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Is Gogol’s 1842 Version of Taras Bulba
Really “Russified”?

Oleh S. Iinytzkyj

The established orthodoxy of Gogol scholarship holds that the 1842 redaction of
Taras Bulba is “Russified,” i.e., an expression of Russian nationalism and, by ex-
tension, a sign of Gogol’s retreat from Ukrainian patriotism, which was symbolized
by the original 1835 Mirgorod edition of the tale. This view reinforces the notion that
Gogol is an exclusively Russian writer because he transferred his national loyalties.
My paper, an abridged version of a longer work (minus several examples), chal-
lenges this interpretation as well as the uses to which Taras Bulba is put in shaping
Gogol’s “national” persona. Analysis centres on the meaning and inter-relationship
of several key words (Ukraina, russkaia zemlia, russkii, svoi tsar) that serve as the
mainstay of the Russocentric exegesis.

According to Soviet scholars, Taras Bulba represents the distinctive qualities of the
“Russian soul” and “Russian feeling” (russkoi dushi, russkogo chuvstva).' Donald
Fanger claims the rewritten novel shifted “the patriotic burden from Ukrainian to
proto-Russian” and that “the [earlier] patriotic Ukrainian emphases [were] changed to
Russian ... Geoffrey Hosking characterized “the Cossacks of the Ukrainian frontier”
as “a romantic portrait of the alternative [N.B.] Russian ethnos.” Meanwhile Simon
Karlinsky observed that “Russian governments—from that of Nicholas I to the present-
day Soviet one—value it for its insistence on the eternal unity of the Russian and
Ukrainian people under Russian rule and its implicit opposition to any Ukrainian
separatist tendencies.”

Karlinsky calls the tale “one of the most ultra-nationalistic works in all literature,”
which portrays “Cossacks as staunch defenders of Orthodoxy and passionate Russian
patriots” (p. 79). Judith Deutsch Kornblatt promoted the thesis that Gogol “does not
present the Cossacks in contrast to Russians, but as though they themselves are the
Russians.”” And Saera Yoon says “the earlier Ukrainian story [1835] [is transformed]

"NV Gogol, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, vol. 2 ([Moscow]: Izdatelstvo Akademii nauk SSSR,

1937), 725-726. This edition is henceforth abbreviated PSS. It is available on-line at <http://feb-
web.ru/febupd/gogol/default.asp?/febupd/gogol/texts/ps0/ps0.html>. My quotations are taken from
there.
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University Press, 1979), 97-98; 192-93. Emphases added.
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into an epic-historical novel ... that promotes Russian virtues in the face of an en-
croaching Western civilization [Poland].” Yoon describes the Cossacks of the Mir-
gorod redaction as “separate and disinterested in Russia,” but the Cossacks of 1842
“completely internalize a form of the Russian identity. They... adopted the pa-
triotically charged epithet‘Russian’ to describe themselves.” For Yoon this becomes
evidence of “Gogol’s transformed ideological position.”®

The most sophisticated expression of the Russification idea—and the one on
which I will focus here—belongs to Edyta Bojanowska. In her excellent book she
states that Gogol’s “only fiction that glorifies Russian nationalism remains the 1842
redaction’”’ of Taras Bulba.

Gogol greatly expanded the Mirgorod version of Taras Bulba and changed its
national profile.... The 1835 version celebrated the Cossacks as freedom-loving
Ukrainians fighting for the preservation of their religion and customs that had come
under assault from Catholic Poland. The word “Ukraine” (Ukraina) appears
frequently (PSS 2, 283, 285, 299, 310, 311, 327, 344, 349); the concepts of a
“nation” (natsiia) or a “Cossack nation” are also mentioned (PSS 2, 348, 349). The
Ukraine of the 1835 Taras is contiguous with the Ukraine of Gogol’s historical
writings whose echoes resound in the narrative: an entity that was a nation by virtue
of its cultural specificity and unique historical experience. This changes in 1842.
Though in the least reworked passages some references to Ukraine remain, Gogol’s
overall strategy is to eliminate them and to identify the place of action as “Russia”
(“eastern Russia” or “the original Russia”; PSS 2, 64, 46, 78) and the protagonists’
national identity as “Russian” or “southern Russian” (PSS 2, 41 46, 47, 48, 65, 124,
133, 138-140). The Cossacks’ “physiognomy” remains unique, yet this no longer
signals their national separateness. Gogol now presents this uniqueness as a
peculiar stamp, a flourish that the Cossacks impart to a general Russian nature. The
Cossacks come to express Russianness, which the text bounds, as I mentioned, to
Orthodoxy and East Slavic ethnic ties that have historically united the Muscovites,
the Ukrainians, and the Belorussians. Their heirs all form a nation of “brothers”
(PSS 2: 65) .5

Bojanowska believes that Gogol renounces “his earlier [Ukrainian] autonomist
leanings” (256). In place of pitting “Ukraine against Russia and accentuat[ing] national
differences” (371), he embraces a nationalistic Russian ideology, based on the amal-
gamation of “East Slavic Orthodox domains into a ‘greater’ Russian nation” (304).

Bojanowska’s emphatic “Russian” interpretation loses some of its edge in light of
certain ambiguities, which she admits exist. For example, there is not “a single eth-
nically Russian character in” Taras Bulba (256)—an obvious problem for the “amal-
gamation” thesis. She draws attention to the odd fact that Gogol chose to glorify
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“Russian nationalism” by embedding it “in a theme from Ukrainian history, the topic
on which his Ukrainian nationalism had run at its highest” (255). She recognizes
uncertainties in Gogol’s use of russkii (“this [word] can in fact be read to mean Ukrai-
nian” [304]) as well as the meaning of tsar, saying that “troubling incongruities™ arise
in “the [Russian] nationalistic message” of the novel’s “grand conclusion” (304). But
despite these misgivings, she remains true to the “Russified” reading, persuaded that
Taras Bulba is about an “idea of Russia” (i.e., a “greater” Russia) and that Gogol’s
goal is to tie “Ukraine’s national potential to Russia” (371).

This paper makes a case for a diametrically opposite interpretation. It treats the
novel’s incongruities—i.e., Gogol’s apparent inability or unwillingness to espouse
forthrightly the Russian nationalist position attributed to him, as well as scholarship’s
reliance on overly vague definitions of “Russian” (proto-Russian, alternative Russian,
Orthodox East Slav)—as aporias that invite a reassessment of the standardized reading.
I propose that Taras Bulba is really about an idea of Ukraine, whose origins Gogol
establishes in Kyivan Rus'—which, for him, is not “Russia.” The novel does not depict
two nations—Ukrainians and Great Russians—brought together into a “greater” Russia
through the intermediacy of a Russian tsar. It is an account of Ukraine alone as a
Cossack-Rus' state on the cusp of a political rebirth. As an alternative to the view that
Rus' and Cossack Ukraine must exclude each other—“In the 1842 edition the Cossacks
no longer celebrate their Ukrainian uniqueness but rather their loyalty to the concept of
Rus” (Bojanowska, 256)—I show that Gogol treats them as complementary societies
that together form a historically “greater” Ukraine, which he names Ukraina or rus-
skaia zemlia.

In this sense Taras Bulba has a lot in common with what Bojanowska called
Gogol’s “fairly risky direction of ... historical thinking about Ukraine” (127) during
the 1830s. Whereas Bojanowska, like most scholars, construes the array of termi-
nology in the novel (e.g., Ukraina, russkaia zemlia, iuzhnaia pervobytnaia Rossiia)
as ideological vacillation in favour of Russian nationalism, I deal with this as
ordinary practice, completely in line with nineteenth-century historical writing—an
innocuous and unavoidable way of identifying Ukraine and East Slavdom.’ If one is
to glean Gogol’s political and patriotic views from the revised novel, then the focus
should not be on verbal shifters like Rossiia and russkii, whose meaning is relative
and entirely dependent on context, but on the modifiers “north/south” to which
Gogol consistently turns as markers, respectively, of Russian and Ukrainian nation-
ality. The novel is ideologically homogenous because it rigorously invokes only
Ukrainian territories to the exclusion of Great Russian areas in the empire. With
respect to national difference, I also take the absence of Great Russians as significant

I cannot develop this idea in detail here for lack of space, but, as an example, compare the usage
of Rossiia and russkii in Mykhailo Maksymovych’s writings. See M. O. Maksymovych, Vybrani
tvory z istorii Kyivskoi Rusi, Kyieva i Ukrainy, ed. P. H. Markov (Kyiv: Vyshcha shchkola, 2004).
Like Maksymovych (cf. 48—49), Gogol adheres to the scholarly terminology of his day, in which
Rossia is frequently used to mean East Slavdom, while Ukraine and Russia are differentiated with
the adjectives “southern” and “northern.” These terminological tendencies are evident in Gogol’s
“Vzgliad na sostavlenie Malorossii” (1832 [?], pub. 1835), where the first references to Ukraine as
“south Rossiia’ is followed by this statement: “Orta 3emis, MOIy4YHMBIIAs MOCIE Ha3BaHHE
Vxpaunsr” (PSS 8: 45). As Bojanowska aptly notes: “Since history writing featured too many hot
buttons, Gogol resorted to geography to make his point” (Nikolai Gogol, 132).
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and reject giving them a virtual presence through the mechanism of defining words
like russkii and tsar in the “Great Russian” manner, for which the novel makes no
allowance. I will prove that Gogol’s “imagining” of the Cossack nation has nothing
in common with an all-inclusive Russia. I conclude that interpretations of Taras
Bulba are guided too much by ethnocentric Russian cultural and political perspec-
tives and too little by the Ukrainian.

“Ukraina” and “Russkaia zemlia”

Bojanowska’s Russification thesis has a quantitative aspect. The purportedly fewer
uses of the word Ukraina lead to a qualitative deduction about the “national profile” of
the novel. She says that in the 1835 version “the word ‘Ukraine’ (Ukraina) appears
frequently,” but in the 1842 edition, “in the least reworked passages,” only “some
references to Ukraine remain.” She claims that the “overall strategy is to eliminate” the
word Ukraina and “to identify the place of action as ‘Russia (‘eastern Russia’ or ‘the
original Russia’'’ [...]) and the protagonists’ national identity as ‘Russian’ or ‘southern
Russian’ (266; my emphases). But does Gogol’s text support these statements and
conclusions? We can answer the question by looking at the frequency with which
Ukraina appears in both redactions.

Table 1
Word Form Frequency  Version Word Form Frequency  Version
VYkpaiina 2 1835 VYkpaiina 1 1842
VYkpaiine 2 1835 VYkpaiine 8 1842
VYkpaiiny 3 1835 VYkpaiiny 2 1842
YkpaiiHbl 2 1835 YkpaiiHbl 2 1842

Table 1 shows that the 1835 edition has nine occurrences of the word; the 1842
version has thirteen."' Hence the word Ukraina does not simply “remain” but be-
comes more frequent. This means there was no “strategy” to “eliminate” the word—
but, quite possibly, to increase it. Ideological interpretations of the novel need to con-
tend with this fact. In any event, a key mainstay of the “Russification” thesis is
simply wrong.

Four out of nine instances of Ukraina from the 1835 Taras Bulba were carried
over into 1842 (table 2 shows them in italic). Nine out thirteen uses of the word in
the 1842 redaction are entirely new. Table 2 (a list of all twenty-two uses of the
word) reveals that Gogol sometimes made minor changes to capitalization (lines 7-8)
but felt no obligation to alter the adjacent Ukraina. Line 5 illustrates that he inserted
po vsei Ukraine into a phrase that did not have it in 1835."* Lines 16—17 show that
the distinction between Muscovy and Ukraine survives into the second edition. If
Gogol’s strategy was to “unify” two countries, then all the preceding editorial deci-
sions were clearly counterproductive.

10 Gogol actually writes “the southern original Russia [Rossiia].”
' See PSS 2: 43, 44, 62, 77 (2x), 79, 106, 107, 124, 125, 147, 160, 165.
12 The 1835 version reads: “U uto KCEHJI3bI €34T U3 CceJia B CeJIo B TapaTaikax ...”
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Table 2: All Occurrences of the Word “Ukraina” in Context: 1835 and 1842
Editions

... TO MBI ITOBE/IacM, 4TOOBI 3HaJIa BCsl YKpaiiHa, 1a U JPYTHe 3eMIIH ... 1835

Kro ckazain, uto Mos oTunsHa Ykpaiina? Kto nan MHe ee B OTUU3HBI? 1842

... CIIOPHBIM, HEpEIICHHBIM BJIaJICHUEM, K KaKUM IIpUHAUIeKaNna Torga YKpaiiHa. 1835

VYkpaiine He BUIATh TOXKe XpaOpeHIero U3 CBOMX JieTe, B3SIBIINXCS 3aIlUIIATh 1842

ee.

... paccKaxKy: ¥ KCEH/I3bI €3]AT Telepb 0 Bcell YKpaliHe B TapaTaiikax ... 1842

... IyMax, yXe He Ioomuxcst 6onee Ha YKpaitHe 60poJaThIMH CTapIiaMu- 1842

clenuamu

... He Hallli, YTO apeHJaTOPCTBYIOT Ha YKpaiiHe! eli-Oory, He Hamu! To coBceM 1835

... He HalllY, Te, YTO apeHIaTOPCTBYIOT Ha Ykpaiine! Eii-6ory, e nammu! To 1842

COBCEM

... HA4aJIUCh Pa3bIrPhIBAThCsl CXBATKU M OUTBEI Ha Vkpaiine 3a yHHIO. 1842

HecMmotps Ha cBOIO 1eyalib ¥ COKpYUICHHUE O CIIYYUBIUUXCS Ha VKpatine 1835

HECUacTUsX ...

Bot kakue nena Bogsrcs Ha Ykpaiine, naHoBe! 1842

... 9T00 TaKUX MOJKOBHUKOB OBLIO MOOOIBIIE Ha Vkpatine! 1842

... KaK cJieJIaJId OHH YK€ ¢ TeTbMaHOM U JIyYIIMMH PYCCKHMU BUTA3AMU Ha 1842

Vkpaune.

... 37IMBaeTCs BOJSI M KO3a4ECTBO HA BCIO YKpalHy! 1835
.. 3IMBAETCSI BOJISI M KO3a4EeCTBO Ha BCIO YKpaiiHy! 1842
.. Ioya3uarckuit yron EBpombl. MockoBuio u YKpaiiHy OHH IOYHTAIH ... 1835
.. noxyasuarckuil yron EBponsl: MockoBHIO U YKpaliHy OHU IIOYUTAIN ... 1842
.. CyJapCTBEHHBIX MarHaToB, U OUUCTUTh YKpaliHy OT KUJOBCTBA, YHUH 1835
.. BOMCKa IT0Ka3aI0Ch HA IPpaHUIaX YKpalHbL OTo yxe He Oblia Kakas-HUOYHb ... 1835
.. BOMCKa IT0Ka3aI0Ch HA IpaHUIax YKpaiHbL OTo yxe He Oblia Kakas-HHOYHb ... 1842

XOTb HEXKHBOTO, a JIOBe3y TeOs 10 YKpaitHsl! 1842

... 3Ty BOCHHYIO IIKOJIy TOrJAIIHEH YKpalHbl, IPEACTABUT CBOUM 1835

COTOBApHIIAM. ..

Bojanowska errs when she says that in eliminating the word Ukraina Gogol iden-
tified “the place of action as ‘Russia.”” A glance at table 2 shows that the locative
form na Ukraine increases from two in 1835 to eight in 1842—a total that does not
include such expressions as do Ukrainy and po vsei Ukraine. In contrast, the word
Rossiia is used only twice in 1842 (once in 1835) and in both cases it is modified by
an adjective (“southern original Rossiia,” “east Rossiia” [location of the Sich]). This
is done consciously to set Ukraine apart from Rossiia as a whole, and to continue the
differentiating practice evident in the distinction between Moskoviia and Ukraina.
Significantly, it was only in 1842 that Gogol adds the phrase iuzhnaia pervobytnaia
Rossiia (replacing line 3 in table 2) to denote Ukrainian lands, thereby implicitly
demoting the unmentioned “northern” Rossiia (a.k.a. Moskoviia) to separate and “un-
original” status. Gogol’s Rossiia, clearly, emerges not as one “greater” single Rus-
sian nation, but a binational East Slavic territory, where original political statehood
(Rossiianess, if you will) belongs to Ukraine. Gogol essentially reiterates his early
1830s view of Ukrainians, whom he described as the “original [NB], indigenous
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inhabitants of south Rossiia,” a society speaking a language with a “pure Slavic
southern physiognomy” very close to the Rus'ian" language of that time:

Bonbas yacts 3T0ro odmecrsa [i.e., the Cossacks] cocrosna oIHAKO K U3 nepe-
00bImHBIX, KOpeHnHbix obuTateneil roxcnou Poccuu. JJoka3aTenbcTBO — B A3BIKE,
KOTOPBIH, HECMOTPSI HA MPHHATHE MHOXKECTBA TATAPCKUX M TOIBCKUX CIOB, MMEIN
BCET/IA YUCMO CNAAHCKYIO I0JICHYIO QUIUOHOMUIO, NPUOTUNICABULYIO €TO K TOTAAIl-
Hemy pycckomy ... (PSS 8: 47)"

It is meaningful that Taras Bulba constructs Rossiia in terms of difference and
gives Ukraine political primacy. As in his “Glance at the Making of Little Russia,”
Gogol associates Ukraine with southern Rus' instead of establishing connections with
the Muscovite “north.”

The reason “Russia” may appear to be the “place of action” is because the phrase
russkaia zemlia appears eleven times in 1842—yet not once in 1835. Nevertheless,
even at that frequency the phrase is used /ess often than Ukraina and never replaces
any occurrence of Ukraina in the 1835 edition. This raises a question: can russkaia
zemlia legitimately be read as “Russian land” or “Russia,” as is the norm among
scholars and translators?' Doubts are warranted, because, in revising the novel,
Gogol introduced an analogy between the Cossacks and Rus'—not Muscovy or the
Great Russians. In other words, he made Ukrainians Rus'ians (not Russians).'® More-
over, he is known to have insisted on a categorical difference between southern and
northern Rus'."” Consequently the rough parity in the use of Ukraina and russkaia
zemlia more readily suggests a synonymic bond between them rather than an allusion
to “Russia,” be it Muscovy or Rossiia as a whole. The place of action in Taras Bulba
bears variable names, but it always refers to the same southern, non-Russian space. A
few examples will reinforce the point.

The 1842 edition has several equivalents for Ukraina besides russkaia zemlia:
Getmanshchina, Zaporozhe, Sech, or Sich. All are common, overwhelming the two
geographically modified uses of Rossiia and leaving no doubt as to where events
unfold. Take the speech of the “faithful comrade™:

1 Bojanowska is wrong to translate this as “Russian” (cf. Nikolai Gogol, 141). Gogol clearly has
in mind a southern redaction of Church Slavonic.

4 Al emphases in this and subsequent quotations from PSS in this article are mine unless noted
otherwise.

13 Bojanowska redefines ‘“Russian” (putting it in quotation marks) to mean “a supratemporal
cultural community of Orthodox East Slavs” (Nikolai Gogol, 256), which includes the Great
Russians.

1% The use of russkaia zemlia for Rus' is attested in Gogol. Cf. the following historical note: “Kwus-
3bsl YaCTO B KPUTHYECKHE MHHYTHI TOBOPHIIM, HAIIOMHHAIM O TOM, 4TO Pycs THOHET, a Bparu
panyrorcs. Ha cefime, cobpanHOM MoHOMaxoM, SIBHO CKa3aHO: a OyHIeT 3emis pycckas OOIuM
st Hac oredectBom” (PSS 9: 62).

7 “U ot roxmcnas Poccus ... COBEPUICHHO OTIENUJIACh OT ceseproll. Besikas CBI3b MEXKIYy UMM
pa3opBaliach; COCTABUIINCH JIBA 20CyO0apCmed, Ha3bIBaBIINECs OAMHAKMM UMeHeM — Pyceio ... Ho
y’Ke CHOIICHUH MEXIy UMH He ObII0. /[pyeue 3axkonsl, Opyeue obvluau, Opyaas yeiv, opyeue céasu,
opyeue noodgucu cocmasuiu Ha epems 08a cogepuienno pasiuunvle xapaxmepa” (“Vzgliad na
sostavleniie Malorossii,” PSS 8: 44-45). Cf. Bojanowska, Nikolai Gogol, 143-55.
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XO0Th HEKHUBOTO, J1a oBe3y TeOs! ... IIycTh e XOTh U OyAeT Opes BBICMBIKATh U3
TBOEro j00a ouy, fa MyCThb K€ CTENOBOM Haw: Opel, a He JAwiCKull, He TOT, 4YTO
MIPUJIETACT U3 NOALCKOU 3eMau. XOTh HEXXUBOTO, a JoBe3y Tebsa 0o Vipaiinv! (PSS
2: 147; my emphases)

Tak roBopmi BepHbIA ToBapum. Ckakayn 0e3 OTIBIXY JHH M HOYHM M NIPUBE3 €ro,
0eCcUyBCTBEHHOTO, B caMyto 3anopooicckyio Ceun. (PSS 2: 147)

The congruence of Ukraine and the Sich is indisputable. Interesting also is the
mention of the “Polish land,” which illustrates the opposition that Gogol establishes
between Ukraine and Poland, an antithesis that is completely absent when he uses
Ukraina and russkaia zemlia. Most scholars would argue that polskaia zemlia is to
“Poland” what russkaia zemlia is to “Russia,” but that clearly is not supported by
Gogol’s practice. He embeds russkaia zemlia in a wholly Ukrainian environment,
without a hint of Russianness. Consider the following passages, which occur within
the span of three pages (PSS 2: 77, 78, 79). To save space, I have removed all inter-
vening text that is irrelevant to this argument:

“A BBI pa3Be HUYET0 HE CIIBIXAJIM O TOM, 4TO Aenaercs Ha I emomanwune? [...] (PSS
2:76)

“CmymaiiTe!. eme He TO pacCKaXKy: W KCEH3HI €3[IT TENepb 1o gcell Yxpaiine B Ta-
pataiikax ... BoT xakue nemna BogsTcs Ha Vikpaiine, manoBe! A BBl TYT CHAWUTE HA
3anopooicve na rynsere [...]” (PSS 2: 77)

“Kax! 4ToOBI )KUABI JeprKallid Ha apeHje Xpuctuanckue nepksu! ... Kak! 4ro6sl mo-
MYCTHTh TAKHE MYYCHUS HA PYCCKOU 3eMie OT MPOKIATHIX HEAOBEPKOB! 4TOOBI BOT
TaK IMOCTYNAIU C NOAKOGHUKamu u cemomanom! Jla He Oyner xe cero, He Oyner!”
(PSS 2: 78)

“Kak MOXHO, YTOOBI MBI lyMaJld TIPO 3anopodicyes YTo-Hnoyap Hexoporiee! Te cos-
CceM HEe HallM, Te, 4TO apeHAaTOPCTBYIOT Ha Ykpatine! Eii-Oory, He Hammu! To
COBCEM He XHJbI: TO uepT 3HaeT uto.” (PSS 2: 79)

Bearing in mind the emphasized words, it is perfectly obvious that events are not
taking place in Russia and do not portray “a supratemporal cultural community of
Orthodox East Slavs” despite the appearance of russkaia zemlia. The Hetmanate, the
Zaporizhzhia, Ukraina, and russkaia zemlia are all one and the same unified and con-
tiguous space. This is the land of the Cossacks, the Zaporozhians and the hetmans.
And, as the novel will make clear, it is also the land of their Rus' fathers and grand-
fathers." Chapter twelve of the 1842 edition corroborates the linkage between the
Cossacks, Ukraina, and russkaia zemlia:

Ortsbickancs cien Tapacos. CTo ABaaLaTh ThICAY KO3ayK020 GOlCKa MOKA3al0Ch Ha
TpaHHIAX YKpaiinsi ... TOMHATIACH BCSA Hayus, NOO TIEPETIONHUIOCH TEPIICHUE Ha-
pooa ... (PSS 2: 165)

Hedwero onmceiBaTh Bcex OWTB, TIE MOKa3amH ceOs Ko3aku, HA BCETO MOCTETIEHHOTO
XO/la KaMIIaHUU: BCE 3TO BHECEHO B JIeMONuUcHble CTPaHULbl. VI3BEeCTHO, KakoBa B
pycckoti 3emne BoitHa ... (PSS 2: 166)

'8 Bulba states: “Xouercs MHe Bam cKa3aTbh, IIaHOBE, YTO TAaKO€ €CTh Hauie TOBapUIIECTBO. Bbl
CIIBIIIANIA OT 0MY08 U 0edos, B KaKOW YeCTH Y BceX ObLIa 3emiist Hawia: U TPeKaM Jaina 3HaTh ceds,
u ¢ Laperpana Opana 4epBOHLBI, ¥ TOpoJa ObUIM MBILHBIC, U XPaMBl, U KHA3bA, KHA3bA PYCCKO2O
pooda, ceou KHs3bs, @ HE Katonnueckue Hemoepku™ (PSS 2: 133).
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The repeated close collocation of Ukraina and russkaia zemlia creates, in effect, a
reciprocal definition. The second of the two paragraphs above, with its reference to
chronicles, also explains why Gogol (and Bulba [cf. note 17]) characterizes the
Ukrainian land by the adjective russkii: this is a replication of the chronicle tradition.
In case the reader missed the first cue, the next paragraph reiterates this: V'
letopisnykh stranitsakh izobrazheno podrobno (PSS 2: 167). Russkii, in effect, is an
elevated, archaic reference to Ukraine, a word made relevant by the invocation of
chronicles and Rus' (but not Russia).

Particularly troublesome for the thesis that Taras Bulba has a “changed ... na-
tional profile” (Bojanowska, 266) are the new instances of Ukraina that appear in the
1842 edition and have no equivalence in the 1835 version. As mentioned, there are
nine such cases. Perhaps the most startling introduction of the word comes from the
lips of Andrii. In 1835 Gogol had him renouncing his father, brother, mother, and
fatherland. In 1842, instead of a vague fatherland, Andrii betrays Ukraine by name:
“Kto skazal, chto moia otchizna Ukraina?” In this way Andrii’s treason is made
exclusively Ukrainian, suggesting, by extension, that it is this land (not Rossiia) that
demands his primary loyalty." Three paragraphs later the 1842 edition invokes
Ukraina again when Andrii kisses his Polish tsaritsa and his former Cossack self
“dies.” At this point Gogol emphasizes that Andrii’s betrayal leaves Ukraine defense-
less, because, she, a mother figure, is abandoned by one of her bravest children:

W noru6 rozax! Ilponan i Bcero xoszayxozo peiapcrsal He BunaTh emy Oonblie
HU 3anopooicvs, HI 0myoscKux XyTOpOB CBOUX, HU 1epkBu [b]oxbelt! Vkpaiine ne
BHJIATh TOXKE Xpalpeiimero 3 cBoux demeil, 3a8uuxcs sawuwams ee.” (PSS 2:
106)

Bojanowska takes the view that in the 1842 redaction the Cossacks are less of a
nation, that the unity of East Slavs through Orthodoxy becomes more important than
their “national separateness.” She notes two instances of the word “natsiia” in the
1835 version but cites no examples for 1842, creating the impression that Gogol
might have downgraded “Ukraine” from its earlier “national” status. This is a flawed
presentation, because the idea of nationhood is strongly highlighted in 1842. The
Cossacks (their numbers increase from 30,000 to 120,000) are not just a “little group
or detachment” pursuing selfish goals, but members of an “entire nation,” elements
of a long-suffering “people.” They fight to redress more than the injuries to their
religion, which is referred to as the “faith of their ancesfors” (not a formulation
found in 1835). In particular, this natsiia stands up for its rights, mores, and customs.
Compare the 1842 and 1835 texts:

19 Bojanowska (p. 297) refers to this moment in Nikolai Gogol but does not acknowledge that
Gogol added the word “Ukraina” to dramatize the national moment in the novel.
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1842 Version
HanpacHo xoponb U MHOTHE pBILIApH,
IIPOCBETIEHHBIE YMOM U AYIIOH,
TpeJICTaBIISIN, YTO TOTO0HAs Kec-
TOKOCTb HaKa3aHHIl MOXKET TOIBKO
pa3Kedb MIICHUE KO3aYKOU HAYUlL.
(PSS 2: 164)

Ortsickancs cien Tapacos. Cto nBa-
JIIATh THICTY KO3aYKO20 BOMCKA T10-
Ka3aJoCh Ha TpaHulax Yxpaiinsi. 31O
yKe He Obina Kakas-HUOYAb manas
yacme uiu Ompsio, BHICTYIUBIIMHA Ha
JOOBIYY MM HA YTOH 3a TaTapamH.
Hem, nogHsunace ecsa Hayusi, noo
MIEPETIONHIIIOCH TePIICHNE Hapood, -
MIOJIHSIACh OTMCTHUTD 32 ITOCMESHBE
npas CBOUX, 3a NO30PHOE YHUJICEHUE
C80UX HPAsos,” 3a OCKOPOJICHUE 6epbl
npeoKos U ceamo2o obwvlyasl, 3a Moc-
pamIleHue yepkaeli, 3a becuuHcmea
qy’>Ke€3eMHBIX [IAHOB, 3a yeHemeHbe, 32

1835 Version
OH 0YeHb XOPOIIIO BUIE, YTO MO100-
Hasl )KECTOKOCTh HaKa3aHUH MOMKET
TOJIBKO Pa3Kedb MIICHUE KO3AUbell
Hayuu. Ho Kopois He MOT clenarh
HHYEro NPOTHB JEP3KOH BOJIH TOCY-
JApCTBEHHBIX MarHaTos ... (PSS 2:
348)

Crnen TapacoB oteickaincs. Tpuanars
TBICAY KO3ayK020 BOHCKA IT0Ka3aJI0Ch
Ha TpaHuNax Yxpaiinvl. DTO yXKe He
0Obi1 Kakoi-HUOY b ompsi0, BBICTY-
MaBIIUIH JJIs JOOBIYM HIIH CBOEH
OTIENILHOM LIeNu: 3mo 6b110 0eno
obwee. D10 yenas nayus, KOTOPOU
TEpIIEHHUE yXKe NEePEeroTHUIOCH, TIOA-
HSUTaCh MCTHTBH 338 OCKOPOJIEHHBIE
npaea CBOU, 33 YHIDKEHHYIO PEITUTHIO
CBOIO U 00bluail, 32 BEPOJIOMHBIC
ybuiicmea Te€TMaHOB CBOUX U
TIOJIKOBHUKOB, 32 HacUlue KUTOBCKUX
apeH/1aTOpOB U 32 BCE, B UEM CUHMTAI

VHUIO, 32 NO30PHOE B1A0LIYECNBO
JKMJIOBCTBA HAa XPUCTUAHCKOH 3eMie —
3a BCE, YTO KOMMJIO U CyTryOuIio ¢
JIABHHUX BPEMCH CypOBYIO HCHABUCTb
xo3akog. (PSS 2: 165)

ce0st OCKOPOJICHHBIM yTHETEHHBIH
Hapoo. (PSS 2: 349)

As is obvious, Gogol corrected and expanded the later version, making it, among
other things, more eloquent (“mshchenie kozachei natsii” is polished to “mshchenie
kozatskoi natsii”’). Ukraina, natsiia, narod, and the Cossacks make up a single semantic
matrix, with the Cossack movement transforming itself into a national phenomenon.
These sections disprove the view that “The Cossacks’ ‘physiognomy’ remains unique,
yet this no longer signals their national separateness” (emphasis added). Both national
and religious themes remain in these passages, but the 1842 version clearly tips the
scales in favour of national concerns. In parsing the word natsiia, Bojanowska at one
point writes: “While natsiia ... unambiguously means ‘a nation’ and carries a political
overtone, narod ... is more vague and politically innocuous, as it may mean ‘a people’
or ‘a nation,” depending on the context” (139-40). If we go by her own definitions,
Taras Bulba obviously politicizes Ukraine, treating it unambiguously as a nation.

This is an appropriate place to touch on a related claim. Bojanowska has the 1842
Taras Bulba emphasizing “ethnic ties,” “historical unity,” and support for “a nation

2 In the print edition of PSS the underlined phrase above is gibberish: “3a mo3opHoe cBOMX
yamkenue” (2: 165). My correction comes from N. V. Gogol, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomakh
(Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1967). Because of this error, Bojanowska (291) leaves out
“svoikh nravov” (our mores) in her English translation. She also leaves out ‘“Ukraina” and
“ancestors.”
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of ‘brothers’”—tendencies that allegedly chip away at the Cossacks’ separateness
and subsume them “in the larger category of the Russians” (268). This is part of the
argument that Gogol changes “the protagonists’ national identity” to “‘Russian’ or
‘southern Russian’” (266). To bolster this idea Bojanowska relies twice (266, 268) on
a passage in which the Ukrainian is called a “southern rossiianin.”*' She elaborates:

Even the characteristic Ukrainian straight-face humor that Gogol had used elsewhere
to set the Ukrainians apart from the Russians here becomes attenuated within a
statement that asserts the kinship of the two ethnicities (“a sharp feature that even
now distinguishes a southern Russian from his other brothers ...”). (268; emphasis
added)

Again, | believe Bojanowska overstates the case to shore up the “Russification”
thesis. Gogol’s sentence emphasizes difference and separateness—not kinship and
unity. He states: “the ‘southern rossiianin’ [i.e., the Ukrainian] is different to this very
day [otlichaetsia donyne] from his ‘other brothers’ [drugikh brat'ev],” who, oddly,
remain unspecified and without a geographic site. Surely, even when using “southern
rossiianin,” Gogol is establishing past and present differences for Ukrainians in
Rossiia, just as he did when he called Ukraine “the southern original Rossiia” and
Ukrainians her “original and indigenous inhabitants.” The accent lies on the dif-
ferentiating word “southern,” not on the unifying concept rossiianin. Moreover, neither
the word Rossiia nor rossiianin foreground ethnic unity; they suggest civic or political
commonalities. If Gogol’s purpose was to underscore Slavic kinship and establish for
the protagonists a “greater” Russian national identity, the words russkii (yuzhnyi
russkii) or Rus' would have served him better. As it stands, in the only instance of the
novel where a Great Russian brother appears to be invoked, the best Gogol can muster
is a formula that distinguishes imperial subjects in the state rather than “amalgamating”
them into an “all-Russian” nation. Ukraine as a part of Rossiia is a contemporary fact
for Gogol. However, the ideology of his novel is geared toward separating Ukraine and
establishing its uniqueness.

“Russkii”

B pyccxux n36ax NpoKIIATEIE KaIlamnbl BE3/IE MOPa3BOIUIN
TapakaHoB. («IBan ®enoposuy I1InoHbKa U €r0 TETYILIKA)

... LIIest €0 ... Ka3aach HEOOBIKHOBEHHO JTMHHOIO, KaK y
TeX TUICOBBIX KOTEHKOB ... KOTOPBIX HOCAT Ha IOJIOBaX
LEIBIMU AECITKAMU pycckue unocmpanybvl. («1Innensy)

He Ob110 pemecia, KoToporo Obl HE 3HAJ KO3AK ... IUTh U
OpaXHUYaTh, KaK TOJILKO MOXeT ouH pycckuti. («Tapac
Bynbs6ay)

All English translations of Taras Bulba convey every instance of russkii as
“Russian” and each occurrence of russkaia zemlia as “Russia” or the “Russian land.”
Most scholars adhere to these meanings as well. What such interpretations have in

21
“[Becenocth 3T0] ... pe3kas uyepra, KOTOPOIO omauyaemcs NOHBIHE OT OPYTHX OpaTheB CBOMX

1ooicnwtil poccusinun” (PSS 2: 65).
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common is the refusal to grant russkii a ”Ukrainian” and/or “Rus'ian” status. The ex-
ception to this rule is Yurii Barabash:

EERNT3

The frequently used concepts in Taras Bulba—“Rus’, “russkaia vera,” ‘“‘russkaia
zemlia,” “russkaia dusha”—should not mislead us. For Gogol these [words] are
synonyms of everything native [rodnogo] Ukrainian that has roots in Kyivan Rus',
and under no circumstance in anything officially “all-Russian” and especially not in
anything “Great Russian.”... It is absolutely obvious that Taras in [his] famous
speech about comradeship—when speakin% about “zemlia nasha,” about “kniazia
russkogo roda”—has Kyivan Rus' in mind.”

The word “russkii,” of course, appears in many of Gogol’s works and frequently
does mean “Russian.” It figures conspicuously in the opening of Dead Souls, where
it clearly (but redundantly) identifies two Great Russian peasants. In Taras Bulba,
naturally, the word cannot carry the same connotation because of the different
cultural context. Gogol’s entire literary career was based on differentiating Ukrain-
ians and Great Russians (a fact brilliantly demonstrated by Bojanowska)—and Taras
Bulba is no exception.

The 1835 edition uses russkii three times;> it also had a single instance of vosto-
chnaia Rossiia, a reference to (south)eastern Ukraine where the Sich was located. In
short, these words were not special measures taken in 1842 for purposes of
Russification; they were part of Gogol’s lexicon even during his so-called Ukrainian
period.** True, the second edition uses russkii many more times (twenty-four to be
exact) in a variety of combinations, among them eleven times in “russkaia zemlia.”
But if this word refers to Ukraine/Rus', it enhances the Ukrainian patriotism of the
1842 work rather than diminishes it. But what is the evidence that russkii means
“Ukrainian”?

First, we should note that Taras Bulba is true to the diverse terminology of Gogol’s
time (and beyond) when conveying the meaning “Ukraine/Ukrainian.”> The words
Ukraina/ukrainets were in use, but the adjective ukrainskii was relatively rare both in

2 vy, Barabash, Pochva i sudba: Gogol i ukrainskaia literature. U istokov (Moscow: Nasledie,
1995), 141. Bojanowska cites Barabash in Nikolai Gogol, 304.

3 (1) “[P]yccroe myxoBeHCTBO™; (2) “ToncTast pycckas Kymauxa”; (3) “COCTOSBIINMA M3 IOJIBCKUX
U pyccKux OBOPSH.”

Speaking of the early period, “russkaia zemlia” appears in Strashnaia mest (1832) twice, as does

the adjective “russkii.” These words appear along with the expressions “narod ukrainskii,”
“ukrainskii narod,” “ukrainskii krai,” “po Ukraine,” and “v Ukraine.” These collocations simply
underscore that the semantics of “russkii” was “Ukrainian” already in Gogol’s early period and was
not invented in Taras Bulba to “Russify” the novel.
23 Zenon E. Kohut writes that “an important factor in Western nationbuilding was the elite's iden-
tification of a specific territory and people by a single name. In the Ukrainian case establishing
such a name was particularly complex, because, as Mykola Kostomarov pointed out over a century
ago, throughout history Ukrainians had used a multiplicity of names for self-identification. [The
tlerms used most frequently were “Rus',” “Little Russia” (Mala Rus', Mala Rossiia, Malorossiia),
and “Ukraine” (Ukraina). “Rus” was, of course, the most ancient name originating with the Kievan
realm. It included the concept of “Rus"™ territory, dynasty (the Rurikides), and church (the metro-
politan of Kiev and all Rus')” (“The Development of a Little Russian Identity and Ukrainian
Nationbuilding,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 10, no. 3—4 [December 1986]): 562, 564).
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general usage and in Gogol’s work;*® Shevchenko, for example, never used it in his
poetry.?” The Ukrainian language was known either as malorosiiskii yazyk or yuzhno-
russkii yazyk. There was a Yuzhno-russkii sbornik (Kharkiv, 1848) and a Yuzhno-
russkii almanakh (Odesa, 1900). Rus'ka khata (Lviv and Chernivtsi) appeared as late as
1877. Taras Shevchenko published the Bukvar yuzhnorusskii (1861). Nikolai (Mykola)
Kostomarov wrote about the “dve russkiia narodnosti,” one Ukrainian, the other Great
Russian.”® The Ukrainian land was called Yuzhnaia Rossiia or Yuzhnaia Rus' as well as
Malorossiia. For our purposes, the most interesting example comes from Gogol’s chief
historical source—Istoriia Rusov ili Maloi Rossii—which uses ruskii (with one “s”) to
designate its Ukrainian subject matter alongside the word Ukraina. Therefore the
presence of russkii and yuzhnyi rossiianin in Taras Bulba must be seen as a matter of
standard practice. It cannot be construed as Gogol’s furtive betrayal of Ukraine for
Russia.”’

One of the most transparent uses of russkii to mean “Ukrainian” in the high style
surfaces in the phrase “russkimi vitiaziami na Ukraine” (PSS 2: 124). Here both rus-
skii and the noun vitiaz (knight) raise the tone. The national location is explicit (“na
Ukraine™), and everything that precedes these three words refers to Ukrainian
military men:

Tor Xo4yeub, BUIHO, 4100 MBI HE YBaXXWJIH IIEPBOTO, CBATOTO 3aKOHaA moesapuuie-
cmea: OCTaBUIIU Obl COOPAaThEB CBOMX HA TO, YTOOBI C HUX C JKUBBIX COJPAIU KOXKY
WM, UCYETBEPTOBAB HA YaCTU Ko3aykoe UX TEJI0, Pa3BO3UIN 6])1 HX TI0 ropoaamM u

ceslaM, KaK CIENalld OHH YK€ C 2eMmbMAaHOM W JYYWUMU PYCCKUMU SUMASAMU HA
Vkpaiine. (PSS 2: 124)

To argue that Gogol is treating Ukrainians as Russian, or portraying “a general
Russian nature” while referring to hetmans and Cossacks, is to strain credibility to
the utmost.

2 Gogol used the adjective “ukrainskii” in his article “O malorossiiskikh pesniakh” and in some of
his tales.

27 Cf. Oleh S. IInytzkyj and George Hawrysch, 4 Concordance to the Poetic Works of Taras
Shevchenko, vol. 3, 1901-1905 (New York and Toronto: Shevchenko Scientific Society in the U.S.
and Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies Press, 2001). Shevchenko used “rus'ka zemlia” in the
ggoem “Z peredsvita do vechora” for Rus', and the word “rusychi” to denote its people.

N. Kostomarov, “Dve russkiia narodnosti,” Osnova (St. Petersburg), no. 3 (1862): 33—-80. The
article opens with this statement: “... Ocnoéa TOOHHMAaeTh 3HAMs PyCccKOU HAPOIHOCTH, HO
OMAUYHOU OTH TOW PYCCKOM, KaKOi MHOTMMH HCKIFOYHTENIBHO IPHCBOCHO 3TO HasBasie. O es
CYIIIECTBOBaHIM HE MOXETh OBbITh COMHBHIS, KONb CKOpo OoHa cama o cedb 3asBmsers. Utaks Th,
KOTOpBIE TOBOPWIM: PYyCCKas HApOJHOCTb, M IOHUMAJIM IIOJb HEI YTO-TO eOuHCMBeHHOe,
camocy1iee, Omn0aInch; OHM JOJDKHBI ObUTH TOBOPHUTB: PYCCKis HapopHocTH. OKa3bIBacTCs, 4TO
pycckasi HAapOJHOCTh HE elliHa; UXb ABb, a KTO 3HaeTh, MOKETh ObITh UXb OTKpOCTCs U Oonbe, U
tbMp He Menbe onb — pycckis” <http://litopys.org.ua/kostomar/kos38.htm>. Here Kostomarov
repeats what he had written much earlier, in 1843: “Ho HapoxHocTs Masopoccun ecTh 0COOCHHAs,
OTJIMYHAs OT HAPOJHOCTH BelMKopoccHiickoir” (“Obzor sochinenii, pisannykh na malorossiiskom

azyke,” in M. I. Kostomarov, Tvory v dvokh tomakh, vol 2 [Kyiv: Dnipro, 1967], 377).

? In one of Gogol’s historical notes, Ukrainian (Kyivan) territories are designated as the “russkii
southwest”: “Bmusuune Poccun Ha 1020-3anad pycckuii crano 3HauntensHo Menbine” (PSS 9: 65).
See also n. 30 below.
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There are other episodes in the novel proving that russkii can only mean “Ukrain-
ian.” Take the passage about Kyiv’s high society in the 1842 version, which is
virtually identical to the 1835 version:

Ora Oypca cocTaBiisula COBEPIIEHHO OTACIBHBIN MHD: 8 Kpye 6blCuill, COCTOSBIIUHA
U3 NOJbCKUX U PYCCKUX 080psH, OHU He pomyckanuch. Cam BoeBoma Anam Kucens
... HE BBOJIMJI UX B OOILIECTBO M MPUKA3BIBAJ IepkaTh ux nmoctpoxe. (PSS 2: 54)

The historical framework eliminates any possibility that Gogol might be speaking
in one breath about Polish and Great Russian gentry. Moreover, there is proof that
these russkie are indeed Ukrainians: in only a slightly different context Gogol labeled
them malorossiiane. Here is a scene depicting Andrii’s wanderings through Kyiv
(preserved without changes in the 1842 version):

Wuorna on [AHapwuii] 3a0upaicst U B yIUIY apuUCmoKpamos, B HbIHEIIHEM CTapOM
Kuese, rae xxunu manopoccuiickue u noavckue ogopsaue ... (PSS 2: 56)

As a digression, I draw attention to Gogol’s historical notes, which contain jot-
tings about King Wiadystaw II Jagietto’s unification of Poland, Malaia Rossiia, and
Lithuania. He records that three equal hetmans were established for each “natsiia”:
“Hetman koronnyi polskii; Hetman litovskii; Hetman russkii.” The last, of course, is
a reference to Ukraine/Malaia Rossiia.*

Now that we have seen how “russkii” functions, we can turn to a paragraph in the
first chapter of Taras Bulba, which features the word in the phrases “russkaia pri-
roda” and “russkaia sila®—typically understood and translated as “Russian nature”
and “Russian power.” For many critics this is the ultimate proof of Gogol’s Russian
patriotism.

Bynpba ObuT ympsiM cTpantHo. JTo ObUT OAMH M3 TeX XapaKTepoB, KOTOPHIE MOTJIH
603HUKHYMb TONBKO B TsDKENbI XV Bek Ha moiykouyomeM yriay EBpomsl, korma
BCSL 100iCHas nepeobbimuasn Poccus, ocmasnennas cgoumu KHA3bAMU, OblIa OMYCTO-
LICHA, BEDKKEHA JIOTJIa HEYKPOTUMBIMU HaOEraMu MOHIOJBCKHX XHMIHUKOB; KOT'/Ia,
JIMIIUBIINCH JIOMa U KPOBJIH, CIMAJ 3[IECh OMBAdXHCEH Uel06eK; KOrla Ha ToXKapHIIax,
B BUJIy TPO3HBIX COCE/Iei M BEUHOI OIACHOCTH, cenuicsi OH M IMIPUBBIKAI TISIETh UM
IpsSIMO B OYH, Pa3ydyHMBIINCH 3HATh, CYHIECTBYET JIM Kakas OOS3Hb HA CBETE; KOTIa
OpaHHBIM IUTAMEHEM OOBSUICS IPEBIIE MUPHBIN CragaHcKuii Oyx M 3A6e10Ccb KO3d-
Yecmeo — WUPOKAsl, pa3cyNbHAs 3aMAWKA PYCCKOU npupoosl, — U KOTJa Bce IO0-
peubsl, NepeBO3bl, MPUOPEKHbIE MOJOTHE M YHAOOHBIE MECTa YCEeAIUCh KO3aKamu,
KOTOPBIM M CUETY HUKTO HE BeJaJl, U CMeJIble TOBapHUILM WX ObUIN BIIPaBe OTBEYATh
CyJTaHy, IoKenaBuieMy 3HaTh 0 ynciie ux: “Kro ux 3Haer! y Hac MX pacKHIaHO IO
BCEMy CTeIy: 4To Oaiipak, To Ko3ax” (4TO MaJCHbKUH IMPUTOPOK, TaM YK U KO3AK).
Omo ObII0, TOYHO, HEOObIKHOGEHHOE ABJleHbe PYCCKOU CUNbl: €ro BBILHOIO U3
Hapoowoti epyou orauBo Oex. (PSS 2: 46)

Gogol’s modern-day narrator describes here the revival of the Kyivan Rus' lands
through the agency of the Cossacks, who, thanks to their courage, become the very
embodiment of the former Rus'ian temperament and power (hence russkaia priroda,

0 See “1386. Sraiinom coemMHAIOTCS Tonpma, Manast Poccust u JIutea” (PSS 9: 79). Another
note has the following: “1342. VYcraHoBieHue pycckoeo BoeBoacTBa. M3 ceBepH[oii] dacTu
Tanuyuu oHO PacHPOCTPAHHIOCH BHOCICACTBHH 00 eepuwunst [Juenpa” (PSS 9: 78). Here, again,
we have a clear reference by Gogol to Ukraine using the word russkii.
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russkaia sila). Observe that the Cossacks speak to the sultan in Ukrainian, which
requires a parenthetical translation for Russophone readers. They are heirs to the
original Slavic state, Kyivan Rus' (here “yuzhnaia pervobytnaia Rossiia’), which was
abandoned by its princes (“ostavlennaia svoimi kniaziami”). The ancient, peaceful
Slavic spirit—tempered by the dangerous southern environment—reacquires the
characteristics (“zamashka”) of the Rus'ian nature in the form of Cossackdom (“koz-
achestvo”). Bojanowska, referring to this section, writes: “The warlike Cossacks now
represent ‘the broad, robust [razgul'naia] manifestation of the Russian nature’...
[Gogol] now presents these saviors [of Europe] not in opposition to the Russians but
as ‘an extraordinary phenomenon of Russian power’ (268; emphases mine). In her
reading the Cossacks and Russians are two separate peoples, with the former acquir-
ing the features of the latter while surrendering their own. In other words, Bojan-
owska sees an integration of Ukrainians and Russians in line with the “amalga-
mation” ideology that purportedly governs the text. In actual fact, however, there is
only one nation here (“kozaki/kozachestvo™) that traces its lineage and temperament
to Rus' princes through the adjective russkii. This nation manifests in its current
(Cossack) guise all the noble qualities of the “southern original” Rus' state. Bulba
will make this absolutely clear at the end of his “comradeship” speech when he links
the Cossacks—through the uninterrupted memory of their “fathers and grand-
fathers”—to Kyivan Rus' (cf. note 18).

Where Gogol portrays a single uninterrupted national history, Bojanowska sees
“Cossacks [being] subsumed in the larger category of the Russians” and “Cossacks
expressing ‘Russianness’” (268). Through these phrases, she becomes a victim of her
own mistranslation: russkii as “Russian” instead of Rus'ian.*' However, Gogol’s
“larger category” (or nation) is not some expanded entity that consists of Little
Russians and Great Russians. It is a fusion of Cossack Ukraine and Rus' (“russkaia
zemlia”), both of which are congruent with the “southern original Rossiia.” “Rus-
skaia priroda” and “russkaia sila” are not mentions of Russia “proper” but southern
attributes, i.e., manifestations of the Cossacks’ Rus'ian heritage. The Cossacks
appear, (“vozniknut™), rise (“stal”), are born (“zavelos”), and settle (“selilsia,” “use-
lialis) on the very same territory that the Rus'ian princes vacated. The Cossacks
come to manifest in the present the Rus'ian power of the past. None of this has
anything to do with Great Russians, since they are not in the novel and, according to
Gogol, as we saw above, do not share in the “southern original” heritage of Kyivan
Rus'. Taras Bulba embodies an idea Gogol expressed in 1834 in the journal Sever-
naia pchela, when he was announcing his impending history of Little Russia:
namely, that Ukraine acted for almost four centuries separately from Great Russia
(cf. Bojanowska, 124-26).

“Svoi tsar”

Bulba’s farewell remarks just before his death are key to the Russocentric read-
ing:

3 Interestingly, when Bojanowska discusses one of Gogol’s historical notes about Kyiv, she,
correctly (in my estimation) translates “russkii” as “Rusian” (with one “s”), namely, as referring to
Rus', not Russia. The phrase in question is: “BnustHue Poccuu Ha 1oro-3aman pycckuti CTajo
3HauuTeNnbHO MeHblre,” which Bojanowska translated as the “influence of Russia on the Rusian
southwest became significantly smaller” (Nikolai Gogol,152; see also 128).
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“ITpowaiire, mosapuwu! — Kpuyan oH UM cBepxy. “BcrnoMuHaiite MeHs u Oymymiei
e BECHOW NpuObIBaiiTe croja BHOBb Ja XOpOLIEHbKO moryisiire! UYro, B3suiy,
4yepToBbl ssxu? Jlymaere, ecTb uTO-HUOYIOb Ha cBeTe, 4ero Obl mobosics kozax?
Iocroiite xe, npuaer BpeMs, OyIeT BpeMs, y3Haene 6bl, YTO TaAKOE NpaGoCIa6HAs
pycckas eepa! Yxe W Telepb UyIOT JajlbHUE U OJIM3KHE HApoIbl: IOABIMAETCS U3
pyccKotl 3emnu 8ol yaps, ¥ He OyleT B MUpPE CHIIBI, KOTOpas OB He TMOKOPHIACh
emy!” (PSS 2: 172)

As Taras’s body is engulfed in flames, the authorial voice adds:

A yXe OrOHb MOJIBIMAJICS HAJl KOCTPOM, 3aXBATHIBAJI €70 HOTH M Pa30CTIIAIICS ILIaMe-
HeM 110 nepeBy... [Jla pa3sBe HaliayTcsi Ha CBETE TAaKHE OTHH, MyKH W MaKas cuid,
KoTOpast Obl epecunuiia pycckyio cuny! (PSS 2: 172)

These paragraphs purportedly contain evidence of Russian ultra-patriotism, defense
of the Russian faith, and the unity of the Ukrainian and Russian people under Russian
authority. George Grabowicz has written: “the Cossacks—as we see at the end of
Taras Bulba—become a foreshadowing of imperial Russian Orthodox power.”*
Myroslav Shkandrij extrapolates an even more specific meaning: “Ukrainian salvation
depended on the coming to power of the Romanov dynasty in 1613.”** Bojanowska
views this scene as confirmation that Ukrainians will come “[u]nder the leadership of
the mighty Great Russian tsar” (256).**

Clearly, for those who read Taras Bulba as a Russian nationalist paean, the words
russkaia zemlia and tsar are mutually reinforcing. Tsar seems to be prima facie evi-
dence for treating russkii as “Great Russian.” To defend a “Ukrainian” interpretation
of russkii, one would need to decouple tsar from its “Great Russian” associations.
Taras Bulba actually does this with the little word svoi, but most readers are con-
ditioned to ignore it.

Taras predicts: “one’s own [svoi] tsar will rise from the russkaia zemlia.” First, we
should note that this is hardly a declaration of “unity,” “amalgamation,” and other
forms of Ukrainian subordination to the Great Russians. Moreover, the sentence cannot
be referring to a “Russian land,” because Gogol associates “russkaia zemlia” with
southern Rus' of the Cossacks. Futhermore, (1) the Great Russians (to cite Yurii
Barabash) already had a tsar when Taras utters his prophetic words and hence would
not be anticipating his “rising” from the “Russian land” in the near future; and (b) for
the Cossacks and Taras the Russian tsar would not be “svoi.”** Surely, had he intended
it, Gogol could have expressed unification with Russia more clearly, as did all
contemporary histories. Some translators simply ignore “svoi” or replace it with the
word “Russian” to uphold the “Russian” reading of the novel.*® Scholars, in their turn,

32 George G. Grabowicz, “Three Perspectives on the Cossack Past: Gogol, Sevéenko, Kulis,”
Harvard Ukrainian Studies 5, no. 2 (June 1981): 189.

3 Myroslav Shkandrij, Russia and Ukraine: Literature and the Discourse of Empire from Napole-
onic to Postcolonial Times (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 2001), 107.
3 Later Bojanowska adds: “Taras forecasts a broadened scope of the war, with the Russian tsar as
its new participant” (Nikolai Gogol, 293).

33 Barabash, Pochva i sudba, 141.

3% Peter Constantine renders the sentence this way: “Word has already spread through every nation:
A Russian Czar will spring forth from the Russian earth”(Nikolai Gogol, Taras Bulba, trans. Peter
Constantine (New York: Modern Library, 2004), 141.
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typically sidestep or rationalize away these difficulties, unwilling to state the most
obvious: Taras is predicting that the Rus'ian land (“Ukraina-russkaia zemlia) will
raise its own tsar. The novel is not a call to unity with Great Russians. Only Barabash
acknowledges this forthrightly, saying that, given demonstrated Cossack self-reliance,
it is more reasonable to assume that the reference to a tsar signals “the ancient dream of
Ukrainian Cossackdom about its own statehood—the direct descendant of the state
traditions of Kyivan Rus'.””’” Unlike the “Russian” interpretation, this Ukrainian one
makes logical sense.

In fact, the obsession with linking “zsar” to Muscovy and a host of hypothetical
Russians (proto-, alternative, or a supratemporal cultural community) deflects attention
away from Taras Bulba’s obvious concern with ““its own” Ukrainian things (e.g.,
“prava svoi, svoi nravy, svoia tserkov, svoe dukhovenstvo, svoi kniazia”; “nash orel,
nasha zemlia”). In his novel Gogol is especially interested in the problem of one’s own,
native Ukrainian leadership, as Bovdiug’s words attest:

A BOT 4TO CKa)XeT MOsI Ipyrasi pedb: OOJBLIYIO MPaBay cKa3an U Tapac-TOJKOBHUK,
— naii [B]oxke eMy MOGOIBINE BEKY U 4mo6 MAKUX NOIKOBHUKOE ObLIO NOOOIbULE HA
Vipaiine! (PSS 2: 125)

Taras is described earlier (PSS 2: 48) in these words: “Taras byl odin iz chisla
korennykh, starykh polkovnikov.” As we saw already, Gogol accentuates the fact that
Rus' was “abandoned by her own princes” (“iuzhnaia pervobytnaia Rossiia, ostavien-
naia svoimi kniaziami”). In his comradeship speech, Taras mentions that the Rus'ian
land (“zemlia nasha) had at one time its own rulers (“byli kniazia, kniazia russkogo
roda, svoi kniazia, a ne katolicheskie nedoverki”). In this context, it is understandable
why Bulba would anticipate an indigenous (svoi) leader rising again from the Rus'ian
land. In place of the Catholic heretics, Ukraine will have its own ruler, as in the days of
yore.”® It is also telling that as the Cossacks sail off at the end of the novel, they “spoke
about their own otaman” (“govorili pro svoego atamana”). Through the use of the
word russkii, everything points to a pride in native leadership and history, not to an
interest in a simulated unification with Great Russians.

Although the meaning of “svoi tsar” is now clear, we still need to ask why Gogol
chose to designate the ruler of Rus'-Ukraine by this particular word instead of, say, pol-
kovnik or hetman. A number of explanations suggest themselves. Taras may have
wanted to endow the Ukrainian leader with status equivalent to the Muscovite tsar, the
better to frighten the Poles. Gogol may have chosen the word for the benefit of Great
Russian readers to help them appreciate the calibre of leadership the Cossacks will

37 Barabash, Pochva i sudba, 141. Bojanowska cites his words and concedes that “Barabash has
valid reasons to regard the mention of the Russian [sic] land’s rising tsar as ambiguous” because,
she continues, “instead of using ‘rossiiskii’ to describe the ‘Russian’ land, which would
unambiguously mean (Great) Russian, Gogol opts for russkii, [which] can in fact be read to mean
Ukrainian, since ‘Rus,” from which this adjective comes, was also an old designation for Ukrainian
lands” (Nikolai Gogol, 304).

%% In Taras’s farewell speech (quoted at the beginning of this section), the addressee (“uznaete vy”)
can be plausibly understood to be the Poles. This means that at that at the end of the novel Gogol
continues to maintain the opposition between Orthodox Ukrainians and Catholic Poles, threatening
the latter with a Ukrainian tsar rather than Russian unity. The Russians may very well be one of the
“blizkie narody” about to witness Ukraine’s might.
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have. More dangerously, it hints at possible political parity between Ukraine and
Muscovy, recalling Gogol’s words in “A Glance at the Making of Little Russia” about
the two being separate states (“gosudarstva”). The word may simply be a stylistic
flourish, i.e., an attempt to maintain the exalted tone of the conclusion—quite similar to
another moment in the novel when Andrii turns to the Polish girl and exclaims, rather
incongruously for a Ukrainian, “Tsaritsa!” But the most probable explanation is that
Gogol simply borrowed “tsar” from his historical source, Istoriia Rusov ili Maloi
Rossii, where the word figures as a title for the princes of Kyivan Rus' (Volodymyr the
Great” and Volodymyr Monomakh*’) and is even associated with Hetman Bohdan
Khmelnytsky.*' Thus there are two “tsars” in Kyivan Rus'.” And since in Taras’s mind
(and, more importantly, Gogol’s) the Cossacks and Rus' are one, the sudden evocation
of a “tsar” is most appropriate. The Rus'ian kniazi will return to Ukraine under the
historical name tsar. In general, the difference between Istoriia Rusov’s “tsar ruskii”
(Monomakh’s sobriquet) and Taras Bulba’s “podymaetsia iz russkoi zemli svoi tsar” is
negligible.

Gogol’s decision to follow Istoriia Rusov’s terminology is not surprising. How-
ever, it is quite amazing that he chose not to borrow the history’s most conspicuous
argument, namely, that Little and Great Rossiia are one. He avoids Istoriia Rusov’s
repeated description of Ukrainians and Russians as people “of the same faith and
tribe” (“edinovernyi i edinoplemmennyi”), choosing instead to emphasize difference
and political self-sufficiency.” Gogol’s other important source, Bantysh-Kamensky’s
Istoriia Maloi Rossii,” is also focused sharply on the Ukrainian-Russian unity theme.
In both histories Russians are given a clear presence. They have none in Taras Bulba.
The absence of Great Russians speaks volumes about Gogol’s ideological orientation
and goes counter to his 1834 plan of writing a history of Ukraine that would demon-
strate not only its “original character” but eventual unification with Rossiia.**
Bantysh-Kamensky’s history (cf. the full title) solidly focused on Ukraine after
unification with Russia, and its “original status” is a postscript. In Gogol’s case the

¥ G. Koniskii, Istoriia Rusov, ili Maloi Rossii (Moscow, 1846). The reference to Volodymyr
(Vladimir) as tsar reads: “U ceit Bragumups ... coenunuss Bch apyris Crnassiackist Kuspkectsa ...
ObUTH OIUHD Halh HUMH Camodepocyems 1 HazbiBaics Benukumb Kuszems Pyckums u [apukoms
Haxp Bebmu Kusi3psamu ... (<http://litopys.org.ua/istrus/istrus02.htm>).

0 “Biagumups Bropoii, HazBaHHBIT MoHOMaxoMb Ho Ibay ero ¢b MaTepHell cTopoHbl Mwmme-
paropy I'peueckomy, Koncrantuny MoHOMaxy, mo KOTOPOMY M OHB NPH3HAHB OTh I 'pedeckoit
Wmnepiu [apems Pyckums U TONYyYdIh Ha TO 1BIOBCKYIO KOPOHY, co Bchmu npyrumu [Japckumu
E}eraﬂiﬂMI/I” (Istoriia Rusov <http://litopys.org.ua/istrus/istrus02.htm>).

Istoriia Rusov draws a parallel between Hetman Khmelnytsky (described as “leader of the

Russy”) and Caesar by quoting a poem that accompanied the Hetman’s posthumous portrait. See
<http://litopys.org.ua/istrus/istrus09.htm>.
*2 In his article “A Glance at the Making of Little Russia,” published in Uvarov’s Zhurnal Minis-
terstva narodnago prosveshcheniia, Gogol did use phrases reminiscent of Istoriia Rusov: “Kakoe
y’KaCHO-HUUTOXHOE BpeMs npeactasisier At Poccun XIII Bex! CoTHH MENKHUX rocyIapcTB eouHo-
6EPHBIX, OOHONIEMEHHbIX, OTHOS3BIYHBIX, O3HAUCHHBIX OJJHUM OOIINM XapaKTepOM M KOTOPHIX, Ka-
3aJI0Ch, IPOTUB BOJIX coenuHsu1o ponctBo”’ (PSS 8: 40).

3 Istoriia Maloi Rossii so vremen prisoedineniia onoi k Rossiiskomu Gosudarstvu pri tsare
Aleksee Mikhaloviche, s kratkim obozreniem pervobytnago sostoianiia sego kraia (Moscow, 1822).
# «Obiavlenie ob izdanii istorii Malorossii” (PSS 9: 76).
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priorities are reversed. He, obviously, was more interested in embracing the “original
state of Little Rossiia” than making a clear-cut case for unification.

Conclusions

I have tried to demonstrate that Gogol’s terminology has an internal logic and
works as a well-defined signifying system, which always points to Ukrainian reality
and the history on its territory, including Rus'. The prevailing wisdom, in contrast,
holds that Taras Bulba transmogrifies two nations into a single “Russian” one. I
believe this traditional position is completely untenable under closer examination.
Taras Bulba is about one nation (the Ukrainians) depicted through the prism of two
historical periods (Cossack and Kyivan Rus') and three terminological traditions
(Ukraina — russkaia zemlia — yuzhnaia Rossiia). The inconsistency of Gogol’s termi-
nology is not a sign that he shifted “the patriotic burden from Ukrainian to Russian,”
but simply a sign of the times, when there was no single designation for Ukraine.
Gogol’s stubborn insistence on a difference between Ukrainians and Great Russians,
between the empire’s south and north, is the true lesson of Taras Bulba. It turns out
that rather than backing away from his Ukrainophile positions of the 1830s, as most
critics maintain, Gogol actually reinforced them in the 1842 redaction by establishing
roots for the Ukrainians in Rus'. This was an ideological gesture that directly chal-
lenged Great Russian self-representations and official imperial historiography. At the
end of the novel it is not unity with Russia that Gogol extols, but the impending
restoration of a mighty native leadership in a historically greater and independent
Rus'-Ukraine.

20 April 2008
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