuvre from the critical success of
his Byronic, Southern poems to his later more mature, national works and a troubled
relationship with his critics. Writing in October of 1828, Pushkin’s Poltava begins with
an epigraph from Byron’s “Mazeppa.” It is divided into three cantos of relatively equal
length and framed by a dedication and historical endnotes written by Pushkin. The first
edition of the poem, published March 27-8, 1829 also included an introduction dated
January 29, 1829, which was never seen in manuscript form and was not included in later
editions. Scholars have noted the persistent allusions to the Decembrists throughout the
poem and it has been shown the Decembrists were very much on Pushkin’s mind as he
was writing it. Pushkin’s poem is both a Russian national corrective to the image of the
freedom-loving Mazepa and a confirmation of his role as a post-Decembrist national
poet. Referencing both Western European Romantic treatments and Ryleev’s poem,
Pushkin rewrites the dangerous thematic association of Mazepa and freedom from the
Russian national perspective. Unlike Byron, who never mentions Peter, Pushkin restores
the Russian tsar as the victor of Poltava and the rightful leader of Russia and Ukraine.
The poetic parallel between Peter and Nicholas I reaffirms the role of the Russian
autocratic in the post-Napoleonic and post-Decembrist era of nations.

Poltava provides a Russian corrective to the prevailing image of Mazepa, and the
narrative poem moves away from the image of the young, virile persona associated with
liberty and the restless Cossack lands. Instead, Pushkin depicts Mazepa as old statesman

who turns against the Russian tsar and as an incestuous lover who betrays his Ukrainian
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goddaughter, Maria. In Poltava, the historical narrative of Mazepa’s alliance with Charles
is told alongside the poem’s romantic plot, wherein the old, sly Mazepa courts his young,
Ukrainian goddaughter. Pushkin largely invents the nature of the relationship between the
aged Cossack Hetman and the Ukrainian maiden, and this romantic plot functions to
demonstrate the infertile or unnatural union between the Cossacks and the freedom loving
Ukrainian lands represented in her person. Unlike the critical consensus, which argues
that the main flaw in Pushkin’s narrative poem is the structural inadequacy resulting from
the juxtaposition of its romantic and epic modes, I argue that the unnatural and infertile
romantic union functions to buttress the epic plot, in which Peter triumphs over both
Sweden’s Charles XII and Mazepa. Read together, this juxtaposition marks Mazepa as an
unnatural, incestuous bridegroom and elevates the autocrat Peter as the divinely
sanctioned Pater of the Russian national family. The political and romantic plots
reinforce each other, and I argue that the tension between them, which generates a
multiplicity of narrative voices, is the key to understanding Pushkin’s Poltava.

Poltava is set during the Great Northern War (1700-22) in the Poltava province of
what was then left-bank Ukraine, a semi-autonomous Cossack polity east of the Dnieper
River that came under Russian control after the signing of the Treaty of Periaslav in
1654.3 The poem begins by describing the Cossack and Little Russian nobleman Vasiliy
Kochubey, his lands, his wife, and his daughter Maria. Ivan Mazepa, the Hetman of left-
bank Ukraine, and Kochubey have a long history of friendship and military service
together. Both Mazepa and Kochubey are noble-born, wealthy, and powerful Cossack
military leaders. Ivan Mazepa, as Hetman, is at once the elected head of the Cossack state

and an appointed figure subjected to the Russian tsar; he is also godfather to Maria. He
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asks Kochubey for Maria’s hand in marriage and is refused because a union with one’s
goddaughter would be considered incest in the Orthodox Church. Nonetheless, Maria and
Mazepa run away together and Kochubey, the enraged father, denounces Mazepa as a
traitor to Tsar Peter. Though Mazepa is indeed planning a Cossack revolt against the
Russian Tsar, Peter does not believe the denunciation against the historically loyal
Hetman of left-bank Ukraine. Unbeknownst to Maria, Mazepa orders Kochubey’s
execution. Maria’s mother informs her of Mazepa’s order, but the women arrive too late
to stop the beheading. Kochubey dies, his wife is exiled, and Maria disappears into the
night. Meanwhile Mazepa openly turns against Russia and joins forces with the young
Charles XII to fight against Peter in the Battle of Poltava. Mazepa is defeated, Peter is
victorious, and Russian imperial might is secured.

Pushkin narrates the Battle of Poltava as a historical moment of triumph for the
Russian state. Yet, the victorious battle is overshadowed by the tragic romantic narrative,
which lends a decidedly melancholy tone to the imperial victory, and the poem itself ends
with Maria, the Hetman, and their less-prominent but still-remembered story. Though the
poem foregrounds the Russian triumph, multiple competing perspectives are exposed by
the juxtaposition of the epic and lyric modes. Pushkin’s Poltava is a narrative of Russian
national development that calls attention to the uprisings defeated and voices silenced in
the process of national consolidation. While the odic voice proclaims a victorious
national trajectory and deems Nicholas the successor to Peter, the lyrical voice mourns
and records the internal dissidents and alternative historical trajectories that cede to the

Russian tsar. Together, the juxtaposition and the resulting multiplicity and dissonance of
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the narrative voices make visible the tension inherent in the process of writing a national
history and literature within a multi-ethnic empire.

After the Battle of Poltava (1709), Tsar Peter began referring to himself as
Emperor, and after the victorious conclusion of the Great Northern War (1700-1722), he
formally accepted the titles of Peter the Great (Ilerp Benuxkwuit), Father of the Fatherland
(oten oteuectsa), and Emperor of All [the] Russia[s] (uMnepatop Bcepoccuiickmii).’
Russia’s victory heralded a new geopolitical reality: “The imperial title[s] stressed the
formal similarity of the Russian autocrat to great European potentates and thus,
conceptually, drew Russia closer to Europe.”!? At the ceremony, the state chancellor
Count Golovkin lauded Peter for his unceasing labors, which lifted his loyal subjects
“from the ignorant darkness onto the stage of universal glory . . . from non-existence into

being, united with the political society of nations (raponos).”!!

Voltaire, in his History of
Charles XII (1731), echoed a similar sentiment: “This immense country was hardly
known to Europe before Czar Peter. The Muscovites were less civilized than the
Mexicans when they were discovered by Cortez.”!? In the Age of Reason, both Golovkin
and Voltaire equated Europe with statehood, civilization and enlightenment, and the
Battle of Poltava was interpreted as the political, imperial ascent of Russia onto the
European stage.

Enlightenment thought assigns primacy to the enlightened ruler, and the image of
Peter the Great towers in this regard. However, in setting Russia’s course towards the
West, Peter’s reforms created an educated elite whose “very raison d’étre was the turning

of the country toward the West.”!* As Enlightenment preoccupations with universal

principles gave way to conceptualizations of national uniqueness, Russian national
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consciousness developed under the shadow of an imitative cultural heritage. The
Romantic national requirements of a unique, narrative history and a native, literary
language ushered in a new set of concerns: “What used to be a pedagogical problem of
learning and progressing according to the universal postulates of the Age of Reason
became a metaphysical issue of establishing and asserting the true principles of the
unique Russian national organism, of ensuring its historical mission.”'* Peter the Great’s
reforms resulted in a legacy of imitation and the debate over Russia’s unique national
identity that continues today.'®
In his “ITucemo o pycckux pomanax’ (Letter on Russian Novels) (1827), Mikhail
Pogodin responds to his imaginary hostess, Countess O, who expresses the generalized
lament of the Russian elite:
Kaxk >xansb . . . 94T0 MBI HE MOXeM UMeTh Banbrepa CKOTTa . . . y HAC HEYero
OIMCHIBATH: IPEBHHUE PYCCKHUE — BapBaphbl, a HOBBbIEC — MoIpaxkatenu. Ham
XapakTep He UMEET HUKAKUX OTJIIMYNTEIbHBIX IPU3HAKOB, — BE3]I€ yTOMUTEIBHOE
ogHOooOpasme, Takoe ke MOYTH, KaK ¥ Ha 3eMJIe Hallleil, KOTOpas COCTOUT U3
poBHoit crernu. '
What a pity . . . that we cannot have a Walter Scott . . . we have nothing to
describe: ancient Russians are barbarians, and the moderns are imitators. Our
character lacks distinguishing features — exhausting monotony is everywhere,
almost like our geography, which consists of the flat steppe.
The leap from barbarity to imitation implies a lack of autonomous historical development
and the charge of geographical flatness is here a metaphor for cultural imitation. When
Pogodin interjects to remind the gathered audience of the Caucasus, Crimea, and Siberia,
Countess O responds that Russian history does not include the Caucasus (Ho B ucropun
Haieit Het KaBkasa). Pogodin’s interlocutor fears that authentic national cultural

production requires a type of historical development, geography, and subject matter

lacking in the Russian empire. Pogodin takes the opportunity, at the party and in the
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essay, to elaborate on Russia’s history and charms at length. His long speech is
interrupted by a dinner announcement, and he is ultimately unable to keep his audience or
their interest. The party guests rush to the dining room forgetting all about Walter Scott,
his novels, Russian history, and everything else in the world (u Bce Ha cBete). As the
guests flee Pogodin and the essay ends, the writer subtly hints that his interlocutors’
preference for culinary domesticity over the world of historical fiction is ultimately to
blame for the lack of Russian national literature. Yet, the reader — who has just suffered
Pogodin’s lengthy and often dry rendering of historical events and general national traits
— cannot help but sympathize with the hungry dinner guests, and Pogodin’s exhaustive
list of Russia’s historical events and climates fails to meet the narrative standards for
national history set by the wildly popular Walter Scott.'”

In the post-Napoleonic and post-Decembrist age of nations, Russia needed a poet-
historian who could successfully narrate a native cultural identity to rival the military
might that defeated Charles XII and elevated Russia to the status of Europe in the age of
empire.'® Voiced by a Russian iteration of Walter Scott, this national narrative was to
reconcile the barbarity of the past, the imitative stain of the present, the variegated
imperial peripheries and the smooth immensity of the core. Though once again victorious
in battle after the defeat of Napoleon in 1812, a national history and culture was being
identified to compete with the histories and literatures of the European nations; this
preoccupation was the search for Russian narodnost’. '°

The tension between narodnost’ and the state as a multinational, autocratic empire
gave rise to what Andrew Wachtel termed an “obsession with history.” “[The]

preoccupation with history was, above all, a deliberate effort to awaken national self-

23

www.manaraa.com



awareness and establish a national identity.”?° Russia’s national development was both a
political problem and a literary one, and Greenleaf and Moeller-Sally emphasize the
codependence of the political and narrative aspects in legitimizing the state and
discovering its national core: “By this time it was a sine qua non for any European state
to legitimate its existence historically. The most powerful narrative for an elite to gain
control of was, therefore, the nation’s history.”?! The publication of Nikolai Karamzin’s
twelve-volume History of the Russian State (1818-1826), Russia’s first history written in
Russian for Russians, was indeed a watershed moment coalescing historical, national, and
cultural concerns.?> While Voltaire praises Peter by problematically honoring him as the
Cortez of Russia, Pushkin deems Karamzin the Columbus of Russian history.?*> While
Peter discovers and civilizes Russia in the eyes of Europe, Karamzin discovers and
civilizes Russian history for the Russian reading public.

After the Patriotic War against Napoleon elevated imperial pride and ethnic
national consciousness, Karamzin, Russia’s official historiographer since 1803, found a
receptive audience. In order to trace the development of a unique people, their history
must be discovered and narrated, and Karamzin’s history provided the imperial state a
historical framework for its national narrative. His treatment of Peter the Great and his
emphasis on autocracy as the only natural structure for the Russian state proved to be
influential and enduring: “Historical narratives now incorporated the Russian people into
the dominant Petrine myth, giving the monarchy a patina of democracy by showing it to
be the choice of the nation.”?* In his History, Karamzin emphasizes the parallels between
the invitation of the Viking princes in 862 by the people of Novgorod and the Petrine

reforms. Karamzin depicts both painful importations as resulting from the demands of the
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populace. Along with ancient popular governments, Russia’s native cultural traditions are
voluntarily given up in exchange for the foreign sovereigns and models necessary to
preserve Russia’s statehood and ensure its viability.

In his “O mo6Bu k oTedecTBY U HapoHOM ropaoctu” (On Love of Country and
National Pride), originally published in Becmnux Esponwt in 1802, Karamzin defines
patriotism as a nationally specific virtue that requires both civilization and
reasoning/judgment (paccysxnenus).* The state guarantees civilization to its peoples, and
the people understand themselves as inexorably linked with their state. While noting that
some nations, due to favorable circumstances, are more enlightened, Karamzin
emphasizes Russia’s civilizational competence has been already guaranteed by the
military might of the state:

[Tetp Benukuii, coedunue nac ¢ EBpomoro 1 moka3zaB HaM BBITOJIbI POCBEILICHUS,

HEHAJI0JITO YHU3WJI HAPOJHYIO TOPJIOCTh PyCCKUX. MBI B3IISIHYJIU, TaK CKa3aTh,
Ha EBpony 1 oTHUM B30pOM IMPUCBOMIIH CEBE TIOBI JOJITOBPEMEHHBIX TPY/IOB

ee. . . . CKkopo apyrue MOTIIU U TOJKHBI OBUITH MEPEHUMATh Y HAC; MBI TIOKA3aJIH,
Kak OBIOT IIBE00, TYpPKOB — U, HaKoHeIl, (hpaHiry30B. (Karamzin’s emphasis,
284)

Peter the Great, who made us one with Europe and showed us the benefits of
enlightenment, did not demean Russian national pride for long. We glanced, so to
speak, at Europe, and with one gaze appropriated for ourselves the fruits of her
extended labors. . . . Soon others could and had to learn from us; we demonstrated
how to beat the Swedes, the Turks, and finally, the French.
Russia, part of Europe since the efforts of Peter the Great, is not only equal to Europe, but
is its repeated savior.2® The price of this civilization is the temporary humiliation of
imitation, but the mastery of foreign knowledge—evidenced first by the victory at
Poltava and again in the defeat of Napoleon—signals that the time for imitation is over.

In this essay, an early conceptualization of narodnost’, the national family is

modeled on the domestic family. Karamzin highlights the ancient Greeks and Romans
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and the modern English as successful, patriotic nations: “Thus, the Greeks and Romans
considered themselves the first nations, and all others—barbarians; thus, the English, who
in recent times are more renowned than others for their patriotism, dream [fantasize]
about themselves more than others do” (Tak, rpeku u pumisiHe cuuTamu ce0s IEPBHIMU
Hapo/iaMy, a BCeX JAPYTruX—BapBapaMu; Tak, aHIJIMYaHe, KOTOpbIe B HOBEHIIINE BpeMeHa
0ojee Ipyrux CiaBsTCs MaTPHOTU3MOM, Oosiee ApyTux o cebe meurarot). These
communities, which claim the power to define barbarity, and thus civilization, and to
create collective fantasies of self, depend on state power and national confidence. For
Karamzin, the national subject’s ability to judge or reason (to think themselves Russian)
is directly connected to a patriarchal and patrimonial understanding of the nation as an
extension of the domestic family unit:?’
...MBI JIOJDKHBI JIFOOUTH TOJIB3Y OTEUECTBA, MO0 ¢ HEIO Hepa3phIBHA HAIlla
COOCTBEHHAs; UTO €ro MPOCBEIICHNE OKPYIKAET HAC CaMUX MHOTHMH
yJIOBOJILCTBUSIMHU B JKU3HU; UTO €TI0 THUIIIMHA M TOOPOAETENHN CITYKAT IIUTOM
CeMEHCTBEHHBIX HACIaKICHUI; YTO CJaBa €ro ecTh Hallla cjiaBa; U €Cliu
OCKOPOUTEITHFHO YeJI0OBEKY Ha3bIBATHCS CBIHOM MPE3PEHHOT0 0TI, TO HE MEHEee
OCKOPOHUTENHHO M IPaXIaHUHY Ha3bIBATHCSI CBIHOM MPE3PEHHOT0 0TEYECTBA
(282).
...[W]e should love the advantages of our fatherland, for they are inseparable
from our own: its enlightenment surrounds us with the pleasures of life; its peace
and virtues serve as a shield for domestic/familial pleasures; its glory is our glory;
and if it is insulting for a man to be called the son of a contemptible father, then it
is no less insulting for a citizen to be called the son of a contemptible fatherland.
The national family guarantees the vitality of the domestic family, and the truly reasoning
citizen is a subject who understands that the two aspects of self are intimately connected.
The national fantasies of the English and the national myths of the Greeks and

Romans lead Karamzin to the claim that Russians must know their own worth (3HaTh

neHy cBoro). Karamzin emphasizes that the great virtue of patriotism is instilled via
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national history, which foments pride in the state’s victories and growth. He proceeds to
narrate Russia’s history as a series of calamities that are overcome by a heroic patriotism
in order to evidence the eventual triumph of the state as a reflection of its peoples’ will
and as the embodiment of its national spirit. Military victories against world powers have
demonstrated that Peter’s appropriation has been beneficial and necessary. Karamzin
signals that it is time for Russia’s writers to foster patriotism by narrating a native
literature to unite the state, its history, and the people as reasoning, national subjects.
Karamzin’s preference for narrative over historical analysis and his mode of
drawing historical parallels aligns with the Romantic view of history, which sought to
revise the empirical historicism of the Enlightenment by emphasizing the “creative

mythmaking” power of the poet-historian,?® «

a national bard (or, using the romantic
terminology of the day a national ‘genius’) whose poetry expressed Russia’s innermost
‘spirit” and uncovered the metaphysical import of the nation’s historical destiny.”?® This
mode of simultaneous discovery, legitimation, and projection is vital to Tom Nairn’s
conceptualization of the nation as a modern Janus.*® The outlook of national narratives is
temporally aligned with an ever-receding horizon; they transform and restructure old
attachments in a future-oriented projection. However, all nations are also legitimized by
primordial fantasies of an authentic, communal past. Karamzin naturalizes Peter’s
difficult reforms and foreign importations in Russian historiography as emblematic
symptoms of a native, unalterable autocratic tradition and finds that the possibilities for a
new national Russian history stem from these very reforms. Yet, the outlook represented

by Karamzin and the revolutionary sentiment of the Decembrists can be seen as

intertwined reactions to the French Revolution and the Jacobin Terror. The Decembrists
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and other incipient upstarts were perceived to be serious threats to the empire’s stability,
and autocracy and orthodoxy strengthened their status as native, Russian institutions
against the terror, chaos, and revolution that shook Europe during the post-Napoleonic
reaction.

The Enlightened monarch was understood as the divinely-appointed father or
Pater of his family of subjects. His absolute rule ensured the stability of the imperial
domains. After the French Revolution, the crumbling belief in absolute power led to a
reassessment of the metaphorical relationship between the father-monarch and his
citizen-subjects. Hegel’s argument that the highest potential for development occurs
when the state embodies the national spirit rearticulates the Enlightenment understanding
of the political family in light of the fear of instability and fragmentation in the post-
revolutionary era. Unlike the German Romantics, who sought the nation in the common
people and folk culture, the overarching world view of Poltava is more akin to Hegel’s
understanding of the bond between citizen and state. Hegel argues that subjection to the
state is necessary for the development and fulfillment of national destiny: “The basis of
the patriarchal condition is the family relation; which develops the primary form of
conscious morality, succeeded by that of the State as its second phase.”®! Family, the first
unit of civil society, is found lacking in relation to the power of the state, which appears
as an earthly embodiment of God himself: “The State is the Divine Idea as it exists on
Earth. We have in it, therefore, the object of History in a more definite shape than before”
(41). Rather than mere subjects of the autocrat, the national family is ultimately redefined
by its responsibility and natural attachment to the Pater, who guarantees their historical

development. Paternal power as a metaphor of social and political stability and the idea
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of the family representing loyal national citizens continued to hold symbolic ground in
the age of nations.

The sentencing of the Decembrists on July 13, 1826 reaffirmed the power of
narodnost’ as it inextricably linked this national fervor to a love of both fatherland and
the autocratic state. The sentencing manifesto emphasizes that the punishment of the
perpetrators is a common cause (aeno Bceii Poccwuii) that cleanses the fatherland of
infection (oTeyecTBO OUHIIIEHO OT ciencTBUi 3apa3bl). The document deems the
Decembrists an internal blight and an ulcer (si3Ba)— especially dangerous because of its
proximity or intimacy (cokpoBeHHOCTh) With the national body—and distances the
perpetrators from true Russians, who unite to excise the familial contagion:

He mocpamurcst uMs pycckoe H3MEHOIO IPECTONy U oTeuecTBy. HampoTus, Mbl

BUJICTTH TIPH CEM CAMOM CJIydae HOBBIE OTIBITHI IIPUBEPIKEHHOCTH; BUICIH, KAK OTIIBI

HE LIaJWIH MPECTYHBIX eTel CBOMX, POACTBEHHUKHU OTBEPraJid M PUBOIMIH K

CyIly TIOJIO3pEBAEMBIX; BUCITH BCE COCTOSIHUSI COSAMHUBIIMMUCS B OJJHON MBICITH, B

OJTHOM JKEJIAHUHM: Cy/1a U Ka3HE IPECTYHUKAM. >

The Russian name will not be shamed by the betrayal of the throne and the fatherland.

Against these instances [of betrayal], we saw new attempts at commitment; we saw

how fathers did not spare their criminal children, how their own relatives rejected the

suspects and brought them to trial; we saw the state united in a single thought, in one
desire: the trial and execution of the criminals.

The loyal nation unites around the betrayed state, symbolized by the figure of the tsar,
and forgoes filial attachments and domestic loyalties for the security and stability of
Russia. The manifesto merges the autocratic state and the Russian nation in a kind of
ouroboros.** Echoing Karamzin, the manifesto emphasizes that autocracy, as the natural
manifestation of the Russian nation (Hapopn), is the only rational choice of the Russian
people. Those who struggle for an alternative state structure are deemed insane

(6e3ymunI); their efforts are futile (trmernsn), and this is evidenced in the failure of the
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Decembrists and, by extension, the already-complete historical incorporation of the
Cossack Hetmanate.

Within Petrine documents, Greenfeld finds some of the earliest uses of the term
fatherland (oTeuectBo, oTuM3Ha) in Peter’s addresses to loyal Little Russian Cossacks and
troops after Mazepa’s alliance with Sweden and notes that this terminology “made
possible the exhortation to patriotism of individuals previously ignorant of suchlike
sentiments.”>* Addressing loyal Cossacks and Little Russians, these post-Poltava
documents recall the era of Bohdan Khmelnytsky and emphasize the sacred, inviolable,
and whole (cBaTo HepymuMmo u 11e10) unification of the Cossacks and Little Russian
people (Hapon) under the all-powerful hand of the Tsar (mox Coto Bricokoaep:kaByto
pyky) who assures their liberties, rights, and privileges (BonbHOCTH, ITpaBa 1 MPUBUIH):

In these documents, Peter purports to represent Mazepa’s intentions as anti-
national (seeking to wrong “the Little Russian people [mapox]”) and anti-
Christian, although Mazepa’s breach of personal loyalty to the tsar is mentioned
in the first place. Peter’s own motives, by contrast, being those of altruistic
concern for the well-being of the said “people,” [Hapox] he exhorts them to think
about the good of their “fatherland” [cBoro oTun3ny] and forget Mazepa, saying

that Mazepa’s actions tended to the “injury of Russia” as a whole, “the Russian
State” [Hamero Poccuiickoro I'ocynapcTsal.

Mazepa’s anathema, his expulsion from the Orthodox family, is first and foremost a
result of his personal treachery before the divinely appointed pater.>> Then, his exile is
figured in terms of his lack of allegiance to the Little Russian people, whose loyalty to
the Russian autocrat is assumed and assured. Mazepa is both a subject of the autocrat and
the Hetman of Little Russia. The post-Poltava imperial narrative stresses that Little
Russia’s viability is indivisible from her connection to the fatherland, which is equated

with the Russian State.
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After the decisive suppression of the Decembrists, the Russian empire was once
again confronted with the relationship between the Russian nation and the Russian state.
Nicholas I, who had recalled Pushkin from Mikhailovskoe in September of 1826,
“regarded as one of his most urgent ideological tasks the development of a Russian
national culture... Pushkin’s task in this enterprise was to become a national bard.”®
Reaffirming the role of the Russian autocrat in the post-Decembrist age of nations,
Pushkin’s Poltava emphasizes the parallels between Peter and Nicholas I. This tendency
to draw illustrative comparisons between historical epochs and to seek meaning for the
present in the past is a marker of Romantic and Russian historiography, and Aronson
notes the preponderance of the Petrine theme during the late 1820s: “Never before in
Russian literature had Peter’s name flickered so often across the page . . . Rare was the
writer, possessing a sense of history, who did not respond to this Petrine theme, the
essence of which is Russia’s transformation” (Hukormaa B pycckoii muteparype He
MeJIbKalio Tak yacto ums Ilerpa. . . . Peakuil nucarens, UMEIOIUA HCTOPUUECKOE YYThE,
HE OTKJIMKHYJICS Ha 3Ty HETPOBCKYIO TEMY, B CYIIITHOCTH TEMHU MPE0Opa30BaHUs
Poccun).?” Symbolized by the powerful figure of Peter, autocracy is deemed the
precondition for Russian narodnost’.*® Pushkin’s Poltava identifies Nicholas as Peter’s
successor and imitator in what Steiner calls “Pushkin’s myth of young Russia,” and
demonstrates that the Russian nation is to mature during Nicholas’ reign with the help of
Pushkin’s pen.”

Nicholas’s decisive suppression of the Decembrists is paralleled to Peter’s
devastation of the capital of the Cossack Hetmanate after Mazepa’s alliance with

Sweden. After suppressing the Decembrists, like Peter, Nicholas also severely abridged
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the independence and privilege of the gentry class.** Both independent Cossack history
and the alternative state structures envisioned by the Decembrists are overcome in
political defeat and narrative consolidation. Yet, despite the adulatory representation of
Peter, Poltava also exposes the costs of this idealized image and emphasizes the
alternative histories and possibilities lost in the process of narrative reification. Pushkin’s
relationship to autocracy and empire is not fully represented within Polfava, and the
narrative poem makes visible the various interpretations of history that cede to the
autocrat who personally governs the composition of the national narrative. These less
odic, less strident notes are still evident in Pushkin’s poetic rendering of national
consolidation.

Pushkin creates a narrative of national development already evident in the
historical speeches addressed to loyal Cossacks and Little Russians after Mazepa’s
defection, and Poltava emphasizes a vision of Russian narodnost’ dependent on the
necessity of autocracy and “the charm of the knout.” This biting criticism, which seems
to be leveled at Karamzin, speaks equally expressively to the creation of any national
narrative. History is transformed into a History and its eloquence, simplicity, and
supposedly disinterested treatment can subtly justify the autocratic state, even as it can
critique. My analysis of Poltava interrogates the relationship between the romantic and
political arguments of the poem as a productive tension evidencing the fundamental gap
between the imperial and national frames and between the Russian national core and the
peoples of the Russian empire. | argue that the failed romance between the Ukrainian
Cossack Hetman and the Ukrainian maiden Maria serves a conservative consolidating

function on the path to narodnost’. The failed family union of Mazepa and Maria
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evidences the impossibility of an autonomous Ukrainian state within the poem.
Ultimately, the historical parallel within Polfava argues that while the suppression of
external enemies (Charles and Napoleon) guarantees Russian imperial might, it is the
suppression of internal dissidents (the Cossacks and the Decembrists) that unites the
Russian national body. However, the dissonance between the epic and romantic frames
also highlights the alternative histories, state structures, and identities that give way to the
national narrative. Rather than excising the non-loyal, non-Russian history of the Russian
nation-state, Pushkin’s Poltava accounts for on these incompatible upstarts while making
its ultimately conservative argument.

The introduction to the first edition of Poltava positions the narrative poem as a
response to the representations of Mazepa predominating in the European Romantic
tradition. It begins by lauding Peter as the victor of Poltava and emphasizing the role of
the battle in Russian national historiography. The Battle of Poltava “demonstrated to the
state the success and necessity of the transformations perpetuated by the tsar” (moka3zana
rOCyIapcTBY yCIeX 1 He0OX0JUMOCTh Mpeodpa3oBanus, copepuaemoro mapem).*! The
image of the restless Ukrainian lands evokes Voltaire’s History, yet these lands are now
named according to their current imperial designation, Little Russia. Pushkin goes on to
remark that some writers had tried to make Mazepa a hero of freedom, or a new Bohdan
Khmelnytsky (“HekoTopbie mucaTenu XOTeNu ciejaTh U3 HEro reposi CBo00 b, HOBOTO
borpana Xmensauikoro”). The reference to Bohdan Khmelnytsky by the official voice
of the introduction is meant to evoke the 1654 Treaty of Periaslav.*? Yet, it opens the
space for competing interpretations as it invites a comparison between the uprisings led

by Mazepa and Khmelnytsky.
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Khmelnytsky was the leader of a Cossack revolt against the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth in 1648. The inordinately successful rebellion against Polish-Lithuanian
rule led to the establishment of an independent Cossack state, and it was in 1654 that
Khmelnytsky negotiated the Treaty of Periaslav, which linked this Cossack state with
Muscovy. In Pushkin’s day, this Cossack state had already been fully incorporated into
the Russian empire and few vestiges of its prior political independence remained.

In this evocation of Khmelnytsky and freedom, the rebellion of 1648 exists as a
palimpsest of the unification of 1654. The comparison between Khmelnytsky rising up
against the Poles (aligning with Russia) and Mazepa rising up against Russia (aligning
with Sweden) cannot be avoided even as the narrative voice continues to provide a
corrective to the Romantic image of Mazepa as a hero of independence by damning him
as a traitor to Russia. Poltava continuously evokes these competing perspectives even as
the official voice stridently defends the Russian national narrative and Pushkin’s
introduction to the first edition concludes on the argument that “it would have been better
to develop and explain the real character of the rebellious Hetman, instead of willfully
distorting the historical person” (JIy4mie 65110 OBI pa3BUTh U OOBSICHUTH HACTOSIIIIUNA
XapaKTep MATEKHOTO TeTMaHa, HE NCKaXkasi CBOEBOJIEHO MCTOPHUYECKOTo JHna). Yet, as it
claims historical truth for its own narrative, this introduction points the reader to the other
variations of the historical person. Rather than presenting the Battle of Poltava and the
Hetman Ivan Mazepa objectively or historically, Pushkin represents this pivotal battle in
terms of the development of the Russian nation. It is this Russian, national truth, not seen

in the Romantic European depictions of the young Polonized Mazepa, that Poltava lays
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claim to. It is from this perspective that the freedom loving Bohdan Khmelnytsky is
deemed a hero and the freedom loving Ivan Mazepa is anathematized.

Pushkin’s contemporaries generally lauded the poem for its national character and
deemed it a model narrative of narodnost’. Their main critique was the perceived
structural dissonance between the romantic and odic modes. Along with his claim that the
poem lacked unity, 1. Kireevsky (Moskovskii vestnik, no.6 1828) also saw in it Pushkin’s
maturation towards his last, national stage of literary development. K. Polevoi’s
influential review (Moskovskii telegraf, no. 10, 1829) also heralded Poltava as a
harbinger of national literature.** Most also deemed it significantly ahead of its time, and
thus unappreciated by its public. Poltava was neither a critical nor financial success for
the poet and later critics all emphasize the transitional nature of the work.** It stands, they
claim, between Pushkin’s Southern poems and his more mature or national poetic works.
The poem also signals a transition between the critical praise of the earlier period to the
critical confusion over his later more mature works. This transitional status of the poem is
often read as justification for its perceived lack of structural unity.** Of Pushkin’s
contemporaries, Nadezhdin (Vestnik Evropy, no. 9, 1829) penned the most negative
review (one that Pushkin himself mocked later in Journey to Arzrum). Both Nadezhdin
and Bulgarin’s critiques focused on the characters’ lack of verisimilitude and quibbled
with the narrative poem’s fragmentary construction. However, it was Belinsky’s later,
ultimately positive review, (Otechestvennye zapiski, no. 5, 1844) that most critics cite as
the decisive proof that a certain conflict exists between the epic and romantic modes and

results in the poet’s failure to create a unified whole.*®
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Contrary to most critics, I argue that the romantic and political modes of the poem
are not in conflict or disharmony; instead, Maria and Mazepa’s illegitimate union and
ultimate disunion in the first two cantos functions to support and illuminate the historical
worldview of the third canto. This understanding of the poem adds a critical depth to the
line of thought that highlights the multiplicity of narrative voices within Poltava.*’ By
emphasizing that a significant number of these voices are Ukrainian, and by linking the
family romance to the political narrative, I argue that the conservative argument of the
poem is tempered by the narrative’s acknowledgement of the peoples, uprisings, and
upstarts that are written over in the consolidating function of national history.

Poltava begins on the Kochubey family estate and describes the vast holdings that
Kochubey has acquired through his military expeditions with the Cossacks. Pushkin’s
footnote states that Poltava’s Kochubey is a hereditary relative of living Little Russian
nobles and thus situates the historical Cossacks in relation to their current position within
the Russian Empire. Kochubey’s boundless meadows, his freely roaming herds, and his
vast lands populated by ancestral village homes (xyTopa) are described.*® The lyrical
quality of these descriptions evokes a utopic idyll and a familial Eden nestled in the
fertile landscape of Russia’s recent imperial acquisition. This fertile, bucolic landscape is
equated with Kochubey’s proudest possession—his daughter Maria. While scholarship
agrees that Maria is represented in terms of the Ukrainian landscape, she is also a
representative of historical continuity and depicted as the ideal procreative prize. The
poem emphasizes Maria’s beauty, modesty, and intelligence, and Ukraine and Russia are

represented as two distinct nations vying for union with her:
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3a TO 3aBUIHBIX KCHUXOB

E# nuter Ykpaiina u Pocens;

Ho ot BeHI1a, Kak OT OKOB,

bexxur nmyrimBas Mapus.

Bcem jxeHuxam OTKa3 —  BOT

3a Heit cam reTMad cBaToB muieT. (5:20)

This is why Russia and Ukraine / Send eager suitors to the palace; / But fearful, as

from ball and chain, / She shrinks from wedding crown and chalice. / All suitors
are refused — but then / The very Hetman sends his men. (325)%

The wedding crown evokes the ruler’s crown and Maria’s future union is equated with a
loss of independence. Mazepa the suitor is called Hetman to emphasize the political
parallel of the sought after romantic alliance.>

Another footnote explains that the real Kochubey had several daughters and
acknowledges that the historical Maria’s true name was Matrena, and yet another footnote
alleges that Mazepa did indeed pursue his goddaughter, but he was refused. Historical
evidence suggests that while Matrena did run away to be with Mazepa, he sent her home
to the Kochubeys and the affair was concluded long before the Hetman’s defection.>!
Lotman argues that the footnotes introduce a dialogue between poetry and history and
“function as the “embryo of Pushkin’s historical prose.”>? He sees Poltava marking
Pushkin’s transition to a more prosaic, realist mode. However, neither the imagined
elopement of the narrative, nor the history in the footnotes function as history, instead
both emphasize the narrative function of Mazepa and Maria’s courtship. Pushkin’s
Poltava evokes the historical novel in its ability to call attention to, and thus to question,
the narrative’s own claim to historical veracity.>

The literary union casts the unification of a Ukrainian maiden and her Cossack
Hetman as an unnatural, incestuous aberration in allegiance and rule. Mazepa is depicted

as an illicit bridegroom in his attempt to rule Ukraine by turning her against the natural
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pater, the Russian tsar. The romantic plot of Mazepa’s betrayal of Maria buttresses the
epic plot and Mazepa’s duplicity. The narrative poem demonstrates the unnatural family
configuration of a Cossack-ruled Ukraine, in order to argue that it must cede power to the
historical growth and development of the Russian state. In his analysis of Poltava
Grabowicz notes that, “In the general context of romanticism, incest unequivocally
denotes the violation of the strongest taboo and a fundamental disruption of the social
order. Inevitably, its wages are the death of the perpetrator, and often, as we see here, of
the society he represents.”>* While in my analysis Maria represents a freedom-loving
Ukraine and Mazepa is representative of Cossack rule and doomed independence, the
Hetman is punished with political death and exile. However, though he is shot at, he is
not physically killed in the narrative poem. A character called Voinarovksy saves
Mazepa, and Pushkin’s poem allows rebellious upstarts and heroic traitors to survive in
the narrative.

Unlike the Romantic depictions of a youthful and naked Mazepa lashed to a steed,
Poltava introduces us to an old man with an inscrutable character. He is distinct from
both Ukraine and Russia, and the poem emphasizes Mazepa as a figure in-between; he is
the appointed Hetman of Little Russia, a Ukrainian poet-patriot, and a Russian traitor. He
represents the Cossacks in his official capacity, but he is held apart from them since he
cannot represent both the rebelling Ukrainian factions (he feigns his loyalty to the Tsar as
the angry crowds call for an uprising) and the loyal Little Russian nobles and troops (who
stand with the Tsar during the battle). The narrative voice first contemplates Mazepa’s
incomprehensibility, then damns him for his ability attract hearts and rule minds (cepama

npuBJeYh, yMamu npaButh). He is described as a dangerous chameleon that can
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transform into whatever people want of him. The heated tone intensifies as Mazepa is
deemed indomitable (HeykpoTtum), and the passage reaches a crescendo of damning
statements. Few may know: “That he revered to sacred action / That from his heart all
love was banned [...] That he held freedom fit for slaughter, / That he avowed no
fatherland” (331). (Uto oH He BegaeT CBATHIHY ... UTO OH HE JTIOOUT HUYETO ... UTO
npe3upaet oH cBoOoy / UTo HeT oTuu3HbI Wi Hero [5:25].) Because we cannot know
him, Mazepa is described in terms of what he lacks: religion, the ability to love, a belief
in freedom, and a fatherland. The passage sets Mazepa apart from the Cossacks, Ukraine,
and Maria. He is shown to be an imposter and unworthy of rule. The line “That he
avowed no fatherland” (Uto HeT oTum3HbI 1j1s1 Hero) is most often read to mean that
Mazepa has no loyalty to Ukraine. However, the line functions in an alternative sense as
well and emphasizes that there is no native land that Mazepa can legitimately claim.
Ukraine is part of the Little Russia noble family whose position is secured within Russia.
Mazepa’s natural role is not to woo and wed Maria, but to watch over her in his
appointed role as her godfather.

The subsequent stanza, voiced by Maria’s father, emphasizes this reading.
Kochubey calls Mazepa a brash predator, a destroyer (aep3kuii Xumsauk, ryoutens), and
a sub-species of hawk (kopmryn) that is especially known for preying on domestic fowl.>
Kochubey vows that a Moscow execution, not a Cossack saber, will kill Mazepa for
snatching his dove Maria (romy06ka), who is also described as desecrated (mopyranuyo).
With the eagle eye of a father and a loyal subject (opnuHbIM B30pOoM), Kochubey searches
for someone to deliver a denouncement against Mazepa to the Russian Tsar. Mazepa’s

unnatural crime of passion evidences his political crime.
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Kochubey’s wife delivers the most damning assessment of Mazepa. It is her lyric
voice that emphasizes the unnatural, barren nature of the potential union between the
Hetman and the Ukrainian maiden. She derides his age (craper, Ha 3akare qHeit) and his
godlessness (HeueCcTUBBIH, Ipex COBEPIIUT, KpecTHHUILIBI cBoel). He is godless because a
union with his goddaughter is prohibited in the Orthodox Church and his old age, so often
returned to in the narrative, hints at his inability to procreate and produce viable future
generations. After Maria flees with Mazepa and the fatal news (pokoBas Bectb) reaches
the Kochubeys, Maria’s unfeminine interests are explained:

3auyeM ¢ HEKEHCKOO TyLIon

Omna nmro0uia KOHHBIN CTPOH,

W GpaHHbBIii 3BOH JIUTABp U KIUKU

[Ipen 6yHuykoM u OynaBoit

ManopoccuicKkoro BIaabIku. .. (5:22)

Why, flouting girlish rule and grace, / She watched the charging squadrons race, /

Loved growling drums and rough opinion / About the horsetail-crested mace, /
Ukrainian emblem of dominion . . . (328)

This rebellious, unfeminine aspect of Maria’s bellicose character is contrasted to her
expected path into marital bondage (cemelictBenHbIX 0KOB), and the narrative elucidates
her desire for independence while showing her escape to be ultimately futile and barren.
The young Cossack who Kochubey finds to deliver the denunciation is Maria’s
true mate and the bridegroom she should have chosen. He is one of the suitors whom
Maria disdained, but he was never brave enough to court her. He is young and, like
Maria, he is described in terms of the natural landscape of Ukraine (Ha 6epery pexu
ponHoii, B Tenn ykpanHckux depenieH). He continues to love Maria despite her fall. The
youth, ardor, natural affinity and loyalty of this alternative (yet unviable) groom is

juxtaposed to the traitorous Mazepa, who is now depicted amidst his non-Russian, non-
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Ukrainian, and non-Orthodox associates, the Jesuit Zalensky, the Polish Princess
Dulskaya, a Bulgarian archbishop, and Orlyk, who a footnote pointedly identifies as a
subsequent convert to Islam. These non-Russians are described operating in the cover of
night like thieves (Bo Tbme HOUHOI oHU Kak Bopsl) and plotting a national or people’s
mutiny (MsiTexx HapoaHblid). Again, Mazepa’s potential rule is undermined as these
collaborators are implied to be sent or planted by foreign powers (Ero mogocnannbie
ciryrn), and these same foreign powers are also connected to the Don Cossack revolts,
which occurred at approximately the same time. Instead of semi-autonomous polities
revolting against Peter’s policies and political rule, both the Don Cossacks and Mazepa
are depicted as puppets controlled by Catholic Poland and the Muslim Ottomans (Tawm 3a
noporamu Jlaemnpa / Ctpamarot OyiiHyto Batary / CamonepxaBueMm I[lerpa). Here, the
Zaporozhian and Don Cossacks are not rebelling against the autocratic force of Peter.
Instead, they are pawns at the hands of foreign powers and their collaborators.

A puzzling quatrain follows Mazepa’s initial description:

He cepna nox yrec yxonur,

Opia nocnblima TSKKOM JET;

Onna B ceHsIX HEBeCTa OpOIUT,

Tpenemer u pewmenss xuert. (5:20)

As chamois cleave to mountain faces / Beneath the eagle’s rushing wing, / Thus,
tremulous, Maria paces / And bides, alone, what fate must bring. (326)

The chamois is a light, agile goat inhabiting the mountains of the Caucasus and today’s
Western Ukraine. These goats prefer mountainous regions and hillsides where they can
scan for predators and danger below. Thus, they are exposed to predators from above and
on occasion eagles prey upon them. Maria is depicted as a chamois on a cliff side. The

word flight (Tspkkoii 1€T) is also used here as a parallel to the old age (;1et) of Mazepa,
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and yet, the eagle suggests the imperial symbol of Russia. The quatrain reaffirms that
Maria as the prize and prey is pursued by both Russia and Ukraine. She is pictured here
trembling and awaiting her fate.

When we return to Maria, “Maria — pitiful Maria” (“Mapus, 6eanas Mapus™), the
narrative voice pities her misguided love and deems her a victim of Mazepa’s
machinations (Komy TsI B )epTBY otnana?). The passive voice absolves her as it damns
her for choosing Mazepa, and the narrator contrasts the regenerative image of the family
to Maria’s incestual bed with Mazepa: «Tsl MaTh 320BITh AJI1 HUX [€TO CEIUHBI,
MOPILKHBI, B30p U pa3roBop] Moria, / Cobna3HoM noctiaaHHoe joxe / Tol oTuelt ceHn
npennoudnay. Maria is depicted as Mazepa’s sleepwalking disciple; she is shown to be
mindlessly intoxicated (6e3ymHOM ynoensn). She is both chastised and exempted for
passively, religiously following her dangerous groom, who kneels before her and rests his
proud head in her lap. She is both the Virgin Mary and Mary Magdalene, and Mazepa is
condemned for her fall. The first Canto ends with an image of the lonely Kochubeys seen
through Maria’s eyes:

OHa yHBIIBIX TIpea COO0M

Otua u MaTh BOOOpakaer;

OmHa, cKBO3b CJI€3bI, BUANUT UX

B Ge3neTHOM cTapocTH, OTHUX,

W, MHHTCS, IEHAM MX BHUMAET . . .

Across her soul like cloud-shade — token / of rue — her parents, grieving, broken; /

She sees them, through a mist of tears, / Round out their bitter, childless years, /
And hears reproaches never spoken . . . (337)

Maria’s choice, to leave her Little Russian family, loyal to Tsar, for the old, sly Cossack
Hetman, results in the foretold end of the Ukrainian familial lineage and the end of the

possibility of autonomous Cossack rule.
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Mazepa’s own dumy are described in one of Poltava’s footnotes:

[Tpenanue npunuceiBaeT Maserne HECKOJIBKO NECEH, JOHBIHE COXPAHUBLIMXCS B
namsATu HapoaHo#. KouyOeill B cBoeM JOHOCE TaK)Ke€ YIIOMHUHAET O
NaTPHOTUYECKOH ayme, OynTo Okl counHeHHOM Masenoil. OHa 3aMedaTenbHa He B
OJIHOM HcToprueckoM oTHomeHuu. (PSS 5:65)

Tradition [legend] attributes to Mazepa a number of songs which popular
[national/folk] memory has preserved to this day. Kochubey in his denunciation

likewise mentions a patriotic ballad [duma] allegedly composed by Mazepa. It is
remarkable not merely in a historical sense.*®

This footnote confirms that Mazepa’s memory does live on; however, this is a dangerous,
uncodified repository kept out of official histories. These songs, daring enough to be used
as evidence of Mazepa’s perfidy, are deemed patriotic. It is clear that the Ukrainian
patriot is also here a traitor to the empire. Mazepa’s dumy are not just reminders of an
historical uprising, they are also echoed in the sad fate of the Decembrists. The
Decembrists, patriots to some, are dissidents in the narrative of national consolidation.
Mazepa, a Romantic hero in the Western European Romantic tradition and a writer of
patriotic Ukrainian dumy, is still undoubtedly a villain in the history of the Russian state.
The poem consistently suggests that while the causes for uprising may be noble or just,
the outcomes are doomed to fail, for it is the Russian state that creates the conditions for
national development and narrative.

Critics have identified multiple allusions to the Decembrists in Pushkin’s Poltava.
Among the most frequent are allusions to the Decembrist leader Kondratii F. Ryleev,
who wrote traditional Ukrainian narrative poems (dumy) proclaiming the independence of
the Cossack past and who was executed for his role in the uprising. Steiner notes that
Ryleev’s Voinarovsky (1824) features Mazepa as a defender of the free, Ukrainian,

Cossack past, and Debreczeny highlights that Kochubey’s execution scene in Poltava
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parallels a similar one in Ryleev’s tale and finds it telling that “Voinarovskii, of all the
Hetman’s retinue, kill[s] the ardent young Cossack who wished to revenge Mazepa.”’
The manuscript version of Poltava includes drawings of hanged men on the gallows with
the words «U s 061 Mor Kak 1ryT», which many interpret to signify Pushkin’s feeling that
he was only saved by chance from participation in the Decembrist uprising.*®

In Pushkin’s Poltava, these multiple references serve to connect the Cossacks of
the Petrine era to the Decembrists, among whose numbers were prominent Ukrainians
and Little Russians. This parallel emphasizes their comparable fates and serves as a
warning to potentially revolutionary forces within the national body. Unlike the European
Romantics, Pushkin’s poem makes clear that Mazepa is a subject of the Russian tsar. The
pre-publication title change from Mazepa to Poltava once again emphasizes that Mazepa,
as a disloyal subject of the Russian state, is being put in his rightful place as a traitor in
the Russian national-historical narrative.

In Poltava’s dedication, the poetic voice reaches out to an unnamed and silent
“you” (tebe) and wonders whether the stanzas, like the poet’s love, will reach his subject
and go unanswered and unacknowledged. Scholarship agrees that the woman in question
is Maria Nikolaevna Raevskaia, the famous wife of Decembrist Sergey G. Volkonsky
who in December of 1826 followed her husband into exile in Siberia.”® Pushkin was
among those who saw her as she passed through Moscow on her way to civic death. She
had been forced the leave her young son behind her, and Pushkin wrote the epitaph for
his tombstone when he died a year later. The initial description of Poltava’s Maria

includes the lines: “...her gait as gliding, / One moment, as the silken shift / Of swans on

lonely [of the wilderness] tarns adrift” (325). (Ee nBmwxensns / To nebenst myCTBIHHBIX BOJ
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/ HamomuuaroT turaBHeIi xo1 [5:19]). The invocation of the wilderness echoes the
dedication: “The memory of words last spoken / By you, and your sad wilderness, / Have
been my only sacred token / Sole refuge, ultimate redress” (324). (TBos nevasnbHas
nyctbias / [lociaennuit 38yk TBoux peueit / OMHO COKpoBHILE, CBATHIHA, / OHA TH000Bb
nymu moeit [5:17].) In a draft of the dedication, the line “the cold wilderness of Siberia’
(Cubupu xnannas myctbiHs) was replaced by the phrase here: “your sad wilderness”
(PSS, 5:324). This haunting association between the two exiled Marias, with its
undercurrent of tragic unresponsiveness, is seen again in the vows that Mazepa and Maria
break and the sad fate of the Ukrainian Maria. Maria Raevskaia follows her husband into
northern exile as Pushkin returns from his southern exile. The poetic voice of Poltava’s
dedication assures his distant love that her fate and her last words are his treasure, his
religion, and his soul’s only love. If the poetic voice is autobiographical, then Pushkin’s
words to Maria, like Mazepa’s later vows to the literary Maria, are not enough to
guarantee their union. In each case, the lover steps aside to the nation-building poet-
statesman: HO JJoUepH JIFOOOBB / ... HE UCKYyNHUT. / JIFDOOBHHK TreTMaHy ycTynuT (5:32).
(But the daughter’s love / ... cannot redeem. / The lover to the Hetman cedes).®

As Maria runs off with her illicit bridegroom, the narrator expatiates on the time:

bruia Ta cmyTHas nopa,

Korna Poccus mononas,

B Gopenbsix cuibl Hampsras,

Myxaina ¢ reauem Ilerpa.

CypoBblii ObIT B HAYKE CIIABBI

Eii nan yuurens; HE OJIUH

VYpok HeXTaHBIN U KPOBABBIM

3agai el BEJCKON NanaJuH.

Ho B nckymeHbsx 10aroi kapbl

[Teperepnen cyned yaapsi,

Oxkpemuta Pyce. Tak TsoKKOM MiIart,
Hpo0st crekio, kyet Oynar. (5:23)
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Then stood we at the clouded stage / In youthful Russia’s destined courses / When
she, exerting all her forces, / With Peter’s genius came of age. / Harsh was the
taskmaster of glory / Fate had assigned her: no small meed / Of lessons
unforeseen and gory / Were dealt her by the royal Swede. / Yet the ordeal of
searching trials, / Fortune’s harsh blows and long denials, / Steeled Rus. The
heavy hammer thus / Shapes iron while it shatters glass. (328)

In this poeticized history, which evokes not only the 1710s and the Great Northern War,
but the smutnoe vremia of 1612 and the Napoleonic invasion of 1812, Peter raises young
Rus’ into viable statehood. The verb myswcams here means to mature or to grow up.
However, in the context of the Maria’s elopement with Mazepa, the word clearly
connotes that Peter is the natural, fecund groom of the young Russian state. Russia’s
emergence is represented as a series of military victories culminating in the war against
Sweden. The victory at Poltava propels Russia into mature statehood, and the narrative
poem ultimately identifies statehood, secured in military battle, as the precondition for
the development of narodnost’. The word Rus’ and the use of the Church Slavonic
version of monot (hammer — miiaT) invoke the interconnected Slavic history of Kievan
Rus’. In the final couplet, the heavy hammer of battle deals the blows of fate and forges
steel; constant geopolitical competition and imperial consolidation makes a strong
material stronger. However, the same heavy hammer splits or fractures weaker materials
such as glass. In this formulation, Mazepa’s faction is fundamentally too weak to stand
the blows of its neighbors and of fate. Ukraine, embodied in Maria, has chosen a spouse
too old and weak to withstand the tests of time. The incorporation of the Hetmanate,
which had occurred by Pushkin’s day, is presaged as an inevitable law of history. The

forge of fate strengthens the autocracy, while weaker materials such as the Cossacks and
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the Decembrists are splintered, for they can only fail in securing the prerequisite state
structures necessary for national development.

The faithless nature of power and glory is echoed in the epigraph to Poltava,
which is taken from Byron’s Mazepa. It reads, “The power and glory of the war, /
Faithless as their vain votaries, men, / Had pass’d to the triumphant Tsar.” While the
divinely sanctioned Orthodox Tsar fulfills Russia’s destiny by securing statehood on the
battlefield, Charles XII is subjected to these fateful laws: “Crowned by useless glory /
Brave Charles slipped before the abyss. / He marched on ancient Muscovy” (my
translation). (“Benuannslii caBoit 6ecrione3noit, / OtBaxkusiii Kapn ckons3un Haz
6e3aHoi. / OH men Ha apeBHIOI MockBy” [5:23].) Charles is shown to have been
passively and futilely crowned, and his march to ancient Moscow is equated with
Napoleon’s more recent foray. Echoing Byron who also drew the parallel, the two
Russian victories prefigure and fulfill each other: On mwen myrem, rae cinen ocrasuin / B
JTHU HaIll HOBBIW, CUITBHBIN Bpar, / Korna magennemM ocimaBmi / Myx poka cBoOi
nonsATHRIN miar. In this quatrain, Napoleon is termed the helpmate (my:x) of fate, and the
word again evokes the association between the bridegroom and the ruler. Napoleon is
both a powerful enemy and fate’s passive helpmate because despite his strength, his loss
is already presaged in the defeat of the Poles in 1612 and Charles’s defeat before Peter.

This fire that forges Russia’s imperial steel is dangerous, flaring up, and capable
of splintering Ukraine.

VYkpaiiHa ri1yXxo BOJHOBAJIACh,

JIaBHO B HEM HCKpa pa3ropajiach.

Jpy3bst KpOBaBOU CTapUHBI

Haponnou yasinu BOWHBI,

Pornrranu, Tpedyst KU4IHBO,
Uto6 reTMaH y3bI KX PacTopr. ..
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The Cossack land [Ukraine] was mutely seething. / A spark had smoldered long,
and breathing / To fan the bloody feuds of yore, / The spokesmen of a people's
war / Sought from the Hetman for sedition / A freer rein with angry snarls (329)

The verb pactoprarts has, since at least the nineteenth century, been used to describe the
termination of a marriage. This image of seething, rebellious Ukraine and the phrase
«/Ipy3bs kpoBaBoii ctapunsl» refer to the bellicose, independent Cossacks of the past.
However, from the perspective of official imperial historiography, the invocation of
friendship and a bloody past could also recall the Treaty of Periaslav, signed by the
Zaporozhian Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky in 1658 and invoked a few stanzas later in
the poem. In the version of history where Periaslav signifies a reunification of Rus’ian
lands, these calls for freedom are not the cries of Ukraine, an independent nation, but of a
faction that has forgotten the relationship forged in the bloody past and demands a
domestic, internecine revolt. The Cossack perspective is also present here, and the phrase
Haponanoii yasiu BoitHbl highlights the semantic ambivalence of the word nHapoa.
Depending on the perspective, the phrase could mean a popular uprising and an
internecine war or a nation revolting against the chains of autocracy. However, the phrase
ultimately indicates that Ukraine is unviable as a separate nation outside of the Russian
empire. The political frame of autocracy binds the entities together and the disembodied
voices of protest (msaTexnbIit Kpuk) demand independence from Russia and a termination
of their contractual union. The unexpected root My here once again evokes the lack of
proper patriarchal rule capable of unifying the cries of protest into a national whole.
Mazepa is not the proper groom of the rebellion; his old age (On u3sHemor; o
ciuikoM crap) is contrasted with the youthful, rebellious voices (tonomm). While these

voices call out, Mazepa is shown apart, maintaining his subjection to the Russian Tsar,
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biding his time, and indifferently banqueting. In keeping with his being the wrong
bridegroom for Maria, Mazepa is shown to be the wrong bridegroom for Ukraine. His
union with Maria — a symbol of the potential for independent Ukrainian statehood — is
fated to fail. He is set apart from the seething Cossack Ukraine, and through his
incestuous pursuit of his goddaughter, he is also isolated from the Orthodox faith.

In opposition to their contemplative and inscrutable figurehead, the masses are
demanding immediate action. Pushkin’s narrator never indicates that the Cossacks’ calls
for rebellion are unwarranted. Both the poem itself and Pushkin’s historical footnotes list
legitimate Cossack grievances against Russia, and name Cossack heroes opposed to
Russian rule. However, the poem dooms the uprising by pairing the Cossack demands
with the failures of the legitimate rulers Charles and Napoleon. The Ukrainian demands
are labeled conceited, impatient, underdeveloped and shortsighted. Yet, they do point to a
separate identity against and apart from the Russian empire, which is metonymically
referred to via its imperial center (HeHaBUcTHast MockBa). These grievances and Little
Russian heroes do not free the rebellious Ukraine. Poltava affirms that, other than the
Russian tsar, no sovereign is capable of ruling Ukraine. The Cossacks, even if they have a
unique and colorful history and heroic predecessors, are still lacking a legitimate ruler.

Despite the Cossack calls for independence, only the Russian Tsar is capable of
subduing and subsuming the people, identifying and overcoming internal and external
enemies, and running the state. This is the very tension the word narodnost’ points us to.
The rebellious voices evoke an alternative history of rule:

Korga 651 cTapsrit JlopomieHko,

N CamMoiIOBHY MOJIOJION,

Wnu wam ITaneit, wns 'opaeenko
Bnangenu cumoit BOMCKOBOM;
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Torna 6 B cHerax 4y>KOMHBI JabHOM

He morubanu ka3aku,

N Manopoccun neqaibHOU

OcBOOOXKTATHCH YK TIOJTKH.

If but the grand old Doroshenko, / Of Samoylovich's young resource, / Or our Paley,
or Gordeyenko / Commanded now the country's force, / Then snow-sheets would

not hump in clusters / On far-flung graves of Cossack folk, / By now the grieving
homeland's [Little Russia] musters / Might have thrown off the alien yoke. (329)

This is the most footnote-populated stanza. Here, the footnotes serve an interesting,
contradictory function. Upon first glance, the evocation of Ukrainian heroes and
grievances supports the rebellious cries of the Cossack youths, and legitimizes the oral
history being marshaled for rebellion. The footnotes elaborate that Doroshenko is “an
irreconcilable enemy of Russian dominion (Bnageraectsa),” and Samoylovich is “the son
of a Hetman exiled by Peter.” The image of Little Russia as an enchained imperial
possession recalls earlier descriptions of Maria and, it could be argued, invokes sympathy
for the Ukrainian voices aching for rebellion and freedom. However, the footnote for
“our” Paley states that Paley sided with Russia during the Battle of Poltava after being
exiled by Mazepa. At the time, Paley had been leading an uprising against Poland-
Lithuania. The footnote doesn’t mention that Paley was ordered to stop his insurrection
by both Peter and Mazepa, who were then allied with Poland against Sweden. Mazepa
exiles Paley and assumes control of the Right-Bank, and Paley turns against Mazepa in
the Battle of Poltava, where Mazepa is ultimately defeated. This again points us to
Mazepa’s treachery and distances him from the legitimate Cossack rulers of the past as it
casts doubt as to whether the position of Hetman can exist without the Russian Empire.
Paley returns to the imperial fold, and Gordeenko, a Cossack leader who sided with

Charles, is caught and exiled. The only option for the leader of Ukraine is to submit to the
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autocratic tsar. The structure of these two quatrains also emphasizes the quest for
independence is always-already forestalled as it creates an “If only” (Koraa Obr)
proposition for Little Russia. If only Ukraine’s ancient heroes had military might (the
might that Peter clearly has), then the injustices against them would not have occurred,
could have been prevented, or could be avenged. The injustices may be legitimate, but
the conditional structure emphasizes that the uprising lacks a capable leader.

The next stanza casts further doubt upon the viability of the uprising. The young
voices are said to have a dangerous craving (onacHsle anya) and are describe as the
expression of youth (ronocts). This description frames their desires for independence in a
temporary and emotional vein and sets them apart from the aged Hetman Mazepa. This
rebellious youth does not understand their own history: ““lost sight/ Of the Dominion’s
servile plight,/ Forgot Bogdan’s auspicious quarrels/ Those sacred truces, martial laurels,/
The glories of ancestral might.” (3a0b1B 0oTun3HBI NaBHUH TUIEH, / borgaHa cuacT/ivBBIE
cniopbl, CBsiThie Opanu, moroBopsl / U cnaBy nenoBckux BpemeH). In this account, the
young rabble has forgotten their fatherland’s previous captivity. This can refer to either
the precarious geo-political position of the independent Cossacks prior to the Treaty of
Periaslav or Cossack dependence on and incorporation into the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. Despite calling the unification of the past an agreement (zorosop), the
stanza subtly emphasizes the paternal, patrimonial position of the Cossacks in the poem’s
present. Here, in an auspicious and glorious victory, the Cossack forefather Khmelnytsky
unites the fatherland with Russia. The current alliance with Sweden is now fully framed

as an internal uprising, and Mazepa, as a potential leader, is neither the strong forefather
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like Khmelnytsky, who chose the correct course, nor the Pater Peter whose glory will
triumph; he is instead an illegitimate leader and an unnatural bridegroom.

Kochubey’s denunciation reaches Peter, and Mazepa defends himself by invoking
his loyalty to the Russian Autocrat and his prior refusal of foreign alliances and Ukraine’s
crown. His inscrutable character is here reinforced. The narrative begs the question: Why
does Mazepa, after over twenty years of loyal service, turn against the Russian Tsar? The
question remains unanswered, partly because the logical answer within the narrative itself
is the quest for self-rule and independence from the Russian empire, which is emphasized
to be a futile or inappropriate enterprise for Ukraine. The history the poem presents to the
reader is of a Ukraine unviable and indefensible outside of imperial incorporation. The
dangerous idea of self-rule coalesces in the tragic figure of Maria.

The second canto is primarily made up of dramatic dialogue. Echoing the narrator’s
political condemnations in a romantic frame, it begins with Maria addressing Mazepa. She
accuses Mazepa of infidelity with the Princess Dulskaya. This purported infidelity is
allegorical, and the romantic infidelity Maria suspects is actually political. She demands
reassurance and vows of loyalty from Mazepa, who answers her as he answered Peter — by
assuring her of his fidelity and by pleading that his old age makes him incapable of such
intrigue. To calm her, he reveals his political plans.

be3 MrI10i1 BOJIBHOCTH U CJIABBI

CKJIOHSITH JIOJITO MBI IJIaBBI

[Ton moxkpoBuTENbCTBOM Bapmiassbl,

ITox camoBnactreM MOCKBBI.

Ho He3aBucuMon nepxaBoid

VYkpaiine ObITh y>ke mopa:

U 3HaMs1 BOTBHOCTH KpOBaBOM
S nmogpimaro Ha Ilerpa.
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Bereft of pride, of free election, / We bent our heads in futile spite / Beneath the
Pole's unsought protection, / The harness of the Muscovite. / Self-rule in free, in
sovereign manner / Is due us — overdue by far: / I hoist Ukraina's bloody banner /
Of liberty against the Tsar. (340)

The voice is Mazepa’s, and while the reader’s perception of his duplicitous character has
already been framed and reinforced by the narrative voice in the first canto, the impetus
for war is clear. When seducing Ukraine, embodied in Maria, Mazepa articulates a clear
platform for freedom, glory, and independence from neighboring powers. Maria believes
him, and she believes in his ultimate victory: “TsI Oynems naps 3emiu poaHoit!” He
promises to love her more than glory and power. He asks her what she will do if he is
defeated, and she vows to follow him to any end. He asks her if she would save him
instead of her father, and she vows her loyalty to her Hetman. As the developments of the
next canto demonstrate, both parties are unable to keep their vows, and their unwed union
ends barren with Mazepa’s plea: “Just remember,/ Maria, what you said today” (ITomuu
xe, Mapus, / Uto TeI ckazana MHe Ternepb). Maria’s last words and vows of loyalty,
destined to broken, evoke the distant secret love of the dedication: “The memory of
words last spoken/ By you, and your sad wilderness,/ Have been my only sacred token/
Sole refuge, ultimate redress” (324) (TBos nevanbHas mycThiHs, / [locnenHuit 3Byk TBOMX
peueii / OgHO cOKpoBHIIIE, CBATHIHS, / OHa M000BH IyIu Moei [5:17]).

Before she discovers the murderous secret (youiictBennast taiina) of her father’s
impending execution, while still unaware of the full impact of her illicit union, Maria
already imagines her parents alone and childless (6e3neTHol cTapocTh, onHux). On the
day of Kochubey’s execution, Maria’s mother wakes her. Maria agrees to plead with her
lover the Hetman to spare her father’s life, and the women rush towards the executioner’s

platform. They arrive too late and the crowd has already forgotten the life they just saw
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extinguished. Though Kochubey is blameless before God and described as a martyr
(crpamanen), each member of the Little Russian family suffers the consequences of their
daughter’s rebellion. The narrative emphasizes that Kochubey is an innocent casualty in a
larger battle, and his virtuous communion is juxtaposed to Mazepa’s political duplicity
and anathema. After the execution, Mazepa becomes a solitary figure in the narrative and
he is depicted as separate from both loyal and rebellious factions: Oaun npes KOHHOO
tonmnoi / Masena, rpo3eH, yaausics / Ot mecra kazHu. OH tep3ancs / Kakoii-to
CTpaIIHOM IIyCTOTOM.

In a scene that parallels Maria’s escape from her familial home, Mazepa’s
ruminative emptiness is soon explained as Maria’s empty bedchamber is discovered. She
disappears without a trace and the passage once again evokes the dedication (mycTbins, /
[Tocnennuii 3Byk) as Mazepa waits for news from the Cossack search parties he has sent
out:

Ho Hu oqun emy npuHecTh

He mor o GenHol 1eBe BECTb.

U cnen ee cyiecTBOBaHbs

[Tponan xak OyATO 3BYK IyCTOiA,

W matb oiHa BO MpaK U3rHaHbs

YMuana rope ¢ HAIETOM.

Not one came forward to relate / Words of Maria or her fate. / Forgetful time was

swift to smother / Her imprint like a buried leaf [sound] / And left her lonely
stricken mother / To exiled penury and grief. (354)

Kochubey is beheaded, his wife is exiled to poverty and ignominy, and the unfortunate
Maria breaks her vows of loyalty and disappears. The Cossack Hetman, in his bid for rule
over an independent Ukraine, is shown to have overreached the natural limits of his
abilities, and before the actual battle is depicted, the fate of Ukraine is prefigured and
fulfilled in a literary manifestation of Romantic historiography.
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Mazepa continues his machinations with Charles XII of Sweden and is ironically
deemed the leader of Ukraine (Boxkak Ykpaiinsr). Unlike an official title, the word Bokak
implies an unsanctioned leader and can be used in the context of one who leads the blind.
In order to confuse the Russian tsar, Mazepa feigns a terminal illness and is anointed
during his last rites. Unlike the loyal Little Russian noble Kochubey, who looks for
resolution and healing in the sacraments administered by an Orthodox priest before his
death (Moii BoX/1b IO/ 3HAMEHEM KpPECTa ... CIy>KUTeJb / 3a Hac pacmsaToro Xpucra),
Mazepa feigns his subservience before Christ and before the Tsar. He duplicitously
accepts the holy oil as part of his plot against the autocrat, and his religious and political
sins are again intertwined. As Charles changes his course towards Ukraine, Mazepa rises
from his feigned death and near-martyrdom (ctpamaner xumiblit) an imposter and an
imposing enemy, and the poem implies that the Catholic Church and Poland-Lithuania
orchestrate Mazepa’s alliance with Charles: CorOeHHbIH TSKKO *KHU3HBIO cTapoi, / Tak
OHBIN XUTPHIN KapauHai, / BeHyaBimcs puMcKkoro Tuapoi, / Y npsiM, 1 311paB, ¥ MOJIOT
CTall.

In the bloody dawn of civil war (BoitHa Hapoanas), the true Tsar takes decisive
action. The narrative alludes to Peter’s rage while a footnote elaborates that “Strong
measures, taken by Peter with his usual speed and energy, kept Ukraine
subjected/obedient” (CunbHBIE MepHbI, MPpUHATHIE [IeTpoM ¢ 0OBIKHOBEHHOM €T0
OBICTPOTOM W PHEPTUECH, yAepKanu YKpaiiHy B moBHHOBeHHH). The anathema rings out
throughout the Orthodox lands, the loyal Little Russian Cossacks choose another
Hetman, and the exiled relatives of Iskra and Kochubey are recalled into the fold with

new privileges and the personal condolences of the Tsar. Order is restored in the empire,
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the truly loyal are rewarded, and Mazepa’s rebellion is shown to be fully distinct and
apart from both the loyal Little Russian people and the rebellious Cossacks (Tpenemier
OyHT ocuportenslif). Sweden is Russia’s true enemy in the Great Northern War, while the
rebellious Cossacks and Ukrainians are an internal uprising incited by foreign, Catholic
forces. Only now does the narrative focus shift to the battle.

Before the battle begins, Mazepa speaks to Orlyk and concedes the battle has
already been lost. The reader is always already aware of the futility of Charles’ and
Mazepa’s efforts, but Mazepa himself voices the foregone conclusion: “Too callow
visions did we nourish;/ Both frail and rash was the design,/ We have small hope to see it
flourish./ Of its own weight my purpose falls” (357) (Iloroponunuce Mbl HEKCTaTH:
Pacuert u gep3koii u ioxol, / M1 B HeM He Oyzaet 6maronatu. / [Iponana, BUgHO, 1€
mos [PSS: 5:53]). Mazepa’s words and the feminine form of the verb (nmponana) evoke
both Ukraine (Ykpauna) and Maria’s flight: U cien ee cymecrBoBanbs / [Iponain kak
Oynro 3ByK myctoil. Maria’s flight forces Mazepa to see the futility of his rule, and as the
battle nears, Mazepa also sees the futility of his alliance with Charles: “But he too clearly
lacks the weight/ To stay that sovereign titan’s course” (Ho He emy Bect 60pp0y / C
camojeprkaBHbIM BenkaHoM). While Mazepa is here speaking about Charles, the poem
has made clear this is an argument that applies to Mazepa as well.

While Orlyk suggests reconciliation and resuming relations with Peter, Mazepa
evokes a long history that makes reconciliation with the Russian Tsar impossible. Rather
than differing political loyalties or a desire for political autonomy, Mazepa narrates a
story wherein once (omHaxs1) at a feast, in response to a bold word, Peter grabbed

Mazepa by his grey whiskers. The promise made to Maria, the promise of independence
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and of self-rule for Ukraine and her Cossacks, is here reduced to a false ideology that
covers a petty response to a petty argument. Mazepa’s desire for power, which the first
two cantos legitimate, is here undermined fully and he is called an usmennuk, which can
refer to both a traitor and an apostate. After this final damnation, the narrative voice
addresses the reader. Unlike the second canto, which incorporates in narrative dialogue
the voices of Mazepa, Maria, Kochubey, Orlyk, and Kochubey’s wife, in the third and
final canto, the multiplicity of dissident voices in the narrative ultimately cede power to
the autocratic Tsar. The narrative unifies its readership under the blazing glory of war and
the autocrat: “The fateful acres thrum and rattle/ And blossom out in flares and dust;/ But,
clear to all, the scales of battle/ Already shift to favor us” (1 GuTBsI one pokoBoe /
I'pemur, nbutaet 3aeck ¥ TaM, Ho sBHO cuacTbe 60eBoe / Cily’KUTh YK HAUMHAET HaM).
Previously, the pronoun “us” was only uttered in dramatic dialogue, and even then only
by the Ukrainian characters. The narrative voice unifies all Slavic peoples in the triumph
of the Russian Tsar and the Russian nation, here composed of all loyal members of the
empire.®!

Peter’s suppression of internal uprisings and external enemies in the Battle of
Poltava is a holy war or a storm sent by God (60wus rpo3a). Peter’s retinue is composed
of favorites, darlings, or minions (;mro6umien), and the poem evokes a romantic devotion.
The autocrat is horrifying (y»acen) in the Romantic and odic sense of awe-inspiring and
splendid (mpexpacen); he is the Orthodox, natural groom of his loyal subjects. Peter
rushes into battle on a zealous and humble steed (peTuB u cmupen), and personifies fate

and the battle itself (Morymr u pagocten kak 60ii.). In stark opposition, wounded Charles
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commands his troops with a weak flick of the wrist (cnabsim Manuem pykn) as he is
borne by his servants in a chair (kauanka), which evokes a child’s cradle.

While the Ukrainian landscape, the Kochubey family, and Mazepa dominate the
majority of Poltava, the depiction of the battle turns to Russia and Sweden. Loyal Little
Russian Cossacks and nobleman are now enveloped in the Russian national banner:
“Swede, Russian—stabbing, splitting, slashing” (361). And during the battle, Peter’s
divinely-inspired voice resounds:

TecHum MBI IBE1OB paTh 3a paTbio;

TemHeeT caaBa UX 3HAMEH,

U 6ora Opaneii 61aronaTsio

Ham xakapnii mar 3aneyaTiieH.

Torpa-To cBEINIE BAOXHOBEHHBIN

Paspasncs 3Byunsiii ritac [lerpa:

«3a nmemno, ¢ 6orom!» U3 marpa,

Tonmnoii 1ro6UMIIEB OKPY>KEHHBIH,

Brixomur Ilerp. Ero rnasa

CustroT. JIUK ero y>kaceH.

JIBrokeHbst ObicTpbl. OH MpeKpaceH,

OH Bech, Kak O0XKUS Tpo3a.

And rank on rank we are compressing / The Swede, aground his banner drags; /

The god of battle’s patent blessing / Is blazoned on our eager flags. / Then Peter’s

booming voice resounded / Like the Almighty’s instrument: / “To work, with

God!” And from the tent, / By his close favorites surrounded, / Emerges Peter:

living fire / His blazing eyes; his step resilient;/ His visage fearsome; he is
brilliant, / Embodiment of godly ire. (359)

In this passage, which critics identify with the celebratory, Lomonsovian ode, the Swedes
are Russia’s proper enemies and the true opponents.®? Cossacks, Little Russians, and
Russians alike are united against Sweden, the excommunicated Mazepa, and his band of
rebels. God, history, and fate are on the Russian side. The battle is chronicled for
posterity, and Pushkin’s readers are already familiar with the glorious conclusion of the

war prefigured and fulfilled as a divine plan.5
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Just before the battle ends, the young Cossack who was once in love with Maria
and who delivered Kochubey’s denunciation takes a shot at Mazepa. In turn
Voinarovsky, a loyal member of Mazepa’s retinue, kills the young man and the Hetman
is unharmed. Voinarovsky’s loyalty to Mazepa, and K.F. Ryleev’s loyalty to the
Decembrists are neither condoned nor forgotten. The youthful Cossack dies with Maria’s
name on his lips, and Mazepa is saved from narrative near death by an allusion to the
work of a Decembrist poet. Ryleev’s much more sympathetic portrayal of the Ukrainian
Hetman is allowed to coexist within Poltava. However, the last echoes of the rebellion
are suppressed at this point in the narrative, and the battle ends abruptly after the young
Cossack’s death. The Russian narrative unites the reader in odic victory: “We’ve broken
through; the Swede is routed” (362)! (Vpa! Mbl TOMUM; THYTCS ILIBE/IBL. )

Yet, Steiner offers a compelling, competing conclusion, noting that this odic “we”
also evokes the Decembrists, especially Ryleev’s “Civic Virtue” (Grazdanskoe
muzhestvo) and his celebration of freedom and Byron, “On the Death of Byron” (“Na
Smert’ Beirone’):

The pronoun ‘we’ is significant in this regard. At first glance the above-quoted

lines sound like an echo from Lomonosov. However, a true imperial bard writing

in the style that Harsha Ram has baptized ‘the imperial sublime” would never use
the pronoun ‘we’ in the way Pushkin uses it here. As a result, I believe that these
lines do more than gesture toward Lomonosov’s heroic odes; they also recall the
works of the Decembrists ‘civic’ poets, works that were addressed not to tsars and

rulers, but to like-minded citizens™ (106).

This dissonance between the celebratory national “we” and the failed uprisings is evoked
again in the battle. Russia is elevated to a world power as the benevolent Peter feasts with

his foes, and Pushkin’s 1826 poem “Stansy,” with its plea for autocratic leniency, is once

again evoked by the juxtaposition of Ryleev’s text with this victorious feast:
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B matpe cBoem oH yromaet

CBouX BOXK/ICH, BOXKICH UyKHUX,

WM crnaBHBIX INICHHUKOB JIACKAET,

U 3a yuureneit ceoux

3a3apaBHbI KyOOK noasiMaet. (5:59-60)

He bids the lords beneath his scepters/ Both Swede and Russian, to his tent; / And

gaily mingling prey and captors / Lifts high his cup in compliment / To the good
health of his “preceptors” [teachers]. (363)

Peter celebrates Russia’s imperial victory with native and foreign leaders alike and shows
kindness to those captured. He toasts his teachers, and the narrative again connects
Charles’ futile foray against Peter with Napoleon’s equally disastrous assault: “But
where’s our foremost, fiercest coach [teacher]? / [And where’s our first invited guest?]
(363). (Ho e e nepsslif, 38anblii rocth? / I'e nepBblif, rpo3Hblii HaIl yuauTes.)*
Charles is but one of the many tests of fate which the Russian empire will withstand. As
he was never a legitimate opponent, Mazepa is almost forgotten. While Charles is called
a king, a guest, and a formidable teacher (kopoib, roCTh, TPO3HBII HAIl YIUTEIH),
Mazepa is deemed a Judas, a villain and a traitor (Myna, 3moxeii, m3mennuk). He is not an
enemy; he is a turncoat. He is a failed member of the narrative’s collective “we” and his
failed uprising, which from Maria’s earlier perspective and in Voinarovksy’s view was a
bid for independence, is framed as a necessary concession to the natural strengthening
and progression of the Russian empire and is collective national family.

Poltava concludes by emphasizing the battle’s legacy and Russia’s national
trajectory. The narrator asks what happened to the proud lords (myxeii) of Poltava one
hundred years after the battle (approximately 1812). Peter, as the rightful spouse of the
empire, begets a national patrimony in the Russian state: “In the state of northern power, /

In her martial fate, / Only you, the hero of Poltava, have erected / An enormous
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monument to yourself” (my translation). (B rpaxkxmancTBe ceBepHOii nepxaBsbl, / B ee
BOMHCTBEHHOH cyzp0e, / JInib Tbl BO3ABUT, repoit [TonraBel, / OrpoMHbII MaMATHUK
ce0e.) While Peter fortifies his rule in stone and empire, Charles’ inadequate monument
is found in the bucolic countryside of Ukraine. It consists of three moss-covered steps
marking the spot where he died in inglorious battle.%

While in the final stanzas of Poltava the narrator claims there is no trace of
Mazepa and that he has been forgotten since long ago, the whole narrative poem has
focused on the illicit bridegroom and the anathema against him is still chanted yearly
(I'po3st, rpeMut o HeM cobop.) Mazepa’s memory is remembered and forgotten as a
ritual, yearly reminder of the threat of internal instability. The relatives of the unfortunate
Kochubeys still live in Dikanka and can recall the lamentable fates of their great
grandfathers. Instead of Mazepa’s songs of independence, Cossack grandchildren hear
stories of the loyal Kochubey. By the time Pushkin writes his narrative poem, these
Cossack grandchildren, who had ridden victoriously with Alexander into Paris, had seen
all Cossack units in Ukraine disbanded and witnessed the full imperial incorporation of
the once independent regiments.

Maria’s story, the story of a potentially independent Cossack polity, is not official
history. Yet, Poltava’s concluding stanza returns to it:

Ho nous npectynHuua. .. npeianbs

OG0 neit momuar. Ee cTpananss,

Ee cynp0a, ee xoHen

Henponunaemoro TeMoo

Ot Hac 3akpbIThl. JIUIIb TOPOIO

Cnenoli yKkpauHCKHil NIeBel,

Korna B cene nepen Hapoaom

OH necHu reTMaHa OpEeHYHT,

O rpemHoi 1eBe MUMOXOJI0M
Kazaukam 1oHbIM roBOpUT. (5:64)
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But legends keep silent . . . about / the guilty daughter. Her suffering, / Her fate,

her end / Are hidden from us / In an impenetrable fog. / Only sometimes / A blind

Ukrainian bard, / In a village, before the people, / Tells Cossack youth / In

passing, of the sinful maiden / And strums the Hetman's songs. (my translation)
Maria’s memory is unofficially preserved in the blind Cossack bards’ songs, in Ukrainian
villages, and in the memory of the commoners and the Cossacks. While Maria is hidden
from the loyal, collective “we” represented in official historiography, Pushkin’s Poltava
also records her story. The Ukrainian maiden and the wife of the Decembrist Volkonsky
are both casualties in the official narrative of national consolidation, which requires a
homogenizing conformity to autocratic rule and dominion. Pushkin, under scrutiny for
his involvement with the Decembrists and their ideas, can no longer write to, for, or about
Maria Raevskaia. Like Ukrainian Maria’s trail in the night, Maria Raevskaia disappears
out of official national history into the Siberian desert. The tragic Maria is visible in
every tragic story of insurrection and uprising, and Pushkin’s text ensures that she is not
forgotten.

Thus, before ending on such a determined note—one that reads the permanent
death of Ukrainian national identity and alternative state structures within the Russian
empire in Pushkin’s Poltava—I would like to return to the image of the agile chamois.
After the battle, as Charles and Mazepa flee Ukraine, Pushkin’s imagery echoes the
prevalent depictions of Mazepa in the European Romantic literary tradition: “Across the
steppeland lone [wild] and bare [naked] / Hetman and King [...] are speeding” (363).
(Bepxowm, B rimymu creneit Harux, / Koponbs u retman muarcst o6a.) However, unlike the

European depictions, in Poltava, Mazepa’s ride though the naked steppes is decidedly

less Romantic. Mazepa has lost more than his unlawful young bride; he has lost Ukraine.
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As they travel, Mazepa is haunted by the vision of the deserted Kochubey homestead and
the dilapidated and emptied Ukrainian household. Unlike the glorious battle that is
chronicled for posterity, Mazepa’s potential rule is depicted as some sort of forgotten
fairy tale (Kaxoii-uuOyap pacckas 3ab6BennbIi). The narrative addresses Mazepa in the
familiar register (Tb1) to remind him of the family he has wrecked, and the anathema
against him rings out annually in Orthodox churches.

Night falls and on the craggy banks of the Dnieper River the villains lightly sleep.
Whether in reality, a hallucination or a dream, Maria appears before Mazepa. She
materializes as a specter and a haunting illuminated by the moon. Before her threatening
finger (rpo3s nepcrom) Mazepa shudders as if before the executioner’s ax (OH B3aporHy1
Kak moj ronopom). In her crazed dialogue, Maria calls Mazepa her friend and asks him to
be quiet because her parents might hear them. Beginning with the night of their
illegitimate elopement, Maria quickly moves through the events that Pushkin has already
covered. She remembers her mother delivering the news of Kochubey’s impending
execution and she remembers that her father died, but she cannot quite recall the face of
his murderer: “that head [...] wasn’t even human, / But like a wolf’s” (365). (3ta romosa /
ObLJIa COBCEM He YenoBeubs, / A Boubs.) Maria exhibits the symptoms of shock and
cannot come to terms with Mazepa’s betrayal. She reasons that it must all be a lie and
that her mother must have tried to scare her so she would not elope. Maria then recalls a
holiday crowd, a platform and dead bodies, though she cannot quite recognize the
platform as an executioner’s platform and her father’s flesh. In this moment, she refuses
to identify the living, murderous Mazepa before her as the lover of her memories:

S mpuHuUMana 3a 1pyroro
Tebs, ctapuk. OcTaBb MEHSI.
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TBOM B30p HACMEIIINUB U YKACEH.

Tl 6e300pa3eH. OH MpeKpaceH:

B ero rima3ax 0j1ecTUT 1I000Bb,

B ero peuax takas Hera!

Ero ycwl Oesee cHera,

A Ha TBOHWX 3acoxJia KpoBb! . .. (5:62)

Old man, I took you for another, / I know that now. No — I must go! / Your gaze is
wry, your warmth pretended; / Why, you are loathesome . . . He is splendid! / His

eyes have such a loving glow, / His words are tender, to be trusted; / His whiskers
are white as snow, / But yours . . . yours are . . . all blood-encrusted! . . . (365)

The man she sees before her reflects a failed autocrat and the destroyer of her familial
happiness, and she cannot recognize the image. She rejects the living man for the
memory of his glory and for the freedom and the ideas that he represented.

Maria flees into the night: “She gave a strident [wild] peal of laughter, / And,
nimbler than a hind [chamois] in flight, / Jumped up, and as he started after, / Had
vanished in the depth of night” (366). (1 ¢ mukum cmexom 3aBu3xkana, / U nerde cepHbl
monosoii / OHa BcnphirHyia, modexana / M ckpeutach B TeMHOTEe HOUHOM.) The chamois,
like Maria at the very beginning of the poem, escapes her bridegroom, her chains and her
predators. If, as I have argued, Maria represents the idea of a politically autonomous
Ukrainian nation, then the defeat of the potential Hetman ruler is not the defeat of his
ideas. The prey, the idea of Ukraine, is hidden in the night, but the resurgence of regional
nationalisms and revolutionary upstarts is still a possibility within the empire. Written
after the victorious defeat of Napoleon, and the anxiety-ridden Decembrist uprising,
Poltava subtly suggests that the exile of the perpetrators does not necessarily mean the

death of their ideas. The specter of the chamois remains.
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CHAPTER III
ANCIENT MODELS AND NATIONAL REGENERATION IN

GOGOL’S ARABESQUES AND TARAS BULBAS

Though fire is at war with water, their combination produces the
whole of nature—procreation from friendly enmity.
--Ovid, Metamorphoses
Two souls, alas, are housed within my breast,
And each will wrestle for the mastery there.
— Goethe, Faust
As mentioned in the previous chapter, Voltaire’s History of Charles XII (1731)
depicts the short-lived alliance between Sweden’s King Charles and the Ukrainian
Cossack Hetman Ivan Mazepa during the Great Northern War. Travelling between
Poland and Russia, Charles arrives in the Ukrainian steppes and prepares for battle
against Peter the Great. The text describes the land of the Zaporozhian Cossacks, which is
bisected by the Borysthenes (the ancient name for the Dnieper):!
This land is that of the Zaporozhians, the strangest people on earth: they are a
rabble composed of ancient Rus’es, Poles, and Tatars, all professing a kind of
Christianity and a brigandage resembling that of the pirates. They elect a chief,
whom they often depose or slaughter. They do not tolerate women in their midst;
together they kidnap all the children twenty or thirty leagues round and raise them
in their customs. In the summer, they are always on campaign; during the winter,
they sleep in spacious barns containing four or five hundred men. They fear
nothing; they live free...
For Voltaire, the Zaporozhians are situated between Ottoman, Polish and Russian powers
and described as a miscellany. While united by their customs and their religion, they are

composed of diverse origins. A purely masculine brotherhood, the Cossacks do not

reproduce by biological means. Instead, their numbers are sustained by brigandage, by
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culture, and by faith. Wolff links this depiction to Linnaeus, the father of modern
taxonomy and Voltaire’s influential contemporary, who “looked to sexual reproduction
as a key to defining individual species. Voltaire imagined the Zaporozhians as a people
who did not sexually reproduce or a strange and unnatural miscellany of ancient peoples.
Yet, the Cossacks possessed something to pass on to the children they abducted: meeurs,
that is, manners or customs.”? In the early nineteenth century, the German Romantics
understood the nation as a unique species defined by language, history, and genealogy.
Yet, when conceptualizing Russian narodnost’, a striking number of writers in the
Russian empire turned to the recently incorporated Cossack lands and to Cossack
history.? Historians, poets, and statesmen alike considered the relationship between the
wild miscellany of the Cossacks and the Russian national self. Dan Unguriano notes that
during this period, ten percent of historical novels concerned themselves with Ukrainian
history, and Nikolai Gogol’s literary success symbolizes the imperial obsession with
Ukrainian folk culture and Cossack history that rapidly lost its appeal towards the end of

the 1840s, due to factors that will be discussed later in this chapter.*

Orest Somov: Romantic Nationalism and Ancient Models

Romantic writers, despite their fixation on exotic historical characters and themes,
located the source of literary inspiration and legitimation in native histories and national
subjects: “The Romantic Idealist concept that most attracted the Russian Romantics was
the national or native originality (autochthony); the word coined to express that dream,

narodnost, became almost synonymous with the new word romantizm.” In the Russian
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empire, Orest Somov (1793-1833) was among the first to theorize the connection
between Romanticism and narodnost’ in his 1823 essay “On Romantic Poetry” (O
romanticheskoi poezii). Somov was an influential Ukrainian writer and critic who wrote
almost exclusively in Russian on Cossack themes.® Educated at the University of
Kharkov/Kharkiv, he spent his life in St. Petersburg where he edited the journals of the
literary elite. Though he participated in the major literary societies and literary
periodicals of the day, he was never fully accepted socially, even as his literary success is
said to have influenced Gogol’s move to St. Petersburg.” Gogol’s story, “The Terrible
Boar” (Strashnyi kaban), was published under Somov’s editorship in Literaturnaja
gazeta in 1831.

In “On Romantic Poetry,” Somov praises the ancient Greeks and Romans for their
vitality while bemoaning the eighteenth-century Classicists whose stylistic rules prevent
natural literary development. Somov discusses the German Romantics in depth and
mentions Schlegel in passing to claim that despite their belated maturity, the Germans
were the most nationally developed people. Somov argues that German Romantic
literature paved a new, unique path for German nationality because of its “special
originality and the great talents of its singers” (CBOWCTBEHHOW OPUTHHAIBLHOCTH, 110
BbIicOKUM napoBaHusiM [leBroB) and he links Russia’s national potential to the German
Romantics citing “our great proximity and almost continuous contact” (6ym3Koe
COCEJICTBO Hallle ¥ MouTH OecrpepbiBHbIe cHomeHns).® Somov addresses detractors who
argue that Russia is incapable of a national Romantic literature due to her lack of history,
her “flat and monotonous” (poBHa u oHOOOpa3Ha) geography, and her belated literary

development, occurring after “all the appanages of Parnassus had been taken” (korma yxe
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Bee yzensl Ilapracca 6bmu 3aua1h1).” To rectify the charge that Russia lacks history,
Somov cites “the great labor of our illustrious historiographer” (Benukuii Tpy 1 cliaBHOTO
Hctopuorpada), in other words Karamzin’s twelve-volume History of the Russian State
(1816-26), which was Russia’s first narrative history written in Russian.!” As a rebuttal to
the developmental hurdles set up by his detractors, Somov argues that the Russian
language and the skill of a national poet can forge an alternate path to national
development. Somov’s evocation of the ancient Greeks and of Parnassus, the home of the
muses, of poetry, song, and knowledge, recalls the flourishing of Greek culture and
connects its regenerative power to the Ukrainian lands and Crimea.

Evoking Greece and Parnassus, Somov’s essay describes Crimea, or the
“enchanting Tavrida” (Ocharovatel’'naia Tavrida) with its “captivating lowlands and
majestic mountain” (IJIEHUTENLHBIMY JOJMHAMHU U BEJIUYECTBEHHOO ropoio).!! Beyond
Crimea, he spies the Caucasus, where lie “the rocks to which Prometheus was bound”
(ckamsl, K KOTOpBIM MpuKoBaH ObLT [IpoMereii). Somov traces the mythical roots of Greek
antiquity and national culture to the lands of the Russian empire, exclaiming: “Who, of
the young countries, encompasses so much poetic wealth?”” (Kakast u3 HOBBIX CTpaH
3aKiovaeT B cede ctoapko ooratcTB [loaTnueckux). Forgoing the Enlightenment models
of taxonomy, genealogy and imitation, Somov links Russian national development both
to the German Romantics and mythical models of regeneration and argues that the
national poet can forge a new species, a new taxonomy of Russianness, out of the fertile
imperial possessions of Novorossiya and the Cossack lands or “fruitful Ukraine”

(plodonosnoi Ukrainy). These newly acquired imperial lands are “waiting for their poets
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and demanding tribute from native talents” (;kayT cBoux [103T0B 1 TpeOyIOT AaHU OT
TaJIaHTOB OT€UECTBEHHBIX) (90).

Somov also argues that Russia’s geographical and developmental hurdles toward
narodnost’ in literature can be overcome by the unique nature of native Russian historical
subjects, which compared to the European histories are “of an entirely different species:
all the better!” (coBceM B Apyrom poae: TeM ayuiie) (92). When describing the suitable
subjects for Russian poetry, Somov begins first with the “not strictly-Russian” (ne
sobstvenno-russkikh) imperial populations: Little Russians and the Cossacks, the
inhabitants of Colchis, an ancient kingdom on the Black Sea ruled by Greece and Rome
whose people once witnessed Ovid’s exile, all these “merged under the single name
Russia, or dependent on Russia, or not separated from us by other lands or wide seas!”
(camock Mo 0IHO Ha3BaHME pyccKux [Pyckuxs|, miam 3aBucsTt ot Poccun, He oTaenssich
HU TIPOCTPAHCTBOM 3€MEJb UyKHMX, HE MOpAMH nanekumu).'? Somov suggests that the
next generation of Russian poets turn to these culturally-rich “not strictly-Russian”
populations. He notes that the poetic way has been paved by Derzhavin, who “created by
himself and for himself a new [species] of lyric poetry” (cam u as ce0st co31a1 HOBBIN
poxa CtuxotBopcTBa JIupuueckoro) and Zhukovsky whose translations allowed “new
paths through the world of the imagination” (HoBbIe myTH B Mupe BooOpaxenwus).'> While
Derzhavin lacked an audience and Zhukovsky lacked native materials, Somov’s ideal
Russian national poet will merge Russia’s imperial lands with her imperial readers to
form a national community.

The Classicists had also conceptualized Russia’s history in terms of Greek and

Roman antiquity. Ancient Rome, as heir to the cultural riches of Greece, was a powerful
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model that legitimated the classical focus on translation and imitation.'* Petrine elites
reconciled the imitative nature of Russian neoclassical culture with their need for
historical and civilizational authenticity by imagining themselves as Romans. Vasilii
Trediakovskii (1703-69) and Mikhail Lomonsov (1711-65) represent the first generation
of Russian writers to benefit from Peter’s reforms. In 1745, Trediakovsky argued for the
development of the Russian language by evoking the Roman choice to use Latin over
Greek despite the cultural superiority of Greece. In his Ancient Russian History (1766),
Lomonsov emphasized the parallels between Roman and Russian history and claimed an
equivalence (uravnenie) between their events. This parallel was also legitimated by
translations of Roman texts, and both Lomonsov and Derzhavin translated Horace and
rewrote his Exegi monumentum.'®> Horace, whose origins were lowly, found a friend and
patron in Maecenas and became the poetic voice of Augustus’ imperial reign. In
representing Rome’s transition from republic to empire, he set a meaningful precedent for
Russian poets and was known for his odes and his 47t of Poetry.'® Hokanson notes that
Horace’s poetry “is used to imperial ends: to enlarge, tame, and bring order to the empire.
The poet works hand in hand with the emperor, the latter winning territory, the former
Romanizing the populace.”'” For Horace, as for Lomonsov and Derzhavin, and later
Pushkin, Somov, and Gogol, imperial expansion and the accompanying concerns of
cultural legitimacy emphasize the need for the poetic voice.

Somov’s vision of Russian national development culminates in the fusion of
people, history, and geography made national by the poetic voice, but Somov also argues
that Russian national poetry does not yet exist. He claims that Russian national

characteristics (cherty narodnye russkie) are most clearly revealed in Pushkin’s poetry;
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however, for Somov, Russian narodnost’ is a future-oriented project that is yet to be
realized. As Somov summarizes his argument, the word narod is used to indicate both a
people and a nation: “It has been my intention to show that for the Russian people/nation
[...] it is necessary to have a native, national poetry, not imitative and independent of
foreign traditions” (HamepeHue Moe ObLIO MOKa3aTh, UTO HAPOIY PYCCKOMY |...]
HEOOXOMMO UMETh CBOIO HApOJIHYIO TI033HI0, HE MOPAKATEIbHYIO U HE3aBUCHMYIO OT
npeAaHuit ‘ly>K,Z[BIX).18 The influence of Somov’s call for Romantic literature and
narodnost’ s indeed visible in the works and reception of Nikolai Gogol, whose move to
St. Petersburg and literary endeavors were partially undertaken in response to Somov’s
success and his literary call.

Somov’s understanding of Russia in terms of classical Greece finds its roots in
Catherine’s “Greek Project” during the Russo-Turkish War of 1768-1774." Due to the
marriage between the Kievan prince Vladimir and Anna, the daughter of a Byzantine
emperor, Russia already saw itself as the heir to Byzantine Orthodoxy and thus, as direct
heir to Greek antiquity.?’ Russia’s self-definition as an Orthodox stronghold and Europe’s
geographical shield against the Muslim Ottomans who had once conquered the Holy
Roman Empire was also pivotal to its direct identification with ancient Greece. In this
understanding of history “religious succession was equated with cultural [succession]”
and Constantinople was conflated with Athens: “Russia’s role as the single heir to the
Byzantine church also made her the indisputable legitimate heir to classical Greek
culture” (27-8). The idea gained traction, and Voltaire himself encouraged Catherine to
free the modern Greeks from Ottoman rule and to conquer Constantinople, while Petrov

heralded the imminent restoration of Greek glory when Russian sailors landed on
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continental Greece in 1770. However, Russia’s self-identification with the Greeks was
short lived, for by the end of the eighteenth century, Greek republicanism also evoked
anti-autocratic sentiments and revolutionary upheavals. To minimize the association
between Greece and anti-autocratic uprising, Russian writers focused on the unifying
power of Orthodoxy (56).

Russia was victorious in the Russo-Turkish War, though the Greeks remained
under Turkish control. By April 1783, via protracted and politically complex means, the
Russian empire had annexed Crimea. Crimea’s incorporation into the Russian empire
provided the Russian imaginary another direct link to Greek culture without the European
intermediary. As Zorin explains, Crimea was both politically and culturally symbolic:

It was able at the same time to represent Christian Byzantium and classical Hellas.

Above all, it was a territory colonized in the depths of antiquity by Greece and

rich in ancient monuments. With the annexation of Crimea, Russia obtained its

own share of the antique inheritance, giving it the right to stand in the ranks of the

civilized European nations. (95)

Crimea was annexed, as the legend goes, without a single shot, and this mythology was
as powerful then as it is today: “This very circumstance produced the greatest impression
on Russian public opinion. The acquisition of such an important province without a
single shot testified to Russia’s power better than any victories. At the same time, it
symbolically suggested the natural character of this extension of the empire.”?! Crimea
symbolized Russia’s very own Greece, and the annexation of Crimea provided the

Russian empire a direct link to Greek antiquity. Connected by the Cossack lands, Crimea

symbolized a native cultural wellspring and an Orthodox inheritance.
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Nikolai Gogol: Between Ukrainian Local Patriotism and Russian National Culture

In ancient Greece, Romantics like Gogol saw a model for securing timeless poetic
glory and for imperial and national regeneration. Nikolai Gogol (1809-52) was born in
the left-bank Poltava Governorate. Gogol grew up on his family’s country estate, and his
father, who died when Gogol was a youth, wrote comedies in both Russian and
Ukrainian. Gogol entered the gymnasium at Nezhin in 1821, and while he is said to have
read Homer and the German Romantics, he did not excel academically. He moved to St.
Petersburg in December of 1828, and while claiming to desire a post in civil service, he
turned to literature almost immediately. Though Gogol’s anonymously self-published
Hans Kuechelgarten (1829) was nearly universally panned, he found critical success with
the two volumes of Evenings on a Farm near Dikanka (1831-2).22 Gogol’s epigraphs,
taken from the works of Ivan Kotliarevsky, Petro Hulak-Artemovsky and Hryhorii Kvita-
Osnovianenko, linked his Russian-language tales to a group of Ukrainian-language
writers and can be understood as part of a shift away from Ukrainian-language
publications and a local literary patriotism and towards Russian-language publications
and a Little Russian imperial identity.??

In February of 1828, Hulak-Artemovsky (1790-1865), a poet who translated
Horace, Goethe, and Mickiewicz into Ukrainian and a professor at Kharkiv University,
expressed his fear that the Ukrainian language would become extinct in a letter to Vasyl
Anastasevych:

The thought that perhaps the time is near, when not only the signs of Little

Russia’s customs and antiquities will be smoothed over forever but the very

language itself will merge into the huge stream of the majestic, dominant Great-
Russian word, when perhaps it will not leave, even in its wake, the dark traces of
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its existence, this gives me such melancholia, sometimes accompanied by
moments when I would venture to renounce the seductive dreams of my confined
ambition and escape to a peaceful thicket, a simple glade — to catch the last
sounds of my native language, which continues to die each day.
MB&ICITB, 9TO, MOXKET OBITh, OJIU3KO y)KE BPeMsl KOT/Ia HE TOJIBKO MPU3HAKU
MaJIOPOCCHHUCKUX OOBIYAECB U CTapUHBI Oy IyT M3TIIa)KEHBI HABEKH, HO U CAMBIN
SI3BIK COJIBETCSI B OTPOMHBII TIOTOK BEJIMYECTBEHHOT'O, BJIaIbIY€CTBYIOIIETO
BEJIMKOPOCCHICKOTO CIIOBA, M HE OCTaBHT, OBITh MOXKET, TIO ce0e HIKE TEMHBIX
CIIC/IOB CBOCTO CYIIIECTBOBAHUS, HABOJAMUT Ha MEHS TaKylO XaHJPY, YTO HHOTA
NPUXOJIAT MUHYTBI, B KOTOPBIE S PELIMIICS ObI 0TKa3aThCsl OT 000IbCTHTEIBHBIX
HAJISK]] MOCTO TECHOTO YECTOIIOOUS U YAATHIICS B MUPHYIO KYIILy
NPOCTOIYIIHOTO TOJISTHUHA -- JIOBUTH ITOCJICTHHE 3BYKH C KaXKABIM JTHEM
YMHPAIOIIEro pOHOro A3bIKa. 24
Hulak-Artemovksy’s local patriotism, prevalent amongst the Ukrainian gentry of the
1820s, focused on the Ukrainian language as a link to the Ukrainian folk. While these
local patriots were also loyal Russian imperial citizens (Kotliarevsky organized a
Cossack regiment to fight the French in 1812 and served in the Russo-Turkish War), by
the 1830s and 1840s their insistence on writing in Ukrainian was met with resistance.?
As Belinsky’s reviews of Shevchenko’s Ukrainian-language publications in the 1840s
would demonstrate, the Russian imperial center was demanding that Ukrainian local
patriotism find Russian-language forms for self-expression.?® Behind this anxiety was the
Romantic connection between linguistic uniqueness and the organic nation-state as well
as the 1830-1 Polish uprising and Greek independence in 1830.>” However, these
Ukrainian local patriots did not yet link their cultural ambitions with demands for
statehood, and their Ukrainian-language publications did not yet signal imperial
disloyalty.
Due to the incorporation of the Hetmanate itself, and “because Russian ideas

about Ukraine were so closely associated with a gentry culture and the extinct political

order from which it came, the Ukrainian literary revival of the 1830s came to be regarded
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by many as the last echo of a dying world.”?® In the Russian empire, the eighteenth-
century history of the Cossack lands evidenced this political death. After Ivan Mazepa’s
attempt to regain Cossack independence was defeated at the Battle of Poltava in 1709, the
left bank was incorporated as the Little Russian Governorate. By the late eighteenth
century the Russian empire had grown significantly. Under Catherine II, Russia pursued a
course of administrative unification in its southwestern borderlands. Catherine abolished
the office of the hetman in 1764, and in 1775, the Zaporozhian Sech was disbanded and
destroyed. Crimea was annexed in 1783. This and the transfer of Ochakov in 1792,
celebrated in odes by Derzhavin and Petrov, expanded the Russian Empire’s domain to
the region known as Novorossiya or New Russia, the sparsely-inhabited lands just north
of the Black Sea. During the second partition of Poland in 1793, the lands west of the
Dnieper river (right-bank Ukraine) also came under Russian rule.”” Known in the Polish
context as the “south-eastern borderlands” (Poludniowo-wschodnie kresy), these lands
had been under Polish rule since the 1569 Union of Lublin. With the acquisition of
Novorossiya and the right bank, the Russian empire stretched uninhibited from the Baltic
to the Black Seas and the Dnieper was no longer directly bordered by Poland and Turkey.
After the November uprising of 1830-1, the Western European presses largely
sided with the Polish cause and equated it with the Greek war for independence,
depicting both as republican struggles against despotic and Asiatic powers. This was
partly a response to Russian increasing global power and geographical expansion. In
1831, Pushkin’s published his anti-Polish poems, “To the Slanderers of Russia”
(Klevetnikam Rossii) and “Anniversary of Borodino” (Borodinskaia godovshchina).*° In

these poems, Pushkin respond to both this political context and to Adam Mickiewicz’s
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foreword to his Konrad Wallenrod (written 1825-17, published 1828), which had inspired
the uprising.>! Mickiewicz’s text warns the Russian empire that overzealous imperial
expansion can lead to ruin. The foreword first evokes the great historical expanse of the
Lithuanian state, “from the Baltic to the Black Sea” (od Baltuckiego do Czarnego
Morza). It then argues that this great expanse was responsible for the loss of Lithuanian
nationality. Evoking the specter of Rome’s demise, Mickiewicz argues that “Lithuania
presents the curious spectacle of a people that disappeared amidst its huge conquests, as a
stream recedes after too copious a flood and flows into a narrower bed than it occupied
before.””*? Because it is “unable to develop an internal strength” Lithuania is relegated to
a historical past and Mickiewicz quotes Schiller: “What is to have eternal life in song
must perish in actual life” (7-8). Citing the rise and fall of the Roman empire and the rise
and fall of Lithuanian, Mickiewicz implies that the Russian empire, engorged by the
partitions of Poland, may lose its identity in its Polonized borderlands.

Pushkin’s “To the Slanderers of Russia” is addressed to the West and responds to
Mickiewicz. Pushkin transforms Mickiewicz’s image of the bloated stream into a vision
of the regenerative Russian imperial sea. Russia’s recent annexation of both the
Polonized right bank and the steppe lands of Novorossiya provides the imperial strength
for Pushkin’s declaration: “Who shall stand fast in the uneven quarrel: / The arrogant
Pole, or trusty Rus’? / Will the Slavic streams amalgamate in the Russian sea? / Will it
dry up? That is the question.” (KTo ycTouT B HepaBHOM criope: / KuunuBeblii JisX, Wb
BepHbIi pocc? / CrnaBstHCKUE JIb PYYbH COJIBIOTCS B pycckoM mope? / OHO JIb UCCSIKHET?
BoT Bompoc).>* While already forceful, Oleg Proskurin notes that in Pushkin’s initial

notes, these Slavic streams, rather than flowing together actually “disappear into the
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Russian sea.” Metonymically representing the Russian empire, the Russian sea alludes to
the incorporation of Cossack lands and right-bank Ukraine, and Mickiewicz’ pan-Slavic
allusion to the family quarrel is echoed in Pushkin’s imperial terms as “a domestic,
ancient quarrel, already weighed by fate” (Jlomamnuii, crapsiii criop, y» B3BEIICHHBIN
cynp0010), and one that Europe does not understand: “For you, incomprehensible and
foreign / This familial quarrel” (Bam HenoHsATHa, BaMm uy>xaa / Cus cemeliHas Bpax/a).
Dixon notes that in Pushkin’s poems after the Polish Uprising, “The space Russia refuses
to cede (including the territory of Poland) is also the space it demands on which to work
out its identity without hindrance.”** In “The Anniversary of Borodino,” Pushkin clarifies
the geography and history in question: “Where shall we extend our line of strongholds?
Beyond the Bug, the Vorskla, the inlet of the sea? For whom is left Volhynia? For whom
the patrimony of Bohdan [Khmelnitsky]?”” (Kyna otasunem ctpoii TBepasiHb? / 3a byr,
1o Bopckibl, 1o Jlumana? / 3a kem octanercst Bonbias? / 3a keM Hacneaue Eorz[aHa?).35
Invoking Kyivan Rus’ before the Mongol invasion and the antagonistic history of the
Cossacks and Poland-Lithuania, Pushkin suggests that the future of the Cossack lands
exists between the Polish tomb and the Russian sea: “Our decrepit Kiev, golden-domed, /
This primogeniture of Russian cities, / Is it akin to violent Warsaw, / The shrine of all its
tombs?”” (Ham KueB apsixisrii, 3marornaBsiid, / Ceit nmpantyp pyccKux ropojios, /
Cpoanut nu ¢ OyiiHoro BapimaBoii / CBATBIHIO BCEX CBOMX Tpo0OOB?).

Pushkin’s position was loudly echoed amongst the Little Russian imperial
patriots, and Orest Somov was one such steadfast voice in favor of the empire. Somov
only published one Ukrainian-language poem, “A Letter from a Ukrainian to the Poles”

(Lyst od ukrainsia do liakhiv), which was part of an 1831 poetic cycle entitled “The
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Voice of a Ukrainian at the News of the Taking of Warsaw” (Golos Ukraintsa pri vesti o
vziatii Varshavy).>® The eight-quatrain poem in Ukrainian was accompanied by a four-
page glossary to assist and demarcate its Russian readership. The poetic cycle praises
Russian victory and the suppression of the Polish uprising. The collection depicts the
Polish uprising as an invasion of Ukraine, evokes Bohdan Khmelnitsky, and claims
Ukrainian revenge for the imposition of the Polish “foreign yoke.” Somov’s solitary
Ukrainian poem affiliates itself with the Russian-speaking, Orthodox center of empire
and with the dominant anti-Polish sentiment of the day. While Gogol’s early works such
as Arabesques and the first version of the novella Taras Bulba focus on the unique and
national nature of the Cossack past, the second edition of the novella published in 1842
emphasizes the non-Polish nature of this past even more than it associates or conflates
Cossack history with the Russian present.

Aleksei Storozhenko’s review of Gogol’s Evenings on a Farm near Dikanka in
Syn otechestva evidences the Ukrainian local patriot viewpoint. Storozhenko, who was a
devoted Ukrainian, pan-Slavist, anti-Polish polemicist, and Russian imperialist, identifies
as a Ukrainian writer in his review.?” He fixates on the ethnographic details of Gogol’s
collection and finds it lacking in authenticity. He compares the anonymous author of
Evenings to Kotliarevsky, and perhaps because of Gogol’s use of Russian, he deems “the
work not Ukrainian enough while not being entirely Russian, either.”*® Meanwhile, V.A.
Ushakov, the reviewer for The Northern Bee, considers Russian-language Ukrainian
literature a positive development and argues that a new Little Russian school of literature
has superseded Hulak-Artemovksy and Kotliarevsky’s “too local” literary patriotism.*

Gogol’s Russian-language representation of Ukrainian culture “proved useful for
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nationalizing Russian culture itself.”** Saunders notes that these Russian-language
Ukrainian texts shifted the argument from foreign influences and European models; “now
it ran on internal lines, turning, for example, on ‘living’ versus ‘dead’ Russian, the
modern versus the medieval.”*! Nadezhdin, in his review, praises Gogol’s use of Russian
and argues that Ukraine’s history and geography functions as Russia’s “Ark of the
Covenant” (3aBeTHbIM KoBuerom).*? For Nadezhdin, Ukraine’s folk culture, “so far
separated from foreign influence, sustained by the child-like attachment to native
antiquities” preserves the true essence of a national originality and a vibrant historical
past for “us” his Russian readers.

After the publication of Gogol’s collections Arabesques and Mirgorod in 1835,
Belinsky’s initial, short review heralds the tales “Nevsky Prospect” (Nevskii prospect)
and “Diary of a Madman” (Zapiski sumasshedshego) as proof that Gogol’s talent is only
growing, noting that these works live up to the expectations set up by Evenings, are
deserving of the public’s praise, and “belong amongst the most extraordinary phenomena
in our literature” (mpuHaAJIEKAT K YUCITY CAMBIX HCOOBIKHOBEHHBIX SIBJICHHH B HAIIICH
nurtepatype).* Belinsky’s longer review in 1835 in Teleskop, “On the Russian Tale and
the Tales of Gogol” (O russkoi povesti i povestiakh g. Gogolia), deems the stories of
Evenings on a Farm Near Dikanka “a whole, full picture of the domestic life of a nation”
(1enas, oJHAs KapTHHA JoManiHeil sxu3Hn Hapoaa).** Belinsky then lauds Arabesques
and Mirgorod for their depth and fidelity to life and praises Gogol for “having expanded
his scene of action” (pacmupu cBoro crieHy aerctBusi) beyond the peasantry of his

beloved Little Russia. He argues that while Russia has many writers, it lacks poets.
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Deeming Gogol a poet, Belinsky argues he “fills the role left empty by Pushkin”
(cTaHOBHTCS HA MECTO, OCTaBIeHHOE [1yIIKUHBIM).

Published in Arabesques, Gogol’s essay “A Few Words about Pushkin”
(Neskol’ko slov o Pushkine), echoes Somov’s qualified praise of Pushkin’s national
status: “None of our poets is superior to him and none is more deserving of being called
‘national.” This right belongs undeniably to him” (HUKTO U3 MOATOB HAIIMX HE BBIIIE €TO
Y HE MOXKET 00Jiee Ha3BaThCsI HAIIMOHAIBHBIM; 3TO TIPABO PEIIUTEIBHO MPUHAICKHT
emy).* Implicit in this statement is Gogol’s claim that while Pushkin is most deserving of
being called a national poet, the horizon of nationality has not yet been reached: “he is a
Russian developed to a point which perhaps all Russians will achieve in two hundred
years” (3TO pyCCKOIl YeJIOBEK B €r0 pa3BUTHH, B KAKOM OH, MOJKET OBITh, SIBUTCS Upe3
nBecTH neT). By presenting Russian national identity and national literature in medias res,
Gogol frames his own literary production as a vital part of the nationalizing process.
Bojanowska argues that the purpose of Gogol’s “equivocal praise” is to further associate
himself with Pushkin and to protect himself from criticism by wrapping his work in “the
esteemed poet’s mantle.”*® Gogol was successful to the extent that most critics have
since deemed him Pushkin’s successor.

Gogol argues that Pushkin reaches his poetic maturity because of his southern
exile to “there, where Russia’s borders are distinguished by a sharp, majestic strength of
character; where the smooth immensity of Russia is interrupted by cloud-covered
mountains and is fanned by the south” (tyaa, rae rpanuiiel Poccuu oTiam4aroTcst pe3koro,
BEJINYABOIO XapPaKTEPHOCTBHIO; I/I€ TIIaJKasi HeM3MepuMocTh Poccnu epepbiBaeTcs

nmoao0IaYHBIMU TOpaMu U 00BeBaeTcs 1oroM). For Gogol, Pushkin “alone is the singer of
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the Caucasus” (oH oguH Tosibko nesel] KaBka3za) and it is in the “not strictly-speaking
Russian” south, “there” where Pushkin finds his national voice. Gogol again echoes
Somov and returns to one of the dominant themes in Arabesques, which is that Russia’s
flat and monotonous geography, and metonymically the Russian self, is unattractive
national subject matter for a poet. He argues that Pushkin’s mature works lack the
brilliance of his southern poems due to the poet’s circumstances and his poetic subjects:
“when he had been plunged into the heart of Russia, into her ordinary plains and when he
had thrown himself into research on the life and customs of his fellow countrymen, in an
attempt to become a completely national poet” (on morpy3sucs B cepaue Poccuu, B ee
OOBIKHOBEHHBIE PABHUHBI, IPEAIICS TITy0Ke NCCIIEIOBAHUIO KH3HN H HPAaBOB CBOUX
COOTEYECTBEHHUKOB H 3aX0Tell ObITh BIOJIHE HAIMOHANBHBIM M03ToM).*” Gogol notes
Pushkin’s readers, both “educated and uneducated” (oGpa3zoBaHHbIC 1 HEOOPa30BaHHBIC)
demanded “native and historical events” (oTe4yecTBEHHbIE 1 HCTOPUYECKUE
npowuciiecTBus); yet, they forget that the native subject matter they demand is unsuitable
for poetry.

The public, “representing a nation in their visage” (peacTaBisronias B JIUIC
cBoeM Haruto) demand a truthful depiction, yet they deride the reflected image: “In this
case, the national body resembles a woman, who instructs an artist to paint her portrait to
the very likeness, but woe to him, if he was not able to hide all her defects” (Macca
Hapo/ia MOX0)ka B 3TOM CIIy4ae Ha )KCHIIUHY, IPUKA3bIBAIOIIYIO XYI0KHUKY HAPHCOBAThH
Cc ce0s MOPTPET COBEPILCHHO MTOX0XKHH, HO TOPE MY, €CII OH HE YMEI CKPBITh BCEX €€
HenoctatkoB). Noting that Russian history only became poetic “under the emperors”

(mpu ummeparopax), he sees two choices for the national poet. He can “give strength to
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what is weak” (nate cuiy 6eccunbHoMy) and be admired, or he can “remain true to truth
alone” (6ITH BepHy ofHOM nctune) and lose the crowd (Tonma).*® Noting that any true
poet can only speak the truth, and that both dramatic and pedestrian phenomena ‘“have the
right to our attention” (0JDKHBI UMETH ITPaBO Ha Haile BHUMaHue), Gogol still argues that
the insistence on native, strictly-Russian subject matter is: “the waste of a poet — waste
from the public’s point of view, not the poet’s” (kpome HepacueT mosTa — Hepacuer

).* While the poetic creation

nepes ero MHOTOYUCIICHHOO My OJIMKO0, a He Tepe CO00I0
can still be an achievement, it will not appeal to the same masses who demand it. To
escape the trap of poetic truth and poetic obscurity, Gogol strengthens the conceptually
weak Russian nation with the dramatic geographies and diverse characters of
Novorossiya and of Cossack Ukraine. To prevent the waste of poetic talent and yet to
please the public, Gogol remains true to the poetic geography of the imperial south and
the Cossack past. Rather than representing Russia proper, Gogol’s early collections,

Evenings, Arabesques, and Mirgorod, depict and frame Cossack Ukraine as Russia’s

historical and cultural heritage.

Chaos and the Quest for Wholeness: Arabesques and Cossack History

Sergei Uvarov, the minister of education from 1833 to 1849, conceived his triad
of official nationality, “Orthodoxy, Autocracy, Nationality” (Pravoslavie,
Samoderzhavie, Narodnost’), in the mid-1820s. In 1834, he founded the Journal of the
Ministry of National Education, which published many of Gogol’s essays later included

in Arabesques. Scholars understand Uvarov’s triad as a problematic welding, wherein
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orthodoxy and autocracy either inadequately define nationality, as a linguistic-historical
community first defined within the Romantic frame, or clash in competition with it.>
Uvarov’s triad did indeed rearticulate the relationship between autocracy and the
linguistic-historical national community; however, as Riazanovsky notes, official
nationality also “had a romantic frame of reference” (124). While Karamzin had united
the people and the state via the people’s fervent love, Uvarov followed the model of
Friedrich Schlegel, with whose brother he was acquainted while living in Vienna from
1807 to mid-1809. Schlegel understood the nation as an “integral personality, a unity
based on blood relations and secured by common customs and language.”! However,
unlike Herder, who focused on the genealogical origins and vernacular of the national
organism, Schlegel emphasized the political development of the state: “in natural-
historical terms as the spontaneous expression of a people’s history” (340). Uvarov’s
statist-dynastic conceptualization of narodnost” welded the Romantic emphasis on
common customs and language with Orthodoxy and Autocracy as the natural expressions
of Russian historical development.>? This model allowed for the Petrine reform to be read
as a moment of regeneration rather than a rift, and ultimately Gogol’s focus on the pre-
imperial history of the empire was framed and understood as a pre-history linked by
Orthodoxy and Autocracy and nationalized in the Russian poet’s voice.

The period in between the publications of Evenings on a Farm near Dikanka and
Arabesques marks the height of Gogol’s interest in Ukrainian and Cossack history.>?
Gogol began writing a history of Ukraine in 1833; it was never completed, but he
published three announcements for its publication and twice published an excerpt from

the introduction, which has survived as the only completed piece of this project. Gogol’s
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introduction was first published in Uvarov’s Journal of the Ministry of Public Instruction
in 1834 and titled “Fragment from a History of Little Russia. Volume I. Book I. Chapter
I” (Otryvok iz Istorii Malorossii. Tom 1, Kniga 1, Glava I). Gogol republished this
fragment in Arabesques under the title “A Glance at the Composition of Little Russia”
(Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii).>* With the help of Zhukovsky and Pletnev, he was
appointed professor of history at St. Petersburg University in July of 1834. Though he
created initial excitement, Gogol was unable to keep up the work successfully, and
though his texts of this period evidence a preoccupation with history and historical
models, they are often panned by critics for their sweeping, poetic style and inaccuracies.
In the collection, Arabesques (Arabeski), published just prior to Mirgorod in
January of 1835, Gogol writes on a dizzying range of topics and locates the roots of
Russian narodnost’ in the open, germinal form of the Ukrainian steppes, only recently
fully incorporated into the Russian empire. Arabesques originally included two fragments
from Gogol’s unfinished historical novel The Hetman (“A Chapter from a Historical
Novel” and “A Captive”) and three prose tales set in Petersburg (“Nevsky Prospect,”
“The Portrait,” and “Diary of a Madman”) in addition to its historical and critical essays.
The initial response to the collection was mixed, and the reviewers for The Northern Bee
(Severnaia pchela) and The Library for Reading (Biblioteka dlia chteniia) both focused
on the fictional pieces while widely disparaging the essay’s style and historical veracity.
While praising Gogol’s poetic talent at length in “On the Russian Tale and the Tales of
Gogol,” Belinsky ends by brutally dismissing Gogol’s essays, noting “I cannot
understand how it is possible to so thoughtlessly compromise one’s own literary name”

(51 He moHUMalo, Kak MOXKHO TaK HEOOJyMaHHO KOMIIPOMETHUPOBATH CBOE JIUTEPATYPHOE
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ums).>> Like both versions of Gogol’s historical novella, Taras Bulba, the essays in
Arabesques prioritize poetic synthesis over historical chronology and “while producing
the sensation of historicity” they instead work within an “epic, or rather pre-epic, mythic
timelessness.”® Gogol himself separated the prose tales from the essays for the 1842
publication of his Collected Works, and the latter are often ignored altogether by critics.’’
Yet, those who do address the whole collection note that it is sustained by a quest for
wholeness and that it “oscillates between creative chaos and unifying structure.”®

The genre and title of the collection, Arabesques, connects Gogol’s endeavors to
the German Romantics and especially to Schlegel, who praises the literary arabesque as a
“germinal form” that “becomes apparently self-(re)producing” in his essay, “Dialogue on
Poetry.”*® While the connection was not written about in Gogol’s day, contemporary
scholars link Gogol’s Arabesques to Schlegel’s definition of the literary arabesque as “an
artfully ordered confusion.”® The highly-structured patterns of non-representational art
allow Schlegel to conceptualize the relationship between literary form, freed from its
Classical restraints, and generic heterogeneity or chaos, with its ancient Greek
connotations of “a primordial fusion of the original elements of the worlds.”®! Deeming
the arabesque, a “work of nature” Schlegel’s essay and Gogol’s collection foreground the
role of authorial creation and textual synthesis in the Romantic understanding world-
historical development. As Frazier notes, “In Schlegel’s theory of genre epistemology
and ontology are one, and to name the world is to create it.”®? The literary arabesque
forestalls a permanent resolution; instead, in its communion with its critics and readers, it
is a germinal form able, through “artfully ordered confusion,” to unite the primordial

elements of the Russian empire and in a national, textual whole.
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The texts included in Arabesques are dated, though the dates are somewhat
fabricated and critics argue that they were altered as part of Gogol’s attempt to relegate
these pieces to his youthful stage of writing and to minimize potential criticism.®* In the
preface to the collection, Gogol does note that much of it is “youthful” (monozgoro) and

pans his own “messiness of style” (HeucrnpaBHocTH B ciose).%

However, Gogol also
argues, alongside the German Romantics, that youth is a stage of vitality rather than
barbarism and that: “destroying what we have written in the past is just as unjust as
forgetting the days of our past youth. Moreover, if a work contains two or three truths not
said before, the author is not right not to conceal it from his reader, and for these two or
three correct ideas one may forgive the imperfection of the whole” (Mctpebnare mpexae
HAIKMCAaHHOE HAMHM, KQXKETCs, TaK )K€ HECIPaBEIJIMBO, KaK M03a0bIBaTh MUHYBIIIUE THU
cBoell roHOCTH. [IpUTOM eciii COYMHEHUE 3aKIII0UacT B ceOe JIBe, TPH €Ille He CKa3aHHbIE
WCTHHBI, TO YK€ aBTOp HE BIIPaBE CKPBIBAThH €T0 OT YUTATEIISA, U 33 JBE, TPU BEPHBIC
MBICJT MOYKHO TIPOCTUTBH HECOBEPIICHCTRBO 11e710r0). This focus on the truth of an era
rather than its place in a civilizational teleology leads critics to argue that Arabesques
represents Ukraine in the mode “of Herderian ethnic wholeness initiated by the Dikanka
tales” as a space of cultural integrity and “the cradle of Slavdom.”%

However, in Gogol’s essays, this ethnic wholeness is not capable of genealogical
development and Gogol unites the Cossacks with the Russian present via a mythical
understanding of historical change made possible by the new imperial possessions of
Crimea, Novorossiya, and the right and left banks. While emphasizing this Romantic

view of a vital youth throughout his collections, the essays are unable to fully reconcile

the hereditary, biological aspect of Romantic historical development with the argument
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that the Cossacks represent a unique phenomenon spawned by the precarious geopolitical
position of historical Ukraine. In some part, it is this inability, coupled with the demands
of his Russian readership, that later compelled Gogol to fully abandon the untrammeled
fecundity of the Ukrainian south for the urban monotony of the Russian north.

In Another Philosophy of History (1774), Herder responds to Voltaire and Hume,
who dismiss the Middle Ages as stagnant and still, by equating the young and developing
nations of medieval Europe with the flourishing of Ancient Greece.®® Herder models
history and civilizational development on human life stages, on natural phenomena, and
on genealogy, forming a “myth of organic original generation” in which antiquity serves
as inheritance rather than prefiguration.®’ Herder argues that while past ages do represent
earlier stages of human development, they contribute to history in ways that go
unrecognized: “Every plant of nature must fade, but the faded plant scatters its seeds and
thereby renews living creation.”®® Herder prioritizes the Greeks as the wellspring of
cultural and associates them with youth; he associates republican Rome with manhood
and the Holy Roman Empire with old age and decline. Emphasizing that youth is not
mere immaturity, Herder continues: “But every kind of human knowledge has its own
particular sphere, that is, its nature, time, place, and span of life; Greek civilization, for
example, grew out of times, places, and circumstances, and declined with them” (290).
Herder mourns the Greeks and their decline, arguing their civilization could not
withstand the weight of Roman despotism.®’

Though decrying the linear, teleological vision of Enlightenment progress, which
envisioned youth as underdevelopment or barbarity, Herder disagrees with those who

disdain progress all together: “No plan! No Progress! Eternal revolution - weaving and
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undoing! - Penelope-work! — They fell into a whirlpool, skepticism about all virtue,
happiness, and vocation of mankind, into which they wove all history, religion and
ethical doctrines.””® To create order, to understand history, Herder recommends a genetic
approach in which all phenomena are studied in their contextual specificity and linked to
their origins. For Herder, the writing of history is the discovery of origin stories and his
understanding of the state is dependent on the nation and predicated on the family as a
natural model of social belonging evidencing the genealogical link to the past. In his
Arabesques article “Schloezer, Mueller, and Herder,” Gogol lauds Herder and deems him
a poet of world history; however, Gogol’s model of history, while also emphasizing the
unique flowering of youth, rejects the familial model of the nation and turns to mythical
models of regeneration to shape a national literature out of the primordial chaos of the
past.

While also understanding Greece as youth, Hegel emphasizes its quick flowering
and liminal status, in his “Lectures on the History of Philosophy” delivered at the
University of Berlin between 1823 and 1831. Hegel’s sees the Greek republic as an
unproductive flowering, which has not yet reached the freedom of fixed form of “its
second birth, its palingenesis.””' This vitality of youth, active but ultimately
unproductive, is embodied in Hegel’s association of the Hellenes with the sea and with a
restless brigandage:

The physique of their country led them to this amphibious existence, and allowed

them to skim freely over the waves, as they spread themselves freely over the

land—not roving about like the nomad populations, nor torpidly vegetating like
those of the river districts. Piracy, not trade, was the chief object of maritime

occupations; and, as we gather from Homer, it was not yet reckoned discredible.
(237)
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While vital and energetic, the Greek republic is associated more with piracy than trade
despite its skill. Hegel goes on to praise the Greek era for introducing both agriculture
and marriage. Alongside these domesticating civilizational developments, Hegel lists
Prometheus “whose origin is referred to the distant Caucasus” for teaching man how to
produce and use fire (237). While the roving Greek republic is given credit for
introducing fire, agriculture, and the filial bond, Hegel notes that in “the Roman State, the
severe labors of the Manhood of History” are fulfilled and it is here that the unity
between people and state is achieved (113). This unity, wherein the state is a very
reflection of the national family, is the precondition for true freedom, and nations not
destined for world-historical greatness are destined to merge with larger states in a
similar homogenizing process. It is not until the second redaction of Taras Bulba in 1842
that Gogol focuses on this eventual merger or “second birth”, and in so doing he joins the
Russian imperial response to the growing national self-assertions of the recently
incorporated and culturally Polish right-bank Ukrainian lands (the provinces of Kyiv,
Podolia, and Volhynia) and to Shevchenko’s 1840 Kobzar and a new flourishing of
Ukrainian-language publications. In the 1830s, in Arabesques and the Mirgorod redaction
of Taras Bulba, Gogol avoids reconciliation and these debates. Instead, he focuses on the
Cossacks as vibrant phenomenon, whose brief existence can create the geographical and
historical materials for a Russian national literature.

Foregrounding Cossack and Ukrainian subject matter, Gogol’s Arabesques and
the Mirgorod version of Taras Bulba turn to classical models and mythical modes of
regeneration to explain the relationship between Russia’s present and the Cossack past. In

his miscellany, Gogol emphasizes the strange, mixed roots of the Cossacks and claims

97

www.manaraa.com



that the Cossacks “preserved all those features with which gangs of bandits are depicted”

(COXpaHsIIO BCe T€ YePThl, KOTOPBIMH PUCYIOT MaiiKy pa36oitHukos).”

Gogol’s Cossacks
reproduce their stores and their numbers by this very brigandage: “with their gold coins,
weapons, and horses, [they] took to abducting Tatars’ wives and daughters” (BmecTe ¢
YePBOHIIAMH, IIEXMHAMM U JIOIIAIbMHU CTaJIU TIOXHMIIATh TATAPCKHUX JKEH U J0Yepei).”
Yet, he also emphasizes the unity of the Cossack brotherhood: “This group gradually
acquired a completely universal character and national awareness” (310 ckonieHue
MaJIo-1IoMaJTy HOJIyYHIJIO COBEPIICHHO OJMH OOIIUI XapaKTep U HallMOHaJIbHOCTH). The
Cossacks are praised for their powers of reconciliation and described as “a nation in
which two opposing parts of the world, two vastly different elements, collided with such
strange results” (Hapo, B KOTOPOM TaK CTPAHHO CTOJIKHYJIUCH JBE MPOTHUBOIIOJIOKHEIE
YaCTH CBETa, JIBE pa3sHOXapakTepHble cTuxun).”* Maguire emphasizes that the results of
this Cossack heterogeneity is “not a dilution but a strengthening of true Cossack
attributes.””® In his Arabesques, Gogol depicts the Cossacks as a powerful cultural

repository capable of reconciling East and West and the past and future of the Russian

nation.

The Power of the Poetic Voice: National Regeneration and the Interpretive Act

Gogol’s sweeping portrait of Cossack history, “A Glance at the Composition of
Little Russia” (Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii) is a meditation on the relationship
between chaos and structure. It depicts the Russian north as a space of hereditary kinship

and violent disunity, while the Ukrainian south is a chaotic mix of peoples united by their
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precarious geographical position. Gogol begins with the claim that despite their kinship,
the princes of Russia’s appanage period “differed so greatly from each other to a degree
that seldom occurs even between [heterogeneous nations]” (6bu1 Mexay cO0010
PasbeIMHERB], KaK PEIKO CIydaeTcsl C pa3sHOXapaKTepHbIMU Hapoaamu).’® The petty
states of the Russian north “united against their will by kinship” (mpotus Bonu
coenuHs0 poAcTBo) were wracked by “wars between relatives, between brothers,
between father and son” (310 OblTH OpaHU MEXTY POJCTBEHHUKAMU, MEKIY POTHBIMU
OpaThaMu, MexIy oTHOM U neTbMu).”’ The essay argues that during the appanage period,
“except perhaps by physical, iron force” (BbIkITIOUast pa3Be PUINIECKON KeIe3HON
cuiibl), no one and nothing could have united the Russian north, and that a poet “would
be unable to find a single strand which he could grasp” (oH Obl He HalIen B HEM; HU
OJTHOM CTPYHBI, 32 KOTOpPYIO ObI MoT yxBaTuThcs). The lack of a dominant note in this
discordant “composition” (sostav) leads Gogol to conclude that “history, it seemed,
congealed and was converted into geography: a monotonous life, moving in parts but
motionless as a whole, which could be considered the geographical appurtenance of a
country” (Torma ucropus, Ka3aaoch, 3aCThlJIa U IPEBPATHIIACH B reorpaduro:
0JJHOOOpa3Hast )KMU3Hb, HIEBEIMBIIASACS B YACTSIX M HETOABIKHAS B LIEJIOM, MOTJIa
MOYECThCS TeOrpaPpUIECKOI0 TPUHAIICKHOCTBIO cTpaHbl). Though united in faith and
language, by proximity and kinship ties, Gogol's Russian north is discordant and
inconsequential to historical development. Gogol argues that the Mongol invasion saved
Russia from Lithuanian conquest and preserved her independence as it “[provided for the
origins of] a new Slavonic generation in Southern Russia, whose life was one long

struggle” (mano Mexmay TeM MPOUCXO0KICHHE HOBOMY CIIaBSIHCKOMY MTOKOJICHHUIO B FO’KHOU
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Poccun, KOTOpOro Best KU3HB OblIa 60ps6a).”® Already signaling its temporal liminality,
Gogol begins to describe the origins of Slavic life in the south.

In “On the Teaching of World History” (O prepodavanii vseobshchei istorii),
Gogol argues that a historian must look beyond political and natural boundaries to
“compose from the disparate elements a single, clear, eloquent poem” (13 HUX COCTaBUTH
OJIHY BEJMYECTBEHHYIO TOMHYI0 T03My).”” Gogol’s essay focuses on the whole, on the
history of humanity, before which “both nations and events are but temporary shapes and
forms” (mepen KOTOPOIO U TOCYAAPCTBA M COOBITUSI — BPEMEHHbIE POPMBI U 00PA3bI).
For Gogol, geography determines the natural form of government for a nation, and he
warns this is “not entirely the device of men, but that the earth’s position devises and
develops it imperceptibly; that its forms are sacrosanct and that any change in them must
inevitably bring misfortune to the nation concerned” (ero He JIOAH COBEPILIEHHO
YCTaHOBIISIIOT, HO HEYUYBCTBHTEIIFHO YCTAHABIMBACT M Pa3BUBACT CaMOE MOJIOKCHHUE
3eMJIH; 94TO (POPMBI €T0 OTTOTO CBSIIICHHBI, U H3MEHEHHE MX HEMUHYEMO JJOJKHO
HaBJeub HecyacTre Ha Hapon).!” As visible manifestation of the divine plan, geography
represents both the plan and the key to its understanding. It is described as “a deep sea”
(glubokoe more) that “keeps its own hidden to such an extent that even for an adult it is a
philosophically absorbing subject” (Tak ckpbsIBacT CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE, UTO JTAXKE IS
B3pOCIIOro NpejcTaBiseT Gunocoduyecku-ysaekarensHsii npeamer).t! In this Romantic
schema, the work of the geographer and author is to form a bridge “between Nature and
the products of Man” (0T mpupois! kK mpou3BeneHuaM uenoseka).’? Together, geography

and history form one body (odno telo) not divided by the temporary appearance of
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borders and states, and Gogol argues that Cossack history and the geography of the
Ukrainian steppes demonstrate a brief but vibrant manifestation of this unity.

In Gogol’s history, after the Mongol invasion, the precarious position of the south
causes an exodus to Poland, Lithuania and Northern Russia. In the dangerous southern
steppe lands that “separated, or rather united” (pa3aensnu wnu, Tydine cka3aTh,
coenuHsuH) inimical peoples, nature herself “becomes inventive” (cTaHOBUTBCS
nuzooperatenbHuTCcer0) and heats the land to produce “an audacious, passionate nation of
character” (cMenblif, cTpacTHbIH, XapakTepHbiii Hapom).3? Gogol defines “this land, which
later became known as Ukraine” (9Ta 3eMJ1s1, MOTy4HBILAs MOCIIE Ha3BaHUE Y KPAUHBI)
by its openness and lack of geographical borders.® Spieker notes that Gogol’s
descriptions of the Dnieper river, its rapids (moporu), whirlpools (BogoBopot), and flood
plains emphasize the liminality of this space and that “the absence of geographical
boundaries is equated with the absence of political organization.”® However, Gogol’s
Cossacks are depicted as a united political organization; instead, this geographical
exposure both unites this heterogeneous miscellany of peoples into the Cossack nation
and prevents their political long-term viability. Though Gogol alludes to the eventual
union of north and south, his essays focus on the differences brought about by this
historical divide. Arabesques argues that purpose of Gogol’s project of Cossack or Little
Russian history is to see the different nations “called by the same name - Rus”
(Ha3pIBaBIIMECS OUHAKUM MMeHeM — Pyckio) who composed “two nations of entirely
different characteristics for a time” (cocTaBuIM Ha BpeMsi IBa COBEPILICHHO Pa3IMIHbBIC
xapaktepa). Gogol claims that the story of how this difference came to be “constitutes the

very goal of our history” (coctaBisieT menb Haiei UCTOPUN).
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Imagining the pre-history of the Cossacks in the Caucasus, Gogol evokes
Cherkasy as the first steppe settlement “built by intrepid expatriates whose name tells us
that they were native to the Caucasus” (IOCTpOEHHBIH yAaTbIMU BHIXOAIIAMH, UMS
KoToporo 3ByuuT odutatensmu KaBkaza). As the heterogeneous rabble expands and
forms a nation, the union of people and place “performed a miracle” (caenaBumii uy o)
and transformed “a peaceful Slavonic generation into a warlike people known as the
Cossacks, a nation which was one of the most remarkable phenomena of European
history” (mpeBpaTHBILINII MUPHBIE CIIaBSTHCKHE TIOKOJICHUS! B BOMHCTBEHHBIC, N3BECTHBIN
I0J] UMEHEM KO03aKOB, HapOJI, COCTABIISIONINA OJJTHO U3 3aMeUaTeIIbHBIX SBICHUN
eBponeiickoit uctopun).®® The people who inhabit this land are described as rivals to
Russia and to Poland, and though temporary, their vitality is reabsorbed back into the
geography itself with their death:

Bynp X0Tsl ¢ 0THOI CTOPOHBI €CTECTBEHHAS TPAaHKIIA M3 TOP WK MOPS — U

HapOJ1, TOCENUBIIMNCS 37€Ch, YAepkKall Obl MOJTUTUYECKOE ObITHE CBOE, COCTABUII

OBl OT/IENIbHOE TocyAapcTBO. Ho Oe33amuTHast, OTKphITast 3eMJIsl 3Ta ObLTa 3eMilei

OITyCTOIIEHUH U HAOETOB, MECTOM, TJI€ CIINOATNCh TPU BPAKAYIIUE HALIUH,
YHaBO>X€Ha KOCTSIMHU, yTy4YHEHA KpOBBIO.87

If there had been, even on one side, a natural border of mountain or sea — then the
people who settled here would have held on to their political life and erected a
separate government. But without protection, this open land was the land of
devastation and raids, a place where three feuding nations collided, enriched with
bones, nourished with blood.
Crimea and the Cossack steppe lands, enriched with bone and blood, ultimately provide
the means for Russia’s civilizational regeneration and the wellspring for Russian national
and literary ambitions. Spieker emphasizes the liminal position of the Cossacks and

argues that they represent both purity, “an ideal zone of contact between heterogeneous

elements” and simultaneously the “impossibility for any synthesis on earth.”®® Within the
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framework of the Russian empire, this is to some degree true. However, though they are
destined to be a temporary phenomenon, Gogol also represents the Cossack past as an
ordered chaos, “a complete nation,” and an ideal, though liminal, synthesis of history and
geography.

Throughout Arabesques, Gogol prefers and focuses on historical periods of youth
and vitality over eras of consolidation and stability. Evoking Schlegel and the German
Romantics, Gogol praises the Middle Ages as “the flowing together of two lives, the
ancient and the new” (cnusiHUS OBYX KH3HEH, TPeBHET0 MHUpa U HOBOTO) and
characterizes the era as a time of vibrant, youthful chaos.® Gogol argues that the Middle
Ages are the heart organ “into which flow and from which all our veins lead” (k
KOTOPOMY TEKYT M OT KOTOPOr0 UCXOAAT Bee xkuibl).”’ Against the classical
understanding, which characterized the Middle Ages as a dry epoch, meaningless, and
lacking vitality, Gogol depicts it as an eddy in time: “All the world events, approaching
these centuries after long periods of inertia, flow with vigorous speed, as if to an abyss,
[as if in a rebellious] maelstrom, and eddying in it, mixed up and reborn, they emerge like
new waves” (Bce coObITust Mupa, mpuOIMKasCh K TUM BEKaM, MOCIIE IOJITOM
HETIOIBM)KHOCTH, TEKYT C YCHJICHHOIO OBICTPOTOIO, KaK B IIYYHHY, KaK B MATCKHBIH
BOJIOBOPOT, H, 3aKPY>KUBIIUCH B HEM, IIEPEMEIIABIINCH, IIEPEPOANBIINCE, BEIXOST
ceexumu BonHamu).”! Instead of teleological progress from ignorance to enlightenment,
Gogol represents time as a reverse current, a swirling whirlpool, and as the flow of blood
through a closed system or body.’? This understanding of history refuses dialectical
synthesis, and Spieker notes that: “one of the characteristics of a whirlpool consists in the

possibility that it may momentarily speed up and reverse the waters flowing through it
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(vorotit’sia). This opens up the possibility for contact and mutual affection between
elements that would otherwise follow each other in an irreversible sequence.” Much like
an eddy, historical change is decidedly non-linear in this text, and its illusion of newness
is a reconstitution of already existing elements and swirling countercurrents.

Gogol proclaims that these moments of mixture and youthful chaos are far more
interesting than “the static era of the enlightened Roman Empire with its government of
impotent emperors” (Bpems BcecBeTHOM PUMCKOI MMIiepun MOJI PaBJICHUEM €€
6eccmibHBIX UMIiepatopos). In “On the Teaching of Universal History” (O prepodavanii
vseobshchei istorii) he writes: “The Romans absorbed everything from the nations they
conquered, at first the vices, then the enlightenment. Everything was once again
intermixed. Everyone became a Roman, but there was no such thing as a genuine
Roman” (PumnsHe nepeHnMaroT BcE y MoOESKACHHBIX HAPOAOB, CHavYalla MOPOKH, TOTOM
npocselienne. Be€ memaercs onste. Bee nenaroTcs puMiisiHaMH M HU OTHOTO
HacTosmero pumasanHal ). For the Roman empire, the cultural flowering of the Greek
islands and the heterogeneity of the imperial lands form the preconditions of possibility
for regeneration. In Gogol’s Arabesques, the Cossacks are equated with the culture of the
Greeks and deemed the prehistory and wellspring for an ideal synthesis of Russian
geography, history, and peoples, or a fusion of the heterogeneous elements Russian
empire made national by the poetic voice.

Schlegel’s understanding of chaos as “a primordial fusion of the original elements
of the world” and of the arabesque as a creative, generative genre which gives shape to
chaos, is also seen in Ovid’s depiction of the origin story of the Roman Empire in his epic

“gallery of various literary genres,” Metamorphoses.®* In Ovid’s Metamorphoses,
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Deucalion, the son of Prometheus, and Pyrrah, his wife and cousin, land on Parnassus as
the waters of the great flood begin to subside. Deucalion interprets the proclamation of
the oracle, and from his interpretive act and out the body of Parnassus itself, the earth
begins to regenerate life. While I am not claiming that Ovid serves as a model for
Gogol’s Arabesques or Taras Bulba, Metamorphoses can help us understand Gogol’s
vision of world regeneration and chaotic wholeness, which he merges with the Romantic
understanding of history and the role of the poet-historian. Like Ovid, who reinterpreted
the possibilities of the epic form first defined by Homer and Virgil, Gogol’s historical
vision and his epic novella Taras Bulba give form to the chaos of the primordial past and
shape the national future.”®

The story of Deucalion and Pyrrah begins after the great flood, when only
Parnassus, the treasure trove of culture itself, and the two innocents remain among a
“pool of swirling water.””® Deucalion, the son of Prometheus, and Pyrrah, his wife and
cousin, are originally united by blood and marriage. Now, their danger unites them, as
“all else belongs to the sea.” Unlike the Biblical version of the flood, where the future is
secured via an orderly filing, two by two, of each species and their eventual reproductive
lineage, Ovid’s Metamorphoses complicates a genetic or genealogical understanding of
historical progress. While Deucalion and Pyrrah are connected by blood, their
genealogical bond, and marriage, their social bond, the regeneration of the world requires
the fecundity of nature herself and the interpretive skill of man.

Fearing his inability to regenerate life, Deucalion recalls his own father,
Prometheus, who “breathe[d] new life into molded clay” and whose origins are traced to

the Caucasus.”’ They young couple turns to the oracle for help, who tells them to disrobe
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and “cast the bones of your mighty mother behind your backs” (1:382). Though initially
confused, Deucalion successfully interprets the words of the oracle: “Our mighty mother
is Earth. I believe what is meant by her bones / are stones on her body, and these we are
bidden to cast behind us.”” (1:389-394). Deucalion’s successful interpretive act
regenerates the world:
The stones started to lose their essential hardness, slowly / to soften, and then to
assume a new shape... /An outline of human form could be seen, not perfectly
clear, like a rough-hewn statue / partially carved from the marble and not yet
properly finished. / But still, the part of the stones, which consisted of earth and
contained / some moisture was turned into flesh; the solid, inflexible matter / was
changed into bones; and the veins of the rock into the veins of blood.”®
The generative geography and culture of Parnassus links the past and the present, and
Deucalian’s symbolic act of interpretation on the Greek islands regenerates life, merges
geography and history in one body, and makes possible the Roman Empire. Like
Deucalion and Pyrrah, in Gogol’s Arabesques, the Cossacks are unified in their open and
dangerous position among the elements and the slowly receding sea and defined by their
ability to recirculate existing elements in productive, generative chaos. Gogol merges the
Dnieper River and the Black Sea in a mythical image of flood. which links the Cossacks
to the Greek islands and the Aegean Sea: “Earlier, the waters of the Dnieper were higher,
then it spread out wider and wider and flooded the meadows over an even greater
distance. When the waters are beginning to subside, the sight is breathtaking: the elevated
areas stand out and resemble countless green islands amid the endless ocean of water”
(Ipexze BoabI B JJHENpE GBUIH BbILIIE, PA3THBAJICS OH IIAPE U JajIee MOTOMIST TyTra
cBou. Kora BOJIbI HAUMHAIOT OMA/1aTh, TOTIA BUJ TOPA3UTENICH: BCE BO3BBIIICHHOCTH

BBIXOJISIT U KOKYTCSI OECUMCICHHBIMU 3€JICHBIMUA OCTPOBAMH CpPeId HE0003pHUMOr0

okeana Bojil). The floodwaters of the Dnieper, the warmth of the Crimean peninsula, and
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the fertile Ukrainian lands evoke the mythical model of regeneration dominant in Ovid’s
Metamorphoses and further associate Gogol’s Ukraine with ancient Greece.

In the essay “On Little Russian Songs” (O malorossiskikh pesniakh), Gogol
claims that folksongs “are the vibrant, clear, colorful, truthful history of a nation”
(HaponHast UCTOPUSL, )KUBas, IpKasi, CIIOJTHEHHAs KPaCOK, UCTUHBI, 0OHa)KaroIas BCIO
*u3Hb Hapoaa) and addresses his Russian-speaking contemporaries in a time of “striving
for originality and a national poetry of our own” (B 3TH BpeMeHa CTpEeMIICHUS K

CaMOOBITHOCTH U COOCTBEHHOM HApOIHOM nov3un).”

Against the silent and individual
remembrance of history, he recommends a turn to the collective voice of the folksong:
“Away with meditation and vigil! Man’s whole mysterious makeup demands sounds,
nothing but sounds” (Torga npous ayma u 61eHre! Bech TaAMHCTBEHHBIN COCTAB €ro
Tpebyer 3BykoB, oquux 3BykoB).!*’ Translating into Russian folksongs hitherto only
heard in Ukraine, Gogol offers himself up as a conduit between the Ukrainian past and
the Russian present, marked by “an oblivion of life” (zabvenie zhizni).'°' Gogol notes that
the Little Russian folk song is an especially evocative tombstone (nadgrobnyi pamiatnik)
and that, whether they speak of Cossack glory or of the melancholy women left behind,
these folk songs all mourn the temporary nature of the Cossack phenomenon: “Be it an
expression of anguish over someone’s youth being cut short prematurely before it had
been enjoyed to the full, or be it a complaint about the exposed position of Little Russia
at that time..., its sounds live, burn and tear the soul apart” (Tocka mu 3T0 0 MpepBaHHOK
IOHOCTH, KOTOPOU HE JJAJTN JIOBECEIUTHCST; KAIOOBI JIN ATO Ha OECITPUIOTHOE TIOJIOKECHHE

ToraamHelr Majgopoccuu..., HO 3BYKH €€ JKUBYT, XKTYT, pa3auparoT ayry). It is Ukraine’s

geographical openness and the resulting historical temporality that gives these songs such
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vitality and perpetual youth; Gogol mourns the passing of the Cossack era, but praises the
passion of the resulting verses.

Gogol only uses the word Ukrainian once in this essay, to describe an idyllic
unity, a poetic whole, in which the “best songs and voices” (luchshie pesni i golosa) echo
amongst the rural life and fertile nature of the Ukrainian steppe lands. This unreachable
unity is encapsulated in the folk song, now “entirely historical” (mogut vpolne nazvat ’sia
istoricheskimi), “faithful to the moment” (verny togdashnei minute), and “permeated by
[and breathing] that broad freedom of Cossack life” (Be3ne nponukaer ux, Be3zie B HUX
JBIIINAT 3Ta MIHPOKAs BOJIS KO3ALKOM )KI/I3HI/I).102 Gogol describes the Cossacks as a
masculine, non-procreative culture that surrenders the “wife, mother, sister, brothers”
(zheni, mat’, sestru, brat’ev) for the bonds of brotherhood, which are “stronger even than
love” (sil ‘nee liubvi). Describing Ukrainian folksongs as “poetry, history, and a father’s
grave” (4 1033us, U UCTOPHUS, U OTLOBCKas Moruia), Gogol emphasizes both the unity
and the ephemeral temporality and of the Cossack phenomenon. He imprints this vision
of history onto the landscape of these generative Ukrainian steppes: “The Black Sea
gleams; the whole wondrous, immeasurable steppe from Taman to the Danube is a wild
ocean of flowers swaying with the slightest breath of air; and swans and cranes sink in
the infinite blue of the sky; the dying Cossack lies amid this freshness of virginal nature”
(Ceepkaet UepHoe Mope; BCs UyIeCHasI, HeU3MepumMas ctenb ot Tamana 1o JlyHnas —
IVKHUIA OKEaH IBETOB KOJIBIIIETCS] OJTHAM HAJICTOM BETPa; B OECIIpeIeIbHOM TITyOnHe
HeOa TOHYT JieOeIn ¥ KYPaBIIv; YMUPAIOLIHHA KO3aK JISKUT CPEIU STOU CBEKECTH
neBcTBeHHOM mpupoibl). In the steppes, which reconcile the sky and the sea, geography

and history, the past and the future, the dying Cossack fertilizes the virgin soil. Gogol

108

www.manaraa.com



locates all the trappings of the Romantic nation — dramatic geography, colorful history,
and folk poetry — in Ukraine. Yet, he mourns and historicizes these national qualities as
relics or tombstones of the past and sees a political fatality in their ephemeral and non-
reproductive unity. Gogol’s early works Arabesques and Mirgorod focus on the
Ukrainian past and its regenerative potential, while the second version of Taras Bulba,
and the changes from first redaction evidence a preoccupation with the renewed debates

between Poland and Russia over claim to the Cossacks lands.

The Two Versions of Taras Bulba between Poland and Russia

In 1793, after the second partition of Poland and the Russian acquisition of right-
bank Ukraine, Vasily Petrov’s “Ode on the Integration of Polish Regions into Russia,”
addressed to Catherine II, celebrates the Slavic unity of Russians, Poles and Ukrainians.
The ode celebrates the Dnieper’s full liberation and Russia’s control of the Black Sea
region: “The Dnieper, having heard fate’s command, / That however long or remote its
channel / From sea to source, he will flow / In the Russian realm” (Ycnpimas aenp
BeJIeHbE poKa, / J[abbl, ckoJib ToroM HU aanek, / OH Bech OT MOps 10 uctoka / Bo
o6mactu Poccniickoii Tek).!% For Petrov, the annexation of right-bank Ukraine proclaims
a glorious future Slavic unity and Russia’s role as lead nationality: “Ross will be the
body’s head” (Ross budet telesi glavoi). Poland is assigned the right of primogeniture
(pervorodstva chest’), but her fate is to be part of Russia. The Poles, who remained
restless and unconvinced by the Russian-lead Slavic union, are understood by Kappeler

as “the first national movement to shake the Russian empire” and right-bank Ukraine was
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vital to the Polish conceptualization of its borders and reach.!® The Warsaw uprising of
1794, the Polish alliance with Napoleon, and the November uprising of 1830-1 were
aimed at the restoration of the Polish state and for some, a Slavic-based unity with a
dominant Polish nationality.

The right bank, along with Lithuania and Belarus formed the borderlands (kresy)
of the imagined Polish homeland prior to the partitions. In the 1830s, Polish leaders
debated whether the Polish borderlands were to be included in their national project,
which was a state-based restoration of Poland. The Romantic poet, Wincenty Pol, himself
from Galicia, emphasized the borderlands in his “The Song of our Land” (1835). For Pol
and for others, the Polish imaginary aligned with its 1772 borders and stretched from the
Baltic Sea to the Dnieper river estuary at the Black Sea: “From Lithuania as far as to
Zaporozhia / 1 know the entire Poland” (Z Litwy az do Zaporoza / Cala Polske znam).'®
One group of Polish liberals declared in 1837: “Poland [is] united and undivided [Polska
jedna i nierozdzielna]. From the Oder to the Dnieper, and from the Baltic to the Black
Sea [po Euxyn od Baltyku], these are the borders of its mightiness. Such a Poland will
respond with dignity to its calling and fulfill its high mission among the Slavs.”!% This
assertion of Polish dominance over the Russia’s recent imperial acquisition was
understood as direct threat to Russian imperial and national integrity, and Russia
responded both politically and culturally.

Gogol’s Arabesques essays and the first version of Taras Bulba, published in
1835 as part of Mirgorod, emphasize that the Cossacks form a unified, if ephemeral,
nation between Poland, Russia, and the Tatars and Ottomans. Gogol’s focus on the

independence of the Ukrainian Cossack lands was fully acceptable, even by the standards
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of official nationality, because it was limited to the historical past and because the
Russian national poet was to serve as the bridge between the present and this past.
However, beginning in the 1830s Sergei Uvarov, whose triad of official nationality had
both a Romantic and anti-Polish frame of reference, sought to demonstrate Russia’s
immemorial historical patrimony over its recent imperial acquisitions.'?’

Histories such as Gogol’s, which emphasized the pre-Union period of Ukrainian
independence, were acceptable. However, this framework also left open the possibility
that during the union with Poland-Lithuania all traces of Russianness had been cleared
from the Ukrainian borderlands. As Saunders explains, Uvarov “had been engaged in
discussions with scholars on the subject since 1834, but declared that he had not yet
secured what he was looking for. He admitted that part of the reason lay in ‘the novelty of
this view of the history of the fatherland.”!® The historian Mikhail Pogodin also took
part in the project to demonstrate that the Ukrainian borderlands had been Russian from
time immemorial. By the late 1830s, the idea of “provinces returned from Poland” had
taken root in the Russian empire, and Pogodin emphasized the geographical reach of the
Kyivan inheritance—an idealized map of Iaroslav the Wise and his territorial possessions
early in the eleventh century. Bilenky notes that “the geographical shape of Iaroslav’s
state suspiciously resembled the territorial gains of Russia after the partitions of Poland”
and quotes Pogodin: “Yaroslav owned Kiev, Volhynia, Podolia, Galicia, Lithuania, the
Baltic Sea coast, Novgorod, Dvina district, Volga district, Northern country ... The
borders of Yaroslav’s domains were the Baltic Sea, present-day Prussia, the Kingdom of

Poland, the Carpathians, New Russian steppes, the Volga, the Ural Mountains, etc.”'%
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This imaginative historical precedent of Russian rule allowed Pogodin and others to
claim the Ukrainian borderlands as native, historical patrimony.

First published in the collection Mirgorod in 1835, Gogol’s novella Taras Bulba
also focuses on Cossack history and the Cossack lands. Belinsky, in his review of the first
edition of Taras Bulba equates Gogol with Homer, the poet of republic Greece and the
bardic tradition, and associates the Cossacks with the ancient Greeks.!'!® He deems the
novella

an episode from the great epic life of a whole nation/people. If in our time a

Homeric epic is possible, then here it is in its highest form, an ideal and a

prototype!... If they say that the Aeneid reflects the whole of Greek life in her epic

period, then [...] can we not say the same about Taras Bulba in relation to Little

Russia of the sixteenth century?

AMH30/] U3 BEITMKOW AIIOTICH XKHU3HH 11EJI0T0 Hapoaa. Eciu B Halle BpeMs

BO3MOYKHA TOMEpHUYECcKast SO0Ies, TO BOT BaM €€ BBICOYANIINI 0Opaser, uaean u

npototun!.. Eciu roBopsT, uro B «nuame» oTpaxaercst BCsl )KU3Hb IpeyecKas B

ee TepOMYeCKHii IeproI, TO pa3se [...] cka3aTh TO ke camoe u 0 «Tapace

Bbynrbe» B oTHOmIEeHUU K Manopoccun XVI Beka?

While Belinsky hints that the present is not the time for epic, he finds Russia’s epic
history in Gogol’s Cossacks and quotes a section describing the Zaporozhian Sech, the
main Cossack stronghold on the Dnieper: “The place from whence flows freedom and
Cossackdom to all of Ukraine” (BoT oTKyna pa3nuBaeTcs BOJIS M KO3a4eCTBO Ha BCIO
VYkpaiiny). For Belinsky, Gogol has successfully represented Ukraine and Cossack era in
their historical flourishing. Deeming Gogol the successor to Pushkin and emphasizing
Gogol’s use of the Russian language, Belinsky has no doubts that this narrative history is
now part and patrimony of the Russian nation. When, signaled by the 1840 publication of

Shevchenko’s Kobzar, Ukrainian-language publications threatened to reanimate this

history outside the Russian national and imperial framework, Belinsky was more
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emphatic in arguing that the Ukrainian element of the Russian literary revival was a
historical phenomenon only possible in the past.

After moving to Italy in 1837, despite the high praise from Belinsky, Gogol
continued to revise Taras Bulba from 1839 to 1842. After considerable revision, an
expanded and substantially different text was republished as part of Gogol’s Collected
Works in 1842. After the publication of the 1842 version, this later redaction became
understood as the more mature, canonical version of the text, and it is this version which
has consistently been one of Gogol’s most read works.!!! Meanwhile, the first version of
Taras Bulba has languished in relative obscurity, with critics deeming it an
underdeveloped work that unsuccessfully mixes styles.'!'> However, the first edition has
seen a recent revival of interest in contemporary Ukraine, and renewed critical interest
has focused on the changes between the two versions of Gogol’s text, the reason for the
changes, and whether the second redaction Russifies the Ukrainian Cossacks of the first
edition.'!3

While most critics have focused on the issue of Russification, with some arguing
that it is a Gogolian tactic to shield himself from criticism over his depiction of Russia in
Dead Souls, the changes themselves place more emphasis on the relationship between the
Cossacks, Russia, and Poland, and the Cossacks remain a historically distinct entity.!'*
The second redaction is significantly longer at twelve chapters (the first version has nine)
and the main changes focus on the relationship between the Cossack past and the Russian
future. The Ukrainian Cossack past is not conflated with Russia; however, the
geographical space of the Cossack steppe lands and borderlands are emphasized to be

Russian patrimony. Yoon understands the changes between the two texts as a
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“transformation of a Ukrainian tale into a Russian novel,” and emphasizes that the tales
in Mirgorod focus on the Ukrainian past (430). Yoon also note that the changes to the
epic novella began with the Polish chapters, but frames the relationship between Poland
and Russia in terms of an “opposition between the West and Russia” (432). Within the
framework of narodnost’, Romanticism, and the historical context of the Polish uprising
and the Greek war of independence, Gogol’s changes emphasize the Russian, not Polish,
patrimony of the Cossack lands and further emphasize the poet-historian’s role in
national-imperial consolidation. While the first version of the novella attempts to focus
exclusively on the Ukrainian Cossack past, the revised text connects this history more
explicitly to a vision of Russian national regeneration made possible by the fertile
Ukrainian geography, the passionate exploits of the historical Cossacks, and the narrative
power of the poetic voice.

While the changes are significant, the plot of both versions of the epic novella
remains stable. Taras Bulba begins as our eponymous hero greets his sons Ostap and
Andrii, who have just returned from the seminary in Kiev. To give his sons an education
that is more appropriate for their era, Bulba takes them to the Zaporozhian Sech, located
on the rapids of the Dnieper River. The Sech is the exclusively male stronghold, the
treasury, and the center of the Zaporozhian Cossack community. The peacetime Cossack
lifestyle of carnivalesque carousing and drinking soon shifts into military preparation as
the Cossacks begin a war with Poland. The main action of the epic novella takes place in
Dubno, a city in today’s Ukraine, which was then part of Poland-Lithuania. The Cossacks
shut off food supplies to the city and lay siege. Andrii, the younger son, defects ranks and

joins the Polish because the Polish princess he loves is trapped dying inside the city.
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Taras seeks out Andrii during battle and kills him for his betrayal. Meanwhile, the older
son Ostap is taken prisoner and sent to Warsaw. Bulba travels to Warsaw and sees Ostap
tortured and executed.''> The orphaned parent joins Hetman Ostranitsa’s rebellion against
Poland, refuses the peace that is eventually agreed upon, and launches a campaign and
pogrom of destruction to avenge his lost legacy. He is eventually caught on the banks of
the Dniester River, and as he dies he directs his Cossack troops to safety via the River,
where they can escape the Poles and return to the Black Sea.

In the first version of the novella, Taras Bulba is presented as the prototypical
Cossack and as a stubborn character “from the half-nomadic east of Europe”
(polukochuiushchem Vostoke Evropy).''® Bulba, like all Cossacks, is a product of
geography and historical circumstances. The Cossacks are described as the sons of the
steppes and the Sech, “this school of war in that Ukraine” (iefu voennuiu shkolu
togdashnei Ukrainy).'"” They exist at “a time of lawful and unlawful understanding of
land, created by a type of contested, unsure ownership, as to whom Ukraine then
belonged. The eternal necessity of border defense against three nations of differing
characters — all this gave a kind of warlike, broad dimension to her son’s feats” (Bpems
MPABOTO M HETIPABOTO MOHATHS O 3€MJISIX, C/ICJIABIINXCS KAKUM-TO CIIOPHBIM,
HEpEILICHHBIM BJIAJCHUEM, K KAaKUM MpUHAJIeKana Toraa Ykpaiina. Beunas
HEOOXOAMMOCTh ITOTPAHIYHO 3aIIUTHI IPOTUB TPEX Pa3HOXAPAKTEPHBIX HALUI — BCE
ATO MPHUIABATIO KAKOW-TO BOJILHBIHN, IIMPOKUNA pa3Mep MOJABUTAM CHIHOB ee) (2:283).
While the Cossacks and Ukraine are equated and culturally distinct from the neighboring
Russians, Poles, and Tatars, the question of land is central and their ability to defend their

open borders both defines them and hints and the ephemerality of this phenomenon.
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While both version emphasize the lack of official borders, the first redaction adds
that the steppes are “more ruled, it could be said, by Zaporozhians than others”
(xo3seBaMu OoJIEe IPYTUX MOTJIHM CUUTAThCs 3aopoxkIfsl) (2:333). Emphasizing the
freedom of the Cossack lands and the Cossacks themselves, another passage cut from the
second redaction identifies the Polish Batory as one of the first Cossack colonels and
differentiates the Cossacks from their neighbors, including Russia: “This historical
position of Little Russia, which had not yet been united into any system, nor even been
brought into renown, facilitated the existence of many completely detached warriors”
(Tormamnuee nonoxxeHue Manopoccuy, elie He CBEJJCHHOE HH B KaKyl0 CHCTEMY, JaXe He
NPUBEICHHOE B U3BECTHOCTH, CIIOCOOCTBOBAJIO CYIIECTBOBAHUIO MHOTHX COBEPILIECHHO
OTIeNbHbIX MapTu3aHoB) (2:284-5). This independence is associated with youth and the
desire for an eternal Cossack flourishing is voiced by Bulba himself who mourns the
passage of time and sits “wishing, that his whole life could be youth” (;kxenaBmmii 651,
9yTOOBI BCS KU3HB €ro ObL1a MOJI010CTh) (2:289 and 2:53).

In the 1842 version of the text, Bulba and the Cossacks are now located in the
“half-nomadic corner of Europe” (na polukochuiushchem uglu Evropy), which is
immediately identified as “Southern primordial Russia” (iuzhnaia pervobytnaia Rossiia)
when it was abandoned by its princes (2:46). In this redaction, it is the already-Russian
nature that generates the Ukrainian Cossack phenomenon. The Cossacks appear like an
occurrence or phenomenon on land already Russian: “The Cossacks multiplied — that
wide, riotous sweep of Russian nature, -- all the rivers, crossings, coastal shallows and
preferential places were dotted/sown with Cossacks™ (3aBenoch K03a4eCTBO — IIHPOKas,

pasryjpHas 3aMallika pyccKoi MpUpoabl, — U KOT'/la Bce Opeybsl, IEPEBO3bI,
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npuOpEKHbIE MOJIOTHE U JIBTOTHBIE MecTa ycesutuch kozakamu). The verb zavestit” and
the neuter noun kozachestvo together evoke the unexpected establishment of a semi-wild
beast in a domesticated space. The historical subject matter and the Gogolian imperial
geography merge in a teleological vision of the Russian dominion over the Black Sea
region. The Cossacks are deemed “an extraordinary phenomenon of Russian power”
(neobykovennoe iavlen’e russkoi sily) and this event is “knocked from the national heart
by flaming calamity” (BbIm610 U3 HapogHOU Tpyau oruuBo Oexn). The national heart, the
geography of Crimea and Novorossiya, is now clearly demarcated as Russian and the
invocation of power alludes to the imperial power that secures these lands. The
association between the Cossack past and the Russian present is further developed in
another added passage: “It is clear to all from history, how their constant war and restless
life saved Europe” (Ve n3BecTHO BCEM M3 UCTOPHHM, KaK UX BedHas 6opbla u
OecrniokoifHas u3Hb criacinu EBpomny). Gogol never actually merges the Cossacks
themselves with Russians; instead, he resettles them in his present and on Russian soil.'!®
Both versions of the text describe the beauty of the steppe lands in lengthy, lyrical
passages and evoke the Russian present with the mention of Novorossiya, the largely-
nomadic, sparsely-populated area of today’s southern Ukraine, just secured from the
Ottomans in the eighteenth century.: “the whole expanse that constitutes today’s
Novorossiya, all the way to the Black Sea; it was a green, virginal wilderness” (Bcé To
IPOCTPAaHCTBO, KOTOPOE COCTaBISIET HBIHEeImHI0I HoBopoccuto, 1o camoro YepHoro
MoOpsi, OBLTO 3€JIEHOI0 IEBCTBEHHOIO MyCThIHEH0) (2:295; 2:58). Passing through steppe,
gendered female in Russian, Gogol’s narrator describes the wind rustling the oceanic

expanse of wild grasses: “fresh, seductive, like the waves of the sea” (svezhii,
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obol’stitel ’nyi, kak morskie volny) and the steppe herself as “endless, free, and beautiful”
(beskonechnaia, vol'naia, prekrasnaia) (2:296; 2:59). While both versions of the text
allude to the Russian present, the second redaction merges the temporal space and
Cossack history with imperial geography. In a passage only added to the second version
of the texts, the Cossack raids are now described extending from the Anatolian shores, to
the Crimean steppes, from the Dnieper and its tributaries to Moldavia, Walachia and
Turkey. Their exploits take them across “the whole Black Sea” (vse Chernoe more) and
their victories against the Turks are emphasized (2:93-4). The Black Sea space itself is
demonstrated to be cleared for Orthodox settlement by Cossack raids. Emphasizing the
virginal nature of the land throughout the novella, Gogol erases the non-Cossack, non-
Russian, non-Orthodox, populations and history of the reign and settles the Cossacks as
the original Orthodox Slavic inhabitants of lands now returned to the Russian empire.
The contact zone shifts from the open and permeable space of the Black Sea to the
western border of the newly acquired Right-Bank and the antagonism between the
Ukrainian or Little Russian Cossacks and the Russian nation is transferred to the Polish
borderlands and the Poles themselves.

As Taras Bulba and his sons approach the Sech, they are enveloped by the
Dnieper, which “fanned them with cold waves and spread closer, closer, until it finally
covered half the surface of the earth” (On Besit X0JIOAHBIMY BOJTHAMH U PACCTHITAIICS
ommke, OJIKe U, HAKOHEI, 00XBaTHJI TIOJIOBUHY BCEH MTOBEPXHOCTH 3eMiin) (2:297; 2:60).
The location of the Sech is especially poetic, it’s described as “the place where the
Dnieper, until then penned in by the rapids, finally took its due and roared like the sea,

and spilled out at will” (3To 6bu10 TO MecTO JHEnpa, rae OH, JOTOJE CIEPTHIi MOPOTAMH,
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OpaJ1, HaKOHEIl, CBOE U IIyMell, Kak MOpe, pa3iuBLIUCH O Boue). After three hours of
swimming, the Cossacks arrive at the island Khortitsa, where the Sech was located then,
though it often moved “often changing its home” (chasto peremeniavshaia svoe zhilitse).
In both versions, the Cossacks are diverse in origin and class; in addition to the
uneducated and escaped seminary students, the Sech is home to “even those, who know
of Horace, Cicero and the Roman republic” (6bu11 1 T, KOTOpbIE 3HAIIU, UTO TaKOE
I"opauwii, [{uniepon u pumckas pecmyonuka) (2:302; 2:66). They’re also deemed a
“strange republic, the very need of that age” (Ota cTpanHas pecny6auka Obl1a HIMEHHO
notpebHOCTh Toro Beka). However, while the 1835 version notes that among this group
were “many officers from the Polish army” (6b1710 MHOTO O(hUIIEPOB U3 MOIBCKUX BOICK)
(2:302), the 1842 version deletes this mention and emphasizes that among the Cossacks
were “many of those officers, who would later distinguish themselves in the royal troops”
(TyT OBIIO MHOTO TEX OPHIEPOB, KOTOPHIE TIOTOM OTIMYAIUCH B KOPOJIEBCKUX BOWCKAX)
(2:66). The phrasing implies the Russian imperial frame of reference and again alludes
the Gogol’s present. When alluding to the Polonized nature of the Cossack elite the first
version notes that “a portion of our Hetman took their faith” (u yacTs reTpmanIIEB
npunsiia ux Bepy) (2:308). The second version decries this fiercely noting “there were
also dogs among even us who took their faith” (s TOXKE COOaKM U MEXKTy HAIIUMH,
YK IPUHSUTH UX Bepy) (2:77).

The stronghold itself is surrounded by a multicultural settlement “that resemble a
large fair and that clothes and feeds the Sech” (koTopoe ObL710 TOX0XKE Ha IPMAPKY U

KoTopoe oaeBano u kopmuio Ceun) (2:299; 2:62). The Sech itself, like the Ukrainian
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lands, is described as mother and as a carnivalesque space that performs a ritual rebirth or
baptismal to unite its diverse populations. Bakhtin argues that in these spaces
the primitive notion, which commonly takes shape in norm-setting circles, that
some kind of linear forward motion exists is rejected. It turns out that every truly
significant step forward is accompanied by a return to the beginning
(‘primitiveness’), or more exactly to a renewal of the beginning. Only memory,
not forgetfulness can go forward. Memory returns to the beginning and renews it.
Of course, in this understanding the very terms ‘forward’ and ‘backward’ lose
their self-contained absoluteness.!"”
Arriving at the Sech, a man forgot his past “and with the fire of a fanatic gave himself up
to freedom and camaraderie” (u ¢ xapom ¢daHaTHKa TpeaaBajics BOJ€ U TOBAPUIIECTBY)
(2:301; 2:65). Calling to mind Voltaire’s description, the Cossacks are united in their
negative identities; they have “neither relatives, nor a corner, nor family, apart from the
free sky and the eternal feast of their soul” (He uMeBIIMX HU POJHBIX, HH yTJIa, HA
ceMelcTBa, KpoMe BOJIbHOTO HeOa M Be4Horo nupa ayuu cBoeit). The Sech is the home
of “this crazed carousing, which could not have been born from any other root/source”
(Ty GemieHyro BeCenocTb, KOTOpasi He Morja Obl pOIUTHCS HU U3 KAaKOTO JPYToro
ncrounnka). It is described as a nest (gnezdo) that “spreads freedom and Cossackdom
throughout Ukraine” (oTkyna paznuBaeTcs BOJIS M KO3a4€CTBO Ha BCIO YKpaitHy) (2:299;
2:62). When Andrii and Ostap arrive, they do indeed forget their past, their “paternal
home” (ottsovskii dom) and join into the carousing lifestyle described as a “sea of
revelry” (razgul’noe more) (2:303; 2:67). When the Cossacks leave for their campaigns,
their departure from the Sech recalls Andrii and Ostap’s departure from their maternal
home: “Farewell, our mother!’ they said almost in one voice: ‘May God protect you from

29

any misery’” (,,IIpomraii, Hama MaTh!*“ cka3anu BCe MOYTH B OJTHO CJIOBO: ,,ITyCTh Ke TeOs
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XpaHuT O0r oT Besikoro HecuacThs!“) (2:311; 2:82). The Sech, the Cossacks, and the

steppes are connected in a close metaphorical kinship and a generative union.

The Threatened National Body: The Polish Temptress and the Russian Sea

In both versions of the novella, the Cossacks fight valiantly against the Poles, and
eventually lay siege to the city of Dubno in the western borderlands. After distinguishing
himself in battle, Andrii is awakened by the Tatar maid of a Polish beauty he once loved
as a schoolboy. In the first version, upon recognizing the maid, Andrii drowns in the
emotions released by the memory of the past, “And all that had passed, that was in the
depths, that was closed, muftled, suppressed by his present free life, all this rose at once
to the surface, having flooded in its turn the present” (u Bc€ MuHyBIIEE, UTO OBLIO BO
riyOHHe, 4TO OBUIO 3aKPBITO, 3arIyIICHO, TOAABICHO HACTOSIIIMM BOJBHBIM OBITOM, BCE
3TO BCIUTBLJIO Pa30M Ha MTOBEPXHOCTH, TOTOIMBIIIN B CBOIO ouepeab HacTosmee) (2:314).
Andrii, now the walking dead (vstavshego iz mogily), follows the maid into a hidden
tunnel and into the besieged and starving city of Dubno, which is described as a ghost
town of the dead and dying (2:316). Entering the quarters of the Polish beauty, Andrri is
“devoured by the flames of passion” (moxwuparonum miameHem ctpactu) and her only
words, which urge him to rejoin his brotherhood and father, lead Andrii to renounce his
familial and earthly ties: “I don’t love them like this: my father, brothers, mother,
fatherland, all that exists in the world, -- I give it all up for you, all, forgive me! I am now
yours! I’'m yours! What else do you want?” (I me Tak nro6mro: otma, OpaTta, MaTh,

OTUYHM3HY, BCE, YTO HU €CTh Ha 3emiie, — BCE OTaaro 3a Te0s, BcE mpoiaii! s terneps Bar!
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s TBO#! yero emie xouems?) (2:318). The scene is brief, and the text cuts away quickly.
In the first version of the text, Taras discovers Andrii’s defection almost immediately and
the scene detailing Andrii’s death occurs within a few paragraphs of his metaphorical
death upon choosing the Polish princess over his brotherhood.

The second version of the novella greatly expands the passages between Andrii’s
metaphorical and physical deaths. The entrance to the tunnel to Dubno is moved outside
the Cossack encampment, and Andrii must cross a ravine and stream to reach its
entrance. Unlike the first version’s brief reunion in the starving city, Andrii’s time in
Dubno becomes a separate chapter, the plight of the city is detailed at far greater length,
and the Polish beauty and her family are foregrounded. In another added scene, the
symbolically named Periaslav regiment is routed by the Polish due to drunkenness and
the Cossacks fight an additional day of battle before Andrii makes his appearance in
battle. Elaborating on the drowning metaphor already present in the first edition, the
second version emphasizes the damp nature of the gully, stream, and tunnel that Andrii
must cross to get inside the city. After Andrii’s impassioned speech offering her his life
and possessions, the Polish beauty does not believe his declarations of love, saying “and |
know your duty and your covenant: you are called by your father, your brothers, and your
fatherland” (1 3HatO 51, KaKO¥ ONT W 3aBET TBOW: TeOs 30BYT TBOU OTEI], TOBAPHIITH,
otunsHa) (2:106). Her mild protest leads to Andrii’s passionate renouncement of his
worldly attachments: “Who said that Ukraine is my fatherland? Who gave me her as a
fatherland? A fatherland is that, which our soul seeks, that which is more dear than all

else. My fatherland — is you! Here is my fatherland!). In the second version of the
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novella, Andrii does not merely succumb and declare himself hers, he lays claim to the
Polish body as part of the Cossack patrimony.

In the first edition of the text, shortly after Andrii joins the Polish, he meets his
father on the battlefield. Andrii is depicted poorly, he “shivered, like a cowardly coward”
(3aTpermeran [...] kak moaibiid Tpyc) and “felt his soul not fully clean” (uyBcTBOBaBIIETO
CBOIO ayury He coBceM uncToro) (2:321). Hiding behind his Polish troops, he is pursued
by Bulba’s whose immeasurable rage terrifies the fleeing Polish. Left alone, they face
each other. Bulba lays claim to his progeny: “Did you think that I would give away to
anyone my own child? No! I gave birth to you, and I will kill you! Stand and don’t move,
and don’t beg God’s forgives: for this deed there is no forgiveness on this earth!” (,,Ts1
AyMall, 9To s OTAaM KoMy-HHOyab auts cBoe? Her! S Te0st mopoau, s Te0s1 1 yobio!
Croli 1 He 1IeBEINCh, U HE IPOCH Y TOCHoa Oora OTIYILEHU: 3a TAKOE JIeJI0 He
mpouaroT Ha ToM cBete!*). Andrii’s sin and Bulba’s sin of filicide are both depicted as
tragic. Cut down like a stalk of wheat, Andrii dies with the unknown and unheard name
of the Polish beauty on his lips. Finding his brother dead, Ostap embraces the body and
helps Bulba bury Andrii. Bulba returns to battle immediately, and is about to begin to
seek out the Polish beauty to slice her neck, when the news of the Tatar raid arrives.

During the siege of Dubno, the Cossacks hear news that the Tatars have raided
their Sech, killed and captured its inhabitants, and stolen their treasure. The Cossacks
decide to split up and half the regiments leave to pursue the Tatars. Taras become the
new leader or Ataman of those who stay. In the first version of the novel, Taras
acknowledges their dire fate, deems it a wedding (svad’ba) and a celebration, and gives a

rousing speech evoking unity in death and common grave: “so that we all lie together, so
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that no one is left alive, so that all, like good comrades, lay side by side in one grave”
(4TOOBI BCe MOJIETIIM HAa MecTe, YTOOBI HM OJJH HE OCTAJICS BXKMBE, YTOOBI BCE, KaK
J00pbIe TOBAPUIIU, TOKOTOM YJIETIHCh B ogHON Moruie) (2:327). The troops indeed
rally, and the narrator describes the battlefield as wedding night: “They performed under
the whistle of the bullets, as though they were performing to wedding music” (ITox cBuct
MyJIb BBICTYIIAJIM OHH, KaK 1Mo cBafeOHyI0 My3bIKY) (2:329). The Cossacks are so
synchronized that “their hearts and passions beat as one with the unity of common
thought” (cepama ux u cTpacTu OUIK B OJIMH TaKT €IWHCTBOM BceoOIIel Mpiciu) and
they intimidate the Polish troops who suffer great losses and retreat as though before “a
supernatural force” (cBepxbecTeCTBEHHAsl KaKasi CUJIa).

In the second version of the text, after the Cossacks are divided in numbers and
dejected, Taras meditates on the capacity of the vaguely specific Slavic breed (poroda),
suggests a different type of unity:

the Slavic breed, a capacious breed, a breed mighty before others, like the sea

before smaller rivers. When times are turbulent, it turns into roar and thunder,

hillocks and upturns bulwarks, which impotent rivers could not have raised; if it is
windless and quiet, clearer than all the rivers, it spreads its indefinite sparkling
surface, for the eternal bliss of the eyes

CIIaBsIHCKas TIOPOJIa, MIMPOKAsi, MOTY4asi TIOpoJia Mepe APYyTHMHU, YTO MOPE Mepe

MEJIKOBOJIHBIMU pekaMu. Koim Bpemst 6ypHO, BCE peBpaIiaeTcs OHO B PEB

rpoM, Oyrps ¥ IOABIMAsi BaJIbl, KaK HE MOJIHATH MX OCCCHIBHBIM peKaM; KOJIU JKe

0€3BETPEHHO U THXO, SICHEE BCEX PEK PACCTUIIAET OHO CBOIO HEOTJISIIHYIO

CKJISTHHYIO TTOBEPXHOCTh, BEUHYIO HeTy ouel. (2:129)

This vaguely pan-Slavic passage argues that the Slavic breed is capacious enough to unite
the disparate nationalities of the empire and points to the newly incorporated Black Sea

regions of Gogol’s imperial geography. Though Bulba invokes the strength of the sea, the

Cossacks remain dejected contemplating their bleak future on Polish land: “It will be, it
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will be, the whole field with is bushes and roads will be covered with the comrade’s
white bones, generously washed in their Cossack blood and covered in wrecked carts,
split sabers and spears” (bynet, Oynet Bc€ mose ¢ 06aoraMu 1 TOpOraMu MOKPHITO
TOPYAIIUMH UX OENBIMU KOCTSIMH, LIEIPO OOMBIBIINCH KO3AIIKOIO MX KPOBBIO U
MOKPBIBIINCH pa30UTHIMU BO3aMU, PACKOJIOTHIMH ca0isiMu U KombsiMu) (2:131).The
foreboding ruminations of the Cossacks, differ dramatically from Gogol’s narrator, who
proclaims the path to regeneration is in the hands of the poet and his “thick, powerful
word” (ryctoe, Mmorydee cioBo). Evoking the bardic bandura player, “prophetic in spirit”
(Bewuii myxom), the narrator proclaims that the powerful word of Cossack glory will be
“carried far, like a humming copper bell into which a master has plunged a lot of clean,
fine silver, so that later in the villages, hovels, tents and everywhere will be spread the
fine sound, calling everyone equally to holy prayer” (manexo pasHOCUTCSI MOTY4ee CIIOBO,
OyTyu¥ MoJOOHO Ty sIIel KOJOKOJIFHON MEH, B KOTOPYIO MHOTO TIOBEPTHYJI MacTep
JOPOTOTr0 YUCTOTo cepedpa, 4TOOBI Janede 1Mo ropojam, Jadyram, rmajaTaM | BecsM
Pa3HOCHJICS KPACHBIN 3BOH, C3bIBasi PABHO BCEX HA CBATYIO MOJUTRY) (2:131-2).

The poetic prophecy, the clean fine silver of Cossack glory and the call to
Orthodoxy are echoed in the numerous, patriotic last word of many dying Cossacks,
which were all added to the 1842 edition. The second version emphasizes the non-Polish
roots of the Cossack lands and projects the Russian present all the way back to antiquity.
Taras’ speech, which successfully rouses his troops, evokes an ancient glory impinged
upon by non-Orthodox populations:

You heard from your fathers and grandfathers, in what honor all held our land: we

made ourselves known to the Greeks, and plundered gold from Czargrad, and the
towns were opulent, the cathedrals, and princes, the princes were of Russian
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genus/race/kin, our princes, and not Catholic heathens. The infidels took it all, all
disappeared.

Bl capimany ot OTIOB | 1€/I0B, B KAKOW 4eCTH y BCeX ObLIa 3eMJIsl Hallla: U

rpekam jana 3HaTh ce0s, u ¢ Llapbrpaga Opasna yepBOHIIbI, U TOpoJia ObLTH

TIBIITHBIE, U XPaMBbl, U KH3bsI, KHA3bSI PyCCKOTO POJIa, CBOM KHS3bS, a HE

KaTonu4yeckue HelnoBepKku. Be€ B3smu Oycypmansl, Bc€ mponano. (2:133)
Evoking their leaderless and exposed position and orphaned Ukraine, Taras calls upon
the power of brotherhood — stronger than any ties of blood. He claims there are no ties
more holy than those of brotherhood and claims that unlike the animals, “only man can
create kinship of the soul and not just of blood” (mopogHuTHECS poACTBOM MO AyIIE, a HE
M0 KPOBH, MOXET OJMH TOJIbKO 4enoBek). Proclaim the unique nature of the brotherhood
made possible by the Cossack lands and the Orthodox faith, Taras voices a genealogically
and historically impossible unity, yet like the unifying power of the exposed and
dangerous steppes, the poetic voice is able to reconcile the pre-national past with the
national future.

In the second version of the text, it is well after another full day of successful
battle that Bulba meets Andrii on the battle field. Unlike the cowardly, unsure figure in
the first version, this Andrii emerges proudly from the city, bedecked in Polish armor and
his success in battle leads Taras to cry, “Your own, devil’s spawn, you kill your own?”
(CBoux, 4opTOB ChIH, CBOMX Obenib) (2:142). Juxtaposed with the multitude of added
honorable Cossack deaths, Andrii’s rage dissipates as Taras reaches him. The scene of
the murder is similar in both versions, but in this second version the Polish troops receive

reinforcements, surge in strength, and capture Ostap immediately after Andrii’s death.

There is not enough time in the second version to bury the Cossack body on Polish soil.
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After killing Andrii and witnessing Ostap’s torture in Warsaw, Taras returns to
the Cossacks and to Ukraine in the conclusion of the novella. In both versions, Taras and
the Cossacks appear “on the borders of Ukraine” (na granitsakh Ukrainy) and the
narrator makes it clear that this is no mere detachment or self-interested brigandage;
instead, this assembly is a whole nation (tselaia natsiia) rising.'?® In the first version,
there are thirty thousand Cossacks clad in blue and yellow caftans. This mention of the
blue and yellow caftans and of the Cossacks as “an insulted and oppressed nation”
(ockopbnennvim yenemennsiti Hapoo) is cut from the later version, though the number of
troops is increased to one hundred and twenty thousand. In the second version, the
narrator’s list of Cossack grievances grows to include the Uniate church, the disgrace of
Orthodox churches, and “the outrages of foreign lords” (beschinstva chuzhezemnykh
panov), while the desire for revenge “for their hetmans and colonels treacherously slain”
(3a BepoIOMHBIEC yOMIiCTBAa TETHMaHOB CBOMX U MOJIKOBHUKOB) is removed. These changes
alter the implied enemy of the Cossacks, which in the first version includes the Russians.
The second version identifies Poland as the primary opponent and once again emphasizes
the geographical reach of the historic Cossacks and the implied Russian lands: “the
Cossacks rose up, from Chigirin, from Pereiaslav, from Baturin, from Glukhov; from the
lower Dnieper region, from its upper regions and the islands” (mogHsAIMUCH KO3aKHU: OT
Uurupuna, ot Ilepesicnapa, ot batypuna, ot I'myxoBa, OT HU30BOW CTOPOHBI
JHETIPOBCKO#! U OT BCeX ero BepxosHii 1 octpoBos).'?! This added symbolic geography
blurs the temporal distance between the history of Cossack Hetmanate and the history of

Cossack incorporation into the Russian empire.
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At first, Taras and his Cossacks form part of a larger rebellion headed by Hetman
Ostranitsa, whose goals are listed as the overthrow of the self-government of the Polish
magnates, and the expulsion of the Jews, the Uniate church, and the “foreign rabble”
(postoronnego sbroda).'*? The Cossacks begin fighting the Polish crown and its
appointed hetman, Nikolai Potocki, who is derided for having “drowned the larger
portion of his regiment in a small river” (mepeTonun oH B HEOOIBILION peUKe JIYUIITYIO
4acTh cBOEro Boicka) (2:350; 2:166). Trapped by the Cossacks in the city of Polonne,
Potocki promises the restitution of their previous rights and privileges. He is met with
disbelief and enlists the aid of the Russian clergy (russkoe dukhovenstvo), who finally
convince the Cossacks to sign the treaty with the Polish king. In the first version of the
novella, this invocation of the Russian clergy alludes to a collusion between the Polish
and Russian crowns against the Cossacks. The Cossacks “still feeling the ties that bind
them to the king” (erie 4yBCTBOBABIINX y3bl, MPUBSA3BIBABIINE UX K KOPOJIIO) are
convinced by the pleas of the clergy (2:350). They resolve to keep Potocki hostage until
the treaty is signed and dispatched to all Cossacks.

In the first version, the Orthodox clergy evokes Cossack loyalty to the Polish
crown and the treaty is signed by the defeated puppet hetman and the victorious
Cossacks. The second version frames the Cossack victory as a reflection of their
Orthodoxy, which supersedes their loyalty to the Polish King. The Cossacks are
convinced by the power of Orthodoxy itself and by the Russian clergy: “against their own
Orthodox church they did not dare, and they respected their clergy” (mpoTus cBoei
[IEPKBHU XPUCTUAHCKON HE TTOCMENH, U YBaKUIU CBOE TyXOBeHCTBO) (2:167). The Russian

clergy deliver the will of God, and the faith of the Orthodox is “created from a single,
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solid stone. Visible from everywhere and looking directly into the eyes of the passing
waves” (Co3JaHHas U3 OJJHOTO LEJIFHOTO, CIUTONTHOTO KaMHs. OTBCIO/y BHIHA OHA U
TIAIUT IpsMo B oun MuMmoOerymuM BostHaM). The Orthodox faith is the bedrock of the
Russian imperial sea. In this second version, which emphasizes the later perfidy of
Potocki and the Polish, the Cossacks decide to release Potocki, after getting his solemn
oath to leave all Orthodox churches in freedom, to forget their old enmity, and to never
harm the Cossack ranks (ocTtaBuTh Ha CBOOO/IE BCE XPUCTHAHCKHE LIEPKBHU, 3a0BITh
CTapyo BpaKay M HE HAHOCHTh HUKAKOW OOHJIbI KO3aIIKOMY BOMHCTBY).
Bulba is the only leader who remains unconvinced, and both versions include his
reaction and prophecy, which foretells the end of the Cossacks under Polish rule:
You think that you’ve bought tranquility with this treaty and now you’ll live as
gentlemen — you’ll see that it will not be so! Hetman, they will rip your flesh from
your head! They will stuff it with buckwheat chaff, and it will long be seen at the
fairs! Yes and you too, gentlemen, it will be the rare head that survives! You will
disappear in damp cellars, immured in stone walls, if they don’t cook you alive in
cauldrons like sheep.
Bb1 nymaete, 4TO KyNuiIM 3TUM CIIOKOMCTBHE U OyeTe Terneph MaHOBaTh —
yBHUIIUTE, 4TO He OyneT cero! CrnepyT ¢ TBOEH TOJI0BBI, T€ThMaH, KOXKy! HaOBIOT e
IpEYaHoIo MOJIOBOIO, M JOAT0 OyIyT BUAETH ee o sipmapkam! [la u y Bac, maHsl, y
penkoro yueneet ronosa! [Iponagere BbI B ChIpbIX Orpedax, 3aMypOBaHHEIC B
KaMEHHBIE CTEHBI, €CIIM HE CBApSAT BAacC KHUBBIX B KOTJIaX, KaKk OapaHOB!
In the second edition of the text, this prophecy is preceded by an added symbolic passage.
Before he utters his horrific vision, Bulba takes out his Turkish sabre made of fine silver,
breaks it into two pieces, and throws each piece in a different direction saying: “As the
two ends of this broadsword will not be united into one and will not make one sabre, so
we too, brothers, will not be reunited in this world” (Kak 1Bym koHIIaM cero nanaiia He

COCTUHUTHCS B OJTHO U HE COCTaBUTH OJHOU cabliu, TaK U HaM, TOBAPHINHU, OOJIbIIE HE

BuaThes Ha 5ToM cBete).!?® This added image of the broken sword, suggesting the loss
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of honor, glory, and reputation, contrasts starkly with a scene from the first pages of the
novella.!** After the sons first come home from the seminary, Bulba spars with Ostap.
The boys’ mother voices her disapproval, saying “How can it be that children fight their
own/native father?” (Kak moxxHo, 4T00BI quTs OMio poaHoro otua?) (2:280; 2:43).
Refusing her suggestion of domesticity and peace, Bulba berates the boys, telling them to
ignore their biological mother and cries “Look at this sword — this sword is your mother”
(BuuTE BOT 3Ty cabiro — BOT Baina MaTepb). The promise of unity in battle on Cossack
soil is made impossible by the symbolic break, which symbolizes the fear of the
permanent dismemberment of the maternal geography.'?®

Emphasizing the perfidy and treachery of the Poles, Bulba calls on his troops to
follow him and rebel against the proposed peace, which he calls a “womanish” (bab ’e)
deal (2:350; 2:167). He tells them that they can accept the false treaty, go home, and
waste away in powerless domesticity, or they can search for their fates and fortunes on
the battlefields. The domestic sphere is depicted as a dead end, where a Cossack can live
only temporarily and ingloriously. The first version emphasizes the domestic sphere’s
vulnerability to attack and its tedious lack of glory; while his enemy chooses to leave him
alone (pokamest ne priberet vrag), the Cossack will drink, and his wife will nag, and he’ll
die in the shade “like a dog” (kak sobaka) (2:351). Opposed to this limited and isolated
domesticity, Bulba offers his Cossacks glory in battle, where they serve like “faithful
knights” (kak vernym rytsariam) united in a “familial brotherhood” (kak brat iam
rodnym). While the domestic Cossack dies powerless without a trace at the will of his
enemies, the Cossack who joins his brotherhood, “lays together on the field” (neun

BMecTe Ha moJjie) and leaves a legacy of eternal glory. The second version cuts this
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mention of eternal glory, emphasizes the futility of Bulba’s enterprise, and presents a
more macabre image of death as the bride: "honest, Cossack death, all on one bed, like a
groom and his wife (uecTHOM, K03alIKOi CMEpPTHIO, BCEM Ha OJHOU MOCTENe, KaK )KEHUX C
HeBecTo10). 2

Turning against the proposed peace and the Polish King, unconvinced by the
Russian clergy, Bulba leads his detachments in an open and bloody rebellion. In the first
version of the text, Cossack leadership is strong and Bulba’s Cossacks are united. The
text makes it clear that only the stern gaze of the Hetmans and leaders kept the other
Cossack regiments from following him. Those who remain, unlike those who left, are
shown to be divided, “not looking at one another” (ue rnsas apyr Ha npyra) (2:352). In
the second version of the text, though Bulba’s ranks grow as other Cossacks cleave from
their regiments and join his uprising (k HuM nepedexano He Mao apyrux), the
unauthorized and discordant nature of Bulba’s rebellion is emphasized (2:168). In the
first version, the narrator begins describing Bulba’s exploits in Poland by uniting the
readership: “But let’s return to our history” (Ho obpatumcs k Hamiew ucropun) (2:352).
The second version distances Bulba’s unauthorized rebellion from the text’s readership,
noting that “Taras roamed all of Poland with his regiment” (Tapac rys mo Bcei
[Tonpure ¢ cBouMm nmonkom) (2:169). Bulba moves from village to village, burning and
pillaging without mercy. While claiming, in the first version, that “no brush would dare
to depicts these evils” (Hukakas KUCTh HE OCMeNUIach ObI H300pa3UTh BCEX TEX
cBuperncTB), the narrator describes innocent women and girls, like lily of the valley (kak
landysh), being burned inside the churches and their children being speared by the

Cossacks and thrown into the flames (2:352). While the narrator seems to mourn these
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innocent lives, Taras Bulba watches “with a somehow terrible feeling of pleasure”
(KaKUM-TO y’>KacHBIM UyBCTBOM HaciaxaeHus) declaring the events “Ostap’s wake”
(pominki po Ostape). The second version emphasizes the destruction of property, and
notes that though they did not move Taras, the pleas of the innocents would have caused
“the raw land itself and the steppe grass to wilt with pity for their fates” (camast cbipas
3eMJIsl, ¥ CTEIOBas TpaBa MOHMKIIA OBl OT XaJocTH 101y) (2:169). Here nature itself
disagrees with Bulba’s cruelty, and the second version distances the reader from Bulba’s
unauthorized and anti-autocratic rampage.

Poland sends Potocki and his men to pursue Bulba, and Bulba’s troops are
surrounded as they stop to rest in a dilapidated castle perched on the Dniester river’s high
bank above churning rapids and a dangerous abyss. Refusing the inaction of a siege and
starvation, Taras and his Cossacks decide to try to break Polish ranks and find a place
that they can leap into the river from its banks. As they are breaking through, Taras
abruptly stops and bends to the earth, saying: “stop, brothers! I dropped my pipe” (stoi,
brattsy! Uronil liul’ku). He reaches down to retrieve it and is “snatched from the rear of
the detachment and cut from his own” (cxBaueH HaOeKaBIIUM C ThlJIa OTPSIZIOM U OTpe3aH
ot cBoux) (2:353). He tries to wrest free, but unlike in his youth, his enemies do not fall
to the earth. In the second version of the text, this moment is expanded; dropping his
pipe, Taras cries out: “‘Stop! My tobacco pipe fell; and I don’t want even my pipe to go
to the enemy Poles!” And the old Ataman bent down and began to look in the grass for
his tobacco pipe, his inseparable companion on the seas and on land, and in his
campaigns, and at home. (,,Ctoii! BrImana groipka ¢ Ta0aKoOM; HE X04y, YTOOBI U JIFOJTbKa

JIOCTajach BpakbuM Jisixam!“ M HarHyJicst cTapblii aTaMaH U CTaJl OTHICKMBATh B TPaBe
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CBOIO JIIOJIBKY C Ta0aKOM, HEOTJIyYHYIO COIYTHHILY Ha MOPSIX M Ha CyIlIe, M B II0X0J1aX, U
noma) (2:170). Another passage only added to the second version evokes the Polish eagle
and a Cossack declares he’ll take Bulba’s body “even if dead, and return it to Ukraine!”
(XoTb HExkMBOTO, a 10Be3y Tebst 10 Ykpaiinel) (2:147). The changes suggest that Taras
does not want his Cossack pipe, a symbol of the Cossack body, to contribute to the
regeneration of the Polish state.

More than symbolic betrayal of the domestic or feminine, Bulba’s pipe, most
likely made of bone of clay, represents the ephemeral lifespan of the individual and
collective Cossack body.!?” The pipe also calls to mind Kotliarevsky’s Aenied, where
Prometheus steals fire from the gods to light his Cossack pipe and can symbolize Cossack

glory itself.!?

The reach of the Cossacks and their exploits in battles and campaigns is
marked in the physical evidence of dead bodies and discarded pipes: “For a long time to
after, they found in those place discarded Zaporozhian short pipes” ([onro eme mocne
HaxOJIMJIM B T€X MECTaX 3alOopOKCKHUE KOPOTeHbKHUE TOIbKH) (2:334; 2:148). The second
redaction elaborates on the associations already evident in the earlier redaction and
connects the short Cossack lifespan to the territorial ambitions of the Polish state. While
in the first version Taras is surprised that his youth is waning, the second emphasizes that
this youth is also being cut short by the influence of Poland, first seducing Andrii, then
killing Ostap, then taking the flame of Cossack glory into itself in the dropping of Taras’
pipe. Though Taras blames his old age for his inability to throw off his powerful enemies
in both versions, the narrator does not stay silent in the second version: “But old age

wasn’t to blame: strength overpowered strength” (Ho He crapocTs Oblia BUHOIO: cujia

ononena cuiy) (2:170).
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In the first version, after he is captured Taras is tied to a felled tree trunk, his
hands are nailed down, and he is made visible to his troops below. Ignoring his situation,
Bulba focuses on his troops, and shout directions so they can reach the boats he sees are
tied to the banks of the Dniester. The Cossacks, separated from the river banks by the
Polish on one side and a deep chasm on the other, are saved by the shouts of their dying
leader and by their wild horses. Hearing Bulba’s call, the Cossack decide to leap over the
abyss to reach the river banks: “The Cossacks stopped in the blink of an eye, they raised
their whips and whistled, and their Tatar steeds lifted from the ground, soared into the air
like snakes and flew over the abyss. Only under one did a horse stumble, but it caught the
ground with its hoof and, accustomed to the Crimean slopes, scrambled out with its rider”
(Kozaku TOTbKO OJJMH MHT OKa OCTaHOBWJINCH, OJHSIN CBOW HAarallku, CBUCTHYJIH, U
TaTapcKHe X KOHH, OT/ACIHBIINCH OT 3MJIM, PAcIUIACTaINCh B BO3AyXe, KaK 3MEH, U
nepesieTeNy Yepe3 nponacTb. 1101 0JHUM TOJIBKO KOHb OCTYITUIICS, HO 3aIICTIUIICS
KOTIBITOM U, IPUBBIKIINN K KPHIMCKAM CTPEMHHHAM, BBIKapaOKaJICs ¢ CBOMM
cemokoM).!? As they board the boats, unaffected by the bullets above, Bulba regains
consciousness after a brutal blow. His eyes sparkle with happiness and he delivers his last
words: “Remember me another time! Do not worry about my fate! I know my fate: |
know that I will be torn apart alive into pieces, and not a piece of my body will be left on
this earth [...] Yes, make sure to come again next summer, yes have a good adventure”
(,,BcrIOMUHAKTE WHOM Yac 000 MHe! O0 yuacTu e MOei He 3a00ThTeCh! 51 3HAIO CBOIO
y4acTb: 5 3HAIO, YTO MEHS 3aKMBO Pa3HUMYT MO KyCKaM, U 4TO KyCOYKa MOETO Teja He
ocTaBsT Ha 3emie [...] Jla rsiaure, mpuObIBaiiTe Ha ClIeayIIee JIETO OIATh, 1A

norymsite, xopomenbko!..“ While the Taras, his body, and his Ukraine are fated to be

134

www.manaraa.com



dismembered and incorporated into the surrounding empires, Taras dies with a smile and
with a certainty that the Cossacks will rise up again.

They escape as a collective whole, and Taras’ prophecy foretells a return. The
narrator reinforces Taras’s words with a reaffirmation of Cossack bravery and a
meditation on the cyclical rising of rivers: “The Dniestr is not a small river; but when the
wind blows off the sea, its swell laps at the moon itself. The Cossacks floated under
shells and shots, carefully avoided the green islands, successfully straightened their sail,
and harmoniously and peacefully rowed and talked about their Ataman” (He manas pexa
JIHECTp; a KaK MOTOHUT BETEP C MOPSI, TO BaJl JOXJIECTHIBACT 70 caMoro mecsa. Kozaku
TUTBITH TIOT ITyJIIMH ¥ BEICTPEJIaMH, OCTOPOKHO MUHAJIH 3€JIEHBIE OCTPOBA, XOPOLICHBKO
BBINIPABJISUTH MTAPYC, IPY’KHO M MEPHO yIapsuld BECIaMHU M TOBOPHIIM TIPO CBOETO
atamana) (2:355). From the Western boundary of their borderlands, the Cossacks return
home. Their rebellion is a naturally occurring phenomenon, like the swell. Their
collective union and oral history, embodied in Taras, sustains them on their journey.
While he dies, they begin again.

The second version of the novella ends quite differently. The Cossacks are unable
to follow Bulba’s directions, must jump directly into the Dniester, and two of the
Cossacks die in the process. Bulba also awakens to the safely departing Cossacks and
calls out to them to remember him and to return the next spring; however, his last words
focus on the Orthodox faith and are addressed to the Polish:

What have you captured, you damned Poles? Do you think there is anything in

this world a Cossack would be frightened of? Just wait, the time will come, the

time will be, you will understand what Russian Orthodox faith is! Already nations

near and far sense it: there rises from the Russian land a Russian tsar, and there
will be no power in this world that will not yield to him!
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Yto B3s1H, 4OopTOBHI Jisixu? Jlymaere, ecTh 4T0-HHOYIb HA CBETE, YEro OBl
noGosucs ko3ak? [locroiite ke, mpuaeT BpeMs, OyIeT BpeMsi, y3HAeTe BbI, UTO
TaKoe MPaBOCJIaBHAs pycckas Bepa! Yike U Terneph uyroT JajlbHUe U OJIU3Kue
HApOJIbI: MTOIBIMACTCS U3 PYCCKOM 3eMJIM CBOM LIapb, M HE Oy/IeT B MUPE CHIIHI,
KoTopas Obl He mokopuiack emy! (2:172)
Instead of Cossack unity, this invocation of future Russian strength emphasizes the anti-
Polish legacy of the Cossack, the regenerative power of the Ukrainian soil, and the
binding force of the Orthodox faith for “nations near and far” (dal 'nie i blizkie narody).
Bulba and the narrator are distracted by the fire lapping at the Cossack’s feet and the
narrator refocuses by asking: “Will there be found in the world such fire, torments, or
force powerful enough to subjugate the Russian spirit?”’ (Pa3Be HaiixyTcst Ha CBETE Takue
OTHU, MYKH U Takasi CHia, KoTopas Obl mepecuinia pycckyto cuiy). Bulba’s body,
burned in the pyre, frees the Russian spirit to conquer the world.!*°. Emphasizing Russian
Orthodox (as opposed to Polish) patrimony of Cossack lands and Cossack history,

Bulba’s final words in the second edition continue to connect the fertile exploits of the

Ukrainian Cossacks to his Russian present in a mythical mode of regeneration.'*!
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Horace’s for Rome, lend meaning and shape to those vast spaces controlled by Russia” (310).

8Somov, “O romanticheskoi poezii,” 102. Emphasis in the original. I have modified the
translation from Leighton, Russian Romantic Criticism, 33. The phrase in the original,
HE0OX0IMMO UMETH, is far more ambiguous than the frequently used translation “undeniably
possesses,” which would be an accurate translation of Heo6xoaumo umeer. In the original text of
the essay umers is spelled with a yat. Somov’s text stops short of affirming that Russia possess a
national literature.

' For an elaboration of Catherine’s imperial project, see Andrei Zorin, By Fables Alone:
Literature and State Ideology in Late-Eighteenth — Early-Nineteenth Century Russia, trans.
Marcus C. Levitt (Boston: Ars Rossica, 2014).

20See Zorin, By Fables Alone, 27-30.

21Zorin, By Fables Alone, 93. This myth of peaceful transfer fails to mention the role of
the Cossacks, who helped secure Crimea and whose Sech, or main stronghold, stood between the
imperial center and its newest territory. After returning from Crimea, the Russian army attacked
the Cossack Sech in 1775 and dispersed any surviving Zaporozhian Cossacks. Gogol’s story “A
May Night” in the collection Evenings on a Farm Near Dikanka, alludes to this history and
Gogol’s Cossacks ask Catherine herself: “Of what are the Zaporozhian troops guilty? Of
escorting your army through Perekop and helping your generals chop the Crimeans to pieces?”
This history is elaborated on and this quote is cited in Edyta Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol:
Between Ukrainian and Russian Nationalism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007), 70-1.

ZThe Dikanka estate belonged to Viktor Kochubey and neighbored Gogol’s familial
estate. This Kochubey, an interior minister for Alexander I, was a descendant of the loyal
Kochubey immortalized in Pushkin’s Poltava. Bojanowska argues that because Gogol harbored
sympathy for Mazepa, his descriptions of Dikanka was meant to provoke Kochubey, see
Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 41. In Gogol’s oeuvre, Mazepa features in “I need to See the
Colonel” (Mne nuzhno videt’ polkovnika), a fragment from his unfinished historical novel The
Hetman published in Arabesques, and also in the unpublished fragment “Mazepa’s Meditations,”
where Mazepa contemplates whether to ally with Sweden’s Charles against Peter, see
Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 158-167.
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ZIvan Kotliarevsky’s reimagining of Vergil’s Aeneid, his Cossack Eneida was the first
text written in Ukrainian vernacular. Kotliarevksy’s popular parody contributed to the association
of the Ukrainian language with humorous subject-matter and a low, in the Classical sense, literary
style, for more on this association, see George Grabowicz, “Semantyka kotliarevshchyny,” in Do
istorii ukrain skoi literatury (Kyiv: Osnovy, 1997), 316-32 and Grabowicz’s “Subversion and
self-assertion: The role of Kotliarevshchyna in Russian-Ukrainian literary relations,” in Culture,
Nation, and Identity: The Ukrainian-Russian Encounter (1600-1945), eds. Andreas Kappeler,
Zenon E. Kohut, et. al. (Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, 2003), 401-
408. Kvitka is considered the father of Ukrainian prose. For more on Kvitka and Hulak-
Artemovsky and their relationship to the imperial and Ukrainian literary milieus, see Luckyj,
Between Gogol and Shevchenko, 43-49.

#Petro Hulak-Artemovsky, Tvory (Kyiv: Dnipro, 1964), 218-19.

2By 1834, ethnic Russians composed less than half of the total imperial population, and
regional and imperial allegiances coexisted in the early-nineteenth-century Russian empire, see
Andreas Kappeler, The Russian Empire: A Multiethnic History (New York: Pearson Education,
2001), 117.

»Regarding Ukrainian writers who chose to write in Russian, Olga Andriewsky argues
that “it was the ability of these Ukrainian writers to interpret and order — and ultimately tame —
the Ukrainian experience so as to make it accessible to a Russian audience that became a key to
their literary success,” see “The Russian-Ukrainian Discourse and the Failure of the ‘Little
Russian Solution,” 1782-1917,” in Culture Nation, and Identity, 184. However, these writers did
not necessarily seek to minimize the differences between the Ukrainian Cossack lands and the
“strictly-speaking” Russians; instead, Gogol’s Evenings, Arabesques, and Mirgorod emphasize
Ukrainian difference to argue that the Cossacks formed a unique historical and cultural wellspring
or inheritance for the future Russian nation.

?’On the relationship between the Russian empire, the doctrine of official nationality, and
Greece in the early nineteenth century, see Lucien J. Frary, Russia and the Making of Modern
Greek Identity, 1821-1844, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015).

2 Andriewsky, “The Russian Ukrainian Discourse and the Failure of the Little Russian
Solution,” 185.

»For a comparative analysis of the relationship between Russian, Polish, and Ukrainian
political and national imaginations in the Romantic era, see Serhiy Bilenky’s Romantic
Nationalism in Eastern Europe: Russian, Polish, and Ukrainian Political Imaginations (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2012).

3%0n Pushkin’s “Anti-Polish” poems, see Hokanson, “Politics and Poetry: The Anti-
Polish Poems and ‘I built myself a monument not made by human hands,”” in Taboo Pushkin:
Topics, Texts, Interpretations. Ed. Alyssa W. Dinega (Madison: University of Wisconsin, 2012),
282-317; and Megan Dixon, “Repositioning Pushkin and the Poems of the Polish Uprising,” In
Polish Encounters, Russian Identity, eds. David Ransel and Bozena Shallcross (Bloomington:
Indiana University Pres, 2005), 49-72.
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31Tn 1829, Mickiewicz had left Russia for exile in Rome and Dresden, and he was unable
to participate in the uprising. Before he left, he saw Pushkin at the house of Pogodin and was one
of the first to receive a copy of Poltava. By this time, Pushkin had begun to translate the foreword
to Mickiewicz’s Konarad Wallenrod, see W. Lednicki, “Bits of Table Talk on Pushkin: One more
Polemic of Pushkin and Mickiewicz” ASEER 5.1/2 (1946): 100-101.

32Adam Mickiewicz, Konrad Wallenrod and Other Writings of Adam Mickiewicz. trans.
Jewell Parish (Westport.: Greenwood Press, 1975), 8.

3 Alexander Pushkin, “Klevetnikam Rossii,” in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 16 vols.
(1937-1959), 3:269-70.

**Megan Dixon, “Repositioning Pushkin and the Poems of the Polish Uprising,” 62.

35 Alexander Pushkin, “Borodinskaia Godovshchina,” in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, 16
vols. (1937-1959), 3:273-74.

3%See John Mersereau Jr., Orest Somov, 35; Serhiy Bilenky’s Romantic Nationalism in
Eastern Europe, 29-31; and Gorge S.N. Luckyj, Between Gogol' and Shevchenko, 79-80.

3"For a more detailed study of the immediate critical response to Gogol’s Evenings on a
Farm Near Dikanka, see D. B. Saunders, “Contemporary Critics of Gogol’s Vechera and the
Debate about Russian Narodnost’ (1831-32),” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 5.1 (1981), 66-82.

*¥Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 81.
FSevernaia pchela, 1831, no. 219, p. 1.
“'Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 78
“Saunders, “Contemporary Critics,” 71.

“2N. I. Nadezhdin, in Teleskop, 5 (1831): 558-563; quoted in Bojanowska, Nikolai
Gogol, 80.

V. G. Belinskii, “Arabeski i Mirgorod,” in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii (PSS), 13 vols.
(Moskva: Akademia Nauk, 1953-59), 1:172-4.

“V. G. Belinskii, “O russkoi povesti i povestiakh g. Gogolia,” in PSS 1:306.

“While the essay is dated 1832, it was written during 1834 and included in the 1835
publication of Arabesques. See Nikolai V. Gogol, “Neskol’ko slov o Pushkine,” in Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii (PSS), 14 vols (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo Akademii nauk SSR, 1937-1952), 8:50.
All Arabesques translations are taken from Nikolai Gogol, Arabesques, trans. Alexander Tulloch
(Ann Arbor, Ardis, 1982), 109. Whether Pushkin was a national poet had been hotly debated in
the interim. For a detailed overview of Pushkin’s canonization as a national poet, see Edyta
Bojanowska’s “Equivocal Praise and National-Imperial Conundrums: Gogol’s ‘A Few Words
About Pushkin’” Canadian Slavonic Papers / Revue Canadienne des Slavistes 59:2/3, 2009, 187.

*“Bojanowska, “Equivocal Praise,” 178-79.
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47Gogol, “Neskol’ko slov o Pushkine,” PSS 8:52, and Tulloch, Arabesques 111.
Gogol, “Neskol’ko slov o Pushkine,” PSS 8:53, and Tulloch, Arabesques, 111.
“Gogol, “Neskol’ko slov o Pushkine,” PSS, 8:53, and Tulloch, Arabesques, 112.

9See Benedict Anderson’s Imagined Communities, 87. For an elaboration of the
proponents of and discourse surrounding official nationality, see Cynthia H. Whittaker, The
Origins of Modern Russian Education: An Intellectual Biography of Count Sergei Uvarov, 1786-
1855 (DeKalb, Illinois: Northern Illinois University Press, 1984) and Nicholas V. Riasanovsky,
Nicholas I and Official Nationality in Russia, 1825-1855 (Berkeley, University of California
Press, 1959), 124-83.

>1Zorin, By Fables Alone, 339.

32This combination of cultural and political elements was not fully successful, and the
debate as to whether Russian identity was to be found in the Autocratic state and in the Orthodox
Church, or whether it was to be found in the Russian language, history, and peasantry continued,
eventually leading to the Slavophile-Westernizer divide. Leighton notes that the popularity of
Hegel and Hegelianism in the 1830s formed the intellectual foundations for the future
Westernizers. The “Schellingian orientation” in turn developed into the Slavophile philosophy of
the Kruzhok liubomudrov and the journal Moskovskii vestnik. Leighton, Russian Romantic
Criticism, xii.

3For detailed account of Gogol’s historical undertaking in this period, see Paul A.
Karpuk, “Reconstructing Gogol’’s Project to Write a History of Ukraine” Canadian Slavonic
Papers 51.4(2009): 413-447.

**Gogol’s first two announcements (January 1834 in Severnaia Pchela and February 1834
in Moskovskii Telegraf) announce a “History of Little Russian Cossacks,” the third announcement
(Feb 1834 in Molva) proclaims a “History of Little Russia.” In the third announcement, Gogol
claims that his history will show Little Russia’s almost four centuries of independence from
Russia (moutn yeTsipex BekoB He3aBucUMO OT Poccun). However, the announcement alludes to a
prior unity, after which “this part of Russia became separated” (oTnenunacs 3ta yacts Poccun),
and a future union, wherein it “finally merged with Russia forever” (HakoHe1 coBepIIICcHHO
cnunack ¢ Poccuero). See, Gogol, “Ob’iavlenie ob izdanii istorii malorossii,” PSS 9:76.

>*Belinsky, “O russkoi povesti i povestiakh g. Gogolia,” PSS, 1:307.

*%Judith Kornblatt, The Cossack Hero in Russian Literature: A Study in Cultural
Mythology (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1992), 76.

3’See Viktor Shklovskii, V kotorom rasskazyvaetsia o russkoi proze, vol. 11 in Povesti o
proze (Moskva: Khudozhestvennaia literature, 1966), 6. Shklovskii went back to the 1889-1896
Tikhonravov-Shenrok edition of Gogol’s collected works to find the complete collection. The
Tulloch translation is almost complete, though it does leave out the Hetman fragments.

*%Melissa Frazier, “Arabesques Architecture, and Printing,” in Russian Subjects: Empire,
Nation, and the Culture of the Golden Age, eds. Monika Greenleaf and Stephen Moeller-Sally,
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1998), 293.
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SFrazier, “Arabesques Architecture, and Printing,” 279. On the relationship between
Gogol’s Arabesques and the arabesque as a literary genre, see also Melissa Frazier, Frames of the
Imagination: Gogol’s Arabesques and the Romantic Question of Genre (New York: Peter Lang,
2000); Joan Nabseth Stevenson, “Literary and Cultural Patterns in Gogol’s ‘Arabeski,”” PhD
Dissertation, Stanford University, 1984; and Susanne Fusso, Designing Dead Souls: An Anatomy
of Disorder in Gogol (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1993), 5-19.

Friedrich Schlegel, “Dialogue on Poetry” in Dialogue on Poetry and Literary
Aphorisms, trans. Ernest Behler and Roman Struc (University Park: The Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1968), 86. See also Hans Eichner, “Friedrich Schlegel’s Theory of Romantic
Poetry” PMLA 71 (1956): 1039.

%'Ernest Behler, “Introduction” to Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, 10-11.

2Melissa Frazier, Frames of the Imagination, 7.

See Gogol, “Kommentarii,” PSS 8:746 and Donald Fanger, The Creation of Nikolai
Gogol (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979), 57-58 and 64-65.

64G0g01, “Predislovie” PSS 8:7, and Tulloch, Arabesques, 23.

%Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 122.

5H. Barry Nisbet, “Herder’s Conception of Nationhood and its Influence in Eastern
Europe” in The German Lands and Eastern Europe, 119. See also Sonia Sikka, Herder on
Humanity and Cultural Difference (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011). Herder’s
second major work on history, Ideas on the Philosophy of History (1784-91), includes his famous

chapter on the Slavs in the fourth and final volume.

"Frederick C. Beiser, The German Historicist Tradition (Oxford, 2011), 158-9. See also
Herder, On World History, trans. Menus and Palma (1997), 288.

Herder, On World History, 291.
%See H. Barry Nisbet, “Herder’s Conception of Nationhood,” 125.
"See Sonia Sikka, Herder on Humanity and Cultural Difference, 89.

"'G. W. F. Hegel, Lectures on the Philosophy of History, trans. J. Sibree (London: Henry
G. Bohn, 1861), 113,

2 Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:47-48; Tulloch, Arabesques, 106.

73Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:49; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 108.
Judith Kornblatt notes that Pushkin’s History of Pugachev serves as a precedent, it also represents
the Cossacks as a brotherhood not regenerated by sexual reproduction, see The Cossack Hero in

Russian Literature, 61. Gogol had praised Pushkin’s History prior to its publication, see Fanger,
The Creation of Nikolai Gogol, 55.
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"4See also Judith Kornblatt, The Cossack Hero in Russian Literature, 46 and 71, who
notes that the Cossacks in Russian literature are characterized by this ability to reconcile
paradoxical opposites.

*Robert A. Maguire, Exploring Gogol (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1994), 329.

76Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:40; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 98.

""Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:41; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 99.

78Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:42; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 100.

®Gogol, “O prepodavanii vseobshchei istorii,” PSS 8:26; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 42.

%Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:28; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 43-44.

81Gog01, “Mysli o geografii,” PSS 8:105; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 201.

%2Gogol, “Mysli o geografii,” PSS 8:103; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 98.

83Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:42; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 101.

%Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:45; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 103.

$3Sven Spieker, "The Centrality of the Middle: On the Semantics of the Threshold in
Gogol"s ‘Arabeski,”" Slavonic and East European Review 3 (1995): 456-7.

86Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:46; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 105.
¥Gogol, “Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii,” PSS 8:46, my translation.
88Spieker, “The Centrality of the Middle,” 454 and 460.

89G0g01, “O srednikh vekakh,” PSS 8:15; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 31. Spieker notes that
Friedrich Schlegel, in his “Conversations about Poetry,” deems the Middle Ages an “intermediary

sphere of creation [Bildung], a fruitful chaos towards a new order of things.” See “The Centrality
of the Middle,” 461.

“Gogol, “O srednikh vekakh,” PSS 8:15, Tulloch, Arabesques, 30. “Zhila” also connotes,
like in English, a vein of mineral deposits in the earth. The image connects the human body to
physical geography, to life, and the verb zhit'.

*'Gogol, “O srednikh vekakh,” PSS 8:14, Tulloch, Arabesques, 30. Throughout the
Arabesques essays, moisture is associated with the production of meaning and with life and
vitality. Aridity and its negative connotation is clear in the phrases “dry and meaningless”
(sukhim i bessmyslennym) and “lifeless and dry” (bezzhiznennom i sukhom).

2Spieker connects this to Homer’s Odyssey, and the whirlpool created by Charybdis and
Scylla, who guard the straits. See Spieker, “The Centrality of the Middle” 464.

93G0g01, “0 prepodavanii vseobshchei i%grii,” PSS 8:32, and Tulloch, Arabesques, 48
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%See G.B. Conte, Latin Literature: A History, trans. J Soldow (Baltimore, 1994), 352;
Ernest Behler, “Introduction” to Dialogue on Poetry and Literary Aphorisms, 10-11.

%Griffiths emphasizes that Gogol parallels the trajectory of his Dead Soul with Ovid’s
“constantly mutating” “mythic landscape” of constant change in Metamorphoses, noting that
“Rus’ is as much a telos of Gogol’s tale as Rome is of Ovid,” see his, Epic and the Russian
Novel, 71-72. Gogol invokes Ovid’s Metamorphoses in his Dead Souls, published two months
after his short story “Rome,” he notes: “such a transformation will overtake our Prometheus as
even Ovid himself could never think of.”

%*Ovid, Metamorphoses. Trans. David Raeburn. (London: Penguin, 2004) 1:324.

T0vid, Metamorphoses, 1. 363-64.

%0vid, Metamorphoses, 1: 397-409.

99Gogol, “O srednikh vekakh,” PSS 8:90; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 186.

100Gogol, “O srednikh vekakh,” PSS 8:95; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 191.

Gogol, “O srednikh vekakh,” PSS 8:96; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 193.

102Gogol, “O srednikh vekakh,” PSS 8:91; and Tulloch, Arabesques, 187.

'%Quoted in Zorin, By Fables Alone, 146-50.

!%The Ukrainian national imaginary, which becomes more visible in the 1840s, was first
understood as a folk-based, cultural revival. The Poles, who possessed both civilization and
political history, were already considered a nation of world-historical importance and the threat
was immediately taken seriously, see Andreas Kappeler, The Russian Empire, 216.

1%Quoted in Bilenky, Romantic Nationalism in Eastern Europe, 19.

1%Quoted in Bilenky, Romantic Nationalism in Eastern Europe, 22. See this text for
numerous textual examples of this Polish geographical imaginary.

197pyshkin had also begun writing a history to prove that the Polish had to claim to the
Little Russian lands, see Iu. Oksman, “Neosushchestvlennyi zamysel istorii Ukrainy.”
Literaturnoe nasledstvo 58 (1958): 211-212.

%David B. Saunders, “Historians and Concepts of Nationality in Early Nineteenth-
Century Russia,” The Slavonic and East European Review 60.1 (1982): 60. See also Stephen

Velychenko, National History as Cultural Process, (Alberta: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies Press, 1992), 90-131.

1®Mikhail Pogodin, Istoriko-kriticheskie otryvki (Moskva, 1846), 52. Quoted in Serhiy
Belinky, Romantic Nationalism in Eastern Europe, 38.
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19See Frederick T Griffiths and Stanley J. Rabinowitz, Epic and the Russian Novel from
Gogol to Pasternak (Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2011), 53-55.

"' For a detailed account the evolving reception of Gogol’s texts, see Moeller-Sally,
Gogol's Afterlife: The Evolution of a Classic in Imperial and Soviet Russia (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 2002).

"2See V. V. Gippius® influential study for a canonical version of this view, in Gogol’
(Leningrad: Mysl’, 1924), 72-73. Victor Erlich deems the first version “Cossack jingoism” in his
Gogol (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1969), 53.

"3More recent critics who focus on the changes between the two novels include:
Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 255-268; Oleh S. Ilnytzkyj, “Is Gogol’s 1842 Version of Taras
Bulba Really ‘Russified’?” Journal of Ukrainian Studies 35-36 (2010-2011): 51-68; Maguire,
Exploring Gogol, 283; Dan Ungurianu, Plotting History: The Russian Historical Novel in the
Imperial Age (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2007); and Saera Yoon, “Transformation
of a Ukrainian Cossack into a Russian Warrior: Gogol’s 1842 Taras Bulba,” The Slavic and East
European Journal 49.3 (2005): 430-444. Ungurianu calls the changes a softening of “the novel’s
Ukrainian accent” (83-5). Maguire argues that while the first version identifies the Cossacks with
the Asiatic east, the latter version subsumes the very idea of the idea within the body of the
Cossack who now represents Russia, albeit an early manifestation (283). And Bojanowska notes
that by its very changes, the 1842 edition “achieves an affirmation of the ‘greater’ Russian nation
without having a single ethnically Russian character in it (256). However, despite the addition of
over twenty instances of the adjective Russian (russkii), llynytsky notes that the word Ukraina
also becomes more frequent. [Inytsky’s argument is unique, and he claims that “rather than
backing away from his Ukrainophile positions of the 1830s, as most critics maintain, Gogol
actually reinforced them in the 1842 redaction by establishing roots for the Ukrainians in Rus’”
(68).

14 See Carl R. Proffer, The Simile and Gogol’s Dead Souls, (Paris: Mouton, 1968), 183-
200; and Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 255, 268.

"5George S.N. Luckyj, in his Between Gogol’ and Shevchenko, proposes a fascinating
theory for the biographical precursors of Andrii and Ostap, Taras Bulba’s two sons. In the Istoriia
Rusov, Ostap Gogol (Hohol), a sixteenth-century Polonized Cossack colonel is given the title of
Hetman by the Polish king “for surrendering to them the fortress of Mohyliv” (89). When
petitioning for nobility, Gogol’s father had listed Andrei Gogol instead of Ostap Gogol in his
petition. Luckyj asks: “Is there not an attempt [in Taras Bulba] to rehabilitate the ‘traitor’
forefather, Colonel Ostap Gogol’, who ignominiously surrendered a fortress to the Poles?”” (114).

"%Gogol, Taras Bul’ba, PSS 2:283. This quote is only present in the first version of the
novella. I will cite both versions of the novella when the quoted text appears in both. In this
edition of Gogol’s collected works, the 1835 version is found under the “drugie redaktsii” section
of Volume II and the most easily located text is the second edition.

"Gogol, Taras Bul’ba, PSS 2:285. The text creates a parallel between maternal Ukraine
and Taras Bulba’s wife, whose sons Andrii and Ostap, either leave her to join the Polish or are

tortured and killed. She is described as a figure standing on the threshold (stoiavshaia u poroga)
and hovering over her children like a steppe gull (kak stepnaia chaika).
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"¥]Inytsky notes that “The reason ‘Russia’ may appear to be the ‘place of action’ is
because the phrase russkaia zemlia appears eleven times in 1842 — yet not once in 1835.
Nevertheless, even at that frequency the phrase is used less often than Ukraina and never replaces
any occurrence of Ukraina in the 1835 edition” (56).

"M.M. Bakhtin. “Iskusstvo slov i narodnaia smkhovaia kul’tura (Rable i Gogol’),” in
(Moskva: Kontekst, 1972). The translation is taken from Henryk Baran in Semiotics and
Structuralism, 292.

120Gogol, “Taras Bul’ba,” PSS 2:349 and 2:165.
121Gogol, “Taras Bul’ba,” PSS 2:166.
122Gogol, “Taras Bul’ba,” PSS 2:349.
3Gogol, “Taras Bul’ba,” PSS 2:168.

124 Gabriel Shapiro, “The Emblem and its Reflection in the Works of Nikolai Gogol”
connects this scene to the emblem titled “A Broken Sword” (found in Selected Emblems and
Symbols). The emblem is a visual genre from the baroque popular in eighteenth century Russia
that consists of a short description, an image, and a literary citation.

125In the 2009, filmed version of Taras Bulba by the director Vladimir Bortko, this scene
is especially evocative. As Bulba delivers his lines, he stabs the sword into the earth itself. On the
debates surrounding the film, which remain relatively faithful to the second version of the text
(though as this example demonstrates, the visual imagery places tension on claims to fidelity), see
Catharine Theimer Nepomnyashchy, “Re-Visioning the Past: Russian Literary Classics in Film,”
World Literature Today (2011): 55-58 and Ellen Barry, “A Wild Cossack Rides into a Cultural
Battle,” New York Times, April 12, 2009, A6.

126See Judith Kornblatt, who argues that “Cossacks do not so much fear or reject women
as represent self-sufficient and, most important, self-regenerating individuals [...] They repossess
the land as they become one with free, barrierless, and ‘womanly’ space. They thus reconcile
male and female qualities within themselves,” in The Cossack Hero in Russian Literature, 65-66.

127See Peace, The Enigma of Gogol, 51.

128 In Shevchenko’s “Kavkaz” Prometheus serves as a symbol of oppressed peoples, and
Shevchenko sent a copy of the poem to Mickiewicz, whose Dziady (Ancestors) influenced its
composition. Prometheus was said to have originated in the Caucasus, and Byron’s 1816 poem
“Prometheus” helped promote the figure as a symbol of rebellions and Romantic progress.

%Gogol, “Taras Bul’ba,” PSS 2:355. This scene is not included in the second redaction,
but a version of it is included in the American filmed version of Taras Bulba starring Yul
Brynner.

130K ornblatt connects the violence of birth and rebirth to Dionysus, noting the

regenerative model in which “creation is thus inextricably linked to death,” The Cossack Hero in
Russian Literature, 68.

146

www.manaraa.com



BIKornblatt notes that the Cossacks are here depicted as part of a ‘new Exodus’ and “the
Cossacks leap out of history and out of time altogether at the end of Taras Bulba (82).
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CHAPTER IV
TARAS SHEVCHENKO’S “HAIDAMAKY”: LITERARY PARTHENOGENESIS

AND THE POLITICS AND POETICS OF NATIONAL REBIRTH

Yes, each death leaves a little good—its memory—and asks to be looked after.
For those who have no friends, the magistrate must supplement them.
For law, justice is more sure than all our forgotten tenderness, our tears
so quickly dried up. This magistrate is History. And the dead are, to
speak like Roman law, those miserable people of whom the magistrate
must be concerned. In my career, I have never lost sight of this duty of
the historian. I have given too many forgotten deaths the assistance |
myself will need. I exhumed them for a second life. . . they now live with
neighbors who they feel are their parents, their friends. Thus, a family is
formed, a common city between the living and the dead.

— Jules Michelet, History of the Nineteenth Century

Yarema and Oksana: The Unconsummated Marriage

Set amidst a series of eighteenth-century uprisings against Polish rule in right-
bank Ukraine, Shevchenko’s narrative poem “Haidamaky” tells the story of Yarema, an
impoverished orphan who “grew up on the threshold” (vyris u porohu).! He falls in love
with Oksana, who he vows to treat “like a Hetman’s wife” (iak het'manshu).?> Yarema
joins the haidamaky uprising and later discovers that Oksana has been captured by the
Polish. After Yarema rescues Oksana, he secures her in Lebedyn, which Shevchenko’s
footnote tells us is a female monastery near Chyhyryn, the old capital city of the Cossack
Hetmanate. Oksana awakens in the nunnery and tells her sad tale: “I’m scared to
remember, they have taken / my dewberry with them. / Don’t ask, grandmother, what
happened to me” (Boius’ zhadat’, moia syza, / Uzialy z soboiu. / Ne pytaisia, babusen ko,

Shcho bulo zo mnoiu) (118). The Poles have killed her father and she alludes to being the
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victim of sexual violence. Yet, she declares she stayed alive for Yarema: “He’s an orphan
—without me, who/ will welcome him?” (Vin syrota — khto bez mene / loho pryvitaie)
(119). Oksana’s wounded body and maternal love, as well as her association with the soul
(dusha shchyra) suggests the absent-presence of Ukraine (70). The young orphans are
wed in the nunnery, and their marriage is a complex symbol that reflects the possible
procreative or genealogical futures for Ukraine.

Before their wedding night, Yarema leaves his young bride (pokynuv Oksanu) and
returns to his fellow rebels to avoid angering his surrogate father, the haidamaky leader
Zalizniak (122). Yarema’s wedding reception is spent with Zalizniak in the burning fires
of the city of Uman, where the final and largest haidamaky uprising occurred
simultaneously with the Bar Confederation. In the first edition of the text, Oksana waits
for her new husband at the window of her monastic cell:

OkcaHi HE003I,

[it ax mynHo, 60 Spema

Becimns rynse

3 HOXKEM B pyKax, Ha I0XKapax.

Bowna Burisnae

Jlo miBHOUI, a 1HOI

[Tomonutscs bory,

Ta ¥ coath JIsKe, ogHa coOi...

YwMmep 0w, iit-6ory.

For poor Oksana, / It's almost tiresome, because Yarema / wanders on their

wedding day / Among the fires, with a knife in his hands. / She looks out / Until

midnight, and on occasion / Prays to God, / And she lies down to sleep, alone
herself ... / If he died, by God.
Oksana’s lonely figure (odna sobi) suggests that Yarema’s loyalty to Zalizniak, which

requires leaving or abandoning his domestic union (the word pokydaty is ambiguous),

could lead to his death before the young lovers can be united.
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Shevchenko’s “Haidamaky” lingers on the question of paternal Cossack
leadership, and each of the haidamaky leaders, Zalizniak and Honta, is depicted as both a
warrior and a father. Yarema, often referred to as a Cossack (kozak), feels amongst “his
own” (svoi) in the company of the haidamaky. He vows his loyalty to the Hetman and
haidamaky leader, Zalizniak: “Let’s go, let’s go, Otaman,/ You are my father, brother,/
My only!” (Khodim, khodim, otamane,/ Bat ’ku ty mii, brate,/ Mii iedynyi!). Their paternal
bond is reinforced when Zalizniak himself assigns the orphan the surname Vagabond
(Halaida). However, Yarema’s vow of fidelity to the rebellion is problematic given his
love for Oksana. After finding out that the Confederates have captured Oksana, Yarema
fears she will forsake him and laments her imagined cultural and sexual infidelity: “She’ll
forget... and maybe.../ In an overcoat, a real lady,/ And the Pole... oh God, oh God!”
(Zabude ... i mozhe ... / U Zhupani sama pani, / A liakh ... Bozhe, Bozhe!). During his
vengeful carnage with the haidamaky, Yarema discovers where Oksana is being held and
despite Zalzniak’s advice to let Oksana go, Yarema pursues her rescue. As he thinks
about Oksana, his memory is interrupted by Zalizniak, who urges him forward: “About
Oksana ... he gets faint / Remembering Oksana. / And Zalizniak: “Onward, son, / While
your fate rises” (Za Oksanu ... Ta i zomliie, / Zhadavshy Oksanu. / A Zalizniak: “Huliai,
synu, / Poky dolia vstane!).

The poem indeed ends before Yarema and Oksana meet again and questions the
potential of the haidamaky uprisings to generate a fruitful future. Oksana’s wounded
body and Yarema’s split loyalties make it difficult to imagine a united and generative
future. Specifically mentioning the destruction of the main Cossack stronghold, the

Zaporozhian Sich (Sich rozruinovaly), Shevchenko’s narrative voice meditates on
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Ukraine’s inability to reap the rewards of its rich past: “And Ukraine forever, / fell asleep
for the ages. / Since that time, the rye grows green / in Ukraine; / No cries are heard, nor
cannonry, / Only the wind blows” (4 Ukraina naviky, / Naviky zasnula. / Z toho chasu v
Ukraini / Zhyto zeleniie; / Ne chut’ plachu, ni harmaty, / Til ko viter viie) (137). While
Shevchenko depicts the haidamaky uprisings, despite its violence, as a time of national
action and unity, the poetic voice worries that the current generations have forgotten this
history and the bellicose, independent spirit of the past. Castigating the Cossack elites for
their inability to generate a viable future, the poetic voice reasserts the power of national
poetry to reunite and regenerate the national community.

Shevchenko’s narrative poem ends with old haidamaky walking along the Dnipro
river. Breaking the Ukrainian silence, they sing of Yarema, who is remembered as the
Vagabond: “And our Vagabond has a house upon the hill. / Play, Black Sea, / Good,
Black Sea / All will be good, / Vagabond” (4 v nashoho Halaidy khata na pomosti. /
Hrai, more, / Dobre, more, / Dobre bude, / Halaida). 1t is not clear whether Yarema’s
house on the hill is a shared space with Oksana, a symbolic kurgan or burial mound, a
historical legacy, or Shevchenko’s poem itself. The 1860 publication of “Haidamaky”
suggests a hopeful conclusion by changing Oksana’s vision of the future from potential
death to an anticipated reunion: “She looks out -- / Looks out to see, if he’s coming /
With the boyars for a visit -- / To move her from her cell / Into a house upon the hill”
(Vona vyhliadaie -- / Vyhliadaie, chy ne ide / Z boiaramy v hosti -- / Perevezty iz kelii /' V
khatu na pomosti).> The old haidmaky and their songs could be said to evidence Oksana’s
revised and more optimist outlook and the narrator, speaking to both Oksana and his

reader, advises: “Do not worry, remain hopeful / And pray to God” (Ne zhurysia,
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spodivaisia / Ta bohu molysia). However, violent action, while potentially necessary to

secure the national future, is also depicted as a destructive and fatal enterprise. The poem
questions the ability of history alone to secure a Ukrainian future; instead, both variations
emphasize that this violent history requires poetic verse and national memory to generate

a viable national community.

Narrative Conception and the National Community

In “The Double Session,” Derrida elaborates on the mimetic nature of literary
representation and its temporal possibilities.* In Derrida’s formulation, the hymen is a
symbolic medium that signifies in the act of its destruction by authenticating and reifying
the past virginity made real in the present. Likewise, literary representation makes more
real that which is being represented by making it present in the act of un-forgetting.
Derrida quotes Mallarmé to relate the syntactical presence of the hymen to the mime and
the text as medium: “between desire and fulfillment, perpetration and remembrance: here
anticipating, there recalling, in the future, in the past, under the false appearance of a
present. That is how the Mime operates, whose act is confined to a perpetual allusion
without breaking the ice or the mirror: he thus sets up a medium, a pure medium, of
fiction.”” The act of writing creates a past present and a future present and imitation
serves to fix or make “more true” what is imitated (191). The text itself re-marks the
blank page and proclaims its literariness and representative power. The written word

validates its truth and creates history, and “the difficulty lies in conceiving that what is
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imitated could be still to come with respect to what imitates, that the image can precede
the model” (190).

Hymen, the ancient Greek and Roman god of marriage, is an apt metaphor for the
creative, generative power of textual representation. The hymen once denoted the
institution of marriage and its perforation served to legally validate the marriage contract;
thus, it evokes both biological and sociopolitical reproduction.® As a symbol of authorial
production and mimetic reproduction, the hymen allows Derrida to “lend form to his own
written propagation” (308). The feminine symbol of authorial world-genesis gives way to
a fantasy of male parthenogenesis. For Derrida, the authorial text has “no origin other
than itself,” and “it is inseparable from desire (the desire for reappropriation or
representation) [...] it gives birth to [desire] and nourishes it in the very act of separating
from it.”” While mourning the loss of direct access to the past, the text creates this access
in the act of remembrance. Derrida deems the text a “miniscule tomb” able to create “an
atmosphere of death and rebirth, an atmosphere both funereal and joyous” (283).
Bypassing the female body and its reproductive power, the authorial text and its
representative power transcends the short lifespan of the earthly body and the limits of
political power.

The syntactical significance of the hymen, which makes “more true” in the
present the purity now past, emphasizes the relationship between reproductive and
literary continuity and the national imaginary. Benedict Anderson demonstrates that the
nation is undeniably both a political and a narrative construct: “In fact, all communities
[...] are imagined. Communities are to be distinguished, not by their falsity/genuineness,

298

but by the style in which they are imagined.”® Appearing at the end of the eighteenth
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century amidst the declining legitimacy of dynastic autocracy and religious authority, the
nation responds to the human need for continuity.’ The national community generates
emotional attachments akin to kinship and concerns itself “with the links between the
dead and the yet unborn, the mystery of re-generation” (11). Anderson finds the “deep
horizontal comradeship” of national citizens manifested in cenotaphs, or empty tombs,
and in the tomb of the unknown soldier (9). These monuments, erected to honor
unidentified or unfound national heroes, symbolize the ephemeral yet powerful
connection between the national community and its past and future patriots in an elegiac
present. While the body inside is unidentified or missing, like a text, the tomb binds the
past and future of the national community in an ephemeral present.

The self-appointed historian of the French revolution, Jules Michelet (1798-
1877), sought to resurrect the revolutionary dead and unify them as French nationals.
Invoking French revolutionaries imprisoned in the Bastille, Michelet understands their
sentence as a fate worse than mere death. Those interred in this symbolic tomb were
destined to be forgotten. Hayden White elaborates: “Unlike his eighteenth-century
predecessors, Michelet conceived his task as a historian to be that of the custodian of the
dead [...] serving that justice in which the good are finally liberated from the ‘prison’ of
human forgetfulness by the historian himself.”!° Anderson focuses on Michelet’s
historical project and its interpretive task to argue that in his framework “the silence of
the dead was no obstacle to the exhumation of their deepest desires.”'! For Michelet, the
dead are given a second life in narrative history and connected to a “common city,”
understood as an eternal family: “they now live with neighbors who they feel are their

parents, their friends.”'? The national community is bound in timeless kinship by the
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historian’s magisterial act of remembrance, which reanimates the dead, transcends the
divide between the past and the future, and satisfies the desire for continuity.

Existing between narrative and reproductive regeneration, the national community
blurs the lines between biological filiation and symbolic affiliation.!* Its genetic anxieties
manifests themselves in a proliferation of symbolic tombs pregnant with “ghostly
national imaginings.” '* These symbolic graves are almost universal and Grabowicz
argues they represent “the turning to the past to find the collective (or ‘national’) strength
for continued existence, the turning to the dead to insure life, in a word, the vitalization of
the future through the past.”!® Indeed, the Romantic era imagined national revival as
awakening to “an immense antiquity behind the epochal sleep.”!® For Taras Shevchenko
(1814-1861), the mohyla, or Cossack burial mound, reanimates a forgotten past while the
poet’s words regenerate a national community bound by narrative ties. Grabowicz notes
that in Shevchenko’s poetry, “Cossacks function as a remarkably resonant mediator
between the past and the future, between life and death. Like all mythical mediations
between opposing categories, they assume a preternatural existence. They are the living-
dead.”'” In Shevchenko’s poetics, alongside folk traditions and the Ukrainian language,
Cossack burial mounds represent national history and community, and his narrative poem
“Haidamaky” is especially indebted to the symbolism of the national tomb. Composed in
St. Petersburg and printed in 1842, “Haidamaky” is the most critiqued poem in
Shevchenko’s oeuvre and a powerful factor in Shevchenko’s mythological status.'® This
chapter considers the regenerative power of Shevchenko’s “Haidamaky” and his

representation of the Ukrainian national community between the womb and tomb.
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The Poet and the National Body

Taras Shevchenko’s autobiographical and melancholic poetry blurs the line between
poet and subject and contributes to his mythical status as the embodiment of the
Ukrainian nation.'® Taras Shevchenko was born a serf in right-bank Ukraine in 1814.
While trying to become apprenticed to a painter, Shevchenko was taken on as a court
servant for the Engelgardt estate in Vilshana. During a trip with the estate owner
Engelgardt, he witnessed the November 1830 Polish uprising, in 1832 he began his
artistic career as an apprentice to Shiriaev, a well-known St. Petersburg decorator.
Shevchenko could not study at the St. Petersburg Academy of Art because he was a serf.
However, in St. Petersburg, he made the acquaintance of fellow compatriots such as the
artist Ivan Soshenko, the poet levhen Hrebinka, who translated Pushkin’s Poltava into
Ukrainian and edited the short-lived almanac Lastivka (The Swallow), and Vasyl
Ivanovych Hryhorovych (1786-1865), the secretary of the Academy of Fine Arts. After
his artistic talents and his story were publicized, Karl Briullov painted the poet Vasiliy
Zhukovsky and offered the painting as a lottery prize to the tsar’s family. From the
proceeds, Taras Shevchenko’s freedom was purchased with 2,500 rubles on April 22,
1838, and he entered the Academy that same year. His long narrative poem,
“Haidamaky”, is dedicated to this day and to Hryhorovych.

Russian imperial culture in the early nineteenth century was receptive to literature
focusing on Cossack history and Ukrainian folk themes. This cultural revival was made
possible by the influence of the German Romantics and the concomitant interest in

vernacular languages and national histories as well as by anti-Polish sentiment after the
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1830-1 uprising. The interest in the Ukrainian lands, Cossack history, and folk culture
was set against the backdrop of the political absorption of the Cossacks into the Russian
empire.?’ Despite their political demise, the early nineteenth century saw the Cossacks
revived and reanimated in history and poetry.?! While poet-historians had a central role,
Cossack elites seeking admission into the Russian Empire’s noble ranks also mobilized
Ukrainian historical research and textual production. In what Koznarsky deems the
“historical memory project,” the administrative incorporation of the Cossack elite
“mobilized Ukrainian gentry to turn into nolens volens archeographers and historians,
collecting and producing family genealogies, documents, and chronicles to prove their
descent from noble families of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.?? Ukrainian local
patriotism and Russian imperial service were not mutually exclusive, and a Little Russian
identity was encouraged in the right-bank as a de-Polonizing measure. Within the Little
Russian framework, Russia’s statehood and a shared Orthodox faith indicated that
Ukrainian local identity and the Cossack past were vital components of Russia’s imperial
and national self.?

Serhii Plokhy argues that the History of the Rus’ (Istoriia Rusov ili Maloi Rossii),
which had actively circulated for over two decades prior to its publication in 1846, was
“an attempt on the part of the descendants of the Cossack officer elite to negotiate the
best possible conditions for their incorporation into the empire.””** This history and those
it influenced took an anti-Polish stance and emphasized the Orthodox and Slavic ties
between the Cossacks and the Russian Empire. However, it also claimed that the
Cossacks formed a unique nation, that they were mistreated by both the Poles and the

Russians, and that they were the true heirs to the legacy of Kyivan Rus’.?> The divide
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between the Little Russian mentality, wherein a local Ukrainian patriotism was
compatible with a Russian imperial identity and service, and the emerging Ukrainian
vision of a national community linked by a shared history, vernacular language, the volk,
and folk traditions, became clear in the 1840s.2° Already in 1842, Mykola Markevych’s
Istoria Malorossii, influenced by the Istoria Rusov, was criticized by Belinskii for its
argument that the Ukrainians were the proper inheritors of Kyivan Rus’.?’ Shevchenko’s
“Haidamaky”, which depicts the seventeenth-century era of right-bank uprisings against
the Polish nobility and focuses on the national specificity of its Ukrainian characters, was
thematically in line with the literary production of the day; however, Shevchenko’s
Ukrainian-language poetry also signaled a dramatic shift.

The Russian empire’s tolerance for the Ukrainian idea embodied in the Little Russian
identity lasted until the late 1840s, when the arrest of Taras Shevchenko and the Cyril and
Methodius Brotherhood (1847) signaled a change in the relationship between the empire
and the Ukrainian cultural revival. Russia was late to notice the Ukrainian reorientation
away from the Cossack Hetmanate, Polonized nobility, and Russian administrative and
political center to a populist understanding that based its community in the Orthodox
populations of the right bank. For the Russian literary elite, Shevchenko’s poetry was
disqualified from attaining true national relevance due to his use of the Ukrainian
language. However, as much as the content of his poetry, it was his very use of Ukrainian
that most boldly challenged the Russian imperial-national framework: “Shevchenko’s
poetry became the driving force that transformed the Cossack myth, inspired and
promoted by the History of the Rus’, from a mainly Russian literary and cultural

phenomenon into a mainly Ukrainian one.”?® Though the Cossacks and the Cossack lands
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were fully incorporated into the Russian empire, Shevchenko’s poetry expanded the
horizons of Ukrainian national aspirations into the future.

Shevchenko’s poetics call to a community of readers beyond geographical
boundaries, and his national vision of the Ukrainian national community remains active
because his poetry gives form to a shared history that is always in danger of being
forgotten. Noting that “poetry is a unique parthenogenesis,” Grabowicz argues that
Shevchenko’s poetics assert the living presence of the past and that this assertion
becomes “self-generating.” The poet himself “is its necessary cause, and yet the very
measure of the poetry’s success is the way in which [his poetry] succeeds in transcending
him.”? In Shevchenko’s verses, Ukraine itself is always “on the very threshold of
resurrection.”*” More than even resurrection, Shevchenko’s poetics offer a continuous
rebirth, and like Michelet’s national historian, his verses “create in their texts a moment

in which the boundaries between life and death are temporarily transcended.”!

Poetic Children and the National Future

Shevchenko’s “Haidamaky” is preceded by a lengthy dedication, where the poetic
voice describes the stars, the moon, the changing seasons and the unceasing and
mysterious cycle of life.3? Speaking to the moon directly, the poet depicts it as a timeless,
boundless entity and as a witness to the past, the present, and the future:

SIx Hay BaBuitonoM, HaJr MOTO cagaMu

I Hanx Tum, o Oye 3 HAIIMMU CHHAMU;

Tu BiuHUM# 6€3 Kparo!.. TFOOII0 PO3MOBIIATH,

Sk 3 OpaTom, 3 CECTPOIO, PO3MOBIISATH 3 TOOOIO.
CmiBath TOO1 Tymy, IO TH XK HamienTas. (49)
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As once upon Babylon, upon its hanging gardens, / And upon that, what will be

with our sons; / You shine eternal, limitless!.. I love to converse, / To talk with

you, like with a brother, with a sister. / To sing you the dumy that you yourself

whispered.
The inspired and collaborative relationship between the moon and the poet is familial and
generative. The opening lines refer five times to the word krai (edge, land), the root word
of Ukraine (Ukraina). In each instance the root krai is negated and refers to endless or
edgeless (or landless) phenomena: “all passes and has no end” (vse mynaie i kraiu
nemaie), “the endless sea” (more bezkraie), “[the moon] eternal, limitless” (vichnyi bez
kraiu), “Like the endless stretch of azure sky, / So too the soul exists with no beginning
and no end” (lak nebo blakytne, nema iomu kraiu, / Tak dushi pochynu i kraiu nemaie)
(50). These geographically limitless phenomena speak to eternity, and the endless
expanse of the poetic soul (the feminine dusha) suggests the absent-presence of Ukraine.
The Ukrainian nation, despite its lack of state and self-rule, exists in the language and
history the poet brings to life and in the generative union between the poet and each new
community of readers.

Shevchenko’s narrator contemplates interring his poetic stanzas, personified as
children, along with himself (zakhovat’ z soboiu); yet, he resolves to live, declaring: “I
am not alone, I am not an orphan” (Ia ne odynokyi, ia ne syrota). Shevchenko’s readers
pause here because the passage distinctly contradicts the poet’s famous biography.** The
poetic voice clarifies:

€cTh y MEHe AiTH, Ta JIie X momitu?

3axoBatb 3 co0010? — ['pix, dywa xuBa!

A Moxe, it nermie OyJie Ha TiM CBITI,

Sk XTO MpoYMTAE Ti CIHO3U-CIIOBA |...]

Hi, He 3axoBato, 60 dyuia xuBa.

Sk HeOo OmakuTHE, HEMa HOMY Kparo, —
Tak 0ywi mouuny 1 kparo Hemae.
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A ne 6ona Oyne? XumepHi ciona!!
3rajail ke XT0-HeOy b i Ha CiM CBITI,

ECBCJ’I&BHOM}/ TSKKO CEH CBIT HOKI/I,Z[aTB.34

I have children, and where to put them? / Bury them alongside myself? — A sin,
the soul, she lives! / Perhaps it will be easier for her in that world, / If someone
reads these word-tears [...] / No, I will not bury them, because the soul is alive. /

Like the blue sky, which has no end, / So to the soul has no end and no beginning.

/ But where is her future? Chimeric words! / Remember her, somebody, in this

world, / For the inglorious, it is difficult to leave.

In this passage, the striking repetition of feminine pronouns (ii, vona) refer to both the
poet’s soul (dusha) and an eternal Ukraine whose future moves with the horizon. Born
from the poet’s tears, his verses reconcile masculine and feminine, past and future, and
regenerate a national community called upon to remember the “she” (vona, the poetic
soul and Ukraine) who loves them and sings of their lot in life: “Remember, girls — you
must remember!” (Zhadaite, divchata, - vam treba zhadat’!).>® The repetition of these
indefinite feminine pronouns merges its subjects into a timeless collective. Alluding
again to the cyclical nature of time, the poet puts his children to sleep and tells them to
rest while he will “deliberate where to find a ruler” (pomirkuiu, vatazhka de vziat’). The
poet, who is not himself a political leader, suggests that Ukraine itself is asleep. His
stanzas, the poetic children born of tears, are the future community among whom this
ruler might be found.

The poet laments his poetic children’s small stature and their foolishness, and he
contemplates their assuredly cold reception. He sends his verse-sons to Ukraine, so that
they will not die on foreign soil (na chuzhyni). Ukraine is juxtaposed to St. Petersburg,
which is the poet’s “here” (tuf): “There will be a sincere soul/ Who will not let you die”

(Tam naidetsia dusha shchyra, / Ne dast’ pohybaty). The urban milieu is characterized by

its “literate, published” (pys 'menni, driukovani) and snobby elite who question the sun
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itself, and the poet scorns their supposed mastery of nature: “One must listen, maybe,
indeed/ This isn’t how the sun rises” (Treba slukhat’, mozhe, i spravdi/ Ne tak sontse
skhodyt").3° The narrative voice imagines the Russian critical reception for his vulnerable
Ukrainian verses:

«Hexal, ckaxyTh, CIOYMBAIOTh,

IToxu 6aTbkO BcTaHE

Ta po3skaxe mo-Hamomy

IIpo cBoOi rerbmaHm.

A TO mypeHb po3Kazye

MepTBUMHU cliOBaMy; |... |

On xo3auTBa, 0] FTeTEMaHCTBA

Bucoki Mmoruiu,

binbur Hivoro He ocTanoch

Ta i T1 po3pUBaIOTh.

A BiH X04e, 1100 clryXxan,

Sk cTapii cHiBaroTh.

They’ll say, let them rest / Until our father rises / And tells us in our language /

About our hetmans. / And here the fool tells his story / In dead words [...]

From Cossackdom, from the Hetmanate, / Tall burial mounds, / Nothing else is

left / And even those are plundered. / But he wants us to listen to / how the old

sing.
The perspective shifts to the Russian home, where the imagined Russian reader prefers
their language and their version of Cossack history. In Shevchenko’s poem, the Russian
critics claim Ukrainian history as their own and interpret the tall Cossack burial bounds
as historical evidence of the Cossack’s—and by extension of Ukraine’s—demise. This
history is deemed irrelevant to the present, exploited as a purely literary phenomenon (the
plundered grave), and understood as the echo of a dying generation. Loudly rejecting the
anticipated, cold reception of his poetic children, the poet sits alone in his house and
revives the history declared dead and buried.>” As the wind blows inside Shevchenko’s

narrative hut, “the tall burial mound turns around, and / All the way to the sea,

Zaporozhians / cover the wide steppe” (rozvernulas’/ Vysoka mohyla, / Azh do moria
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zaporozhtsi / Step shyrokyi kryly) (52). The poetic voice, the wind, and the rapids of the
Dnipro River all sing together as the Cossacks populate both the wide-open steppes and
the poet’s small hut in St. Petersburg. The poet reinterprets the historical significance of
the burial mound, and his song emphasizes the relevance of history and poetry for the
national future.

Shevchenko, whose poetic voice and authorial self are now nearly
indistinguishable, reanimates the Cossacks, whose leaders and historical statehood
reintroduce the masculine or political into the poetic Ukrainian family. The multi-
generational Zaporozhian Cossacks dance the hopak: “Arms around each other’s sides,
squatting / Young alongside old. / “Like this, children! Good, children! / One day you’ll
be lords’ (Vziavshys’ v boky, navprysidky / Parubky z didamy. / “Otak, dity! Dobre,
dity!/ Budete panamy”) (54). As he observes, the poet reaffirms his will to live, affirms he
is not alone, and connects this living history with the symbolic burial mound: “In my
little home the blue sea plays, / The burial mound mourns, the poplar whispers” (U moii
khatyni synie more hraie, / Mohyla sumuie, topolia shumyt”). Merging with the natural
landscape of Ukraine, the burial mound symbolizes the nearly-forgotten past reanimated
in the poet’s verses.

As the metaphorical morning arrives, the poet, exhausted after a feverish night of
Cossack carousing and writing, wonders to whom he should dedicated his poetic
children. Again, he laments their youth and inexperience and asks: “Who will lead you /
Go before you, / Who will guide you?” (Khto vatazhkom/ Pide pered vamy? / Khto
provede?) (56). Suggesting Ukraine’s present and lack of leadership, the autobiographical

poet dedicates his Ukrainian verses to Vasyl Ivanovych Hryhorovych who freed him
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from serfdom: “I have a sincere father / (Though not my own) / He’ll advise me what to
do with you” (lest’ u mene shchyryi bat’ko / (Ridnoho nemaie), / Dast’ vin meni radu z
vamy). Though the path is difficult for “an orphan without a family” (syrota bez rodu),
the way is made possible by the kind father or benefactor’s sincere soul (dusha shchyra)
or Ukrainian soul. Cossack lineage (Kozats 'koho rodu) and the poetic form reanimate the
past and create possible futures, and Hryhorovych is especially praised for not forsaking
the language of his mother:

He oniypaBchk Toro crosa,

[Ilo matu cmiBana,

SIk Masioro noBuBaia,

3 MaJIuM po3MOBIISLIA,

He oniypaBcsk Toro crosa,

[lo mpo Ykpainy

Cainuii crapenb CyMyO4H

CriBae iy THHOM.

Jlrobuts i, nymy npasu,

Ko3zanpkyro ciaBy,

JIroOuTs ii—X0/iM, CHHH,

Ha pany nackasy.

He did not shun those words / That mother sang / As she swaddled the baby, /

Talked to the child; / He did not shun those words / That about Ukraine / The

blind kobzar mournfully / Sang in the shade. / He loves her, the truthful song, / Of

Cossack glory / He loves her! Let’s go, my sons / To an affectionate council.
The feminine pronoun reappears and once again calls to mind the absent-presence of
Shevchenko's eternal Ukraine. In the cold winter of St. Petersburg, on the threshold of his
compatriot’s doorstep (na tvoim porogu), Shevchenko brings his poetic children to be

blessed on their long journey (v daleku dorohu) back to a Ukraine reanimated in poetic

verse and a loving (laskava) readership.
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Belinskii and the Critics: Language and the Ideal Reader

Shevchenko’s understanding of national community was legitimated by the
German Romantic emphasis on folk cultures and vernacular languages. In the early
nineteenth-century “golden age of vernacularizing lexicographers, grammarians,
philologists, and litterateurs,” figures like Shevchenko were decisive in the formation of
national consciousness.*® While all nations imagine themselves in terms of primordial,
natural, or historical roots, Shevchenko’s representation of the national family was in line
with the Romantics, who understood national development “genealogically — as the
expression of an historical tradition of serial continuity” (195). Folk culture and the
vernacular language were evidence of the nation’s historic roots and its genealogical
continuity. In the Russian empire, the Petrine reforms and the resulting schism between
the language and customs of the commoners and the elites made articulating a common
national identity, or narodnost’, difficult. The Romantic genealogical framework, which
led Shevchenko to Ukraine, was met with resistance in the Russian empire. Shevchenko’s
dedication responds to anticipated antagonism from his elite, literary Russian critics,
represented most forcefully by Vissarion Belinskii (1811-48), who

inverted the conventional nineteenth-century wisdom about the relationship

between a nation and its past. National identity was generally considered to be

intrinsic to a people, existing throughout its history, albeit in a state of slumber.

The counterpoised images of the illiterate peasant and the educated man were

icons of nationalist thought, but it was the peasant, with his traditional lifestyle,

who was regarded as the repository of a national identity which had been lost to
the educated, Europeanized upper class.*
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Deeming it the necessary precondition for national development, Belinskii prioritizes the
political state and the literate elite over genealogical lineage and folk culture and
represents the Hegelian influence on Russian national thought.

In his response to the 1841 publication of the journal Lastivka (The Swallow),
which was edited by Hrebinka and included the first chapter of Shevchenko’s
“Haidamaky,” Belinskii elaborates on the Ukrainian or Little Russian language, Cossack
history, and Little Russia’s present reality.** Belinskii never mentions Shevchenko
directly and begins by wondering if there exists a Little Russian language or if it is solely
a regional dialect (oblastnoe narechie); he wonders if there exists a Little Russian
literature, and whether writers from Little Russia should write in “Little Russian” (po-
malorossijski) (5:176). Answering the first question both yes and no, he claims the
language did exist at a time of “Little Russian originality” and does exist today. However,
he argues that it only exists today “in monuments to the national poetry of those glorious
times (v pamiatnikakh narodnoj poezii tekh slavnykh vremen) and that national poetry
(narodnaia poeziia) does not constitute a literature (5:177). Emphasizing Little Russia’s
poetic and original character, Belinskii describes her precarious geopolitical position
against Catholic Poland and the Muslim Ottomans. He argues that the “Asiatic
knighthood, renowned under the name of swashbuckling Cossackdom” (aziatskoe
rytsarstvo, izvestnoe pod imenem udalogo kazachestva) had failed to produce world-
historical hetmans distinguishable from the common Cossack in ideas, training, or
language (5:177). In Belinskii’s history, Peter’s reforms led the Cossack nobility, “in the
course of historical necessity” (po khodu istoricheskoj neobxodimosti), to accept the

Russian language and Russo-European customs. Belinskii claims that Little Russian high
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society had outgrown (pererosia) the Little Russian language, and he encourages Little
Russian writers to follow suit.

Belinskii’s understanding of Little Russia’s history and future reflects the
philosophy of nationhood he elaborates in the 1841 essays “Russia before Peter the
Great” and “Essays on National Poetry.”*! Belinskii rejects the notion of organic
historical development, and with it he rejects the idea that folk culture and the peasantry
embody national identity.*? Instead, he claims that narodnost’ is a less developed form of
natsional 'nost, and relegates the Herderian community of vo/k to the prior, immature and
pre-political form of social organization. These pre-political peoples, with whom he
groups the Cossacks and the Little Russians, are characterized by a “spontaneous, natural,
and patriarchal state” (neposredsvennom, estestvennom, i patriarkhal ’'nom sostoianii)
(5:1350). Belinskii argues that their concerns are domestic and familial, and this
precludes them from entry onto the world stage of history. Citing the example of the
Petrine reforms, Belinskii argues that only the educated elites can transform and
regenerate the nation.

In “Russia before Peter the Great” Belinskii claims that Peter’s adoption of
European culture and western advances elevated Russia to world-historical importance.
Starkly contrasting with the Slavophile understanding of the Petrine reforms, Belinskii’s
analysis does not find the ensuing rift between the peasantry and the elite problematic;
instead, he understands this as a vital step towards the development of the political
nation. Comparing Peter the Great to other world leaders such as Julius Caesar and
Napoleon, he clarifies:

YTo 0OH K HaM OJIMIKE BCEX APYTrux, 4TO MBI CBA3aHbl C HUM Oounee POACTBECHHBIMU,
60)168, TaK CKa3aTb, KPOBHBIMHU Y3aMHU — 00 3TOM HET U CIiopa, 5TO UCTHHA CBATAd
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Y HECOMHEHHAs; HO BCE-TaKH MbI JII0OMM U OorotBopuM B [leTpe He TO, 4TO
JOJDKHO WJIA MOXKET MPUHAIIEKATh TOJBKO COOCTBEHHO PYCCKOMY, HO TO O01IIee,
YTO MOXKET ¥ JTOJDKHO MPUHAJUICKATh BCIKOMY YEJIOBEKY, HE 110 TPaBy
HapOJIHOMY, a 110 TIPaBy MPUPOJIBI YeTOBEUECKOH. (92)
That he is more dear to us than all others, that we are united with him by more
familial, more so to say, blood ties — about this there is no debate, this is the holy
truth and indubitable; but all the same, we love and worship in Peter not just what
should and may belong only to the Russian proper, but to the universal, or what
may and should belong to each human, not by right of nation, but by right of
human nature.
Belinskii goes on to argue that mere kinship cannot guarantee entry into the brotherhood
of civilization, which is here equated with elevated humanity (chelovechestvo). The
reproductive ties of blood are not enough to elevate a community to national importance;
instead, the mythical strength of a “great man” (the idolized Peter, here literally “the god
we create” [bogotvorim]) is needed. Yet, these great men can only appear in a nation (y
naroda) “already belonging to the family of humanity, in the historical sense of the word,
or in such a nation, whose destiny of world-reign has been designated for a great man,
such as Peter, to introduce into kinship relations with humanity” (uzhe
prinadlezhashchego k semeistvu chelovechestva, v istoricheskom znachenii etogo slova,
ili u takogo naroda, kotoryi miroderzhavnymi sud’bami prednaznacheno emu, kak
naprimer Petru, vvesti v rodstvennuiu sviaz’ s chelovechestvom). For Belinskii, only
certain peoples are destined for a world-historical leader, and he sees no indication that
Ukraine will ever have this type of leader and thus, no indication that Ukraine will ever
attain the type of nationality necessary to produce an independent nation (and thus a
literature worth reviewing).*’

Belinskii argues that a national literature and a reading public are intimately

connected and that the development of one requires the other. He takes great pains to
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define the reading public as “a class of society, for whom reading is a type of continuous
occupation, a type of necessity” (klass obshchestva, dlia kotorogo chtenie est’ rod
postoiannogo zaniatiia, est’ nekotorogo roda neobkhodimost’). Belinskii imagines
himself as the ideal reader and reiterates that “the public consists of the highest, most
educated strata of society” (publika sostoit iz vysshikh, obrazovanneishikh sloev
obshchestva) (5:177). Belinskii argues the Little Russian upper classes speak Russian and
French, while the rest of the Little Russian people all speak a generalized and Russified
peasant language (krest ianskoe). The Little Russian experience is only able to rise above
its limited folk milieu in the hands of a genius, and Belinskii emphasizes that Gogol is
one such genius (less influential than a great man) who could reach a universal, educated
audience, and his choice was to write in Russian. He ends by noting that the Little
Russian writer, who must write for the Little Russian audience, is limited to peasant
themes, which have already bored (priskuchilo).

Belinskii’s review of “Haidamaky” evidences this boredom.** Referencing his
own review of Lastivka, he claims that Little Russian poets are solely writing for their
own amusement as “it seems they do not have another public” (drugoj publiki u nikh,
kazhetsia, net) (6:172). He claims Shevchenko’s stanzas could not possibly serve the
edification the lowest classes because they are “devoid of simplicity in content and form,
full of unnecessary adornments and manners” (/isheny prostoty vymysla i rasskaza,
napolneny vychurami i zamashkami). Belinskii claims Shevchenko’s poetry is too
adorned and complicated for his readers and calls him a “rural sage-scribe” (volostnoj
mudrets-pisar’). He cannot imagine that a Ukrainian readership could be sophisticated

enough to appreciate Shevchenko’s verses and argues that the level of education and skill
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required would immediately lead both readers and writers to the Russian language.
Literature, in Belinskii’s argument, must serve a higher-level function than the folk
narratives of the past. The move from narodnost to natsional’nost, paved by Peter the
Great, requires educated readers and the Russian language. Belinskii rejects Shevchenko
not only as a Little Russian poet but as a common or peasant poet, and the review ends by
noting the poem’s crimes against punctuation, and Belinskii claims he had to add
commas to the quoted text just to make it legible.*’

Russian critics focused on language when reviewing “Haidamaky.” As
Andriewsky notes, for the Russian elite, “the Ukrainian literary revival of the 1830s came
to be regarded by many as the last echo of a dying world. Much of the discussion
surrounding this revival, in fact, centered on the question of the value and necessity of
resuscitating a ‘dead’ language and culture.”*® Though Belinskii’s review was ultimately
the most influential, other Russian critics were more positive. The 1842 review in
Literaturnaia gazeta, mostly likely written by Nekrasov, exemplifies the narrative
poem’s immediate Russian reception: “If ‘Haidamaky’ had been written in Russian, then
this poema would need to be joined to the ranks of Russia’s best poems” (Esli b
‘Haidamaki’ byli napsany na russkom iazyke, to ietu poiemu dolzhno bylo prichislit’ k
chislu luchshikh russkikh poiem).*’

Grabowicz notes that at first, Shevchenko’s fellow Ukrainians and Little Russians
were also unprepared to discuss serious subject matter in Ukrainian.*® Burachek’s
Ukrainophile journal Maiak, which went out of print in 1845, published a long review by
Nikolai Tikhorskii, who defended “Haidamaky’ and its language as representative of a

national-religious community.*’ Noting that Shevchenko’s verses have been met with
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great enthusiasm throughout Little Russia, Tikhorskii argues that his Russian readers who
cannot understand these “native songs” (rodnye napevy) could easily get translation help
from a Little Russian (65). Nothing the large numbers of Little Russians in St.
Petersburg, Tikhorskii positions himself and his countrymen as vital mediators between
Ukraine’s rich culture and the imperial literary milieu, and he himself translates some of
Shevchenko’s verses into Russia prose in the review. Tikhorskii ends his review by
switching to Ukrainian himself and asking his fellow countrymen to sing loudly despite
the Russian critics so that “good, intelligent Muscovites will begin learning our

language” (dobri, rozumni moskali pochaly uchyt’sia nashemu iazyku) (79).

“Haidamaky”’: Between Poland, Russia, and Pan-Slavism

While “Haidamaky” was composed in St. Petersburg between 1839 and 1841, the
narrative poem is set in eighteenth-century right-bank Ukraine, which was then part of
Poland-Lithuania (until the second partition of Poland in 1793). The haidamaky uprisings
(1734, 1750, 1768), the last and largest of which is called the Koliivshchyna, occurred
simultaneously with the Bar Confederation and ended with the massacre and conquest of
the city of Uman. Composed of primarily free Cossacks and peasantry, the haidamaky
were initially aided by Russia’s Catherine II, who eventually assisted the Polish crown in
crushing the uprising.’® While the term Koliivshchyna is preferred by Ukrainians, the
Polish remember the uprising as the rzez humanska or the massacre in Uman. In the early
nineteenth century, right-bank Ukraine’s history was a series of tense negotiations

between the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the political and cultural assertions of
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the Cossack elite. In 1569, the Union of Lublin transferred the right-bank from Lithuania
to Poland and the language of the nobility shifted from Church Slavonic to Polish. The
Union of Brest in 1596, which created the Uniate Church, furthered the divide between
the Orthodox peasantry and the Polonized nobility. The rifts in the Commonwealth grew
as the registered (and thus enfranchised) Cossack populations were restricted and the free
Cossacks and peasantry went unassimilated. Bohdan Khmelnytsky’s alliance with
Muscovy in 1648 and the aborted Hadiach Treaty of 1658-9 are understood in Polish
historiography as two key moments of Cossack betrayal. These moments also indicate the
socio-political rifts of the seventeenth century and the context for the haidamaky
uprisings.

Shevchenko’s “Haidamaky” is set in eighteenth-century Poland during the rule of
Stanislaw August Poniatowski (1732-98), the last king of Poland and Catherine II’s lover.
In Shevchenko’s poeticized history, the king’s attempt to limit the nobility’s veto power
leads to the formation of Confederations, or Polish nobles opposed to royal authority. The
Confederations persecuted the Ukrainian peasants and Orthodox and provoked the
haidamaky uprisings. In this narrative, the Ukrainian peasantry and the Cossacks are
united and defined against the Polonized Catholic nobility and the wealthy Jewish
leaseholders. The Polish nobility are depicted as tyrants and aggressors, and the Jews are
represented as greedy collaborators. The haidamaky violence, while horrifying and
brutal, is portrayed in broad strokes and depersonalized.

Depictions of the Koliivshchyna in Ukrainian folklore and literature frame the
haidamaky uprisings as justified retribution and part of a holy war. In Shevchenko’s

poem, the Polish nobility refers to Ukrainians as “schismatics” (skhyzmaty) or non-
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Uniates, the Jewish leaseholders admit to taking Ukrainian wealth and property, and the
haidamaky are presented as righteous: “Punishment for the Poles and Jews / For the
blood and the fires / The haidmaky will repay the Poles with hell” (Liakham, zhidam
karu; / Za krov i pozhari / Peklom haidamaky liakham oddadut’). Individual Polish and
Jewish deaths are not described, instead scenes of mass bloodletting are represented
undifferentiated and from afar:

Ckpi3b 1o cenax MuOCSHHII];

Hagimano tpymy —

TinbpKo cTapumx, a Tak IMUIIXTa —

Kymnoro Ha kymi;

Ha ynmuisx, Ha po3myTTsx

Cobaku, BOpoHH

[naTh MIIAXTY, KIIOIOTH 0Yi;

HixTo He OOpPOHUTE. ..

Ta i HikOMY: ocTanucs

Jitu Ta cobaku —

Xinku HaBiTH 3 porayamu

[Timm B raitnamaxu. (102)

Throughout the villages, gallows; / Full of hanging corpses —/ The elders hang,

but the gentry / Lie heaped in piles / In the streets, at the crossroads / Dogs, ravens

/ Gnawing the gentry, pecking their eyes / Nobody stops them. / As nobody is left

for / The children and the dogs — / Even the women with pitchforks / Went with

the haidamaky.
Even when vulnerable groups, such as the disabled, the old, and the very young are
among the dead, the narrative voice ultimately redefines them by their nobility or religion
(Ni dushi zhyvoi / Shliakhets ’koi i zhydivs koi) and ascribes the haidamaky violence to the
impersonal hand of death: “Like death, fierce, they do not consider/ age or beauty” (lak
smert’ liuta, ne mynaiut’ / Ni lita, ni vrodu) (108). Against the undifferentiated
collectives of religious others and the Polonized, cruel, and greedy gentry, Ukrainian

identity is strengthened and defined: “Gathered together: old, young, poor, rich / United”

(Zibralysia, starii, malii, Ubohii, bahatii / Poiednalys’).
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The poetic narrator invites his community of readers to understand this violence
as righteous and to pass on this oral history: “Listen, so later you can tell the children / So
even the children will know, and tell the grandchildren, / How terribly the Cossacks
punished the gentry / Because they did not know how to be good and reign” (Slukhaite
zh, shchob ditiam potim rozkazat’, / Shchob i dity znaly, vnukam rozkazaly, / lak kozaky
shliakhtu tiazhko pokaraly / Za te, shcho ne vmila v dobri panuvat’). Yet, despite the anti-
Jewish and anti-Polish violence in the text, Shevchenko’s narrative poem has also served
as a symbol of Ukrainian and Polish unity. After the 1830-1 uprising, the Uman’ Society
(Gromada Human), a Polish revolutionary group in exile, understood the massacre at
Uman as a painful symbol of fraternal strife and placed blame on autocratic Russia for
fomenting discord in the Slavic borderlands.’! This version of history, in which the
Russian and Orthodox nobility are charged with instigating the strife between the Polish
and Ukrainian people, natural allies against Russian despotism, found literary form in
Michal Czajkowski’s Wernyhora, an important predecessor to “Haidamaky”.>?
Shevchenko directly addresses the ideal of Slavic unity in the after/foreword to
“Haidamaky” and the poem “My Friendly Epistle.” While the Russian empire later
misunderstood Shevchenko’s participation in the St. Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood as
a manifestation of a pro-Polish, anti-Russian, pan-Slavism, Shevchenko’s poetics do not
indicate either a pro-Polish or pro-Russian viewpoint.>*. Instead, Shevchenko focuses on
the orphaned Ukrainian national community and the failure of Cossack leadership and
bloody rebellion alone to foster a viable future. Rather than fully espousing a form of
pan-Slavism, Shevchenko’s poetics argue that the idea of Slavic brotherhood is ultimately

unfeasible without generative leadership, shared history, and the poetic voice.
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In the foreword to “Haidamaky,” which is placed after the poem, Shevchenko
explains that while a foreword seems superfluous, literate audiences and critics demand
such things. Both following and subverting the conventional form, Shevchenko addresses
the content of his composition. Arguing that while it is good to listen to the blind kobzar
sing about the past and about how the Poles and Cossacks fought, he also anticipates the
modern reader and their relief that such things are history: “‘Thank God that it passed”, --
especially if you remember, that we are children of one mother, that we are all Slavs”
(Slava Bohu, shcho mynulo,’ — a nadto iak zhadaiesh, shcho my odnoi materi dity, shcho
vsi my slav’iane). The mother is here the contested Ukrainian geography and its poetic
history. He notes that though it pains him, he must tell this history, so the sons and
grandsons can see that their fathers were wrong. Shevchenko claims that while literary
forewords are composed “so that they contain no lies, but also no truths” (ne bulo i
kryvdy, shchob ne bulo i pravdy), his account of the 1768 haidamaky uprising is taken
from oral history. While Shevchenko acknowledges that his narrative poem may deviate
from the truth in its representation of the hetman leaders Honta and Zalizniak, he excuses
himself and links his history not with historical truth, the literate Russian critics, the
Polish gentry classes or even the Cossack Hetmans and elite, but with the vernacular oral
history of the folk. He quotes his grandfather, who used to say: “When the old tell lies,
then I too with them” (Koly stari liudy breshut’, to ii a z nymy). Honta and Zalizniak’s
paternal failures may not be historically true, but they are the symbolic link and break
between the past and the present.

Shevchenko’s 1845 poem “My Friendly Epistle” (Poslaniie) was written at the

height of Shevchenko’s interest in pan-Slavism, during his travels to Ukraine and his

175

www.manaraa.com



“Three Year” (try lita) period.>* While most epistles address an individual; “this one
aspires to reach an entire nation across space and time.””> Addressing an ideal community
of readers “the poet establishes an essential link, a contractual relationship between
himself and his addressees [...] in an implicit exchange of vows, he asks that (just as he
gave his people his Word) they remember him with a soft, kind word in the new, free
family — the vision of which is his essential legacy.”® While alluding to pan-Slavic
thought, Shevchenko’s “Friendly Epistle” focuses more on the dangers of poor rule. The
poetic voice angrily berates the elites for deserting their homeland for foreign languages
and milieus. It warns of peasant uprisings that will forsake ideals of Slavic unity for
national freedom. Ultimately, Shevchenko’s “Epistle” argues that pan-Slavism is a
seductive ideology impossible without leadership, and the poetic voice begs the Cossack
elite to stop espousing dead ideas and to unite with the national family and the poetic
voice in a fruitful, generative union.

Shevchenko addresses his gentry readers, claiming that they are sleeping
(spochyvaiut’) and that he feels himself alone at the crossroads while those in power
“swap their chains and barter with the truth” (Kaiimanamu miasrotscst). Asking them to
wake up he implores them: “Look upon that quiet heaven, / Upon your Ukraine, / Fall in
love with sincere heart / With the great ruin” (IloauBiThcs Ha pait Tuxuii. / Ha cBoto
kpainy, / [Tomobite mupum cepriem / Benuky pyiny). The poetic address shifts subtly
from the nobility to the common readership, telling them: “Throw off your chains, be
brothers!” (Po3kyiitecs, Opataiitecs!). Warning his common readers not to seek their
fortunes in foreign lands, the voice quickly shifts back to addressing the nobility, who are

excoriated for their understanding of brotherhood, which brings “great words and great
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power, and nothing else” (Benukux cnoB Benuky cuiy, / Ta it Binbm Hivoro) to Ukraine
while enslaving her people. The poetic voice warns that the theft and disregard of the
elites will lead to a bloody uprising and describes an apocalyptic future that at the same
time repeats the bloody uprisings of the past: Brother will forsake his brother / And the
children their mother. And the clouds of smoke will block / The sun before you, / And
you will be cursed forever / By your own sons! (Oauypaetsest Opat Opara / I autunu
matu. / I qum xmapoto 3actynuTh / CoHlle nepes Bamy, / | HaBUKM MPOKJIEHEeTeCh /
Csoimu cunamu!) This familial discord is brought about when the elites prioritize foreign
knowledge and power over domestic unity.

Mocking those who learn foreign knowledge at the expense of their native history
and culture, Shevchenko sketches the reading list of the contemporary elite — from the
leaders of the pan-Slavic movement, Jan Kollar, Pavel Jozef Safark, and Vaclav Hanka,
to the German Romantics — and glibly suggests that “one day we’ll even learn our
language, if the Germans teach us” (Komuce 6ynem / I mo-cBoemy riaromnats, / Sk HiMeIlb
nokaxke). Claiming that the Ukrainian language and people possess a history equal to
that of the Romans, he distances the glory of the people and their language from their
leadership: “Slaves, sycophants, Moscow’s filth, / Warsaw’s trash — your Lords, /
[lustrious Hetmans” (Pa6u, moaHoxku, rps3s Mocksu, / BapmaBcbke cMITTS—Barri
naHy, / SIcHoBenbMoXkHIT retbMann). Claiming that a revisionist look at history is
necessary, Shevhcenko’s “Epistle” contrasts the false glory found in foreign lands and
distant leadership and instead focuses on the idealized image of the national family. The
exhausted and tearful maternal Ukraine laughs with joy, kisses and embraces her

children, and blesses them: “The commotion will be forgotten / An age now past, / And
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the good glory will revive / The glory of Ukraine” (I 3a0yaetbcst cpamotHs / [laBHsist
roauHa, / | oxxuBe no6pa cnapa, / CnaBa Ykpainu).

Critics also find evidence for Shevchenko’s pro-Polish or anti-Russian viewpoint
in the historical novel Wernyhora (Paris 1838, second edition 1842), by Michal
Czajkowski, or Sadyk Pasha, a textual predecessor to “Haidamaky” and the only textual
precedent to the story of Honta killing his children.’” Born to a noble family in right-bank
Ukraine, Czajkowski (1804-1886) was a prolific Polish writer of Cossack descent.’® His
memoirs, novels, and short stories focus on Cossack themes; the most famous of these are
Cossack Tales (Powiesci Kozackie, 1837) and the novels The Hetman of Ukraine
(Hetman Ukrainy) and Wernyhora. He wrote in both Polish and Russian and has also
been considered a part of the 1820s and 1830s Ukrainian School in Polish literature.>
Wernyhora focuses on a romantic love triangle composed of a Polish girl, a Ukrainian
Cossack, and the Russian officer to whom she is betrothed. This plot is set against the
real historical context of the 1768 uprising. While the romantic triangle is an invention, it
serves as a metaphor for Ukrainian and Polish unity. Wernyhora, a Polish nobleman of
Ukrainian origin, unites the Poles and Ukrainians against the Russians. Wernyhora’s
peaceful program is defeated in the Russian-backed uprising. After the capture of Uman,
the haidamaky rebels are pursued and punished by the Poles, who are now aided by the
Russians. While the historical Czajkowski imagined a Cossack Ukraine as the
cornerstone of a larger and revived Polish-Lithuanian-Ruthenian Commonwealth,
Shevchenko’s representation of Honta murdering his children is revealing of a more
complex relationship to pans-Slavic loyalties, and Sloan’s conclusion is justified:

“Shevchenko viewed the Koliivshchyna [...] as a moment of national glory, morally
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justified in light of the wrongs his people had suffered. On the other hand, he saw it as a
monstrous fraternal conflict symbolic of man’s seemingly eternal inhumanity to his

fellow man.”®

The Failure of Political Paternity and the Rise of Literary Parthenogenesis

Shevchenko’s haidamaky, accompanied by the a blind kobzar and his songs, are a
motley crowd of Cossack officers, Zaporozhian Cossacks, chumak salt merchants, and
peasantry. Before embarking on their bloody crusade, the crowd is blessed and their
knives are consecrated in a mass religious ceremony in the old Cossack capital of
Chyhyryn. The poetic litany assures the haidamaky that their mission is holy, and
Ukraine is embodied as a national mother: “And you, shield Ukraine, / Do not let her, do
not let your mother / perish in the executioner’s hands” (4 vy Ukrainu khovaite, / Ne
daite materi, ne daite /' V rukakh u kata propadat’) (87). Shevchenko elaborates on the
Ukrainian family under Polish bondage:

Kozanpki mity; a nisyara!

Kparo xo3anpkoro kpaca

V nsixa B’siHE, SIK MEpIIl MaTH,

I Henokpuras xoca

Crtunom cigetncs!.. kapi oui

["acHyTh B HEBOJII, PO3KOBATh

Kozak cectpy cBoro He xoue,

CaM He COpOMHUTBCS KaHATh

B spmi y nsixa... T'ope! rope! (87-88)

Cossack children, oh Cossack daughters! / The beauty of the Cossack lands / Wilt

upon the Polish vine, like before, their mother, / And her exposed braid / Whips in

shame! ... Hazel eyes / Dim in bondage, the Cossack / He does not want to

unchain his sister. / Himself unashamed of the rope, / Under the Polish yoke ...
Woe! Woe!
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The poetic voice mourns Ukraine’s exposure and bondage, the national family’s
abandoned female members, and the Cossack warrior’s inaction and service to the Polish
kings. The divided family is unviable as its reproductive potential “wilts on the Polish
vine,” and the Cossack elites are shamed for their indifference.

The Cossacks are chastised for preferring their chains to Ukraine’s freedom and
the poetic voice begs the masculine crowd to remember their past active glory.
“Remember the righteous Hetmans, / Where are their burial mounds? Where lie / the
remnants of the glorious Bohdan, / Where stands Ostranytsa’s / Grave, even if it’s
miserable / Where’s Nalyvaikov’s? Gone!” (Zhadite pravednykh het’maniv, De ikh
mohyly? De sezhyt’ / Ostanok slavnoho Bohdana, / De Ostranytsyna stoit’ / Khoch by
ubohaia mohyla? De Nalyvaikova? Nemal!). Evoking historical hetman rule, the poetic
voice condemns their present ignominy and warns that the burial mounds and history are
fading from sight and memory. Shevchenko’s poem resurrects the dead in collective
memory, as does the ceremony where the haidamaky knives are blessed. In an image
suggesting the white cloths that were traditionally tied to Cossack burial mounds, after
the haidamaky pray, their consecrated knives “flash throughout all of Ukraine”
(zablyshchaly / Po vsii Ukraini). The violence of the haidamaky uprisings is purifying,
unifying, and historically significant to the nation, but Shevchenko’s poem also
demonstrates that violence alone cannot be generative.

The lonely burial mound, which symbolizes the history always endangered in the
present, is forgotten by the present Cossack generations, who no longer remember their
ancestors’ graves and are too busy “sowing wheat for the lords” (Panam zhyto siiut’).%!

The national unity represented in the haidamaky uprisings comes at a high cost and is
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potentially ephemeral. Speaking to the Dnipro, the poetic voice evokes a harrowing
vision of the failure of both Polish pan-Slavism and Russian imperialism:

barato TH, 6aTbKy, y MOpEe HOCUB

Ko3ampkoi kpoBi; 1Iie moHecert, ApyKe.

YUepBOHUB TH CUHE, Ta HE HAIOIB;

A cro Hiu y’emica. [lekenbHee cBATO

ITo Bciit YkpaiHi cro HiY 3apeBe;

IToteue Gararto, bararo-6araTo

Insxercekoi kpoBi. Ko3zak oxxuse (94).

You, father river, carried to the Sea / much Cossack blood; you will still, my

friend. / You turned red, blue one, and you were not sated; / But this night you

will be sated. This hellish holiday / Shall roar across all of Ukraine tonight; /

Much, much-much, Polish / blood will flow. The Cossack will come to life.

This terrifying vision of bloody national regeneration is mourned as cyclical, eternal, and
ultimately sterile in an elegiac passage: “The Spring did not stop the blood, / Nor
humanity’s malice. / It’s difficult to look; but we’ll remember -- / Thus it was in Troy. /
And thus, it will be” (Ne spynyla vesna krovi, / Ni zlosti liuds koi, / Tiazhko hlianut’; a
zhadaiem -- / Tak bulo i v Troi. / Tak i bude) (124). The failure of both the Cossack elite
and the peasant uprisings to generate a united national family becomes the central focus
of Haidamaky’s tragic ending. It becomes the task of the poet to bridge political power
and folk community and to reproduce from the inchoate strands a national family history
in narrative form.

Shevchenko’s Haidamaky began with the poetic voice questioning whether to kill
himself and his verse children and choosing to live because the soul, whose feminine
pronoun evokes Ukraine, lives. The relationship between Ivan Honta and Yarema also
calls into question the reproductive future of the young lovers’ unconsummated marriage.

The poem ends as it began, with the question of filicide and the fragmented Ukrainian

family reborn and reunited in narrative form. The story of the haidamaky uprisings ends
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as two children are brought before Ivan Honta in the city of Uman. They are his children,
born to a Polish-Catholic mother, and the crowd demands that Honta kill them, given his
holy vow to kill all Catholics. He must demonstrate his loyalty to the sons of his rebellion
over his biological children: “My children — Catholics ... / So there won’t be treason / So
there won’t be gossip, / Congregation of Lords! / I kneeled, I took the sacred knife / To
kill Catholics” (Moi dity — katolyky ... / Shchob ne bulo zrady, / Shchob ne bulo pohovoru,
/ Panove hromado! / la prysiahav, brav sviachenii / Rizat’ katolyka) (126). His Orthodox
vows bind him to the haidamaky and the sacred knife decides the sacrificial offspring’s
fate. As he kills his sons, Honta distances himself from the crime, “it is not I who kill”
(ne ia vbyvaiu). Invoking his sacred oath (prysiaha), he hears their last words:
“‘Daddy...’ they chirped, / “Daddy ... daddy ... we aren’t Poles, / We ...” and they fell
silent” (“Tatu...” bel’kotaly, / “Tatu ... tatu ... my ne liakhy, / My ..."”" ta i zamovchaly)
(127). Born to a Catholic mother and a Cossack father, Honta’s children are sacrificed
among the burning fires of Uman.

As the haidamaky continue to kill the Polish and Jewish populations in Uman,
Honta deems the Poles cannibals (/iudoidy) and blames them for eating his sons (Zily
moikh ditok) (128). Honta also blames the Catholic school where his children were
educated and their mother, the “damned Catholic” (prokliata katolychka), who gave them
life (127). The school, which calls to mind Michelet’s depiction of the Bastille, is
described as both a womb and a tomb. The haidamaky trap its living-dead inhabitants
inside to die, and Honta rages: “You nursed my children! -- / He yells, he rages, -- / You
nursed the young, but virtue you did not teach them!” (Ty poila moikh ditok! -- / Hukaie,

liutuie, -- / Ty poila nevelykykh, / Dobru ne navchyla!) (127-28). Later, as he secretly

182

www.manaraa.com



buries his children Honta cries out: “Oh, my unhappy fate, / What have you wrought?”
(Dole moia neshchaslyva, Shcho ty narobyla?) (131). The feminized Polish-Catholic
mother and the school that nursed Honta’s children merge with his fortune and his cry,
which asks fate what it has wrought (narobity), evokes the verb for giving birth or
engendering (narodity). Honta tries to quench his grief in burning Uman, and tries to hide
his shame, his crime against nature, from nature itself: “It’s hard for me to weep! /
Righteous stars! / Hide behind the cloud; I did not call you. / I killed my children!... Woe
is me, woe! / Where will I huddle? / Thus, Honta shouted” (Tiazhko meni plakat’! /
Pravednii zori! / Skhovaites’ za khmaru, ia vas ne zaimav. / la ditei zarizav, hore! Moie
hore! / De ia prykhyliusia?’ / Tak Honta krychav) (128). Unlike most Cossacks in the
uprising, who were unregistered or free Cossacks, the historical Ivan Honta was a
registered Cossack officer sent to Uman on behalf of Count Potocki to protect the city
from the haidamaky; he instead turned and joined Zalizniak. Honta’s crime and his
insistence that the Polish feminine is to blame, presents the argument that foreign unions
are incapable of generating viable future generations. Honta’s initial crime, of being an
elite Polonized Cossack blinded to the plight of Ukraine and her daughters, prefigures his
later crime, the murder of his Polish sons. Unlike Andrii’s death at the hands of Taras
Bulba, Honta’s children are absolved of blame by both their biological and their poetic
fathers. The crime is not the Polonized nature of the children, but of the absent leadership
and generative failure of the father.

As night falls, the haidamaky sit down for their Last Supper and the blind bard

sings a folksong evoking village family life. While the festive haidamaky feast and sing,
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Honta steals away and inters the bodies of his sons in a Cossack grave. Here, the house
on the hill is explicitly a grave:

CuHaMm xaty cepel CTery

I'muboky Oynye.

Ta i1 30ynyBaB. bepe cuHis,

Kitane B TeMRny xary,

AX TpycHUTbCA, HIOH Uye:

«Mu He naxu, Taty!»

IToxaB 000X iX; 13 KHIIEH]

Kuraiiky Buiimae.

[TominoBaB MepTBUX B OUl,

XpUCTUTH, HAKPUBAE

YUepBOHOIO KUTAWKOIO

I'onosu ko3aui. (131)

For his sons, a house amidst the steppe / A deep house he builds. / And he built it,

he takes his sons, / Places them into the dark house, / Almost trembling, almost

hearing: / “We aren’t Poles, Daddy!” / He placed them both; and from his pocket /

He takes out a silk cloth / He kissed the dead ones on their eyes, / Crosses them,

covers them / With the red silk / the Cossack heads.
During this ritualistic internment, Honta’s innocent sons, in their sacrificial death, are
transformed into full Cossacks and united with Ukraine: “My sons, my sons, / For that
Ukraine / Look, you, for her / And I, for her, die. / And who will bury me / In a foreign
field?” (Syny moi, syny moi, / Na tu Ukrainu / Podyvit sia, vy za nei / I ia za nei hynu. A
khto mene pokhovaie / Na chuzhomu poliu?). Their burial and their grave, more so than
their birth, unites them with the Ukrainian community and the narrator refers to them
Cossacks after this. The broken family, while unviable on its own, is restored in posterity
in the poet’s verses. As Honta buries his children in their “deep house” (v glybokii oseli)
on the hill, he again blames their Catholic mother for the lack of coffins, flowers, and the
other symbolic aspects of burial. Yet, Honta understands his failure as well. He asks his

Catholic children to pray for his punishment, and knowing that he deserves to be

punished for his crimes against nature, Honta forgives them for being Catholic and seems
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to admit that his transgressions are not justified by faith alone: “Rest, children, / And
pray, ask God / That on this earth / I am punished on your behalf, / For this enormous sin
/ Ask, my sons, I forgive you, / That you are Catholic” (Spochyvaite, dity, / Ta blahaite,
prosit’ Boha, / Nekhai na sim sviti / Mene za vas pokaraie, / Za hrikh sei velykyi / Prosit’,
syny, ia proshchaiu, / Shcho vy katolyky) (132).

Shevchenko’s epilogue links oral and narrative history to the continual rebirth of
the national community. The epilogue transports the reader to Shevchenko’s present with
his recollection: “An orphan in burlap, I once wandered, / Without a coat, without bread,
across that Ukraine. / Where Zalizniak, Honta with sacred knife roamed” (Syrota v
riadnyni, ia kolys’ blukav, / Bez svyty, bez khliba, po tii Ukraini, / De Zalizniak, Honta z
sviachenym huliav) (133). The orphaned Shevchenko, Honta’s buried children, and
Ukrainians as children of the haidamaky uprisings, are connected in the poet’s
recollections. Like Ukrainian nature, the poet’s father and grandfather, exemplify a
national continuity that exists regardless of political borders:

ITo waprii 3 cOCiJIOM BUIIMUBIIIHA Ti€d. ..

bartbko giga mpocuTs, mob Toi po3Kasas

[Tpo KomiiBmuny, K KOIHCH OyBaso.

Sk 3ani3usk, ['oHTa J5XiB TOKapas.

CromniTHii odi, K 30pi, CIsUTH,

A CIIOBO 3a CJI0BOM CMIsIOCh, JIMJIOCH

We’d drink a glass with a neighbor / Father would ask grandfather, to tell us/ Of

the Koliivshchyna, and how it once was / His centennial eyes, like the stars,

would shine/ And word after word would laugh and pour out.
In Haidamaky, the burial mound represents a national history that is in danger of being
forgotten, and the poet thanks his grandfather for embodying, entombing, and reminding

him of this family history: “Thank you, Grandad, that you interred / In your centennial

mind, that Cossack glory. / And I now tell the grandchildren” (Spasybi, didusiu, shcho ty
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zakhovav / V holovi stolitnii tu slavu kozachu, / la ii onukam teper rozkazav) (134). The
grandchildren in this stanza are Shevchenko’s readers, united by both filial and narrative
bonds. The bloody legacy of the haidamaky uprisings is not enough to generate a
productive future lineage. In Shevchenko’s poem, the active battles of Honta and
Zalizniak are coupled with their patrimonial failures, and war and glory alone are deemed
incapable of reproducing a patrimonial lineage. Instead, the grandfather as a
representative of oral history, Shevchenko’s vow to remain alive with his children, and
the timeless natural fecundity of the Ukrainian lands regenerate a timeless national
community embodied in Shevchenko’s verses.

The poet returns to the Russian imperial present and apologizes to his readers for
his lack of citations and bookish sources. Emboldened, the poetic voice turns his back on
his learned critics and declares: “Let them criticize, and I, for now / will return to my own
/ And I’1l lead them up to the edge/land, / I’ll lead them there — and I will rest, / And at
least in my dreams, I’ll look / Upon that Ukraine” (Nekhai laiut’: a ia poky / Do svoikh
vernusia / Ta dovedu vzhe do kraiu, / Dovedu — spochynu, / Ta khoch kriz’ son
podyvliusia / Na tu Ukrainu). The poet eulogizes the aborted legacy of the haidamaky
uprisings and the lack of collective historical memory, which he connects to the failure of
political patrimony embodied in the dead children and forgotten graves of Honta and
Zalizniak.®® To again emphasize this point, the poem ends with the image of the burial
mound and with a fallow field. Remarking on the scattered haidamaky, the poem
eulogizes the present, inactive community: “Alone, black, amidst the steppes / The burial
mound remains. / Sowed the haidamaky / Rye in Ukraine, / But they didn’t harvest it, -- /

What must we do? / There is no truth, it hasn’t grown, / Injustice thrives...” (Odna
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chorna sered stepu / Mohyla ostalas’. / Posiialy haidamaky / V Ukraini zhyto, / Ta ne
vony ioho zhaly, -- / Shcho musym robyty? / Nema pravdy, ne vyrosla, / Kryvda
povyvaie...) (136). The poem refers to the destruction of the Zaporozhian Sich, and the
Dnipro River mourns Ukraine’s silence and political inaction: “They’ve buried our
children, / and they tear us apart” (Pokhovaly ditei nashykh /I nas rozryvaiut’). Despite
Ukraine’s political silence, Shevchenko’s final stanzas declare that along the banks of the
Dnipro River, old haidamaky rebels still walk and sing of Yarema, the Vagabond:

Bce 3aMoBKII0, HeXali MOBUMTb,

Ha e boxa Bous.

Tinbko yacom yBeuepi

[Tonan JIninpom raem

InyTs cTapi raiinamaku,

[ayuu cniiBaroTh:

A 6 Hawoeo I'anatiou xama Ha NOMOCH.

I'pau, mope,

Hobpe, mope,

Jlobpe 6yoe,

Tanatioa! (137)

All fell silent, let it be silent. / For this is God’s will. / Only sometimes, in the

evening / On the banks of the Dnipro river / Walk old haidamaky, / They walk

and they sing: “And our Vagabond has a house on the hill. / Sing, oh Black Sea!

Good, Black Sea! All will be good, Vagabond.”
While the wheat and rye grown in Ukraine are harvested by foreign powers, the burial
mound symbolizes the potential unifying power of shared oral and narrative history. In
Haidamaky, Shevchenko calls his Ukrainian vagabonds home, and in the words of
Michelet, he exhumes “them for a second life... they now live with neighbors who they

feel as their parents, their friends. Thus, a family is formed, a common city between the

living and the dead.”
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3Grabowicz, The Poet as Mythmaker, 149.

3! Jurgen Pieters, Speaking with the Dead: Explorations in Literature and History (Edinburgh
University Press, 2005), 128.

2The entire 268-line dedication, which was composed in St. Petersburg after the body of the
narrative poem and dated April 7, 1841, was removed by the censor for the poem’s reprinting in
the 1860 collection Kobzar.

33Grabowicz argues that in Shevchenko’s poetry, the poet himself becomes mythologized and
is “the central protagonist and in a sense, all the major protagonists. The myth, in short, is so
deeply internalized and his own experiences so interwoven with it that ultimately the poet and the
myth are quite inseparable.” See his, The Poet as Mythmaker, 148. For more on Shevchenko’s
authorial personae, see Rory Finnin “Mountainsl,g%[asks, Metre, Meaning: Taras Shevchenko’s
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‘Kavkaz,”” The Slavonic and East European Review 83, no. 3 (2001): 396-439 and Bohdan
Rubchak, “Shevchenko’s Profiles and Masks,” in Shevchenko and the Critics 1861-1980
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1980), 395-429.

3*Shevchenko, “Haidamaky,” 49-50. I have added the italics for emphasis.

3*Shevchenko, “Haidamaky,” 50. Shevchenko’s poetics are uniquely and persistently
characterized by female characters and domestic themes. On women and the related thematic of
illegitimacy in Shevchenko’s poetics see, Grabowicz, The Poet as Mythmaker; and on abandoned
women and children in Shevchenko’s poetry, see George Luckyj, “The Archetype of The Bastard
in Shevchenko’s Poetry” SEEJ 14:3 (Autumn 1970): 277-283.

3*Shevchenko, “Haidamaky,” 51. Chyhyrin, the old Cossack capital (kolys -to kozachii) at the
time of Khmelnytsky, is described as a ruin and a coffin (domovyna). Chyhyrin was also the
answer to the Sts. Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood’s call-and-response question asking where
the sun rises.

3"This section clearly responds to Belinskii’s critique of the journal Lastivka, discussed
below. See V.G. Belinskii, “Retsenzii i zametki, mart-maj 1841 g.,” Polnoe sobranie sochinenii
(Moskva, 1953-59), 5:176-79.

% Anderson, Imagined Communities, 71.

39 Andrea Rutherford, “Vissarion Belinskii and the Ukrainian National Question,” The
Russian Review 54.4 (October 1995): 504-05.

0V G. Belinskii, “Retsenzii i zametki, mart-maj 1841 g.” Polnoe sobranie sochinenii
(Moskva, 1953- 59), 5:176-79; hereafter PSS.

“V.G. Belinskii, “Rossiia do Petra Velikogo” (1841), PSS, 5:91-152, and “Stat’i o narodnoi
poezii” (1841), PSS 5: 289-450.

“2For more on Belinskii’s views on nationality and Ukraine, see Rutherford, “Vissarion
Belinskii and the Ukrainian National Question,” 500-515; and Andrzej Walicki, 4 History of
Russian Thought from the Enlightenment to Marxism, trans. Hilda Andrews-Rusiecka (Stanford:
Stanford UP, 1979) 135-44.

43 See Rutherford, “Vissarion Belinskii and the Ukrainian National Question,” 512.

*“V.G. Belinskii, “‘Gaidamaki,” Poema Tarasa Shevchenka” (1842), PSS 6: 172. Belinskii’s
review appeared in May of 1842 in Notes of the fatherland (Otechestvennye zapiskaki), which he
edited.

“Belinskii was correct about the lack of editing, and Shevchenko himself bemoaned the
mistakes in the 1840-1 edition. See Fedoruk, Pershe vydannia, 30-1.

“ Andriewsky, “The Russian-Ukrainian Discourse,” 185.

47“‘Hajdamaki.” Poiema T. Shevchenka,” in Taras Shevchenko v krytytsi, ed. George G.
Grabowicz, vol. I (Kyiv: Krytyka, 2013), 32.
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“BGrabowicz, Shevchenkovi ‘Haidamaky’, 89. In addition to the Little Russian framework of
imperial loyalty, Grabowicz argues that the prevailing and dominant mode of Kotliarevshchyna
prevented Ukrainian-language discussions of serious subjects and limited the discourse to
vaudeville-burlesque themes and domestic subject matter. Grabowicz understands Tikhorskii’s
review as a reflection of this mode, see pages 89-94. For more on Kotliarevshchyna, see George
G. Grabowicz, “Subversion and self-assertion: The role of Kotliarevshchyna in Russian-
Ukrainian literary relations,” in Culture, nation, and identity: the Ukrainian Russian encounter,
1600-1945, eds. Kappeler, Kohut, Sysyn, et. al (Edmonston: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian
Studies Press, 2003), 401-408.

“*Nikolai Tikhorskii, “Gaidamaki. Poiema T. Shevchenka,” in Taras Shevchenko v krytytsi,
ed. George G. Grabowicz (Kyiv: Krytyka, 2013), 60-79. See also Serhiy Bilenky, Romantic
Nationalism in Eastern Europe: Russian, Polish, and Ukrainian Political Imaginations (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2012), 259.

**The poem alludes to the initial cooperation of Catherine and Poniatowski, which ultimately
aided the rebels fighting the Confederations, noting: “Ilomig ni6poBoto croats/ Bo3u 3amiznoi
tapadi:/ To menpoi rocTHHenp naHi. / YMina mo komy aaBate, HeBpoky iii, Hexail mapcTBye;
Hexait He Baautsh, sik He uye!”. This also alludes to Russia's long tradition of inflaming Orthodox
insurrection in the Polish lands.

31See Paul R. Magocsi, A4 History of Ukraine: The Land and its Peoples, rev. ed. (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2010), 314-316.

32See Roman Koropeckyj, “A Note on a Note in Taras Shevchenko’s ‘Haidamaky,”” Harvard
Ukrainian Studies 32/33.2 (2011-2012): 455-467.

33Cyril and Methodius were Greek missionaries who are said to have provided the Rus’
people with an alphabet and the literary Slavic language in the tenth century. The aims of the
short-lived group, to which Mykola Kostomarov (1817-75) and Panteleimon Kulish (1819-97)
also belonged, included the abolition of serfdom and the spread of general literacy within an
ideological framework influenced by Polish intellectuals, Slavic messianism, Christianity and
nationalism. Kostomarov was especially influenced by pan-Slavic ideology and imagined
Ukraine as a cornerstone for a Slavic revival. The Brotherhood defined the Ukrainian nation as a
nation of commoners linked by language, thus excluding both the Polonized nobility and the
Russian critics from their vision of an ideal community.

*Shevchenko, PZT 1:329-335. The full title of the poem is “To my Dead, and Living, and
Unborn Countrymen in Ukraine and not in Ukraine, my Friendly Epistle” (I mertvym, i zhyvym, i
nenarozhdennym zemliakam moim v Ukraini i ne v Ukraini moie druzhnieie poslaniie).

>Rory Finnin, “Nationalism and the Lyric, or How Taras Shevchenko Speaks to Compatriots
Dead, Living, and Unborn,” The Slavonic and East European Review 89, no. 1 (2011): 37.

**George G. Grabowicz, “Self-Definition and Decentering: Shevchenko’s ‘Xiba Samomu
Napysat™ and the Question of Writing,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 14 no. 3/4 (1990): 333. See
Also Finnin, “Nationalism and the Lyric,” 30.
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>"Peter Martosa, who financed the first publication of “Haidamaky,” claimed in 1863 that
much of the details were inspired by Czajkowski’s text, see Fedoruk, Pershe vydannia, 9.
Removed alongside the pan-Slavic afterword for the 1860 republication of Kobzar were twenty-
three footnotes that Shevchenko published as part of the first and second editions of
“Haidamaky.” While Shevchenko does not acknowledge his source, Koropeckyj argues that
Shevchenko’s notes to “Haidamaky” rely heavily on Czajkowski’s Wernyhora. For example, the
twenty-first note conflates Czajkowski’s citation of Pawel Mladanowic’s memoirs, which were
unpublished at the time of Shevchenko’s composition, with another source from Czajkowski,
which refers to a poem written by a young witness to the massacre at Uman. Koropeckyj, “A
Note on a Note,” 458.

Other important literary subtexts include Pushkin’s Poltava and Gogol’s Taras Bulba. See
Zaitsev, Zhyttia Tarasa Shevchenka, 47 and 66. See also Alois Woldan, “Gli Hajdamaky di Taras
Sevéenko. Il contest Letterario,” Studi Slavistici X1I (2015): 285.

8Czajkowski’s fascinating biography emphasizes the complex loyalties possible in this era.
He took part in the Polish insurrection of 1830 and obtained the rank of lieutenant. When the
movement failed, he was forced into exile in Paris where he met Mickiewicz and became a
celebrated and well-translated writer. Czajkowski’s vision of a Polish-Lithuanian-Ruthenian
federation led him to associate with the “Hotel Lambert” group of Polish emigres led by Prince
Adam Czartoryski. Czajkowski’s anti-Russian, idealized, and Romanticized vision of Ukrainian
and Polish unity led him to travel to Istanbul in 1841 on the Prince’s behalf with the aim of
reducing Russian influence among the Balkan Slavs under Ottoman rule. In 1850 Czajkowski
converted to Islam and became a Turkish subject, Mehmed Sadyk Pasha, arguably to avoid
deportation to Russia and to allow him to marry again. In 1853, he created a Cossack force to
fight against Russia and the Sultan himself is said to have given this Cossack formation a flag
once carried by Ivan Mazepa. After his relations with the Poles deteriorated, it was Mickiewicz
himself who came to mediate during the Crimean War (1853-56). By 1863, Sadyk Pasha refused
to align himself with the uprising Poles and had given up on his vision of a restored Hetmanate
free from Russian rule. He chose to return to Kiev in 1872 when the Russian government offered
him amnesty, and he converted to Orthodoxy in 1873. Growing increasingly isolated with age,
Czajkowski killed himself in January of 1886. For more on Czajkowski see, Ivan L. Rudnytsky,
“Michal Czajkowski’s Cossack Project During the Crimean War: An Analysis of Ideas” in Essays
in Modern Ukrainian History, Ed. Peter L. Rudnytsky (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1987): 173-186 and Thomas M. Prymak, “The Strange Life of Sadyk Pasha,” Forum: A
Ukrainian Review 50(1982): 28-31.

*For more on Czajkowski’s Wernyhora and other texts which narrate the haidamaky
uprisings, see Alois Woldan, “Gli Hajdamaky di Taras Sevcenko. Il contest Letterario,” Studi
Slavistici X1I (2015): 279-294.

David A. Sloane, “The Author’s Digressions in Shevchenko’s ‘Hajdamaky’: Their Nature
and Function,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 2, no. 3 (1978): 328.

®'This is a change from the first edition, which simply read “they sowed their wheat” (Zhyto
sobi siiut’), see Shevchenko, “Haidamaky,” 92. This change emphasizes that the Poles, not the
Russians, are the overlords the Cossacks are rebelling against.

193

www.manaraa.com



2Honta, who was eventually tortured and quartered after being turned over to the Poles by
the Russians, is not given a burial in the poem: “There is no Honta, no cross / for him, no burial
mound, / Violent winds scattered / the ashes of the haidamaky” (Nema Honty, nema iomu /
Khresta, ni mohyly, / Buini vitry rozmakhaly / Popil haidamaka). Zalizniak, who was eventually
captured by the Russians and sent to Siberia fares better, but the poem notes that his grave rests
on foreign soil and cannot unite his haidamaky children: “Buried in foreign soil, / That is his fate.
/ Sadly, sadly, the haidamaky / Zalizniak’s steel strength / buried, heaped / a tall burial mound. /
Wept, parted / from whence they came” (V chuzhu zemliu polozhyla, / Taka ioho dolia. / Sumno,
sumno haidamaky / Zaliznuiu sylu / Pokhovaly, nasypaly / Bysoku mohylu. / Zaplakaly,
roziishlysia / Vidkilia vzialysia).
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CONCLUSION

In the 2012 essay, “Tales Told by Nationalists,” Nancy Condee asks, “How is it
that ‘nationalism,” conventionally signaling liberation from hegemonic rule, can come to
signal hegemonic rule itself?”* Writing in the age of nation-states and proposing that in
national narratives “discourse trumps semantics,” Condee considers the “internal
contradiction” where the nationalist can be hegemon, freedom fighter, or both and the
distinction between empire-preserving nationalisms (such as Uvarov’s concept of Official
Nationality) and empire-dismantling nationalisms (such as that of the Decembrists, the
Polish uprising of 1830-1, and the nationalisms inspired by Shevchenko’s narrative
community). Focusing on Russian nationalism, Condee argues that strong nationalism is
not necessarily coupled with strong nationhood (or statehood), instead “weak nation
formation may easily persist alongside powerful nationalisms” (44). Even for the Russian
nation, the nation-state does not form the precondition of possibility for the national
imaginary. Within the Russian empire, Russian nationalism is “on the one hand,
emancipation from hegemonic [autocratic] culture; on the other, exaltation at a
hegemonic victory over the minority culture” (39). The very lack of Russian nationality
in the early nineteenth century (in the sense of vernacular-, native-, and folk-based unity
between the various segments of society) and the power of Western European cultural
frameworks, necessitated that the Russian empire negotiate Russian nationhood against
both external influences and internal ruptures. Condee emphasizes that the inherent
contradictions of nationalism, “the necessary lapses of empirics” are for narrative
scholars the very crux of the issue and that we “happily focus on the disjuncture between

the nation’s recent history and imagined story: if the former is relatively short, the latter
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is as long as its minstrel can insist on its being” (43). The national bard indeed serves as
the bond between the past and future, between the poet and the historian, and between the
people and the state.

Condee’s argument is especially important for understanding Russian nationalism
in the imperial, Romantic era, and for understanding the imperial and narrative roots of
most national projects. Engaging with Andreas Kappeler, who emphasizes that framing
the multi-ethnic empire as a Russian nation-state is untenable, Condee’s essay quotes
Anderson who emphasizes the “satisfyingly fraudulent” primordial origins of national
imaginaries. From the Russian national perspective foregrounded in Pushkin’s Poltava,
Russian imperial triumph over Mazepa and the Cossacks indicates the end of Ukrainian
autonomy, the triumph of the Russian autocratic state, and the precondition of possibility
for the future Russian nation. Yet, Pushkin’s poetic voice mourns the lost possibilities
that cede power to this unifying imperial-national narrative and evokes the alternative,
oral histories that the state cannot fully control or incorporate. Mazepa’s role as both
hegemon and freedom fighter is emphasized, and while foregrounding the official
imperial narrative of national development, Pushkin’s narrative poem lingers not only on
the symbolically inviable Ukrainian national family and their aged hetman Mazepa, but
also on the failure of the Decembrists. While often speaking from the position of official
history, Pushkin’s poetics are still able to preserve and emphasize the rich internal
disjuncture between the official interpretation of history and its many influences,
challengers, and ruptures. Pushkin’s narrative poem makes visible the tension inherent in
writing a national history and literature within a multi-ethnic empire as it reveals the

disjuncture between potential stories and official histories.
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The relationship between filiation and affiliation, or the national family and the
state, also indicates the central role of the poet, of narrative, and of literary criticism in
these political and historical debates. In his “Secular Criticism,” Edward Said argues that
in the era of high modernism, “the failure of the generative impulse—the failure of the
capacity to produce or generate children—is portrayed in such as a way as to stand for a
general condition afflicting society and culture together [...] the only other alternative
seemed to be provided by institutions, associations, and communities whose social
existence was not in fact guaranteed by biology but by affiliation.”? While both Condee’s
essay and Edward Said’s argument about the relationship between filiation and affiliation
focus on the twentieth century, these question of viable futures, national communities,
and state structures were also theorized actively in the Romantic era. Within the Russian
empire, the political failures of Cossack history seemed to indicate that affiliative models
were to preserve both the future and the past. For imperial subjects such as Nikolai Gogol
and Orest Somov, the end of Cossack history and the inability to genealogically link the
Ukrainian Cossacks of the past with the Russian patriots of the present results in a move
away from the German Romantic framework of folk communities and toward historical
models of regeneration.

Though the German Romantics largely imagined national-historical development
as a genealogical, familial, hereditary process, within the Russian empire, the distinct
history of the Cossack lands and the generative differences of the Ukrainian borderlands
made such a framework impossible. Thus, Gogol merges the idea of generative history
and the brief flourishing of the Cossack past with mythical, non-reproductive models of

regeneration and sees in the death of the Cossack the future of the Russian nation.
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Arguing that mere kinship is not enough and that Cossack history is a cultural repository
for the Russian national future, Gogol offers himself as a conduit between the future and
the past, which can only be linked by text, not blood. For Gogol, as for Pushkin, the
unviability of the Ukrainian family is a forgone conclusion. In the novella Taras Bulba,
neither the titular character nor his sons survive. Taras and Ostap are killed by the Poles,
and Taras himself Kills his son Andrii, who had fallen in love with a Polish princess and
joined the Poles to fight against his Cossack brothers. The temptation of feminized
Poland signals the destruction of the Cossack brotherhood and its incapacity to produce a
viable future on its own. Instead, the Cossack past and its brief but vibrant existence,
made visible in the texts of the poet-historian, is meant to serve as the cultural wellspring
for the future Russian nation.

Unlike both Pushkin and Gogol, who look to the Russian empire to secure a
national future, Shevchenko turns away from the imperial state, the Cossack elites, and
even the literate critics to argue that forgetting one’s national history is more dangerous
than losing one’s state. Shevchenko’s poetics reassert the power of history and the poetic
voice to generate a viable national future, with or without a state. Like Gogol,
Shevchenko offers himself as a conduit between the national past and the national future.
However, unlike Gogol, Shevchenko asserts the living presence of the past and seeks to
reanimate the community in danger of being forgotten. Shevchenko’s Hetman Honta also
kills his Polonized offspring; however, it is the father, not the child, who is castigated for
the procreative failure. Secretly burying his innocent children, Honta must face his crime
against nature and he must face that he chose potential glory over viable paternity.

Shevchenko’s stanzas, or his child-tears, argue that amidst the failure of political
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paternity, the way forward for the state-less nation is by remembering the Cossack grave,
the mohyla, or the shared space of remembrance and anticipation.

Pushkin, Gogol, and Shevchenko each reimagine Cossack history, the political or
state-based death of the Cossack, and the possibilities of the future nation in their
narratives and each “duplicate[s] the closed and tightly knit family structures that secure
generational hierarchical relationship to one another” (21). Yet, these texts emphasize the
constant incompatibilities and infinite possible futures they generate along the way. In
the Romantic era, both Russian and Ukrainian nationalisms spoke to communities
without nation-states. This dissertation suggests that the late eighteenth-century
incorporation of the former Cossack lands and the resulting obsession with Cossack
history in the early nineteenth century is a vital origin story for both Ukrainian and
Russian national imaginaries. Moving beyond the confines of the nation-state and of
national literatures, this dissertation places Pushkin, Gogol, and Shevchenko back into
conversation and analyzes their texts and their era as a space and time in which the

teleological dominance of the nation-state could not be taken for granted.

Notes
1. See Nancy Condee, “Tales Told by Nationalists,” in Soviet and Post-Soviet Identities,
eds. Mark Bassin and Catriona Kelly (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

2. Edward Said, “Secular Criticism, in The World, the Text, and the Critic (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1983), 17.
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