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The Construction of

Nationality in Galician
Rust: Icarian Flights in
Almost All Directions

E. J. Hobsbawm argues that the literature on nations and nationalism
entered a particularly fruitful phase in the late 1960s, a phase that
marks a turning point in our understanding of the subject. lOne might
make the case that the 1980s marked even more of a turning point, since
at this time the emphasis in the literature shifted to the problem of the
social construction of nationality and national cultures. The purpose of
this essay is to apply the framework of cultural construction developed
in the newer literature to the particular case of the Ukrainians of Eastern Galicia. It is hoped that this confrontation of the general theoretical
literature with a concrete case study will serve both to explore the utility and the limitations of the new thinking on nationalism and to generate fresh formulations and questions with regard to the history of the
Ukrainian national movement in Galicia. After sketching the general
thrust of the newer literature, the essay that follows will look at different "constructions" that competed or could have competed for the cultural loyalties of the inhabitants of the easternmost extension of the
Habsburg monarchy. The people under consideration call themselves
Ukrainians in the twentieth century, but in the nineteenth they called
themselves rusyny, usually rendered in English as Ruthenians. For reasons that will become obvious, I will use the historical name in this
essay; I will also make use of their traditional name for their own territory: Galician Rus'.
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Intellectuals and the Articulation of the Nation
The Cultural Work of Nationalism

One of the most striking features of the new literature (especially
Hobsbawm, Emil Niederhauser,2 and Ernest Gellner)3 is a major displacement of emphasis with regard to the so-called national characteristics. The nationalists themselves and much of the older literature on
nationalism emphasized that certain characteristics-particularly language, but also others, including religion, historical experience, and
territory-created nations. 4 The emphasis of the new literature is rather
that nations create these characteristics. In particular, it has focused on
"the invention of tradition" and the questione della lingua, that is, on the
active role national awakeners played in constructing a version of the
past and a standard literary language. Where the awakeners themselves thought they were only reviving an existing national culture,5
their most recent analysts think rather that they were creating a new
culture. 6 The fullest theoretical development of this view is by Gellner.
Gellner divides the whole of world history into three phaseshunting-gathering, agrarian, and industrial-and postulates that
nationalism is a form of politics appropriate to the transition between
the second and third phase; in fact, it creates the cultural-political conditions in which industrial society can function. Although Gellner's
framework of industrialism does not seem directly relevant to persistently agrarian Galicia, his view on the cultural work of nationalism
certainly is. He postulates that the nationalists create a new cultural
amalgam that, on the one hand, contains enough elements of the traditional culture of a particular ethnic community to be accessible to and
function as a source of identification for its members, but that, on the
other hand, also contains the essential elements of the new universalist
culture appropriate to the industrial age. Nationalism thus uses elements of traditional culture to create a new cultural unit that can participate in a larger modern society based on a shared cognitive base and
a global economy?
Whether one prefers Gellner's "industrial culture" or Benedict
Anderson's "print culture"8 or even the loaded older terms used with
regard to a similar conceptualization (e.g., high culture, civilization, history), it is clear that many East Central European peoples developed one
of these cultural systems as part of their national awakening. The case of
the Ruthenians of Galicia is not untypical in this regard. Before the
national awakening, they lacked, for example, their own professional
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theater and composers in the classical style-these did not constitute
components of the authentic culture of Galician Rus'; but by the 1860s
they had both a national theater company and a number of orchestral
works with national themes. Such examples of the introduction of new
cultural pursuits following models from the general European high culture, but with a national twist, could constitute a long list. Perhaps heading such a list would be the creation, through translation, imitation, and
original composition, of a literary medium capable of expressing all the
concepts contained in other European literary mediums.
Elements of the traditional culture were incorporated into the new
culture, but this was a very selective process. 9 Selectivity is most obvious in the case of language (since, of course, not all dialectical features
could be absorbed into a single literary standard), but the principle
extends to everyone of the national characteristics. Not all customs, for
example, found a place in the new national culture. The Ukrainian
national culture readily incorporated painted Easter eggs (pysanky),
which could be taken as an expression of the high aesthetic demands of
the folk culture, but the tradition of night courting (dosvitky,
vechornytsi),l° which seemed to suggest 'savagery and immorality, was
rejected.
A number of features of the Galician Ruthenian case are particularly interesting.
For example, almost totally neglected or misunderstood by the
new literature,11 but extremely important in the Galician Ruthenian
(and, for that matter, the Galician Jewish) case, was what might be
termed a "larval stage." Before the creation of the new Ruthenian
national culture came a stage in which educated Ruthenians assimilated to Polish culture/ that is, into an alien "high" culture. Whether it
would have been possible for the Ruthenians of Galicia to have proceeded directly from their traditional cultural environment to the task
of creating the new national culture is an open question, but there can
be little doubt that this larval stage accelerated the process. The same
applies to the creation of a modern Jewish culture on the territory of
Galicia at the end of the nineteenth century; until then the Jewish elite
had tended to assimilate to German and, later, Polish culture. The
Czech national revival also began from a situation in which the bettereducated classes were acculturated or at least deeply steeped in German culture. It is within the framework of the recent emphasis on
nationalism's creation of a new high culture that the function of this
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acculturation becomes clear, even if this point has not been brought
out: the very earliest "awakeners," and their predecessors, entered a
foreign high culture, which provided them with a model upon which to
base a new, national high culture.
Also, in Galician Rus' there was not only an acute questione della
lingua and fashioning/refashioning of a national language, but a
prominent questione della religione and fashioning/refashioning of a
national religion, that is, a modification of the traditional Greek
Catholicism (movements for ritual purification to shed Latin-Polish
accretions) or abandonment of it for "the faith of the forefathers"
(Orthodoxy). Although there are many other cases in which nationalism has introduced considerable modification into traditional religious
practices and allegiances (e.g., the Los von Rom movement in Austria,
the creation of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church, the
establishment of national patriarchates in the Balkans), this is a topic
that has not received the attention it deserves in the literature.
But perhaps of greatest interest in the case of the Galician Ruthenians, at least from the perspective of the national-construction literature,
is that in the nineteenth century the Galician Ruthenians elaborated
two very distinct and mutually exclusive constructions of their nationality (Ukrainian and Russian), could well have been drawn into a third
(Polish), exhibited tendencies toward a fourth (Rusyn), and had at least
the theoretical possibility of formulating a fifth (a hypothetical nationality, with serious historical underpinnings, that would have included
the peoples now called Ukrainians and Belarusians). This proliferation
of real and hypothetical constructions on the basis of a single, socially
and culturally rather homogeneous, and territorially quite compact
ethnic group would seem to confirm the validity of the new approach
to the study of nationality. It would also, however, seem to raise a new
question, which can be formulated in different ways: why did some
constructions fail and some succeed? how free was the emergent
national intelligentsia in its creative work of national-cultural construction? to what degree did the national characteristics after all determine
the viability of the national construction plans? The case of Galician
Rus' offers unusually rich material for the exploration of this theme. In
the remainder of this essay, I will begin the exploration and suggest
questions and directions for further research. As an organizing framework, I will examine each of the constructions in terms of the cultural,
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political, religious, and social factors influencing its development or
lack of development.
Natione Polonus, Gente Ruthenus

The most important question to ask initially is why the Galician Ruthenians did not simply assimilate to the Polish nationality.12 In the past, the
acquisition of a high culture had often been synonymous with adopting
Polish culture, not developing Ruthenian culture to a higher level. Thus
in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, the Ruthenian nobility became polonized, abandoning its ancestral religion and adopting the
Polish language;1 3 the assimilation of the traditional elite created the situation of the early nineteenth century in which the Ruthenians constituted a largely plebeian people with only a thin stratum of clergy at the
(rather low) summit. In the eighteenth century, after Galician Ruthenians
accepted the church union with Roman Catholicism, the clergy of the
Ruthenian church consisted of an elite of Basilian monks who monopolized episcopal office, received the most lucrative benefices, and acquired
a formal education, and also of parish priests who were poor, informally
and imperfectly educated, and of such low social prestige that their sons
could be enserfed; the former were largely Polish by culture, the latter
Ruthenian. 14 Ruthenians who migrated to Galicia's largest city, Lviv,
were steadily assimilated to Polish culture until at least some time in the
late nineteenth or early twentieth century.15
When an entire generation of candidates for the Ruthenian priesthood acquired a higher seminary education as a result of the Austrian
reforms of the late eighteenth century, the immediate result was linguistic and cultural polonization. A polonized Ruthenian described the
situation in the first half of the nineteenth century:
The education of the Ruthenian clergy ... acquainted it with the
civilized world, showed it various needs and paths. . . . You
wouldn't say his wife was the spouse of a Ruthenian priest,
because she began to dress up like some countess in hats, scarves,
and fashionable dresses; guests from the manor came over frequently, and the reception was lavish.
But if one of the parishioners had need to come over, he did not
dare to go right into the chamber, because the floor was washed
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and covered with a canvas; instead he went to the kitchen or
vestibule and waited as long as it took for the good reverend to
come out to him....
The conversation in the house was in Polish, the upbringing and
conduct of the children in the house was also Polish. l6

The polonization attendant upon social and cultural advancement in
the early nineteenth century was partly due to the absence of a Ruthenian high culture that could meet the newly created needs of an educated Ruthenian elite; thus a priest of the 1820S who maintained an
interest in books perforce read in Polish and other languages, but little
in Ruthenian or in the Ruthenian liturgicallanguage. l7
It seemed, from the vantage point of the early nineteenth century,
that there was something like a mathematical formula in operation.
Ruthenian + higher education = Pole
This was certainly how most educated Poles understood the situation.
J6zef Supinski, for example, writing for Dziennik Narodowy in 1848,
claimed that Ruthenian was but a dialect of Polish, fine for addressing
the common people, but unsuitable for higher purposes. To have
access to "all the branches of national knowledge" and to "general
European culture," it was necessary to use the standard literary language, that is, Polish. Another author writing in the same newspaper
at roughly the same time, Leon Korecki, put it even more simply:
"Every Ruthenian is a Pole, since every enlightened Ruthenian to this
day uses Polish as his customary language."l8 Also in 1848, the radical democrat Kasper Ci~glewicz, himself a polonized Ruthenian,
argued that the Ruthenian language was a mere dialect, unsuited to
be the vehicle of a higher culture, incapable of expressing the needs of
an educated community; the vehicle to meet the needs of educated
Galician Ruthenians was, naturally, Polish. l 9 Again in the same year,
Polish democrats appealing to Emperor Ferdinand I not to partition
Galicia into separate Polish and Ruthenian provinces explained to the
monarch that
the entire literature of this crownland has developed in the Polish
language and exclusively in the Polish language.... This language
is the binding element of all the educated strata of the population;
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this language is used by all Ruthenians insofar as they do not
belong to the agricultural class. 20
To rephrase all this: had things run their "natural" course, all Galicians,
even those who were Greek Catholic and spoke various Ruthenian
dialects, would have adopted "industrial culture" in its Polish form.
They did not, of course, and the reasons behind this unexpected
result form the intellectual problem that awaits exploration and, to the
extent possible, resolution.
It will be useful, however, before turning to an exploration of the
reasons why Ruthenians did not simply become Poles, to sketch the
chronology of the differentiation process. The great caesura was
undoubtedly the revolutionary years 1848-49. There were, however,
educated Ruthenians who sought to develop an independent national
culture before those years. The main examples are Viennese seminarians from the 1820S on21 and a group of Lviv seminarians in the 1830S
and 1840S, the so-called Ruthenian Triad. However, their views did not
become hegemonic in educated Ruthenian circles (mainly composed of
clergymen) until the revolution of 1848 and its aftermath. There were
still gente Rutheni, natione Poloni in existence after 1848, but they were
small in number by the late 1860s and dropped from sight altogether by
the late 1880s. 22
Students of Ukrainian history have assumed that it was only natural that the Ruthenians did not become Poles, so they have never
posed the question of why precisely this did not happen. Thus the present essay is not able to build on the insights of a previous literature
that has engaged this question directly, and it cannot do much more
than offer a few preliminary observations. We will proceed through
our four broad categories: the religious, cultural, political, and social.
When confronted with the emergence of an unexpectedly strong
political and cultural movement among the hitherto rather dormant
Ruthenians in 1848, Polish publicists attempting to explain this anomaly tended to give a great deal of weight to religious factors. Since, as
they conceived it, Ruthenian was but a dialect of Polish and since all
educated Ruthenians spoke standard Polish, the emphasis of a national
difference between Ruthenians and Poles was clearly an emphasis of
the religious difference between the Greek and Roman rite. This view
seemed confirmed, by the prominence of churchmen ih the Supreme
Ruthenian Council. Thus Ci~glewicz.wrote that the attempt of the
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Ruthenians to divide Galicia was an attempt to institute "rule by
priests," to restore "the times of Moses."23 The Poles addressing Ferdinand I also explained that the troubles in Galicia were the result of
"religious sectarianism" and specifically the ambitions of the Greek
Catholic church hierarchY.24
. Even allowing that such publicists were conjuring up the religious
factor to discredit the' Ruthenian movement in the eyes of mid-nineteenth-century liberals, they certainly seem to have had a point. The
religious division between Poles and Rutheni~ns was one of the most
salient in East Central Europe. Although both Poles and Ruthenians
were Catholic, they belonged to different rites, and this latter division-the division between Western and Eastern Christians-eonstituted a deep cultural cleavage. Single nationalities could be composed
of both Catholic and Orthodox, providing they were united by the
same Eastern rite (aside from the Ukrainians, the Romanians are an
example); they could also be both Catholic and Protestant, since both
came out of the same Western tradition (the Germans constitute the
classic example, but there are others, including the Slovaks). On the
other hand, the differentiation between the Western and Eastern Christian heritage sometimes figured crucially as the fundamental division
between nationalities: it marked off Croats from Serbs and East Slavs
from West Slavs. Cases in which one nationality incorporated both the
Western and Eastern Christian traditions are such singular exceptions
as prove the rule. 25 In sum, the divide between Western and Eastern
Christianity was one of those religio-civilizational divides difficult to
cross, like the divides between Islam, Judaism, and Christianity. It is
true that many individuals over the course of history have crossed
these divides, especially within the context of intermarriage, but seen in
the larger context these have proven rather to be lasting, formative barriers.
Let us add a few more considerations to this: With one exception,
all the Ruthenian awakeners before 1848 were priests or seminarians.
The Ruthenian leadership in the revolutionary years also consisted
largely of priests. Priests. continued to dominate the Ruthenian national
movement until the 1860s, when the secular intelligentsia (in large part,
the sons of priests) took the helm; even then, however, priests served as
the most important activists of the movement on the local, village level.
Given, then, the unusually strong influence of the clergy in the Ruthenian national movement, perhaps the religious difference between Poles
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and Ruthenians took on a greater significance than it would have otherwise. Linguistic obstacles could have been overcome, and perhaps
the religious one could have as well, had not priests played so prominent a part in the development of the Galician Ruthenians' national culture. This, of course, brings us back to the view of the Polish contemporaries who saw precisely clerical interests behind the emergence of the
Ruthenian movement in 1848.
But we need not single out the relationship between the clergy and
the national movement, which sets up the problem somewhat tautologically. We can start instead from a consideration of the weight of the
clergy in Ruthenian educated society. Until probably the 1860s priests
constituted the majority of all Ruthenians who had acquired any centralized higher education. 26 At least into midcentury they were linguistically·polonized. Why did they not then polonize completely? Was it
because complete polonization entailed or seemed to entail a change to
the Latin from the Greek rite? This was a change that was difficult both
psychologically and canonically. In addition, it was a much more
impracticable change for clergymen than for laymen: the Greek
Catholic clergy was married and could not simply transfer to the Latin
rite, which did not accept married clergy; thus even if a Greek Catholic
priest somehow managed to overcome the canonical hurdles involved
in a change of rite, he would have to abandon his living as a clergyman
and enter some new profession. 27 In short, for the vast majority of educated Ruthenians, in the historical period in which the decision was
made, total entrance into the Polish national culture was not a real
option; running up against the religious barrier to entry, they turned
their attention instead to elaborating a separate Ruthenian high culture.
Although the arguments for the impact of religion as the crucial
differentiating factor seem fairly strong, there is also something
weighty to be laid against them: evidence from three closely related
cases suggests that the Eastern rite did not necessarily stand in the way
of cultural assimilation to a nationality in which the Western rite predominated. The first case is that of the Greek-rite clergy of the Chelm
eparchy, the last surviving Uniate diocese in the Russian empire. The
Chelm region was not unlike Galicia: the landlords were Polish-speaking and Roman Catholic, the peasants were Ruthenian-speaking and
Greek Catholic. By the 1860s and up until the abolition of the church
union and forced conversion to Russian Orthodoxy in 1875, the native
Greek Catholic clergy of Chelm eparchy was largely polonized, both
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linguistically and politically (even to the extent of supporting Polish
insurrectionary activity against the czarist regime). Beginning in the
1860s the Russian government imported Greek Catholic seminarians
and clergy from Galicia to serve as a counterweight to the polonized
and polonophile native clergy. Relations between the Galicians and the
natives were hostile, even though both were clergymen of the same
religion and both considered themselves Ruthenians; but the native
priests of Chelm also considered themselves, in some way at least,
Poles and regularly used the Polish language, while the Galician priests
were fanatically anti-Polish. As their confrontation demonstrated, the
Galician outcome-that is, the development of a separate, indeed antiPolish, Ruthenian nationality-was not the only possible outcome of a
similar religio-historical starting-point. It should be noted, however,
that the situation in the Chelm eparchy was exceptional in some ways;
the Chelm region was one of the Ruthenian-inhabited territories most
exposed to Polish influence (unlike other Ruthenian/Ukrainian territories in the Russian empire, it had been included in the Congress Kingdom) and the strong attraction of Polish culture evident in the 1860s
may have represented a temporary waxing of pro-Polish sympathies
connected with the patriotic wave that swept most of the former Polish
territories at that time. 28
The second relevant counterexample is that of the Armenians of
Galicia, mainly concentrated in the crownland capital, Lviv. The Galician Armenians, like the Galician Ruthenians, were Uniates, that is,
Catholics of the Eastern tradition. They, however, unlike the Ruthenians, were polonized in the nineteenth century and indeed became very
prominent representatives of the Polish establishment in Galicia. For
example, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries the head
of the influential Podolian party-the most conservative political
grouping in the crownland, anti-Ruthenian and anti-jewish-was the
Armenian Dawid Abrahamowicz. Also, the principal spokesman of the
Polish episcopate on social and political issues in the early twentieth
century was the Armenian Catholic archbishop of Lviv (and conservative Polish nationalist), J6zef Teodorowicz. Again, belonging to the
Eastern Christian tradition did not prevent assimilation to a Polish cultural and political identity. However, it should be pointed out that the
Armenian community in Galicia was miniscule: Galicia had a total population of over seven million in 1900, of whom a mere 1,532 were
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Armenian Catholics. 29 In the mid-seventeenth century, Armenians in
Lviv alone had numbered twenty-five hundred, accounting for a tenth
of the city's total population;30 evidently by the end of the nineteenth
century many had assimilated so completely to Polish culture that they
abandoned their traditional rite and embraced the Latin. It is also well
to remember that the Armenians, who came to Galicia as merchants,
were concentrated in a Polish urban environment, that is, they were
much more exposed to the assimilative forces of the city than were the
primarily agrarian Ruthenians.
The third example is that of the Ruthenians of Sub- or Transcarpathia in historical Hungary. Through judicious episcopal appointments, through careful control of the seminaries and the rest of the educational system, and through far-reaching limitations on voluntary
associations, the press, and political participation, the Magyar gentry
succeeded in fostering a strong Magyarone element in the Greek
Catholic clergy of this region. By the early twentieth century most
newly ordained priests here seem to have thought of themselves as
Hungarian patriots and of their Ruthenianism as a clearly subordinate
. local identity.3 1 Again, however, this is a case that differs substantially
from the Galician Ruthenian one, since the Hungarian Ruthenians were
a small population exposed to very strong, state-directed assimilatory
pressures.
In sum, at least given certain conditions, it was possible for Eastern-rite Christians to assimilate to a cultural identity infused with the
Western-Christian tradition. Thus, whatever role religion played in the
failure of a Polish construction of Ruthenian nationality, it is difficult to
argue that it served as the overriding factor.
The other factors-cultural, political, and social-do not require as
detailed treatment as the religious one. By the cultural factor I mean the
cultural environment in which the decision not to be Polish was made.
The Greek Catholic seminarians and clergymen of the second quarter
of the nineteenth century, the "national awakeners" who undertook the
construction of a new Ruthenian culture at once national and universal,
were exposed to certain intellectual influences and cultural attitudes
that d~d not exist when the old Ruthenian nobility assimilated to Polish
culture and that did not, until carefully packaged and delivered, reach
the Ruthenian children who came to the city to learn a trade. I mean, of
course, the idea of nationality, the vision that every folk should aspire
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to its place in the sun and that every son of the people should devote
himself to finding (less consciously: creating) that place. To a certain
extent at least, I find that the problem of why the Ruthenians did not
become Polish is solved when I consult the reading list of the archetypical awakeners, the "Ruthenian Triad" of the 1830S (Iakiv Holovatsky,
Markiian Shashkevych, Ivan Vahylevych). When they were between
the ages of eighteen and twenty-four they read the Kralovedvorsky
manuscript, Casopis ceskeho musea, Karadzic, Kopitar, Safarik, Kollar,
Dobrovsky, Schlozer, Herder, the Lay of Igor's Campaign, the Polish
romantic poets, Russian, Ukrainian, and Polish history, and Ukrainian
ethnography)2 The zeitgeist that drove these young men to such books,
and then these books themselves, would seem sufficient to explain the
motivation of the work of Ruthenian "awakening" they undertook.
They were aware that Ruthenians differed from Poles in a number of
respects-religion, alphabet, language, folk customs-and their
research indicated the historical basis of these divergences. How-in
the early nineteenth century, in this part of Europe, with the education
they received and the aspirations they absorbed-how could they not
help but make something of those differences?
The third factor to be considered is the political one. Of course, it
could not be mere coincidence that the revolution of 1848 marked the
point of no return on the journey toward the construction of a completely separate national culture. The revolution witnessed not only the
first political actions of the Ruthenians-the formation of the Supreme
Ruthenian Council, the petition to partition Galicia, participation in
parliament-but major milestones in their cultural development: the
publication of their first newspapers, the establishment of the GalicianRuthenian Matytsia (an educational-literary association modeled on
similar matice of other "awakening" Slav nations), the first congress of
Ruthenian scholars.
In 1848 the Ruthenians became involved in a process that John
Breuilly has described thus:
There is a general tendency for the initial nationalist response to
come from culturally dominant groups. The nationalist movements express their case in historic territorial terms. They tend to
promote, as a reaction, nationalist movements among culturally
subordinate groups which express their case in ethnic and linguistic terms)3
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In this scenario, the Poles were the culturally dominant group, the
Ruthenians the subordinate one. What happened at the outset of the
revolution was that the Poles formed their national council with the
intention that it serve as the political representative of the entire population of Galicia. The Ruthenians were thus forced into making a choice
in a way that they had not been even a few years earlier: would the
national council represent their interests? were they Poles too? The revolution was giving a political weight to nationality-for Italians, Germans, Croats, Poles, and many others; it perforce raised (the question:
did the Ruthenians constitute a nationality too? and if so, what were the
implications for them in terms of the development of a national culture?
The question is, then: did national politics generate the impetus to
the construction of a national culture? Its contributory and accelerative
role in the period from 1848 on can hardly be questioned, but what
about prior to 1848, when, after all, the national awakening began?
There has been solid research demonstrating the pervasive influence of
the Polish democratic revolutionary movement of the 1830S on Ruthenian seminarians in Lviv.3 4 Some Ruthenians joined underground Polish
groups like the Association of the Polish People and became completely polonized; Kasper Ci~glewicz is a prominent example. Others
joined that same organization and left it after the Poles refused to add
the words "and Ruthenian" to its title.3 5 Others remained aloof, such as
the members of the Ruthenian Triad, but they could not help but be
aware of the Polish conspiratorial movement and assess their relation
to it. The point is this: in Galicia nationality was formulated within a
political framework from the very inception of the Ruthenian awakening. There is, however, a caveat to be registered: the first stirrings associated with the national awakening can be dated to the 1820S, before the
Poles undertook large-scale conspiratorial activity, and located in
Vienna, where the Polish presence was minimal and the cultural context more important than the strictly political one.
A final point about Polish politics and Ruthenian culture: during
the course of the revolution of 1848-49 there crystallized a very small
group of Ruthenians-organized in the Ruthenian Assembly-who
supported the anti-imperial, revolutionary politics of the Poles yet also
championed the retention and development of a separate Ruthenian
cultural identity. The group could not play an important role during
the revolution because it lacked the support of either the Ruthenians or
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the Poles. The mass of Ruthenians held that their political interests
were separate from, indeed opposed to, those of the Poles, and they
regarded the Ruthenian Assembly as an instrument devised by their
foes in order to divide Ruthenian ranks. As for the Poles, many of them
did not care for an organization that promoted Ruthenian cultural separatism. Ci~glewicz expressed the view of many Polish democrats
when he insisted that Ruthenians retain Polish as the language of cultural interchange; otherwise an effective link binding Poles and Ruthenians into a single political nation would be broken.3 6 In sum, the
Ruthenian Assembly tried to separate the political from the cultural
strand during the revolution; its isolation and irrelevance seem to confirm that the development of a Ruthenian national culture cannot be
understood apart from the political dynamics of Polish-Ruthenian relations.
In a recent article, Roman Szporluk argues against Miroslav
Hroch's model of a progression of national movements from a cultural
to a political stage. Szporluk stresses instead that the development of
Ukrainian nationalism in the nineteenth century was preeminently and
from the first a political, not a cultural, question and that it was closely
linked with the development of two other political questions, the Russian question and the Polish question. The thrust of his argument is not,
on the whole, belied by the evidence of the Galician Ruthenian case.3 7
The last factor to be discussed is the social factor, which overlaps to
some degree with the previous, political factor. In its starkest form it is
this: almost all landlords in Galicia were Polish, almost all Ruthenians
were peasants. This had immense political ramifications. In 1848, when
the questions of emancipation and terms of emancipation appeared on
the political agenda, it determined that the interests of educated Poles
and most Ruthenians would be diametrically opposed. It meant that
the peasantry, who took an active part in the revolution, opposed the
landlord-dominated Polish National Council and supported the
Supreme Ruthenian Assembly, in which their pastors took an active
part. This in turn made the Ruthenian entrance into politics all the more
forceful, since it brought to the revolutionary situation the energy and
political clout of the popular masses. While it was easy to dismiss the
political opinions of a group composed largely of priests, it was much
harder to do so when hundreds of thousands of peasants stood behind
them (moreover, these were Galician peasants, infamous throughout
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the empire for slaughtering their landlords two years earlier). The continuing antagonism between Polish landlords and Ruthenian peasants
in the decades after emancipation was to ensure that the Ruthenian
national movement always enjoyed a large popular base.
The social difference between Poles and Ruthenians also had
immense cultural implications. The Polish gentry had developed a
"high" culture that was linked with the "high" culture of the rest of
Europe. This lay at the root of the claim that Polish culture was the natural vehicle for all Galicians who wished to be connected to the
achievements of universal culture (European culture, "industrial" culture). The Poles enjoyed a language with words for every item and
every concept that existed in contemporary Europe. The Ruthenians
had a traditional, "low" culture, a folk culture, and a (intellectually
underdeveloped) religious culture that was primitive by the standards
of, and incapable of communicating with, Europe. Their language h~d
separate words for branches that had fallen off a tree and branches that
were broken but were still attached, since these words came in very
handy when gathering fuel in the strictly regulated Galician forests, but
it did not have words to express the scientific, technological, and political advances that had been made in Europe and almost no vocabulary
for philosophy, philology, and other branches of scholarship. Poles
played the piano, Ruthenians the handmade hurdy-gurdy. In short, the
social differences between Poles and Ruthenians established the situation that is being explored here: to join the rest of the world culturally,
Ruthenians either had to adopt Polish culture or else fashion a culture
of their own that could perform the same functions.
But did the social differences not only set up the terms of the problem, but also influence the way in which it was eventually to be solved?
I think so. The variant of high culture that the Poles offered was one
that had been developed in an aristocratic and gentry context and necessarily incorporated elements from this formative social milieu. This
was evidenced in certain linguistic formulations of the standardized
language (Pan m6wi-"You say," but literally "The squire says") and
permeated the national historical mythos. It is certainly conceivable
that a largely peasant people like the Ruthenians could have assimilated to such a culture, since after all the Polish peasantry eventually
did. Yet the national acculturation of the Polish peasantry was a slow
process and entailed, perhaps as a necessary condition, the positing of
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a mediating identity (articulated by Polish populism or ludowstwo). It is
probable that the social origins of modern Polish culture had a repellent
rather than attractive effect on the Ruthenians.
The Ukrainian and All-Russian Ideas

From the 1830S through World War I two different constructions of
nationality e).(isted and competed in Galician Rus'-the Ukrainian and
the all-Russian. Adherents of the Ukrainian orientation maintained that
they were of the same nationality as the Ukrainians or Little Russians
across the river Zbruch in the Russian empire. Adherents of the allRussian orientation, or Russophiles (as they are more frequently called
in the literature), did not deny this, but they minimized the differences
between Little Russians and Great Russians and sawall East Slavs,
including the Ruthenians of Austria-Hungary, as part of a single Russian nationality.
The two orientations elaborated different versions of the primary
national characteristics. The literary language of the Ukrainophiles, for
all purposes, was a mixture of local Galician vernaculars and the
emerging standard Ukrainian as represented in the works of Ivan
Kotliarevsky, Hryhorii Kvita-Osnovianenk'o~',Taras Shevchenko, and
other exponents of the Ukrainian literary revival in Russia. The Russophiles also made use of a Ukrainianized Galician vernacular when
they wrote for the peasantry, especially before the turn of the twentieth
century, but when writing for the intelligentsia they used either a literary language that approximated Russian (with some concessions to the
local vernacular and some homage to the church-Slavonic-based literary language used in Galician Rus' prior to the era of national awakening) or else, particularly in the twentieth century, standard literary
Russian. 38 One could quickly glance at a newspaper and know to which
orientation it belonged, because Ukrainophile publications generally
used the phonetic orthography developed by the Ukrainian writer Panteleimon Kulish, while Russophile publications used the etymological
orthography; letters like 1 and r were present in Ukrainophile publications and absent in Russophile ones, while letters like 'b and 1> could
only be found in Russophile publications. In the center of the Ukrainophiles' historical myth stood the Cossack period; even though Galician Rus' had not been Cossack territory, the myth was important
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because it both expressed solidarity with the Ukrainian nation of the
Left and Right Banks and served to fuel the ongoing struggle with the
Poles. For the Russophiles the central historical experience was the
existence of Kyivan Rus', which united all East Slavs and in which the
Galician principality played a prominent role.39 With regard to religion,
the Ukrainophiles sought the preservation of their Greek Catholic
church, which distinguished them from both Poles and Russians; the
Russophiles gravitated, with varying degrees of consistency, toward
Russian Orthodoxy. The two camps developed different names for the
people oJ Galician Rus'. By the latter half of the nineteenth century,
they had generated different spellings for the adjectival form "Ruthenian": the Ukrainophiles wrote rus'kyi, the Russophiles wrote russkii. In
the early twentieth century the Ukrainophiles fairly consistently
referred to the people of Galician Rus' as ukraintsi, the Russophiles
referred to them as russkie. Thus two fully elaborated conceptions of
nationality vied with each other for the loyalties of the Galician Ruthenians.
Before attempting an analysis of the political, cultural, religious,
and social factors underlying the formation and determining the fate of
the two conceptions, it will be useful to survey their historic fortunes
over the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It is difficult
to speak of either a Ukrainian or all-Russian orientation before the
1830S. The vast majority of the population of Galician Rus' were
enserfed peasants who did not think in categories of nationality.
Although the peasants were aware that they were not Poles, or Jews, or
Germans-peoples whom they knew from their encounters in Galicia-they would have had no (or at least little) idea of whether they
were the same as the people who lived on the banks of the Dnieper or
the Volga. The small, mainly clerical elite that had been formed as a
result of the educational reforms of the end of the eighteenth century
was heavily influenced by Polish culture. Those who had a clear idea
that they were not Poles, but Ruthenians, did not yet express this in
terms that fit either the Ukrainian or all-Russian conception cleanly.
The traditional, preawakening attitude of the Ruthenian elite seems to
have been that the Ruthenians of Galicia and the population of Right
and Left Bank Ukraine were essentially the same people, different from
both the Poles to the west and the Russians to the east. But this traditional, "protonational" sense of community (which was often enough
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blurry around the eastern edges) was not the same thing as the Ukrainian conception that surfaced in the 1830s, even though it undoubtedly
did much to prepare the ground for its reception.
Both the Ukrainian idea and the all-Russian idea were imported
into Austrian Galicia from the Russian empire, and representatives of
both conceptions can be identified by the 1830s. At this time, and
through the revolution of 1848-49, the Ukrainophile current was
stronger and more clearly defined than the Russophile current. The
chief representatives of the Ukrainian idea before the revolution were
the Ruthenian Triad and their associates at the Lviv seminary as well as
the grammarians Iosyf Levytsky and Iosyf Lozynsky. The Ruthenian
Triad consciously linked themselves with the Ukrainian literary and
folkloric movement in Russian-ruled Ukraine. The Triad's greatest literary talent, Markiian Shashkevych, wrote verse in a language heavily
influenced by his reading of Left Bank poets and ethnographers, verse
about Cossacks, the steppe, and "native Ukraine" (ridna Ukraina). In
their famous miscellany Rusalka dnistrovaia the Triad included a bibliography of the Ukrainian cultural revival in the Russian empire. 40 As to
the grammarians, the titles of their major works identified the language
they were codifying as both "Ruthenian" and "Little Russian."4 1 During the revolution, the Supreme Ruthenian Council proclaimed that the
Ruthenians of Galicia belonged "to a large nation of 15 million,"42 that
is, to a nation including the Ukrainians of the Russian empire, but
excluding the Russians. However, this statement should not simply be
interpreted as an expression of a full-fledged Ukrainophile framework,
since the council in its activities focused almost exclusively on local
Galician affairs, did not otherwise discuss the Ukrainian movement in
the Russian empire, and did not appeal in its manifestos to the touchstone Cossack heritage. The statement could be understood as an
expression of the traditional, protonational sense of "Ukrainian" community that was evident before the 1830s, albeit informed by the work
of the Ukrainophile activists of the 1830S and 1840s; the statement was
also, as we shall see in a moment, compatible with early expressions of
Russophilism. Although some Ruthenian activists took advantage of
the revolutionary possibilities to republish some of the works of the
Ukrainian literary revival in Russian Ukraine, this was done on a surprisingly small scale. 43
The all-Russian conception was introduced to Galicia by the Russian pan-Slavist Mikhail Pogodin, who visited Lviv in 1835 and
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1839-40 and thereafter carried on an active correspondence with
Ruthenian intellectuals. The main proponent of his views in Galicia
was the historian Denys Zubrytsky, who became a corresponding
member of the St. Petersburg Archaeographic Commission in 1842 and
published, in the Russian language, a three-volume history of the Principality of Galicia-Volhynia in the 1850s. Although the all-Russian conception was weak in Galician Rus' prior to the 1850s, it seems to have
had more currency than is generally admitted in Ukrainian historiography. The Austrian government, the Greek Catholic church authorities,
and Polish political activists s.ometimes suspected or maintained that
the Ruthenian national movement in Galicia was pro-Russian; some of
these suspicions and claims were laughably specious,44 but Ukrainian
historiography has not searched very hard to see if there was indeed
some fire behind the smoke. 45 During the revolution, some Ruthenian
activists published a leaflet addressed to their "German brothers" that
was quite Russophile in conception. It declared that "the Russians are
ethnically related to us (uns stammverwandt); the same Slavic blood
flows in our veins; a common history in earlier times, almost the same
language, customs, etc., make our Russian brothers dear to our hearts."
The leaflet threatened the Austrian Germans that if they continued to
leave the Ruthenians at the mercy of their "mortal enemies" the Poles,
the Ruthenians would "seek their fortune under Russia's scepter" and
work to unite with their "less oppressed brothers in Russia." Interestingly, in spite of its Russophile sentiments, the leaflet declared that "we
Ruthenians [are] an as yet unrecognized people of 15 million."46
In the decade of reaction that followed the revolution, the all-Russian conception made important advances in Galician Rus'. Many of
the former associates of the Ruthenian Triad abandoned their previous
views in favor of the vernacular language and Ukrainian identity and
instead began to promote a literary language closer to Russian and an
all-Russian national identity. Among the new Russophiles were some
of S;alician Rus's most prominent intellectuals-the poets Ivan
Hushalevych and Nykolai Ustyianovych, the future journalist Bohdan
Didytsky, and the future historian Antonii Petrushevych. 47 But
undoubtedly the most important defector from the Ukrainophile position was an original member of the Ruthenian Triad, Iakiv Holovatsky.
With Shashkevych dead and Vahylevych compromised by his cooperation with the Poles during the revolution, Holovatsky was the sole
heir to the Triad's legacy, which he used after 1851 to promote his

128

Intellectuals and the Articulation of the Nation

newly adopted, Russophile view. Moreover, as professor of Ruthenian
language and literature at Lviv University, Holovatsky was well placed
to influence the younger generation of the Ruthenian intelligentsia
(until 1867 when he was dismissed from the university and emigrated
to Russia). During this same period, the 1850S, proponents of the Russophile conception, including the very talented Didytsky, dominated
the editorial offices of the Ruthenian periodical press. The Ukrainian
conception had by no means died, but it did not exhibit the same
dynamism that Russophilism did in the 1850S.
In the next period, from 1860 to 1882, the two conceptions waged
open intellectual war, and the Russophiles clearly constituted the
stronger camp. The Ukrainophiles had regrouped in the early 1860s
around a series of short-lived but explicitly Ukrainian periodicals. They
consolidated their forces beginning in the late 1860s, after the introduction of the Austrian constitution: in 1867 they established the journal
Pravda, in 1868 the adult-education society Prosvita, and in 1880 the
newspaper Dilo. They made steady progress from the late 1860s on but
did not begin to outpace the Russophiles until the mid-1880s at the earliest. The Russophiles also laid institutional foundations in this period,
establishing the newspaper Slovo (1861), the Kachkovsky Society to
promote adult education (1874),48 and the Society of Russian Ladies
(1879).49 The popularity of the Russophile conception increased in the
1860s as a result of the constitutional rearrangements in the Habsburg
monarchy, which left the Polish nobility in control of Galicia; the loyalty of the Galician Ruthenian intelligentsia to the Habsburg dynasty
was firmly shaken by this disposition, and the notion of Russian irredentism began to look more attractive. 50
From 1882 until the turn of the twentieth century Russophilism
waned in popularity, while Ukrainophilism made rapid and irreversible progress. The turn in the fortunes of the Russophile camp came
in 1882 when one of the leading Russophile propagandists, the priest
Ioann (Ivan) Naumovych, encouraged the inhabitants of the village of
Hnylychky to petition the government that they be allowed to change
their religion from Greek Catholicism to Orthodoxy. Both the Austrian
government and the Vatican had been concerned about the spread of
Russophilism for some time, but the Hnylychky incident was to prove
the straw that broke the camel's back. Working together, the state and
ecclesiastical authorities mounted an energetic campaign to combat
Russophilism among the Greek Catholic clergy and among the intelli-
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gentsia at large. Measures included the forced resignation of the reigning metropolitan of Halych, a purge of his consistory, a Jesuit-led reformation of the Greek Catholic monastic order, a public trial of leading
Russophiles on charges of high treason, the excommunication of Father
Naumovych, the reorganization of ecclesiastical boundaries, the selection of politically reliable bishops, a closer surveillance of the movement of people and literature across the Russian-Austrian border, and
the hounding of the Russophile press. The result was the creation of a
climate in which Russophilism found it difficult to flourish. It is perhaps impossible to assess how much the decline of Russophilism in the
late nineteenth century was specifically the result of the interventions
of the Austrian state and the Vatican and not the culmination of a natural process of expansion on the part of the Ukrainophile movement.
Russophilism did not, of course, disappear, but it was weaker in the
late nineteenth century than it had been earlier, more localized (particularly in the westernmost Ruthenian settlements, Le., in the Lemko
region), and more of an old man's party. By contrast, the Ruthenian
national movement connected with the Ukrainian orientation grew by
leaps and bounds in this period, covering the countryside with a network of reading clubs and other voluntary associations,5 1 politically
differentiating into four camps (national democratic, radical, social
democratic, and Christian social), establishing an academy of sciences
(the Shevchenko Scientific Society), and formulating the goal of erecting an independent Ukrainian state. 52
The turn of the twentieth century saw a number of changes in the
situation of the Russophiles. Losing support in Galician Ruthenian
society, the Russophiles began to depend much more on outside
patronage. From 1898 until 1908 they enjoyed the support of two Galician lieutenants (namisnyky) associated with the conservative Polish
Podolian party, namely Counts Leon Pininski (1898-19°3) and Andrzej
Potocki (1903-8). How the curious alliance between the Polish-chauvinist Podolians and the Russophiles came to be is a somewhat more
complicated story, but the main point is that the Podolians had come to
the conclusion that the Russophiles made a useful counterweight to the
much more dynamic and socially more radical Ukrainian movement.
The alliance ended when a Ukrainian student assassinated Lieutenant
Potocki and Vienna decided to take the lieutenancy out of the
Podolians' hands and give the post to someone who could come to
an understanding with the Ukrainians. It was fortunate for the
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Russophiles that the assassination of Potocki and the loss of the lieutenancy's patronage occurred in 1908, the year of Austria's annexation
of Bosnia. As a result of that incident, the Russian government, which
had always given clandestine material support to the Galician Russophiles, redoubled its efforts. It launched a major campaign to propagate Russian Orthodoxy in Galicia (unsuccessfully) and among Galician immigrants in North America (in part successfully). It also planted
articles in the British press to suggest that Galicia was Russia irredenta. 53
In this situation the Russophiles became more distinctly than ever
before foreign agents of Russian czardom. Facing persecution, a number of Russophile leaders fled to Kyiv in Russian-ruled Ukraine. There
they established the Carpatho-Russian Liberation Committee in
August ~914. A month later the committee found itself in Lviv, where it
assisted the Russian occupation authorities. The Russians held Galicia
until June 1915 and returned to its easternmost portion for a year in
1916-17. Particularly during the first occupation, the Russian civil and
ecclesiastical authorities attempted to suppress the Ukrainian movement and convert the population to Russian Orthodoxy. They were not
very successful in accomplishing these aims, although they would have
achieved more had the Habsburg government and military not undertaken preventive incarcerations and executions of thousands of real
and suspected Russophiles on the eve of the Russian invasion. The
main Austrian internment camp for Galician Russophiles was located
in the Styrian village of Thalerhof, which became for the postwar Russophiles an important symbol of the sacrifices they had made for their
cause and of the perfidy of the Habsburg government and its Ukrainian
collaborators. 54
Also since the turn of the century the Russophiles underwent ideological differentiation. The movement split between the youth and
their elders, the so-called novokursnyky and starokursnyky, respectively.
The new tendency, formalized in the establishment of the Russian
National Party in Lviv in 1900, was more consistently Russian than the
older Russophilism. The novokursnyky used Russian, unadulterated by
Galicianisms and Old Church Slavonicisms, as their literary language.
They openly championed Russian Orthodoxy and often converted to
that faith. They traveled to Russia frequently and met with government
agents there. They were the ones who founded the Carpatho-Russian
Liberation Committee and placed themselves at the service of the
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Russian occupation regime, which they, of course, regarded as a regime
of national emancipation.
By this time, however, the Russophiles were already marginalized
in Galicia and the Ukrainian conception was hegemonic. In the 1907
elections, for example, the Ukrainophiles sent twenty-two deputies to
parliament (seventeen national democrats, three radicals, two social
democrats); the Russophiles sent five. 55 The strength of the Ukrainian
movement is perhaps best indicated by the political success it enjoyed
in its struggle with the Poles. By the eve of World War I it had won
major concessions from the Polish ruling elite: significantly increased
representation in the Galician Diet and a Ukrainian university in Lviv.
(The outbreak of world war and the collapse of Austria-Hungary, however, prevented these concessions from being implemented.) When the
Habsburg monarchy disintegrated, the Ukrainians of Galicia proclaimed the Western Ukrainian National Republic in November 1918.
After being driven from Galicia by Haller's army in the summer of
1919, the Ukrainian Galician Army joined the struggle for national
independence in the formerly Russian Ukraine. At its maximum
strength the Ukrainian Galician Army numbered seventy to seventyfive thousand men, including reserves. Although the Ukrainians failed
to achieve independence in the aftermath of World War I, the experience of proclaiming a Ukrainian state and of waging war to retain it
established the Ukrainian idea in the Galician population even more
deeply and extensively than before.
There is little point in outlining the history of the Ukrainian conception after World War I, since the story is well known: Galicia
became the major center of Ukrainian nationalism in the interwar era,
retained its Ukrainian consciousness through the Soviet period,56 and
has emerged today as the greatest stronghold of nationalism in independent Ukraine.
Russophilism survived the world war, but barely. The struggle for
Ukrainian independence brought youth and peasants into the Ukrainian movement who might otherwise have replenished the ranks of the
Russophiles. The collapse of czarist Russia and its replacement by Bolshevik Russia was also a severe blow. There was a segment of the Russophiles, however, who were left-leaning and Sovietophile. Although
they formally abjured their Russophilism to enter the Communist Party
of Western Ukraine, they soon came into conflict with the Ukrainian
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national Communists in the party.57 Other Russophiles managed to
hang on owing to the support given to Russophile institutions by the
Polish government in the interwar era. Taking their example from the
Podolian tactics of the early twentieth century, Polish governments
deliberately fostered Russophilism in hopes of dividing the loyalties of
the Galician population. This tactic had little success, however; apart
from adherents in the Lemko region in the extreme west, the Russophiles in Galicia were few and aging. The Russophile movement in
Galicia did not survive World War II and the Soviet period, although
there was one curious attempt to rehabilitate the Russophile legacy
during the years of the Thaw. 58
Let us turn now to a consideration of our four factors and begin
with the political, since its salience, particularly with regard to the allRussian idea, is so evident from the foregoing sketch. With the possible
exception of their emergence in the 1830s, every major turning point in
the Russophiles' fortunes was connected with a political event: the failure of the revolution of 1848-49, the constitutional reorganization of
the Habsburg monarchy in the 1860s, the purge of 1882, the aggravation of Austro-Russian tensions in the early twentieth century, World
War I, the Russian Revolution, the Soviet annexation of Galicia. The
moment of its emergence constitutes only a possible exception, since it
did coincide with the decade in which Polish conspiratorial activity in
Galicia was at its height.
Russophilism was also an expression of the most elementary
political logic, clearly formulated, for example, in the leaflet addressed
to the "German brothers" in 1848. The exact same political logic led
Kyiv Metropolitan Iov Boretsky to appeal to the Russian czar in 1624
to protect the Orthodox faith in Ukraine against Polish persecution,
led the leader of the anti-Polish rebellion, Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky, to swear loyalty to the czar at Pereislav in 1654, and brought
together Russian agents and Ukrainian peasants and Cossacks in the
anti-Polish haidamaka rebellions of the eighteenth century. (This logic
also, of course, worked the other way around: in 1658, after falling out
with Muscovy, Hetman Ivan Vyhovsky signed the Hadiach treaty
with Poland, in 1708 Hetman Ivan Mazepa concluded an alliance
against Czar Peter I with King Stanislaw Leszczynski of Poland, and in
1920 the Ukrainian National Republic renounced its claims to Galicia
in order to make an alliance with Poland against their common enemy,
Soviet Russia.)
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The political logic involved in Russophilism was so elementary
and compelling that it found its counterparts even outside the Ruthenian intelligentsia, among peasants of the 1860s to 1880s who hoped that
the White Czar would come to Galicia and slaughter the Polish landlords and the Jews,59 and even outside Galicia, Czech Russophilism
being perhaps the best-known example, although directed against the
Germans rather than the Poles.
But did a political alliance with the Russians against the Poles necessarily entail the adoption of a conception of all-Russian nationality?
Could the Ruthenians of Galicia have followed, say, the Czech pattern
of Russophilism, that is, political orientation on Russia without submerging their own specific nationality?6o Since the terms of an alliance
are set by the stronger partner, in this case Russia, the same questions
might be reformulated as follows: Would Russia have been interested
in a pro-Russian political orientation in Galician Rus' that did not
involve a sense of unity that was more than the general Slavic unity
expressed in Czech Russophilism?
On the whole, it is unlikely: for most of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the political and intellectual climate in Russia was not
conducive to the view that Ruthenians-who worshipped in the same
tongue and manner as the Russians, who made use of the same alphabet, who sprang from the same cradle of Kyivan Rus'-stood in the
same relation to the Russians as the Slovaks or Czechs. Russia did find
tolerable a local, Galician or Carpathian, distinctiveness; in fact the
interchange of cadres between various local (Rusyn, Lemko) orientations and the Russophile orientation in Transcarpathia and the Lemko
region has demonstrated historically the fundamental compatibility of
a strictly local identity and an all-Russian identity. In fact, even a certain (but limited) recognition of a general "Ukrainian" distinctiveness
has been acceptable even to extreme Russian chauvinists. 61 The development of the Ukrainian movement in Dnieper Ukraine, for example,
owed much to the Russian government's russifying policies in Right
Bank Ukraine in the 1830S and most of the 1840s; the government gave
support to the Ukrainian movement in an effort to eradicate Polish
influence in the "Southwestern Land" after the November insurrection.
However, when the Ukrainian movement turned overtly political, with
the establishment of the Cyril and Methodius Brotherhood in 1845, the
government changed its attitude completely, arresting the brotherhood's members in 1847 and persecuting their successors over the next
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seventy years. To make what could be a long story short: from 1850
until 1917, when Russophilism was most evident in Galicia, the dominant partner in the political alliance, Russia,' could work with a proRussian political orientation that admitted of a certain local distinctiveness; it was absolutely not, however, prepared to make common cause
with a political orientation that included an emphasis on Ukrainian distinctiveness as part of its program. Or to put it another way: generally,
neither Russia nor its clients in Galicia denied the ethnographic and linguistic evidence and the historical record that pointed to both Ruthenian distinctiveness from the Russians and Ruthenian traits shared with
the Little Russians of the Russian empire, but they denied and opposed
the view that this distinctiveness and these shared traits had political
meaning or could form the basis for a separate national culture of the
"industrial" variety (the latter point will be discussed below).
To understand the appeal of Russophilism, it is important to be
clear about the political advantages the Ruthenian Russophiles gained
from their orientation on Russia. There were, as I see it, three. First, the
Russophiles had the backing of a Great Power. Although converting
the political prestige this brought into concrete advantages was not a
straightforward matter, it could be done. Certainly the Austrian government had to proceed more gingerly with its Ruthenian population
than it would have, had its huge neighbor not been looking over its
shoulder. Feeling the power of Russia behind them also, of course, had
an effect on the Russophiles' political psychology, imbuing them with
confidence. Second, and much more concretely, the backing of Russia
translated into considerable material support for the Russophile movement. Already in the 1850S the Russian government and Pogodin had
sent money to Zubrytsky, who was old and infirm. 62 In the 1860s and
early 1870S Russia needed the Galician Russophiles to help them depolonize, russify (and eventually convert to Russian Orthodoxy) the Uniate church in the Chelm region; in consequence of this action close to
150 Galicians settled in the Chelm region and occupied well-paying
positions that would not have been available to them otherwise. In the
late 1870S and 1880s, in the context of Austro-Russian tensions over the
Balkans, the Russian government gave huge subsidies to the Galician
Russophile press. 63 After Naumovych was deprived of his parish, Czar
Alexander III sent him a thousand rubles. 64 And, of course, after Austria annexed Bosnia in 1908 the material support from Russia increased
even more. Third, the Russophiles, especially in the early twentieth
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century, looked to Russia to liberate the Ruthenians from Polish domination by annexing Galicia to Russia, a dream that came to fruition for
some months during World War I.
So much for the political aspects of the all-Russian idea. What
about the politics of the Ukrainian idea? Certainly at first glance and
seen through the prism of the Russophile situation, the idea of constructing a separate Ukrainian nationality seemed politically ludicrous.
Who were the Galician Ukrainophiles' allies? One might answer: a
small, politically persecuted group in another country, with few material resources at its disposal and absolutely no clout. But this answer is
not quite correct. For all their weakness, the Ukrainophiles of the Russian empire were not an entirely negligible ally. By social origin they
were mostly descendents of the Cossack starshyna or officer class, and
hence of gentry status, and hence also by and large of greater wealth
and higher social prestige than their Galician counterparts, who were
priests and priests' sons. Someone someday should make a detailed list
of all the material aid that Ukrainophiles from Russia gave the Galician
movement. They contributed money to publish Pravda, they were the
main benefactors of the Shevchenko Society, they were the primary
source of income of the press associated with the Ukrainophile radical
current. I would not be surprised to learn that the sum total of their contributions approached that of Russia's investment in the Russophiles.
As to political clout, there were those who had it. The great intellectual
patron of the Galician radicals, Mykhailo Drahomanov, enjoyed some
prestige in left-wing and scholarly circles throughout Europe and was
able to plead the Galician Ukrainophiles' case in the Russian and European press. Volodymyr Antonovych had connections among the Polish
aristocracy that he was able to use to facilitate the establishment of a
chair of Ukrainian history at Lviv University, filled by his student
Mykhailo Hrushevsky.
Moreover, the Ukrainophiles of Dnieper Ukraine proved to have
certain advantages as allies that Russia lacked. When Russians in Russia had something important to say, they published either in their own
excellent journals in Russia or, if the content would be too irritating to
the czarist censorship, in equally excellent Russian-language journals
published in London, Geneva, or elsewhere in Western Europe. They
do not seem ever to have considered Lviv's Slovo or Kolomyia's Nauka.
By contrast, the Ukrainophiles of Russia, suffering under an intermittent, but constraining, publication ban for most of the period after 1863,
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frequently published their works, including some of their best works,
in Galician Ukrainophile periodicals and printing establishments.
Already by the 1870S this difference in the amount of exported intellectual capital had produced the paradox that Drahomanov was fond of
pointing to: for all their love of Russia, the Russophiles knew the least
about it and were the least influenced by its cultural-intellectual life,
which was generally on a much higher plane than Galicia's; the Ukrainophiles, on the other hand, were, through the mediation of modern
Ukrainian literature, au courant with all the latest Russian trends. 65
Related to this is the fact that the "brain drain" phenomenon worked to
the advantage of the Ukrainophiles and to the disadvantage of the Russophiles. Many talented,Ukrainophiles, fleeing persecution or for other
reasons, emigrated from the Russian empire to Galicia; examples
include Paulin SWiE:cicki and other Ukrainophiles who participated in
the Polish insurrection and settled in Galicia in the 1860s, the abovementioned Hrushevsky, the future ideologue of Ukrainian integral
nationalism Dmytro Dontsov, and many others. There were enough
political emigres in Lviv in 1914 to form the Union for the Liberation of
Ukraine (the pro-Austrian Ukrainophile equivalent of the CarpathoRussian Liberation Committee). By contrast, I cannot name a single
Russian of note who settled in Galicia and put his or her talents at the
disposal of the local Russophile movement. I can, however, name hundreds of Galician Russophiles who left Galicia for non-Carpathian Russia, including some of the movement's most prominent leaders, such as
Holovatsky and Naumovych. 66 In sum, the Ukrainophiles of Russia
made better political allies than might at first sight appear to have been
the case.
Furthermore, just as the all-Russian idea found favorable conditions for development in the complicated geopolitical constellation of
the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, so too did Ukrainophilism. It took some time, but the Austrian state eventually came to
realize that the Ukrainian movement could serve as an ally in the struggle with Russia and its supporters among the Ruthenians. One might
distinguish three phases in the Austrian state's support of the Ukrainian movement. In the first phase, Austria had no particular intention of
promoting the Ukrainian idea as such, of which it remained suspicious;
it was only interested in stifling Russophilism. The persecution of the
Russophiles, however, worked,to the advantage of the Ukrainophiles.
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The clearest moment of this phase came in 1882. In the second phase,
Austria made the conscious choice to favor the Ukrainians over the allRussians; this was unambiguous by 1908. In the third phase, Austria
supported the Ukrainian movement also with a view to partitioning the
Russian empire; this phase came, of course, in 1914. In the first phase,
then, Austria's attitude to the Ukrainian movement ranged from hostile
to indifferent, but its actions favored it; in the second phase Ukrainophilism was viewed as at least the lesser of two evils, and in the third
phase as a useful instrument.
During most of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
the Ukrainophiles themselves did not see Austria as much more than a
lesser evil. They did not have for it the enthusiasm that the Russophiles
had for Russia. They made formal declarations of loyalty, but they had
already lost in the 1860s the devotion to the Austrian state and Habsburg dynasty that had marked the Ruthenians in 1848-49. Only in
1912-14, when the smell of war was in the air, did they develop a
strongly pro-Austrian position, in the formulation of which political
emigres from Russian-ruled Ukraine, notably the young Dmytro
Dontsov, played a prominent part. 67 Although subjective relations
between Austria and the Ukrainian movement in Galicia were tepid
until the eve of the Great War, although Russian nationalists' assertions
that Austria instigated the Ukrainian movement there cannot be taken
seriously,68 it is nonetheless clear that the objective relation of Austria
to the Ukrainian movement created a political environment in which it
could flourish.
There is a subtler and more complicated point to make about a
political constellation favoring the development of the Ukrainian idea
in Galicia. It has gone virtually unnoticed in the literature, unless one
counts the Russian nationalist assertion that the Ukrainian movement
was both an Austrian and a Polish intrigue. We might introduce the
point by recalling what Ivan L. Rudnytsky had to say about Russophilism as a renunciation of Polonism: liThe rupture with Polish society was so difficult that the generation of Ruthenian intellectuals which
had effected the break tended to lean to the opposite direction."69
Indeed, many of the Russophile leaders had been Polish patriots in
their yout?, including Naumovych and even Zubrytsky, who served as
a secretary to the pro-Napoleonic Polish forces that occupied Lviv in
1809.7° Russophilism was a complete, radical break with the Polish
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past; it was, in fact, the conclusion of an anti-Polish alliance with the
Poles' most powerful and ruthless enemy. Ukrainophilism did not go
this far.
The Russophiles always maintained that their Ukrainian rivals
were covertly sympathetic to the Poles and that they themselves were
the "hard Ruthenians" (tverdi rusyny), uncompromising in their antiPolish politics. Although this posture became a bit embarrassing for the
Russophiles by the late 1890s, when they found themselves under the
patronage of the Podolians, it was based on authentic historical experience, primarily of the 1860s. During the Polish insurrection of 1863-64
in Russia, many Galician Ukrainophiles sympathized with the insurgents, while all Russophiles sympathized with the Russian government
and its military. Not long thereafter, in 1869-70, some liberal Ukrainophile leaders, notably luliian Lavrivsky and others associated with the
periodical Osnova, tried to reach a compromise with the Poles and end
the Polish-Ruthenian struggle in Galicia. 71 I would identify, further,
one more decade in which Ukrainophilism's anti-Polish edge was
rather blunted: the 1830s. The Ruthenian Triad asserted its own cultural distinctiveness, but it did not make an issue of opposition to the
Poles. Indeed, the members of the Triad relied on a Polish library for
information about the Little Russian and all-Slavic world, Shashkevych
penned the odd verse in Polish, and, when the moment for political
action arrived, Vahylevych cooperated with the Polish camp.
If we consider the pressures of public opinion in 1830S Galicia, we
might have a better understanding of why the construction of Ruthenian nationality took the Ukrainian form instead of the all-Russian form
at ~hat time. The number of intelligentsia of Ruthenian origin was still
small in the 1830S and, of course, almost exclusively clerical. The tone
in polite society, to which these members of the new Ruthenian intelligentsia aspired, was set by the Polish gentry. The decade opened with
the Polish insurrection of 1830-31 against Russia and its brutal suppression. The clim,ate of public opinion in Galicia was therefore
strongly anti-Russian, and Polish national sensitivities were enflamed.
It would have been very difficult at that time for members of the fledgling Ruthenian revival to have embraced a pro-Russian, anti-Polish
program. Ukrainophilism was a form of Ruthenian nationality construction that was psychologically easier to embrace. Furthermore, in
the 1830S there existed a tendency in Polish political and cultural life
that allotted space for the Ukrainophile construction; this tendency was
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articulated in the emergence of "the Ukrainian school in Polish literature."
In fact, a very similar situation recurred in the 1860s, the second
epiphany of a relatively Polonophile Ruthenian Ukrainophilism.
Again, the Poles in the Russian empire rose in revolt and were brutally
crushed, and Polish patriotic feeling in Galicia ran high. By now, it is
true, the Ruthenian movement had acquired a critical enough mass of
adherents and had gone through enough political wrangling with the
Poles during the revolution so that there were many, indeed the majority of the Ruthenian intelligentsia, who accepted the Russophile program. There were also, however, those Ruthenians who considered
such a political stance indecent. And again, as in the 1830s, the Ukrainophile Ruthenians could find sympathizers in the Polish camp, since
the 1860s produced the Ukrainophile chlopomani, primarily Poles of
Right Bank Ukraine, some of whom, such as Paulin SWi~cicki, settled in
Galicia and took an active part in the revived Ruthenian Ukrainophile
movement.
The point, then, is that links with the Poles worked to promote the
Ruthenian Ukrainophile construction in two of its most crucial
decades, the decade of emergence (1830s) and the decade of revival
(1860s).
There is one final aspect of the politics of Ukrainophilism versus·
Russophilism that deserves attention. Ukrainophilism was a more
democratically oriented movement than Russophilism. Ukrainophilism took a positive view of the peasant vernacular and supported the
liberal, democratic Ukrainophile opposition in the Russian empire. As
Ivan Holovatsky wrote (disapprovingly) to his brother Iakiv in 1852,
"These Ukrainians are ready for anything-for the sake of love of the
people" [khakhly na vse gotovy-radi narodoliubiia].72 Russophilism
also had some democratic tendencies (for example, the activities of
Father Naumovych as publisher of popular literature for the peasantry
and founder of the adult-education Kachkovsky Society). But, ultimately, it both denied that the peasant speech could form the basis of a
legitimate literary language and allied itself with the most reactionary
power in Europe. The founder of the movement, Zubrytsky, was so
reactionary that he defended the institution of serfdom both before and
after its abolition in Galicia in 1848.73 From the viewpoint of midcentury, it was perhaps not clear whether Europe would evolve in the
direction of democracy or not. By the turn of the century, however, the
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victory of the democratic conception seemed assured. Less than two
decades later the Russian autocracy would fall. Ukrainophilism was, in
short, better situated to ride the wave of all-European political developments than was Russophilism.
We turn now to an exploration of the cultural dimension of the
Ukrainian and all-Russian constructions. As generally presented in the
Ukrainian historiography, the Ruthenians' cultural choice of a Ukrainian identity was a fully natural choice, in fact, not even a choice, but
merely the expression of the preexisting cultural identity. In language,
religion, folkways, historical consciousness, the Ruthenians of Galicia
were basically the same as other Ukrainians, albeit with certain local
variations. This is a viewpoint that cannot withstand sustained criticism, either from the theoretical side (if we accept the theoretical framework of the construction of a new "industrial" national culture) or even
from the empirical side (who determines whether Lemko or Ukrainian
is a dialect or a language? is the religious difference between Galician
Greek Catholicism and Dnieper-Ukrainian Russian Orthodoxy so minimal as to be discounted? are not agricultural settlement patterns radically different in Galicia and Left Bank Ukraine? how common were
Cossack dumy in Galicia?). Yet, when all is said and done, there is something to the standard Ukrainian argument, particularly with regard to
the issue that the national revivals seemed to have cared most aboutlanguage. Literary Ukrainian, as it was first formulated by the writers
of the Ukrainophile movement in Russian-ruled Ukraine, was almost
perfectly intelligible to Galician Ruthenians, educated or not. As the
Ukrainophile movement in Galicia itself developed, it contributed to
the further refinement of literary Ukrainian, bringing it even closer to
the vernaculars spoken in Galicia. 74 Russian was more distant, intelligible to those Ruthenians who had had a higher education, difficult for
the rest. A similar case, although not quite as strong, could be made
about the correspondence of folkways and historical consciousness
(shared Polish past with the Ukrainians of the Russian empire, shared
absence of old Muscovite cultural roots), and an only somewhat
weaker case could be made with regard to religion (Uniatism and other
westernizing tendencies within Orthodoxy as a phenomenon historically shared by Ruthenians and Ukrainians of the ·Russian empire,
absent among the Russians). To put this all more precisely: the Ukrainian construction could accommodate more elements of the preexisting
culture(s) of Ruthenian Galicia than could the all-Russian construction.
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But there is a rich paradox concealed here. It can be argued that in
fact the Ukrainophiles made a much more radical break with linguistic
tradition than did the Russophiles, that the Russophiles were truer both
to the linguistic traditions of the Ruthenian/Little Russian/Ukrainian
people and to the contemporary linguistic practice of the autochthonous population of Dnieper Ukraine. For the fact of the matter is that
the Rus' of Galicia and Ukraine traditionally, historically, did not use
their vernacular language as a high-cultural, great-traditional linguistic
vehicle. For the latter purpose the Rus' of the old Kyivan polity used
Church Slavonic in the Bulgarian recension; it was adapted, of course,
to the local vernacular, but this vernacular did not figure independently at that time as a written language. After the Polish and Lithuanian conquest of Galicia, Volhynia, Kyiv, and other Ukrainian territories,
one finds the Rus' here using Latin, a new (Euthymian) version of
Church Slavonic purified of vernacularisms, and Chancery Ruthenian,
that is, a form of Belarusian.75 From the mid-sixteenth century to the
end of the eighteenth, the chief literary languages in use on Galician
and Ukrainian territory were Latin, Polish, (Meletian) Church Slavonic,
and Russian. There was some, very limited use of the written vernacular, the so-called prostaia mova ("simple/vulgar language"), but the
overwhelming number of texts produced in this region were written in
one (and often a mixture of two) of the foreign literary languages. In
1798, the year when the Ukrainian vernacular literary revival began
with the publication of Ivan Kotliarevsky's Eneida, most Ruthenians in
Galicia who had something to write did so in Polish, while their counterparts in the Left Bank did so in Russian. In short, it was traditional
for the Ruthenians-Ukrainians to write in a foreign, usually related, literary language and to allot a completely subsidiary role, if any, to the
vernacular as a written language. The practice of the Russophiles, who
wrote for the educated either in a Russian- and Church Slavonic-influenced, highly "constructed" literary language or else in Russian pure
and simple and who only wrote in the vernacular when addressing
peasants, was perfectly consonant with the long-established Ruthenian-Ukrainian tradition. 76
Not only were the Russophiles more consistent continuers of the
cultural past than the Ukrainophiles, they were also more "Ukrainian"
in their linguistic practices and attitudes. After all, as the Ukrainian historian Mykhailo Maksymovych explained to Zubrytsky in 1840, Russian is the language "in which we speak, write and think, the universal
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language used in Ukraine among the educated class of the nation."77
The "industrial" culture of Ukraine, with the partial exception of a
small circle of Ukrainophile intellectuals, was Russian. The Galician
Russophiles were thus culturally in tune with the Dnieper Ukrainian
reality,78 the Galician Ukrainophiles lived in a dreamworld.79
There is another, at first glance quite distinct, point to be made
about the cultural, and specifically linguistic, factor in the Ukrainian/all-Russian divide. In the Russophile armament of arguments,
there was one that appears quite compelling: namely, that to transform
a peasant vernacular into a literary language capable of fulfilling all the
functions appropriate to an "industrial" culture was an extremely difficult (in their mind: impossible) task. 8o Undoubtedly, this difficulty had
indeed inhibited the emergence and use of the Ruthenian-Ukrainian
vernacular as a literary language in centuries past. By adopting (oroutside Galicia in Dnieper Ukraine: retaining) Russian as a literary language, the difficulty disappeared entirely. Of course, the problem with
this argument was 'that, if easier solutions were optimal, then the Galician Ruthenians should really just have continued to use Polish as a
higher literary vehicle. In fact, the cultural choice here was a political
choice. The Ukrainophiles chose the harder road, the transformation of
the vernacular, but it was a road that most European nations had
already traversed and it was a road already made straight by the
Dnieper Ukrainophiles. The transformation process for the Ukrainian
language was unusually encumbered by political obstacles and is still
not complete, but I think it is correct to state that, at least as far as Galicia is concerned, the job had in essentials been done by the late 1880s or
early 1890s. Certainly the many excellent publications of the Shevchenko Scientific Society in Lviv from the mid-1890s on testify to the
elaboration of a language fully suited for modern, "industrial" usage.
We turn now to religion. In the period when the all-Russian and
Ukrainian ideas clashed in Galicia, Galicia was Greek Catholic, while
both Dnieper Ukraine and Russia were Russian Orthodox. The Russophile movement was, as mentioned earlier, in favor of cleansing the
Greek Catholic church of Latin practices, bringing the Greek Catholic
ritual as close to Russian Orthodox ritual as possible, and, often ideally
and sometimes in practice, converting from Greek Catholicism to Orthodoxy, preferably to Russian Orthodoxy. (In Austria, however, Russian
Orthodoxy was not recognized as a legal religion; converts to Ortho-
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doxy generally had to convert to the officially recognized "Greek Oriental" church, administered out of Bukovina and limited to Austria.)
The Russophiles often had important links to the ~ussian Orthodox clergy and hierarchy; for instance, the chaplain of the Russian
embassy in Vienna, Father Mikhail Raevsky, was the main intermediary between Russian pan-Slavists and government circles, on the one
hand, and Galician Russophiles, on the other, in the 1840S to 1880s,81
and the Russian Orthodox bishops of Volhynia and Chelm and the
archimandrite of the Pochaiv monastery were deeply involved in supporting Russophile agitation in Galicia in the several years preceding
World War 1. 82 The Galician Ukrainophiles had no links to speak of
with clerics in Dnieper Ukraine or Russia. The Dnieper Ukrainophiles
did not, by and large, have much of an interest in religion, and relations
between the official church and the Ukrainian movement in the Russian empire were cool. The most prominent representatives of the
Dnieper Ukrainian movement were either anti-Catholic and heterodox (Taras Shevchenko) or anti-Catholic, anticlerical, and agnostic
(Mykhailo Drahomanov). Some of the Dnieper Ukrainophiles' anticler~
icalism rubbed off on their Galician counterparts (especially on the radicals). The religious program of the Galician Ukrainophiles was the
development of the Greek Catholic church as a national church, free of
both Polish and Russian influence.83
Since I have presented the argument in so much detail elsewhere,84
here I will restrict myself to a brief conceptual summary of why the
Greek Catholic church eventually became the patron of the Ukrainophile orientation. The key to this lay in Rome, which succeeded in
reasserting more direct control over the Greek Catholic church in the
period 1882-99. Rome's viewpoint was very similar to that of Vienna's,
with which it cooperated closely in regard to Ruthenian affairs. Like
Vienna, Rome was generally cool to Ukrainophilism, but it considered
Russophilism the greater evil. Both tendencies, in the assessment of the
Vatican and its closest collaborators and supporters among the Galician
clergy and hierarchy, suffered from the error of viewing a divine institution, the Church, instrumentally, as a national institution. They put
the interests of the nation before those of God's Church. Russophilism,
moreover, exposed the Ruthenians to the dangers of schism, Ukrainophilism exposed them to religious indifference and even agnosticism.
In Rome's judgment, the former danger seemed greater, probably
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because of the conjuncture (Rome was moved to intervene at a time
when Russophilism was the dominant orientation), strategic considerations (agnostics and their children could be won back to the church
more easily than defectors who ended up in a different confessional
structure), and the calculation that pro-Orthodox sympathies were
more inherent in Russophilism than religious indifference was in
Ukrainophilism. Very telling was the position of the reformed Basilian
order, which was instituted to promote the Vatican line in Galician
Rus'; although it shunned demonstrations of Ukrainian patriotism and
stayed away from Ukrainophile politics, it consistently employed the
Ukrainian language and in other ways was culturally close to the
Ukrainophile orientation.
The social differences between adherents of the all-Russian idea
and adherents of the Ukrainian idea were not substantial, nothing on
the order of the social difference that separated the Polish gentry and
burghers from the Ruthenian clergy and peasants. Both movements
consisted of a leadership of clerical and secular intelligentsia and a
mass following of peasantry. However, there may have been important
nuances of difference that only 9-etailed prosopographic analysis of
lists (membership in representative organizations, subscribers to periodicals) would revea1. 85
As to larger social factors influencing the outcome of the struggle
between Russophilism and Ukrainophilism, I would single out as preeminent the emancipation of the peasantry in 1848 and its subsequent
transformation (particularly its adoption of an "operational" cognitive
style).86 This certainly aided the Ukrainophile movement, which relied
heavily on developing a mass base of support in the countryside, but
was less important for the irredentist, and socially more conservative,
Russophiles.
It is appropriate to conclude this survey of the rivalry between the
two most viable constructions of nationality in Galician Rus' by offering some larger, if somewhat speculative, perspectives on the issue.
The exploration undertaken above suggests that there was no
inevitability in the victory of the Ukrainophile orientation in Galicia
and, in-particular, that there was no inevitability based simply on the
preexisting culture of Galician Rus', that is, that this particular ethnie
had to develop into this particular nation. Rather, many contingencies
were at work, although some loomed larger than others. Elsewhere I
have played with historical might-have-beens and suggested that had
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Russia occupied Galicia in 1878 (in connection with the international
crisis over the Balkans) the Ukrainian game would have been over not
only for GalicianRus' but for Dnieper Ukraine as well. 87 Here I will
suggest what I think is an even more compelling scenario: imagine if, as
a result of the territorial reshuffling in eastern Europe between 1772
and 1815, Russia had ended up not with the Congress Kingdom of
Poland, but with Eastern Galicia. This is not such a far-fetched idea,
since Russia did acquire southeastern Eastern Galicia (Ternopil circle)
temporarily during the Napoleonic period (1809-15). What would have
happened then? We can surmise much of it: no enlightened-absolutistsponsored centralized education to create a national intelligentsia
rapidly, the abolition of the Greek Catholic church and its integration
into Russian Orthodoxy, an extra decade of serfdom, the prohibition of
the Ukrainian vernacular with no "Galician Piedmont" to help save the
day, less primary education and that strictly in Russian, no constitutional framework and civil liberties, effective Russian state support in
the struggle against the local Polish gentry, no distant Vienna or Rome
to rule occasionally in favor of the Ukrainian orientation-the list could
go on. I find it difficult to imagine that the innate Ukrainian spirit of the
Galician Ruthenians was so irrepressible that Ukrainophilism would
have been able in such conditions to carry the day. Ultimately, I think,
the crucial factor in the victory of Ukrainophilism in Galician Rus' was
the Austrian state. In other words, a major determinant in the cultural
choice of national identity emanated from the political sphere.
HypotheffcaIConstrucffons:nRusyn~tn"

and "Ruthenianistn"

The final section of this study concerns two hypothetical constructions
of nationality for Galician Rus', one actually more hypothetical than the
gther, which I will call Rusynism and Ruthenianism. By Rusynism88 I
mean a conception of Galician Rus' nationality that was narrowly local,
either limited to Galicia alone or to Galicia and the other Ruthenianinhabited territories of the Habsburg monarchy (Bukovina and Transcarpathia/Subcarpathia/Hungarian Rus'). By Ruthenianism I mean a
construction that would include Galician Ruthenians in a nationality
composed of those Eastern Slavs who had lived in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the early modern period, that is, today's
Ukrainians and Belarusians (the Russians would be excluded). We will
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examine the two constructs in turn, again filing our observations under
categories labeled political, cultural, religious, and social.
The less hypothetical of the two is Rusynism, which has existed
and indeed has received a new lease on life since 1989 in Transcarpathia and (to a lesser extent) in the western, Lemko regions of Galicia. 89 In Eastern Galicia Rusynophilism never crystallized into an orientation fur sich, although certain Rusynophile tendencies in the
Galician-Ruthenia~ national movement emerged from time to time.
One might, for instance, characterize the behavior of the Ruthenian
national leadership in 1848-49 as Rusynophile an sich. After the revolution, highly placed clerics within that national leadership formed a
loose grouping known as the Old Ruthenian or St. George party.90 The
Old Ruthenians were, in some respects, analogous to the Rusynophiles
of Transcarpathia, although they were not very locally oriented; for
example, they were vague about the ultimate national allegiance of the
Galician Ruthenians rather than insistent (as the Rusynophiles of Transcarpathia are) that the Carpathian Rus' people constitute a fourth East
Slavic nationality and they never tried (as the Transcarpathian and
Lemko Rusynophiles do) to create a new literary language based on
local dialect(s). But they did reject both the Russophile and Ukrainophile constructions, the latter more decisively than the former. As a
distinct tendency, they lasted into the 1870s, but were eventually
absorbed into the Russophile and Ukrainophile camps. The left-wing
Dnieper Ukrainophile Mykhailo Drahomanov discerned a strong
undercurrent of what I am calling Rusynism and he called rutenshchina
in Galician Ruthenian society of the mid-1870S, that is, the proliferation
among the·intelligentsia of what he termed "individuals of the AustroSeminarian-Ruthenian nationality" (individuumy avstro-bursako-russkoi
narodnosti).9 1 It is a current little in evidence thereafter, having evaporated in the heat of the polemics between proponents of the all-Russian
and Ukrainian ideas.
Why did Rusynism fail to crystallize in Galicia, or at least in Eastern Galicia? The most effective way to answer that question is to look
less at Eastern Galicia than at the territories where it did in fact crystallize. But caveat lector. The subject of Rusynism among the Transcarpathians and Lemkos is a highly controversial one at the moment. 92
Certainly scholars have reached no consensus; so far what has been
achieved is that two camps have been clearly delineated (pro-Rusyn
and pro-Ukrainian). Normally one would steer clear of mined terrain
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like this in a scholarly investigation not directly concerned with the
specific topos of the current polemics, but I think there is no choiceif
we want to explore the intellectual territory we have set out to explore.
I recognize that the interpretation I will offer of Transcarpathian and
Lemkian Rusynism will dissatisfy many who are engaged in the current debate. It is not intended to be a full explanation of the phenomenon in those places where it took root; the point here is only to identify
factors that might explain its absence in Galicia.
The major reason I see for the emergence of Rusynism where it did
emerge is political. Ukrainophilism was weak, almost nonexistent in
these territories until after World War I. Instead, the dominant national
orientations among the intelligentsia here were the Magyarone orientation (natione Hungarus, gente Ruthenus; that is, Hungarian as far as political consciousness and high culture was concerned, with some room for
an,oral Ruthenian vernacular, colorful ethnographic peculiarities, and
Lokalpatriotismus) in Transcarpathia and the Russophile orientation in
both Transcarpathia and the Lemko region. Both of these orientations
were anti-Ukrainian. Russophilism was, so to speak, structurally antiUkrainian, while the anti-Ukrainian edge of Magyaronism developed
by the turn of the century as a result of the Hungarian concern over the
danger of Galician Ukrainophile iI~.fluences spreading to Transcarpathia, especially via Transcarpathian immigrants in the United
States. Both Magyaronism and Russophilism, however, suffered a
major political defeat at the end of World War I when both Greater
Hungary and the Russian empire collapsed. The new political situation
allowed the Ukrainian idea to make some inroads into these territories,
particularly into Transcarpathia. However, an anti-Ukrainian sense of
Ruthenian identity, with both Magyarone and Russophile roots, continued to exist and now took the form of Rusynophilism, that is, a localism produced by the exclusion of preferred wider alternatives and by
the rejection of the one wider alternative left.
Although I consider what has been sketched in the preceding paragraph to be the crucial factor in the crystallization of Rusynism, I will
also mention two subsidiary political factors. First, in the interwar era,
the governments ruling these territories found it in their interests to
promote local national identities. The Lemko region passed under Polish rule after the collapse of Austria-Hungary. The Polish government
deliberately fostered national division among its large RuthenianUkrainian minority, establishing the so-called Sokal border to prevent
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Galician Ukrainian influences from penetrating into Volhynia and
Polissia, cultivating the local consciousness of the Ukrainians and
Belarusians of Polissia (tutejsi), and funding the lingering Russophilejrevived-Old-Ruthenian institutions in Galicia. It also nurtured
a consciousness of separate Lemko identity, pressuring the Vatican to
establish a separate Lemko Apostolic Administration in 1934 and introducing the Lemko dialect into primary schools. The government of
Czechoslovakia, which inherited Transcarpathia (both Transcarpathia
proper and the Presov region) from Hungary, did not meddle so obtrusively in the debate over national identity, but by the mid-1930s it too
was favoring Rusynophilism as the orientation more consistent with
the interests of the Czechoslovak state, especially in the context of
increasingly pro-German attitudes in the Ukrainian nationalist camp.
The second subsidiary political factor working in favor of Rusynophilism was that the Ukrainian orientation was imported into
Transcarpathia by some strange bedfellows who came to be viewed
with distaste by large sections of the population: Communists and Galician Ukrainian nationalists. The role of Communists in promoting the
Ukrainian idea in Transcarpathia was twofold: first, beginning in the
era of Ukrainization and korenizatsiia (the 1920S) Soviet Communists
insisted that Communists in Transcarpathia, where the party was quite
influential, promote a Ukrainian national identity; second, when Stalin
annexed Transcarpathia (excluding the Presov region) in 1945, he
placed it in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and imposed upon
it an official socialist-in-content, but Ukrainian-in-form culture. The
association of the Ukrainian national identity with Communism and
with Communist methods of promoting it discredited it in the eyes of
some, particularly after 1989. As for the Galician nationalists, they
swooped down into Transcarpathia during the Munich era and tried to
move too much too fast. Moreover, as the experience of the Galician
and Transcarpathian communities in the United States of America has
shown, each of these communities has its own particular cultural style,
and they do not take to each other very well.
To rephrase the main political point with reference to Galicia:
Rusynism did not crystallize there because the Ukrainophile current
had already become hegemonic before the "interwar era, when the circumstances of international politics became favorable to Rusynism.
As for the cultural sphere, we must again underscore the fact that
Ukrainophilism was very weak or absent in these territories before
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World War I. Transcarpathia, moreover, which had known Hungarian
rule for close to a millennium, even lay outside the Polish-Russian environment, in the confrontation with which Ukrainophilism worked out
its self-definition. As a result, Transcarpathia (and Russophile Lemkovina as well) did not participate in the cultural construction of the
Ukrainian nationality. This was work begun at the initiative of Left
Bank and Sloboda Ukraine (Kharkiv), with their recent Cossack heritage, and continued with the participation of the Right Bank and
(Ukrainophile) Galicia. Transcarpathia and the Lemko regions were
objects, but not subjects of the construction process. 93 Unlike Galicia,
they had no input into the formation of the standard literary Ukrainian
language. 94 No Transcarpathian or Lemko entered the Ukrainian
national pantheon anywhere near at the levels attained by Galicians
such as Ivan Franko or Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytsky. The most
famous awakeners of Transcarpathia, Father Aleksandr Dukhnovych
and Adolf Dobriansky, were too closely associated with Russophilism
to even gain entrance to the courtyard of the national temple. In short,
Eastern Galicia did, but Transcarpathia and the Lemko region did not,
take part in the construction of the Ukrainian identity during the main
period of its construction. The apparition of Carpatho-Ukraine in
1938-39 and the activities of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army in the
Lemko region at the end of and after World War II do figure rather
prominently in 'Ukrainian nationalist mythology, but they came, as is
said in Eastern Europe, like mustard after dinner. In essence, the Galicians were stakeholders in the Ukrainian construction, the Transcarpathians and Lemkos were not.
Mention should also be made of a "technical," objective cultural
difficulty with Rusynism that seems to have inhibited its development:
apparently, it is very difficult to work up a Rusyn literary language. As
has been noted, the Galician Old Ruthenians did not even attempt to
write in dialect. 95 The Rusynophiles of Transcarpathia are struggling
with the formation of a literary language to this very day. Undoubtedly, this is a technical problem on the road to solution, but the time
and the form the solution is taking suggests that the Rusynophile
activists are running up against a particularly tricky version of the
problem of developing a standard language out of variegated vernacular dialects. 96 A glance at a dialectological map suggests why.97 Over
most of Ukraine there are a few dialects spread over fairly large
expanses of territory. For example, in the area covered by the Steppe
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dialect one could fit several Galicias. But in the Carpathian region alone
there are more dialects than in the rest of Ukraine combined. Perhaps
here is a technical cultural reason for the attraction of Ukrainophilism:
it presents a simplified, but intelligible linguistic system.
I do not see any particular religious factor contributing to the
development or lack of development of Rusynism. It is interesting to
note, however, that the common Uniatism of the Carpathian region
(excluding Bukovina) was rarely invoked as a rallying point for a common Rusyn identity. Responsible for this absence, I suspect, are the
Russophile roots of Rusynism and also the (related) circumstance that
Rusynophilism emerged and consolidated during and immediately
after a period when many Ruthenians in emigration in North America
and at home in Polish Lemkovina and Czechoslovakian Transcarpathia
were abandoning the Greek Catholic church for Orthodoxy.
Of social factors I have even less to say, except that Galicia and
Transcarpathia developed at different rates. There was a proportionately much larger Galician than Transcarpathian Ruthenian intelligentsia, and the Galician peasantry underwent a much more fundamental political and cultural transformation before World War I than
did the Transcarpathian peasantry.
Our last case, that of "Ruthenianism," is completely hypothetical,
and we cannot compare it to any existing "Ruthenianism" outside Galicia. The name I have chosen to represent this hypothetical UkrainianBelarusian construction may be a bit confusing, considering that I have
been using the term Ruthenian in a somewhat different sense, as a neutral term to designate the East Slavic population of Galicia. But Ruthenian in the Ukrainian-Belarusian sense has also entered English-language scholarship to designate the peoples of the Eastern Christian
churches and the churches themselves within the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. It therefore seems like the least artificial, and hence
most appropriate, name to use in reference to a conception that would
have re-created "Ruthenians" in that second sense. In order to avoid
confusion, I will, for the remainder of this section, replace Ruthenian in
the first sense with Galician-Ruthenian; when using the term in the second sense I will place it within quotation marks.
In order to propose a hypothetical construction of nationality, it is
first necessary to demonstrate that there is a certain reasonableness
about it. The fundamental elements of both Belarusian and Ukrainian
culture developed in the course of their shared history within the
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Kyivan Rus' polity. The same can be said of Russian culture, but in the
mid-fourteenth century the Belarusians and Ukrainians went along
one historical path, the Russians along another. Belarus and most of
Ukraine passed under Lithuanian rule, Galicia under Polish rule, at a
time when the Polish and Lithuanian states were entering into a close
partnership (Union of Krevo [Krewo], 1385). The ancestors of the
Ukrainians and Belarusians under Lithuanian rule shared a common
literary-administrative language, the Belarusian-based Chancery
Ruthenian. Even after all Ukrainian lands were transferred to the Polish part of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, as a result of the
Union of Lublin in 1569, the Ukrainians and Belarusians, or "Ruthenians," "were viewed as one cultural-linguistic-religious community."98
The "Ruthenians" of both branches accepted the Union of Brest,
1595-96, that is, the church union with Roman Catholicism, although
the Belarusian branch did so more fully than the Ukrainian branch.
Both branches participated in the "Ruthenian" cultural revival of the
sixteenth century. Many prominent figures in East Slavic religion and
culture of the early modern era worked in so "Ruthenian" a context
that it is difficult to establish to which of the later much more clearly
differentiated Ukrainian and Belorussian cultural spheres they
belonged: St. Iosafat Kuntsevych was born in Volhynia but made his
ecclesiastical career in Vilnius and Polatsk; his close collaborator Metropolitan Iosyf Rutsky was born in Belarus, became metropolitan of
Kyiv, died in a monastery in Volhynia, and was buried in Vilnius;
Simeon Polotsky was born in Belarus, studied in both Kyiv and Vilnius,
worked mainly in Moscow, and felt most at home intellectually in the
company of Ukrainian churchmen. By the end of the eighteenth century, both Belarus and most of Ukraine again found themselves in one
polity, the Russian empire. Here the Belarusians and Ukrainians shared
the same problem of national differentiation vis-a.-vis the Poles to the
west and the Russians to the east. The Belarusians and Ukrainians are
closely related linguistically. Both are East Slavic languages that, unlike
Russian, were heavily influenced by Polish. There is a dialectical region
transitional between Ukrainian and Belarusian. 99 Both of their standard
literary languages followed the same pattern of development, that is,
the transformation of an oral vernacular into a literary vehicle (unlike
Russian, which developed from· a foreign literary language, Church
Slavonic, that gradually incorporated more and more elements of the
vernacular).lOo I think, then, that it would have been logical to construct
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a national identity that fell between the all-Russian and Ukrainian construction, a "Ruthenian" identity that embraced both the Belarusians
and Ukrainians (including the Galician-Ruthenians). Yet I have never
encountered so much as a trace of such a "Ruthenian" conception in the
writings of Galician-Ruthenians.
Why not? A number of things that happened in the early modern
era, and particularly the Khmelnytsky uprising, seem to have determined the ultimate differentiation of the Ukrainian and Belarusian
nations. 101 But for our purposes, the question has to be looked at from
the perspective of the Galician-Ruthenians in the era of national construction.
In the political category, the predominant fact is that the Belarusians were a political nullity. Their national movement began decades
after that of the Galician-Ruthenians and was always weak, politically
and in other respects. One of the important consequences of the Cossack uprising led by Khmelnytsky was the emergence of a Cossack
polity, the hetmanate, which generated a Little Russian gentry, which
was able to inaugurate a relatively dynamic national movement a generation earlier than even the Galician-Ruthenians were. 102 The Dnieper
Ukrainophiles, as has been argued earlier, represented a political force,
not a political force of the Russian or even Polish magnitude, but a force
nonetheless; the Belarusians constituted no political force at all.
There were some cultural obstacles to the elaboration of a common
"Ruthenian" nationality, although not as great as those which adherents of the Russophile nationality had to overcome. None of the potential foci of unity were free of problems. Let us take language as an
example. It is conceivable that just as a Czechoslovak literary language
might have come into existence on the basis of a Moravian dialect so
too a "Ruthenian" literary language could have emerged on the basis of
a transitional dialect spoken in Polissia. In actual fact, the central
dialects of Belarusian and the southeastern dialects of Ukrainian
formed the basis of the respective literary languages. 103 Central dialects
in Belarusian bridged the divergences between the northeastern and
southwestern dialects; the southeastern dialects of Ukrainian were spoken in the former hetmanate (Left Bank Ukraine) and Sloboda Ukraine
where the Ukrainian national revival started. Hypothetically again,
had the Cossacks somehow been based in Polissia instead of in the
steppe, the chances of forming a common "Ruthenian" language (and
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nation) would have been improved. However, the phonetic evolutions
of Belarusian and Ukrainian are really quite diverse-where the Belarusians soften, the Ukrainians harden, while the Belarusians change many
Common Slavic o-sounds to a, Ukrainians change many to i. Even without the formation of separate literary languages, in other words, the two
groups of dialects have followed very different paths of linguistic evolution. One can imagine overcoming the differences by devising special
characters that could be pronounced both ways and one can also imagine that on the level of the new high culture the new "Ruthenians" could
have overcome their folk prejudices against the way the others spoke,
but the solutions would have been cumbersome and taken time.
The common history of Uniatism could have served as an important religious bond between Galician-Ruthenians and Belarusians if
attachment to the church union had been less ambivalent in Galicia
and, I think more importantly, if the timing of certain events had been
more propitiously synchronized. The Belarusians accepted the union in
1595-96, the Galician-Ruthenians about a century later (depending on
the particular locality and institution); more decisively, the union was
abolished in Belarus in 1839, that is, very early in the development of
the Galician-Ruthenian national movement.
Finally, as to social factors, one must note an even greater disparity in the transformation of the two societies, Galician-Ruthenian and
Belarusian, than was the case for the Galician-Ruthenians and Transcarpathian Ruthenians. The Belarusians had even a smaller educated
class and a peasantry even less affected by modern cultural and economic change than the Transcarpathians. 104
Conclusions

There were in Galician Rus', as the subtitle of this article states, Icarian
flights in almost all directions. The highest Icarian flight was that of the
Russophiles; flights in the direction of Rusynism and "Ruthenianism"
were not undertaken;.the flight of the Ukrainophiles proved not to be
Icarian at all. As this exploration of the alternative constructions of
nationality in Galician Rus' indicates, the reasons for the choice of one
construction over another were manifold and the interrelationships
among them complex. Do any factors seem to emerge as primary?
The Galician Ruthenians were not, of course, the only people of
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East Central Europe to confront the problem of alternative national
constructions. One has only to recall Illyrism and Yugoslavism among
the South Slavs, Czechoslovakism, and the contest between the all-German and Austrian ideas to realize that the phenomenon was relatively
widespread. A moment's reflection on these same examples would also
seem to confirm a point that I think suggests itself as well from the
detailed investigation of the Galician Ruthenian situation: that, in spite
of the complexity and variety of factors entering into the process, the
primary determinant of the construction of a national culture was
political.
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My Past and Identities

Detroit was booming when I was born there in 1949, and it attracted immigrants from all over the eastern halfofAmerica: from the Delta, the Appalachians, and the moribund little coaltowns ofPennsylvania. My father was part of
the anthracite emigration, as was my mother. I grew up in an extended family
in which Polish, Ukrainian, Slovak, and Italian were tossed about by the older
generation, above the heads ofthe monkey-in-the middle younger generation to
which I belonged. It was after the war, most ofthe men had seen service, everyone was too busy being American to imagine that there was any point to teaching us young tuns the old languages, which hardly any of them could read or
write in any case. The food was a mixture ofcity chicken, hot dogs, ravioli, and
golq.bki (or holubtsi, depending on who was doing the talking). The older
they were, the more old-country they were. My father and mother were the
babies of their families and among the most assimilated. Still, there was a constant buzz ofethnicity in the air, even if none ofthe family had heard the word
back then.
There was also my grandmother. My birth mother had passed away when
I was a baby, and some years were to go by before my father remarried. In the
meantime, I was raised by my grandmother, who came to live with us. She had
left the old country in 1909 but had never really gotten a handle on English.
When she came to raise me, though, she made a choice that both of us later
regretted: she would improve her English by raising me in that language. I
later had to learn her native language, and we switched to that as our medium
of communication. It would be an understatement to say that I loved my
grandmother very, very much, and I spent much ofmy childhood trying to figure her out. Where did she come from? She said Lemberg, Austria, but it
wasn't on the map. Eventually I found it in a historical atlas in my father's
library and matched the location on a modern map: it was now Lvov, Russia.
By about age twelve I had many things figured out, including that Grandma
was Ukrainian, but Grandma was going to be constantly setting puzzles for
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me to solve, even long after she passed away. Many of the things she told me
just didn't make sense in terms of the Ukrainian history I subsequently read
and was taught. Long before I could express it, I understood that there was an
important distinction to be made between the national codification of Ukrainian history and the actual past that was experienced by people who are counted
as part of the Ukrainian nation.
The big jump in my consciousness came when I was fourteen. I wanted to
become a priest and left home for a minor seminary, St. Basil's, in Stamford,
Connecticut. I had been baptized in the Roman Catholic Church, attended a
Roman Catholic school, sang in Latin in Our Lady of Sorrows' boys' choir,
served as an altar boy at a Roman Catholic summer camp, and heard Sunday
mass at the local Roman Catholic parish. But the discoveries of the previous
few years had revealed to me that, in spite of this Roman Catholic upbringing,
I was nonetheless canonically a member ofan Eastern rite and that ifI wanted
to be a priest, I needed a special dispensation to enter the Roman priesthood.
But by then I was all keen to enter Grandma's exotic church, as I thought ofit,
and off I went to the Ukrainian-rite seminary.
I received an incredible education at that institution over the next five
years, taught by remarkable men. My teacher of Latin had done his doctorate
with Moses Hadas at Columbia and had written his thesis in Latin; my music
teacher was probably the most prominent conductor ofthe Ukrainian diaspora;
my Ukrainian teacher has recently been named to succeed to the metropolitan
throne of Lviv, that is, to assume leadership of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic
church worldwide. Most of the teachers had doctorates and great erudition in
complicated fields like patristic anthropology. Quite a few had serious academic publications to their credit. Devoted to their church and nation, they lavished their knowledge on us ingrate boys instead of making proper careers. We
made fun of them all the time, but they inspired us to learn. We played sports,
but we also followed the example ofour preceptors, each according to his talents:
arranging the sacred choral music of our church, painting icons, writing the
lives of the saints, studying the traditions of the other Eastern churches.
Asidefrom this formal education, I learned agreat deal about Ukrainians,
particularly two kinds of Ukrainians: those whose parents had come after
World War II and who were themselves born abroad (in other words: DPs) and
those whose grandparents had immigrated before World War I, as mine had.
These two groups accountedfor the overwhelming majority ofthe seminarians,
and there was always tension between them. Most ofthe first-immigration kids
came from Pennsylvania and from an environment that retained much more of
its Ukrainian character than mine had. I fit in well with these guys, from
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whose number my closest friends were drawn. But I was also impressed by the
postwar immigrants: completely fluent in Ukrainian, possessing a worked-out
nationalist worldview, tough-minded. With time, I was to gravitate more
strongly toward them and to assimilate more of their culture. After I left the
seminary, I always sought the company ofthis postwar immigration and eventually married into it.
My vocation was no match for the spirit of the times. At the end of the
1960s I left the seminary and plunged into the radical culture and radical politics of the outside world. At the University of Michigan, where I continued
my education, my life consisted of militant demonstrations against the war,
against racism, and against capitalist exploitation, as well as of lectures and
seminars.
Michigan was an excellent place to continue my interest in things
Ukrainian and develop a deeper interest in all things East European. Once
again I had remarkable teachers, and peers. I came under the tutelage ofRoman
Szporluk, now _Mykhailo Hrushevsky Professor of Ukrainian History at Harvard University. I also studied Balkan history with John Fine and Russian history with Horace Dewey. Close friends ofmy Michigan years included Roman
Solchanyk and Patrick Moore, now prominent analysts of Ukrainian and
Balkan affairs respectively, as well as Robert Donia, the Bosnian specialist, and
Marian Krzyzowski, longtime editor ofStudium Papers. In these years I also
met the scholars connected with the Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute;
later I was to spend time with them at their home institution, and some ofthem
were to end up with me in Edmonton.
During this period I had to reconstruct my own Ukrainian identity. The
religious underpinnings had been shattered. Moreover, I needed a Ukrainian
identity that could accommodate the extreme leftism that I now espoused. My
grandmother and one of the teachers at the seminary had already left me with
some clues that I followed until I came upon the rich traditions of the Ukrainian socialist movements of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. And Professor Szporluk guided me to the Ukrainian socialist thinkers that exercised the
largest influence on me for many years thereafter: the father of Ukrainian radicalism, Mykhailo Drahomanov, and the Marxist historian and interpreter of
Capital and the Grundrisse, Roman Rosdolsky. I eventually was to write my
doctoral dissertation (and first book) on the history of the socialist movement
in Galicia and translate one ofRosdolsky's books into English.
I was not the only one trying to reconcile a Ukrainian identity with the
radical North American zeitgeist. I came across the journal New Directiol1S
from New York and, really much more excitingfor me at the time, the journals
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coming out from the Ukrainian New Left in Toronto: Meta and Diialoh. Later
I was to move to Canada and marry Meta's coeditor.
Before that, however, in 1974-76 I embarked on my first trip to Eastern
Europe, spending a year in Cracow, six months in Leningrad, and a month
each in Lviv and Kyiv. It was my first encounter with the other Ukrainians,
the ones who had not left for the West. In Cracow the Ukrainians were similar
to the postwar Ukrainians I knew back home: well versed in Ukrainian lore,
nationalist, religious, antisocialist. We got along well in spite of many differences of opinion. In Leningrad I encountered greater variety: displaced Galicians with the nationalist worldview; other displaced Ukrainians who, like the
national poet Taras Shevchenko over a century earlier, found that the alienation they experienced in the northern Russian metropolis only led them to a
deeper appreciation of their roots, although, unlike Shevchenko, they did not
know as much about these roots; others yet who could still remember some
words of the Ukrainian language but had basically melted into "the Soviet
people."
Ukraine itself offered me even more variety. On that first trip and on
many other trips over the next twenty-some years, I engaged in close encounters with mighty and fledgling scholars, illiterate peasant women, enraged dissidents, sympatico and obnoxious Russians (whether one or the other, their
days in authority were numbered), writers, artists, stamp collectors, crooks,
saints, and biznesmeny on the make. Over the years I watched my friends
rewrite their autobiographies, redefine their present and past selves, and reconstruct their identities (I should add: as I myself am perforce doing in this
essay).
In 1977 I left the United States for Canada, where I was offered a contract
position at the University ofAlberta. Again, I was fortunate in the company I
encountered. The professor of Ukrainian history was one of the great luminaries of the diaspora, Ivan Lysiak-Rudnytsky. We became close friends, even
though he was a conservative and by this time I was an orthodox Marxist.
Until his death in 1984, he continually gave me things to read and engaged me
in discussion and debate, turning ourfriendship and working relationship also
into a seminar. In Edmonton I was able to join the editorial board ofDiialoh,
which had moved there from Toronto. We had a slogan that captured our politics perfectly: "For socialism and democracy in an independent Ukraine."
(Most of us later settled for the partial fulfillment of our program that history
offered.) We published a journal in Ukrainian and, spicier yet, set up a modest
smuggling and intelligence network in Eastern Europe and Ukraine. In addition to the deeply conspiratorial Diialoh, we also established a left-wing
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Ukrainian cultural society, Hromada, which in turn gave birth to the Hromada Housing Co-operative, where some ofthe old stalwarts (myself included)
still live. In the late seventies/early eighties life was intense, all cigarettes and
public forums and layouts and debates. Key figures in the milieu included
Bohdan Krawchenko, whom we nicknamed "Captain Ukraine" and who later
became director of the Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies and still later
an adviser to the independent Ukrainian government; Myrna Kostash, author
of All of Baba's Children and later head of Canada's writers' union; Halyna
Freeland, founder of "Common Woman Books" and presently executive director of the Ukrainian Legal Foundation in Kyiv; and many, many others, not
least of whom was my wife Chrystia Chomiak, an indefatigable activist in
many progressive Ukrainian causes.
In the later 1980s things began to change, most dramatically on the international scene, but also in my personal life. Chrystia and I had children, and I
also ended up in the position formerly occupied by Professor Rudnytsky, with
all the responsibilities that entailed. I managed to finish my second book, on the
impact of the Ukrainian national movement on the Galician countryside, the
most consistently Marxist work in my oeuvre. I decided that for my third
monograph, I would write a study of the Greek Catholic church, in its relationship to the nationality question. It took me about ten years to write that
book, during which time I reexamined and reevaluated many of the premises I
had been working with hitherto. It has been a time extremely fertile in ideas
and, especially, doubts, one fruit ofwhich is the study ofnational identity published in this volume.
John-Paul Himka

