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Abstract. The purpose of the study. The relevance of the topic has been caused by the fact, that
for many years researches on S.Uvarov’s ideological heritage were done mainly within the Marxist
paradigm from the standpoint of social and class competition. The Soviet historical science argued
that imperial education had served the interests of autocracy, therefore it had adopted the idea of
Official Nationality. At the same time, historians quite carefully omitted the fact that S.Uvarov
had laid the ideological tool for organising the linguistic and cultural assimilation of the peoples of
the Russian Empire. Scientific novelty. There has recently been a tendency to study a complicated
bureaucratic and intellectual heritage of S.Uvarov. Such attention has been related to a growing
interest of contemporaries in the philosophy of conservatism with the intensification of national
processes. The purpose of the research is to clarify the content and objectives of S.Uvarov’s
conservative and ideological doctrine, which became “an intellectual weapon” of modernisation of
the educational sphere and part of the domestic imperial national policy. The object of research is
the ideological system of the Russian autocracy, the subject is S.Uvarov’s intellectual heritage, and
specifically his programme of Official Nationality, which provided an algorithm for “evolutionary”
correlation of the ideological foundation of the Russian educational environment for many years.
Conclusion. Hence, S.Uvarov took his place in the history of the empire not just as a talented
bureaucrat and reformer of the educational environment, but as a politician who tried to emancipate
the Russian national consciousness against the background of the imperial ideology, in the key of
loyalty to the autocracy. His Triad served the purpose of ideologising society in order to maintain
control over the public. S.Uvarov’s proclamation of the Official Nationality programme contrasted
the uncontrolled spread of materialistic and liberal ideas with a conscious conservative barrier in the
form of strengthening bureaucratic regulation in the sphere of education. Within the framework of
the domestic policy of state nationalism, the minister combined public education with “the spirit
of Orthodoxy, Autocracy and Nationality”.

Keywords: Uvarov, education, nationality, nation, language, conservatism, empire, national
movement, colonization.

The source base of the problem is represented by unpublished and published
documents. Unpublished documents consist of the materials from the funds of the Central
State Historical Archives of Ukraine and the Institute of Manuscript of the Vernadsky
National Library of Ukraine. Archival selections contain numerous ministerial circulars
and orders to the trustees of the Kyiv educational district’. Our attention was also drawn
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to the letters received by S.Uvarov from the historian M.Pogodin®. The documents contain
recommendations on the implementation of the idea of preserving the autocracy and the
cultural assimilation policy of the peoples of the empire in the content of the educational
process. Reports on scientific internships of the Dnipro region university teachers allow to
illustrate the practical side of the educational policy of the autocracy’.

Another group of sources consists of published periodicals and statistical publications
(D.Margolin, Yu.Janson, N.Troinitsky)*, memoirs and impressions of supporters of the
“theory of official nationality” (M.Pogodin, V.Shulgin, A.Romanovich-Slavatinsky)'.
The “Journal of the Ministry of Public Education” created on S.Uvarov’s initiative is of
particular interest for the study. The official press body of the ministry became a source
of propaganda for the state ideology of the “nationality” and contained numerous
recommendations and orders for the implementation of “autocratic nationalism” in the
practical plane of educational and university institutions®.

For many years, the study of S.Uvarov’s ideological legacy was conducted within the
Marxist paradigm and from the standpoint of social and class competition. At the same
time, Soviet historians carefully avoided the fact that the content of the educational system
was based on an ideological tool for incorporating Russian national identity into the
educational structures of the colonized periphery.

Since the late 1990’s there has been a tendency to re-read the S.Uvarov’s bureaucratic legacy
(E.Dneprov, O.Lavrinenko, S.Udalov)” in historical science. In Russian scientific publications,
a critical analysis of the theory of the “official nationality” has become largely replaced by a
patriotic assessment of the minister’s reform activities. For foreign researchers (C Whittaker,
R Wortman, O.Miller, T.Simosato)?, the S.Uvarov triad has become an object of interest since
the direction of modern Russian political culture towards conservatism. Such attention of
historians is not least related with the further distinction of Russia and Europe as two opposite
spiritually and historically cultural-and-historical types in Russian historiography.

The topic of “official nationality” was considered sufficiently studied in Ukrainian
historical science. A certain illustration of the practical side of Russian educational reforms
was provided in the collection of documents by the Kyiv researcher O.Ivanenko®. But since the
return of the Russian authorities to the theory of “Russian world” there has been a problem to
explore the issue more deeply and to highlight the imperial content of the conservative idea.
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In the 19th century the capitalist economic system of production and distribution
began to determine increasingly the intellectual, educational, and moral state of
development of the European society. This led to the emergence of various ideas and
ideologies, from conservative to liberal-democratic, from nationalistic to Supranational.
This was complemented by the drama of the socio-cultural problem, which against the
background of the Russification policy of the centre was accompanied by an aggravation of
the intellectual quality of both titular and ethno-regional elites. This trend was explained
by the latent backwardness of the Russian educational sphere in comparison with the
European educational indicators. Even on the eve of the World War I Russia lagged behind
European Germany in the number of university students by 3 times and in the number of
universities by 6 times®. In addition, according to the general educational indicators, at the
end of the industrial revolution, Russian illiterate population will reach 79 percent, while
in Germany this index will be only 12 percent".

The available historical material allows us to argue that the national and ethnic
environment of the empires of the period of modernisation challenges caused a
paradoxical scientific and educational policy, which was determined by two vectors: the
tirst was organising the imperial scientific and educational environment according to the
European model, the second was forming and consolidating the ideological (protective and
assimilative) principles of the existence of the environment.

Traditionally, the formation of the state conservative-ideological doctrine Ortho-
doxy — Autocracy — Nationality is associated with the activities of the ideologue of socio-
political communication of the empire and “Don Quixote of the Russian autocracy”
Count Uvarov. It was he, who altering the well-known military motto “For Faith, Tsar
and Fatherland”, formulated a fixed attribute of ideological principles that formed the
foundation of the official imperial educational platform.

In general, the condition for intellectual innovation was S.Uvarov’s conviction that
to solve internal social problems in the state, to resist individualism and nihilism, which
quickly penetrated the educational sphere, was possible only by “evolutionary” correlation
of the ideological foundation of the Russian Monarchy. That is why the final scenario of
S.Uvarov’s educational reforms resulted in the imperial practice of uniting Russian society
around the military-bureaucratic Romanov Dynasty. Actually, educational reforms laid
the foundation for the process of administrative Russification of Ukrainian society and
became part of the next policy of forced Russification (the Valuev Circular of 1863, the
Ems Decree (Ukaz) of Alexander II of 1876). Accordingly, from the very beginning of the
reforms the possibility of integrating society on general civil principles, and even more,
on democratic practices for ethnic, religious and peripheral groups, was considered an
unacceptable strategy for modernising Russia’s autocracy.

In 1833, Minister S.Uvarov, who, according to his contemporaries, “always accurately
caught the emperor’s secret thoughts”, sent a ministerial circular to the trustees of the
educational districts. The document read: “Our common duty is to ensure that our
public education takes place in a combination of the spirit of Orthodoxy, autocracy
and nationality”. In view of the above, we would like to say that modern Russian
historiography prefers to avoid a critical assessment of S.Uvarov’s activities as of a purely
imperial politician. The personal energy and initiative of the reformer of Russian education
are mainly enlightened. Such an approach certainly needs some clarification. Of course, the
high “energy and creative potential” of the minister as a professional official and persistent
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bureaucrat should be recognised. However, S.Uvarov cannot be separated from the
imperial autocracy, as the minister never went beyond the political concept of Nicholas I.
S.Uvarov himself repeatedly emphasised that all his reform activities were “illuminated by
high will” and, moreover, “the emperor himself laid out the importance of popular origins
in the content of government activities™.

In view of the above, the new revival of the Constantinople-Orthodox myth should
be considered as quite a consistent step, which was publicly and demonstratively carried
out by the authorities and based on the historical and religious past of Russia. Accordingly,
Orthodoxy was paradigmatically established as an original basis of the spiritual and material
existence of the people and was determined as an instrument of social policy. The very
principle of Orthodoxy was interpreted by S.Uvarov not as a simple set of traditional
fundamental religious dogmas, but it was defined as a feature of Russia’s Byzantine
political past, which had determined the peculiarities of the world insight and mentality of
the Russian people. It is worth quoting the speech of the Minister of Education S.Uvaroyv,
where he publicly emphasised: “Sincerely devoted to his ancestors’ church, the Russian
man has always looked at it as the basis of his social happiness™. In practice, the intellectual
“innovation” itself served the purpose of preserving the confessional-dynastic principle of
the state system of the Romanov Empire.

Hence, for many years the symbols of Russian national and state unity were strongly
intertwined with the sacred symbolism of the Byzantine religious traditions. Therefore,
there was no coincidence in that even later in his Manifesto of 1881 Alexander III continued
cultivating syncretism of the Orthodox formula and, addressing people, he eloquently
wrote: “I believe that the fervent prayers of my pious people will bring us blessings”™.

However, it should be noted that the very theory of Official Nationality could
have taken the form of a final and complete ideological construction only if it had been
combined with the political basis of the Russian state — the autocracy. The latter, as
S.Uvarov argued: «[...] is the only possible condition for Russia’s political existence.
The Russian colossus rests on it as a cornerstone of its greatness™*. The political-intellectual
principle, voiced by S.Uvarov, certainly served the purpose of further legitimisation of the
existing political and social system. So it is not surprising that, according to apologists of
security ideology, any emotional and critical comments on the principle of autocracy, did
not only question the Russian historical narrative, but also threatened further existence
of the Romanov Monarchy itself. For this reason the imperial theorists of statehood
(N.Karamzin, M.Pogodin, N.Ustryalov, A.Khom’yakov, IKiriyevsky, S.Shevyryov)
substantiated the idea of age-old symbiosis of people with the monarchy. In fact, their
efforts formulated the myth of almost a century old kinship of the Russian autocracy and
the monocracy with the Russian people.

The framework of this intellectual approach later was quite illustratively outlined by
M.Pogodin. At his lecture, he said: “The Varangians came to us, but they were chosen by
us voluntarily, they were not conquerors from the west. The main significant difference lies
in the core, the Russian state became the very seed of its development™”. Thus, the idea of
calling of the Varangians, a “hospitable meeting” with the Russian people, and not forcible
conquest of Russia by the Normans, laid the foundation for the ideological concept.
In such a way historians argued that at the stage of emergence of the first institutions
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of the Russian statehood of the period of the Rurik Dynasty, the autocracy was not just
legitimised and recognised by the people, but immediately became a kind of integral and
popular monarchy.

The last element of S.Uvarov’s canonical ideological formula was the principle of
Nationality (Narodnost). This was rather mystical part of the content of the Triad. This
fact has the following explanation. S.Uvarov looked for a holistic intellectual lecture that
could be contrasted with the revolutionary negativity of European liberal and ideological
movements. The latter potentially threatened the integrity of the multiethnic system of
the empire. Accordingly, the Minister needed an All-Russian modernisation paradigm.
Its content combined the dynastic and confessional principle of autocracy, the Byzantine-
civilisational specifics of the monarchy. In fact, in multinational Russia, this laid the
ideological foundation for the practical implementation of an intellectual project of creating a
great All-Russian nation. S.Uvarov pretty quickly realised the destructive danger of European
liberal ideas and social upheavals for the motley Romanov Monarchy. Therefore, the Minister
publicly emphasised: “Social storms in Europe are causing collapse of the society, so we need
to strengthen the homeland, bringing the sacred remains of our nationality together™®.

One of the main motivating factors for S.Uvarov’s ideological search was the existing
national discourse of a number of European national theorists. In general, the circle of
Russian theorists and nationalists has long been quite diverse. The official point of view of the
nationalists was represented by Minister S.Uvarov, court historian N.Ustryalov, medievalist
T.Granovsky. The next group was romantic nationalists (S.Shevyryov, M.Pogodin).
The feeling of “falling in love with the Russian nation” even became the basis for formulating
a thesis about the insufficient intellectual quality of the “Austrians”. Here is a quote from his
foreign letter: “There is no dumber person in Europe than an Austrian™. Their worldviews
were close to the official position, they worked jointly with the autocracy. However, they
strongly connected the idea of peculiarities of the Russian people with the idea of All-Slavism
against the background of the ideology of Tsarophile Pan-Slavism.

Religious nationalists grouped separately. Their leaders were A.Khomyakov, S.Ki-
reyevsky and S.Aksakov brothers. According to them, the church historically provided a
symbolic side to the centripetal process of national unity. Finally, there was another circle
of Russian theorists of the nation, the so-called dynastic nationalists, journalists F. Bulgarin,
N.Grech. For them, the practical side of the Russian state formation and its continental
grandeur were an exclusive merit of the institution of the monarchy. Accordingly, according
to F.Bulgarin, the life principle for the imperial youth should be “firmness, diligence
in fulfilling his duties™. In general, the above mentioned theorists were ideologically
unanimous in terms of forming the Great Russian national agenda.

In general, taking into account the European social tendency and the Russian national
discourse, S.Uvarov tried to intellectually replace the Western conceptual category of
Nationality with the Russian category — Narodnost (Nationality). In a narrow, stylistic
sense it is an intellectual formula of the epoch of national romanticism, that aimed at
reproducing a certain image of Russia and its people as a special world that opposed the
destructive expansion of the West.

Finally, the Minister of Education still managed to quite metaphysically define the
meaning of the principle of Narodnost. The reason lies in the fact that in the 30-40’s of
the 19th century the notion of “Russian nationality” was just beginning to become the
object of imperial intellectual discourse.
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At the same time for Europeans, the concept Nationality was already filled with
the meaning of political sovereignty (F.Schiller, J.Fichte, L.Kossuth, L.Stdr, F Palacky,
K.Havli¢ek-Borovsky). Accordingly, the European national renaissance prompted the
minister to offer society an imperial interpretation of the content of Nationality. For
S.Uvarov, Nationality was not only a fact that a person belonged to a certain ethnic
community of people, but also a process of modernisation of communities “from above”
by implementing a government-controlled All-Russian project “Empire — Nation”.

As far as the principle of Narodnost was concerned, first S.Uvarov appealed to the
semantic uncertainty of the content of the principle, explaining this situation by saying that
“all political difficulties were hidden in the problem of reconciling old and new concepts”.
Then the need to provide an adequate, up-to-date interpretation of the principle itself
encouraged S.Uvarov to use mostly metaphorical expressions, explaining the meaning
and significance of such a category as Narodnost. “Like a human body, — said S.Uvarov, -
nationality changes its appearance according to its age; its traits change over the years, but
its face should not be changed™.

In general, for the Minister the content of the principle of Narodnost was almost
inextricably connected with the mental characteristics of the Russian people. It is no
coincidence that in his commemorative report on the occasion of the fifth anniversary
of his appointment to the post of Minister, S.Uvarov gave the following definition to
Narodnost: “Russian spirit, always ready to lay down his life for his homeland... He will
save Russia from the pressure of the pagan East and the half-educated regiments of the
West™. According to the Minister, the principle of Narodnost could not be separated
from the peculiarities of the national Russian identity, in which the specific historical past
and the historical memory of national traditions were strongly intertwined.

The reason for this approach lied on the surface. By the 19th century the Russian
Empire had finally turned into an extensively growing, heterogeneous imperial space
inhabited by numerous ethnic and religious minorities. The statistics of the “First General
Census of the Russian Empire” point out to our statement. According to the census, the
percentage of ethnic Russians among all the inhabitants of the empire did not even reach
half, and was only 44 percent of the total number of Romanov subjects. No wonder that
the authorities were aware of the potential danger of ethnic disbalance for the political
stability of the empire and therefore they made every effort to eliminate this situation.

Because of the existing social problem in Russian universities in 1834, including the
newly created Kyiv University of St. Vladimir, by S.Uvarov’s order, the departments of
Russian history and Russian literature were opened quite consistently. Such organisational
government’s initiatives to establish the departments should be seen as an internal political
bureaucratic initiative of the autocratic system, which aimed to “scientifically rein” the
growing nationalism in.

Thus, in the framework of public and scientific discourse around the category of
Nationality in the 19th century, S.Uvarov’s category of Narodnost (Nationality) should be
seen as an attempt to solve the social problem of the multiethnic empire “from above”.
The theory of Official Nationality became a “tolerant” attempt of the authorities to
combine the Russian national concept with the elements of Western national theories, this
fact did not only preserve the myth of the sacredness of the people’s monarchy, but also
saved the autocracy from “passionate dreamers™* that provoked national upheaval.
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That is why, taking into account the existing domestic political reality, in 1833 S.Uvarov
strongly recommended to take “outright measures” of an assimilative nature “in relation to
various foreigners and infidels of our Great Country” in his commemorative report Decade
of the Ministry of Public Education®. As we can see, S.Uvarov made considerable efforts to
destroy the beginnings of any particularistic nationalist projects, despite the fact that the
cultural, historical and linguistic differences of the regions provided sufficient material for
the recognition of peripheral ethnic specifics.

However, on our part it would be unfair to represent S.Uvarov as a banal political
retrograde of the Romanov Monarchical House. The new minister was well aware of
that the simple tradition of introducing restrictive measures in internal affairs and in the
organisation of university education would inevitably be a condition for the further decline
of the scientific sphere and could lead to social conflict and imperial catastrophe. Therefore,
quite consistent with the content of his autocratic beliefs, S.Uvarov declared: “We live
between political storms so if I can push Russia away for fifty years from what is predicted,
then I will fulfill my earthly mission. Here is my theory™. S.Uvarov pragmatically outlined
the contours of his ministerial activity, i.e. change of the imperial educational system on the
historical principles and traditions of devotion to the Russian autocracy.

However, S.Uvarov understood the importance of launching a modernisation
mechanism in education, as the man had intellectually been formed on European elite
concepts, philosophical, ethical and aesthetic standards. That is why during his tenure
as Minister of Public Education S.Uvarov strongly recommended the development
of an autocratic educational system on the Russian cultural and historical intellectual
background, provided that the existing European achievements were preserved. The
Minister formulated his reformist paradigm as follows: “It is necessary to use the European
educational positivity in the Russian system, not borrowing it with the purpose of blind
copying, but to learn what is better”.

However, S.Uvarov’s “European” reformist approach did not contain any hint of the
existence of a multinational reality of the empire. The Minister did not take into account
the already existing interethnic conflict between the titular imperial ethnic group and
“foreigners” (Polish National Movement, Finnish and Jewish issues, secret societies, Cyril
and Methodius Society, the North Caucasus). The Ukrainian people, like other peoples of
the empire, not symbolically, but already completely incorporated into the great project of
the All-Russian nation.

Being the Minister of Education for sixteen years, S.Uvarov was passionate about
building the framework of classical educational and scientific system, which should have
ensured further existence of the absolutist system and the elite culture which had ignited it.
Therefore, for all of his life an energetic and purposeful person would seek a compromise
between the aristocratic ideals of the past feudal era and the pragmatic capitalist reality
of the nineteenth century. That is why he would forbid the admission to universities of
ignorant nobles, whose studies were a “waste of time”. At the same time, with a secular
courtesy of the autocratic intellectual, S.Uvarov persistently offered a selective means of
restricting the rights of the representatives of the lower classes and foreigners to enter
universities. For example, in 1844 S.Uvarov wrote a note to the emperor. He stated:
“In higher and secondary educational institutions the influx of foreign youth, born in
the lower social classes, is increasing. For them, higher education is useless, this luxury is
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unprofitable for the state”®. It is easy to predict that the autocrat Nicholas’s reaction to the
note was quite positive.

However, basing on the goal of reforming the imperial educational sphere, S.Uvarov gave
anew quality to the university sphere. The practice of science internships abroad was resumed,
this became a purposeful policy of the ministry and an integral part of the academic process.
The Minister assessed the importance of internships in changing the quality of imperial
education with these words: “Scientific trips will raise Russian science and universities to the
heights of knowledge of those peoples who once preceded us on the educational path™.

In the future, the internship at public expense will be a prerequisite for the competitive
selection for the position of head of the department. Among the names of famous intellectuals
who had the opportunity to carry out foreign internships were such natives of Ukrainian
lands as Slavists I.Sreznevskyi, O.Bodianskyi, V.Hryhorovych, philosopher of history
P.Kulish. Graduates of Kyiv University L.Vihura, M.Piliankevych, P.Tutkovskyi. At the same
time, the reports contained in the archives allow us to state that, despite the scientific nature
of internships, in some cases business trips were supplemented with political tasks. Thus, the
actual content of M.Pogodin’s letters to S.Uvarov suggests that during his scientific journey
the historian performed a secret mission, which Vienna could officially consider not only a
scientific mission, but also the practice of exporting the ideology of Panslavism®.

In 1835, an important university reform was carried out, which repealed a number
of instructions and introduced a unified legal standard for educational institutions. The
General Statute of the Imperial Russian Universities was approved by the Emperor’s
Decree. The new statute contained provisions on the election of administrative and
bureaucratic staff, introduced the principle of competitive selection of the teaching staff.
According to S.Uvarov, the reform pursued two main goals: “First, to raise university
education to a rational form; second, to involve upper-class children in university studies
and to reduce their passion for foreign education, which was brilliant but alien™.

However, a natural question arises: did S.Uvarov’s intellectual eclecticism contain risks
for his political career? To answer this question, it is necessary to clear up the circumstances
of S.Uvarov’s socio-political activity. Last but not least, S.Uvarov’s worldview paradigm and
his bureaucratic success were determined by the fact that the emperor was sympathetic to
him. It is known that after the events of December 1825, Nicholas I brought the categorical
nature of his own judgments to the practice of public administration, and therefore “with
military determination” embodied “Orthodox absolutism” in the content of state ideology.
“Ilook at human life, — the monarch emphasised, — only as at a service, that is why everyone
must serve”. Thus, S.Uvarov could be appointed to the post of the imperial minister only
on condition of devotion to the autocratic system.

Therefore, answering the above question, we can state that S.Uvarov was certainly
far from the “politics” and valued his status as a senior imperial official. But within the
framework of intellectual discourse, available for the authorised minister, he carefully
persuaded “His Imperial Majesty” to support a state programme for the emancipation of
education, which “would not be hostile to the European spirit™.

A significant part of the content of S.Uvarov’s new educational policy was occupied
by the national problem. It is clear that the practical side of the problem was solved by the

2 Poycoecmsenciuti C. Mcropuyeckmit 0630p NIeATENIBHOCTH MHHUCTEPCTBA HapogHoro mpocsemenus, 1802-1902. — Canxkr-
Terepbypr, 1902. — C. 256. [Enexrpousuii pecypc]: http://elib.gnpbu.ru/text/rozhdestvensky _istoricheskiy-obzor-deyatelnosti_1902/.
» Tam camo. — C. 251.
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unification of the empire and the cultural assimilation of its peoples. Priority was given to the
idea of Russian citizenship, devotion to the autocracy, which practically determined the fact
of belonging to Russian imperial society. In general, Count S.Uvarov’s bureaucratic heritage
is extremely important for understanding the role of imperial power in the development of
Great Russian nationalism and the actual suppression of the process of formation of national
thought and cultural environment of Ukraine in the first half of the 19th century.

Uvarov’s educational policy concerning Ukraine was aimed at levelling the national
peculiarities of Ukrainians. The period of ethno-academic interest in Little Russia, and
together with it, the period of chaotic, unsystematic Russification of Ukrainians, ended.
S.Uvarov’s reforms became the beginning of a policy of expanding the borders of the
Russian ethnic community through bureaucratic mechanisms to consolidate the process
of linguistic and cultural assimilation of the peoples of Little Russia “from above”.
Paradoxically, the practical side of assimilation policy was provided by classical gymnasiums,
teachers’ seminaries, including the Kyiv University of St. Vladimir.

Later, a hereditary nobleman of Volyn Province, monarchist and Russian nationalist
V.Katkov quite pragmatically voiced the purpose of organising Kyiv University: “The
Russian government will open a university with the aim of extinguishing narrow national
antipathies and merging the two nations into one by means of higher education™*. Thus,
educational institutions provided the intellectual side of the Russification of Ukrainians,
Poles, which served the purpose of transforming autocratic Russia into a new stage of
development of the state: Empire-Nation.

S.Uvarov’s policy of consolidating the concept of the Great Russian people in the
educational environment in the lands of Ukraine, could not help leading to reactions of
Polish nationalists. It is clear that the Polish-Russian conflict could not leave intellectuals
out from the university environment. For example, a graduate, and, later, a lecturer of Kyiv
University A.Romanovich-Slavatinsky presented the cause of interethnic competition with
the following words: since the establishment of the university, “there were few students,
most of them of Polish origin, and the Polish language dominated in the classrooms. The
current situation led to the isolation of the students of Russian origin™>.

The logic of the imperial process of designing the Great Russian nation required radical
decisions by the autocracy. As stated by a former graduate of Kyiv University V.Shulgin, in
the first decades of the school’s existence all the energy of the government, represented by
D.Bibikov, Kyiv Governor-General, was aimed at “eliminating the Latin-Polish domination
from education, and suppressing the so-called plague of Polish madness™. However,
D.Bibikov’s repressive methods against the Polish nobility and Polish culture should not be
considered a concern of the ruling circles for protection of Ukrainian identity. The passion,
with which the Governor-General introduced S.Uvarov’s protection formula into the
educational environment, was due to his exceptional desire to turn education into a means
of Russification, which he understood as restoring the truly Russian Character of Lands
distorted by Polonisation. Thus, the ethnic, historical and cultural identity of the Ukrainian
population was not considered by the authorities as an object of domestic national policy.

So, taking into account all the above-mentioned, we can understand the provisions of
the Minister of Education S.Uvarov’s secret circular of 1847. In the document, the Minister
obliged the heads of educational institutions to carry out a national policy by adhering
“a sense of belonging to the nation” to the principle of educating students. Accordingly, the
emotional and, at the same time, ideological side of the educational process, the minister
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continued, had to come from the “Russian beginning” and in such a way it had to be filled
with the “Russian spirit™. As we can see, S.Uvarov “easily” solved the national question in
the imperial scientific and educational system.

There is no need to prove specifically that the practical side of the ideology of Official
Nationalism received its further implementation in the practical field of construction and
opening of universities and other educational institutions. Thus, in Ukraine, a promising thing
of Europeanisation and modernisation of secular education, scientific knowledge and cultural
sphere was opened only from the moment of establishing Kharkiv and Kyiv universities in the
tirst half of the 19th century. However, it should be recognised that the main purpose of the
tsarist governments of the period of foundation of educational institutions was not purely state
interests in the modernisation of education and science, but also a purpose of preparation and
implementation of the project of educating a loyal, great All-Russian nation.

Therefore, it was no coincidence that according to the Circular Order on Dissertations
for Academic Degrees teachers were recommended to be responsible and loyal civil servants.
It was further emphasised that dissertations should have “concrete completeness, content
and clarity” and “bring good thoughts” and they should not contain ideas that “threaten
our autocratic state system’?*.

At the same time, in Dnipro Ukraine, the practical side of the organization of the
educational sphere was performed by General from the Infantry D.Bibikov. The latter
not only controlled the activities of the civilian institutions of the provinces and exercised
command of the army units, but also in practice he provided support for official nationalism
by organising the imperial educational process within the Kyiv military governorship. We can
learn about such a pragmatic approach to solving the national problem from V.Shulgin’s
memoirs: “By means of higher education, the Russian government started the university,
aiming to extinguish the narrow national antipathies and to merge all nationalities into one
common nationality, wrote a graduate of Kyiv University”. Thus, being relevant to the
content of the internal national Orthodox policy of Nicholas I, the “emancipation” of the
ethnocultural environment of Dnipro Ukraine took place in the conditions of incorporation
of the Russian national idea into the educational structures of its colonised peripheries.

Hence, S.Uvarov took his place in the history of the empire not just as a talented bureaucrat
and reformer of the educational environment, but as a politician who tried to emancipate the
Russian national consciousness against the background of the imperial ideology, in the key of
loyalty to the autocracy. His Triad served the purpose of ideologising society in order to maintain
control over the public. S.Uvarov’s proclamation of the Official Nationality programme
contrasted the uncontrolled spread of materialistic and liberal ideas with a conscious conservative
barrier in the form of strengthening bureaucratic regulation in the sphere of education. Within
the framework of the domestic policy of state nationalism, the minister combined “public
education” “with the spirit of Orthodoxy, Autocracy and Nationality”.

In practice, the ideological tool, that influenced the administrative system of autocracy
in terms of organising the linguistic and cultural assimilation of peoples, was laid in the
system of public education. However, the practice of using the military-bureaucratic
mechanism as a means of intellectual modernisation proved to be ineffective. As a matter of
fact, opposition to the possible prospect of integration of Russian society on a civic basis,
restrictions on national, religious and ethnocultural practices became a condition for the
suppression of regional civic initiatives, and led to intensification of national movements
within the imperial peripheries.
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Imnepcrka ineonoria C.YBapoBa AK nmpyuHOMII
MOJICPHi3allii OCBITHBOTO CEpEOBHINA

Awnorania. Mera JOCHIKEHHA COpsAMOBaHA HA 3'ACYBaHHS 3MICTy i 3aBJaHb yBapPOBCBHKOI
KOHcepBaTHBHo—ineonorquo'f TOKTPUHH, MO CTaga <<iHT€.TICKTyaIIbHOIO 36poe}o>> MonepHisaui'f
OCBiTHROT cdepu Ta YACTHHOI BHYTPIMIHBOI iMIEPCHKOi HAI[OHATBHOI MOJITUKH. O6’exTom
JOCTIPKEHHSA € iIe0IoTidHa cucTeMa POCIiChKOrO CaMOJIEPIKABCTBA, TPEAMETOM — iHTENeKTyaTbHa
CITaIIHA C.YBaPOBa, 4 KOHKPETHO HOro mporpama «odiliitHoi HapogHOCTI», sAKa Ha 6ararto
poxis 3abesneuna AITOPUTM «EBOMOIIMHOT» KOPENALil i1e0noriaHoT0 GyHAAMEHTY POCiHCHKOTO
OCBiTHBOTO cepezjoBuIa. MeTomomoria crnupaeThcss Ha NPUHLMIN iCTOPU3MY, CHCTEMHOCTI Ta
LMBiTi3aLiHOT TEOPil POSBUTKY COLiyMiB. Taxuit migxig mos3Bosige 06’€KTHBHO H HeyTIEPEKEHO
BUCBIT/IUTH PePOPMATOPCEKY JIANBHICTD C.YBaPOBa Ta BUSHAYUTH IMIEPCBKMN 3MICT HOrO
ocitHix pepopm. Haykosa wHoBusHa. BHecox y pmocimimxeHHA iHTeNeKTyanbHOI CrajuIMHU
C.YBaPOBa HOJIATAE HE JIMIIE B POSKPHUTTI i/I€ONOTIYHOT Tpiagu AK LiNiCHOT MOMTITUYHOT JOKTPUHU
CaMOZIEPIKABCTBA, KOTPA CIMPaNacas Ha KOHCTPYKI[{IO POCIMCHKOI Halil B pamKax 0cob1MBOroO
HPAaBOCJIABHOTO  icTOpuKo-nMBinisaniiiHoro Tumy. Ilokasano, mo komruiekcHa cucrema imeit
CIIyryBaja MeTi «eMaHCUITALi» €THOKYJITYPHOTO CEPENOBUIIA HaﬂﬂHinHHChKOY YKpa'fHH 32771
IHKOPTIOPYBaHHA POCIMCHKOI HAIIOHAMBHOI IIEHTUYHOCTI IO OCBITHIX CTPYKTYyp KOJOHi30BaHOI
nepudepil. Bucaosku. C.YBapos mocis cBoe Micre B icTopil iMmepii He TPOCTO AK TaNAHOBUTHIA
610poKpaT-pedOPMATOP OCBITHBOIO CEPEJOBMUIIA, A SK IONITHK, KOTPUM HAMATABCA eMAHCHITYBATH
POCIHCbKy HaIiOHambHY CBiTOMiCTH Ha T immepcpkoi imeosmorii y kimoui BipHOMiAmaHOTO
CTaBJIEHHA JJO caMojieprkaBcTBa. Ilporonomena HuM mporpama «o¢iuifiHOT HapogHOCTI»
MIPOTUCTABUJIA HEKOHTPOJILOBAHOMY TOMIUPEHHIO MATEPiaTiCTUIHUX i niGepaannx imewt cBimoMwuit
KOHCEPBATUBHUI Gapep y $opmi MOCHIEHHS GIOPOKPATIIHOTO PErYTIOBAHHSA OCBITHROI chepw.
Ha npaxruni o cucreMd HapogHOI HPOCBiTH Oyno 3aKJIafieHO ifieoIoridHmi iHCTpyMeHT,
MO BIUIMBAB HA aJIMiHICTPaTUBHY CHCTEMY CaMOJEPYKaBCTBA y TIUIAHI OpraHisamii MOBHOI ¥
KyZIBTYpPHOT acuMinAnii Hapoxis immepii.

Kirouosi crioBa: YBapos, ocsiTa, HApOHiCTD, Hallis, MOBA, KOHCEPBATU3M, IMIIEpis, HAL[OHATLHIIT
PYyX, KOJIOHi3amis.
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