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A History of Ukraine

Although the new state of Ukraine came inlo being only in 1991 as one of many
states formed in the wake of the Revolution of 1989, it was hardly a new country. Yet
what the world generally knows of Ukraine is often associated with relatively recent
tragedies — Chornobyl’ in 1986, Babi Yar in 1041, the Great Famine of 1933, and the
pogroms of 1910, But there is more to Ukrainian history than tragedy in the mod-
ern era and, indeed, more to Ukraine than Ukrainians.

Untl now, maost historics of Ukraine have been histories of the Ukrainian
people. While this book too traces in detail the cvolution of the Ukrainians, Paul
Robert Magocsi attempts to give judicious treatment also to the other peoples and
cultures that developed within the borders of Ukraine, including the Crimean
Tatars, Poles, Russians, Germans, Jews, Mennonites, Grecks, and Romanians, all of
whom form an essential part of Ukrainian history.

A History of Ukraine has been designed as a textbook for use by teachers and stu-
dents in areds such as history, political science, religious history, geography, and
Slavic and East European Studies. Presented in ten sections of roughly five chap-
ters each, it proceeds chronologically from the first millennium before the com-
mon era to the declaration of Ukrainian independence in 1991, Each section pro-
vides a balanced discussion of political, economic, and culiural developments;
each chapter ends with a summary of the significant issues discussed. The whole is
complemented by forty-two maps, nineteen tables, and sixty-six ‘text inserts’ that
feature excerpts from important documents and contemporary descriptions, and
vivid explanations of specific events, concepts, and historiographic problems. Stu-
dents will also benefit trom the extensive essay on further reading that provides
bibliographic direction for cach of the sections in the book.

PAUL ROBERT MAGOGCSI, a fellow of the Royal Socicty of Canada, is a professor of
history and political science at the University of Toronto and director of the
Multicultural Iistory Socicty of Ontario. He is the author of several books, includ-
ing the Historical Alfas of East Central Evwrope, Ukraine: A Historical Atlas, and Galicia: A
Historical Survey and RBibliographic Guide.
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Preface

In 1991, a new state came into being — Ukraine. It was one of many new states
formed in the wake of the Revolution of 1980, perhaps the most influential eventin
Europe’s political evolution since the French Revolution two centuries before,
Ukraine may have achieved independence only in 1991, but it was hardly a new
country. For thousands ol years, prehistoric and historical civilizations had flour-
ished on Ukrainian territory. Even the idea and realization of Ukrainian statehood
was nothing new: it had existed, albeit briefly, during the second decade of the
twentieth century.

Despite these realities, the world has generally known litidle of Ukraine. And
what it has learned and remembered seems to be associated only with tragedy,
whether the nuclear disuster at Chormobyl” in 1686, the Nazi massacre of civilians
at Babi Yar in 1941, the death of millions of Ukrainian pcasants in the Great
Famine of 1683, or the pogroms against Jews in 1919. Yel there is certainly more to
Ukraine than tragedy, and there is as well more to Ukraine than Ukrainians.

Ukraine is, after all, a land ol many peoples and many cultures. Tt is the place
where much of the treasure of Scythian gold was created during the halt millen-
nium before the common era; where Borodin’s imagined Polovtsian dances were
performed before the twelfth-century Kievan Rus' prince Thor; where Gogol’s
Cossack, Taras Bul’ba, and the darling of the Romantic cra, lvan Mazepa, carried
out their exploits; where Florence Nightingale did her early nursing work and
Lord Tennyson found the subject for one of his most famous pocms; where the
Nobel Prize laureate and Polish novelist IHenryk Sienkiewicz set his trilogy about
the decline of Poland in the second half of the seventeenth century; where life in
the Galician countryside provided Leopold von Sacher-Masoch with lurid tales
that became the source for the concept of masochism; where the Jewish Hasidic
mavement was born; and where the writer Shalom Aleichem recreated late nine-
teenth-century life in a Jewish saterl, in a work that North Americans later came o
know as Fiddler on the Roof. The contexts for these and many other storics are what
is to be found on the pages of this book.

Until now, most histories of Ukraine have been histories of the Ukrainian peo-
ple. While this book also traces the evolution of Ukrainians, it tries as well to give
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judicious treatment to the many other peoples who developed within the borders
of Ukraine, including the Greeks, the Crimean Tatars, the Poles, the Russians, the
Jews, the Germans, and the Romanians. Only through an understanding of all
their cultures can one hope to gain an adequate introduction to Ukrainian history.
In other words, this book is not simply a history of Ukrainians, but a survey of a
wide variety of developments that have taken place during the past two and a half
millennia on the territory encompassed by the boundaries of the contemporary
state of Ukraine.

This book began as long ago as 1980-1931, in the form of a lecture course, at the
University of Toronto, on Ukraine from earliest times to the present. The work has
retained the structure of a textbook that can be used in a university survey course,
whether a full-year course or two half-year courses. There are ten sections of
roughly five chapters each, for a total of fifty chapters. The arrangement is essen-
tially chronological, from the first millennium before the common era to the dec-
laration of Ukrainian independence and its confirmation by national referendum
during the second half of 1901. Within each of the ten sections, there has been an
attempt to provide an equally balanced discussion of political, economic, and cul-
tural developments. Dispersed throughout the narrative are sixtysix textual inserts
that contain the texts of important documents, contemporary descriptions, or
explanations of specific events, concepts, and historiographic problems. Unless
otherwise indicated, the texts of documents and other cited material have been
translated by the author. Interspersed as well are nineteen statistical tables and
forty-two maps depicting the historical evolution of all or part of Ukraine.

In works about multicultural countries like Ukraine, it is impossible to avoid the
problem of which linguistic form to use for personal names and place-names. For
personal names, spellings are in the language of the nationality with which the
person generally identified. In the case of individuals in the medieval period who
were of East Slavic background, the modern Ukrainian spelling of their names is
used. Transliterations from languages using the Cyrillic alphabet follow the
Library of Congress system; names of Jewish figures follow the spellings used in the
Eneyclopedia Judaice. For towns, cities, provinces, and regions, the language used is
determined by present-day international boundaries — thus, the Ukrainian form
for L'viv, in Ukraine, the Belarusan form for Polatsk, in Belarus; and the Polish
form for Przemy$l, in Poland. In general, historic names are used on maps cover-
ing earlier periods: for example, Akkerman (today Bilhorod), Theodosia/Caffa/
Kefe (today Feodosiia), luzivka/Stalino (today Donets'k}), and Katerynoslav (today
Dnipropetrovs'k). A few Ukrainian geographic names and place-names are ren-
dered in their commonly accepted English forms, such as Bukovina, Dnieper,
Galicia, Podolia, Pripet, Volhynia, and Zaporozhia (for the historic region, but
Zaporizhzhia for the modern city). Since the writing of this book, the government
of Ukraine has adopted the form Kyiv as its official transliteration for the country’s
capital city. The more traditional English form, Kiev, is used here.

No individual could hope to be fully informed about the entire range of Ukrain-
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ian history, which is vast in chronological and thematic scope. I am, therefore,
deeply indebted to many colleagues who at different times during the past decadc
have read all or parts of the various dratts of this work: Henry Abramson (Univer-
sity of Toronta), Karel C. Berkhoff (University of Toronte), Bohdan Budurowyez
{University of Toronto), John-Paul Himka (University of Alberta), Stella Hryniuk
( University of Manitoba), laroslav Isaievech (Shevehenko Scientific Socicty, L'viv),
Ivan 8. Koropecky] (Temple University), Lubomir Luaciuk (Royal Military College
of Ontario), James Mace (University of lllinois), Alexander Motyl {(Columbia Uni-
versity), and Stephen Velychenko (University of Toronto).

I am also grateful 1o the many persons who contributed to preparing the manu-
script for publication, including, at the first stage, the typists Maureen Harris,
Nadia Diakun, Florence Pasquier, and Cindy Magocsi; and, at the latter stage,
Darlene Zeleney of the University of Toronto Press and, in particular, Tessie Grit-
tin, who did an outstanding editorial job. Special appreciation as well to Karcl
Berkhoft tor his accuracy in preparing the index, and to Byron Moldofsky and his
staff at the Cartographic Office of the University of Toronto for their clegant draft-
ing of the maps. While the counscl and constructive criticism of all chese persons
have helped greatly to improve the text, I alone am responsible for the interpreta-
tions and for whatever factual errors may rermain.

Paul Robert Magocst
Toronto, Ontario
December 1995



This page intentionally left blank



Contents

PREFACE
LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF MAPS

Part One: Introduction and Pre-Kievan Times

1 Ukraine’s Geographic and Ethnolinguistic Setting
Territory and geography
Climate
Natural resources
Administrative and ¢thnolinguistic divisions
Population
Nomenclature

2 Historical Perceptions

The Russian historical viewpoint

What is eastern Europe?

The Polish historical viewpoint

The Ukrainian historical viewpoint
Kostomarov on Ukrainians, Russians, and Poles
The Soviet historical viewpoint

3 The Steppe Hinterland and the Black Sea Cities

The steppe hinterland

Nomadic ctvilizations on Ukrainian territory

The nomads of the steppe hinterland

The Greeks of the coastal region

The Pax Scythica, the Sarmatians, and the Pax Romana
Seythian customs

The Byzantines and the Khazars

vii
XX111

XXV

12

25



xii

Contents

4 The Slavs and the Khazars

The origins of the Slavs

The original homeland of the Slavs

The migrations of the Slavs

The Antes

Archaeology in Ukraine

The Pax Chazarica

The Slavic tribes in the shadow of the Khazars

Part Two; The Kievan Period

5 The Rise of Kievan Rus’

The origin of Rus’

The great debate: The origin of Rus'
Europe in the ninth century

The Varangians in the east

The era of growth and expansion

Political Consolidation and Disintegration

Volodymyr the Great

The meaning of Rus'

Christianity and the baptism of Rus’

Christianity in Ukraine

Iaroslav the Wise

The Kievan system of political succession

The conference of Liubech and Volodymyr Monomakh
The era of disintegration

Socioeconomic and Cultural Developments

Demography and social structure
The ruling social strata

The social structure of Kievan Rus'

The subordinate social strata

Other social strata

The legal system

The economic order

The voyage from Kiev to Constantinople
Byzantine cultural influences

The Byzantine Empire and its attitude toward Kievan Rus
Kievan Rus’ architecture

Kievan Rus’ language and literature
What was the language of Kievan Rus' ?
The ‘Lay of Ihor's Campaign’

36

51

65

83



Conlents  xiil

8 The Mongols and the Transformation of Rus’ Political Life 105

The rise of the Mongols

The Mongol invasion of Kievan Rus’

The Golden Horde

The Pax Mongolica and Italian merchants

g Galicia-Volhynia 114
Galicia and Volhynia before their unification
The unification of Galicia and Volhynia
The metropolitanate of Rus’
The demise of Galicia-Volhynia

Part Three: The Lithuanian-Polish Period

10 Lithuania and the Union with Poland 127

The consolidation of the Lithuanian state
The Polish-Lithuanian connection
Muscovy and the Polish-Lithuanian union

11 Socioeconomic Developments 138
Lithuania's social structure
Lithuania’s administrative structure
Poland’s social and administrative structure
Peasants, nobles, and Jews
The manorial estate
The coming of Jews to Ukraine
The realignment of international trade patterns
Poland’s economic and cultural revival

12 The Orthodox Cultural Revival 151
The Metropolitanate of Kiev
The Metropolitanate of Kigv and All Rus'
The monastic movement
The role of townspeople and magnates
L'viv’s Stauropegial Bratherhood

13 Reformation, Counter Reformation, and the Union of Brest 160
The Protestant Reformation
The Counter Reformation and Orthodox Ukraine
The Union of Brest.
The views of Prince Kostiantyn Ostros'kyi
The Union of Brest



xiv Contents

14 The Tatars and the Cossacks

The Cossacks and the steppe

The name ‘Ukraine’

The Crimean Khanate

Crimean socioeconomic life

Duma about the Lament of the Capiives
The rise of the Cossacks

The Cossacks of Zaporozhia

The Cossacks in Polish society

Social estates in sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century Ukraine
A male-dominated society?

The international role of the Cossacks
The Cossacks and Orthodoxy
Orthodox versus Unzale

The calm before the storm

Part Four: The Cossack State, 1648-1711

15 Khmel'nyts'kyi and the Revolution of 1648

Khmel'nyts'kyi’s early career

The revolution of 1648

Khmel nyts' kyi and the fews
Khmel'nyts'kyi as a national leader

16 Muscovy and the Agreement of Pereiaslav

The rise of Muscovy

Muscovy, Poland, and Ukraine
Khmel nyts"kvt and Pereiaslav
The agreement of Pereiastav

17 The Period of Ruin

Changing international alliances

The Cossack turn toward Poland

The (ion of Hadiach

Anarchy, ruin, and the division of Ukraine

18 The Structure of the Cossack State

Registered and unregistered Cossacks
Internal administration

What to call the Cossack state?

The Cossack state administration
International status

170

195

207

217



Contents

19 Mazepa and the Great Northern War

The image of Mazepa

The rise of Mazepa

Mazepa as hetman: The early phase
Mazepa during the Great Northern War
Mazepa’s defection

Mazepa and Ukraine after Poltava

20 Sociceconomic and Cultural Developments in the Cossack State

Social structure

Social estates in the Cossack state

Economic developments

Church and state

Cultural developments

The transformation of Ukraine after 1648

Part Five: The Hetmanate and the Right Bank in the
Eighteenth Century

21 Ukrainian Autonomy in the Russian Empire

Muscovy becomes the Russian Empire

Sloboda Ukraine

Zaporozhia

The Hetmanate

Centralization and the end of Ukrainian autonomy

22 Socioeconomic Developments in the Hetmanate

The changing social structure
Economic developments
International trade and commerce

23 Religious and Cultural Developments
The integration of the Orthodox church
Education
Architecture and painting
Literature and history writing

24 The Right Bank and Western Ukraine

The return of Polish rule in the Right Bank
Social protest and the haidamak revolts
Uman' as a symbol for Ukrainians, Poles, and fews
The Partitions of Poland

XV

238

249

263

277

283

290



xvi

Contents

Part Six: Ukraine in the Russian Empire

25 Administrative and Political Developments in Dnieper Ukraine

26

27

28

29

Territorial divisions

Administrative struciure

Administrative structure in Duigper Ukraine before the 18605
Administrative structure in Duieper Ukraine after the 18605
The evolution of the Russian Empire, 1814-1914

Socioeconomic Developments in Dnieper Ukraine

Social estates before the 1860s
Sorial estates in Dnieper Ukraine
The reforms of the 1860s
Fconomic develepments

The Peoples of Dnieper Ukraine

The Russians

The Poles

What Ukraine means for Poland
The Jews

Memortes of the shietl’

Pogroms

The Germans and Mennonites
The Crimean Tatars

The Romanians

Other peoples

The Ukrainian National Renaissance in Dnieper Ukraine
before the 1860s

The idea of nationalism

What is o nationality?

The phenomenon of multiple loyaltices
The early histories of Ukraine

The belief in mutually exclusive identitics

The Ukrainian National Movement in Dnieper Ukraine
after the Era of Reforms

The Right Bank and the *khlopomany’ movement

Ukrainianism in 8t Petersburg and the renewal of the organizational
stage

Russian reaction to the Ukraintan movement

The Valuev decree

Schools in Dnieper Ukraine

The Ems Ukase

305

316

331

361

365



Conten{s

The church in Dnieper Ukraine
The return to the heritage-gathering stage
The heginnings of the political stage

Part Seven: Ukraine in the Austrian Empire

30 The Administrative and Social Structure of Ukrainian Lands

31

32

33

34

in the Austrian Empire before 1848

Austria acquires Ukrainian lands

The structure of the Austrian Empire

The demographic and administrative status of Galicia and Bukovina
The economic status of Galicia before 1848

Other peoples in eastern Galicia

The Ukrainian National Awakening in the Austrian Empire
before 1848

The Austrian government and the Ukrainian national awakening
The heritage-gathering stage in Galicia
Bukovina and Transcarpathia before 1548

The Revolution of 1848

The revolution in Austria

The revolution in Galicia and the Ukrainians

The Supreme Ruthenian Council

The Galician-Ukrainian national movement: The organizational stage
The revolution of 1848 in Bukovina and Transcarpathia

The Administrative and Socioeconomic Structure of Ukrainian
Lands in the Austrian Empire, 18491914

Administrative structure

International developments and Austria’s internal politics

Austria’s parliamentary structure

Social structure and economic developments

The problem of statistics

The Ukrainian dinspora

Other peoples in castern Galicia and Bukovina

Ukraine’s other diasporas

The Ukrainian National Movement in Austria-Hungary,
1849-1914

In search of a national identity

Old Ruthenians, Russophiles, and Ukrainophiles

Language as the symbol of identity

The national movement in Galicia: The organizational stage

xvil

385

397

417

436



xviii  Contents

The national movement in Galicia: The political stage
Independence for Ukraine

At the bottom. of the pecking order

The national movement in Bukovina

The national movement in Transcarpathia

Part Eight: World War I and the Struggle for Independence

35 World War I and Western Ukraine 461

The outbreak of World War I
The Russians in Galicia and Bukovina
Ukrainian political activity in Vienna

36 Revolutions in the Russian Empire 468

Russia’s first revolution of 19317

Revolution in Dnieper Ukraine

The Central Rada

Furst Unzversal of the Ukrainian Central Rada

The Bolshevik Revoluton

Third Universal of the Ukrainian Central Rada (Preamble)
The Ukrainian National Republic

The Treaty of Brest-Litousk:

37 The Period of the Hetmanate 488

The establishment of the Hetmanate
Authoritarian in form, Ukrainian in content
The [all of the Hetmanate

38 The Directory, Civil War, and the Bolsheviks 494
The Directory of the Ukrainian National Republic
The Bolsheviks
The peasant revolution
The White Russians
The Entente
The West Ukrainian National Republic and Dnicper Ukraine
Poland and Dnicper Ukraine
The revolutionary cra and Dnicper Ukraine’s other peoples
Petliura and the pogroms
Mennonites caught in the revolution

39 The West Ukrainian National Republic 512
Austria’s Ukrainians prepare for their postwar future
West. Ukrainian independence and war
The West Ukrainian govcrnmenbin«cxile



Contents

Bukovina and Transcarpathia
The Ukrainian revolution: Success or failure?

Part Nine: The Interwar Years

40 The Posiwar Treaties and the Division of Ukrainian Lands

41

42

43

The Paris Peace Conference
Soviet Ukraine and the Soviet Union
Treaty of Union between the Russian SFSR and the Ukrainian SS5R

Soviet Ukraine: The Struggle for Autonomy

The government of Soviet Ukraine

The Communist party (Bolshevik) of Ukraine
The policy of Ukrainianization

Communism and the nationality question
CUkrainianization, the governing elite, and demograph1c change
Ukrainianization

Ukrainianization and the return of the émigreés
Ukrainianization in education
Ukrainianization in the arts

Religion

Ukrainianization in the era of transition

Soviet Ukraine: Economic, Political, and Cultural Integration

War communism and the New Economic Policy
NEP in Soviet Ukraine

The end of NEP

Central planning and industrialization

The collectivization of agriculture
Dekulakization and the Great Famine

Ukraine's Holocausi: The Great Famine of 1933
The apogee and the decline of Ukraintanization
The end of Ukrainianization

Purges and integration

The puiges

Minority Peoples in Soviet Ukraine
Nationality administration in the Soviet Union
The Russians

The Jews

The Poles

The Germans

The Tatars

The Greeks

Xi%,

523

529

548

572



xx Contents

44 Ukrainian Lands in Interwar Poland

The administrative status of Ukrainian-inhabited lands
The economic status of Ukraintan-inhabited lands
Poland’s initial policies and Ukrainian reactions

The cooperative movement

Women and the Ukrainian national ethos

Ukrainian political parties, schools, and churches
Armed resistance and pacification

45 Ukrainian Lands in Interwar Romania and Czechoslovakia

Ukrainians in Romania
The Rusyns/Ukrainians of Czechoslovakia

Part Ten: World War Il and the Postwar Years

46 The Coming of World War I

Germany and the ‘new order’ in Europe
Autonomy for Carpatho-Ukraine

The fall of Poland

The ‘reunification’ of western Ukraine
The Generalgouvernement

47 World War II and Nazi German Rule

The German and Romanian invasions of Ukraine
Nazi rule in Ukraine

Nazi racial policies and the Holocaust

Thow shalt not kill

Nazi policies toward Ukrainians

Resistance to Nazi rule

48 Soviet Ukraine until the Death of Stalin

Wartime destruction and territorial expansion
Voluntary reunification, Soviet siyle

The minority question
‘Industrial and agricultural reconstruction
The nationality question

Western Ukraine

49 From Stalin to Brezhnev

Ukraine under Khrushchey

The sixties phenomenon
Economic developments
Brezhnev and the era of stability

583

599

611

638

652



National repression in Soviet Ukraine
Urbanization and the new Ukraine

50 From Devolution to Independence

The Gorbachev revolution

The Soviet heritage in Ukraine

‘Glasnost’” in Ukraine

The road to sovercignty and independence
Declaration of Independence

NOTES
FOR FURTHER READING

TNDEX

Conlents

xx1

666

677
685

727



This page intentionally left blank



List of Tables

1.2

1.5
26.1
26.2
27.1
27.2

30.1
33.1
42.1
43.1
43.2
453
44-1
44-2

45.1
48.1

48.2

491

Nationality composition of Ukraine, 198q

Ukrainians beyond Ukraine (on contiguous ethnolinguistic territory),
198¢

Ukrainians beyond their contiguous ethnolinguistic territory, 1989

Population of Dnieper Ukraine’s largest cities, 1860-1914

Average size of peasant landholdings in Dnieper Ukraine, 1863-1goo

Nationality composition of Dnieper Ukraine, 1897

Nationality composition of Dnieper Ukraine’s urban population,
1897

Nationality composition of Galicia, 1849

Nationality composition of Galicia, 1910

Ukrainian industrial output in selected categories, 1g28-1g940

Nationality subdivisions in Soviet Ukraine, circa 1930

Nationality composition of Soviet Ukraine, 1926

Nationality composition of the Crimean ASSR, 1926

Landholdings in interwar eastern Galicia, 1931

Ukrainian-language and bilingual schools in interwar Poland,
1gz2—iggl

Schools in interwar Subcarpathian Rus’

Nationality composition of Soviet Ukraine, 1959

Ukrainians beyond Soviet Ukraine (on contiguous ethnolinguistic
territory), 1959

Selected characteristics of Ukrainians in Soviet Ukraine,

19509-1989

10
324
325
331

332
390
424
554
578
573
579
586

594
Gob
643
643

G64



This page intentionally left blank



List of Maps

24
25
26

Geographic features

Ukrainian ethnolinguistic territory

The Greeks and the Scythians in Ukraine

The original homeland of the Slavs

The East Slavic tribes and the Khazars

Trade routes, eighth to tenth centuries

Kievan Rus', circa 1054

Kievan Rus’, circa 1240

The Mongol invasions

The Golden Horde, circa 1300

Galicia-Volhynia, circa 1250

The expansion of Lithuania

The Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, circa 1570
Religion and culture, sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
The Crimean Khanate and scuthern Ukraine, circa 1600
The Khmel nyts'kyi era

Ukrainian lands after 1667

The Cossack state, 1651

Ukraine, circa 1740

Sloboda Ukraine

Zaporozhia and New Russia

The Right Bank and western Ukraine, 1750

The Partitions of Poland

Dnieper Ukraine, circa 1850

Railroads and canals before 1914

The peoples of Ukraine, circa 1goo

29
37
43
59

74
81

108

116
128
135
154
174



xxvi Maps

27 Ukrainian lands in the Austrian Empire, 1772-1815
28 Ukrainian lands in Austna-Hungary, circa 1875

29 Western Ukraine during World War [

%0 Ukraine, 1017-1618

31 Ukraine, 1915-1920

32 The West Ukrainian National Republic, 1918-1019
3% Ukrainian lands, 1925

34 Soviet Ukraine, 1932

35 The Great Famine

36 Ukrainian lands in Poland, circa 1930

37 Ukrainian/Rusyn lands in Romania and Czechaoslovakia, circa 1930
38 Carpatho-Ukraine, 1958-1959

%0 Western Ukraine, 1930~1941

40 Ukraine, 1941-1044

11 The advance of the Red Army

42 Ukraine, 1945



PART ONE

Introduction and Pre-Kievan Times



This page intentionally left blank



1

Ukraine’s Geographic and
Ethnolinguistic Setting

Territory and geagraphy

Ukrainian territory can be defined in basically two ways. First, there is the territory
as delimited by the political boundaries of a Ukrainian state that evolved in the
twentieth century. Second, there is Ukrainian ethnolinguistic territory. An ethno-
linguistic group consists of people who speak the same language or, more prop-
erly, varying dialects of one language, and who have common ethnographic
characteristics. Accordingly, Ukrainian ethnolinguistic territory, is made up of the
contiguous lands where Ukrainians live that are both within and beyond the
boundaries of the Ukrainian state.

The state of Ukraine comprises 232,200 square miles (603,700 square kilo-
meters) and is thus larger than any European country except Russia. Put another
way, Ukraine is the size of Germany and Great Britain combined, in Europe; of
the states of Arizona and New Mexico combined, in the United States; or of the
province of Manitoba in Canada. Ukrainian ethnolinguistic territory (which
includes most, though not all, of Ukraine) comprises 288,800 square miles
(750,800 square kilometers). This is approximately the size of Germany, Austria,
and Italy combined, or of Texas in the United States.

The geographic setting for both Ukraine and the ethnolinguistic territory
inhabited by Ukrainians is not complex. Almost the entire land mass in ques-
tion consists of vast plains and plateaus which seldom rise more than 1,600 feet
(500 meters) above sea level. These include coastal lowlands along the northern
shores of the Black Sea and Sea of Azov, a vast plain to the east of the Dnieper
River, a low marshy plain in the northwest, and somewhat higher plateaus with
slightly rolling hills toward the west and in the far east. Outside the borders of
Ukraine but still within Ukrainian ethnolinguistic territory, that is, in the region
cast of the Sea of Azov, the geography consists of a continuation of a flat
lowland similar o that north of the Black Sea. Thus, the plain and slightly
higher plateau are the predominant and somewhat monotonous features of the
Ukraintan landscape. This fact prompted the Ukrainian geographer Stepan
Rudnyts’kyi, at the beginning of the twentieth century, to comment, ‘Nine-
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Geographic and Ethnolinguistic Setting 5

tenths of Ukrainians have certainly never seen a mountain and do not even
know what one looks like.

There are mountains within Ukraine, but they are along the extreme edges of
its territory. In the far west are the north-central ranges of the Carpathians, whose
highest peak (Huverla) reaches 6,760 feet (2,061 meters). At the southern tip of
the Crimean Peninsula — actually outside Ukrainian ethnolinguistic territory — are
the Crimean Mountains, whose highest peak (Roman Kosh} is 5,061 feet (1,545
meters). just beyond the very southern fringes of Ukrainian ethnolinguistic terri-
tofy in the southeast are the Caucasus Mountains, whose highest peaks reach well
over 16,400 feet {5,000 meters). Thus, the only ‘Ukrainian’ mountains are one
portion of the Carpathian range, which comprises no more than five percent of
all Ukrainian territory.

Dominated as it is by open plains and plateaus, Ukraine lacks any real natural
boundaries. Even the Carpathian Mountains, which in any case cover a very small
area of Ukraine, contain several passes through which communication has been
maintained. Lacking any natural geographic barriers, Ukraine has historically
been open to all peoples, friendly or unfriendly, who might wish to come there.

Throughout Ukraine’s broad plains and plateaus, a rather well knit network of
rivers has facilitated north—south travel and communication. Most of these rivers
are part of the Black Sea or Pontic watershed, The major rivers run essentially in a
southerly direction, emptying into the Black Sea or its subsidiary, the Sea of Azov.
From west to east, the major rivers are the Dniester, Southern Buh, Dnieper, and
Donets', a tributary of the Don, which in turn empties into the Sea of Azov. In the
far southwest, Ukrainian territory is bounded by the mouths of the Danube River
as they empty into the Black Sea; in the far southeast, the Kuban River descends
from the Caucasus Mountains, flowing westward through Ukrainian ethnolinguis-
tic territory before reaching the Sea of Azov. Only along the very western edge of
Ukrainian territory are there a few rivers that are not part of the Pontic watershed.
These include the Buh (Western Buh) and San, which flow north into the Vistula
as part of the Baltic watershed. Finally, there is the Tysa/Tisza River, south of the
Carpathians, which flows westward and then southward across the Hungarian
Plain into the Danube.

The Baltic and Pontic watersheds are rather closely interrelated in western
Ukraine, where for centuries they have been part of an important communication
network, This network links the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea via the Vistuta, Buh,
San, and Dniester Rivers. Of even greater historical significance has been the
Dnieper River, which connects Belarusan and Russian cities in the north with the
Black Sea in the south, and from there beyond to the straits of the Bosporus,
which connect to the Aegean and Mediterranean Seas.

Climate
Just as its landscape has few extremes, so the temperature throughout Ukraine is

relatively moderate, the yearly average for the vast majority of the territory being
between +43° and +48° F (+6° and +9° C). Only the very extreme ends of Ukrainian
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territory bave higher temperature averages - these being along the Black Sea coast,
with Odessa having +50°F (+9.8°C) and Yalta, in the Crimea, +56°F {+13.4°C).

The Ukrainian average of +43° to +48° F (+6° to +9° C) is considerably lower
than average temperatures in central or western FEurope. For instance, London,
which is at a latitude farther north than any city in Ukraine except Chernihiv,
has a yearly average temperature of +51°F (+10.8°C). The more severe winters
account for the lower Ukrainian readings. As the following comparison with west-
ern European cities reveals, Ukrainian cities have considerably colder average
winter temperatures with slightly warmer summer averages:

January July January July
Lviv +24°F (-4.6°C) +64°F (+18°C) London  +38°F {+3.5°C) +64°F (+15.0°C)
Kiev +21°F (-6.2°C) +66°F (+19.2°C) Brussels —36°F (+2°C)  +64°F (+18°C)
Kharkiv  +18°F (-B.3°C) +70°F (+20.9°C) Frankfurt +33°F (+0.7°C) +66°F (-18.7°C)

From the standpoint of temperature, most of Ukraine — with a January mean tem-
perature of +23°F (—5°C) and a July mean of +68°F (+20°C) - is more like
Toronto, Canada, than western Europe.

Natural resources

Because of the large expanse of plains and the relatively moderate continental
temperatures with adequate rainfall, Ukraine has traditionally been a rich agricul-
tural region. As much as two-thirds of the country’s surface land consists of the so-
called black earth (chornozem), a resource that has made Ukraine one of the most
fertile regions in the world and famous as the ‘breadbasket’ of the former Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth and then of the Russian Empire and the Soviet
Union. Ukraine has always had an abundance of truck-farming produce, indus-
trial crops (in particular, sugar beets), and grains — wheat, corn, rve, and barley.
On the eve of World War I, for instance, Ukraine produced 98 percent of all the
wheat in the Russian Empire, 82 percent of its sugar, and 75 percent of its rye. His-
torically, however, the ease in obtaining a harvest has played a role in preventing
progress and inventiveness in farming methods, which have traditionally come
from areas much less richly endowed with favorable natural conditions.

Ukraine is also rich in minerals. Salt, used as a preservative since medieval
times, contributed to the wealth of Galicia and the Crimea, where it was found.
Beginning in the late nineteenth century, rich deposits of coal, iron ore, and
manganese, found especially in eastern Ukraine, helped to transform the country
into one of the world's major centers of heavy industry. By the beginning of the
twentieth century, Ukraine was producing 80 percent of the coal and 62 percent
of the iron in the Russian Empire.

Administrative and ethnolinguistic divisions

Ukraine is divided into twenty-five regions, called oblasts. With few exceptions,
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the oblasts do not coincide with the historical regions of the country, even if some
might use historical names. It is, however, the historical regions which will be
mentioned most often in this text. Among these, from west to east, are Trans-
carpathia, Bukovina, Galicia, Podolia, Volhynia, Chernihiv, Poltava, Sloboda
Ukraine, Zaporozhia, the Donbas, the Black Sea Lands, the Crimea, and the
Kuban Region.

Ukrainian ethnolinguistic boundaries do not coincide with the boundaries of
Ukraine. This makes Ukraine similar to many other states in the world, which
often have (1} a dominant ethnolinguistic group within their own borders as well
as members of the same group living on contiguous territory in neighboring
states, and (2} one or more ethnolinguistic groups different from the numerically
dominant one.

Ukrainian is one of the twelve Slavic languages, which are grouped into West
Slavic {Polish, Sorbian, Czech, Slovak), South Slavic (Slovene, Croatian, Serbian,
Macedonian, Bulgarian), and East Slavic (Russian, Belarusan, Ukrainian). As an
East Slavic language, Ukrainian is structurally closest to Belarusan and Russian,
although some dialects, especially in western Ukraine, have been heavily influ-
enced by either Polish or Slovak.

Linguists generally refer to three major Ukrainian dialectal groups: (1) north-
ern dialects, which are spoken in Polissiz, northern Volhynia, the northern Kiev
region, and the Chernihiv region; (2) eastern dialects, which are spoken in a vast
territory east and south of a line running roughly from Zhytomyr to Odessa; and
(3) western diatects, which are spoken in southern Volhynia, Podolia, Galicia,
northern Bukovina, and Transcarpathia. In a sense, the Ukrainian language
reflects the geographic makeup of the country with its vast stretches of plains and
plateaus. That is, there is little variation in dialects and subdialects throughout the
northern, the eastern, and even most of the western dialectal regions. Only in the
far west on both sides of the Carpathian Mountains — in southern Galicia, north-
ern Bukovina, Transcarpathia, and the Ukrainian-inhabited lands of eastern
Poland and Siovakia — do the number and degree of differences among local dia-
lects increase substantially, so much so that there has often been considerable
debate among scholars and the people themselves as to whether they should be
considered ethnically Ukrainian.

Population

According to the census of 1989, there were 51.4 million people living in Ukraine,
Nearly three-quarters, or 37.4 million inhabitants {73 percent), were Ukrainian,
while the remaining 14 million inhabitants (27 percent) belonged to several
ethnolinguistic or national minorities {see table 1.1). Although Ukrainians have
traditionally made up the majority of the country’s population, in the last two cen-
turies there has been a great discrepancy between their numbers in rural and in
urban areas. For instance, in 1897, Ukrainians made up only 30 percent of the
urban poputation of Ukraine, a percentage that has steadily increased since then,
reaching 65 percent in 1989. As for other peoples, the Russians live primarily in
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TABLE 1.1
Nationality composition of Ukraine, 19892
Nationality Number Percentage
Ukrainians 37,419,000 727
Russians 11,356,000 221
Jews 486,000 0.9
Belarusans 440,044 0.8
Moldovans 324,000 0.6
Paoles 254,000 0.5
Bulgarians 219,000 0.4
Hungarians 163,000 0.3
Romanians 135,000 0.2
Tatars and Crimean Tatars 154,000 0.2
Greeks Q9,004 0.2
Armenians 54,000 0.1
Roma (Gvpsies) 48,000 0.1
Germans 38,000 0.1
Azerhaijanis 37,000 4.1
Cagauz 32,000 L1
Others 234,000 0.5
TOTAL 51,452,000 949.9

the urbanized industrial regions of eastern Ukraine, the Jews and Belarusans in
urban areas throughout the country, and the Tatars mostly in cities of the Crimea.
The remaining groups mostly inhabit rural areas: the Moldovans live in areas adja-
cent to Moldova; the Poles in islets scattered throughout Volhynia and eastern
Galicia; the Bulgarians in southern Bessarabia; the Hungarians in southern
Transcarpathia; the Romanians in northern Bukovina; and the Greeks along the
shores of the Black Sea (near Odessa) and the Sea of Azov (near Mariiupol’).

Aside from the %7.4 million Ukrainians within the boundaries of Ukraine, in
1989 there were another 1.7 million Ukrainians living on contiguous ethnolinguis-
tic territory in bordering countries (see table 1.2).

TABLE 1.2
Ukrainians beyond Ukraine?
{on contiguous ethnolinguistic territory), 1989

Russia (Kursk, Belgoroed, Voronezh, B0,000
Rostov, Krasnadar oblasts)

Moldova 600,000

Belarus 200,000

Poland 150,000

Slovakia 60,004

Romania 52,000

TOTAL 1,752,000
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In Belarus, Ukrainians live within the marshland of the Pripet River valley; in
Poland, along its eastern border in the Podlachia, Chelm, San, and Lemko
regions; in Slovakia, in the far northeast known as the Prefov region; in Romania,
in the Maramures district, southern Bukovina, and the Danube Delta; in Moldova,
along its northern and eastern border; and in Russia, along the Don and Kuban
River valleys.

Aside from Ukrainians living in areas contiguous to Ukraine, there are still
another estimated 7.6 million Ukrainians in other parts of the former Soviet
Union and the world (see table 1.3). They are the descendants of Ukrainians who
migrated to those areas in the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

TABLE 1.3
Ukrainians beyond their contiguous ethnolinguistic
territory, 19894

Russia 3,800,000
Razakhstan 896,000
Baltic republics 185,000
Uzbekistan 154,000
Kyrgyzstan 108,000
Caucasus republics 92,000
Other Central Asian republics 77,000
Poland ) 150,000
Former Yugoslavia 13,000
Czech Republic 8,000
Other European countries 93,000
United States 741,000
Canada 1,100,000
South America 170,000
Australia 20,000

TOTAL 7,607,000

The above statistics indicate that there are 46.7 million Ukrainians worldwide.
Other sources suggest the figure might be as high as 51.8 miillion.

Nomenclature

Many different names have been used to designate the inhabitants and territory
known today as Ukrainians and Ukraine. Indeed, it is not uncommon for any ter-
ritory in Europe or elsewhere to have had different names for its inhabitants and
its homeland in the past. The very question of nomenclature is frequently an inte-
gral part of a given nationality’s historical development. It is not surprising, there-
fore, that the names used to designate Ukrainians and Ukraine in the distant and
not so distant past have often been chosen to reflect a certain political stance, and
sometimes even to deny the very existence of Ukrainians as a distinct nationality.
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Until recently, knowledge of Ukraine in other parts of the world derived from
Russian secondary sources. After the second half of the seventeenth century,
when Muscovy and, later, the Russian Empire came to control most Ukrainian ter-
ritory, Russian writers included Ukraine within Russian history. As part of this
accommodation, old terms took on new meanings, Medieval Kievan Rus’ became
Kievan Russia, its culture and inhabitants Kievan Russian or Old Russign. For Later
periods, Ukraine was referred to in whole or in part as Little Russia, South Russia,
West Russia (together with Belarus), or New Russia (the steppe and Black Sea
coastal regions), and its indigenous East Slavic inhabitants as Little Russians. In
those parts of Ukraine not ruled by Muscovy or Russia, the territory was at times
called Ruthenia and the East Slavic inhabitants Ruthenians,

The terms and concepts Kievan Russia/Old Russian, Little Russia/ Little Russian,
Ruthenia /Ruthenian, are still found in older and even in some contemporary pub-
lications about Ukraine written by authors from Europe, North America, and other
parts of the world. In this volume, which is concerned primarily with the historical
evolution of territory within the boundaries of present-day Ukraine, the term
Ukraire will be used to designate the territory and Ukrainians to desighate the major
nationality inhabiting that territory. When discussing the medieval period, that is,
approximately from the eighth to the fourteenth century, the terms Rus’ or Kievan
Rus’ will be used for the territory and the Rus’ or the Rus’ people for its inhabitants,
The progressive use of Rus’/Ukraine and Rus’/Ukrainian people in this volume is
analogous to the use of Franks /French, or Romans /Italians in volumes surveying the
history of France or Italy.
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Historical Perceptions

Ukraine has been under the rule of foreign powers, especially Poland and Russia,
for long periods of time. As a result, in historical writings Ukraine has often been
treated not as an entity unio itsell, but rather as a sort of appendage to a larger
state struclure, whether the old Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Russian
Empire, or the Soviet Union. For instance, it was common [or Russian or Polish
historians writing in the nineteenth century to fit into their respective national
histories the history of those territories that were at one time or another part of
Russia or Poland. The result was that certain areas such as Ukraine and Belarus
became in many Russian, Polish, and, subscquently, western-language accounts
countries without « history.

In effect, the history of Ukraine came Lo be associated solely with the growth of
the Ukrainian national idea, which skeptics argued could be dated only from
the heginning of the nincteenth century at the carlicst. Such perceptions of the
historical past led to questions about the present and future. Faced with the
existentce of a Ukrainian national movement, thase unsympathetic to Ukrainian
distinctiveness would ask: If therc was no Ukrainian state and therefore no
Ukrainian history betore the nineteenth century, on what grounds can onc justify
the creation of a sovereign state in the futlure? Because of the political implica-
Lions as well as the scholarly significance of historical writings, it seems important
that the reader be familiar with at least the main outlines of the various percep-
tions of the history of Ukraine. These may be classified as the Russian, Polish,
Ukrainian, and Soviet viewpoints.

The Russian his{orical viewpoint

The various perceptions actually reflect a serious debate concerning the history of
easiern Europe as a whole, or, more specifically, of the East Slavic peoples - the
Russians, Belarusans, and Ukrainians, By the late eighteenth and early nineteenth
venturics, when the first scholarly histories of eastern Europe began to be written,
the only East Slavic state in existence was the Russian Empire. This state was
headed by an all-powerful monarch, or tsar, of the Romanov dynasty, which had
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WHAT IS EASTERN EUROPE?

The term eastern Europe is difficult if not impossible to define with precision.
Logically, one might assume that the term refers to the eastern half of the
European continent. After World War 11, however, it came to have more a
political than a geographic meaning: eastern Europe referred to the territory
encompassed by the new postwar boundaries of those countries (East Ger-
many, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and
Albania) that had just come under Communist rule and that were at one time
or another closely allied, if not subordinate, to the Soviet Union.

Such a definition produced obvious geographic anomalies. Greece and Aus-
tria were excluded simply because they were non-Communist, regardless of
the fact that both were as far east as or even farther east than some of the other
‘eastern’ European states. Such an illogical conceptualization of eastern
Europe is no longer defensible, on what were anyway rather tenuous post—
World War 11 political grounds. This has become the case especially since
1989, as the former ‘eastern’ European countries have abandoned Communist
rule and as the Soviet bloc and the Soviet Union itself have ceased to exist.

Accordingly, use of the term eastern Europe in this book will be based solely
on geographic criteria. Since Europe as a continent stretches from the coasts of
Ireland and Portugal in the west to the Ural Mountains in the east, the west—
east geographic divide is roughly along the 25° latitude line, which runs very
near the present-day western border of Belarus and Ukraine. It is interesting
to note that the exact north-south as well as west—east geographic mid-point
of the European continent — one that was carefully calculated in the second
half of the nineteenth century — is actually on Ukrainian territory, near the vil-
lage of Dilove, in the southeastern corner of the Transcarpathian oblast.

This means that geographic eastern Europe is made up of virtually all of
Belarus and Ukraine, Russia west of the Urals, and smaller parts of Finland,
the Baltic countries, Romania, and Bulgaria, Hence, if geographic and histori-
cal criteria are combined, eastern Europe can be said to coincide in the main
with the homelands of the East Slavs — Russians, Belarusans, and Ukrainians —
and it is in this context that the term will be used here.

ruled from Moscow and, later, St Petershurg since the early seventeenth century.
Not surprisingly, both the Romanov dynasty and the Russian imperial state it rep-
resented encouraged the publication of works presenting a historical scheme that
justified their existence. Among these works were the first two histories of Russia,
by the eighteenth-century authors S.0. Mankeev (1715, published 1770) and
Vasilii M. Tatishchev (1739, published in five volumes, 1768-1818). Both were elab-
orate tracts justifying the existence of absolute rule under the Romanov dynasty.
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The best example of the dynastic approach to Russian history was the monu-
mental twelve-volume Istortia gosudarstva rossitshage {History of the Russian State,
1818—29), by Nikolai M. Karamzin. Karamzin brought his historical coverage from
earliest times to 1613 - that is, to the founding of the Romanov dynasty. He por-
trayed the Muscovite tsardom from the fourteenth to the late sixteenth century as
coincident with the era of Russia’s greatest well-being, especially because it was a
time when autocratic rule was supposedly at its height. ‘Delivered by the princes
of Moscow from the disaster of internecine wars as well as from the foreign yoke ...
and satisfied with the uses of authority, the people did not argue over rights. ... In
the end, all Russians began to look upon the tsar as a terrestrial god.”* The direct
implication was that Russia’s nineteenth-century tsars should follow the autocratic
example of their Muscovite predecessors.

An indispensable part of glorifying any state or monarchy is proving its proper
genealogical lineage and descent. This is what in our times Bernard Lewis has so
aptly called the foundation myth: the need for countries and peoples and powers
— most of whom ‘arise from humble origins’ - ‘to improve or conceal their undis-
tinguished beginnings and attach themselves to something older and greater.”® In
this regard, Russian historians could draw on a conceptual framework developed in
the fourteenth century by medieval churchmen. At that time, when the Muscovite
state was in its early stage of development, monastic scribes recopied earlier histor-
ical chronicles, which they then ‘improved’ and expanded in order to show the
descent of their own secular rulers, the Muscovite princes, from the rulers of Kievan
Rus’, who belonged to a dynasty that could be traced back to the ninth-century
semi-legendary ruler of Novgorod, Riuryk. The Muscovite princes were ostensibly
the direct descendants of the Riuryk dynasty, which after the early seventeenth cen-
tury was continued by the Romanovs. The Riurvkid genealogical scheme, which
argucd tfor the historical continuity of Kievan Rus’, Muscovy, and the Russian
Empire, was also given a prophetic ecclesiastical twist in the early sixteenth century,
when a monk named Filofei sought an explanation for capture by Muscovy (1510)
of his native western Russian city of Pskov. In the wake of the earlier fall of
Constantinople, the capital of the Fastern (second} Roman Empire, to the Otto-
man Turks (1453), Filofei was content to explain that event and the catastrophe
that later beset his native city as part of God’s larger plan: ‘All Christian empires will
come to an end and, in accordance with the prophetic books, will merge with the
empire of our sovereign, that is, the Russian tsardom. For two Romes have fallen,
and a third [Muscovite Russia] still stands, but a fourth shall never he.™#

By the nineteenth century, secular historians had begun to explain Russia’s
manifest destiny in eastern Europe not with genealogical or religious criteria, but
rather in terms of political and sociodemographic patterns, This new trend had
already been heralded in Karamzin’s multivolume history. Karamzin believed in
the unity of all the East Slavs, whom he referred to as the Russian people and whose
first political center was Kiev. After the Mongol invasion of the mid-thirteenth cen-
tury and the destruction of Kiev, the political and religious center of the ‘Russian’
people shifted north, first to Vladimir-na-Kliazma, then 1o Moscow, and finally, in
the early eighteenth century, to 5t Petersburg. This became in Russian history what
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might be called the theory of the displacement of political centers. The *mother of
Russian cities,” according to the popular image, was Kiev, and it was the duty of the
descendants of that mother to ensure that one day all the lands that were once part
of Kievan ‘Russia’ would again be part of a unified Russian state. Since the Musco-
vite princes were considered the rightful heirs of the Kievan inheritance, their sur-
vival ensured that the historical destiny of the Russian people would be fulfilled.
That destiny was the unification of Veliko-Rus' ‘Great Russia’, Belo-Rus' "White Rus-
sia’, and Malo-Rus' ‘Little Russia’ — the biblical three in one,

Although Karamzin believed that the inhabitants of what he called Great,
White, and Little Russia constituted a single Russian people, by the early nine-
teenth century, linguistic and ethnographic research, together with the publica-
tion of contemporary descriptions and travel accounts, was forcing many scholars
to realize that there were, indeed, considerable differences among the various
components of the so-called one Russian people, in particular between the Great
Russians and the Little Russians, or Ukrainians. The confirmation of such ditfer-
ences not only would undermine the idea of a single Russian people, but also
might threaten the link between medieval Kiev and Moscow and thus render pre-
carious the whole framework upon which the Russian imperial conception of
history was built. Hence, a suitable explanation for this potentally dangerous dis-
crepancy had to be found.

The explanation was provided in the writings of Mikhail D. Pogodin, an influ-
ential nineteenth-century historian and publicist for the Russian version of Pan-
Slavism. In 1856, Pogedin put forth his depopulation theory, according to which
the ancestors of the Muscovites had supposedly lived in the central (Dnieper-
Ukrainian) lands of Kievan Rus’ from the tenth through the twelfth century, but
had fled to the north after the Tatar invasion of the mid-thirteenth century. Later,
in the thirteenth and, especially, fourteenth centuries, peasants from Polish- and
Lithuanian-controlled areas in the west came into barren Ukraine. This new
immigrant population represented the ancestors of the present-day Ukrainians.
Thus, to Karamzin’s theory of the displacement of political centers was added
Pogodin’s theory of shift in population.

This conception of the history of the East Slavs was adopted by perhaps the
most influential of all Russian historians, Sergei M. Solov'ev, in his twenty-nine
volume fstoriia Rossti s dreunieishikh vremen' (History of Russia from Earliest Times,
1851—79) and by Solov'ev’s student Vasilii Kliuchevskii in his even more widely
read five-volume Kurs russkoi istorii (Course of Russian History, 1904—21). Accord-
ing to Solov’ev, ‘At the end of the twelfth century [Kiev] ... revealed its incapacity
to develop any solid foundations for a single state. Following a definite path from
the beginning, all the best elements of the land poured out of the southwest
toward the northeast. Settlement moved in the same direction and with it the
course of history.”* Solov'ev's deterministic view was complemented by Kliu-
chevskii’s stress on supposed psychological change:

As soon as the population of northern Rus’ felt that Moscow was capable of becoming the
political center around which could unite its forces to struggle against the foreign enemy,
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that the Moscow prince could be a national leader in this struggle, a drastic change took
place in the minds of people and in their refations. ... All the suppressed and inarticulate
national and political aspirations of the Great Russian race, aspirations that had so long
and so successfully sought means of self-expression, then met with the dynastic ambitions
of the grand duke of Moscow and carried him to the exalted height of national sovereign
of Great Russia.?

The Russian conception of eastern Europe’s history, as presented most ele-
gantly in the works of Solov’ev and Kliuchevskii, continues to dominate most his-
tories of Russia. It was the conception put forward by Russian émigré historians,
the most influential of whom were George Vernadsky and Michael Florinsky, and
it has been repeated in most textbooks of Russian history published in western
Europe and North America during the twentieth century. Consequently, in these
works the history of Ukraine, if considered at all, is treated as the history of one of
Russia’s provinces. Moreover, since the Kievan period is treated as an integral part
of Russian history, Ukrainian history per se is considered to have begun in the
fourteenth century at best, or in the seventeenth century. For some Russian writ-
ers, the verv concept of Ukrainian history is illogical, since it is considered simply
a political idea born in the nineteenth century — an idea, moreover, which was
used by foreign powers like Germany and Austria to undermine the unity of the
Russian state.

Finally, there is the view that the very idea of Russia without Little Russia, or
Ukraine, is inconceivable. The dean of twentieth-century Russian specialists of
Kievan Rus’, Dmitrii Likhachev, best summed up this attitude: ‘Over the course of
the centuries following their division into two entities, Russia and Ukraine have
formed not only a political but also a culturally dualistic unity. Russian culture is
meaningless without Ukrainian, as Ukrainian is without Russian.”®

The Polish historical vietbpoint

Somewhat related to the classic Russian conception of eastern European history,
although clearly having other goals, is the traditional approach of Polish writers to
the history of Ukraine. During the nineteenth century, Poland did not exist as an
independent state. In such circumstances, Polish political commentatorss and
writers frequently looked to the historical past in an attempt to explain why they
had lost their statehood and perhaps to discover what should or should not be
done to regain independence in the future. In their search through Poland’s
past, most frequently it was the seventeenth century and the problem of the Cos-
sacks in what was then Polish-ruled Ukraine that was considered the crucial turn-
ing point and beginning of the decline of Poland.

The Polish perception of Ukrainian history was greatly influenced in the
decades before World War I by Aleksander Jablonowski in his seven volumes of
historical studies (Pisma, 1910-13) and his Historye Rusi Poludniowe) do upadhu Rze-
cxypospolite Polskief (History of Southern Rus’ uniil the Fall of the Polish Common-
wealth, 1912}, Despite his relative sympathy for Ukrainian natdonal strivings in the
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fate nineteenth century, Jablonowski concluded that historically the Ukrainian
lunds had never constituted a distinct entity nor the population of Ukraine a dis-
tinct people. Rather, in the sixteenth century, when Poland annexed Ukraine,
Poles discovered an uncivilized fronticr, into which they brought culture and state
formations. While they recognized there had been a high level of culture during
the period of Kievan Rus’, they did not consider it specifically Ukrainian. More-
over, because Polish and Kicvan princely families intermarricd, and becausce
Poland controlled parts of the Rus’ federation (espccially its western border-
lands) and even Kiev itself during certain periods, there arose the view, cspecially
alter Poland’s incorporation of most of the Ukrainian lands in 1569, that the
Pales had a legal and historical right to the Kievan inheritance.

Polish writers also implicitly accepted Pogodin’s theory of the depopulation of
Ukraine (southermn Rus’) after the mid-thirteenth-century Mongol invasion. Into
this supposedly barren wilderness of the Ukrainian steppe (Polish: Dkikie Pole
‘Wild Fields’) came settlers from the Polish- and Lithuanian-controlled lands of
Galicia and Volhynia. Even if most of these people were East Slavs, they were
unnder the organizational leadership of the Polish state and manorial nobility,
Morcover, the cultural, linguistic, and religicus diversity of the populations that
came under Polish rule was olerated in what Polish writers were fond of referring
to as the democracy of the republic of nobles and commonwealth headed by
kings of the Jagiellonian dynasty.

The era of Jagiellonian rule, which lasted from 1385 to 1572, was considered to
epitomize the ideal Polish system of government, supposedly characterized by
democratic institutions and, in general, by religious and national tolerance.
Assuming the existence of such an ideal state, Polish writers quite naturally
stressed that the country’s inhabitants, whatever their religions or cultural back-
ground, cagerly strove to identity themselves as free citizens of the Polish com-
monwealth. Within such a constellation, Ukraine, together with neighboring
Belarus and Lithuania, was viewed simply as part of the eastern kresy, or border-
lands, which had been lortunate enough to be included within that bastion of
weslern and Catholic civilization, Poland.

To be sure, there were times when these apparently peaceful and prodnctive
‘borderlands of western civilization’ (to quote the popular twentieth-century
Polish-American historian Oscar Halecki) were struck by disturbances. Taking
their cue from several monographs on the Cossacks and their most famous
leader, Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, by the early twentieth-century historian Fran-
ciszek Rawita-Gawroaski, Polish authors generally have presented these disturb-
ances as littie more than barbaric cutbreaks caused by destructive clements
among the uncivilized Ukrainian masses. Sometimes the outbreaks would result
in major upheavals, as during the Khmel'nyts'kyi revolution of the mid-
seventeenth century or the haidamak uprisings of the eighteenth century. After
they were put down and foreign (Turkish, Tatar, or Muscovite) intervention was
repelled, the Ukrainian fromtier was rightfully restored to Poland as part of its
cultural and political patrimony. This pattern lasted until the late eighteenth cen-
tury, when Poland’s Ukrainian lands were forcibly annexcd by Russia and Austria,
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who joined with Prussia eventually to remove all of Poland from the map of
Europe.

In essence, Ukrainian lands, especially those west of the Dnieper River (the
Right Bank, Volhynia, Galicia), were considered an integral part of Poland.
Hence, when the nineteenth-century etforts to restore a Polish state finally came
to fruition in 1018, it was expected that its boundaries would ‘quite naturally’
encompass Ukrainian and other eastern borderland territories in a reincarnation
of the Jagiellonian state that would stretch from the Baltic to the Black Sea. As it
turned out, such territorial designs proved impossible to achieve when Europe’s
boundaries were being redrawn after World War I. A quarter century later, how-
ever, most Poles did expect that the Ukrainian-inhabited lands (eastern Galicia
and western Volhynia) ruled by Poland during the interwar yvears would be
returned to the reconstituted country at the close of World War 1. Some Polish
circles, cspecially among political exiles in the West, cven revived the idea of a
Poland from the Baltic to the Black Sea.

Whereas the peripheral nature of Ukrainian developments was generally
accepted in traditional Polish historical and in popular perceptions before World
War I, after that time Polish historians, initially under the impact of Sovict politi-
cal influence in east-central Europe and the dominance of the Marxist approach
to scholarship, considerably reassessed their views. The Cossack period continued
to be of primary interest, but in the writings of postwar historians like Leszek
Podhorodecki, Wladyslaw Serczyk, and Zbigniew Wajcik, Ukraine is no longer
treated simply as an appendage to Poland, but rather as a country with a distinct
historical process from carliest times to the present. Nevertheless, old attitudes
dic hard, and even today it is not uncommon to find in Polish public opinion the
conviction that whatever was positive in the Ukrainian past came not from indige-
nous forces but solely from the country’s association with the ostensibly civilizing
inlluence of Poland.

The Ukrainian historical viewpoint

The beginnings of a specifically Ukrainian perception of eastern Europe’s histori-
cal development can be said to coincide with the appearance of the first general
histories of Ukraine in the eighteenth century. Despite their titles, which referred
to the works as general histories of Little Russia, they were in fact accounts of the
Zaporozhian Cossacks during the sixteenth and, especially, seventennth centu-
ries. The Zaporozhians and Ukraine were also the subject of major works hy
French (Jean-Benoit Scherer, 1788), German (Carl Hammersdorfer, 1789), and
Austrian (Johann Christian von Engel, 1706) authors.

The first half of the nineteenth century saw the appearance of the first multi-
volume historics of Ukraine, by Dmitrii Bantysh-Ramenskii (1822) and Mykola
Markevych (1842—43), both of whom stressed the role of the Zaporozhian Cos-
sacks in the Ukrainian historical process. The most influential work of the
period, however, was the fstoriia Rusov (IHistory of the Rus’ People, 1846), of
uncertain authorship, which first appeared in an unpublished form in the late
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1820s. The popularity and influence of this work were perhaps due to the fact
that it was more a political tract than a history. The fstoriia Rusov was one of the
tirst works to treat Ukraine not as a province of Russia or Poland, but rather as an
independent country going back to Kievan times. Accordingly, Ukraine attained
its greatest heights during the Cossack era, and it hegan to decline only in the
eighteenth century after coming increasingly under Muscovite, later Russian,
rule. The ability of the Istoriia Rusov to provide a clear sense of historical continu-
ity for Ukraine was to have an enormous impact on historians as well as on the
poets, folklorists, and language enthusiasts active in the slowly emerging Ukrain-
ian national revival.

The first half of the nineteenth century was also a time when the Romantic
movement reached Ukraine. Both professional and, in particular, amateur histo-
rians were receptive to Romanticism’s emphasis on the distinctive genius of indi-
vidual peoples as an alternative to the previous and often exclusive emphasis on
dynasties and state structures as the driving force of the historical process, Adopt-
ing such populistRomantic attitudes, a new generation of scholars led by
Mykhailo Maksymovych, Mykola Kostomaroy, and, at least initially, Panteleimon
Kulish saw the Cossacks as the quintessential expression of the supposedly demo-
cratic and egalitarian ideals of the Ukrainian people. The new tone was set as
carly as the 1830s in Kostomarov's political program, published under the title
Knyhy bytita whrains' hoho narodu (Books of Genesis of the Ukrainian People),
which presented a personified Ukraine that ‘loved neither the tsar nor the
[Polish] lord and established a Cossack Host ... in which Cossacks were all equal
amongst themselves.” Moreover, ‘day after day the Cossack Host grew and multi-
plied and soon people in Ukraine would all have become Cossacks, that is, all free
and equal.’” This idyllic scenario did not work out, according to Kostomarov,
because of the intervention of outside forces — Polish landlords, Muscovite tsars,
Catholic popes, and Jesuits.

The view that the people were the driving force in history also led populist writ-
ers to try to discover the peculiar genius of Ukrainians, and by so doing arrive at
both their uniqueness and their difference from Russians and Poles. Again, Kos-
tomarov best summed up this approach in an article ‘Dwve russkie narodnosti’
{‘Two Russian Nationalities,” 1861}, which subsequently came to be regarded as
the gospel of Ukrainian nationalism,

Besides striving to depict the uniqueness of Ukrainians, an effort which under-
mined the conceptual unity of the East Slavs, Ukrainian scholars began chipping
away at another aspect of the Russian historical conception, the ostensible link
between medieval Kievan Rus’ and Muscovy. In response to Pogodin’s argument
that the population of the Kiev region moved north after the thirteenth-century
Tatar invasion, studies begun by Maksymovych (1857) and continued later by
Volodymyr Antonovych (1882) and Mikhail Vladimirskii-Budanov (1890 and
1893) seemed to prove convincingly that central Ukraine was not depopulated in
the fourteenth century, and that a society continued to function there untl the
Cossacks created new social and governmental structures in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. But despite such seeming flaws in the traditional Russian
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KOSTOMAROV ON UKRAINIANS, RUSSIANS,
AND POLES

The following excerpts are from Mykola Kostomarov’s 1861 article ‘Dve
russkie narodnosti’ (“I'wo Russian Nationalities’), published in the short-lived
St Petersburg journal Osnova.

The Ukrainians are characterized by individualism, the Great Russians by collec-
tivism. ... In the political sphere, the Ukrainians were able to create among them-
selves free forms of society which were controlled no more than was required for
their very existence, and yet they were strong in themselves without infringing on
personal liberties. The Great Russians attempted to build on a firm foundation a
collective structure permeated by one spirit. The striving of the Ukrainians was
towards federation, that of the Great Russians towards autocracy and a firm
monarchy.

The Great Russian element has in it something grand and creative: the spirit of
totality, the consciousness of unity, the rule of pracrical reason. The Great Russian
can live through all adversities and select the hour when action is most fitting and
circumstances most favorable.

The Ukrainians lack such qualities. Their free spontaneity led them either to the
destruction of social forms or to a whirlpool of striving which dissipated national
efforts in all directions. Such testimony about these two peoples is provided by
history. ...

The relations between the Ukrainians and the Poles are quite different. If, lin-
guistically, Ukrainians are less close to the Poles than they are to the Great Rus-
sians, in national character they are more akin to the Poles. ...

To be sure, there is a deep gulf which separates the Poles and the Ukrainians, a
gulf which may never be bridged. Poles and Ukrainians are like two branches
growing in opposite directions; one is pruned and has born refined fruit — the
nobility; the other produced a peasantry. To put it more bluntly: the Poles are aris-
tocratic while the Ukrainians are a democratic people. Yet these two labels do not
reflect the histories of the two peoples: Polish aristocracy is very democratic;
Ukrainian democracy is very aristocratic. The Polish nobility has tried to remain
within the limitations of its own class; in Ukraine, on the other hand, the people
have equal status and rights and often produce individuals who climb much higher
and artain more for themselves, but in turn are again absorbed by the mass of the
people from which they stem. Here and there this struggle often weakens the
social structure, providing an opportunity for another people, who know the value
of a strong community, to seize it,

soURCE: Dmytro Doroshenko, Survey of Ukrainian Histariography[ Annals of the Ukrasnian Academy of
Arts and Sciences, Vol. V-VI (New York 1957), pp. 137-139.
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conception of eastern Furopean history, the overall framework still seemed
plausible,

The first serious challenge to the Russian conception came at the beginning
of the wentieth century, [rom the pen of Mykhailo 5. Hrushevs'kyi. In 1904,
Hrushevs'kyi published an article entitled “T'he ‘Traditional Scheme of “Russian™
History and the Problem of a Rational Organization of the History of the Eastern
Slavs.” Continuing in the tradition of the fsterdia Rusew, he not only pointed out
what he considered the illogical aspects of the Russian conception of the eastern
Furopean historical process, but also provided a framework for a Ukrainian his-
torical continuurm that according to him began even earlier than the Kievan
period and lasted past the Cossack era.

Even before the appearance of his seminal article, Hrushevs'kyi had begun to
elaborate his framework for Ukrainian historical continuity in what was to
become the monumental tenwvolume [storiia {Hraing-Rusy (History of Ukraine
Rus’, 1898-1937). Although the ten-volume work rcached only the vear 1658,
Hrushevs'kyi also prepared several onewvolume historical surveys which covered
developments from pre-Kievan times to the struggle for a ‘rencwed’” independent
Ukrainiap state just after World War L Thus, in his article “The Traditional
Scheme’ and his popular onevolume histories — all backed up by the erudition of
his ten-volume scholarly magnum opus — Hrushevs'kyt provided, for the first time,
a Ukrainian conception of castern European history that could rival the domi-
nant Russian onc. While subsequent Ukrainian historians such as Dmyiro Doro-
shenko and Viacheslav Lypyns'kyi may have challenged many of the populist
inclinations of Hrushevs'kyi in favor of a more statist approach to the past,
Ukrainianists outside the horders of the tormer Soviet Union — first in interwar
Galicia and later in western Europe and North America — have followed
Hrushevs'kyi’s framework for the continuity of a distinct Ukrainian historical
process that begins in pre-Kievan dmes and lasts undl the present.

The Soviel historical viewpoint

The work of a few Russian historians such as Aleksander Presniakov (1918) and
Matvei K. Linbavskii (1029) was influenced by the arguments of Hrushevs'kyi.
These scholars begun to seek the origing of the Muscovite Russian state not in
Kiev but in the northeastern lands of Rostov, Suzdal’, and Vladimir. ITowever, the
Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 and the creation of the Soviet state interrapted the
development of Russian historical scholarship. While Russian émigré historians,
led by George Vernadsky, continued to work within the framework of the nine-
teenth-century Russian historical conception of Solov'ev and Kliuchevskii, in the
Soviet Union - in both Russia and Ukraine — a new version of an old interpreta-
tion developed.

In Soviet Ukraine, at least during the 1920s, the Hrushevs'kyl school continued
under the historian’s persenal direction {he had retumed from exile in the West
to Kiev in 1924). Ilrushevs'kyi’s basic framework was retained even by Soviet
Ukrainian Marxist historians like Matvii Lavors'kyi, who otherwise was concerned
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with emphasizing socioeconomic developments and the class struggle in Ukrain-
ian history.

Beginning in the 1930s, however, when Stalin decided to eliminate all vestiges
of any ideology that was not in keeping with his Great Russian Bolshevik version of
Marxism, most of the members of the Ukrainian historical school, including
Hrushevs'kyi, were exiled or imprisoned, and effectively silenced. Those who sur-
vived were expected to accept the new interpretation of castern Furopean history,
That new interpretation as it applicd to the non-Russian nationalitics of the Soviet
Union was epitomized by the so-called lesser-evil formula.

in the new Bolshevik state, founded as it was on Marxist ideological principles
adjusted to local conditions by Lenin and Stalin, the nationality problem was an
issue of primary concern. Leninist nationality policy did not permit the excesses
of tsarist Russian nationalism, which had denied the very existence ol Ukrainians
as a distinct nationality. While the Bolsheviks recognized Ukrainians as a national-
ity, they nonetheless expected them to live with Russians in the same state. Hence,
the old Leninist revoluticnary slogan that tsarist Russia was a *prison of peoples’
had to be adjusted. A solution to this seemingly contradictory state of affairs was
the theory of the ‘lesser evil,” summed up by the former Soviet historian Konstan-
tin Shteppa in the following manner: ‘Although the annexation of non-Russian
peoples to Russta was an evil — particularly when annexation meant the loss of
their national independence — it was  lesser evil by comparison with that which
could be expected to have resulted [rom their annexation (o some other large
state. Thus, Ukraine's annexation to Russia in the seventeenth century had 1o be
regarded, according to this theory, as an evil, but a somewhat lesser evil than
absorption by Poland, Turkey or — later - Sweden would have been.”®

To diminish even further the negative impact of this ‘lesser evil,” Soviet Russian
and Soviet Ukrainian historians emphasized, whenever and wherever possible, the
friendship between the two peoples, their refationship being presented — because
Russia had always been stronger and thus the *clder brother’ — as having been par-
ticularly beneficial to Ukrainians. The most outstanding example of this friend-
ship between the ‘brotherly Russian and Ukrainian peoples’ was the so-called act
of union reached at Perciaslav in 1654, in which the Cossack leader Bohdan
Khmel'nyts'kyi pledged his loyalty to the tsar. In honor of its g00th anniversary in
1954, the Pereiaslav act was celebrated with great pomp in the Soviet Union by
means of various popular and scholarly events and numerous publications. The
depiction of the act in Soviet textbooks graphically reveals the evolution of Soviet
Marxist historical perceptions, as in the following summary.

In 1928, a brief history of Ukraine by Matvii Iavors'kyi proclaimed that
seventeenth-century Ukrainians *did not know that a fate worse than that under
the [Polish] szluchia [nobility] awaited them in the future at the hands of the Mus-
covite dvorianstvo [nobility] and its autocrat — the “white esar™. In 1940, however,
4 texthook of Sovict history concluded that *Ukraine’s incorporation into the Rus-
sian statc was for her a lesser evil than seizure by Poland of the lords or Turkey of
the sultans.”? Finally, by the 1950s, incorporation purely and simply 'signitied a
reunion of two great brotherly peoples which was to save Ukraine from seizure by
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Poland and Turkey.”!" The fact that the 1654 act was being hailed 300 years later
as an act of ‘reunification’ rather than union reveals how Soviet scholarship had
returned to a variant of the pre-revolutionary Russian framework for understand-
ing the history of eastern Europe.

According to the accepted Soviet historical framework, which was clung to as a
kind of dogma until the 1980s, Kievan Rus’ was the common cradle of all the East
Slavs. The political and cultural traditions of that medieval entity were subse-
quently carried on most forcefully by the ‘elder brother’ - the Russians — first
through their Muscovite state, later through the Russian Empire, and most
recently by its Soviet successor state. As for the common Kievan patrimony, it was
inhabited by what is described as the *‘Old Russian nationality’ (and its inhabitants
ostensibly spoke the Old Russian language). Moreover, it was not until after the
Mongol invasion in the mid-thirteenth century, when the southern and western
Rus’ lands were ‘torn away’ from the rest of old Rus’, that the Ukrainian and Bela-
rusan territories began to develop separate existences while under the control of
Lithuania and, later, Poland. Thus, according to the Soviet historical framework,
the Ukrainian and Belarusan nationalities {and languages) began to be formed
sometime between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries. Suggestions of a sepa-
rate Ukrainian development before that time (whether in politics, language, or
national distinctiveness) were condemned as ‘bourgeois nationalist’ ideology.
Such an ideclogy reflected the views of Hrushevs'kyi, whose historical scheme was
considered ‘hostile,” ‘reactionary,” and a ‘threat’ to another Soviet dogma — the
centuries-old unity and friendship between the Russian and Ukrainian peoples.

In summation, present-day perceptions of the history of eastern Europe and in
particular of Ukraine derive largely from historical frameworks formutated in the
nineteenth century. These differ in varying degree according to whether authors
wrote from a Russian, Polish, Ukrainian, or, by the twentieth century, Soviet per-
spective. The Russian perception stresses a pattern of steady political growth,
which begins in so-called Kievan Russia in medieval times and subsequently is con-
tinued by the displacement of political centers and population to the north — first
to Vladimir-na-Kliazma, then to Moscow and St Petersburg, and finally back to
Moscow under the hegemony of the Soviet state. In such a framework, Ukraine
has no independent historical existence.

The traditional Polish perception also fails to allow for a distinct Ukrainian his-
torical process, since Ukraine is considered to be no more than a borderland of
Polish civilization, Most of Ukraine, especially the territories west of the Dnieper
River, is viewed as an integral part of Poland in which the only redeeming political
and cultural developments of the past were those undertaken by the ‘defenders of
western civilization,” the Poles.

The Ukrainian perception sees the formation of a Ukrainian ethos even before
the ninth century and the beginning of medieval Kievan Rus’. Moreover, Kiev's
population was not entirely dispersed after the mid-thirteenth-century Mongol
invasion, a time when Rus’ civilization shifted only slightly westward, to Galicia
and Volhynia, before returning to Dnieper Ukraine in the form of a Cossack polit-
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ical entity in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Rus’-Ukrainian civiliza-
tion was subsequently continued in the [orm of a national revival in the
nineteenth century and the achievement — albeit short-lived — of independence in
the twentieth century.

After World War 1, the Sovict view became a variant of the pre-revolutionary
Russian view. Kievan Rus' came to be seen as the cradle of all the East Slavs,
although the Russian branch was depicted as the elder protector of the other twa
{the Belarusan and the Ukrainian) against the imperialistic tendencies of Poland
and the Ottoman Empire before the eighteenth century and against western
Furopean powers, especially Germany, in the twentieth century.

Scholars in the West, particularly in the United States, have essentially adopted
the traditional Russian view of the history of castern Europe. Kicvan Rus', Mus-
covy, the Russian Empire, and the Soviet Union arc all scen as part of a single
historical continuum and are referred to in popular and ofien in professional
literature simply as Russia. Those who accept the traditional Russian view are, in
turn, quick to dismiss the framework of Ukrainian history formulated by ITru-
shevs'kyi and his successors with arguments that Ukrainian writings are suspect
because they serve the political interests either of former anti-Soviet cold warriors
or of extreme anti-Russian local nationalists. The rest of this volume will be less
concerned with adopting or denying any of the existing frameworks than with try-
ing to present in a basically chrenological sequence the events that have taken
place [rom roughly the first millennium hefore the common era {BcE) to the
present on the territory of what, since December 1901, is the independent repub-
lic of Ukraine.
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The Steppe Hinterland and the
Black Sea Cities

The first period of Ukrainian history, or, more precisely, prehistory, lasted from
about 1150 BCE to 850 ck. These twenty-one centuries of human development on
Ukrainian territory witnessed a slow evolution from primitive agricultural and
nomadic civilization to more advanced societies that attempted to create centrally
organized state and socioeconomic structures. During these millennia, Ukrainian
territory was divided into two rather distinct spheres: (1) the vast steppe and
forest-steppe zones of the hinterland, and (2) the coastal regions of the Black Sea
and Sea of Azov. While in each of these spheres there were quite different socio-
economic and political structures, the two were closely linked in a symbiotic rela-
tionship based on a high degree of economic interdependence.

In general, the hinterland was inhabited by sedentary agriculturalists ruled by
different nomadic military clites who most often originated from the steppes of
Central Asia. The Black Sea coast, on the other hand, was characterized by the
establishment of Greek and, later, Romano-Byzantine cities that either functioned
as independent citystates or joined in federations that had varying degrees of
independence or that were dependent on the Greek, Roman, or Byzantine home-
lands to the south. In effect, the Black Sea coastal cities functioned for over two
millennia as appendages or dependencies, whose economic, social, and cultural
orientation was toward the classical civilizations of the Aegean and Mediterranean
Seas.

The steppe hinterland

The earliest information about the steppe hinterland and its inhabitants comes
from contemporary Greek, Roman, Byzantine, and Arab writers, who almost
invariably painted negative descriptions of fierce barbarians from the east whose
only purpose in life was to destroy the achievements of the civilized world as rep-
resented by Greece and, later, Rome and the Byzantine Empire. The few written
sources from this early era give a general picture of an unending swarm of 'bar-
baric” Asiatic peoples with strangesounding names such as Cimmerians, Scythi-
ans, Sarmatians, Alans, Huns, Avars, Bulgars, and Khazars, who successively ruled
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the steppe hinterland before being driven out by the next nomadic invaders. To
be sure, recent archaeological discoveries, especially during the twentieth cen-
tury, have revealed that these nomadic peoples were neither as uncivilized nor as
bent on destruction as the classical Greek and Romano-Byzantine writers made
them out to be. In fact, the civilizations established by these nomads from the east
were often directed to maintaining a stable environment that would allow their
income from trade and commerce to increase.

Before turning to the chronological evolution during these two millennia
(1150 BCE to 850 CE), a few general caveats should be kept in mind. When consid-
ering the various nomadic groups and their invasions of the Ukrainian steppe, the
reader may form the impression — and misconception ~ that the fierce warriors
coming from Central Asia belonged to compact tribes each made up of a particu-
lar people. Moreover, it might seem that these nomads entered territory north of
the Black Sea that was uninhabited, and that a particular tribe remained as the
sole inhabitants until pushed out by another nomadic people, who, in turn, took
their place and began the demographic cycle all over again. Such a scenario does
not reflect what really occurred.

First of all, the Ukrainian steppe was never virgin uninhabited land into which
nomadic hordes poured. Archaeological evidence has shown that the steppe and,
for that matter, all Ukrainian territories were inhabited throughout the Stone
Age, from its earliest (the Paleolithic, ca. 200,000-8,000 BCE) to its most recent
(the Neolithic, ca. 5,000-1,800 BCE) stage. The most important change during
these hundreds of millennia occurred at the beginning of the Neolithic period
(ca. 5,000 BCE), when the inhabitants of Ukraine changed their means of liveli-
hood from hunting and mobile food-gathering to the cultivation of cereals and
the raising of livestock. This sedentary and agricultural way of life continued gen-
erally without interruption through the Neolithic or Bronze Age (ca. 2,500-~1,800
8CE), which is also known on Ukrainian territory as the era of late Trypillian
culture.

The end of the Neolithic or Copper Age was accompanied by a change in the
relatively stable and isolated existence of sedentary communities in Ukraine. This
change took place because during the second millennium BcE, Ukrainian lands
were exposed to the movement of peoples from east-central Europe, to the arrival
of traders from the Aegean and Oriental lands, and, finally, to the disrupting inva-
sions of steppe peoples from the east. Nonetheless, both before and during the
period 1150 to 850 BCE there were always fixed settlements throughout Ukrainian
territory inhabited by people who derived their livelihood from agriculture and
the raising of livestock and, secondarily, from hunting and fishing.

The other misconception about this period concerns the nomadic invaders.
Despite the fact that authors from the Greek and Romano-Byzantine worlds gave
names such as Cimmerians, Scythians, Sarmatians, and so on to these groups,
none was ever composed of a culturally or ethnolinguistically unified people.
Rather, these groups were made up of various nomadic tribes that were some-
times united under the leadership of one tribe that gave its name to (or had its
name adopted by classical authors for) the entire group. Furthermore, after its
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NOMADIC CIVILIZATIONS ON

UKRAINIAN TERRITORY
Cimmerians 1150-750 BCE
Scythians 750250 BCE
Sarmatians 250 BCE-250 CE

Roxolani

Alans

Antes
Goths 250-375 CE
Huns 375-550 CE

Kutrigurs

Utrigurs
Avars 550-565 CE
Bulgars 575-650 CE
Khazars 650-900 CE
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arrival in Ukraine, the sedentary agricultural or pastoral settlers already living
there were also subsumed under the name of the nomadic group that had come
to rule over them. It is in this more complex sense that the names Scythians, Sar-
matians, and Khazars must be understood.

The nomads of the steppe hinterland

The first of these nomadic civilizations on Ukrainian territory about which there
is information, albeit limited, was the Cimmerian. The Cimmerians seem to have
been an Indo-European group that came to dominate Ukrainian lands north of
the Black Sea between 1150 and 950 BCE, a period that coincides with the late
Bronze Age. Most of what we know about the enigmatic Cimmerians comes from
archaeological finds consisting of bronze implements and the remains of bronze
foundries. The Cimmerian era lasted on Ukrainian territory about four centuries,
and it is only from the last two of these centuries (9g00-750 BCE) that there exist
archaeological remains, of bronze implements and weapons, along the Black Sea
littoral near Kherson (the Mykhailivka treasure) and from the region just south of
Kiev (the Pidhirtsi treasure).

Around the middle of the eighth century (750 BCE), the Cimmerian era came
to end. The Cimmerian leadership seems to have fled westward (across the Car-
pathians to Pannonia) and southward (to the Crimea and on to Thrace and Asia
Minor) in the face of a new invasion of nomads from the east — the Scythians. The
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Scythians were known in the classical world for their fierceness as warriors, but
this one-sided image has been tempered by archaeological discoveries which have
unearthed numerous examples of finely wrought sculpture, ornamentation, and
jewellery, primarily in gold. The Scythians actually formed a branch of the Iranian
people ~ more specifically, that branch which remained in the so-called original
Iranian country east of the Caspian Sea (present-day Turkestan), as distinct from
their Medean and Persian tribal relatives, who established a sedentary civilization
farther south on the plateaus of Iran.

Between 750 and 700 BCE, the Scythians moved westward toward Ukraine, and
eventually they settled for the most part first in the Kuban Region and Taman
Peninsula (700-550 BCE) and later along the Dnieper River in south-central
Ukraine (550-450 BCE), where their civilization reached its peak between 350 and
250 BCE. Classical sources tell us that Scythian society was composed of four
groups: royalty, notables (steppe nomads), agriculturalists (georgoi), and plough-
men (aroteres). Actually, only the first two groups — the royalty and notables — were
made up of migrants from the east. This ruling elite, of nomadic origin and way of
life, dominated the sedentary agriculturalists living under their control and the
residents of the cities. Both these groups, together with their rulers, were known
to the outside world as ‘Scythians.’

The mention of cilies may seem confusing, since this discussion of the steppe
hinterland has focused so far on nomads and the sedentary agricultural dwellers
under their control. In fact, it seems that the Scythian ruling elite — the royalty
and their notables — virtually lived on horseback, roaming the steppes while hunt-
ing for food or engaging in war with neighboring tribes. One might speak, how-
ever, of mobile Scythian cities, that 1s, huge caravans of tribes which moved from
one place to another. Nonetheless, there were a few cities — or, more properly,
fortified centers with permanent settlers engaged in activity other than agricul-
ture — within the Scythian sphere. These were so-called Oriental-type cities, owned
by Scythian royalty and notables and inhabited by remnants of the Cimmerians
and other peoples, who paid tribute to their Scythian overlords. Among the more
important Scythian centers were Kam"ians'k on the lower Dnieper River (on the
Left Bank opposite Nikopol') and the capital of Scythia Minor, Neapolis, in the
Crimea (north of the mountains, near present-day Symferopol’).

The Greeks of the coastal region

The few Scythian settlements were in no way as important as the Greek trading cit-
ies along the shores of the Black Sea and Sea of Azov. Not long after the Scythians
began to enter Ukraine from the east, in the eighth century BCE, colonists fleeing
civil strife in Greece arrived from the south, especially from Miletus, in Asia
Minor. As a result, between the seventh and fifth centuries BCE several prosperous
Greek cities came into being along the shores of the Black Sea, the Straits of
Kerch, and the Sea of Azov. Among the first to be established were Tiras at the
mouth of the Dniester River and Olhia at the mouth of the Southern Buh, then
Chersonesus at the southwestern tip of the Crimean Peninsula and Theodosia far-
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ther east on the Crimean Peninsula, and Panticapaeum (Bospor) and Phanagoria
on the west and east banks respectively of the Straits of Kerch.

The Greek homeland along both shores of the Aegean Sea was composed of
individual city-states, each of which jealously guarded its independence. By the
fifth century BcE, however, they had come to form a united civilization whose
achievements set a standard for culture in the civilized world that was to outlast
the city-states themselves. Like the Aegean homeland, the Greek colonies along
the northern Black Sea coast at least initially remained independent of each
other, though they were economically and politically dependent on the city-state
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which founded them - generally either Miletus, along the Aegean coast in Asia
Minor, or Megara, just west of Athens. There were also periods when the Black
Sea colonies were completely independent, or when they united into federations
or states.

The most important instance of a federation came into being about 480 BcE,
when the Greek cities near the Straits of Kerch began to unite under the leader-
ship of Panticapaeum in what became known as the Bosporan Kingdom. The
Bosporan Kingdom became independent of the Greek homeland, and under its
dynamic king Levkon I (reigned ca. 389-348 BCE) came (o control all of the Kerch
and Taman Peninsulas as well as the eastern shore of the Sea of Azov as far as the
mouth of the Don River, where the city of Tanais was established (ca. 875 BCE).
The Bosporan Kingdom included not only Greek cities, but also the regions
around the Sea of Azov inhabited by Scythians and related tribes. Uniil the sec-
ond century BCE, the kingdom flourished as a center of grain trade, fishing, wine
making, and smallscale artisan craftsmanship, especially metalworking. The fol-
lowing century was to witness a period of political instability and the consequent
loss of Bosporan independence, Finally, in 63 BcE, the Bosporan Kingdom
together with other Hellenic states around the Black Sea came under the control
of the Roman Empire.

The Pax Scythica, the Sarmatians, and the Pax Romana

During the nearly five centuries from 700 to 250 BCE, the Greek cities along the
Black Sea littoral, in the southern Crimean Peninsula, and in the Bosporan King-
dom all developed a kind of symbiotic relationship with the Scythian hinterland.
By about 250 BCE, the center of Scythian power had come to be based in the
region known as Scythia Miner (Mala Skifiia), between the lower Dnieper River
and the Black Sea, as well as in the northern portion of the Crimean Peninsula
(beyond the mountains), where the fortified center of Neapolis was located. The
symbiotic relationship had three elements: (1) the Scythian-controlled Ukrainian
steppe, (2) the Black Sea Greek cities, and (3) the Greek city-states along the
Aegean Sea.

Bread and fish were the staples of ancient Greece, and the increasing demand
for these foodstuffs was met by markets in the Black Sea Greek cities. These and
other food products came from Ukrainian lands, which already in ancient times
had a reputation for natural wealth. In the fourth book of his History, the Greek
historian Herodotus, who had lived for a while in Olbia, wrote the following
description of the Dnieper River, or, as he called it, ‘the fourth of the Scythian
rivers, the Borysthenes: ‘It has upon its banks the loveliest and most excellent
pasturages for cattle; it contains an abundance of the most delicious fish; ... the
richest harvests spring up along its course, and where the ground is not sown, the
heaviest crops of grass; while salt forms in great plenty about its mouth without
human aid.”* In this region, the Scythians exacted grain and fish from the seden-
tary populations under their control and traded these commaodities in the Greek
coastal cities along with cattle, hides, furs, wax, honey, and slaves. These products
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SCYTHIAN CUSTOMS

Among the various customs practiced by the Scythians, those associated with
their reputation as fierce warriors made an especially strong impression on the
classical Greek world. In the fourth book of his Hiszery, Herodotus writes:

The Scythian soldier drinks the blood of the first man he overthrows in bartle.
Whatever number he slays, he cuts off all their heads, and carries them to the
king; since he is thus entitled to a share of the booty, whereto he forfeits all claim
if he does not produce a head. In order to strip the skull of its covering, he makes a
cut round the head above the ears, and, laying hold of the scalp, shakes the skull
out; then with the rib of an ox he scrapes the scalp clean of flesh, and softening it
by rubbing between the hands, uses it thenceforth as a napkin. The Scythian is
proud of these scalps, and hangs them from his bridle-rein; the greater the number
of such napkins that a man can show, the more highly is he esceemed among
them. Many make themselves cloaks, like the capotes of our peasants, by sewing a
quantity of these scalps together. Others flay the right arms of their dead enemies,
and make of the skin, which is stripped off with the nails hanging to it, a covering
for their quivers. Now the skin of a man is thick and glossy, and would in white-
ness surpass almost all other hides. Some even flay the encire body of their enemy,
and stretching it upon a frame carry it about with them wherever they ride.

The skulls of their enemies, not indeed of all, but of those whom they most
detest, they treat as follows. Having sawn off the portion below the eyebrows, and
cleaned out the inside, they cover the outside with leather. When a man is poor,
this is all that he does; but if he is rich, he also lines the inside with gold: in either
case the skull is used as a drinking-cup. They do the same with the skulls of their
own kith and kin if they have been at feud with them, and have vanquished them
in the presence of the king. When strangers whom they deem of any account
come to visit them, these skulls are handed round, and the host tells how that
these were his relations who made war upon him, and how that he got the better
of them; all this being looked upon as proof of bravery.

source: Herodotus, The Hisrory, translated by George Rawlinson, Great Books of the Western
World, Vol. V1 (Chicago, London, and Toronto 1952), pp. 134-135.

were then processed and sent to Greece. In turn, the Scythians bought from the
Greeks textiles, wines, olive oil, art works, and other luxury items to satisfy their
taste for opulence.

As a result of these economic interrelations, the Greeks brought to the world
the earliest and still the primary information about the Scythians. Herodotus, in
particular, left a detailed description of the geography, way of life, and often cruel
customs of the Scythians and of the lands under their control. The other source of
information about the Scythians, which corroborates much of what Herodotus
wrote, is their numerous burial mounds, spread throughout south-central Ukraine
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and excavated in modern times. These burial mounds (known as furfany, or bar-
rows) have prescrved for posterity that for which the Scythians are most famous:
their smallscale decorative art, which consisted primarily of {finely balanced ren-
derings ot 4 host of animal forms in gold and bronze. It is not certain whether this
art was produced by the Scythians for themselves, or, more likely, commissioned
[rom Greek artisans living in the citics. Nevertheless, its themes reflect the violence
of the world the Scythians inhabited, and its forms show the high level of technol-
ogy their civilization was able to foster and appreciate.

Notwithstanding the cruclty to human and non-human animals depicted in
their art, the Scythians brought a period of peace and stability to Ukrainian erri-
torics which lusted for about 500 years and which has come to be known as the
Pax Scythica, or Scythian Peace. During the Pax Scythica, the Scythians promoted
trade and commerce with the Greek cities along the Black Sca, which in murm sup-
plicd Greece with needed foodstuffs and raw materials. The Scythians also suc-
cessfully fought off other nomadic peoples from the east, and they even defeated
the great Persian king Darius [ {reigned 522—486 Bek). Darius attempted to con-
quer the Scythians and to persianize their land, which he considered Lo be ‘outer
Iran’ and part ol his own patrimony. His efforts against the Scythians were unsuc-
cessful, but the incursion of Darius in 513 BCGE became the first major historical
event involving Ukrainian territory recorded in written documents.

It would be some time beflore long-term stability like that created by the Pax
Scythica was reestablished in Ukraine, Around 250 BCE, nomads refated to the
Seythians and known as Sarmatians appearcd in the Ukrainian steppe. The Sar
matizns were typical of the civilizations under discussion in that they were not 4
homogeneous peaple, but rather made up of several tribes, each of which led an
independent existence, Those most directly associated with developments in
Tkraine were the Roxolani and, in particular, the Alans.

At least during the first two centuries of the Sarmatian presence, that is, from
250 to R0 BCE, Lhe relative stability and resultant economic prosperity that had
previously existed berween the Scythian hinterland and the Greek cities of the
coast was disrupted. Pressed by the Sarmatians in the steppe, the Scythian leaders
fled to the Crimea, where they were forced to consolidate their rule over a smaller
region that included the Crimean Peninsula north of the mountains and the
lands just to the north between the peninsula and the lower Dnieper River. This
new political entity, which, with its capital at Neapolis, was known as Scythia
Minor (Mala Skifiia), lasted [rom about 250 Bek to 200 cr. Initially, the Scythian
leadership in Neapolis tried to continue its traditional practice of exacting tribute
and goods from the Greeks. But because they no longer controlled the resources
of the steppes, they had nothing to give the Greeks in return, The result was fre-
guent conflict between the Scythians of the Crimea and the Greek cities along the
coast and in the Bosporan Kingdom,

This era of instability, which affccted not only the Sarmatian-controlled hinter-
land but also the Black Sea cities, came: to an cnd along the coastal region afier
6% BCE. Beginning in that vear, the Roman Empire succeeded in extending its
sphere of influence over the independent Greek cities as well as over those within
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the Bosporan Ringdom. With the presence of Roman legions and administrators
in the region, peace and stability were restored. The new Pax Romana reduced
the friction between the Scythians and the Greeks in the Crimea, and the Sarma-
tian tribes in the hinterland also realized the advantages to be accrued from some
kind of cooperation with the Roman world. Reacting to the stabilizing presence of
the Romans, one Sarmatian tribe, the Alans, renewed the Scythian tradition of
trade with the Greco-Roman cities. Before long, a Greek-Scythian-Sarmatian
hybrid civilization evolved within the Bosporan Kingdom, which itself was revived,
this time under the protection of Rome. The resultant trade and commerce
between the steppe hinterland and the Mediterranean world brought a renewed
prosperity to the Bosporan Kingdom that lasted for over two centuries.

The third century cE, however, ushered in a new era of instability, especially in
the steppe hinterland, that was to last until the seventh century. During these four
centuries, Ukrainian territory was subjected to the invasions of several new
nomadic warrior tribes who were bent on destruction and plunder of the classical
world as represented by the Black Sea and Bosporan coastal cities. With few
exceptions, the nomads were not interested — as the Scythians and even the Sar-
matians had been before them - in setiling down and exploiting by peaceful
means the symbiotic relationship of the steppe hinterland and coastal cities.
Between about 250 and 650 CE, several nomadic groups — the Goths, Huns, Kutri-
gurs, Utrigurs, Avars, Bulgars — came and went across parts of Ukrainian territory.
It was not until the arrival of the Khazars in the seventh century that stability was
restored north of the Black Sea.

The four centuries of strife between 250 and 650 CE began not with the arrival
of nomads from Central Asia in the east, but rather with the arrival in the early
third century of Germanic tribes known as Goths from the northwest. Originally
from Sweden and living in what is now Poland, the Goths moved south into
Ukraine, where they broke the Sarmatian dominance of the hinterland. After
250 CE, thev captured Olbia and Tiras from the Romans, with the result that
during the following century the remaining Greco-Roman cities as well as the
Bosporan Kingdom came under Gothic domination.

One branch of the Goths, the Ostrogoths or East Goths, eventually focused
their control on the Crimean Peninsula and the remnants of the Bosporan King-
dom, which still had potential wealth, to be derived from trade and local artisan
works, Ostrogoth rule reached its apogee during the late fourth century under
the king Hermanaric (reigned §50-375). Anxious to maintain good relations with
the Fastern Roman, or Byzantine, Empire to the south, the Ostrogoths even
accepted Christianity. In about 400 CE, they received a bishop, the first in a line
of ecclesiastics who were to ensure the presence of Christianity among the
Ostrogoths for several centuries to come, From their mountain stronghold at
Doraos, in the Crimean Peninsula (just 12 miles [20 kilometers] east of Chersone-
sus), the Ostrogoths, or, as they came to be known, the Crimean Goths, func-
tioned during the next four centuries as a protective shield for the Greco-
Byzantine cities along the coast against further invasions by nomads from the
north.
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Meanwhile, the Ukrainian hinterland north of the Crimean Peninsula and
Black Sea was subjected to a series of invaders: the Huns in the late fourth cen-
tury, the Rutrigurs and Utrigurs in the fifth century, the Avars in the sixth century,
and the Bulgars in the seventh century. More often than not, the presence of
these groups in Ukraine was short-lived. This was because they were in search of
the richer sources of booty to be found along the borders of the Roman Empire
in central Europe (the Pannonian Plain) or along the trade routes between the
Black and Caspian Seas. During periods when one nomadic group had departed
and another not yet arrived, the power vacuum was sometimes filled by the local
population. One such case was that of the Antes, a tribe of Sarmatian (Alanic) and
possibly Gothic elements which by the third century had organized the sedentary
agricultural population of south-central and southwestern Ukraine into a power-
ful military force that stcod up to the Goths, the Byzantine Empire, and the Huns.
Because this sedentary population, which the Antes led and to which they gave
their name, was probably composed of Slavs, the group is of particular interest
with respect to subsequent developments in Ukraine (see chapter 4).

The Byzantines and the Khazars

While the Ukrainian steppe and hinterland were experiencing frequent disrup-
tions between 250 and 650 CE, the coastal region along the Black Sea and Sea of
Azov was undergoing another revival. This time the stabilizing factor was the East-
ern Roman, or Byzantine, Empire, which reached its greatest territorial extent
and political influence during the sixth-century reign of Emperor Justinian
(reigned 527-565). Under Justinian, the Black Sea coastal cities received Byzan-
tine garrisons, their walls were fortified, and Chersonesus, on the western tip of
the peninsula, became the region’s Byzantine administrative center. Byzantine
Greek culture in the form of Eastern Christianity also was strengthened, with the
result that Chersonesus, with its ten churches and chapels (including St Peter’s
basilica in Kruze) and a monastery built in a cave along cliffs at nearby Inkerman,
was to become an important center from which Christian influence was subse-
quently to radiate throughout Ukrainian territory and among the East Slavs. Byz-
antine influence was also strong at the eastern end of the Crimea, where the
Bosporan Kingdom was revived, this time as a colony of Byzantium.

While it is true that direct Byzantine political control over the Crimean cities
and the Bosporan Kingdom was frequently interrupted, economic, social, and cul-
tural ties in the form of Byzantine Orthodox Christianity were to last until at least
the thirteenth century. It was during the era of Roman and Byzantine control of
the Bosporan Kingdom, moreover, that Hellenic Jews settled in the region’s
coastal cities. And it is from these cities that Jewish contacts across the Straits of
Kerch were, by the seventh century, to reach a new nomadic civilization that was
beginning to make its presence felt.

Not long after the rise of Byzantine influence along the coast, which began in
earnest during the late sixth century, a group of nomads arrived from the east
whose presence was to have a profound impact on the region north and east of
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the Black Sea. These were the Khazars, a Turkic group who originally inhabited
the westernmost part of the Central Asiatic Turkat Empire. Unlike most of their
predecessors during the preceding three centuries, the Khazars preferred diplo-
macy to war. Soon after their arrival along the Black Sea, they signed a treaty
(626) with the Byzantine Empire. The Byzantines, ever anxious about their own
castern frontier with the Persians and about potential invaders from the east who
might threaten their Black Sea possessions, welcomed the seeming willingness of
the Khazars to fit into the plans of Byzantiuin’s northern diplomacy.

The appearance of the Khazars in the seventh century proved to be of great
significance for developments in eastern Europe in general and in Ukraine in par-
ticular. The Khazars cantinued the tradition established by the Scythians (750-
250 BGE) and continued by the Sarmatians (50 BCE to 250 CE) whereby nomads
from the east would gain control over the sedentary population of the steppe hin-
terland, keep in line recalcitrant nomadic tribes, protect trade routes, and foster
commercial contacts with the Greco-Roman-Byzantine cities along the Black Sea
coast. The age-old symbiotic relationship between the coast and the steppe hinter-
land was to be restored under the hegemony of the Khazars. The resultant Khazar
peace, or Pax Chazarica, which lasted approximately from the mid-seventh to the
mid-ninth century, did in fact cushion the territory from further nomadic inva-
sions from the steppes of Central Asia in the east as well as from incursions by the
Persians and, later, the Arabs from the south. Because of the Khazars’ role in pro-
tecting the eastern and southern frontiers of the European continent, some writ-
ers have compared them to Charles Martel and the Franks in western Europe,
The Pax Chazarica also provided two centuries of peace and stability during
which sedentary peoples living within the Khazar sphere of influence were
allowed to develop. Among those peoples, within and just beyond the northwest
ern edge of the Khazar sphere, were the Slavs.
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The Slavs and the Khazars

The origins of the Slavs

The origins and early development of the Slavs are, like those of other peoples,
clouded in uncertainty. The few written references to the Slavs from the carlicse
period, together with extensive archaeological evidence uncovered in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, are still insufficient for modern scholarship to
provide conclusive answers to many thorny questions concerning their origin,
location, way of life, and sociopolitical organization. The written cvidence about
the early Slavs is scanty and consists of little more than brief descriptions of
them by the Greek historian Herodotus in the fifth century scr and by Byzan-
tine and Gothic historians (Procopins and Jordanes) in the sixth century ck.
Morcover, despite the best efforts of some scholars, the link between the grow-
ing body of archacological data from these early conturies and any particular
tribe of peaple is still a marter of speculation. The only thing that seems certain
is that the Slavic peoples and their Proto-Slavic ancestors were present in east-
ern Furope from at least the first millennium Bor. Preciselv where in eastern
Europe the Slavs had their origin is a question that will probably continue to
remain a topic of debale among specialists.

The current consensus suggesis that the original homeland of the Slavs was
located somewhere north of the Carpathian Mountains within a territory stretch-
ing from the upper Oder River valley in the west through the upper Vistula and
Buh Rivers on 1o the middle Dnieper River in the east. In modern terms, this
means that the original Slavic homeland included sume parts or all of central and
castern Poland, southern Belarus, and northwestern Ukraine.

In terms of geography, the Slavic homeland was clearly north of the line that
divided the mixed foreststeppe zone from the open steppe farther south ~ a line
that ran diagonally across U'kraine from the lower Prut and Dnicster Rivers in the
southwest to the upper Donets’ River in the northeast. In the mixed foreststeppe
zone north of that line, the sedentary agricultural Slavs found a modicum of pro-
tection froim the aggressive nomadic peoples of the open steppe.
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THE ORIGINAL HOMELAND OF THE SLAVS

Among the first historical accounts to define the original homeland of the
Slavs is the early medieval Rus’ Primary Chronicle. It states that the Slavs first
‘settled beside the Danube, where the Hungarian and Bulgarian lands now
lie,” that is, along the middle and lower Danube valley, from the Pannonian
Plain to the Black Sea. This view was accepted for many centuries, but later
was replaced by the so-called Sarmatian theory, which considered the Slavic
homeland to be on the Don River, thereby placing the Slavs in close relation-
ship with the Iranian Scythians and Sarmatians. In the nineteenth century,
scholars began to argue that the original Slavic habitat was cither in the Car-
pathian Mountains or farther north, along the marshes of the Pripet River.
Taoday, four views are current.

(1) The Czech archacologist Lubor Niederle (1902) defined the Slavic
homeland as centered in northwestern Ukraine, encompassing the upper Vis-
tula and Buh valleys, the Pripet Marshes, and Right Bank Ukraine bounded
by the Dnieper River in the east and the crest of the Carpathians in the
south.

(2) The Slavic linguist Max Vasmer (1941) fixed the Slavic homeland
somewhat farther east, centering it in north-central Ukraine where the
Pripet and Desna Rivers meet the Dnieper. This territory includes, in
the west, the Pripet Marshes and Right Bank as far as the upper valley of
the Southern Buh River, and, in the cast, the region of the upper Donets’
and upper Don valleys.

(3) Several interwar and postwar Polish archacologists — Jan Czekanowski,
Tadeusz Lehr-Splawinski, Leon Koztowski, Jézef Kostrzewski, and Tadeusz
Sulimirski — argued that the original Slavic homeland coincides with the area
of the so-called Lusatian culture, which, on the evidence of archaeological
finds, they identificd as having been located between the Elbe River in the
west and the Buh River in the east, and as spreading from the crest of the
Carpathians northward all the way to the Baltic Sea. This territory coincides
largely with the present-day boundaries of Poland.

(4) Post-World War II Soviet archaeologists (Petr N. Tret'iakov, Boris
Rybakov), joined by Polish (Konrad Jazdzewski) and Czech archaeologists
(Jan Filip, Jiti Hordk, and Zden&k Viiia), argued that the area of Lusatian cul-
ture was only one part of the Slavic homeland, and the westernmost one at
that, and that the territory should therefore be extended eastward as far as the
lower Desna and Seim Rivers.

Whereas their emphases may differ slightly, modern scholars seem to main-
tain the common premise that the original homeland of the Slavs was north of
the Carpathian Mountains and north of the line that divided the mixed forest-
steppe from the open steppe. This territory extended from the upper reaches
of the Oder River in the west across to the middle Vistula, Buh, Pripet, middle
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Dnieper, and Desna Rivers in the east; in contemporary terms, it was made up
of north-central and western Ukraine, southwestern Belarus, and south-central
and southeastern Poland.

The migrations of the Slavs

By the middle of the first millennium BCE, the Slavs had begun to move slowly in
various directions from their original homeland. This gradual process of outward
migration was to last a millennium. It was especially pronounced toward the
south, into the middle Dniester and Southern Buh valleys of southwestern
Ukraine. The Slavs and, for that matter, other peoples were drawn to Ukraine
because of its natural wealth and the possibility for trade with the Greek and,
later, Roman cities along the coasts of the Black Sea and Sea of Azov.

It was inevitable that the Slavs would come into contact with the nomadic and
semi-sedentary civilizations that held sway over Ukrainian territory. This was the
case with the Scythians, who after 750 BCE controlled the steppe area north of the
Black Sea. It is more than likely that the agriculturalists and certain that the so-
called ‘ploughmen’ of Scythian society were at least to some degree made up of
Slavs. The subordinate position of the Slavs at first was maintained under the Sar-
matians, who displaced the Scythians after 250 BCE.

Information about the Slavs on Ukrainian territory during the Sarmatian era
comes from the sixth-century Goth and Byzantine historians Jordanes and Proco-
pius. They were the first writers to describe the Slavs in any detail. Jordanes
divided them into three groups: (1) the Venedi, living along the Baltic Sea and
the lower valleys of the Elbe, Oder, and Vistula Rivers; (2) the Antes, living along
the Black Sea between the Prut and the Southern Buh Rivers; and (3) the
Sclaveni, living north of the Danube, in both Moravia and the Carpathian Basin as
well as in Walachia and Moldavia. The second of these groups, the Antes, are of
particular interest with respect to the developments in Ukraine.

The Antes

Because of the limited and conflicting written evidence (in contrast to Jordanes,
Procopius does not classify the Antes as Slavs) and the inconclusive nature of
archaeological data, there remains much controversy about the Antes. It is agreed
that their presence derives from the Sarmatian era. The most important Sarma-
tian tribe on Ukrainian territory were the Alans, and one group of the Alans were
known as the Antes. It seems that after their arrival in the Ukrainian steppe dur-
ing the first two centuries CE, the Alanic Antes (like other Sarmatian tribes of
Iranic origin) began to organize the Slavic and other tribes living in their midst.
Initially centered on lands between the Prut and the lower Dniester Rivers during
the fourth century ck, the Antean power base moved progressively northward:
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first to the upper valley of the Southern Buh; then, in the fifth and sixth centuries,
to Volhynia; and later to the middle Dnieper region. Eventually, as they moved
tarther north beyond the open sleppe inte the more heavily Slavic-populated
areas, the name Antes came to be used for the upper echelons as well as the Slavs
under their control. At the same time, the Slavs themselves gradually replaced the
original group of Irano-Alanic conquerors and military elite from whom they had
acquired the Antean name.

By the fourth century cr, the Antes had evolved into a powerful wribal league
with effective military units. Their reputation as a potent fighting force was still
evident in the sixth century, when Jordanes described them as ‘the bravest ol
these peoples dwelling in the curve of the Sea of Ponrtus |Black Sea], spread from
the Dniester to the Dnieper.”! The Antes were able to undertake successful raids
against the Byzantine Empire and to resist the Gorhs, who after 250 ce had estab-
lished a power base in the Crimea and southern Ukraine. It is from the Gothic-
Antean conflicts that descriptions of powertul military leaders like the fourth-
century Antean ‘king’ Boz have come down Lo us,

The fifth century marked the apogee of Antean power on Ukrainian territo-
ries. At that time, the Antes were able to A1l a power vacuum that had been left in
the region west of the Dnieper River. This occurred afrer the Gothic supremacy in
the area was undermined by the Huns in the late fourth century during the lat-
ter’s westward advance across Ukraine toward the Pannonian Plain heyond the
Carpathian Mountains. Within the Antean sphere, based in north-central aned
northwestern Ukraine, a sedentary civilization consisting of numerous villages in
which agriculture and cartle breeding were the primary occupations came into
being.

The sedentary Antes also cstablished several hill forts, known as horodyshcha or
horody, where artisans produccd metalwares and pottery. Remnants of these items
have been uncovered by archaeologists, who describe their findings as belonging
to what they call the Cherniakhiv and Pen’kivka cultures. Among the more impor-
tant of the fortified centers were Volyn' in the far west und Kiev along the middle
Dnieper, from which the Antes carried on a brisk local and international trade
reaching the markets of the Roman and Byzantine empires.

Whereas the existence of the Antes somewhere on Ukrainian territory herween
the third and seventh centuries is recognized, the nature of their socicty and the
extent of their rule remain a source of contraversy. Somc scholars believe the
Antes were Slavic or party slavicized tribal groups who from time to time were
able to join together to create tribal leagues with their own military forces. Others
suggest that the Antcan tribal league evolved into ‘statehood,” which would make
them the creators of one of the earliest Slavic states, Francis Dvornik even speaks
of an Antean ‘empire’ stretching virtually the full extent of the original Slavic
homeland from the Oder River in the west 1o the upper Donets’ and Oka Rivers
in the east, Most writers, however, limit the Antean sphere to the Last Slavs: non-
Soviet Ukrainian authors {Hrushevs ki, Polons'ka-Vasylenko) consider them cre-
ators of the first Ukrainian state; Soviet authors {Grekov, Rybakov) see them as an
indigenous Slavic group who formed the first East Slavic state, based in the sixth
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ARCHAEOLOGY IN UKRAINE

Historical accounts frequently describe the first period of Ukrainian history or
prehistory (ca. 1150 BCE to 850 CE) in terms of the succession of nomadic peo-
ples, from the Cimmerians to the Khazars, who invaded Ukrainian territory
and controlled it for varying periods of time. Archacological accounts, how-
ever, describe these same two millennia in terms of cultures whose character-
istics are arrived at on the basis of the remains found in archaeological digs.
Such remains include dwellings, household implements, military equipment,
burial sites, coins, and, especially, pottery. These archaeological data tell us
more about the material way of life of the sedentary agricultural population
than do the scattered accounts by classical authors, who at best left sketchy
descriptions of the ruling nomadic peoples.

Archaeologists have uncovered the presence of more than one culture on
Ukrainian territory during any given period. These cultures, morcover, may
have been geographically displaced and have lasted longer in a new place than
in their places of origin. The names given to the cultures frequently are
derived from sites where the first archaeological discovery was made in the
late nineteenth or early twentieth century (Trypillia, Zarubintsiv, Chernia-
khiv) or from the style of the pottery or burial pattern adopted by the given
culture (shnurova ‘line, catacomb’).

Many cultures from the prehistoric and historical eras have been distin-
guished by archacologists on Ukrainian territory. Among the best known are
the Trypillian culture (ca. 3500-1400 BCE), which witnessed the transition
from nomadic pastoralism to sedentary agriculture; the Bilohrudivka culture
(1350-800 BCE), which coincided in part with the Cimmerian presence; and
the Srubna culture (1200-600 BCE), toward the end of which the Scythians
made their appearance.

By the beginning of the common era, several new cultures had emerged,
although there is continual debate among scholars whether archaeological
finds can be classified and then related to specific historical cultures and peo-
ples. The problem of relating archaeology to history is particularly marked
with regard to the ethnogenesis of the Slavs.

The first of these new cultures was the Zarubynets’ (named for a site near
Pereiaslav), which flourished from about 200 BCE to 200 CE, particularly in
northwestern (Volhynia and the Pripet Marshes) and north-central (the Kiev
region) Ukraine. This culture was that of an agricultural people living in small
dwellings along protected banks of rivers. They were noted for excellent iron
production. The Zarubynets’ culture coincides with the Sarmatian period,
although it probably included several peoples (Baltic, Scythian, Pomeranian),
of whom the Slavs may have been one,

In about 200 cg, the so-called Cherniakhiv culture (named for a burial
ground near Kiev) emerged in both the mixed forest-steppe and open steppe
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geographic zones covering most of Ukraine, Moldova, and eastern Romania.
This area included hundreds of settlements scattered in narrow strips, some-
times nearly two-thirds of a mile (one kilometer) in length, along river banks.
Gray or black polished pottery, iron tools, and metal ornaments of a high stan-
dard are associated with the Cherniakhiv culture, and, as is evident from
remains, the inhabitants of the settlements also carried on trade with the
Roman world to the south. Their spiritual life is revealed through several
stone statues of pagan idols, three to ten feet (one to three meters) in height,
found at various sites in the middle Dniester River valley and dating from the
second to the fifth century. Some scholars see the Cherniakhiv culture as
reflecting the Gothic presence on Ukrainian territory; others see it as reflect-
ing a stage in the ethnogenesis of the Slavs. Whatever its ethnic composition,
the Cherniakhiv culture seems to have come to a sudden end around 400 CE,
probably the victim of the invasion of the nomadic Huns.

Almost simultaneously with the Cherniakhiv culture arose the Pen'kivka
culture (named for a site near the middle Dnieper River now under the
Kremenchuk reservoir), which was initially based in the region between the
Dnieper, Southern Buh, and lower Dnieper Rivers. The Pen’kivka culture
seems to have represented the remnants of the Sarmarian presence in
Ukraine, whose Iranian inhabitants had become slavicized and who were later
described in historical records as the Antes (or Anti). This agriculture-based
culture was marked by small settlements along river banks, made up of semi-
subterranean dwellings, each with a stone oven. The Pen'kivka culture associ-
ated with the Antes flourished from the fourth century ce until the Avar inva-
sion of the early seventh century. The Avars may have reduced the power of
the Antes’ military forces, but they did not destroy the way of life characteris-
tic of the Pen’kivka culture, which continued to survive, especially in north-
western and north-central Ukraine.

century among the Dulebians in Volhynia and in the seventh and eighth centuries
among the Polianians in the middle Dnieper region near the Ros’ River.
Whether the Antes created a state structure or existed simply as tribal group-
ings, their influence was broken after the arrival of the Avars during the second
half of the sixth century. With the Avar presence, the Antes disappeared; they are
last mentioned in historical sources at the beginning of the seventh century (602).

The Pax Chazarica

Aside from the disappearance of the Antes, the seventh century proved ta be an
important turning point in the history of Ukraine. By the middle of that century,
the warlike Avars had moved out of Ukrainian lands and westward across the Car-
pathians into the Pannonian Plain, while a new Turkic people, the Khazars, were
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establishing a powerful political and commercial center just east of Ukrainian ter-
ritory between the lower Don, lower Volga, and Kuban-Terek River valleys. As for
the East Slavic tribes, some went west beyond the Carpathians with the Avars. In
Ukraine, the Dulebian tribal union in Volhynia dissipated and was replaced by a
new tribal union among the Polianians and Severians along the middle Dnieper
valley. Scholars maintain either that the Polianian-Severian union, with centers
such as Roden’, at the conjunction of the Ros” and Dnieper Rivers, continued the
tradition of East Slavic statehood (Soviet authors spoke of an early Rus’ state in
this region), or that it functioned as a tribal unit within the Khazar sphere.

The Khazar sphere was concentrated within the triangle formed by the lower
Don, lower Volga, and Kuban-Terek Rivers. But Khazar influence was felt far
beyond as well. By the early ninth century, several East Slavic tribes to the north-
west (the Polianians, Radimichians, Severians, Viatichians), and other peoples,
including the Mordvinians, Cheremissians, and Volga Bulgars in the north, and
the Magyars, Onogurs, Kasogians, and Alans in the south, were all under the
hegemony of the Khazar Kaganate, or empire. From the eighth century, the Kha-
zars also controlled the northern Crimea, where the Crimean Goths with their
center at Doros came under their influence as well.

Within this vast territory were to be found some of the most lucrative interna-
tional trading routes, especially the northern branch of the silk route from China,
which passed the Aral Sea and skirted the northern Caspian Sea, ending in the
Khazar capital of Itil, near the mouth of the Volga. From Itil, the Khazars traded
southward across the Caspian Sea to Baghdad and the Persian, later Arab, Middle
East, or westward down the Don River and across the Black Sea to Byzantium.
Trade and commerce were of the greatest concern to the Khazars, and the con-
trol and protection of commercial routes was the highest priority of the empire’s
military forces. Customs duties levied on goods passing along the trade routes
under their control provided the main source of Khazar wealth, which was supple-
mented by taxes collected from various peoples under their hegemony. In return
for this lord-vassal relationship, the Khazars provided peace and stability in the
region as well as possibilities for trade. These were the main characteristics of the
new order known as the Pax Chazarica.

Because of their interest in trade and commerce, the Khazars, unlike their
nomadic predecessors and successors, preferred diplomacy and peace to war and
plundering. Accordingly, in the north, even after the Volga Bulgars had become
independent in the mid-eighth century, the Khazars maintained friendly relations
with them. Toward the south, after a fierce struggle with the Persian Empire and,
later, the Arab Caliphate during the seventh and eighth centuries, in about 750
the antagonists agreed it was useless to continue fighting. Both powers decided
that the Caucasus Mountains should serve as their ‘natural’ frontier.

Relations with Byzantium, the region’s major commercial emporium, were very
favorable from the time of the initial rise of Khazar power in the seventh century.
The Khazars served as allies of Byzantium, first against the Persians and later
against the Arabs. The only potential threat to peaceful ties was in the Crimean
Peninsula, where the Bosporan Kingdom had been under Byzantine hegemony
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since the sixth century. The Khazars built a fortress, Tmutorokan', at the site of
the Greco-Bosporan city Hermanossa (Tamatarcha), on the eastern shore of
the Straits of Kerch. Taking advantage of civil strife between the Crimea and the
Byzantine capital, the Khazars ook control of most of the peninsula at the very
end of the seventh century. It was not long, however, before the Khazars assuaged
Byzantine fears. They agreed to divide the Crimea into a Byzantine sphere along
the coast and a Khazar sphere in the hinterland behind the mountains.

Byzantine-Khazar relations were further strengthened in the eighth century by
marital diplomacy (several Khazar princesses became wives of Byzantine emper-
ors) and in the ninth century by a common defense against the increasingly
restless nomadic Magyars and the newly arrived Varangian Rus’. The common
defense took the form of the construction in the 830s by Byzantine architects of a
second Khazar capital on the Don River at Sarkel {in Slavic, Bila Vezha) und the
dispatch to the Khazars in the 860s of a ‘cultural’ mission headed by the Byzantine
Christian missionaries Constantine and Methodius.

The international commercial relations emphasized by the Khazars alse trans-
formed their empire into a fertile ground for cultural development, especially for
religion. The Khazars were originally believers in Shamanism of the Altaic variety,
but their ruling elite was receptive to other more advanced religions. In fact, all
three great religions were received favorably by the Khazar leadership: (1) Islum,
via Arab traders in the seventh century; {2) Judaism, via Jewish missionaries,
among them Isaac Sangari in 767; and (g) Christianity, via Ceonstantine and
Methodius from Byzantium, the future ‘Apostles to the Slavs,” who lived in the
Khazar capital of Sarkel in 860 and 861. Between 789 and 809, the Khazar ruler
{kagan) and nobility embraced Judaism, and later, during the first half of the
tenth century, the kaganate became a refuge for Jews fleeing persecution by the
Byzantine emperor (Romanus Lecapanus, reigned 019—944). Although eventually
the Khazar Kaganate was most influenced by Islam, it nonetheless is the only state
in history to have converted to Judaism, for however brief a time. Its conversion
has given rise to Jewish legend and to theories (the most recent treatment being
Arthur Koestler's The Thirteenth Tribe) adopted by various authors to prove that
eastern Europe’s Jews are descendants of the Khazars.

The Khazars are important because for two centuries — circa 650 to 850 — their
state fostered stability within a wide region, one surrounded by several cultures,
between the Black Sea, the Caspian Sea, and the Caucasus Mountains. While the
Khazar Kaganate was never the kind of impenetrable ‘bulwark of the steppe’
against the East that is often suggested in traditional literature, it nonetheless
served as a power center around which nomadic tribes and federations (the Bul-
gars, Alans, Magyars, East Slavs) gravitated and in which they found it more advan-
tageous to trade and to live in peace than to provoke war and conilict.

The Slavic tribes in the shadow of the Khazars

The Slavic inhabitants of central and southwestern Ukraine, protected by the Pax
Chazarica, were able to move south along water routes as far as the Black Sea and
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to expand east of the Dnieper River. Out of the old Antes federation, several dis-
tinct Slavic tribes evolved on Ukrainian territory: the Severians, in the northeast
along the lower Desna and upper Seim and Sula Rivers; the Polianians (plains
people), along the Dnieper River between Kiev and Roden’; the Derevlianians
{forest dwellers), bounded by the Pripet and Horyn' Rivers; the Dulebians, in
Volhynia, along the upper valleys of the Vistula, Buh, and Styr” Rivers; the White
Croats, north of the Carpathian Mountains; the Ulichians, on the left bank of the
Southern Buh River; and the Tivertsians, between the Dniester and Prut Rivers
near the Black Sea.

As during the period of the Antean tribal leagues, the centers for these various
Slavic tribes were hill forts known as korodyshcha or horedy. At first, these were no
more than stockades encircled by moats and ramparts where the surrounding
agricultural population came for protection in times of danger. Eventually, the
horody became towns where artisans produced wares and merchants conducted
trade. By the ninth century, there were an estimated 400 horody in the Kiev area,
350 in Volhynia, 250 in Podolia, and 100 in Galicia. Among the more important
were Kiev, the center for the Polianians, founded by their semi-legendary leader
Kii (ca. 560); Chernihiv, the center for the Severians; Iskorosten’ (Korosten'), for
the Derevlianians; Volyn’ (now Horodok, on the Buh), for the Dubelians; Prze-
mysl, for the White Croats; and Peresichen’, for the Ulichians. Initially, the tribal
organization was in the hands of representatives of those families who had
secured positions of power and influence on the basis of wealth, military prowess,
or personal qualities. These representatives met in a coundil (viche) to decide
important issues, and from time to time the most powerful of them became lead-
ers or princes for the tribal group as a whole.

The primary livelihood of the Slavic tribes was agriculture and cattie raising.
They harvested several different grains, fished, hunted wild animals, and collected
honey and wax from bees. These were some of the goods they wraded in the
horody, where artisans had well-developed pottery, weaving, and metal industries,
especially in iron. Besides supporting local commerce, Ukrainian lands became
an important component of the Khazar international trading network.

In the early centuries of Khazar rule, the major trade route connecting Central
Asia, the Arab world, and Byzantium with northern Europe passed through the
Khazars’ territory — Khazaria — up the Volga River, then crossed several lakes to
the Gulf of Finland and the Baltic Sea (see map 6). The initiators of this northern
trade were the Varangians, who, from their home base on the western shores of
the Baltic Sea and outposts in northern {Staraia Ladoga) and north-central (Ros-
tov) Russia, began during the eighth century to descend the Volga River to Kha-
zaria. By the ninth century, a shorter route, from the Baltic through several lakes
and rivers directly sonthward to the Dnieper River on to the Black Sea and Byzan-
tium, had been opened. Not wanting to be outdone by what later became famous
as the great waterway ‘from the Varangians to the Greeks,’ the Khazars sirength-
ened their presence in the middle Dnieper with a garrison at Kiev, which in turn
was connected by an east—west overland route to the Khazar capitals at Sarkel and
[til. The result was that Kiev became the axis for major north—south and east—west
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trade routes along which goods flowed to and from Central Asian, Arabic, Byzan-
tine, and Balto-Scandinavian markets. Along these and subsidiary routes, the East
Slavic tribes in Ukraine exchanged their grain, wax, honey, and, sometimes, fur
and slaves for fine cloths, gold, silver objects, wine, and pottery.

Although there were several Slavic tribes, they had much in common with
regard to their basically agricultural way of life and their mythology or system of
belief. Scattered in small groups across the vast plains and forests, the Slavs
responded to their isolation and fear before the mysteries of nature by formulat-
ing divinities who peopled the clouds and the earth, the forests and the rivers,
and their own fields and stables. In personifying nature, they were attempting to
communicate with it in *human’ terms and thereby to reduce the terror of the
unknown. Since their system of beliefs is not set forth in a body of written texts,
what we know of it derives from descriptions by antagonistic Christian writers
and from latter-day folk customs that are presumed to retain remnants of pre-
Christian Slavic mythology.

There seem to have been two categories of gods: major ones, who had control
over the forces of nature; and minor ones, who inhabited local woods, fields, and
rivers. The major gods included Svaroh, the sky, who gave birth to two children -
Dazhboh, the sun, and Svarozhych, fire. Also of importance were Perun, the god
of thunder, and Volos, the god of the anitmals. In the second, minor category were
a whole host of spirits who inhabited the forests (lesky), bogs (bisy), fields (polo-
vpky), and bodies of water (rusalky). Others were associated with human emotion,
such as larylo, the god of springtime regeneration and sexual passion, and
Kupalo, the god of water, herbs, and flowers with their purifying powers. Sacrifices
were made and rituals performed in the service of all these gods.

In general, however, the system of helief among the Slavs was personal, with no
temples, statues, or priests. There were two exceptions, however, found among
Slavs on the island of Ragen, in the Baltic Sea, and in Kiev. Both places had large
statues of mythic gods. In Kiev, there was a large wooden statue of Perun, who as
the personification of thunder became the god of war to whom Kiev's earliest rul-
ers and first Rus’ princes paid tribute, as they did aiso to Volos, the god of beasts,
before going off to war. On the island of Riigen, the Slavic Ranians had an even
more elaborate ritual and temple-like setting for their ‘god of gods,” Svantowit.
Svantovit's influence seemed to be widespread as well amnong West Slavic tribes
north of the Carpathians, and an eight-foot (twe-and-a-half-meter) statue believed
to depict him was found in the mid-nineteenth century along the banks of the
Zbruch River, in western Ukraine. With the coming of Christianity, the major
Slavic gods and their statues were destroyed, but belief in the minor ones
throughout rural areas remained strong — often flourishing through amalgama-
tion with Christian beliefs — until as recently as the twentieth centuyy.

Living within the protective shadow of the Pax Chazarica, the Slavic tribes on
Ukrainian lands were spared for a while the worst nomadic invasions from the
east, and, as a result, between the seventh and ninth centuries they were able to
expand their agricultural and trading activities. But despite such protection, some
Slavic princes began to resent their vassal-like relationship to the Khazar rulers.
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For the longest time, however, the 5lavs were not united, and no individual tribe
had the strength to confront the Khazar Kaganate, Building up the necessary
strength became a possibility only in the mid-ninth century, with a new develop-
ment in the region of Kiev. This development combined local forces with a group
of leaders from Scandinavia — the Varangians — and the result was the eventual
consolidation of a new power known as Rus’. How did this new phenomenon
arise? Or, to cite the opening passage of the Primary Chronicle, the most famous dis-
cussion of the subject, what was 'the origin of the land of Rus’, [and of] the first
princes of Kiev, and from what source did the land of Rus' have its beginning?’



PART TWO

The Kievan Period
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The Rise of Kievan Rus’

Whereas our knowledge of the carliest developments on Ukrainian lands, based
on scanty historical evidence, is riddled with uncertainties, there is no question
that a political entity known as Kievan Rus’ bepgan its existence sometime in the
late ninth century and lasted until the mid-fourteenth century on the lands inhab-
ited by the East Slavs. The political and cultural center of Kievan Rus’ was in the
middle Dnieper region of Ukraine, although the sphere of Klevan rule eventually
extended north of Ukrainian lands. This and the next four chapters will survey
the rise, consolidation, decline, and transformation of Kievan Rus’ during four
periods: (1} the 870s to g72, the era of growth and expansion; (2) g72 to 1132, the
era of consclidation; (3) 1132 to 1240, the era of disintegration; and (4) 1240 to
1349, the era of political transformation.

The origin of Rus’

While it is true that in comparison with the Ehazar and early Slavic eras there is
more historical data available about Kievan Rus’, its first century is still shrouded
in uncertainty and controversy. Among several problematic issues is the question
of the origin of Rus’. Who were the Rus’, and what were the beginnings of the
state structure known as Kievan Rus'? These are among the most disputed and
certainly rost written-about questions in the history of eastern Europe. Admit-
tedly, the ongoing and often passionate debate that these questtons have pro-
voked among scholars and publicists frequently reflects less the actual issues of
early medieval eastern Furopean historical development than the needs of subge-
quent generations to find in their past an appropriate ‘foundation myth’ that will
both explain the origin of their people and provide for an appropriate degree of
national pride. Did the East Slavs create their own state, or did they need out-
siders to do it for them? In other words, was Kievan Rus' the first state on East
Slavic territory, or was it just a successor to earlier ones? Finally, were the Rus’
Scandinavian outsiders, indigenous East Slavs, or both?

The controversy surrcunding these questions derives from the different inter-
pretations given to certain passages in the opening pages of one of the oldest and
bestknown written sources for the early history of the East Slavs, the Rus' Primany
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THE GREAT DEBATE: THE ORIGIN OF RUS’

The ‘invitation to the Varangians’ and the problem of the origin of Rus’ have
provoked a controversy that has been raging for over two centuries. The prin-
cipal schools of thought on these questions have come to be known as the
Normanist and Anti-Normanist.

It could be said that the Normanist position was first presented in the old-
est historical chronicles from Kievan times, the Novgorod First Chronicle and
the Rus' Primary Chronicle (also known by its opening phrase as the Povest vre-
mennykh let “T'ale of bygone years'). The Novgorod First Chronicle dates from
1071, and despite subsequent modifications it is the earliest historical compila-
tion available. The Primary Chronicle was begun even earlier, in the mid-clev-
enth century. Although it was subsequently copied and revised several times,
its present form reflects a version prepared by the Kievan monk Nestor at the
beginning of the twelfth century and subsequently reworked twice by his
monastic colleagues (ca. 1118 and 1123). Both the Novgorod First Chronicle and
the Primary Chronicle relate the story of the invitation to the Varangians and in
various places associate them with the Rus’. Consequently, the Varangians are
considered to have played a determining role in the establishment of Kievan
Rus’.

With the advent of critical historical writing about eastern Europe in the
eighteenth century, two German historians in the service of the Russian
Empire, Gottlieb Bayer and Gerhard F. Miiller, set the Normanist tone. They
and their nineteenth-century successors (Schlézer, Kunik, Thomsen) claimed
that most features of early Kievan Rus’ civilization — its political and legal
structure, religion, and art — owed their origin and subsequent development to
Scandinavian influences. Although later research undermined many of these
original Normanist assertions, one secemed irrefutable: the chronicle’s ‘invita-
tion to the Varangians’ and the association of them with the Rus’.

A revised Normanist understanding of early Rus’ history was adopted by
the leading nineteenth- and twentieth-century historians of Russia (Karamzin,
Pogodin, Solov'ev, Kliuchevskii, Miliukov, Pokrovskii) and their successors in
the West (Florinsky, Dvornik, Obolensky), as well as by some Ukrainian histo-
rians (Kostomarov, Kulish, Antonovych, Tomashivs’kyi). The chronicle’s asso-
ciation of the Varangians with the Rus’ having been accepted, a quest using
linguistic evidence was undertaken to find the original Rus’ homeland. The
hypothesis of Ernst Kunik and Vilhelm Thomsen that the original homeland
was the Swedish maritime district of Uppland, along the Baltic Sea north of
present-day Stockholm, was a view accepted by many leading Slavic philolo-
gists (Miklogi¢, Sreznevskii, Jagi¢, Shakhmatov, Briickner). According to lin-
guistic criteria, the name Rus’ reflects the Finnic tribes' description of these
‘newcomers from overscas.” Consequently, Rus’ derives either (1) from Rwotss,
the Finnish designation for Sweden, especially the coastal region just north of
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Stockholm known as Roslagen, inhabited by the rospiggar (pronounced ruspig-
gar), or (2) from ropsmenn or ropskariar, old Nordic designations meaning sea-
farers or rowers, a group the Finns thought to be a nationality and whose name
they preserved in the first syllable of their terms for Sweden (Rworsi) and
Swedish (rwotsalaiser).

An anti-Normanist reaction had already been expressed by the eighteenth-
century Russian author Mikhail Lomonosov, but his defense of the ‘Russian
nation’ and of the East Slavs in general was not really developed until the
nineteenth century. Since then, the first serious anti-Normanists, Dmitrii
llovaiskii and Stepan Gedeonov, have been joined by a host of other scholars
(Filevich, Hrushevs'kyi, Golubovskii, Vernadsky, Paszkiewicz, Tikhomirov,
Grekov, Rybakov), who have either criticized particular aspects of the Nor-
manist position or, often with the use of archaeological evidence, constructed
new schema to explain the early development of East Slavic state structures in
which the Varangian invitation is treated as a mere episode.

According to the anti-Normanists, the name Rus' was originally associated
not with Varangians in the Novgorod and other northern regions around Lake
Ladoga, but rather with a tribe much farther south, either along the middle
Dnieper region just below Kiev or, in the opinion of one author (Vernadsky),
east of the Sea of Azov. In the middle Dnieper region, a Slavic tribe known as
the Ros (rosy/rodi) lived in the valley of the Ros’ River, a tributary of the
Dnieper south of Kiev. From their center at Roden’, the Ros united the sur-
rounding Slavic peoples into a tribal alliance in the sixth century. That union
was subsequently enlarged and strengthened when the Ros merged with the
Polianians of the Kiev region as well as with the Severians of the Chernihiv
region to form a new tribal union along the middle Dnieper valley cthat was
called Rus’.

Making use of such — some would say hypothetical — information, Soviet
historians (Grekov, Rybakov) became especially adamant anti-Normanists.
They based their position in particular on twentieth-century archacological
discoveries which supposedly proved the existence of East Slavic state struc-
tures well before the Varangians appeared in eastern Europe. These ‘states’
included a Dulebian tribal alliance based in Volhynia and a Rus’ alliance
based in the middle Dnieper region (made up of the Polianians, Severians,
and Ulichians). Both alliances are considered continuations of the earlier
Antean ‘Slavic state.” It was the expansion of the Rus’ northward from Kiev
and their increasing control over other East Slavic tribes (and not the arrival of
Varangians) that in the late ninth and early tenth centuries led to the forma-
tion of Kievan Rus’.

The anti-Normanists argue further that no people known as Rus’ or any
variant thereof was ever mentioned in old Scandinavian sources. They point
out that some ninth-century Islamic writers, furthermore, speak of the Riis as a
tribe of Slavs and even make reference to three East Slavic states: Kuyaba,
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Slava, and Arta. The anti-Normanists argue, moreover, that the traditional
association of Slava (Slavia) with Novgorod is incorrect, and that the names
refer simply to Kiev (Kuyaba) and two of its satellite towns, Pereiaslav (Slavia)
and Roden’ (Arta). As for the supposedly indisputable evidence of the invita-
tion to the Varangians and their identification with the Rus’ found in the
chronicles, the anti-Normanists dismiss it as a latter-day interpolation. The
story of the ‘invitation’ was added by copyists who, as loyal monarchists,
hoped to legitimize the Riuryk dynasty (a fourteenth-century concept) by
arguing for its descent from Riuryk, the eldest of the Varangian warriors
invited to the Novgorod region and the supposed first ruler of the Rus’ state.
The anti-Normanists also dismiss the supporting evidence that the Rus’
envoys to Byzantium clearly had Scandinavian names, arguing that they were
simply hirelings of Slavic Rus’ princes sent on their missions because they
were specialists in commercial and diplomatic matters.

A more recent attempt to break che Normanist—anti-Normanist controversy
has been made by the Ukrainian-American historian Omeljan Pritsak. He
agrees with the Normanists that the Varangian Rus’ came from abroad and
that they were instrumental in organizing the first lasting East Slavic state.
The Rus’, moreover, were already established among the Finnic and East
Slavic tribes in the north at the beginning of the ninth century, their power
base being the region around Rostov. Nonetheless, these early Varangian
Rus’, as well those who responded to the later famous ‘invitation,’ according to
Pritsak represented no particular ethnic group — neither Scandinavian, nor
Slavic, nor Iranian (as Vernadsky asserts). Rather, they were an international
trading company made up of peoples of various origins who plied the North
Sea and the Baltic (or Varangian) Sea. As for the mid-ninth-century invitation
to the Varangian Riuryk and his brothers, Pritsak agrees with the anti-
Normanists that the emphasis on this episode is a latter-day interpolation by
copiers of the chronicles. He also agrees with their rejection of the theory that
the Rus’ were ethnically Scandinavian, although he denies that the origin of
the term has anything to do with the Ros tribe, the Ros’ River, or any Slavic
state on Ukrainian lands before the ninth century. Instead, he proposes that
the word Rus' is derived from Razzis, the Middle German equivalent of Middle
French Rusi, which in turn refers to Rutenicis — the region in south-central
France near the town of Rodez (whose inhabitants are still called rutenois),
where the Riis trading company had its origins.

Despite the seemingly persuasive arguments of each side, there still is
no definitive answer to the question of the origin of Rus’, and the debate goes
on.
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Chronicle. After the typical descriptions of the biblical flood and the dispersion of
Noah’s descendants throughout the earth, the Primary Chronicle provides a list of
Fast Slavic tribes and places special emphasis on the Polianians. The Polianians
are presented as a ‘wise and prudent’ people whose chief, Kii, not only was co-
founder of Kiev but alsa was strong enough to visit and be received with ‘great
honor' by the Byzantine emperor. The clear implication in the Primary Chronicle is
that well before the ninth century there were several powertul East Slavic tribes or
tribal leagues with their own chiefs or princes. By the ninth century, however, the
Polianians and other East Slavic tribes in the middle Dnieper region had become
vassals of the Khazars, while the Slavic and neighboring Finnic tribes farther
north, near the Gulf of Finland, had become vassals of the Varangians, or Varan-
gian Rus', ‘from beyond the [Baltic] sea.’

Sometime in the mid-ninth century (the Primary Chronicle says 860-862; the
older First Nougorod Chronicle indicates the probably more correct 854), the East
Slavic Slovenians and Krivichians and the Finnic Chud and Ves’, all of whom were
vassals of the Varangians, ‘drove them back beyond the sea, and refusing them
futher tribute, set out to govern themselves,” The Slavs and Finnic peoples in the
north, it seems, were incapable of ruling themselves, with the result that ‘tribe
rose against tribe’ and they ‘began to war one against another." In such circum-
stances, says the Primary Chronicle, the former Slavic and Finnic vassals ‘said to
themselves, “Let us seek a prince who may rule over us and judge us according to
the law.” They accordingly went overseas to the Varangian Rus’. ... The Chuds,
Slovenians, Krivichians, and the Ves’ then said to the people of Rus”: “Our land is
great and rich, but there is no order in it. Come to rule and reign over us”.”® In
response, the Rus’ sent three brothers, Hroerkr/Riuryk, Sineus, and Truvor, whao
settled respectively in Staraia Ladoga (the First Novgorod Chrotiicle says Novgorod),
Beloozero, and Izborsk. Because of this, the Novgorod region settled by ‘those
Varangians was named the land of Rus’,” even though previous to their arrival the
inhabitants were the East Slavic Slovenians. The Primary Chronicle seems, there-
fore, to distinguish the Varangian Rus’ newcomers and the indigenous Slavs as
two different groups.

Soon after, the story goes, two of the Varangian brothers died, leaving Hroerkr/
Riuryk in control of the Novgorodian land of Rus’. Two of Hroerkr/Riuryk’s
military servitors, Askol'd and Dir, were permitted to go to Constantinople, but on
their way down the Dnieper River, which was to become part of the famed great
waterway ‘from the Varangians to the Greeks,’ they stopped at Kiev, which at the
time, together with the surrounding Polianian countryside, was in vassalage to the
Khazars. While it is not clear whether ar not they were asked to do so by the people
of Kiev, Askol'd and Dir ‘remained in the city, and after gathering many Varang-
ians they established their dominion over the country of the Polianians at the same
time that Riuryk was ruling at Novgorod.'

Seemingly entrenched in Kiev, the emboldened Askol’d and Dir continued
their journey to Constantinople, and in 860, with 200 ships, they attacked the cap-
ital of the Byzantine Empire. Although Askol'd and Dir were able to defeat the
powerful Byzantines, they proved less successful against their fellow Varangians.
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Sometime in the late 870s, the new Varangian ruler of Novgorod, Helgi/Oleh,
came to Kiev from the north with a large army, killed Askol’d and Dir, and ‘sct
himself up as prince in Kiev.” Helgi/Oleh “declared that [Kiev] should be the
mother of Rus’ cities” and procecded to force the other East Slavic and Finnic
tribes Lo recognize his authority,*

Thus, according to the Primary Chronicle, the various East Slavic tribes, in partic-
ular the Polianians, had from earliest times strong military forces and princely
lcaders. By the mid-ninth century, however, they were in vassalage to either the
Varangians or the Khazars. A brief attempt at sctfrale proved ahortive, and there-
forc an invitation was sent to the forcigners known as the Varangians or Rus” from
Scandinavia to rule over them in the region of Novgorod. Not long alter, the new
Varangian spherc of influence had spread southward to Kiev and its immediate
environs. Al [irst, there were two separate Varangian sphercs, onc under Riuryk in
the Novgorod region, the other under Askol'd and Dir in the Kiev region. By the
8705, these had been brought under the hegemony of one ruler, Ielgi/Oleh, who
proceeded to unite the other Fast Slavic tribes. With Helgi/Oleh, the risc of
Kievan Rus' had begun. Tn order to reconstruct the historical record from the
sketchy and at times contradictory information of the Primary Chronicle. it is first
necessary to examine the situation in Europe as a whole during the ninth century
and 1o see how events at seemingly far distances had a direct and indirect impact
on developments among the Fast Slavs and on Ukraine in particular,

Europe in the ninth century

The ninth century witnessed profound changes throughout Europe, from the
Scandinavian north to the Mediterranean south, and from the far eastern steppes
of the Khazar Kaganate (o the heart of the Continent, which was experiencing the
disintegration of Charlemagne’s empire and the destructive multidirectional inva-
sions of the Norsemcen, Arabs, and Magyars. The result of these changes was the
rise of new political alignments not only in the east but throughout Europe.

In the Scundinavian north, political and demographic changes led (o a steady
ouwlward migration of warriors, traders, and adventurers, who, beginning in the
last decade of the eighth century, invaded and pillaged large parts of Europe. To
the inhabitants of northern Germany, Britain, and Ireland, they were known as
Vikings; to the inhabitants of France, Spain, and [taly, as Norsemen or Normans;
and Lo the Slavs and Finns in eastern Europe, as Varangians (from the Old Norse
name Vaeringiar ‘one who has taken an oath’), Throughout the ninth century, the
Vikings/Norsemen/Varangians descended from the Scandinavian north in
relentless attacks upon the cities and countryside of large portions of the Conti-
nent and the British Isles.

The causes of the Scandinavian expansion were complex, but the most impor-
tant cause seems to have been political. In Denmark, and to a lesser degree in
Norway and Sweden, kings were beginning to consolidate larger territories under
their rule and to maintain firmer control over a traditionally freebooting popula-
tion of subsistence farmers and fishermen. During this period of transition to
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more centralized authority, petty tribal leaders and rebellious subjects were
forced into exile. One result of political consolidation was greater security and sta-
bility, which in wrn promoted a prosperity and population increase that soon
grew heyond what the meager natural resources of the mountainous Scandina-
vian landscape could support. It was this combination of population pressure and
internal political consolidation that provided the manpower and leaders for the
Viking raids. The result is a classic example of what may he called the safety-valve
theory in history. Had the Vikings had nowhere to go, civil war between a central-
izing power and discontented elements in the population might have become
widespread. During the ninth century, however, the Furopean continent was itself
passing through a series of crises, and it became a kind of safety valve through
which Scandinavian pressure could be released.

In the heart of the Continent, the empire of Charlemagne (reigned 768-814)
restored a measure of stability to Jarge parts of central and western Europe both
north and south of the Alps, a stability which had been unknown since the days of
the Roman Empire. Soon after Charlemagne’s death in 814, however, dissension
among his successors led to the breakup of his empire and to internecine war
between various Christian kings and princes. Farther south, the Mediterranean
sphere had come to be dominated by the Islamic Arabs, From its base in the Mid-
dle East, the Arab Caliphate had brought all ol northern Africa and most of the
Iberian Peninsula (Spain and Portugal) under iis control by the second half of
the eighth century. Then, during the ninth century, the Arabs {or Saracens, as
they were known) moved [rom their bases in northern Africa o acquire Sicily,
Sardinia, Corsica, and southern Italy. Most of the Mediterranean and its trade
routes were in Arab hands.

At the southeastern end of the European continent, the Khazar Kaganate and
the stability it had created within its large sphere of influence begah to break
down. A violent civil war took place during the 820s, and although the kaganate's
strength was restored a decade later, certain results of the conflict wonld have
serious implications in the future. The losers in the internal political suruggle,
known as Kabars, Mled northward to the Varangian Rus’ in the upper Volga
region, near Rostov, and southward to the Magyars, who formerly had been loyal
vassals of the Khaears. The presence of Kabar politicat refugees from Khazaria
among the Varangian traders in Rostov helped to raise the latter’s prestige, with
the consequence that by the 830s a new power center known as the Rus’ Kaganate
had come into existence, The acceptance of (he Kabar rcbels by the Magyars,
however, turned the latter into enemies of the new rulers of Khazaria.

Finally, a fierce warrior nomadic people, the Pechenegs (Patzinaks), began to
move oul of their abode north of the Caspian Sea in Khazaria, The Pechenegs dis-
placed the Magyars trom their homeland (Levedia) between the Don and Donets’
Rivers. This forced the Magyars to move westward and, in about 840-8k0, to setile
in the Ukraintan steppe between the Dnieper and Prut Rivers. From their new
homeland (Ftelkaz) in Ukraine, the Magyars came into direct contact with the
East Slavic Polianians living in the middle Dnieper region just to the north of
them. The Magyars also began the first of their raids farther westward into the
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Balkans and central Europe. All these political changes and tribal displacements
led to military clashes and disruption in trade, which had the overall effect of pro-
ducing instability within the Khazar Kaganate and the Ukrainian steppe.

In fact, during the troubled ninth century, the only European power to main-
tain and even to increase its influence was the Byzantine Empire. That empire
had itself just survived a profound internal cultural and pelitical upheaval known
as the iconoclast controversy, which lasted through most of the eighth and first
half of the ninth centuries. Beginning in 843, Byzantium entered a golden age
that continued until the first quarter of the eleventh century and witessed the
greatest extension of its territory and expansion of its commercial and cultural
influence it was ever to achieve. Nonetheless, though the empire survived on-
slaughts from the Arab-dominated Middle East, its access to western Europe was
cut off by Arab control of the Mediterranean during the ninth and much of the
tenth centuries. In temporary isolation from the west and the south, therefore,
Europe’s greatest trade and commercial emporium was forced to strengthen
further its relations with the Khazar Kaganate and with the regions north and east
of the Black Sea. The traditional close relations between the Byzantines and the
Khazars were threatened, however, by the arrival of a new element in the eastern
European world, the Varangians of Scandinavia.

The Varangians in the east

Whereas initially the Scandinavian marauders were content with hit-and-run raids
on undefended coastal ports or with attacks on towns and monasteries along riv-
ers navigable from the sea, they soon began to realize the advantages of settling
down and establishing rudimentary administrations to control and exploit for
longer periods the population in regions under their authority. In this way, they
tock over and developed entities such as Normandy in France, the Norman King-
dom of Two Sicilies in southern Italy, and Kievan Rus’ in the east.

In the east, the Scandinavians already had a long though interrupted tradition
of contact going back to the beginning of the first millenium BcE, especially along
the eastern shores of the Baltic Sea (modern Estonia and Latvia). The earliest
Scandinavians along those shores had been absorbed by the indigenous Baltic
and Finnic populations within a few centuries.

By the sixth and seventh centuries CE, traders from Scandinavia, who had come
to be known as Varangians, were back again along the eastern shores of the Baltic
Sea. As they gradually pushed farther inland, they heard stories from the local
Baltic and Finnic peoples about the riches of Khazaria on the lower Volga and
the lucrative commerce of the kaganate with the Arab Caliphate and Byzantine
Empire farther south and southwest. Spurred on by such tales, the Varangian
traders and marauders grew anxious to tap the Khazarian market. By the eighth
century, they had established the so-called Saracen route, which brought them
from Birka along Sweden’s east coast, across the Baltic Sea and on through the
Gulf of Finland, and then over land, rivers, and lakes (Ladoga, Onega, and
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White) to the upper Volga, whose course brought them southward to the heart of
Khuazaria. Along this route, the Varangians set up trading outposts and, eventually,
centers of settlement. Three became especially important during the eighth cen-
tury: Aldeigjuborg, or Staraia Ladoga. on the southem shore of Lake Ladoga;
Beloozera, on the southern shore of the White Lake; and Rostov, in the triangle
between the Volga and Kliazma Rivers. From these trading posts in the north, the
Varangians carried furs and other valuable sking, which they cxchanged for
spices, metalwarcs, cloth, and silver from the Arabic and Central Asian trade
routes that converyged in Khazaria,

Products from Central Asia and the Far East were still in demand in Byzantium
and western Europe, but access 1o them via Baghdad and the ports of the castern
Medilerranean was closed off in the eighth centary as a result of the Byzantine-
Islamic wars and subsequent Arab control of the Mediterranean. The Khaear
Kaganate accordingly became the new intermediary lor Byzantium’s eastern com-
mercial interests. The Varangians initially seemed content to join the Khazarian
trade nexus, transferring products from Khazarian markets along the Volga River
to the Baltic Sea and eventually to northern and western Europe. This mutually
beneficial relationship was upset, however, after the 820s, in consequence of the
internal disturbances in and external threars to the Khazar Kaganate discussed
above. In conjunction with the disruption of the Pax Chazarica, the restless
Pecheneg and Magyar tribes hampered trade along the Volga and forced the Var-
angians to look for alternative routes. Morceover, it the Khazars could not serve as
effective intermediarics between the Orient, Byzantium, and northern Europe,
perhaps the Varangians themselves could replace them in that role.

These are the fuctors which soon afler the mid-ninth century led the Varangi-
ans to develop an alternative route, running direculy south from Lake Ladoga,
past their new outpost of Novgorod, or Holmgard (established at the end of the
ninth century), up the Lovat River, and then across land (the portage, where the
Varangians carried their boats) to the Dnieper River. By sailing down the Dnieper
they would reach the Khazar outpost of Kiev, trom which they could make their
way to the kaganate’s capital along an overland route castward. Even more attrac-
tive would be to continue down the Dnieper themselves and sail across the Black
Sea Lo Constantinople, the very capital of the Byzantine Empire, to which the ‘bar-
harians' of the north had been attracted for centuries. This alternative route
along the Dnieper River was to become the famous great waterway ‘from the
Varangians to the Greeks,” which connected Byzantium with northern Furope
and, via the Baltuc and North Seas, with western Europe as well. 'The potential
wealth to be accrued [rom international trade along the Baltic-Dinieper—Black
Sea route is what accounts for the increased Varangian presence in eastern
Europe.

The Varangian task was made easier by the weakening of the Khazar Kaganate,
which in the mid-ninth century was losing control of its western borderland. The
nomadic Magyars dominated the Dnieper steppe region, and the neighboring
Fast Slavic tribes (the Polianians, Severians, cte.) were becoming restless in the
face of the increasingly incffective Pax Chazarica. In the far north, the Varangians
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dominated the trade routes until their local Finnic and East Slavic vassals tempo-
rarily drove them away. This was the discord and war ‘one against another’ that set
the stage tor the mid-ninth-century ‘invitation to the Varangians’ described in the
opening pages of the Primary Chronicle.

It is precisely the implications of the ‘invitation’ that have caused such contro-
versy in the historiography of eastern Europe. Of the two basic schools of thought,
one accepts the tale of the invitation from the Primary Chyonicle, thereby attribut-
ing the creation of the Kievan state to Scandivanians known as the Varangian
Rus’. The other school minimizes the role of the Varangians, considers the Rus’
to have been an East Slavic, not Scandinavian, people, and sees Kievan Rus’ essen-
tially as the creation of East Slavs who may simply have hired a Varangian military
retinue to serve them. Perhaps the most balanced explanation of the problem is
to be found in a commentary by twentieth-century scholars on the well-known
tenth-century historical tract De Administrando Imperio, by the Byzantine historian
and emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus (reigned 013-959):

It is now, indeed, widely recognized that the Kiev siate was not born ex nihilo with the
advent of the Varangians in the ninth century; but that its social and economic foundations
were laid in the preceding period, during which the Slavs in the Dnieper basin played an
active part in the political and commercial life of the west Furasian and Pontic steppes; and
that a pre-existing Slavonic land-owning aristocracy and merchant class remained the main-
stray of the country’s territorial stability and economic growth under its Viking overlords, Tt
is equally clear, however, that it was the Scandinavian invaders who in the second haif of
the ninth century united the scattered tribes of the Eastern Slavs into a single state based
on the Baltic—Black Sea waterway, to which they gave their Rus’ name.?

The era gf growth and expansion

Regardless of the uncertainties surrounding the origin of Rus', with Helgi/Oleh
(reigned B78-912) we have a known historical figure credited with building the
foundations of a Kievan state. His reign begins the era of the growth and expan-
sion of the Kievan realm that was to last for approximately a century, until 972.
During this first stage in Kievan Rus” history, Helgi/Oleh and his three successors
- Ingvar/Thor, Helga/('ha, and Sveinald/Sviatoslav — faced two basic chal-
lenges: (1) to acquire control of the disparate East Slavic and Finnic tribes who
lived along trade routes the Varangians hoped to control; and (2) to establish a
favorable relationship with the nomads of the steppe and a positive military and
economic position vis-i-vis the two strongest powers in the region, Byzantium and
Khazaria.

With Oleh’s invasion of Kiev and the assassination of Askol’d and Dir sometime
between 880 and 882, the consolidation of the East Slavic and Finnic tribes under
the authority of the Varangian Rus’ had begun. According to the Primary Chroni-
cle, Oleh made himself ‘prince of Kiev and declared that it should be the mother
of Rus’ cities.” The Slovenians, Krivichians, and Merians, who had been under his
control in the north, continued to pay him tribute, as did the Polianians, over
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whom he ruled directly in Kiev. With the far north and the middle of the Dnieper
region in Varangian Rus’ hands, Oleh turned to the other East Slavic tribes, and
between 883 and 885 he brought the Derevlianians, Severians, and Radimichians
under his hegemony. The Ulichians and Tivertsians, living farther south, took
longer to subdue, but control of them was finally accomplished in the course of
Varangian steppe politics in the 8gos. Thus, by the end of the ninth century,
Helgi/Oleh the empire builder — as he is sometimes described - had from his cap-
ital in Kiev gained control over most of the East Slavic tribes from the Black Sea
coast and Danube Delta in the south to the Gulf of Finland and upper Volga in
the far north.

Such rapid expansion inevitably brought him into conflict with Khazaria and
Byzantium. Having been shaken by the internal upheavals during the 82os
and the subsequent movement of the Magyars and Pechenegs in the steppe, the
Khazars were in no position seriously to challenge the loss of their former East
Slavic vassals — the Severians and Radimichians — to the Varangian Rus’. More-
over, as part of the volatile nature of steppe politics during Oleh’s reign, the
Magyars were forced by Pecheneg pressure to move even farther westward — to
leave Ukraine entirely, cross the Carpathians, and, by the beginning of the tenth
century, settle in the Danube-Tisza Plain, which was 1o become their final home-
land, eventually known as Hungary, The Ukrainian steppe was now left open to
the Pechenegs, who could raid it at will from their new base between the Volga
and Don Rivers.

leh’s relations with the Byzantine Empire were more complex and reflected
commercial and cultural as well as military concerns. The very rise of Kievan Rus’
depended on the opening of the great Dnieper commercial route ‘from the
Varangians to the Greeks,” and its wealth and income depended on favorable trade
relations with Byzantium. For their part, the Byzantines were forced to reckon with
the Rus” after the unexpected attack on their capital led by Askol’d and Dir in 86o.
The initial Byzantine response was to strengthen its ties with the traditional Khazar
allies (hence the mission of Constantine and Methodius to Khazaria in 860-861)
and to try to entice the Rus” into their Christian commonwealth, They were suc-
cessful. The envoys of Askol’d and Dir were baptized, a Christian mission was estab-
lished in Kiev in the late 860s, and as part of a Rus"-Byzantine treaty of 874, a
Byzantine archbishop was sent to reside probably in Tmutorokan’.

These favorable Byzantine-Rus’ relations were brought to an end, however,
when Oleh drove out Askol'd and Dir and took over Kiev. After Oleh completed
the subjugation of the East Slavic tribes, his Rus' armies were dispatched in a new
attack against the Byzantine capital in go7. This successful invasion forced the
Byzantines to sign a treaty in 911 that exempted Rus’ traders from customs duties
and provided them with a special place of residence (with free lodging for up to
six months) during their trading missions in the Byzantine capital. With this treaty
the financial basis of the new Kievan state was assured, since the Rus’ were thereby
given preferential rights in their commerce with Byzantium, the richest power in
the region. In return tor furs, wax, honey, and slaves, the Rus’ received ‘gold, silk
tabrics, fruit, and all manner of finery,” which their own ruling elite either
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retained for themselves or sold for a profit to merchants who plied the Dnieper
River en route to the Baltic Sea and to northern and western Europe. By the time
of Oleh’s death in g12, he had succeeded in expanding the sphere of Kievan Rus’
over an extensive territory and in neutralizing the most powerful states in the
region, Khazaria and Byzantium.

The favorable position of Kievan Rus’ was maintained, though with great diffi-
culty, by Oleh’s succesor, Ingvar/Thor (reigned 912-945). The East Slavic tribes
began to resent the manner in which the Varangian rulers exacted tribute
(poliudie) from them. The payments, which included dues to support the prince
and his retinue as well as contributions in kind (furs, wax, honey), were collected
from each homestead by fiscal agents. In practice, the process of collection was
not much different from organized robbery, with the proceeds going to support
the opulence of the Varangian ruling elite. This state of affairs prompted several
revolts during Ihor’s reign, most notably by the Ulichians and Derevlianians.

External relations also suffered a setback. While the Khazar Kaganate proved
not to be a particular threat, the Pechenegs were a problem. They returned to the
Ukrainian steppe and, in 915 and 920, undertook at least two major attacks
against Kievan Rus’. Relations with Byzantium also deteriorated, and prompted
by some misunderstanding with Rus’ trading missions in Constantinople, [hor
decided in 941 to undertake a punitive attack on the imperial capital. This time
the Rus’ were defeated, and although a new commercial treaty was signed in g44,
it gave Kiev much less favorable terms.

Relations with Byzantium and the internal situation in Kievan Rus’ improved
after Thor's widow succeeded him in 945. The new ruler, Helga/Ol'ha (reigned
g45—062), came to the throne unexpectedly, after her husband was assassinated
during one of the Rus’ ruler’s foraging trips for tribute from the nearby Derev-
lianians. The Primary Chronicle describes in some detail Ol'ha’s brutal revenge
against the Derevlianians for her husband’s death, but one result of the assassina-
tion was a change in the manner in which the Rus’ exacted tribute from the vari-
ous East Slavic tribes. Ol'ha reformed the collection practices by replacing the
arbitrary visitations from Rus’ central authorities or their appointed representa-
tives with a system whereby payments were organized by local agents operating
from specific posts throughout the land.

Ol'ha is best remembered for her interest in improving relations with Byzan-
tium. In 957, she went to Constantinople, but unlike each of her Kievan Rus’
predecessors, who sent armies to attack the imperial capital, she went on a mis-
sion of peace. Ol'ha was even accepted into the imperial fold, which became pos-
sible following her conversion to Christianity and adoption of a1 new name,
Helena. This move not only enhanced Byzantine-Rus' relations, but also strength-
ened the Christian presence in Kiev, which had been eliminated after Oleh came
to power in the 880s and only slightly restored under Thor. Nonetheless, despite
Ol'ha/Helena’s conversion, neither the Varangian Rus’ elite nor her son
accepted Christianity. Satisfied with their own pagan rituals, they tolerated and
even seemed amused by the new faith,

Ol'ha/Helena’s reign came to an end in 962, when her twenty-one-year-old son
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Sveinald/Sviatoslav began to tule in his own right. During his decade of rule,
Sviatoslav rcturned to the expansionist tendencies of OGleh. Like the many ‘bar-
barians’ before him, Sviatoslav was attracted te the riches of Byzantium and
wanted to be as close as possible to the radiance of the imperial capital. His first
concern was the north and east. He succeeded in bringing the Viatichians, the last
of the East Slavic vassals, within the Rus’ sphere. Then, when the Khazars asked
the Rus’ for help against the Pechenegs, his response was to attack the kaganate,
capture its capital of Sarkel in 965, and refashion it into the far eastern Rus’ out-
post of Bila Vezha. That same year, Sviatoslav subdued the Rhazars’ other allies,
the Volga Bulgars, and then he returned to Khazaria, looting its old center at Itil.
By the late g6os, Sviatoslav’s forces had destroyed the Khazar Kaganate and with it
the last remnants of the Pax Chazarica.

Sviatoslav was now ready to turn to what he considered the ultimate prize,
Byzantium. The Byzantines had already realized that their traditional Khazar
allies were no longer dependable, and they sought new ones, therefore, among
the Rus’. The somewhat naive Sviatoslav allowed himself to become a pawn of Byz-
antine northern diplomacy. The main players in this diplomatic chess game were
the Rus’, the Bulgarian Empire along the lower Danube River, and the Pechenegs
of the steppe, each of whom the Byzantines were ready to play off against the
others. For his part, Sviatoslav hoped to gain a foothold in the Balkans at the
expense of the Bulgarians. He even dreamed of transferring his capital from Kiev
to Pereiaslavets’, near the mouth of the Danube. In the end, he was forced to give
up his dream and, in 971, to sign an unfavorable peace treaty with Byzantium. A
year later, while returning to Kiev, he fell in an ambush by Pecheneg warriors,
who had probably been informed of his movements by his erstwhile Bulgarian
and/or Byzantine allies.

The death of Sviatoslav in 972 marks the end of the first century of Kievan Rus'.
Under the leadership of military lieutenants and descendants of the Varangian
leader Riuryk, who had been invited to the Novgoroed region in the second half of
the ninth century, a new power was created in eastern Europe. Centered after the
880s in Kiev, the Rus’ princes were able to bring under their control several East
Slavic and Finnic tribes within less than a century. Carrying on the tradition of the
Viking /Varangian marauders who had ravaged Europe throughout most of
the ninth century, Kiev’s new leaders, especially Oleh and Sviatoslav, dreamed of
an empire that would dominate the trade routes from the Baltic to the Black and
Caspian Seas. In the rush to expand their frontiers, however, they hastened the
demise of their commercial rival in the east, the Khazar Kaganate. This upset
the centuries-old Pax Chazarica, which had provided a measure of peace among
the steppe peoples and had blocked new nomadic invasions. The qualified suc-
cess of the Rus’ princes in the east was counterbalanced, morcover, by the failure
of expansionist programs with respect to Bulgaria and Byzantium. While it is true
that during the first century of growth and expansion the Varangian Rus’ were
ahle to establish their hegemony over a larger territory in eastern Furope, the
Kievan realm still had much more internal consolidation to achieve before it
could hope to become an enduring political force in the region.
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Political Consolidation and
Disintegration

Following the untimely death of Sviatoslav in 972, his successors were left with an
enormous territorial expanse stretching trom the edge of the Ukrainian steppe in
the south to the Gulf of Finland and lake region of Russia in the north. In the
course of the next century and a half - from 972 to 1132 — the rulers of Kievan
Rus' were to consolidate control over this territory, making it one of the strongest
and most influential powers in early medieval Europe. This era of consolidation
was marked in particular by the successtul rule of three charismatic leaders: Volo-
dymyr/Volodimer ‘the Great,” laroslav ‘the Wise,” and Volodymyr/Volodimer
Monomakh. It is their reigns as grand princes of Kiev, which spanned more than
half the era in question (84 of 160 years), that will be of particular concern in this
chapter. During the era of consolidation (972-1132), Kiev's grand princes were
preoccupied with two problems: (1) to create an administration that could effec-
tively unite and control the vast and expanding territory of Kievan Rus'; and (2)
to protect the realm from the threat of external invasion, especially by the
nomads of the steppe.

General success in these two areas lasted, albeit with interruptions, until about
1182. Thereafter, internal divisiveness and external threats increased, with the
result that Kievan Rus’ entered a period of disintegration and gradual diffusion of
political authority. The era of disintegration was to last just over a century, culmi-
nating during the Mongol invasions of 1237-1240 and the subsequent realign-
ment of political power within the Kievan realm.

The six years between the death of Sviatoslav and the accession of the first of
the charismatic leaders, Volodymyr the Great, revealed one of the fundamental
problems of Kievan Rus’, namely, the transfer of power from one grand prince to
the next. Traditionally, the Varangian Rus’ rulers treated the lands they con-
trolled as their private property, passing it on to their male offspring. The eldest
son, as grand prince, received Kiev; the younger sons, other cities and lands. In
order to function, this rudimentary system assumed that the brothers would
respect one another’s individual patrimonies, and the younger brothers the
hegemony of their elder, the grand prince. Instead, conflict between family mem-
bers proved to be the rule, resulting in internecine warfare following the death of
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virtually each grand prince. Such conflict took place upon the death of Sviatoslav,
and it was to become a typical feature of Kievan political life during the era of so-
called consolidation as well as during that of disintegration.

Of Sviatoslav's three sons, laropolk, Oleh, and Volodymyr, the eldest, laropolk,
became grand prince (reigned 972-080). laropolk’s rule witnessed frequent con-
flict between him and his brothers, however, resulting in the death in 977 of Oleh,
who had been assigned to rule the Derevlianians. Oleb’s murder frightened the
youngest brother, Volodymyr, who was ruling in Novgorod. Fearing for his own
life, Volodymyr fled to Scandinavia. e returned in 8o with a Varangian army, re-
established himself in Novgored, then turned southward and drove laropolk out
of Kiev. That same year, Volodymyr had Iaropolk killed and began his long reign
as grand prince, until 1015. In the absence of rival claimants to the grand princely
throne, Kievan Rus’ was spared internecine warfare for nearly four decades.

Volodymyr the Great

Volodymyr the Great was able to extend the territorial sphere of Kievan Rus’ and
to enhance its internal cohesion. In contrast to his father, Sviatoslav, who had
been interested in expanding southward inte the Balkans, Volodymyr concen-
trated on the lands of the East Slavs, subduing the Viatichians and Radimichians.
He also strengthened his realm’s frontiers by defeating the Volga Bulgars in
the cast, by capturing Cherven', Preemys], and other borderland cities from the
Poles in the west, and by holding back advances by the Iatvigians or Sudavians (a
Baltic people related to the Lithvanians living along the Neman River) from the
north.

In the Varangian tradition, Volodymyr used his numerous legitimate and ille-
gitimate sons as personal representatives throughout his farflung Kievan patri-
mony. [t was, in fact, during Volodymyr’s reign that Kievan Rus’ reached its
greatest. territorial extent, an achievement that prompted the chroniclers to
describe his military activity in puetic terms as the ‘gathering of the lands of Rus’.’
By Volodymyr’s time, the Rus’ lands no longer caincided with the homelands of
the various East Slavic tribes, but rather with the spheres of influence of the lead-
ing commercial and military-political centers, from which they often derived their
names. Thus arose the seven lands of Tereiaslav, Chernihiv, Galicia-Volhynia,
Polatsk, Smolensk, Rostov-Suzdal’, and Novgorod. All were satellites of Kiev and
its grand prince, who assigned his offspring to rule as local princes over them. In
this regard, Kievan Rus' was not a unified state, but rather a typical medieval con-
glomerate of various lands or principalities based on a common famtlial relation-
ship to the grand prince ruling in Kicv (sce map 7).

The idea that the realm of Rus’ as a whole formed a single entity began to take
hold during the reign of Volodymyr the Great, at least among the princely, mili-
tary, and commercial elite of Kievan society. The very term Rus’, which until then
had been associated simply with the Varangian princes, now began to take on a
new connotation. Rus’ came to mean the territories and their inhabitants living
under the rule of Volodymyr the Great and his filial representatives. Because of
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THE MEANING OF RUS’

Whereas controversy continues to rage over the origin of the term Rus’, there
is some consensus as to how the term came to be applied to the territory and
inhabitants of the Kievan realm. Initially, the term Rus' was associated with
the ruling Varangian princes and the lands under their control. This meant, in
particular, the cities of Kiev, Chernihiv, and Pereiaslav together with the sur-
rounding countryside. The lands within this larger Kiev-Chernihiv-Pereiaslav
triangle became the Rus’ land par excellence.

Beginning with Volodymyr the Great in the late tenth century and, espe-
cially, Iaroslav the Wise in the eleventh century, there was a conscious effort
to associate the term with all the lands under the hegemony of Kiev’s grand
princes. To the concept of Rus’ as the territory of Kievan Rus’ was added
another dimension by the Christian inhabitants’ description of themselves col-
lectively as Rus’ (the singular of which term was rusyn, sometimes rusych).
Nevertheless, while political and cultural leaders from the various principali-
ties (Galicia-Volhynia, Novgorod, Suzdal’, etc.) may have spoken of their pat-
rimonies as part of the land of Rus’, they often referred to Rus’ as simply a
roughly triangular area east of the middle Dnieper River surrounding the cities
of Chernihiv, Kiev, and Pereiaslav.

Following the end of Kievan Rus’ in the second half of the fourteenth cen-
tury, the successor states which fought for control of the old realm often used
the term Rus’ to describe all the lands that had once been under Kiev’s hege-
mony. The Lithuanians claimed for themselves and conquered what they
described as the Rus’ lands from Polatsk and Smolensk in the north, to Vol-
hynia and Turati-Pinsk in the center, to Kiev, Chernihiv, Pereiaslav, and
beyond in the south. Analogously, the Poles designated Galicia, their mid-
fifteenth-century acquisition, as the Rus’ land or Rus’ palatinate (Ziemia Ruska
or Wojewddztwo Ruskie). By the late sixteenth century, Rus’ had come to mean
all the Orthodox faithful and the lands they inhabited in the Belarusan and
Ukrainian palatinates of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Finally, the
rulers of the principality of Vladimir-Suzdal’ and then Muscovy fused the
idea of the Rus’ land with the idea of their own Riuryk dynasty (ostensibly
descended from the ninth-century leader Riuryk). For them, Rus’ meant not
only all the lands under Muscovy’s control, but also other parts of the Kievan
heritage that awaited acquisition in the future. In short, by the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries the idea that Rus’ coincided with all the lands of the
former Kievan realm of laroslav the Wise and his descendants had become
firmly entrenched in the political mind-set of eastern Europe.

Another perspective was that of the Orthodox church and the Byzantine
world, of which Kievan Rus’ was a part. From the time of the first appearance
of Christianity among the Rus’, the Byzantine Orthodox church recognized
the office of the Metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’, by which title was meant
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all the lands of Kievan Rus’. When, in the fourteenth century, Byzantium
agreed to the establishment of a second Rus’ metropolitanate, the Metropoli-
tanate of Halych, in Galicia, to complement that of the Kiev metropolitan, by
then resident in Moscow, terms were needed to distinguish the two jurisdic-
tions. The region closest to Constantinople, the Galician metropolitanate, with
its six eparchies on the southern Rus’ or Ukrainian lands, was called in Byzan-
tine Greek Mikra Rosiia — inner or Little Rus’; the more distant Muscovite
jurisdiction, with its twelve eparchies, became Megale Rosiia — outer or Great
Rus'.

These distinctions were maintained during the political expansion of Mus-
covy. Beginning in the early fourteenth century, Muscovite rulers styled
themselves grand princes, then tsars, of all Rus' (vsera Rusii), and after the
mid-seventeenth century their title was reformulated as Tsar of All Great, Lit-
tle, and White Rus' (vseia Velikiia i Malyia i Belyia Rusii). During the first half
of the cighteenth century, the old term Rus' was transformed into Russia
(Rossita), when T'sar Peter | transformed the tsardom of Muscovy into the Rus-
sian Empire. Henceforth, the terms Little Russia (Malorossiia) and Little Rus-
sians were used to describe Ukraine and its inhabitants under Russian imperial
rule.

As for the original term Rus’, it was really maintained only in the western
Ukrainian lands of Galicia, Bukovina, and Transcarpathia, all of which after
1772 were under Austrian rule. The Greek Catholic church used the term in
the title of the restored Metropolitanate of Halych and Rus’ (1808). Even
more widespread was the use of the term by the East Slavic inhabitants of
Galicia, Bukovina, and Transcarpathia, who until well into the twentieth cen-
tury continued to call themselves the people of Rus’, or of the Rus’ faith, that
is, Rusyns (rusyny, rusnatsi).

Besides the Greco-Byzantine term Rosia to describe Rus’, Latin documents
used several related terms — Ruscia, Russia, Ruzzia — for Kievan Rus’ as a
whole. Subsequently, the terms Ruteni and Rutheni were used to describe
Ukrainian and Belarusan Eastern Christians (especially members of the Uni-
ate, later Greek Catholic, church) residing in the old Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth. The German, French, and English versions of those terms -
Ruthenen, ruthéne, Ruthenian — generally were applied only to the inhabitants of
Austrian Galicia and Bukovina and of Hungarian Transcarpathia. For the long-
est time, English-language writings did not distinguish the name Raus’ from
Russia, with the result that in descriptions of the pre-fourteenth century
Kievan realm the conceprually distorted formulation Kievan Russia was used.
In recent years, however, the correct terms Rus' and Kievan Rus’ have
appeared more frequently in English-language publications, although the cor-
responding adjective Rus'/Rusyn has been avoided in favor of either the incor-
rect term Russian or the correct but visually confusing Rus'ian/Rusian.
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Volodymyr's ability to demand and obtain the respect of his sons, Kievan Rus’
experienced a marked degree of political unity for most of his reign.

The efforts toward political unity based on familial ties to the Kievan grand
prince were complemented on the ideological front as well. In contrast to his
predecessors, who seemed to show only a passive allegiance to their traditional
paganism and therefore a general tolerance of differing religions, Volodymyr
decided to make religion an affair of state and, by means of it, he hoped, to make
his subjects ideologically united and therefore more loyal to Kievan rule. Such a
policy was adopted early in his reign, when he established an animistic pantheon
based on gods already familiar to the East Slavs (headed by Perun and including
Khors, Dazhboh, Striboh, and Mokosh) which he intended to serve as the official
state religion. Simultaneously with this development, Kiev witnessed religious dis-
crimination, as Christians and others who were not loyal pagans became subject
to persecution,

While the idea of a state religion seemed politically wise, the choice of pagan-
ism proved inappropriate. All the surrounding powers with which Volodymyr was
familiar had more advanced systems of religious belief and ritual, whether Christi-
anity among the Byzantine Greeks in the southwest and Poles in the west, Islam
among the Volga Bulgars in the east, or Judaism among the Khazars in the south-
east. The existence of these faiths among neighboring and often militarily strong
entities could not help but have an influence on the politically ambitious and
astute Volodymyr.

Christianity and the haptism of Rus’

Of the three systems of belief, Christianity was perhaps best known, There was
already a strong Christian presence on Ukrainian lands (especially in the Crimea)
going back to the fourth century, and in Kiev, Christianity struck roots during the
rule of the first Varangians, Askol'd and Dir, in the second half of the ninth cen-
tury. After a lull in its development, Christianity was revived a century later by
Ol'ha/Helena and her immediate entourage, but it was her grandson Volodymyr
who was to establish the new religion permanently in Kievan Rus'.
Notwithstanding the medieval chronicles, whose clerical authors emphasized
the spiritual conversion of Volodymyr, politics as much as personal inclinations
prompted him to reject the recently established pagan pantheon in favor of the
relatively more complex Eastern Christianity from Byzantium. At issue for Volody-
myr was the possibility of raising the international prestige of Kievan Rus’, of
developing further commercial and diplomatic links with Byzantium, and of con-
solidating his own rule over a Slavic-Varangian realm through common loyalty to
a church of which he would be the secular guardian. The decision to accept Chris-
tianity occurred sometime in the late g80s, following a complex series of events
over which there is still disagreement regarding the exact timing and sequence.
In late 987, Volodymyr agreed to come to the aid of the Byzantine emperor,
whose throne was being threatened by internal revolt. In return for Rus’ military
assistance, the Kievan grand prince was to receive a singular honor, the hand in
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CHRISTIANITY IN UKRAINE

The famed baptism of Rus’ by which Grand Prince Volodymyr the Great
accepted Christianity as the official religion of his realm sometime in the late
980s does not mark the first appearance of that religion on Ukrainian territory.
The Primary Chronicle dates the beginnings of Christianity in Ukraine to apos-
tolic times. According to the chronicle, during the early decades of the com-
mon era St Andrew included in his missionary itinerary a visit to Chersonesus,
in the western Crimea, and from there he is said to have traveled up the
Dnieper River through Scythia to the hills upon which Kiev was subsequently
built.

Whether or not the story of St Andrew is true, written evidence and archae-
ological remains reveal that Christianity was well established as one of the
many religions flourishing in the coastal cities along the northern Black Sea
and Sea of Azov during the first century ckE. The Crimea and the revived
Bosporan Kingdom under Roman hegemony in particular became a refuge for
Christians fleeing from persecution. The most famous of these refugees was
the fourth pope, St Clement I, who in the year 92 was banished to Chersone-
sus. He found several thousand Christians in the city and converted many
more people to Christianity before he was put to death in 101 on the orders of
the Roman emperor. Clement’s memory remained alive in Rus’ lands, and in
860 his remains were exhumed by the Byzantine missionary Constantine and
sent to Rome. Then, in 989, when Grand Prince Volodymyr the Great was
baptized and married, Clement’s head was sent as a relic to the newly Chris-
tianized Rus’ leader, whose successors preserved it as a sacred treasure for the
next several centuries.

After Clement, Christianity continued to flourish in the coastal cities and
the steppe hinterland. The Germanic Gothic tribes who invaded Ukrainian
lands in the third century had already accepted some form of Christianity — the
Visigoths Arianism, and the Ostrogoths Eastern Byzantine Christianity. Chris-
tianity survived on southern Ukrainian lands even after the dispersion of the
Goths in 375 by the Huns. Those Goths who remained after the Hunnic
onslaught — the Byzantine Christian Ostrogoths — retreated to the Crimean
Peninsula. They came to be known as the Crimean Goths, and their capiral of
Doros, in the central Crimea, became the scat of a Christian metropolitanate
in about 400 ck. Under the jurisdiction of the patriarch in Constantinople, the
Metropolitanate of Doros was to survive on the peninsula for close to a thou-
sand years.

Christianity flourished to an even greater degree after the sixth century,
when the Crimean coastal cities came under direct Byzantine control. The
local Byzantine administrative center, Chersonesus, was the site of many
churches, and the whole coastal region became a refuge for Christian dissi-
dents, including Pope Martin I. At the height of the iconoclast controversy,
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which gave rise to profound political and cultural disruptions in the Byzantine
Empire during the eighth and early ninth centuries, many more discontented
bishops, monks, and clergy arrived in the Crimea. It was during this expansion
of Christianity that in Tamatarcha (later Tmutorokan'), on the eastern shore of
the Straits of Kerch, a bishopric was established sometime in the 730s under
the jurisdiction of the Gothic metropolitanate at Doros, which was in turn sub-
ordinate to Constantinople. Although the Tamatarcha bishopric is not men-
tioned again until the 970s, in the interim it had come to be inhabited by the
Varangian Rus’, a development prompting some writers to consider
T'mutorokan’ the first Rus’ eparchy.

With the arrival of the Varangian Rus’ in Kiev and their early contacts with
Byzantium, Christianity was established in the middle Dnieper region. Fol-
lowing the Varangian attack on Constantinople led by Askol'd and Dir in 860,
their Rus’ ambassadors to Byzantium were baptized, and they brought the
new faith back to Kiev. It is not clear whether Askol’d and Dir themselves
ever converted, but the Byzantine patriarch Photius announced in 867 that the
formerly feared Rus’ were now Christian ‘subjects and friends’ living under
the spiritual authority of the Byzantine Empire. In consequence, in 874 the
patriarch assigned an archbishop to Rus’ (probably to Tmutorokan’). These
promising beginnings of Christianity among the Rus’ in the Kiev region ended
during the reign of Helgi/Oleh in the 880s. Nonctheless, some remnants of the
community seem to have survived and even to have grown in the mid-tenth
century, a growth culminating in 957 in the baptism of the Rus’ ruler Helga/
Ol’ha as the Christian Helena.

Aside from the long-term Gothic Christian presence in the southern
Ukrainian lands (the Crimea) and the appearance of the faith in the Kiev region
during the 860s, Christianity also made inroads in far western Ukraine. This
development was related to the activity of the ‘Apostles to the Slavs,’ the
Byzantine envoys Constantine/Cyril and Methodius, whose mission at various
times between 863 and 885 in Moravia, in the heart of central Europe, coin-
cided with the political influence of the Great Moravian Empire. By the second
half of the ninth century, the sphere of influence of that empire included far
western Ukrainian lands, where the eparchies of Przemysl (Peremyshl’) in
Galicia and of Mukachevo in ‘T'ranscarpathia are reputed to have been cstab-
lished by the Byzantine missionaries in the 89os or, in the more questionable
case of Mukachevo, as carly as the 860s.

All these observations lead certain authors (Chubaty, Bilaniuk) to maintain
that there has been an unbroken Christian presence on Ukrainian territory
from apostolic times, through the official ‘baptism of Rus’’ in about 988, to the
present. Accepting this premise, they argue that the Ukrainian church, not-
withstanding its Eastern Christian orientation, is an apostolic one whose ori-
gins go back to the very beginnings of Christianity.
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marriage of the Byzantine emperor’s daughter. Nor was the prize to be just any
royal offspring, but a daughter born in the royal bedchamber, literally born into
the imperial purple (porphyrogenesis), who might be described more prosaically as
someone of ‘blue blood.” Before the marriage could take place, Volodymyr had to
be baptized and agree to bring his entire realm into the Christian sphere of Byz-
antine influence.

The sequence of these events has remained a source of controversy to this day.
Some scholars argue that local Kievan influences may have prompted Volodymyr
to accept Christianity even without Byzantium’s political incentive. Moreover, he
may have been baptized already, before agreeing to be ‘re-baptized’ in response
to Byzantine demands. Finally, there is a question as to whether these events took
place in 987, 988, or 989. What we do know is that in 988 Volodymyr supplied mil-
itary aid to the Byzantine emperor, who was consequently able to retain his
throne. We also know that the Rus’ captured the Byzantine city of Chersonesus in
the Crimea, an action which probably encouraged the emperor to live up to his
side of the political bargain. In the end, Volodymyr the Great returned trium-
phantly to Kiev in ggo, accompanied by his new bride ‘born of imperial purple.’

Volodymyr seems to have wasted little time in exchanging the recently estab-
lished pagan state religion for the Christian one, Over a century later, the Primary
Chronicle described in dramatic detail how the pagan idols were ‘overthrown,’
some ‘cut to picces and others burned with fire,” and how the citizens of Kiev were
brought en masse to the Dnieper River to mark the symbolic baptism of Rus'.
The construction of numerous churches followed; priests and church books were
brought from Byzantium and, later, its other Slavic cultural satellite, Bulgaria; and
the Byzantine model of church administration was set up — the basic unit being
the eparchy (usuaily headed by a bishop), with a number of eparchies joined
together in a metropolitan province (headed by a metropolitan). Missionary activ-
ity began as early as 99o, and although there was often fierce local resistance to
the new faith, scven new eparchies {Kiev, Volodymyr-Volyns'kyi, Bilhorod,
Chernihiv, Polatsk, Turail, and Novgorod) were set up during Volodymyr’s reign.

In order to finance this new venture, Volodymyr assigned one-tenth of the
state’s income to the Christian church. As a result of his activity on behalf of
Christianity, Volodymyr the former ‘libertine’ (who had had 800 concubines,
according to the Primary Chronicle), together with his no less worldly grandmother
Ol'ha, was especially venerated by the Rus’ church, and both were consecrated as
saints in the thirteenth century. In most subsequent Rus' writings, 8t Ol’ha/
Helena and St Volodymyr have been considered ‘equals to the apostles.’

Despite the aggressive efforts at proselytization begun under Volodymyr the
Great, the acceptance of Christianity by the inhabitants of Kievan Rus’ spread
orily gradually. The faith may have taken hold early on in Kiev and other urban
centers, but it was to be several more centuries before it took root in the country-
side, where pagan traditions continued to flourish. Nonetheless, Volodymyr
began a process that provided, via Christianity, an ideological mortar which
enhanced the unity of Kievan Rus’. Thus, at the same time that the concept of
Rus’ was being associated with the territory and inhabitants of the Kievan realm, it
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was also beginning to take on a religious connotation. Tn short, being Rus’ and
being of the Orthodox Christian faith came to denote the same thing.

The association with Christianity served Kievan Rus” well also in its foreign
affuirs, Becanse they now shared the same faith and Christian culture and, in
theory, recognized the authority of the same ‘god-anointed’ temporal ruler, the
Byzantine emperor, the Rus’ were finally accepted into the lurger Byzantine Com-
mottwealth, Closer to home, the introduction of 4 unified ideology in the form of
Christianity helped in the defense against the Pechencgs, who rencwed their
attacks from the steppes on several occasions toward the end of the century (988,
002, qufi, and 997). In the end, Volodymyr turned the Pecheneg threat into a
political advantage, by seizing the opportunity 1o call upon the Christian Rus’
people to struggle against the infidels. The inhabitants of Kievan Rus' now had a
sense of common purpose — (o protect the Rus' nation and faith.

By the time of the death of Volodymyr the Great in 1015, Kievan Rus” had
increased its political and ideolngical control over the various territories of the
realm and had enhanced its relationship with Byzantium while protecting and
even expanding its borders in the face of conflict with its neighbors to the west,
east, and south, But the problem of succession had not been resolved, and con-
flict among Volodymyr's several sons was to rage for nearly a decade. In this new
round of internecine struggle, two of his sons played a role that was to hecome
immortalized in Rus’ and Fast Slavic culeure. These were Borvs/Boris and Hlib/
Gleb, true Christian believers who, following the principle of non-violence,
refused to resist the assassinations carried out against them in 1015 by another
brother's soldicrs. As 4 result of their unwillingness ‘to resist evil with cvil,” the
martyrs Borys and Hlib became the (ivst Rus’ Christians (o be canonized.

Iaraslav the Wise

In 1024, after nearly a decade of internal conflict, stability returned to Kievan Rus'.
In that year, two of the brothers, Iaroslav and Mstyslav, emerged as the strongest
contenders. Although Volodymyr's eldest surviving son, laroslav, had held the title
of grand prince of Kiev since 1019, he had preferred to remain in the north, in
Novgorod, where he had ruled during his father’s lifetime. With no prince resident
in Kiev, laraslav in Novgorod and Mstyslav in Chernihiv remained at peace, divid-
ing the realm into two spheres of influence roughly along the Dnieper River. Work-
ing together, they recaptured the western borderlands (lost during the internecine
strugele after Volodymyr’'s death) [rom the Ioles, and they increased rade with
Byzantium. [t was also during this period that Tmutorokan’ (part of Mstyslav’s
patrimony) came to play an important role in Kievan Rus’ history. As long as the
Dnijeper trade route was threatened in the open steppe region by the Pechenegs,
Kiev's economic prosperity suffered. Consequently, Novirorod and Chernihiv were
able [or a while to increase their own trade at Kiev's expense. Chernthiv was itsell
linked to & wade route thut went up the Desna and Seim Rivers and across a land
portage to the upper Don River, From there, traders could descend the Don, pass
through the Rus’ fortress at Bila Vezha, and continue across the Sea of Azov to Rus’
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Tmutorokan', which itself, located on the strategic Straits of Kerch, lay at the junc-
ture of several commercial routes extending eastward to Central Asia and Trans-
caucasia, and southwestward to Constantinople.

The unity of the Kievan realm was further strengthened in 1036, when Mstyslav
suddenly died. Iaroslav now became in fact as well as in name the grand prince
. and undisputed sovereign of all of Rus’, from Novgorod to Tmutorokan’. He
decided to leave Novgorod and make Kiev once again the realm’s political and
cultural capital. His first step was to secure Kiev against the Pechenegs, who in the
interim had become victims of the traditional nomadic fate on the steppes. Since
the late ninth century, the Pechenegs had been the dominant force in the open
steppe between the lower Don and lower Danube Rivers, but now they were being
forced out by the Torks, who in turn were being pressured by new invaders from
the east — the Polovtsians (also known as the Cumans or Kipchaks).

In the face of Tork pressure, the frightened Pechenegs moved north and
attemnpted to capture Kiev itself, but they were defeated in 1036 by a Rus’ army led
by laroslav. This victory over the Pechenegs was to be memorialized in a special
way: it was supposedly on the battle site that, in commemoration of an earlier vic-
tory in 1019 (also over the Pechenegs), laroslav began construction of Kiev's mon-
umental Cathedral of the Holy Wisdom, or Cathedral of St Sophia. As for the
formerly feared Pechenegs, some moved farther south and attacked the Byzantine
Empire. In 1091, the Pechenegs were crushed by a Byzantine army {in alliance
with the Polovtsians), and soon they disappeared as a distinct political force.
Some Pechenegs had remained along the Ros’ River south of Kiev, which served
as the frontier with the steppe. There they joined with the remnants of the Torks
and other Turkic groups (driven from the steppe by the Polovisians) to form a
new confederation known as the Karakalpaks. Referred to in the Rus’ chronicles
as Chorni Kiobuky, or Black Caps, the Karakalpaks along the Ros’ River frontier
were to remain allies of the Rus’ princes.

The Karakalpak experience reveals a lesser-known aspect of Kievan Rus’ soci-
ety. Although the Kievan historical chronicles (and subsequent historians and bel-
letrists) invariably paint the steppe nomads in the darkest of colors as the pagan
enemies of the Chrstian Rus’, more often than not the two groups cooperated
and interacted at many levels. Certain nomads like the Karakalpaks not only pro-
tected the frontier principalities (especially Pereiaslav and Chernihiv) against the
attacks of their fellow Turkic Polovtsians, but also played an important role in
Rus’ politics, by marrying into Rus’ princely families and serving as mercenaries
for various sides in the interprincely feuds that racked the Kievan realm.

In addition to the southern steppe frontier, laroslav was concerned with the
northwest. There he subdued the Mazovians and Iatvigians, and his son Volody-
myr, who replaced him in Novgorod, brought several of the Finnic groups directly
under Rus’ hegemony. In the far south, however, laroslav was less successful.
Increased trade with Byzantium caused commercial rivalry and sometimes conflict
between Rus’ merchants and Byzantine officials. In an attempt to resolve these
disputes, in 1043 laroslav sent a large fleet to attack Constantinople, but it met an
ignominious defeat.
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Whether or not [aroslav was always successful against his foreign neighbors, he
consistently carried out a policy of marital diplomacy. His western European ties
were especially strong. His second wife, Ingigard, was the daughter of the king of
Sweden (Olaf); of his daughters, Anastasia was married to the king of Hunp;raly
(Andrés I), Elizabeth to the king of Norway (Harold the Stern), and Anna to the
King of France (Henry); and of his sons, Iziaslav was marricd Lo the danghter of
the king of Poland, Sviatoslav to the sister of the bishop of Trier, in Germany, and
Vsevolod to a Byzantine imperial princess. By means of these marital ties, Kievan
Rus' became well known throughout Europe,

Iaroslav is remembered not only for his military victories and diplomatic initia-
tives, but also for the beautification of Kiev. During his reign, five major buildings
were erected: a new citade) with its monumental entrance, the Golden Gale; three
churches (the Annunciation ahove the Golden Gate, St George, and 5t Irene);
and, most important in the whole medieval cityscape of Kiev, the Cathedral of the
Holy Wisdom, or Cathedral of St Sophia. Finally, laroslav enhanced the sense of
unity throughout RKievan Rus’ that had begun to develop under his father, Volo-
dymyr the Great. He did so by means of the church, creative writing, and law.

In negotiations with Byzantinm, Iaroslav persuaded the ecumcenical patriarch
in Constantinople — the ultimate authority in the Eastern Christian world - to
appoint for Kiev a metropolitan to head the Rus’ church. The first appointec to
the influential post of Metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus” was a Greek, Theopem-
ptos, who arrived from Byzantium in 1087. Kiev's metropolitan was also given two
assistant bishops (based in the new eparchies of Iur’iev and Bilhorod, near Kiev),
and another eparchy was created in Pereiaslav, The Byzantine-Rus’ war beginning
in 1048 had an effect on church relations, however, and Iaroslav felt obliged to
challenge the jealously guarded influence of the Byzantium Empire as exerted
through its ecclesiastical representatives. In 1051, the grand prince successfully
arranged for the electon of Harion, a loyal Kievan intellcctual, as the first native
of Rus’ to become metropolitan.

To promote native Rus’ intellectual life as well as to instill a sense ol political
unity, Taroslav commissioned the preparation of historical chronicles tracing the
history of his rcalm from carliest times (o the present. A further scnse of common
social order throughout the Kievan realm was encouraged by his commissioning
the preparation of a law code. Known as the Pravda Russkaia, or Rus’ Law, this
compilation of mostly common law was, in an otherwise brutal era, noted for its
mild punishments, which consisted of various kinds of payment instead of impris-
onment or death. Because of his diplomatic skills, eultural interests, and codifica-
tion of the first written law code in any Slavic land, Taroslav came to be known in
Rus’ history as ‘the Wise.’

Taroslav hoped to impart some of his wisdom to future generations, and in the
last years of his life he tried to put some order into the process of the succession
and transfer of political power, the settling of which had destabilized Kievan Rus’
following the death of each grand prince. His solution was to group the lands of
Kievan Rus’ into five patrimonies, each to be assigned to ane of his sons, with a
sixth land (Polaisk) ruled by his brother. The eldest son became the grand prince
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THE KIEVAN SYSTEM OF POLITICAL SUCCESSION

From the time of their very first appearance in eastern Europe, the Varangians
trcated the regions that came under their control as private property to be
passed on to their offspring. Although in theory priority was given to the eldest
son, in practice brother fought against brother until the strongest won. Schol-
ars have debated what the actual system of succession was or whether there
was any system at all.

Grand Prince laroslav the Wise tried to lessen familial antagonism by defin-
ing the order in which his successors should follow him. According to his testa-
ment, recorded in the Primary Chronicle, he assigned to each of his surviving
sons in the order of their age (and therefore of their prestige) one or more of
the Kievan Rus’ lands as his patrimony. The most important were (1) Kiev and
Novgorod, for the eldest son, Iziaslav, who became grand prince; (2) Chernihiv
(rogether with Tmutorokan’), for Sviatoslav; (3) Pereiaslav and Rostov-
Suzdal’, for Vsevolod; (4) Smolensk, for Viacheslav; and (5) Volhynia, for Lhor.
Not mentioned in laroslav’s testament were two other lands: Polatsk, which
had been ruled by laroslav’s older brother (Iziaslav) and which continued to be
ruled by his descendants; and Galicia, which was eventually ruled by the Ros-
tyslav dynasty, that is, the descendants of laroslav's grandson Rostyslav. In
each of the lands or groups of lands, laroslav’s ‘sons and grandsons’ created
local dynasties and power bases, while at the same time expecting to become
grand prince when their turn came in the order of lateral succession.

Lateral succession meant that at the death of the grand prince, the Kievan
scat did not go to the cldest son of the grand prince, but rather to his first
brother according to the order of rank in the list of seven principalities. In
theory, only after all the brothers from one generation had passed from the
scene did the next generation have its turn, beginning with the eldest son of
the original grand prince. The principle of lateral or horizontal succession to
the Kievan realm as a whole clashed, however, with the practice of vertical
succession from father to son that was followed in each of the local principali-
ties, where a prince more often than not strove both to retain his individual
patrimony and to obtain the title of grand prince of Kiev.

The confusion and conflict between the principles of lateral and of vertical
succession prompted Grand Prince Volodymyr Monomakh to convene in 1097
a conference of princes at Liubech. The conference abandoned the complex
principle of lateral succession and accepted the practice of vertical succession,
essentially transforming Kievan Rus’ into a federation of independent princi-
palities. Yet even this agreement was soon challenged, since Monomakh him-
self, whose own patrimony was Pereiaslav, crossed dynastic lines and accepted
in 1113 the grand princely throne of Kiev. In effect, he returned to the old
ideal of establishing a single (Monomakh) dynasty, as most of the principali-
ties of Kievan Rus’ were ruled directly either by him or by his offspring. Upon
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the death of the charismatic Monomakh in 1125 and his eldest son in 1132,
however, the absence of any strong grand prince saw Kievan Rus’ revert to a
state of affairs in which brother fought brother and nephew fought uncle in a
vain attempt to gain political and military superiority in an environment that
continued to be without any orderly principle of political succession. By the
era of disintegration beginning after 1132, whatever tenuous political unity
still existed in Kievan Rus’ was based on the fact that each of the realm’s com-
ponent parts (the number of lands had increased from eight at the death of
laroslav the Wise in 1054 to twelve in the twelfth century) was ruled by a
descendant of one of the many branches of the family of Iaroslav the Wise.

Only much later, in the late fourteenth century, did the concept of a single
Riuryk dynasty (the Riurykids or Riurykovyches) begin to be discussed. The
Riurykid concept was evolved by Muscovite chroniclers who were anxious to
prove that the Muscovite branch of the family was descended in a direct line
from Riuryk, the semi-legendary ninth-century ‘founder’ of the dynasty,
through laroslav the Wise, Volodymyr Monomakh, and the junior branch of
the Monomakh dynasty, whose princes (Iurii Dolgorukii and Andrei Bogoliub-
skii) ruled what had become the Grand Duchy of Vladimir-Suzdal’. Eventu-
ally, that duchy was replaced by one of the younger cities on its territory,
which became the new center of the Riuryk dynasty, Moscow. Despite this
framework for explaining the transfer of political-dynastic power, it should be
remembered that the concept of a Riuryk dynasty was never considered in
Kievan times. The rulers of Kievan Rus’ spoke of themselves simply as the
sons, grandsons, and great-grandsons of the eleventh-century grand prince
Taroslav the Wise.

of Kiev, to be followed after his death by the other sons in a defined order of suc-
cession. At the same time, each of the sons built up his own dynasty on the lands
given to him as his patrimony.

Despite Iaroslav’s admonishment to his sons that they ‘love one another’ and
‘dwell in amity’ under the direction of the eldest, Grand Prince Iziaslav I (reigned
1054-1078), and despite his efforts at establishing a system of succession, conflicts
arose among laroslav’s descendants almost immediately. Those conflicts were to
rack the Kievan realm for nearly a half century. The situation was only made
worse by the appearance of a new threat from the south, the Polovtsians, who had
dominated the steppe since driving out the Pechenegs earlier in the century.
Aware of the dissension among the Rus’ princes (in which the nomads themselves
were often allied with one Rus’ prince against another), in 1061 the Polovtsians
decided to attack Kiev directly. For nearly a decade, they were able to roam at will
and to ravage the Kievan Rus’ countryside, especially the border regions of
Pereiaslav and southern Kiev principality. Not only did the Polovtsian attacks ruin
the agricultural base of the economy in the borderlands (whose population was
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either killed or deported as slaves), by the end of the eleventh century they had
effectively cut off Kievan trade with Byzantium, both down the Dnieper River and
the Don River via Bila Vezha and via Tmuiorokan’. After 1094, Tmutorokan' and
after 1117 Bila Vezha were permanently severed from the Rus’ lands to the north.
Both came under Polovtsian and Byzantine influence until destroyed by the Mon-
gols in the thirteenth century.

The conference of Liubech and Volodymyr Monomalh

The Polovisian danger and the inconclusive results of the continuing inter-
princely feuds prompted five of the Rus’ princes to meet in 1097 at Liubech, a
small town north of Kiev. There, at what came to be known as the conference of
Liubech, the princes agreed to recognize the existing assignment of lands to their
present rulers and offspring. In the words of the Primary Chronicle, each prince
swore to ‘guard his own domain’ and not to cross over local dynastic lines, while
together they were to ‘watch over the land of Rus”” and defend it against the
Polovtsians.” They also agreed to hold future councils to decide on subsequent
differences that might arise among them,

In the spirit of cooperation called for at Liubech, and under the leadership of
the dynamic prince of Pereiaslay, Volodymyr Monomakh, the Rus’ princes were
able to defeat the Polovisians on three occasions between 1103 and 1111. As a
result of these victories, the Polovtsian threat was eliminated for the next half cen-
tury. The Liubech example also served as a model for the resolution of inter-
princely quarrels at similar conferences that were held from time to time.

Nevertheless, despite the best intentions, the order agreed to at Liubech,
whereby each prince would remain within his own domains, was shortlived. In
1113, following the death of Grand Prince Sviatopolk II {reigned 1093-1113), the
city assembly (viche) of Kiev decided to invite the hero of the wars against the
Polovtsians, Volodymyr Monomakh of Pereiaslav, to rule over them. At first he
hesitated, for fear of disrupting the dynastic agreements reached at Liubech,
which he himself had supported. But after riots broke out in Kiev that threatened
the wealthy social strata, the monasteries, and the deceased ruler’s widow, Volody-
myr Monomakh accepted the offer, and from 1114 undl his death in 1125 he
ruled as grand prince. After acquiring the title of grand prince, whose realm
included the principalities of Kiev, Turati-Pinsk, and Novgorod, Monomakh still
retained his original patrimony of Pereiaslav and through his offspring ruled in
Smolensk and Rostov-Suzdal'. In effect, most of the principalities of Kievan Rus’
were under the control of one ruler.

Volodymyr Monomakh was the tast of the three outstanding, charismatic rulers
of Kievan Rus’ during the era of consolidation. In an effort to strengthen his
authority in the city of Kiev and throughout the Rus’ realm, Monomakh did away
with the practice of charging excessive interest rates and codified the Expanded
Version of the Rus’ Law of laroslav the Wise. Also, like Iaroslay the Wise, Mono-
makh extended his own family’s ties to western Europe (his wife was a daughter of
the last independent Saxon king in England), and he improved relations with
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Byzantium, which had worsened in recent decades. All these factors, combined
with the peace on the Polovisian steppe, contributed to make the reign of Volody-
myr Monomakh one of the last periods of stability in Kievan Rus’,

Monomakh hoped to retain the unity of the Rus’ realm by returning to the pre-
laroslav system of succession, that is, by placing his eldest son on the throne of
Kiev and his younger sons in other principalities, Initially, this approach worked.
His successor, Mstyslav 1 (reigned 1125-1132), not only maintained order
throughout Kievan Rus’ but even increased the realm’s influence, especially in
the Baltic region. After Mstyslav's death in 1132, however, the reign of his brother
laropolk I {reigned 1182-1130) was marked by a renewal of the internal strife
that had already characterized certain periods of Kievan history. The periods of
decline in central autherity, which during the era of conselidation generally had
lasted only a few years between the long reigns of strong rulers like Volodymyr the
Great, laroslav the Wise, and Volodymyr Monomakh, grew into decades, until
they became the norm during the era of disintegration, which was to last from
1132 to 1240,

The era of disintegration

A symbolic indication of political disintegration was the frequency with which the
title of grand prince changed hands. For instance, whereas during the first two
and a half centuries of Kievan Rus’ {878-1132) there were fourteen grand princes,
in the initial three decades of the era of disintegration (1132-1169) there were
eighteen, The new era witnessed esssentially two trends: (1) the gradual decline of
Kiev as a polidcal and economic center, and (2) the diffusion of power to centers
in other parts of the realm. This meant that as Kiev declined three new power
centers began to take its place: Galicia-Volhynia in the southwest, Vladimir-
Suzdal’ in the northeast, and Novgorod in the far north.

In 1136, Novgorod revolted and became independent of the Kiev principality,
to which it had previously belonged. Subsequently known as Lord Novgorod the
Great, the independent city-republic directed its mercantile interest westward
toward the Baltic Sea and northward toward the sparsely inhabited forest regions.
On the other hand, Rosiov (later, Vladimir-Suzdal') and Galicia-Volhynia partici-
pated actively in the struggle for control of Kiev and the grand princely title, Yet
while each of the principalities had its own charismatic leader capable of attack-
ing and controlling Kiev, those leaders were more interested in remaining within
their own domains than residing in the weakened seat of the grand prince. In this
regard, the activity of the grandson of Monomakh, Andrei Bogoliubskii, is often
considered to epitomize the new era. As ruler of Vladimir-Suzdal’, in 1169 he
organized a coalition of Rus’ princes, who marched on Kiev, captured the city, pil-
laged and burned many of its churches and monasteries, and killed many of its
inhabitants. Indeed, warring Rus’ princes had fought for control of Kiev before,
but none had treated it as a foreign city in the way Andrei Bogoliubskii did.
Although he assumed the title of grand prince, unlike most of his predecessors
who had sought and gained the prize of Kiev, Bogoliubskii appointed vassals to
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represent him, preferring instead to reside in his native principality of Vladimir-
Suzdal’ in the north.

Struggling for Kiev but ruling it from afar was repeated in the first half of the
thirteenth century and became the pattern. For instance, Roman of Volhynia
gained hegemony over the city in 1200 but remained in his Volhynian homeland.
It was during his absence that in 1203 a combined force of lesser Kievan and
Chernihiv princes, in alliance with the Polovisians, attacked Kiev and plundered it
so mercilessly that the chroniclers were prompted to report, ‘Such great evil had
not been seen in the Rus’ land since the Christianization of Kiev.? At the very end
of the cra of disintegration, Danylo of Galicia captured Kiev (1239-1240), but he
too preferred Lo remain in his native principality, especially in the face of the
Mongol threat to the region.

External invasions from the steppe hastened the disintegration of whatever the
interprincely warfare had left of Kievan unity. Ever since their three defeats at
the hands of Volodymyr Monomakh, the Polovisians had not dared to attack the
Rus’. In the 11608, however, under their new dynamic leader Khan Konchak, the
Polovtsians renewed their raids against the southern principalitics, especially
Pereiaslav, Chernihiv, and Novhorod-Sivers'kyl. Also from this period dates the
1185 vxpedition against the Polovtsians led by Prince Thor of Chernihiv, who was
immortalized in the literary work Slove o polku Thorevi, or the Lay of Thor’s Campaign.
After the death of Khan Konchak in 1187, many of the Polovtsians moved farther
west toward Bulgaria; those who remained in the steppes drew closer to the Rus’,
serving with themn in their interprincely battles and becoming integral (by many
marriages, as well as in other ways) in Kievan dynastic politics.

Yet cven with the Polovisian danger eliminated or neutralized, the steppe
remained a polential source of danger unless a strong defense could be mounted
by a unificd Kievan realm. By the first half of the thirteenth century, however, this
seemad no longer possible. The decline of the grand prince's authority and the
diffusion of political and economic power, especially roward three peripheral
regions — Galicia-Vothynia, Vladimir-Suzdal’, and Novgorod — had proceeded so
far that any return to the era of Volodymyr Monomakh or laroslav the Wise
scemed impossible. The full transformation of Kievan Rus’ into a new alignment
of political forces was not to occur until the appearance in 1237 of a new factor in
eastern Europe - the Mongols. But before lurning to the role of the Mongols in
hastening the realignment of Rus’ politics, it is necessary to examine socio-
econamic and cultural developments in Kievan Rus’ from its early years to the
mid-thirteenth century.
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Socioeconomic and Cultural
Developments

The political history of Kievan Rus' oullined in the last two chapters emphasized
as much the disunity as the unity of the realm. During its {irst three stages of
development, the first (the 870s-972) witnessed the slow growth of the realm out-
ward from the Kiev and Novgorod regions, while the third (1132-1240) witnessed
the steady breukdown of any effective political authority over Kievan Rus’ as a
whole. Only during the second stage, the era of consolidation (972-1182), was
there a semblance of political unity, especially during the long reigns of three
charismatic grand princes: Volodymyr the Great (978-1015), Taroslav the Wise
{1019-1054), and Volodymyr Monomakh (1113-1125).

The era of consolidation was clearly an exception. It could theretore be argued
that most of Kievan Rus’ history during its first three stages, and certainly during
its fourth stage (1240-1349), is not that of a uniticd realm or state. Rather, it is the
history of scveral individual lands or principalities, cach with its own ruler and
each vying for greater independence visd-vis its neighbors and vis-a-vis the so-
called senior ruler, the grand prince in Kiev. Aside from the general absence of
political unity, Kievan Rus’ encompassed a vast territory, with regions that differed
greatly in geography and in the language of the inhabitants. Tribal distinctions
going back to the era ol the dispersion of the Slavic peoples also persisted into the
Kievan era. All these factors have prompted certain historians and linguists to see
alrcady in the Kievan Rus’ period of eastern European history a clear indication of
territorial differentiation that should be considered as the first stage in the subse-
quent distinct evolution of the Ukrainian, Belarusan, and Russian peoples.

Notwithstanding certain periods of political unity, therefore, the modern-day
obscrver might legitimately ask why writers continue to discuss the historical expe-
rience of Kievan Rus’ as a whole instead of tracing the histories of each ol its com-
ponent parts. In a word, is there any justification for considering Kievan Rus’ as a
single historical unit? Indeed, from the political and perhaps the linguistic stand-
point, it may be difficult 10 do so, but other factors do makce it possible to speak of
Kicvan Rus’ as a whole. Despite its geographic extent and internal diversity,
Kievan Rus’ was remarkably homogeneous with regard to its social structure, legal
systemn, cconamic order, and cultural life. )
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Demography and social structure

It is cstimated that by the late twelfth and carly thirteenth centuries the total pop-
ulation of Kicvan Rus’ was approximatcly seven to cight million people. At about
the same time in western Europe, territorially much smaller Germany {the Holy
Roman Empire) also had approximately eight million people, and France about
filteen million. Thus, the population density of Kievan Rus’ was very low com-
pared with that of western Europe, On the other hand, nearly a million people
lived in towns and cities. This meant that 13 percent of Rus’ inhabitants were
urban dwellers, a percentage much higher than in any contemporary western
Furopean country,

Historians still debate whether it was international trade or the needs ol the
internal local economy that caused the rise of towns in Kievan Rus'. There is no
question, however, that their numerical growth was rapid. For instance, whereas
in the ninth and tenth centurics the chronicles refer o only 23 towns in Kievan
Rus’ (13 of them located in Ukrainian lands), by the mid-thirteenth century there
were close to 300. These numbers made an impression on outsiders, with the
result that Scundinavian sources refer 1o Kievan Rus” as the ‘land of towns’
{ Gardariki) . The vast majority of these towns contained no more than 1,000 inhab-
itunts, although a few (Chernihiv, Volodymyr, and Ilalych in Ukrainian lands;
Novgorod, Vladimir-na-Kliazma, Polatsk, and Smolensk farther north) may have
reached between 20,000 and 30,000 inhabitants by the early thirleenth century. By
[ar the largesi city was Kiev, which at the height of its economic power during the
twelfth century had 5000 dwellings and 40,000 inhabitants. This was decidedly
more than any other European city. By comparison, western Europe’s largest city,
London, did not attain a population ol 40,000 until the [ourteenth century.

As for its social structure, the population of Kievan Rus’ was essentially divided
into six strata, most of which included scveral subgroups. Of the six categories,
three could be considered the ruling elite: the grand prince and his family; the
druzhyna and bovars; and the church people. The other three, subordinate strata
were the townspeople, peasants, and slaves,

It should he kept in mind that the references to these various social strata arc
to women as well as to men. Both customary and written law in Kievan Rus’ pro-
tected @ woman's right e property within the context of the family unit and
accorded her personal protection equal to that accorded men. As a result, women
naot anly worked alongside men as artisans and farmers, but in the absence of
their husbands enjoyed legal rights to administer shops and ficlds — not to men-
tion the leadership roles played by women in the princely social strata, who often
functioned as regents and, in the case of Ol'ha, as grand prince in her own right.

The ruling social sirata
The grand prince of Kiev and his offspring throughout the realm were originally

of Scandinavian origin, as is evident in the names of the carliest rulers — Helgi
(Oleh), Ingvar (Thor), Helga (Ol'ha), Sveinald (Sviatoslav). By the late tenth cen-
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THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE OF KIEVAN RUS’

THE RULING SOCIAL STRATA

1 Princes (fniazi)
the grand prince and his family
regional princes and their families
2 Prince's retinue (drushyna) and boyars
3 Church people
hierarchs
clergy (priests, monks, deacons)
church employces

THE SUBORDINATE SOCIAL STRATA

4 Townspeople
artisans
workers
5 Peasants
freepersons (smerdy)
half-free persons (zatupy)

6 Slaves (cheliad (kholopy)

OTHER SOCIAL STRATA

7 Izgoi (persons whose social status had changed)
8 Frontier military settlers (Chorni Klobuky)

tury, the princely strata had intermarried with notables in the local Slavic popula-
tion with the result that the Varangian element was rapidly assimilated.

At the same time, the number of princes and their families increased. The
increase was a result of the practice of dividing the realm among the sons and
younger brothers of the grand prince, a practice that took greater hold following
the reign of Iaroslav the Wise, when distinct dynasties were established in each of
the lands or groups of lands of Kievan Rus’. The princely stratum was made up of
all persons who were of royal blood. According to terminology that was to be
developed in the fourteenth century and applied retrospectively, this meant per-
sons who were descendants of the semi-legendary Riuryk/Hroerkr and therefore
part of the house of Riuryk — the Riurykids or the Riurykovyches.

As a result of intermarriage with members of the local Slavic elite as well as with
Byzantine and, later, Polovtsian royal families, the pure Varangian element
among the Rus’ princes progressively decreased. Nonetheless, Kiev's princes
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retained the traditional Varangian attitude that the Rus’ realm — or, more pre-
cisely, that part of it they were able effectively to control — was their hereditary
possession (voichina), to be exploited for whatever riches it might yield. It is not
surprising, therefore, that the early Varangian rulers and their retainers lived
apart from the rest of the population, which, like the countryside it inhabited, was
perceived as an object for the exaction of tribute and for exploitation. The
princes also took an active role in the economy, in regulating weights and meas-
ures and in holding a direct or indirect monopoly over certain industries or trade.
The grand princes, moreover, were automatically entitled to one-third of all the
revenue collected by the state. Accordingly, the struggle for control of the various
princely posts — in particular the grand prince’s throne in Kiev — was often moti-
vated by the desire not only for political prestige, but also for concrete economic
advantages.

The next ruling stratum of Rus' society was the druzhyna and bovars, who
formed two distinct groups in the early centuries but became merged into ane
over time. The druzhyna, or prince’s retinue, was made up of the leading Varan-
gian warriors, who were closely connected with the Kievan realm. The Varangian
element among the druzhyna was often renewed as a result of the practice fol-
lowed by rival claimants to the Kievan throne, especially during the tenth and
carly eleventh centuries, of inviting soldiers from Scandinavia to participate in the
interprincely conflicts. The druzhyna might also include local Slavs as well as indi-
viduals from the Magyar, Turkic, and other steppe peoples who found favor with
Rus’ princes. In the secand half of the eleventh century, the druzhyna began to
merge with the bovars, the traditional elite of the local East Slavic population.
This merger also coincided with the trend of the druziyna to move away from the
princely centers to the countryside, where they acted as administrative officials for
and representatives of the ruling princes.

The boyars are described in the early sources as the fuchshie lfudi *better people’
or muzhi navochitie ‘prominent men’. They were descended from the ruling groups
within the local East Slavic tribes, or were persons who by their wealth or service to
the Varangian princes were recognized as among the leaders of society. With the
merger of the originally Scandinavian druzfyre and the Slavic boyars in the second
half of the eleventh century, the group formed a stratum of great landowners.
Although the land they acquired was frequently given to them as a reward or pay-
ment for services rendered the prince, the boyars had full title to the land as per-
sonal property {votching) and were not required to render further service to retain
it. A lord-vassal relationship similar to that in some parts of western Europe there-
fore did not exist between princes and boyars throughout most of Kievan Rus'.
Only in the far western Rus’ land of Galicia-Volhynia did the pattern exist whereby
bovars formed a defined social group bound by mutual agreement in vassalage to
the prince, who often granted them lands as fiefdoms. Consequently, a strong
boyar class evolved in Galicia-Volhynia that frequently challenged the authority of
the princes. In Kievan Rus’ as a whole, however, boyar strength depended not on
a particular legal arrangement, but on the ability 1o acquire landed wealth, some-
times along with castles (as in Galicia), fortresses, and armed retinues. In the
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princely centers, boyar councils (beiars' ki dumy) were called from nme to time,
although they were only consultative bodies that met at the discretion of the prince.

The third ruling stratum consisted of church people. They included not only
the clergy, but all those who in some way served the church or its institutions —
church singers, candle extinguishers, wafer makers, physicians, and other person-
ncl in hospitals and homes for the aged or for pilgrims. The clergy proper con-
sisted of both the black clergy (monks) and the white clergy (parish priests and
deacons).

The church established in Kievan Rus' after the official acceptance of Christi-
anity at the end of the tenth centwry followed the Byzantine model. Initially, most
of the clerical personnel at all levels was of Byzantine origin, and the heads, or
metropolitans, of the Kievan church were, with few exceptions, also Byzantincs.
Among the Byzantine features of church organization cstablished in Kicvan Rus'
were juridical autonomy, the tradition of asylum for persons who lost their social
status (the so-called izgoi), and, most important, the right of church hierarchs and
mounasteries to own and exploit landed property, From the outset, the bishops
and some monastic communities played an important role in the economic life of
towns and cities, often sharing (or challenging} princely prerogatives over the
control of weights and measures or over monopolies in the production or proc-
essing of certain goods. By the twelfth cenrury, as a result of the growth of the
monastic movement and its colonizing etforts throughout the vast Kicvan country-
side, the church had become one of the leading landowners in Kievan Rus'.
During the fourth stage of Kievan Rus' history, under Mongol hegemony (1240-
1349), the church increased its wealth even further with the approval of the
Mongol rulers, who ofien chose cooperation with the siabilizing force of the
church {whose clergy the Mongols enriched [urther) rather than with the poten-
tially disruplive secular Rus’ princes.

The subordinale social strata

Below the ruling strata were the ownspeople, peasants, and slaves. Each of these
strata had, in turn, several subgroups. As centers of political as well as economic
and religious power, the towns included members of both the ruling and the sub-
ordinate sirata. Among the ruling groups were the local prince and/or his repre-
sentatives, boyars, church hierarchs, and rich merchants (gosty) of local Rus’ or
forcign origin (Armenian, Greek, German, and Jewish in Kiev; mostly German in
northern Rus’ cities).

Most of the townspeople, however, were workers and artisans of various kineds
(the so-called molodshic fudi "younger prople’) or owners of artisanal cnterprises
(zhit' liudi 'well-to-do people’). In subsequent writings, these workers and are-
sans have generally been described as the middle classes. In order to protect their
cconomic interests, they organized into guilds which frequently corresponded
with certain sections or streets in the city.

To express their views on political issues, townspeople spoke out at the vichs, or
public town meeting, Meetings took place in the open air of the town square
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whenever the need arose. While the vicke never became a permanent or organ-
ized body with a fixed number of members, as a political body it played a decisive
role at times in the chief cities of Kievan Rus’. For instance, some say it was the
viche in Kiev that invited Askol’d and Dir to rule over the city in the mid-ninth cen-
tury, just as it was the viche in Kiev that called upon Volodymyr Monomakh to
become grand prince in 1113. The existence of the vicke and its increasing influ-
ence during the twelfth century in the leading cities of Kiev and Novgorod has
given rise to subsequent descriptions of Kievan Rus’ as a democratic society. In
practice, however, the viche often became the instrument of only the most power-
ful elements in the city, the rich merchants. Similarly, the leading urban official,
the tysiats’ kyi, fluctuated between supporting the interests of the ruling authorities
and supporting those of the urban masses. As commander of the city militia (as
distinct from the troops of the prince’s retinue), the tysiots'kyi was originally
elected by the townspeople of each city, although eventually the holder of the
post was appointed (except in Novgorod) by the local prince, usually from among
the boyars.

The largest number of inhabitants in Kievan Rus” were the peasants, who lived
in the countryside and were divided into several groups differentiated by their
legal status. The so<alled smerdy, or rural freepersons, lived on their own land or
on the land of the princes. They engaged in agriculture and cattle raising. All
paid taxes to the prince. Those settled on the prince’s land were also expected to
provide horses for his troops and to supply men for his army in time of war. The
smerdy often lived in large communal settlements.

In the pre-Varangian and early post-Varangian eras, these communal units were
composed of extended families called zadruga, but by the tenth or the eleventh
century the familial units had been transformed into territorial units in which the
members were united by common social and economic interests. These territorial
units came to be known as the vere in the southern Rus’ lands and as the mir in
Novgorod and the north. Living in unprotected rural areas, the smerdy were the
group who most often felt the brunt of the nomadic invasions and, even more
destructive for them, the interprincely feuds. By the time of the era of disintegra-
tion {1182-1240), it had become common for a Rus’ prince, when attacking his
rival, to destroy the rival’s livestock, grain stores, and villages and to carry off his
peasants, making them slaves and setrling them on his own lands or selling them to
the Polovisians. Even the most benevolent of the princes, Volodymyr Monormakh,
was not averse to such practices. Besides the ravages of the Rus’ princes and the
nomads, local boyars — themselves interested in expanding their landholdings and
controlling the rural population — often took advantage of economic or other cri-
ses to gain full or partial control over the peasantry. In this way, the interprincely
wars and the economic greed of the hoyars combined to reduce many smerdy from
the status of rural freepersons to some degree of servitude or to full slavery,

Among those whose status changed were the so-called zekupy, or half-free per-
SO11S. Théy included persons, some of whom were peasants, temporarily deprived
of their {reedom. The reason was often indebtedness, although they could regain
the status of freepersons by paving a fee. The numbers of zekupy fluctuated, They
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generally rose during periods of declining economic conditions, which were
caused, in part, by the interprincely wars and nomadic invasions. Such periods of
economic decline also coincided with efforts on the part of the local boyars to
increase the profits from their own landholdings by keeping control ever the pro-
ductive capacity of the zakupy. Their control made it even harder for the zakupy to
attain emancipation or to return to the smerd, or freeperson, category.

At the bottom of the social order were the slaves, known originally as chefiad’
and later as kholopy. They were the outright property of their owners and had no
rights. Owners were not even held liable for Killing slaves. A person other than the
owner who killed a slave was liable only to pay the owner a monetary fee, as one
would for an animal. The greatest source of slavery was the frequent conflict
among boyars and princes, in which the victors often gained warriors captured in
battle as well as peasants taken from the lands of the defeated belligerent. The
existence of these two kinds of slave contributed to the evolution of temporary
and permanent slavery. Captured warriors were considered temporary slaves,
whose freedom could be obtained by political agreement. The stolen peasants
became permanent slaves with no legal rights unless as individuals they were
granted freedom or somehow were able to purchase it from their owner.

Other social strata

At least two groups did not fit into any of the strata in the social order of Kievan
Rus’. One of these consisted of the so-called dzged, a heterogeneous body of peo-
ple, including princes without territory, sons of priests who could neither read
nor write, merchants who had gone bankrupt, and slaves who had bought their
freedom. In short, the izgoi were people whose social status had changed and who
therefore did not fit into the existing social order. The izgei often found refuge on
church lands.

The other group outside Kiev's social structure were the Chormi Klobuky, or
Black Caps. These were Turkic peoples from the steppes, such as the Pechenegs,
Berendei, and Torks, who had been pushed out of their homeland by the arrival
of the Polovtsians in the eleventh century. The Polovisians, or Kipchaks, set up
their own nomadic-sedentary state known as Deshti-Kipchak (The Steppe of the
Kipchaks). It was based in the region between the Donets’ and lower Don Rivers,
from which, between the mid-eleventh and mid-thirteenth centuries, the Polov-
tsians were able to control the Ukrainian steppe as far west as the lower Danube
River and Carpathian Mountains. The Pechenegs, Berendei, and Torks, who were
sworn enemies of the Polovtsians, sought refuge in the Rus' lands. Known as the
Chorni Klobuky, the refugees later formed the Karakalpak tederation, which
remained loyal to the Rus’ princes. These “loval Turks,” referred to in the chroni-
cles as ‘our pagans’ (svoi paganye), settled along the southern frontier of Kievan
Rus', in the valley of the Ros’ River, near the outpost of Torchesk. The Chorni
Kiobuky also had a permanent garrison stationed in Kiev, which together with
their frontier forces came to play an important role in Kievan Rus’ society, often
intervening in interprincely succession disputes and civil wars. The Chormni Klobuky
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along the southern frontier of the Kiev principality, like the politically strong
boyars in Galicia-Volhynia, were exceptional phenomena, since most lands
throughout Kievan Rus’ had the same social structure.

The legal system

Another integrating feature of Kievan Rus’ society was the legal system. A legal
code was written down in the eleventh century, and it became the standard used
by all courts throughout the realm. The result was that through the legal system
the inhabitants of Kievan Rus’ — regardless of which principality they resided in or
which prince controlled it at a given time - acquired or were able to recognize a
common tradition in which there were certain recognized norms of behavior.

In this regard, the most important development was the codification known as
the Pravda Russkaia, or Rus' Law, which was first compiled at Taroslav the Wise's
behest during the mid-eleventh century {the Short Version, with forty-three
sections). The code was later supplemented by his successors, especially Volody-
myr Monomakh, during the twelfth century (the Expanded Version}. The large
number of copies of the Rus" Law that have subsequently been uncovered sug-
gests that it was widely used and served the practical purpose of allowing judges to
render decisions on the basis of commonly accepted norms. In effect, the Rus'
Law was a compilation of (1) customary law preserved in the form of oral
tradition that had been in use on Rus’ territory since pre-Varangian times, and
(2) princely decrees (in the Expanded Version) formulated in response to
specific cases that therefore became supplementary to customary law. The Rus’
Law contained provisions for civil law {concerning property, obligations, family)
and criminal law. The most notable aspect of the criminal provisions was that pun-
ishments took the form of seizure of property, banishment, or, more often, pay-
ment of a fine. Even murder and other severe crimes (arson, organized horse
thieving, robbery) were settled by monetary fines. Although the death penalty had
been intreduced by Volodymyr the Great, it too was soon replaced by fines.

The Rus' Lew also reflected the generally equal status accorded women in
Kievan Rus’ society. The murderer of a woman, for instance, was treated in the
same manner as the murderer of a man. In contrast to the practice in several
other contemporary European societies, if a wife in Kievan Rus’ survived her hus-
band, she was not assigned a legal guardian, but functioned as head of the family
and determined (unless it was otherwise stated in her husband’s will) when to
grant sons their patrimony. When family property was divided, the wife kept and
administered her own share.

The economic order

The very rise of Kievan Rus' was directly related to the needs of international com-
merce. The Varangian princes, beginning with Oleh in the last decades of the
ninth century, were primarily concerned with securing control over the lands
immediately adjacent to the lucrative north—south trade route, the great waterway
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‘from the Varangians to the Greeks.” With this goal in mind, Olch’s successors
continued to subdue and periodically to reassert their authority over the various
East Slavic tribes along the routes that connected the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea.
Accordingly, the imp;)rtance of international irade as an integrating factor in
early Kievan Rus” seeins indisputabie.

As for the realm’s subsequent development, historians so far have been unable
to resolve the question of whether international trade {Kliuchevskii) or agricul-
ture (Grekov) was the mainstay of economic life. Whereas both factors were
present throughout Kievan economic evolution, their respective importance var-
ied along with local and, especially, international political conditions. In a real
sense, the Varangian Rus’ were the successors of the Khazars, in that they contin-
ued the tradition of international commerce that linked Central Asia and the
Middle East with the markets of Byzantium and Furope. Like the Khazars, the
Rus' gained control of the international trade routes, from which they derived
income in the form of customs dutics paid by merchants and wraders. Also, like
the Khazars and even the Seythians before them, the Rus’ dominated the local
East Slavic and Finnic populations, from whom they exacted tribute (cspecially
furs and hides) and, later, taxes.

The products of this international trade remained essentially the same from
the time of the Scythians to that of the Khazars and the Varangian Rus’. From the
lands of Kievan Rus' came honey, wax, flax, hemp, hides, sometimes grain, and
the particularly valuable furs and slaves. These were exchanged for wines, silk fab-
rics, naval equipment, jewelry, glassware, and art works (especially icons, after the
introduction of Christianity) from Byzantium, and [or spices, precious stones, silk
and satin fabrics, and metal weapons from Central Asia and the Arab Middle East,
The basic pattern thus saw Kievan Rus’ as a supplier of raw materials, for which
manufactured goods, especially luxury items, were received in return,

Trade routes did change, however. The so-called Saracen route along the
Volga River, used by the Varangians to connect their bases in the Rostov-Suzdal’
region with the Khazar Kaganate and from there farther south across the Caspian
Sea to the Middle Fast, by the late ninth century had been replaced in importance
by the Baltic~Black Sea trade route. The goal of the new route, which passed
through Kicv, was Byzantium. In good conditions, the trip by boat from Kiev 1o
Constantinople took six weeks.

Beginning in the tenth century, when the Dnieper and Volga trade routes werc
increasingly threatened by the Pechenegs, and then in the wwelfth century, when
they were cut off by the Polovtsians, the international trade pattern of Kievan Rus’
shifted. Novgorod turned its attention away from the south and toward the
economic sphere of the Baltic Sea, trading the products of the far northern Rus’
lands (especially furs) directly to northern and western Europe. In the south, the
east-west overland route 1o Galicia increased in significance, especially because
Kiev came to depend on Halych for the valuable medieval commodity salt {the
basic preservative of food), which after the twelfth century could no longer effec-
tively be brought up the Dnieper River from the Crimea. Aside from its casti—west
salt route, Galicia was crossed by several international trade routes that connccted



92

The Kievan Period

THE VOYAGE FROM KIEV TO CONSTANTINOPLE

The exceedingly important political, socioeconomic, and cultural relations
between Kievan Rus’ and the Byzantine Empire were made possible by
the famous great waterway ‘from the Varangians to the Greeks,” which con-
nected Kiev with Constantinople along the Dnieper River and Black Sea.
The Byzantine emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (reigned 913-959)
left for his son and successor an invaluable ‘instructional manual’ on how to
rule — De Administrando Imperio — in which the following description of the
Scandinavian-Rus' warrior-traders and their voyages is given:

The monoxyla which come down from outer Rus’ [i.e., northern Rus’] are from
Novgorod, where Sviatoslav, son of Igor, prince of Rus’, had his seat, and others
from the city of Smolensk and from Teliutsa and Chernihiv and from Vyshehrad.
All these come down the river Dnieper, and are collected together at the city of
Kiev, also called Sambatas. Their Slav tributaries, the so-called Krivichians and
the Lenzanenes and the rest of the Slavonic regions, cut the monoxyla on their
mountains in time of winter, and when they have prepared them, as spring
approaches, and the ice melts, they bring them to the neighboring lakes. And
since these lakes debouch into the river Dnieper, they enter thence on to this
same river, and come down to Kiev, and draw the ships along to be finished and
sell them to the Rus’. The Rus' buy these bottoms only, furnishing them with
oars and rowlocks and other tackle from their old monoxyla, which they dismantle;
and so they fit them out.

And in the month of June they move off down the river Dnieper and come to
Vytychiv, which is a tributary city of the Rus’, and there they gather during two or
three days; and when all the monoxyla are collected together, then they set out and
come down the said Dnieper river. And first they come to the first barrage [rapid],
called Essoupi, which means in the Rus’ and Slavonic languages: ‘Do not sleep!’;
the barrage itself is as narrow as the width of the Polo-ground [a great stadium in
Constantinople]; in the middle of it are rooted high rocks, which stand out like
islands. Against these, then, comes the water which wells up and dashes down
over the other side, with a mighty and terrific din. Therefore, the Rus’ do not ven-
ture to pass between them, but put in to the bank hard by, disembarking the men
on to dry land leaving the rest of the goods on board the monoxyla; they then strip,
feeling with their feet to avoid striking on a rock. ‘T'his they do, some at the prow,
some amidships, while others again, in the stern, punt with poles; and with all this
careful procedure they pass their first barrage, edging round under the river-bank.
When they have passed this barrage, they re-embark the others from the dry land
and sail away, and come down to the second barrage, called in Rus' Oulvorsi, and
in Slavonic Ostrovouniprach, which means ‘the Island of the Barrage’. This one is
like the first, awkward and not to be passed through. Once again they disembark
the men and convey the monoxyla past, as on the first occasion. Similarly they pass
the third barrage also, called Gelandri, which means in Slavonic ‘Noise of the Bar-
rage’, and then the fourth barrage, the big one, called in Rus’ Aeifor, and in
Slavonic Neasir, because the pelicans nest in the stones of the barrage. At this bar-
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rage all put into land prow foremost, and those who are deputed to keep the watch
with them get out, and off they go, these men, and keep vigilant warch for the
Pechenegs.

The remainder, taking up the goods which they have on board the monoxyla,
conduct the slaves in their chains past by land, six miles, until they are through the
barrage. Then, partly dragging their monoxyle, partly portaging them on their
shoulders, they convey them to the far side of the barrage; and then, putting them
on the river and loading up their baggage, they embark themselves, and again sail
off in them. When they come to the fifth barrage, called in Rus’ Varouforos, and
in Slavonic Voulniprach, because it forms a large lake, they again convey their
monoxyla through at the edges of the river, as at the first and second barrages, and
arrive at the sixth barrage, called in Rus’ Leanti, and in Slavonic Veroutsi, that is
‘the Boiling of the Water’, and this too they pass similarly. And thence they sail
away to the seventh barrage, called in Rus’ Stroukoun, and in Slavonic Naprezi,
which means ‘Little Barrage’. This they pass at the so-called ford of Vrar, where
the Khersonites cross over from Rus’ and the Pechenegs to Kherson; which ford is
as wide as the Hippodrome, and, measured upstream from the bottom as far as the
rocks break surface, a bow-shot in length. It is at this point, therefore, that the
Pechenegs come down and atrack the Rus'.

After traversing this place, they reach the island called St. Gregory, on which
island they perform their sacrifices because a gigantic oak-tree stands there; and
they sacrifice live cocks. Arrows, too, they peg in round about, and others bread
and meat, or something of whatever each may have, as is their custom. They also
throw lots regarding the cocks, whether to slaughter them, or to eat them as well,
or to leave them alive. From this island onwards, the Rus’ do not fear the Pech-
enegs until they reach the river Selinas. So then they start off thence and sail for
four days, until they reach the lake which forms the mouth of the river, on which is
the island of St. Aitherios. Arrived at this island, they rest themselves there for two
or three days. And they re-equip their monoxyla with such rackle as is needed, sails
and masts and rudders, which they bring with them. Since this lake is the mouth
of this river, as has been said, and carries on down to the sea, and the island of St.
Aithenios lies on the sea, they come thence to the Dniester River, and having got
safely there they rest again.

But when the weather is propitious, they put to sea and come to the river called
Aspros, and after resting there too in like manner, they again set out and come to
the Selinas, to the so-called branch of the Danube River. And until they are past
the river Selinas, the Pechenegs keep pace with them. And if it happens that the
sea casts a monoxylon on shore, they all put in to land, in order to present a united
opposition to the Pechenegs. But after the Selinas they fear nobody, but, entering
the territory of Bulgaria, they come to the mouth of the Danube. From the
Danube they proceed to the Konopas, and from the Konopas to Constantia, and
from Constangia to the river of Varna, and from Varna they come to the river Di-
tzina, all of which are Bulgarian territory. From the Ditzina they reach the district
of Mesembria, and there art last their voyage, fraught with such travail and terror,
such difficulty and danger, is at an end.

sourck: Constantine Porphyrogenicus, De Administrando Imperio, translated by R.J.H. Jenkins, znd

rev. ed. (Washington, D.C. 1967), pp. 59-63.
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Kievan Rus’ with Poland and Central Europe toward the west and, across the Car-
pathians, with Hungary toward the south.

International trade was generally controlled and exploited by the princes and
rich merchants. But Kievan Rus’ also had a flourishing domestic commerce, one
that initially served the rich urban dwellers and the ruling strata, but later attracted
peasants from the countryside, who exchanged their agricultural products, cattle,
and honey in the local town markets for cloth, metal implements from the local
iron industries, and salt from the Crimea and, later, Galicia. The number of domes-
tic handicraft industries continued to grow (scholars debate theirnumber, as being
from forty to sixty-four distinct industries}, with particular emphasis on building
products, military hardware, household implements, religious wares, and the arts.

The relationship between international trade and local agricultural production
as the basis of the Kievan economy was directly affected by the changing interna-
tional situation. In a real sense, Kievan Rus’ had become economically and polit-
cally important because the traditional trade routes connecting Byzantium and
Europe to Central Asia and the Orient through the eastern Mediterranean were
disrupted by the rise of Islam and Arab control of the Middle East beginning in
the last decades of the seventh century. In this situation, a northern route that
connected Byzantium and the Middle and Far East with northern and western
Europe was made possible by the Khazars and their successors, the Rus’.

By the twelfth century, however, Arab control over the eastern Mediterranean
was ending. The main reasons for the end of Arabic hegemony were internal
dissension and the impact of the Crusades, whose leaders in the course of the
eleventh century established a European outpost on the eastern shores of the
Mediterranean in the form of the Kingdom of Jerusalem. As a result, nearby Anti-
och and other eastern Mediterranean ports, with their products from the Orient
and Middle East, were once again open directly to Byzantium and to western
Europe. Italian merchants from Genoa, Pisa, and, especially, Venice (to whom
Byzantium gave its trade monopoly in 1082) became the primary beneficiaries
of the new international trading pattern. In this sense, regardless of the mid-
eleventh-century Polovisian presence on the Ukrainian steppe that disrupted
trade along the Dnieper River, the Baltic-Black Sea route would have declined in
importance as a source of wealth for Kievan Rus’.

It is no mere coincidence that the period of disintegration in Kievan Rus'
(1132-1240) coincided with the changing pattern of international trade. Faced
with this new situation, the ruling strata in Kievan Rus’, in particular the boyars,
attempted to derive new wealth by controlling larger and larger tracts of agricul-
tural land, the products of which could be sold in the cities and traded for what-
ever practical and luxury items might be manufactured in the growing domestic
industries of Kievan Rus’, or might still be imported, especially from east-central
Europe via Galicia. This desire for more land had two effects: (1) a struggle
between the boyars and the princes that contributed to general instability and the
enslavement of free peasants (smerdy), and (2) a slow but inevitable transforma-
tion of the economy of Kievan Rus’ from one which depended primarily on inter-
national trade to one which was based more and more on agriculture.
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Byzantine cultural influences

The third and perhaps most influential of the integrating factors in Kievan Rus’
was culture. And when speaking of culture it is essential to recall the role of the
Byzantine Empire. In real sense, Kievan Rus’ was the cultural child of Byzantium,
For the Varangian and East Slavic Rus’, as for the many other sedentary and
nomadic civilizations in the Balkans and north of the Black 5ea, Byzantium was a
magnet atiracting all those who hoped to capture the imperial capital or to trade
with it and live within its culture and economic orbit.

During its more than a thousand vears of existence from the fourth to the mid-
fifteenth century, the political fortunes of the Byzantine Empire changed many
times. After a profound internal crisis (the iconoclast controversy) and the exter-
nal threat posed by the Islamic Arabs in the east and the First Bulgarian Empire in
the Balkans during the eighth and first half of the ninth centuries, the empire’s
strength was restored, and it entered a new period of revival and prosperity dur-
ing the second half of the ninth century. The period of revival lasted for almost
two centuries (843-1025) and has come to be known as Byzantium’s goilden age.
The empire’s territorial extent was stabilized in Asia Minor and in the Balkans
south of the Danube River, and its influence was renewed over the southern Ital-
ian Peninsula in the west and the Crimea in the northeast. Trade, commerce, and
learning flourished to restore the Eastern Roman, or Byzantine, Empire as the
dominant power in Europe. It was precisely during this golden age that Kievan
Rus’ came into existence and was drawn into the Byzantine sphere or common-
wealth, Having developed within Byzantium’s cultural orbit, the religion, litera-
ture, architecture, and art of Kievan Rus’ were all originally inspired by and often
directly based on Greco-Byzantine models.

Acceptance into the Byzantine Commonwealth began with the adoption of the
empire’s official ideology, Christianity in its Eastern, Greco-Byzantine, form. At
the beginning of Byzantium’s golden age, the empire was able o draw not only
the Rus’ but many other Slavic peoples into its Christian fold. Its success was pri-
marily a result of the missionary work between the 860s and 880s of two brothers,
Byzantine civil servants, and fervent Christians, Constantine — or Cyril, to use his
later monastic name — and Methodius. Not only did they bring the new faith to
the Slavs, but Cyril created an alphabet (the Glagolitic) and a written language for
them. Although the Cyril-Methodian missions were initially conducted among the
West Slavs, in particular those living in the Great Moravian Empire (the present-
day Czech Republic, Slovakia, southern Poland, and northern Hungary), it was
among the South and East Slavs that the Byzantine Christian tradition was to have
its greatest impact. The original written language created by Cyril and Methodius
(called Old Church Slavonic) was derived from Macedonian dialects spoken in
the Balkans. It was their disciples, however, who created a new Slav script based on
Greek letters that came to be known as the Cyrillic alphabet, which to this day is
used by the East Slavic and most South Slavic peoples.

Chapter 5 noted how, in the wake of the Varangian Rus’ attack on Constanti-
nople in 860-861, a Christian mission was established in Kiev and an archbishop
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THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE
AND ITS ATTITUDE TOWARD KIEVAN RUS’

The Byzantine Empire comprised roughly the eastern half of the Roman
Empire, and after the fall of Rome in 476 cE it carried on the imperial heritage
for another thousand years, until it fell to the Ottoman Turks in 1453. The
terms Byzantine and Byzantium to describe the empire are of even later origin.
The citizens of the empire as well as its rulers always considered and desig-
nated themselves first and foremost as Romans (romaior), even though Byzan-
tium was based along the eastern shores of the Mediterranean Sea and Greek
was used as the language of administration and culture.

The Eastern Roman, or Byzantine, Empire actually came into being before
the fall of Rome, when Emperor Constantine I ‘the Great’ (reigned 306-337)
decided to transfer his capital to the east. The site chosen was a small Greek
settlement, Byzantion, located on the narrow straits of the Bosporus, which
separate Europe from Asia and strategically connect the Black Sea with the
Sea of Marmora and eventually the Aegean and Mediterranean Seas. When
the new imperial capital was ready in 330, it was renamed Constantinople in
honor of the emperor who had had it built, the same Constantine who also
made Christianity the official religion of the empire. Hence, the Eastern
Roman, or Byzantine, Empire had three basic components: (1) Roman politi-
cal tradition (with its heritage of written law and authority centralized in a
supreme ruler), (2) Hellenic culture (which carried on the tradition of classical
Greece), and (3) Christian belief.

During its more than a thousand years of existence, the boundaries of the
Byzantine Empire changed often. Its greatest territorial extent was reached in
the mid-sixth century under Emperor Justinian I, when it encompassed the
northern and southern shores of the eastern Mediterranean, including much of
the Balkans, Anatolia, the southern Crimea, and the eastern shores of the
Black Sea. Its nadir came during its final days in the mid-fifteenth century,
when the empire was reduced to the imperial capital of Constantinople, the
Peloponnesus, and a few other scattered urban centers. For nearly a thousand
years, however, and in cultural terms even longer than that, the Byzantine
Empire continued to influence not only the lands under its direct political
control, but also the many civilizations within what Dimitri Obolensky has
recently called the Byzantine Commonwealth. The commonwealth’s sphere
included many Slavic peoples and Kievan Rus'. The Byzantine impact on
Kievan Rus’ has perhaps been summed up best by the American Byzantinist
Thor Sevéenko:

‘Throughout more than a thousand years of their history, the Byzantines viewed
their state as heir to the Roman Empire, which pretended to encompass the whole
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civilized world. It followed that the Byzantine state, too, was a universal empire,
claiming rule over the whole civilized world: that Byzantine emperors were by
right world rulers; that the Byzantines were Romans; and that they were the most
civilized people in the world. True, they had improved upon their Roman ances-
tors in that they were Christians; also, by the seventh century the Latin compo-
nent had all but disappeared from their highbrow culture, which from then on was
essentially Greek; but, like ancient Romans, the Byzantines felt entitled to pour
scorn on those who did not share in the fruits of civilization, that is, on the barbar-
ians. The best thing these barbarians could do was to abandon their bestial exist-
ence, and to enter — in some subordinate capacity of course — into the family of
civilized peoples headed by the Byzantine emperor. ‘T'he way to civilization led
through Christianity, the only true ideology, of which the empire held the monop-
oly. For Christianity — to be more precise, Byzantine Christianity — meant civiliza-
tion.

Throughout a millennium of propaganda, these simple tenets were driven
home by means of court rhetoric — the journalism of the Middle Ages — of court
ceremonies, of imperial pronouncements and documents, and of coinage.

By the ninth century, the following truths were held to be self-evident in the
field of culture: the world was divided into Byzantines and barbarians, the latter
including not only the Slavs — who occupied a low place on the list of barbaric
nations — but also the Lartins; as a city, the New Rome, that is, Constantinople, was
superior to all others in art, culture, and size, and that included the Old Rome on
the Tiber. God has chosen the Byzantine people to be a new Israel: the Gospels
were written in Greek for the Greeks; in His foresight, God had even singled out
the Ancient Greeks to cultivate the Arts and Sciences; and in Letters and Arts, the
Byzantines were the Greeks' successors. ‘All the arts come from us’, exclaimed a
Byzantine diplomat. ... The Byzantines maintained these claims for almost as long
as their state endured.

source: Ihor SevEenko, ‘Byzantium and the Slavs,’” Harvard Ukrainian Studies, V11, 3/4
(Cambridge, Mass. 1984), pp. 289-290.

sent to Tmutorokan’. Although paganism was to remain entrenched among the
Varangian Rus’ rulers and their East Slav subjects for some time, when Kiev’s lead-
ers (Ol'ha and her grandson Volodymyr the Great) finally decided to accept
Christianity, it was to Byzantium they turned. Therefore, when Volodymyr made
Christianity the state religion at the end of the tenth century, he began a process
whereby the extensive Rus’ lands were endowed with a unifying ideology based on
an imported religion that brought with it the more general influence of Byzantine
Greek culture.

As early as during Volodymyr the Great’s reign (978-1015), Greek clergy,
teachers, and artists came to Kiev, where they firmly established Byzantine
models. A debate still continues over the exact ecclesiastical relationship between
Byzantium and Kiev during Volodymyr’s reign. Was the early Rus’ church inde-
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pendent, or did it receive hishops from Byzantium, or Bulgaria, or Rome? We do
know that in 1037, during the reign of laroslav the Wise, the Kievan church was
definitively placed under the jurisdiction of the Byzantine ecumenical patriarch
in Constantinople, that its first known hcad was a Greek (Metropolitan Theo-
pemptos), and that many of his successors were Byzantine Greceks.

Byzantine inflluence was also apparent in the monastic movement. Three types
of monastic life were followed in Byzantium: (1) the life of the eremites, one of
individual solitude, practiced in part on Mount Athos, along the northern shore
of the Aegean Sea; (2) the life of the lgvrae, or hermits, who lived separately and
were brought together by an abbot only for Sunday religious services; and (3) the
life of the cenobites, in whose monasteries, eventually [ollowing the Studite rule, a
highly organized and centralized community lived together and practiced identi-
cal discipline under the authority of an abbot. The second and especially the
third types of Byzantine monasticism were most widespread in Kievan Rus’.

Of the seventy or so earliest monasteries founded in the Rus’ lands before the
thirteenth century, almost all were situated in or near cities. Moreover, the impor-
tance of monastic establishments was not limited to the religious sphere. They
also played a significant reole in the economic and cultural life of Kievan Rus'. It
was the monasteries that were largely responsible for spreading the Christian faith
and therefore the Rus’ identity, and it was within monastic walls that chronicle
writing and artistic production such as icon painting were undertaken. By far the
most influential of the monasteries in Kievan Rus’ was the Monastery of the Caves
(Pechers'ka Lavra), founded in 1015 just outside of the city of Kiev, along the
clills on the right bank of the Dnieper River. The Monastery of the Caves played a
decisive role in the capital city’s cconomy; it was the primary center of cultural life
for all of Kicvan Rus'; and it maintained its influence in the realn through the
activity of numecrous bishops who had been members of its community.

Because of the close relations with Byzantium in the religious and cultural
spheres, it is not surprising that the direction of Kievan culnural life was directly
affected by events in the great empire to the south. In 1064, seon after the end
of Byzantium’s golden age, a split occurred between the eastern and western
branches of the Christian church. This split actually was the culmination of a long
process of doctrinal and liturgical difference dating from the first centuries of
Christianity, as well as increasing friction between the popes in Rome and the ecu-
menical patriarchs in Constantinople, each of whom claimed to possess ultimate
authority over the Christian flock, The result was the evolution of two distinct
Christian traditions: the Roman or Latin in the west, and the Byzantine Greek or
Orthodox in the east. At [irst, the divisions between the two Christian worlds were
not impenetrable, and clerics, secular rulers, and intellectuals from Kievan Rus’
continued to maintain relations with the Latin west. Eventually, however, the dil-
ferences increased to the point that a substantial chasm was created between the
two branches of the same faith. The result was that the Fast Slavs of Kievan Rus’
and ils successor states were to remain in the religious and cultural sphere of the
Byzantine, Orthodox East.

While it is true that Greek culture reached Kievan Rus' via Byzantium, it was
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only Greek Christian culture that was of interest to the Rus'. Christian-inspired
religious writings as well as Christian models in art and architecture were what
dommated the cultural importatons from Byzantinm; pagan authors of the
Greek classical and Hellenic tradition represented in Byzantine humanistic
thought remained alien. Because of its non-Christian inspiration, Hellenism {rom
the outset was regarded with suspicion and before long was almost totally disap-
proved of in Kicvan cultural circles.

Kiepan Rus’ architecture

Christian models from Byzantium were sought after, copied, and adapted without
restraint, Byzantium’s inflluence is most evident in the architectural style of the lit-
erally hundreds of churches and monasteries erected in Kievan Rus’, the most
outstanding of which were the Church of the Dormition, or so<called Tithe
Church (Desiatynna), completed under Volodymyr the Great in 996, and the
magnificent Cathedral of the Holy Wisdom, or Cathedral of St Sophia, begun in
Kiev by Taraslav the Wise in 1047. The Cathedral of St Sophia was completed in
1100, and although its exterior has been radically altered over the centurics, the
original interior, with its remarkable mosaics and frescoes, is still intact. The
Kievan church took as its namesake the ultimate fount of Orthodoxy, the Hagia
Sophia in Constantinople,

The monumental Tithe Church and the Cathedral of 8t Sophia, like all other
churches in Kievan Rus’, adopted the centralized Greek cross for their basic
ground plan. Over the central transept was built a dome, often gilded on the out-
side, around which werc smaller domes. This form was in stark contrast to the
basilica form of western churches, with their long naves and towers above their
western facades. Kievan Rus' church interiors also followed Byzantine models and
were covered with glittering mosaics. The altars were separated from the congre-
gation by a high screen, known as an iconostasis from the images of the saints, or
icons, placed on it. The strict rules associated with icon painting were also trans-
mitted from Byzantium and were followed almost slavishly in the monastery work-
shops of Kievan Rus'.

Kievan Rus' language and literature

In the realm of literature, Kievan Rus’ was also inspired by Byzantium, although
it soon began to diverge from Greco-Byzantine maodels. This was first evident in
language. The Old Slavonic written language, which evolved from the ninth-cen-
tury missionary activity of Cyril and Mcthodius in the Balkans, eventually found
its way to Kievan Rus’. Old Slavonic writings flourished in the First Bulgarian
Empire, which had officially become Christtan in 865. When the Byzantines
destroyed the First Bulgarian Empire in 1018, several Bulgarian refugees fled to
Kiev, where under the solicitous rule of laroslav the Wise they continued to prop-
agate the Bulgarian version of what, after taking to itselfl various local elements,
came to be known as Church Slavonic or simply Slavonic. This language served as
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WHAT WAS THE LANGUAGE OF KIEVAN RUS’?

What was the language of Kievan Rus'? is a question frequently asked,
although it might be phrased more properly, What were the /anguages of
Kievan Rus’? Since the territory covered by Kievan Rus’ today encompasses
the linguistic spheres of Belarusan, Russian, and Ukrainian, it is often assumed
that the answer must be an older form of one or of all three of those languages.
Soviet and some western writers even use the term ‘Old Russian language’
(drevnerusskii iazyk) to describe the linguistic medium supposedly used in
Kievan Rus’. In fact, the language of Kievan Rus’ was not Old Russian, nor
was it Old Belarusan or Old Ukrainian.

As in most medieval and even some contemporary societies, there were in
Kievan Rus’ at least two types of language, the spoken and the written. More-
over, within each of these categories there were several variants. ‘The spoken
language had different dialects. The written language had various forms,
depending on whether it was being used for commercial, administrative, reli-
gious, familial, or other purposes.

Of the spoken language, modern scholarship has little direct evidence,
since the written sources derive from the tenth century at the earliest and are
in a literary medium (Old Slavonic) that was imported into Kievan Rus’ and
was not based on the local speech. Faced with this source problem, scholars
have turned to indirect evidence and have proposed several, often conflicting,
theories. The controversy concerns two questions: (1) at what time, or during
what transitional period, was an existing common Slavic spoken language
replaced by the earliest stages of Ukrainian, Belarusan, and Russian?, and (2)
was the transition direct, or was it preceded by a period during which there
existed a common East Slavic or Rus’ language, from which, in turn, Ukrain-
ian, Belarusan, and Russian subsequently developed?

Advocates of a transition from a common East Slavic or Rus’ language to
Ukrainian, Belarusan, and Russian are not in agreement as to the date of the
transitional period. Some place it during the tenth and eleventh centuries
(A. Kryms'kyi), others in the twelfth (A. Shakhmatov, N. Trubertskoi, N.
Durnovo, H. Lunt) or the fourteenth (I. Sreznevskii, T. Lehr-Splawinski)
century. Soviet scholarship advanced the view that the supposed Old Russian
language (drevnerusskii iazyk) spoken by all the East Slavic inhabitants of
Kievan Rus’ did not begin to be replaced until the rise of Lithuania in the
fourteenth century, at the earliest. If that were the case, then the Ukrainian
and Belarusan languages could be dated only from the fourteenth century.
Some Ukrainian scholars, however (O. Ohonovs'kyi, S. Smal’-Stots’kyi, G.
Shevelov), who are advocates of a linguistic continuum directly from a com-
mon Slavic language to Ukrainian, place the beginnings of Ukrainian in pre-
Kievan times, that is, in the seventh and eighth centuries. Finally, among
those who accept the existence of a common East Slavic language, there is
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debate regarding the number of regional dialects that may have existed. Did
these dialects coincide with the early East Slavic tribal divisions, or, alterna-
tively, with the speech areas of what later became Ukrainian, Belarusan, and
Russian? Or did they fit some other pattern? In short, apart from the existence
of dialectal differentiation, there is nothing definitive that can be maintained
about the spoken language of Kievan Rus’.

With regard to written language, the existence of texts allows for less arbi-
trary opinion, although here too there is debate as to how the texts should be
classified. One thing is certain: the written language of Kievan Rus’ was not
based on any of the spoken languages or dialects of the inhabitants. In other
words, it had no basis in any of the East Slavic dialects, nor did it stem from
some supposed older form of Ukrainian, Belarusan, or Russian. Rather, it was a
literary language, known as Old Slavonic, originally based on the Slavic dia-
lects of Macedonia, which were those best known to its creators, Constantine/
Cyril and Methodius, in the second half of the ninth century. Old Slavonic
subsequently evolved on neighboring Bulgarian lands before being brought in
its Bulgarian form to Kiev in the first half of the tenth century.

Following the conversion of Kievan Rus’ to Christianity in the 98os, Old
Slavonic gradually began to be used in religious and secular writings. Then, in
1037, as part of laroslav the Wise's efforts to enhance the cultural prestige of
his realm, Old Slavonic was made the official language of the Rus’ church. As a
sacred language used in church liturgies, Old Slavonic initially retained its Old
Bulgarian form in Kievan Rus’. By about 1100, however, several local East
Slavic elements had entered this imported literary language. The result was
the evolution of a distinct Rus’, or East Slavic, variant (recension) of the lan-
guage, known as Church Slavonic or, simply, Slavonic.

In 2 manner somewhat analogous to that of Latin in the medieval West,
Church Slavonic was also used as a spoken language, especially by the clerical
elite of Kievan Rus’ society. Whereas by the end of the Kievan period spoken
Church Slavonic was limited to clerical circles, as a literary language it was to
be used in some form by all the East Slavs — Ukrainians, Belarusans, and Rus-
sians — until well into the eighteenth century. Only in modern times, in partic-
ular in the nineteenth century, were the spoken languages of the East Slavs,
whether Russian, Ukrainian, or Belarusan, gradually raised to a status that
made them suitable for use as literary languages capable of replacing the
Church Slavonic that had been the language of most writings since Kievan
times.

Hence, to the question, What were the languages of Kievan Rus’?, several
kinds of answer are possible. With regard to the spoken language, informed
hypotheses suggest that Slavic linguistic unity among the inhabitants of
Kievan Rus’ began to break down at perhaps the time of the era of political
disintegration during the mid-twelfth century, and that out of this differentia-
tion Ukrainian, Belarusan, and Russian began to take shape in the thirteenth
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and fourteenth centuries. The written language dates from the tenth century;
initially Old Slavonic, an imported linguistic medium based on Old Mace-
donian and Old Bulgarian, under some local influences it evolved into a
standard Rus’ or East Slavic version known as Church Slavonic.

Finally, the simultaneous existence of at least two distinct languages, liter-
ary and spoken, that was characteristic of Kievan Rus’ society, set a pattern on
Ukrainian lands for many centuries to come. Indeed, much of subsequent
Ukrainian cultural development to the twentieth century is the story of the
struggle between those leaders who favored the maintenance of a literary
‘high language’ (Church Slavonic, Greek, Latin, Polish, or Russian) and those
who preferred to raise the spoken Ukrainian vernacular to a level appropriate
for intellectual and literary communication.

the linguistic medium of the educated elite, and, most important, it was accepted
as a liturgical language by the new church in Kiev, and thereby gained the pres-
tige of a sacred language worthy to be used alongside the other cultured
medium, Greek.

Book production first became relatively widespread during the reign of laro-
slav the Wise. He encouraged copyists to translate Greek works, especially histori-
cal and hagiographic writings, into Slavonic, and he set up a kind of research and
copying center as well as library at the Cathedral of St Sophia in Kiev. Clearly, the
vast majority of the literary production in Kievan Rus’ was religion-oriented —
whether sermons, monastic statutes, or lives of the saints. Lives of the saints,
known as chetyi minei, were particularly popular and appeared in the form of trans-
lations from the Greek (Nicholas the Wonderworker, John Chrysostom, Andrew the Sim-
ple) or of original accounts of Rus’ figures. By far the earliest and most popular
subjects were Volodymyr the Great’s martyred sons, Borys and Hlib, about whom
several hagiographical works were written that stressed the need for younger
princes to obey their seniors and condemned quarrels between rulers. The didac-
tic and moralistic nature of much of Kievan literature was also evident in the
famous Paterik, an anthology about the lives of the monks in Kiev's Monastery of
the Caves. First begun in the thirteenth century, the Patertk remained in manu-
script until it was published in the late seventeenth century.

While religious tracts dominated Kievan literature, there were some works that
had a wholly, or at least partially, secular purpose. Among the more important of
these are the chronicles, which are still our primary source of knowledge about
the period. The best-known chronicle, the Povest vremennykh let (Tale of Bygone
Years), generally referred to as the Primary Chronicle, owes its origin to the desire
of laroslav the Wise to provide a historical foundation for his policy of unifying
and centralizing Kievan Rus’. Begun at the grand prince’s court in the mid-
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eleventh century, it was copied and expanded several times at conrt and in monas-
teries during the second half of the eleventh century, A thorough revision was
completed in 1115 at Kiev's Monastery of the Caves by the monk Nestor and later
twice reworked by his monastic colleagues (ca. 1118 and 1123). Tt is these last two
versions that have come down to us, although only in copies from the late four-
teenth century (the Laurentian edition, based on the 1123 version) and the mid-
fifteenth century (the Hypatian edition, based on the 1118 version).

Although the Primary Chronicleis the most famous, it was only one of many in its
genre. Fach of the major cities and principalities, including Kiev, Chernihiv, Vol-
hynia, Galicia, and Pereiaslay in Ukraine, had its own chronicle, Some were rather
dry compilations of unadorned historical facts, others, like the thirteenth-century
Galician-Volhynian Chronicle, were interpretive histories (in this case showing the
‘thicvery of the dishonorable boyars’) and stylized works of literature. It is inter-
csting to note that the authors of cach of the regional chronicles began by repro-
ducing the text of the Primary Chronicle. In so doing, the medieval chroniclers, (o
quote the Soviet Russian literary scholar N.K. Gudzii, consciously revealed ‘their
connection with the interests not only of one given province alone, but of the
land of Rus’ as a whole.”

Undoubtedly, the best literary work to be produced in Kievan times and an
incomparable witness to the high level that Rus’ culiure had already reached in
the medieval period is the Sleve o polku Thorevi, or Lay of Thor's Campaign. Its literary
qualities are so highly advanced that several scholars since its publication have sus-
pected that it could not possibly have been written at so early a time. They have
argued that the manuscript (found only in the late eighteenth century and first
published in Moscow in 1800) was a forgery by an eighteenth-century patriot try-
ing to show that ancient. Kievan Rus’ had attained a level of culture higher than
that of contemporary western Kurope. Thase who have accepted the authenticity
of the Lay of thor'’s Campaign have argued that it was composed soon after the
cvenls recounted in the tale took place, and some have suggested that its
unknown author was probably a native of Galicia.

The story concerns the real-life exploits of Prince lhor of Chernihiv, who set.
out in 1185 from his stronghold of Novhorod-Sivers'kyi, on the Desna River north-
east of Kiev, to confront the Polovtsians. Thor is captured by the Polovtsian khan
Konchak, wha trics to persuade him to be his ally in controlling all of Rus’, But
Thor refuses to accept a political alliance with the heathen Polovisian cnemy,
vowing instead to die defending his Christian Rus’ homeland. In addition o the
ohvious attempts of the author to invoke a sense of Rus’ patriotism, the work is
memorable for its acsthetically impressive poetic descriptions of the steppe and its
portrayal of the emotional state of Thor's wife, who, waiting at home not knowing
what has happened to her hushand, is psychologically distraught. -

The Lay of Thor’s Campaign not only shows the high degree to which the civiliza-
tion of Kievan Rus’ had developed, but also — together with other artistic forms,
whether architecture, painting, or literature — makes it clear that common goals
and cultural aspirations prevailed throughout the medicval Rus' realm. The cul-
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tural products, along with the common social structure and economic base of the
realm, make it possible to speak of a unified Rus’ civilization that began to take
shape in the eleventh century and that lasted for another 300 years, whether radi-
ating from its center in Kiev or, as later, evolving within the various principalities
of the realm.

THE LAY OF IHOR’S CAMPAIGN

‘T'he following excerpt, with the lament of laroslavna for her beloved husband
Ihor, captures the lyrical beauty of this twelfth-century epic poem.

laroslavna weeps at dawn

On the walls of Putivl’ city, saying:
‘O Dnepr, son of Renown!
You cut through the mountains of stone,
Through the Polovtsian Land!
You cradled the long boats of Svyatoslav
T'ill they reached the army of Kobiak.
T'hen cradle, O Lord, my Beloved to me,
That I may not soon send my tears to him,
T'o the Sea.’

laroslavna weeps at dawn
On the walls of Putivl’ city, saying:
‘O Bright and Thrice-Bright Sun!
For all you are warm and beautiful!
Then why, O Lord, did you send
Your hot rays onto the troops
Of my Beloved!
On the waterless plain,
Why did you warp their bows witch thirst
And close their quivers with sorrow!’

SOURCE: The Tale of the Campaign of Igor, translated by Robert C. Howes (New York 1973), p. 48.
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The Mongols and the Transformation of
Rus’ Political Life

The year 1240 is traditionally viewed as a crucial turning point in the history of
castern Furope. It is the year in which the Mongols captured and razed the city of
Kiev and in which Kievan Rus’ is considered to have ceased to exist. In its stead,
Mongol rule - described prosaically by latter-day historians as the “Tatar yoke’ —
had begun. On closer examination, however, it seems that the Mongol presence
did not radically change Kievan Rus' society. Rather, it hastencd and completed
changes in Kievan political and socieeconomic lite that had begun nearly a cen-
tury before the arrival of the Mongols. This process was marked by three trends:
(1) the gradual disintegration of Kievan Rus’ as a unitary entity; (2} the diffusion
of political and economic power away from the center; and (8) the rise of three
powerful and independent states from within the former Kievan federation:
Galicia-Volhynia, Vladimir-Suedal’, und Novgorod.

The completion of these trends ook place during the century following the
‘fall’ of Kiev. During this ‘Mongal era’ of Kievan history, the social and adminis-
Lrative structure of Rus’ society remained the same, and local princes, it they rec-
ogrized the ultimate authority of the Mongols in eastern Europe, were essentially
left to rule undisturbed in their local patrimonies as they had done hefore. This
last. cra of Kievan Rus’ history suw a different evolution in cach of the three
regional successor states. On Ukrainian territory, the western principality, later
the Kingdom, of Galicia-Volhynia was to lead an independent existence until
1349. But before examining the specific evolution of Galicia-Volhynia, it is neces-
sary to review the heginnings of the Mongol presence and to examine its general
impact on caslern Europe.

The rise of the Mongols

As their name suggests, the Mongols were 4 nomadic people who originated in
Mongolia. In 1206, a local tribal leader named Temujin succeeded in having all
the Mongol and 'Turkic tribes of Mongaolia submit to his authority and swear alle-
giance to him as the new emperor or khan. In his new role, he adopted the name
Chingis, and he was to become known in history as the Great or Chingis Khan.
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During the next two decades, until his death in 1227, the armies of Chingis Khan
conquered a vast territory stretching from northern China and Manchuria on the
Pacific coast in the east, through Mongolia and southern Siberia, to Central Asia
and northern Persia as far as the Caspian Sea in the west. The ability to conquer
and control this vast expanse of land is attributable to the highly disciplined
nature of the Mongol army and administration, In terms of administrative and
cultural experience, the Mongols borrowed heavily from the peoples they con-
quered, in particular the Chinese. Their large armies were led by Mongol gener-
als but composed primarily of soldiers from the lands they subjugated, especially
Tatars {originally from the Mongolo-Chinese borderland) and Turkic peoples of
Central Asia,

The Mongol armies quickly developed a reputation for invincibility and feroc-
ity. Tales of the massacres of whole cities and regions became widespread in some
of the conquered regions, and it became common for western sources to describe
Chingis Khan as the ‘scourge of humanity.”* In reality, Chingis Khan and his suc-
cessors were not much different from other empire builders in history, and if his
Mongol armies carried out brutal destruction, they did so not as an end in itself
but as a means of inspiring fear and convincing their enemies that they must sub-
mit to Mongol rule or perish. Those rulers who submitted immediately and recog-
nized Mongol rule were usually left to reign over their respective territories,
which more often than not even flourished under the new order. The creation of
a new world empire from China to Europe, therefore, was the goal of Chingis
Khan, not wanton and indiscriminate destruction. Working from the basis of the
Mongol power already established, the successors of Chingis Khan in the mid-
thirteenth century were able to expand Mongol rule even farther, southward
throughout China and westward toward the Middle East and eastern Europe.
Within the vast territory from the Pacific Ocean to Europe, a new era of stability
and economic prosperity was created ~ the Pax Mongolica.

It was not Chingis Khan but rather his generals and descendants who were to
conquer eastern Europe and make large parts of Kievan Rus’ subject to the Mon-
gol Empire. Already during the last vears of Chingis’s life, a Mongol expeditionary
force on its way into northern Persia swung northward across the Caucasus Moun-
tains into the Kuban steppe region. In 1222, the Mongols defeated first the Alans
and then the Polovisians, continuing their route north of the Sea of Azov into the
Crimea, where early in the next year they captured the coastal city of Sudak, In
the meantime, the frightened Polovisians turned to the Rus’' princes, three of
whom (from Galicia, Kiev, and Chernihiv) joined them in an offensive attack
against the new invaders. In the spring of 1223, a joint Rus’-Polovtsian army met
the Mongol expeditionary force on the Kalka River near the Sea of Azov, and after
three days of battle it was totafly routed.

This disaster on the Kalka for the southern Rus’ princes and the Polovtsians
had no immediate consequences, however, because the Mongol expeditionary
force returned home across the eastern steppe. To contemporary Rus’ commen-
tators, the Mongols were just another in the long line of steppe invaders who
seemed to vanish as quickly as they appeared. In the words of the chronicles, ‘We
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know neither from whence they came nor whither they have gone. Only God
knows that, because He brought them upon us for our sins.”?

The expertence on the Kalka River seemed to be an isolated tragedy, and life in
Kievan Rus’ went on as usual. The unsuspecting Rus’ princes even increased their
internecine conflict, with the consequence that between 1235 and 1240 alone the
city of Kiev changed hands no tewer than seven times. Meanwhile, the Mongols
had decided to return, this time with a massive army of between 120,000 and
140,000 troops under the command of Batu, the grandson of Chingis Khan and
ruler of the western part of the Mongol Empire. The first step was to eliminate all
possible centers of resistance on the eastern borders of Kievan Rus’. To accom-
plish this, the Mongols destroyed the Volga Bulgar state in 1236, then sent a force
southward to eliminate the Alans in the Kuban Region and the Polovtsians in the
Ukrainian steppe. By the end of 1287, the Mongols were ready to turn to the Rus’.

The Mongol invasion of Kievan Rus’

The Mongols began their invasion of Kievan Rus’ with a systematic attack on its
northern cities. First came Riazan’, in December 1237, and it was followed in
rapid succession by Kolomna, Moscow, Vladimir, Suzdal’, Iaroslavl’, and Tver’
during the first three months of 1238, Although the way to Novgorod was open,
the Mongols decided not to continue westward but instead to turn southward,
where they spent nearly the next two and a half years in the steppe region
between the Donets” and the Don. There, in the traditional homeland of the
Polovtsians — the Steppe of the Kipchaks — the Mongols prepared for the next
stage of their assault on eastern Europe. Of the Polovtsians in their midst, some
surrendered and were allowed to become Mongol subjects, some joined the Kara-
kalpaks and other Turkic allies of Kievan Rus’ who had settled the frontier district
along the Ros’ River, and others fled farther westward across the Carpathian
Mountains into Hungary, where they were favorably received and Christianized.
Besides eliminating the Polovtsians, during the summer of 1239 the Mongols
undertook expeditionary strikes against the southern Rus’ principalities of Pereia-
slav, Novhorod-Sivers'kyi, and Chernihiv. In October 1250, Chernihiv fell, and dur-
ing the next year, from their base in the steppes, the Mongols kept close watch over
the principality of Kiev and its southern defense system atong the Ros’ River.
Finally, in late 1240, the Mongol army as a whole was ready to resume its march.
After a siege lasting several weeks, Kiev fell on 6 December 1240, The Mongols
then moved farther west, Their armies divided: one group proceeded toward
Volodymyr, in western Volhynia, and the other southward toward Halych, in Gali-
cia. Both cities fell in 1241 after short sieges. The Mongols then moved farther
south and west. The main force in Halych, under Batu, crossed the Carpathian
Mountains and entered Hungary. The force in Volodymyr split, moving north-
ward toward the Teutonic Order and westward into Poland. It finally turned
southward across Moravia in order to join Batu’s main army already in Hungary.
The Mongols remained in Hungary uniil the spring of 1242, when, upon learning
of the death of the great khan in Mongolia, Batu decided to return eastward. The
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Mongol armies started back hurriedly along a route that passed along the south-
ern bank of the Danube, across the Ukrainian steppe north of the Black Sea and
Sea of Azov, and, finally, to the lower Volga region. There, Batu established his
headquarters near the mouth of the Volga River, in Sarai, which before long was
to develop into a powerful administrative and commercial center from which the
Mongols ruled their eastern Kuropean conguests.

The Golden Horde

The new entity created by Batu represented one of four regions or hordes into
which the Mongcl Empire was divided. The Mongols referred (o it as the Kipchak
Khanate, a name taken [rom the Kipchaks, or Polovisians, some of whom
remained alter 1238-1259 as subjects of the Mongols. In Slavic and western Euro-
pean sources, the Mongol-led Kipchak Khanate came to be known as the Golden
Horde. The Mongols themsclves were a small minority, descendants of the 4,000
Mongol troops assigned to the region by Chingis Khan. Most of the Kipchak
Khanate'’s population consisted of ‘Turkic peoples — descendants of the Polov-
tsians and, later, the Tatars, who were to form a large portion of the Mongol
armies in the west. The original leaders of the Golden Iorde, who were Mongol
descendants of Chingis Khan, were eventually replaced by Tatars, who for the
next (wo centuries were able o keep the principalitics of Kievan Rus' in direct or
indirect subjugation. Each Rus’ prince, no matter how strong his principality had
become, until 1486 had to submit to the Golden Horde and pay an annual tribute.
It a prince rebelled, his lands were likely w be invaded, and his army, at least in
the early decades, Lo be destroyed by the Mongol lorces.

If the Rus’ princes paid their tribute to the Mongols, however, they were left
alone. It is certainly truc that during the era of Mongol expansion its generals
showed little mercy toward those enemics who resisted and then suffered defeat.
But it was not in the Mongols® interest (o transform Kievan Rus’ into an uninhab-
ited and unproductive wasteland. Even during the Mongol invasions between
1237 and 1241, the acmal physical destruction of Rus’ towns and cities was proba-
bly less than what writers recorded in contemporary and later chronicles. More-
over, when the alarm of imminent attack was sounded, the inhabitants of many
towns and cities fled (o the countryside, where they remained in safety until
returning home alter the Mongol armies had passed through on their relatively
quick campaigns through the north (December 1257 to March 1238) and south
{(November 1240 to February 1241).

In essence, life in Kievan Rus’ returned to what it had been before the appear-
ance of the Mongols. Those few centers on Ukrainian lands that had been
hit directly (Chernibiv, Perciaslav, Kicv, Kolodiazhyn, Kam"ianets'-Podil’s kyi,
Halych, Volodymyr) had to be rebuilt, and the population which had fled to the
countryside was tcmporarily dislocated, but as the Fnglish medievalist .H. Fen-
nell has written: “The same princes ruled the same districts; the same chronicles
were kept in the same centers .5 and the same enemies harassed (he same scg-
ments of the western frontiers,”
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The fundamental reason for the absence of any profound change was the Mon-
gols’ lack of interest in ruling over the lands of Kievan Rus’ directly. After all,
from their perspective Kievan Rus’ was a peripheral territory not located directly
along the lucrative trade routes emanating from Central Asia and terminating
along the northern shores of the Black Sea. It seemed best, therefore, simply to
hold the Rus’ lands in vassalage. The easiest way to do that was 10 cooperate with
the existing ruling elites, who would be expected to render political obeisance
and, of course, pay tribute. Initially, the Mongols were particularly successful in
coopting some of the most powerful Rus' princes, such as Aleksander Nevskii of
Novgorod and Vladimir-Suzdal’ in the north and Danylo of Galicia in the south.

Whereas the Mongols subsequently had mixed success in controlling the Rus’
princes {(Mykhailo of Chernihiv, the grand prince of Kiev, for instance, was among
those who remained recalcitrant in the early days, until his torture and assassina-
tion by the Horde in 1245), they seemed to be consistently able to work with the
hierarchy of the Orthodox church. Manifesting their well-known tolerance of for-
eign religions, the Mongols guaranteed all existing rights held by the church and
even extended further privileges. Church lands and individual priests (and even-
tually their families as well) were exempted from taxes, and church authorities
were given the right to judge in civil as well as criminal cases their own clergy
and all church people. As a result, the Mongol era in Kievan history witnessed a
marked improvement in the status of Orthodoxy. Not only did the church
increase its wealth, it also was finally able to complete the process of Christianiza-
tion, begun ‘officially’ in the late tenth century but made effective in the far-flung
countryside only as Orthodoxy expanded its influence under Mongol rule in the
late thirteenth century. The new role of Orthodoxy was all the more enhanced,
since the Mongols favored the further diffusion of power among the Rus’ princes,
which left the Orthodox church as the only real unifying force in an otherwise
politically fragmented Kievan realm. It is also interesting to note that in the south-
ern {Ukrainian) as well as in the northern Rus’ lands, many peasants and small
artisans in the cities willingly subjected themselves to the new Mongol order. After
all, the Mongols promised peace and stability in return for an annual payment in
grain or other goods. Because at least initially they delivered on their promise, the
new order of peaceful stability, the Pax Mongolica, may have seemed for many
peasants and artisans, as well as for the Orthodox church, a welcome change from
the interprincely wars and frequent nomadic raids that had marked the previous
era of disintegration in Kievan Rus’.

For their part, the Mongols and Tatars of the Golden Horde continued the tra-
ditions followed by many of their nomadic predecessors, who had settled on the
steppe between the Caspian and Black Seas and had derived their wealth from
control of the great international trade routes that passed through the region.
The Golden Horde’s first capital of Sarai, known later as Old Sarai (Sarai-Batu),
and its successor New Sarai (Sarai-Berke), farther upstream near the bend where
the Volga almost meets the Don, served not only as the administrative and cul-
tural center of the Golden Horde’s bureaucracy, but also as the nexus for trade
routes spreading out in all directions. The famous Silk Road from China and
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Central Asia converged on both Old and New Sarai, and from there merchants
moved southward along the western Caspian coast to Azerbaijan and Persia;
northward up the Volga to the northern Rus’ lands of Vladimir-Suzdal’ (later
Muscovy), Tver’, and Novgorod; and westward to the Crimea, either via a caravan
route across the Ukrainian steppe to the Mongol town of Solkhat (Staryi Krym} or
to Tana at the mouth of the Don River and from there across the Sea of Azov to
the coastal cities along the Straits of Kerch and Black Sea. Subordinate routes
went north from the Crimea across the steppe to Chernihiv, Kiev, and Galicia and
from there westward to Central Europe.

The Pax Mongolica and Italian merchants

Under the protection of the Pax Monggclica, the old Khazar trade pattern from
the Orient to the Byzantine Empire, which had been disrupted for several centu-
ries by Kievan Rus’, was now restored. The Crimean coastal cities were therefore
revived, this time under the leadership of Italian merchants from Venice, Pisa,
and, especially, Genoa. In 1266, the Mongols allowed the Genoese 1o build some
warehouses at the former Bosporan Kingdom port of Theodosia, which soon
came to be known as Caffa. Within a few decades, Genoese and, to a lesser degree,
Venetian influence spread throughout the region, with the result that among the
old centers of the Bosporan Kingdom, Panticapacum became Vosporo, Tanais
became Tana, Tmutorokan’ became Matrega, and Sugdea became Soldaia.
Farther west, the Genoese also controlled Cembalo, on the western coast of the
Crimea, and they revived the Rus’ port of Bilhorod, at the mouth of the Dniester,
under the name Moncastro. All these cities became not only markets for inter-
national trade, but also centers of local manufacturing and crafts.

The main center for the Caspian-Black-Mediterranean Sea trading network was
Genocse-controlled Caffa. Like the other cities in the region, Caffa was inhabited
by a heterogeneous mix of Armenians, Greeks, Slavs, Arabs, Vlachs, Karaites, and
Tatars, although its administration was in the hands of a few Genoese trading
companies (factories) and bankers, who maintained good relations with the Byz-
antine Empire and were directly linked to the economy of the homeland city of
Genoa. The control of the Genoese was symbolically enhanced by the establish-
ment of a Roman Catholic bishopric in Caffa as early as 1311. The main local
industry was shipbuilding, but Caffa’s greatest wealth came from its control of the
international trade in silks and spices from Central Asia and, later, the more local
trade in fish, grains, hides, and slaves, which came from the Mongol-controlled
lands of eastern Europe and then were brought on Genoese or Venetian ships to
the Byzantine Empire and further on across the Mediterranean Sea to the ports of
southern Eurape.

Despite occasional conflict with the early Mongol rulers of the Golden Horde,
by the second half of the fourteenth century Genoese influence had grown to
such an extent that most of the Crimean Peninsula had become a Genoese colony
known as Gothia. (That name derives from the fact that there still existed in
the Crimean hinterland the remnants of the Gothic principality of Theodoro-
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Mangup.) In essence, from the late thirteenth to the late fifteenth century, the
classic symbiotic relationship between the steppe hinterfand and the coastal city
was reestablished, and an era of stability accordingly Lrought to eastern and
southern Ukraine under the hegemony of the Golden Horde and the Genoese.

Nonetheless, while the Pax Mongolica restored a degrec of stability and eco-
nomic prosperity in large parts of eastern Europe, often with the active or passive
assistance of Rus’ princes and clergy, that same elite of Kievan society could not
help but be ideclogically opposed 1o Mongol rule. The ideological gulf between
the Christian Rus’ und their Mongolo-Tatar overlords further widened after 1313,
when the Golden Horde offically adopted Istam. Om account of that gulf, con-
temporary and subsequent chroniclers deseribe the Mongols in negative terms,
with the result that the image of the *Tatar yoke’ still prevails in most historics of
Ukraine and other countries of eastern Europe. Furthermore, the decline of Kiev,
already well under way hefore 1240, together with the oppasition of some to the
new Maongol order, encouraged the departure from Kiev and other southern Rus’
cities of some members of the political, economic, and intellectual elite, who
moved either northward to Vladimir-Suzdal” or westward to Galicia-Volhynia. This
migration northward and westward was undertaken by only a small proportion
of Ukraine’s inhabitants, however. 1t was not a large-scale exodus resulting in
depopulation of the middle Dnicper region, as suggested in the nineteenth-
century writings of Mikhail Pogodin and subsequent Russian historians (see
chapter 2).

It was, nonetheless, during this last era of Kievan Rus’ history that under the
watchful eye of the Mongol rulers the gradual realignment of political power
among the Rus’ lands was completed. In the north, Novgorod continued its sepa-
rate existence, while within Vladimir-Suzdal’ the new city of Moscow soon would
become the dominant political torce. In the south, Galicia-Volhynia was the only
Rus’ principality on Ukrainian territory to survive as an independent state.



9

Galicia-Volhynia

The last era of Kievan Rus’ history on Ukrainian lerritory coincides with the rise
to prominence of the principality, later the Kingdom, of Galicia-Volhynia. It was
one of the three new power centers established during the era of political irans-
formation within Kievan Rus’, which, in Ukrainian history, can be said to have
lasted from the Mongol appearance in the 1240s until the demise of Galicia-Vol-
hynia a century later.

In many ways, Galicia and Volhynia were similar to the other lands of Kievan
Rus’. Both were ruled by princes descended from laroslav the Wise; their econo-
mies were integraled with that of the rest of the Kievan lands; and their religious
and secular culture as well as legal and social structures belonged to those of
Kievan Rus'. In its historical development, Galicia-Volhynia was a kind of micro-
cosm of Kievan Rus’. Both Galicia and Volhynia experienced periods of political
and economic stability made possible by powerful and charismatic princes as well
as periods of decline and instability marked by conflict over the transfer of power,
civil war, and foreign invasion.

But despite the many similaritics between Galicia-Volhynia and the rest of
Kievan Rus’, there were some differences with regard to foreign relations, demog-
raphy, and social developments. Located along the western periphery of the
Kievan realm, Galicia and Volhynia were less often subjected to the attacks of the
nomadic peoples from the east, who had easier access, for instance, (o Kiev,
Pereiaslav, and Chernihiv, In conirast, Galicia and Volhynia were open to invasion
from their immediate neighbors — Poland, ITungary, and, later, Lithuania. Also,
both principalities, but ¢specdially Galicia, were more densely populated than any
ol the other Rus’ lands. This demographic fact, combined with the relative free-
dom from nomadic raids, allowed for the early growth of a prosperous agricul-
tural cconomy, which in turn contributed to the existence ol a rich class of
landowning boyars. The early princes in Galicia also tended to give more power to
their princely retinues and, later, to the boyars than did the princes in other Rus’
lands. Conscquently, the political power of the boyars was great, and their
strength would have disruptive consequences for Galician political life. Finally,
although Galicia and Volhynia, like other Rus’ lands, had become part of the
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Eastern Christian, Orthodox world, they were bordered by Roman Catholic coun-
tries in the west {Poland) and south (Hungary). This meant that the influence of
Catholicism would be felt more strongly in these principalities than anywhere else
in Kievan Rus’.

The history of Galicia-Volhynia during the Kievan period can be divided into
three stages. The first stage began in the g80s, the years for which there is first
mention of the territory in the chronicles, and lasted until 1199, the beginning
of the second stage, when the heretofore separate principalities, now joined
together, struggled to create a stable power base that could ensure internal stabil-
ity and withstand foreign invasion, especially from their western neighbors. The
third stage, from 1238 to 1349, marked the apogee of Galician-Volhynian power,
beginning with the reign of Danylo and lasting until the united kingdom was
again divided and lost its independence to the two new dominant powers in the
region, Poland and Lithuania.

Galicia and Volhynia before their unification

The earliest mention of Galicia and Vothynia appears in the Primary Chronicle’s
entry for the year 981, which records that “Volodymyr marched upon the Liakhs
[Poles] and took their cities Peremyshl’ [Przemysl], Cherven’, and other towns.™
The incident reflected Volodymyr the Great’s policy of expanding the Kievan
realm, especially toward the west, where the main object of contention between
the Poles and the Rus’ was control of the so~called Cherven’ cities (Brest, Chelm/
Kholm, Cherven’, Belz) and Przemysl, along the western borders of Volhynia and
Galicia. The Rus'-Polish struggle continued, with the result that during the cen-
tury foliowing Volodymyr's acquisition these cities changed hands at least five
times. This conflict subsequently produced a still-unresolved historical debate.
Rus’ tradition suggests that the original East Slavic Cherven’ settlements (located
on both sides of today’s Polish-Ukrainian border) were ‘taken back’ in 981; Polish
historiography asserts that they were originally part of a Polish political patrimony
and simply were ‘taken away.’

The immediate goal of Volodymyr and his successors, however, was to secure
control over this economically strategic borderland. The Cherven’ cities were
directly located along the international trade route that connected Kiev with Cra-
cow, Bohemia, and the rest of central Europe. Apart from the interest of Kiev's
early rulers in controlling eastern Lurope’s international trade routes, Galician
territory was valuable in its own right, because near the city of Halych were salt
mines. Salt, as a preservative, was one of the most valuable medieval commodities,
and the subsequent salt trade transformed Halych into Galicia’s leading city.
Some scholars have argued that the very name Halych is derived from the Indo-
European word for salt, *kal On economic and perhaps linguistic grounds, there-
fore, Galicia {(the Latin name derived from the Rus’-Ukrainian form Halychyna)
could be considered the ‘land of salt.’

(alicia’s strategic and economic value encouraged the princes of Kiev and of
neighboring Volhynia to try to extend their control over the area. Volhynia had
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been assigned in Iaroslav the Wise’s last testament to his fifth-oldest surviving son,
Ihor. But while Iaroslav before his death in 1054 had given Galicia to his grand-
son, Rostyslav, the bequeathal was not mentioned specifically in his testament.
Its omission seemed to justify the claims of both Kiev’s and Volhynia’s rulers to
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Galicia. Rostyslav himself was driven from the arca, and his three sons, who
formed (he Rostyslav dynasty, were continually under attack [rom their Rus’
neighbors to the east, especially Prince [hor and his son David of Volhynia.

It was not until the conference ol Liubech in 1097 that the rest of the Rus’
princes {inally recognized Rostyslavych rule over Galicia. Nonetheless, the Volhy-
nian prince David almost immediately violated the Liubech accord by attacking
Galicia again and hlinding its ruler (described in great detail in the Primary Chron-
icle). This act so incensed the other Rus’ princes that they convened another
meeting at Liubech (1100), at which they deprived David of his throne in Volhy-
nia. As a result, in the early twelfth century Volhynia passed o the Mstyslav branch
of Volodymyr Monomakh's descendants.

Galicia, meanwhile, was able to survive as an independent principality under
the able rule of Volodymyrkoe {rcigned 1124-1158) and his son laroslay Osmomysl’
(*of Eight Minds,” reigned 1155-1187), the two most outstanding princes of the
Rostyslav dynasty. It was during the reign of Iaroslay Osmomysl’ that Galicia first
vealized its economic potential. He extended the principality’s influence down the
Diniester River as far as the Black Sea. This made possible the opening of an impor-
tant international trade route from the Baltic Sca (via the Vistula and Buh Rivers)
across Galicia w Bilhorod, at the mouth of the Dniester, and from there across the
Black Sca to Constantinople. Morcover, when in the second half of the twelfeh cen-
tury the Polovisiuns effectively cut off access 1o salt from the Crimea, Kiev's new
primary source of that valuable commeodity became Galicia,

In political terms, this first period in the history of Galicia and Volhynia was
marked by (1) efforts on the part of the princes in both principalities to create
their own distinct dynasties (the Thorevyches in Volbynia and the Rostyslavyches
in Galicia), and (2) an ongoing strmggle hetween the rulers of the two principali-
ties, set in motion by the Volhynian princes’ claim to aurhority over what they con-
sidered a single Galician-Volhynian patrimony. By the twelfth century, the rivalry
between Galicia and Volhynia had worsened, since rulers on both sides frequently
were calling for assistance from abroad, especially from Hungary, as well as fiom
the boyars living within the territory of their respective antagonists. The result was
an increase in the independence of the bovars vis-a-vis princely authority and fre-
gquent invasion by the Hungartans, especially in Galicia.

In 1189, during their invasions from the south, the rulers of Hungary pro-
claimed themselves kings of Galicia and Lodomeria {the Latin name for Volhy-
nia). Although the Hunpgarian presence did not last long, the addition of the new
title to the Hungarian crown would have important consequences in the [uture. It
provided Hungary with a pretext for continued expansionist efforts north of the
Carpathians during the next century and a half, and six centurics later the claim
to Galicia and Volhynia as expressed in Hungary’s royal title provided the
Hubsburg emperors (who upon their accession simultaneously became kings of
Hungary} with a legal justification for their annexation of Galicia in 1772, -

The unification of Galicia and Volhynia

The second period in the history of Galicia and Volhynia began in 1199, when at
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the death of their own Rostyslavych prince the politically powerful boyars in
Galicia decided to invite their dynasty’s enemy, Roman (reigned 1197-1205), the
ruler of Volhynia, to rule over them. By accepting the invitation, Roman
finally achieved Volhynia’s long-term goal of gaining control over Galicia. For
their part, the Galician boyars had expected an enhancement of their own poli-
tical role under the rule of an *absentee’ Volhynian prince. In fact, the opposite
occurred,

Roman, who had experience as a ruler in Volhynia and, previous to that, in
Novgorod, not only founded a new dynasty, the Romanovyches, but also reversed
the policies of Galicia’s Rostyslavyches. During his short, six-year reign, Volhynia
and Galicia were united through his person as the ruling prince of the Romano-
vyches. He also curbed the power of the boyars, expelled those who opposed him,
and promoted the interests of the urban and rural population. On the interna-
tional front, Roman formed an alliance with Poland and held the Hungarians in
check.

The activity of Roman and the presence of a strong Galician-Volhynian power
base frightened the grand prince in Kiev. As a result, a coalition of Rus’ armies
was formed and sent against Galicia-Volhynia. Roman not only defeated his adver-
saries, but in 1200 captured Kiev as well. But since Kiev by the beginning of the
thirteenth century had lost its appeal as a power center, Roman (like Andrei
Bogoliubskii of Vladimir-Suzdal’ before him) decided to appoint subordinates to
rule in Kiev and to return to his more prosperous capital of Halych. It was during
Roman’s absence that in 1208 the former ruler of Kiev, together with the Polow
tsians and Rus’ allies from Chernihiv, retook the city, after sacking it even more
mercilessly than Andrei Bogoliubskii’s coalition had done three decades before.
Toward the end of his short career, Roman’s alliance with the Poles broke down,
and in 1205 he was Kkilled in battle aganst them. He left only his wife and two very
young sons, Danylo and Vasyl'ko, who were as yet unable to rule.

The rest of this second period of Galician-Volhynian history, following the
death of Roman, was marked by a power vacuum in the region. Nearly four dec-
ades of civil strife followed, which paralleled the breakdown of order that was
occurring in the Kievan realm as a whole during its era of disintegration before
1240. In Galicia-Volhynia, a complicated sertes of events unfolded that were domi-
nated by internal rivalry between princes and bovars and by frequent foreign inva-
sion. The period can be explained in terms of the four principles that guided
what might be called the political program of the Galician boyars: (1) to oppose
the establishment of any kind of hereditary princely dynasty; (2) to block espe-
clally Roman’s son Danylo, who enjoyed popularity among the masses; (3) to put
up various pretenders to the princely throne, thereby weakening the presiige of
the position; and (4} to allow the role of the prince to be nominal at best, with
real power resting in the hands of the boyars. Attempting to implement these
principles, the Galician boyars first drove Roman’s widow and two sons from the
region. They they invited other Rus’ princes to accept the princely throne; sided
at different times with invading armies from Hungary, Poland, Lithuania, and
Novgorod; and in 1214 even placed one of their own (a bovar named Volodyslav
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Kormyl'chych) on the throne. This was the only instance in Kievan Rus’ history in
which someone not of royal blood, that is, not a descendant of Iaroslav the Wise,
ruled one of the Rus’ principalities.

Meanwhile, Danylo, who had been five years old at the time of his father’s
death in 1205, had grown to manhood and had attempted twice to regain his
throne (1230-1232 and 1233-1255). He had already become known for his coura-
geous participation in the first battle against the Mongols on the Kalka River in
1222, Finally, in 1238 Danylo returned to Halych and succeeded in regaining
his throne. For the next quarter century, he was to remain ruler of a reunified
Galician-Volhynian realm. With this third and final accession of Danvlo to
princely power in 1238, the last period of Galician-Volhynian history began.

While the Mongols were ravaging the northern Rus’ lands, Danylo was left
alone to unite his own patrimony. He even expanded eastward, taking control of
Kiev on the eve of the Mongol attack in late 1240. As we saw in chapter 8, when,
the Mongol armiies finally began their advance across the southern Rus’ lands,
they passed rapidly through Galicia-Volhynia in early 1241 on their way to Poland
and Hungary. Because Poland and Hungary were weakened by the Mongol incur-
sions, Danylo was able to exclude both these powers as well as Lithuania in the
north from further interference in Galician affairs.

In order to restore prosperity in his realm after forty years of interprincely war
and foreign invasion, Danylo introduced a policy whereby foreigners, especially
Armenians, Germans, Jews, and Poles, were invited to settle in his realm, particu-
farly in the cities, to which they brought their highly advanced artisanal and com-
mercial skills. The resultant peace and stability also made possible a renewal of
Galicia’s salt trade and a revival of its role as a commercial emporium located
between eastern and east-central Europe.

Although he never acknowledged it, Danylo was actually helped in his activity
by the Mongols. After the Golden Horde’s Khan Batu returned from Mongolia to
his headquarters at S8arai, near the mouth of the Volga River, he turned his atten-
tion to establishing Mongol administrative control over eastern Furope in co-
operation with those Rus’ princes who could be made to see the advantages of the
new Pax Mongolica. Danylo was potentially one such leader, and in 1246 Batu
demanded that he appear in Sarai to make his obeisance. Because the khan knew
of Danylo's bravery in battle against the Mongols at the Kalka River and was aware
of the Rus’ prince’s firm control over Galicia and Volhynia, Danylo was treated
with great respect even though he had to pledge himself a vassal of the Mongol
ruler. Danylo’s pride and that of his military entourage was deeply wounded, how-
ever. In the words of the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle: *Oh, the greatest disgrace is
to be thus honored by the Tatars. Danylo Romanovych, the great prince who
ruled the land of Rus’ ~ Kiev, Volodymyr, and Halych — and other lands with his
brother, is now on his knees and is called a slave!’?

For their part, the Mongols approved of Danylo’s rule in Galicia-Volhynia. And
the Poles and Hungarians in their turn were impressed with Danylo’s stature in
the eyes of the all-powerful Mongols, who only a few vears before had ravaged
both Poland and Hungary. Danylo was even given the responsibility of collecting
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the Mongol tribute, a function that in the early ycars of Mongol rule was almost
always carried out hy the khan’s personal representatives {baskaki). Thus, what
Danylo perceived as personal humiliation, others — in particular his western rivals
— viewed as a great political victory. In retrospect, his decision (o submit to the
Maongols played an important role in ensuring Galicia-Volhynia’s strength and
prosperity.

Nonetheless, Danylo was dissatisfied, and almost immediately he made plans
for a crusade against the Golden Horde. His strategy was to neutralize his neigh-
bors and to organize a coalition that would include forces from western Europe.
First, he transformed his former enemics — Hungary, Poland, and Lithuania — into
allies, mostly through the establishment of marriage tics. Then, in 1245, he began
negotiations with the pope, requesting support for his anti-Mongol coalition as
well as recognition of royal status. As part of these negotiations, Danylo, the Gali-
cian church hierarchs, and some of the boyars indicated a willingness Lo acknowl-
cdge the pope as head of their church. These developments culminated in 1253,
when a papal delegation was sent to crown Danylo King of Rus’ (vex Russiae),
wherehy he was recognized as a fullfledged momarch in the context of the west-
crin European feudal order.,

But the Mongols became suspicious of Danylo’s ventures in foreign policy and
began fomenting discontent both among those Rus’ hoyars who opposed Da-
nylo’s Roman Catholic erientation and among the Turkic Ghorni Kiobky, who
lived along Galicia-Volhynia’s southern [rontier region. Danylo suppresscd this
movement in 1254, and two years later he even ousted the Mongol troops from
northern Podolia and eastern Volhynia. The khan was not about to accept such
insubordination, however, and in 1250 he sent a large Mongol army (under
Burunday) to reassert his authority over this recalcitrant Galician Rus® prince.
The Mongols raided freely throughout Galicia and Volhynia, and they forced
Danylo to join them in a campaign against Lithuania as well as to dismantle the
fortifications he had built around several of his cites (Volodymyr, Luis'k,
Kam"ianets' -Podil's"kyi, and L'viv).

Disheartened by the lack of support in the west for his anti-Mongel crusade (as
a result of which he repudiated any further Romun Catholic influence in his
realm) and faced with the bitter fact that he was still a vassal of the Mongol khan,
Danylo died in 1264. But it must he reiterated that the policy of submission to the
Mongols, a policy he had personally despised, made it possible for his kingdom to
prosper [or most of his reign and thus to remain, along with Vladimir-Suzdal’ and
Novgorod in the north, one of the three leading Rus’ states to evolve from the
Kievan federation during the realignment of political power that culminated after
the Mongol invasion.

The long reign of Danylo’s son, Lev (1264-1501), was marked by a renewal of
the stability in the Galician-Volhynian Kingdom that had begun to break down
during the last years of his father’s rule. This stability was owing to Lev’s conduct
as ruler in fulfilling his dnties to the Mongol khan and in maintaining the alliance
with Hungary formed by Danylo. It was also during Lev's reign that L'viv became
the capital of the kingdom.
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The prestge attained by the kingdom was also reflected in the high level of
Galician-Volhynian culture during the thirteenth-century reigns of Danyloe and
Lev. The founding of new cities, such as I.'vivin 1264, and the fordfication of scv-
eral older centers encouraged an extensive program of civil and church architec-
ture. Examples ol the latter included several churches {no longer standing} in
Danvlo’s temporary capital of Chetm and the strongly western-influenced Church
of St Nicholas in L'viv, From this era also derives the maost poetic and stylized of
Rus' historical writings, the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle, begun at the initiative of
Dranylo. The literary qualitities of this thirteenth-century work seem to continue
the tradition of generally high standards set earlier, and some scholars suggest
that the Lay of Thor’s Campaign, the famous epic poem attributed to the previous
century, was likely composed by a native of Galicia.

The metropolitanate of Rus’

Galicia-Volhynia’s rulers were deeply concerned with ecclesiastical affairs. In this
regard, they followed in the footsteps of Kiev's greatest leaders, Volodymyr the
Great and Taroslav the Wisc, who had understood the value of religion as a means
of forging ideological unity throughout the vast Rus' rcalm. Their desire to
achieve the conceptual merger of territorial and religious identities was realized
as Christianity tinally took root in the countryside during the last era of Kicvan
history, atter 1240, More and more it became evident that one was of the Rus’
land because one was of the Rus’ [aith, and vice-versa. This convergence of reli-
gious and territorial identities, which in modern times has come to be called a
national identity, was of particular importance in Galicia-Volhynia, which bor-
dered on Roman Catholic countrics.

Because of the degree to which the church contributed to the political and cul-
tural catlook of medieval Kievan Rus', the question of where the head of that
church, the metropolitan, would reside was of the greatest importance. His pres-
cnce lent significant prestige to the local secular ruler. Beginning with the first
known Rus’ metropolitan, the Greek Theopemptos, who took up his office in
1037, all the heads of the Rus’ church resided in Kiev, This wradition continued
until the 1240s and the aftermath of the Mongol invasions, at which time the met-
ropolitan of Kiev disappeared during the fall of the city.

Danylo was then ruling in Galicia-Volhynia and, well aware of the political
vahue of the church, he proposed that the new metropolitan be a native of Galicia,
specifically Cyril, the bishop of Chelm, With Danylo’s support, Cyril {reigned
1245-1281) was elected metropolitan of Kicv in 1243, although it was not until
1251 that he travelled to Constantinople in order to be consecrated in his new
pust by the ecumenical patriarch, the ultimate authority of the Rus’ church. The
ecumenical patriarch agreed to Cyril’s election, but on the condition that he not
reside in Galicia, because Danylo had been negotiating with the pope. Barred
from Galicia by his ecclesiastical superior, Cyril was unenthusiastic about retum-
ing to Kiev, where the unstable political situation after (as before) the Mongol
invasion was responsible for the absence of or frequent changes in ¢he ruling
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prince and thus placed in jeopardy the metropolitan’s regular income, tradition-
ally guaranteed by the prince himself. This consideration prompted Cyril to move
to one of the new power centers other than Galicia, namely the grand duchy of
Vladimir-Suzdal’ farther north and its capital of Viadimirna-Kliazma, where he
resided for long periods of time and was assured of greater political stability and a
steady income. Despite Cyril's absence, Kiev remained the seat of the metropoli-
tan. In contrast to Cyril, his successor, Maksym the Greek (reigned 1283-1305),
while maintaining the title of Metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’, left the city in
1299 and settled permanently in Vladimirna-Kliazma the following year. In turn,
Maksym’s successor moved once again, this time to Moscow, which after 1326
became the permanent residence of the Kievan metropolitanate.

It is therefore the year 1299 which can be seen to mark the final demise of Kiev
as the center of the Rus’ realm. By the first half of the twelfth century, the city
had lost its preeminence as the economic center of Kievan Rus’. Then, political
authority had become diffused during the period of disintegration (1132-1240),
and it had gradually been recaonsolidated in three new power centers — Galicia-
Volhynia, Vladimir-Suzdal’, and Novgorod - during the hundred years after 1240.
Finally, during this last pericd of realignment of political power (1240-1349), Kiev
lost its cultural preeminence as symbolized by the departure (temporarily afier
the 1240s, permanently afier 1204) of Kiev's metropolitans and the permanent
transfer of the residence of the Rus’ church to the north {1326).

At the same time, the rulers of the other power center in the Rus’ lands,
Galicia-Volhynia, were reluctant to see the metropolitan’s office, with its great
symbolic value, slip from their grasp. Consequently, their goal was o create, if
possible, a new metropolitanate. From the standpoint of the ecimenical patriarch
in Constantinople, a division of the Rus’ church was not necessarily advantageous,
but that consideration had to be weighed against the threat of Roman Catholi-
cism, which, in the absence of a metropolitan on the southern Rus’ or Ukrainian
lands, might make new inroads into the Orthodox Rus’ realm. The ecumenical
patriarch therefore eventually supported the establishment of a Galician metro-
politanate, which came into being in 1303. Of the fifteen eparchies at the time
in the Kievan metropolitanate, the six within what Constantinople called Little
Rus’ (Halych, Przemysl, Volodymyr-Volyns'kyi, Luts'k, Chelm, Turai) were
placed under the new metropolitan of Galicia, with his seat at Halych. This meant
that by the beginning of the fourteenth century Galicia-Volhynia not only was a
politically strong and economically viable state, but also had the cultural prestige
that came with being the seat of an Orthodox metropolitanate.

The demise of Galicia-Volhynia

But at the very moment of its seeming apogee, the Galician-Volhynian Kingdom
entered a period of decline that proved to usher in its final demise. The last of the
Romanovyches — Turii I (reigned 1301-1815) and Lev II (reigned 1315-1323) —
introduced an anti-Mongol policy which prompted increasing attacks by the
khan’s forces. Finally, in the absence of a male successor, a Roman Catholic
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prince {Bolestaw, of the Romanovyches on the female side) acceded to the
throne. In an attempt to assuage his subjects, he converted to Orthodoxy and
took the name lurii Il (reigned 1323-1840). He also tried to restore the strength
of the kingdom by bringing in foreign advisers, especially from the Germanic
Teutonic Order along the Baltic Sea, and by introducing the German model of
administration in the cities, This model was embodied in the so-called Magdeburg
Law, according to which cities were allowed their own legal system and seli-
government and thus were protected from the interference of the prince or
bovars. The establishment of the Magdeburg Law in two Galician cities (Sanok, in
1530; L'viv, in 1856) during the fourteenth century had a heneficial eftect on their
economies. In Galician tradition, however, the stillinfluential iand-based bovars
resented Iurii’s urban policies and his dependence on foreign advisers. Moreaover,
they continued to suspect him of sympathizing with Roman Catholicism. In 1340,
several boyars formed a conspiracy and poisoned their ruler.

Galicia-Volhynia was now plunged into a decade of internal anarchy. More-
over, this change in its fortunes occurred precisely at a time when its neighbor to
the west, Poland, was under the leadership of its greatest medieval ruler, Casimir
(known as ‘the Great,” reigned 1333-1370). Casimir had reached an agreement
with Hungary whereby the latter consented not to block Poland’s expansionist
policies in the east. Assured of Hungarian non-intervention, Poland attacked Gali-
cia in 1340. This attack was soon followed by an invasion from the north by the
fastest-rising power throughout eastern Europe, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.
In these circumstances, the independent-minded Galician bovars were forced to
cooperate among themselves, and under the direction of their own leader,
Dmytro Dedko, they managed to resist the foreign encroachments for a few years.
Their resistance delayed but could not prevent the inevitable. In 1344, powerful
Lithuania annexed Volhynia, and five years later, in 1349, the armies of Casimir’s
Poland took over Galicia.

With the fall of the Kingdom of Galicia-Volhynia in the mid-fourteenth cen-
tury, the last independent political entity on the territory of Ukraine to embody
the heritage of Kievan Rus' ceased to exist. The other two power centers within
the Kievan realm, Vladimir-Suzdal’ and Novgored, would survive, but in a differ-
ent form. During the fifteenth century, one of the cities of Vladimir-Suzdal’, Mos-
cow, became a powerful duchy in its own right. It eventually annexed the other
parts of Vladimir-Suzdal’, Novgorod, and other northern Rus’ principalities to
form a Muscovite state. The new duchy and later tsardom of Muscovy had
acquired the seat of the Metropolitanate of Kiev in 1326, and before the end of
the fifteenth century it was claiming all of Kievan Rus’ as part of its inheritance.
Muscovy was to use this claim as an ideological justification for its subsequent
expansion to the south and west.

Meanwhile, the southern Rus’ or Ukrainian lands beyond GaliciaVolhynia
remained nominally under the hegemony of the Golden Horde’s Pax Mongolica.
In the second half of the fourteenth century, however, the power of the Golden
Horde in eastern Europe would be effectively challenged for the first time, by a
new state, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. This state’s acquisition of Volhynia in
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1344 marked the beginning of a process that within a half century would see
the incorporation of most Ukrainian lands into Lithuania. The fall of Galicia-
Volhynia, then, marked the beginning of a new era in Ukrainian history, the
course of which would be determined by the destinies of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania and, subsequently, the Kingdom of Poland.



PART THREE

The Lithuanian-Polish Period
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Lithuania and the Union with Poland

The disappearance of the Galician-Volhynian Kingdom in the mid-fourteenth
century heralded the beginning of a new era in eastern European history and in
Ukrainian lands in particular. The Pax Mongolica, which had allowed for a high
degree of independence in the old lands of Kievan Rus' under the nominal
hegemony of the Golden Horde, was to be successfully challenged for the first
time by a new power, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Before the end of the four-
teenth century, all the Ukrainian lands that had been part of Kievan Rus’ had
been incorporated into Lithuania. Unlike the Golden Horde, Lithuania was to
undergo a gradual process of internal change that eventually would alter the Rus’
lands under its control. Therefore, Kievan Rus’ and the Kievan period in Ukrain-
ian history ended not with the invasions of the Mongols in 1247-1241, but with the
arrival of the Lithuanians a century later.

The consolidation of the Lithuanian state

The Grand Duchy of Lithuania began its rise to power in the 1230s, at which time
a prince named Mindaugas (reigned 1219-1263) succeeded in uniting several
Lithuanian tribes and the land called Samogitia into a feudal state. Closely related
to though distinct from the Slavs, the Lithuanians had lived since prehistoric
times along the eastern coast of the Baltic Sea and in the inaccessible swamps and
forests along the valleys of the Western Dvina and Neman Rivers. Although the
Lithuanians were in close contact with the neighboring East Slavic tribes, they
were outside the orbit of Rus’ culture and remained pagans.

Rus’ princes, beginning with Volodymyr the Great {983), had fought from time
to time against Lithuanian and other Baltic tribes, especially the Iatvigians. The
first real threat to the Lithuanians came, however, not from the east, but from the
west, In 1226, a Roman Catholic duke of Mazovia, in northern Poland, who felt
threatened by a neighboring Baltic tribe, the pagan Prussians, invited German
knights and other adventurers returning from the Crusades in the Christian Holy
Land to spread their missionary zeal along the shores of the Baltic Sea. The
Knights of the Teutonic Order arrived in 1233 along the lower Vistula River,
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setting up their stronghold at Thorn/Toruf. Filled with the fervor of religious
fanatics and still smarting from their expulsion tfrom the Holy Land by the Sara-
cens at the end of the twelfth century, the Teutonic Knights turned their energies
toward northern Europe. By the 1270s, they had exterminated most of the Prus-
sian population. The knights were now ready to turn to other Lithuanian and Bal-
tic tribes farther east. In fact, they had the Lithuanians almost surrcunded, since
in 1202 another Germanic knightly order had come into existence in Livonia, just
north of Lithuania. In 1247, this Livonian Order became a branch of the Teutonic
Knights.

It was the threat posed by the Teutonic and Livonian Knights in the west and
north that prompted the Baltic tribes to unite under Mindaugas in the 1230s and
to expand toward the south and east. Their expansion brought them into conflict
with the Rus’ princes of Polatsk, with the Poles, and then with Danylo of Galicia-
Volhynia. Like Danylo, the politically astute Mindaugas also negotiated with the
pope, adopting {if only tempaorarily) Roman Catholicism and receiving a crown in
12p4. This politically inspired act brought temporary peace with the Christian
Teutonic and Livonian Knights — even if the mass of Lithuanians remained pagan
—and it allowed Mindaugas to direct his attention further southward. There, how-
ever, he was confronted by Danylo, who through military force, diplomatic alli-
ances, and dynastic marriages kept Mindaugas from achieving at least one of his
goals, the acquisition of Volhynia.

The policy of expansion southward was carried on by the successors of Min-
daugas, especially Gediminas (reigned 1316-1341), who became founder of the
dynasty of Lithuanian rulers known as the Gediminids. Not only did Gediminas
add to the rest of his realm the Polatsk principality, the Brest and Podlachia
regions of northwest Volhynia, and the Turai-Pinsk principality (that is, most of
present-day Belarus), he also was the first Lithuanian ruler to encroach directly
upon the Golden Horde’s sphere of influence. As early as the 1330s, a Lithuanian
prince ruled in Kiev, although his was a kind of joint stewardship with the Golden
Horde, in that he ruled under the supetvision of a Tatar official. It soon became
evident, however, that from his new capital at Vilnius Gediminas was not content
with sharing authority over the lands of old Rus’. In anticipation of future terri-
torial acquisition, GGediminas assumed as his title ‘King of Lithuania and Rus”
( Lethewinorum et Ruthenorum rex).

Lithuania, however, was not the only claimant to the territorial heritage of
Kievan Rus’. The northern city of Moscow, which had developed from the Rus'
principality of Vladimir-Suzdal’ into an independent grand duchy, continued the
tradition begun by Vladimir’s rulers in the twelfth century of claiming Kiev as
their ‘patrimony and ancestral property.”' Yet while ideologically prepared to
claim Kiev, Muscovy had not yet consolidated its authority over its immediate Rus’
neighbors (Tver’ and Novgorod) and so could hardly hope to challenge powerful
Lithuania farther south and west.

Unlike the rulers of Lithuania and Muscovy, each of whom claimed to be the
legitimate descendants and heirs of the Kievan patrimony, the Golden Horde sim-
ply tried to transform the local Rus’ princes into vassals who would recognize the
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ultimate authority of the Tatars in eastern Europe. They were successful until the
second half of the fourteenth century, when Mongolo-Tatar authority witnessed
its first crisis. Beginning in 1357, two decades of internal political crises racked the
Golden Horde. They were followed by the arrival in the 1390s of a new threat
from the east in the person of Tamerlane. This fierce competitor for leadership
throughout the Mongol world destroyed the capital of Sarai in 1396 and almost
brought to an end the Golden Horde’s existence.

This period of weakness in the Golden Horde coincided with the rule in
Lithuania of Gediminas’s son Algirdas (reigned 1345-1377), who shared the
realm with his brother Kestutis (reigned 1345-1582). During their joint rule, they
achieved their father’s ambitious goal of conquering all the lands of old Rus’. In
the words of Algirdas (1358), ‘All of Rus' simply must belong to the Lithuanians.’®
Volhynia had already been fully secured in the early 1340s, and the other princi-
palities in the southern Rus” or Ukrainian lands systematically followed — Cherni-
hiv between 1345 and 1356, Novhorod-Sivers'kyi in 1355, Kiev and Pereiaslav in
1362, and Podolia in 1363. The region around Chelm and Belz was annexed by
Lithuania as early as 1336, but was lost to Poland three decades later before being
reannexed in 1382. Hence, by the mid-fourteenth century, all the Rus’ principali-
ties on Ukrainian territory with the exception of Galicia had princes of the Gedi-
minid dynasty ruling them. The symbolic moment marking the beginning of the
new order in eastern Europe was the decisive victory of the Lithuanian army over
the Golden Horde in 1362 at the Battle of Blue Waters. Thus, within a century of
the death of Mindaugas, who had first united the Lithuanian tribes of the Baltic
region, a vast territory that included the western and southern principalities of
Kievan Rus’ (much of what are today the republics of Belarus and Ukraine) had
come under the political hegemony of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

What was the secret of this rapid Lithuanian success? The strength of the
Lithuanian armies, which were the first to challenge successfully the previously
invincible Golden Horde, certainly made territorial expansion possible. But how
were the pagan Lithuanians, with their relatively primitive social and administra-
tive structure, able to control lands that had a much higher level of political and
cultural development? The most plausible explanation is that at least initially the
Lithuanians changed little in the territories they took over, a policy summed up
by one grand duke with the phrase ‘we’re not introducing anything new and we
won't disturb what is old’ (my novin ne uvodim, a starin ne rukhaem).

While it is true that the Riurykovych princes from Kievan times were replaced
by members of the Lithuanian Gediminid dynasty, the territorial integrity of the
Rus' principalities was at first maintained, and, most important, the Orthodox
faith was left undisturbed and sometimes even promoted. Although the succes
sors of Mindaugas reverted to paganism, which remained the official religion of
the realm, many Lithuanians became Orthodox Christians. Moreover, through-
out the fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries, the grand duchy’s pagan rulers
lobbied hard in Constantinople in an effort to obtain their own Orthodox
metropolitanate {and for brief periods it did come into existence) or to have the
seat of the metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus’ transferred from Moscow back to
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Kiev after the city had come under Lithuanian control in the 1360s. Finally, the
Lithuanians initially left intact the legal and social structures of Kievan Rus’ and
even adopted Ruthenian, a Belarusan version of Church Slavonic written in
Cyrillic, as the grand duchy’s official language. As the enactors of such policies,
the Lithuanians were in fact welcomed by most of the Rus’ princes, who were con-
tent to live in what was effectively a Lithuanian-Rus’ state, the official name of
which was the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, Rus’, and Samogitia.

The Polish-Lithuanian connection

The height of Lithuanian power was reached at the beginning of the fifteenth
century, but even before, there occurred a series of events that was to change pro-
foundly the direction of Lithuanian and Ukrainian history. The first was the end-
ing of the joint rute of Algirdas and Kestutis. In 1377, Algirdas died. His son and
successor, the ambitious Jogaila, was unable to rule with his uncle Kestutis and in
1382 arranged for his relative to be assassinated. The latter’s son, Vytautas, who
expected to rule at keast part of the realm as had his father, fled to the Teutonic
Order. At this time, the Teutonic Knights were at the height of their power and
were still intent on converting, or, if necessary, destroying, the pagan Lithuanian
state. Vytautas persuaded the Knights to join him in a campaign against his cousin
Jogaila. Fearing a Teutonic invasion, Jogaila turned to the only other strong
power in the region — Poland. But why should Roman Catholic Pcland have been
interested in the plight of the heathen Lithuanian Jogaila on its eastern frontier?
The answer calls for a review, however brief, of developments in Poland.

By the late eleventh century, the Polish Kingdom under the leadership of rul-
ers from the Piast dvnasty had come to control most of the territory that is within
the present-day boundaries of Poland. The Piasts were the first dynasty and the
creators of Poland. Consequently, the concept of the Polish state and the ruling
Piast dynasty was undifferentiated. Piast success in gathering territories under its
rule suffered a reverse during the thirteenth century, when Poland lost a signifi-
cant portion of its territory: in the northwest, to German principalities of the Holy
Roman Empire; in the southwest, to the Kingdom of Bohemia-Moravia; and in the
north, to the Teutonic Order. Surrounded by such powerful neighbors, Poland’s
only outlet was in the cast, and when the kingdom revived in the fourteenth cen-
tury, it was precisely toward the east that its foreign policies were directed. Under
the leadership of Casimir II} (‘the Great,” reigned 1833-1370), Poland signed
accords with Hungary, its only ally in east-central Europe, and, taking advantage
of the decline of the Galician-Volhynian Kingdom after 1340, gradually brought
under its control Galicia, and from Lithuania annexed the Chelm-Belz region and
western Podolia. This territorial expansion in the east was complete by the time of
Casimir’s death in 1570.

Casimir had no male heir, however, and before his death he chose as a succes-
sor his nephew, the king of Hungary, Louis I (‘the Great,’ reigned 1342-1382}. As
a member of the Anjou dynasty, Louis ruled southern Italy as well as Hungary,
and now in 1370 he added Poland to his family’s patrimony. Louis was not really
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interested in Poland, however, so he proposed that the future husband of one of
his three daughters should rule there in his stead. To prepare the Polish nobles
for his plans, he summoned them to Hungary (Kofice} in 1373 and 1374. In
return for the nobles’ support, Louis was forced to make several concessions: (1)
renunciation of the king’s right to impose upon the nobility an extraordinary levy
for troops and war money, (2) perpetual exemption of the nobility from having to
pay taxes, (3) agreement that official posts in Polish provinces would be held only
by nobles who were natives of the province, and (4} agreement that only a person
of Polish and of non-royal blood could become a starosta, or royal governor of one
of the twenty-three most important castles.

These concessions, known as the Statutes of Kodice, set the tone for future
relationships between the king and the nobles in Poland. Whereas the Piasts had
been the founding and, in a sense, a national dynasty whose hereditary right to
rule was never seriously contested, after the death of Casimir III the traditional
fusion of the identities of state and dynasty was broken. Casimir’s successors were
considered foreigners; hence, Polish nobles felt they had the right and even the
duty to negotiate with their future ruler before pledging allegiance to him. This
was the origin of that rather unique system of aristocratic democracy in Poland,
whereby the nobility (the magnates and geniry), subsequently represented in a
central Diet (Sgim), were to play a decisive — and sometimes destructive — role in
Polish political life,

Having reached an accommodation with Poland’s nobility, Louis turned to the
question of which dynastic arrangement would enable him to continue his essen-
tially absentee rule. Since he had only daughters, the husband of one of them
would have to be king. His oldest daughter died in 1378, and after Louis's own
death four years later his second daughter decided to remain in Hungary. This
left his youngest daughter, Jadwiga. The Polish nobles favored a dynastic connec-
tion with the offspring of Louis, but they objected to the fact that the five-year-old
Princess Jadwiga was betrothed to an Austrian prince. At this point, the Lithua-
nian Jogaila entered the picture.

It was precisely during Poland’s succession crisis in the 1380s that Jogaila's
grand duchy was threatened by his cousin Vytautas, who in alliance with the Teu-
tonic Order was preparing to invade Lithuania to regain his patrimony. For his
part, Jogaila was in need of allies and was impressed by the strength and prestige
of a Poland that in the recent past had been ruled by the powerful Casimir Il and
Louis I of Hungary, Being themselves in need of a ruler, the Polish nobles
accepted Jogaila's overtures. Through Jadwiga’s mother, they persuaded the now
eleven-year-old girl to break her promise of marriage to the Austrian prince (with
whom she had loved to play as a child) and in the interest of the nation marry
instead the thirty-seven-year-old Lithuanian pagan grand duke, Jogaila. As his part
of the bargain, Jogaila had to agree to certain demands made by the Polish
nobles, which were incorporated into a document known as the Union of Krewo/
Krevo (1383). In return for Jadwiga’'s hand, Jogaila was to accept both Roman
Catholicism, not only for himself but for his whole nation, and the permanent
union of Lithuania with Poland. This new Christian monarch was then crowned as
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Wiadystaw II Jagieito, King of Poland (reigned 1386-1434), and thereby founded a
dvnasty known as the Jagiellonians.

Jagielto alsc had to promise to work for the recovery of all Lithuanian and Rus’
lands that supposedly had once belonged to Poland (terras suas Lithuanae ef Rus-
stae coronae Regni Poloniae perpetuo applicare), It is interesung to note that at the
negotiations at Krevo, the Polish nobility ctaimed as its ancient patrimony not
only Galicia but all the other Belarusan and Ukrainian lands of Kievan Rus’. Thus,
in 1385 the Polish nobles not only reasserted their power vis-a-wvis their future
king, but also set the foreign policy he was expected to follow.

After assuming the throne, Jagiello carried out his side of the bargain. Immedi-
ately following his coronation in early 1386, he returned to the Lithuanian capital
of Vilnius and, like Volodymyr the Great of Kievan Rus' 400 years hefore,
destroved pagan statues and promoted mass conversions. While Jagietto’s policy
would have favorable results for members of the Lithuanian nobility who con-
verted to Roman Catholicism, it would have negative repercussions for the vast
numbers of inhabitants living in the grand duchy - namely, the Orthodox Rus'
population (Belarusans and Ukrainians). Almost immediately after taking power,
Jagielto agreed (1587) that all Roman Catholic princes of Lithuanian origin could
remain in the Rus’ lands they ruled as long as they pledged themselves vassals of
the king.

Such a policy was, not surprisingly, met with opposition by Jagiello’s brethren
in Lithuania, who were always jealous of their rights and wary of any infringement
of them. But even before their discontent could lead to serious consequences, the
whole Polish-Lithuanian relationship was altered by the untimely death of Jadwiga
{by then only twenty-four) in 1399. The queen’s death automatically abrogated
the Union of Krewo, and in the absence of any offspring of her marriage to
Jagietto, the union of the two countries based on the crown no longer had validity.
In 1401, Vytautas, who had broken his alliance with the Teutonic Order, was rec-
ognized by JagicHo as the acting grand duke of Lithuania, and from the begin-
ning of the fifteenth century Polish lords and Lithuanian boyars met to work out a
new political relationship. Their meetings culminated in a pact signed at Horodlo
in 1418. At Horodlo, Vytautas was confirmed as grand duke for life, and Poles and
Lithuanians agreed that the future political relationship between their countries
could be determined only as a result of periodic consultation and by mutual
agreement. When Vytautas died in 1440, the dynastic link with Poland was
restored, since JagieHo’s son by a later marriage, Kazimierz, was chosen by the
Lithuanian boyars as their grand duke. Kazimierz retained that title even after he
became king of Poland {1443}, and he issued a charter in 1447 that reiterated the
rights and privileges of the grand duchy. Thus, Lithuania remained united with
Poland through the person of its ruler and at the same time maintained its inde-
pendence.

Ukrainian lands were directly affected by the new Polish-Lithuanian relation-
ship. Although Jagielto and Vytautas continued their personal and political
rivalry, they agreed on certain policies. For instance, during their period of joint
rule the Rus' principalities were dismantled and replaced by smaller territorial
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entities ruled by boyars of the Roman Catholic faith, who were required to pledge
their loyalty as vassals of the Lithuanian grand duke. In return, the Lithuanian
Catholic boyars were granted certain judicial and political privileges (1387 and
1418), which gave them a sense of superiority to the Orthodox Rus’ boyars, whom
they called by the pejorative Lithuanian term gudai. Even after 1434, when the
Orthodox church was officially recognized in Lithuania and its adherents prom-
ised juridical and social equality with Roman Catholics, it was clear that social and
political advancement would be severely limited for non—Roman Catholics.

The situation was particularly severe in Galicia, which, as the result of un agree-
ment with Hungary and Lithuania in 1387, was recognized by those states as part
of Poland. In Kievan times, the Orthodox boyars had been a potent political force
in the former Galician Rus’ kingdom, but now several were forced to leave the
area. They were replaced by Polish officials and gentry, who, together with the
Roman Catholic church, were awarded large tracts of land. Facing a continual
decline in status, some Galician Rus’ leaders looked south for help from Ortho-
dox Moldavia, which in the late fifteenth century united with Walachia and
became a powerful state under the leadership of Prince Stefan (‘the Great,’
reigned 1457-1504). Cooperation between the Galician Rus” and Moldavia took
the form of a popular revolt under a local leader, Petro Mukha, who between
1400 and 1492 led nearly 10,000 Moldavian and Rus’ peasants (as well as several
petty nobles and townspeople) in an unsuccessful attempt to overthrow Polish
rule in southern Galicia.

The status of the vast majority of the Orthodox Rus’ population who remained
under Lithuanian rule varied during the fifteenth century. For instance, the old
Rus’ principalities under hereditary Gediminid princes were restored for a while
in the 1440s. But three decades later they were eliminated for the last time, and in
each the prince was replaced by a limited-term appointee (the veievoda) responsi-
ble directly to the central government in Vilnius. The end of the old Kicvan Rus’
political order combined with intermittent discrimination against Orthodox lay
and religious leaders gave rise to a new phenomenon: emigration eastward to
Muscovite lands. The sixteenth century, in particular, was characterized by the
flight of numerous Rus' nobility, clergy, townspeople, and even peasants from
Belarus and Ukraine, who moved from what they considered an oppressive
Roman Catholic environment in Lithuania to a more hospitable one in lands
under the control of Orthodox Muscovy.

Muscovy and the Polish-Lithuanian union

This movement of people to the east, as well as Muscovy’s expansion westward,
prompted increasingly frequent conflict during the sixteenth century, as a result
of which Lithuania lost some of its eastern lands, including the cities of Chernihiv,
Novhorod-Sivers'kyi, Starodub, and Smolensk. The situation became especially
serious during the 1560s, when the aggressive tsar of Muscovy, Ivan IV (‘the
Dread,” reigned 1547-1584), turned his attention westward and, in 1562, cap-
tured Lithuania’s stronghold of Polatsk., Faced with this Muscovite threat, the
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Lithuanians turncd to the Polish king, Zygmunt 11 Augustus (reigned 1548-1572),
for military aid. They also realized the desirability of closer union with Poland.
For his part, Zygmunt came to the aid of the Lithuanians, since in a sense the
attacks trom the cast represented part of a larger struggle between Muscovy and
Poland, both of whom claimed the lands that had formerly been part of Kievan
Rus’.

In order to further their goals in the east, Zygmunt and the leading Polish mag-
nates [avored some fusion with or perhaps the incorperation of Lithuania, which
until then had been in only personal dynastic union with Poland. Representatives
of both sides met in 1564 in the city of Lublin. Some Lithuanian nobles rejected
the maximalist position proposed by the Poles, which advocated [ull incorpora-
tion, and negotiations dragged on for several months. The deadlock was finally
broken when Zygmunt II unilaterally ordered the incorporation into the Polish
Kingdom of the contested borderland region of Podlachia as well as of the
Ukrainian-inhabited lands farther south, which were thercupon transformed
according to the Polish administrative patllern into the palatinates of Volhynia,
Bratslav, and Kiev (including the former Rus’ principality of Perciaslav). A seg-
ment of the local Orthodox Rus’ nobility in these three palatinates welcomed
annexation by Poland, notably the gentry, who acquired thereby all the privileges
of their Polish brethren. These included freedom [rom military service and most
forms of taxation, the right to use state lands for life and manage them as per-
sonal estates, and the right to elect government officials and to hold political or
ecclesiastical office. The new Polish palatinates of Volhynia, Bratslav, and Kiev
were also allowed to retain certain rights, including the full legal protection of the
Orthodox church, the use of Ruthenian as the administrative language, and
Lithuanian law according to the Second Lithuanian Statute of 1566 (popularly
known as the ‘Volhynian Statute’), among other rights.

Although Volhynia, Bratslav, and Kiev entered I'aland as distinct territorial
entities, each governed by its own provincial dietine, or noble assembly, in a sense
they functoned together as a unit. The nobility in all three palatinates retained a
sense of common purpose, which derived from the fact that their allegiance to
Poland was not the result of territorial annexation, but a voluntary union follow-
ing a negotiated settlement. That settlement, moreaver, assured them of local
privileges - including laws emhodied in the Sceond Lithuanian {*Volhynian’)
Statute — which in large part were based upon and helped to define their distinet
Rus' poliucal, religious, and cultural heritage. 'The estimated number of inhabit-
ants in the Ukrainian territories annexed by Poland in 1560 was approximately
957,000. To this number can be added the approximately 573,000 inhabitants of
the western, largely Ukrainian-inhabited palatinates of Rus’ (Galicia), Belz, and
Podolia, which were already part of Poland, with a Polish legal system and Polish
as the official language.

Faced with the loss of its southern regions, the Lithuanian nobles agreed to
what became known as the Union of Lublin. According to this covenant, signed
on 1 July 1569, Poland and Lithuania would henceforth be uniled in a ‘common
republic’ { Rzeczpospolita) with a king clected by both regions and represented by
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one Diet (Sgjm). While it is true that after Lublin Lithuania retained its own army,
treasury, law code, and local administration, in subsequent decades the grand
duchy’s particularities were brought more and more in line with the character of
the rest of Poland. In foreign affairs, the new state acted as a single entity known
as the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. In short, the Union of Lublin trans-
formed the relationship between Poland and Lithuania from that of a personal
dynastic union into that of a federal union.

Thus, during the nearly two hundred years from the second half of the four-
teenth century, when Rus’ principalities in Ukraine first came under Lithuanian
rule, neighboring Poland succeeded in steadily bringing the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania within its political and cultural orbit. This effort culminated in the
Union of Lublin in 1569, as a result of which Poland replaced Lithuania as the
principal rival of Muscovy for control of the heritage of Kievan Rus’. In the case of
Ukrainian lands, the former principality of Galicia (since 1387 the Polish palati-
nate of Ruf§ Crerwona, or Red Rus') and the palatinates of Belz and Podolia were
joined, after 1560, by Volhynia, Bratslav, and Kiev, all of which became integral
parts of the Polish Kingdom. Henceforth, the history of Ukraine would be largely
determined by the fate of Poland.



11

Socioeconomic Developments

While Lithuanians still lived within the parameters of their traditional homeland
along the Neman River valley and Baltic Sea coast, and before they were united
into a political entity in the thirteenth century, their social structure was relatively
simple. Basically, three social strata existed: (1) tribal princes and their families,
(2) freepersons organized into tribal units, and (3) slaves, people who originally
had been prisoners of war. But during the reign of Grand Duke Gediminas in the
early fourteenth century, when Lithuania was rapidly expanding its borders south-
ward into Belarus and Ukraine, it came into contact with the more highly devel-
oped social structure on lands that had once been part of Kievan Rus’. The
Lithuanian rulers left intact much of what they found in the Rus’ lands and only
gradually developed a distinct social structure that took into consideration the
needs of the new Lithuanian-Rus’ state while adopting for their own purposes
both the older social system of Kievan Rus’ and the newer social relationships that
were forming in neighboring Poland. By the sixteenth century, the outlines of
the Lithuanian social structure were clear. It consisted of the following strata:
the grand duke (Lithuanian: kunigas), hereditary princes, non-princely boyars
(bajorai), gentry, peasants, townspeople, clergy, Jews, and Cossacks.

Lithuanica's social striicttire

While it is true that during the era of territorial expansion the Lithuanian grand
dukes left intact much of the administrative and, in particular, Orthodox cultural
and religious structure of Kievan Rus’, they began to superimpose their control
on this vast territory in two ways. First, they recognized the inherited right to the
large landed estates of the princes (knigzi), both the princes descended from
their own Gediminid dynasty and those of the Rus’ dynasty of Riuryk. At the same
time, they made huge land grants to those Lithuanian and Rus’ boyars who
fought alongside them in their conquests. Despite the enormous wealth of these
boyars, they, unlike the hereditary princes, enjoyed no immunity, either as indi-
viduals or as a social estate. Rather, in return for his land, each was bound by
feudal obligations to the grand duke. Another group, with even fewer privileges
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than the boyars, was of mixed origin and cventually came to be known as the gen-
try. This group consisted of small landholders who received their property as a
result of military service performed for the grand duke or, in some cases, for the
powerful hereditary princes and boyars.

The vast majority of the inhabitanls were peasants, the descendants, from
Kievan Rus' times, of independent agriculturalists (fiudi), cooperative landhold-
ers (siafry), and state peasants (smerdy), The principal trend in the evolution of
the peasantry was its members’ loss of rights 1o their land; accordingly, by the end
of the filteenth century most were tenant farmers either on the crown lands of
Lithuania’s grand duke or on the estates of the nobility,

Among the smallest of Lithuania’s social strata was that of the townspeople.
Thev consisted of two subgroups, the merchants and the artisans, cach of which
had its own guild system. Both subgroups included a significant number of for-
eigners — (Germans, Armenians, Jews — who had been invited by Lithuania’s grand
dukes to settle in urban areas. In the sixtecenth century, most cities in the Belaru-
san and Ukrainian lands of Lithuania had a Rus’ majoriry, but the Rus’ inhabitants
were frequently discriminated against in favor of Roman Catholics and foreigners.

Unlike in the Kievan period, during the Mongol cra the aties of Lithuania
declined in economic and political importance, And even though during the fif-
teenth and sixteenth centuries most cities were granted municipal sell-govern-
ment {the Magdeburg Law), they were excluded [rom any participation in the
central government. The cities did not even have a monopoly on trade, and as we
shall see helow, they were undercur by the economic activity of the nohility,

Although Lithnania maintained only a tenuous political relationship with
Polund in the fiftcenth and sixteenth centuries, its social structure was steadily
brought closer to that of its neighbor to Lhe west, This became particularly evident.
in a strengthening of the status of the nobility — both boyars and gentry — and a
concomitant weakcning of the peasanuy. As early as 1887, within a year of
Jagiello's coronation as king, the Lithuanian boyars were granted the rights and
privileges of the Polish nobility, Then, according 10 the agreement at Horodto
{1413), the Lithuanian boyars and Polish nobles were merged into a single estate
responsible for deciding the relationship between the two countries as well as far
-clecting the grand duke. It was also at this time that the term bovar was replaced
by the Polish term pan (lord) to describe the group. The Lithuanian lords also
had the right to maintain their own military regiments, and after 1444 they
became exempt from paying taxcs. In this way, Lithuania’s princes and boyars
were gradually being [used into a single cstate of hereditary lords. During the
reign of Grand Duke Vylautas (1392-1450}, such privileges were given only to
bovars of the Romun Catholic faith, but in the 1480s they were extended to the
Orthodox as well.

Lithuania’s administrative structure

In the fiftecnth and early sixteenth centuries, the former Rus’ principalitics were
gradually replaced by palatinates (voievodstoa), which in turn were divided into
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districts (povify). Unlike in Poland, where the nobility was the dominant political
force at the palatinate level, in Lithuania the central government attempted to
reduce the autonomy of the palatinates by replacing the local hoyars with officials
appointed by and directly responsible to the grund duke. These included (1) the
governor of cach palatinate, known as the voitvoda, or palatine, who had adminis-
trative, military, and judicial authority; (2) the head of each district, known as the
starosta; and (3) the castellan, who was responsible for the maintenance of royal
castles and other military fortifications as well as for summoning the local nobility
to arms in times of danger. Apart from his power of patronage in the appoinl-
ment of palatines, district heads, and castellans, the political influence of the
grand duke was enhanced by econoemic privileges, including income from the so-
called crown lands, various kinds of taxes, and, in particular, the exclusive right to
sell salt and alcohol {the right of propinatsiia).

While boyar influence may have been challenged at the local level by the
centralizing administrative tendencies of the grand duke, in fact the driving force
of Lithuania’s government ~ cspecially with regard to foreign affairs — was the
Council of Lords (pans'kae rada). The council consisted of the Roman Catholic
bishop of Vilnius and the Lithuanian and Rus” voieveda of each palatinate and star-
osta of certain districts. The council’s power over the legal structure of the country
was institutionalized in 1529 (the First Lithuanian Statute), after which the grand
duke pledged to keep intact all former laws and not to make any new ones with-
out the consent of the council,

The role of the gentry in Lithuanian sociopolitical life developed more slowly.
It was not until the Union of Lublin (15609) that the Lithuanian and Rus’ gentry
were [reed from military and other feudal obligations and merged with the boyars
in one noble estate (szlachta), as in Poland. Gentry political influcnce came some-
what earlier, As early as in the fifteenth century, the gentry in Lithuania had their
own districe assemblies (sefmyky), and during the next century the delegates began
to participate in a national chamber of deputies (izba poselska) in Vilnius. Tt was
this chamber, together with the "upper house’ or Council of Lords, that by the
second half of the sixtecenth century constituted Lithuania's bicameral Diet
(Noim).

The grand duchy's legal system was strongly influenced by that of former
Kievan Rus'. The Rus" Law (Pravda Russkaig) alongside customary law governed
Lithuanian society until 1468, when Lithuania issued its own code (Sudebnih).
Three new codes followed in the sixteenth century, known as the Lithuanian
Statute, The first edition (1529) emphasized the rights of the state and of the
bovars and magnates, and the second (1564-66) and third (1588) editions
reflected a gradual increase in privileges for the gentry as well as a decline in the
legal status of the peasantry. The continuing Kicvan influence was evident not
only in the content of the Lithuanian codes, but in their form. The law codes,
along with all other state documents, appeared in the grand duchy’s official state
language, Ruthenian, which was cssentially a Belarusan version of Church
Slavonic written in the Cyrillic alphabet. It should also be noted that the Rus’
{Belarusans and Ukrainians) were considered alongside Lithuanians as the ruling
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groups in the grand duchy. Hence, the Second Lithuanian Statute (1566) speci-
fied that the grand duke could not appoint foreigners to offices of the state
administration, but only native Lithuanians and Rus’.

Despite its strong links to the Kievan past, by the second half of the fifteenth
century Lithuania was more and more adapting to the societal model of Poland,
which since the death of its last Piast ruler in 1570 itself had set out on a path that
was to transform the country into an aristocratic democracy headed by an elected
king. This process was a long one, lasting two centuries.

Poland's social and administrative siructure

Poland’s social structure consisted of several estates (Polish: stany). These are fre-
quently confused with socioeconomic classes. Unlike classes in the modern sense,
the estates in Polish society were defined on the basis not of a relationship to the
means of production or any other measure of wealth or economic status, but of
an intended function within society as expressed by specific legal rights and privi-
leges. Accordingly, one can speak of six estates in fifteenth- and sixteenth-century
Poland: the crown, the nobility, the clergy, the townspeople, the Jews, and the
peasants. Membership in these estates was largely hereditary, and social mobility,
while not impossible, was deliberately encumbered by complex legal difficulties.
Again, wealth was not a determining factor. Hence, there may have been towns-
people, Jews, even peasants who were richer than certain nobles, but with rare
exceptions they were barred from entering the noble estate.

The crown estate consisted of the king and his officials, whether senators, min-
isters, territorial officers, or holders of royal monopolies. The role of the crown
was to represent the unity ot the realm, whether the Polish Kingdom alone or,
through the person of the king, Poland in relationship with the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania. After 1573, the king was the elected head of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. The crown's authority was progressively restricted by concessions
to the Polish nobility and the grand dukes of Lithuania as outlined in varving
agreements reached hetween the late fourteenth and late sixteenth centuries
(Kosice, 1570; Krewo, 1585; Horodlo, 141%; Lublin, 1569; the Henrican articles,
157%; and thereafter a pacta conventa with each newly elected king). Nonetheless,
the king remained a significant force in Polish society. His political influence was
based on the right to distribute offices — those of senator, palatine, castellan, star
osta, and military leader (hetman) — and royal lands. Moreover, the king's sym-
bolic importance remained intact, since until the very end of Poland’s existence
in the second half of the eighteenth century there was never any questioning of
the need for a crown estate and for a hereditary or, later, elective king to function
at the head of the social structure.

The most influential estate in Poland was the nobility, or szlackta (pronounced
shlyakhta). Although there was only one estate of the nobility, all of whose mem-
bers were equal before the law, in practice there existed great discrepancies with
regard to the wealth, social prestige, and political influence of Poland’s nobles.
Both contemparary and subsequent analyses of Polish society therefore divide the
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nobility into at least two groups: (1) the magnates, or heads of great familics who,
because ol their extensive wealth, practically ran the allairs of the state; and (2) the
gentry, who had limited wealth — in some cases they did not even own land (the
non-possessionati) — and who often served as clients of the great magnaltes. The gen-
try is sometimes divided into middle gentry and petty gentry. The point is that,
despite great disparitics among the magnates, middle gentry, and petty gentry, all
were recognized as part of one legal estate, the nobility or szlechte, and all shared
equilly the legal privileges of that estate. In a sense, the social history of Poland
during the fifteenth and sixteenth centurics is the story of how the nobility suc-
ceeded in increasing its privileges vis-4-vis not only the crown, but also the church,
the townspeople, and the peasants. The justification for the nobility’s privileges
derived from its role as defenders of the realm against foreign invasion. In fact, the
nohility did fill that role at least until the end of the sixteenth century, although
thereafter the traditional call to arms in times of danger (pospolile ruszenie) was
gradually replaced by a small permanent armed force supported by taxation.

Compared to that of other Furopean countries at the time, the Polish nohility
represented a relatively large proportion of the conntry’s population. Moreover,
their absolite and relative numbers continued to grow. Whereas in 1560 there
were about 500,000 nobles, representing 6.6 percent of the population, in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, by 1648 the number had increased to one mil-
lion, or g percent of the population. Of the nobles in 1648, an estimated 5,000 to
10,000 were magnates, and the remaining 900,000 or more were gentry.

The administrative structure of the country also reflected the needs of the
influcntial noble cstate. Poland was divided into palatinates (Polish: wojewddztway,
headed by the king's representative, the palatine (wojewoda). But politically more
important were the noble assemblies, or dietines (sgfmiki), which formed the basic
unit of constitutional life in Poland. There was a long tradition of noble assetn-
blies, which originally were organized by the nobility for military purposcs. The
concept of permanent dietines was crystallized after 1454, when the king agreed
ncither to summon the army nor to raise taxes without consulting the nobility
beforchand. Each palatinate had its own dietine, and from the dietines developed
the idea of a single legislative institution, the central Diet (Sgm). Poland’s Diet
met for the [irst time at 1493 in Piotrkiw, and thereafter (mostly in Warsaw) cvery
two vears for six-week scssions.

The Polish Diet was made up of two houses: (1) the Senate, consisting of
Roman Catholic (never Orthodox) bishops, palatines, castellans, and major func-
lionaries of the central government and, later, Lithuanian ministers of state, all
appointed by the king mostly from the ranks of the magnates; and (2) the Cham-
ber of Deputies (generally middle gentry), consisting of delegates chosen by the
local dictines. 1lence, with the development of the permancnt Diet, Poland
acquired a governmental system marked by checks and halances among three
interest groups ~ the king, the magnates, and the gentry. Until 1569, Poland and
Lithuania each had its own Dict (Sejm/Soém), but after the agreements reached at
Lublin, the nobles from both parts of the Commonwealth sat in one body.

In terms of procedure, the Diey, like the dietines, was conducted on the princi-
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ple of unanimity, a medieval practice that was never replaced by the more mod-
ern principal of majority vote. As will become evident in later periods, this
antiquated principle on occasion degenerated into the infamous practice of the
liberum veto, whereby the negative vote of a single member could, and sometimes
did, bring all business to a standstill. But as long as the system of aristocratic par-
liamentarism worked, especially in the sixteenth and first half of the seventeenth
centuries, Poland had a political structure characterized by a balance of power
between three estates: the monarch, the magnates, and the gentry.

Peasants, nobles, and Jews

To ensure the continuance of their dominant role in the Polish socioeconomic
structure, the nobility {magnates and gentry) encouraged changes in the legal svs-
tem, They were particularly eager to regulate to their own advantage the status of
the peasantry. The result was the implementation of what has come to be known
as the second serfdom, or neoserfdom. The inital stage of neo-serfdom saw a
series of edicts approved by the Polish Diet (1495, 1501, 1506, 1511) which placed
an increasing number of legal restrictions on the peasant’s ability to leave his or
her manorial estate. Particularly advantageous to the nobility was a law passed in
1518, according to which the king decided not to accept in his royal courts the
complaints of subjects on lands not owned by the crown. Thus, when dutyfree
periods expired, or when landlords began to introduce unilaterally the corvée
{labor obligation), or when theyv simply seized peasant lands, the peasant on
noble- or church-owned lands could no longer turn to the royal courts. He or she
could resort to the local courts, but they were all controlled by nobles, who were
unlikely to rule in favor of a peasant plaintift.

The implementation of neo-serfdom in Poland culminated in 1573. After thar
date, peasants (men and women) were forbidden under any conditions to leave
the manorial estates on which they resided. The corvéde, whereby a serf was obliged
to render unpaid labor, came to constitute the principal economic relation
between noble landowners and peasants. In the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which
included most Ukrainian territory until 1569, serfdom was similarly introduced
during the second hall of the sixteenth century. As a result of an agricultural
reform implemented in 1557, peasants were deprived of property rights to land.
and the Third Lithuanian Statute of 1588 confirmed full bondage by removing the
so-called right of transfer, with the consequence that all peasants who had lived
with one landowner for a period of ten vears became thenceforth ‘immovable.”

There were some {ree peasants, rural laborers, and serfs on both church and
crown lands, but by the sixteenth century the vast majority of peasants were serfs
of the nobility. Serfdom was put into practice in areas that had particular eco-
nomic significance, such as those adjacent to the Vistula River and its tributaries
(including the upper Buh and San Rivers in Ukrainian-inhabited Galicia and west-
ern Volhynia), as well as in all densely populated areas, where peasants had
smaller and less economically viable holdings and were consequently more likely
to become indebted to the local landlord. By the second half of the sixteenth
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THE MANORIAL ESTATE

The evolution of the manorial estate (fafifundium) was directly related to the
risc of neo-serfdom in Poland. On the estates of magnates and gentry, and
sometimes on royal and church lands, the large manorial farm known in
Ukrainian as the fi/'varok (from the Polish folwark) was organized. The goal in
setting up the fi/'varok was to make the most efficient use of serf labor for the
maximum production of grain. By the second half of the sixteenth century, the
average size of a fi/'varof was 148 acres (60 hectares), and on it lived the land-
owner and his family, the landowner’s personnel, and between fifteen and
twenty serf families.

‘T'he fil'varok itself was generally divided into three parts: (1) the demesne
fields, or the lands belonging to the landlord, consolidated through the acqui-
sition of smaller peasant holdings; (2) the lands belonging to the sottys, a village
administrator of the landlord; and (3) strip holdings belonging to individual
serfs. Generally, the village was in the center of the fi/'varok, where the land-
lord’s manor house, the residence of the soffys, peasant dwellings, and the
tavern were located. Near the village center was a common pasture; surround-
ing it were the demesne fields; and beyond them were the lands belonging to
the soffys and the serfs’ strip holdings.

In recurn for their labor (corvée), serfs and their descendants had the security
of possessing some lands or, as it were, of eventually belonging to them. As
long as the conditions of serfdom were tolerable, such ‘attachment’ to the land
seemed an improvement on a cash economy in which a serf could become
bankrupt during bad economic times and be evicted from land and home.

The amount of labor owed by a serf was related to the size of his or her land
allotment. Whereas on royal estates there was a uniform system of labor obli-
gations, on magnate- and gentry-owned estates (which by the late sixteenth
century accounted for 78 percent of holdings in Ukraine) the number of
unpaid work days was determined by the landlord or his estate administrators.
The amount of corvée required of serfs cherefore varied greatly. For instance, at
the end of the sixteenth century, the number of unpaid labor days for serfs
who had a typical allotment of land varied from 3 to 6 days per week for one or
more members of a household. On magnate estates in Volhynia during the
1620s, however, the requirement was 4 to 6 days and, in some places, even 7
work days per week for a standard unit of land. In a typical serf household, the
husband and older sons spent most of their time fulfilling the corvée require-
ment of the landlord, and the wife and younger children worked the small
strips allotted to them in what was at best subsistence-level agriculture, that is,
the raising of just enough food to support the family.

As long as Poland’s grain trade was growing, the fi/'varo# manorial estate
system played a positive role, in increasing the landlord’s wealth and providing
indirectly for the minimal well-being of peasant serfs. But with the leveling-
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off and eventually the decline of the grain trade in the second half of the
seventeenth century, landowners tried to make up their losses by increasing
the number of serf work days and by expanding the manorial estate system
into Poland’s recently acquired Ukrainian lands in the east.

century, there was a density of approximately 86 inhabitants per square mile (14
inhabitants per square kilometer) in the more western regions of Poland, includ-
ing Ukrainian-inhabited Galicia, Belz, and western Podolia, whereas farther east,
in the palatinates of Volhynia, Kiev, and Bratslav, the density was as low as 8 per-
sons per square mile (3 persons per square kilometer). Thus, whereas by the end
of the sixteenth century serfdom had become widespread in the more densely
inhabited western Ukrainian lands, farther east, where large manorial estates
(latifundia) were being formed, the peasants had not yet been enserfed, although
they were being subjected to an increasing number of duties.

The situation in eastern Ukraine generally evolved in the following manner.
Large magnates, whether of Rus’ (Ukrainian) or Polish origin, managed to obtain
from the king grants of huge tracts of land (on the condition that they be settled)
as well as official posts in the sparsely populated eastern Ukrainian territories. For
instance, by 1590 the palatine of Kiev, Prince Kostiantyn/Vasyl’ K. Ostroz'kyi,
owned, in the Kiev, Galician, and, especially, Volhynian palatinates, approximately
1,300 villages, 100 towns, 40 castles, and 600 churches. Similarly, by the early seven-
teenth century the Vyshnevets'kyi family owned nearly the entire Left Bank of the
Kiev palatinate (claiming 230,000 subjects), and in Volhynia 1§ noble families
owned 57 percent of all land. These powerful magnates, as well as hundreds of
smaller gentry, encouraged the migration of peasants from the more densely pop-
ulated western territories of Poland, and the peasants were only too glad to escape
the increasingly burdensome restrictions placed upon them by the serf system. To
encourage these new immigrants, many of whom had to flee illegally from the
manorial estates, the large landowners in the east offered them exemptions from
rent and labor obligations (corvée) that could last up to 15, 20, and even $0 years.
Even when these periods ran out, the subsequent labor dues and taxes were less
than on estates in the western palatinates of Poland. Consequently, even if by the
middle of the seventeenth century serfdom had not yet taken hold in Ukrainian
lands east of Galicia, the efforts of landlords to restrict privileges and exact new
labor dues brought discontent and the potential for social conflict.

Whereas the nobility made concessions in order to attract settlers to the east,
from the beginning they either owned outright or controlled the local mills for
processing grain. They also retained the exclusive privilege of distilling and sell-
ing alcohol. The Polish and polonized Rus' magnates and gentry were often not
willing, however, to run the huge estates over which they had control. Instead,
they relied on leaseholders (arendars), mostly Jews, who eventually became the
linchpin of Poland’s arenda (leaseholding) economic system.
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THE COMING OF JEWS TO UKRAINE

Jews have had a long tradition of settlement on Ukrainian territory, which can
be traced back to the Greek cities of the Bosporan Kingdom in the fifth and
fourth centuries BCE and the Khazar Kaganate in the seventh and eighth cen-
turics CE. Refugees from the Near East, Jews were welcomed by the Bosporan
and Khazar rulers, and settled as traders and merchants in the ports of the
Crimea and in the heartland of Khazaria along the lower Volga and Don
Rivers. The Jews of Polish-ruled sixteenth-century Ukraine, however, were
the descendants not of the refugees of Khazar times (with the exception of a
few Turkic-speaking Karaite immigrants), but of migrants originally from the
Germanic lands of central and east-central Europe. Pogroms and other forms
of persecution connected with the Crusades and the popular hatred of Jews in
medieval Germanic lands forced them to seek refuge in Poland and, later,
Lithuania beginning in the eleventh century.

Poland’s kings, trying to rebuild the country after the destruction caused by
the Mongol invasion of the mid-thirteenth century, welcomed immigrants,
whether Jews or Germans from the west or Armenians from the east. The
newcomers settled primarily in urban areas and helped Poland revive its cities.
Before the end of the thirteenth century, the Jews had been awarded the first
of many privileges (beginning with the 1264 Statute of Kalisz of Prince Bole-
staw V ‘the Pious’) that defended them as a group whose main business was
moneylending. Originally servants of the royal court (servi camerae), Jews col-
lectively paid a separate tax — often higher than thac of Christians — but were
entitled to administer themselves in a self-governing municipality known
as the #ahal (Yiddish: kehile). Jewish self-government in Poland-Lithuania
became formalized in the mid-sixteenth century, when the kahals joined to
form an umbrella organization known as the Council of Lands. The ‘lands’
were composed of self-governing councils (four in Poland, one in Lithuania),
each of which regulated the internal social, economic, ethical, educational, and
legal aspects of Jewish life, and which as a unified body represented Jewish
interests vis-a-vis the Polish crown and central governmental institutions. Two
of the councils were based on Ukrainian territory, one in Galicia (the ‘Lvov
[.and’) and the other in Volhynia.

The first Jews came to Poland from Silesia and were followed by others
from Bohemia, Moravia, and other Germanic lands. All were of the Ashkenazi
tradition, speaking the medieval German dialect of Yiddish. By the sixteenth
century, Poland had also become attractive to Jews of the Sephardic tradition
from as far away as Spain, ltaly, and the Crimea.

In the Ukrainian lands, small communities of Ashkenazi Jews developed in
Galicia and Volhynia in as early as the twelfth century, when these regions
were still ruled by their own Rus’ princes. The Jewish communities there
really began to expand, however, only during the fourteenth and fifteenth
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centuries, after the regions had become part of Poland and Lithuania. The
Jews in Lithuania were even better off than those in Poland, because Grand
Duke Vytautas awarded them a wide body of privileges (1388-1389), includ-
ing tax-free concessions for their places of worship and burial, and the right to
trade, hold any craft, and own land.

The further spread of Jews eastward into Ukrainian lands along both the
Right and the Left Banks was directly related to Poland’s territorial expansion
and the colonizing efforts led by Rus’ (Ukrainian) and Polish magnates and
gentry after the Union of Lublin in 1569. In this process, Jews became servi-
tors on manorial estates owned by the nobility. According to one Jewish histo-
rian (Israel Friedlander), as leaseholders they functioned as ‘sponges to convey
the wealth of the country and the toil of its inhabitants into the pockets of the
lords.” Some Jewish arendars not only held leases, but also obtained contracts
to administer entire estates. This meant that they had the authority to set
labor requirements for the manor’s peasant serfs. With the spread of the Polish
manorial estate system into central and eastern Ukraine, the overall number of
Jews continued to grow, increasing more than threefold (from 45,000 to
150,000) during the first half of the seventeenth century. At the same time, the
economic status of at least one segment of Jewish society (the arendars and
their assistants) vastly improved.

Arenda is a Polish term referring to the lease of fixed assets, such as land, mills,
inns, breweries, and distilleries, or of special rights, such as the right to collect cus-
toms duties and taxes. The Polish landowning nobility was anxious to exploit the
rich agricultural resources of the area that formed the basis of a profitable and
expanding grain trade with western Europe through Poland’s Baltic ports, but
they had little interest in administering vast landed estates on their own. They
continued, however, to cultivate their luxurious habits and cultural pursuits, even
though they lacked the capital or commercial skills necessary to exploit their
properties and support their style of life. The landowners therefore turned to the
Jews for money and for their expertise in leasing. The Jews obliged, and by the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries they had come to dominate the arenda system
and to manage a considerable portion of the agricultural economy in Ukrainian
lands. Not surprisingly, because they served as middlemen for Polish landlords,
Jews became symbols of oppression and exploitation in the eyes of the Ukrainian
peasant masses.

The realignment of international trade patterns
The expansion of Poland’s magnates and gentry into Ukrainian lands in the late

sixteenth and carly seventeenth centuries and their development and exploita-
tion of the region’s agricultural resources made them part of the new interna-
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tional economic order that was coming into being in eastern Europe. In the early
centuries of Kievan Rus’, the highly important international trade routes which
crossed eastern Europe transported mainly luxury goods from the Orient via the
northern Black Sea ports to Byzantium or to Kiev, and thence northward up the
Dnieper to the Baltic Sea ports or westward overland through Galicia to central
and western Europe. By the eleventh century, Kiev's dependence on international
trade as a source of income had lessened, with the result that agricultural and
related production became the mainstay of the economy.

This trend toward a profit-making agriculture-based economy with export to
the southern Crimean and Byzantine markets was interrupted in the twelfth
century by the nomads’ seizure of control of the steppe and by the decline of the
Byzantine Empire. Then, with the arrival of the Mongols in the mid-thirteenth
century, an economic as well as a political realignment took place in eastern
Europe. The Mongols once again made international trade from the Orient and
Central Asia via the Black Sea to a revived Byzantium or to the Mediterranean
ports of Venice and Genoa their most important economic concern. By the first
half of the fifteenth century, however, the Mongolo-Tatar domination of the
Black Sea region had declined, and in 1453 the Byzantine Empire ceased to exist.
The rise of the Lithuanian and, later, Polish presence in eastern Europe that cul-
minated in the sixteenth century eventually made agricultural production eco-
nomically viable once again. But the traditional trade routes to the south were cut
off, since the Ottoman Empire, which succeeded Byzantium, was locked in a
fierce struggle with Christian powers for control of the Balkans and Black Sea
region.

As a result, a new western European—oriented economic order emerged, in
which the Polish Kingdom and later the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth func-
tioned as a supplier of raw materials to western European countries, for which fin-
ished products were received in return. That Poland could find a ready market
for its products was a result of changes taking place simultaneously in western and
southern Europe. A population explosion during the fifteenth and sixteenth cen-
turies, combined with a phenomenal acquisition of wealth from the New World
(especially by Spain and Portugal), produced an ever-increasing need for food-
stuffs and building materials in western Europe, which now had the financial
means (gold and silver from the Americas) to pay for extensive imports,

Poland’s economic and cultural revival

From its ports along the Baltic Sea and by land through Lublin and Poznan,
Poland shipped to central and western Europe lumber products (timber, tar, pot-
ash), cattle {10,000 were exported annually during the early sixteenth century,
and 40,000 annually by the end of the century), and raw hides. The most impor-
tant export, however, was grain, grown in western Ukraine (Galicia and western
Volhynia) and shipped down the Vistula and its tributaries to the Baltic port of
Gdafisk (Danzig), which Poland had recovered from the Teutonic Order in 1455.
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It was from the Vistula grain trade that Poland really acquired its wealth. The
growth of the grain trade was indeed remarkable: in 1401-1492, an estimated
13.000 tons (12 thousand mctric tons) were exported, and that figure rosc rapidly
to 152,000 tons {138 thousund metric tons) in 1568 and (o a bigh figure — never o
be repeated — of 272,000 tons (248 thousand metric tons) in 1618, In return,
Poland imported manufactured goods: cloth from Flanders, England, and France
and wine from Spain, France, and Portugal. The growth of the grain market and
its lucrative return only increased the appetite of Poland’s nobility for more land
and greater control over those who toiled on it.

It is also interesting to note that, unlike in Poland in previous centuries and in
much of contemporary western and central Europe, the role of Polish cities and
townspeople in the economic expansion was limited and even decreased during
the period under consideration. The wealthiest townspeople had fewer rights
than the poorest noble, and only the Iargest cities had selfgoverning privileges.
Of the smaller towns, many were owned outright by nobles. But most important
was the fact that the Vistula grain trade bypassed the cites entirely, since interna-
tional shippers (mostly Dutch) and merchants in the Baltic port of Gdansk, near
the mouth of the Vistula, dealt directly with the nobles.

Poland’s increasing economic wealth was matched in the sixteenth century by
its cultural achievement. The Italian Renaissance, with its humanist ideas, and the
German and Czech religious reformation reached Poland at ahout che same time,
The result was a fertile intellectual and creative environment fostered by various
scgments of the nobility and symbolized by the creative genius of the writer Jan
Kochanowski, the political theorist Andrzej Fryce-Modrzewski, and the renowned
astronomer Copernicus. The Polish language was transformed into a literary
medium for creative belletristic and scholarly writing, which [lowed Irom the
country’s new printing presses. Painting, sculpture, and architecture flourished,
and Polish universities were among the leading centers of learning in Europe.

Given this atmosphere, it is not surprising that the Lithuanian and Ortho-
dox Rus’ nobility in the east were attracted as by a magnet to sixteenth-century
western-oriented Polish culture. Many of them aped Polish customs, adoped the
Polish language, and, in the case of the Rus’, converted to Roman Catholicism,
the official state religion. As for that portion of the Rus’ nobility {whether in
Lithuania or in Ukraine) who remained Orthodox, Polish political identity
became an important element in their outlook. Itis precisely from this segment of
the Ukrainian nobility that the coneept gente Ruihenus, natione Polonus (a Pole of
Rus’ religion) developed. In this regard, it is interesting 10 note that in 1569, on
the eve of the agreement at Lublin to unite Peland and Lithuania, it was the Rus’
magnates and gentry who for the most part wanted the remaining Ukrainian
lands in Lithuania — Volhynia, Bratstav, eastern Podolia, and Kiev — 1o becomne, as
Galicia had previously, an integral part ol Poland. While there may have been
some disagreement in 1569 over the exact political relationship with the Polish
Kingdom, the leading strata of the population, whether Orthodox or Catholic,
was anxious to hecome part of the Polish sphere and to obtain the political and
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economic advantages that would thereby accrue. Accordingly, the leading strata
in Ukrainian society welcomed Polish rule in the late sixteenth century.

Still, there remained the vast majority of the population, represented by
peasant-serfs and a small number of Rus’ townspeople. As long as Poland’s agri-
culture-based economy was thriving as a result of the Vistula grain trade, both
groups led a tolerable existence. But when grain prices began to fall in the early
seventeenth century, Ukrainian peasants and townspeople — not unlike their
Polish and Lithuanian counterparts in other areas of the Commonwealth — began
to suffer the negative effect of economic change whercby the nobility attempted
to make up for its losses by exploiting the serfs further and by limiting the prerog-
atives of the townspeople. Added to these general economic developments was
the fact that the Rus’ {(Ukrainians and Belarusans) were differentiated from the
rest.of society by their Orthodox Rus’ religious identity. That identity was to prove
an extra Hability in a Polish society that was experiencing both economic difficul-
ties and the gradual growth of social and religious intolerance. As will become evi-
dent in the next two chapters, the manner in which the Rus’' townspeople and
peasants reacted to these changes and the degree to which their Orthodox
church became involved were to have a profound effect on Ukraine's relationship
to the rest of Poland.



12
The Orthodox Cultural Revival

Ever since the Kievan period, literature, art, and architecture in Ukraine had
been closely linked to religion. 1t was from Byzantium that Kievan Rus’ received
Christianity, and the educated elite and the cultural forms they produced were for
the most part inspired by and linked to the Orthodox church. To be sure, there
were some examples of secular cultural phenomena, such as the historical chroni-
cles and the epic Lay of Thor’s Campaign, but Rus’ culture was cast largely in a reli-
gious mold during the Kievan period of Ukrainian history.

This situation remained essentially unchanged during the Lithuanian-Polish
era, which lasted from the fourteenth to the mid-seventeenth century in much of
Ukrainian territory. Religion and elite culture were inseparable. Moreover, follow-
ing the Byzantine tradition, church and state were always closely associated.
Again, this was the continuation of a trend established in the Kievan period, when
another characteristic evolved as well: the fusion of religious and territorial-
national identity. One was of the Rus’ land because one was of the Orthodox
Rus’ faith, and vice versa. Political and religious developments therefore were
dependent upon each other. Such interdependence was of special significance
when, during the two centuries between 1349 and 1569, most Ukrainian lands
progressively came under the political, social, and cultural domination of Lithua-
nia and Poland, countries whose governing and dominant social strata were
Roman Catholic. In effect, the future of the Ukrainian people depended on the
fate of its Orthodox Rus’ church within a basically Roman Catholic environment.

The Metropolitanate of Kiev

Educated Ukrainians were well aware of the crucial symbiotic relationship of poli-
tics, religion, culture, and the survival of the Rus’ as a people. The first two centu-
ries of Lithuanian-Polish rule did not bode well for the Orthodox Rus’ church in
Ukraine. The reason was related in large part to the complicated status of the
highest dignitary in the Orthodox church, the metropolitan of Kiev and All Rus'.
As one of the aftereffects of the Mongol presence beginning in the 1240s, the
metropolitans tended to reside not in their seat of Kiev, but rather in the north-
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THE METROPOLITANATE OF KIEV AND ALL RUS’

Because of the close relationship between church and state in the Orthodox
world, the status and the place of residence of the metropolitan of Kiev, the
head of the Orthodox church of Rus’, were to have wide-ranging political and
cultural implications in the lands once part of Kievan Rus’. The metropolitan
derived his canonical authority from the ecumenical patriarch of Constanti-
nople, and consequently the attitude of that prelate always had to be taken
into account.

In principle, the ecumenical patriarch favored a single, unified metropoli-
tanate in Kiev. During the fourteenth century, in an effort to counter the polit-
ical decline of the Byzantine Empire, the mother church in Constantinople
drew closer to the South Slav and East Slav Orthodox churches, and crucial to
the relationship it hoped to achieve was the maintenance of an undivided
Metropolitanate of Kiev and All Rus’. The attempt was complicated by the
fact that in the second half of the fourteenth century the ecclesiastical territory
of the Kievan metropolitanate was divided politically among four states: Mus-
covy, Lithuania, Poland, and the Golden Horde. This political reality, coupled
with the threat of Roman Catholic influence on the western Rus’ lands and
the reluctance after 1299 of Kievan metropolitans to reside in their ecclesiasti-
cal seat of Kiev, forced the ecumenical patriarch to compromise the principle
of jurisdictional unity.

As early as at the beginning of the fourteenth century, Constantinople
accepted the distinction between what it designated as the eparchies of Great
Rus’ (Megalé Rosiia) and Little Rus’ (Mikra Rosiia). In 1303, the latter jurisdic-
tion became the Metropolitanate of Halych and, at the request of the Rus’
rulers of Galicia, was recognized by Constantinople as consisting of six epar-
chies: Halych, Volodymyr-Volyns'kyi, Przemysl, Luts’'k, Chelm, and Pinsk-
Turati. Similarly, in 1317 the powerful Gediminas of Lithuania persuaded
Constantinople to give his grand duchy its own metropolitan jurisdiction, with
a seat in Navahrudak. Not surprisingly, the metropolitan of Kiev, resident in
Moscow, protested against what he considered another division of his ecclesi-
astical territory. As a result of his protests, both the Galician and the Lithua-
nian metropolitanates were abolished, restored, and abolished again between
1328 and 1401.

Subsequently, the Lithuanians continued to press not for the establishment
of a separate Lithuanian metropolitanate, but for the restoration of the Kievan
metropolitanate on their own territory. Accordingly, in 1415 Grand Duke
Vytautas initiated the election of Lithuania's own Kievan metropolitan (Hry-
horii Tsamblak, reigned 1415-1418), but, again following pressure from the
Kievan metropolitan in Moscow, this unilateral Lithuanian move was not rec-
ognized by the ecumenical patriarch in Constantinople. Nort until the middle
of the fifteenth century was the desire of the Lithuanians to have Kievan met-
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ropolitans on their own territory fulfilled. This development was the result,
however, not of Lithuanian influence on the ecumenical patriarch, but rather
of Muscovy’s alienation from Constantinople. Just how did such alienation
come about?

In 1439, Izydor, the metropolitan of Kiev (reigned 1436-1441) resident in
Moscow, along with the ecumenical patriarch in Constantinople accepted an
act signed at Florence calling for the union of the Orthodox and Roman Cath-
olic churches. The Florentine act so angered Muscovy’s bishops and secular
rulers that Izydor was driven from the country. In 1448, Muscovy’s bishops
elected their own metropolitan of Kiev without the approval of the ecumenical
patriarch, a step which set the Muscovite church on a course that eventually
would lead to its complete independence.

As for the rest of the Rus’ church on Belarusan and Ukrainian lands within
Lithuania and Poland, it too, beginning in 1458, had its metropolitans of Kiev,
who were approved by the ecumenical patriarch in Constantinople and who
resided in the Lithuanian town of Navahrudak. This so-called Lithuanian
metropolitanate, whose hierarchs held the title Metropolitan of Kiev, Galicia,
and All Rus’, consisted of the following eparchies: Navahrudak, Vilnius,
Pinsk-Turaii, Minsk, Hrodna, Slutsk, Volodymyr-Brest, Luts’k-Ostroh,
Chetm, Przemysl, Mukachevo, Chernihiv-Briansk (until 1503), and (from its
restoration in 1539) Halych-L'viv.

ern Rus' cities of Vladimir-na-Kliazma and Moscow. Finally, in 1326 Moscow
became the permanent residence of the metropolitan, although during the next
century a few resided for certain periods of time in Kiev.

Meanwhile, in the western Rus’ (Belarusan and Ukrainian) lands that had
come under Lithuanian and Polish rule in the fourteenth century, various efforts
were made to create new Orthodox metropolitanates in Galicia and Lithuania or
to restore the Kievan metropolitanate so that its seat would be within the borders
of Lithuania, In theory, all such moves had to receive the blessing of the highest
authority of the Orthodox church, the ecumenical patriarch in Constantinople.
In practice, metropolitans were at times appointed without the approval of Con-
stantinople; and the metropolitan of Kiev, resident in Moscow, remained, like the
Muscovite secular authorities, staunchly opposed to any effort that would divide
western Rus’ lands from what he considered his own unified ecclesiastical jurisdic-
tion. In short, the Kievan metropolitanate became an object of political rivalry
between Lithuania and Muscovy. Finally, in 1458 the metropolitanate was divided
in two, with metropolitans of both divisions each claiming the title of Kiev and All
Rus’ but residing in Moscow and Navahrudak (Lithuania) respectively.

This meant that from the second half of the fifteenth century Ukrainian terri-
tories had no metropolitan in residence. As a result, not only was the country
deprived of the political and sociocultural prestige that traditionally attended the
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presence of the metropolitan, but the concomitant lack of effective authority led
to an almost total breakdown of ecclesiastical order. Galicia and Volhynia, in par-
ticular, were becoming increasingly susceptible to Roman Catholic pressure fol-
lowing the creation in 1375 of a Roman Catholic archbishopric of Halych and
L'viv, which set up new dioceses to promote the Latin rite in western Ukraine.
The Polish king also exercised his prerogative of designating hierarchs for vacant
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Orthodox sees. More often than not, the appointments were used as instruments
of political patronage and went to recently ordained powerful magnates who used
their new religious posts for further political and economic self-aggrandizement.
Religion seemed the last thing on the minds of these church leaders, who contin-
ued to live the style of life of the nobility (even maintaining armed retainers).
Orthodox morals and religious life in general suffered accordingly.

Nor could much help be expected from neighboring Orthodox powers. As for
the ultimate authority in the Orthodox world, the ecumenical patriarch in Con-
stantinople, his position and influence were directly related to the status of the
Byzantine Empire. At the beginning of the fifteenth century, Byzantium itself
faced imminent collapse, and by 1453 the Ottoman Turks had captured Constan-
tinople, putting an end to the thousand-year-old Eastern Roman Empire. Now,
finding himself in an aggressive Islamic environment, the ecumenical patriarch
had all he could do to preserve the existence of the Orthodox church in former
Byzantine lands, let alone be seriously concerned with the fate of the church else-
where.

Other Orthodox states were similarly powerless or unwilling to help the west-
ern Rus' church on Ukrainian lands. Orthodox Moldavia and Walachia, from
which Galicia had traditionally received help, were fighting for their own survival
in the face of the Ottoman advance into the Balkans, which eventually overtook
them by the early sixteenth century. For their part, Muscovy’s government and its
own Kievan metropolitans were not about to give help to what they considered a
rival Orthodox church on Polish and Lithuanian territory. At best, Muscovy
served as a place of refuge for those Rus’ gentry, clergy, townspeople, and even
peasants from Belarusan and Ukrainian lands who decided to escape eastward,
away from the increasing Roman Catholic influence in their homelands. Finally,
for those Rus' magnates and gentry who remained at home, many became con-
vinced that it was not worth maintaining Orthodoxy if conversion to Roman
Catholicism and acceptance of the Polish language and Polish customs would
assure them of a favorable position in the new sociopolitical and economic order.

The monastic movement

Deprived of the support of the state (which it had enjoyed in Kievan times), cut off
from the ecumenical patriarch in Constantinople, and more often than not
administered by opportunistic bishops of aristocratic origin who were uninter-
ested in religion, the Orthodox church in Ukraine was left to its own devices. One
option was a withdrawal from the temporal world into the realm of spirituality. It is
no coincidence, therefore, that between the late fifteenth and early seventeenth
centuries several monasteries were newly founded or rebuilt, first in Galicia, then
in Yolhynia and central and eastern Ukraine. Among the more important monas-
teries functioning during this period were, in Galicia, 8t Onufrius (L'viv}, Univ,
and Skyt Maniavs'kyi; in Volhynia, Pochaiv, Zhydvchyn (near Luts’'k), Dubno, and
Derman’; in Kiev, the older Caves Monastery, Epiphany, and St Nicholas; and in
eastern Ukraine, Hustyn (near Pryluky) and Mhar (near Lubni}. Icon painting
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and beok production flourished and religious thought developed in these and
other monasteries, which thus helped to preserve the spirit of Eastern Christianity.

Monasteries also functioned as places for the physical repose and spiritual
refreshment of thousands of faithful who visited annually as pilgrims. Aside from
their religious function, the pilgrimages to the monasteries played a role in pro-
moting a sense of community, whereby visitors from different parts of the Ortho-
dox Rus’ world came to realize that they were part of a larger group. In that sense,
monasteries functioned as pre-modern communication centers that encouraged
what later would be called a national consciousness. Nevertheless, the monastic
movement and the customary faith of the lower clergy and the masses were insuf-
ficient to counteract the prevailing sociopolitical environment of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. The result was a continual decline in the status of
Orthodoxy, which made its future survival in Ukraine questionable. Among the
first elements to grasp the seriousness of the religious and cultural crisis were the
Rus’ townspeople and some magnates and gentry. Each group felt threatened by
the decline of Orthodoxy and consequently of its own status in society, and each
reacted to the situation in its own way.

The role of townspeople and magnates

The importance in society of townspeople, particularly Rus’ townspeople, had
declined from what it was in Kievan times. The towns played no role in Polish-
Lithuanian political life; they were largely passed over by the growing Vistula
grain trade; and those that governed themselves according to the Magdeburg Law
thereby reinforced their isolation and laid themselves open to eventual exploita-
tion by the politically and economically influential nobility.

The cities did become centers of intellectual ferment, however, especially dur-
ing Poland’s cultural renaissance after the 1550s. Not only Polish, but also Ger-
man, Jewish, and Armenian culture flourished in Ukraine’s cities. These groups
had in fact come to dominate urban life, with the consequence that by the fif-
teenth century Orthodox Rus’ townspeople felt themselves to be on both the
economic and the sociocultural defensive. Faced with such a situwation, Orthodox
townspeople banded together in organizations known as bratstva, or brother-
hoods.

There is much controversy as to the origin of the brotherhoods. Some scholars
say they continued the tradition of the religious ératchiny, which were secular soci-
eties in the service of the church in the Kievan period; others argue that they
evolved according to the model of the urban guilds in medieval western Europe,
which developed in Ukrainian cities after the introduction of the Magdeburg
Law; still others suggest they were influenced by the similar Greek brotherhood
associations {adelfotes). Whatever their origin and whatever their degree of organi-
zational cohesion — probably rather loose during the early period — brotherhoods
came into existence in western Ukrainian cities, especially L'viv, during the first
half of the fifteenth century.

From the very beginning, the urban brotherhoods were associated with individ-
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ual churches. In a sense, a brotherhood was a kind of business and professional
association, whose primary goal apart from the social (they held banquets and
fairs) was to support the Orthodox church. For instance, during the 1530s, L'viv
townspeople, with the help of the influential Volhynian Rus’ magnate (and
general in the Lithuanian army) Prince Kostiantyn I Ostroz’kyi, succeeded in
persuading the Polish government to restore the Orthodox eparchy of Halych
(abolished with its metropolitanate in the early fourteenth century) and to guar-
antee non-interference in Orthodox affairs by the local Roman Catholic bishop.
As a result, an Orthodox bishop was appointed in 1539, and the seat of the epar-
chy was moved from Halych to L'viv.

But it was not untl the last decades of the sixteenth century that the brother-
hoods came to play 2 more organized and influential role. Uniil that time, the
magnates played the leading role in the Orthodox cultural revival, Whereas it is
true that following the Union of Lublin in 1569 and the incorporation of most
Ukrainian lands into the Polish Kingdom many Ukrainian magnates and gentry
became polonized, it is also true that a few secular leaders worked hard to pro-
mote Orthadoxy and to revive and raise the level of Rus’ culture in general. In
fact, it is to the Orthodox magnates that credit is due for the establishment of the
first printing presses on Ukrainian territory as well as of the first advanced schools
of the period.

In 1567, on the estate of Prince Hryhorii Khodkevych at Zabludoéw, in north-
eastern Podlachia, the first printing press was set up by a refugee from Muscovy,
Ivan Fedorov, who is known in Ukrainian cultural history as Ivan Fedorovych. At
Zabludéw, Fedorovych published a collection of sermons {(1569) and a book of
psalms (1575}, Then, in 1575, he went to Ostroh, in Volhynia, where he set up
his printing press on the estate of Prince Kostiantyn/Vasyl” K. Ostroz'kyi. The
Ostroz’kyi estate was at the time the leading center of the Orthodox cultural
revival. A primary school was opened there in 1570, and eight years later a second-
ary school known as the Ostroh Academy was established. The academy became a
haven for Ukrainian and foreign scholars alike and helped to train a whole gener-
ation of Ukrainian intellectual leaders. Eager to reverse the deterioration within
the Orthodox church, the Ostroh Academy focused its attention on the Byzantine
roots of the Orthodox tradition. Accordingly, Greek was made the language of
instruction. Some Latin was also taught, but it is not known whether Church Sla-
vonic was used. Despite the emphasis on Greek and Latin, however, the local Rus’
culture was not forgotten. On the printing press, which operated at Ostrih
between 1578 and 1612, were published about two dozen hooks, undoubtedly the
most famous of which was the Ostroh Bible of 1581. This was the first complete
text of the Bible in Church Slavonic, based on the Greek and translated hy a
group of scholars at the academy under the editorship of Herasym Smotrytskyi.

But such ventures remained largely dependent on the good will and religious
patriotism of a few individuals. In fact, the tenuousness of their achievements
soon became evident when several descendants of these cultural philanthropists
and Orthodox patriots became Roman Catholic. The result was that most of the
Orthodox intellectual oases had disappeared by the beginning of the seventeenth
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century. Even the famed Ostroh Academy was transformed in 1620 into a Jesuit
College by Prince Kostiantyn Ostroz'kyi’s Roman Catholic daughter. In the end,
the future of Orthodoxy and Rus’ culture was not to be guaranteed by the acts of
a few magnates. Instead, it was to depend largely on the evolution of the urban
brotherhoods,

L'viv's Stauropegial Brotherhood

The most important of these urban brotherhoods was the L'viv brotherhood,
associated with the Church of the Holy Dormition (Uspens'kyi Sobor) in that city.
At about the time of its formal establishment, the L’viv brotherhood received par-
ticular encouragement as a result of its interaction with visiting Orthodox prelates
from the former Byzantine Empire. Since 1453, the ecumenical patriarch of
Constantinople (who was still the de jure head of Orthodoxy in Ukrainian and
Lithuanian lands) and the patriarchs of Antioch, Jerusalem, and Alexandria had
found themselves within the Islamic Ottoman Empire. And whereas the Otto-
mans permited Orthodox Christians (Rum milleti) to practice their fatih, the
Islamic government often clashed with and in some cases imprisoned church
leaders. Moreover, the Orthodox church was deprived of the enormous sources
of wealth (in particular, landheldings) in its possession from the days of the Byz-
antine Empire. Consequently, the church had to fall back on its own members for
support. But a community that was no longer part of the ruling elite had decid-
edly limited resources. Accordingly, the Orthodox leadership turned to the only
other country that might provide some help — the tsardom of Muscovy.

Beginning in the sixteenth century, several Orthodox prelates from the Otto-
man Empire traveled north to Moscow, and some of them stopped in Ukraine
along the way. Among them was Patriarch Joachim of Antioch (reigned 1581-
1592), who stayed for a short while in L'viv in 1585. There, he was shocked by what
he saw in the local Orthodox church, in particular the moral lapse of some of its
bishops and priests {by then it was not uncommon for twice-married clergy to be
ordained). He was encouraged, however, by the activity of the L'viv Dormition
Church Brotherhood, and he gave it his full support. He accepted the charter of
the brotherhood and even recognized its supervisory capacity with regard to the
life of the clergy and the Orthodox church in general. This was an extraordinary
privilege to be granted to an essentially secular organization.

Four years later, the status of the L'viv brotherhood was enhanced even tur-
ther. During a return visit from Moscow in 1389, the supreme head of the Ortho-
dox church, the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople Jeremiah II, stopped in
western Ukraine. Though he did not travel to L'viv, he met (in Ternopil’) with
the church’s local hierarchy and lay leaders and reconfirmed the privileges
granted previously to the L'viv brotherhood. He also went a step further, by grant-
ing the brotherhood the right of stauropegion, whereby it was placed directly
under his control and freed from any interference by the local bishop. This was
an exceptional privilege for a lay organization, although one often granted to
monasteries. What was unique, however, was that the patriarch also gave the L'viv
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Dormition Brotherhood the authority to report on abuses within the local Ortho-
dox church. Not unexpectedly, the granting of such a supervisory role to a lay
organization did not please the local hierarchs, who felt, and rightly so, that their
own authority was being undermined.

For its part, the L'viv Stauropegial Brotherhood took up the cultural and moral
challenge. It quickly amended its charter, with the result that the social aspect of
the organization was replaced by a focus on religious and, especially, educational
activities. Now known as the Stauropegial Brotherhood, the organization con-
structed a new building which included a home for the poor and sick. It also
bought the Fedorovych press and set up a printing shop. The brotherhood had
already established a school in 1585, and soon it became the model for other such
institutions throughout Ukrainian and Belarusan lands. Its curriculum included
not only Greek but also Church Slavonic, and among its leading scholars was Ste-
fan Zyzanii.

The patriarch had also given the L'viv Stauropegial Brotherhood supervisory
responsibility over all brotherhoods in Ukraine. Joining the already-existing ones,
several others were soon established: Przemyil, Rohatyn, and Krasnystaw in 1589,
Brest and Horodok in 1591, and Lublin in 1504. At each of these brotherhoods,
schools were established according to the Greco-Slavonic model of the L'viv
Stauropegial Brotherhood, and in general, education became the primary func-
tion of the brotherhoods.

But whereas the brotherhoods were to play an overwhelmingly positive role in
promoting education and in preserving Church Slavonic culture within a Polish-
oriented Latin environment, their role as self-styled  protectors of Orthodoxy
would before long bring them into conflict with the hierarchy of the church. This
conflict would cause an immense disruption not only in Ukrainian religious life,
but in Ukrainian society as a whole. The events in Ukraine did not unfold in iscla-
tion, however, but were influenced by the most powerful movements in sixteenth-
century Europe — the Reformation and Counter Reformation.
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Reformation, Counter Reformation,
and the Union of Brest

From the time of the acceptance of Christianity by the Roman Frpire in the
fourth century and through the subsequent spread of this faith throughout the
LEuropean continent, the interrelatedness of politics and religion had been a fun-
damental component of the development of western civilization. After 1054, the
Christian world was divided into two spheres — the Catholic, with its seat in Rome,
and the Orthodox, with its seat in Constantinople. Between the two spheres, there
was an important difference in the relationship of church and state. The Eastern
Christian, or Orthodox, church was an arm of the state, whether in Byzantium or
in other lands, like Kicvan Rus' and Bulgaria, where Orthodoxy was established.
In the west, the Roman Catholic church remained comparatively beyond the con-
trol of the ruling sccular power and itself evolved into an independent political
entity known as the Papal States, Based in the center of the Italian Peninsula, the
pope administered the Papal States and numerous other ceclesiastical states
north of the Alps in what are today Germany and Austria. As a resull of the
papacy’s secular activity, medieval western Furope witnessed an ongoing struggle
between church and state for control of the polifical and cconomic development
of nearly half the continent.

As the Roman Catholic church’s political and economic power increased, so
oo grew the kind of abuses often associated with temporal power. More and
moré, it seemed to certain committed Roman Catholics, the religion protessed by
the church was little other than an ideological facade erected to prescerve the
solidly entrenched vested interests of the pricsthood and of the eoclesiastical and
secular governments allied to the church, Moral abuses were particularly discon-
certing to pious laypersons, because they seemed to contradict the Christdan
ideals protessed by the church.

The Protestant Reformation
There were several attempts to reform the Roman Catholic church from within,

led especially by certain monastic orders. Butl when these attempts failed Lo bring
about substantial change, the movement [or relorm passed beyond the parame-



Reformation, Counter Reformation, and the Union of Brest 161

ters of the church into a more public arena. Among the earliest reformers was the
Czech priest Jan Hus, who at the beginning of the fifteenth century criticized the
Roman Catholic church and preached a return to the true principles of Christi-
anity. His successors, known as Hussites, had come to contrel much of Bohemia
and Moravia by the end of the fifteenth century. Although Hussite ideological
influence was felt beyond the borders of those provinces, its long-term impact
essentially was limited to those two regions.

More influential was the activity of the German priest and religious reformer
Martin Luther, who in 1517 posted on the doors of the cathedral in Wittenberg
his famous theses protesting abuses in the Roman Catholic church. He was fol-
lowed soon after in France and Switzerland by the theologian John Calvin.
Although the followers of these men, subsequently described as Lutherans and
Calvinists, were divided over certain theological issues, they all had one common
purpose: to protest what they considered the extensive temporal power of the
Roman Catholic church and to reform that organization. If reform was not possi-
ble, then they were prepared to establish new organizations that would be respon-
sible only to God and not to the pope in Rome or to any other earthly hierarch.
The source of their inspiration was the Bible, and they believed every individual
had a duty to study the Bible as a source of inspiration and truth. Because they
were opposed to or in protest against Rome, the followers of this movement were
called Protestants, and the movement itself, originally inspired by the need for
change or reform, came to be known as the Reformation.

The Reformation spread rapidly through central and western Europe, where
from the beginning it was inextricably involved in politics. Several princes and
other local leaders took up the Protestant cause as a way of rebelling against their
Roman Catholic secuiar superiors. If an individual local ruler converted to Protes-
tantism, his people were made to follow — a reflection of the contemporary princi-
ple of cuius regio, eius religio (the religion of the ruler is made the religion of the
land). In this way, much of Europe north of the Alps became Protestant during
the sixteenth century.

The Reformation reached Poland and, notably, Lithuania during the first half
of the sixteenth century. Even the Teutonic Order along the Baltic, an order
founded for the purpose of exercising Roman Catholic zeal against heathens, vol-
untarily accepted the Reformation in 1525 and transformed itself into a secular
state, becoming a vassal of Poland the following year. Poland’s age-old military
struggle with the Teutonic state came 1o an end, although Prussia now became a
center of Lutheranism, the influence of which radiated southward and eastward
from centers like the University of Konigsherg (est. 1544). The Reformation was
particularly successful among the magnates of Lithuania, including both Roman
Catholic and Orthodox families such as the Radziwilt-Chornyis, the Khodke-
vyches, the Volovyches, the Sapichas, and the Vyshnevets'kyis, all of whom
adopted some form of Protestantism.

Moreover, in Poland-Lithuania there was a great variety of movements from
which to choose. Lutheranism, Calvinism, and Unitarianism (or Anti-Trinitarian-
ism) were among the major sects, although all of them, in what became typical of
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Protestantism, were further divided and subdivided into numerous subgroups.
The success of the Reformation was in large part due to specilic contemporary
conditions in Poland-Lithuania. King Zygmunt II Augustus {(reigned 1548-1572)
prided himself on upholding the Renaissance ideals of humanism and tolerance.
Moreover, because those groups who embraced Protestantism — the magnates and
some gentry — were already independent of the king, the Reformation in Poland-
Lithuania did not become an excuse for political action. Accordingly, the strident
overtones of religious developments in western and central Europe were initially
avoided, with the resulbt that at least during the first three-quarters of the sixteenth
century Poland and Lithuania witnessed the gencrally peacetul coexistence of
Roman Catholicism and Protestantism,

In Ukrainian lands, Protestantism did not have the same kind of impact, in
numbers of converts, as in Poland or even Lithuania, although a recent estimate
suggests that there were as many as 400 Protestant congregations (Lthe vast major-
ity Unitarian or Socinian) on Ukrainian territory, especially in Volhynia, at vari-
ous times between the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries. Nonetheless,
Protestantism had an important indirect impact in that its existence stimulated
and heightened intellectual discourse on religious issues. Tts most direct impact
was on education.

The great emphasis placed by the Protestants on individual reading and study
of the Bible required a literate populaton and the wide availability of Bibles.
Wherever Protestantism spread, therefore, so too did schools and printing
presses, and these contributed to a rise in the cultural level of given areas. Princi-
ples of Protestant education greatly influenced intellectual centers in Ukraine
such as the Ostroh Academy. In tact, many of the members of the Orthodox intel-
lectual circle at Ostroh became either Protestants or Protestant sympathizers.
Accordingly, it is no surprise that among the most significant projects undertaken
at Ostroh was a translation of the Bible into Church Slavonic. Nevertheless, while
there were some attempts to translate parts of the Bible into contemporary
Ukrainian (the Peresopnytsia Gospel, 1556-61), the Protestant thrust toward pub-
lication in the vernacular (the reformers Hus and Luther were also primary for-
mulators of literary Czech and German respectively) was not followed in Ukraine.
The leading Ukrainian writers of the time, Herasym Smotryts'kyi, Lavrentii Zyza-
nii, und Ivan Vyshens'kyi, noted primarily for their religious polemics, all used
Church Slavonic. Church Slavonic had prestige because it had been the ecclesias-
tical language since Kievan times. In no way, however, did it reflect the common
speech of the contemporary Ukrainian population. But since Orthodoxy, unlike
Protestantism, did not rcly on intellectually persuasive argumentation, there
really was no need to raise vernacular Ukrainian to the level of a literary lunguage.

The Counter Reformalion and Orthodox Ulkraine
The rapid spread of the Reformation through Europe could not go unchallenged

by the Roman Catholic church, and by the second half of the sixteenth century a
reaction had begun which came to be known as the Counter Reformation. One
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result of the Counter Reformation was the outbreak of religious wars, in which
much of Europe was devastated in the name of Roman Catholic or Protestant reli-
gious truth. The conflict continued until as late as the seventeenth century. On
the intellectual front, the Counter Reformation was spearheaded by the newly
founded Jesuit order, which vsed Protestant techniques — education and the dis-
semination of learning —~ in an effort to reconvert to Roman Catholicism those
who had fallen into what was considered Protestant ‘apostasy.” The Jesuits arrived
in Poland in 1564 to begin their work on behalf of the Roman Catholic church.

The Ukrainians in Poland had not converted en masse to Protestantism, but
from the Roman Catholic peint of view they too were unacceptable because they
were Orthodox. And in their bid to rid Poland of Protestantism and thereby to
transform Poland into the eastern bastion of Roman Catholicism, the Jesuits and
their supporters in the government decided to address the ‘Orthodox praoblem’
at the same time. The *Orthodox problem,’ of course, was an issue not of recon-
version, but rather of church union.

The period since the 1054 split between Roman Catholicism and Orthodoxy
had seen efforts, albeit unsuccessful, to unify the two halves of the Christian
realm. Ukraine had always played a key role. For instance, during the heyday of
the Galician-Volhynian Kingdom in the mid-thirteenth century, Prince Danylo
had inittally promised to support church union in return for the pope’s support
in his crusade against the Tatars. Even more significant had been the activity of
Metropolitan Izydor (reigned 144t-1441), the last Kievan hierarch resident in
Moscow to be appointed by the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople. Soon
after his appointment in 1436, [zydor left Moscow to take part in negotiations for
church union being held in Florence. The ecumenical patriarch himself favored
these talks because through them he hoped to gain western help against the Otto-
man Turks, who were then at the very gates of Constantinople. Metropolitan lzy-
dor did, in fact, agree to the terms of the Florentine union, and the act was signed
in July 1439. Two years later, however, when Izydor finally arrived back in Moscow,
the local authorities, incensed by his action, immediately put him in prison. Izy-
dor eventually escaped, but for all intents and purposes the idea of church union
ended with him.

In the atmosphere of the Counter Reformation prevailing in late sixteenth-
century Poland, the idea of church union was revived once again. This tme its
tdeological proponents were the Jesuits. Since their arrival in Poland in 1564 and
in Lithuania in 1569, the Jesuit ideological thrust had been focused on education
and publication. The Jesuit school system (including colleges, the first founded in
Jarostaw in 1575, and twenty-two more on Ukrainian lands before 1648) quickly
became renowned. Moreover, it was not long before the sons of Orthodox and
recently converted Protestant nobles who had been sent to Jesuit educational
institutions converted to Roman Catholicism. Jesuit brotherhoods and printing
presses also turned out much polemical material directed at both Protestants and
Orthedox. In their anti-Orthodox polemics, Jesuit writers, the most famous of
whom were Piotr Skarga and Antonio Possevino, focused on the theme of church
union. In the course of their ideological onslaught, the Jesuits also pushed for the
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universal adoption of the Gregorian calendar, introduced by Pope Gregory XIII
in 1582. This scemingly technical matter met with strong opposition [rom the
Orthodax, who viewed the Juhian calendar as integral to their traditional religious
life and something not to be given up easily, it at all.

Nonetheless, despite the Jesuit call for church union, the actual initiative came
not from the Roman Catholics, but from the Orthodox themselves. Coinciden-
tally, it was at this very time in the 1580s that Orthodox patriarchs from the Otto-
man Empire, traveling to Muscovy in search of {inancial assistance, visited the
church in Ukraine, where they decided to grant wide-ranging responsibility to the
Stauropegial Brotherhood at the Dormition Church in L'viv. In [act, in 1589, at
the very time that the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople Jeremiuh II
granted stauropegial status to the L'viv brotherhood, he also accepted its com-
plaints regarding abuses in the local church hierarchy. As a result, the *Lithna-
nian’ metropolitan of Kiev resident in Navahrudak, Onysyfor Divochka (reigned
1570-1589) — himself twice married before his consecration — was removed from
office, and all clergy accused of bigamy were defrocked.

Jeremiah's actions reflected a general policy of attempting to restore the
authority of the eccumncenical patriarchate over the Orthodox church within the
Rus” world, As part of the process, Constantinople’s long-standing alienation,
since 1458, from the Kievan metropolitans resident in Moscow was finally healed
in 1589, when it recognized the autocephaly, or independence, of the Orthodox
church in Muscovy, to be headed hencelorth by its own patriarch. Yet at the same
tirne the ccumenical patriarch issued decrees for the governance of the Orthodox
church in Poland-Lithuania, and his action senl a clear message to Moscow’s new
patriarch that the Kievan metropolitanate in Belarusan and Ukrainian lands was
to remain under the jurisdiction of Constantinople.

Not surprisingly, the seeming high-handedness of Constantinople’s ecumeni-
cal patriarch vis-d-vis the Orthodox church in Ukraine and his courting of the
L'viv Stauropegial Brotherhood caunsed great dissatisfaction among certuin local
hierarchs, especially the bishop of L'viv, Gedeon Balaban (reigned 1569-1607).
As a result, Balaban turned to the Polish Roman Catholic archbishop of L'viv,
whom he begged in 1589 — the same year the L'viv Dormition Brotherhood was
granted stauropegial status — ‘to liberate [our] bishops from the slavery of the
patriarchs of Constantinople."

The Union of Brest

Dissatisfaction with Constantinople prompted greater interest in Rome, and as
early as 1590, at a synod of the Metropolitanate of Kiev in Poland-Lithuania, Rala-
ban joined three fellow Orthodox bishops in signing a letter to the Polish king
Zygmunt Il (reigned 1587-1632), in which they indicated their readiness to rec-
ognize the supremacy of the pope and their intention to unite with the Catholic
church of Rome. The [our Orthodox bishops realized that their efforts on behall
of church union would not be successtul without the support of the Rus’ mag-
nales. In this regard, their own ecclesiastical ranks expanded in 1593, when the



Reformation, Counter Reformation, and the Union of Brest 165

magnate Adam Potil (reigned 15038-1613), the former secretary to the king of
Poland and the holder of several governmental offices, was conscerated under the
name Ipatii as Orthodox bishop of Volodymyr.

Butitwas Potii’s patron, the powerful magnate Kostiantyn/Vasyl” K. Osiroz kyi,
whom the bishops needed on their side it the idea of church union was to be a
success. As founder of the Ostroh Academy, Prince Ostroz'kyi had already
expressed interest in the idea of church union, which he saw as a means of
improving the status of the Orthodox church in what otherwise was becoming an
increasingly Roman Catholic—oriented Polish-Lithuanian  state.  Osuroz’kyi’s
understanding of union, however, implied the participation of what he con-
sidered the ‘whole Ecumenical Church,” that is, the entire Roman Catholic and
Orthodox world, including the ecumenical and other eastern patriarchs as well as
ncighboring Moldavia and Muscovy. e passed on his own plan for union to his
protégé, Bishop Potii, for presentation at a4 regional episcopal council.

It was at this critical juncture that relations between Ostroz’kyi and the pro-
union Orthodox bishops broke down, Instead of promoting Ostroz’kyi's all-
encompassing approach, Bishop Potii, together with Bishop Kyrvlo Terlets'kyi of
Luts'k {reigned 1586-1607), issucd two letters of intent (December 1594 and June
1595) pledging allegiance to Rome. The letters of intent were then approved by
the Polish king. In response, Oswoz'kyi condemned what he called “our faithless
pastors, the metropolitan and bishops, [who] through the evil and cunning work
of the ever-malign devil [have become] tempted by the glories of this world, and
blinded by their desire [or pleasures ... have forsaken our holy patriarchs and
gone over to the Latin side.”™ Ostroz’kyi’s criticism did have an effect, since even
Bishop Balaban of L'viv, one of the earliest initiators of the movement, now repu-
diated the idea of union.

Nevertheless, the pro-union hishops, joined by Metropolitan Mykhail Rahoza
{reigned 1580-15099), pressed forward, and in June 1593, during an episcopal
synod at Brest, they approved a document containing thirty-three articles that set
forth their understanding of union with Rome. This document later came to be
considered the ‘constitution” of the Kievan metropolitanate for union with the
church of Rome, and it addressed theological, liturgical, ritual, adminisrative,
and interchurch matters. The underlving concern was that the union with Rome
would nol change Eastern church practices, such as use of the liturgy of 5t John
Chrysostom, the Slavonic rite, the Juliun calendar, a married clergy, and adminis-
trative autonomy.

In December 1505, Bishops Potii and Terlets'kyi took the two episcopal letters
and the Brest articles to Rome. It is important to note that the pope neither
approved nor rejected the proposed articles. Instead, on 23 December he issued a
papal decree (Magrnus Dominus et laudabilis) recognizing ‘ull sacred rites and cere-
monies which the Ruthenian [Rus’| bishops and clergy use” as long as they were
‘not opposed to the truth and doctrine of the Catholic faith.”* Thus, what later
members of the Uniate or Greek Catholic church believed to be their historic
rights guaranteed by the Union of Brest were nothing more than their own
demands, which could be approved or rejected at the diseretion of the pope and
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THE VIEWS OF PRINCE KOSTIANTYN OSTROZ’KYI

In June 1595, just after the pro-union Orthodox hierarchs issued their second
letter of intent and the constitution which outlined their understanding of
church union with Rome, Prince Ostroz’kyi issued the following appeal to the
people of Rus’:

In these days, through the evil and cunning work of the ever-malign devil, the
chief leaders of our faith, tempted by the glories of this world and blinded by their
desire for pleasures, our faithless pastors, the metropolitan and the bishops, have
forsaken our holy patriarchs and gone over to the Latin side. ... Changing into
wolves they secretly agreed among themselves like the damned, like Judas the
Betrayer of Christ with the Jews, to tear away the Orthodox Christians of this
region without their knowledge and to drag them down to ruin. Because the
majority of the population of this land, particularly the Orthodox Christians, con-
sider me to a certain extent to be a defender of Orchodoxy and because 1 have fear
before God and before you, dear brethren, to take any part of the blame on my
head, 1 inform you all together and individually that I have determined to stand
firmly, in an alliance with you, against these dangerous enemies of our salvation.
What can be more shameless, more unjust, than when those six or seven persons,
like robbers, plot secretly and forsake our pastors-patriarchs? Without asking us
they entangle us in this betrayal, us the Orthodox, like mute curs. Why obey such
persons? When the salt has lost its savor it should be cast out and trampled under-
foor. ...

source: Ivan Wlasowsky, Outline History of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, Vol. | (New York and
Bound Brook, N.J. 1974), p. 255.

his advisers. It is, in fact, the question of which articles in the 1595 project are ‘not
opposed’ to the Catholic faith which has remained a source of conflict between
Rome and the Uniate (later, Greek Catholic and then Ukrainian Catholic)
church to the present day.

When Bishops Potii and Terlets'kyi returned from Rome, King Zygmunt III,
himself an ardent supporter of church union, called upon Poland-Lithuania’s
Orthodox hierarchs to convene in the city of Brest, in far southwestern Lithuania,
in October 1596. All the hierarchs of the Kievan metropolitanate arrived in Brest
in the fall of that year, but they did not meet together. Instead, the pro-union
bishops and Metropolitan Rahoza, joined by three Roman Catholic bishops, sev-
eral Jesuits, and delegates of the king met at the cathedral in Brest, while the
Orthodox bishops of L'viv (Balaban) and Przemysl (Mikhail Kopystens'kyi), nine
archimandrites, two patriarchal representatives, Prince Ostroz’kyi, and several
other princes met in a nearby Protestant church. Each group criticized and
excommunicated the other.
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‘T'THE UNION OF BREST

The Union of Brest was an extended process consisting of several phases. It
began with a letter issued by several Orthodox bishops declaring their inten-
tion to recognize the supremacy of the pope (1590). Five years later, the letter
was followed by two statements signed by several Orthodox bishops express-
ing their intention to pledge allegiance to the pope (2 December 1594 and
12 June 1595); a list of articles spelling out thirty-three rights the acceptance of
which the Eastern church leaders claimed as a necessary prerequisite to union
(12 June 1595); and the acceptance by Pope Clement VIII of the Ruthenian
(Rus’) bishops and nation into the Roman church (23 December 1595). All this
culminated in a declaration signed by the Kievan metropolitan and several
bishops at the pro-union synod of Brest (9 October 1596).

The declaration pronounced at Brest reasserted that only the pope, not the
ecumenical patriarch, was head of the Rus’ church, whose traditional liturgy
and rites, moreover, were not to undergo any changes. The rights and privi-
leges spelled out in the thirty-three articles of 12 June 1595 included the fol-
lowing:

1. Since there is disagreement between the Romans and the Greeks over the pro-
cession of the Holy Spirit, which greatly prejudices union for no other reason than
that we mutually do not wish to understand each other, we, therefore, request that
we be not compelled to any other faith but that testified to by the Gospels and the
writings of the Holy Fathers of the Greek faith, that is, that the Holy Spirit does
not proceed from two principles nor through a double procession but proceeds
from one principle as source, from the Father through the Son.

2. The Divine Liturgy as well as all morning, evening, and nocturnal prayers
shall remain unaltered according to ancient custom and tradition accepted in the
Eastern Church. Namely, the Sacred Liturgy of which there are three: Basil's,
Chrysostom’s, and Epiphany’s, which is celebrated during Lent with presancrified
gifts, as well as all other rites and ceremonies of our church which we have pre-
served hitherto; that indeed the same be preserved in Rome under the obedience
of the Holy Pontiff and all these to be conducted in our language.

3. T'hat the mystery of the most Holy Body and Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ
remain for all time unaltered and intact as it has been until now under both spe-
cies of bread and wine.

6. We accept the new calendar (Gregorian) if the old calendar cannot be used,
on the condition, however, that the time and manner of celebrating Easter and
other feasts will be preserved and remain whole and intact as it was during the
time of unity.

9. 'T'he married priesthood shall be preserved intact, except for bigamists.

10. The offices of metropolitan, bishop, and other ecclesiastical ranks shall be
conferred only upon those of the Ruthenian or Greek nation and that would be of
our faith. Our ecclesiastical canons state that offices such as that of the metropoli-
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tan, the bishops, and other similar ranks be filled by appointments made by eccle-
siastical authorities rather than civil authorities.

16. Marriages between Ruthenian Catholics and Roman Catholics shall be a
free affair and neither party shall be coerced to accept the rite of the other because
they are members of the same church.

19. In keeping with ancient custom, archimandrites, ihumens, monks and their
monasteries will be subject to the bishops in whose eparchies they reside ...

21. Archimandrites, ihumens, priests, archdeacons, deacons, and other ecclesi-
astics of our rite should receive and enjoy the same honor and respect enjoyed by
the Roman Catholic clergy and enjoy the ancient freedoms and privileges granted
by King Wladystaw. They shall be free from all taxation as regards both their per-
sons and ecclesiastical properties (not as it has been unjustly until now).

33. Therefore, we the undersigned desire to establish a holy union for the glory
of God and peace in the Church. We consider these articles necessary to our
Church and require their approval from the highest bishop and His Royal
Majesty.*

Twelve of the thirty-three articles were directed to the king of Poland
(including 10, 16, 21 and 33, given above); the remaining twenty to the pope
(including 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, 19, and 33, given above). While the pope accepted the
‘Ruthenian bishops and nation’ into the Catholic church, he did not acceprt the
list of thirty-three articles the bishops put forth as a constitution. He merely
admitted that he ‘considered and understood’ their ‘petitions and offers.” In
fact, only the articles that pertained to licurgical matters (2 and 3, given above)
were accepted by Rome, since they were, in the words of the papal decree
Magnus Dominus et laudabilis, dated 23 December 1595, ‘not opposed to the
truth and doctrine of the Catholic faith.’

In essence, the Union of Brest, which the Uniate (later, Greek Catholic and
then Ukrainian Catholic) church claimed as the legal basis for its distinct exist-
ence, became a twofold source of future conflict. Those Orthodox Rus’ who
refused to join the union never acknowledged the legitimacy of the decision at
Brest. For its part, the Roman Catholic church, while acknowledging the
Union of Brest, never accepted the 1595 ‘constitution.” The pope, after all,
who is responsible only to God, does not enter into contracts with anyone. At
most, he had merely ‘considered and understood’ the ‘petitions and offers’ of
the Uniates.

*Russcl P. Moroziuk, Politics of @ Church Union (Chicago 1983), pp. 17-21.

The basic polemic was as follows. The Roman Catholic king supported the
union and the concept that the bishops, as leaders, must decide religious ques-
tions, and the people must follow. The Orthodox side countered that religious
questions cannot be decided without the approval of the faithful; since the pro-
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union bishops apparently did not have that approval, they had acted illegally and
therefore had lost their authority as bishops. With the aid of local printing
presses, there developed a spirited palemic on hoth sides, in which the leading
thinkers of the time — Piotr Skarga and Bishop Potii for the Catholic-Uniate side,
and Stefan Zyzanii, luril Roharynets’, and Ivan Vyshens'kyi for the Orthodox
side — participated.

Not surprisingly, the king accepted the decisions of the pro-union bishops.
Their agreement came to be known as the Union of Brest of 1596. In a sense, the
Union of Brest was the cquivalent in the cultural sphere of what had been
achicved in the political sphere in 1569 with the Union of Lublin. While it is true
that the creation of the new Uniate church may not have been what the Jesuits
and other advocates of the Counter Reformation in Poland hoped to achieve, in
the circumstances, given that outright conversion seemed an impossible goal,
Uniatism appeared an acceptable compromise.

With the Polish government on its side, some Uniate hicrarchs, cspecially
Bishop Potii of Volodymyr (who for his efforts on behalf of the union was made
metropolitan of Kiev in 1500), confiscated property from the now-illegal Ortho-
dox church and increascd their pressure on the two remaining Orthodox bishops
in the region, Balaban in L'viv and Kopystens'kyi in Przemysl, o join the union.
In Volhynia, several dozen prominent Orthodox nobles did join. The Orthodox
cause was left in the hands of the brotherhoods and of magnates and gentry led
hy Prince Ostroz'kyi. The Orthodox nobles carried on their struggle in the local
dietines and the Polish Diet, where they worked in alliance with the other belea-
guered religious group, the Protestants. Their efforts were partially successful: in
1607 the Polish Diet granted the Orthodox church legal status once again and
agreed not to interfere in the appointment of Orthodox hierarchs. But despite
such protection, many Orthodox eparchial sees remained vacant, and in general,
Orthodoxy was tn a much weakened position vis-i-vis the Roman Catholic and
Uniate churches, both of which had the full support of the king and certain other
sectors of Polish society.

Thus, within less than three decades, the Qrthodox cultural revival, which had
begun with such promise in the 1570s, found itsclf in a situation in which the insti-
tation it defended seemed on the verge of disappearing. The valiant e{lorts of
Rus' townspeople (through the brotherhoods) and magnates (through schools
and printing presscs) could not stem the overwhelming power of Polish society to
attract, whether by means of its sociopolitical and secular cultural Life or through
the religious accommodation of the new Uniate church. In order to survive,
Orthodoxy and the Rus' culture it represented needed some more powerful pro-
tector. That protector would be found among the lower echelons of society,
which by the early seventeenth century had succeeded in creating an increasingly
influential military and political force — the Cossacks.
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The Tatars and the Cossacks

The rise of the Cossacks, whose origins go back to the period of Lithuanian rule
in Ukraine, ushered in a new era in Ukrainian history. Because of its importance,
the Cossack era has received extensive treatment in Ukrainian historiography.
Most Ukrainian historians (Kostomarov, Hrushevs'kyi, Lypyns’'kyi, Doroshenko),
and for that matter nineteenth-century literary figures and nurturers of the
national psyche (Shevchenko, Franko), consider that the phenomenon of Cos-
sackdom embodied the best characteristics of Ukrainians, which are supposedly
reflected in the Cossack desire for freedom, independence, and a democratic way
of life. Others, while admitting that the Cossacks played an important historical
role, criticize their tendencies toward destructive rebellion and the rejection of
state formations (Kulish) or their inability to create a high standard of civilization
and express an all-national purpose {Antonovych), so that Ukraintans were una-
ble to create their own state. Whatever judgments have subsequently been passed,
all Ukrainian historians agree that the Cossack phenomenon occupies a central
position in the Ukrainian historical process.

The Cossacks and the steppe

The Cossack phenomenon is part of the history of the steppe. During the period
of Kievan Rus’, large portions of southern Ukraine, in particular the steppe zone,
remained only sparsely settled. This was because that region kept its age-old repu-
tation as a stamping ground for nomadic peoples, the most recent of whom dur-
ing Kievan times were the Pechenegs and Polovtsians. Following the Mongol
invasion of the mid-thirteenth century, the line where towns, villages, and farming
communities ended receded even farther north. The result was a marked
decrease in the number of inhabitants in the former principalities of Kiev and
Pereiaslav, which by the fourteenth century had been annexed by Lithuania but
were still subject to destructive raids from Mongolo-Tatar-held territory farther
south. Although the Kiev and Pereiaslav regions were never entirely depopulated,
by the fifteenth century they had an average of a mere 8 inhabitants per square
mile (3 inhabitants per square kilometer), whereas in western Ukrainian lands
such as parts of Galicia, Volhynia, and Podolia the average density at times
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THE NAME UKRAINE

The name Ukraine (Ukrainian: Ukraina) as a designation for a territory is both
very old and relatively new. Etymologically, the term is of Slavic origin and is
derived from the Indo-European root *4r¢ ‘to cut’, with the secondary mean-
ing of an edge (#érar) or borderland (#4raina). Some linguists, among them Jaro-
slav Rudnyckyj, have surmised that the name Ukraine is connected with the
pre-Slavic past, and that the name Antes (the group which inhabited Ukrainian
lands until about the seventh century cE) is the Iranian translation of the
Slavic words for borderland and border people. While such views assist those
who support the idea of continuity between the Antes, the Rus’, and modern
Ukrainians, they remain linguistic hypotheses unsupported by concrete evi-
dence in written sources.

The name Ukraine is first attested in written documents which date from a
much later period but which describe events in the twelfth and thirteenth cen-
turies. The oldest reference is 1187, the death of Prince Volodymyr of Pereia-
slav, at which time, according to the Hypatian text of the Primary Chronicle
(copied in the fifteenth century), *The whraina groaned with grief for him.™*
But neither in this instance of the term nor in others in the Primary Chronicle
(Hypatian text), describing events in 1189, 1213, 1280, and 1282 in various
Ukrainian lands (Halych, the Buh region, etc.), is the term wéraina ever used
in reference to a specific territory. Rather, when it is used, wkraina simply
means an undefined borderland. The term wéraina appears as well in other
Rus’ chronicles, describing non-specific borderland areas in the Pskov, the
Polatsk, and other northern principalities.

It is not until the sixteenth century that the name Ukraine is used for the
first time to refer to a clearly defined territory. At that time, Polish sources
began to use the name in its Polish form, Ukrajina, to describe the large east-
ern palatinate of Kiev, together with Bratslav (after 1569) and Chernihiv (after
1619). With the rise of the Cossacks as a political force in the seventeenth
century, the name Ukraine was still used, but once again in a territorially less
specific manner. The Cossacks referred to Ukraine as their ‘fatherland’ or
their ‘mother,” and western cartographers (Beauplan, Homman) often drew
maps indicating that ‘Ukraine is the land of the Cossacks.’ In actual practice,
however, the Cossacks used the name Ukraine in a poetic sense, to describe
their generic homeland, but officially they called their state the Zaporozhian
Host, or Lands of the Army of Zaporozhia.

With the demise of Polish rule, the name Ukraine fell into disuse as a term
for a specific territory, and it was not revived until the early nineteenth cen-
tury. At that time, writers who promoted the national movement began to
speak of Ukraine as the appropriate name for all territory in which Ukrainians
lived. The term was once again non-specific, however, because in the context
of Russian and Austrian imperial rule there was no possibility of a distinct ter-
ritorial entity called Ukraine.
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Not until the revolutionary period beginning in 1917 was the name Ukraine
again used to refer to a specific territory. It was used by the Ukrainian National
Republic, by the Hetmanate, and by the Bolshevik party. By 1920, the Bolshe-
viks had succeeded in creating the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
with specific boundaries largely encompassing the lands inhabited by ethnic
Ukrainians.

Thus, as a term referring to a non-specific and even ethnically non-
Ukrainian territory, the name Ukraine dates from the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries; as a name for a specific territory, it dates from the late sixteenth cen-
tury; and as a name for lands inhabited by ethnic Ukrainians, it dates from the
nineteenth century.

*Cited in Henryk Paszkiewicz, The Making of the Russian Nation (L.ondon 1963), p. 305n.293.

reached 86 inhabitants per square mile (14 inhabitants per square kilometer).
Such demographic discrepancy did not begin to change until the second half of
the sixteenth century, notably after 1569, when Poland annexed the Ukrainian-
inhabited palatinates of Volhynia, Kiev, and Bratslav from Lithuania, and then in
1619, when it annexed Chernihiv from Muscovy.

By the end of the sixteenth century, Poland had become the granary of Europe.
Its continuing economic well-being depended on the development of new sources
of agricultural exploitation. Ukrainian lands became especially attractive, prompt-
ing local Rus’ nobles, joined by their Polish counterparts farther west, to stake out
claims to large tracts of land and settle them with peasants from the more popu-
lated palatinates of Galicia, Belz, and western Volhynia. The settlement eastward
was gradual, beginning in eastern Volhynia and Podolia and then continuing into
the palatinates of Kiev, Chernihiv, and Bratslav — three regions which in Polish
sources came to be referred to collectively as Ukraine (Ukrejina). Nonetheless,
along the southern fringes of these three palatinates, and beyond that along both
sides of the lower Dnieper River, lay the open steppe — the Wild Fields (Dzikie Pole)
in contemporary writings — which remained untouched by any sedentary agricul-
tural population. Actually, the steppe was a kind of no-man’s-land separating the
settlements within Poland-Lithuania farther north from another civilization found
along the very southern fringes of Ukrainian territory, that of the Crimean Tatars.

The Crimean Khanate

Chapters 8 and 10 discussed the Crimea and northern shore of the Black Sea in
the fourteenth century, by which time Genoese merchants had come to dominate
commerce in this region under the protection of the Mongolo-Tatar Golden
Horde. By the end of that century, the Golden Horde, based farther east at Sarai,
on the lower Volga, had suffered internal political crises and foreign invasions (by
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Lithuanians from the north and Tamerlane from the east), with the result that hy
the fifteenth century the once-powerful Mongolo-Tatar state was disintegrating.
In 1ts stead, Tatar tribesmen established three new states, known as khanates. Two
of these came into existence during the 1440s in peripheral regions of the Golden
Horde: the Kazan’ Khanate along the upper Volga River, and the Crimean
Khanate in the Crimean Peninsula and the areas around the Sea of Azov. The
third state — the Astrakhan’ Khanate, tock over the remaining territories of the
Golden Horde along the lower Volga River in 1502, when the Golden Horde
finally ceased to exist. Each of the successor khanates continued the Mongol prac-
tice and exacted tribute from those states that held lands formerly part of Kievan
Rus’: the Kazan’ and Astrakhan’ khanates received payments from Muscovy, and
the Crimean Khanate from Lithuania. The three Tatar successor states were for-
midable powers. Hence, much of the early history of both Lithuania and Muscovy
was marked by the efforts of these states to rid themselves of what was considered
the odious and humiliating heritage of the Golden Horde’s ‘Tatar yoke’ as main-
tained by the three Tatar khanates.

It was the Crimean Khanate that had the most direct bearing on Ukrainian
lands. Well before the final disintegration of the Golden Horde at the beginning
of the sixteenth century, the Crimean Khanate had evolved into a distinct political
entity. The Crimea had traditionally been a refuge for leaders who had failed in
their bid for power in the Golden Horde, and their having fled there gave rise 1o
the subsequent Crimean view that their rulers were direct descendants of Chingis
Khan. One of these displaced leaders, Haci Giray, had formed an independent
government during the first half of the fifteenth century. His successor, Menghi
Giray 1 (reigned 1478-1514), effectively established the region’s first dynasty, the
Girays. In the course of their rise to power, it was inevitable that the Crimean
khans of the Giray family would clash with the rulers of the Golden Horde in Sarai
{who siill claimed authority over the Crimea), as well as with the still-dominant
power in the south of the peninsula, the Genoese, whose control of rrade and the
coastal cities was particularly resented.

Then, in the midst of this three-way struggle for power among the Crimean
Tatar leaders, the Genoese, and the Golden Horde, a new contender entered the
field for control of the valuable Crimean Peninsula. This was the Ottoman Turks,
Following the fall of Byzantium in 1453, the Ottoman Turkic conqueror of Con-
stantinople, Sultan Mehmet IT (reigned 1451—1481), was determined to extend his
realm north of the Black Sea, which thereby would be transtormed into a ‘Turkish
lake.” The Ottoman sultan claimed he was the political heir of the Golden Horde,
and in 1475, after a sertes of complicated alliances and counteralliances with
various forces in the Crimea, the Turks put a decisive end to Genoese control of
the Crimean coastal cities, which, like other cities north of the Black Sea and Sea
of Azov, were placed under the direct administration of the Ottoman govern-
ment. Place-name changes symbolized the ltalian decline, as Moncastro (later
captured from Moldavia) became Ottoman Akkerman, Taman became Yenikale,
and Tana became Azov. Similarly, the most important Genoese center, Calfa,
became Turkish Kefe. Its port was expanded and its population increased to the
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point that by the early seventeenth century Kefe was one of the largest cities in
eastern Europe. The Ottomans eventually recognized Mengli Giray I, who was the
dominant power in the region, as Crimean khan, and in 1478 Mengli was able to
regain control of the peninsula from the Genoese with Ottoman military support.
The presence of Ottoman authority in the Crimea beginning in the last quarter
of the fifteenth century prompted a new realignment of political power. It is true
that the Ottomans respected their fellow Muslims, the Crimean Tatars, especially
since the Giray dynasty seemed to have strong claims 1o descent from Chingis Khan
{from whom the Ottomans also would have liked 1o make hereditary claims). In
many ways, however, the Crimean Khanate became little more than 4 client state of
the Ottoman Empire. The Crimean Tatars served as soldiers in Ottoman cam-
paigns and protected the northern frontier of the Ottoman state. In return, the rul-
ing khans received an annual pension, landholdings in the Turkish provinces of
Rumelia and Anatolia, and, later, the privilege of collecting tribute from Poland
and Muscovy. It should be remembered, however, that although the Crimean
Khanate was closely allied with the Ottoman state, at least during the sixteenth cen-
tury it was rather independent, following a foreign policy of its own which was at
times in conflict with the political and military objectives of the Ottoman rulers.

Crimean socioeconomic life

Crimean socicty under Tatar rule consisted of the ruling khans (generally from
the Giray family) and tribal clans who controlled most of the productive agricul-
tural lands on the peninsula. Below these upper social strata were Tatar and
Turkic herdsmen and peasants. By the sixteenth century, the khanate had
become divided into twenty-eight jurisdictions, each headed by representatives of
the khan, who governed according to precise codes relating to finance and juris-
prudence, Under Mengli Giray I, the former administrative center of the Golden
Horde on the eastern side of the peninsula, Solkhat (later, Eski Kirim/Staryi
Krym), was made the capital of the Crimean Khanate and was suitably trans-
formed into an impressive center of [slamic culture. The architectural beauties of
Solkhat were later surpassed by those of Bakhchesarai/Bahgesaray, on the western
side of the peninsula, which after the 1530s became the new Crimean capital.

While the Crimean Tatars were themselves basically sedentary, another ele-
ment within their sphere of control was nomadic. This was the Nogay Tatars. The
Nogay were originally one of many tribes within the Golden Horde, and since
they lived north of the Caucasus Mountains, they later came under the rule of
the Astrakhan’ Khanate. But in 1556, when Muscovy finally conquered Astra-
khan', the Nogays migrated westward to the steppe zone north of the Black Sea
and Sea of Azov. The Nogays themselves were split into several tribal confedera-
tions: the Kuban Nogay (north of the Sea of Azov), the Yedickul Nogay (north of
the Crimea), the Jamboyluk Nogay (between the Dnieper and Southern Buh
Rivers), the Yedisan Nogay (between the Buh and Dmniester Rivers), and the Bucak
Nogay (between the Dniester and Danube Rivers).

These Nogay tribes, generically referred to as Tatars, are the subject of much
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attention in Ukrainian history. Theoretically, the various Nogay tribes were
expected to recognize the authority of the Crimean kKhan, usually in the form of a
representative sent from Bakhchesarai. In practice, however, they usually followed
their own whims and often rebelled against the Crimean Tatars. ‘Yet,” as the histo-
rian Alan Fisher has remarked, ‘the Nogays served a useful purpose for the
Crimean Khanate: They prevented the establishment of solid Slavic settlements in
the steppe and provided the Crimean slave markets with a never ending supply of
captives.”'

The Crimean economy was based primarily on the slave trade. Slavery as such
was illegal according to the law of Mohammed, but the prophet’s successors made
one important exception. According to Islamic legal theory, captives taken in war
might be enslaved. The Ottoman Empire, with its military forces and harems, was
always in need of slaves, and before long its new vassal state in the Crimea became
the primary source of this commeodity. Interestingly, before the Ottoman presence
in the Crimea beginning in the 1470s, the Tatars seem to have reached a modus
vivendi along their northern frontier, where, like the Ukrainian inhabitanis north
of the steppe, they began to settle down to agriculture. But under the impact
of Otroman economic needs, the Tatars saw in the Ukrainian steppe a source
of greater wealth than that produced by agriculture. Beginning with their first
major recorded incursions in 1468 and 1474 and from then until the end of the
seventeenth century, Tatar raiders made almost annual forays into Ukrainian
agricultural communities in the north searching for settlers to capture and sell as
slaves.

After the mid-sixteenth century, it was the various Nogay tribal confederations,
especially the Yedickul, who carried out the slave raids, while the Crimean Tatars
acted as middlemen between their Nogay suppliers in the north and Ottoman
purchasers in the south. It is also from this pericd, the sixteenth and early seven-
teenth centuries, that the anonymous lyrical epic tales known as dumy arose in
Ukrainian society. The earliest dwmy are primarily laments on the fate of voung
men coerced to serve in the armies of the Ottoman Turkish ‘infidel’ {(Duma about
the Lament of the Captives) or of young women forced to enter harems and serve
the personal needs of the Ottoman rulers {Duma about Marusia from Bohuslav).

Thus, the Crimean and, later, Nogay Tatars represented the most recent in a
long line of nomadic or sedentary civilizations (the Scythian, the Sarmatian, the
Khazar, the Golden Horde) that came to dominate the southern steppes of
Ukraine and that continued the symbiotic economic relationship between the
coastal cities and the hinterland. Because captured slaves represented the most
important rescurce from the hinterland in the Crimean economy, much of the
area south of the Bratslav and Kiev palatinates from the Southern Buh to the
Dnieper River and bevond became a sparsely settled or entirely uninhabited no-
man’sland, known as the Wild Fields. In effect, this part of the country became
what the name Ukraine suggested: a borderland or frontier, not in the sense of
the end of a civilized area, as is often assumed, but rather in the sense of a buffer
zone between Poland-Lithuania to the northwest, Muscovy to the northeast, and
the Crimean Khanate and Ottoman Empire to the south.
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DUMA ABOUT THE LAMENT OF THE CAPTIVES

The tradition of suffering at the hands of the Ottoman Turks was embedded
in the Ukrainian psyche through the recitation of epic tales known as dumy. An
excerpt from one of the most famous dumy follows.

On the holy day of Sunday, it wasn’t the grey eagles screaming,
But the poor captives weeping in bitter slavery,

Raising their arms, shaking their chains,

Begging and imploring the merciful Lord:

‘Send us, O Lord, a fine rain from the sky

And wild wind from the Dnieper steppe!

Maybe a swift wave will rise on the Black Sea,

Maybe it will break the Turkish galley loose from its anchor!
Oh, we have had enough of this accursed Turkish slavery;

‘T'he iron chains have dug into our legs,

They have cut our white young Cossack flesh to the yellow bone.’

They spilled innocent Christian blood.

‘The poor captives began to see Christian blood on their bodies,
‘I'hey began to curse the Turkish land, and the infidel faith:
‘O Turkish land, O infidel faith,

O separation from fellow Christians,

You have parted many from their fathers and mothers,
Brothers from their sisters,

Husbands from their faithful wives!

Liberate, O Lord, all the poor captives

From bitter Turkish slavery,

From infidel captivity!

Let them reach the quiet waters,

The bright stars

The merry homeland,

The Christian people,

The Christian cities!’

SOURCE: {krainian Dumy, translated by George ‘'arnawsky and Patricia Kilina (T'oronto and
Cambridge, Mass. 1979), p. 23.

The seemingly unbounded natural wealth of this Ukrainian borderland out-
weighed the danger of living there, so that as early as in the fifteenth century a few
individuals from more settled areas in the northwest began to venture down the
Dnieper and its tributaries in search of fish, wild buffalo and horses, and the eggs
of wildfowl. In 1590, a Polish writer described Ukraine as: ‘the richest part of the
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Polish state, Its fields are as blissful as the Elysian ... There are so many cattle, wild
animals, and varicus birds in the Ukraine that one could think her the birthplace
of Diana and Ceres. In the Ukrainian apiaries so much honey is produced thal
one forgets the Sicilian Gela and the Attic Hymettus. ... It is hard to count the
Ukrainian lakes teeming with fish. In shor(, Ukraine is like that land which God
promised to the Hebrews, flowing with milk and lmney.""

At first, these expeditions in search of food lasted only a few weeks; soon, how-
ever, they lasted whole summers, long enough to plant a crop and harvest it from
the rich soil. Among the earliest seekers of wealth were members of the lesser gen-
try and townspeople, groups whose status in Polish-Lithuanian society was steadily
being eroded by the power of the great landowning magnates in Ukraine. Tales of
the steppes’s natural wealth spread rapidly, and before long the gentry and towns-
people were joined by even larger numbers of peasants, some of whom came from
as tar west as Podolta and Galicia. The landlords in the north were not about to
miss an opportunity to increase their own wealth, and they demanded a portion
of the foodstufts and natural wealth their peasants brought back from the Ukrain-
ian wilderness. Not surprisingly, the more daring decided not to return for the
winter at all, but to make permanent homes in this no-man’s-land.

The rise of the Cossacks

This new mode of existence — traveling to the wilderness in order to fish, hunt,
perhaps do some farming, and then returning home in the winter or, eventually,
remaining in the wilderness permanently — came to he known as the Cossack way
of life. Indeed, the danger from Nogay slavc-raiding partics was cver present, and
to cope with the threat the Ukrainian peasants- and townspeople—turncd—tronticr
dwellers were forced to protect themselves and become skilled in the art of self-
delense. Before long, self-defense was transformed by some into offensive attacks
against Nogay slave-raiding partics and Tatar trade caravans. By the carly six-
teenth century, the Cossacks had already grouped into small bands of armed men
engaged in trade (especially livestock, furs, slaves) and banditry. Their favorite
source of booty was the Islamic world, both the rich commercial centers on the
Crimean Peninsula and the towns of Walachia and Dobruyja, near the mouth of
the Danube River, which had comc under Ottorian control.

Besides these individuals, drawn to the Ukrainian steppe by its natural wealth
and the prospect of hooty from raids against Tatar caravans, there was another
kind of Cossack. This was the [reebooting warrior of various social and ethnic oni-
gin who entered the service of Lithuanian and Polish frontier ofticials or of the
powerful magnates, who usually maintained their own armies. In fact, the very
fivst group to be systematically described as Cossacks were Tatar renegades from
the Crimean khan'’s armies who had been hired by Lithuanian and Muscovite rul-
ers. This helps to explain why the very term Cossack — later associated exclusively
with anti-Tatar Slavic groups — probably derives from the Turkish term gazag,
meaning a freebooting warrior or raider.,

By the fiffeenth century, it was common practice [or Lithuanian frontier offi-
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cials (woievedy and district starosty) to hire Cossacks to help defend the grand
duchy’s fronticr fortresses against Talar raiding parlies, especially in the Kiev and
Bratslav palatinates, Because of their residence in frontier towns, thesc military
forces were referred to as ‘town Cossacks’ (horodovi kuzaky), and in some contem-
porary documents {especially Muscovite), all Cossacks came to be called cherkasy,
after the name of one of the fortified towns (Cherkasy) where many were concen-
trated. At least until the end of the sixteenth century, the town Cossacks were led
by appuintees of the king, usually local district sterosty, who were called hetmans
by their followers. Nor did these Cossacks serve only in a defensive capacity.
Beginning in 1489, Cossacks led by crown-appointed hetmans attacked Tatar cara-
vans aud Turkish bases not only in the Crimea, but as far south as the Balkans and
Anatolia. By the end of the sixteenth century, Cossack attacks against the Tatars
and Turks were taking place virtually every vear.

The Cossacks living farther south, away from the towns, built their own forti-
fied centers, which, while frequently changing location, gencrally carried the
name sich. The first sich was built on the island of Litle Khortyisia (Mala Khorty-
tsia) in the Dnicper River, south of the rapids below the walerway's first major
bend. Because the [irst sich and the several subsequent ones were set up beyond
the rapids (in Ukrainian: za porokamy), the Cossacks living there soon came to be
known as the Zaporozhian Cossacks or the Zaporozhian Host. This name was
applied in order (o distinguish them from other Cossacks who at the same time
had begun to develop in similar circumstances farther east along the southern
Muscovile frontier and who were known as Don Cossacks. The land on both sides
of the Dnieper River where the Zaporozhian Cossacks established their sich mili-
tary fortresses was called Zaporazhia.

It 15 0 Zaporozhia that wownspeople and an increasing number of peasants
from Ukrainian and Belarusan lands farther north and west (Galicia, Volhynia,
western Podolia) came inan attempt 1o escape the inereasing burdens of Poland’s
manorial system. They were joined by other adventurers of various social back-
grounds and origin (Romanians/Moldavians, Tatars, Turks, Jews} who desired 1o
live within the government-less environment of the Cossack steppe. The newcom-
ers settled in the sich itself as well as in the nearby wilderness of Zaporozhia on
bath hanks of the Dnieper River. It should be noted thar during these early dec-
ades, at least until the end of the sixteenth century, the differentistion between
town Cossacks farther north and those based in the sich in Zuporozhia was not
pronounced, since both recopnized the same hetman as their leader and olien
joined together in expeditions against the Tatars.

The sichitsclf was a fortified center surrounded in part by high walls of wood as
well as by lowland swamps or tributaries of the Dnieper River. Behind the walls
were living guarters for resident Cossacks — only men were permitted inside —
whiose number in later years sometimes reached as high as 10,000, The central
square contained a church, a school, and the residence of the community's lead-
ers. Beyond the walls was a marketplace (bazar} where goods [rom cities and fori-
fied centers farther north (Kiev, Kaniv, Cherkasy) and from the Crimea and the
Ottoman lands in the south were traded.
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THE COSSACKS OF ZAPOROZHIA

An excellent insight into the way of life of the Zaporozhian Cossacks comes
from the pen of Guillaume le Vasseur de Beauplan, a French military engineer
who spent fifteen years (1630-1647) in Poland in the service of its army. He
published several detailed maps of Ukraine as well as a descriptive narrative
(1651), from which the following excerpt is taken:

T'he valor of these Cossacks having been mentioned, it will not be out of place to
speak [here] of their customs and activities. Among these people are found indi-
viduals expert in all the trades necessary for human life: house and ship carpen-
ters, cartwrights, blacksmiths, armorers, tanners, harness makers, shoemakers,
coopers, tailors, and so forth. They are very skillful at preparing saltpeter, which is
found in abundance in these regions, and make from it excellent gunpowder. The
women are employed at spinning flax and wool, from which they make cloth and
fabrics for their everyday use. All are well able to till the soil, sow, harvest, make
bread, prepare foods of all sorts, brew beer, make mead, rafa, spirits, etc. As well,
there is not one of them, of any age, sex or rank whatever, who does not try to
drink more than his companion, and to outdo him in revelry. What is more, there
are not Christians [anywhere else] who are their equals in not caring for the
morrow,

It is quite true that in general they are all proficient in the whole range of crafts.
... In shorr, they are all quite clever, but they limit themselves only to useful and
necessary matters, and especially to those relating to country living.

The fertile land produces grain in such abundance that often they do not know
what to do with it, the more so because they have no navigable rivers that empty
into the sea, except the Borysthenes [Dnieper], which is blocked fifty leagues
below Kiev by [a series of] thirteen rapids. ... That is what prevents them from
transporting their grain to Constantinople, and hence engenders their laziness and
unwillingness to work, except when pressed by necessity or when they are unable
to buy what they need. They prefer to borrow goods that are necessary to their
comfort, from their good neighbors the T'urks, rather than take the trouble to work
for them. They are content if they have enough to eat and drink.

There is nothing about them coarser than their clothing. They are sly, crafty,
clever, [and yet] sincercly generous, without ulterior motives or ambitions to
become very rich. They greatly value their liberty, and would not want to live
without it. That is why the Cossacks, when they consider themselves to be kept
under too tight a rein, are so inclined o revole and rebel against the lords of their
country. Thus, seven or cight years rarely pass without a mutiny or uprising.

Beyond that, they are a faithless people, treacherous, perfidious, and to be
trusted only with circumspection. They are a very robust people, easily enduring
heat and cold, hunger and thirst. They are tireless in war, daring, courageous. or
rather reckless, placing no value on their own lives.

source: Guillaume Le Vasscur, Sicur de Beauplan, A Description of Ukraine (1660), translated by
Andrew B. Pernal and Dennis F. Essar (Cambridge, Mass. 1993), pp. 11-13.
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The Zaporozhian Sich was governed by the principle of equality, Accordingly,
all major decisions, especially those pertaining to military policy and foreign alli-
ances, were made during a general meeting called the rada. In practice, there
were ‘class’ distinctions even within the sich, so that by the end of the sixteenth
century it was common practice for two separate rady to meet: one for the officers
(siarshyna) and one for the rank and file (chern'). Neither rada dominated the
other, and officers always felt that their policy decisions could be overturned —
cven brutally — by the rank and file. Departing from subsequent romanticized
images of the supposedly egalitarian existence in Zaporozhia, one historian,
Linda Gordon, has recently suggested that ‘the system of Cossack self-government
was not democracy but dictatorship tempered by mob intervention.™?

The head of the Zaporozhian Cossacks, elected by all members present at the
rada, at first was called simply the elder (starshyi), and later the sich staman or
koshovyi otaman. Until the end of the sixteenth century, the Zaporozhians also rec-
ognized as their leaders those hettnans appointed by the Polish king, most often
from among the ranks of district sterosty, who commanded registered Cossack
troops stationed in the fortress towns, The first of these recorded in contempo-
rary documents is Prince Dmytro Vyshnevets'kyi, the starosta of Cherkasy and
Kaniv, who as hetman built the first sich on Little Khortytsia island as a defensive
measure against the Tatars. By the last decade of the sixteenth century, the Zapo-
rozhians meeting at the rada would at times elect their own hetmans.

The Cossacks in Polish society

When, as a result of the Union of Lublin in 1569, Zaporozhia and the Ukrainian
steppe came under the nominal authority of Poland, the Cossacks ~ whether at
the sich or in the towns farther north — considered themselves subjects of the
Polish king. The rugged life on the steppe, however, and their evolution into a
valued military force imbued the Cossacks with a sense of independence that inev-
itably clashed with the efforts of the magnates to extend further their control over
what previously had been uninhabited and uncultivated territory. Nor was the
struggle simply one hetween peasants seeking freedom and nobles trying to enserf
them. Instead, the Cossacks, whether in the fortress towns or in Zaporozhia,
became one of the many rival interest groups in a Ukrainian society that was
increasingly coming under the influence of Polish social norms.

For instance, town Cossacks in the service of the large Rus' magnates (the
Ostroz'kyis, Vyshnevets'kyis, ctc.) tended to increase the influence of that social
group in Polish society. In response, Poland'’s kings would themselves try to entice
the Cossacks into the service of the crown by granting them privileges. Also, those
gentry who lost lands or became indebted to the magnates found an outlet for
their discontent in flight to the sich. Even among magnates, there were different
views of the Cossacks, While the Orthodox Rus’ magnates essentially appreciated
the defensive role of the town Cossacks and accommodated their demands, Polish
nobles farther removed from the frontier had little tolerance for what they con-
sidered the ‘pro-Cossack’ policies of the king and magnates in Ukraine. For their
part, the Cossacks not only maneuvred among these various interest groups in
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Polish-Lithuanian society, but also increased their own political leverage by enter-
ing into agreements — often short-term military alliances — with foreign powers. In
elfect, by the second half of the sixteenth century, the Zaporozhian Cossacks had
become a political as well as a military force in their own right, a player in eastern
Europe's complex diplomatic game of chess involving frequent wars and rapidly
changing alliances among the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the Habsburg
Empire, Muscovy, the Crimean Khanate, Walachia, Moldavia, and the Ottoman
Empire.

With the growth of Cossack military potential, it was inevitable that conflict,
whether motivated by personal discontent or by discontent with policy, would
arise between the independent-minded steppe frontier dwellers and the local
authorities. In fact, beginning in the final decade of the sixteenth century and
lasting for nearly the next half century, there occurred a series of uprisings whose
Cossack leaders (Kosyns'kyi, Nalyvaiko, Loboda, Zhmailo, Pavliuk, Ostrianyn)
were subsequently immortalized as defenders of the traditional Cossack liberties
and of Ukraine’s struggle for freedom. The causes of these uprisings varied, but
there were a few general trends.

Throughout this whole period, the Cossacks never questioned the premise that
they were subjects of the Polish king. In fact, what they wanted was to become
recognized as a distinct estate with its own ‘traditional liberties” within Polish-
Lithuanian society. While it is true that by the early seventcenth century sharp dis-
tinctions had evolved among the Cossacks, some kind of special status within
Poland for the group as a whole was still the goal.

The legal distinctions within Cossack society were actually the result of Polish
governmental policy, in particular that of the king. In an attempt to impaose some
kind of control over the ever-growing number of Cossacks and to ensure their mil-
itary service to the crown instead of to local magnates or foreign powers, Polish
kings introduced 4 policy of registration. The first registration occurred in 1572,
and several others ook place during the following years, the most ambitious per-
haps being that of King Stefan Batory (reigned 1575-1586} in 1577. According to
his program, the so-called registered Cossacks were (1) recognized as being in the
Polish military service; (2) no longer to be subject to the control of the local gentry,
or szlechta~-dominated administration (at least during their time of service); and (3)
Lo be paid for their services, The registered Cossacks were drawn from the town
Cossacks, since the Polish government did not recognize the legal existence of the
sich. The number of registered Cossacks generally remained small, ranging from
300 in the first register of 1572, to 6,000 under King Stefan in 1577, to 8,000 in 1630.
But the crown’s effort to maintain contrel over a manageably sized Cossack force
was undermined during periods of international contlict, especially in the first half
of the seventeenth century, when kings encouraged large numbers of Cossacks
{frequently peasants who had only recently fled to Zaporozhia) to enlist in the
crown’s service. For instance, by 1620 the Cossack registers had swelled to 20,000.

The existence of the register contributed to sharp distinctions between the
Cossacks in and near the frontier towns on the one hand and the Cossacks in
Zaporozhia on the other. Among the ‘traditional liberties’ promised by King
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SOCIAL ESTATES IN SIXTEENTH- AND
EARLY SEVENTEENTH-CENTURY UKRAINE

1 Crown S Jews
the Polish king
6 Peasants

2 Nobility manorial and monastic serfs
magnates free peasant homesteaders
gentry

7 Cossacks

3 Clergy town (registered)
Orthodox Zaporozhian (unregistered)
Uniate
Catholic

4 Townspeople
patricians
merchants
artisans
workers

Stefan Batory to those on the register was the right of Cossacks to elect their own
leaders and to be judged by their own peers, and perhaps most important of all
was the royal confirmation of their right to the lands they held. This meant that
the Cossacks of lesser-gentry status might regain lands they had lost to the great
magnates or gain new lands. At the same time, the right meant landed-gentry sta-
tus for registered Cossacks who were of peasant or town origin but had managed
to get hold of a piece of land. In effect, it was not long before the registered Cos-
sacks became wealthy property owners in their own right.

Living a more stable existence with their families in the middle regions of the
Kiev and Bratslav palatinates, these landowning Cossacks were anxious to obtain
even more privileges within the Polish administrative structure. In particular, they
hoped to be recognized as on a par with the Polish szlachia. For their part, how-
ever, the Polish and local Orthodox Rus’ magnates could never accept as equals
those whom they considered Cossack upstarts and freebooting rabble. Conversely,
the vast majority of Cossacks, who lived in Zaporozhia and who, not being on the
register, were known as unregistered Cossacks, scorned their registered comrades-
in-name who were in Polish service. The Zaporozhians wanted nothing to do with
the Polish or any system of governmental control and preferred to live the tradi-
tional Cossack way of life, hunting, fishing, trading, farming a little, and raiding
the Crimea and the Ottoman Empire in the south.
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A MALE-DOMINATED SOCIETY?

The stereotypical image of the Zaporozhian Cossacks passed down through
generations of writers is of a brotherhood of brave male warriors whose ideals
were to fight hard and drink hard. This image of the Cossacks often became
the image of Ukrainian society as a whole. As for women, there seemed to be
no place for them. They were forbidden to enter Zaporozhia’s military and
administrative headquarters (the sich), lest male privacy be violated or ‘the
brothers’ be disturbed during their macho rituals and pursuits. In short,
women in Cossack lore either were not mentioned or were relegated to a sub-
ordinate role. But was this really the case?

The following is another excerpt from the pen of Guillaume le Vasseur
de Beauplan, the insightful contemporary observer of seventeenth-century
Ukraine.

Fulfilling the promise I made above, let us relate something of the customs they
[the Cossacks] observe in some of their marriages, and in what way they sometimes
go courting one another. These practices will no doubt seem new and unbelievable
to many [readers]. In that country, contrary to the practice current in every [other]
land, it is the girls who are seen courting the young men who please them.

One of their special practices, which is very carefully observed, almost always
assures the young ladies success in their efforts. Indeed, they are more certain to
succeed than the young men would be, if occasionally they tried to take the initia-
tive. Here is how these girls proceed. An amorous young lady goes to the house of
the father of the young man (whom she loves), at a time when she believes that
the father, the mother, and her beloved will be together at home. Upon entering
the house, she says ‘Pomahai Bih,” meaning, ‘May God bless you,” which is the
usual form of greeting when one enters one of their homes. When she has sat
down, she pays compliments to the one who has wounded her heart. ... [She con-
tinues:] ‘1 recognize in your face something of an easy-going nature. You will know
how to love your wife and govern her well, and your virtues make me hope that
you will be a good husband. Your fine qualities lead me to beg you very humbly to
accept me as your wife.'

Having spoken thus, she addresses the father and mother in like terms, humbly
requesting their consent to the marriage. However, if she receives a refusal or
some excuse [or other], [perhaps] that he is too young and not yet ready for mar-
riage, she answers them [saying] that she will not leave until she becomes his wife,
as long as they are both yer alive. When these words have been pronounced, and
the girl has shown herself tenacious and determined never to leave the room with-
out obtaining what she secks, the father and mother are obliged, after a number of
weeks, not only to give their consent, but also to persuade their son to look favor-
ably on the girl, as one who must be his wife. Similarly the young man, seeing the
young lady persevere in wishing him well, begins then to consider her as one who
will someday be the mistress of his will. He therefore earnestly begs his father and
mother to permit him to direct his affections toward thart girl.
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In such a manner, amorous young ladies of this country cannot fail to be pro-
vided with husbands at a young age, since by their stubbornness they force the
father, the mother, and their beloved to accede to their wishes, for fear, as | have
said above, of incurring God's wrath, and suffering some dreadful misfortune.

souRrce: Guillaume Le Vasseur, Sicur de Beauplan, A Description of Ukraine (1660), translated by
Andrew B. Pernal and Dennis F. Essar (Cambridge, Mass. 1993), pp. 70-71.

The political interaction among the king, the Polish and Rus’ magnates and
gentry, the gentrified registered Cossacks, and the Cossacks of Zaporozhia began
to play itself out with increasing complexity after 1572, when the last Jagiellonian
ruler died and the monarch was henceforth elected by the Diet. Polish kings were
becoming more and more dependent on the whims of the magnates and gentry.
Only those two factions of the nobility could, through the Diet, authorize the nec-
essary funds or supply military forces to sustain Poland’s foreign ventures. But
most often they were reluctant to do so, especially when it seemed to them that a
particular king, whether for dynastic or for economic reasons, was too eager to
enter into war with Muscovy, or Sweden, or Moldavia. Faced with such internal
political opposition, Poland’s elected kings saw in the Cossacks a ready-made
force that could be used to further their own foreign policy and military goals
without their having to depend on the cooperation of the noble estates. This
intent is what gave rise to the policy of registration, whereby Poland’s kings would
grant or restore Cossack privileges in return for military service. For their part,
the Polish and polonized Rus’ magnates and gentry opposed these direct rela-
tions between king and Cossacks, not to mention the continuing existence of a
group that remained outside their control. The Rus’ magnates in Ukraine, how-
ever, favored the existence of the registered Cossacks as long as they remained in
their service and not that of the king.

The international role of the Cossacks

The vast majority of the unregistered Cossacks, in Zaporozhia, continued their
policy of providing short-term service to Poland’s kings and seeking alliances with
foreign powers. During the last decade of the sixteenth century, they accepted an
invitation from the Habsburg emperor of the Holy Roman Empire to join in a
crusade against the infidel Ottomans. They took this occasion to raid and loot at
will the Ottoman provinces of Walachia and Moldavia. Then, in the second dec-
ade of the seventeenth century, they fought on the side of Poland’s king Zygmunt
III during his frequent invasions of Muscovy. It was also during these decades that
they built a large naval fleet, which, under the leadership of their daring hetman
Petro Sahaidachnyi, raided Ottoman cities along the northern as well as southern
shores of the Black Sea. In the tradition of the Varangian Rus’ almost 800 years
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before, Sahaidachnyi’s Cossacks even plundered the outskirts of the impregnable
Ottoman capital of Istanbul.

The Ottomans held the Poles to blame for the exploits of their unruly Cossack
subjects, and not surprisingly, Polish-Ottoman relations deteriorated as a result.
In the spring of 1620, a combined Turkish-Tatar army defeated a Polish force at
the Battle of Cecora/Tsetsora Fields, near the Moldavian town of Iagi. The way to
Poland was now open. The Ottomans made further military preparations, and the
following spring, in 1621, they advanced with an army of over 100,000. In despera-
tion, the Poles called on the services of Hetman Sahaidachnyi, and it was his force
of 40,000 Cossacks (drawn from Zaporozhia as well as from the ranks of the regis-
tered) that made possible a Polish victory over the Turks at the Battle of Khotyn in
northern Moldavia, near the border with Podolia.

Thus, during the first half of the seventeenth century, a seemingly unbreakable
cycle arose within the Crimean-Ottoman-Polish triangle that surrounded Cossack
Ukraine. The Zaporozhian Cossacks would raid the Crimea and the Ottoman
Empire. In response, the Ottoman Empire would threaten and sometimes carry
out military invasions against Poland. The Polish government would demand that
the Zaporozhians cease their anti-Ottoman and anti-Crimean raids, and to back
up its demands would periodically send punitive expeditions to intervene in Zapo-
rozhian affairs. The Zaporozhians would rebel against this interference, and wars
against Poland would result, with sometimes one side, sometimes the other win-
ning. In the end, nothing decisive ever occurred, and the cycle was repeated.

The Polish-Cossack conflicts before 1648, however limited in scope to the bor-
der regions near Zaporozhia, witnessed much of the brutality that accompanies
any civil conflict. Polish frontier aristocrats like the hetmans Stanistaw Zotkiewski,
Stanistaw Koniecpolski, and Stanistaw and Mikolaj Potocki seemed to take special
delight in trving to put down what they considered the Cossack rabble, and their
victories at the battles of Lubni (1596), Pereiaslav (1630), and Kumeiky {(1637) left
a heritage of bitter hatred. For their part, the Zaporozhiun Cossacks had no illu-
sions about the Polish szlachta, and they felt betrayed by their own registered Cos-
sacks, who often sided with the Poles. They felt especially betrayed by the king,
who seemed ever ready to call upon their services for campaigns in Moldavia, or
Muscovy, or Sweden, or against the Ottomans, but careless of living up to his
promises of greater privileges or payments. Because of the Polish system of
government, however, even if the kings were desirous of fulfilling their promises,
they could almost never effectively do so over the heads of the szlachte opposition.
Thus, the pre-1648 period left the Zaporozhian Cossacks with a deep-seated
hatred and distrust of the Poles, combined with an ingrained historical memory
of their own courageous hetmans such as Dmytro Vyshnevets'kyi and Petro Sahai-
dachnyi, their successful campaigns against the Crimean Tatars and Ottoman
Turks, and their ability to circumvent Polish aristocratic control over their lives. It
was on this era (the 1630s) that Nikolai Gogol’, a nineteenth-century Ukrainian
author who wrote in Russian, based his famous novel of Cossack revolt against
Polish rule, Taras Bul'ba (1835).
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The Cossacks and Orthodoxy

The role of the Cossacks in Ukrainian life was not limited, however, to military
raids and protection of the frontier. Before long, they combined their love of
freedom and autonomy with a deep commitment to defend the Orthodox faith.
The ideological link between the Cossack struggle for autonomy and its defense
of Orthodoxy was in large part forged during the first two decades of the
seventeenth century by losyf Kurisevych-Koriiatovych, the archimandrite of the
Terekhtemyriv Monastery (halfway between Kiev and Cherkasy) and Hetman
Petro Sahaidachnyi. A native of Galicia and probably of noble descent, Sahai-
dachnyi was educated at the Ostrih Academy, where he was imbued with an
Orthodox spirit. He then went to the sich, where the Zaporozhians elected him
hetman, He not only increased the commitment of the Zaporozhian Cossacks to
the Orthodox faith, but also led them in numerous victories against the Tatars
and the Turks, and - in the service of Poland — against the Muscovites. In return
for his loyalty to Poland, so crucial to the king on the eve of the 1621 Battle of
Khotyn against the Ottoman Turks, Sahaidachnyi included in his demands the
full restoration of the Orthodox hierarchy, most of whose eparchial sees had been
left vacant after the Union of Brest in 1596.

Meanwhile, during the first two decades of the seventeenth century Kiev itself
was undergoing a revival which was to make it once again the center of Rus'-
Ukrainian culture. The Monastery of the Caves (Pechers'ka Lavra), founded
under laroslav the Wise during the mid-eleventh century, was headed trom 1599
to 1625 by another native of Galicia, Ielysei Pletenets’kyl. While Sahaidachnyi was
raising the military and political prestige of the Cossacks, Pletenets'kyi was busily
engaged in creating a new basis for Orthodox cultural activity in Kiev. In 1615, he
brought to the monastery a printing press from Striatyn, in Galicia, and during its
first fifteen years of operation (1616-1630} it produced forty titles, more than any
other press in the rest of Ukraine or Belarus. Among the titles were works of liter-
ature, history, and religious polemic, liturgical books, and texts for the growing
number of schools. The last category included Pamva Berynda's Leksykon slaveno-
rosskii (Slaveno-Rusyn Lexicon, 1627), the first dictionary in the East Slavic world,
which, together with another contemporary work, published elsewhere, Meletii
Smotryts'kyi's Grammatika slavenskaia (Slavonic Grammar, 1610), established a
standard for the Church Slavonic language that was to be used in Ukraine for the
next two centuries.

Pletenets'kyi also brought to Kiev's Monastery of the Caves a group of Galician
intellectuals (Iov Borets'kyi, Zakhariia Kopystens'kyi, Lavrentii Kukil”) who had
been trained in L'viv's Stauropegial Brotherhood school. Following the L'viv tra-
dition, Kiev received its own brotherhood and school in 1615, where a Greco-
Slavonic curriculum was established according to the L'viv model. Moreover, in
the midst of this cultural revival, Hetman Sahaidachnyi moved his administration
to Kiev, making it once again the seat of political and military power as well as the
culturat center of Ukrainian lands. And to show his further support of the Ortho-
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dox revival, the hetman enrolled all his Zaporozhian Cossacks in the recently
established Kiev Brotherhood.

Buoved by the support of the Cossacks and their dynamic leader Sashaidachnyi,
the Orthodox clergy and lay leaders felt that the time had come to restore the
organizational framework of their church. By the second decade of the seven-
teenth century, the metropolitan®s office and all the Eastern-rite eparchies on
Belarusan and Ukrainian lands in Poland-Lithuania with the exception of L'viv
were in the hands of the Uniates. The Cossacks, however, had refused to allow the
Uniate metropolitans — Ipatii Polii and bis successor, Veliamyn Ruts'kyi (reigned
1614-1637) — to take up their seal of Kicv. Now, in 1620, the Orthodox group took
advantage of a visit by the patriarch of Jerusalem, Theophanes, who in October of
that year stopped in Kicv on his way to Muscovy. They persuaded the patriarch to
ordain an (hrthodox metropolitan for Kiev as well as four bishops for the sees of
Przemysl, Polatsk, Volodymyr-Volyns'kyi, and Luis'k. Early the following year, two
more Orthodox bishops were ordained, for Chetm and Pinsk. The ordinations
were performed in secrel and without the approval of the Polish government.
When the government found oul, it accused Patriarch Theophanes of being a
Turkish spy and oullawed the newly appointed metropolitan and bishops.

In response, in 1621 the new Orthodox metropolitan, Tov Borets'kyi (reigned
1620—1631), and the six bishops published their first manifeste. Of particular
interest is their characterization of the Cassacks:

We all know about the Cossacks, that these chivalrous men are of our race, are of our kin,
and are true Orthodox Christians. . They are the descendanis of the glorious Ruy’, of the
sced of Japheth who fought [Byzanline] Greece on land and on sea. They are the descen-
dants of that warlike race which under Oleh, the Rus” monarch, altacked Constantinople,
They arc the same as those who with Volodymyr, the sainted king of [Kievan| Rus’, con-
quered Greece, Macedonia, and Iliyria. Their ancestors, together with Volodymyr, were
baptized and accepted Christianity from the church at Constantinople, and even to this day
they are born, are baplized, and live in this faith.#

Referring to more recent times, the Orthodox bishops stated: *[The Cossacks’]
second purpose is to sel the prisoner free. ... It is truly said that no one in the
whole world does so much for the benefit of the persecuted and oppressed Chris-
tians ... as the Army of Zaporozhia with their daring and their victories. What
other peoples achieve by words and discourses, the Cossacks achieve by their
actions.” The Cossacks were now armed with a historical ideology and viewed by
the highest Orthodox authoritics as latter-day descendants of the biblical Japheth
and the Kievan Rus’ princcs.

The registered Cossacks, in particular, took advantage of the situation and put
forth a new demand in all their negotiations with the Poles: recognition of the
already-appointed bishops and thereby the full reconstitution of the Orthodox
church in Poland-Lithuania. During the next decade, the Polish king Zygmunt 111
often made promises regarding Orthodoxy, but he refused to recognize the con-
secration of its seven hierarchs. Finally, following the death of the king in 1652, a
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period of interregnum ensued during which the Polish Diet prepared for a new
election. Several Orthodox Rus’ noblemen seized the opportunity to introduce
the Cossack question into the roval electoral debates. For the first time they
demanded that the Cossacks be recognized as a noble estate within the Polish
social structure, and they renewed their call [or the legalization of the Orthodox
hierarchy. Not surprisingly, there was great opposition from the Polish szlachita.
The future King Wiadystaw IV (reigned 1632-1648) needed troops [or a new cam-
paign against Muscovy, however, and was therefore predisposed to [avoring the
Cossack requests. Although the question of noble status was decided against the
Cossacks, the new king, through personal persuasion, was able in 1632 to push
through a compromise agreement known as the “Pacification of the Greek Faith.’

The compromise of 1632 finally regulated Orthodox chuarch life in Poland-
Lithuania. The metropolitan and hishops werc to he elected by the Orthodox
clergy and nobility, confirmed by the Polish king, and blessed by the ccumenical
patriarch of Constantinople. The secretly elected Orthodox hicrarchy of 1620
was not recognized, however. With regard to Orthodox-Uniate relations, the
eparchics of the Metropolitanate of Kiev were divided. Kiev, L'viv, Przemysl,
Luts'k, and the newly founded Mahilion went to the Orthodox; Polatsk, Chelm,
Volodymyr-Volyns'kyi, Pinsk, and Smolensk went 1o the Uniales. Moreover, each
church was 1o have its own metropolitan of Kiev. The Orthodox metropolitan was
to reside in Kiev itself, the Uniale meuropolitan in Vilnius or Navahrudak in
Lithuania. As well, Orthodox schools, printing presses, brotherhoods, and new
churches were permitted; several churches and monasteries held by the Uniates
{including all but one in Kiev) were returned to the Orthodox church; and
Orthodox adherents were once again permitted to hold office in municipal gov-
emment, Despite protests from the Uniate metropolitan and Polish Catholic bish-
ops, the king upheld the agrecment of 1632 and reconfirmed it three years later.

Taking advantage of the favorable political situation, Orthodox nobles in the
Polish Diet nominated in November 1632 a fellow deputy, Archimandrite Petro
Mohyla (Petru Movild), as metropolitan of Kiev (reigned 1632-1647). Within days,
the nomination was approved by the king and a blessing requested from the ecu-
menical patriarch. This meant that the recently elected Metropolitan Isala
Kopyns'kyi (reigned 1631-1632), the successor to Metropolitan Borets kyi secretly
clecled in 1620, was removed from office.

The new and dynamic Metropolitan Mohyla/Movild was the son of the Roma-
nian Orthodox ruler of Walachia and Moldavia. In 1627, just two vears after his
arrival in Kiev, he was made archimandrite of the city’s influential Monastery of
the Caves. The ambitious and talented Mohyla was convinced that the survival of
Orthodoxy depended on the creation of a welleducated group of clerics trained
in the best traditions of their religious antagonists, the Jesuits. Accordingly, he
sent monks to Poland to he educated, and he opened a new school on the Jesuil
Latin medel at the Kiev monastery.

Mohyla’s policies were by no means universally accepted within Poland-
Lithuania's Orthodox milicu. Actually, the metropolitan’s election at the end of
1652 represented a victory for the Orthodox Rus’ nobles over the Cossacks, who
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ORTHODOX VERSUS UNIATE

Despite the compromise of 1632, hailed in Polish governmental circles as the
‘Pacification of the Greek Faith,’ the struggle among the Rus’ people between
adherents of Orthodoxy and of Uniatism continued unabated through the
whole first half of the seventeenth century. The struggle took many forms:
court cases, debates in the Diet, and the publication of polemical pamphlets in
defense either of the Orthodox faith and Ruthenian language or of the right-
ness of union with Rome.

Meanwhile, Orthodox defections to the Uniates continued among all strata
of society, and included that of the once-staunch defender of Orthodoxy
Archbishop Meletiit Smotryts'kyi, who in 1628 became a Uniate. Even more
pronounced were conversions to Roman Catholicism among members of the
powerful Rus” magnate families (the Ostroz’kyis, Sangushkos, Chartorys’kyis,
Korets'kyis, Zbaraz'Kkyis, and Zaslavs'kyis) and the furcher spread eastward of
Roman Cartholic influence through the establishment of several new Jesuit
schools between 1608 and 1646 (in L'viv, Luts'k, Kam"ianets'-Podil’s’kyi,
Ostroh, Brest, and Ovruch and as far east as in Novhorod-Sivers'kyi and Kiev).
It was the advance of Roman Catholicism that prompted discussion of the pos-
sibility of a ‘new union,” including a proposal put forth in 1645 by none other
than the Orthodox metropolitan of Kiev, Petro Mohyla.

The passions and zeal of the Orthodox-Uniate struggle produced intellec-
tual debates and legal battles as well as physical violence against individuals
and the destruction or forcible acquisition of rival churches. Among the more
brutal and memorable instances of violence was the assassination of the Uni-
ate archbishop of Polatsk in Belarus, losafat Kuntsevych (reigned 1617-1623),
by the angered Orthodox citizens of Vitsebsk, where the prelate’s residence
was located. Following his death in 1623, Kuntsevych was hailed by the Uni-
ates of Poland-Lithuania as a martyr for their faith, and in 1867 he was canon-
ized by the Roman Catholic church. The intensity of the Orthodox-Uniate
antagonism in the carly seventeenth century is conveyed in the following con-
temporary description, from Bishop lakiv Susha’s biography of Kuntsevych
(1665):

The ringing of cathedral bells and the bells of other churches spread. ‘This was the
signal and call to insurrection. FFrom all sides of town masses of people — men,
women, and children — gathered with stones and attacked the archbishop’s resi-
dence. The masses attacked and injured the servants and assistants of the arch-
bishop, and broke into the room where he was alone. One hit him on the head
with a stick, another splic it with an axe, and when Kuntsevych fell, they started
beating him. They looted his house. dragged his body to the plaza, cursed him —
even women and children. ... ‘T'hey dragged him naked through the streets of the
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city all the way to the hill overlooking the river Dvina. Finally, after tying stones
to the dead body, they threw him into the Dvina ac its deepese.*

*Osyp Zinkewych and Andrew Sorokowski, comps., A T4 d Years of Christianity in Ukraine
(New York, Baltimore, and T'oronto 1988), p. 121.

had supported the deposed and still-smarting Metropolitan Kopyns'kyi and the
other hierarchs secretly ordained in 1620. Kopyns'kyi, together with other pro-
Muscovite sympathizers, looked to the tsar and hoped for reconciliation with the
patriarch in Moscow. Consequently, they worked against what they considered
Mohyla’s pro-western (i.e., Roman Catholic) orientation. Hearing the complaints
of such traditionalist clerics, the Cossacks even threatened to do away with Mohyla
and his ‘Latin-oriented’ intellectual circle, whom they considered infiltrators poi-
soning the minds of Orthodox youth.

Despite his critics, Mohyla moved ahead in trying to implement his vision for
the revival of Orthodoxy within Poland-Lithuania. While he was still archiman-
drite of Kiev’s Monastery of the Caves, the monastery school he founded in 1631
was merged the following year with the city’s brotherhood school into one institu-
tion, the Kievan, or Mohyla, Collegium. The collegium maintained the traditions
of scholastic education then prevailing in Catholic Jesuit schools, and great
emphasis was placed on the study of Latin. Mohyla believed that the future of
Orthodoxy in Belarus and Ukraine lay in an accommodation with Poland - albeit
on an equal basis — and for this reason he tried to undermine the traditional atti-
tude of the Ukrainian Orthodox clergy, who until then had looked eastward to
Muscovy as their only salvation, During the first half of the seventeenth century,
discontented Orthodox clergy and monks had continued to seek refuge in Mus-
covy. Now, under the leadership of the capable and intellectually brilliant Mohyla,
the Orthodox church and its centers of learning in Ukraine could hold their own
as a source of cultural attraction against the Catholic West.

The calm before the storm

By the 1630s, Cossack pressure had succeeded in restoring the legal status of the
Orthodox church in Poland-Lithuania. Its own demands, however, remained
unmet. The registered Cossacks were not recognized as a distinct social estate,
and the Zaporozhians continued to clash with Poland’s governmental authorities,
either because of their disagreements with frontier officials in Ukraine or because
of their unauthorized attacks on the Crimea and the Ottoman Empire. As a result,
the cycle of Polish-Cossack friction continued: Cossack service in Poland’s foreign
military ventures was followed by their discontent with unfulfilled promises and
then by Polish military efforts to subdue them (including the construction in 1685
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of a new fortress at Kodak, near the bend of the Dnieper River, to stop Cossack
flights to Zaporozghia).

The Polish reactions, in turn, prompted two magjor Cossack rebellions — 1637
(led by Pavlo Pavliuk-But) and 1638 (led by Dmytro Hunia and Lakiv Ostrianyn) —
in which the registered Cossacks as well as the unregistered Zaporozhians partici-
pated. The first ended with the beheading of the Cossack leader by victorious
Polish forces following their victory at the Battle of Kumeiky. The second ended
with the surrender of one Cossack leader (Hunia} and the departure of the other
(Ostrianyn) with his regiment of 900 men to Muscovite lands [arther east. After
the 1638 defeat, the number of registered Cossacks, which had continued o fluc-
tuate during the seventeenth century, was reduced to 6,000; they were allowed 1o
live only in the districts of Cherkasy, Chyhyryn, and Korsun'; their elective offices
above the rank of colonel were abolished; and a large Polish [orce was stationed
at the Kodak fortress. Finally, all the unrcgistered Cossacks farther down the
Dnicper in Zaporozhia were declared outlaws.

For the next ten years, the situation remained relatively quiee, and some Poles
felt that perhaps the Cossack problem was at last under control. Yet nothing had
really changed. The magnate-dominated manorial systemn continued to increase
its hold over the agricultural sector; discontented peasants, townspeople, and
lesser gentry continued to [lee 1o Zaporozhia; and the Orthodox church, while
restored to legal status, was forced to compele with the government-favored
Uniate church for the control and maintenance of individual parishes. Mean-
while, the Cossacks were drawn into the vagarics of Polish politics, which had
traditionally set the king in opposilion to the nobility.

The latest instance of Cossack involvement came during the reign of Wladystaw
IV, a king who was particularly fond of foreign ventures, whether against Sweden
(as a member of the Vasa dynasty, he had claims to the Swedish crown), against
Muscovy (Poland sull interfered in the yetunstable Muscovite state), or against
the Ottoman Turks (the traditional enemy). In 1646, Wladystaw made plans for a
crusade against the Turks, but when the Polish Diet refused to grant him funds,
he naturally turned to the registered Cossacks. The latter received a sceret charter
and banner from the king, and an army was asscibled, but the Dict got wind of
the agreement and before the end of 1646 demanded the demobilization of the
army. The following year, Wladystaw capitulated to the Diel’s wishes, and the
potential advantages accruable to the Cossacks from the venture were lost.

All these factors — socioeconornic, religious, and political — contributed to an
increase in the heritage of hatred between the Cossacks and the Polish nobility,
who, because of their politcal power, came to represent the whole Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwcalth. Continual tension could crupt into conflagration at
any time. In 1647, the spark was finally lit by the personal misfortune experienced
by one Cossack othicial, Bohdan Khmel nyts'kyi.
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Khmel nyts’ kyi and the Revolution
of 1648

Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyl is the central figure in Ukrainian history during the
seventeenth century. Some have also considered him the most important leader
in modern Ukrainian history. First of all, it was during his tenure of less than a
decade as hetman (1648-1657) that the Cossacks, and with them half of Ukraine’s
territory, changed their allegiance from Poland to Muscovy. This proved to be the
beginning of a process that was to result in the further acquisition by Muscovy of
Ukrainian territory from Poland until the final disappearance of the Common-
wealth from the map of Europe at the end of the eighteenth century. Even more
important for Ukrainian history was the fact that Khmel'nyts'kyi succeeded in
bringing most Ukrainian lands under his control and in ruling the territory as if it
were an independent state. His Cossack state consequently provided an inexhaust-
ible source of inspiration for future generations of Ukrainians, many of whom
strove to restore what they considered to have been an independent Ukraine
under Khmel' nyts'kyi.

A pivotal figure in the history of eastern Europe during the seventeenth cen-
tury, Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi has been viewed in radically different ways. Not sur-
prisingly, traditional Polish historiography considered Khmel'nyts'kyi the leader
of a destructive uprising that seriously undermined and eventually destroyed the
Polish state, while Russian historiography has viewed him as a leader who success-
fully led the Orthodox ‘Little Russians’ into the fold of a united Russian state.
Ukrainian writers see Khmel'nyts'kyi as an outstanding leader who successtully
restored the idea of national independence that had lain dormant since Kievan
times. Although some Ukrainians may criticize him for his sociopolitical and dip-
lomatic failures, especially his decision to submit to Muscovy, all agree that his
rule was a crucial turning point in Ukrainian historical development. Jewish histo-
rians of eastern Europe view Khmel'nyts'kyi as the instigator of the first genocidal
catastrophe in the modern history of the Jews. They point out that not only was
the vibrant Jewish community in Ukraine largely decimated, but this early ‘holo-
caust” brought about the inner-directed and mystic emphasis which marked the
subsequent development of eastern Europe’s Ashkenazi Jews. Finally, Soviet
Marxist writers, both Russian and Ukrainian, tended to stress the popular revolu-
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tionary aspect of the Khmel nyts'kyi years. Beginning in the 1930s, they placed the
Cossack leader into that small but politically significant pantheon of acceptable
pre-Soviet national heroes, especially because he was so instrumental in setting
out along a course which led to the ‘reunification’ of the brotherly Ukrainian and
Russian peoples. Thus, for some, Bohdan Khmel nyts'kyi has been a hero, either
qualified or of the highest order, while by others he is seen as a villain or even the
devil incarnate. Who was this man, whose career is still the subject of historical
debate and contemporary political polemic?

Khmel nyts'kyi's early career

Bohdan Zinovii Khmel nyts'kyi was born about 1595. His actual birthplace has not
been determined with certainty, although many believe it was his father’s estate at
Subotiv, near Chyhyryn, not far from the Dnieper River and about forty-three
miles (seventy kilometers) south of the frontier town and Cossack center at Cher-
kasy. The boy’s father, Mykhailo, was a registered Cossack of gentry origin, proba-
bly from Belarus, who had served in Galicia (in the town of Zhovkva) on the staff
of the renowned early seventeenth-century Polish general Hetman Stanistaw Zét-
kiewski. Subsequently, Mykhailo Khmel’nyts'kyi was invited by the district starosta
at Chyhyryn to serve in that town, where he soon became vice-starosta and settled
on an estate in nearby Subotiv, where his son Bohdan was later born.

In the absence of an Orthodox school in the relatively near city of Kiev {one
was not opened there until 1615), Bohdan was sent to a Jesuit school in Galicia
(at Jarostaw}. After completing his education, he served with his father and the
Cossacks who fought with Hetman 2élkiewski in the latter’s abortive campaign
against the Turks in 1620. Both Zotkiewski and Mykhailo Khmel'nyts'kyi were
killed at the Battle of Cecora/Tsetsora Fields, near Iagi in Moldavia, while the
young Bohdan was captured and sent to Constantinople. For the next two years,
until his mother forwarded enough money to redeem him, Behdan studied Turk-
ish and became thoroughly acquainted with Ottoman and Crimean politics as
well as with the difficulties faced by the Greek Orthodox church in the sultan’s
capital. After his return home in 1622, Khmel’nyts'kyi served with the registered
Cossacks in his native region of Chyhyryn.

At this time, during the 1620s and 1630s, Khmel'nyts'kyi was known to favor an
increase in the number of registered Cossacks and an extension of their privi-
leges, and he was even suspected of having participated in the Ostrianyn rebellion
of 1638. Acting on that suspicion, the Polish authorities demoted him from colo-
nel to captain {sotnyk) and allowed him to serve in that position as head of the
Chyhyryn Cossacks. During the relatively peaceful years after 1638, Khmel nyts'kyi
turned his attention to his estate near Chyhyryn, where he seemed destined to
spend the rest of his life as a typical registered Cossack whose primary object was
to enhance the status of his group so that it might eventually be accepted as on a
par with the nobility (gentry) in the rest of Polish-Lithuanian society. But the
steppe zone in which Khmel'nyts'kyi, like his father before him, lived was under-
going rapid colonization and change, and without the appropriate documents the



Khmel'nyts'kyi and the Revolution of 1648 197

Khmel'nyts'kyi family’s claims to noble status meant little to aggressive magnates
who had a tradition of appropriating lands from the gentry, whether or not they
were of proven noble status. Accordingly, Khmel' nyts'kyi’s social status remained
uncertain, and he was forced to seek a modicum of security by rendering military
service to the king or by engaging in economic activity in an effort to increase at
least his material wealth.

The uncertainty of his own position was responsible for Khimel nyts'kyi's favor-
ing changes on behalf of the registered Cossacks, whose status had declined after
the abortive revolts of 1637-1638. He was particularly encouraged by King
Whadystaw IV's plans in 1646 to organize a new crusade against the Ottomans.
Courted for their military potential, the Cossacks saw the king’s plans as offering a
way of improving their own situation. In fact, Khmel'nyts'kyi was one of a four-
member Cossack delegation summoned to Warsaw in 1646 to negotiate with the
king. So much the greater, then, was his disappointment when the Polish nobility
succeeded In thwarting Wladystaw’s effort. Nonetheless, the Cossack delegation
supposedly received a secret charter from the king, which promised to restore
those privileges the Cossacks had enjoyed before 1638. Khmel'nyts'kyi was anx-
ious to obtain a copy of this charter for himself.

The first few months of 1647 witnessed a series of events that was to mark a
turning point in Khmel'nyts'kyi’s life. Because of his importance as a historical
figure, it is not surprising that many legends have grown up around him, in partic-
ular about this crucial period in his life. The more colorful of these legends,
drawn from several later sources, make up what the historian Mykhailo
Hrushevs'kyi has dubbed the ‘Khmel nyts'kvi affair.” The so-called affair refers to
a ‘struggle over a woman’ named Matrona/Helena, in whom Khmel nyts'kyi -
himself married with a family — supposedly had an amorous interest. Eventually,
Helena married Khmel'nyts'kyi’s local rival, the Polish vice-sterostz of Chyhyryn,
Daniel Czaplinski. Just before Czaplinski won the hand of Helena, he raided
Khmel nyts kyi's estate at Subotiv, appropriated its movable property, and at some
peint flogged the Cossack leader’s son, who as a result of his injuries died scon
after. The violence and terror undoubtedly contributed to the untimely death of
Khmel’nyts'kyl’s wife sometime in 1647.

Khmel nyts'kyl was a business rival of Czaplifiski’s superior, the Chyhyryn star-
osta, Aleksander Koniecpolski, who for his part felt that the Cossack leader was
encroaching on his liquor monopoly. In response to the raid on his estate,
Khmel'nyts'kyl sought justice in the local court but was unsuccessful. He then
journeyed to Warsaw and put his case before the Polish Senate. There, too, he
received no satisfaction. While in the capital, he even turned to King Wladystaw,
who, though he sympathized with Khmel'nyts'kyi, admitted that he was powerless
to intervene in Poland’s szlachia-controlled legal and administrative system.

Kherml'nyts'kyi's appeals to the royal court and Senate in Warsaw served to
alienate his enemies further, and after returning home in late 1647 he was
promptly arrested on Koniecpolski’s orders. Helped by friends, Khmel'nyts'kyi
managed to escape and, with nowhere else to turn, decided to follow in the foot-
steps of hundreds of discontented registered Cossacks and lower gentry before
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him. In Janvary 1648, he fled to the Zaporozhian Sich and its Cossack host, who
lived in relative safety beyond the reach of the Polish authorities.

These basic facts were later embellished by several authors in such a way that
the long-standing political, social, and economic friction hetween Poles and Cos-
sacks was made to scem less important as motivating Khmel nyts'kyi’s actions than
his supposed rivalry with a minor local Polish official over the love of a woman. In
the end, however, it was not a personal quarrel over ‘Helena of the steppes,” but
the ever-present social, religious, and national tensions in seventeenth-century
Ukraine that set the stage for a series of events which would result in profound
changes in both Ukrainian and Polish society.

The revolution of 1648

While the Zaporozhians may have been subdued after the failure of the revolts in
1637 and 1638, they were not eliminated. Now it seemed that the right leader —
one who they heard was even trusted by the king — had arrived in Zaporozhia in
the person of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyvi. Khmel nyts'kyi immediately set out to allay
the traditional attitude of suspicion on the part of the Zaporozhians toward the
‘gentrified” registered Cossacks, and before the end of January 1648 he was
elected hetman, The new hetman anticipated conflict with the Poles and, drawing
on his experience with the Otloman world, concluded an alliance with the
Crimean Tatars. Although Poland’s governing circles were divided on how to han-
dle this new Cossack threat, the view of the supreme military commander, Crown
Hetman Mikolaj Potocki, prevailed. Joined by his son Stefan (stationed at the
Rodak fortress) and the army of another Polish commander, and confident in
their military superiority, Potocki undertook a preemptive attack against the
Zaporozhian Sich. But to their surprise the Polish forces were intercepted en
route and defeated by a joint Zaporozhian-Tatar army under Khmel'nves'kyi at
the Battle of Zhovti Vody on 546 May. In the course of the battle, Stefan Potocki
was captured by the Tatars (he later died of his wounds), and the registered Cos-
sacks on the Polish side deserted to Khmel nyts"kyi, With this expanded Cossack-
Tatar force, Khmel nyts'kyi was able to pursue the Poles and defeat them in a
second battle, at Korsun’, on 15-16 May, in which both Polish commanders were
captured. To make matters worse for the Poles, King Wladystaw died on 16 May,
the day of their defeat at Korsun'.

Upon hearing the news of the Cossack victories, discontented elements
throughout the Kiev palatinate were inspired to revolt. Peasants drove out or
killed their Polish landlords and Jewish estate managers; Orthodox clergy called
for vengeance against Roman Catholic and Uniate priests; and townspeople plot-
ted against the wealthy urban elements. Thus, by the summer of 1648, two of
Poland’s leading commanders had been captured, its large eastern army had
been defeated, its Ukrainian peasant population was in revolt, and its king was
dead. Moreover, Poland’s traditional enemies — the Zaporozhian Cossacks and
the Tatars — were flushed with victory and there seemed no defense against them,
Undoubtedly, the Ukrainian peasant masses and the vast majority of the unregis-
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tered Zaporozhian Cossacks were ready to rid themselves of Polish rule once and
for all. But was Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi ready?

Ehmel'nyts'kyi’s way of life, like that of other relatively comfortable registered
Cossacks, was the way of life of an aspiring country gentryman. While he had been
personally wronged by local rivals, his initial goal was simply to obtain justice. If
justice could not be obtained through legal channels, then a military victory
against the Polish army might force the authorities to act favorably on his behalf.
Even after Khmel'nys’kyi had defeated Poland’s eastern army twice, it is likely that
he would have welcomed the possibility of remaining a subject of the king of
Poland if he had been assured of personal legal redress and the restoration to his
fellow registered Cossacks of the privileges they had enjoyved before the abortive
revolt of 1637-1638. It was too late to go back, however, whether he wanted to do
50 or not. Khmel'nyts'kyi’s actions, motivated by personal resentment, set in
motion a sequence of events over which he did not have complete control. He
had to ride the waves or be submerged.

At first, Khmel'nyts'kyi tried to resist the Cossack-peasant uprising, which after
doing away with the local Polish nobility would, he surmised, probably turn on the
Rus’ gentry and registered Cossacks as well. He hoped to find support among
Poles for his desire to control what he considered the excesses of the revolution.
In June 1648, pretending not to know of the king’s death, Khmel'nyts'kvi stopped
his army at Bila Tserkva, just southwest of Kiev, and sent an emissary to Warsaw
demanding that the traditional Cossack privileges be restored; that the number of
registered Cossacks be increased to 12,000, that the Cossacks be paid for their
services of the last five years; and that the Orthodox church be treated justly, in
particular by having the churches and monasteries still held by the Uniates
restored to it. In return, the hetman pledged his loyalty to the king.

The Polish Diet was overjoyed with Khmel nyts'kyi’s modest demands and
agreed to have them considered by the new king, whom they were still in the proc-
ess of choosing. Khmel'nyts'kyl then returned to his estate near Chyhyryn and in
early 1649 even managed to marry Matrona/Helena, after her shortlived mar-
riage to Czaplinski was annulled. It seemed that Khmel'nyts"kyi was on the verge
of obtaining all he had wanted.

Events were not to leave him in peace, however. Other Cossack leaders, like
the popular Maksym Kryvonis and Danylo Nechai, led the peasant masses and
unregistered Cossacks in new revolts which heaped further destruction on
Roman Catholic Poles, Uniate Ukrainians, and Jews throughout the Kiev palati-
nate. These revolts had a particularly devastating impact, in both the short and
the long term, on the Jews (see chapter 27). The number of Jewish victims during
the period from 1648 to 1652 has been estimated at from the tens to the hun-
dreds of thousands, and no exact number is ever likely to be known. Whatever
the exact number, or whoever was responsible — the peasants, the Zaporozhian
Cossacks and their independent-minded leaders like Kryvonis and Nechai, or the
Crimean Tatars, who sold captured Jews in the Ottoman slave markets — it is
Khmel’'nyts'kyi who is held to blame in Jewish sources to the present day. The
widely used Encyclopedia Judaica describes him with borrowings from Jewish
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KHMEL’NYTS’KYI AND THE JEWS

Jewish chroniclers of the seventeenth century provide vastly different and
invariably inflated figures with respect to the loss of life among the Jewish
population of Ukraine during the Khmel'nyts'kyi era. The numbers range
from 60,000-80,000 (Nathan Hannover) to 100,000 (Sabbatai Cohen) killed
and from 300 communities to 670,000 households destroyed. Almost with-
out exception, today’s specialists on the period reject what they describe as
the grossly exaggerated figures in the chronicles. The Israeli scholars
Shmuel Ettinger and Bernard D. Weinryb speak instead of the ‘annihilation
of tens of thousands of Jewish lives,” and the Ukrainian-American historian
Jaroslaw Pelenski narrows the number of Jewish deaths to between 6,000
and 14,000.

Despite the correctives provided by recent scholarship, the old chronicles
manage to retain a strong hold on the modern reader’s imagination. Perhaps
the best known and most often published chronicle is the Yeven Metzulah, by
the rabbi of Ostroh, in Volhynia, Nathan Hannover. A Hebrew version was
first published in Venice in 1653, and has since then appeared in many transla-
tions, including several in English under the title T%e Deep Mire or The Abyss of
Despair. In the introduction to the 1983 edition of the Hannover chronicle, an
American specialist in Judaic studies, William B. Helmreich, still refers to the
events of the Khmel'nyts'kyi era as ‘one of the worst catastrophes ever to
befall the Jewish people.’ In the following excerpts from The Abyss of Despair,
Hannover tells us why he chose his title, how the attitudes of the Cossack
leader are supposedly characteristic of all Ukrainians, and, finally, what hap-
pened to those Jews who were unable to escape from the Left Bank westward
beyond the Dnieper River.

I named my book YEVEN METZULAH (THE DEEP MIRE), because the words of the
Psalmist [Psalms 69:3] allude to these terrible events, and speak of the oppressors,
the Tatars and the Ukrainians as well as of the arch-enemy, Chmiel, may his name
be blotted out, may God send a curse upon him. This book may thus be a chroni-
cle to serve future generations.

For while he [Khmel'nyts’kyi] was soft spoken, he had seven abominations in his
heart; a man plotting iniquity, in the manner of all the Ukrainians, who ac first
appear to the Jews as friends, and speak to them pleasant and comforting words,
beguiling them with soft and kind speech, while they lic with their tongues and
are deceitful and untrustworthy.

Whoever failed to escape or was unable to flee was killed. These persons died
cruel and bitter deaths. Some were skinned alive and their flesh was thrown to the
dogs; some had their hands and limbs chopped off, and their bodies thrown on the
highway only to be trampled by wagons and crushed by horses: some had wounds
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inflicted upon them, and [were] thrown on the street to dic a slow death; they
writhed in their blood until they breathed their last; others were buried alive. The
enemy slaughtered infants in the laps of their mothers. They were sliced into
picces like fish. They slashed the bellics of pregnant women, removed their
infants and tossed them in their faces. Some women had their bellies torn open
and live cats placed in them. The bellies were then sewed up with the live cats
remaining within. They chopped off the hands of the victims so that they would
not be able to remove the cats from the bellies. The infants were hung on
the breasts of their mothers. Some children were pierced with spears, roasted on
the fire and then brought to their mothers to be eaten. Many times they used the
bodies of Jewish children as improvised bridges upon which they later crossed.
There was no cruel device of murder in the whole world that was not perpetrated
by the enemies. All the four death penalties; stoning, burning, beheading, and
strangling were meted out to the Jews. Many were taken by the Tatars into captiv-
ity. Women and virgins were ravished. ... Similar atrocities were perpetrated in all
the settlements through which they passed. Also against the Polish people, these
cruelties were perpetrated, especially against the priests and bishops.

sourcE: Nathan Hanover, Abyss of Despair: The Famous 1 jth-Century Chronicle Depicting Jewish Life in
Russia and Poland during the Chmielnicki Massacres of 1648-1649, tanslated by Abraham ]. Mesch,
2nd ed. (New Brunswick, N.J. and London 1983) pp. 25, 34, and 43-44.

chroniclers: *“Chmiel the Wicked”, one of the most sinister oppressors of the Jews
of all generations, ... and the figure principally responsible for the holocaust of
the Polish Jewry in the period.” His reputation among Jews remains unchanged,
‘even though in reality,” the same source admits, ‘his control of events was rather
limited.”' Whatever the validity of Jewish opinion about Khmel'nytskyi, the fact
remains that in the socioeconomic system of the Polish-Lithuanian Common-
wealth the Jews, alongside the Poles, had come to represent the oppressor. In the
great social upheaval which began in 1648, the Jews found themselves caught
between the proverbial hammer and anvil, and the result was the destruction of
many of their communities.

By the summer of 1648, the Cossack-peasant revolts had spread farther west,
into Podolia. At this point, an influential polonized Ukrainian magnate from the
Left Bank, Jeremi WiSniowiecki, took matters into his own hands. Impatient with
discussions of the Cossack question on the part of the Polish government in
Warsaw, Wisniowiecki decided to attack the rebels. He was repulsed, however, by
Kryvonis. This development also prompted Khmel'nyts'kyi to come out of his
shortlived seclusion. He marched westward toward Volhynia, where in September
1648, together with Kryvonis, he routed a large Polish army of 80,000 soldiers near
the village of Pyliavtsi. The Cossack army then moved on to L'viv, where after suc-
cessfully cutting off the city from outside aid, they accepted a ransom from the
urban authorities.
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Now the way to Warsaw was open, and Khmel'nyis'kyl was urged by his Cos
sacks to strike there, at the heart of Poland. He set out in the direction of Warsaw
but in November stopped at Zamoéé, about a third of the way between L'viv and
Warsaw. Once again, in the hope of gaining greater concessions from the Polish
government, Khmel'nyts'kyi preferred negotiation. The hetman’s conditions
were the following: (1) that traditional privileges be restored to the Cossacks; (2)
that free access to the Black Sea, without Polish forts like Kodak to hlock their
way, be granted them; (3) that the right to depend on the king alone, not on local
Polish officials, be given the hetman; (4) that amnesty be extended to all partici-
pants in the rebellion; and (5) that the Union of Brest and thus the Uniate
church be abolished. The new king, Jan Kazimierz (reigned 1648-1668), prom-
ised to do his best to fulfill these conditions. He asked Khmel nyis'kyi to cease
hostilities and to return home in the meantime.

Considering the broken Polish promises in the past — whether because of an
absence of good will on the part of the king or, more likely, the interference of
the Polish nobility - one might well wonder how it was possible for Khmel'nvtskyi
to believe things would be different this time. But whether or not he believed the
Poles, Khmel ' nyts'kyi still hoped to function within the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth. As a result, he agreed to put a stop to unruly Cossack and peasant
rebellions and to return home.

Khmel'nyts'kyi as a national leader

The hetman’s attitude began to change, however, after his arrival in Kiev. At the
head of a victorious Cossack army, which had within the space of less than a year
defeated Poland’s leading military forces, Khmel ' nyts’kyi entered Kiev on Christ-
mas Day (according to the Julian calendar) in January 1640. There he was greeted
by the Orthodox metropolitan of Kiev, Syl'vestr Kosiv, and by the patriarch of
Jerusalem, Paisios, who was in Kiev at the time. As they had done with Hetman
Sahaidachnyi in 1620, the Orthodox hierarchy provided a religious and national
ideological context for Khmel'nyts'kyi's actions. The hetman was called a mod-
ern-day Moses who had succeeded in leading his Rus' people out of Polish bond-
age. In the opinion of the Orthodox leadership, the events of the past year had a
bearing on the religicus and cultural survival of the whole Rus’ people (Ukraini-
ans and Belarusans), and not just the particular interests of a single group,
whether Khmel'nyts'kyi himself, or the registered Cossacks, or the Zaporozhian
Host as a whole. Patriarch Paisios was particularly concerned with the interna-
tional implications of the events in Ukraine. With the long-term goal of mobiliz-
ing the whole Orthodox world to free the church from the Ottoman yoke, the
patriarch urged Khmel'nyts'kyi to work in close harmony with the neighboring
Danubian principalities of Moldavia and Walachia and to recognize the authority
of the tsar of Muscovy.

Khmel'nyts'kyi was undoubtedly affected by the new role conferred upon him.
He is reported to have said to commissioners of the Polish king: ‘T have hitherto
undertaken tasks which I had not thought through; henceforth, T shall pursue
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aims which I have considered with care. [ shall free the entire people of Rus’ from
the Poles. At first I fought because of the wrongs done to me personally; now [
shall fight for our Orthodox faith.... I am a small and insignificant man, but by the
will of God I have become the independent ruler of Rus'.”®

Whether or not Khmel'nyts'kyi fully grasped the leadership role in which fate
had cast him, in practical terms it was impossible for him to control the peasant
uprisings or to expect that the masses, having had a taste of freedom, would
calmly return home to their duties within the Polish socioeconomic system. More-
over, the hetman must have been impressed by the Orthodox hierarchy’s expecta-
tions of him, expressed by no less than a patriarch from the Holy Land itself.
Khmel'nyts'kyi proceeded to undertake diplomatic negotiations with Moldavia,
Walachia, Muscovy, and its allies the Don Clossacks, as well as with Protestant Tran-
sylvania and the Lithuanian Prince Radziwill, who because of their own anti-
Catholic interests might help him in his anti-Polish efforts. By the spring of 1649,
when the king’s negotiator Adam Kysil' — himself an Orthodox Rus’ nobleman
loyal to Poland — met with Khmel'nyts'kyi again, the change in the Cossack het-
man was evident. Khmel'nyts'kyi now called himself ‘Autocrat of Rus” by the
Grace of God’ and talked of liberation for all the Rus’ people living in the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth.

It seemed inevitable that hostilities would break out again. By the summer of
1649, Khmel'nyts'kyi, together with his CrimeanTatar allies, had surrounded the
Polish army led by King Jan Kazimierz at Zboriv. A peace, or, more precisely, a
truce, was signed in August whereby (1) the number of registered Cossacks was
raised to 40,000; (2) the Kiev, Chernihiv, and Bratslav palatinates (collectively
known as Ukraine) were declared Cossack territory, to be rid of the Polish mili-
tary, Jews, and Jesuits; (§) the Orthodox metropolitan was to be given a seatin the
Polish Senate; and (4) an amnesty was declared for nobles who had participated
in the uprising. Apart from the 40,000 on the register, those others who called
themselves Cossacks as well as the rebellious peasants were expected to return as
serfs to their landlords. While the clergy and Cossack officers were satisfied with
the Zboriv agreement, the peasants and peasants-turned-Cossack clearly were
not.

Ehmel'nyts'kyi once again seemed to be wavering in his role as leader of the
whole Rus’ (Ukrainian and Belarusan} society. After all, he was imbued with gen-
try values and concerned with social stability; he was not a revolutionary who
favored the overthrow of the social order. In any case, the Zboriv peace gave him
a convenient respite in which to begin organizing a structurc for the rapidly
expanding Cossack state. He made Chyhyryn the hetman’s capital and from there
conducted extensive diplomatic negotiations in an effort to find allies who would
share his vision of eastern Europe. .

Ehmel'nyts'kyi’s vision departed from the traditional approach of the Chris-
tian powers, whether that of Catholic Poland and the Habsburgs or that of Ortho-
dox Muscovy backed by the Eastern patriarchs. The traditional alliances had
instinctively been directed against the Ottoman ‘infidels.” Khmel'nyts'kyi, how-
ever, hoped to form a great coalition of Orthodox, Islamic, and Protestant powers
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— Moldavia, the Ottoman Empire, the Crimean Tatars, T'ransylvania, and Lithua-
nia's powerful Protestant figure Prince Radziwill — to force Poland’s rulers to
make structural changes in their society. The Cossack hetman also hoped to
entice Poland’s rival in the west, Brandenburg, and even Cromwell’s Protestant
England into helping him force the restructuring of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth as a federation of three equal states — Poland, Lithuania, and
Ukraine — to be headed by a new king, Gydrgy Rakoczi of Transylvania.

The key to this grandiose scheme was initially the Danubian principality of
Moldavia, where Ehmel'nyts'kyi and the Tatars led a campaign in 1650 to force
the Moldavian ruler (Vasile Lupu) to give his daughter in marriage to the het-
man’s son, Tymish. The marriage {inally took place in 1652, but only alter further
Cossack military intervention, which alarmed neighboring Walachia and Tran-
sylvania and led to war with those two states and the death of Tymish in 1653.

Khmel' nyts'kyi’s war with the Poles continued while he was being drawn into
Danubian politics. The aitempted alliance with Lithuania’s Prince Radziwill failed
(the prince instead sided with the Poles and captured Kiev during the Polish-
Cossack conflict of 1651); the Cossacks were defeated in June 1651 at the Batde of
Berestechko, in Volhynia; and Khmel 'nyts'kyi agreed to abide by conditions set in
the peace treaty signed at Bila Tserkva (September 1651). The Bila Tserkva agree-
ment reduced the number of registered Cossacks Lo 20,000 and restricted their
residence to the roval lands of the Kiev palatinate. The Bratslav and Chernihiv
palatinates were returned to Polish governmental administrators, and nobles were
allowed to return to their estates. Although the Bila Tserkva treaty was never rati-
fied hy the Polish Dict (it was blocked hy the application of one member nsing the
privilege of the Zberum veto}, Khmel'nyts'kyi uphcld its provisions, even sending
Cossack detachments o put down peasant uprisings against returning Polish
noblemen in the Kiev palatinate. Not surprisingly, the hetman’s actions causcd
great discontent among the peasants and unregistered Cossacks, who in despera-
tion moved farther east to lands along the upper Donets’ and Don Rivers that
were under Muscovite control. There they were allowed Lo form tux-exempt settle-
ments, known as siobody, from which the whaole region got its name — the Sloboda
lands, or Sloboda Ukraine. Khmel'nyts'kyt was able to defeat Polish armies in
1652 (at Batih, in Bratslav) and in 1653 (at Zhvanets’, in Podolia), and in the
treaty signed at Zhvanets’ (December 1653) the favorable conditions established
by the 1649 Zboriv treaty were restored.

It was becoming increasingly clear to Khmel'nyts'kyi, however, that his efforts
against the Poles could at best end in a stalemate, with no rcal improvement for
the Cossack lands within the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Also, with the
death of his son, Tymish, in August 1653, it was equally cvident that the hetman’s
diplomaltic ellort to create a grand coalition against Poland had become entan-
gled in the uncertainties of Danubian politics und in the end had produced noth-
ing positive. Even his military alliances with the Crimean Tatars had proved
uncertain at best — the khans having chosen to negotiate independently with the
Poles during the battles at Zboriv (1649) and Zhvanets’ (1653) and having
retreated at a critical moment during the bautle at Berestechko (1651). Finally,
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Khmel'nyts’kyi’s intention to submit as a vassal to the Ottomans (his submission
was proposed in 1650 and confirmed by Istanbul in 1652) resulted in little more
than the sultan’s urging the Crimean khans to help the Cossacks. With failure
evident in all corners, there seemed only one course of action left whereby
Khmel nyts'kyi might break the military and political stalemate with Poland. That
alternative was the tsardom of Muscovy, and it is there that Khmel nyts'kyi turned
next.
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Muscovy and the Agreement of
Pereiaslav

Khmel'nyts'kyi’s efforts to create an international coalition of the Cossacks, the
Ottorman Empire, and its vassal states directed against Poland had failed. The ongo-
ing military conflict with Poland moreover, had reached a stalemate. Accordingly,
by 1654 the Cossack hetman had been forced to conclude that forming an alliance
with Muscovy might be the sole means ol helping the Rus'-Ukrainian cause. In fact,
at the instigution of the visiting Orthodox patriarch of Jerusalem, the Zaporozhian
Cossucks had been negouating with Muscovy since the very cutset of the 1648 rev-
olution, and the discussions became more [requent beginning in early 1652, But
what was Muscovy’s view of the Cossack problem and, in particular, of the Ukrain-
ian territories? And what did the tsar and his advisers think of Khmel' nyts'kvi’s con-
tinual requests to [orm an alliance? Before trying to answer these questions, it is
necessary to glance, however briefly, at developments in Muscovy itself.

Muscovy was only one, and initially not the most important, of the several
northern Rus' lands which followed a scparate historical development after the
transformation of Kicvan Rus' in the thirtcenth century. At that time, Muscovy
was a principality within the Grand Duchy of Vladimir-Suzdal’, which, alongside
Novgorod, was the most powerful center in northern Rus’. From their capital city,
Vladimir-naKliazma, the rulers of Vladimir-Suzdal’ claimed they were the succes-
sors of the grand princes of Kievan Rus’. Ir was also to Viladimir-na-Kliazma that
the head of the Orthodox Rus’ church, the metropolitan of Kiev, went after the
Mongol invasion, and eventoally, in 1299, he trapsferred his residence there. But
any possibility of the northern Rus' lands’ being united under the leadership of
Vladimir-na-Kliazma or any other city was thwarted hy the Mongols of the Golden
Horde. The Mongols’ military strength enabled them to enforce a policy wherehy
the northern Rus’ principalities, whose rulers were their vassals, remained inde-
pendent of one another and dependent solely on the khans in their capital at
Sarai, on the lower Volga.

The rise of Muscovy

It was precisely during the period of greatest Mongol political influence in the
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late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries that the various principalities within the
Grand Duchy of Vladimir-Suzdal’ (Rostov, Suzdal’, Tver’, and others) increas-
ingly asserted their independence. Among them was Muscovy, which also proved
the most deferential 1o Mongaol rule. As a result, Muscovy was granted certain
favors by the Golden Horde. In the fifteenth century, by which time the Golden
Horde had itself broken up into three khanates (the Crimean, the Astrakhan’,
and the Kazan'), the Grand Duchy of Muscovy, led by a series of talented and able
rulers, took the opportunity to begin uniting the northern Rus’ lands. This proc-
ess was largely completed during the reign of Grand Duke Ivan I (reigned 1462-
1505) at the beginning of the sixteenth century. It is important to note that Ivan
IIT considered as part of his goal to gather together not only the northern, or Rus-
sian, territories of former Kievan Rus', but the Belarusan and Ukrainian territo-
ries as well. Muscovy, however, was not yet corpletely independent of the Kazan'
and Astrakhan’ Tatar khanates along its eastern and southeastern borders, which
claimed the annual tribute formerly paid to the Golden Horde. Nor was Muscovy
a match for the powerful Grand Duchy of Lithuania, which firmly controlled the
Rus’ (Belarusan and Ukrainian) lands in the west and south.

The Grand Duchy of Muscovy consequently had for the moment to be content
with control only over the northern Rus’ lands. But ideologists around Ivan III
seemed to be preparing for the future. They emphasized Muscovy’s supposed
right to the so-called Kievan inheritance, implicit in Muscovy’s considering itself a
‘Second Kiev’ — the political and cultural successor to Kievan Rus’. Also of sym-
bolic importance was the marriage of Ivan 111, a descendant of the Riuryk dynasty,
to a Byzantine princess, which linked Muscovy (as similar marriages had linked
Kievan Rus’ centuries before) with the imperial heritage of Byzantium. Moreover,
the head of the Orthodox Rus’ church, who retained the title Metropolitan of
Kiev and All Rus’, under pressure from Muscovite rulers had transferred his resi-
dence from Vladimir-na-Kliazma to Moscow in 1828. Then, in the mid-fifteenth
century, on the eve of Ivan IlI's accession to power, the Muscovite church began
its evolution toward autocephaly. Beginning in 1448, the metropolitans in Mos-
cow were elected without the approval of the ecumenical patriarch in Constanti-
nople. Ecclesiastical circles also made possible the revival of chronicle writing in
Muscovy and other northern Rus’ lands, in which scribes composed new texts and
‘improved’ on the old with the object of having all such accounts support the
dynastic claims of the Muscovite princes that they were descended from Riuryk
and his Kievan successors Volodymyr the Great and laroslav the Wise. Finally,
under Ivan II's successor, Vasilii 111 {reigned 1505-1533), the idea of Moscow as
the Second Kiev was enhanced by the use of an even more prestigious epithet
whereby Moscow became the 'Third Rome.’

Thus, by the beginning of the sixteenth century, Muscovy had all the ideologi-
cal symbols necessary for implementing its claim to be the political successor of
Kievan Rus’, the inheritor of the Orthodox mantle from Byzantium (which had
fallen in 1453), and therefore the rightful ruler of all the East Slavs who inhabited
the Rus’ patrimony — Russians, Belarusans, and Ukrainians.

But much still had to be accomplished in the realm of politics. In large meas-
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ure, it was accomplished during the second half of the sixteenth century under
the Muscavite ruler Ivan 1V (reigned 1547-1%K84), known in history by the epithet
‘the Terrible,” or, more precisely, ‘the Dread.’ Ivan IV was the first Muscovite
ruler to be crowned as tsar, or absolute ruler in the tradition of Rome’s caesars.
His realm was thereby transformed into the tsardom of Muscovy, with a nominal
claim to universal rule. Under Ivan IV, the domination of the Tatars was finally
broken as both the Kazan' and the Astrakhan’ khanartes were destroyed. With his
eastern flank secured, the aggressive tsar was able to turn his attention to the west.
There the results were mixed. Although in 1558 the Muscovites were finally able
to break the power of the Livonian Knights (the Jast of the Teutonic milicary
orders to survive along the Baltic Sea in what is present-day Latvia and Estonia),
their doing so created a power vacuum into which Sweden and Lithuania entered.
The consequence was almost a quarter century of costly wars between these two
powers as well as against Muscovy for control of Livonia. It was also during these
struggles that the borderland between Muscovy and Lithuania — the regions
around Smolensk, Starodub, and Chernihiv - changed hands several times. And it
was this Muscovite threat to Lithuania’s eastern borders that encouraged the grand
duchy to draw closer to Poland and to agree to the Union of Lublin in 1569.

Such foreign military campaigns were extremely costly to Muscovy, and at the
time of Ivan [V's death in 1584 the tsardom was in a shambles, The limited success
of Ivan’s foreign ventures was matched by the disastrous results of his domestic
policies. These policies were directed at weakening the power of the boyars, the
wealthy magnates who had ruled Muscovy during his youth. Despite Ivan’s brutal
methods, the boyars were not entirely eliminated as a political force. When the
tsar died in 1584, he left no suitable successor. This was because he had murdered
his eldest son with his own hands in a characteristic fit of rage in 1581; his succes-
sor Dimitrii died under mysterious circumstances in 1591; and his only other legit-
imate heir, Fedor, was mentally retarded. Consequently, the tsardom of Muscovy
entered a period of boyar rule that was to last almost three decades. Marked by
widespread civil war, famine, and foreign invasion, this period came to be known
as the Smuinoe Vremia, or Time of Troubles. The very existence of the Muscovite
state seemed to hang in the balance.

Muscovy, Poland, and Ukraine

It was during Muscovy’s Time of Troubles that Poland, strengthened after its uni-
fication with Lithuania in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1560, came to
play a dominant role in Muscovite politics. Polish-Lithuanian armies invaded Mus-
covy several times at the beginning of the seventeenth century. The Poles sup-
ported a pretender to the Muscovite throne (the so-called False Dmitrii), and
after 1608 Poland’s King Zygmunt III put forth his own son, the future Wtadystaw
IV, as a candidate for tsar. With the help of the Zaporozhian Cossacks under Het-
man Sahaidachnyi, the Poles occupied Moscow on several occasions. Although
Polish forces were finally driven out in 1612, Wiadystaw IV, who was elected king
of Poland in 1632, continued for the next few years to claim the Muscovite throne.
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In 1614, Muscow’s T'imce of T'toubles came to an end with the election of a new
tsar, Mikhail Romanov (reigned 1613-1645). Ile became the founder of a new
dynasty, the Romanovs, who were o rule Muscovy and later the Russtan Fmpire
until 1917, Tsar Mikhail and his successor, Aleksei (reigned 1645-1676), succeeded
in restoring order within the Muscovite tsardom. It was also during their long
reigns that the basis of the modern Russian state evolved. That state was marked by
one overriding characteristic — centralized authority. By the last vears of Mikhail's
reign in the 1640s, the power of Lhe aristocratic boyars (as expressed in their coun-
cil, the Zemskii sobor) had diminished, and a bureaucratic structure had been sctup
throughout Muscovite territory to act as a conduit for all authority, which rested in
the person of the tsar. Special chancelleries were established in Moscow 1o admin-
ister towns and rural arcas. It was through these chancelleries that the central
government issucd decrees {gramoty) instructing the residents of each town and
rural district how to run their administrations. Soon nothing could be done in the
tsardom without insuractions from the chancelleries in Moscow. Complementing
this administrative structure was a social stracture that becamne highly stratified as
well, Each individual from the tsar down to the peasant had a given place in society,
and the primary function of each was service to the state. Such stratification allowed
for a stable tax base [rom which the central authority could draw funds.

Accordingly, by the midseventeenth century the two states which had come to
control most of eastern Europe — Poland and Muscovy — had completely different
political structures. Whereas in Poland the authority of the elected king was cir-
cumscribed by the Polish nobility (magnates and gentry) through the central Diet
(Sejm) and local dietines (sgjmiki), and whercas in the countryside the resident
magnates and gentry ran their properties as autonomous cntities with almost no
interference from a central governmend, in Muscovy the bovars (magnates) had
tost their political prerogatives to a hereditary tsur who ruled the country through
an increasingly complex bureaucratic system in which, correspondingly, it became
more and more difficult to act without the approval of the cenwal government.

In one respect, Poland and Muscovy were similar. Both came to establish socio-
economic and judicial systems that transformed their respective peasant popu-
tations into scrfs. In Muscovy, that process began in the late fiftcenth century
and was complete by the mid-seventeenth century, In 1649, a new law code {the
Ulozhenie) outlined fully all aspects of the service state, in which the primary
function of each individual was service to the state. The code, which remained
the basis of Russian law until as late as 1834, legalized sertdom and bound the
peasants 1o the land. Land was often awarded to the Orthodox church or to indi-
viduals within the military or civil service, and the serfs attached to land that
became their property were forbidden to leave it

It was during the Time of Troubles {1584-161%) that Ukrainians increased
their contacts with Muscovy. Registered Cossacks who served in the Polish army
participated in Poland’s numercus invasions of Muscovite territory, which thus
became a source of booty. Belore long, however, Muscovy hecame for Ukrainians
not simply a place to raid, but a source of aid. This was particularly the case with
regard to religious affairs.
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As a result of the Union of Brest in 1503, the Orthodox church was outlawed in
Poland-Lithuania. Although the church managed to survive in that country’s
Ukrainian- and Belarusan-inhabited lands, thanks to the dedication of a few Rus'
magnates, the brotherhood movement, the monasteries, and the political pres-
sure of the Cossacks, its situation remained precarious. This continued to be true
even after 1632, when the Orthodox hierarchy was finally permitted to function
legally once again. Consequently, during the decades following the Union of
Brest the beleaguered Orthodox church in Peland sought help from other Ortho-
dox states, in particular Muscovy.

By the 1620s, Ukrainian monasteries were making frequent requests to the
Orthodox tsar in Moscow for money to build churches or to purchase vestments.
Then, beginning in 1623 and each vear thereafter Ukrainian monks arrived in
Putivl’, Okhtyrka, and other towns along the Polish-Muscovite border begging the
tsar to allow them to come to Muscovy in order to practice ‘the Christian [Ortho-
dox] faith, which the Poles want to suppress.” At the same time, Orthodox hier-
archs like Metropolitan Iov Borets'kyi of Kiev and Bishop Isaia Kopyns'kyi of
Przemysl, both secretly consecrated in 1620 but not recognized by the Polish gov-
ernment, sent messages or traveled personally to Muscovy, asking the tsar to take
their land and its inhabitants under his ‘mighty hand.” Even after the Orthodox
church hierarchy of Poland-Lithuania was legalized in 1632, traditionalist hier-
archs continued to express pro-Muscovite attitudes, especially as they were in
opposition to the pro-Polish and Latin-oriented policies of the new Orthodox
metropolitan of Kiev, Petro Mohyla.

Finally, large numbers of peasants and discontented Cossacks sought refuge by
fleeing to Muscovy. Fven before the outbreak of the revolution, in the decade
between 1638 and 1648, as many as 20,000 people emigrared from the Left Bank
to Sloboda Ukraine, the free-settlement frontier just north of what is today
Kharkiv and the Russian-Ukrainian border. The migrants went east for several rea-
sons. they were fleeing the spread of Poland’s expanding manorial system, or
they were refugees from the Cossack uprisings, the most recent being the unsuc-
cessful ones in 1637 and 1638. Also, in general they hoped to find greater psycho-
logical and physical security under tsarist rule.

Precisely what kind of psychological and physical security? First, the Orthodox
Ukrainians and Belarusans of Poland-Lithuania would no longer be discrim-
inated against or persecuted for their religion under tsarist rule. Second, Mus-
covy offered greater protection against Tatar raids, which, despite the existence
of the Zaporozhian Cossacks, still took their annual toll of the Ukrainian popula-
tion. The Polish response to the Tatar threat was to build fortitied centers near
the edge of the steppe zone, staffed, usually, with registered Cossacks. The Tatars
naturally could and did ride around these centers. In contrast, the Muscovites,
beginning in the late sixteenth century, buile a series of solid walls (zasechnaia
cherta) consisting of felled trees and palisades of sharply pointed logs inter-
spersed with fortified cities. These lines were huilt progressively farther south
until a major defense system known as the Belgorod Line had been constructed,
between 1655 and 1631. The Belgorod Line ran for more than 480 miles (770
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kilometers) from Okhtyrka, near the Polish border, straight across Sloboda
Ukraine through Belgorod and on to Voronezh, father northeast (see maps 16
and 20). Along this line twenty cities were founded between 1637 and 1647, half
of them in Sloboda Ukraine. An extension of the Belgorod Line was built farther
south toward the Donets” River. Behind these lines emigrants from Ukraine
sought refuge. Thus, Orthodox inclinations and migrational patterns revealed
that a pro-Muscovite attitude among Ukrainians had existed long before Bohdan
Khmel'nyts’kyi ever came on the scene.

Khmel' nyts'kyi and Pereiaslav

Khmel'nyts'kyi himself had become part of this pro-Muscovite trend. Despite his
victories in May 1648 over the Polish armies at Zhovti Vody and Korsun’, the Cos-
sack hetman remained concerned that the conflict with Poland was not yet over.
Hence, between June 1648 and May 1649 he addressed seven letters to Muscovy
asking for military assistance, offering Cossack services to the tsar, and expressing
the hope that at the very least the Muscovite army would not attack his Tatar
allies. At that very moment, however, the tsar was incapable of action, since Mos-
cow itself was facing a serious revolt that was to last through the summer and early
fall of 1648. Moreover, the nineteen-year-old, still politically weak Tsar Aleksei was
reluctant to antagonize Poland, which he would certainly do if a Muscovite-
Zaporozhian alliance were concluded.

While it is true that at the beginning of the seventeenth century Muscovy had
succeeded in reestablishing internal order after the Time of Troubles, in foreign
affairs the tsardom remained on the defensive, especially vis-a-vis Polish military
might. For instance, as late as 1634, Polish kings still laid claim to the Muscovite
throne, and after military campaigns in 1618 and again in 1633-1634 Muscovy was
forced to give up to its western rival territories around Smolensk and Severia
(including Starodub and Chernihiv). Faced with continual Crimean Tatar raids
from the south and a potential Swedish invasion of Livonia, along the Baltic Sea,
Muscovy did not feel it could afford to alienate Poland. Thus, Tsar Aleksei’s
refusal of Khmel nyts'kyi’s requests in 1648-16409 was understandable.

Khmel nyts’kyl’s victories during the next two years, however, revealed that
Poland’s armies were not invincible after all. Gonsequently, when the Cossack
leader, having exhausted his Balkan and Ottoman foreign policy ventures, turned
to Tsar Aleksei on numerous occasions between 1652 and 1653, much had
changed. The Russian Orthodox church, led by its new and enterprising patriarch
Nikon (reigned 1652-1681), was anxious to reform itself by using the intellectual
talents of Rus' churchmen trained in Mohyla’s Collegium at Kiev. Nikon, who was
the tsar’s closest adviser on Ukrainian matters, urged the Muscovite government
to support the Cossacks’ requests. It is not surprising, therefore, that it was the
Russian Orthodox patriarch who was serving as the mediator when in April 1653
Khmel'nyts'kyi’s envoys asked the tsar to extend his protection over the Cossacks.
Finally, in June of that year, Tsar Aleksei agreed to accept the Zaporozhian het-
man and his Cossacks ‘under the tsarist majesty’s high arm.’
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As a result of this decision, Muscovite ambassadors were dispatched in late
December 1653 to meet with Khmel'nyts'kyi. The meeting place chosen was the
town of Pereiaslav, along the Dnieper River, halfway between Kiev and the het-
man’s capital of Chyhyryn, According to Muscovite sources, on the day of the
ambassador’s arrival the local archpriest led a multitude of Pereiaslav’s citizens to
greet the Muscovite envoys and to ‘thank God for having fulfilled the desire of
our Orthodox people to bring together Little and Great Rus’ under the mighty
hand of the all-powerful and pious eastern tsar.”

The negotiations at Pereiaslav lasted for several days during the month of Janu-
ary 1654. Disagreements arose because the Cossacks expected that the tsar would
swear an oath to them, as was the practice for Polish kings. Moreover, the Orthe-
dox metropolitan of Kiev, Syl'vestr Kosiv (reigned 1647-1657), was opposed to
negotiations that he feared would lead to the subordination of his jurisdiction to
the patriarch of Muscovy. In the end, Khmel'nyts'kyi and the Cossacks did swear
an oath of allegiance to the tsar, after which the Muscovite envoys were sent to sev-
eral other Ukrainian cities to administer the oath.

The 1654 agreement of Pereiaslav, which resulted in the union of the Cossack-
controlled territory of Ukraine with Muscovy, actually consisted of three elements:
(1} the oath sworn by the Cossacks and the people of Pereiaslav and other Ukrain-
ian cities in January 1654; (2) Khmel'nyts'kyi's twenty-three ‘Articles of Petition,’
brought to Moscow by his delegates in March 1654; and (3) the tsar’s response in
the form of eleven articles issued later that same month. In addition, several char-
ters were issued between March and August 1654. These various charters included
agreement as to certain basic principles. The Cossacks and the Ukrainian people
as a whole swore allegiance to the tsar. The Zaporozhian army was granted confir-
mation of its rights and liberties, including the independence of Cossack courts
and the inviolability of Cossack landed estates. The Zaporozhian army was to elect
hetmans, who must swear allegiance to the tsars. Chyhyryn was to remain the het-
man’s capital, from which relations with foreign countries (with the exception of
Poland and the Ottoman Empire} could be conducted. The number of registered
Cossacks was fixed at 60,000, all of whom were to receive wages from that part of
the revenue from Ukraine to which the tsar was entitled, The tsar would provide
the Cossacks with military supplies. The traditional rights of the Ukrainian
nobility were confirmed. Urban dwellers could elect their own municipal govern-
ments. Finally, the Orthodox metropolitan and other clergy throughout Poland-
Lithuania were to be ‘under the blessing’ of the patriarch in Moscow, who
promised not to interfere in ecclesiastical marters.

When the negotiations between the Cossack envoys and the Muscovite govern-
ment were finally completed in August 1654, the tsar’s title was changed from Tsar
of All Rus’ {uvseie Rusii} to Tsar of All Great and Little Rus' (vseia Velikiia i Malyia
Rusii). Thus, without having made any special effort, Tsar Aleksei had taken a sig-
nificant further step toward Muscovy's goal, set out in the late fifteenth century by
Grand Duke Ivan III, to unite under one Orthodox ruler all the lands formerly
within the sphere of medieval Kievan Rus'.

The agreement of Pereiaslav subsequently proved an important turning point
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THE AGREEMEN'T OF PEREIASLAV

T'he following excerpts are from the Articles of Petition brought to Moscow by
Hetman Khmel'nyts'kyi’s delegates. Because they were dated 14 March 1654,
the Pereiaslav agreement is often referred to as the *March Articles' (Bereznevi
statti).

Before Your Tsarist Majesty we, Bohdan Khmelnyts'kyi, the Herman of the
Zaporozhian Army, and the entire Zaporozhian Army as well as the entire Ruthe-
nian Christian world, bow our forehead to the face of the carth.

1. In the beginning, grant that Your “I'sarist Majesty will confirm our rights and
our military freedoms as they have existed for ages in the Zaporozhian Army,
which was governed by its own laws and which possessed its own prerogatives in
matters of property and of justice; grant that neither a military commander nor a
boyar nor court official shall interfere with the courts of the Army and thar its
members be judged by their own elders. ...

2. 'T'hat the Zaporozhian Army to the number of sixty thousand men always be
at full strength.

3. T'hat the genery that has turned o Russia and taken an oath, in accordance
with the immaculate commandment of Christ, to You, Our Great Sovercign, Your
I'sarist Majesty, continue to retain the class privileges of their estate. That from
among their own elders they continue to select their own judicial officials and to
hold possession to their own property and freedoms, as it had been under the
Polish kings.

4. That in the cities there be selected from among our own worthy people offi-
cials who are to govern or supervise Your Tsarist Majesty’s subjects and who are to
transmit to Your I'sarist Majesty's treasury the incomes justly belonging to it.

5. ‘T'hat to the office of hetman there be attached the district of Chyhyryn with
all of its appurtenances in order that it might continue to provide income to that
entire office.

6. "T'hat the Zaporozhian Army on its own select from within itself a hetman
and make him known to His “I'sarist Majesty since this is an ancient custom of the
Zaporozhian Army.

7. That no one take away Cossack properties.

8. T'hat to the general seerctary of the Zaporozhian Army there be allocated,
because of the kindness of His “I'sarist Majesty, one chousand gold picces for the
employees of his office and a mill to provide for quartermaster needs.

9. T'hat to each colonel there be assigned a mill because expenditures are great,

10. Addicionally, for justices of the Zaporozhian Army three hundred gold pieces
to cach, as well as a mill, and for cach court recorder, one hundred gold picces.

11. T'hat the chiefs of staff of the Zaporozhian Army and the regimental chiefs
of staff that are on permanent military duty be granted a mill.

12. For the manufacture of ordnance cquipment and of artillery and for all
persons employed with ordnance. we request attention to both the problems of
winter and of quarters,
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13. That the rights granted through the centuries by princes and kings to both
clerical and lay persons not be violated in any way.

14. That envoys from foreign lands coming to the Zaporozhian Army with good
intentions be freely received by the Lord Hetman and the Zaporozhian Army.

15. Inasmuch as in other countries tribute is paid in one sum, we also wish to
give in the accepted manner to those persons appointed by Your ‘I'sarist Majesty.

16. Our envoys are to seck an agreement to the effect that no visiting com-
mander shall violate our rights. And wherever among local people there are quali-
fied persons, these shall see that justice is done with respect to violations of local
laws and traditions.

17. That His T'sarist Majesty write down our privileges in charters stamped by
seals, onc for Cossack freedoms and a second for the freedoms of the gentry, so
that these freedoms might be forever. And when we shall receive this, we
ourselves are to maintain order among ourselves. He who is a Cossack shall have
Cossack freedoms, and he who is a land-working peasant shall give to His "I'sarist
Majesty the customary obligation, as before.

18. With respect to the Metropolitan there are to be discussions, and concerning
this matter we have given oral instructions to our envoys.

19. That His Tsarist Majesty send troops quickly and directly to Smolensk
without delay, so that the [Polish] enemy might not improve his position and con-
solidate with others.

20. That for any eventuality a contingent of persons, around 3,000 or preferably
more, should be stationed here along the border with the Poles.

21. ‘T'hat there be paid 100 efimki to each colonel, 200 gold pieces to each regi-
mental chief of staff, 4oo gold picces to cach chicf of staff on the highest staff
level, 100 gold pieces to each centurion, and 30 gold pieces to each Cossack.

22. If the [Crimean Tatar] Horde should become aggressive, then it will be
necessary to move against them from Astrakhan’ and Kazan'.

23. T'hat His Tsarist Majesty will henceforth order the supplying of rations
and powder for artillery for the fortress of Kodak, which was constructed at the
frontier with Crimea and in which the Lord Hetman at all times posts 400 men
and provides them with all kinds of provisions.

source: John Basarab, Peretasiav 1654: A Historiographical Study (Edmonton 1982), pp. 230236,

in eastern European history. It signaled a gradual change whereby Muscovy, not
Poland, became the dominant power in the region. As for Ukraine, 1654 ended a
six-year period which marked the culmination of more than a half century of Cos-
sack struggle for autonomy within Poland. When the Polish solution no longer
seemed feasible, the Cossacks sought autonomy within Muscovy instead.
Historians have debated at length the juridical significance of the agreement —
or treaty, as some say — at Pereiaslav. Some consider it to reflect the incorporation
of Ukraine into the tsardom of Muscovy with guarantees for autonomy, whether
based on a treaty (B.E. Nolde) or on personal union (V. Sergeevich). Others con-
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sider Ukraine to have become a kind of semi-independent vassal state or protec-
torate of Muscovy (N. Korkunov, A. Iakovliv, M. Hrushevs'kyi, L. Okinshevych).
still others see it as no more than a military alliance between the Cossacks and
Muscovy (V. Lypyns’kyi), or an ‘atypical’ personal union belween two juridically
equal states (R, Lashchenko).

Aside from the debates among legal scholars and historians, Pereiaslav and its
reputed architect, Bohdan Khmel’nyts'kyi, have taken on a symbolic force in the
story of Ukraine’s relationship with Russia and have become the focus of either
praisc or blame. For instance, in the nincteenth century the Ukrainian national
bard, Taras Shevchenko, designated Khmel'nyts'kyl the person responsible for
his people’s ‘enslavement’ under Russia (see chapter 28). The government of
Tsar Alexander HI (reigned 1881-180g4), however, erected in the center of his-
toric Kiev a large equestrian statue of Khmel nyts'kyi, his outstreched arm point-
ing northward as an indication of Ukraine’s supposed desire 10 be linked with
Russia. After World War II, the Perciaslav myth was resurrected, this time by
Soviet ideologists, who, on the occasion of the gooth anniversary of the agreement
in 1954, transtformed the event into the ultimate symbol of Ukraine’s ‘reunifica-
tion” with Russia, from whom it had been forcibly separated by [oreign occupa-
tion since the fall of Kievan Rus’.

Whatever writers subsequently have speculated about Pereiaslav, one thing is
certain: after 1654, the sardom of Muscovy — which within seventy-five years would
be transformed into the Russian Empire — considered Malprossiia (Litnle Russia,
i.c., Ukraine) its legal patrimony. Since the tsar considered Lirtle Russia part of
his Kicvan Rus’ inheritance, whatever rights or libertics he granted the Cossacks
at Pereiaslav were gilts he could take back whenever he wished. But if Pereiaslav
provided legitimization for tsarist rule over Ukraine, [or the highest Cossack offi-
cers (the starshyna) it took on the character of an institutional charter which they
felt both defended and guaranteed their administrative distinctivencss within the
Russian Empire.

Even though the tsar subsequently reconfirmed and even amended ‘Little Rus-
sian rights and liberties’ whenever a new hetman took office (1657, 1659, 1663,
1665, 1669, 1672, 1674, 1687), and even though new wars would be fought and
horders changed, the Ukrainian territory, basically east of the Dnicper River, that
was acquircd in 1654 was henceforth to remain within a Muscovite or Russian
statc. By the end of the eighteenth century, further territorial acquisitions had
been made whereby most Ukrainian lands (with the exception of Galicia, Buko-
vina, and Transcarpathia) found themselves within the Russian Empire. It is with
Pereiaslav, then, that one can speak of the beginnings of 4 new Muscovite or Rus-
sian phase in Ukrainian history,
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The Period of Ruin

The agreement concluded at Pereiaslav in 1654 resulted in an extension of Mus-
covy's borders to include the Zaporozhian Cossacks and the Ukrainian-inhabited
Polish palatinates of Chernihiv, Kiev, and Bratslav, as well as the Zaporozhian
steppe farther south on both sides of the bend in the Dnieper River. The agree-
ment, however, did not bring peace to Ukrainian lands. Rather, it ushered in, or,
perhaps more precisely, simply continued, a period of conflict marked by foreign
invasion, civil war, and peasant revolts which was to last uninterruptedly until
1686, when a so-called ‘eternal peace’ was concluded between two of the three
dominant powers in the region, Poland and Muscovy.

The years 1657 to 1686 at times witnessed an almost complete breakdown of
order. All or some of these vears have been characterized in Ukrainian history as
the Period of Ruin (Ruina), whose very beginning (1655-1661) is known in Polish
history as the Deluge {Potop). These characterizations represented the eastern var-
iant of a series of political and social convulsions that at the time were racking all
of Europe, from England and Ireland in the west to Russia in the east, and from
Scandinavia in the north to Italy and Spain in the south, referred to by historians
as 'the crises of the seventeenth century.’ In a sense, these crises represented the
culmination of a struggle which had been taking place for several centuries within
many European states, between a centralized authority, usually vested in a king,
on the one hand, and rival political centers, often noble and urban estates, on the
other. The struggle has also been viewed as a phase in European history in which
the political power of representative assemblies (the English Parliament, the
French Etats Généraux, the Muscovite Zemskii Sobor, etc.) was either substan-
tially reduced or entirely eliminated and replaced by governing systems in which
all power rested in the hands of monarchs who, with their closely controtled
administrations, attempted to rule in a more efficient and, so they pretended,
enlightened manner.

In this new era of enlightened absolutism, states like the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, which maintained the tradition of diffused power, seemed fated
to lose ground against more highly centralized and absolutist neighbors -
whether Brandenburg in the west, Sweden in the north, Muscovy in the east, or
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the Austrian and Ottoman empires in the south. Moreover, the age did not augur
well for those elements on the periphery of established states, such as the Cos-
sacks, whose desires for local autonomy and the maintenance of an estates system
in which they would have special privileges were out of step with the general trend
in European society. After the seventeenth century, this trend tavored the devel-
opment of strongly centralized and bureaucratized state structures. In this sense,
it might be argued that the efforts of the Cossacks to preserve their autonomy in
Ukraine represented an anomaly doomed from the start - unless, of course, they
could create an independent and centralized state structure of their own.

Indeed, there were some Cossacks, especially from among the registered and
officer class (the starshyna), who tried to create a distinct and viable state strue-
ture. But they were continually opposed by unregistered and other independent-
minded peasants-turned-Cossack farther south in Zaporozhia, whose only goal
seemed to be to maintain a society free of any kind of control beyond their own
traditional and rudimentary democratic local order. Faced with these contradic-
tions within Cossack society, the only reasonable solution for those Cossacks seek-
ing social stability was to attempt to obtain autonomy within some existing state.
In the short run, this selution proved tfeasible, although in the long run loss of
autonomy and absorption by the controlling state structure turned out to be iney-
itable. The process, of course, which now appears inevitable in historical hind-
sight, was neither apparent nor complete for at least another century. The Period
of Ruin between 1657 and 1686 can be seen as the first stage in this long process.

The Period of Ruin in Ukrainian history is marked by such complexity that it
will be possible to discuss only its basic cutlines here. Briefly, the period began
with the death of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, by which time Poland and Muscovy
were already engaged in a war as a result of Ukraine’s placing itself under the sov-
ereignty of the tsar in 1654. The period ended in 1686 with an agreement between
Poland and Muscovy to recognize each other’s sphere of influence over Ukraine,
which they divided roughly along the Dnieper River.

Changing international alliances

The agreement of Pereiaslav in 1654 prompted an immediate change in the alli-
ance structure in eastern Europe. The new Muscovite-Cossack alliance forced the
Crimean Tatars, who were traditional enemies of Muscovy, to break with the Cos-
sacks and to form an alliance with the Poles instead. Tsar Aleksei, feeling confi-
dent in the military potential of his new subject, Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi, decided
to launch a preemptive attack on Poland as early as April 1654, His goal was not
only to acquire the long-disputed territories along the Muscovite-Lithuanian
bhorder, but also to detach the Belarusan lands from the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth and to include them in the recently created Muscovite-Ukrainian
federation, In fact, the Belarusan peasants rebelled against their Polish and
Lithuanian landlords, welcomed the tsar as liberator, and helped make possible
Muscovy’s conquests in 1656 as far as Vilnius and Kaunas. At that point, Aleksei
even chunged his title once again, this time from Tsar of All Great and Little Rus’
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to Tsar of All Great and Little and White Rus’ (uvseta Velikiia i Malyia | Belyia Rusii).
Aleksei seemed about to realize the age-old Muscovite dream of uniting all the
Orthodox lands that had once been part of Kievan Rus’.

Meanwhile, the Poles and their new Tatar allies were ravaging the Bratslav
palatinate in Ukraine, until Khmel'nyts'kyi, with Muscovite help, finally fought
them to a military stalemate in January 1655 (the Battle of Dryzhypole}. The Cos-
sacks and Muscovites cooperated in military matters, including operations in Gali-
cia, but at the same time Khmel'nyts'kyi continued to follow an independent
diplomatic policy. For instance, he wanted the newly conquered Belarusan lands
incorporated into a Cossack state, and in order to be certain that Poland would be
permanently damaged he joined with Poland’s enemies to the north, west, and
south — namely, Sweden, Brandenburg, and Transylvania. All these states were led
by Protestant rulers who hoped to destroy Roman Catholic Poland once and for
all. Sweden'’s armies under King Charles X Gustav (reigned 1654-1660) invaded
Poland in 1655 and captured both Warsaw and Cracow. Sweden was joined by
Brandenburg, which had its own designs on Polishcontrolled Prussia. Eventually,
Lithuania (led by the son of the Protestant Janusz Radziwilt) and the majority of
Poland’s nobility recognized Sweden’s Charles X as their king.

It was precisely at this moment, when Poland was at its nadir, that a wave of
patriotism spread thraugh the country, inspired by accounts of the defense of the
Catholic monastery of Czestochowa. The otherwise politically contentious and
militarily passive nobility was moved by a new-found sense of patriotism and
united behind their king. With support from Poland’s nobility, assistance from
the Tatars, and the signing of a truce in November 1656 with Muscovy (who now
feared the expansion of Swedish influence), King Jan Kazimierz was able to
restore his authority.

Khmel ' nyts'kyi, meanwhile, was disturbed by Muscovy’s truce with Poland.
Since he considered himself a [ree political agent (notwithstanding the agree-
ment of Pereiaslav), he took the opportunity to renew diplomatic alliances with
Moldavia, Walachia, and Transylvania in the south and with Lithuania, Branden-
burg, and Sweden in the north. This move reflected a basic change in his diplo-
matic orientation, from dependence on the Islamic world (the Ottoman Empire
and the Crimea) to alliance with Protestant northern and southern Europe (Swe-
den, Brandenburg, and Transylvania), which he hoped might bring independ-
ence for Cossack Ukraine. According to the negotiations over the future division
of Poland, the Cossacks and each of the Protestant allies were to obtain parts of
the kingdom.

These plans all hinged on the military success of Sweden. Charles X, however,
was for the moment interested in the Brandenburg theater of operations. More-
over, the Swedish king faced political difticulties at home which forced him to
withdraw his troops from Poland during the second half of 1656. In the end, the
grand alliance was limited to Transylvanian troops under the Hungarian Protes-
tant prince Gyorgy I Rikoczi (reigned 1648-1660) and Khmel'nyts'kyi’s Cossacks.
But instead of cooperating, the Zaporozhians and Transylvanians clashed over
what each considered their rightful share of territorial spoils in Galicia and Volhy-
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nia. Thus, Khmel'nyts'kyi’s grandiose diplomatic plans — this time based primarily
on an alliance with Protestant countries — failed once again to result in the
destruction of Poland. Moreover, the Cossack hetman’s new diplomatic ventures
alienated the Muscovites and his recently acquired sovereign, Tsar Aleksei, who in
response tried to weaken Khmel'nyts'kyi’s authority by sowing discord within the
Zaporozhian army. At this critical moment, in August 1637, the hetman died.

The pattern for Ukrainian politics set by Khmel'nytskyi was to be followed by
his successors. Unable to create an independent state structure of their own, and
desirous of acquiring an advantageous position within some existing state, the
Zaporozhian leaders decided that their future and the future of Ukraine lay with
Orthodox Muscovy. Nonetheless, almost from the outset Khmel nyts’kyi consid-
ered himself independent of the tsar and was not averse to following an independ-
ent foreign policy. Also, the long-standing friction between the so-called Cossack
starshyna (i.e., the hetman, his officers, and the well-to-do registered Cossacks) on
the one hand and the mass of more socially undifferentiated Cossacks in Zaporo-
zhia on the other - a friction which was evident under Polish rule during the first
half of the seventeenth century and which surfaced on more than one occasion
during the 1648 revolution — was now being used by the Muscovite government for
its own purposes. Essentially, from their base at the sick along the lower Dnieper
River the Zaporozhian Cossacks and their peasant supporters tavored the alliance
with the tsar. For its part, Muscovy used Zaporozhian loyalty as a counterweight to
the independentminded policy of the hetman and the Cossack starshyna. Of
course, the Muscovite government knew that their erstwhile and somewhat reluc-
tant allies, the Cossack starshyna, were not averse to renewing traditional alliances
with the Poles if they felt doing so would bring them greater advantages,

The Cossack turn toward Poland

Khmel'nyts'kyi’s successor, Hetman Ivan Vyvhovs'kyi, chose the Polish orientation.
Vyhovs'kyi was elected hetman in 1657 by the starshyra, but he was immediately
challenged by Cossacks in the Zaporozhian Sich. The reason was simple. Even the
universally respected Khmel nyts'kyi had gotten his revolutionary start by going to
the Sich and being chosen hetman by its members. Hence, when Vyhovs'kyi tried
to go around the Sich by dealing directly with the starshyna, the Zaporozhians
rebelled. The rebellion, led by Iakiv Barabash and joined by Cossacks in the
Poltava region under Martin Pushkar, was aided by Muscovy,

In the end, Vyhovs'kyl was able to defeat the Zaporozhian rebels as well as their
allies, although he remained disenchanted with Muscovy’s interference in Cos-
sack affairs. While not breaking entirely with the tsarist government, he signed a
treaty with Sweden in October 1657 (at Korsun'), which promised the creation of
an independent Cossack state that would include Galicia and Volhynia as well as
eastern Ukrainian lands. When the Swedish alliance failed to produce concrete
results, and when it became clear that Muscovy would lend its support to the anti-
starshyna Cossack rebels, Vvhovs'kyi, with the counsel of his talented advisor Turii
Nemyrych, decided to try once again to reach an accord with the Poles. Nemyrych
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was a Rus’ magnate who before 1648 had converted to Protestantism and become
one of Protestantism’s intellectual mentors in Poland. He subsequently served
with the Polish army against Khmel'nyts'kyi and later favored the election of a
Protestant king to the throne of Poland, from either Transylvania or Sweden.
Finally, in 1657 Nemyrych entered the service of Hetman Vyhovs'kyi, and soon
atterward he returned to the fold of Orthodoxy.

Nemyrych promoted the idea that for Poland to survive it should be trans-
formed into a federation of three states — Poland, Lithuania, and the Grand
Duchy of Rus’. Although the Cossack negotiators originally demanded that Gali-
cia and Volhynia be part of the new state, in the end the Grand Duchy of Rus’ was
to consist of the Ukrainian palatinates of Kiev, Chernihiv, and Bratslav. Rus’,
together with the two other members of the tripartite federation, Poland and
Lithuania, would sign a mutual defense pact which also set as its goal the conquest
of the shores of the Black Sea. Muscovy could become part of the confederation
should it so desire. As for Rus’, it would have its own judicial system, treasury, and
mint and a Cossack register of 0,000 men to be paid by the government as well as
a standing army of 10,000 men under the Zaporozhian hetman. The officers of
these torces would be elected by their own members and, most important, the
Cossack starshyna would be recognized as a social estate equal to the Polish gentry.
In that context, each year the hetman would recommend to the king 1,000 Cos-
sacks to receive the hereditary patent of nobility. Moreover, all Cossack and Polish
landholdings confiscated after 1648 would be returned to their original owners.
Finally, the Uniate church would be abolished within the Grand Duchy of Rus’;
the Orthodox church would be made fully equal to the Roman Catholic church
throughout Poland-Lithuania; Kiev’s Orthodox Collegium would be raised to
the status of an academy; and a second Orthodox higher institution of learning
would be established. Nemyrych’s final version of the treaty was put forward to
the Poles in the small town of Hadiach in September 1658. Notwithstanding the
opposition of Poland’s Roman Catholic nobility to many of the terms, the plan,
which became known as the Union of Hadiach, was approved by the Polish Diet in
1659.

The Union of Hadiach could be viewed as an attempt by a far-sighted political
thinker to create a framework for federation among eastern Europe’s warring
Christian political powers: Poland, Lithuania, Muscovy, and the Zaporozhian
Host. Conversely, it could be viewed as yet another attempt by the Cossack elite,
the starshyna, to gain legal entry into the Polish nobility and thereby become part
of the ruling stratum of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. After all, the
Union of Lublin, which in 1569 had created the Commonwealth, was basically the
union or equalization of two dominant estates, the Polish and the Lithuanian
nobility. The proposal at Hadiach was to add a third component, the Rus’ nobility
of Cossack origin. In this sense, the Union of Hadiach could be considered
another attempt by one segment of Orthodox Ukrainian society to assure itself of
a legally and socially recognized place within the ruling structure of what was to
be known as the Grand Duchy of Rus’ within a Polish-Lithuanian-Rus’ Common-
wealth. In the end, the Hadiach proposal was an ingenious attempt to satisfy the
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THE UNION OF HADIACH

The original treaty was signed on 6 September 1658 near Hadiach by two
commissioners of the king and commonwealth, and by Ivan Vyhovs'kyi, het-
man of the Zaporozhian armies. The text was subsequently emended and rati-
fied by the Polish-Lithuanian Diet in May 1659, although it continued to carry
the original date. The following excerpts are based on an unpublished transla-
tion by Andrew Pernal of the emended text.

The Zaporozhian Army, being burdened by various oppression, took up its
defense not out of its own free will, but out of necessity; since His Majesty [the
king of Poland] has forgiven with His Fatherly Heart all that which took place
during the turmoil and calls for unity, they [the Zaporozhians] ... take part in this
Commission and afterwards in common counsel to achieve a sincere agreement.

That the Old Greek [Orchodox] religion, the same one with which the Old Rus’
joined the Crown of Poland, be retained by its own prerogatives and free exercise
of church services, as far as the language of the Ruthenian nation extends.

‘T'o this Greek religion is granted the authority of freely erecting new churches,
chapels, and monasteries as well as maintaining and repairing the old ones. With
regard to the churches formerly founded for and properties [formerly donated to]
the church of the Old Greek religion, these shall be retained by the Old Greeks,
the Orthodox, and restored [to theml]. ...

The [Orthodox] metropolitan of Kiev, the present one and his successors in the
future, [together] with the four Orthodox bishops [from the Crown], [those] of
Luts'k, L'viv, Przemysl, and Chelm, and the fifth from the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, [that] of Mstsislati, [and their successors in the future] shall sic in the
Senate, according to their own order [of seniority], with such privileges and free
vote as are enjoyed in the Scenate by the Most Reverend Spiritual Lords of the
Roman rite. ...

In the Palatinate of Kiev, senatorial dignities shall be conferred only upon
nobles of the Greek rite; whereas, in the palatinates of Bratslav and Chernihiv,
senatorial honors shall be conferred by alteration; thus, after the death of a senator
of the Greek rite, he is succeeded by a senator of the Roman rite. ...

Also, in order that mutual affection may spread within the towns of the crown
and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, wherever churches of the Greek rite are to be
found, the Roman [Catholic] burghers shall enjoy, equally with those of the Greek
religion, common liberties and freedoms. ...

His Majesty and the estates of the crown grant permission for the building of
an academy in Kiev, which is granted the same prerogatives and liberties as the
academy of Cracow, only ... thar there be no professors, masters, [or] students of
the Unitarian, Calvinist, [or] Lutheran sects. In order that [in the future] there be
no occasion for altercation among the students, His Majesty shall command that
all other schools which were [established] hitherto in Kiev be transferred else-
where.

His Majesty, Our Gracious Lord, and the estates of the crown and the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania also consent to [the establishment of] another academy,
wherever a suitable place for it shall be found, which shall enjoy the same rights
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and liberties as the Kievan [academy]. ... Wherever this academy shall be set up,
no other schools shall be founded there for all times.

Grammar schools, colleges, [other] schools, and printing houses, as many as will
be necessary, shall be permitted to be established without difficulty. ...

Since the honorable Hetman and the Zaporozhian Army, [hitherto] separated
from the commonwealth, are returning and renouncing all foreign protection. ...
security shall be provided [by an amnesty] to persons of all social positions, from
the lowest to the highest [rank] and excluding no one; ... in short, all those who
served or are serving in any capacity under the honorable hetmans, both the
former one and the one at present. ...

The entire commonwealth of the Polish, grand ducal Lithuanian, and Rus’
nations, as well as the provinces belonging to them shall be restored as they
existed before the war [of 1648]; that is, these three nations shall retain, as before
the war, their own intact boundaries and liberties, and in accordance to the stipula-
tion of the law, [their right to participate] in the councils, the courts, and the free
elections of their lords, the kings of Poland and the grand dukes of Lithuania and
Rus’. If, as a result of war with foreign states any agreement be reached that is det-
rimental to the boundaries or liberties of these nations, the above-named nations
shall stand by their liberties as a commonwealth one and indivisible, without dis-
cord among themselves over the [differences between the two] faiths. ...

The Zaporozhian Army shall number ten thousand [men], or whatever [figure]
the honorable Zaporozhian hetman shall enter in the register.

The mercenary army shall number thirty thousand [men], which just as the
Zaporozhian [Army] shall remain under the command of this same Hetman, [The
funds] appropriated for these troops shall come from the taxes voted at the Diet
by the commonwealth [and levied] in the palatinates of Kiev, Bratslav, Chernihiv,
and others.

‘The quarters for the Zaporozhian Army are assigned in the [same] palartinates
and estates in which they were stationed before the war [of 1648]. All of the liber-
ties granted to this Army by the charters of the most illustrious kings of Poland are
confirmed: they [the Cossacks] shall retain their former liberties and practices. ...

No tenant of the estates of His Majesty or prefect, nor any hereditary or annu-
itant lord, nor their sub-prefects, officials, or any other servants shall collect, for
whatever pretext, any taxes from Cossack farms, villages, towns, or homes. As
[befits a] knightly people, [the Cossacks] shall be exempt from the heaviest and
the lightest burdens [of taxation], including duties and tolls throughout the crown
and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Also, they shall be free [from the jurisdiction]
of various courts of the prefects, tenants, lords, and [those of] their deputies, and
be subject only to the jurisdiction of their own hetman of the Rus’ armies. More-
over, the Cossacks shall be permitted to retain [such rights as the making of] all
kinds of beverages, hunting on the land, fishing in the rivers, and other benefits
according to [their] old customs. ...

The honorable Hetman of the Rus’ armies shall recommend to His Majesty as
being worthy of [having conferred upon them] the coats of arms of nobility; all
without difficulty shall be ennobled and accorded all the liberties [enjoyed] by the
nobility [of the commonwealth]. ... one hundred [persons] shall be ennobled from
each regiment.

No one shall lead any Polish, Lithuanian, or foreign armies [without the con-
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sent of the hetman] into the palatinates of Kiev, Bratslav, and Chernihiv. The
mercenary troops, being under the command of the hetman of the Rus’ armies,
shall be supplied with provisions from the royal and church lands in the said
palatinates, according to an ordinance [to be issued] by this same Rus’ Hetman. ...

The three united nations shall endeavour, by all possible means, that there be
free navigation on the Black Sea for the commonwealth.

Should His Tsarist Majesty [of Muscovy] refuse to return to the commonwealth
the provinces [He occupied], and [should He] invade the commonwealth, then
all the forces of the crown and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, as well as the Rus’
Zaporozhian armies under the command of their Hetman, shall unite and wage
war [against the tsar].

Real estates, personal properties, crown lands, and sums of money confiscated
from the nobles of the Rus' territories, even [from those] who served in the
Zaporozhian Army and who at present are rejoining the fatherland, shall be
returned [to them]. ...

[The hetman] shall not receive any legations from foreign states, and if any
should arrive, he shall send them on to His Majesty.

To all property owners from both sides shall be afforded the possibility of safe
return to and repossession of [their former holdings], including the [right of the
secular] Roman-rite clergy to the bishoprics, parishes, canonries, rectories, and
properties belonging to them that are located in the palatinates of Kiev, Bratslav,
Chernihiv, and Podolia, as well as in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, in Belarus,
and Severia. ...

Since the hetman, the Zaporozhian Army, and the [hitherto] separated palati-
nates [from the commonwealth] are repudiating all protection of other foreign
nations and are returning of their own free will as freemen to freemen, equals to
equals, and honorable to honorable; therefore, for better security and for more cer-
tainty that this current agreement be adhered to, His Majesty and the common-
wealth shall permit the Rus’ nation their own chancellors, marshals, and
treasurers, with the rank of senator.

Stanistaw Kazimierz Bieniewski, Ivan Vyhovs'kyi,
Castellan of Volhynia, Prefect of Hetman of the Zaporozhian armies,
Bohuslav, Commissioner by his own hand, in the name of the

Ludwik Kazimierz Jewlaszewski, CREREATRLY

Castellan of Smolensk, Commissioner

demands of the Cossack starshyna as well as to achieve peace among the region’s
warring states.

Unfortunately for the plan’s proponents, the problem of the semi-independ-
ent Zaporozhian Cossacks was not resolved, since at best only a few of their elite
might have been ennobled. Much more difficult to overcome was the heritage of
animosity toward the Poles among broad segments of Ukraine’s population, who
still remembered the wars of the Khmel'nyts'kyi period. Finally, the disenfran-
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chised Zaporozhians distrusted Heiman Vyhovs'kyi and continued to look toward
Muscovy, which in any case was not abhout to join the Hadiach confederation.
Thus, the Union of Hadiach died a stillborn death.

Despite its tailure, IHadiach warrants attention for iwoe reasons. It was the last
altempt to resolve the Ukrainian or Rus’ problem as a whole within a Polish frame-
work. Moreover, it was used by later apologists for Poland as an example of the sup-
posed tolerant nature of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. More important,
Hadiach revealed how much less interested were the leading social strata in
Ukraine in attaining independence for their homeland than in retaining or
expanding their own social and political privileges within an existing state. If their
own interests could not be furthered in Poland, then perhaps Muscovy might ofter
a better chance. In essence, the whole Period of Ruin in Ukrainian history can be
viewed as a time when the Cossack starshyna continually shitted its allegiance from
Poland to Muscovy and somctimes even to the Ottoman Empire in a desperate
attempt to find a strong ally that would guarantec its leadership role within
Ukrainian society. The starshyna was hampered in its cfforts, however, by two
forces: (1) the governments of Poland and Muscovy, each of which had its own
prelerences as to how ‘peripheral’ areas within its realm should be governed; and
(2) the lower-echelon Cossacks from Zaporozhia and the peasants, who from the
outset were opposed to the idea of replacing mle by a Polish or palonized Rus'
aristocracy with rule hy their *own,” but a no less oppressive, Cossack aristocracy.,

Anarchy, ritin, and the division of Ukraine

During this cra of continual civil war and forcign invasion, the Cossack starshyna
had little effective control over events. The proposed Union of Hadiach, for
instance, was viewed by Muscovy as a declaration of war, and in the spring of 1650
Tsar Aleksci sent an army of 100,000 troops to invade Ukraine. Although the
Muscoviles were deleated by a combined Polish-Tatar-Cossack force ncar
Koenotop (8 July 1659), ITetman Vyhov'kyi's position was not improved. Revolts,
especially on the Left Bank and in Zaporozhia, led by Cossacks who were discon-
tent with the starshyna’s pro-Polish oricntation resulted in the demise of
Vyhovs'kyi in September 1659.

Following the Battle of Konotop in 1650, a new stalemate developed between
Muscovy and Poland. What evolved was a situation whereby the Cossack state was
divided between a Polish sphere of influence on the Right Bank and a Muscovitle
sphere of intluence on the Left Bank (including Kiev and the region west of the
city). Within cach of these spheres, periods of cooperation were counterhalanced
by periods of conflict involving various factions: the governments of Poland or
Muscovy; the Cossack starshyna; the lower-echelon Cossacks, led by the sich; and
the peasantry. There were cfforts made by a few Cossack hetmans like Khmel'-
nyts'kyi’s second son Turii Khmel'nyts'kyi (in office 1659-1663) and, especially,
Petro Doroshenko (in office 1665-1670) to unily these diverse factions and to
restore the prestige of the Cossack state that existed after the 1648 revolution, but
none were successtul,
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The possibility of an independent Ukrainian Cossack state became even more
remote after Poland and Muscovy, exhausted by their inconclusive wars, decided
to reach a modus vivendi. In 1667, both states signed the Treaty of Andrusovo,
which was to last thirteen years and which delineated their de facto spheres of
influence in Ukraine. In other words, Ukraine’s Right Bank went to Poland, its
Left Bank to Muscovy. The city of Kiev was placed under Muscovite suzerainty for
two vears, although this initially temporary time period was extended. In the end,
Ukraine’s capital would remain permanently within Muscovy. As for Zaporozhia,
it was placed under the joint protection of Poland and Muscovy.

Within this new political constellation, Ukraine had two hetmans, one for the
Polish Right Bank and one for the Muscovite Left Bank. The two hetmans often
clashed with their own protectors — Poland and Muscovy - as well as with each
other, especially when some dynamic leader tried to reunite both halves of
Ukraine. The career of Hetman Petro Dorashenko epitomizes the confusion of
the time, In 1663, he began as hetman in Poland’s Right Bank, but subsequently
he turned against Poland, signed a treaty with the Ottoman Empire and the Cri-
mea, and, in 1668, invaded Muscovy's Left Bank. His pro-Turkish orientation —
which revived a policy established two decades before by Bohdan Khmel ' nyts'kyi —
seemed to be the only policy that might bring some change in Ukraine’s status at
a time when Muscovy and Poland preferred to remain at peace. Ukraine turned
out to be the greatest loser, however, since an Ottoman army arrived and, with its
Crimean allies, ravaged the Right Bank. Finally, after deleating Poland in 1672,
the Ottomans annexed Podolia and placed the Bratslav and southern palatinates
(on the Right Bank south of Zhytomyr) under their protection. Meanwhile, Doro-
shenko scrambled wildly, changing his allegiance several times among Poland,
the Ottoman Empire, and, finally, Muscovy, where he was forced to settle {with
honors) after his defeat and abdication from the hetmanate in 1676.

With the Ottomans in control of large parts of the Right Bank, Muscovy and
Poland preferred to maintain peace with each other. In 1698, they renewed the
Treaty of Andrusovo. Meanwhile, war continued, with Ottoman forces and local
Cossacks on the Right Bank (Hetman lurii Khmel'nvts'kyi was made Prince of
Ukraine, 1677-1681, by the Turks) pitted against a Muscovite army and local Cos-
sacks on the Left Bank. In what seemed to be perpetual conflict, the peasants on
the Right Bank, who had already begun to emigrate in large numbers while Doro-
shenko was still hetman, continued to flee eastward across the Dnieper River to
the Left Bank and Sloboda Ukraine. Consequently, the Right Bank became
largely deserted. Finally, in 1681 Muscovy and the Ottoman Empire signed a
peace treaty (the Treaty of Bakhchesarai) whereby both parties agreed 1o a
twenty-year armistice. Although the Ottomans continued to hold Podolia and
Bratslav, they agreed that a buffer zone, or no-man’s-land without sertlers, would
be maintained in the heart of Ukrainian territory, that is, in eastern Bratslav and
central and southern Kiev between the Southern Buh and Dnieper Rivers.

For its part, Poland could never acquiesce to Ottoman control of Podolia or
any other part of what was considered the historical Polish patrimony. Moreover,
Poland was now ruled by Jan Sobieski (reigned 1674-1696), famous for his
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successful defense of Vienna and crusade against the Ottoman Turks. Joined by
Habsburg Austria, Venice, and the Papacy, Sobieski formed the so-called Holy
Alliance against the Ottoman Empire. In order to continue his military ventures,
he needed peace along Poland’s long eastern boundary. For this reason, in 1686
Poland agreed to abide by a new agreement with Muscovy. The pact became
known as the ‘cternal peace’ and simply rendered more permanent the arrange-
ment reached at Andrusovo in 1664, Poland renounced all claims to Left Bank
Ukraine, as well as to Kiev, Starodub, and Smolensk, which had been retaken dur-
ing the seventeenth century by Muscovy. Poland also acknowledged the suprem-
acy of the tsar alone over the Cossacks in Zaporozhia, and it guaranteed all rights
to the Orthodox Ukrainian population in its own sphere of influence on the
Right Bank. Thus, by 1686 the two principal Christian states in eastern Europe,
Poland and Muscovy, had agreed to a partitioning of Ukrainian territory more or
less along the Dnieper River. The palatinates of Poadolia, Bratslav, and southern
Kiev were 1o remain in Ottoman Turkish hands until the end of the century, while
the northern shores of the Black Sea continued as belore under Crimean Tatar
hegemony.

The Period of Ruin, which for Ukraine started in 1657 and ended three decades
later with the signing of the so-called cternal peace in 1686, witnessed great
changes in the political status of the country, The peried began with Hetman
Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi and his successors controlling most of Ukrainian terri-
tory. In their efforts o maintain autonomy, however, Khmel'nyts'kyi and his suc-
cessors continually transferred their allegiance among Ukraine’s three powerf{ul
neighbors. The resull, by 1686, was a Ukraine ravaged by civil war and fareign
invasion, with little hope of independence or even full autonomy, and with its ter-
ritory divided among Poland, Muscovy, and the Ottoman Fmpire.
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The Structure of the Cossack State

Prior to the revolution of 1648, Cossacks living on Ukrainian lands were nominally
under the jurisdiction of the Polish Kingdom. By the second half of the sixteenth
century, when they had developed into a well-organized military force, there
existed two types of Cossacks: (1) town Cossacks, who lived in or near frontier bor-
der towns and who were in the service of the Polish administration; and (2) Zapo-
rozhian Cossacks, who lived farther south in the no-man’s-land below the bend of
the Dnieper River between the Polish Kingdom and the Crimean Khanate.

Both the town Cossacks and the Zaporozhian Cossacks were charged, or
charged themselves, with the defense of the Polish frontier against incursions by
the Tatars and Otioman Turks. Both groups also led offensive campaigns in con-
cert or alone against their traditional Tatar and Ottoman enemies in the south.
Especially during the early decades of the seventeenth century, they frequently
fought with Poland’s armies in its wars against Sweden, the Livonian Knights, and
Muscovy. As both groups of Cossacks were drawn more and more into Polish mili-
tary ventures, they also were affected by Poland’s attempts to gain greater control
over their activity.

Registered and unregistered Cossaclks

One result of Polish interference in Cossack life was a greater differentiation
between the two Cossack groups. This differentiation was symbolized most graph-
ically by the policy of registration, whereby registered Cossacks, most often from
the border towns, were made an integral part of the Polish frontier military
administration. The unregistered Cossacks, mostly in Zaporozhia, in contrast
remained bevond the pale of Polish authority, with the consequence that their
territory was viewed with suspicion as a place where runaway serfs and others who
posed a potential threat to the Polish-Lithuanian social order found refuge.

The registered Cossacks, who by the first half of the seventeenth century
ranged in number from about 6,000 to 8,000, resided in or near the Polish admin-
istrative centers in the Kiev, Bratslav, and Chernihiv palatinates. They frequently
owned their own estates, and some developed a degree of wealth and social pres-
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tige which, together with their privileges as registered Cossacks, transformed
them into a kind of Ukrainian gentry, even though they were not recognized as
members of the noble estate in Poland. It is from this group of the Cossack elite
that many of the officers and other officials were drawn to staff the new adminis-
tration of the Cossack state after 1648, This upper—class Cossack stratum generally
came to be known as the starshyna.

The unregistered Cossacks consisted of two groups: (1) Cossacks from Zaporo-
zhia and even farther north who may have served with the Polish army in its ime
of need (in 1620 the register reached 20,000), but who were soon after removed
from the register; and (2} a steady stream of peasants and others who, discontent
with the increasing burdens of serfdom, fled south to lead the Cossack way of life
in landlord-less Zaporozhia.

The fortified center of Zaporozhia, the sich, moved several times in the course
of the seventeenth century, usually progressively southward onto islands or
among tributaries of the Dnieper River. By the second half of the century, the sich
had developed a more organized administrative structure. While the Sich Council
(sichova rada), made up of all members who had equal votes, remained the high-
est source of authority in administrative and military matters, it was often
unwieldy and gradually gave way to the decisions set by the Council of Elders
{rada starshyn). The latter council was made up of an elected judge, a chancellor
{fvsar), an aide-de-camp (osaul), lieutenants of the varying military units (kurinni
otamany), and the head or chief of the sich, the koshovyi otaman. Whereas at various
times the sich elected its own hetmans (Sahaidachnyi, Khmel'nyts’kyvi), by the sec-
ond half of the seventeenth century the office of koshovyi etaman had replaced that
of the hetman us the highest office in Zaporozhia. Elected to a one-year term -
though subject to removal by the Sich Council at any time - the koshovyi otaman
represented the Zaporozhian Sich to the cutside world.

Apart from the sich, the steppe region immediately on both sides of the
Dnieper River was inhabited by married Cossacks and free homesteaders, that is,
former serfs and others who had come to Zaporozhia to lead the Cossack way of
life, As well as engaging in fishing, hunting, cattle raising, and, later, farming, the
married Cossacks and free homesteaders joined the Cossacks from the sich in
raids against the Tatars and Turks, served in the foreign ventures of the Polish
kings, and took part in attacks against Polish military forces and local administra-
tors during times of Polish-Cossack friction. Satisfied with their own situation
beyvand the reach of Polish royal and local noble governmental authonity, the
unregistered Cossacks in the sich and in the surrounding Zaporozhian country-
side were often suspicious of the town Cossacks and, later, starshyna farther north.
Consequently, during the frequent revolts against Polish rule, the Zaporozhian
Cossacks were often pitted against registered Cossacks in Polish service.

Internal administration

As a registered Cossack and aspiring member of the gentry, Bohdan Kmel nyts'kyi
initially hoped to obtain personal justice and to uphold and improve the status of
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WHAT TO CALL THE COSSACK STATE?

The new Cossack state, coerced into being by military events, was officially
known as the Army of Zaporozhia (Viss"ko Zaporiz'ke) or the Zaporozhian Host,
even though it was not centered in Zaporozhia. Despite its name, it was the
creation of the registered Cossacks living in Ukrainian territories farther north
and not of the Zaporozhians, who were united with it only through the personal
leadership of Khmel'nyts'kyi. Another source of confusion is the number of
names given to the Cossack state: the Army of Zaporozhia, the Army of Lower
Zaporozhia, the Hetmanate, and Little Russia. Actually, the Army of Lower
Zaporozhia referred specifically only to the Zaporozhian lands, while the Het-
manate and Little Russia (especially in Muscovite and Russian sources)
referred to those Cossack regiments on the Dnieper’s Left Bank that were
under the direct authority of the hetman (excluding Zaporozhia and Sloboda
Ukraine), which after 1667 had come under Muscovite hegemony.

In this and subsequent chapters, the term Cossack state will be used with
reference to the period between 1649 and 1711. While it is true that by the
second half of the seventeenth century there were already pronounced differ-
ences among the various Cossack regions (the Hetmanate, Sloboda Ukraing,
Zaporozhia, the Right Bank), the term Cossack state, which implies a single
entity, is justified by the fact that throughout this period most hetmans from
Khmel’nyts'kyi to Mazepa tried to create some kind of autonomous or inde-
pendent entity consisting of all lands inhabited by Cossacks. After 1711, the
individual regional names will be used. In any case, after that date it was only
in the Hetmanate that the tradition of Cossack statehood was preserved.

his social group within the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. When it became
increasingly evident, however, that the revolutionary events he had set in motion
in 1648 could not be contained, and that his limited demands on behalf of his
estate represented an insufficient response in a rapidly changing military, politi-
cal, and social situation, the Cossack leader was forced to create a new administra-
tive structure for the territories that had come under his control. The result was
the Cossack state.

Technically, the Cossack state came into existence at the peace reached at
Zboriv in August 1649 between Khmel'nyts'kyi and the Polish government. By the
terms of the Zboriv agreement, the 