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"Kievan Rus' is not identical with Russia!" 

On numerous occasions Ukrainian students have repeated this 
statement to their American professors. American academics who use 
"Russia" as a designation for states and cultures as diverse as tenth- 
century Kievan-Rus' and the twentieth-century Soviet Union almost 
mechanically repeat the theses of Russian nationalist historiography. 
Indeed in their courses on Russian and East European history it is 
difficult to find any coherent presentation of the development of the 
Ukrainian nation and its culture. 

In republishing these two articles by Mychaylo Hrushevsky 
(Mykhailo Hrushevs'kyi) and by Omeljan Pritsak and John S. Reshetar, 
the Ukrainian Studies Fund seeks to make available interpretations of 
the course of Ukrainian history from a viewpoint so lacking in most 
American history classes. 

As Professors Pritsak and Reshetar say: 

... one is prompted to ask if it is not time that American 
historians of Eastern Europe abandon the terminology used 
by Russians ($or reasons of their own) and employ one that 
is strictly objective. For example, the term "Kievan Russia" 
connotes a nonexistent relationship of Kiev with Russia 
which emerged several centuries later; obviously the accurate 
term is "Kievan Rus'," since RUS' is not identical with 
Russia. 

In light of the recent millennium celebrations of the Christianization 
of Kievan Rus', attention to the formative period of Ukrainian history is 
particularly important. It is necessary to reaffirm that the Ukrainian 
culture and people are direct heirs of Kievan Rus' and the Ukrainian 
Orthodox and Catholic Churches are true successors to the Church 
formed in Kievan Rus' in 988. The Soviet state and the Russian 
Orthodox Church attempted to portray the celebration as the thousandth 
anniversary of the Russian nation and Russian Orthodoxy. It is, 
therefore, all the more important that a Ukrainian perspective be 
presented in the West, where research on Kievan Rus' can be carried on 
in an environment of free intellectual inquiry. 

Harvard Ukrainian Studies Fund 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 
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Introduction 
The two articles reprinted here address in its historical dimension the 

question of Ukrainian national identity. Seen in this way, it is a question of 
immense, indeed daunting complexity, as both articles plainly suggest. The 
first, written by the great Ukrainian historian, Mykhailo Hrushevsky in or 
before 1904, reflects a confidence that owing to the progress of historical 
scholarship (and in no small measure to his own researches) the liberation 
of Ukrainian from Russian history was finally at hand. A manifestly 
distinct country and people were there, Hrushevsky implied, their language 
had flowered in literature, and their history, reaching deep into the Middle 
Ages, was increasingly a matter of fact; it only remained to establish, in ac- 
cordance with the universal laws of national development, an independent 
Ukrainian state. Yet Professors Pritsak and Reshetar, writing more than 
half a century later, were still arguing the point, at length and in new detail 
(the second of these articles). The old dream of a united Ukraine had been 
realized, to be sure, but by and under Stalin, creating new and often bitter 
divisions. Moreover Pritsak and Reshetar wrote in English, not in Ukrain- 
ian or Russian, reflecting a further fact: that in the burgeoning of Russian 
studies in the English-speaking world after 1945 a new class of skeptics had 
emerged. The case for a truly Ukrainian national history still had to be 
made, or made anew. 

I might comment briefly on this last point, since I grew up among the 
skeptics. The foundations of Russian historical study in the United States 
were laid for the most part by emigre Russian scholars, including Michael 
Karpovich at Harvard, George Vernadsky at Yale, and Michael Florinsky 
at Columbia. By their teaching and writing these men both enormously ex- 
panded American understanding of the Russian past-meaning, essen- 
tially, the Russian Empire of the nineteenth century-and decisively af- 
fected its viewpoint. That viewpoint was at once deeply anti-soviet (one 
spoke of events after 1917 with obvious reluctance, even loathing) and 
deeply Russian nationalist. But it was the relatively liberal and 
cosmopolitan Russian nationalist that Hrushevsky has encountered in 
turn-of-thecentury St. Petersburg, and which had given him hope that 
Russian and Ukrainian history were on the brink of an amicable parting. 
The establishment of the Soviet (or Stalinist) state, here as in so many 
departments of culture, in part arrested this promising development, in 
part distorted it. Abroad, meanwhile, in the freer but largely ignorant en- 
vironment of the United States, the historical vision of turn-of-the-century 
St. Petersburg was passed to new generations of students, many of whom 
went on themselves to teach and to write-and to perpetuate the vision. 



A glance at the widely read textbooks of Russian history written in the 
1940s and the 1950s by Florinsky and Vernadsky, to take two outstanding 
cases in point, will show that whatever their differences of outlook and em- 
phasis their view of Ukraine is basically the same. The prehistory and early 
history of the Eastern Slavs, as well as the history of Kiev Rus', are but the 
first chapters in the history of the Russian state and people: a history in 
which later events in Ukraine, a name supposed to be of modem usage 
alone, are at best incidental to the main themes. It is at bottom old- 
fashioned imperial history, such as used to be written by British, French, or 
German historians with reference to other peoples who at one time or 
another came under British, French, or German rule; and it no doubt 
draws sustenance from the fact that so much of the old Russian Empire 
lives on in the Soviet Union. Nor does its demise appear to be imminent, as 
a glance at Nicholas Riasanovsky's A H&tory of Rwia ,  now in its fourth 
edition (1984, Oxford University Press), will confirm. Here in this often ex- 
cellent textbook the historical vision of turn-of-the-century St. Petersburg, 
at once nationalist and imperialist, remains strong-as solid, it might be 
said, as ice. 

One need not assent to all of Professors Pritsak's and Reshetar's 
arguments to accept completely their basic proposition. The Ukrainian 
people, in tens of millions, deserve to have their own history; and it is the 
duty of all interested historians, especially of those working in conditions of 
comparative freedom, fully and properly to provide it. 

Jarnes Cracraft 
University of Illinois at Chicago 
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THE TRADITIONAL SCHEME OF "RUSSIAN" HISTORY 
AND THE PROBLEM OF A RATIONAL ORGANIZATION 

OF THE HISTORY OF THE EASTERN SLAVS* 

MYCHAYLO HRUSHEVSKY 

The consideration by the Congress of Russian Philologists of a 
rational outline of Slavic history for the proposed Slavic Encycle 
pedia makes opportune a discussion of the problem of the presen- 
tation of Eastern Slav history.' On more than one occasion I 
have touched upon the question of irrationality in the usual pre- 
sentation of "Russian" history.' At thii time I should like to dis- 
cuss the problem at greater length. 

The generally accepted presentation of Russian history is well 
known. It begins with the pre-history of Eastern Europe, usually 
with the colonization by non-Slavs, and continues with the migra- 
tion and settlement of the Slavs and with the organization of the 
Kievan State, the history of which is brought up to the second 
half of the 12th century. It then shifts to the Principality of V e  
lodimir the Great; from the latter - in the 14th century - to the 
Principality of Moscow; and then continues with the history of 
the Moscow State and, subsequently, of the Empire. 

As for the Ukrainian-RuS and Byelorussian lands that remained 

+ Special reprint from Zbornik stattey po slavyanovedeniyu ("Symposium of 
Slavic Studies"), Imperial Academy of Sciences, I, St. Petersburg, 1904. 

This is the fourth in the series of translations of Ukrainian source materials 
(v .  The Annals, No. 1. ) .  

1 Written in connection with the plan for a Slavic History, prepared by the Historical Sub- 
section of the Congress. 

2 S, my remarks in the Zapysky Na~~kouoho Tovarysrva lmrny Sheuchcnka ("Annals of 
the Shevchcnko Scientific Societyn), Vol. XIII, XXXVII, and XXXIX; bibliography reviews 
af the works of Miliukov, Storozhev, Zahoskin, Vladimirsky-Budanov. See also Ochcrki 
lstoriyi Ukrayinskago Naroda ('Y)utlinc of the History of the Ukrainian People"), ready 
for publication. 

[May I also point out that Professor Filcvich, in his review of P. Miliukov's work, pub- 
hshcd in the newspaper "h'ouoye Vrrmya," made use of the comments I made relative to 
Miliukov's work Ochrrki po lsroriyi Rusrkoy Ktrltrrry ("Outline of the History of Russian 
Culture"), but with their meaning distorted]. 
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outside the boundaries of the Moscow State, several of the more 
significant episodes in their history are sometimes considered - 
the State of Danilo, the organization of the Great Duchy of Lithu- 
ania, the Union with Poland, the Church Union, and the Khmel- 
nytslcy wars. But with their annexation by the Russian State these 
lands cease to be the subject of this history. 

This is an old scheme which has its beginnings in the historio- 
graphic scheme of the Moscow scribes, and at its basis lies the 
genealogical idea - the genealogy of the Moscow dynasty. With 
the beginning of scientific historiography in Russia, the scheme 
served as a basis for the history of the "Russian State." Lata, 
when chief emphasis was transferred to the history of the people, 
of the social structure and culture, and when "Russian history" 
tended to become the history of the Great Russian people and its 
cultural life, the same scheme was retained in its most important 
phases, except that some episodes were omitted. As time went on, 
this occurred with ever greater frequency. The same arrangement, 
in simpler form, was adopted in the science of "the history of the 
Russian Law." This consisted of three divisions: the Law of the 
Kievan State, of Muscovy and of the Empirc 

Thus through tradition and long usage, people have become 
accustomed to this scheme; and its inconveniences and irrationali- 
ties do not disconcert them especially, even though it is full of 
irrationalities, and great ones at that. I shall point out a few, with- 
out presuming to enumerate them all. 

In the first place, it is quite irrational to link the old history of the 
Southern tribes, of the Kievan State and their socio-political organi- 
zation, laws and culture with the Volodimir-Moscow Principality 
of the 13th and 14th centuries, as though the latter were the con- 
tinuation of the first. This may have been permissible insofar as 
the Moscow scribes were concerned. The genealogical approach 
may have satisfied them. Modern science, however, looks for gene- 
tic connections and thus has no right to unite the "Kievan Period" 
with the "Volodimii Period" (as they are inappropriately called), 
as phases of the same political and cultural process. 

We know that the Kievan State, its laws and culture, were the 
creation of one nationality, the Ukrainian-RUB, while the Volodi- 



mir-Moscow State was the creation of another nationality, the 
Great Russian? The Pogodin theory aimed to eradicate this difler- 
ence by pointing out that the Dnieper regions of the 10th-12th 
centuries were colonized by Great Russians who emigrated from 
there in the 13th-14th centuries, but I doubt whether anybody today 
will defend the old historical scheme on the basis of this risky 
and almost neglected theory. The Kievan Period did not pass into 
the Volodimir-Moscow Period, but into the Galician-Volhynian 
Period of the 13th century and later to the Lithuanian-Polish of 
the 14th-16th centuries. 

The Volodimir-Moscow State was neither the successor nor the 
inheritor of the Kievan State. It grew out of its own roots and 
the relations of the Kievan State toward it may more accurately 
be compared to the relations that existed between Rome and the 
Gaul provinces than described as two successive periods in the politi- 
cal and cultural life of France. The Kievan government trans- 
planted onto Great Russian soil the forms of a soci&political or- 
ganization, its laws and culture - all nurtured in the course of its 
own historical process; but this does not mean that the Kievan 
State should be included in the history of the Great Russian na- 
tionality. The ethnographic and historical proximity of the two 
nationalities, the Ukrainian-Rui and the Great Russian, should not 
give cause for confusing the two. Each lived its own life above 
and beyond their historical meetings and encounters. 

By attaching the Kievan State to the beginnings of the govern- 
mental and cultural life of the Great Russian people, the history 
of the Great Russians remains in reality without a beginning. The 
history of the formation of the Great Russian nationality remains un- 
explained to this day simply because it has been customary to trace 
it from the middle of the 12th century. Even with the history of 
the Kievan State attached, this native beginning does not appear 

a This is slowly invading the sacrosanct realms of scholarship. Mr. Storozhcv, the corn 
pilcr of Rurskaya lsiortya r drevneyrhykh v r m e n  ("Russian History Since Earliest Times"), 
for example, cxprcsxs the idea fairly clearly. The book was published by the Moscow 
Circle to Aid Self-Education. (Moscow. 1898). Thc author s t r d  the ha that the Dnie- 
per RuS and the Northeast Rui arc two different phenomena and their histories the result 
of two separate parts of the Russian nationality. T o  avoid confusion connected with the 
theory "of the oneness of the Russian nationality" it would be bater to say "two nation- 
alitics" instcad of "two parts" of a Russian nationality. 
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quite clear to those who have studied "Russian history." The pro- 
cess of the reception and modification of the Kiev socio-political 
forms, laws and C U ~ X  on Great Russian soil is not being studied 
thoroughly. Instead, they are incorporated into the inventory of the 
Great Russian people, the "Russian State," in the form in which 
they existed in Kiev, in Ukraine. The fiction of the "Kievan 
Period" does not offer the opportunity to present suitably the his- 
tory of the Great Russian nationality. 

And because the "Kievan Period" is attached to the governmental 
and cultural history of the Great Russian people, the history of the 
Ukrainian-RuS nationality also remains without a beginning. The 
old viewpoint persists that the history of Ukraine, of the "Little 
Russian" people, begins only with the 14th-15th centuries and that 
before this it was a case of the history of "all-Russia." On the other 
hand, this "all Russian history" concept, both consciously and un- 
consciously, is at every step substituted for the governmental and 
cultural history of the Great Russian people, with the result that 
the Ukrainian-RuS nationality appears on the historical arena dur- 
ing the 14th-16th centuries as something quite new, as though it 
had not existed before and was devoid of a history of its own. 

The history of the Ukrainian-RuS nationality is left not only with- 
out a beginning but appears in piecemeal fashion as disjecta mcm- 
bra, disjointed organically, the periods separated one from the 
other by chasms. The only period that is distinct and remains 
clearly in mind is that of Cossacks of the 17th century. I doubt, 
however, whether anyone studying "Russian history" according to 
the accepted scheme would be able to connect this period with the 
earlier and later phases of Ukraine's history and to perceive this 
history in its organic entirety. 

The Byelorussian nationality fares even worse under this tra- 
ditional scheme. It is lost in the histories of the Kievan State, 
of the Volodimir-Moscow State and even in that of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania. Though nowhere in history does it appear 
clearly as a creative element, its role nonetheless is not insigni- 
ficant. One might point out its importance in the formation 
of the Great Russian nationality or in the history of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania, where the cultural role among the Slav peo- 



ples, in relation to the less developed Lithuanian tribes, belonged 
to the Byelorussians. 

The one-sidedness and shortcomings of the traditional scheme 
were supposed to be improved by the inclusion of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania in the "history of Russia." It seems that it 
was Ustryalov who first, with considerable emphasis, brought forth 
this idea in historical writing. Ilovaisky, Bestuzhev-Ryumin and 
others tried to present in parallel fashion the history of "Western 
Ru&" that is of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, and of "Eastern 
Rug," that is of the Moscow State. In the history of law, the school 
of Professor Vladimirsky-Budanov propagandizes the need of in- 
cluding the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, though it has offered 
neither a general course in the "history of Russian law" where 
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania would be included, nor a separate 
course in the law of Lithuania itself. 

This is a correction but the correction itself needs various cor- 
rections. The Grand Duchy of Lithuania was a highly heterogen- 
eous body, not at all homogeneous. Recently the significance of 
the Lithuanian factor has not only been depreciated, but has 
actually been ignored. Research into the inheritance of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania from the old Rug law and the significance 
of the Slav element in the process of the creation and development 
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania has led the contemporary re- 
searchers in the internal organization of that State to extremist 
conclusions, in that they tend to ignore completely the Lithuanian 
element. They even fail to present data concerning its influences, 
though we certainly must take them into consideration in connec- 
tion with the laws and organization of the Grand Duchy of Lithu- 
ania (to mention only, exempii gratia, the institute of "Koymint- 
sy") . 

The Lithuanian element aside, the Slav element of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania itself was not homogeneous. We have here 
two nationalities - the Ukrainian-Rus' and the Byelorussian. The 
Ukrainian-Rug lands, with :he exception of Pobuzhe and Pinsk 
region, were connected only mechanically with the Grand Duchy 
of Lithuania. They stood apart, lived their own life, and with the 
Union of Lublin became part of Poland. Thc Ryelorussim lands, 



360 THE ANNALS OF THE UKRAINIAN ACADEMY 

on the other hand, were very closely connected with the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania. Their influence was considerable in the coun- 
try's socio-political organization, in its laws and culture, while at 
the same time they came under the powerful iduence of the socio- 
political and cultural processes of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, 
remaining part of it to the end. Thus the history of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania is much more closely linked with that of the 
Byelorussian nationality than with the history of the Ukrainian- 
RuS nationality, which came under its influence but had little in- 
fluence in return (indirectly, insofar as the Byelorussian nationality 
transmitted its laws and culture which stemmed from the Kievan 
State; and also indirectly, by way of the political activities of the 
Lithuanian government, the Ukrainian-Rug nationality adopted 
certain features from the Byelorussians as, for example, the ele- 
ments of legal terminology in use by the Lithuanian government). 

The inclusion of the history of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania 
in "Russian history" will not therefore take the place of the prag- 
matic outline of the particular histories of the Ukrainian-RuS and 
Byelorussian nationalities. In the historical presentation of the so- 
cial and cultural processes in the development of the Ukrainian- 
Ru4 nationality, one might note several incidents in the history of 
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania that were of particular signifi- 
cance.' The greater part of this would also be included in the 
history of the Byelorussian nationality; but to include the history 
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania as a whole in the "history of 
Russia" is unreasonable if it is to be not a "history of Russia," 
meaning a history of all that took place on its territory, of all the 
nationalities and tribes that live there (it seems that nobody pre- 
sents the problem just that way though it might be done), but a 
history of the RuS nationalities or East Slav nati~nalities.~ (I some- 
times employ the latter term to avoid confusion which results from 
the inaccurate use of the word "Ruiky".) 

4 The fine beginning made, for instance, by the work of Korsakov, Merya i Rosrouskoye 
knyazhmiye ("Merya and the Rostov Reign"), was not later developed. 

6 It was in this win that I tried to make u x  of the history of the Grand Duchy of Lithu- 
anla in Vol. IV of my I~roriya Ukrayiny-Ruji (("History of Ukraine-RuS"), dealing with 
rhc period from the middle of the 14th century to 1569. 



In general, the history of the organized state plays too great a 
role in the presentation of "Russian history" or of the history of 
the East Slavs. Theoretically it has long been accepted that in 
recording the life of a nation emphasis should be transferred from 
the state to the history of the people and society. The political 
factors and those of statecraft are important, of course, but in addi- 
tion there are many other factors - economic, cultural - which 
may be of greater or lesser importance and significance, but which 
in any event should not be left out. 

In the case of Ruf or of the East Slav tribes, the factor of state- 
craft was of greatest significance and was most closely associated 
with the life of the people in the Great Russian nationality, 
(though here too, outside the boundaries of the Volodimir-Moscow 
State, we came across such forceful phenomena, as the "vichc" 
system of Novhorod-Pskov). The Ukrainian-Ruf nationality has 
lived for centuries without a national state and has come under 
the influence of various organized states. These influences on its 
national life should be noted; but the political factor in the course 
of centuries of statelessness must inevitably play a less important 
role than the economic, cultural and national factors. 

The same should be said about the Byelomssian nationality. In 
this cax the Great Russian national state becomes an historical 
factor beginning with 1772. Its influence on Ukraine was a cen- 
tury earlier, but was not felt extensively. The unique and exclu- 
sive significance that the history of the Great Russian State has 
in the current scheme of "Russian" history arises out of the substi- 
tution of the term the history of the "Russian people" (in the mean- 
ing of the Ruf people, the East Slavs) for the history of the Great 
Russian people. 

Generally speaking, what is referred to as "Russian history" 
involves a combination of several concepts or rather competition 
between several concepts: 

1. The history of the Russian State. (Formation and growth of 
the state organization and the territory involved.) 

2. The history of Russia, that is, the history of the events that 
took place on its territory. 
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3. The history of the "Rus' nationalities." 

4. The history of the Great Russian people (in terms of state 
organization and cultural life). 

Each of these concepts, logically pursued, might become a justi- 
fiable subject for scientific presentation, but by combining these 
various concepts, none receives a complete and logical evaluation. 
The subject most relevaht to the term "Russian history" is that of 
the history of the Russian State and of the Great Russian people. 
With some pertinent changes it can be transformed into a logical 
and fully developed history of the GREAT RUSSIAN PEOPLE. "Honor 
and renown" to the history of this largest of Slav nationalities, but 
regard for its priority and its significant historical role in no way 
excludes the necessity for just as complete and consequential a 
treatment of the history of the other East Slav nationalities: the 
Ukrainian-Rus' and the Byelorussian. 

The history of the Great Russian people can never take the place 
of the history of the East S l a~s  and of the governmental and cul- 
tural processes involved. No amount of rationalization offers any- 
one the right to ignore the history of the Byelorussian nationality 
and still less that of the Ukrainian-RuS; or, as is the practice now, 
to provide substitutes out of the sporadic episodes of the two na- 
tionalities and patch them into the history of the Great Russian 
people. 

For that matter, I am sure that as soon as "Russian history" is 
honestly and consequently reformed into a history of the Great 
Russian people, its national and cultural processes, the histories of 
the Ukrainian-RuS and Byelorussian nationalities will in turn find 
their proper places alongside that of the Great Russians. But first 
of all, one must bid farewell to the fiction that "Russian history," 
when at every step the history of Great Russia is substituted for it, 
is the history of "all-Russia." 

This point of view is still quite tenacious. In my opinion, ins* 
far as it is not the handmaiden of politics, it is an anachronism - 
the old historical scheme of the Moscow historiographers, adapted 
to a certain extent to the demands of modern historiography. 
Basically it is quite irrational. The history of Great Russia (that 
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is, its history beginning with the 12th-13th centuries) with the 
Ukrainian-RuS (Kiev) beginning attached, is but a crippling, un- 
natural combination, and not a history of "all-Russia." There can 
be no "all-Russian" history (obshcheruss~aya), just as there is no 
"all-Russian" nationality. There may be a history of all the "Rus- 
sian nationalities," if anyone wishes to call it so, or a history of 
the East Slavs. It is this term that should take the place of what 
is currently known as "Russian history." 

I have no intention of outlining in detail a plan for a new ar- 
rangement of the history of the East Slav peoples. For fifteen 
years I have been at work on the history of the Ukrainian-Rub 
people, drawing up a scheme for use in general study courses and 
in works of a special nature. It is according to thii scheme that 
I am arranging my history of Ukraine-Rub, and it is in this xnanna 
that I conceive the history of the "Rub" nationalities. I sec no 
difficulties in the presentation of the history of the Byelorussian 
nationality in a similar manner, even though it should appear less 
rich in detail than t4e history of Ukraine-Rug. The history of the 
Great Russian nationality is almost ready. All that is needed is to 
rearrange its beginning (in place of the usual Ukraine-Kievan ad- 
junct) and to cleanse its pages of the various episodes lifted out of 
the. histories of Ukraine and Byelorussia. Great Russian historians 
and society have almost done this already. 

It seems to me, that the most rationil approach to the entire 
problem would be to present the history of each nationality sepa- 
rately in accordance with its genetic development, from the begin- 
ning until the present. This does not exclude the possibility of a 
synchronized presentation, similar to the treatment of historical 
material of the world as a whole, both in the interests of review 
as well as for pedagogical reasons. 

But these are details, and they do not interest me very much. 
The main principles involved are to do away with the current eclec- 
tic character of "Russian history," to cease patching up this his- 
tory with episodes from the histories of various nationalities, and 
consequently reorganize the history of the East Slav nationalities, 
and to present the history of statecraft in its proper place, in rela- 
tion to the other historical factors. I think that even the adher- 
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ents of the current historical scheme of "Russian history" agree 
that it is not without fault and that my observations are based on 
the errors found within it. Whether they approve of the principles 
which I should like to see applied in its reorganization - is an- 
other matter. 

Lviv, 9 (22)-IX-1903. 



Ukraine and the Dialectics of Nation-Building 

OMELJAN PRITSAK and JOHN S. RESHETAR, JR. 

EAST OR WEST? 

One of the merits of Professor Rudnytsky's article is his recognition of 
the need for particular methodological approaches to the study of the 
Ukrainian past. However, in his opinion the Ukraine is a typical East 
European nation in that its history has been "marked by a high degree 
of discontinuity" in contrast with such Western nations as England and 
France which "have enjoyed, in spite of some periods of revolutionary 
upheaval, a millennium of continuous growth." In  addition, the 
Ukraine is supposedly a "nonhistorical" nation, by which Rudnytsky 
does not mean that i t  has lacked a historical past. but only that it has 
suffered "discontinuity" as a result of having lost the "traditional rep- 
resentative class." Consequently, the Ukrainian national movement in 
the nineteenth century was not in the hands of the traditional gentry 
and was supposedly not characterized by historical legitimacy. The 
Ukrainian leading stratum had, according to Rudnytsky. to be "created 
anew" in order to direct the " 'natural,' ethnic community to a politi- 
cally conscious nationhood." 

In  spite of their originality and attractiveness, these theoretical for- 
mulations of the author cannot be accepted without reservation. The 
loss of statehood as well as the unification of ethnographically homoge- 
neous territory in a single state cannot be regarded as sufficiently char- 
acteristic to provide criteria for the division of Europe. Such "West- 
ern" states (in Rudnytsky's terminology) as Italy and Norway have also 
suffered decline or discontinuity at times. In employing the terms 
"East" and "West" with respect to Europe one cannot rely on geo- 
graphical location or on the current political situation and include 
Poland, Hungary, or the Czech territories in "Eastern" Europe. Al- 
though Rudnytsky has defined what he means by the "East," we regard 
it as necessary to discuss this methodological problem in some detail, 
bearing in mind that the terms "East" and "West" are so specific and 
meaningful that it would be unwise to introduce new concepts even as 
working hypotheses. 

In  the late eleventh century two opposing cultural spheres emerged 

MR. PRITSAK is professor of Ukrainian history at Harvard University. MR. RESHETAR is 
professor of political science at the University of Washington. 
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in Europe: the Western-Catholic-Roman and the Eastern-Orthodox- 
Byzantine. Only the former provided the basis for a culture character- 
ized by a degree of universality-that of Western Europe. A people 
converted to Catholicism became an equal member of a large family 
united by a common cultural language and an understanding of the 
need to learn from the works of the ancient Greeks and Romans. Each 
people had an opportunity to learn from the ancient model and to make 
its own contribution to the development of this common culture. 
Originally the leadership was exercised by the clergy, which was inter- 
ested in learning and was motivated by the idea of ora et labora; this 
brought the church closer to the people and raised their cultural level. 
The acceptance of Roman Law and the rise of autonomous cities (for 
example, the Magdeburg Law) created the basis for coexistence and the 
later emergence of the third estate in addition to the clergy and nobility. 
Concessions obtained by the nobility led ultimately to the development 
of the constitutional order. T h e  wars of investiture, on the one hand, 
preserved the independence of the church from the state and, on the 
other hand, led to the churches' acquiring a national character. Hu- 
manism and the Reformation secularized culture and promoted the 
development of popular literary languages along with the progress in 
the exact sciences and geographical discoveries. These developments in 
their ultimate form came to constitute Western culture, which is based 
upon individual freedom. 

Byzantium knew but one universality: the idea of a single ruler of 
the Rhomaioi and of all Christians-the Byzantine emperor. I t  viewed 
the world as divided into Rhomaioi and "barbarians." T h e  Orthodox 
Church, being dependent upon secular authority, concerned itself with 
the salvation of individual souls; ora et labora was replaced by the 
anchorite and hermit. The  monastic communities did not become 
centers of learning in the full sense. T h e  Slavs who accepted Christian- 
ity from Byzantium never participated fully in the high Byzantine 
culture, for they were regarded as inferior and their cultural develop- 
ment was largely limited to the sphere of the monastic communities. 
For the Slavs there was prepared a translation of selected religious texts 
in the Slavic ("Church-Slavonic") language-a language not possessing a 
literary tradition and often not capable of conveying the subtleties of 
higher learning and secular cu1ture.l 

Although the classical Greek traditions persisted in Byzantium, the 
Slavs, especially the Eastern Slavs, derived little benefit from this fact 
for the reasons discussed above. As the Eastern Slavic languages devel- 
oped, Church Slavonic-the sole source of culture-became less and less 
comprehensible. The  Reformation-as a reaction-was possible only in 
a Catholic milieu; conditions in the Orthodox world were not condu- 

1 For example, see the viewpoint of G. P. Fedotov as described by Georges Florovsky in 
"The Problem of Old Russian Culture," Slavic Review, XXI (March. 1962). 9. 



cive to the secularization of culture. Thus it is not surprising that 
Marxism remained a body of social and political theory in the West, 
while in Russian Leninism it assumed the form of a quasi religion. 

Does the Ukraine belong to the East or the West? At the time of the 
emergence of Western culture, between the thirteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, the Ukraine, though of the Orthodox faith,z constituted a 
component of states of the West European type. The  Galician-Volhy- 
nian King Danylo sought a union of the two churches and received his 
crown from a papal legate in 1253. Earlier, in 1245, the Kiev metro- 
politan, Peter kkerovych, went to Lyons and concluded a Union with 
the Church of Rome. T h e  Galician-Volhynian state employed Latin 
in its official documents. With the demise of the dynasty (1340) part of 
the Ukrainian lands came under the Hungarian state and later under 
the Polish state; part joined the Lithuanian state, which originally 
(1386) entered into a real union with Poland, which later (1569) became 
a personal union. 

The various cultural achievements of the West did reach the 
Ukraine, though with some delay or without the possibility of full de- 
velopment. Humanism, the Reformation, and the Counter Reforma- 
tion all left their mark in the Ukraine. Thus the Reformationist 
Mykhailo Vasylevych (1556-61) and the Unitarians Symeon Budny 
(1562) and Vasyl ~ i a ~ ~ n s k ~  translated parts of the Scriptures into the 
living ~ k r a i n i a n  language of their That church Slavonic was 
not replaced by the Ukrainian language for another two centuries was 
due in no small part to the authority of the apologist for Orthodoxy, 
the anchorite from Athos, Ivan Vyshensky.' I t  is well known that the 

2 In this context mention should be made of the cult of St. Clement. Pope of Rome, in 
Kiev. He was the patron of the Kiev Cathedral, the Tithe Church of the Virgin, built by 
Volodymyr the Great. In his honor there was compiled a book of miracles, ¶ydo (two 
known versions date from the twelfth century). MaxaBro I'pymesca~ai, 1cmopLq ppaPxcb- 
roi jimepamypu, (Kiev and Lviv. 1923). 105-9. When in 1147, as a result of political 
tension between Kiev and Byzantium, the question a r m  as to how to obtain a new metro- 
politan, the Bishop of Chernyhiv. Onufrii, offered an interesting solution. He proved that 
just as the patriarch of Constantinople in consecration employs the sacred relic of the hand 
of St. John, so in Kiev a metropolitan could be consecrated with the reliquary of Pope 
Clement. It is significant that when this method was approved by all six bishops of South- 
ern Rus' (the present Ukrainian territory) the Kiev Orthodox Metropolitan Klym Smolia- 
tych ( a ~ a a x m ~ a  a @aroco@b, Tax axoxe B Pycbxoi a e u a  ae 6ame~a,-Hypatian Chronicle. 
s.a. 1147) was consecrated by means of the pope's reliquary. The bishops of Northern Rus'. 
under the leadership of Nifont (who effected the Novgorod separatism discussed elsewhere) 
refused to recognize the validity of this method. 

hxa i i ro  f i y m e ~ c ~ x a t ,  ~~b)1111pn0-xa~wnacexuii pgz na Yrpaini B XYI-XYII B i q i  (2nd 
ed.; n.p.. 1919). pp. 46-57. Also see f i y m e ~ c s ~ a i ,  Icmopin ywpai'xcsroi hepamypu, V (Kiev. 
1926). Part I, and the preface by D. Cifevsky in the Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of 
Arts and Sciences in the US., 111, No. 1 (1953), t85-87. 

4 Indicative of Vyshensky's quaint and intolerant attitude is the following statement 
(1599-1600): aEsaareiaa a Anocrora B qepma m ialypna npocmx asslxou ae anaopo- 
ualre. no  iaTpprsa x aaa ap08yYeWI rmacnoro nonpocry rorxyire a ~ s lKla~a f i~0 .  Kaara 
qepxosnsle s c t  a ycraew cioseacxax aaslxou ~pylryire. Cxasyw 60 eau ~ a i e y  aerarym: ax 
~aaaor  TOIEKJY) aaaacr maer  croseec~aii aam,  r e  renm XEB or r n t ~ a ;  pan 6n ero AO 
40TU nory6aa a Bcw, 60p6y CBOW E. Toe ABmyr, Aa er0 0611epsa~ H B 0  OraAy a HeEaBECT 
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Kiev met~opolitan, Peter Mohyla (1596-1647), ktroduced the study of 
Latin in the College founded by him as a means of combating the Jesuit 
Counter ~eformation. The distinctive Ukrainian baroque in irchi- 
tecture, literature, and the arts also testifies to a unity with the West.5 

The tragedy of the Ukrainians is that since the fifteenth century their 
territory has been a "borderland" between East and West, incapable of 
committing itself entirely to either side and denied a free choice be- 
cause it has been coveted by both.@ Yet, if the Ukrainian nation exists 
to this day, it is not only because of the linguistic differences between 
Russian and Ukrainian but mainly because of a distinctive cultural 
tradition. 

Rudnytsky's use of the term "nonhistorical" with reference to the 
Ukrainian nation in the nineteenth century is not entirely accurate. 
The Ukrainian national rebirth began in the latter part of the eight- 
eenth century among the Left Bank gentry descended from the officer 
class of the former hetmanate. It  is from this milieu that the Zstoriia 
Rwov emerged to demonstrate that the rupture in historical continuity 
was far from complete. The Ukrainian national movement in the 
nineteenth century, instead of being "nonhistorical," can be said to 
have been "in~omplete"~ in terms of the hetmanate state form following 
the fall of Mazepa (1709). 

The Ukrainian Cossacks, both the Zaporozhian Host and the "town 
Cossacks," acquired significance in the second half of the sixteenth cen- 
tury. Originally this was a social or corporate movement without politi- 
cal or religious overtones. The Host acquired a national character 
during the second decade of the seventeenth century when it inter- 
vened, under the leadership of Hetman Peter Sahaidachny (1616-22), in 
the struggle of the Orthodox Rus' against Catholicism and Church 
Union in the Polish state. Their crowning achievement in this sphere 
was the re-establishment in 1620 of the Ukrainian Orthodox ecclesiasti- 
cal jurisdiction, under the Host's military protection, in the persons of 

.. 

npeneAe?., Hnm Bnmeac~sfi, C o u u w u  (Moscow and Leningrad, 1955), p. 23. 
Significantly, the language used by Vyshensky was far from being Church Slavonic; it 

was rather the Ukrainian language of that time. As a product of Humanism and the 
Reformation, philological studies emerged in the Ukraine of the late sixteenth century. 
Two of the moat important work should be mentioned here: The Slavenorosskii (Church 
Slavonic-Ukrainian) dictionary by Pamvo Berynda (Kiev, 1627) and the first grammar ever 
written of the Church Slavonic language, by Meletius Smotrytsky (Eviu, 1619). 

6 A ~ a ~ p o  ¶xxeecaxafi, lrnopi.4 yxpaixcsxoi rimepamypu: Bid nouamm'e do do6u 
p e h y  (New York, 1956) provides a discussion of the baroque in Ukrainian literature, pp. 
248-317. A separate province of Ukrainian literature from the sixteenth to the eighteenth 
century consists ot that written in Latin. For a brief characterization of this literature see 
ibid., pp. 318-20. 

@ This problem is discussed at length in Eduard Winter, Byzanz und Rotn im Katnpf urn 
die Ukraine, 955-1939 (Leipzig, 1942). 

7 The definition of "incomplete" nationhood as applied to eighteenth-century literature 
is discused in Pnarescaxefi, op .  cit., pp. 322-23. 



a metropolitan and five bishops consecrated by Patriarch Theophanes 
of l e r~sa lem.~  

Ecclesiastical circles soon appreciated the worth of this new ally and 
began to see in the Host not only defenders of the Orthodox Church 
but also the direct descendants of the Princely Rus'. However, when 
the Orthodox hierarchy, under the leadership of Metropolitan Job 
Boretsky (1620-31), began to develop a plan for i n  alliance of Orthodox 
rulers ostensibly directed against the Ottoman Empire but in fact 
against Poland, they relied not on the strength of the Zaporozhian Host 
but on the more effective power of an Orthodox ruler-the Muscovite 
Orthodox tsar. However, the Kiev clergy viewed the tsar from a dis- 
tance in highly idealized terms. 

The  Orthodox College established in Kiev in 1632 by Metropolitan 
Peter Mohyla (later known as the Mohyla-Mazepa Academy) played an 
important role in raising the educational level, but its membership, 
with certain exceptions, regarded the issue of Ukrainian statehood with 
equanimity, once serious political difficulties arose. Like the socialists 
in the nineteenth century, the Ukrainian elite of the Orthodox Church 
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were interested not in local 
but in "universal" problems. In  order to attract the support of the most 
powerful orthodox ruler, the Muscovite tsar, the ~ i e v a n  Orthodox 
church elite manufactured--or at least gave their approval to9-the his- 
toric conception of the "transfer" of the princely seats: Kiev-Vladimir- 
on-the-Kliazma-Muscovy. This concept was most precisely formulated 
in the Synopsis, which was first published in 1670 or 1674 and was re- 
issued in approximately thirty editions and used as a history textbook 
until the mid-nineteenth century. In this first textbook on East Euro- 
pean history no mention was made of the Zaporozhian Host, although 
the author or authors of the Synopsis had lived under the protection of 
the Cossack State. I t  was only in 1904, 230 years later, that the Kiev 
historian Mykhailo Hrushevsky demonstrated the unscholarly and 
harmful effect which this artificial scheme of lineage had upon both 
Russian and Ukrainian historiography.1° 

8 After the annexation of Kiev by Lithuania the Grand Prince Olgerd re-established the 
Kiev metropolitanate in ca. 1354. However, until 1448 the Moscow and Kiev metropoli- 
tanates were often occupied by the same person, who was usually of Greek origin. From 
the Union of Brest (1596) until 1620 the Kiev metropolitanate was Uniat. 

Q TWO recent studies on the Synopsis are: H. U. Epexaa, aR ~ C T O P ~ B  o6qecr~enaoii 
xarcan aa  Y ~ p a a n e  ~ ~ o p o i i  ~ O ~ O B ~ E Y  XVII B.,, T p y d b ~  Omdera dpeettepyecxou' .mmepamypbl, 
X (Moscow and Leningrad. 1954). 212-22. and C. J. nemmn, U 'Csaoncac' xaK acropanecKoe 
npora3se~eane,~ ibid., XV (Moscow and Leningrad, 1958). 284-98. According to data cited by 
Peshtich the 1674 edition was not the original. There are indications that two other 
editions, of 1670 and 1672, existed, which unfortunately have not been investigated. Pesh- 
tich also demonstrated that the Synopsis, before being printed in Kiev, was subjected to 
Muscovite censorship. Not having the text of the original uncensored version, we are not 
in a position to determine what additions or deletions in the text resulted from censorship. 

10 See Hrushevsky, "The Traditional Scheme of 'Russian' History.. .," Annals of the 
Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S., 11. No. 4 (1952), 355-64. 
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Despite its generally apolitical attitude, the Kiev clergy actively col- 
laborated with the revolution led by Hetman Bohdan Khmelnytsky 
which began in 1648. Its success confronted the hetman with numerous 
problems. Beginning as a Zaporozhian military dictatorship, the en- 
larged new state required a broader form of government. At this time 
the representatives of the old elite of Rus' and Lithuania-Rus', the 
magnates and gentry (both Orthodox and Catholic), came in great num- 
bers to serve the new state." Thus emerged the concept of a tradition- 
based complete state-of the type of a hereditary Rus' principality-with 
religious tolerance and cooperation between social classes. The  nature 
of this state-unique for its time-was most fully reflected in the 
Swedish-Ukrainian treaty of 1657 and in related documents.12 

However, Khmelnytsky was unable to consummate this effort. Dur- 
ing the limited tenure of his rule (1648-57) numerous wars on various 
fronts compelled the hetman to conclude treaties with his neighbors. 
One of these treaties, that with Muscovy concluded at Pereiaslav in 
1654, proved to be a heavy burden impeding the development of the 
Cossack State. The  Muscovite tsar Alexei Mikhailovich, finding it 
easier to extend his domain by means of direct negotiations with Poland 
than by waging war, quickly forgot about the terms of the Pereiaslav 
Treaty and hastened to conclude a profitable settlement at Vilna (1656), 
ignoring the Ukrainians and their interests. This occurred because the 
tsar chose to interpret the quasi-protectorate relationship between him- 
self and Khmelnytsky (stipulated in the text of the Pereiaslav Treaty) 
as an act of submission by the hetman (see note 34). 

After Khmelnytsky's death, Muscovy succeeded in inflaming class 
and religious differences within the Hetman State and, employing the 
so-called chern' and part of the Orthodox clergy, provoked a civil con- 
flict-the so-called Ruina (Ruin) between 1663 and 1674. As a result, 
the aristocracy and gentry, the bearers of the concept of the complete 
state, were physically liquidated. The  re-emergence of a gentry-officer 
class under Hetman Ivan Samoilovych (1672-87) led to the renewal of 
the idea of a Rus' principality during the hetmanate of Ivan hlazepa 
(1687-1709) and to his treaty with Charles XI1 of Sweden. T h e  dcfcat 
at Poltava in 1709 destroyed forever the idea of a Rus' principality.'" 
The repressive measures of Peter I led to the decline of all indcpendcllt 
political thought. There emerged the notion of a modzis vivcndi in 

1 1  Scc W. Lipingki, Z dziejdw Ukroiny (Kiev, 1912) and also Bnwcnau . ~ I i l l l l l l ~ l ~ ~ n f i ,  
Yrpccitru iiu ~tepenor i ,  1657-1659 (Vienna. 1920). 

1 2  Apxucla Nzo-3nna&ioQ Poceiu, Part 111, Vol. V1 (Kicv, 1908). 332-37; lnnwuchlcafi, o f i  
cil.. pp. 48-49; 282, n. 185; and ?IIwxaitao X'pyruesc~~cnir, lcmopin Xxprti'tiu-l'gcu, (Kiev, 
1931). Part 11, pp. 1392-97; X (Kicv, 1937). 64-69. 

13 On Ukrainian political thought durinl; the Cossack State scc. O.~cric:~ll , lcp Or:1o6.~ilr, 
d o  ic~opi i '  Y ~ p a ' i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ O . I ~ T I I W O I  R Y P K U  118 ~ O W T K ~  XYlJI niny,, 3 u t 1 u c ~ u  i o ~ q ~ u w o -  
~ji.tonoziw[ozo 8ihli .q Y.A.U., X I X  (1928), 231-41. 



which an incomplete "Little Russian" state would exist as an autono- 
mous part of the Russian Empire. 

The  plight of the Ukraine lay not so much in the fact of the destruc- 
tion of the Hetmanate State and the Zaporozhian order (historical dis- 
continuity) as in the fact that after 1709 the use of harsh and repressive 
measures by Peter I and the emergence of Russian imperialist central- 
ism caused the concept of a complete Ukrainian Cossack State to be 
replaced by a Cossack class autonomy which could be defined as an 
incomplete state. Under these circumstances the granting to the 
Ukrainian Cossack officer class of rights equal to those of the "All- 
Russian nobility" in 1835 was a way of satisfying, to a certain degree, 
the needs of this "incomplete" nation. 

The  ideas of romanticism, democracy, and socialism reached the 
Ukraine and influenced the gentry youth. However, not having in- 
herited from their parents the national and political ideas of a "com- 
plete nation," they limited their efforts to enlightening the local peas- 
ants or were attracted to democratic or  socialist movements on the im- 
perial level. T h e  so-called Ukrainophiles and khlopomany are of 
particular interest. They viewed the nationality question in class terms, 
identifying their gentry status with the Russian (or Polish) nation; by 
associating themselves with the serfs they were severing their old ties as 
identified in terms of class and nation. However, their ideal was not 
nationalization of the gentry but their own individual "democratiza- 
tion."" Despite their dedication and their love for the Ukrainian 
people, the "Ukrainophiles" perpetuated the concept of the "incom- 
plete" Ukrainian nation. During the second half of the nineteenth 
century the Ukrainian populist movement was taken over from the 
gentry by persons from other classes, the intellectuals or so-called "con- 
scious Ukrainians." However, this group unconsciously followed in the 
footsteps of the gentry and also preserved the "incomplete" nation. The 
socialist element devoted its energies to opposing the Ukrainization of 
the nobility and the emerging bourgeoisie and in this way hindered the 
process of advancing the Ukrainian nation to a state of "completeness." 

SEPARATISM 
The term "separatism" in the sense of a cultural-political secession of 
a part of the territory of ancient Rus' is frequently associated by publi- 
cists and even by specialists in East European history with the Ukrain- 
ian movement of the nineteenth century. In  actual fact separatism in 
Eastern Europe commenced much earlier-and in the north. 

Great Novgorod and Vladimir-on-the-Kliazma departed from the 
Kievan model to such a degree that they can be said to have set a sep- 

1 4  Typical of this approach is B. Aa~onosaq, CMOR acnos6fia,> in Ocxoea, Vol. I.  1862. 
pp. 83-96. An inte~esting characterization and criticism of the so-called "conscious Ukrain- 
ians" is provided by Bxnecaa~ Hanaacsxaii, Juctnu do 6pamio-zdi6opo6ie (Vienna, ca. 1926). 
pp. 1-62. 
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arate course for themselves early in the twelfth century. Novgorod 
became wealthy as a result of its intermediary role in east-west trade 
and soon found a common language with the other centers of Baltic 
commerce. The  German Hansa, which was emerging at this time, was 
closer to Novgorod than was "continental" Kiev after the decline of the 
trade route "from the Varangians to the Greeks." In  1136 Novgorod- 
under the ideological leadership of Bishop Nifont (1 130-56)-dethroned 
Prince Vsevolod Mstislavich, sent from Kiev, and laid the groundwork 
for the unique (in Eastern Europe) republican system of "Great Lord 
Novgorod and of "Saint Sophia." Authority now reposed in the repre- 
sentatives of the commercial aristocracy, in the veche. T h e  veche 
elected the bishop (vladyka), who, as head of the "Council of Lords," 
became the de facto head of the state; it also elected the executive in 
the persons of the mayor (posadnik), the head of the town militia 
(tysiatsky), and the prince, who was now in fact only a military com- 
mander. Great Novgorod demonstrated its independence by establish- 
ing its own svod or revised collection of chronicles, the Sofiiskii vremen- 
nik. The other attribute of independence in the Rus' of that time-a 
separate metropolitanate-was not acquired, but the vladyka did obtain 
the title of Archbishop in 1 165.15 

As a result of being located very advantageously on trade routes far 
removed from the chronic danger presented by Turkic nomads, the 
colonial part of ancient Rus'-the Vladimir-Suzdal territory-flourished 
during the second half of the eleventh and first half of the twelfth cen- 
tury. T h e  cities and population grew, and the conditions of a colonial 
way of life were conducive to the strengthening of princely authority. 
In  place of the Kievan system of a veche and a class of boyars, there 
arose a system of rule based upon a military service class derived from 
various lands and classes and loyal to the prince. 

I t  was Andrei Bogoliubsky (1 157-74) who effected the separatism of 
the Vladimir-Suzdal territories. Andrei's father, Iurii Monomakhovich, 
still recognized the primacy of Kiev in Rus'; and when, after various 
attempts in 1149 and 1150, he finally obtained the throne of Kiev in 
1155, Andrei as his son obtained the Kievan Vyshhorod in accordance 
with the traditional system. However, Andrei fled from Vyshhorod to 
the North that same year, without his father's knowledge, in order to 
take over the Vladimir-Suzdal territories within two years. After the 
death of the father, Andrei refused to reign in Kiev. This demonstra- 
tive act was the first manifestation of a reappraisal of values in Kievan 
Rus'16 and was soon to be reinforced by another act. T h e  Polovetsian 

15 See A. C. Haxane~, *'Co@sitcrtnli B p e ~ e e a a ~ '  a a o s r o p o ~ c n l f  norem.recxnf nepeeopo? 
1136 roRa,, Ncmopuvecxue 3a~zucmc, XXV (1948), 240-65. Also see Ovepxu ucmopuu CCCP, 
IX-XI11 ee .  (hfoscow. 1953). pp. 334-57. 

IeAndrei's refusal to accept the Kiev throne is regarded by the Russian historian S. 
Soloviev as a "sobytie povorotnoe." C. M. cox on be^, Hcmopua Poccru c dpeexeiiuuz epe.uen 
(MOSCOW, 1959). I ,  529-34. 



hatred for Kiev and its cultural worth prompted Andrei-Kitai (Andrei 
Bogoliubsky's mother was a Polovetsian, and in addition to his Chris- 
tian name of Andrei he had the Poloveoian name of Kitai)lr to plunder 
and ruin Kiev in 1169, employing these barbarous means to cause this 
older center to lose its attraction. Thus, the Vladimir-Muscovy period 
o f  East European history began not with the acceptance of the Kiev 
tradition but with its negation and destruction. In  order to separate 
his territories from Kiev Andrei attempted to obtain from Byzantium 
approval for the establishment of a separate metropolitanate in Vladi- 
mir, but these efforts met with failure. 

However, the other attribute of sovereignty-a separate svod of 
chronicles-was achieved by Andrei's successor, Vsevolod (1 176-12 12) in 
1177. In  this revised chronicle, preserved in the Laurentian Chronicle 
of 1377, the Kievan tradition is accepted only up to the time of Vladi- 
mir Monomakh (1113), that is, up to this formative period of the 
Vladimir-Suzdal dynasty.18 The  northern chronicles came to reflect a 
declining interest in southern affairs, and after the ruination of Kiev by 
the Tatars in 1240 the fate of the southern Rus', especially the Galician- 
Volhynian state, receives no mention. This silence was all the more 
remarkable in view of the fact that the northern Rus' and southern Rus' 
remained within the same ecclesiastical jurisdiction, that of the metro- 
politan of "Kiev and all Rus' " and, in addition, were subordinated to 
the same political order-that of the Golden Horde, which had a highly 
developed postal system. 

Thus, it was not Mongol domination which separated the northern 
Rus' from the southern Rus' but rather the lack of any sense of com- 
munity and the absence of mutual attraction and interest. The  attempt 
to lay claim to the Kiev tradition manifested itself in Muscovy only in 
modern times under the influence of the imperialist political design. 

In  contrast, it should be noted that the attitude in the southern Rus' 
toward Kiev and its tradition was very different. When Roman of 
Volhynia acquired Galicia in 1199 he became the most powerful ruler 
in southern Rus', and it is not without reason that the contemporary 
chronicler termed him the "autocrat of all Rus'." However, neither 
Roman nor his successors inflicted ruination upon Kiev. Roman ac- 
cepted the entire Kiev tradition. The  Hypatian Chronicle, which trans- 
mitted the Galician-Volhynian svody (the last of which was edited in 
1289), preserved in its entirety the Kiev svod of the twelfth century 
(to 1198). 

The  entire question of the relations between the northern and south- 

1 7  Andrei auxe npexAe xpelvenifl napuqaruecn Kn~ari, a noTova o n  uemxie pemocrn H 

nceilylulrlrn slo6ne cuoen x Eiory, npoasaua 61ac~b Boron~oGcxiii.~ Cuiio~cuc (5th ed.; St .  
l'ctersl~urg, 1762). p. 107. Cf. A. C. Jluxasen, lloeecna epe.werotatz nem (Moscow and Lenin- 
gmd, 1955), 11, 432: "S)n polovchanki Andrei Bogoliubskii imel polovetskoe imia Kitai." 

'"1. A. Ilpacemon, I f c m o p u ~  pyccxoro Aemonucmiw XI-XT BB. (Leningrad, 1940), pp. 
64-78. 
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ern Rus' might be better understood in terms of a geographic analogy 
and a historical model. Let us assume for a moment that the southern 
mother Rus' territory (the present Ukrainian territory) was divided 
from the northern colonial territory of Rus' (the present Russian terri- 
tory) by a sea in the same way that the mother country England was 
divided from the colony of New England by the Atlantic ocean. Let us 
further assume that George washington, after having proclaimed the 
independence of the colonies, had plundered and ruined London (as 
Andrei Bogoliubsky had sacked Kiev in 1169), and that five centuries 
later the head of the renewed state of the mother country had con- 
cluded a quasi-protectorate agreement .with the head of the United 
States government. Let us also assume that the United States inter- 
preted this quasi protectorate as an act of submission and as a perpetual 
union of the two "English" countries in a manner analogous to that 
which occurred in Eastern Europe after the Pereiaslav Treaty of 1654. 
Let us in addition assume that the Americans now imposed an official 
politico-historical concept regarding the transfer of the state center in 
accordance with the scheme: London-Boston-Philadelphia-Washing- 
ton, D.C. (in a manner analogous to the official Russian scheme: Kiev- 
Vladimir-on-the-Kliazma-Moscow-St. Petersburg). Let us in conclusion 
assume that, relying on the fact that English colonists came and settled 
in the United States before and after i t  declared its independence, 
American political leaders officially proclaimed the entire culture and 
history of England prior to American independence to be the first 
period of American history and culture; ~ n ~ l i s h m e n  in the mother 
country are permitted to begin their history and culture approximately 
two centuries after the proclamation of American independence.=@ 
Under these hypothetical but analogous circumstances if English his- 
torians (England has now become Britain just as southern Rus' has 
become Ukraina) were bold enough to treat the history of England- 
Britain as a single whole commencing with the beginnings of English 
history and culture (Beowulf, Chaucer, Shakespeare)-which the Ameri- 
cans had now appropriated-such historians would be officially branded 
as "nat i~nal is ts"~~ and would be imprisoned or exiled. T o  complete the 

10 According to d a a l  Soviet historiography the Ukrainian nation and its culture are 
said to have begun in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Prerevolutionary Russian 
historiography was based firmly on the assumption of the transfer of centers, and conse- 
quently had no place for the history of the Ukraine except to associate it with separatism 
in the modern period. Beginning with the Sayeuawu no wee* wncnexma yre6nuxa no 
uctn0p~U CCCP 8. Cmatuna, A. %dawoea u C.  Kupoea (Moscow. 1937) the following scheme 
has been dominant: prior to the thirteenth century there existed a common Old-Russian 
nation (sic), which during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries developed into three East 
European nations-the Russian, Ukrainian, and Belorussian-but for the period prior to 
the fourteenth century the terms "Old Russian" or "Russian" are used interchangeably, 
and this period is in fact appropriated for the Russian nation by official Soviet historiog- 
raphy. Research on this early period is centered in Moscow and Leningrad. Studim pub- 
lished in the Ukraine are permitted to deal with this early period only in a cursory manner. 

20A curious practice is occasionally encountered in the works of certain American 
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tory) by a sea in the same way that the mother country England was 
divided from the colony of New England by the Atlantic ocean. Let us 
further assume that George Washington, after having proclaimed the 
independence of the colonies, had plundered and ruined London (as 
Andrei Bogoliubsky had sacked Kiev in 1169), and that five centuries 
later the head of the renewed state of the mother country had con- 
cluded a quasi-protectorate agreement .with the head of the United 
States government. Let us also assume that the United States inter- 
preted this quasi protectorate as an act of submission and as a perpetual 
union of the two "English" countries in a manner analogous to that 
which occurred in Eastern Europe after the Pereiaslav Treaty of 1654. 
Let us in addition assume that the Americans now imposed an official 
politico-historical concept regarding the transfer of the state center in 
accordance with the scheme: London-Boston-Philadelphia-Washing- 
ton, D.C. (in a manner analogous to the official Russian scheme: Kiev- 
Vladimir-on-the-Kliazma-Moscow-St. Petersburg). Let us in conclusion 
assume that, relying on the fact that English colonists came and settled 
in the United States before and after it declared its independence, 
American political leaders officially proclaimed the entire culture and 
history of England prior to American independence to be the first 
period of American history and culture; Englishmen in the mother 
country are permitted to begin their history a i d  culture approximately 
two centuries after the proclamation of American independence.18 
Under these hypothetical but analogous circumstances if English his- 
torians (England has now become Britain just as southern Rus' has 
become Ukraina) were bold enough to treat the history of England- 
Britain as a single whole commencing with the beginnings of English 
history and culture (Beowulf, Chaucer, Shakespeare)-which the Ameri- 
cans had now appropriated-such historians would be officially branded 
as  nationalist^"^^ and would be imprisoned or exiled. T o  complete the 

1eAccording to official Soviet historiography the Ukrainian nation and its culture are 
said to have begun in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Prerevolutionary Russian 
historiography was based firmly on the assumption of the transfer of centen, and conse- 
quently had no place for the history of the Ukraine except to associate it with separatism 
in the modern period. Beginning with the Saweuanun no noeoby xoncnexma yre6nuxa no 
umopuu CCCP H. Cmaruna, A. dgdanoea u C. Kupoea (Moscow, 1937) the following scheme 
has been dominant: prior to the thirteenth century there existed a common Old-Russian 
nation (sic), which during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries developed into three East 
European nations-the Russian, Ukrainian, and Belorussian-but for the period prior to 
the fourteenth century the terms "Old Russian" or  "Russian" are used interchangeably, 
and this period is in fact appropriated for the Russian nation by official Soviet historiog- 
raphy. Research pn this early period is centered in Moscow and Leningrad. Studics pub- 
lished in the Ukraine are permitted to deal with this early period only in a cursory manner. 

20A curious practice is occasionally encountered in the works of certain American 
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political movement which would attempt to liberate 
foreign occupation would be denounced as "separatist." 

Histories of Eastern Europe have reflected a particular methodology. 
The  linguistic term "Old (or "common") Russian language" (drevne- 
russkii iazyk, used for "Old Eastern Slavonicw)-which is as much of a 
linguistic abstraction as a "common West Slavic language," a "common 
Indo-European language," and the like-has frequently been adopted 
by historians as a historical datum for the purpose of defining the first 
stage of the so-called "Old Russian nationality" (drevnerusskaia narod- 
no~t').~l 

By way of contrast, no historian of Poland or of the Czech lands com- 
mences his history with the period of "common West Slavic linguistic 
unity." Nor do these historians write of a common culture of a hypo- 
thetical "common West Slavic nationality" but rather of separate 
Polish and Czech cultures. However, the term "Old (or "common") 
Russian culture" is used in spite of the fact that the cultural "unity" of 
the Russian and Ukrainian lands between the eleventh and thirteenth 
centuries was not different from that of the Poland and Bohemia (Czech 
lands) of that period. This cultural "unity" was based on the fact that 
the Ukraine (in its modern sense), like Bohemia, was the donor, while 
Muscovy, like Poland, was the recipient. Poland received Christianity 
from Bohemia just as the Kiev missionary, Saint Kuksha, was converting 
the Viatichi-ancestors of the present Russians-in the second half of 
the eleventh century and was martyred by them.22 The  eastern counter- 

specialists on the history of Eastern Europe. In bibliographic annotations a double stand- 
ard is sometimes evident: tendentious works of Russian and other historians are frequently 
cited without any qualifying adjectives, while Hrushevsky is referred to as a "nationalist" 
because he dared to demonstrate the incorrectness of the concept of the "transfer" of 
centers. In actual fact Hrushevsky was, in his politics, not a "nationalist" but a socialist 
and a leader of the Ukrainian Social Revolutionary Party. Clearly, if the adjective "na- 
tionalist" is to be employed it should be on the basis of the same standard. In accepting 
unquestionably the terminology of official Soviet Russian historiography, American scholars 
should know that the Soviet use of the epithet "nationalist" does not correspond to the 
Western meaning of the same tern,  since a former member of the Central Committee of 
the CPSU can also be branded as a "nationalist" if his viewpoint should conflict with the 
current general line of the party. 

21 See, for example, the chapter on the emergence of the "Old Russian nationality" in 
Ovepru ucmopuu CCCP: Ilepuod g5eodams~a 1X-XT ee., I (Moscow. 1953). 251-58. It is worth 
noting that in this chapter, as in other works of this character, the terms "Old Russian" 
(meaning "Old Rus"') and "Russian" are used synonymously. In this context one is 
prompted to ask if it is not time that American historians of Eastern Europe abandon the 
terminology used by Russians (for reasons of their own) and employ one that is strictly 
objective. For example, the term "Kievan Russia" connotes a nonexistent relationship of 
Kiev with a Russia which emerged several centuries later; obviously the accurate term is 
"Kievan Rus'," since Rus' is not identical with Russia. 

22 An account of Saint Kuksha is to be found in the Kiwan Patericon. For a Russian 
translation see Xydoxecmeexua~ nposa rueerno6 Pycu XI-XI11 ee. (Moscow, 1957), pp. 
158-59. 
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part of Latin as the cultural (foreign) language of the Western Slavs 
was the alien Church Slavonic language. Similarly, the ancient Russian 
literary language of Muscovy and its literature developed under the in- 
fluence of the literary language and literature of the Ukrainian lands 
(Kiev, Chernyhiv, Halych) in the same way that the Polish literary lan- 
guage emerged as a result of Czech influence. The  East Slavic-West 
Slavic parallel should be qualified to the extent that in the Ukrainian 
and Russian lands there were two branches of a single dynasty, while 
Bohemia and Poland had their own dynasties-although at times these 
dynasties were united in marriage. Thus on occasion both countries 
were ruled by the same king (for example, Boleslaw I of Poland, Wen- 
ceslaus I1 of Bohemia). Poland also acquired its own archbishopric in 
the year 1000, just as the Vladimir-Suzdal lands, after their separation, 
endeavored to obtain their own metropolitanate (which occurred only 
at the end of the thirteenth century). 

I t  is generally accepted that the. Viatichi provided the basis for the 
Muscovites (later the Russians), while the Poliane were the ancestors 
of the Rus' (later U k r a i n i a n ~ ) . ~ ~  The  Kiev Chronicler Nestor, author 
of the Povest' vremennykh let (written approximately in 1 1 13, cjr fifty- 
six years prior to Andrei Bogoliubsky's separatism) did not express any 
sense of unity with the Viatichi. Nestor constantly emphasized that the 
Poliane existed apart (osobo); he did not regard the Viatichi as an 
Eastern Slavic tribe but as having emerged from the Western Slavic 
Liakhi. While the Poliane, according to Nestor, had civilized customs 
and laws and knew the institution of marriage, the Viatichi "lived in 
the forests like beasts, ate unclean food, employed foul language in the 
presence of their fathers and [de fact01 daughters-in-law, did not prac- 
tice marriage. . . ."*' Since in Nestor's time Vladimir Monomakh (1055- 
1125) waged war against the Viatichi, their chief Khodota and his clan, 
and since Christianity came to the Viatichi only in the second half of 
the eleventh century or in the first half of the twelfth century, it is clear 
that in the eleventh and twelfth centuries there was no sense of oneness 

ZsOn the Viatichi as the baris of the later Muscovite or Russian literary language 
(akan'e, etc.) see the various works by A. A. Shakhmatov, for example: A. A. I1Iaxma~osa, 
B e e h i e  sa wypca umopiu pyccrroto rsatrro (Parograd, 1916); Ovepm dpeerrmtivazo ncpiodu 
ucmopiu p y e m t o  wacw (Petrowad, 1915); ApemrsiiuiR cyde6ac pycmazo nnexenu (Petro- 
wad. 1919). See also U. H. T p e ~ l m ~ o ~ ,  Bocmouxoc~aemmue nleaexa (2nd ed.: hfoscow, 
1955). pp. 221,23841. 

A lengthy polemic on the character of the language of the Poliane and the Old Kievan 
language resulted in acceptance of its Ukrainian character. See I. A. Eynaxo~casnii, 
n i t l ~ a n u  n o z o d n e n ~  r ~ p a i n c ~ x o i  aosu (Kiev. 1956). pp. 104-24. 

It is known that the Russian philologists N. P. Pogodin and A. I. Sobolevsky pro- 
pounded the thesis that the inhabitants of Old Kiev were Great Russians who migrated to 
the north after Kiev was seized by the Mongols in 1240. Bulakhovsky has cast doubt upon 
this hypothesis in the following terms: "The linguistic facts do not support the hypothesis 
of Pogodin and Sobolevsky regarding the 'Great Russian' population of Old Kiev and the 
Kievan Principality (Kyiivshchyna)"; ibid., p. 217. 

?* noeecme epeaennwz Jew, edited by A. C. Jnxarles, I (Moscow and Leningrad. I(lio), 
14-15. 



which could have later served as the basis for the emergence of an "old 
(or "common") Russian nationality." Similarly, if the nations of West- 
ern Europe had not yet emerged in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, 
why should an "old (or "common") Russian nationality" have existed 
at that time? Indeed, is it not, at long last, time to identify this anach- 
ronism as the legend that it is and lay it to rest? 

During the course of more than four centuries from 1240 to 1654, the 
al~cestors of the Russians and Ukrainians lived in different states and in 
entirely different cultural spheres. Before 1620 there were no signifi- 
cant regular contacts between cultural representatives of the two peo- 
ples.2"n 1954. as part of the Soviet tercentenary of the Pereiaslav 
Treaty, there occurred in the Soviet Union a reaffirmation of the politi- 
cal thesis regarding the "eternal oneness" of the Russian and Ukrainian 
peoples based on the legendary common "Old Russian nationality" of 
the eleventh and twelfth centuries discussed above.2e Thus the 1654 
treaty was interpreted as a "reunion" of the Ukrainian and Russian 
"fraternal peoples" by applying to an event of the seventeenth century 
populist ideas which emerged under the influence of nineteenth- 
century romanticism. In  actual fact the Pereiaslav Treaty, like all other 
treaties of that time, was between two rulers or two states and not be- 
tween two peoples. I t  is evident that "reunion" in 1654 would have 
had to be preceded by a previous act of union of which, as we have 
indicated, there is no record. 

Let us turn to this meeting of Russians and Ukrainians in 1654.z7 
Let us commence with the alleged feeling of oneness. For the Russians 
of that time the Ukrainians were foreigners or inozemtsy (I, 318), 
"Cherkas-foreigners" (I, 463), "foreigners of the Lithuanian lands" or 

2 5  It is for this reason that in the Pereiaslav Tercentenary edition of selected documents 
none is dated prior to 1620. See note 27. 

26 It is significant that both nations, the Muscovites and the Ukrainians, developed 
different messianic concepts: while in Musmvy the political "Third Rome" concept 
emerged, one finds in the Ukraine the Kiev religious concept viewing that city as the 
"Second Jmusalem." See R. Stupperich, "Kiev-das Zweite Jerusalem," in Zeitschrift fur 
slavische Philologie, XII, No. 3-4 (1935). 332-54. 

27 The  collection of selected documents on the "reunion" is: Boccoek~renue Y x p o u u ~  C 

Poccue5: Aoxywenmat U Jtarnepuam e mpez moltaz (Moscow, 1953); Vol. I (1620-47), 585 
pp.; Vol. I1 (1648-51). 559 pp.; Vol. I11 (1651-54). 645 pp. 

In our discussion of the differences between Muscovy and the Ukraine in the mid- 
seventeenth century we have relied almost exclusively upon this official Soviet selection of 
documents designed to demonstrate the thesis of "reunion." The representative quotations 
from these documents included in our discussion are not footnoted separately; reference is 
made in parentheses in the text to specific citations from these volumes. (The title of this 
collection is hardly accurate in view of the fact that prior to 1654 the term Rosiia was 
applied to the Ukraine and not to Muscovy. for which the term Rusiia or "Muscovite 
state" was used.) 

The accounts of foreigners who visited the Ukraine and Muscovy in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries and who were impressed with the many basic differences between the 
two nations can be found in B. C i ~ a ~ c a u n i ,  qymocyi npo Yxpai:ny (Lviv, 1938). pp. 36-135. 
An English translation is available: V. Sichynsky, Ukroine in Foreign Comments artd 
Descriptions (New York, 1953), pp. 39-138. 
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inoremtsy litovskoi zemli (I, 258), "Lithuanians" or litvin (I, 252), 
"Cherkasy of the Lithuanian people" or i t  litovskikh liudei cherkasy 
(I, 260). The  Russians always distinguished between themselves and 
these "Lithuanians" or "Cherkasy" (for example. 11, 244; 111, 532). At 
the time of the Ukrainian Cossack uprising led by Khmelnytsky in 
1648 the tsarist government ordered a reinforcement of the frontiers 
for defense "against the Cherkasy and Tatar advance" (11, 51). T h e  
Ukraine was, for the Russians, either the "Lithuanian l a n d  (I. 252) or 
"White Rus' " (11, 152, 303), while the Russians referred to their coun- 
try as the "I\.luscovite state" or Moskovskoe gosztdarstvo (11, 280, 281). 
The Ukrainians sharply distinguished themselves from the Russians, 
calling the latter Moskali (111, 88) or as narodu moskovskoho liude 
(111, 215). T h e  Ukrainians, using the old terminology, referred to 
themselves as (singular) Rusyn (111, 344) or (plural) Rus' (11, 66, 255; 
111, 264) and their land as either Rosiia (111, 157, 215) or Ukraina (11, 
379). Thus Khmelnytsky refers to the Muscovite tsar as tsaru moskovskii 
(11, 35), and only after being instructed by the Muscovite envoy Unkov- 
sky (March 13, 1649-11, 144) does he commence to address the tsar by 
the official title of vseia Rurii samoderzhets (11, 132). 

The differences between the Ukrainian and Russian languages were 
sufficiently great to require that documents written in Ukrainian (belo- 
rwkim pis'mom) be translated into Russian (see "perevod s lista z belo- 
ruskogo pis'ma"-11, 350, 370; 111, 128, 277, 354). T h e  negotiations 
had to be conducted with the aid of interpreters. Thus the Muscovite 
delegation headed by Buturlin in December, 1653, included two 
Ukrainian language interpreters (111, 417)-Bilial Baitsyn (probably a 
Tatar) and Stepan Kolchitsky (a Galician trained in the Kiev Mohyla 
College). The  Ukrainian delegation headed by Bohdanovych and 
Teteria (March, 1654) included an interpreter for Russian. Iakov Ivan- 
ovich ("tolmach' ~ o i s k o v y i " ) . ~ ~  Illustrative of the linguistic relation- 
ship of the time was the account of the Muscovite diplomat-monk 
Arsenii Sukhanov of 1649. Khmelnytsky had granted refuge to a pre- 
tender to the Muscovite throne, Timoshka Akundinov, who claimed to 
be Ivan Shuisky, grandson of Tsar Vasilii Shuisky (1606-10). Sukhanov 
attempted in vain to persuade the Ukrainian government to extradite 
the pretender and endeavored to use the influence of the Patriarch of 
Jerusalem, Paisius, with whom he was traveling in the Ukraine. He 
asked the Patriarch to write to Khmelnytsky; the Patriarch consented 
but asked Sukhanov to prepare a draft of the letter to be sent. Sukhanov 
states that he "wrote in Russian and the Russian was translated into 
Greek and the Patriarch ordered a translation into Latin for the Het- 
man [Khmelnytsky]" (11. 184). I t  is clear that Khmelnytsky knew 
Russian only poorly and required a letter in Russian to be translated 

'8 A K ~ u ,  orn~oc8 tq iec~  m u m o p i u  K)zxoti u 3onaho4  Pocciu, X ( S t .  Petersburg, 1878). 
427. 



into Latin, a language of which he had a good knowledge. In  addition, 
Latin was widely used in the Cossack State of that time. 

It is common knowledge among specialists that literary intercourse 
between the Ukraine and Muscovy in the seventeenth century was that 
of two peoples totally foreign in language and in spirit. Muscovy's low 
cultural level at that time led to the persecution of Ukrainian literature 
and its authors.2s 

Ukrainian and foreign ecclesiastics as well as the Ukrainian adminis- 
tration in the 1649-54 period regarded the Cossack State as an inde- 
pendent political unit, the equal of the Muscovite State. Thus Sukha- 
nov reported to the tsar on May 9, 1649, that the visiting Orthodox 
high clergy, the metropolitans of Corinth and Nazareth, "in the prayers 
for long life and in the litanies pray for the Hetman as sovereign and 
as the Hetman of Great Rosiia" (11, 187). In  correspondence between 
Ukrainian and Russian authorities in the 1649-53 period it is clear that 
the Ukrainians assumed complete equality between Muscovy and the 
Ukraine. Thus the form of titling the hetman was the same as that of 
titling the Muscovite tsar-both were referred to as "By the Grace of 
God Great So~ere ign . "~~  Trade between Muscovy and the Ukraine was 
attributed to the fact of consent by both rulers-"your tsar and our 
Bohdan Khmelnytsky Hetman of the Zaporozhian Ho~t."~'  When the 
Muscovite frontier authorities in l65 1 addressed correspondence to 
Polish officials in the Ukraine in accordance with previous practice, they 
were informed that the Polish officials had fled three years before and 
that correspondence should be addressed to the Ukrainian authorities 
if they wished to have friendly relations (111, 25-26). In dealing with 
frontier incidents the Ukrainian local governor refused to act except 
upon an order from the hetman.8z 

The  uprising led by Khmelnytsky occurred at a time when the idea 

29See, for example. B. 3irnropnr, Cnotuenin ncuopocciliexozo 2)yroeexcmea ca roexoe- 
c x w a  npaeumeAscmeona ea qapcmeoeanie A l e u r n  Muzaboeuua (Moscow, 1894-99); H. ll. 
E ~ ~ M H I I ,  tK acTopaa pyccxo-yxpau~c~ax rmeparypnarx c~raei i  B XVII sene,, in T p y h  
Ombe~a bpee~epycclroli lumepantypu AH CCCP, IX (1953). 291-96. See also A. H. IIarnssr. 
Hcmopin pyccxol Aumepamypu (4th ed.; St. Petersburg. 1911). Vol. 11. 

30 See the inlitulatio in the letter of the sotnyk of Hlukhiv S. Veichik to the hiuscovite 
voevoda of Sevsk Prince T. I. Shcherbatov (April 22, 1651; 111, 25): cEoxaw, ~arocmw, 
ae.rnnoro rocyAaprr Hamero nalla Iior~a[sa] X~erb~uqxoro,  nana remaaa acero B o i c ~ a  
3anopo3xoro.. . .Eoxnw mioczaw, sersxoro rocyxapn qapn i seraxoro xsn3n Arencia 
Msxaiiio~sna, Bcen Pycii' cauoAepxqa.. . .B The  letter also contained the following Ukrain- 
ian admonition: c T e ~ a  x c s ~ i ~  3 Ham no~py3xsjl i anafire r x  nucar., 

31 Cf. the Russian translation from Ukrainian (permod zhe z beloruskogo pis'rna) of the 
letter of the sotnyk of Kotel'nytsia H. Tripolev to the Muscovite w m d a  of Vol'noe V. 
Novosiltsev of March 2, 1653 (111, 254). 

32 Cf. a letter of the polkovnyk of Poltava M. Pushkar to the vomoda of Belgorod Prince 
1. P. Pronsky of June 5. 1630: tllpacrar m xo uei nossoAa B IIao~aay craeinaosa rorosy 
611iSa11a c ronapuw Ann cacxy rocxain Blsmxi, mTo 3Gexar 3 Eiraropo~a, BOPOBCTBO 

3ai.laumrr. GCT y nac TOT M O C K ~ J  hlemxo; cue r He vory 6c3 pocxa3aan ero marocm 
ualla rervaua BaAaT, s c ~ r i  rpaxoTa OT mo Y P ~ O C T U  nalla rerltaea ao Mese 6y&er, i n 
er0 3apa3 BflAaY . . .B 
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of dynastic legitimacy was dominant in Europe. Since Khmelnytsky 
was from the gentry but was not a member of a ruling dynasty, his sole 
means of obtaining support was to enter into a treaty with a sovereign 
on the basis of a quasi-protectorate, protectorate, or vassal relationship. 
In order to launch the uprising Khmelnytsky required the military 
support of the Crimean khan, a vassal of the Ottoman Porte (in the 
Ottoman Empire the system of vassalage was highly developed and 
widely used), and thus himself became in 1648 a quasi-protected ruler 
under the Ottoman Porte. This relationship was never annulled by 
either side. Two years after the Pereiaslav Treaty, Khmelnytsky de- 
cided to participate in an anti-Polish coalition of states. led by Sweden 
(including Prussia, Transylvania, Moldavia, Walachia, and Lithuania), 
and he concluded a treaty with Sweden which established a quasi- 
protectorate relationship with the Swedish king. 

Although Sweden was in conflict with Muscovy, the Muscovite tsar 
did not protest categorically against the Ukrainian ties with Sweden, 
and Khmelnytsky did not regard his accepting a Swedish protectorate 
as being incompatible with a continuation of the tie with Muscovy. 
Thus, after the Pereiaslav Treaty Khmelnytsky continued to conduct 
his own foreign policy, which was based on the establishment of good 
relations with all neighboring states except Poland. This meant that 
he had to enter into a (quasi-) protectorate relationship with each of 
these neighboring rulers. At the end of his life Khmelnytsky was simul- 
taneously a quasi-protected ruler of three sovereigns-the Ottoman 
Porte, Muscovy, and Sweden-who were engaged in mutual conflict.s8 

Khmelnytsky was reared in the Polish-Lithuanian gentry-democracy 
in which the bilateral acts of ruler and subjects and such political insti- 
tutions as the personal and real union, protectorate, and the like were 
rooted in tradition; he also knew, through personal experience, the 
political practices of the Ottoman Porte. when  in 1653 khmelnytsky 
required Muscovite military aid, he decided to submit to the "high 
hand of the Orthodox tsar" of Musco~y.~' However, despotic Muscovy, 
representing a very different tradition, could not comprehend any con- 

3s In June, 1657. Hetman Khmelnytsky insisted upon maintaining the tie with Sweden, 
in a statement made to the Muscovite envoy Buturlin, in the following terms: "I will 
never sever my ties with the Swedish king because our alliance, friendship, and under- 
standing are of long duration having commenced more than six years ago before our sub- 
jection to the high hand of toe tsar"; A ~ m u ,  omxocru(iecn m u m o p i u  IOxwoii U 3anadxoti 
Pocciu, 111 (St. Petersburg. 1861). 568. 

In April. 1657, the Ukrainian envoy to the Ottoman Porte, Lavryn Kapusta, presented 
a diplomatic note in which the sultan was addressed as "our highest lord" (doininurn 
nostrum supremum) and in which emphasis was placed on "testifying to our old friend- 
ship, sincere fidelity and service" ( u f  nostrum a i~ t iquam inricitiam ac sinceram fidclitafetn 
ac servitia crga cnndcnz Porfam dccluraremus) dpruoa IOao-3anahoG Pocciu, Part 111, Vol. 
V1 (Kiev. 1908). 216-17. 

34There is a vast literature dealing with the nature of the Pereiaslav Treaty, discussed 
in rpymencsxsii, Icmopin Y~pai'xu-Pycu, IX, Part 11 (Kiev, 1951). 865-69; H. Fleischhacker, 
"Aleksej Michajlovit und Bogdan Chmel'nickij," in Jahrbiicher fiir Kul fur  und Geschichfe 



tractual relationship between the tsar and his subjects.'Wuscovy knew 
only a unilateral submission to the tsar, and Khmelnytsky could not 
conceive of such a relationship. For this reason the ceremonial aspects 
of the establishment of this treaty relationship commenced very drama- 
tically on January 8, 1654. Khmelnytsky was dumfounded by the state- 
ment of the Muscovite envoy Buturlin, who refused to take the oath on 
behalf of the tsar and declared that in Muscovite practice it was un- 
thinkable that a subject could demand an oath from the tsar. Khmel- 
nytsky refused to take the oath and walked out of the church in 
Pereiaslav in which the ceremony was to take place (111, 464-66, and 
note 38 infra). 

der Slavetr, N.F., XI, No. 1 (1935). 11-52; A. J F K o B ~ B ,  Ro~os ip  Botdma Xre~suuysxoro 3 

wocxoocsmuc yapem O ~ e ~ c i c m  MuaLtoauuen 1654 p. (New York, 1954), pp. 64-69. 
Various interpretations have been offered: personal union, real union, protectorate, 

quasi protectorate, vassalage, military alliance, autonomy, incorporation. In our opinion 
the Pereiarlav Treaty, which was a result of lengthy negotiations between two signatories 
having different systems, cannot be subsumed under a single category. In view of our 
discussion it is reasonable to conclude that in substance, from Khmelnytsky's point of view, 
it was a military alliance (Hetman Orlyk termed the Pereiaslav Treaty implicitly "le Trait6 
d'Alliance," see the end of this note) like others he had with the Ottoman sultan and the 
king of Sweden. In a formal sense the Pereiaslav Treaty had as well elements of a personal 
union and of a quasi protectorate. I t  can be regarded as a penonal union, sincc the treaty 
had been concluded with the tsar (and there were no common institutions apart from the 
person of the tsar) and because of the preservation of a separate Cossack State and i u  
continuing to be a subject of international law capable of imposing tari&. 

There is also a basis for regarding the Pereiaslav Treaty as a quasi protectorate in view 
of the following considerations: Since the tsar as an absolute monarch identified his 
person with the state, the Pereiaslav Treaty was not only an agreement between two rulers 
but was also a treaty between two states. This is also evident in the fact that in addition 
to Khmelnytsky, the Zaporozhian Host appeared as an official treaty partner whom Hetman 
Orlyk described as "les t ta ts  de 1'Uknine" (see end of note). If it were only a personal 
union there would have been no place for a hctman and the tsar could have assumed the 
title of hetman. Instead, Khmelnytsky remained as hetman and was empowered to conduct 
foreign relations (having full competence with certain precisely defined limitations); had 
Pereiaslav established a complete protectorate (as contrasted with a quasi protectorate), the 
hetman would not have had the right to conduct foreign relations. In addition, the Ukraine4 
preserved her full state apparatus after 1654, and the Muscovite troops stationed in the 
Ukraine were circumscribed in their rights in the same way that American troops stationed 
in Western Europe under NATO have been forbidden to intervene in the internal affairs 
of the host country. 

The duration of the treaty had been determined as voveki; in the Russian language of 
the seventeenth century this word did not have the meanmg "eternity" but "perpetual" in 
the sense "for lifc," for example, in a document of 1641 the word w v e k i  is explained by 
means of do  smerti zhivofa svoego ("to the end of his life"; I, 318). Therefore, each of 
Khmelnytsky's successors was supposed to renew the treaty. 

Hetman P. Orlyk gives in 1712 the following definition of the Pereiaslav Treaty: "Mais 
l'argument et la preuve la plus forte et la plus invincrble de la Souverainete de 1'Ukraine 
a t  le Trait6 d'Alliance solennel conch entre Ie Czar Alexei Mikailovstch et le Duc 
Chmielnicki et les Etats de 1'Ukraine. Ce Trait6 fut arret6 en 1654 et sign6 par les Pleni- 
potentionaires nommez de part et d'autre pour cet effet. Un Trait6 si solennel et si precis 
qui 6toit appel6 Trait6 Pe re tue l . .  ." Phllippe Orlik. Dcduciion drs droits de I'Ukraine: 
D'aprcs un manuscrit, conserve dans lcs archives d u  chateau dc Dinteville avec une intro- 
duction et des notes (Lviv: publie par I. Bortchak, 1925). p. 9. 

a5 See, for example, H. Fleischhacker, Die Siaats- und volkerrechtlichcn Grundlagen dcr 
tnoskauischen Aussenpolifik (14 . -17 .  Jahrhundcrt) (2nd ed.; Dannstadt, 1959), pp. 168-69. 
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After the conclusion of the treaty, on March 21-27, 1654, a joint 
military campaign was undertaken against Poland. Both armies oper- 
ated in White Ruthenia but independently of each other. Thus began 
the strange phenomenon of "a battle of two Rus' for the third."38 The  
Ukrainian Cossack Army, in response to the request of the local popu- 
lation of White Ruthenia, introduced the Cossack system establishing 
a White Ruthenian military-governmental region (polk) .  T h e  Ukrain- 
ian army attempted to outmaneuver the Muscovite army in taking 
White Ruthenian territory under its protection, and this even led to 
armed clashes between the two "allies." 

All of the documentary evidence makes it perfectly clear that Khmel- 
nytsky's relations with Muscovy were rationalized not by any sense of 
common national, linguistic, or other ties but only by the fact of a 
common religious faith. Nowhere in the Pereiaslav documents is there 
any reference to "reunion" or to dynastic claims of the Muscovite tsars 
to the Ukrainian lands. I t  should also be borne in mind that the various 
Eastern Slavic branches of the Orthodox Church of that time had devel- 
oped their distinctive characteristics, even though all, including the 
non-Slavic Rumanian principalities of Moldavia and Walachia, used 
the Church Slavonic language. As a result, the dialectic ma-nifested 
itself here as well: thus the Kiev Orthodox ecclesiastical leadership, 
which between 1620 and 1648 had been interested in obtaining support 
from the Muscovite Orthodox tsar for an Orthodox alliance, categori- 
cally refused-in the person of the Kiev metropolitan, Sylvester Kosov 
-to take an oath to the tsar apart from that of Khmelnytsky (111, 481- 
82). Nor did the Kiev clergy wish to leave the jurisdiction of the patri- 
arch of Constantinople and accept that of the Moscow patriar~hate.~' 

38 B. JIanaacsxaii, Ywpaina na nepe~omi, I (Vienna. 1920). 35-39; Fleischhacker, Die Staats- 
tcnd volkerrcchtlichen Grundlagen . . . , pp. 176-90. See the decree (universal) of Khmelnvt- 
sky of February 2. 1656, appoi&ng 1van'~echai as governor (polkbvnyk) of  White ~ u t h e -  
nia in the collection of Khmelnytsky's documents published in 1961 by I. Krypiakevych and 
I. Butych (cited in note 37). pp. 470-71. 

37 Metropolitan Sylvester Kosov. speaking through his representative, Innokentius Gizel, 
in July, 1654, based his refusal to submit the Ukrainian Church to the jurisdiction of the 
patriarch of Muscovy on the following considerations: Kiev's ties with Byzantium were 
said to date from the times of the Apostle Andrew (the old Kievan legend of the Princely 
Period); only a decision of an Ecumenical Council could determine a change in the juris- 
diction of a metropolitanate. AKIU,  o m n o c n ~ ( i e ~ n  tca ucmopiu K)xuod U 3anadxod Pocciu, 
X (St. Petersburg, 1878). 751-54. 

The  frequently expressed view that the existence of a common religious faith between 
Muscovy and the Ukraine was'a determining factor in bringing about the Pereiaslav Treaty 
must not be accepted without question. Indeed, before 1685 Ukrainian religious ties were 
with the Constantinople patriarchate and not with the patriarch of Moscow. A revealing 
letter sent to the Sultan Mehmet IV by Khmelnytsky on December 7. 1651, gives evidence 
of this: "Since all Greece accepts the suzerainty of Your Imperial Majesty, my gracious 
Lord, all Rus' [Ukrainians] which are of the same faith as the Greeks and having their 
[religious] origins with them, wish each day to be under the rnle of Your Imperial Majesty, 
my Gracious Lord." Aoxyneirmu Bozdana Xue~enuyaxozo, edited by I .  I t p n n ' ~ ~ e s n q  and 
I. Eyrm (Kiev, 1961). p. 233. Thus it is clear that in emphasizing religious ties Khmelnyt- 
sky was simply enlploying a stylistic clement of his political lexicon. 



T h e  Ukrainians understood the Pereiaslav Treaty as obligating both 
signatoriesS8 and as a military alliance in the form of a personal union 
and (quasi) protectorate. For the Muscovites the treaty was simply the 
first step toward the military occupation of the Ukrainian Cossack State. 
Conflict was inevitable. Within four years, in 1658, Ivan Vyhovsky, 
Khmelnytsky's successor (who had been chancellor at  the time of the 
Pereiaslav Treaty), directed a manifesto in  Latin to the rulers of Europe 
(Regibus, Electoribus, Principis, Marchionibus, Rebus Publicis) in 
which he explained what had prompted his decision to oppose ~ u s & v ~ :  

We, All of the Zaporozhian Host, do declare and testify (Nos Universus 
Exercitus Zaporovianw notum testatumque facimus) before God and the 
entire world. . . . Our Host, having received promises and obligations from 
the Grand Prince of Muscovy and having expected-because of a common 
religion and having voluntarily accepted protection-that the Grand Prince 
would be just, sympathetic and generous towards us; that he would act 
honestly, that he would not persist in the destruction of our liberties but 
would actually enhance them in accordance with his promises. But our 
hopes were not to be fulfilled.. . . In Kiev, our capital (in civitate nostra 
principali Kioviensi), this was not the case even during Polish rule-a 
fortress has been built and a Muscovite garrison stationed there in order to 
place us in bondage. We have seen examples of such bondage in White 
Ruthenia where two hundred gentry families-though sympathetic to them 
[the Muscovites]-were forcibly deported to Muscovy; 12,000 free men from 
the Mohyliv and other parts of White Ruthenia were deported to the forests 
of Muscovy and in their places were brought Muscovite colonists.. . . Fol- 
lowing the death of Bohdan Khmelnytsky of eternal memory, Muscovy de- 
termined to ruin the entire Little and White Rus'. Upon the election of 
Hetman Ivan Vyhovsky Muscovy introduced dissension among us, planting 
rumors that the Heunan is a Pole and favors Poland more than the Zaporo- 
zhian Host. . . . The [Muscovite] commander Romodanovsky, under the pre- 
text of maintaining order, intervened in our internal affairs: he had the 
audacity to distribute the Hetman's titles and insignia, replacing [Ukrainian] 
military governors, instigating subjects against the Heunan and destroying 
cities which supported their own Hetman.. . . In  this way there has been 
revealed the cunning and deception of those who-first with the aid of our 
civil war (nostro interno et civili bello) and later openly turning their 
weapons against us (without any provocation on our part)--are preparing 

88 Although the text of Buturlin's account to the tsar (in the form in which it is avail- 
able) d o a  not refer to any official promba made to Khmelnytsky on behalf of the uar in 
place of the oath which the hetman wanted Buturlin to take, it is apparent that such prom- 
ises were made. Gizel's petition addrased to the tsar in connection with the Pereiaslav 
Treaty, written but six months after the conclusion of the treaty, emphasizes in two separate 
passages official promises made to Khmelnytsky by Buturlin on behalf of the tsar. SO 
cexs npexae ss IIepencimri r e n a ~ y  samero qapc~on, sernnecma sanopoxclro~y 6onpaas 
mot  Bacnxet Bacaxaesans Byqpraas nasiwar B nraaexs samero qapcxoro seiasecmrr 
06%1qara, BR0 H0 TOKYO sotcxy ~ ~ ~ o ~ o I ( c E o ~ ,  E0 B B C % Y ~  BaY1 J(J1OBEYMI npBBB B 

~ o i a o m  aame qapcxoe sexnnecmo nomepwm aasoran.. . . IIo 066waaam Bacara~ Bacn- 
iaeswa By-rypxnsa, meaems samero qapcaoro seraneclsa.. .B ( A m a t  N3P, X, 751-54). 
I t  is impossible to question the accuracy of this source. 
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for us the yoke of bondage. Declaring our innocence and invoking Divine 
succor, we are compelled in order to preserve our liberties to have recourse 
to a just defense and seek the aid of our neighbors so as to throw off this 
yoke. Thus it is not we who are responsible for the war with Muscovy which 
is everywhere becoming inflamed."'@ 

The first actual meeting of Russians and Ukrainians in 1654 was a 
meeting of two different worlds, which, in spite of the superficial aspects 
of a common Orthodox faith, led not to "union" (let alone "reunion") 
but to chronic misunderstanding and mutual conflict.40 

Rus', MALOROSSIIA ("LITTLE RUSSIA"), UKRAINA 

The term Rus' (from a grammatical point of view a Slavic collective 
noun derived from rus; the singular form being rus-in) is derived from 
the name of the Norman Varangians, who in the middle of the ninth 
century became soldiers of fortune and, later, rulers of all Eastern 
Europe. Kiev became the center of their rule, and the Kiev territory 
came to represent the land of Rus' par excellence. The  princes of Rus' 
in the broadest sense included all lines of the Rus' dynasty (the Riuri- 
kovichi), their retinues (druzhina) and territories. After the acceptance 
of Christianity, the metropolitanate which united all of Western 
Europe in a single ecclesiastical jurisdiction was termed "of all Rus' " 
(7rLo-p 'Pwoiac). Since the metropolitan was usually a Byzantine Greek, 
an agent and guardian of the idea of the universal rule of the Byzantine 
emperor and~his  interests, the political concept of a single complete 
Rus' state did not emerge in the Kiev period.41 T h e  sole unity which 
Rus' possessed at that time was limited to the metropolitanate "of Kiev 
and of all Rus'." 

80Apzuea X ) ~ o S a n ~ o l i  Pocciu, Part 111, Vol. V1 (Kiev, 1908), 362-69. See also the 
statement made by Hetman I. Mazepa (1708) in which he announced his decision to annul 
the treaty with Peter I (as is known, in the Muscovite-Russian interpretation this act of 
annulment was regarded as "treason"-izmena): "I had decided to write a letter of thanks 
to h k  tsarist h i g h n a  (Peter I) for the protection Lplotektsiu], and to list in it all the 
insults to us, p u t  and p e n t ,  the loss of rights and liberties, the ultimate ruin and de- 
struction being prepared for the whole nation, and, finally, to state that we had bowed 
under the high hand of his tsarist highness as a free people for the sake of the one Eastern 
Orthodox Faith. Now, being a free people, we are freely departing, and we thank his 
tsarist highness for this protection. We do not want to extend our hand and spill Christian 
blood, but we will await our complete liberation under the protection of the Swedish 
King." tIIncaxo Opax~a XI CT. B B O P C K O Y ~  in Oncoea, JUCTOU~A%, 1862, p. 15. 

4oA similar conclusion has been drawn by Kliuchevsky: "Not comprehending each 
other and not trusting each other. both sides in their mutual relationship did not say what 
they thought and did what they did not wish to do.. . .Therefore, the Lirtle Russian 
[Ukrainian] question, so falsely poxd by both [Russian and Ukrainian] sides, encumbered 
and corrupted Moscow's foreign policy for several decades. . . ." B. 0. filoneaclrai, Cou- 
unenu~,  In: ZCypc p y c m 5  ucmopuu, Part 111 (Moscow. 1957). 118-19. 

41 M. @xcoaoa, O v e p m  06u(ecmeenxato u aocydapcmeexxaro cmpoa dpeexeP P y m  (4th 
ed.; S t .  Petenburg. 1912), p. 388. Q. H. Ileon~osarla, daqio~arbaaQ aonpocs s a  ~peoaeii 
Poccia,~ BapucaemiR yuuaepcumemmia wemcmin (1894). I X ,  1-16, (1895) I, 17-65. C. B. 
Baxpymae, tAeparar P~opauossnei ,~ Becmnurr dpesned ucmopuu (1938), No. 2 (S), pp. 88-98. 



The  process of creating a political concept of the state related to the 
name Rus' began only in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries when 
on the peripheries of the Rus' territories there emerged two states: the 
Regnum (Ducatus) Russiae (the Galician-Volhynian State) and the 
Great Muscovite Principality. The  rulers of the latter, beginning with 
Ivan Kalita (1325-41), titled themselves Princes "of all Rus' " (since 
lvan  he Terrible: vseia Kusii "of all Rusiia") imitating the metropoli- 
tan's title. Before the reign of Peter I both in the East and in the West 
the term "Rus' " (Russi, Rutheni; Russia, Ruthenia, ar-Rils, etc.) was 
customarily applied to the present Ukrainian territory and its inhabi- 
tants; for what is today known as the center of Russia proper the term 
"hiuscovy" was employed. 

The  term Malorossiia ("Little Russia") was of Greek origin (4 p ~ p h  
'Pw~la; in Latin, Russia Mynor). The  term was employed by the Byzan- 
tine Patriarch to identify the second Rus' metropolitanate established 
in 1303 at the insistence of the Galician-Volhynian rulers in response to 
the decision of the then metropolitan of Kiev "and of all Rus'," the 
Greek Maxim, to take up residence in Vladimir-on-the-Kliazma in 1299. 
In adopting the title of metropolitan, the rulers of the Galician- 
Volhynian State called themselves the rulers of "all Minor Rus' " as, 
for example, Boleslav-Iurii 11: "Dei gracia natus dux tocius Russie 
Myn~ris" ;~? in the same way the princes of Muscovy claimed to be 
rulers "of all Rus'." 

I t  is important to note that this assumption of the title of the metro- 
politanate testifies to the fact that sovereignty in Eastern Europe until 
the fifteenth century (Ivan 111) was closely related to the metropoli- 
tar~ate. '~ 

The  Byzantine concept which lay behind the use of the terms Major 
Rus' and Minor Rus' is a matter of conjecture. I t  is known that 
amongst the Greeks the metropolis or mother polis was denoted with 
the adjective p ~ p d ~  ("minor") in contradistinction to the colonies which 
were termed &as ("major," "great"), as, for example, "Magna Graecia" 
in reference to the Greek colonies in Southern Italy. An analogous 
situation exists with reference to the term "Asia Minor." This interpre- 
tation is also supported by the fact that the Lithuanian Prince Olgerd 
in 1354 referred to Kiev as "Mala 

Under the influence of humanism the Greek term 'PW& (adopted by 

42 See photo plate IX in the symposium Bonecnae-IOpiii JJ: K m t  8ceii Maroli Pyeu 
(St. Petersburg, 1907). 

4% The Fathers of the Synod of the Church of Constantinople in 1389 declared: "Since 
it was impossible to concentrate secular authority in Rus' in one person, the Holy Fathers 
of the Synod established a single spiritual authority." Acta patriarchatus Constantinopoli- 
tani, ed. F .  Miklosich and I. Miiller (Vienna, 1860). I, 520. A monastic rule of the late 
fifteenth and early sixteenth century prescribes that prayers shall be offered on behalf of 
cxanaei namax, a ne uapn, aane d c ~ a  qapcmin a& B% aameii Pyca.v B. HKOHHEKOB~,  
Onacma p y c m i  ucv~opiorpafiiu, 11, Part I1 (Kiev, 1908), 1085. 

44 byrnesca~aii, Jcmopk Yxpaiuv-Pycu, V (Lviv, 1905). 589. 
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Muscovy as a result of its interpretation of the Pereiaslav Treaty of 
1654) came to be used among Kiev clergy in the fifteenth century and 
became prevalent in the Mohyla College in Kiev during the seventeenth 
century.'"he ancient name Roxolania also was used at that time with 
reference to the Ukrainian territorie~.'~ There then developed the con- 
cept of three Rosiia's: the Major Rosiia, the Minor Rosiia, and the 
White Rosiia (as in the Synopsis). Under the influence of these ideas of 
the Mohyla College the Muscovite tsar Alexei Mikhailovich, after the 
conciusion of the Pereiaslav Treaty of 1654, changed his official title 
from tsar "of all Rusiia" (vseia Rusii) to "of all Great and Little and 
White Rosiia" (vseia Velikiia i Malyia i Belyia Ro~ii) . '~ This change, 
effected in 1655, elicited considerable opposition in European diplo- 
matic circles at the time.48 

The hetmans of the Ukrainian Cossack State prior to 1709 did at 
times designate the people of their territory-which they commonly 
called Ukraina-as malorossiiskii, as Mazepa did in 1 707.48 I n  17 13 
Peter I by means of a decree established the practice of referring to the 
old Muscovite State as Rossiia and using the term Malorossiia instead 
of Ukrain~.~O Prior to this the term Ros(s)iia had been used only in the 
tsar's title and not with reference to the Muscovite state. T h e  associa- 
tion of the term Malorossiia with the incomplete nature of Zaporozhian 
Cossack statehood, as a result of the repressive measures employed by 
Peter I and his successors, caused the term to become unpopular among 

4 5  II. JKu~eqa~aP, Hapuc rimepanrypwoi: imopi i  yxpaiacatcoi moeu e W 1 1  eiyi (Lviv, 
1941). D. 5. ,. L 

48  Chancellor Vyhovsky insisted during negotiations with Sweden in 1657 that the basis 
of the treaty should be "das Jus totius Ukrainae antiquae vel Roxolaniam, da der Grie- 
chiesche Glaube gewesen und die Sprache noch ist, biss an die Weixel . . ." Jsnsacb~sii, 
Ywpaixa xa nepe~omi, p. 282, n. 185. 

47 In the middle of the seventeenth century in the Ukraine the term Rosiia was em- 
ployed, while in Muscovy the term Rusiia was used. The  Kiev Metropolitan Sylvester 
Kosov bore the title "Mytropolyt Kyievskyi, Halytskyi i vseia Rosii" (111, 215) or "vseia 
Malyia Rosii" (111, 157). The  title of the tsar of Muscovy was "vseia Rusii" (111, 7, 60, 372). 
Also in the documents relating to the Pereiaslav Treaty the tsar called himself "vseia 
Velikiia i Malyia Rus(s)ii Samoderzhets"; nomoe co6pawue salroxoe Poccuziexori Nwnepiu 
(1890). I, doc. no. 119, p. 325. After May 8, 1654, the tsar completed the title as follows 
"vseia Velikiia i Malyia i Belyia Rossii Samoderzhets"; ibid., p. 338. 

4s See I'pymeecbraii, Icmoph Yxpainu-Pycu (Kiev, 1931), IX, Part 11, p. 1396; cf. p. 11 18. 
As a result of the unhappy experience after the Pereiaslav Treaty, the hetmans endeavored 
to guard against the usurpation of the Ukrainian name in a foreign monarch's title. In 
the treaty between Mazepa and Charles XI1 there was a special provision dealing with this 
matter: "5. L'on n'innovera 'rien a ce qui a et6 observe jusques a present au sujet des 
Armes et du Titre de Prince de 1'Ukraine. S.M.R. ne pourra jamais s'arrogcr ce Titre ni 
la Armes." Philippe Orlik, Deduction des droits de 1'Ukraine (see note 34), p. 11. 

49See aIIsca~o Opnn~a C~eaany I I~opc~oacy ,~  Ocnoea, J a c ~ o n a ~ a ,  1862, pp. 13-14. 
50 B. Cinaecs~sii, Hasea Yxpaixu (Augsburg, 1948). p. 22. It was only after the uprising 

led by Mazepa that Peter I changed the title of "vseia Velikiia Malyia i Belyia Rossii 
Samoderzhets" (quoted for the last time in a document on Nov. 1, 1708, in Ro~iroe co6paxue 
saxoxoe Pocmricxori Rmnepuu (1830). IV,  424, to the new form of "samoderzhets Vserossii- 
skii." which was used for the first time in the Cramota ma~o~ossiiskomu narodu of Nov. 9, 
1708. Ibid., IV, 426. 



Ukrainians. Malorossiia when employed by the Russians, especially in 
the nineteenth century, was felt by the Ukrainians to be derogatory. 

T h e  term Ukraina in the Kiev (twelfth century) and Galician-Volhy- 
nian (thirteenth century) Chronicles is used in a general sense to refer 
to "country" or "borderlands" (1 187, 1189, 1213, 1268, 1280, 1282). In 
the sixteenth century Ukraina was used as a more specialized geographic 
term to refer to the Middle Dnieper region; accounts of the period refer 
to the inhabitants of the territory as "Ukrainians." The  prominent 
polemicist Meletius Smotrytsky (1587-1633) in enumerating in his Veri- 
ficacia the various Rus' (Ukrainian and White Ruthenian) "tribes" in 
the Polish State mentions the Volhynians, Podolians, Ukrainians, and 
others. 

Since the Middle Dnieper region became at that time the center of 
Ukrainian Cossackdom (the town Cossacks as distinct from the Zaporo- 
zhians) they came to be called "Ukrainian" in a manner comparable to 
the Russian practice of calling both the urban and Zaporozhian Cos- 
sacks Cherkasy after the city of the same name. The  term Ukrainn 
became intimately associated with the Ukrainian Cossacks. They began 
calling the Ukraine their "mother" and "fatherland," and some of the 
hetmans and even colonels of the Zaporozhian Host even used the term 
in their titles.&' 

As the Cossack movement broadened, the term Ukraina was extended 
to all lands embraced by the movement. Ukraina quae est terra Cosac- 
corum or 1'Ukraine ou Pays de Cosaques of the Western authors of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries'is not only the name of the terri- 
tory but designates the relation of the land to the people inhabiting it.52 
This meaning of the term "Ukraine" penetrated the masses. 

The  population of the Ukrainian lands did not experience any gen- 
eral emotional uplift either in the Kiev Rus' or in the Galician-Volhv- 
nian Rus'. The wars with the Polovtsy never had an "all-national" 
character. In  addition, the Polovtsy, like the Poles and Magyars and 
other peoples, were an inseparable part of the princely Rus'; war was 
waged against them one day, and the following day they became allies 
in a military campaign of one Rus' prince against another. 

The  Khmelnytsky Era elicited an emotional upheaval of a kind never 
before experienced by the Ukrainian masses; this elemental force, mis- 
led by demagogues in foreign service after Khmelnytsky's death, was 
more destructive than creative (especially during the Ruina, 1663-74), 
but it aroused an individual and collective feeling which was to leave 
an indelible mark. The  Ukrainian masses idealized Khmelnytsky's 

See Ipyme~canni ,  I m o p L  Yxpoiuu-Pycu (2nd ed.; Kiev and Lviv. 1922), VIII ,  Part I, 
D. 263. 

52 See the numerous maps by de Beauplan, Homann, and others. For a recent account 
in English which surveys this cartographic documentation see Bohdan Krawciw, "Ukraine 
in Western Cartography and Science in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries," The 
Ukrainian Quarterly, XVIII (Spring. 1962). 24-39. 
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struggle against the "Polish lords" and yearned for this "UkraineH-a 
utopian state of ideal Cossack freedom. Hence it is not surprising that 
after the term Malorossiia became discredited (because it had become a 
symbol of the colonial policies of the Russian state after 1709), the son 
of the people, Taras Shevchenko, associated his great talent not with the 
name Malorossiin but with Ukraina and thus resolved the question of 
what his people should be called. 

The process by which the Ukrainian national movement acquired a 
political character can be understood more readily in terms of certain 
aspects of the dialectic. Its emergence occurred in spite of its having 
been consigned (prematurely) to the historical archives and written off 
as a "lost cause." What began as an apolitical and cultural movement 
was transformed into a political phenomenon, although few of its 
earlier nineteenth-century proponents had this as their professed goal. 
The movement developed in a series of stages, each of which often gave 
the appearance of being self-contained and inconsequential but actually 
contained the seeds of further development and provided the basis for 
the following stage. A series of official policies designed to keep the 
Ukrainian masses helpless, voiceless, and submerged gave the appear- 
ance of being very effective in the nineteenth century but in the end 
bred the very forces which these harsh measures were designed to 
eliminate entirely or render impotent. 

If, as Rudnytsky suggests, the Ukrainian peasant masses were barely 
touched politically by the national movement prior to 1905, it is hardly 
surprising in view of their inertia and benighted condition as serfs prior 
to 1861-thanks to Catherine 11. In  the period between the emancipa- 
tion of the serfs and the 1905 Revolution, any political activity under 
the conditions of an autocratic monarchy could only be conspiratorial. 
The peasantry, in spite of its willingness to rebel sporadically, was 
hardly qualified for sustained political activity. Indeed, it is surprising 
that some of them were able to participate in the First and Second 
Dumas and defend Ukrainian rights in spite of Russian efforts to de- 
stroy Ukrainian national identity in the name of an artificial "All- 
Russian" nation." This vain effort embraced a wide range of policies 
and techniques. 

The  attempts to outlaw the use of the Ukrainian language in print 
began as early as 1720, when Peter I forbade publication of all books 
except those dealing with religious matters, and these had to be verified 
with the Rmsian texts.54 T h e  need for more effective measures led to 

S J .  S. Reshetar. Jr., The Ukrainian Revolution 1917-1920 (Princeton, N.J., 1952), pp. 
34-36.40. 

n. nenapcxiii, Huyxa U mrnepomypa npu IIemps Be.wx;o.xa (St. P e t e n b u r ~ ,  1862). 11. 



Interior Minister Peter Valuev's secret circular of July 20, 1863, pro- 
hibiting publication of Ukrainian scholarly and popular books except 
for belles-lettres. The  Ems Decree of Alexander I1 (May 18, 1876) for- 
bade the importation of Ukrainian publications from the Western 
Ukraine, which was under Austrian rule, and permitted only historical 
works and belles-lettres to be published by Ukrainians living under 
Russian rule (on the condition that Russian orthography be used) and 
forbade theatrical productions and publication of Ukrainian folk songs 
and lyrics. Other techniques for denationalizing Ukrainians included 
the development and propagation of a distorted "All-Russian" histori- 
ography centered an  Muscovy and claiming the Kiev Principality as 
the cradle of the Russian state. The official use of the term "Little 
Russian" served to create an invidious effect. The  absence of public 
Ukrainian-language schools retarded the emergence of a national intel- 
ligentsia, although it could not deprive the Ukrainian masses of their 
native tongue in daily life. 

A most damaging technique, though one which failed in the end, 
was that of corrupting the Ukrainian upper classes with titles, rewards, 
estates, and serfs in return for their joining the ranks of the "All- 
Russian" nation. This process resulted in formidable losses for the 
Ukrainians and gains for the Russians. Thus the composers Maxim 
Berezovsky and D. S. Bortniansky were appropriated by Russian music; 
Bortniansky was taken from the Ukraine in 1759 at the age of eight to 
sing in the choir of the royal court. Feofan Prokopovich and Stefan 
Iavorsky, alumni of the Kiev Mohyla-Mazepa Academy, were induced 
by Peter I to come to Russia and aid in implementing his reforms; 
these two Ukrainians, whose names symbolize this phenomenon, made 
their not inconsiderable talents available to the monarch and in return 
received high ecclesiastical office.55 This willingness to serve resulted, 
in part, from the fact that Muscovy in 1685 had succeeded in obtaining 
the approval of the patriarch of Constantinople for its annexation of 
the Kiev metropolitanate. which had been within the Constantinople 
jurisdiction before that time. 

The  Petrine practice of recruiting talented foreign personnel wher- 
ever it could be found was a vital aspect of the creation of an "imperial 
ciilture" embracing various nationalities. For those recruited to serve 
this empire it was easy to identify with a larger integrating unit--one 
which enjoyed success and which, to its instruments, represented a new 
and "higher" development. If certain of the Ukrainian higher clergy 
played a role here, it was because they had been educated abroad and 
were indispensable to Peter I in his efforts to Europennize Muscovy at 
a time when the less educated Russian clergy were resisting reform. The 
Ukrainian higher clergy were also attracted to this service early in the 

See K. Xapra~nosena ,  Manopocciaic~oe enimie na eenuxopyccxyw qepxoefiyw, xu31ra 
(Kazan. 1914). 
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eighteenth century by the prospect of enjoying the support of a very 
firm political authority-something which was lacking in the Ukraine 
at times. 

Rudnytsky's tripartite periodization of the development of the 
Ukrainian national movement (in terms of the ages represented by the 
nobility, populism, and modernism) is useful, but it does not reveal 
fully the range of contradictory forces which shaped the movement. T o  
appreciate the distinctiveness of each and to understand their mutual 
relationship it is necessary to distinguish between at least five stages. 

The first stage might be called the Novhorod-Siversk stage, after the 
region in the northern part of the Left Bank in which the ~storiia Rusov 
was apparently written. The author of this unique work cannot be 
identified with absolute certainty, but it is clear that he was a member 
of the Ukrainian gentry, a man of considerable erudition who wrote 
with wit and sarcasm.sd The  Istoriia Husov, a historico-political tract 
disguised as a chronicle, was written in the late eighteenth or very early 
nineteenth century in a language close to the literary Russian of the 
time but abounding in purely Ukrainian expressions and  proverb^.^; 
The work first circulated in manuscript form among the Left Bank 
gentry and was not published until 1846. I t  traces Ukrainian history 
back to the princely period and stresses the earlier ties with Lithuania 
and Poland but deals primarily with the Ukrainian Cossack State and 
with Khmelnytsky and Mazepa. The  author is very critical of the Mus- 
covites and their mistreatment of the Ukrainians. He has Mazepa, in a 
speech, declare that Muscovy appropriated from the ~ k r a i n i a i s  their 
ancient name of Rus'." In  a speech attributed to Hetman Pavlo Polu- 
botok, Peter I is referred to as a hangman and "Asiatic tyrant."53 
Zstoriia Rusov, in lamenting the fate of the Ukrainians, implied the 
right of each people to self-d&elopment free from foreign domination, 
but it also conveyed a certain feeling of resignation. Zstoriia Rusov was 
far removed from the arid Synopsis of 1674 (earlier attributed to Inno- 
kentius Gizel). Thanks to its colorful style and its emphasis on the 
Cossack State, Zstoriia Rwov  was to have an influence far beyond the 
narrow circle within which it first circulated. 

The second or Kharkov stage, originally centered on the Left Bank 
in the Poltava region, is characterized by the development of modern 
Ukrainian literatire. Representatives of the gentry b r  persons associ- 
ated with them decided to write in Ukrainian rather than in Russian. 

56 For data regarding the controversy over the authorship of Istoriia R u o v  see Andriy 
Yakovliv, "lstorign R~csov and its Author." and Olexander Ohloblyn, "Where Was Istoriyn 
Rusov Written? in Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the U.S., 
111, No. 2 (1953). 620-95. Also see Elie Borschak. La ligende historique de I'Ukrainc: 
Istorila Rusov (Paris. 1949). For a general work on the Novhorod-Siversk stage see 
Oaexcanfiep OrroBaan, Jwdu caapoi  Y ~ p a i x w  (Munich, 1959) . 

51  % i x e ~ c b ~ n i l ,  IcitiopiR ~ ~ p a i ~ c a ~ o i :  nimepamypu, pp. 304-5. 
S8 IcmopiR Pycie, ed. 0. Ohloblyn and trans. 1'. Davyder~ko (New York, 1956), p. 275. 
50 Ibid., pp. 308-9. 



These included Peter Hulak-Artemovsky, Hryhoryi Kvitka-Osnovia- 
nenko, and, above all, Ivan Kotliarevsky. Thus  Kotliarevsky, like the 
other Ukrainian authors of the late eighteenth century, wrote as the 
representative of an  "incomplete" literature wishing to complement the 
new complete Imperial Russian literature. His travesty on the Aeneid 
became an  epopee of Ukrainian Cossackdom and breached the confines 
of the "incomplete" literature; this made him, in retrospect, the father 
of an  independent modern Ukrainian literature. While these belle- 
lettrists were apolitical and did not challenge Russian rule, the fact that 
they wrote in Ukrainian-whatever their motives-was of great conre- 
quence. In  the end it overcame the pessimism expressed by  Alexander 
Pavlovsky, the compiler of the first Ukrainian grammar in 1818, who 
regarded Ukrainian as a "disappearing idiom."60 

T h e  1840's witnesred the emergence of the third or Kiev (Right 
Rank) stage, which saw the Ukrainian movement begin to assume a 
political form and acquire its most eloquent literary spokesman. T h e  
impetus provided by the originally apolitical Left Bank gentry and by 
Zstoriia Rusov led to the formation, early in 1846, of the secret Saints 
Cyril and Methodius Society (Bra t~ tvo) .~ '  Rudnytsky's discussion of 
this first consequential Ukrainian political group, which had no more 
than a hundred members, correctly stresses its pdlitica~ nature. Several 
distinctive but neglected aspects of its program merit attention. T h e  
Society was Christian in its outlook as reflected in its program, Kosto- 
nmrov's Books of G e ~ ~ e s i s  of the Ukrainia~l People. In addition to the 
basic freedoms and republican governinent, it advocated the al~solute 
equality and fraternal union of all Slavic peoples, but it also glorified 
the Ukrainian past, especially the Cossack State, and was critical of 
hluscovy and its tsars.62 T h e  emphasis on Slavic unity based on genuine 

60 W. I'pymencxiii, Orepxa uclnopiu yxpauncxazo napoda (St. Petersburg, 1906), p. 411. 
6 1  An early secret political group among the Left Bank gentry in the Poltava region at 

the time of the Decembrist movement was the Lukashevych Circle. whose memhers were 
said to have advocated an independent Ukraine. See IO~iaa O x p a ~ o n a n .  Po3eu1trox 
yxpainccxoi xayionmsno-no~imuvnoi  &.uicu: Bid novamxy XIX cmo.~imm.n do M u r a f ~ a  
Aparoranoea (2nd ed.; Lviv, 1922). pp. 7-8, and A. Aopomenxo, Hapuc icmopii' Yxpainu 
(Warsaw. 1933). 11,289. 

6ZThus in verse 84, in discussing Khmelnytsky's Pereiaslav Treaty with Tsar Alexei 
Mikhailovich: "Ukraine soon perceived that she had fallen into captivity becausc in her 
simplicity she did not realize what the Muscovite tsar signifies, and the Muscovite tsar 
meant the same as an idol and persecutor." Regarding Peter I and Catherine I1 the Books 
of Cenesis had this to say: "the last tsar of Muscovy and the first [St.] Petersburg emperor 
[Peter I] destroyed hundreds of thousands [of Ukrainian Cossacks] in ditches and built for 
himself a capital on their bones." "And the German tsarina Catherine [II], a universal 
debauchee, atheist, husband slayer, ended the [Zaporozhian] Cossack Host and freedom 
because having selected those who were the starshiny [elected elders] in Ukraine, she 
allotted them nobility and lands and she gave them the free brethren in yoke, she made 
some masters and others slaves." Msxora K o c ~ o ~ a p o n ,  Knutu 6umiR ywprtincbxolo nnpo& 
(Augsburg. 1947). pp. 20-21, 22. For an English translation see Kostoviarov's "Books of 
Genesis of the Ukrainian People" with a commentary by B. Yanivs'kyi [Volodsmyr hlija- 
kovs'kyjl (New York: Research Program on the U.S.S.R. hlimeographed Series. No. GO, 
1954). 
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national equality should not obscure the Society's insistence (in verse 
104-or 109 in the later enumeration) that "Ukraine will be an inde- 
pendent Republic (Rich Pospolita)." Quite clearly, the failure to 
achieve complete national equality would imply a solution outside a 
Slavic union. The  arrangement advocated was not federalist in fact 
(though called that), because it did not provide for a Slavic central gov- 
ernment but was more in the nature of a loose confederation. However, 
Kostomarov's Books of Genesis depicted the Ukrainians as willing to 
forgive Muscovy and Poland their depredations. Indeed, the Cyril and 
Methodians preached a benign kind of Ukrainian messianism with 
which the Books of Genesis concluded: "Then all peoples, pointing to 
the place on the map where the Ukraine will be delineated, will say: 
Behold the stone which the builders rejected has become the corner- 
stone."a8 Thus the Ukrainians were to play a leading role in the pro- 
jected Slavic union, since they were the least corrupted and most demo- 
cratic Slavic people as a result of not having their own gentry (apart 
from those who were Russified or Polonized) and of having suffered 
national oppression and foreign rule. 

The suppression of the Cyril and Methodius Society in March, 1847, 
and the arrest of its members constituted an important turning point. 
Some, like Kostomarov, were frightened into conformity. T h e  impact 
which this experience had on Taras Shevchenko was profound, and, as 
Rudnytsky points out, the poet's role as national prophet had conse- 
quences which were to be felt long after his death in 1861. In  the mid- 
nineteenth century the Ukrainian movement was at a crucial juncture. 
Shevchenko's decision to write in the Ukrainian language and to com- 
bat tsarist Russian rule rather than accommodate himself to it meant 
that Ukrainian was to develop fully as a literary language and that the 
banner of national liberation was to have a worthy bearer. 

Cultural Russification had by now become a very real threat. This 
had not been the case in the eighteenth century, because culturally the 
Russians had little to offer the Ukrainians at that time. T h e  works of 
Kotliarevsky and Lomonosov could compete as exponents, respectively, 
of the Ukrainian and Russian languages, and Lomonosov even studied 
in Kiev. However, with the appearance of Pushkin and the full and 
rapid development of the Russian literary language the balance shifted 
in the nineteenth century to the detriment of Ukrainian. This is well 
illustrated in the case bf Nikolai Gogol, who wrote in Russian as the 
leading representative of the "Ukrainian School" of Russian literature; 
however, his father, Vasyl Hoho1'-Ianovsky (1780-1825), wrote in 
Ukrainian. Shevchenko's decision to devote his great talent to the 
preservation and enrichment of the Ukrainian language made possible 
the course of events which followed. 

If there may be some uncertainty regarding where a dialect ends and 
KOCTOYBPOB, OP. P. 24. 



an independent language commences, it is an indisputable fact that an 
independent literary language is not so much a linguistic as a cultural 
phenomenon. A prerequisite for an independent literary language is 
the creativity of a poet of genius who shapes the raw linguistic material 
into an instrument capable of conveying the most sensitive feelings and 
abstract ideas. This poet of genius who assured the existence of an 
independent Ukrainian literary language was-in the spirit of dialecti- 
cal development-not a member of the gentry with a university educa- 
tion but the self-taught, redeemed serf, Taras Shevchenko. However, 
Shevchenko's role was not confined to literature. Relying upon the 
heritage of the three preceding stages (as exemplified in Zstoriia Rwov,  
Kotliarevsky, and the Cyril and Methodius Society) and also upon the 
popular tradition and interpretation of the Ukrainian Cossack revolu- 
tion, Shevchenko created in fully developed poetic form not only the 
vision of an independent Ukraine (separate from Catholic Poland and 
Orthodox Russia) but also the idea of an armed struggle for its attain- 
ment.g4 

If prophets are not theologians, poets of genius are not political 
ideologists. Shevchenko's visions, which transcended the limited hori- 
zons of his contemporaries, could influence Ukrainian political thought 
only with the passage of time and the advent of appropriate conditions. 
The second half of the nineteenth century saw the Ukrainian move- 
ment limited to an apparently apolitical cultural Ukrainophilism. The 
Hromada (community) movement grew, emphasizing education in the 
Ukrainian language and love of the Ukrainian past and of the peas- 
antry. The  first such Hromada, formed among Ukrainians in St. Peters- 
burg, published the journal Osnova in 1861-62 with the financial sup- 
port of the Ukrainian gentry. The  Hromada movement quickly spread 
to the Ukrainian cities and led to the fourth or Geneva stage, in which 
the Ukrainian movement acquired a clearly political character. This 
occurred as a result of the removal by Alexander I1 of Mykhailo Draho- 
manov from his professorship at the University of Kiev. Drahomanov 
went to Switzerland in 1876 and with the financial support of the Kiev 
Community began to publish Hromada, the first Ukrainian political 
journal, as well as brochures designed to develop Ukrainian political 
thought and to inform Europeans of Ukrainian problems and of the 
plight of his countrymen under Russian rule." He was the first to 
appreciate the true content and the political essence of Shevchenko's 
works and took the first steps to realize in political practice Shev- 
chenko's poetic visions. Drahomanov's contribution was to insist that 

64 Shevchenko's attitude towards Russian rule and the misbeliavior of Russians in the 
Ukraine is especially evident in the poems aKanraa,~ aBennraii a b o x , ~  tKarepaaa.~ 
c-Mpxaseqb,~ aCy60l'iB,D ~POBPBTB morma,, and t c o a ~  (1844). It is also significant that 
Shevchenko consistently referred to the Russians as "Moskali." 

6s On the Ukrainian publishing house in Geneva see 6sres  Eanaacsraf, tYxpa'iscbra 
Appsapm B X e n e s i , ~  Rayrroeuli s6ipxux, I1 (New York, 1953). 58-104. 
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the Ukrainian movement could not remain apolitical and purely 
cultural, that all political movements in the Ukraine had to have a 
Ukrainian national character, and that the Ukrainian nation had a right 
to complete e q ~ a l i t y . ~ ~  

Drahomanov's work bore fruit in the form of the fifth or Galicinn 
stage, in which, as a result of his influence, the first Ukrainian political 
party was formed in 1890. The Galician Radical Party took an impor- 
tant step forward and laid the groundwork for the demand for inde- 
pendent statehood, although Drahomanov personally favored a genuine 
East European federalism based on national equality. In 1895 this 
demand was expressed by Iulian Bachynsky in his Ukrtiina irrerlent(1, 
whose Marxist conclusions and naivete Rudnytsky criticizes without 
recognizing the significance of his having advocated Ukrainian political 
independence as a T h e  circle is closed with the advent of 
Ukrainian political groupings within the Russian Empire, beginning 
in 1900 with the founding of the Revolutionary Ukrainian Party (RUP) 
by a group of students in Kharkov. Significantly, the founder of this 
political party, Dmytro Antonovych, was the son of the typical apoliti- 
cal Ukrainophile, Volodymyr Antonovych (see note 14). Although 
RUP was to split over the issue of whether it should be socialist, its 
beginnings reflect the close contacts which had developed between the 
two parts of the Ukraine under Russian and Austrian rule. These had 
begun several decades earlier, as, for example, when Elisabeth Mi le  
radovych of the East Ukrainian gentry financed the purchase of a 
printing press for the scholarly publications of the Shevchenko Scien- 
tific Society. which had been founded in Lviv in 1873. As a result of 
Hrushevsky's endeavors, the Shevchenko Society soon acquired the 
status of a national academy of sciences.88 The  development of Ukraine- 
hood now reached a new stage at which Shevchenko's poetic vision 
began to approach realization. 

The fact that the Ukrainian movement developed in spite-and in 
part because-of the existence of the Austro-Russian political frontier 
which divided the Ukrainian territories reflects an important aspect of 
this broad topic which Rudnytsky has avoided. Thus he has chosen to 
define the Ukraine's role in modern history in terms of the origins of 
its struggle for self-determination and the background of its efforts to 
extricate itself from the toils of Russia's empire. However, he has 
eschewed consideration of the implications which any significant change 

8eSee Mykhailo Drahomanov: A Sytnposium and Selected W r i t i n g ,  Vol. 11, No. 1 (1952). 
of The  Annals o f  the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciettcrs in the U S .  Also see 
Oxpa~osaq ,  op.  cit., pp. 89 and 1 1  1. 

67 IO~ifln ~ ~ P E I I C L I ~ E ~ ,  Ytcpailia Irredenta (Lviv. 1895). pp. 74. 131-32. Also see Yaroslav 
Bilinsky, "Drahomanov, Franko and Relations between thc Dnieper Ukraiiic and Galitia." 
Annals o f  the Ukrainian Academy o f  Arts and Sciences in the US. ,  V11 (1959), li42-66. 

88 See the discussion in Dmytro Doroshenko, "A Survey o f  Ukrainian His~oriog~-aphy," 
in Annals o f  the Ukrainian Academy of  Arts and Sciences in the U S . ,  V-V1 (1957), 261-75. 



in the status of the Ukrainians has for an understanding of the inter- 
national relations of East Central E ~ r o p e . ~ ~  

Rudnytsky has also exercised the historian's prerogative of confining 
his treatment to the events preceding 1917. This has enabled him to 
offer some important guideposts to an understanding of the origlns and 
nature of Ukrainian claims, but has obscured somewhat the interpiay of 
conflicting forces which has been at the heart of Ukrainian develop- 
ment. I t  is in the understanding of this contradictory process that the 
dialectic can be of use. 

In addition to being characterized by struggle and the conflict of 
opposites, the Ukrainian movement has time and again led to the 
emergence of forces quite the opposite of those intended either by the 
movement's supporters or detractors. Thus the literati who wrote in 
Ukrainian early in the nineteenth century were loyal subjects of the 
tsar hut unknowingly made possible the later political manifestations 
of nationalism. I t  was among the largely Russified Left Bank gentry 
that the movement had its modem origins; yet a class which gave every 
appearance of having been bought off by the Russian regime actually 
served an opposite purpose. Another example is provided by the 
Orthodox theological seminaries, which, though designed to serve as 
instruments of Russification, produced some of the leading exponents 
of Ukrainian nationalism as well as the clergy who affirmed the auto- 
cephaly of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church in 1921. The  Union of 
Brest (1596), unlike preceding efforts to this end, was brought about by 
Polish pressure on the Ukrainians, but the Ukrainian Catholic Church 
which resulted from it became an important means for preserving the 
nation and resisting Polish (and Russian) encroachments. 

Nor has the post-1917 period been exempt from this dialectical 
process. The  anti-Communist Ukrainian People's Republic (UNR), 
led by Symon Petliura, was supposedly defeated, though it won a victory 
in compelling the Russians to abandon the practice of calling Ukrain- 
ians by the pejorative term "Little Russians" and to concede, at least in 
theory, that the Ukrainian SSR was "sovereign." The Ukrainian SSR, 
the UNR's most bitter antagonist, soon found itself compelled to 
defend Ukrainian rights. Khristian Rakovsky, who helped destroy 
Ukrainian sovereignty in 1919-20, became its advocate in 1922-23. 
Mykola Skrypnyk, Mykola Khvylovy, and other enemies of the UNR 
found it impossible to be loyal executors of policies made in Moscow. 

There are numerous paradoxes and contradictions, not the least of 
which is that in spite of frequent Russian collective expressions of 
antipathy to manifestations of Ukrainian self-reliance, there have been 
individual Russians who have devoted themselves to the Ukrainian 
cause. Thus the historian Mme Efimenko was of Russian descent but 

69 See, for example, Leon Wasilewski. Kwestja - V k r a i k k a  jako zagadnienie miqdzynaro- 
dowe (Warsaw, 1934). 
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identified herself with Ukrainians. Kostomarov was partly of Russian 
descent. The Russian philologists Shakhmatov and Korsh, along with 
others, were instrumental in obtaining recognition for Ukrainian as a 
Slavic language distinct from Russian. Herzen and Bakunin expressed 
sympathy for the Ukrainians. Brullev was responsible for obtaining 
Shevchenko's redemption from serfdom, and the governor-general 
Nikolai Repnin encouraged the poet in his career and treated him as 
an  equal. 

A dialecti~al approach also recognizes the need to avoid being misled 
by appearances. Thus an ethnography and a "Southwestern Geo- 
graphical Society," which on the surface appeared to be harmless and 
apolitical, led to a greater appreciation of Ukrainian distinctiveness. 
Galicia remained under Polish rule for centuries but became at one 
time the indispensable center of Ukrainian nationalism. T h e  Russian 
monarchy appeared to have reduced the Ukraine to the status of a 
province, but subsequent events were to confirm the prognosis offered 
in Kostomarov's Books of Genesis: "And the Ukraine was destroyed 
[by Catherine 111. But it only appears to be so."70 If the larger 
Ukrainian cities have contained substantial numbers of Russians in 
spite of Stalin's promise of March 10, 192 1, that they would "inevitably 
be Ukrainized."" one cannot judge Ukrainian developments exclu- 
sively in terms of superficial aspects of urban life. 

The  struggle for and against Ukrainian national identity, in addition 
to being fierce, is taking place on many levels and is assuming varied 
forms, although it is often not recorded directly. Yet it is no less mean- 
ingful for that fact. I t  would be nai've to underestimate the modern 
counterpart of the "splendid Juggernaut" and its willingness to employ 
any arid all means to stunt Ukrainian cultural development and render 
the nation "incomplete." Yet 37,000,000 Ukrainians chose to declare 
their nationality in the 1959 Soviet census, and who can say with cer- 
tainty that the Ukrainian cause may not receive new form and meaning 
Erom quarters from which such aid would appear least likely to come? 
May not Ukrainian membership in the United Nations and in other 
international bodies also, in the long run, have objective results differ- 
ent from those intended by Stalin in 1945? T h e  role of the Ukraine is 
fraught with imponderables and even risks-as it has been in the past- 
but it is also the embodiment of promise. Such a nation as the Ukraine 
has had to be both refractory and resilient in order to survive, and in 
surviving it makes possible the ultimate fulfillment of its hopes. 

T o  Koc~oxapo~,  op. d., p. 24. 
H. B. C~luan,  Cwvnenurr (Moscow, 1952). V, 49. 





The Ukrainian Research Institute of Harvard University 

announces the publication of 

The Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature 

The Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature is one portion of the Harvard 
Project in Commemoration of the Millennium of Christianity in Rusl-Ukraine sponsored by 
the Ukrainian Research Institute of Harvard University. The Library encompasses literary 
activity in Rus'-Ukraine from its beginning in the mid-eleventh century through the end of the 
cigh~ccnth century. Included are ecclesiastical and secular works written in a variety of 
languages, such as Church Slavonic, Old Rus', Ruthenian (Middle Ukrainian), Polish, and 
Latin. This linguisic diversity reflects the cultural pluralism of Ukrainian intellectual life in 
the medieval and early-modem periods. The Texts series publishes the original works, in 
facsimile whenever appropriate. Two other series-English Translations and Ukrainian 
Translations-contain translations of the original works. Each volume begins with an 
inuoductory essay by a specialist. The two translation series also include indices, as well as a 
concordance table to the companion volume in the texts series. A cumulative index to the 
enlire Library is planned. 

W o r k s  recently published-Texts Series 

Volume I: The Collected Works of Meletij Smotryc'kyj 
Volume 11: The Jevanhelije uLCytelnoje of Meletij Smotryc'kyj 
Volume 111: Lev Krevza's Obrona iednosci cerkiewney and Zaxarija Kopystens'kyj's Palinodija 
Volume IV: Seventeenth-Century Writings on the Kievan Caves Monastery 

Forthcoming-Texts  Series 

Volume V: The Diariusz Podrohy of Pylyp Orlyk (1720-1726) 
Volume VI: The Diariusz Podrohy of Pylyp Orlyk (1727-173 1) 
Volume VII: The Diariusz Podrohy of Pylyp Orlyk (1732-1733, and additional texts) 
Volume VIII: The VelyEko Chronicle 
Volume IX: The Xlebnikov Chronicle 

Forthcoming-English Translations Series 

Volume I: The Paterik of the Kievan Caves Monastery, translated by Muriel Heppell 
Volume 11: The Hagiography of Medieval Rus', translated by Paul Hollingsworth 

For more information write: 
Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature 

Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute 
1583 Massachussetts Avenue 

Cambridge, MA 02138 




