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Russia's expansion into a large multinational
empire was accompanied by a drive towards
centralism and administrative uniformity. Yet,
particularly in the Western borderlands, Russia
did accommodate itself to the reality of priv-
ileged self-governing areas. The Ukrainian Het-
manate, which came under the tsar’s suzerainty
in 1654, preserved for over a century its own
military, administrative, fiscal, and judicial
system. A basic but not well-researched theme
of Russian history has been the tension between
the centripetal forces favoring uniformity in
administration, social structure, and even cul-
ture and centrifugal forces demanding the ad-
herence to the rights of such special privileged
territories as the Ukrainian Hetmanate, the
Baltic areas, the Congress Kingdom, and the
Grand Duchy of Finland.

Zenon E. Kohut examines the struggle
between Russian centralism and Ukrainian au-
tonomy. He concentrates on the period from the
reign of Catherine 11, during which Ukrainian
institutions were abolished, to the 1830s, when
Ukrainian society had been integrated into the
imperial system. The study focuses on three
principal problems. First, it shows how cam-
eralist thought, Enlightenment ideas, and theo-
ries of a well-ordered police state reinforced
Russia’s drive towards centralism and unifor-
mity and how these theoretical considerations
were applied in the formulation of policy. Sec-
ond, the work determines the extent to which
Ukrainian society both resisted and accommo-
dated itself to imperial integration. Social inte-
gration proved to be particularly difficult
because of the dissimilarities in social structure
between Russia and the Ukraine and because of
the autonomist outlook of the Ukrainian gentry.
Third, the study concludes that the very suc-
cess of the integration process resulted in the
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Introduction

During the second half of the nineteenth century, the concept of
Russia as a unitary state was so deeply rooted in the ruling elite that a
policy of compromise with its awakening nationalities was never seri-
ously attempted. This failure to come to grips with the nationalities
problem contributed to the eventual fall of the empire. Such a predi-
lection for centralism and administrative uniformity can be attributed,
in part, to centuries of historical conditioning. Muscovy had aiready
established a pattern of incorporating recently annexed borderlands
into a Russian administrative framework. As long as Russia’s expan-
sion was limited to sparsely settled areas inhabited by nomads or
small Cossack formations, direct administrative incorporation encoun-
tered little resistance. In its Western expansion, however, Russia
acquired territories and peoples who had a well-developed concept of
juridical separateness, regional prerogatives, and corporate rights, and,
as a result, Russia’s drive for uniformity had to accommodate itself to
the reality of separate privileged areas. A basic but not very well-
researched theme of Russian history has been the tension between
centripetal forces favoring uniformity in administration, social struc-
ture, and even culture and centrifugal forces demanding the adherence
to the rights of such special privileged territories as the Ukraine, the
Baltic areas, the Congress Kingdom, and the Grand Duchy of Finland,

To a large extent, Russia’s experience with the Westem type of
self-poverning areas began with the Ukrainian Hetmanate, which
came under the protection of the Russian tsar in 1654, but nevertheless
preserved its own administrative, fiscal, and judicial systems for over
a century. The clash between Russian centralism and Ukrainian
autonomy is the subject of this book., Chronologically it covers the
period from the reign of Catherine II, during which the Ukrainian
institutions of the Hetmanate were abolished, to the 1830s, when
Ukrainian society had finally been integrated into the impernial system.
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The study focuses on three principal questions. First, what were the
nature, theoretical justification, and execution of Russian policies
toward the Hetmanate and other autonomous regions? Second, what
was the Ukrainian reaction to imperial integration, as evidenced by the
Hetmanate's institutions and Ukrainian society? Third, how success-
ful was the integration process and what impact did it have on the
empire and on Ukraintan society?

In addition, the study touches on broader issues. To general Euro-
pean history it offers an analysis of the development of the Russian
version of the well-regulated absolutist state and its challenge to and
transformation of corporate and regional privilege. To Russian history
it presents both a case study in the formation of the Russian Empire
and an introduction to its nationality policy. The abolition of
Ukrainian and Baitic autonomy occurred at a crucial time, when the
empire was expanding dramatically. The incorporation of its newly
acquired Polish and Turkish territories was undoubtedly conditioned
by Catherine’s experience with Ukrainian autonomy. By abolishing
the administrative structure of territories that had been self-goveming,
Catherine helped shape both the multinational yet unitary character of
the empire and the nationality policies pursued by her heirs.

Finally, this study has clear implications for Ukrainian history. The
more success the imperial authorities had in homogenizing the Het-
manate in the imperial mold, the less likely it was that Ukrainians
could retain their distinct historical identity. The cooptation and par-
tial assimilation of their elite left the Ukrainians a “‘sociologically
incomplete’” or ‘‘unhistorical’’ nationality and thus set them on a dif-
ferent road to nation-building than nationalities that retained their
traditional elites. The establishment of a link between traditional
Ukrainian autonomy and modem Ukrainian nationalism goes well
beyond this work’s chronology and theme. I do, however, provide
background material that could prove to be useful to scholars of
nationalism.

Catherine abolished the autonomy of three Ukrainian regions—
Sloboda Ukraine, Zaporizhzhia, and the Hetmanate. This work, how-
ever, deals only with the Hetmanate. By the time Catherine took the
throne, the autonomy of Sloboda Ukraine, the institutions of which
had never been well developed, was already limited. Zaporizhzhia
was a Cossack republic with great symbolic importance for Ukrainian
traditions, but its destruction was part of the empire’s larger policy
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vis-a-vis all the Cossack hosts on its territories. As the largest unas-
similated border area of the empire, the Hetmanate is uniquely well
suited for a case sudy of imperial integration.

Although the recasting of the Hetmanate’s institutions and social
structure into the imperial pattern is a major concern, the study does
not attempt to deal with the complex process of cultural assimilation
and ‘‘Russification,”” Study of the latter would entail extensive
research on Ukrainian-Russian linguistic and literary relations, as well
as on the education, social life, and careers of the Ukrainian gentry
and clergy. Therefore, acculturation and ‘‘Russification’’ are men-
tioned here only as they relate to an understanding of institutional
integration and imperial policy.

This is the first comprehensive study of the Hetmanate’s integration
into the empire. Most Ukrainian historians who have dealt with the
Hetmanate studied other periods and other problems. This is hardly
surprising, for the dissolution of native institutions is rarely a popular
topic in a national historiography. Nevertheless, the various nine-
teenth- and twentieth-century historical schools have made major con-
tributions in research and interpretation that justly merit attention
here.

One problem to which historians have devoted considerable atten-
tion is the juridical nature of the Hetmanate’s union with Muscovy.
Controversy has centered around the precise nature of the Pereiaslav
Agreement of 1654, by which Hetman Bohdan Khme!'nyts’kyi and
the Ukrainian elite recognized the suzerainty of the Muscovite tsar.
The interpretations advanced to date include personal union, real
union, protectorate, vassalage, military alliance, autonomy, incorpora-
tion, or reunion.! The continuing controversy over this issue is
heightened by political considerations. In the Soviet Union, for exam-
ple, the Central Committee of the Communist Party has defined the
Pereiaslav Agreement as a permanent, voluntary ‘‘reunion’’ of two

I The most comprehensive and recent summary of the varied interpretations is
John Basarab’s Pereiasiav 1654: A Historiographical Study (Edmonton, 1982); see
also Andrii [akovliv (Jakovliv), Dohovir Het'mana Bohdana Khmel nyts'koho :z
moskovs'kym tsarem Oleksiiem Mykhailovychem 1654 r. (New York, 1954), and
Nikolai Andreev (Andreyev), ‘'Pereiaslavskii dogovor,’ in Studies in Muscovy (Lon-
don, 1970), pp. 65-112,
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“*fratenal peoples.””> While the arguments over the nature of the
Hetmanate's juridical relationship with Russia have added much to
our knowledge of the Hetmanate’s early stages, they have contributed
little to an understanding of its subsequent dermise.

The struggles within the Hetmanate’s society have been thoroughly
studied by the populist historians who dominated Ukrainian historiog-
raphy from the mid-nineteenth to the twentieth century. They viewed
the Cossack era as a time when the masses struggled for freedom and
social justice against the exploitation of Ukrainian landowners. The
populists collected-and published some basic archival materials and
produced several monographs on the Hetrnanate's social structure and
institutions. Oleksander Lazarevs’'Kyi, who wrote more than four hun-
dred works on virtually every aspect of the Hetmanate's society,’ is
the most notable of the populist historians. In dealing with the abo-
lition of autonomy, the populists naturally concentrated on social
issues. For instance, Mykola Storozhenko described the Cossacks’
fate ? Dmytro Miller traced the transformation of the Cossack officer
class into the Russian nobility,> and Q. Lazarevs’kyi and V. Miakotin
studied the enserfment of the peasantry.5

At the beginning of the twentieth century, a new generation of
Ukrainian historians revolted against populism and developed a new
‘*statist’” orientation. They viewed the Hetmanate as a virtually
independent state and concentrated their research on such indicators of
independence as foreign relations, internal administration, and judicial

2 Tezy pro 300-richchia vozz’ tednannia Ukrainy z Rosiiein (1648-1654 rr),
skhvaleni Tsentral’ nym komiretom Komunistychnoi partii Radions' koho soiuza (Kiev,
1954).

3 Mykola Tkachenko compiled a definitive bibliography of Lazarevs’kyi's works.
See “‘Spysok prats’ Q. M. Lazarevs'koho i prats’ pro n'oho,’”” Ukrains'kyi
arkheohrafichnyi zbirnyk 2 (1927): li —Ixxx.

4 N. Sterozhenko, **K istorii Malorossiiskikh kozakov v kontse XVIII i v nachale
XIX veka,”” Kievskaia starina (henceforth KS ), 1897, no, 4, pp. 124 -356; no. 6, pp.
460-83; no. 10, pp. 115-31; no. 11, pp. 143-56; no. 12, pp. 332-50.

3 D. Miller, **Ocherki iz istorii i iuridicheskogo byla staroi Malorossii. Prevra-
shchenie kozatskoi starshiny v dvorianstve,”” K8, 1857, no. 1, pp. 1-31; no. 2, pp.
188—-220; no. 3, pp. 351-74; no. 4, pp. 1 -47.

& A, Lazarevskii, Malorossiiskie pospolitye krest'iane (1648 — 1783) (Kiev, 1508).
V. Miakotin, Ocherki sotsial’noi istorii Ukrainy v XVI-XVII vv., 3 vols. (Prague,
1926); V. Miakotin, Prikreplenie krest’ianstva Ukrainy v XVH-XVHT vv., [Godishnik
na Sofiiskiia unijversitet, bk. 28] (Sofia, 1932).
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procedures. For the most part, these historians were preoccupied with
the early period of the Hetmanate’s history, when it was indeed virtu-
ally independent. Their main contribution to knowledge about the
abolition lies in their study of instances of opposition to imperial
integration. In fact, the greatest debate of the statist school pertinent
to this work was over the authorship of Istoriia Rusov, an anti-
integrationist and even anti-Russian political tract that had an impor-
tant impact on the development of modern Ukrainian national con-
sciousness.’ Oleksander Ohloblyn, in particular, has done much to
identify oppositionist circles at the time of the abolition.?

Soviet historians consider the abolition of the Hetmanate’s auton-
omy to be a politically sensitive topic that is best ignored.® Their con-
tributions have been limited to two topics: the class struggle and the
““friendship’’ of the Ukrainian and Russian peoples. Soviet historians
have investigated some manifestations of social discontent, thereby
expanding our knowledge of Cossack and peasant uprisings (espe-
cially in the village of Turbaiv).!? Under the rubric of the friendship of
the Ukrainian and Russian peoples, they have produced many works

7 Historians’ arguments about the authorship and philosophy of Istorfia Rusov
have been discussed by O. Ohloblyn in the introduction to a new Ukrainian transla-
tion; see fstoriia Rusiv (New York, 1956), pp. v—xxix.

8 0. Ohloblyn, Liudy staroi Ukrainy {(Munich, 1959); **Ukrainian Autonomists of
the 1780s and 1790s and Count P. A. Rumyantsev-Zadunaysky,” Annals of the
Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Sciences in the United States (henceforth Annals
U/ASS), no. 3—4 (1958): 1313-26; Opanas Lobysevvch (1732-1805) (Munich,
1966). For an exhaustive bibliography of Ohloblyn's works, see Liubomyr Wynar,
**Bibliohrafiia prats’ prof. d-ra Oleksandra Ohloblyna (1920-1975)," in Zbirnyk na
poshanu prof. d-ra Oleksandra Ohioblyna, ed. by Vasyl’ Omel'chenko (New York,
1977), pp. 93-123,

91 do not consider historians who published in the Soviet Ukraine in the 1920s as
‘‘Soviet’” but as representatives of various schools. Only after the establishment of an
official historical interpretation in the 1930s can the term **Soviet™ accurately be used
to define a historical orientation.

01, ©. Hurzhii, Borot'ba selian i robitnykiv Ukrainy proty feodal no-
kriposnyts' koho hnitu (z 80-kh rokiv XVIll-st. do 1861 r) (Kiev, 1938); Istoriia selia-
nstva Ukrains’koi RSR, 2 vols. (Kiev, 1967); K. Huslystyi, Turbaivs'ke povstannia
{Kiev, 1947); 1. Hurzhii, Povstannia selian v Turbaiakh (1789 1793) (Kiev, 1950),
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on their common struggle against Napoleon (when several traditional
Cossack units were reestablished).!!

Denial of access to Soviet archives has limited my study to pub-
lished sources. Fortunately, however, most of the basic sources deal-
ing with the abolition have been published. Catherine’s correspon-
dence, the petitions to the Legislative Commission of 1767, and the
papers of Oleksander Bezborod’ko appear in the Shornik Impera-
torskoge russkogo istoricheskogo obshchestva (St. Petersburg,
1867-1916). Governor-General Rumiantsev’s military archives,
Catherine’s papers, the Cossack chronicles, and official documents
dealing with the Hetmanate are found in the Chteniia v Imperatorskom
obshchestve istorii | drevnostel rossiiskikh pri Moskovskom universi-
tete (Moscow, 1846—1918). Virtually all laws bearing upon the abo-
lition have been published in the Polnoe sobranie zakonov Rossiiskoi
imperii, 1st series (St. Petersburg, 1830), and in the Seratskii arkhiv
(St. Petersburg, 1888 —1913). During the nineteenth century, journals
such as Kievskaia starina (Kiev, 1882 - 1906) and newspapers such as
Chernigovskie gubernskie vedomosti (Chemihiv, 1838-1917) con-
fained pertinent documentation in virtually every issue.

Much of this extensive published material about the abolition has
never been incorporated into the general body of historical knowledge.
I seek to remedy this situation. Undoubtedly, some lacunae will
remain. I hope, however, that my work will stimulate further study,
especially that based on archival research,

A few words about terminology are in order, During its history,
Ukraine has been called by a number of names: “‘Rus’,”" “‘Little Rus-
sia’" (Mala Rus’, Mala Rossiia, Malorossia) and *“Ukraine.”” In the
eighteenth century, the territory of the Hetmanate was known as ‘‘Lit-
tle Russia,”’ but the term is imprecise because, in other periods, “*Lit-
tle Russia’’ referred to other territeries outside the Hetmanate. More-
over, the term is now considered derogatory by many Ukrainians. In
the nineteenth century, historians coined the term ‘“‘Hetmanate,'’ and
in the twentieth century Soviet historians have introduced the term
“‘Left-Bank Ukraine'” (the left or eastern bank of the Dnieper River).

U1 G. Gerbil 'skii, {krainskie kozachie polki i ukrainskoe opolchenie v Otechestven-
noi voine 1812 goda (Kiev, i943); V. L. Strel'skii, Uchastie wkrainskogo naroda v
Otechestvennoi voine 1812 goda (Kiev, 1953); B. 8. Abolikhin, **Ukrainskoe opal-
chenie 1812 g.,” Istoricheskie zapiski, no. 72 {1962): 87 - 118,
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“Left-Bank Ukraine’’ is unsatisfactory because, as a geographic term,
it implies a larger territory than that encompassed by the Hetmanate,
and it is not used consistently by the Soviets. Thus, in this work, I
utilize the term “*‘Hetmanate’’ for the specific polity govemed by the
hetman and also use the current designations of “‘Ukraine’” and
“Ukrainians.”” “*Little Russia’” and ‘‘Little Russians’’ appear only in
direct quotations or official titles (e.g., the Little Russian College).

A major difficulty arises in finding a suitable collective term for the
Ukrainian elite governing the Hetmanate. The fusion of Cossack and
Polish-Lithuanian elites and traditions resulted in a number of desig-
nations for the elite, including ‘‘starshyna,” ‘‘znachne viis'kove
tovarystve,”’ and ‘‘szlachta,”’ with its English equivalent of *‘nobil-
ity.”” None of these is fully satisfactory. ‘‘Starshyna’’ simply means
Cossack officers or elders, while the ‘‘znachne viis’kove tovarystvo™’
(Society of Notable Military Fellows) refers to the social grouping out
of which all officers were recruited. Thus, upon becoming an officer,
a member of the elite would become part of the starshyna but upon
retirement would revert back to a Notable Military Fellow. The
Ukrainian elite cannot be equated merely with a group of Cossack
officers and notables, however. By the eighteenth century, this elite
evolved into a cohesive landed aristocracy, which began claiming the
status of the Polish-Lithuanian nobility, the szlachta. While such
szlachta pretensions were not recognized by the Russian government,
in the Hetmanate the elite did ¢xercise some szlachta legal privileges.
The lack of recognition of the elite as a nobility, however, renders
both the terms *‘szlachta’” and ‘‘nobility’” inappropriate. As a result,
I have decided to use the term ‘‘gentry,’” because as landed proprie-
tors claiming noble status, the Ukrainian elite approximated the social
position and life-style of a gentry. For stylistic variety, I have used
the term ‘‘gentry’’ interchangeably with ‘‘notables’ or ‘‘notable.”
Equating the two terms is justified by the fact that virtually all who
were considered gentry were at some point in their lives also members
of the Notable Military Fellows. Whenever appropriate, I will also
refer to the ‘‘szlachta,’” *‘starshyna,’’ and '‘nobles” and describe
further the various groups and subgroups that made up the Ukrainian
gentry.

Ukrainian and Russian names have been transliterated according to
the Library of Congress system. Ukrainian names are given in
Ukrainian orthography, and Russian names are rendered in Russian
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orthography. When Ukrainians whose names are well known in their
Russian form are introduced, the Russian variant appears in
parentheses. In citations, authors’ names are given exactly as they
appear on the publications cited. This occasionally creates incon-
sistencies, since an author’s name can appear in one form within the
text and in another in a footnote. Moreover, a number of historians
wrote in several languages and their names may have several variants.
The bibliography and index list all names in alphabetical order, with
cross-references when more than one version of a name appeared.

All dates are given according to the Julian calendar that was in use
in the Hetmanate and in Russia (in the eighteenth century, the Julian
calendar was eleven days behind the Gregorian one followed in most
countries of Europe). The single exception is the citation of dates
from the reports of Westem diplomats, which are designated 'N.S.”’
(new style).



CHAPTER ONE

Russian Centralism
and the Borderlands

Russian centralism can be traced to the political systemn of early
modem Muscovy. Its most salient feature was the theoretically unlim-
ited authority of the ruler. By the fifteenth century, the principle of an
all-powerful, divinely anointed ruler became the center of Muscovite
politics. Struggles over power, prestige, or wealth were conducted
within a framework of gaining proximity to and influence over the
ruler rather than establishing an independent base. Such was the role
of the boyar duma and the zemskii sobory (as they were labelled by
nineteenth-century historians}, which, in the end, enhanced the author-
ity of the ruler rather than limiting it, The Orthodox church, which
potentially could have evolved into a formidable independent institu-
tion, ultimately opted for support of tsarist autocracy and submitted to
tsarist control. Even when the throne was occupied by weak or
incompetent rulers or during periods of interregnum, the land was
governed in the name of the absolute ruler. The concept of an unlim-
ited all-powerful tsar was the mechanism for legitimacy and unity in
Moscow, and, to some extent, served as a substitute for institutional
development. !

The absolutism, power, and majesty of the Muscovite ruler were
expressed through concepts of patrimony, tsardom, and autocracy.
Patrimony simply meant that the Muscovite ruler considered himself
as owner of his domain. Some historians believe that the shift in ter-
minology from gospadar 1o gosudar in the fifteenth century indicated

! Joel Raba, **The Authority of the Muscoviie Ruler ar the Dawn of the Modern
Era,"” Jahrhiicker fiir Geschichte Osteuropas, ns., 24, no. 3 (1976} 322 — 44; Mikhail
D’iakonov, Viast' moskovskikh gosudarei (St. Petersburg, 1889).
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the widening of the concept of owner to that of ruler or sovereign.?
But the two concepts were never clearly differentiated, however, and
when the Muscovite princes added territory, they were not simply
extending their authority or sovereignty but gaining new possessions.
According to Richard Pipes, the patrimonial mentality continued with
the later tsars, who viewed their empire from Poland to China as a
family estate to be passed on intact to their heirs.’

The authority of the Muscovite ruler was further bolstered by the
concepts of tsar and autocrat. Both were introduced by Ivan III in the
late fifteenth century, The fitle “*tsar’” derived from ‘‘caesar’’ and
implied a claim to universal rule. The first “‘tsar’’ to be recognized as
such by the Eastemn Orthodox churches, Ivan 1V, was probably more
concemed with proclaiming his rule over the newly conquered ‘‘tsar-
doms™’ of Kazan and Astrakhan than with asserting a role of universal
emperor. Nevertheless, he did claim equality with the Holy Roman
emperor.*

Autocracy was a Byzantine concept denoting a sovereign who held
his authority directly from God. Ivan III’s application of the term was
to underscore Muscovy’s political independence, the final break from
Mongo! rule (1480). To Ivan lII, autocracy meant primarily that he
was not dependent on other rulers. His successor, Ivan IV, enlarged
this concept to include uniimited rule both externally and internally.
By the sixteenth century, Muscovite autocracy meant an independent
ruler, who was not limited by any institutions, who was the sole
lawgiver, and who was responsible only to God.’

The image of the Muscovite tsar as a supreme ruler was further
enhanced by historical and political literature. The tsar was presented
as the legitimate inheritor of the Kievan realm, the gatherer of the
“‘Russian lands.’”’ Through a legendary genealogy he was linked with
the Roman emperors. After the fall of Constantinople to the Turks

2 Isabel de Madariaga, **Autecracy and Sovereignty,” Canadian-American Slavic
Studies, 16, nos, 34 (Fall-Winter, 1982): 385 - 86; Marc Szeftel, *"The Title of the
Muscovite Monarch up to the End of the Seventeenth Century,” Canadian-American
Stavic Studies, Y3, nos. 1-2 (Spring-Summer, 1979):62-65; Joel Raba, "'The
Authority of the Muscovite Ruler,”” pp. 321 -23; Richard Pipes, Russia under the Old
Regime (New York, 1974), pp. 52-54; 76-79.

3 Pipes, Russia, p. 54.

4 Szeftel, **The Title of the Muscovite Monarch,'* pp. 70- 76,

3 Ibid., pp. 65 - 69; de Madariaga, ** Autocracy and Sovereignty,”” pp. 366 - §5.
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(1453), the Muscovite tsar was looked upon by some Orthodox clergy
as the only legitimate Orthodox ruler, and Moscow was presented as
the Third Rome, the final successor to the Roman and Byzantine
empires.5

Royal claims to patrimonial and unrestricted absolutist rule were
hardly unique to Muscovy. In this respect, at various times during the
seventeenth century, France, Denmark, and Sweden resembled
Muscovite absolutism. There were also important differences, how-
ever, In the West, there was a gradual emergence of the concept of
the state as separate from the monarch and a differentiation between
the authority of the monarch as the ruler of the state and as owner of a
territory. Even in Louis XIV's France, the king had to swear that he
would not separate parts of his domain--i.e., truncate the state’
(irrespective of Louis XIV’s alleged famous dictum, “‘L’Erat, ¢’est
moi"’). De facto, the king did give up proprictary rights over his
‘‘possessions.’”’” Similarly, while the Western absolutist rulers claimed
to be totally independent and unrestricted monarchs responsible only
to God, in fact they were limited by the existence of independent cor-
porate and regional bodies. In late Muscovy, the restrictions on autoc-
racy were practical—e.g., available resources, overcoming great
distances—rather than institutional.

The tsar’s theoretically unlimited formal authority was transmitted
through an increasingly larger number of servitors and government
structures, The central administration evolved out of the tsar’s house-
hold. Its backbone was the diaki or secretaries, who once were prob-
ably household slaves but later included sons of clergy, townspeople,
and even aristocrats or boyars. From the end of the fifteenth through
the sixteenth centuries the diaki helped create a central chancellery or
prikaz system. Each chancellery had primary competence over either
a territory or a function. A series of reforms in the 1550s eliminated
some of the overlapping jurisdictions in the prikazy and created a
genuine centralized administrative apparatus, It was the tsar’s

S Raba, *‘The Authority of the Muscovite Ruler,’” pp. 323-26; Jaroslaw Pelenski,
““The Muscovite Claims to the ‘Kievan Inheritance’,”” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 1,
ro. 1 {March 1977): 29—52; Charles J. Halperin, **Kiev and Moscow: An Aspect of
Early Muscovite Thought,”” Russian History 7, no. 1 (1980), pp. 312-21; Pipes, Rus-
sia, pp. 72-73.

7 Pipes, Russia, pp. 65— 66.
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servitors who fashioned the centralized Muscovite state, which was
simply an extension of the tsar’s authority.?

On the local level, the tsar was represented by a voevoda, who com-
bined military, administrative, and judicial functions. His principal
duty was to obtain taxes for the tsar’s treasury and recruits for his
army. Although the voevoda and his staff were given sufficient oppor-
tunity for self-aggrandisement, they exercised little independent
authority, Judicial decisions, questions concerning landholding, and
even local military battle tactics were made within the prikaz system
and then communicated with the voevoda. In order to avoid any
strong regional attachments, voevody were frequently transferred.
While such a system deprived the voevody of initiative or flexibility, it
did assure control over the most minute details in the most distant ter-
ritory.?

The emergence of tsarist authority, its political and theoretical ar-
ticulation, and the creation of the Muscovite centralized state structure
occurred simultaneously with rapid expansion. From the fifteenth to
the end of the sixteenth century, Muscovy enlarged its territory from
430,000 to 5,100,000 square kilometers.'® At first, the expansion was
confined to the ‘‘gathering’” of Russian lands, but in the second half
of the sixteenth century, Ivan IV conguered Kazan and Astrakhan,
opening the whole mid-Volga area and going well beyond the ethni-
cally Russian core area. With Ivan’s blessings, the Stroganov mer-
chant family, together with Cossacks and mercenaries, went beyond
the Urals, penetrating Siberia for the Russian fur and salt trade. By

8 A. K. Leont'ev, Obrazovanie prikaznoi sistemy upravieniia v russkom gosu-
darstve. Iz istorii sozdaniia tsentralizovannogo apparata v kontse XV- pervoi polo-
vine XVI v. (Moscow, 1961); Borive) Plavsic, **Seventeenth-Century Chanceries and
Their Staffs,”” Russian Officialdom: The Bureaucratization of Russian Society from
the Seventeenth to the Twentieth Century, ed. Walter McKenzie Pintner and Dan Karl
Rowney (Chapel Hill, 1980):19-435; Peter B. Brown, **Muscovite Government
Bureaus,”" Russian History, 10, pr. 3 (1983): 2691330,

9 Pipes, Russia, pp. 96, 108; A. V. Chernov, **Reorganizatsiia tsentral'nykh i mest-
nykh organov vlasti i upravleniia,”” Ocherki istorii SSR. Period feodalizmma konets XV
v.-nachalo XVII v,, ed. A. N. Nasonov and L. V. Cherepnin, (Moscow, 1955), pp.
321-328; Peter B. Brown, ‘‘Muscovite Generals and Military Amateurism: Unravel-
ling the Tactical Blunders and Human Costs of Seventeenth-Century Russian War-
fare,”* Paper presented to the American Historical Association Convention, December
1984, Chicago.

10 pipes, Russia, p. 83.
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the middle of the seventeenth century, Siberia had been crossed and
the Russians reached the Pacific Ocean. In 1654 the tsar's rule was
extended over Ukraine, and at the beginning of the eighteenth century
Peter I conquered the Baltic area.!!

As Muscovy expanded, it extended its political system to the new
territories. Special characleristics of the newly acquired areas were
wiped out. This pattern was already established while **gathering the
Russian lands.”” In Pskov (1510) and in Smolensk (1515), the symbol
of independent political life—the bell used for summoning town
meetings—was destroyed. In Novgorod not only was the meeting bell
torn down, but the very streets were changed to follow the Muscovite
pattemn. Scribes came to the newly acquired territories and took
inventory of property so that it would be registered ‘‘in the Muscovite
manner,*12

A similar pattem was followed when Muscovy went beyond the
ethnically Russian areas. Tsarist authority was proclaimed, and
Muscovite administration was established through the military voe-
voda, who was expected to collect taxes, provide recruits for the mili-
tary, and supervise judicial matters. Yet, the peculiar conditions of
the borderlands had to be taken into account. Both in the Volga
region and in Siberia, Muscovy encountered a variety of sparsely set-
tled Finno-Ugric, Turkic, and Siberian peoples. Time and distance
made it somewhat more difficult to coordinate everything from the
center, and the resources of the Muscovite administration were
stretched thin. As a result, taxes were collected in the form of tribute.
In the mid-Volga region they were collected by the military govemor,
while in Siberia this function was entrusted to tribal chiefs, who also
retained authority over minor judicial matters. Such accommodation
was local and tactical, however, and was supervised by the military
governor, who had actual local authority over all matters conceming
taxes, recruitment, land, and justice. The veevoda, in tum,

! Pipes, Russia, pp. 83-84; Marc Raeff, ‘‘Patterns of Russian Imperial Policy
toward the Nationalities,”' Soviet Nationality Problems, ed. E. Allworth, (New York,
1971), 22 -42.

12 Raha, *“The Authority of the Muscovite Ruler,” p. 311.
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was responsible to the Kazan (1565) and Siberian (1637) prikazy
specifically created by the Muscovite centralized state.!?

The Muscovite authorities were willing to accommodate them-
selves more to the Cossack formations than fo the native peoples. Ini-
tially, the Cossacks served as mercenaries and freebooters, each host
resembling a small but independent military republic. Located in the
vast borderlands between the settled agriculturalists and the nomads,
the Cossack hosts served as a buffer zone for Muscovy and, later, the
empire. The Don Cossacks, who accepted Muscovite suzerainty in the
sixteenth century but retained considerable autonomy, were the largest
formation. Smaller Cossack hosts existed from the laik River {now
the Ural River) as far as Siberia but were under much greater control
by the Muscovite military governors. In dealing with the Cossacks,
the Muscovite and subsequently the imperial authorities balanced two
opposing sets of considerations. On the one hand, the Cossacks pro-
tected the Russian hinterland and provided auxiliary troops for
Russia’s wars. On the other hand, they harbored runaway serfs,
sparked peasant uprisings, and precipitated intemational crises by con-
ducting unauthorized raids. Consequently, the tsars pursued a dual
policy. They granted charters recognizing self-rule and issued subsi-
dies to each host. At the same time, however, the Muscovite authori-
ties began (o exercise greater control over the hosts’ activities. 4

Despite some accommodation with natives and Cossacks, the
extent to which the central Muscovite state was able to assert adminis-
trative uniformity was remarkable. One reason for this was that
government functions were relatively simple—the collection of taxes
and the drafting of recruits—and, at first, were not particularly disrup-
tive to native ways. The various native clans and tribes were used to
paying tribute either to the Mongols or to another more powerful tribe.

3 Alion S. Donnelly, The Russian Conquest of Bashkiria 1552—1740: A Case
Study in Imperialism (New Haven and London, 1968): | -39; Andreas Kappeler,
Russlands erste Nationalitdren (Cotogne, 1982): 1 -243; Peter B. Brown, **Muscovite
Administration and the Peoples of the North in the Seventeenth Century,”” Paper
presented at the convention of the American Association for the Advancement of
Slavic Studies, Octaber, 1982, Washington, D. C.; Boris Nolde, La formation de
{"Empire russe, 2 vols. (Paris, 1952-53), vol. 1.

14 For information about Cossacks in general see Giinther Si6kl, Die Entstehung
des Kosakentums (Munich, 1953). For the Don Cossacks, see S. G. Svatikov, Rossiia
i Deon, 15491917 (Belgrade, 1924).
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In the Volga region, the Muscovite authorities simply took over the
Mongol tribute payment system. While paying tribute to the new
Muscovite overlord, the tribe or clan continued its previous way of
life.15 Similarly, the smaller Cossack formations continued their tradi-
tional life—hunting, fishing, farming, and occasionally fighting and
looting—but enjoying these privileges as servitors of Muscovy rather
than as independent hosts.

The relatively benign beginnings of Muscovite rule over natives
belied its profound long-term effects. With Russian colonization,
Christianization of the natives, and cooptation of elites, Muscovite
rule meant not only administrative uniformity but alse greater unifor-
mity of social structure, ways of life, and even the beginnings of cul-
tural Russification. '® Such an outcome could hardly have been forseen
by the natives, however, Moreover, once disaffected the natives did
not have an adequate institutional framework to channel their discon-
tent. Although at times the nomadic peoples and Cossacks could
become extremely belligerent—as shown by the revolts of Stenka
Razin, Bulavin, the vprising of the Bashkirs, and the rebellion led by
Pugachev-—these uprisings merely stimulated Moscow to assume
greater control over the borderlands and impose a more effective
administration. The huge eastem and southern areas annexed by
Muscovy simply lacked the Western traditions of political autonomy,
regionalism, estate rights, and legal prerogatives that would have
allowed the retention of extensive self-rule. Almost imperceptibly,
Muscovy became a large, multiethnic yet centrally administered
empire.!”

Before considering Muscovy's expansion into the Ukraine, it is
necessary to describe, if only briefly, the various Ukrainian Cossack
formations. The Ukrainian Cossacks emerged in the borderlands
between the Tatars and the Polish-Lithuamian Commonwealth, where

15 Brown, **Muscavite Administration and the Peoples of the North,” pp. 6-12.

16 Ibid., pp. 11 —230; Raeff, **Patterns of Russian Imperial Policy,” pp. 31 -40.

17 Raeff, ‘‘Pattems of Russian Imperial Policy," pp. 30-31; the Westemn type of
regionalism and estate righls are summarized by Dietrich Gerhard in *‘Regionalism
and Corporate Order as a Basic Theme of European History,’’ Studies in Diplomatic
History: Essays in Memory of David Bayne Horn, ed. Reginald Hatton and M. §.
Anderson (London, 1970). 155-82.
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they hunted, fished, and conducted raids against the Tatars and the
Ottoman Empire. Their stronghold was on an island fortress or Sich,
located beyond the cataracts in the Dnieper River. Hence, these Cos-
sacks were referred to as Zaporozhians, or Cossacks beyond the
cataracts. As their military power increased, the Polish government
would enlist the Cossacks for specific campaigns. Gradually, the
Zaporozhian Cossacks began identifying themselves as privileged
warriors, equal to the Polish nobility. While the Zaporozhian Cos-
sacks did, at times, greatly augment the fighting capabilities of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, they also caused considerable in-
stability. If unsatisfied, the Zaporozhians would also revolt against
the Poles.!8

In 1648, the Zaporozhian Cossacks provided the military support
for a massive uprising against the Poles. In 1654, the leader of the
Cossacks, Hetman Bohdan Khmel’'nyts'kyi, broke away completely
from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and, under the terms of
the Pereiaslav Agreement, placed Cossack Ukraine under the suze-
rainty of the Muscovite tsar, After a series of prolonged wars, the
Right-Bank Ukraine {west of the Dnieper River) was reincorporated
into the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, but the Left Bank (east of
the Dnieper) remained a separate political entity under the protection
of the tsar, It is this truncated Left-Bank successor to the polity estab-
lished by Khmel'nyts’kyi that is usually referred to as the Hetmanate.
The Zaporozhian Cossacks, who had provided the military base for
the revolt, gradwally returned to their stronghold, the Sich, and contin-
ued to function as an independent Cossack host,

In addition to the Hetmanate and the Zaporozhian Cossacks, there
was another Cossack formation in southeastern or Sloboda Ukraine.
This territory had been under Muscovite control but was sparsely
inhabited. Thus, in the seventeenth century, Muscovy encouraged
Ukrainian Cossacks to settle and defend the territory. Enticed by free
land and fleeing war in the Ukraine, settlers came in large numbers.

18 For the Zaporozhian Cossacks, see V. A, Golobutskii (Holobuts'kyi), Zaporozh-
skoe kazachestvo (Kiev, 1957); idem, Zaporiz'ka sich v ostanni chasy svoho isnuvan-
nig (Kiev, 1961); and Natalia Polons'ka-Vasylenko, Zaporizhzhia XVIH stolittia ta
ioho spadshchyna, 2 vols, (Munich, 1965-67).
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The colonizers recreated in Sloboda Ukraine the military structure of
their former homeland—regiments led by a colonel.!®

Moscow’s policy toward Ukrainian Cossacks varied depending on
the type of formation. The Sloboda-Ukrainian Cossacks, located on
Muscovite territory, were treated somewhat like some of the tribal
groups. Although the tsarist authorities granted the Cossacks certain
privileges, each regiment dealt separately with and was controlled by
a Muscovite military governor. The autonomy of these Cossacks was
limited, and there was little possibility for the regiments to consclidate
into a separate host. The Zaporozhians, on the other hand, were a
famous host on the borderlands between the Islamic and Slavic
worlds. Toward the Zaporozhian Cossacks, therefore, the Muscovites
followed the same policies as toward other Cossack hosts: maximum
utilization of Cossack military prowess while at the same time curbing
their independence.

When dealing with the Hetmanate, Moscow could, to some extent,
treat it as the incorporation of yet another borderland or Cossack for-
mation, but the Pereiaslav agreement between Muscovy and Cossack
Ukraine also made it very different. The Ukrainian Cossacks were
used to negotiating with the Polish king and held concepts of a nego-
tiated contractual relationship between a monarch and the Cossack
estate. Such an outlook was contrary and offensive to the Muscovite
view of tsarist authority. Moreover, in the 1648 revolution,
Khmel’nyts'kyi had freed most of Ukraine from Polish rule. The vic-
torious Zaporozhian Cossacks took over a large hinterland inhabited
by non-Cossacks—gentry, burghers, clergy, and peasants. This
resulted in a fusion of the new Cossack administration with the rem-
nants of the old order. At Pereiaslav, the hetman and his administra-
tion represented not only the Cossack host, but also all of *‘Little Rus-
sia’' (Malorossiia) or the Hetmnanate. Socon the Hetmanate developed
a social hierarchy that more closely resembled a corporate society than
a military republic. As a result, Muscovy came into contact with a
complex society, with various groups—Cossacks, gentry, townsmen,
and clerics—<claiming special ‘‘rights and liberties.”” It was

19 The most noted historian of Sloboda Ukraine was D. Bahalii (Bagalei) who pub-
lished numerous works on the subject. For general information, see his fsrorifa
Slobids"koi Ukrainy (Kharkiv, 1918).



18 Russian Centralism and Ukrainian Autonomy

Moscow’s first encounter with a type of society that included at least
elements of a corporate order and a strong sense of regionalism.2%

Russia’s incorporation of the Baltic littoral brought territories with
even more entrenched regional prerogatives. When Peter 1 conquered
the area in the early eighteenth century, he immediately issued char-
ters recognizing the traditional rights of Estland and Livland, as well
as the municipal rights of Riga, Reval, and Vyborg.2! The German
nobility govemed these territories through their diets, and the
Germman-speaking urban patriciate and artisans ruled in the cities. The
Latvian and Estonian peasantry had no voice in government. In con-
tinuing the traditional order, the imperial government may have
viewed it as a temporary expedient, but the groups enjoying these
privileges believed them to be corporate rights enjoyed by them from
time immemorial.Z2 Nevertheless, irrespective of the tenuous nature of
the arrangements, in its Western borderlands Russia did accommodate
itself to corporate rights and regionalism, and its drive towards unifor-
mity had been slowed if not necessarily halted.

As it turned westward, Muscovy not only encountered concepts of
corporate and regional rights but also became exposed to new political
and philosophical ideas and more advanced military and administra-
tive practices. With the annexation of the Ukraine, Kiev became a
transmitter of certain Western intellectual and political views and
neo-Byzantine church practices. In their struggle with Catholic
Poland, the Ukrainian clergy were able to use some of the intellectual
tools of the Catholic Counter-reformation for the defense of traditional
Orthodoxy. This reinvigorated Orthodox cultural milieu had a pro-
found impact on Muscovy, resulting in church reforms that sparked a
schism. Although Ukrainian neo-scholasticism was hardly the most
advanced form of Western philosophical thought, its emphasis on

20 The particulars of the Ukrainian situation with full citations will be provided in
the following two chapters.

2 poinpe sobranie zakonov Rossiiskoi Imperii (hereafter PSZ), 1Ist ser.
(1649-1825), 45 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1830), 4, no. 2301 (September 30,
1710%:.575-77; 4, no. 2302 (September 30, 1710):577; 4, no. 2493 (March I,
1712): 810; 4, no. 2501 (March [3, 1712): 819.

22 For a recent copent summary of Baltic privileges see Edward C. Thaden’s
Russia's Western Borderlands, 1710- 1870 (Princeton, [984):5-17. An exhaustive
study is provided by la. Zutis, Ostzeiskii vopros v XVIIf veke (Riga, 1946).
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logic and rhetoric provided a foundation for the introduction of
Western rationalism, science, and the concepts of natural law.2?

The Ukraine was not the only channel for Western ideas. By the
beginning of the eighteenth century, new political and economic
theories emanating from the Germanies reached Russia. The new
theories, subsumed under such terms as ‘‘cameralism’’ and the
‘‘well-ordered police state,”’ advocated a reshaping of society in order
to increase the power and wealth of the state and improve the moral
and material welfare of the individual. The instrument for guiding
and policing society was the absolutist state, which issued detailed
regulations based on natural law or reason.2? The German cameralists
believed that just as rational principles reveal the functioning of God’s
universe, so natural law—deduced by reason rather than revelation—
reflects God’s purpose for society. It was man’s duty to discover these
rules, and the sovereign was to introduce them into society.

Cameralist thought had a strong moral imperative derived from a
religious sense of duty. It was the duty of the monarch to promote the
spiritual, political, and economic welfare of society as revealed by
God through natural law. He was thus obliged to introduce legislation
that both adhered to natural law and fulfilled the spiritual and secular
goals of society. The practical results of the cameralist ouilook were
the regulatory ordinances, or Landes und Polizeiordnungen, that regu-
lated all aspects of German spiritual, political, and economic life in

2 Marc Raeff in Understanding Imperial Russia (New York, 1984): 18—24 claims
that the impact of the Ukraine weakened and undermined Moscow’s traditional politi-
cal culture. The exhaustive study on the Ukrainian impact on late Muscovy and
imperial Russia is by K. Kharlampovich, Malorossiiskoe viiianie na velikorusskuiy
tserkovruiu zhizn' (Kazan, 1914),

2 Marc Raeff believes that Muscovy’s Ukrainian exposure laid the groundwork for
concepts of cameralism and the well-ordered police state. See, **'Seventeenth-Century
Europe in Eighieenth-Century Russia,’’ Slavic Review 41, no. 4 (Winter, 1982):
613-14. This is contested by Isabel de Madariaga who staies that nothing in
Ukraine’s political culture could have foreshadowed the police state. According o
her, the Ukrainian ideal of sovereignty was diffused rather than centralized, corporate
rather than absolutist. See, **Sisters under the Skin,"’ Slavic Review 41, no. 4 (Winter,
1982): 626. On the whole, I agree with de Madariaga. At most, the Ukraine intro-
duced Muscovy to concepts of natural law which, subsequently, could have been util-
ized to buttress arguments for the well-ordered police state. Yet, the evidence is
somewhat contradictory, for Feofan Prokopovich, a clear product of the Ukrainian
political tradition, did become an eloquent apologist for Petrine absolutism.
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the seventeenth century. According to Marc Raeff, these regulations
ultimately inculcated the political attitudes associated with
modemity—dynamism, goal orientation, and production orientation.??

The extent to which Peter I looked at the well-ordered state as a
model when he transformed Muscovy into the Russian Empire is not
clear. Most likely, the needs of the military drove Peter to introduce
many of his reforms, and he undoubtedly did not adhere to any
comprehensive philosophical system but relied on ad hoc solutions.
Nevertheless, he did establish a large European-style standing army
and laid the foundation for a modem bureaucracy. Bomrowing una-
bashedly from his principal adversary, Sweden, Peter gradually abol-
ished the prikaz system and established a new central administration,
the colleges, based on functional rather than geographic lines. The
General Regulations defined precisely the jurisdiction of each college,
while the Table of Ranks set up an orderly system of recruitment and
promotion for the newly proclaimed empire’s civilian and military
officials. The state attempted to regulate the activities of its subjects
and encouraged trade and manufacturing. Although these were only
initial steps that hardly touched the provinces, Peter did set Russia on
the road to becoming a goal-oriented, centrally regulated absolutist
monarchy,

25 Marc Raeff, The Well-Ordered Police State: Social and Institutional Change
Through Law in the Germanies and Russia, 16001800 (New Haven and London,
1983) and in **The Well-Ordered Police-State and the Development of Modernity in
Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-Century Europe,’’ American Historical Review 80
(1975): 1221 - 45, Isabel de Madariaga expressed skepticism as to the efficacy of the
Landes und Polizeiordnungen in inculcating dynamism in either Russia or Germany.
See *‘Sisters under the Skin,”” Slavic Review 41, no. 4 (Winter, 1982): 628 and her
review of Raeff’s The Well-Ordered Police State in the Times Literary Supplement,
November 25, 1983, p. 1326. My own view is that, at least during the reign of Cath-
erine I}, elements of **Polizeistaat’ theories were combined with other borrowings
(e.g., French Enlightenment) to create an intellectual atmosphere favoring administra-
tive reforms.

26 On the Petrine revolution and its relation to the *‘well-regulated’* state see B, I,
Syromiatnikov, '‘Reguliarnoe gosudarstvo'' Petra Pervogo i ego ideologiia, vol. |
(Moscow and Leningrad, 1943); N. F. Demidova, ‘‘Biurokratizatsiia gosudarstven-
nogo apparata absoliwtizma v XVII-XVII wvv.,” in Absoliutizm v Rossii
(XVI - XV v.) (Moscow, 1964), pp. 206-42; Mare Raeff, The Well-Ordered Po-
lice State, pp. 181-222,
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While the Petrine revolution resulted in a profound transformation
of the Muscovite state, it did not significantly alter the nature of
authority. The all-powerful ruler was still the center of politics. Cam-
eralist thought, moreover, recognized few rights of subjects against
the absolutist ruler, only duties. It is true that the ruler aiso had a duty
to promote the welfare of his subjects, but the subjects were treated as
children who had to be guided and disciplined. In Russia, cameralist
thought provided an added secularized justification—the common
good—for autocratic rule. In the new imperial Russia, just as in
Muscovy, there simply was even less legal basis for the rights of sub-
jects, corporations, or special regions.

In central Europe, however, the corporate bodies played an impor-
tant yet somewhat contradictory role in promoting the modem ethos.
These constituted bodies—estates, guilds, municipalities, were, in
many instances, the instruments through which the state was able to
reach the larger public and inculcate modern behavior, which involved
disciplining and guiding these bodies without destroying them.
Therefore, the state was not the sole instrument of modemization but
acted as a guide, encouraging the activity of corporate institutions and
private individuals.?’ Yet the corporate bodies were also preservers of
traditional customs, groupings, and ways of life. In many instances,
these constituted bodies were locked in mortal combat with the central
authorities and faced possible elimination. As the foremost represen-
tatives of tradition, these bodies could also present formidable opposi-
tion to the new activism and emphasis on development fostered by the
state. Since, according to the cameralists, the rules of good govem-
ance could be discovered and applied for the benefit of the entire
population, corporate rights and regional rights could be viewed as a
hindrance to the application of rational principles.

In Russia, the lack of genuine corporate bodies in the core area
meant that the state had no partner through which it could reach and
instruct society. The state itself became the major modernizer and
carried out its activities through the newly reorganized bureaucracy,
But in its western borderlands Russia did have some genuine cor-
porate institutions and autonomous areas. Would imperial Russia
choose to co-opt these or simply to repiace them with the imperial

17 Raeff, The Well-Ordered Police State, pp. 146-79,
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bureaucracy? Would the cameralist ideas filtering into Russia help to
preserve borderland autonomy or accelerate the drive towards central-
ism?

Considering Russia’s concept of autocratic tsarist authority, the his-
tory of Muscovite centralization, and the new emphasis on rational
administration and development, prospects for regional autonomy did
not seem auspicious. At least some of the autonomous institutions of
the borderlands, particularly those structured on German and Swedish
lines, however, conformed to cameralist thought and were considered
worthy of imitation.?® Thus, at the beginning of the eighteenth century
the concept of a unitary Russian state was seriously challenged by the
special prerogatives of the Hetmanate and the Baltic area.

Both the Baltic region and the Hetmanate had certain advantages
and drawbacks in the confrontation with Russian centralism. The po-
litical and corporate institutions of the Baltic region were well
entrenched, more so than those of the Hetmanate. The German
language and the Lutheran religion that predominated among the Bal-
tic elite were entirely different from the Russian language and reli-
gion. Most important, the Baltic Germans and the Russians agreed
that German culture was superior to that of Russia; indeed, the Baltic
area was considered an enclave of Europe within the Russian Empire.
The very entrenchment of its institutions, stemming from feudal
times, however, prevented any consolidation of Baltic autonomy. The
region actually comprised three autonomous areas (Estland, Livland,
and Qesel) with three separate diets. By dealing separately with each
corporation of the nobility and each town, the Russian imperial
authorities could easily manipulate and, on occasion, subvert the func-
tioning of autonomy.?” Finally, the Baltic region, although of great

28 Edward C. Thaden, ‘“‘Estland, Livland, and the Ukraine: Reflections on
Eighteenth-Century Regional Autonomy,”’ Journal of Baltic Studies 12, no. 4 (1981):
312.

29 Both the tension and the cooperation between the imperial authorities and the
various representatives of Baltic autonomy are described in detail in Zutis, Ostzeiskii
vopros, pp. 49— 183.
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strategic and economic importance, was smaller than the Hetmanate;
in 1762 the population of the region was 386,915 males.*

The institutions of the Hetmanate were less entrenched than those
of the Baltic region, and many were of fairly recent origin. There
were considerable similarities in language, culture, and religion
between its inhabitants and the Russians. Yet, the institutions of the
Hetmanate were quite different from those of Russia proper. The Cos-
sack revolution of 1648 had provided the Hetmanate with its own
unified central administration and even its own symbolic head of state,
the hetman. Moreover, the Hetmanate was by far the largest and most
populous autonomous region, inhabited in the 17605 by over one mil-
lion males.?! At the time, the total population of the empire—
including all military formations—was only just above eleven million
males. 32

As the foremost representative of regionalism, the Hetmanate
clashed more and more frequently with Russian centralism. The
struggle began in eamest under Peter I and was to culminate during
the reign of Catherine If. Before examining the nature of this conflict,
however, let us look at the formation of the Hetmanate, its social
structure, and the institutions of Ukrainian self-government.

30 v, M. Kabuzan, lzmeneniia v razmeshchenii naseleniia Rossii v XVIH-pervoi
polaviny XIX v. (Moscow, 1971), p. 87.

3! Kabuzan in fzmeneniia . . . naseleniia lists 1,027,928 males in 1762. The number
was arrived at by totaling the male population of the Chemihiv (438,897), Poltava
(565,964), and Kiev (23,052) areas. A. Shafonskii lists the total male population of
the Hetmanate in 1764 as 1,024,023, see his Chernigovskogo namestnichestva
topograficheskoe opisanie (Kiev, 1851), p. 85.

12 Kabuzan, fzmeneniia . . . nazeleniia, p. 91,



CHAPTER TWO

The Nature of Ukrainian Autonomy

The Origins and Development of the Hetmanate

The origins of the Hetmanate go back to the 1648 Cossack revo-
lution, one of the most cataclysmic events in Ukrainian history, Dur-
ing that time, the Polish administration and ruling elites were swept
from the Ukraine and entire segments of the population—magnates,
Poles, Catholics, Uniates (adherents of Eastern Christianity who
recognize papal supremacy), and Jews—were slaughtered or dnven
from the territory. The ferocity of the revolution arose from the con-
vergence of social, religious, and—to some extent—national
grievances that briefly united the greater part of the Ukraine’s Ortho-
dox population, including the petty nobility, clergy, Cossacks, and
peasants. It was the Cossacks, however, who provided the military
strength that made the uprising possible and who replaced the Polish
administration with their own institutions.

The Cossacks formed a military society living in the no-man’s-land
between the Ottoman Empire and the Polish-Lithuanian Com-
monwealth. They were free men recruited from various strata of the
population; most, however, were runaway serfs. The borderland, with
its freedom and wealth, attracted bold men who risked the constant
danger of Tatar attacks while venturing into the steppe to hunt, fish,
and farm. For self-protection the Cossacks began organizing them-
selves into armed bands, which, by the sixteenth century, were consol-
idated into a Cossack host. Located in an area beyond the Dnieper
cataracts, the Zaporozhian Cossacks became an army of mercenaries
and freebooters.!

! The history of the Cossacks in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries is summarized
well in Golobutskii, Zaporozhskoe kazachestve, pp. 1-108;, and Stickl, Die
Entstehung des Kosakentums. The topic is treated in much greater detail in volumes &
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The Polish government soon began enlisting the Cossacks in the
defense of the southemn frontier against the Tatars and Turks and as
auxiliary troops in its numerous wars. As a reward for their services
to the Polish crown, the Cossacks demanded the recognition of certain
“‘Cossack rights and privileges.”” These included self-government;
the right to own land; to hunt, fish, and trade; to produce alcoholic
beverages; and to be exempt from taxation. But Poland’s ruling class,
the szlachta, who claimed these prerogatives as their sole preserve,
refused to recognize the pretensions of the Cossacks, viewing them
simply as rebellious peasants. In a society divided into lord, serf, and
burgher, no special place could be made for the Cossacks, despite
their military services.

As long as the Cossacks lived on the frontier between the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Tatars, these social tensions
remained under control. In the sixteenth century, however, Polish and
Polonized Ukrainian magnates began an intensive colonization of the
Ukraine. They established latifundia for the large-scale production
and exportation of grain. Sometimes, when they received title to lands
containing Cossack homesteads, the nobles attempted to force the
Cossacks to perform labor obligations and to evict them if they
refused. The Cossacks resisted, leading to altercations and lawsuits,
which, in the eyes of the nobility, set a poor example for the
landlord’s serfs. Attracted by temporary exemptions from labor obli-
gations, the peasants flocked to the newly colonized lands. When the
exemption period elapsed, however, the peasants frequently fled,
revolted, or joined the Cossacks. Thus, the existence of the Cossack
altermative becarne a constant source of social friction.

In dealing with the Cossacks, the Polish govemment found itself in
a dilemma. As long as the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth was
involved in a war against Tatars, Turks, or Muscovy, the government
needed a large number of Cossacks, but when hostilities ended, this
large number was a hazard to the Commonwealth and to the nobility.
The government attempted to limit and control the number of Cos-
sacks by establishing a register of officially recognized Cossacks who
were paid by the crown. During peacetime, the government tried to
keep the register as small as possible, while the Cossacks constantly

and 7 of M. Hrushevs'kyi's Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 10 vols. (Lviv and Kiev,
1898 -1937).
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strove to enlarge it. The register fluctuated according to political
circumstances—there were one thousand three hundred Cossacks in
1568, six thousand in 1625, and eight thousand in 1630.2 This
represented a mere fraction of their actval number, for the vast major-
ity were unregistered or ‘‘self-governing’” Cossacks. Circumstances
sometimes forced the Poles to employ their military skill as well. For
example, the great victory at Khotyn (1621) was won with the partici-
pation of 41,250 Cossacks.> Once the danger to the Commonwealth
had passed, however, the authorities eliminated all the recent entries
from the register. In 1625 they agreed to register only six thousand
out of forty-five thousand men who claimed Cossack status.* The
unregistered Cossacks lost their rights and were faced with the choice
of either becoming serfs or fleeing, Many of these men went further
into the steppe to regions beyond Polish control; others remained and
somehow managed to evade enserfment. Nonetheless, the threat of
serfdom, the limited register, and the Poles’ refusal to recognize fully
Cossack “‘rights and privileges’’ caused intense dissatisfaction.

The Orthodox faith served as a common bond between the Cos-
sacks and Ukrainian peasants, burghers, and some segments of the
nobility. In the sixteenth century, the Orthodox church in the Ukraine
was in crisis. Unable to compete successfully with Roman Catholi-
cism, which enjoyed Polish state support, Orthodoxy was being aban-
doned by much of the nobility. In order to minimize the pressures of
Catholicism, a number of Orthedox bishops and faithful agreed to the
Union of Brest (1596), which created the Umiate church. This church
retained Eastern ritual and the Slavonic liturgical language but was in
enion with Rome. While the church hierarchy, in general, favored the
union, it was bitterly opposed by the lay brotherhoods, composed
mostly of burghers, and by many nobles who remained Orthodox.’
Intense religious strife developed. Although unpopular with the

2 Ivan Kholms'kyi (Ivan Kryp®'iakevych), Istoriia Ukrainy (New York, 1949), pp.
184-94.

} Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy, 7:473.

4 Ibid., vol. 7: 48283,

5 The church union, the religious sirife, and the Cossack intervention are best
treated in volumes 5 and 6 of Hrushevs'kyi's Istorife Ukrainy-Rusy. They are
described briely in Dmytro Doroshenko’s Narys istorii Ukrainy, 2 vols. (Warsaw,
1933), 1: 178 -94,
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Orthodox masses, the Uniate church, backed by the Polish govern-
ment, was for a time the only legal Eastern church in the Com-
monwealth.

Until the 1620s the Cossacks strove only for the recognition of their
corporate rights. Then, under the particularly skillful military leader,
or hetman, Petro Sahatdachnyi (1614 -22), the Cossack army inter-
vened on behalf of the Orthodox in their struggle against the Uniates
and Roman Catholics. An Orthodox hierarchy was reestablished
under Cossack protection in 1620, and the entire Zaporozhian Host
joined the Kiev Orthodox Brotherhood. From 1621 onward, Cossack
demands consistently included the official recognition of the Orthodox
church and the repeal of the Union of Brest.

The religious issue was closely related to the rebirth of interest in
the history of Rus’ and the Church-Slavonic and Ruthenian (middle
Ukrainian) languages. Through their involvement in the religious
question, the Cossacks became the protectors of ‘‘national’’ traditions
and supporters of the Ukrainian cultural revival. The fusion of the
Cossack corporate issue with religious, nationat, and social questions
sparked a wide-scale national uprising led by the Cossacks. Begin-
ning with an attempt by Hetman Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi to rectify
personal and corporate grievances, the uprising escalated into a
Ukrainian-Polish war. Suddenly, Khmel’nyts'kyi and his Cossacks
found themselves at the head of a coalition of Cossacks, Orthodox
nobles, burghers, churchmen, and peasants. With the collapse of Pol-
ish authority, the Zaporozhian Army assumed the functions of a civil-
ian administration, and, in fact, a new political entity emerged.f'

When a compromise with the Commonwealth (the Zboriv Treaty of
1649) failed and the struggle had become protracted, Hetman
Khmel'nyts'kyi and the Ukrainian elite {i.e,, the Cossack officers and
a number of nobles who had joined the uprising) decided to seek assis-
tance from Muscovy. In 1654 at Pereiaslav, Khmel’nyts'kyi and the
represeniatives of the Zaporozhian Army recognized the suzerainty of
the Muscovite tsar. In return, the isar promised to assure the con-

6 For the Khmel'nyts'kyi period, see Hrushevs'kyi, Istoriig Ukrainy-Rusy, vols. 8
and 9; W. Lipinski (Lypyns'kyi), ed., Z dziejow Ukrajiny (Cracow, 1912); V.
Lypyns'kyi, Ukraina na perelomi, 1657-59 (Viemna, 1920); [. Kryp''iakevych,
Bohdan Khmel'nyis'kyi (Kiev, 1954},
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tinuance of Ukrainian autonomy and proposed a miltiary alliance
against Poland,

Initially, the joint Cossack-Muscovite campaign enjoyed some suc-
cess, but, because of mutuwal mistrust and lack of coordination, the
military operations were soon bogged down. The rising tensions
between the Ukrainian and Muscovite cultural milieus and systems of
government led Khmel’'nyts’kyi’s successor, Ivan Vyhovs'kyi, to
break with Muscovy and attempt an accommodation with the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. The resulting Treaty of Hadiach (1658)
brought the Cossack polity, as the Princedom of Rus’, into an equal
tripartite federation with Poland and Lithuania. Neither Muscovy nor
part of the Cossack rank-and-file accepted this solution, and hostilities
were resumed.’

While the war over the Ukrainian lands continued, factions within
the Zaporozhian army vacillated between Muscovy and Poland-
Lithvania. The struggle so polarized the Ukraine that two separate
hetmans, administrations, and armies emerged. Those on the Right
Bank were pro-Polish, whereas those on the Left Bank were pro-
Muscovite. Each hetman with his allies attempted to eliminate his
counterpart and obtain sole control of the Ukraine, but neither side had
sufficient strength to achieve supremacy. Exhausted by nearly a
decade of war, Poland and Muscovy finally agreed to a thirteen-year
armistice at Andrusovo (1667).2 By its terms Muscovy retained con-
trol over the Left-Bank Ukraine and the city of Kiev, and Poland kept
the Right Bank. The Zaporozhian Cossacks were to have been under
joint Muscovite-Polish suzerainty.

The Cossacks refused to accept this partition of the Ukraine. The
hetman of the Right Bank, Petro Dorcshenko (ruled 1665-76),
attempted a third alternative—uniting the Ukraine by means of a
Cossack-Ottoman-Tatar alliance, After scoring some initial victories,
Doroshenko succeeded only in plunging the Ukraine into further war-
fare involving Poland, Crimea, the Ottoman Empire, and Muscovy.
Foreign troops, several warring Cossack armies, and the class antag-
onisms of the peasants and the Cossack rank-and-file against the elite

7 On Vyhovs'kyi and the Union of Hadiach, see Hrushevs'kyi, Isroriia Ukrainy-
Rusy, 10: 2921359,

€ The complicated web of events from 1658 until the “'eternal peace’ of 1681 are
best summarized in Doroshenko, Narys, 2: 51 -93.



The Nature of Ukrainian Autonomy 29

reduced the Ukraine to anarchy. The period came to be known in
Ukrainian historiography as ‘‘The Ruin.”” The Ukrainian elite was
slaughtered; the Right Bank, the arena for most of the military opera-
tions, was devastated and depopulated; even the Right-Bank Cossack
formations dissolved or crossed the Dnieper.® Their energies and
resources spent, all the participants sought peace. By 1686 a series of
agreements had stabilized the situation. A treaty of ‘‘etemal peace’’
between Poland and Muscovy finally granted Moscow international
recognition of her control over the Left-Bank Ukraine and the city of
Kiev.

In the three decades of conflict, the polity established by Hetman
Bohdan Khmel’nyts’kyi had shrunk considerably in territory. Not
only had the Right Bank been lost, but the Zaporozhian Cossacks, so
instrumental in the 1648 uprising, had broken away and continued to
maintain their own semi-independent republic centered on the Sich.
This truncated Left-Bank successor to Khmel’nyts’kyi’s polity
became known as the Hetmanate. Despite the losses incurred during
the Ruin, it retained substantial territory (including all of the present
day Chemihiv and Poltava oblasts, as well as parts of the Kiev, Sumy,
and Cherkasy oblasts of the Ukrainian SSR and several towns now
located in the Russian Republic) and a population which by the mid-
eighteenth century numbered more than one million males, From the
Hetmanate’s turbulent origins, a new social structure and system of
government had emerged that differentiated it from both Poland-
Lithuania and Muscovy. Ukrainian *‘rights and liberties’” rested upon
the peculiar social structure, institutions, and administration of the
Hetmanate, as well as on the myths and political outlock of its elite.

Social Structure

Continual warfare and social strife prevented the crystallization of
the Hetmanate’s social structure until the beginning of the eighteenth
century, Legal corporate estates never actually developed there.
Nevertheless, the Hetmanate’s social structure was a reflection of
European corporate society, insofar as it had a vertical hierarchy in
which an individual’s political, legal, and social status were deter-
mined by membership in a particular social group.

9 Doroshenko, Narys, 2: 73-93.
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At the apex of the Hetmanate’s society stood the Ukraiman elite,
which combined elements of the old nobility or szlachta of Polish
times with a new group of Cossack officers and notables. Many
szlachta members who had joined the Khmel’nyts’kyi uprising
insisted on recognition of their previous political and social posi-
tions.'? During the Pereiaslav negotiations the sz/achta demanded and
obtained special guarantees of their rights from the tsar. Their old
position had been shaken by the social revolution of 1648, however.
Many szlachra were kKilled or driven out of the Ukraine. Even those
who were able to retain their estates lost the free labor of the peasan-
try. In some areas least touched by the Khmel’nyts kyi uprising, the
sziachta held on to most of their former prerogatives. For example, in
the Starodub area, the northernmost part of the Hetmanate, the local
szlachra recognized the new Cossack administration, served it as they
had once served Poland, and continued to benefit from peasant labor,

Yet even the recognition of some of its prerogatives failed to
preserve the szlachita estate’s traditional leadership of society. The
new polity was the creation of the Cossack army and the Cossack
estate, Only by becoming Cossacks could the szlgchta exercise its
former authority. Within the Cossack army, however, there already
existed a new non-sz/achta elite as well as elements antithetical to this
estate. Moreover, the szlachta loyal to Khmel'nyts'kyi was not
numerous enough to man the new military and administrative
apparatus. If unable to control the political levers of society, it could
hardly continue to be an exclusive elite. At best, the old szlachta
could hope only to fuse with the social group performing these func-
tions; that is, with the Cossack officers (starshyna } and notables.

The formation of a new unified elite proved to be a slow and pain-
ful process. Continual warfare and civil strife resulted in the virtual
annihilation of the elite—szlachta and non-szlachta alike—that had
first emerged during the Khmel’nyts’kyi era. The next generation of
Cossack officers, who had nisen through the ranks during those tur-
bulent years, laid the foundation for a more stable elite. During the
rule of hetmans Ivan Samoilovych (1672—-87) and Ivan Mazepa
(1687 -1709) a fairly cohesive landed elite emerged and in social

10 The szlachta who joined Khmel'nyis'kyi has been studied by Viacheslav
Lypyns’kyi in bis Ukraina na perelomi, 1657 - 1659 and in {(W. Lipifiski) Z dziejéw
Ukrajiny.
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position and life-style, approximated a gentry. This new gentry
included descendants of the szlachta, descendants of Cossack officers
registered during Polish times, and deserving new recruits. The gentry
had a formal organization known as the Society of Notable Military
Fellows (znachne viis 'kove tovarystvo ), which, by the mid-eighteenth
century, was divided into three social categories. The first and most
influential was the Fellows of the Standard (bunchukovi tovaryshi),
who were under the standard or direct authority of the hetman, Next
came the Military Fellows (viis 'kovi tovaryshi), who were designated
by the General Military Chancellery (heneral’na viis'kova
kantseliariia) or the Hetmanate’s central administration. Last were
the Fellows of the Banner (znachkovi tovaryshi ), who were responsi-
ble to the regimental commander or the colonel (polkovnyk ).!!

Although the gradations in the Society of Notable Military Fellows
constituted not military or administrative positions but social ranks,
virtually all offices came through them, so that the higher officials
were recruited from the upper two categories. Even when not serving
in the Ukrainian administration, the gentry remained on call to per-
form specific services for the Ukrainian authorities—to investigate a
crime, for example, or to join a military levy in face of a Tatar raid. In
return, the gentry received the right to own estates, to demand labor
obligations from the peasants, and to participate in affairs of state by
being present at councils that advised the hetman. The gentry was
also under special judicial jurisdiction: Fellows of the Standard could
be tried only by the hetman; Military Fellows could be tried only by
the General Military Chancellery; and Fellows of the Banner could be
tried only by the colonel.

' The formation of the new elite has been described by Lev Okinshevych
{Okynshevych), Znachne viis'kove tovarystvo v Ukraini-Het'manshchyni XVH - XV
st., Zapysky Naukovoho tovarysiva imeny Shevchenka, vol. 157 (Munich, 1948); and
in Zenon E. Kohut, **The Ukrainian Elite in the Eighteenth Century and Its Integra-
tion into the Russian Nobility,"" in The Role of the Nobility in Russia and Eastern
Eurppe, ed. by Ivo Banac and Paul Bushkovitch (New Haven, 1983}, pp. 65-97; V.
A. Miakotin argues that the new elite consisted only of the wealthiest and most prom-
inent Cossacks and was not clearly differentiated into a separate social category; see
Ocherki sotsial'noi istorii Ukrainy v XVIf-XVill vv. 1 vol,, 4 pts. (Prague, 1926), pt.
2, p. 14, Miakotin examined the landholding patterns but failed to see the developing
organizational structure and legal prerogatives of the new gentry.
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During the eighteenth century the Society of Notable Military Fel-
lows was becoming a closed estate. At its apogee in the 1760s, the
Ukrainian gentry numbered between two thousand one hundred and
two thousand four hundred adult males: approximately three hundred
formed the highest aristocracy; another five hundred formed the mid-
dle group, while an additional one thousand three hundred to one
thousand five hundred constituted the petty gentry.1? The gentry began
calling itself szlachta and demanded—but did not receive—
recognition from the Russian authorities of the rights the szlachza had
possessed under Polish rule. Ukrainians were denied admittance to
cadet schools and, consequently, pursuit of imperial military and civil-
ian careers, because in the opinion of Russian officialdom, in *‘Little
Russia there are no nobles.”’! In the view of these officials, the char-
ters granted by the tsar during Khmel'nyts’kyi’s time confirming
szlachta status applied only to those who could prove noble lineage
prior to 1654. Most distressing to the Ukrainian geniry was the fact
that, as of 1722, Russians received automatic ennoblement upon
reaching a certain rank in the Table of Ranks. By contrast, even the
highest Ukrainian offices did not bring abeut automatic imperial enno-
blement. Thus, the Ukrainian gentry struggled for the equalization of
Ukrainian with Russian offices and ranks and for imperial recognition
and confirmation of their noble status, Within the Hetmanate, how-
ever, the Ukrainian gentry's power, wealth, and special legal and
social status remained unguestioned.

12 Kohut, *“The Ukrainian Elite,’”” p. 67; Qkinshevych, Zrachne viis'kove tova-
rystvo, pp. 91 -94. The figures are derived by adding the number of notables in each
of the three categories to the number of officials who were most likely drawn from
each category. The result is a fair approximation of the elite’s size and internal struc-
ture. These figures include only male adults {eighteen and above) who were either
formally registered in the Notable Military Fellows or had an official position. Sinrce
the estimate doees not include the notables' younger sons nor retired officials, it is on
the conservative side.

13 D, Miller, **Ocherki iz istorii i iuridicheskogo byta staroi Malorossii: Prevra-
shchenie malorusskoi starshiny v dvorianstvo,” KS, 1897, no. 1, p. 26. Miller pro-
vides a good survey of the officers’ struggle to obtain Russian ranks: see KS, no. 1,
pp. 1-31; no. 2, pp. 188-220; no. 3, pp. 351 -57; no. 4, pp. 1-47. A valuable sur-
vey of the development of the gentry is piven by A. Efimenka, ‘*Malorusskoe dvori-
anstvo i ego sud’ba,” in fuzhnaia Rus’, 2 vols, (St. Petersburg, 1905), 1: 145 -200.
The genealogy of most of the Ukrainian gentry has been traced in a moenumental study
by V. L. Modzalevskii, Malorossiiskii rodosiovnik, 4 vols. (Si. Petershurg, 1905-15).
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Sandwiched between the gentry and the peasantry, the Cossacks
were required to provide military service in exchange for special
privileges. Since they had a common origin, Cossack privileges were
similar to those enjoyed by the elite; self-government, exemption
from taxation, the right to own land, the right to produce alcoholic
beverages, and the right to trade in certain commodities. The only
privilege of the gentry that was denied to the Cossacks was the right to
exact peasant labor. Despite their privileges, however, from the end
of the seventeenth century the position of the Cossacks steadily
deteriorated. Under pressure from their officers and notables, the Cos-
sacks steadily lost all their political prerogatives. They no longer
elected their officers or participated in the various state councils.
Most crucial was their economic decline. While juridically the Cos-
sacks continued to approximate the gentry, economically they began
to resemble the peasantry.'®

Undercutting the Cossacks’ economic position was their dual role
as soldiers and free farmers. Under Poland, the Cossacks were either
paid or allowed to obtain booty. Now, while still expected to be fully
equipped for battle, they usweally received nothing. Occasionally, on
long campaigns, the Cossacks received some remuneration, but each
lengthy absence from their farms had a dire effect on their economic
standing. Impoverished and seeking to avoid future campaigns, a
Cossack would often sell his land and hire himself out to a landlord.
This process was accelerated and heightened by the rapacity of the
officers and notables, who frequently used illegal means to obtain the
Cossacks' land and services. Yet, some Cossacks were able to amass
sufficient wealth to eventually enter the Notable Military Fellows,
thus becoming part of the Ukrainian gentry. A trickle of upward
mobility and a steady stream downward reduced the Cossack army of

14 This process is best described by V. A, Miakotin, Ocherki sotsial'noi istorii
Ukrainy v XVII-XVIiI vv,, vol. | published in 3 separate nos. (Prague, 1926), 1, no. 3.
A, Lazarevskii's Opisanie staroi Malorossii, 3 vols, {Kiev, 1888-1902), is a vast
reservoir of information about the Cossack estate. See also O. Apanovych, Zbroini
syly, and V. A. Diadychenko, Narysy suspil’no-politychnoho ustroiu Livoberezhnoi
Ukrainy kintsia XVII- pochatku XVIH st (Kiev, 1959), pp. 411 -66, and A. 1. Gurzhii
{Q. [. Hurzhii), Evolintsiia feodal nykh otnoshenii na Leveberezhnoi Ukrainy v pervoi
poloviny XVHI v, {(Kiev, 1986), pp. 38-76, 85-97.
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the Hetmanate from sixty thousand in 1650, to thirty thousand in
1669, to twenty thousand in 1730.'3

Alarmed by the dwindling numbers, the Russian authorities
attempted to arrest the downward mobility of the Cossacks. The
attempt was spurred by the empire’s need for a maximum number of
Cossacks to conduct a series of wars against the Ottoman Empire. As
a result, a decree issued in 1723 and again in 1728 prohibited the Cos-
sacks from becoming peasants, and an wukaz of 1739 limited the
Ukrainian officers’ purchase of Cossack farms,'® but these measures
failed to tackle the basic problem—the Cossacks’ dependence on land.
The gentry was able to serve because it had sufficient land and the free
labor of the peasantry. Logically, for the Cossacks to do the same,
they needed the economic support of either the state or some other
social group.

To some extent, the latter course was attempted by a major tsarist
reform of 1735.. All the Cossacks were divided into two groups—
rank-and-file (vyborni} and helpers (pidpomichnyky). The rank-and-
file Cossacks were liable for military service, whereas the poorer
helpers were responsible for auxiliary duties such as gathering and
delivering supplies, horses, and cattle; carrying messages; and even
tilling the soil in the long absence of rank-and-file Cossacks.!?
Because they were unable to perform the traditional military obliga-
tions, the helpers were liable for taxes, bui at only haif the rate of the
Hetmanate's normally taxed populace of townsmen and peasants,

In the eighteenth century, another category of Cossack appeared—
the hired laborers (pidsusidky). Whereas the Cossack helpers still
owned some land, the Cossack laborers were propertyless. Their only
recourse was to hire themselves out to a landlord, a rank-and-file Cos-
sack, or a merchant. The category of hired laborer was not limited to
Cossacks but included burghers and even peasants. Yet Cossacks
forced into becoming hired laborers did not lose their Cossack status.
In fact, up to the mid-eighteenth century, Cossack laberers were able
to use their legal status to evade taxation. Then all hired laborers—

15 Apanovych, Zbroini syly, pp. 21-22.
16 Miakotin, Ocherki, [, no. 3: 12832, 162.
17 The reform of 1735 has been treated by Apanevych, Zbroini syly, pp. 20—29.
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including Cossacks—were assessed at the full tax rate.'® The Cossack
laborer was still distinct from a peasant in his legal status and his
unrestricted mobility. The laborer was free to terminate his employ-
ment at any time and to seek a better opportunity elsewhere. More-
over, a Cossack laborer could, through good fortune, gain sufficient
wealth to buy land and to become a helper or even a rank-and-file
Cossack.

By the 1760s, there were approximately 176,000 rank-and-file Cos-
sacks, 198,000 Cossack helpers, and 80,000 Cossack laborers.'® These
figures indicate that a majority of Cossacks exercised less than full
Cossack rights and liberties, although they maintained legal member-
ship in the Cossack estate. Most were either partially or fully taxed,
and many were becoming dependent on landlords who, in tumn,
pressed them into assuming a socioeconomic position that made them
virtually indistinguishable from peasants.

The artisans and merchants living in the towns and the numerous
peasantry had a lower social position than the gentry and the Cos-
sacks. Nonetheless, it was they who provided the economic founda-
tion for both Ukrainian and Russian authority in the Hetmanate.
Although both burghers and peasants were equally liable for state
taxes, the burghers as a matter of course possessed greater rights,
wealth, and status. Residents of towns enjoying Magdeburg Law were
entitled to self-government, whereas those living elsewhere had more
limited autonomy. Under dual leveling by the Ukrainian and Russian
administrations, municipal autonomy suffered serious cutbacks.
Because they did not recognize the economic importance of the towns,

18 Apanovych, Zbreini syly, pp. 29— 39,

19 These figures are based on the census of 1764. One problem with the census is
that the entire Poltava regiment and pan of the Myrhorod regiment were included in
the newly formed Novorossiia gubernifa, thus severing approximately 10 percent of
the Hetmanate's population from the whole. In reporting the number of rank-and-file
Cossacks and Cossack helpers, Shafonskii (Chernigovskogo namestnichestva, p. 85)
covers the entire Hetmanate, including the severed territories; unfortunately, he does
not do the same for the other categories of population. In estimating the number of
Cossack laborers, | have taken the 72,477 figure for the nine regiments and added 10
percent to represent those on the severed territories. The total is approximately
80,000 Cossack laborers. For the 1764 census figures, see M. G. Astriab, “*Naselenie
Malorossii po reviziiam 1729 i 1764 gg.,”” Trudy Poltavskei uchenoi arkhivnoi komis-
5ii, 9 (1912): 63 -64.
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the Cossack authorities—with the exception of hetmans Samoilovych
and Mazepa—excluded burghers from any political role in the Het-
manate. Municipal offices were progressively taken over by the Cos-
sack administration, and some smaller towns became the property of
the Ukrainian gentry.%°

The burghers were threatened economically as well as politically.
Ukrainian towns were small; some virtually blended into the country-
side. Because the manorial economy was largely self-sufficient, the
need for the specialized services the burghers could provide was lim-
ited. Many burghers’ livelihoods depended as much on the cultivation
of fields and meadows as on the production of goods or on trade.
Nevertheless, artisans’ guilds and a prosperous merchant patriciate
evolved in most towns, but they were undercut by nonburgher
competitors—gentry, Cossacks, and even clergy who produced varni-
ous goods and traded without paying any municipal or state taxes.
The better-financed Russian and Greek merchants were able to con-
duct business more efficiently and on a larger scale than their
Ukrainian counterparts. A poorly developed money economy, heavy
taxes, the hostility of the Cossack authorities, and domestic and
foreign competition combined to prevent the maturation of the
burghers as a separate social group and brought about their gradual
decline. In the 1760s, those possessing legal ‘‘burgher’’ status num-
bered merely thirty-four thousand.2!

At the base of the social pyramid were the peasants. For the most
part, they had been liberated from serfdom by the Khmel’nyts’kyi
uprising. The majority of villages formerly owned by Polish landlords
or by the Crown now became ‘‘free military villages.”” The peasants
were now under the sole authority of the Cossack administration, by
whom they were both governed and taxed.

Not all of the peasants’ villages had been freed, however. Hetman
Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi had issued charters permitting monasteries to
exact labor from the peasantry. In the northern part of the Hetmanate,

20 Diadychenko, Narysy, pp. 281 —312, provides a general description of town life
in the early eighteenth century. For the seventeenth century see O. Kompan, Mista
Ukrainy v druhii polovyni XVIT st. (Kiev, 1963).

21 Kabuzan, fzmeneniia . . . naseleniia, pp. 90, 94; Kabuzan's statistics are for the
entire Hetmanate. The number of burghers in the nine regiments was 23,021; Astriab,
“*Naselenie Malorossii,”” p. 64.
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the szlachta from Polish times, now serving the Cossack polity, had
retained both their estates and their peasants. Also, some of the mu-
nicipalities continued to obtain peasant services. These landlords
received charters from the Cossack administration confirming the
peasants’ ‘‘normal submission’’ to them.

The villages that had been liberated did not stay free for long. In
return for their services, the free villages were distributed, albeit tem-
porarily, to the elite. Although these land grants were to revert to the
treasury at the holder’s completion of service, they soon became part
of the hereditary landholdings of the elite. The *‘temporary’’ land
charters also ordered the peasants’ ‘‘submission.’” At first, this for-
mula required the peasant to perform occasional specific duties for the
landlord. Gradually these duties increased and the peasant found him-
self virtually enserfed.?? By the 1760s, only 25,000 peasants lived on
““rank lands®’ still administered by the Ukrainian authorities, whereas
approximately 465,000 peasants—virtually half the male population
of the Hetmanate—resided on private estates held by the gentry and
by the monasteries. 2

The peasant, however, was not yet a serf. He could still exchange
one landlord for another or move from an oppressive estate to one of
the few remaining free villages or into the steppe beyond the

2 0On the gradual enserfment of the peasantry see the following works: A.
Lazarevskii, Malorossiiskie pospolitve krest'iane (1648— 1783 gp.} (Kiev, 1908); V.
Miakotin in his Ocherki, nos. 1-3, and in his Prikreplenie krest'ianstva Ukrainy v
XVIi—-XVHI vy, (the French translation of the latter is *‘La fixation des paysans
ukrainiens i la glébe aux XVII-e et XVIIl-¢ siscles,” Le Monde Slave, 1932, nos,
11=12; V. Barvinskii, Krest'iane v Levoberezhnot Ukraine v XV - XV v, Zapiski
Khar' kovskogo universiteta, vol. 1 (Kharkov, 1909). An outstanding economic study is
Mykola Tkachenko’s **Narysy z istorii selian na Livoberezhnii Ukraini v XVII- XVIII
vv.,”” Zapysky istorychno-filolohichnoho viddilu Vseukrains'koi Tor Ukrains'koi'] aka-
demii nauk (hereafter ZIFV [VJUAN), 26(1931): 33 - 179, Unfortunately, Tkachenko's
account goes only up to the cighteenth century, but he provides an excellent historio-
graphical essay on the peasant question, pp. 33 -74.

23 The 1764 census for nine regiments listed 23,021 peasants living on rank lands
and 423,590 living on private domains (Astriab, ‘‘Naselenie Malorossii,”” p. 64). By
increasing these figures by 10 percent to represent the two severed regiments, my esti-
mate for the Hetmanate comes to 25,000 and 465,000 respectively. Kabuzan lists
570,000 peasants on private estates {{zmeneniia . . . nasefeniia, p. 89, 93), but since he
does not distinguish between Cossacks and peasants, his statistics on peasants are
highly inflated.
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Hetmanate. In fact, Ukrainian landlords colonizing empty lands
enticed peasants to settle there by giving them special exemptions for
a limited time. Juridically, however, the peasants’ rights to mobility
and land were gradually being curtailed. In 1727, the Ukrainian cen-
tral authorities decreed that in moving to another landlord, the peasant
lost all rights to his former property and could retain only his personal
belongings.?* In 1738, peasant mobility between Slaboda Ukraine, the
Hetmanate, and Russia was forbidden by an order of the Russian
cabinet of ministers.2® In 1760, after numerous complaints about the
number of peasants flecing, Hetman Rozumovs’kyi, too, issued a spe-
cial decree regulating their mobility.?® According to its provisions,
peasants exchanging landlords were permitted to take only their per-
sonal property; no landlord was to accept a peasant without a written
receipt from his former landlord; and landlords were to issue such
receipts on reguest. Rozumovs'kyi’s regulation almost completely
restricted the peasants’ opportunities to move. A landlord could sim-
ply refuse to issue a receipt, whereupon the peasants only real
recourse was illegal flight. Thus, a century after liberation, the
Ukrainian peasant once again found himself legally and economically
dependent on his landlord.

The clergy stood outside the social pyramid, because they did not
form an estate or a closed group. As a group, the clergy were rather
heterogeneous in social origin, wealth, and political influence. They
were legally separated from the rest of the populace by an autonomous
administration and judiciary and enjoyed exemption from taxation,
from military duty, and from labor obligations.

Monks were of particular importance in the economic and cultural
life of the Hetmanate. Their ranks were constantly replenished by
gentry, Cossacks, burghers, and even peasants. Monasteries owned
huge estates supported by obligatory peasant labor. In the mid-
eighteenth century they owned ten thousand estates, or 17 percent of

24 Miakotin, Prikreplenie, p. 18. For a general account on the limitations placed on
peasant mobility, see Lazarevskii, Malorossiiskie pospolitye krest'iane, pp. 75 - 83,

25 v, Miakotin, Prikreplenie, pp. 46—56.

26 The decree was published in KS, 1885, no. 7, pp. 477—83; for an analysis see
Miakotin, Prikreplenie, pp. 71 - 80,
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all landholdings in the Hetmanate.?” Monks also virtually monopol-
ized Ukrainian higher culture, since they controlled institutions of
higher leamning and publishing.

The nonmonastic clergy were married, and parishes frequently
passed from father to son.Z8 Because priests were selected by the com-
munity and enjoyed the right to own private property, however, their
rarks were also constantly supplemented by Cossacks, burghers, and,
on occasion, gentry. Mobility cccurred in both directions, since chil-
dren of clergymen also took civilian posts. The most notable instance
was Ivan Samoilovych, the priest’s son who became hetman.

The clergy also claimed szlachta status. Although the Ukrainian
authorities were reluctant to recognize the claim, they did grant the
clergy the basic right of the szlachta to exact peasant labor.
Monasteries, but not individual monks, had had peasants attached to
their estates from pre-Khmel'nyts'kyi times. In the eighteenth cen-
tury, priests succeeded in obtaining individual authority over peasants.
Concurrently, as the number of priests’ sons not joining religious or-
ders increased, it became necessary to clarify their social position. In
1757 Hetman Rozumovs’kyi designated specific civilian ranks for
sons of the clergy. Sons of protopopy—priests who administered the
protopopiia, a subdivision of a diocese—were to enter the lowest level
of the Notable Military Fellows, and sons of ordinary priests were to
become Cossacks.?? By this law the Ukrainian administration admit-
ted that a connection existed between some clergymen and the lowest
echelons of the gentry, yet denied gentry status to the clergy as a
whole. The reason for this was straightforward. Because each parish
selected its own priest—frequently from among the local populace—
automatic szlachta status for the clergy would have allowed easy
access into the gentry by Cossacks or even peasants, a situation that
the authonties could not encourage.

27 Kholms'kyi, Isroriia Ukrainy, p, 235. For an interesting specialized study of
monastery economy, see P. Fedorenko, “‘Z istorii monastyrs’koho hospadarstva
Petropavlivs’koho monastyria bilia Hlukhova,”* ZIFV [V]UAN, 11 (1927): 102-170.

22 Insight into the life of the nonmonastic or *‘white’” clergy can be gleaned from
V. Parkhomenko, Ocherk istorii Perelasiav’ sko-Borispol'skoi eparkhii (1733 -1785)
v sviazi 5 obshchim khodom malorossiiskoi zhizni tago vremeni (Poltava, 1910).

2 1., Okinshevych (Okynshevych), Lektsii z istorii ukrains'koho prava (Munich,
1947), pp. 75-82.
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TABLE 2.1

UKRAINIAN SOCIETY: APPROXIMATE MALE POPULATION
OF THE HETMANATE IN THE 1760s%°

Gentry (officers and notables) 2,400
Clergy, Russian and Foreign Nobles,
and Other Untaxed People 11,000
Cossacks 455,000
a) Rank-and-File 176,000
b) Helpers 198,000
¢) Laborers 80,000
d) Other 1,000
Burghers 34,000
Peasants 515,000
a) On private estates 465,000
b) On “‘rank lands’’ 25,000
¢) Others (servants, hired hands, etc.) 25,000
TOTAL 1,017,000

30 The approximate figures on male population were derived as follows:

1. Gentry—the number of notables and the number of officials were totalled
(see n. 12).

2. Clergy, Russian and foreign nobles and officers, and other untaxed people—
Kabuzan gives a total of 13,643 in the untaxed category (fzmeneniia . . . naseleniia,
pp. 91, 94). If one subtracts 2,400 elite from his total, the remainder in this category
is 11,000; unfortunately, it is impossible to tell how many are clergy.

3. Cossacks—the rank-and-file Cossacks and Cossack helpers are listed by
Shafonskii, Chernigovskogo namesinichestva, p. 85. The estimates of Cossack
helpers were derived by adding 10 percent to the 1764 census figure. The categories
of **other peasants’’ and *‘other Cossacks'’ appears in the 1764 census; see Astriab,
*‘Naselenie Malorossii,”” p. 63.

4_ Burghers—Ilisted in Kabuzan, fzmeneniia . . . naseleniia, pp. 90, 94; for the
nine regiments only, Astriab lists 26,660 burghers (**Naselenie Malorossii,"” p. 64).

5. Peasants—all estimates regarding peasants were derived by adding 10 per-
cent to the 1764 census figure given by Astriab (*‘Naselenie Malorossii,'” p. 64).

6. Total figures are the following: Shafonskii—1,024,000 (Chernigovskogo
namestnichestva, p. 83); Kabuzan—1,028,000 (fzmeneniia . . . naseleniia, pp. 87, 91);
and mine, which includes the two regiments that came under the Novorossiia
guberniia—1,017,000.
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In the century following the Khmel'nyts’kyi uprising, Ukrainian
society underweni major transformations. The old szlechta disap-
peared as their descendants were obliged to merge with the new elite.
This new gentry accumulated estates, obtained labor obligations from
the peasantry, and, later, even assumed the old term for the nobility,
szlachta. Conversely the peasantry, which had been freed from serf-
dom by the Khmel’nyis’kyi uprising, was once again tied to the land-
lord. A portion of the Cossacks, although retaining some of their legal
privileges, was being squeezed into the virtually enserfed peasantry.
Since the peasants and the impoverished Cossacks made up more than
half of the population, the Hetmanate was indeed becoming a land of
“lord and peasant,”’ thus conforming to the basic social relationship
in Eastern Europe, particularly Russia.

Despite this evolution, the structure of Ukrainian society was still
quite different from that of Russian society. While in Russia over 95
percent of the population was peasant—either state peasant or serf—in
the Hetmanate virtually half the population was legally in another
social category.’! Most of these non-peasants were Cossacks, nearly
all of whom tilled the soil, and many of whom were hardly distin-
guishable from peasants. Yet, the legal distinction between Cossack
and peasant was real and definite, A large number of rank-and-file
Cossacks exercised their Cossack rights and liberties fully, while the
Cossack helpers and laborers retained them at least in theory. Simi-
larly, the burghers, although in decline as a group, continued to enjoy
at least limited self-government and, in some instances, the privileges
of Magdeburg Law. Unlike the Russian clergy, the clergy of the Het-
manate claimed noble status, which was at times partially recognized.
Finally, even though the peasants’ mobility had been severely cur-
tailed and they were again under the authority of the landlords, they
were nevertheless still regarded as dependent peasants rather than as
serfs.

31 For the number of peasants in Russia proper, see V., L. Semevskii, Krest'iane v
tsarstvovanie Imperatritsy Ekateriny fI, 2 vols. (51, Petersburg, 1901-1903),
1: vii—viii,
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Government and Church

The Hetmanate's governmental system evolved from the military
structure of the Zaporozhian Army. Khmel’'nyts'kyi’s victories swept
away the Polish administration, leaving the Zaporozhian Army as the
sole civil authority. The army was divided into regiments (polky ) and
companies (sofni ). In time these divisions were applied to the land, in
the form of regimental and company districts, Each of the ten regi-
ments of the Hetmanate was thus both a military formation and a terri-
torial administrative unit.

By the mid-eighteenth century the central institutions of the Het-
manate included the hetman, the General Staff (heneral'na
starshyna ), several councils (rady ), and the Cossack colonels (polkov-
nyky). The hetman and his staff conducted everyday affairs, while the
councils made important decisions. At the apex of the administrative
pyramid was the hetman.’? In addition to being the chief military
commander of the Zaporozhian Army, the hetman was also a chief
executive and an important legislator. He not only commanded the
army but conducted foreign relations, issued decrees (universaly),
appointed officials, rewarded service with grants and land, and, occa-
sionally, served as a final court of appeals. The hetman’s authority
was not constitutionally defined, and so it varied with his skill, for-
tune, and daring. Some hetmans ruled as virtual monarchs, while oth-
ers governed as elected chieftains. In fact, the monarchical and repub-
lican tendencies of the office were in conflict throughout the
Hetmanate's existence. Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi (1648-57), Ivan
Samoilovych (1672—-87), and Ivan Mazepa (1687-1709) not only
viewed themselves as clected monarchs, but groomed their relatives
for succession in attempts to establish a precedent for hereditary
monarchy. On the other hand, Pavlo Teteria (hetman of the Right
Bank, 1663 -65) and Petro Doroshenko (1665 —-76) represented the
republican tradition. They ruled in conjunction with the General
Council (heneral’'na rada), whose superiority they were obliged to
recognize, Every hetman was elected for life by a General Council.
He could, however, resign voluntarily or be removed by the council.
Hetmans who stepped down from the office either voluntarily or under

32 The office of hetman is discussed in Ckinshevych, Lektsil, pp. 85-92; and
Diadychenko, Narysy, pp. 126-73.
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duress were Iurii Khmel’'nyts’kyi (1659-63), Ivan Vyhovs’kyi
(1657~ 59), P. Teteria (1663 —65), and P. Doroshenko (1665 —76).

Once the main decision-making body of the Zaporozhian Host,
which convened Cossacks, officers, and, upon occasion, townsmen
and clergy, the General Council (henerai'na rada) began to decline in
importance soon after the Khmel'nyts'kyi era. By the eighteenth cen-
tury, it retained only the ceremonial function of formally electing the
hetman.?? During its existence the General Council never established
clear procedures for its convocation or for the selection of partici-
pants, or criteria for dismissing the hetman.

A much more cohesive central body was the Council of Officers
(rada starshyn }.34 It included the hetman, his central staff (heneral'na
starshyna ), the regimental commanders {(polkovnyky, or colonels) and
other regimental officers, the company commanders (sotnyky or cap-
tains), and, beginning in 1672, representatives from the Notable Mili-
tary Fellows (znachne viis'kove tovarystve). Up 1o the eighteenth
century, town mayors and, on occasion, the higher clergy also partici-
pated. The Council of Officers then included all officials and not-
ables, or virtually everyone with a political stake in Ukrainian society,
Meeting between Christmas and Epiphany and during the Easter holi-
days, it debated all important matters, especially foreign affairs,
finances, taxation, and judicial reforms. It also formed a vital link
between the central administration and the provincial and local
governments. The council’s competence was vague, however.
Because it could not initiate legislation or negate the will of the het-
man in any way, it constituted only a semiformal advisory body.
Since their participants were exclusively members of the gentry, the
councils developed into meetings of a self-declared Ukrainian
szlachta. This was especially true during the rule of Hetman
Rozumovs'kyi (1750—1764).

35 The General Council has been the subject of a special study by L. Okinshevych
{Okynshevych), *‘Tsentral’'ni ustanovy Ukrainy-Het'manshchyny XVII-XVIIT vv.
ch. 1: Heneral'na rada,”’ Pratsi Komisii dlia vyuchuvannia istorii zakhidn'a-rus’koho
fa wkrains'koho prava 6 (1929): 253-425 (also published separately: Kiev, 1929).
The council is also described briefly in Okinshevych, Lekesii, pp. 92-99.

34 This institution is treated in a detailed monograph by L. Okinshevych (Okynshe-
vych), ‘*Tsentral’ni ustanovy Ukrainy-Het'manshchyny XVII-XVIII st. ch. 2: Rada
starshyn,”’ Praisi Komisii dlia vyuchuvannia istorii  zakhidn'o-rus'koho 1a
ukraing'koho prava 8 (1930): 1 - 352,
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The actual management of the central administration was handled
by the General Staff (heneral'na starshyna), a body combining the
features of a military staff and a cabinet.?* Its administrators’ func-
tions and the method of selection of its members varied. At times
members of the General Staff were elected at either a General or
Officer Council. Sometimes they were appointed by the hetman. At
other times, especially in the eighteenth century, the Russian govern-
ment selected members from a list of candidates submitted by the het-
man. The General Staff performed a great variety of duties assigned
by the hetman, but individual members had a definite hierarchy and
degree of specialization. Second in command after the hetman was
the quartermaster-general (heneral’nyi oboznyi ), who was in charge of
artillery. After him came the general chancellor (heneral’nyi pysar),
two chief justices (heneral’ni suddi), and, after 1728, two chief
treasurers (heneral'ni pidskarbni}. A group of lower officials—two
general aides-de-camp (heneral’'ni osauly), a general standard bearer
(heneral’'nyi bunchuzhnyi), and a general flag bearer (heneral’nyi
khorunzhyi}—had the largely ceremonial function of carrying the
hetman's standards and insignia. They also performed a variety of
administrative and judicial tasks assigned to them by the hetman,
however.

The hetman and the General Staff acted through several central
administrative institutions, the most important of which was the Gen-
eral Military Chancellery (heneral’'na viis'kova kantselariia). As
reorganized by Tsar Peter I, the chancellery, headed by the general
chancellor, had the following structure and functions.?® It recorded
and promulgated all decrees of the tsar and of the hetman, oversaw

35 The main works dealing with the General Staff and the central administrative
ingtitutions are L. Okinshevych, ‘‘Heneral’'na starshyna na Livoberezhnii Ukraini
XVI-XVII-XVII st.,”" Pratsi Komisii dlia vyichuvannia istorii zakhidn'o-rus’koho
ta ukrains'koho prava 2 (1926):84—171 (also published separately: Kiev, 1926);
Okinshevych, Lekesii, pp. 10917, Diadychenko, Narysy, pp. 173-94; O, Putro,
“*Vlada heneral'noi viis'kovoi starshyny na Livoberezhnii Ukraini u druhii polovyni
XVIII st.,"" Arkhivy Ukrainy (1969), no. 5, pp. 11-20.

36 The late Petrine and post-Petrine administrative and financial reorganization in
the Hetrnanate is analyzed in Ivan Dzhydzhora, Ukreina v pershii polovyni XVIH viku
(Kiev, 1930}, and in Borys Krupnyts'kyi, Het'man Danylo Apostol § ioho doba (Augs-
burg, 1948). See also P. Nechyporenko, *‘Storinka z diial'nosty heneral'noi
viis'kovoi kantseliarii seredyny XVII-stolittia,”* Ukraina, 1927, nos. 1-2, pp.
130-33.
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TABLE 2.2
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION OF THE HETMANATE

ELECTED ADVISORY BODIES HETMAN

1. General Council GENERAL STAFF
(heneral'na rada) (heneral'na starshyna)

a) All Cossacks (in disuse 1. General Quartermaster
by eighteenth century) (heneral’nyi oboznyi

2. Council of Officers —-second in command)
(rada starshyn) 2. General Chancellor

a) Officers (heneral’nyi pysar)

3. General Treasurer (heneral 'nyi
pidskarbnyi —two treasurers
after 1728)

4. General Judges—two
(heneral’ni suddi)

LOWER GENERAL STAFF

5. General Aides-de-Camp—two
(heneral'ni osauly)

6. General Standard-Bearer
(heneral 'nyi bunchuzhnyi)

7. General Flag-Bearer
{heneral’'nyi khorunzhyi)

GENERAL MILITARY CHANCELLERY
(heneral’na viis 'kova kantseliariia }
1. General Chancellor

GENERAL MILITARY TREASURY GENERAL MILITARY COURT
(heneral’'na skarbova kantseliariia) (heneral’nii viis 'kovvi sud)
1. Two General Treasurers 1. Two General Judges

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
(heneral 'na shchetna komisiia )
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their execution, and investigated all complaints against officials.
Subordinated to the chancellery were the General Military Court
(heneral'nyi viis'kovyi sud) and, on occasion, the General Military
Treasury (heneral’na skarbova kantseliariia ). Gradually these insti-
tutions required more and more administrators and secretaries. As a
result, by the middle of the eighteenth century a rudimentary
Ukrainian bureaucracy had emerged.

The provincial and local governments reproduced the central
administration on a lesser scale. The basic provincial unit, the regi-
ment (polk), comprised both a military division and a territorial-
administrative unit.3” The regiment was led by a colonel (polkovnyk),
who was its military commander, chief administrator, and judge. In
effect, the colonel was a minmiature hetman. At one time he was
elected by the regiment’s Cossacks, but by the eighteenth century he
was appointed by the hetman and, on occasion, by Russian authorities,
usually from lists submitted by the hetman. Frequently independent
of the hetman, the colonel wielded considerable power and held sub-
stantial wealth.

By the beginning of the cighteenth century, several councils that
had once aided the colonel had virtvally disappeared. A Cossack
Regimental Council (polkova rada) reflected the earlier period of
direct democracy when the regiment’s members met to elect their
leaders and to decide common problems. Anocther type of council—
the Regimental Officer Council (rada polkovei starshyny }—was lim-
ited to the colonel, his staff (polkova starshyna), the captains (sot-
nyky ) and the notables of the regiment. In the eighteenth century, the
actual administration was managed by the colonel and the regimental
staff (polkova starshyna). It included a quartermaster (polkovyi
oboznyi), who was second in command, a judge (polkovyi suddia), a
chancellor (polkovyi pysar), the lower ranks of the aide-de-camp

37 The major synthesis dealing with the regiment structure is M. Slabchenko's
Malorusskii polk v administrativnom otnoshenii (Qdessa, 1909). Diadychenko’s Ne-
rysy, pp. 196-248 and L. Okinshevych’s Lektsii, pp. 117-22 give a good general
description of regimental administration. A monumental study of three specific regi-
ments is A. Lazarevskii's Opisanie siaroi Malorossii, vol. 1; Polk Starodubskii (Kiev,
1888), vol. 2: Polk Nezhinskii (Kiev, 1893), and vol. 3: Polk Prilutskii (Kiev, 1902).
G. Gajecky in The Cossack Administration of the Hetmanate, 2 vols. (Cambridge,
MA, 1978), provides a listing of regimental officials.
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{(poikovyi osaul) and a flag bearer (polkovyi khorunzhyi). These
officials met periodically with the colonel to decide administrative and
judicial matters, to investigate landholders’ disputes, to collect taxes,
and to conduct censuses. With the formation of regimental chancel-
leries in the eighteenth century, the whole regimental administration
became part of a permanent bureaucracy.

TABLE 2.3

REGIMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

Advisory Elective Bodies COLONEL (polkovnyk )

1. Cossack Regimental Council REGIMENTAL STAFF
(polkova rada—in disuse 1. Regimental quartermaster
by the eighteenth century) (polkovyi oboznyi

2. Regimental Officer Council —second in command)
(rada polkovoi starshyny 2. Regimental judge
—all officers of the regiment) (polkovyi suddia)

3. Regimental chancellor
(polkovyi pysar)
LOWER REGIMENTAL STAFF

4. Regimental aide-de-camp
(polkovyi osaul )

5. Regimental flag bearer
(polkovyi khorunzhyi )

REGIMENTAL CHANCELLERY

At the bottom of the Hetmanate’s three-tiered territorial and admin-
istrative structure was the company (sotnig ).’ The number of com-

38 The best general description of the company can be found in Diadychenko, Na-
rysy, pp. 249-80. Since the company was the major subdivision of the regiment, all
the literature cited for the regiment is also pertinent. The Kiev company has been stu-
died in specific by S. Shamrai in **Borot'ba kozakiv kyivs'koi sotni z kyivs'kymy
monasiyriamy ta mahistratom v XVII-XVII v."" Ukraina, 1930, nos. 1-2, pp.
32-63, and in “Do istorii Kyivs'koi sotni Kyivs'koho polku,” [Istorychno-
heohrafichnyi zbirnyk, 2 (1928): 134-40; and A. Lazarevskii, *'Sotniki,”” Russkif
arkhiv, vol. 11, no. 1 (1873), pp. 341 -88.
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panies in a regiment varied from eleven to twenty-three.3® The com-
pany commander, or captain (sornyk }, also performed military, admin-
istrative, and judicial functions, but his competence was much more
restricted than that of the colonel. With his staff, the captain made
initial investigations and arrests, kept order, and adjudicated minor
disputes. He was aided by an assistant (otaman ), who was second in
command, a secretary (pysar ), and an aide-de-camp (osaul ). Initially,
captains were elected at company councils, but as these gradually
disappeared they came to be appointed by the colonel. By the
gighteenth century, regular company chancelleries coordinated the
local administration’s activities,

TABLE 2.4
COMPANY ADMINISTRATION

Advisory Body CAPTAIN (sotnyk)
1. Company Council (in disuse = COMPANY STAFF
by eighteenth century) 1. Otaman (second in command)
2. Company secretary {(pysar)
3. Company aide-de-camp (osaul )

COMPANY CHANCELLERY

The Hetmanate’s fiscal system was poorly developed. There was
no comprehensive tax system; rather, a number of institutions col-
lected revenue for specific purposes: the hetman’s office, the
hetman’s larder, the hiring of mercenary troops (the hetman’s guard),
support for regimental and company officials, and the maintenance of
churches and monasteries.*C In most instances revenue was derived

39 Shafonskii, Chernigovskogo namestnichestva, pp. 73 —85; for a listing of individ-
ual companies see G. Gajecky, The Cossack Administration of the Hetmanate.

40 One of the most neglected areas of study is the Hetmanate's financial system.
The only general description can be found in M. Slabchenko, Khozigistvo Getman-
shchiny v XVH - XV st., vol. 4 (Odessa, 1925). See also Ivan Telichenko, *'K istorii
finansov v Malorossii i Siobodskoi Ukraine,”” K5, 1888, no. 4, pp. 10— 15 in the docu-
ment section. A more specialized study is V. Barvins'kyi’s *‘Do pytannia pro induktu
ta evektu v Het'manshchyni,”” Naukovi zapysky Naukovo-doslidchoi katedry istorii
ukrains'kol kul'tury, 6 (Kharkiv, 1927), pp. 241 —44; V. Barvinskii, **Zametki po
istorii finansovogo upravleniia v Getmanshchine,”’ Shornik statei v chest’ prof. V.
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from land. A specific plot of ‘‘rank land’’—former crown land now in
the army’s land fund—would be assigned for the upkeep of a particu-
lar office (e.g., the colonel of the Chemihiv regiment). Towns owned
estates outside the town, the profit from which was designated as pay-
ment to a mayor or other official. The towns, of course, also taxed
manufacturing and trade within the towns. ‘“‘Free villagers’—
peasants who were on neither rank lands nor private estates—were
assessed a tax (either in money or in kind) by various local authorities
(regimental or company officials, a bishop, or a monastery). There
were also many tariffs on the movement of products (bridge crossings,
use of roads, ferries, eic.). The latter were collected by either the local
Cossack authority, a monastery, a town, or even a private individual
depending on who had jurisdiction over and maintained a particular
facility,

In addition to such local arrangements, there were a number of
taxes and licensed monopolies that were applicable to the Hetmanate
as a whole. While even these were, for the most part, collected and
dispensed locally, they did requirc some coordination and oversight
by the hetman’s treasury. One such tax levied on all peasants and
hired laborers was in support of the Cossack ammy (statsii). The
amount assessed varied depending on particular needs, the state of the
harvest, and negotiations between the local Cossack official and the
peasants. The most universal tax levied on the entire taxable popula-
tion (peasants, merchants, craftsmen, laborers, and Cossack helpers
[half-rate]) was to support the Russian troops stationed in the Het-
manate (portsii and ratsii).*' The tax rate varied depending on the
number of troops and the state of the harvest. The tax, either in
money or in kind, was coliected by the local Cossack official and then
passed on to the Russian military commander. The burghers and
peasants were also required to provide living quarters for the Russian
troops and officials.

Buzeskula (Kharkiv, 1914), pp. 816-31; V. A, Diadychenko, Narysy, pp. 81 —87 and
A. 1. Gurzhii, Evoliutsiia, pp. 65-76.

4 The financial support of the Russian army and officials in the Hetmanate is
described by Prokip Nechyporenko in *‘Pro ‘portsii’ ta ‘ratsii’ na Het’manshchyni
1725-1750rr.,”* ZIFV {VJUAN, vol. 20 (1928), pp. 175-98 and in **Do kharakterys-
tyky podatkovei polityky uriadu Elisavety,'" Zapysky Ukrains’koho naukovoho tova-
rystva v Kyfevi, vol. 26 (1927), pp. 4447,
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The hetman’s treasury gained considerable income from granting
monopoly rights for the retail sale of spirits, tobacco, and tar. While
virtually everyone except peasants had the right to distill alcohol and
to produce other monopely products, they could not sell such products
on a retail basis but had to sell them wholesale to a licensed retailer.?
The hetman would issue yearly licenses to individuals and institutions
permitting them to sell alcoholic beverages locally. In retumn, the
retailer would advance a fixed sum to the hetman's treasury. In
essence, retailers would try to outbid each other in order to obtain a
lucrative monopoly. Such monopolics were granted not only to
private individuals but also to towns and monasteries. In fact,
monasteries were frequently owners of tavems. Although these
monopolies were a source of great income, they were also the cause
for large-scale comruption and popular dissatisfaction. In the
eighteenth century, the practice of granting such monopolies was
gradually abandoned.

The hetman also levied an excise tax (indukty and evekty) on all
products entering and leaving the Hetmanate, In the early eighteenth
century the rate was approximately 2 percent of the value of the pro-
duct.*® In 1754 Empress Elizabeth abolished internal tariffs in the
Russian Empire, a decree that was applied to the Hetmanate. It had a
dire effect on many local sources of revenue, since the local Cossack
administration, towns, and even monasteries levied local tariffs. The
tariff levied on the Hetmanate’s border with Russia was also abol-
ished, but the hetman was given fifty thousand rubles a year in com-
pensation from the imperial treasury.**

The various taxes and tariffs were collected by a fiscal apparatus
that was rudimentary at best. Much of the revenue was collected
directly by the receiving institution (local official, town, or

42 The complex rights for distilling and selling alcoholic beverages are reviewed by
M, Tyshchenko, in ‘‘Hural’'ne pravo ta prave shynkuvaty horilku na Livoberezhnii
Ukraini do kintsia XVIII st.,"" Pratsi Komisii dlia vyuchuvannia istorii zakhidn'o-
rus'koho ta ukrains'koho prava, 3 (1927): 150 -202.

43 V. A_ Diadychenko, Narysy, pp. 83-84; for the excise tax see also V.
Barvins'kyi, ‘'Pro pytannia pro indukru ta evekiu,”” pp. 241 -44,

44 The abaolition of the Russian-Ukrainian border tariff is discussed in V. Q.
Romanovs’kyi, ‘Do istoni biudzhetovoho prava Het'manshchyny za Kyryla
Rozumovs’koho,” fubileinyi zbirnyk na poshanu akademika Dmytra Ivanovycha
Bahaliia, | (Kiev, 1927, pp. 779-85.
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monastery). Even some of the taxes for the Cossack army or Russian
troops were collected and dispensed locally, with the Hetmanate’s
treasury playing only a supervisory role. This slowed the develop-
ment of a central fiscal system and treasury. The major problem was
that the Hetmanate’s treasury was indistinguishable from the hetman’s
personal wealth and from income connected with his office. The posi-
tion of general military treasurer, which existed at various times dur-
ing the seventeenth century, resembled more that of a private accoun-
tant or steward than that of a state minister. Any revenues that came
into the central administration were controlled by the hetman.

A reform of the financial system was attempted by Hetman Danylo
Apaostol in 1727. He planned to renew the position of general
treasurer, to clarify the question of a state treasury, and to streamline
the tax system. The reforms were included in the Ukrainian treaty
proposition to the tsar in 1728, but the Russian administration insisted
that two general treasurers be appointed, a Ukrainian and a Russian.’
The Hetmanate’s treasury was separated from the office and person of
hetman and put under the auspices of the two treasurers. They super-
vised a whele bureaucratic machine including a General Treasury
Chancellery (heneral’na skarbova kantseliariia} and an accounting
office (general’naia shchetnaia komissiia). This fiscal apparatus was
responsible directly to the Cotlege of Foreign Affairs, bypassing the
hetman. In manipulating a needed reform, the Russian administration
obtained complete supervision and considerable control over the
Hetmanate's financial system.

Viewing the Hetmanate as a possible source of revenue, the Rus-
stan administration sought to tax its inhabitants directly. Because of
Ukrainian opposition and constant warfare, this goal was not achieved
in the seventeenth century. Peter I, however, initiated many imperial
taxes that were also applied to the Hetmanate. For a brief period, the
Little Russian College actually took over the Hetmanate's taxes and
directed them into the imperial treasury. This policy resulted in a
sharp drop in revenues and was abandoned. The Hetmanate’s finances
continued to be kept separate from those of the empire, and little reve-
nue went directly into the imperial treasury. By stationing an increas-

45 These reforms are treated by Borys Krupnyts'kyi, Het'man Danylo Apostol i
ioho doba {Augsburg, 1948), pp. 12634 and M. Slabchenko, Khozigistvo, vol. 4,
pp. 260-72,
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ing number of Russian troops in the Hetmanate and placing the burden
of their support on the Ukrainian populace, however, the Russian
authorities were able to gain a substantial indirect fiscal contribution.
In order to determine better the fiscdl possibilities of the Hetmanate,
the Russian authorities undertook a comprehensive census in
1730-31. Yet, the imperial administration greatly overestimated the
revenue realizable in the Hetmanate. From 1729 until 1740, the
Ukrainian administration was not once able to meet the tax goals
necessary to support all of the Russian troops and officials in the Het-
manate, and more than 256,000 rubles in arrears were finally cancelled
by Elizabeth.*¢

The subordination of the General Treasury to the College of
Foreign Affairs caused a continued struggle over the control of
Ukrainian finances between the college and the hetman.  The General
Treasury Chancellery was not entirely independent of the hetman.
Ordinary expenses were met routinely, but extraordinary ones were
decided by the hetman and the Ukrainian administration. The hetman
ordered the issuance of money for various tasks, and the treasury
either complied or waited for a decision from the college.

Although closely supervised by the College of Foreign Affairs, the
Hetmanate was able to maintain a separate fiscal system, No Russian
taxes were levied on its territory. Even the tax in support of Russian
troops was collected by the Ukrainian administration. This sharply
differentiated the Hetmanate from Russia proper, where after 1724 all
taxable subjects had to pay a capitation or poll tax—a tax that tied
much of the population to the state.’

Such was the basic military and administrative, as well as judicial
and fiscal, structure of the Hetmanate. The same officers who led the
Cossacks into battle also registered decrees, adjudicated criminal and
civil court cases, and collected taxes. Only in the central administra-
tion did greater specialization exist, including separate administrative
bodies for finance (General Military Treasury and General Accounting
Office) and a central tribunal {General Military Court).

4 Prokip Nechyporenko, **Do kharakterystyky podatkavoi pelityky,” p. 47.

47 Even the tax-exempt nobles were responsible for the tax of their serfs and, there-
fore, were liable if a serf escaped or died until the time such a person was stricken
from the tax rolls.
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Connected with the Cossack administration was the older, theore
cally self-governing, unit of the town. Two types of towns had con
into being in the Hetmanate: one enjoyed considerable autonon
under Magdeburg Law, and the other existed under statutes th
granted less autonomy.*8

Towns under Magdeburg Law were entitled to a completel
independent judicial system and administration. Only twelve towns i
the Hetmanate were granted Magdeburg Law, whether by Polis
kings, Russian tsars, or Ukrainian hetmans. With the exception ¢
Politava, these towns were located in the more settled, traditionall
urban north.*? Their trade was highly developed, and their craftsme
were organized into guilds. Town officials had jurisdiction over al
town inhabitants, including visitors and nonburghers, and supervise
craft and trade guilds, collected taxes, provided police and fire protec
tion, and adjudicated civil and criminal cases, Towns withoutr Magde.
burg Law were generally smaller, less complex, and lacking in broac
legal autonomy. There, Cossack officials supervised municipal cour!
proceedings and administration. Over time, even the privileged Mag-
deburg towns lost some of their autonomy to the regimental and com-
pany chancelleries, which were located in the towns. By the middle of
the eighteenth century, the degree of a town’s municipal self-rule
depended on the extent to which it could resist or circumvent Cossack
authority. Gradually, most of the towns became subordinated to the
Cossack adminisiration.

48 For a general description of town administration, see Diadychenko, Narysy, pp.
181-~312. See also D. Bagalei's ‘*‘Magdeburgskoe pravo v goredakh Levoberezhnoi
Malorossit,”” Zhurna! Ministersiva narodnogo prosveshchenifa, 1892, no. 3, pp.
I -56, and D. Bagalei, *'Sud'ba magistratskogo samoupravieniia v malorossiiskikh
gorodakh,"” Shoruik statei v chest’ M. K. Liubavskogo (St. Petersburg, 1917}, pp.
627-36. 8. Shamrai, ‘Do istorii Livoberezhnykh mist u polovyni XVIII v.”
Istorychno-heohrafichnyi zhirnyk 2 (1928): 159-68. A seminal article dealing with
the conflict between town and country is P. Klymenko's “*Misto i terytoriia na Ukraini
za chasiv Het'manshchyny,”” ZIFV [VIUAN 78 (1926): 308 - 57. For studies deal-
ing with specific towns, see P. Klymenko, *‘Do istorii m. Nizhena,"” ZIFV [VIUAN 15
(1927): 215-21; for the seventeenth century, see O. Kompan, Mista Ukrainy.

4% M. Buzhyns'kyi, **Z istorii poltavs’koho mahistratu za pershi roky ioho isnuvan-
mia (17521767 m)," ZIFV [VIUAN 11 (1927):171-84. H. Shamrai, "Z
pryluts’koho ratushnoho zhyttia XVIN v.,"" Istorychno-heohrafichnyi zbirnyk, 3
(1929): 149- 57,
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Another institution operating somewhat outside the Cossack admin-
istrative structure was the landlord’s court, or Court of Domain,5°
After the Khmel’'nyts'kyi uprising, most of the Polish landlords were
evicted. Those who remained lost much of their authority over the
peasants. Later, with the development of a Ukrainian gentry and the
increasing enserfment of the peasantry, the landlord’s court was
reconstituted.

During the eighteenth century, Ukrainian landlords received greater
and greater judicial authority over the inhabitants of their estates in all
civil and in minor criminal matters. The landlords” decisions could be
reviewed and reversed by the regimental or any central court, how-
ever, The towns and the church maintained their own Courts of
Domain. Many municipalities owned surrounding estates and vil-
lages. In such instances the town was considered the landlord, and the
peasants were under the jurisdiction of town officials. The Orthodox
church was the largest single proprietor in the Hetmanate. During the
Khmel’nyts'kyi uprising it came under the hetman’s protection and,
consequently, retained its huge estates and privileges, including
peasant labor. Various monasteries and dioceses maintained special
courts for their subjects; persons accused of major crimes, however,
were usually turmed over to the secular courts. At times the secular
authorities curbed the clerical courts, especially when the Cossack
landlords were competing with the church for land and peasant ser-
vices,

The church also maintained a system of ecclesiastical courts. Their
Jurisdiction extended not only to clerics but also to monastery helpers,
church servants, cantors, and others directly associated with the
church. Proceedings were conducted in accordance with Orthodox
ecclesiastical law. Ecclesiastical courts exerted some influence on the
general populace by deciding the legality of marriages and divorces
and matters dealing with faith and morals,

The Hetmanate’s fairly elaborate judicial structure relied on a
variety of laws. The decrees of the Ukrainian and Russian adrninistra-
tion, legal codes, and common law were the most fundamental of

30 I, Cherkas’kyi, **Slidy dominial’'noho sudu na Livoberezhnii Ukraini,”” Prarsi
Komisii difa vyuchuvannia istorii zakhidn'o-rus'koho ta wkrains'koho prava, 2
(1926): 176-97.
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these.’! Russian legal sources consisted of charters (gramoty) and
decrees (ukazy) issued by the tsar and the occasional judicial deci-
sions of the Senate. On the whele, these confirmed existing Ukrainian
norms. The agreements (statti } reached between the tsar and the het-
man constituted another basic source.

Proclamations (universaly ) and orders issued by the hetman and the
General Military Chancellery formed the basic legislation of the
Ukrainian administration. In addition, the Hetmanate used such older,
pre-Khmel'nyts’kyi codes as the Lithuanian Statute of 1566 and 1588
and the Chelmno variant of Magdeburg Law. The most important and
widespread source, however, was customary law. Many features of
the written codes became inapplicable after the Khmel’nyts kyi upris-
ing; consequently, Cossack and other customary practices were substi-
tuted. Customary practices and written codes existed side by side,
although frequently in conflict. The overlapping and contradictary
laws and customs resulted in lengthy and confusing judicial proceed-
ings.

The lack of a unified legal code and the obsoleteness of codes writ-
ten in Middle Ukrainian, Polish, or Latin made the translation and
codification of Ukrainian laws imperative. From 1728 to 1743 a
Ukrainian juridical commission intermittently compiled a comprehen-
sive new legal code. The resulting ‘‘Laws by Which the Little Rus-
sian Peaple are Judged®’ (Prava, po kotorym suditsia malorossiiskii
narod) was never approved by the Senate or the tsar and so never
became an official code.’? Nevertheless, it was used extensively by
Ukrainian courts during the second half of the eighteenth century.

One of the most important institutions of the Hetmanate was the
Orthodox church. Although the Ukrainians of the Hetmanate and the
Russians professed the Orthodox faith, they did not always come

51 The types of law operative in the Hetmanate are well summarized by A. I
Pashuk, Sud i sudochynsivo na Livoberezhnii Ukraini v XVII - XV st. (Lviv, 1967),
pp. 63-97.

52 The most thorough study of this code is A. lakovliv (Jakovliv), Ukrains kyi
kodeks 1748 roku. 'Prava, po kotorym suditsia malorossiiskii narod’', Zapysky Nau-
kovoho tovarysiva im. Shevchenka, vol. 159 (Munich, 1949). See also M. Vasylenko,
** 'Prava po kotorym suditsia Malorossiiskii nared’, jak dzherelo derzhavnoho prava
Ukrainy XVIII st.,”” in fuvileinyi zbirnyk VUAN na poshanu akad. Hrushevs'koho
(Kiev, 1928), pt. 1, pp. 245—-53. The code was published by A. Kistiakovskii, Prava
po kotorym suditsia Malorossiiskii narod (Kiev, 1879),
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under the same ecclesiastical jurisdiction. When the Ukraine was part
of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, its faithful were served by a
separate Orthodox church in no way connected with Muscovy. Sym-
bolizing the unity of the Orthodox church in the Ukraine and Belorus-
sia was its head, the metropolitan of *‘Kiev, Halych and all Rus’,”’
who, in turn, was under the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the patriarch
of Constantinople. Perhaps the most eminent metropolitan was Petro
Mohyla (1632 - 47}, who founded the Kievan Academy, wrote scores
of sermons, and commissioned the compilation and publication of the
first Orthodox catechism.’®> Mohyla’s successor, Syl’vester Kosiv
(1647 -57), continued his program while gaining political importance
during the turbulent Khmel’'nyts'kyi era.

As the political situation deteriorated and the Ukraine was parti-
tioned among several powers, the Kievan metropolitan had great
difficulty maintaining the unity of the Orthodox church. Kosiv’s suc-
cessor, Dionysii Balaban (1657-63), a supporter of Hetman
Vyhovs’kyi's break with Muscovy, was unable to assert his authority
not only on the Left Bank, but even in the city of Kiev—both were
controlled by Muscovy. The next metropolitan, Iosyf Tukal's'kyi
(1666-75), a supporter of Hetman Doroshenko’s alliance with Tur-
key, exercised jurisdiction over an even more limited territory.
Meanwhile, the Muscovite authorities appointed various “‘administra-
tors’’ for the Kiev eparchy on the Left Bank, but they lacked the
canonical authority to replace the duly elected metropolitan of Kiev.>

The Muscovite authorities soon realized that to gain a firm foothold
in the Ukraine they must control the Kiev metropolitan, but Metropol-

33 For definitive works on the Mohyla and Khmel’'nyis'kyi periods, see G.
Golubev's Kievskii mitropolit Petr Mogila i ego spodvizhniki, 2 vols. (Kiev,
1883 -98); V. Eingorn, O snosheniiakh malorossiiskogo dukhovenstva s moskovskim
pravitel'stvom v tsarsivovanie Alekseia Mikhailovicha (Moscow, 1894);, The Kiev
Mohyla Academy, special tssue of Harvard Ukrainian Studies 8, nos. 1 -2 {June
1984).

34 The church during ‘‘the Ruin’” has been described by Eingorn, O snosheniiakh
malorossiiskogo dukhovenstva; Metropelitan Makarii (Bulgakov), fstoriia russkoi
tserkvi, 12 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1889 —1903), vol. 12; Ivan Vlasovs’kyi, Narys istorii
Ukrains'koi pravoslavnoi tserkvy, 4 vols. (Bound Brook, N.J., 1956-66), 2:299-343
and Myiropolyt llarion (lvan Ohienko), Ukrains'ka iserkva za chasy ruiny
(1657 - 1687) {Winnipeg, 1956).
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itan Kosiv firmly rebuffed all attempts to subordinate him to the Mos-
cow patriarch.

Muscovite attempts to influence the election of the metropolitan in
1657 and 1665 misfired. Only in 1684, under relentless pressure from
Muscovite envoys and Hetman Samoilovych, did a church synod in
Kiev elect a pro-Muscovite candidate—Prince Gedeon Sviatopolk-
Chertvertyns’kyi, a descendent of Rurik. Despite this electoral vic-
tory, the pro-Muscovite party at the synod faced strong opposition
against the subordination of the Kiev metropolitan.®® The opposition
capitulated only after the tsar issued a special charter affirming the fol-
lowing privileges to the Kiev metropolitan: free election (the
patriarch’s role was limited to bestowing his blessing}); maintenance of
an independent ecclesiastical judicial system, not subject to review by
the patriarch; continued jurisdiction over all eparchies, bishops, hegu-
mens, and monasteries; maintenance of an independent educational
system and press; preservation of local ecclesiastical practices; posses-
sion of all wealth and property held by the Orthodox hierarchy and
clergy; superiority over all other hierarchs under the jurisdiction of the
patriarch. With the Muscovite subordination, the metropolitan’s title
was changed from metropolitan of ‘*Kiev, Halych and all Rus’ ™" to
metropolitan of ‘‘Kiev, Halych, and all of Little Russia.”" Consent
from the patriarch of Constantinople to the transfer of the Kiev metro-
politan see to the Moscow patriarchy was obtained in 1686 through
intimidation and bribery,

At the time of the subordination, the Kiev metropolitan had six
eparchies under his jurisdiction: two in the Hetmanate (Kiev and
Chernihiv) and four in Poland-Lithuania (Lviv, Luts'k, Przemys$l,
Mahilien-Mstyslat). By the 1720s the Kiev metropolitan had lost all
the dioceses except his own Kiev eparchy. The first to bolt was the
bishop of Chemnihiv, Lazar Baranovych, who in 1688 successfuily

35 For the views of Metropolitan Kosiv see Metropolitan Makarii, Istoriia russkoi
tserkvi, 12: 55-90; K. Kharlampovich, Malorossiiskoe viiianie na velikorusskuiu tser-
kovauin zhizn (Kazan, 1914), p. 228; Metropolitan Kosiv's opposition to the
Pereiaslay agreement is also dealt with in Ivan Kryp''iakevych, Bohdan
Khmel’nyts kyi (Kiev, 1954), p. 469.

36 The subordination of the Kiev metropolitan to the Moscow patriarch has been
exhaustively treated by 5. A. Temovskii, Issledovanie o podchinenii Kievskoi metro-
polii Moskovskomu patriarkhatu (Kiev, 1912), and by Kharlampovich, Maloros-
siiskoe viifanie, pp. 149233,
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petitioned the tsar for exclusion from the Kiev metropolitan’s jurisdic-
tion and for direct subordination to the Moscow patriarch. In the early
eighteenth century, the Lviv, Luts’k, and Przemysl sees became Uni-
ate. The Mahilien-Mstyslaii diocese in Belorussia remained Orthodox
but fell under the direct jurisdiction of the Moscow patriarch. The
Kiev metropolitan also failed to place the newly established Pereiaslav
eparchy (1700) of the Hetmanate under his jurisdiction. While he
continued to include ‘‘Kiev, Halych, and all of Little Russia" in his
title, the metropolitan's jurisdiction was in fact limited to the Kiev
eparchy and the remaining Orthodox parishes on the Right Bank.5’

The rapid demise of a separate Ukrainian-Belorussian Orthodox
church can be viewed as the result of a twofold process: external pol-
itical pressure and a voluntary intemal movement. The loss of their
traditional eparchies to the Uniate church propelled the Ukrainian
Orthodox to merge with the Russian church. While pressure for the
merger was undoubtedly resented, Muscovy did at least provide the
church faithful with protection under a powerful Orthodox tsar.

A pro-Moscow faction had existed within the church even before
the Khmel'nyts'kyi uprising, and the beginning of the eighteenth cen-
tury it became dominant. Many Ukrainian prelates, clergy, hegumens,
and monks identified with an imperial Orthodox church. Any strong
particularist feelings they may have had were subordinated to the good
of universal Orthodoxy and their own careers, It was at this time that
Ukrainians were most influential in the Russian Orthodox church.
The first Ukrainian to make a brilliant career was Stefan lavors'kyi,
who became metropolitan of Riazan and *‘administrator of the patriar-
chal throne.”” Feofan Prokopovych, rector of the Kievan academy,
became an adviser and strong supporter of Peter I. In addition to those
two outstanding Ukrainian clergymen, many others emigrated to Rus-
sia, where they played a prominent and, at times, dominant role in the
Russian church.’®

57 The church in the eighteenth century is treated in 1. Chistovich, Ocherki istorii
zapadnoi-russkoi tserkvi, 2 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1882 -84), vol. 2; Kharlampovich,
Malorossiiskoe viiianie ; Viasovs kyi, Narys, 3:5-30.

38 This flow is the subject of Kharlampovych's monumental work, Malorossiiskoe
viiianie.
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Although a separate Ukrainian-Belorussian Orthodox church ceased
to exist by the 1720s, it was still remembered by the Kiev metropoli-
tans. Although after 1721 they were mere appointees of the Synod
rather than elected representatives of the clergy, such Kiev metropoli-
tans as Timofii Shcherbats’kyi (1747 —57) and Arsenii Mohylians'kyi
(1757 -70) continued to demand the restoration of the metropolitan’s
former prerogatives.>

The church in the Hetmanate, moreover, continued to retain its
local peculiarities in language and liturgical practices, as well as to
exercise a whole complex of personal property and customary rights
deeply ingrained into the Ukrainian legal and social systems. Struc-
turally, however, it had already merged with the larger imperial Rus-
sian Orthodox church.

The church, however, was the only important Ukrainian institution
that was at least partially incorporated into the imperial structure. On
the whole, the administrative practices, laws, system of taxation (the
poll tax in particular), and military conscription of Russia remained
unknown in the Hetmanate. The fusion of the Cossack military struc-
ture with the institutions of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth had
created a unique administrative system that sharply differentiated the
Hetmanate from Russia proper. Linking the Hetmanate to Russia was
the authority of the tsar, who ruled the region through the Maloros-
siiskii prikaz, later the College of Foreign Affairs and, on occasion,
through the Senate. Imperial interference with Ukrainian autonomy
was limited to tampering with the Hetmanate’s central administration,
leaving the basic legal, administrative, and fiscal apparatus intact.

Ukrainian Political Concepts and Historical Literature

The blending of Ukrainian Cossack traditions with the traditions of
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth was also reflected in the
gentry’s political outlook. Inherent in both the Cossack and Polish
szlachta orientations was the notion of a contractual relationship. The

% 1. G. Graevskii, *“*Kievskii mitropolit Timofei Shcherbatskii,'* Trudy Kievskoi
dukhovnoi akademii, 1910, no. 1, pp. 97 - 126; ne. 2, pp. 147 -63; no. 5, pp. 64 - 106;
nos. 7—8, pp. 432-74; no. 10, pp. 203 -34; 1911, no. 4, pp. 548 -85; 1912, no. 2,
210-27; N. Shpachinskii, Kievskii mitropolit Arsenii Mogilianskii (Kiev, 1907). The
efforts of Metropolitan Arsenii Mohylians’kyi to restore the rights of the *‘Little Rus-
sian’” Church will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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estate rights of the szlachta were based on its political, territorial, and
regional rights. The constitutional theory of the time held that as the
sole component of the political nation, the szlachra of the Com-
monwealth was fully responsible for maintaining its territorial
integrity and constitutional basis. Prior to the election of a new king,
the szlachta of each district met in a local diet to draw up lists of the
region’s rights, privileges, and current needs. Their delegates to the
Election Diet usually had instructions to vote for a candidate who
guaranteed that the list would be honored. Upon election the king
acquired a new contractual relation to the peolitical nation. He
solemnly pledged to respect all the rights and privileges of the whole
nation, represented by the szlachta delegates from all regions of the
Commonwealth.

At first, the relationship between the Commonwealth’s king and the
Cossacks was essentially only a contract between a monarch and a
mercenary army. The Zaporozhian Army or Host, represented by the
hetman and Cossack officers, agreed to serve the king in return for
cash payments and special privileges (exemption from taxation, self-
govermnment, the right to bear arms, the right to distill aicohol, and so
on). Later, however, the Cossacks’ defense of Orthodoxy tied these
payments and privileges to religious and political issues. Moreover,
Khmel’nyts’kyi’s victories added a territorial dimension to the con-
tract: after the conclusion of the Zboriv treaty of 1649, the sovereign
was allied with an army that controlled a good part of the Ukraine.®
The Cossacks believed that in 1654 they replaced-the Pelish king with
the Russian tsar in the same kind of relationship. In fact, the
Pereiaslav agreement was largely modelled on the Treaty of Zboriv.5!

60 The ever-expanding contractual relationship between the Cossacks and the king
is very well traced in volumes 7 and 8 of Hrushevs’kyi’s Istoriia Ukrainy-Rusy; the
Treaty of Zboriv is discussed in vol. 8, pt. 3, pp. 193 -288,

&l Even a cursory comparison of the Treaties of Zboriv and Pereiaslav shows the
consistency of Cossack demands: (1) paolitical, social, and economic guarantees to the
Zaporozhian army and Cossack estate; (2) actual contral of a certain territory; and (3)
protection for the Orthodox faith and culture. Not only did the Cqssack officers make
similar demands of both the Poles and Muscovites, but they wanted to maintain the
same contractual relationship with the Russian tsar as with the Polish king. This was
underscored during the submission ceremonies. Khmel'nyts'kyi and his staff
demanded that the Muscovite envoys swear an oath on behalf of the tsar, just as the
Polish envoy used to do on behalf of the king. The Muscovite envoy’s report of this
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As the Zaporozhians withdrew to the Sich, as the Right Bank was
lost to Poland, and as szlachta tendencies grew among the officers, the
Cossacks’ concept of a contractual relationship declined. One attempt
to return to the szlachfa orientation, the Union of Hadiach concluded
with Poland, proved to be disasirous.®? In its wake a new concept of
“‘Little Russia’’ emerged that fused the szlachta and Cossack tradi-
tions into one political outlook.

By the eighteenth century, the hetman and the Cossack elite no
longer claimed to represent the Zaporozhian Army or the territory it
controlled. They now considered themselves the representatives of
“Little Russia’’ or the Hetmanate. This newly formed gentry
assumed the role of protector of the Hetmanate and its constitutional
arrangement, thus approximating a szlachta political nation of the
Commonwealth’s type.

Such an approximation, however, could be only partial. Aside from
the improbability that a gentry democracy could exist within an autoc-
racy, the formation of a full szlachta political nation would have
imperiled the Ukrainian claim to a contractual relationship with the
tsar. If the Pereiaslav agreement was interpreted as a contract, then
the contracting parties were Hetman Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi and Tsar
Aleksei Mikhailovich. The agreement’s main provisions were
officially referred to as ‘‘the articles of Hetman Bohdan
Khmel'nyts’kyi.”” In the seventeenth century these “‘articles’ were
reaffirmed and renegotiated every time a new hetman assumed
office.5? Thus the hetman and the Cossack tradition were a linchpin in
the contractual theory, one that could hardly be replaced by a szlachta

incident may be found in Vossoedinenie Ukrainy 5 Rossiei: dokumenty { materiagly v
3-kh tomakh, vol. 3 (Moscow, 1954), pp. 459-466. For a more complete description,
see Akty omnosiashchiesia k istorii lugo-Zapadnoi Rossii, 15 vols. (St Petersburg:
1861-92), 10, pp. 22628, 430-35; an English translation of the report can be
found in John Basarab's Pereiaslav 1654: A Historiographical Siudy (Edmonton,
1982): 250-58.

2 The attempt o incorporate the Cossack officers into the szlachta in accordance
with the Union of Hadiach is treated by Andrzej Kaminski, *“The Cassack Experiment
in Szlachra Democracy in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth: The Hadiach (Had-
ziacz) Union,"" Harvard Ukrainian Studies 1, no. 2 (1971): 173--97.

63 These agreements were analyzed in A. lakovliv, Ukrains ko-moskovs'ki doho-
vory v XVI - XVIiI vikakh, Pratsi Ukrains'koho naukovoho instytutu, vol, 19 (War-
saw, 1934).
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political nation. Whatever the social and political developments
within the Hetmanate vis-a-vis the tsar, the Ukrainian elite had to
share—willingly or unwillingly—the roles of political representative
of the land and defender of *‘Little Russian rights and liberties’” with
the Ukrainian hetman.

Despite their increasing szlachta orientation, the Ukrainian gentry
continued to show reverence for Cossack tradition. The need to relate
to a heroic Cossack past and to establish a unifying myth was
expressed in a new literary genre—the Cossack chronicle. At a time
when most literature in the Hetmanate was produced by churchmen,
the Cossack chronicles were written by clerks and officers of the
Ukrainian administration.® In fact, it was their bitter disappointment
with the writings of the clergy, which ignored the history of Cossack
Ukraine, that sparked the creativity of the new secular authors. For
instance, Stefan Savyts’kyi, a clerk in the Lubny regiment, explained
his reasons for writing Povesti o kozatskoi voine s poliakami (1718) as
follows. Oral accounts that he had heard of the Khmel’nyts’kyi upris-
ing did not satisfy his curiosity, and he had read Samuil Twardowski’s
Wojna domowa (1681), which described the events from the Polish
viewpoint. Savyts’kyi was surprised and disappointed that none of his
countrymen, ‘‘particularly from the spiritual ranks, who, since the
time of emancipation from Poland, lacked neither people capable of
the task nor the necessary typographical means,”’ had written a work
about the more immediate past.5> His thus became one work in the
continuous stream of chronicles and histories—including such famous
works as that by Hryhorii Hrabianka (1710) and Samuil Velychko
(1720)—that attempted to fill this gap and which, in fact, created a
Cossack historical mythology. 5

84 For an analysis of this new group of secular writers, see M. Grushevskii
(Hrushevs'kyi), **Ob ukrainskei istoriografii XVIII veka, Neskol'ko soobrazhenii,”
Bulletin de V'Academie de I'URSS, Classe des Sciences Sociales, 1934, pp. 215-33;
and, in English, Myxajlo HruSevs'kyj, ‘‘Some Reflections on Ukrainian Historiogra-
phy of the XVIII Century,”” The Eyewitness Chronicle, Harvard Series in Ukrainian
Studies, vol. 7, pt. ! (Munich, 1972), pp. 9~ 16.

65 Hrugevs'kyj, **Some Reflections,” p. 12.

86 Yrabianka was published under the title Deistviia prezel'noi § o’ nachala
poliakov krvavshoi nebuvaloi brani Bogdana Khmelnitskogo ... Roku 1710 (Kiev,
1854); Velychko, under the title, Letopis' sobyrii v fugo-Zapadnof Rossii v XVIi-m
veke. Sostavil Samoil Velichke byvshii kantseliarist kanmtseliarii Voiska Zaporo-
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Reverence for the Cossack past, the social and political outlook
sziachta, and a vigorous defense of the Hetmanate’s contractual 1
tionship with the tsar were all present in the political poem *‘A I
logue Between Great Russia and Little Russia.’”%” Written in 1762
Semen Divovych, a translator in the General Military Chancellery,
poem reflects the thinking of the Hetmanate’s gentry. Dedicatec
the ‘‘honor, glory, and defense of all Little Russia,”" it include
panegyric to the Hetmanate’s founder, Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi. -
poem ascribes the paramount role in liberating the Hetmanate fr
the Polish yoke to the Ukrainian gentry, and it laments the fact that
Ukrainian noble and military ranks have not been recognized by
imperial authorities. Most important, the poem flatly rejects the cc
cept of the Hetmanate’s being a pari of a uniform Russian Empi
The personified Little Russia bluntly tells Great Russia that it sw¢
allegiance to the tsar, not to it. It goes on to state that, in fact, Lit
Russia and Great Russia are separate lands bound only by a comm
monarch, and that Little Russia has its own rights guaranteed by .
the tsars.

zhskogo, 1720 (Kiev) vol. 1 (1848), vol. 2 (1851), vol. 3 (1855), vol. 4 {1864). For
brief description see la. L Dzyra, “‘Samiilo Velychko ta iocho litopys,
Istoriohrafichni doslidzhennia v Ukrains'kii RSR, vol. 4 (1971): 22335, In additic
to these, there were many histories and chronicles written near the middie of tt
eighteenth century. The most outstanding were: *‘Letopisets ili opisanie kratkoe zna
neishikh deistv i sluchaev ...,”" published in Shornik letopisei, otnosiashchikhsia

istorii fuzhnoi i Zapadnoi Rusi (Kiev, 1838), pp. 1 —6&9; another version appeared i
luzhno-russkie fetopisi, 1:51—106; “*Kratkoe opisanie Malorossii’'® was first put
lished by V. Ruban in 1777 as part of Kratkaia letopis’ Malvia Rossii 1508 po 177
god. (St. Petersburg, 1777), and as a supplement to Letopis’ Samovidtsa po novo
otkrytym spiskam (Kiev, 1878); also see P. Simonovskii, Kratkoe opisanie
kozatskom malorossiiskom narode . . . (Moscow, 1847).

67 Published by N. Petrov, ‘‘Razgovor Velikorossii s Malorossiei (literatumy
pamiatnik vtoroi poloviny XVIII veka),’” KS, 1832, no. 2, pp. 313-65, and “*Dopal-
neniia Razgovora Velikorossii s Malorossiei,”” XS, 1882, no. 7, p. 137. A slightly
abridged version was published in Q. [ Bilets'kyi, ed., Khrestomatiia davn'o
ukrains'koi literarury (Kiev, 1967), pp. 165—83.



64 Russian Centralism and Ukrainian Autonomy

Ukrainian Rights and Liberties—Conclusion

The Hetmanate’s autonomous political position, self-governing
institutions, social arrangements, and administrative practices were all
regarded as ‘‘Little Russian rights and liberties.”” What these rights
meant to an individual Ukrainian depended greatly on his social and
political position. The gentry was concemed about the Hetmanate’s
political prerogatives—a concemn that was reinforced by a proud his-
torical tradition and distinct political orientation. In the gentry’s eyes,
the rights of the Hetmanate as a whole were indistinguishable from
their rights as a social order. At the bare minimum, these included
recognition of szlachta status and ownership of landed estates farmed
by dependent peasants.

For the Cossacks, Ukrainian rights and liberties meant, above all,
personal freedom. Next came exemption from taxation and the right
to land ownership. These prerogatives became imperiled, primarily
because of the Cossacks’ economic impoverishment, but also because
of their exploitation by Ukrainian officials and notables. As a result,
the Cossacks looked for protection not only to the Ukrainian adminis-
tration, but also to the Russian authorities. Similarly, the burghers—
whose autonomy in the towns was in theory assured but was in actual-
ity being levelled by the Ukrainian administration—f{requently sought
redress from the central Russian administration.

Some of the clergy still dreamed of a separate church structure in
the Hetmanate, but most believed that Ukrainian rights and liberties
referred to their economic privileges and social status, which the
clergy in the rest of the empire did not enjoy. If the peasants had any
notion of Ukrainian rights and liberties, they probably thought that
they entailed personal and legal freedom and the right to choose one’s
landlord—rights which by the mid-eighteenth century they knew to be
more theoretical than real,

Despite the internal contradictions and the multiplicity of
definitions, Ukraintans recognized their rights and liberties as a collec-
tive symbol for certain political, social, and administrative norms le-
gitimized by law and historical tradition. As such, these rights and
privileges had formed a considerably cohesive system, which had
become deeply ingrained inte the society’s collective identity. No
major political or social innovations could be undertaken without their
violation. Any atternpt by the empire to integrate the Hetmanate
further would confront it with *‘Little Russian rights and liberties."’



CHAPTER THREE

Catherine II's Clash
with Ukrainian Autonomy:
The Removal of Hetman Rozumovs’kyi

Russian Centralism and Ukrainian Autonomy Prior to 1762

In the seventeenth century the tsar confirmed ‘‘*Ukrainian rights
and liberties’’ every time a new hetman assumed office, but the
Muscovite authorities held a restricted view of what these privileges
were, Their nature and scope were poorly defined by the Peretasiav
agreement, because both sides misunderstood the other’s intentions
and institutions. The Cossacks wanted a binding bilateral treaty and
military alliance that would form a quasi protectorate. The tsar was to
guarantee the area’s security, but the Cossack army was to maintain
virtual independence, obtain legitimate recognition of its role in the
Ukraine, and secure an outside source of funds. In essence, the Cos-~
sacks believed that they were merely replacing the Polish king with
the Muscovite tsar. But Muscovite intentions and traditions were
quite different. The Muscovite sense of authority recognized no con-
tractual relationships between the tsar and his subjects, but only unila-
teral submission. This concept was at work when the Muscovite
envoy refused to swear an oath on behalf of the tsar, for it was
unthinkable that a subject demand an oath from the autocrat
Dumbfounded and enraged by the envoy’s refusal, Khmel'nyts'kyi
and his staff walked out during the submission ceremony. They did
retumn later, but only after being entreated and reassured by the
Muscovite envoy.!

! Vossoedinenie Ukrainy s Rossiei, 3:464, and in Akty lugo-Zapadnoi Rossii 10
(1878): pp. 22628, 430-35.
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From the outset, the Pereiaslav agreement contained ambiguities
and contradictions. Political expediency had only temporarily muted
the clash of two antagonistic political systems. The Muscovites were
eager to assert political control over the Ukraine, to weaken Poland,
and to gain the services of the Zaporozhian Army, whereas the
Zaporozhian Army sought military support in its protracted struggle
against Poland. Rather than jeopardize an understanding that each
desired, both sides ‘‘did not say what they thought and did what they
did not wish to do.”’? Thus the tsar regarded the articles of Bohdan
Khmel’nyts’kyi as a favor bestowed on the Cossacks, while the latter
viewed them as a specific agreement between the tsar and his new
subjects.? Without understanding or considering the legal implications
of their act, the Cossacks agreed to exchange theoretical pledges for
military assistance. In practice, the Cossack polity did continue to
function as a virtually independent political unit. For example,
Khmel'nyts’kyi apparently saw no contradiction between his oath to
the Muscovite tsar and his negotiation with the Swedish king in order
to accept the latter’s protection, although at the time Muscovy and
Sweden were in conflict. In fact, the Cossack polity was simuitane-
ously under the protection of Muscovy, Sweden, and the Ottoman
Porte. The internal administration of the Cossack entity, when estab-
lished, permitted no interference by Muscovy, not even in instances
allowed by the Pereiaslav agreement, such as the collection of munici-
pal taxes by the tsar. Tariffs were levied at clearly demarcated borders
between Muscovy and the new Cossack polity, and Muscovite troops
stationed on Ukrainian territory were treated as foreign allied forces.*

The existence of an autonomous Cossack Ukraine was an anomaly
in the Muscovite political system. In a patrimonial state in which the
tsar’s authority was theoretically unlimited and everyone was his ser-
vant, if not his slave, there was no place for territorial privilege,

2 v, Q. Kliuchevskii, Kurs russkof istorii, 3:118—19, in his Sochineniia, 8 vols.
{Moscow, 1956—59).

3 B, E. Nol’de dealt with this contradiction in Ocherki russkogo gosudarstvennogo
prava {St. Petersburg, 1911). The section dealing with the Ukraine has been
translated into English: “*Essays in Ruossian State Law,”” Annals of UAAS, 1955, no. 3
(Winter-Spring), pp. 873 -903.

4 This period is well covered by M. Hrushevs'kyi, Istorita Ukrainy-Rusy, vol. 9,
and Ivan Kryp"'iakevych, Bohdan Khmel’nyts'kyi (Kiev, 1954).
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corporate rights of social groups, Magdeburg Law, or the Lithuanian
Statute—all elements essential to Ukrainian rights and liberties.
Therefore, from the Muscovite viewpoint, Cossack Ukraine had to be
treated either as a completely foreign land or as a special domain of
the tsar. To some extent both approaches were applied. Since all
matters concerning the Ukraine were handled by the Malorossiiskii
prikaz, a branch of the Posol ’skii prikaz, which dealt exclusively with
foreign affairs, Muscovite authorities clearly recognized the Ukraine
as a foreign land. Moreover, in changing his title, the tsar called him-
self autocrat of Great and Little Russia. The new title may have been
no more than an announcement of the tsar’s possessions, but it did
imply that Little Russia was a distinct domain or tsardom, which the
tsar ruled.’

In their dealing with Cossack Ukraine, the Muscovite authorities
were guided not so much by theoretical or constitutional considera-
tions as by pragmatic politics. The Muscovites’ first step after signing
the Pereiaslav agreement was to secure a firm foothold in the Ukraine.
They set about doing this by seeking to control the two major sources
of authority: the office of hetman and the office of metropolitan of
Kiev. Initially, the Muscovite authorties attempted to curb the
hetman’s conduct of foreign relations. The Pereiaslav agreement per-
mitted the hetman to receive and to dispaich foreign ambassadors and
to conclude agreements with foreign powers. The implication of this
was that in 1654 Muscovy did not see the Ukraine as
falling totally under its authority or sovereignty. The hetman was
required, however, to notify the tsar about the content of all discus-
sions and agreements, and he was prohibited from negotiating
independently with the Polish Commonwealth, the Crimea, or the
Ottoman Porte. When their efforts to control the foreign policy of het-
mans Khmel'nyts’kyi and Vyhovs'kyi failed, the Muscovites used
Vyhovs’kyi’s abrogation of the Pereiaslav agreement and his union of
Cossack Ukraine with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth (Union
of Hadiach of 1658) as a pretext to falsify the original articles of

5 Nol’de discusses the Muscovite view of Ukrainian autonomy in his **Essays in
Russian State Law'"; the institutional arrangements are studied by K. A. Sofronenko,
Deiatel’nost” Malorossiiskogo prikaza Russkoge gosudarstva vo viorol polovine
XVil-nachale XVII veka [=Vestnik Moskovskogo universiteta, no. 2] (Moscow,
1957).
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agreement. In 1659, at the election of Iurii Khmel'nyts'kyi, the
Muscovite authorities presented a text which they alleged 1o be an
exact duplicate of the articles signed in 1654. In fact, it was a substi-
tute that contained many changes and additions, including the prohibi-
tion against any conduct of foreign relations by the hetman without
the expressed consent of the tsar.® Subsequently, any independent
Ukrainian diplomacy was equated with treason, although controlled
foreign relations were permitted until 1708.

The Muscovite authorities followed a similar policy in dealing with
the Kiev metropolitan, who was head of the Orthodox church in the
Ukraine and in Belorussia. After applying extreme pressure on the
Ukrainian clergy and conducting lengthy negotiations with the
patriarch of Constantinople and the Ottoman Porte, they succeeded in
subordinating the Kievan metrepolitan to the Moscow patriarch in
1686, This victory gave Muscovy control over both of the two major
centers of authority in the Ukraine.

While battling to control the hetmancy and the metropolitanate, the
Muscovite authorities also strove to influence Ukrainian affairs
directly by stationing military governors {(voevody) in the major
Ukrainian towns. The agreement of 1654 stipulated that military
govemors were to be appointed for Kiev and Chemihiv, although
Khmel'nyts’kyi actually allowed one only in Kiev.” In spite of
repeated protestations from Moscow, neither Khmel’nyts’kyi nor his
successor, Vyhovs’kyi, admitted other military governors. The arti-
cles of 1659, however, allowed for their placement in five cities.

6 Since no original text of the 1654 agreement has been found, the forgery charge
is difficult 1o prove. However, a detailed textual study of the pertinent documents by
A, Takovliv convincingly reconstructs the original agreement and identifies the addi-
tions and deletions made in 1659; see his Dohovir. Moregver, one need not rely
solely on lakovliv's study to prove the restriction of the hetman’s original right to
conduct foreign relations: a simple comparison between the 1654 and 1659 charters
issued by the tsar confirms the change. The former permits foreign relations while the
latter prohibits them. See PSZ, 1, no. 119 (March 27, 1654}, pp. 322-137, and ibid.,
1, no. 262 (October 17, 1659), pp. 491 -95. The controversy over the original text is
well summarized by John Basarab in Perefaslav 1654: A Historiographical Study
(Edmonton, 1982), pp. 25-44. Basarab also provides an English translation of the
most pertinent documents, pp, 230 58.

7 The question of Russian military governors in the Ukraine is discussed by 1.
Rozenfel’d, Priscedinenie Malorossii k Rossii (St. Petersburg, 1915), pp. 100-105,
and by A_ lakovliv in Ukrains 'ko-moskovs'ki dohovery, pp. 75-77, B1-92.
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During the hetmancy of Briukhovets’kyi, the Muscovites managed to
obtain the unrestricted stationing of military governors (1665). A gen-
eral uprising in 1668 forced the new governors to fiee from all
Ukrainian towns. Afterward they were again limited to five cities—
Kiev, Pereiaslav, Nizhyn, Chernihiv, and Qster. Subsequently, how-
ever, Moscow’s right to maintain military governors in major
Ukrainian towns went unchallenged.

The Muscovites’ initial rationale for stationing military governors
in the Ukraine was to provide protection against foreign invasion,
Each govermnor commanded a garrison of Russian troops and was for-
bidden to interfere in local municipal affairs. Gradually, however, the
govemnors began to shield the burghers from the abuses of the Cossack
administration, encouraging them to submit grievances directly to
Russian officials. The Muscovite authorities not only maintained a
military presence in the Ukraine, but also became frequent arbiters of
Ukrainians’ internal disputes.

Despite these inroads, the time of ‘‘the Ruin™ (1659-79)
prevented the consolidation of Muscovite gains in the Ukraine. On
the one hand, the pro-Muscovite hetman of the Left Bank was more
dependent on Muscovy than any hetman of a united Zaporozhian Host
would have been. On the other hand, the mere existence of pro-Polish
or even pro-Turkish hetmans and Cossack armies threatened Muscovy
with the loss of the entire Ukraine. The pro-Muscovite hetman had to
be given sufficient authority to appear as an attractive alternative to
his pro-Polish counterpart. Moreover, the ever-changing fortunes of
war did at times sweep Muscovite authority out of the Ukraine,

If the anarchy of ‘“‘the Ruin’ prevented the Muscovites from
achieving control of the Ukraine, it also inhibited the consolidation of
power by any Ukrainian authority. Only with the final sanctioning of
the Ukraine’s partition (the *‘Eternal Peace™ Agreement of 1686), the
elimination of the pro-Polish Right-Bank hetmans, and the creation of
the Left-Bank Hetmanate did stability retumn, Subsequently, the Het-
manate experienced a renascence. The rule of Hetman Ivan Samoilo-
vych (1672-82) and, especially, of Hetman Ivan Mazepa
(1686 —1709) effected the consolidation of the Ukrainian elite into a
gentry and created a more effective administration and a vigorous cul-
tural life, which, in turn, gave rise to distinctive political thought,
independent economic ties, and renewed interest in rewniting the
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Right-Bank Ukraine.8 These developments attested to the viability and
vitality of the Hetmanate.

The renewed Hetmanate ran counter to Peter I’s attempt to establish
a regulated state, however. Among Hetman Mazepa’s complex
motives for his break with Muscovy, one theme seems to predom-
inate: his fear, which he shared with the Ukrainian gentry, that Peter’s
drive for administrative reform would violate Ukrainian “‘rights and
liberties.”*? Peter’s policy towards the Hetmanate’s army had already
shocked the Ukrainian gentry. In 1701-1703, Ukrainian Cossack
units were, for the first time, fighting an imperial war far from home
and under the command of Russian imperial officers. Rumors of even
more dramatic changes pushed Mazepa steadily away from Peter and
toward the tsar's enemies. A federation with the Poland of Stanistaw
Leszczyniski (the Swedish-backed candidate for the Polish throne) or a
protectorate directly under Sweden seemed an attractive alternative to
the eventual abolition of Ukrainian autonomy under Russian rule.
Peter’s defeat of Charles XII together with Mazepa at Poltava (1709),
however, dashed any hope that the Hetmanate’s autonomy could be
increased—indeed, it soon had the opposite result.

After his victory at Poltava, Peter acted promptly to end
“‘Ukrainian separatism.”’ He appointed a Russian minister to the
hetman’s court, empowering him to read all of the hetman’s
comrespondence and to review his appointments,’® The tsar appointed
colonels directly for the first time. Candidates for the highest

8 Ukrainian society and pelitics during the Mazepa period have been well
described in the following works: F. Umanets, Getman Mazepa (St. Petersburg,
1897); B. Krupnitzky (Krupnyts'kyi), Hetman Mazepa und seine Zeit (Leipzig, 1942);
Q. Ohloblyn, Het'man Ivan Mazepa i iocho doba (New York, 1960); Diadychenko,
Narysy.

? The metivation of Mazepa and the Ukrainian elite in breaking with Muscovy has
been analyzed by O. Subtelny, **Mazepa, Peter 1, and the Question of Treason,”” Har-
vard Ukrainian Studies 2 no, 2 (1978): 158 —83 and more recently in The Mazepists:
Ukrainian Separatism in the Early Eighteenth Century (Boulder, 1981). An interest-
ing contemporary justification for the break was written by Pylyp Orlyk, Mazepa's
chancellor and subsequently €migré hetman 1o his former mentor, Stefan Javors'kyi:
see Orlyk to Siefan Iavors’kyi, June 1, 1721, Osrova (S1. Petersburg), 1862, no. 11,
pp- 1-29.

10 The best summary of the rule of Hetman Ivan Skoropads’kyi and the immediate
post-Mazepa period can be found in Doroshenko, Narys, 2: 136—82.
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offices—that is, within the general staff—were selected by the
Maloroessiiskii prikaz and later by the College of Foreign Affairs and
were appointed by the tsar himself. The hetman’s chancelleries, the
general staff, and the general military court were all placed under the
review of Russian officials. Peter so desired Ukrainian loyalty that he
ordered Hetman Skoropads'kyi to marry his daughter to a Russian as a
symbol of trust and friendship between Russians and Ukrainians. !!

Accompanying Peter’s campaign to weed out Ukrainian separatism
was a policy of extracting the maximum in economic and human
resources from the Hetmanate. Regulations on trade routes, state
monopolies, tariffs on foreign goods, and import-export taxes were
imtroduced for the first time, While the new regulations probably
increased imperial revenues, they seriously weakened the Hetmanate’s
economy because established trade routes and economic practices
were disrupted.!? Peter also began a massive conscription of Cossacks,
not for war but for imperial public works—the building of canals,
fortifications, and, especially, Peter’s favorite project, the new capital
of St. Petersburg.

Preoccupied as he was with the Northern War, Peter, during most
of his reign, supervised the Hetmanate’s main administrative and judi-
cial positions closely, but he did not attempt to take them over
directly. Only after the Nystad peace (1721) did he really **take Little
Russia in hand.”’!3 At that time he created a Little Russian College,
composed of six Russian officers, and made it responsible for adjudi-
cating all complaints against the Ukrainian administration. Simul-
taneously, he transferred the imperial administration of the
Hetmanate’s affairs from the College of Foreign Affairs to the Senate,
symbolizing his desire to treat the Hetmanate as an integral part of the
empire. Upon the death of Hetman Skoropads’kyi, the Russian
authorities forbade the election of a successor, Moreover, they
encouraged the Ukrainian populace to deal directly with the Little
Russian College, particularly in exposing alleged abuses by the

11 3. Solov'ev, Istoriia Rossii (hereafter Solov’ev), 15 vols. (Moscow, 1959—66),
8:593-94.

12 The Hetmanate's economy during Peter’s reign was studied by Ivan Dzhydzhora,
Ukraina v pershii polovyni XVHI viku (Kiev, 1930).

13 The phrase of Count P. Tolstoi when reporting on Peter I's policies towards the
Hetmanate, cited in Doroshenko's Narys, 2: 179.
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Ukrainian administration. But the General Military Chanceliery,
headed by acting hetman Pavlo Polubotok, resisted this attempt to
take over the Ukrainian judicial and financial apparatus. In the ensu-
ing power struggle with Russian officials, most of the top Ukrainian
political figures were imprisoned, and acting hetman Pavlo Polubotok
actually died in prison. In the end, the Litile Russian College did
wrest control of the Hetmanate’s finances and judicial system from the
resisting General Military Chancellery,

The Little Russian College soon found, however, that it lacked the
support needed among the lower echelons of the Ukrainian adminis-
tration to govern the area directly. Chaos reighed throughout the court
system, and the collection of revenues was disrupted. Like other
Petrine reforms, the incorporation of the Hetmanate into the ‘‘regu-
lated’’ state was first attempted without sufficient planning or prepara-
tion. Although the College was represented to the Ukrainian populace
as its protector from an abusive Ukrainian administration, chaos and
high cost—in both human and economic terms—of direct Russian rule
generated popular discontent, Shortly after Peter’s death, when war
with the Turks was imminent, the Supreme Privy Council decided to
abandon his policy toward the Hetmanate. In 1727 Peter I issued a
decree providing that ““there be a hetrnan and officers in Little Russia
and that they be maintained in accordance with the treaty of Hetman
Bohdan Khmel'nyts 'kyi.”"'4

From 1727 to the 1760s the local administration and judicial organs
of the Hetmanate functioned without interference from St. Petersburg,
During that period the imperial authorities vacillated in their dealings
with the Hetmanate’s central administration. Sometimes they merely
supervised the Hetmanate’s central organs; at other times they created
imperial offices to assume some of the Ukrainian administration’s
functions. During the rule of Hetman Danylo Apostol (1728 —34),
one Russian was assigned to supervise all Ukrainian affairs, and three
others were appointed to the General Military Court. The hetman was
again denied the authority to select the General Military Staff and his
colonels; the latter were to be chosen by the Ukrainian officers, sub-

14 psZ, 7, no. 5127 (July 22, 1727):828-29. It is interesting that the decree con-
sistently refers to the **treaty'’ (traktar) of Bohdan Khmel nyts'kyi.
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ject to approval by St. Petersburg.!”> The most significant instance of
imperial centralization, however, was the assumption of control over
the Hetmanate's finances. Although the Hetmanate retained a separate
system of taxation and treasury, its finances were closely supervised
by the College of Foreign Affairs.!® After Hetman Apostol’s death
(1734), the impenal government once more forbade the election of a
hetman and created another collective body—"‘Rule of the Hetman’s
Office’’—to administer the Hetmanate. The new office nominally
comprised six persons—three Ukrainians and three Russians—but
was, in fact, presided over and dominated by a Russian general. For
over ten years, this collective ruled the Hetmanate while acquiring a
reputation for caprice and brutality.!?

The leveling of Ukrainian rights and liberties was partially and
briefly halted during Elizabeth’s reign. It was then that the Hetmanate
enjoyed the *‘‘Indian summer’’ of its autonomy. Elizabeth’s mor-
ganatic marriage to the Ukrainian Cossack, Oleksii Rozumovs’kyi,
made her favorably disposed toward the reestablishment of the het-
mancy. While carefully grooming Oleksii's brother Kyrylo for the
post of hetman, Elizabeth waited to announce her decision. In 1750,
Kyrylo Rozumovs'kyi, then twenty-two years old, was duly elected
hetman in the Hetmanate’s capital, Hlukhiv. '8

In contrast to his predecessors, Hetman Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyi orig-
inated from the Cossack rank-and-file, rather than from an aristocratic
officer family. His formative years were spent at the St. Petersburg
court and in Western Europe. He was the first hetman to hold an
imperial office simultanecusly with the hetmancy—he served as
president of the Academy of Sciences and commander of the
Izmailovskii Guards. Rozumovs’kyi’s close ties to the imperial fam-
ily and the Russian aristocracy came not only through his brother, but
also by his marriage to Ekaterina Ivanovna Naryshkina, Elizabeth’s
third cousin. These ties embroiled the hetman in court intrigues and,

15 The rule of Hetman Apostol is treated by Borys Krupnyts'kyi, Het’man Danyio
Apostol i ioho doba (Augsburg, 1948).

16 The fiscal reforms are discussed later in this chapter.

\7 Doroshenko, Narys, 2: 191.

18 Hetman Rozumovs'kyi’s rule is discussed in the first volume of A. A.
Vasil’chikov's Semeisive Razumovskikh (hereafter Vasil'chikov), 4 vols. (St. Peters-
burg, 1880 -87).
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as a consequence, he was frequently absent from the Hetmanate, thus
leaving its overall administration to his general staff and to the
Ukrainian elite.

Despite Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyi’s influence at court, he, too, had
difficulty maintaining the Hetmanate's autonomy. In 1754 he was
personally reprimanded by the empress for appointing officers and dis-
tributing land without her approval.'® Subsequently, he took part in a
protracted and bitter struggle over finances. The abolition of imperial
internal tariffs in 1754 and of the border tanff between the Hetmanate
and Russia in 1755 deprived the hetman of revenue. Because of
Rozumovs’kyi’s vigorous protests, the empress allowed the hetman
fifty thousand rubles a year in compensation from the imperial
treasury. When the College of Foreign Affairs, headed by
Rozumovs’kyi’s enemy, A. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin, demanded an
accounting of the use of these funds, the hetman refused to comply.
The refusal touched off a bitter struggle at the conclusion of which the
imperial authorities accepted the hetman’s proposal for the adminis-
trative subordination of the Hetmanate to the Senate.?® This was a
moot victory for Rozumovs’kyi, however, for in the wake of the strug-
gle the Hetmanate’s position deteriorated radically: its horder with
Russia was eliminated, and the territory was placed under the jurisdic-
tion of a body supervising internal affairs.

These setbacks notwithstanding, the rule of Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyi
infused the Hetmanate with the spirit of independence and vigor. Het-
man Rozumovs’kyi restored the authority of his office to at least the
level exercised by Hetman Skoropads’kyi in 1709. He succeeded in
again extending the jurisdiction of the Hetmanate to include the city
of Kiev and the Zaporozhian Sich. In the late 1750s and early 1760s,
Hetman Rozumovs'kyi and the Ukrainian administration also
attempted to reform and revitalize the institutions of the Hetmanate.
Standard arms and uniforms were issued to Cossack regiments, and
training programs were begun. Hlukhiv and Mazepa's old capital of
Baturyn were renovated, Baturyn was again designated the future
capital of the Hetmanate, and plans were made for a university to be

19 vasil’chikav, 1: 158, 187.

20 (). Romanovs'kyi, **Do istorii biudzhetovoho prava Het'manshchyny za Kyryla
Rozumovs'koho,"” [fubileinyi zhivayk na poshanu akademika Dmywra Ivanovycha
Bahaliia, 2 vols. (Kiev, 1927), 1: 779 - 85; Rozenfel'd, Prisoedinenie, pp. 150 - 55.
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built there. The preparation of a major reform of the Hetmanate’s ju-
dicial system was also begun.?! The Ukrainian elite’s new confidence
in the future of the Hetmanate was shown by the resurgence of
Ukrainian autonomist sentiments, particularly as expressed in the
famous contemporary poem, ‘‘A Dialogue Between Great Russia and
Little Russia.””

During the hetmancy of Rozumovs’kyi, the Hetmanate entered
another era of rebirth and reform. The fate of this latest attempt at
independent development was largely dependent on the caprice of the
tsar and on Ukrainian influence at court. In such circumstances Het-
man Rozumovs’kyi was well placed to defend the Hetmanate's posi-
tion in the empire. In 1762, however, the destiny of the Hetmanate
came to hinge primarily on the new empress, Catherine 1i.

Catherine I and the Well-Regulated State

If Peter I laid the foundation for the modern regulated state, then
Catherine II constructed it. During her reign Russia’s administration
and society were reorganized, and, as a result, Ukrainian autonomy
was nullified. Catherine promulgated her reforms according to certain
philosophical principles, and these must be examined to understand
her motivations.

Much has been written about Catherine’s espousal of *‘enlightened
ideas”’ and her role as an “‘enlightened despot.”” She certainly read
the works of the major philosophers, corresponded with them, and
even became their patron. Some nineteenth-century historians, disap-
pointed by Catherine’s failure to abolish serfdom, charged that much
of Catherine’s activity on this front was self-promotion, an advertising
technique meant for foreign and limited domestic consumption.
Privately, especially in the latter period of her reign, Catherine
quipped about the philosophers’ impracticality. It would be errone-
ous, however, to assume that all of her theoretical interests were a
sham, or mere intellectural windowdressing intended to satisfy her van-
ity. During her reign, theories of ‘‘enlightened govermnance’” became

2} Vagil'chikov, 1:310-18; P. Nechyporenko, *'Umovy robitnychoi pratsi na
baturyns’kykh ta hlukhivs’kykh ‘natsional’nykh stroeniiakh,’”  [fstorychno-
heohrafichnyi zhirnyk 1 (1927): 121 -34; I, Cherkas'kyi, *'Sudovi reformy het’mana
Gr. K. H. Rozumovs’koho,”” fubileinyi zbirnyk . . . Bahaliia, |: 770-T2,
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so pervasive at court that they did form a theoretical base for
Catherine’s actions.??

22 There was a long-standing debate on whether Catherine’s reign was really
‘‘enlightened.’” Aleksandr S. Lappo-Danilevskii emphasized that despite Catherine’s
liberal intentions and rhetoric, serfdom was extended to the Ukraine and other areas;
see his *“The Serf Question in an Age of Enlightenment,'” in Catherine the Grear: A
Profile, edited by Marc Raeff (New York, 1972), pp. 267-89; originally published in
Russian as “*Ekaterina II i krest'ianskii vopros,”’ in Velikaia reforma: Russkoe ob-
shchestvo | krest'ianskii vepros v proshlom | nasioiashchem, edited by A. K.
Dzhivelegov et al. (Moscow, 1911), 1: 16390, The liberal émigré historian, Alek-
sandr A. Kizevetter, shows how Catherine followed the policies of her predecessors
and denies any innovation due to the Enlightenment: see **The Legislator in Her
Debut,”’ in Carherine the Great: A Profile, pp. 246 -66; originally published in Rus-
sian as ‘‘Pervoe piatiletie pravleniia Ekateriny I1,"' in Istoricheskie sifuery—{Lindi i
sobytiig (Berlin, 1931}, pp. 29-54. P. Ivanov attempts to prove that Enlightenment
thetoric was demagogy on the part of Catherine: *‘K voprosu © ‘Prosveshchennom
Absoliutizme’ v Rossii 60-kh godov XVIII veka,”” Voprosy istorii, 1950, no. 5, pp.
85-99. On the other hand, Pavel Miliukov, while recognizing Catherine’s shallow
perception of enlightened thought and the limits of an unresponsive backward society,
argues persuasively that the concepts of the Enlightenment had a real impact on pol-
icy: *'Education Reforms,’” pp. 93— 112, and “*Voices of the Land and the Autocrat,™
pp. 113-55, in Catherine the Great: A Prafile; originally published in Pavel
Miliukav, Ocherki po istorii russkoi kul’tury, 3 vols. (Paris, 1931), 2, pt. 2:750-65,
3:293-328. Current historians, working with a more narrow definition of
enlightened despotism and acknowledging the backwardness of Russian society and
the strong role of traditional policy, still discem in Catherine's program and method of
implementation an attempt to pursue some of the traditional policies of enlightened
despots. See N. M. Druzhinin, ‘‘Prosveshchennyi absoliutizm v Rossii,'” in Abso-
fiutizm v Rossii (Moscow, 1964), pp. 428 -39, 1. A, Fedosov, “*Prosveshchennyi abso-
liutizm v Rossii,” Voprosy istorii, ne. 9 (1970): pp. 34-55; Marc Raeff, “‘In the
Imperial Manner,'” in Catherine the Great: A Profile, pp. 197-246, and his *‘The
Enlightenment in Russia and Russian Thought in the Enlightenment,”” in The
Eighteenth Century in Russia, edited by J. G. Garrard (London, 1973), pp. 25-47; K.
A. Papmehl, Freedom af Expression in Eighteenth Century Russia (The Hague, 1971);
David M. Griffiths, “‘Catherine 1I: The Republican Empress,”” Jahrbiicher fiir
Geschichte Osteuropas 21, no. 3 (1973): 323 —44; [sabel de Madariaga, a leading spe-
cialist on Catherinian Russia, takes Catherine’s dedication to Enlightenment ideas
very seriously. See her **Catherine and the Philosophes,'’ Russia and the West in the
Eighteenth Century, A. G. Cross, ed. (Newtonville, MA, 1983): 30 - 52; “*Catherine II
and Montesquieu: Between Prince M. M. Shcherbatov and Denis Diderot,”” L'Erd
Dei Lumi (Naples, 1985): 610—50 and in chapter 10 of Russia in the Age of Catherine
the Great (New Haven, 1981).
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Catherine’s exposure to enlightened theories of government came
from three sources. First, her father and the milieu of petty German
principalities in which she grew up provided Catherine with a practi-
cal acquaintance with concepts of the regulated or well-ordered state.
Second, her own extensive readings of both the German and French
thinkers gave her firsthand exposure to Enlightenment ideas. Third,
her experience at the Russian court reinforced her attitudes. The need
for a more rational system of government had been recognized since
the time of Peter I, and, with some reverses and vacillations, that goal
was pursued throughout the eighteenth century. Even if the tsars
themselves knew little about the latest theoretical literature on the sub-
ject, members of various political factions were often quite well read.
By the time of Elizabeth, the ideas of cameralism, the well-ordered
police state, and early French and German Enlightenment had
penetrated Russian court circles.?

Catherine herself said that she had accepted her father’s republican
ideals.?* By this she meant to show her willingness to serve the public
good, or the res publica. This implied that she had a sense of duty
toward her country and its citizens that was combined with her con-
cept of absolutism. Catherine believed it to be her duty to correct the
actions of her citizens so as to direct them toward the attainment of the

23 The most valuable interpretive and analytical study of the development of these
ideas and their implementation is Marc Raeff's The Well-Ordered Police State
(Princeton, 1981). Part 3 of Raeff's historical-philosophical essay deals with the
application of these ideas in Russia. Robert E. Jones in Provincial Development in
Russia: Catherine If and Jacob Sievers (New Brunswick, 1984) gives concrete exam-
ples of the application of cameralist ideas. The following works also describe the
gradual penetration of these ideas into Russia: Marc Raeff, ‘‘Les Slaves, les
Allemands et les ‘Lumieres’,”” Canadian Slavic Studies 1, no. 4 (Winter
1967):521-51; idem, *'The Enlightenment in Russia and Russian Thought in the
Enlightenment,"* pp. 25—47; Nicholas Riasanovsky, A Parting of the Ways: Govern-
ment and the Educated Public in Russia, 1801 - 1855 (Oxford, 1976), pp. 1-51. At
Elizabeth’s court, Count . Shuvalov, Count M. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin, and Count M.
L. Vorontsov had considerable knowledge of Western thought; see Pampmehl, Free-
dom of Expression, pp. 14—15. For a moral imperative in reformist ideas see Walter
Gleason, Moral Idealists, Bureaucracy, and Caiherine the Grear (New Brunswick,
N.1., 1981).

2 The Memoirs of Catherine the Great, translated by Katherine Anthony (New
York, 1927), pp. 215-26.
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supreme good.2> In this she echoed the German theorists of the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries. In fact, Catherine herself expressed a
preference for the ‘‘police state’’ or, rather, the ‘‘well-ordered
state.”’26 That particularly German attitude combining duty, absolut-
ism, and regulation, which Catherine first absorbed in Stettin, Zerbst,
and Berlin formed the basic principle for her rule of the Russian
Empire.

Added to Catherine’s concept of the well-ordered police state were
selected elements of the French and West European Enlightenment.
In matters of government Catherine was particularly impressed by
Montesquieu, from whom she cribbed whole passages, incorporating
them into her Instructions.?? She also read and corresponded with Vol-
taire, Grimm, Diderot, d’Alembert, and Mercier de la Riviére, among
others. The extent, if any, to which these thinkers influenced
Catherine’s legislation is hard to determine.?® At the very least,

25 For Catherine’s expressed views on the form and function of government, see
articles 9 through 14 of her Nakaz, published in Documents of Catherine the Great,
edited by W. F. Reddaway {Cambridge, 1931), pp. 216-17.

26 Griffiths, ‘*Catherine II,”* pp. 331 -32. The impact that cameralism and the con-
cepts of the policed or regulated state had on Catherine is also discussed by Erich
Donnert, Politische Ideologie der russischen Gesellschaft z2u Beginn der
Regierungszeit Katharinas il (Berlin, 1976), pp. 32 —38, Peter Petschauer, ‘*“The Edu-
cation and Development of an Enlightened Absolutist: The Youth of Catherine the
Great, 17291762 (Ph.D. diss., New York University, 1969}, pp. 395—420, and, of
course, in Raeff's The Well-Ordered Police State, pp. 221 —50 and Jones’, Provincial
Development in Russia, pp. 7—-23.

27 F, Taranovskii has claimed that Catherine had not only admired Montesquieu,
but deliberately misrepresented his ideas: see his “*Politicheskaia doktrina v Nakaze
imperatritsy Ekateriny II,'" Shornik statei po istorii prava, posviashchennykh
Viadimirskomu-Budanove {Kiev, 1904), pp. 44-86. Taranovskii's thesis has been
refuted by de Madariaga in “‘Catherine II and Montesquieu,”” pp. 612-632. De
Madariaga shows conclusively that Catherine took Montesquieu seriously and did try
to apply his political theories to Russia. De Madariaga believes that Montesguieu and
the French Enlightenment had a much greater impact on Catherine than German Cam-
eralism, thus disputing Raeff"s thesis. For the purpose of this book, it is not as impor-
tant to establish which current predominated as it is to show the impact that the intel-
lectual climate may have had on the question of autonomous areas.

28 Although many studies about Catherine’s correspondence with various Western
thinkers have been written, there is still no comprehensive study of their effect on
Catherine's political and social thought and policies, Before such a synthesis ts possi-
ble, much more research must be done on the influence of individual theorists on
Catherine. For a relatively recent example of such scholarship, see Marc Raeff, *‘The
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Catherine’s constant interaction with these philosophers created an
intellectual atmosphere, which, when applied to politics, favored the
program of “‘enlightened rule.”’

Catherine’s general political outlook—although not a comprehen-
sive program of reform—was already formed when she assumed the
throne, and it was reflected in her earliest legisiation. In actually plan-
ning governmental reform, however, Catherine first studied various
programs for the replacement of the provincial military administration
with a professional bureaucracy, the reduction of the size of adminis-
trative units, and the participation of the local nobility in provincial
government.? On December 15, 1763, she issued staff regulations
that doubled the number of officials, created new posts, and standard-
ized salaries.®® Her instructions of April 21, 1764, to the govemors-
general further defined the functioning of the provincial administra-
tion and recommended a variety of ‘‘enlightened programs,”” which
each governor-general, as her personal representative, was to intro-
duce into his province.?!

The pursuit of enlightened rule and a well-ordered state and society
continued throughout Catherine’s reign. At first, she proceeded can-
tiously and slowly. As the Pugachev rebellion demonstrated the inef-
fectiveness of the imperial government, particularly on the provincial
level, Catherine most likely accelerated her reform program by issuing
the Statute on the Provinces (1775), which greatly increased the
number and functions of local government officials and, at the same
time, forced the elected representatives of the major segments of
society into the role of government regulators. A series of laws

Empress and the Vinerian Professor: Catherine II's Project of Government Reforms
and Blackstone’s Commentaries,”” Oxford Slavonic Papers, n.s., 7 (1974): 18-41; de
Madariaga, *‘Catherine and the Philnsophkes,” pp. 30-32 and her *Catherine II and
Montesquien: Between Prince M. M. Shcherbatov and Denis Diderot,”’ pp. 610350,

29 Robert E. Jones, **Catherine II and the Provincial Reform of 1775: A Question
of Motivation,”” Canadian Slavic Studies 3 (Fall 1970):499-500; Iu. U. Got'e,
Istoriia oblastnogo upravieniia v Rossii ot Petra I do Ekateriny I, 2 vols. (Moscow,
1913), 2: 166.

30 psZ, 16, no. 11,989 (December 15, 1763): 462 - 68; Jones, **Catherine II and the
Provincial Reform,” p. 500; James Edward Hassell, **The Vicissitudes of Russian
Administrative Reform, 1762-1801"" (Ph.D. diss., Comell University, 1967), pp.
35-136.

3 pSZ, 16, no. 12,137 (April 21, 1764): 716-20,
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regulated—or at least supervised the self-regulation—of the nobles
and the burghers. This was accompanied by a comprehensive police
ordinance that regulated all aspects of urban life.3?

During the early period of Catherine's reign, administrative reform
was closely connected with the introduction of the rule of law. Cath-
erine professed that laws form *‘the foundation of the state . . . through
which the power of the government is poured out and diffused,’” and
that *‘the equality of citizens consisted in that they should all be sub-
ject to the same laws.’’3? Catherine wished to introduce a new uniform
law code, which would not only assure more rational and humane
legal procedure, but would also define and restrict the competence of
each government body. Subsequently, Catherine summoned the Leg-
islative Commission of 176774 (including the work of subcomrmis-
sions}), which was to establish such ‘‘fundamental laws’ and guide
administrative reform.

Administrative bodies were also charged with exploiting the
empire’s natural resources. In its efforts to erase economic barriers, to
stimulate trade and agriculture, and to increase state revenues, the
government initiated a vanety of programs, some of which were pat-
terned on those of other ‘‘enlightened monarchs.”’ In order to prevent
property disputes and to better assess the country’s resources, the
government initiated an extensive land survey. It encouraged the
introduction of new crops and better agricultural methods, the coloni-
zation of new lands, immigration from abroad, and a return of emi-
grants living outside the empire. Secularization of church lands
brought the state additional revenue and at the same time made the
church economically dependent on the state.>* In sum, the measures
were intended to mobilize the empire’s human and economic potential
efficiently, and thus to enhance the wealth and power of the state
while increasing the welfare of its people.

32 The role of police regulation in Catherine's povernmental system is discussed by
Griffiths, *‘Catherine IL,"" pp. 331 -32, and by Raeff, The Well-Ordered Police State,
pp. 140-244. Le Donne has made a detailed study of the police structure, see Ruling
Russia (Princeton, 1984), pp. 83 - 141.

33 Reddaway, Documents of Catherine the Great, pp. 216—17.

34 Catherine’s initial policies are summarized in velume 2 of V. A. Bil'basov,
Istoriia Ekateriny Vioroi, vols. 1, 2, 12 (Berlin, 1900); Solov’ev, vols. 13-14; Alek-
sandr Kizevetter, ‘‘The Legislator in Her Debut,”” in Catherine the Great: A Profile,
Pp. 247 —66; and, most recently, de Madariaga, Russia in the Age of Catherine the
Great, pp. 19-75.
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Underlying Catherine’s program was the goal of a unitary state.
Since government was to be based on reason or on universal precepis,
its laws and institutions should serve equally well for all the empire’s
subjects, regardless of whether they lived in Moscow, Siberia, or the
Hetmanate. National differences, although recognized, were not con-
sidered significant and were thought to reflect differences in levels of
development. Catherine believed that with administrative integration
and more uniformn development regional differences would recede.
The ultimate goal was what Marc Raeff terms ‘‘institutional
russification’’—an integration that ‘‘was to lead to uniformity, first
administrative and economic, then institutional and social, and finally
cultural.’*33 In pursuing such uniformity, Catherine—like her younger
contemporary, Joseph I of Austria—pitted the new rational order
against the ancient ‘‘feudal’ privileges of separate historical regions.
To Catherine, the latter were antediluvian relics that could only block
the implementation of her major goal—the creation of a unitary well-
regulated state.

Hetman Rozumovs’kyi’s Position at Catherine's Court

If contemporary Ukrainian officers and notables were at all aware
of Catherine’s outlook on the well-regulated state and governmental
reform, they certainly failed to realize its threat to Ukrainian rights
and liberties. On the contrary, for the Ukrainian gentry few events
seemed to bode as well for the continuation and revitalization of the
Hetmanate as Catherine’s 1762 seizure of power. The reason for such
optimism was the close personal relationship of the new autocrat with
Hetman Rozumovs'kyi. Even during Elizabeth’s reign,
Rozumovs’kyi maintained a long-standing personal friendship with
Catherine; perhaps he was even infatated with her.** When she
feared the total collapse of her position upon Elizabeth’s death, Cath-
erine received secret assurances of support from Rozumovs’kyi.’
Although he was unable to be of any real assistance to her during the

35 Marc Raeff, **Uniformity, Diversity, and the Imperial Administration,”* Osteu-
ropa in Geschichte und Gegenwart: Festschrift fiir Glinther Stok! zum 60. Geburtstag
(Cologne, 1977}, p. 112; de Madariaga, Russia in the Age of Catherine the Great, pp.
582-~83.

¥ Memoirs of Catherine the Great, p. 180; Solov’ev, 13; 184; Vasil'chikov, 1:292;
de Madariaga, Russia in the Age of Catherine the Greait, p. 9.

37 Solov’ev, 12: 353; Bil'basov, Isteriia, 1: 263.
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months that her husband, Peter 11, reigned, he subsequently played an
important role in the coup that placed her on the imperial throne. It
was Hetman Rozumovs’kyi who commanded the Izmailovskii Regi-
ment, which provided the military strength for the successful coup.3®
It was the hetman who remained at Catherine’s side during the actuoal
revolt. And it was the hetman who, as president of the Academy of
Sciences, used its press for the immediate publication of her mani-
festo,® itself drafted by the hetman's aide, Grigorii Nikolaevich
Teplov. %0

Not only personal friendship, but also pique, fear, and ambition
prompted the usually cautious hetman into this dangerous undertak-
ing. Like most of Elizabeth’s commanders, he was constantly humili-
ated by Peter III, who forced him to publically conduct the new Prus-
sian drills for which Rozumovs’kyi had little enthusiasm.*! Yet
during Peter’s short reign the hetman’s power and position were undi-
minished, He remained general-field marshal, commander of the
Izmailovskii Regiment, and president of the Academy of Sciences.
He was even able to extend his authority in the Hetmanate by again
bringing the city of Kiev under his jurisdiction and by directly
appointing colonels. All of the hetman’s recommendations regarding
promotions, retirements, and pensions for Ukrainian officials were
routinely approved in St. Petersburg.*? The spectacular rise of another
Ukrainian, Andrii Hudovych (Andrei Gudovich) had made the hetman
apprehensive, however. Hudovych, who had served Peter IIT when he

38 The Izmailovskii Regiment played a crucial role, initiating the revelt and provid-
ing headquarters for Catherine and her advisers. See Bil'basov, Istoriia, 2:22-37,
Solov'ev, [3:79-102; Vasil’chikov, 1:291-300. Vasil'chikov claimed that Kyrylo
Rozumovs’kyi prepared the coup by remaving from the Izmailovskii Regiment Ger-
man officers favorably disposed to Peter IIl. A check of the officer register by
Bil’basov revealed that Vasil'chikov was incomrect. See Bil bhasov, Istoriia, 2: 11-12.

3 p. P. Pekarskii, Istoriia Imperatorskoi akademii nauk v Peterburge, 2 vols. (St.
Petersburg, 1870 —73), 2: 658; Vasil'chikov, 1: 298; Bil'basov, fstoriia, 2: 21.

0 Solov'ev, 13:39.

41 vasil’chikov, 1:290.

42 D, Bantysh-Kamenskii, Istoriia Matoi Rossii, 3rd ed., 3 vols. (Moscow, 1842),
3:189-92; N, Markevich, Istoriia Malorossii, 5 vols. {Moscow, 1842—43),
2:648-54; A. Rigel'man, Letapisnoe povestvovanie o Maloi Rossii, 4 pts. in 7 vols,
(Moscow, 1847}, pt. 4, pp. 19-21.
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was heir-apparent, now became his adjutant-general,*> and was even
sent to Prussia with offers of peace and alliance. With Hudovych
clearly emerging as the emperor’s favorite, the count was rife with
rumors that Hudovych would replace Rozumovs'kyi as hetman.*4
Apprehension, combined with visions of a great imperial role in the
event of a successful coup, drew the ambitious hetman further and
further into the conspiratorial camp.

As an engineer of victory, Rozumovs’kyi reaped rewards in status,
wealth, and power. On the day of the coup, June 28, 1762, Catherine
appointed him senator.*> A few days later, on July 3, he was named
Catherine's adjutant-general. In that capacity the hetman took com-
mand of all the infantry troops in the vicinity of the imperial capital of
St. Petersburg.*® Catherine went out of her way to express special
consideration and favor for the hetman. On July 23, at a dinner in
honor of the Rozumovs’kyi family, the empress presented the
hetman’s wife with the Order of St. Elizabeth,*” Prior to her corona-
tion, Catherine stayed at the hetman’s village of Petrovsk outside
Moscow,*® and he assisted her during the coronation ceremonies.*?
Catherine granted him large estates in the Hetmanate, and an addi-
tional lifetime pensicn of five thousand rubles annually, and permitted
him frequent drafts on the state treasury.’® Moreover, Rozumovs'kyi
began to participate on the highest levels in affairs of state. In addi-
tion to his position as senator, he was also appointed a member of a

3 A brief biographical sketch of Andrii Hudovych may be found in Ohloblyn,
Liudy staroi Ukrainy, pp. 7-13.

4 Hudovych’s mission to Prussia is described in Solov’ev, 13:28-230. For court
rumors, see Solov’ev, 13:84 and Jean Casiera, The Life of Catherine Ii, Empress of
Ruissia, translated by William Took, 3rd ed. (London, 1799), 1: 183.

45 Senatskii arkhiv (henceforth SA), 15 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1888-1913), 11
(June 28, 1762): 194.

46 54, 11 (July 3, 1762): 196.

47 Vasil*chikov, 1:299.

48 Solov'ev, 13:127.

4 Bil'basov, Istoriia, 2: 171

30 Catherine divided the people to be rewarded into four categories, with the het-
man, N. [. Panin, and Prince M. N. Volkonskii making up the most important
category. See Bil'basov, fstorita, 2:93. Rozumovs’kyi's frequent drafts on the state
treasury are mentioned in Catherine’s notes to A. V. Olsuf’ev, *Bumagi Imperatritsy
Ekateriny,”” SIRIQ, 7 (1871): 109, 121, 125, 176. For information about the land
granted to Rozumovs'kyi, see SA, 11 {(Auvgust B, 1762):217-20.
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commission dealing with the status of the nobility*! and chairman of a
commission charged with reorganizing the Russian military struc-
ture.>? Catherine even entrusted the hetman with a secret investigation
of the Khrushchev and Gur’ev affair, allegedly a plot against the
empress.®? Clearly, the hetrnan was emerging as one of the leading
figures in the empire.

Courtiers, however, always risk the appearance of a competitor
from among powerful rivals. Soon after the coup, Catherine pardoned
and reinstated into the inner circles of government the hetman’s most
inveterate enemy, Count A. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin.’* Rozumovs’kyi’s
position at court was jeopardized by his repeated clashes with Grigorii
Grigorovich Orlov, Catherine’s lover at that time.”> Gradually two
major court factions emerged: one led by Rozumovs’kyi's friend Nik-
ita Ivanovich Panin, and the other by his enemy A. P. Bestuzhev-
Riumin. Rozumovs’kyi’s support for Panin was reinforced, on the
one hand, by Orlov's alliance with Bestuzhev-Riumin, and, on the
other, by the close relationship between Panin and Teplov, the
hetman’s former tutor, client, and friend.?®

At the height of the factional struggle, the hetman asked Catherine
for permission to leave Moscow and return to the Hetmanate.’” His

31 pSZ, 17, no. 11,751 {February 11, 1673): 157. The workings of the commission
are described in Bil'basov, Istoriia, 2: 242 -47.

52 vasil*chikov, 1:301-302.

% The plot is described in Solov'ev, 13:132-36; and Bil'basov, Isioriia,
2:189-203. Catherine’s appointment of Rozumovs'kyi was published in SIRIO, 7
(1871} [72.

34 In the 1750s, when A. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin presided over the College of Foreign
Affairs, he had a bitter fight with Rozumovs’kyi over the hetman’s finances. But he
fell into disfavor with Elizabeth and, in 1758, was removed from office and banished
to a small estate until his recall by Catherine in 1762. For a brief biography, see A.
Presniakov, *‘Bestuzhev-Riumin, graf Aleksei Petrovich,”” Russkii biograficheskii slo-
var', 2: 78387,

35 Vasil’chikav, 1: 304305,

56 For an account of the court factions, see David L. Ransel, The Politics of Cather-
infan Russia: The Panin Party (New Haven, 1975), pp. 99-117; Ransel had previ-
ously summarized his book in ‘*Nikita Panin’s Imperial Council Project and the
Struggle of Hierarchy Groups at the Court of Catherine 11,"* Canadian Slavic Studies
6, no. 3 (1970): 443 -63.

57 The court was in Moscow from the time of Catherine’s coronation in September
1762 to June 1763.
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reasons were twofold: Rozumovs’kyi was greatly annoyed by the
presence of his two enemies at court and he was eager to resume a
number of reforms in the Hetmanate that had been interrupted by the
death of Elizabeth. Catherine readily granted Rozumovs'kyi a two-
year leave from the court, beginning with the summer of 1763.58

Before he could depart, however, Hetman Rozumovs’kyi became
entangled in another episode in the factional conflict at court. In May
1763, a plan for Grigorii Qrlov to marry Catherine was advanced by
the Orlov brothers and Bestuzhev-Riumin. Greatly alarmed, Panin
and Rozumovs'kyi began rallying opposition to the marriage
scheme.5? As it turned out, this was unnecessary, for Catherine had no
intention of marrying Orlov. The anti-Orlov campaign, however, had
unpleasant consequences. A young officer, Fedor Khitrovo, concocted
a plot to prevent the matriage at any cost, including, if need be, the
assassination of the QOrlov brothers. The plot was uncovered, and
although the investigation failed to prove that either Panin or the het-
man was involved directly, the incident considerably weakened the
Panin faction. By June, Panin's influence at court was at a low ebb,%
and Rozumovs'kyi's reputation had been tamished. In a dispatch to
England, the Earl of Buckingham aptly described Rozumovs’kyi’s
position:

1 cannot find that the Empress suspects the Hetman's having any concern in
the late tumult, though some of the persons, who were [eaders in it, used to
be almost constantly with him; I know, however, that he is extremely
dissatisfied at the distinction paid to the favorite [G. G. Orlov] . . .9

When Hetman Rozumovs'kyi left Moscow in June of 1763, he had
good reason to be unhappy. His enemies stood high in the empress’s
favor, and he himself no longer enjoyed her confidence. Under such
circumstances, the hetman was content to abandon court politics for

38 Solms to Frederick 11, 17 [28 0.5.] March 1764, SIRFO, 22 (1878):42 44,

3 The marriage scheme and the Khitrovo plot are best described in Bil'basav,
Istoriia, 2: 27596,

80 Ransel, Politics of Catherinian Russia, p. 127,

61 Buckingham to Halifax, August 22, 1763, SIRIO, 12 (1873):126; and in The
Despatches and Correspondence of John, Second Earl of Buckinghamshire, Ambassa-
dor to the Court of Catherine I of Russia, 17621765, 2 vols., edited by A, Collyer
(London, 1900 - 1902), 2: 57.
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the time being and to devote himself entirely to the implementation of
much-needed reforms in the Hetmanate,

Political Plans and Reforms in the Hetmanate

During his extended stay in St. Petersburg and Moscow, Hetman
Rozumovs’kyi had used his position at court to obtain certain conces-
sions for the Hetmanate.92 He and his staff, headed by General Chan-
cellor Vasyl’ Tumans’kyi and General Aide-de-Camp Ivan
Skoropads’kyi, had been in constant touch with the other members of
the Hetmanate’s General Chancellery.5> Whether in St. Petersburg or
Moscow, Rozumovs'kyi was well informed about the needs of the
Ukrainian lands, and he carried out, in absentia, all the functions of
hetman.

While still in Moscow, Hetman Rozumovs’kyl ordered a new
census for the Hetmanate,% and he showed increased interest in re-
storing, at least partially, the judicial system of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth that had been in use in the Hetmanate prior to its
recognition of Muscovite authority. As early as 1760, when he
enlarged and strengthened the General Military Court, the hetman
advocated thorough judicial reform.®5 On February 17, 1763,
Rozumovs’kyi issued a decree eliminating the judicial functions of the
General Military Chancellery, thereby reducing the number of appel-
late courts.5

62 The hetman was able te win various economic concessions for the Ukrainian
populace. See PSZ, 16, no. 11,650 (August 21, 1762):. 57-58; no. 11,736 (January
20, 1763):137-38; no. 11,695 (January 25, 1762):93; no. 11,685 {(October 16,
1762): 82.

63 [akov Markovich, Dnevnye zapiski malorossiiskogo podskarbiia lakova Marko-
vicha, edited by Aleksandr Markovich, 2 vols. (Moscow, 1859), 2: 375,

6 pylyp  Klymenko, “‘Komputy ta revizii XVII stol,” Ukrains'kyi
arkheohrafichnyi zhbirnyk, 3 (1930): 184,

55 Hetman Rozumovs’kyi's order was published by M. F. Vladimirskii-Budanov,
‘*Akty po upravleniiu Malorossiein Gr. P. A, Rumiantseva za 1767 g.,"* Chteniia v
Istoricheskom obshchestve Nestora Letopistsa (henceforth CRIONL), 5, pt. 3
(1851):121-26. In the order the hetman indicated his wish to reform the cournt sys-
tem further, e.g., to reinstate the chamberlain, land court, and castle courts (p. 122),

66 Irynarkh Cherkas'kyi, ‘‘Sudovi reformy het'mana Gr. K. H. Rozumovs’koho,”
fubileinyi zbirnyk na poshanu akademyka Dmytra Ivanovycha Bahaliia, 2 vols. (Kiev,
1927), 1: 771,
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An opportunity for judicial reorganization presented itself during
the complex and drawn-out court case of St. Michael’s Monastery in
Pereiaslav regarding the boundaries of its property. After a series of
appeals, the case was finally heard by the Senate, which only obfus-
cated it even further. During the proceedings, however, it was
discovered that, according to the Lithuanian Statute, the case should
have been tried before a chamberlain court (pidkomors’kyi sud),
whose sole function was to adjudicate property boundary disputes. In
a letter to the Senate, the hetrnan explained that these courts had
ceased to exist during Khmel’nyts’kyi’s time; he recommended, how-
ever, that they be reinstated.57 After some deliberation, the recommen-
dation was approved by both the Senate and the empress.5

The wkaz that promulgated the reconstituted chamberlain court also
stated that the Hetmanate’s government was ‘‘to be conducted in
accordance with Little Russian rights.””® To the hetman and the
Ukrainian gentry, this constituted approval for reorganizing Ukrainian
institutions to conform with the Lithuanian Statute. In September
1763, Rozumovs’kyi called an officers’ general council at Hlukhiv to
discuss a wide range of reforms. In attendance were two high-ranking
officers from the regimental command, as well as two captains from
each regiment. The rest of the council, in imitation of the Polish-
Lithuanian Sejm, was drawn from the gentry, the Notable Military Fel-
lows (fifty-six Fellows of the Standard and thirty-eight Military Fel-
lows).” The council first considered the problem of the judiciary. The
very creation of the chamberlain courts necessitated further change of
the judicial system. The Lithuanian Statute required that the chamber-
lain court function in conjunction with a land court (zems'kyi sud) that
no longer existed in the Hetmanate. The council decided to restore in
full the court system as outlined in the Lithnanian Statute and as
guaranteed by the tsar in the *‘Statutes of Bohdan Khmel’nyts'kyi,”’
although the system had never before really functioned in the Het-
manate,

67 Cherkas'kyi, **Sudovi reformy,” p. 773.

68 pSZ. 16, no. 11,812 (May 10, 1763): 237~ 46.

9 Tbid., 246.

70 D, Miller, “*Ocherki iz istorii i iuridicheskogo byta staroi Malorossii, Sudy zem-
skie, grodskie i podkomorskie v XVIII stoletii,”” Shornik Khar'kovskogo istorike-
Sfilologicheskogo obshchestva 8 (1896): 103.
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Formally established by the hetman’s decree of November 19,
1763, the restored court system comprised three types of courts: a
land court (zems’kyi sud), a chamberlain court (pidkomors’kyi sud),
and a castle court (grods’kyi sud).”! The land court had jurisdiction
over civil cases that primarily involved questions of property owner-
ship, inheritance, or debt. The chamberlain court dealt exclusively
with boundary disputes. The castle courts adjudicated criminal cases
involving murder, rape, or theft. Cases originating in any of the three
courts could be appealed to the General Military Court, and the het-
man retained his right of pardon.

The restoration of the Polish-Lithnanian court structure did improve
court procedures. It enabled the courts to follow more closely the
Lithuanian Statute, the law code used in modified form throughout the
Hetmanate. It streamlined the court system, simplified appeals, and
differentiated civil from criminal proceedings. Because trial of Not-
able Military Fellows was no longer permitted by the General Military
Court as the court of first instance, the reform made rank-and-file Cos-
sacks, Cossack officers, and the aristocracy subject to the same judi-
cial proceedings.

In practice the reconstituted courts relied in part on the previously
existing judicial structure. The old regimental courts were merely
renamed castle courts, and the officers who administered the regiment
and led it in battle still adjudicated criminal cases. But in civil cases,
there was separation of justice from administration, for the land and
chamberlain courts were presided over not by administrators but by
specially elected judges.’ The reform did not affect the judicial func-
tions of the church, municipalities, and landlords,

In addition to judicial matters, the council discussed the problem of
Ukrainian autonomy. This was somewhat surprising, for, according to
the hetman’s order, the council was summmoned only to consider

7! The decree was published by Miller, *‘Ocherki . . . Sudy zemskie,”’ pp. 236-43.
Miller’s monograph (pp. 63 —244) remains the definitive study on the judicial reforms
of 1763 -64.

72 Scholars who claim that the reform differentiated military and administrative
functions or separated administrative and judicial functions are only partially comrect.
For such views, see Vasil'chikov, 1:312; P. Maikov, ‘‘Razumovskii, graf Kinll
Grigor'evich,’” Russkii biograficheskii slovar', 15 (n.d.): 460; J. Padoch, '‘The Judi-
cial System,’” in Ukraine: A Concise Encyclopaedia, 2 vols. (Toronto, 1963-71),
2:43.
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judicial reforms.”® Because the agenda of the council sessions was
prepared by Rozumovs’kyi’s staff, it is likely that the hetman himself
decided to extend the scope of its deliberations.” Once the council
convened, both the hetman and the gentry recognized that the assem-
bly was an opportunity to enact wide-ranging reforms.

The council considered the extent of the Hetmanate’s decline and
debated measures for its revitalization. One orator lamented that from
the time the Hetmanate came under Russian protection, Ukrainian
rights and privileges had been curtailed.” Painting a bieak picture of
the current situation, he lamented the passing of the age of the famous
Cossack warriors whe had once struck fear in s¢ many encmies. He
blamed the loss of their freedoms on the Ukrainians’ placing of per-
sonal interests above civic responsibility and, especially, on their
abandonment of the prerogatives that they had had in 1654. To rectify
this situation the speaker urged the following reforms: in order to
guarantee freedom and proper legislation, the Hetmanate must reinsti-
tute general councils or sejms; in order to maintain proper judicial
proceedings, it must establish land, chamberlain, and casile courts,
with a tribunal for appeals; in order to improve the status of the Cos-
sacks, it must guarantee their property rights and grant them exemp-
tion from taxes levied to support Russian troops. Other requests were
the reinstitution of unspecified rights of the clergy, compensation for
losses suffered by the populace in the last Turkish War, and establish-
ment of secular schools and universities. The speaker also com-
plained sharply that peasant mobility caused the impoverishment of
the elite and the nonpayment of taxes.

73 The hetman's decree was published in Miller's **Ocherki . . . Sudy zemskie,”” p.
235.

% Miller, ““Ocherki . . . Sudy zemskie,” pp. 112-14.

7% The speech was published under the title, “*Rech’ o popravlenii sostoianiia
Malorossii,”” KS, 1882, no. 10, pp. 119-25. In the introduction, an editor claims that
the unknown orator spoke in the 1750s. This, however, is impossible, for the wka:z
renewing the chamberlain court is cited in the speech. Since the speaker recommends
the reinstitution of the other courts which were actually promulgated by the hetrnan’s
decree of November 19, 1763, the speech must have been delivered before that date
but after May 10, 1763, the date of Catherine’s wkaz approving the establishment of
the chamberlain court. It could have been made only at the Hlukhiv council.
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The general thrust of these views was that the Hetmanate’s decline
could be reversed by renewing its political autonomy and reinstituting
the traditional prerogatives of the gentry, clergy, and Cossacks. Con-
cerned as it was with the recognition of broad political, civic, and
economic rights for the szlachza, the speech represented the views of
the new Ukrainian elite.

The program outlined by the anonymous orator became the basis
for a petition drafted as the council neared adjournment. Originating
from the ‘‘Hetman, szlachta, Little Russian army and people,”” the
petition contained the most particularistic views expressed publicly
since the time of Mazepa.”™ At its outset Hetman Rozumovs’kyi gave
the official Ukrainian interpretation of the Pereiaslav agreement. The
hetman stated that his predecessor, Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi, accepted
the protection of the Russian tsar because of their common Orthodox
faith. This protection, however, was based on treaties which were
reaffirmed whenever a new tsar or hetman assumed office. The peti-
tioners (including the hetman)} proposed to renew the custom that the
tsar confirm the Statutes of Bohdan Khmel'nyts'kyi upon the election
of a new hetman. The petitioners also sought a guarantee for the
immediate election of another hetman in the event of Rozumovs'kyi’s
death, They claimed that past interregnums were detrimental to the
Hetmanate’s welfare and were a violation of Ukrainian rights. They
also requested approval to establish a council or sejm as the
Hetmanate’s permanent legislative body without, however, specifying
its functions or its constitutional relationship to the office of hetman.
Presumably, these problems were to be worked out in subsequent
meetings. The petition’s only other article dealing with the
Hetmanate’s governmental structure was a routine request for the
confirmation of the newly reinstituted court system.

76 The petition was published under the title *‘Proshenie malorossiiskogo
shliakhetstva i starshin, vmeste s getmanom, o vozstanovlenii raznykh starinnykh prav
Malorossii, podannoe Ekaterine TI-i v 1764 godu,'” KS, 1883, no. 6, pp. 31745,
Some points are listed as having come from the hetman and others as having ori-
ginated in the council, which resulted in some duplication. Also, the numbering of the
petition's points is not always in order. It is possible that the publication was based
not on the final copy, but on a preliminary draft. Thus far, however, it is the ooly
copy extant.
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The economic program of the Hlukhiv council was also autonomist.
The petitioners sought the abolition of impedally licensed monopolies
and the repeal of a Petrine decree which required that trade with
foreign countries go through Russian ports. The decree had forced
many Ukrainian merchants who had traditionally used direct land
routes to redirect their trade to Baltic ports. Since this proved to be
quite costly, Ukrainian commercial interests backed the reestablish-
ment of direct land trade routes from the Hetmanate to Europe and the
Ottoman Empire. Consequently, they called for the abolition of the
imperial border tariffs and the reintroduction of the Hetmanate's
excise tax, abolished in 1754. Intermal tariffs were not to be restored,
but institutions that once derived their income from them were to be
compensated from the Hetmanate's import-export tax revenues.
Finally, Jews—although not permitted to cross the frontier into
Russia—were to be allowed to trade in the Hetmanate. If this
economic program had been implemented, the same tariffs would
have applied for trade between the Hetmanate and Russia as between
the Hetmanate and foreign countries such as Poland-Lithuania, the
Crimea, and the Ottoman Empire. Moreover, Ukrainian merchants
would have had the right to trade anywhere in the world without
regard to imperial monopolies, official trade routes, or tariffs.

Tuming to social issues, the petition requested for the Ukrainian
szlachta the same privileges that the Russian nobility enjoyed, a
guarantee of landholdings, and payments from the Ukrainian treasury
to those officers who owned small, unprofitable estates. Conversely,
the petition sought to curtail peasant mobility, to prohibit peasants
from becoming Cossacks, and to secure repatriation of peasants who
had escaped from the Hetrnanate, The petition, like the council as a
whole, paid little attention to the status of the clergy and the towns-
men. In accordance with Ukrainian church traditions, the clergy were
to possess all the privileges of the szlachta and were to elect their own
hierarchy. The petition contained only the standard clichés about the
townsmen’s rights and privileges, including Magdeburg Law, without
discussing them. Apparently, the demand for tariff-free foreign trade
was made more on behalf of the gentry who controlled the council
than of the merchanis themselves. (There is no indication that any
merchants were present at the council.)
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Of particular concern to the Hlukhiv council was the steady decline
in the number of battle-ready Cossacks. Estimating that only about
10,000 men were prepared for war, the petitioners recommended that
the following measures be taken to bolster the Cossack estate: strict
adherence to Cossack rights and privileges; exemption of Cossacks
from any but military duties; exemption from all taxes, including the
tax to support Russian troops; guarantee of Cossack property rights;
imperial payment for and delivery of supplies during foreign cam-
paigns; combining of several Cossack households to financially sup-
port one fully equipped Cossack; and establishment of a special regis-
try so that Cossacks could not change units.

The petition clearly reflected an anti-Russian bias. Pointing to the
Petrine guarantee that ‘‘not a penny would be collected™ from the
Hetmanate, the petitioners asked that the taxes supporting Russian
troops be abolished. They proposed the creation of a joint Ukrainian-
Russian commission to investigate and adjudicate complaints against
Russians stationed in the Hetmanate. They maintained, therefore, that
Russian soldiers were allied but foreign troops. Overall, the Ukrainian
gentry so feared Russian penetration that it requested a limitation of
the rights of non-Ukrainians to own estates in the Hetmanate unless
especially rewarded by the empress or approved by the hetman and
elite.

In sum, the Hlukhiv council considered the Hetmanate to be a
separate land having its own borders, head of state, government, and
economic system. It was connected to the Russian Empire in a special
way, through a common sovereign, the Russian empress. But even
this “‘submission’” was to be predicated on treaties periodically
renewed between the Ukrainian hetman and the Russian tsar.”?

The Hlukhiv petition showed that an accommodation had been
reached between the hetman and the Ukrainian gentry. In addition to
its powerful emotional attachment to the Hetmanate, each side had an
interest in increasing its own power. The Hlukhiv council gave the
new szlachta the opportunity to entrench themselves further as the
Hetmanate's political, social, and economic elite, As for the hetman,
any broadening of autonomy made his position a little less dependent

77 The same view was expressed in the political poem **A Discussion Between
Great Russia and Little Russia,” written by Semen Divovych in 1761, a year prior to
the meeting of the Hlukhiv council.
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on the capriciousness of court politics. Rozumovs’kyi was quite wil-
ling to accede to the gentry’s sociceconomic demands in retum for
their support of him at court. The hetman thus attempted to use the
council to establish a firm regional power base.

While the hetman and the gentry agreed on most issues, differences
did emerge on the question of the hetmancy. The Hlukhiv orator who
represented the views of the gentry failed to mention two important
points in the petition: the request that the tsar confirm the Statutes of
Bohdan Khmel'nyts’kyi at the election of each hetman, and the
demand that upon the hetman’s death a successor be elected immedi-
ately. Rozumovs'kyi's later attempt to make the hetmancy hereditary
makes it probable that he himself initiated these requests. At the Hlu-
khiv council, however, conflict was avoided, and the hetman suc-
ceeded in establishing an amicable relationship with the officers and
notables,

Suddenly, in late October 1763, just after the council had been con-
cluded and the members were departing, the hetman received news of
a dramatic change at the imperial court. His foe A. P. Bestuzhev-
Rivmin had been defeated and his friend Nikita Panin had emerged as
the chief architect of foreign affairs.”® Confident of some support at
court and at home, the hetman launched the most daring project of his
career. His staff began agitating among the officers still in Hlukhiv
for a hetmancy hereditary within the Rozumovs’kyi family. A new
petition drafted by some of the hetrnan’s closest supporters argued that
the elected hetmancy caused confusion, disorder, and civil strife, and
proposed that the office remain permanently within one family.” Cit-
ing the case of Iurii Khmel'nyts'kyi as a precedent,®® the memoran-
dum requested that a son of Hetman Rozumovs’kyi be selected heir to
the hetmancy. Osyp Tumans’kyi, the brother of the General Chancel-
lor, secretly took the petition to Kiev to discuss it with the ranking
Ukrainian prelates—the archimandrite of the Monastery of the Caves

8 Ransel, Politics of Catherinian Russia, pp. 132-33; A, A. Viazemskii was
emerging as a main figure in Russia’s internal affairs.

7 Most of the petition, which was never published in full, can be found in
Vasil'chikov, 1: 313 - 17; Bil’basov, Istoriia, 2:455; and, in a move condensed form,
in Solov'ev, 13:241 -42,

80 This was not the best precedent to cite. For although Khmel'ayts'kyi designated
Iurii as his successor and he was elected hetman, the position proved to be too taxing
for the sixteen-year-old lad ard he resigned.
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(Pechers'ka lavra), Zosima Val’kevych (a relative of the hetman),
and the metropolitan, Arsenii Mohylians’kyi (an old enemy of the
Rozumovs'kyi family). Neither prelate signed the petition.®!
Undaunted by this initial failure, Hetman Rozumovs’kyi called a
meeting of the General Staff and all the colonels, who were presented
with the petition. With the exception of General Chancellor Vasyl’
Tumans'kyi (a client of the hetman), General Treasurer Vasyl’ Hudo-
vych, and General Judge Oleksander Dublians'kyi, most of the Gen-
eral Staff opposed the petition and refused to sign it.52 The colonels
{except for Petro Myloradovych of the Chernihiv regiment) and most
of the regimental officers signed under some pressure.?3

Although the concept of a hereditary hetmancy found its strongest
support among relatives and clients of the hetman and its greatest
opposition among aristocrats (e.g., Apostol, Skoropads’kyi} who
themselves had claims to the hetmancy, the debate was not limited to
personal or family considerations but also dealt with matters of princi-
ple. The idea of a hereditary monarchy, although frequently
expressed, was, in reality, only a weak undercurrent in Ukrainian
thought. The whole Cossack tradition, bolstered by the Polish experi-
ence, was based on an elective hetmancy. Also, the gentry was striv-
ing for greater political control of the Hetmanate and was wary of any
changes that might strengthen the position of the hetman. Conse-
quently, not only potential candidates for the hetmancy, but also the
less aristocratic families (e.g., Bezborod’ko, Myloradovych, Sulyma,
Poletyka) and even close relatives and friends of the hetman (e.g.,
General Judge II'ia Zhurman, Quartermaster-General Semen Kochu-
bei) refused to sign the petition.8* More than a century after Bohdan
Khmel'nyts’kyi first attempted to introduce monarchical practice by
requesting that his son be appointed hetrnan, the Ukrainian ruling elite
was still bitterly divided over the issue of a hereditary hetmancy.

Catherine became alarmed about the events at Hlukhiv when she
received the reports of the Russian govemor-general in Kiev, F. M.
Voeikov, and of the Hlukhiv army commander, de la Tour, and the

8Y vasil'chikov, 1:315; Solov'ev, 13:242.

82 vasil'chikov, 1:315. Solov'ev mentions only Tumans'Kyi and not the others
{13:242). There are no other major discrepancies between the two accounts,

83 vasil'chikov, 1: 315; Solov'ev, 13:242,

84 vasil'chikov, 1: 315.
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denunciation by a Ukrainian participant, Military Fellow Paviovs’kyi
and the Ukrainian prelates.®> She immediately recalled the hetman to
St. Petersburg. Entrusting the affairs of state to three members of the
General Staff (Semen Kochubei, Vasyl’ Tumans’'kyi, and Danylo
Apostol), the hebman, unaware of any royal displeasure, left Hlukhiv
on January 9, 176486

The Abolition of the Hetmancy

In his bold attempt to secure an autonomous position,
Rozumovs'kyi had badly miscalculated the mood of the imperial
government and his position at court. While the hetman and the Hlu-
khiv council were advancing a program of expanded autonomy for the
Hetmanate, the imperial government was contemplating a tightening
of control over it. The architect of this attitude was Grigorii Teplov,
Rozumovs’kyi’s former tutor, estate manager and assistant, and a
member of the Panin faction. Through his association with the het-
man, Teplov had come into frequent contact with Catherine and
became one of her most fervent supporters. After the coup, Teplov
left the hetman’s service for a position as one of the empress’s secre-
taries.’” Soon after Rozumovs’kyi departed for the Hetmanate in June
1763, Teplov tumed against his former benefactor and penned the
famous memorandum ‘‘A Note on the Disorders in Little Russia.’"88

B5 Ibid., 1: 317; Bantysh-Kamenskii, /storita Maloi Rossii, 3: 209.

8 Markovich, Dnevnye zapiski, 2: 388 —89.

87 Biographical information on G. Teplov is rather scanty. What does exist is lim-
ited to a few brief articles and passing references in several monographs. The maost
complete biographies are M. Vasylenko, “*H. N. Teplov i ioho *Zapiska o neporiad-
kakh v Malorossii,’ "’ Zapysky Ukrains'koho naukovoho tovarystva v Kyivi 9
(1912):13-23; and G. A. Maksimovich, Deiatel'nost Rumianiseva-Zadunaiskogo po
upravleniiu Malorossiei (Nizhyn, 1913), pp. 31 -45. Other useful references are I
Kamanin, 'K biografii Teplova,”” KS§, 1888, 11, pp. B4-86; P. N. Semenov,
*‘Biograficheskie ocherki senatorov po materialam, sobrannym P. 1. Baranovym,”’
CROIDR, 1 (1886): 15, 2428, 55; V. G. [sic], “*Spravka o Teplove,”’ KS, 4 (1887),
pp. 160-72; Georg Adolf Wilhelm von Helbig, Russische Giinstlinge (Miinchen,
1917): 291 -96.

38 The memorandum itself is not dated. When P. Kulish published it in Zapiski o
fuzhnoi Rusi, 2 vols. (8t. Petersburg, 1857), 2: 16996, he ascribed it to the reign of
Elizabeth. M. Vasylenko, in the article mentioned in fn. 87, argued persuasively that
the note was composed during Catherine’s reign. It was certainty known by Catherine
in September of 1763. Since Hetman Razumovs’kyi was present at court continu-
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While the memorandum reflects Teplov’s views on the need for
“‘enlightened rule’’ and economic development,?® its timing was
undoubtedly connected with court politics. By exposing
Rozumovs’kyi, Teplov could assert his independence and show his
concern for the empire’s welfare. More important, the memorandum
would have served Teplov well in any changes at court: while sup-
porting Panin, Teplov probably used the note as a hedge in case of
Bestuzhev's victory ¢

Whatever Teplov’s motivation, he voiced views directly opposed to
those expressed at the Hlukhiv council and in Ukrainian political
literature. For Teplov, the Hetmanate was not a separate land that
recognized the suzerainty of the tsar on the basis of special treaties.
Rather, it was an ancient Russian land lost to Poland-Lithuania.
Teplov believed that ‘‘Little Russia, not only the land but the very
people, are Russian from ancient times, and consequently belong
under Your Majesty’s suzerainty as the possessor of the All-Russian
state.”””! Discounting any claim that a contractual relationship existed
between the Hetmanate and the tsar, Teplov repeated Peter I's allega-
tion that between 1657 and 1708 all hetmans had been traitors or had

ously from the time of Catherine's coup, a critical re-evaluation of conditions in the
Hetmanate before his departure would have been too much of an embarrassment.
Consequently, it is more likely that Teplov presented this memorandum after the het-
man left,

89 Teplov had his own views on economic development and enlightened rule and
was an expert on commercial policies, see Wallace Daniel, **Grigorii Teplov and the
Conception of Order: The Commission on Commerce and the Role of the Merchants
in Russia,”" Canadign-American Slavic Studies 16, nos. 13-4 (Fall-Winter,
1982):410-31 and in Jones, Provincial Development, pp. 28-30; 5. M. Trohskii,
*‘Dokument o krest'ianskoi torgovle v XVIII v.,”’ Rossiia v XVIHI veke (Moscow,
1982):239-51.

9 Ransel identifies Teplov as a prime ally of Nikita Panin: see Politics of Cather-
inian Russia, pp. 70—-73. One indication of possible contacts between Teplov and
Bestuzhev is that the Teplov note was found among Bestuzhev’s papers {see fii. 91).

9! Vasylenko, “*H. N. Teplov,’* p. 32. Three variants of the memorandum have
been published. The first, by P. Kulish {see fn. 88}, for some unexplained reason
deleted the whole first section, which was a historical introduction. A fuller edition
was appended to the writings of Count A. P. Bestuzhev-Riumin in Arkhiv kniazia
Vorontsova, 40 vols, (Moscow, 1870-93), 25 (1882):350-79. It differs cnly in
several minor phrases from the version published by M. Vasylenko in the appendix to
his article (pp. 29-54). I have followed Vasylenko's version as the most scholarly
and authoritative.
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inclined toward treason. He admitted that, due to long periods of Pol-
ish rule, the Hetmanate’s populace had acquired specific customs and
liberties. To Teplov, however, these “‘liberties’” resulted only in
exploitation and confusion; more significantly, some even contra-
dicted the principle of autocracy.

Teplov declared that the declining number of Cossacks, the reduc-
tion of crown lands, and the confused Ukrainian legal system were
detrimental to the empire’s interests. He blamed the officers for
expropriating the Cossacks’ lands and bluntly accused the Ukrainian
authorities of cheating on census-taking so as not to be liable for the
required taxes and manpower. Teplov claimed that the only reliable
census was conducted by Russian officers during the rule of the first
Little Russian College (1723). Moreover, crown lands and estates had
gradually passed into private ownership without the knowledge or
consent of the tsar. Ukrainian legal procedures, according to Teplov,
were in complete disarray, since they lacked any rational system and
depended on a hodge-podge of the Lithuanian Statute and customary
practices. This confusion caused numerous delays and endless
appeals, giving the gentry ample opportunity to manipulate the legal
system for private gain. Most important, in Teplov’s view, was the
fact that the republican Polish-Lithvanian laws and customs practiced
in the Hetmanate clashed with the principle of autocracy. They were,
therefore, totally unsuited for the ‘‘Little Russian’’ nation, which was,
after all, under autocratic rule.

Although he described the gentry’s exploitation of the peasaniry
and Cossacks at some length, Teplov nevertheless considered the chief
economic problem of the Hetmanate to be a decline in productivity,
attributable to peasant mobility. He claimed that richer landlords
enticed peasants to their estates by offering favorable conditions,
while the abandoned, more marginal landlords were forced into bank-
ruptcy. Teplov’s alleged concem for the peasants was accompanied
by a recommendation that they be bound to their present location. On
this issue, at least, he was in accord with sentiments expressed at the
Hlukhiv council.

The impact of the Teplov memorandum on govemmental policy
first became evident in a decree issued on September 10, 1763. Cath-
erine, undoubtedly reacting in alarm to Teplov’s revelations of mas-
sive Ukrainian usurpation of crownlands, strictly prohibited their pass-
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ing into private ownership.?? Then, in November 1763, the govern-
ment advised the Senate to prepare legislation for a new census in the
Hetmanate; the main proponent of the census was Teplov, who
attended the Senate hearings and helped write the final decree. It
entrusted the actual census-taking to Russian officers, subordinating
even the hetman to them.”? At this very time, the Ukrainian authorities
were conducting a census ordered by the hetman in March of 1763.
Consequently, the new orders showed that Teplov’s deep mistrust of
Ukrainian censuses, the hetman, and the Ukrainian administration had
become the empire’s official policy.

It was at this time that news about the Hlukhiv council and the sub-
sequent project for a hereditary hetmancy reached St. Petersburg and
provoked the immediate recall of the hetman. When Rozumovs’kyi
arrived in the capital, he was received very coolly.* Catherine barred
the hetman from the court while squelching rumors that this was
because of the intrigue of Rozumovs’kyi’s enemy, Grigorii Orlov.
She stated that her displeasure was entirely due to the hetman's
“*behavior in Little Russia.”*?> According to the dispaich of the Prus-
sian envoy, Victor Friedrich von Solms, the two Ukrainian petitions
so incensed Catherine that she wanted to try the hetman for disloyalty.
Nikita Panin tried to protect his friend and former political ally by
arguing before Catherine that the hetman had never entertained any
treasonous intentions and had ‘‘sinned against reason and not against
the heart."'# In response, Catherine called a special meeting attended
by I. I. Neplivev, Prince Ia. P. Shakhovskoi, Prince A. M. Golitsyn,
Count P. I. Panin, and A. V. Olsuf’ev, at which it was decided that
Peter Panin and Golitsyn were to go to the hetman, make him aware of
his misconduct, and advise him that the only honorable course of
action was to resign from the hetmancy.’

92 p§Z, 16, no. 11,915 (September 10, 1763): 368.

93 §A, 13 (November 4 and 14, 1763): 241 - 50; SA, 14 ( February 6, 1764): 6.

94 Buckingham to Sandwich, February 14, 1764, SIRIO, 12 (1873): 160. Also in
Despatches, 2: 142,

95 Catherine to OlsuPev, February |7, 1764, Russkii arkhiv (henceforth RA), 2
(1863): 427.

9 Solms to Frederick II, 17[28 0.s.] April 1764, SIRIO, 22 (1878): 247 —48.

97 Catherine to Olsuf"ev, February 17, 1764, RA, 2 (1863); 427.
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At first, Rozumovs’kyi refused. This led to further talks and even
to a personal audience with Catherine, at which the hetman finally
requested that he be relieved of his difficult post. In accepting the
resignation, Catherine told Rozumovs’kyi that she no longer doubted
his faithfulness. She instructed Nikita Panin to obtain the hetman’s
resignation in writing.”® Nevertheless, Catherine found it necessary to
send Panin many reminders to settle the affair.’® Panin was stalling
with the resignation procedures, most likely for personal reasons. The
hetman had been his friend and political ally, and Panin might have
been embarrassed by Teplov’s role in the affair. Moreover, Panin
probably did not want Orlov, whom he detested, to have the pleasure
of seeing Rozumovs’kyi vanquished. If one believes that Panin was
attempting to place limits on the autocracy, his defense of the hetman
can be seen as opposition to the arbitrary aboliticn of a century-long
constitutional arrangement. Whatever his motivation, Panin delayed
the resignation procedures from week to week in the hope that
tempers would cool.

‘While it is unlikely that Panin’s delaying tactics could or were even
intended to reverse Catherine’s decision to abolish the hetmancy, they
did allow the hetman to reemerge gradually at the court. By mid-
March (1764}, as a Senator he attended some meetings of the Sen-
ate.'® His return to favor was not complete, however, until he was
permitted to accompany Catherine on her tour through the Baltic
provinces.!?! Welcomed again at Catherine’s table, Rozumovs’kyi,
and especially his sons, became frequent visitors at court.'®? Catherine

98 Catherine to Nikita Panin, n.d., letter 157, CROIDR [no vol.], pt. 2 (April-June
1863), p. 68; SIRIG, 7 (1871): 375.

99 Catherine to Nikita Panin, n.d., letter 158 and 168, CAGIDR [no vol], pt. 2
{April-Tune 1863), pp. 68, 70, SIRIO, 7 (1871): 375, 379.

100 The first signature of Rozumovs'kyi in Senate documents appeared on March 1,
1764. SA, vol. 15, p. 98.

1! petr Kolotov, Deianiia Ekateriny il, Imperatritsy i samoderzhitsy vserossiiskiia
(St. Petersburg, 1811), p. 127.

102 Semmen A. Porashin, Zapiski stuzhashchie & istorii Ego Imperatorskogo Vyso-
chestva, Blagovernogo Kniazia Pavla Petrovicha, naslednika prestola Rossiiskogo
(St Petersburg, 1844), pp. 52, 81, 121, 148, 154-155.
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also confirned Rozumovs’kyi's title to all Ukrainian state property
granted to him by Elizabeth. !0

But Rozumovs'kyi’s position was further weakened by new in-
trigues that involved him, if only indirectly. In July, Vasyl’ Myro-
vych (Vasilii Mirovich), son of the General Aide-de-Camp in the
administration of the émigré hetman, Pylyp Orlyk, attempted a coup
intended to depose Catherine and place the imprisoned Ivan VI on the
throne.'%* The attempt failed, Ivan VI was killed by his guards, and
Myrovych was tried and executed. The affair unwittingly involved
Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyi. The aristocratic Myrovych family had backed
Hetman Mazepa in his break with Muscovy. After Mazepa's defeat
the Myrovych wealth was confiscated and those family members who
failed to escape the Hetmanate were deported to Russia and Siberia,
Constant petitions for a return of the family wealth and permission to
live in the Hetmanate were denied.!%* Consequently, the Myrovyches
eked out a livelihood by holding petty Russian military posts. It was
in the capacity of a minor officer stationed at the Schliisselburg
fortress—where Ivan was being held—that Vasyl™ Myrovych
attempted his coup. At the trial, Myrovych claimed that the hetman
gave him the idea for the coup. When Myrovych had previously
appealed to the hetman for support at court, Rozumovs’kyi told him
that this was beyond his power and advised the young Myrovych to
find his own way to position and fortune. Myrovych simply acted
upon the hetman’s advice.'%

More important than just an embarrassment to Rozumovs’kyi, the
affair sheds light on Catherine’s attimdes on the Hetmanate and on
Ukrainians. In her manifesto on Myrovych, Catherine specifically
mentioned that the culprit was a Ukrainian, the son of a close collab-

103 Senate ukaz confinned by Catherine, SA (June 16, 1764), vol. 15, pp. 355-59.

{04 Tvan VI succeeded Anna Ivanovna to the throne in 1740 at the age of two
months. A year later Elizabeth deposed Ivan, who then spent his entire life as a pris-
oner. The Myrovych affair is described in great detail by Bil'basov, Istoriia, vol. 2,
pp. 349403, and Solav’ev, vol. 13, pp. 315-25, and more recently by de Madari-
aga, Russia in the Age of Catherine the Great, pp. 3537,

105 A5 late as April 13, 1764, the Senate denied a petition to the Myrovych family to
have their property returned. SA4, vol. 14, pp. 187-91.

105 RA, 2 {1863): 478.
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orator of the *‘traitor’’ Mazepa.'9 Teplov’s note, the Hiukhiv council,
the hereditary hetmancy project, and now the Myrovych affair pro-
duced a virulent anti-Ukrainian atmosphere at court.

But Catherine’s move against Ukrainian autcnomy was not due
merely to court intrigues or the result of an anti-Ukrainian atmo-
sphere. The clash came because the petitions of the Hlukhiv council
and of Hetman Rozumovs’kyi ran counter to Catherine's fundamental
outlook and goals, particularly her desire to rationalize imperial law
and government and to fully tap the empire’s human and economic
potential. For instance, an autonomous Hetmanate would have
obstructed the implementation of one of her favorite ‘‘enlightened”’
programs—the fostering of foreign immigration. Like many of
Catherine’s programs, the immigration policy had been initiated by
her predecessor Elizabeth. As a result, Serbian military colonists had
settled in the Southern Ukraine and had appropriated some of the
Hetmanate's territory. In 1762 the hetman demanded its return; he
was seconded a year later by the Hlukhiv council. The imperial
administration, on the other hand, was planning to unite the foreign
colonies with an extensive part of the Hetmanate into a new province,
called Novorossiia (New Russia).!%8

Predictably, the imperial policy prevailed. Some of the
Hetmanate’s territory was included in Novorossiia. The transfer of
authority in the region, supposedly done voluntarily, was far from
smooth, however.!® The officer in charge, Mel gunov, collected sig-
natures of those Cossacks willing to accept the new authority and to
join the newly formed Lancer (Pikineriia ) regiments. Those who did
not wish to comply had the right to emigrate to the territories that
remained under the Hetmanate, but this meant that they lost land. The
transfer’s implementation through a combination of threats and prom-
ised rewards stirred great dissatisfaction. Since neither the local nor
the central Ukrainian government was even notified of the administra-
tive changes, clashes of authority occurred. The hetman was

107 pS7. 16, no. 12, 228 (August 17, 1764): 89092,

108 N, D. Polons'ka-Vasylenko, The Settlement of the Southern Ukraine
{1750—1775), vol. 4, no. i and vol. 5, no. 2 of Annals of UAAS (New York, 1955), p.
173.

1% pSz, 16, no. 12,099 (March 22, 1764): 657 -67; PSZ, 16, no. 12,180 (June 11,
1764): 795-99; PSZ, 16, no. 12,211 ( July 22, 1764): 842 - 43,
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inundated with queries and complaints; in the late summer of 1764
Rozumovs’kyi passed these on to the Senate and no further action was
taken. The border between Novorossiia and the Hetmanate remained
vague until 1766, when the majority of the disputed territory was
assigned to Novorossiia.'!°

This is just one example of Ukrainian autonomist sentiments and
the continued existence of an autonomous Hetmanate conflicting with
Catherine’s general views and plans. Whereas Catherine aspired to
eliminate separate historical regions, the Ukrainians wanted to recon-
struct an autonomous state. Whereas Catherine wished to break down
economic barriers, the Hiukhiv council sought to reconstitute the
Hetmanate’s import and export tariffs,. Whereas Catherine encouraged
foreign immigration, the Hlukhiv council attempted to have foreigners
excluded. And whereas Catherine sought new revenues, the Hlukhiv
council objected to providing any funds to the imperial treasury,
including the taxes traditionally paid to support Russian troops sta-
tioned in the Hetmanate. It was this diametric opposition in views and
atms that sparked the clash between Catherine II and the representa-
tives of Ukrainian rights and liberties.

As a bold first step in curbing these rights and liberties, Catherine
decided to abolish the hetmancy and to appoint a governor-general to
administer the area. In October 1764 she told her secretary Olsuf’ev
to draw up instructions, based on her own notes, to the future
governor-general of the Hetmanate.!!! On November 10, 1764, Cath-
erine issued four decrees. The first announced the hetman's resigna-
tion, confirmed his right to all property acquired during Elizabeth’s
reign, and compensated him for the loss of income by a pension of ten
thousand rubles annually and various properties previously attached to
the office of hetman, including the city of Hadiach and the whole
Bykovs'kyi area.!'? The second proclaimed the abolition of the het-
mancy; the formation of an imperial administrative body, the Little
Russian College, to govern the Hetmanate {(enumerating its person-
nel); and, ironically, approval of the court reforms of the Hlukhiv

110 The transfer is described briefly by N. D. Polons’ka-Vasylenko, Settlement, pp.
181 -86; and in greater detail by D. P. Miller, *'Pikineriia,”” K§, 1899, no. 12, pp.
301-22.

111 Catherine to Olsuf’ev, n.d., RA, 2 {1863): 189,

112 §A, 14, no. 401 (November 10, 1764): 323 -34.
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council.!!3 Apparently Catherine believed that the reformed courts
were at least an improvement over the previous system, while the
imperial judicial system was also in dire need of reform. Finally,
Catherine issued a manifesto to the Ukrainian people and an order that
all ukases pertaining to the changes in the Hetmanate be published.!!4
At this time Rozumovs’kyi asked to be relieved of all his official
duties so he could settle his private affairs.!’> Then, in the spring of
1765, he left the empire for an extended tour of Western Europe.
After his return in late summer of 1767, he resumed positions of
imperial importance, but he no longer played an active role in
Ukrainian political life.!'8 Politics in the Hetmanate would no longer
be dominated by the hetman but by Catherine’s new viceroy, the new
govemor-general,

13 p§Z, 16, no. 12,277 (November 10, 1764): 961 —62.

114 54, 14, nos. 403 and 404 (November 10, 1764): 324 -25.

115 hid., no. 453 (December 10, 1764): 577.

U6 Kyrylo Rozumovs'kyi continued his imperial career as senator, general-
fieldmarshal, and president of the Academy of Sciences (in name only). From 1768
he was a member of the newly formed Imperial Council, a group of Catherine’s
closest advisers. His later career is described in Vasil'chikov, vol. 1. Some interest-
ing details of Rozumovs’kyi’s stay in France and the French reaction to his resigna-
tion as hetman can be found in I'lko Borshchak, Slidamy Het'mana Rozumovs'koho v
Frantsii (Munich, 1937).



CHAPTER FOUR

Catherine’s Viceroy in the Hetmanate:

The Rule of Governor-General
Rumiantsev (1765 —1769)

Catherine’s clash with Ukrainian autonomy precipitated a clear
policy decision on the fate of the Western borderlands. At the very
time Catherine forced Kyrylo Rozumovs’kyi to resign as hetman of
the Ukraine, she instructed the newly appointed procurator-general,
Prince A. A. Viazemskii, to be guided by the principles of gradual
administrative centralization and Russification in dealing with the
westemn self-governing areas:

Little Russia, Livonia, and Finland [Karelia] are provinces which are
governed by confirmed privileges and it would be improper to violate them
by abolishing them all at once. However, to call them foreign and to deal
with them on that basis is more than a mistake; it would be sheer stupidity.
These provinces as well as Smolensk should be Russified in the easiest way
possible, so that they should cease looking like wolves to the forest.* The
approach is easy if wise men are chosen as governors of the provinces.
When the hetmans are gone from Little Russia every effort should be made
to eradicate from memory the peried and the hetrnans, let alone promote any-
one to that office.'

*This is a partial paraphrase of the Russian proverb ‘‘No matter how much you
feed a [captured] wolf he still looks to the forest [to escape].

! Catherine’s instructions to Viazemskii were published in CROIDR, 1858, no. 1,
p. 104, and in SIRIQ, 7 (1871): 348. The English translation quoted here is from Boris
Nol'de, *‘Essays in Russian State Laws,”” Annals of UAAS, 1935, no. 3 (Winter-
Spring), pp- 889-90.
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Gradual incorporation of the Hetmanate into the imperial structure
had become Catherine’s long-range goal. More immediately, she
wanted to prevent the forced resignation of Hetman Rozumovs’kyi
from causing discontent among the Ukrainian gentry. To quell any
such anger, Catherine divided membership in the Little Russian Col-
lege equally, between four Russians—Major-General lakov Brant
(Jacob von Brandt), Colonel Prince Platon Meshcherskii, Colonel
Osip Khvostov, and College Advisor Dmitrit Natal’in—and four
Ukrainians—Quartermaster-General Semen Kochubei, General Chan-
cellor Vasyl” Tumans’kyi, General Aide-de-Camp Ivan Zhoravka, and
General Flag Bearer Danylo Apostol. The president of the college
was, of course, a Russian—the newly named governor-general of the
Ukraine, Count Petr Rumiantsev. By appointing officials from
Rozumovs’kyi’s administration, including the main proponent of the
hereditary hetmancy, General-Chancellor Vasyl’ Tumans'kyi, Cather-
ine stressed a policy of administrative continuity without reprisals. As
the former general-chancellor, Tumans’kyi, in particular, had a very
detailed knowledge of the Hetmanate and thus would be invaluable to
the new administration. To forestall tension between the Ukrainian
and Russian members of the college, Catherine gave them equal rank,
promoting General-Chancellor Tumans’kyi to major-general and the
others to colonel in the Russian army. Her decrees pleaded for mutual
cooperation among the members.? Catherine wanted to avoid the
errors of the first Little Russian College instituted under Peter 1, which
was still infamous for its brutal power struggle with local Ukrainian
authorities.

While Cathertne made conciliatory gestures to some of the
Hetmanate’s administrators, she did not abandon her general policy of
integrating the Hetmanate into the empire. In fact, she issued a set of
secret directives on how this could be accomplished.? Written after her
receipt of the Teplov memorandum, Catherine’s instructions to
Governor-General Rumiantsev repeat many of Teplov’s criticisms of
Ukrainian practices. For instance, Catherine attacked the confusion
between military and civilian rule, the cumbersome legal system with

2 The functions of the Little Russian College and its membership were announced
in the following decrees: PSZ, 16, no. 12,277 ( November 10, 1764): 961 —62; SA, 14,
no. 445 (December 16, 1764): 566; SA, 14, no. 449 (December 20, 1764): 576.

3 The instructions were published in SIRIO 7 (1871):376-91.
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its endless litigations, and the peasants’ mobility. Her prime concemn,
however, was that the Hetmanate belonged to the empire ‘‘in name
only.”” She deplored the Ukrainians’ “‘self-willed’’ appropration of
special rights and privileges and the “‘Polomized’” liturgical and cus-
tomary practices of the Hetmanate’s church.

The empress was especially disturbed by the local population’s
hatred of Russians—a hatred which, she believed, was fomented by
Ukrainian officers and notables who feared losing the secure positions
from which they practiced graft and corruption. She gave an indig-
nant account of how the Ukrainian administration and treasury were
acting in an arbitrary fashion, providing no income for the empire,
squandering the Hetmanate's resources, and, at the same time, exploit-
ing the populace. The new govemor-gencral was entrusted with
finding out the Hetmanate’s exact financial status, so that in the future
the tax burden could be distributed equitably and thus provide the
empire with an adequate and steady income. Catherine assured Ru-
miantsev that the populace would gain confidence in the new adminis-
tration and would acknowledge the defects of the old, once it was
treated with justice, selflessness, humility, and good will. Then, once
*‘the best of all orders will be established,”” the Ukrainian populace,
relieved from the officers’ oppression, would express gratitude to
Catherine and the imperial authorities.

The remainder of Catherine’s program read like a catalog of
enlightened rhetoric and suggestions. Most of its points concemed the
development of economic resources. Catherine advocated a complete
statistical survey of the Hetmanate, which would enumerate its people,
measure its crops, and assess the extent and nature of its trade, natural
resources, and available capital. This would enable the government to
better allocate the resources at its disposal while stimulating economic
growth.

For the most part, Catherine’s instructions consisted of a long list of
exhortations, without any specifics about how to achieve the
government’s goals, Thus, Catherine called for the construction of
stone bridges, the improvement of roads, the draining of swamps into
farmland, the construction of machinery and mills, the introduction of
new crops and plants (particularly tobacco), the improvement of
animal husbandry (particularly sheep), the training of veterinarians,
the forestation of the steppe, and—probably her most fanciful
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proposal—the leveling of the Dnieper cataracts to improve river com-
merce.

Catherine also suggested a number of public welfare programs.
Towns were to have magistrary, just as they did in Europe. Municipal
officials were to perform a variety of police and regulatory functions,
such as maintaining proper order, regulating the upkeep of dwellings,
and serving the welfare of the town’s inhabitants. Each region was to
have an adequate number of doctors and apothecaries, and measures
were to be taken to prevent the spread of infectious diseases. While
some of the programs were obviously wishful dreams, far beyond the
imperial authorities’ capabilities to achieve, they do reflect the
empress’s optimistic belief that proper regulation and enlightened rule
could greatly stimulate her state’s economic growth and increase her
people’s welfare.

In sum, Catherine’s program for the Hetmanate called for its grad-
val integration into the empire, maximized contributicn to the
imperial treasury, stimulation of economic growth, and, at the same
time, the reduction of friction between Ukrainians and Russians. The
last would occur, Catherine was sure, when the Ukrainian populace
became aware of the benefits of imperial rule in contrast to the mis-
govemment of the previous administration. The task of bringing this
“‘best of all orders™ to the Hetmanate was entrusted to the highly
gifted imperial officer and newly appointed govemor-general, Petr
Rumiantsev.

In administering the Ukraine, Governor-General Rumiantsev was
continuing a family tradition of service in the empire’s central govem-
ment. His father, Couni Aleksandr Rumiantsev, was the Russian mili-
tary administrator of the Hetmanate between 1738 and 1740, a period
when there was no hetman. During that time Petr lived in the Het-
manate and was tutored by a Ukrainian, Tymofii Seniutovych.* He

4 A. Lazarevskii, ‘*Uchitel’ gr. P. A. Rumianiseva-Zadunaiskoge T. M. Seniuto-
vich,"”" K§, 1889, no. 1, pp. 223-24. Although much material on Petr Rumiantsev has
been published, no biography has yet appeared. The best overview is still P.
Maikov’s ‘‘Rumiantsev, Petr Aleksandrovich,”” Russkii biograficheskii siovar’,
17:521-73. An idealized picture is presented in I. Sazanovich, Zhizn', kharakter |
voennye deianiia general-fel'dmarshala grafa Peira Aleksandrovicha Rumiantseva-
Zadunaiskogo (St. Petersburg, 1803). D. Bantysh-Kamenskii, Slovar’ dostopamiat-
nykh liudei russkoi zemli, 5 vols. (Moscow, 1836), 4:352-74, is rather superficial.
The vast majority of articles and monographs deal with Rumiantsev's military
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continued his education abroad and on his return began a military
career. At the outbreak of the Seven Years’ War, Rumiantsev, then a
major in charge of a regiment, proved to be an ambitious, brave, capa-
ble, and at times even brilliant military commander, With the death of
Elizabeth and the subsequent reversal of alliances, the new emperor,
Peter III, showered Rumiantsev with favors and called upon him to
execute the tsar’s pet military effort—an attack on Denmark on behalf
of his native Holstein. Rumiantsev had already assembled an army of
fifty thousand men and begun the campaign when Catherine’s coup
brought another reversal in foreign policy. On the day of the coup
Rumiantsev was relieved of his command and ordered back to St.
Petersburg. Instead of complying, he submitted his resignation and
remained in Western Europe. Catherine dissuaded him from resign-
ing, however, and gave him a minor appointment in Estland. But
Rumiantsev, still dissatisfied, soon requested and received a year’s
leave of absence. _

The recall of Count Petr Rumiantsev in 1763 caused puzzlement at
court.’ Still not quite secure on the throne, Catherine was suspicious
not only of Rumiantsev’s former association with Peter III and of his
expressed hostility toward her, but also of his extensive military, per-
sonal, and family connections. It was believed in court circles that
Count Petr Rumiantsev was, in fact, the illegitimate son of Peter 1.5
The rumored connection endowed him with special appeal, so that
Rumiantsev could readily have become a focal point in any plot to
depose the empress in favor of her son, Paul. This, combined with
Rumiantsev’s military and unquestioned family ties—his wife was the

exploits, the latest example being Iu. R. Klokman, Fe!'dmarshal Rumiantsev v period
russko-turetskoi voiny 1768—-1774 gp. (Moscow, 1951). Most neglected is Rum-
iantsev's activities as Ukrainian governor-general. G. A. Maksimovich focuses in
great detail on only several reforms: Deiatel'nost’ Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskogo po
upravieniin Malorossiei (Nizhyn, 1913). In addition to the article mentioned above,
A. Lazarevskii published *‘Po povedu sta let ot smerti gr. P. A, Rumianiseva,”' XS,
1896, no. 12, pp. 374-94, N. V. Storozhenko, ‘‘Reformy v Malorossii pri gr. Ru-
miatseve,”” K5, 1891, no. 3, pp. 478 -93; 1891, no. 9, pp. 455-65.

3 Solms to King [Frederick], 1 —June 12, 1764, SIRIO, 22 (1878): 259.

6 **Zapiski Nikolaia Ivanovicha Grecha,’’ RA, 1, no. 3 (1873): 250; A. Barsukov in
the introduction to ‘‘Pis’ma k gr. P. A. Rumiantsevu ot ego roditelei,”” Staring §
novizna, 3 {1900): 129 and 131.
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Princess Ekaterina Golitsyna—made the ambitious man’s continued
stay at court a possible threat to Catherine.

Catherine solved the problem brilliantly, however. By giving Rum-
jantsev a major appointment as the Ukrainian governor-general, she
removed him from coutt and, at the same time, channeled his consid-
erable abilities into solving a delicate and serious state problem.
Should Rumiantsev succeed at his task, Catherine would have made
excellent use of a potential political rival. If he failed, which was a
distinct possiblity considering the mood of the Ukrainian gentry,
Rumiantsev would be discredited. In any case, Catherine would
emerge Victorious.

On the other hand, to Rumianisev, who had been out of favor since
the coup, the appointment was an opportunity to further his military
career. The Ukrainian situation involved nsks, but, as in the past,
Rumiantsev accepted the challenge enthusiastically. Barring another
coup, the only possibility for advancing lay in pleasing Catherine, and
the Ukrainian governorship-general provided the circumstances for
passing that crucial test.

On April 8, 1765, Governor-General Rumiantsev arrived in the
Hetmanate and settled in Hlukhiv. His assumption of command
entailed only a few changes in the Hetmanate’s administrative and
judicial structure. At the top, the govemor-general and the president
of the Little Russian College together replaced the hetman. Like Het-
man Rozumovs'kyi, Govemor-General Rumiantsev commanded the
Zaporozhian Sich, but, unlike the hetman, the governor-general also
commanded all the Russian troops stationed in the Hetmanate. The
Little Russian College now became the chief central administrative
institution, assuming the functions of the former General Military
Chancellery. Special departments within the college were made
responsible for military, judicial, and fiscal affairs. The college took
orders from Rumiantsev and the Senate, while the govemor-general
reported directly to Catherine and dealt with the Senate only on occa-
sion.” The lower administration—on the regiment and company
levels—remained intact.

7 Shafonskii, Chernigovskoge namesinichestva, p. 99.
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Forty days after his arrival, on May 18, 1765, Rumiantsev
presented Catherine with a comprehensive program of reform which,
after an exchange of letters, Catherine approved in part.® A program
formulated so soon must have been conceived prior to Rumiantsev’s
arrival. Its provisions drew on three major elements—Catherine’s
instructions, the ideas of Teplov, and Rumiantsev’s own concepts. As
the imperial court’s expert on the Hetmanate, Teplov gave Rumian-
tsev a briefing immediately after the count’s appointment as
governor-general,” and, undoubtedly, passed along his critique of con-
ditions in the Hetmanate. In his initial memorandum on reform and in
his subseguent reply to Catherine, Rumiantsev reiterated Teplov’s
charges of administrative incompetence, abuse by officers, and corrup-
tion, particularly in the amassing of state lands and even towns. Ru-
miantsev proposed the verification of landholdings and the restitution
of all former crown lands to the state. in her reply, Catherine, urging
caution, ordered the governor-general not to tamper with any land
grant approved by a tsar.

Many points in Rumiantsev’s program were taken verbatim from
Catherine's own instructions. Consequently his call for urban recon-
struction, the development of crafts and industry, the establishment of
town police, the encouragement of trade, the improvement of agricul-
ture and forestry, and the rationalization and increase of state revenues
were, of course, approved by the monarch. But Rumiantsev also
added a list of his own suggestions: the organization of a postal ser-
vice; the reorganization of the Ukrainian artillery; the resumption of
gunpowder production; the payment of salaries to officials in lieu of
land grants; the establishment of a military academy, a school for
noble girls, and two universities; the founding of a state hospital; the
reorganization of the judicial system; and the seculanzation of
Ukrainian church property. All in all, his was a program that was cer-
tainly attuned to the principle of enlightened rule. Of these original
propositions, however, Catherine approved only the organization of a

8 Rumiantsev’s initial program, Catherine's response, and Rumiantsev's subse-
quent reply were published together in SIRIQ, 10 (1872): 9—21. Catherine's letter of
reply was published in Smirdin, ed., Sochineniia Imperatriisy Ekateriny I, 3: 188,

? Catherine to Rumiantsev, November 15, [764, in Smirdin, ed., Sochineniia . . .
Ekateriny If, 3: 187. In this letter Catherine informed Rumiantsev that she was send-
ing Teplav to him for an **extended conversation on Little Russia.”’
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postal service; the others were passed on to special commissions for
consideration or dropped entirely. Clearly, Catherine opposed any
sudden or drastic changes. Furthermore, she wanted to be sure that
any new program could be financed locally, without draining the
imperial treasury. Still, the points Catherine did approve, combined
with her instructions, gave Rumiantsev a mandate to initiate a number
of long-range reforms.

Since Catherine’s original instructions, Rumiantsev’s program, and
Catherine’s reply to Rumiantsev all called for the improvement of
agriculture and commerce, it may seem somewhat surprising that the
governor-general made few efforts to stimulate economic growth.
Even these were inspired by the central authorities. To implement
Catherine’s favorite project, Rumiantsev settled approximaiely one
hundred German families in Bila Vezha and a small number of Wal-
lachian and Bulgarian colonists in the Pereiaslav regiment.'® The Sen-
ate initiated an unsuccessful experiment to introduce the new crop of
potatoes into the Hetmanate; most of the imported potate plants froze
in storage and only a small number were eventually distributed to cul-
tivators.!! Despite all the rhetoric to the contrary, neither the central
authorities nor Rumiantsev was prepared to pursue economic develop-
ment on a large scale. The problem was not only lack of planning,
personnel, and funds; in the Hetmanate, political issues now overshad-
owed all others.

Rumiantsev therefore concentrated on such traditional areas of
reform as the administration, the military, the judiciary, and, partially,
the educational system. In judicial matters the governor-general could
introduce only minor modifications, since Catherine disapproved of
major changes. The General Military Court, the highest court in the
Hetmanate, was staffed by twelve judges elected annually (one from
each regiment and two general justices who served as supervisors).
Rumiantsev changed the composition of the court, making it a per-
manent, paid body including the two general justices and three to five
additional members. To facilitate the functioning of the central court,

10 pSZ, 17, no. 12,655 (May 22, 1766:702); ‘‘Perepiska grafa Rumianiseva
otnositel’no  kolonistov poselennykh v Malorossii. Arkhiv voennopokhodnoi
kantseliarii gr. P. A. Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskogo,”” ChOIDR, 1865, bk. 1, pt. 1, pp.
253-70.

I Maikov, ““Rumiantsev,”’ p. 533.
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Rumiantsev appointed state lawyers charged with assisting the plain-
tiffs. Also, the implementation of the 1763 judicial reforms brought
about unforeseen problems, which the governor-general strove to
resolve, 12

The greatest change in governmental structure approved by Cather-
ine was Rumiantsev’s proposal for a regular postal service. Previ-
ously, the Hetmanate’s mail had been carried by several municipal
postal agencies and some official couriers. For instance, an ukaz of
the empress would be delivered by messenger to the General Military
Chancellery, which would distribute it, again by courier, down the
chain of command. Rumiantsev's proposition had been based on the
need of both government and private individuals for systematic and
regular service. The new system, established in 1765, comprised 9
postal routes extending over 2,358 versts, with 72 postal stations, 15
regional postmasters, 165 postmen, and 300 horses.'? Mail was to be
picked up and delivered at a prescribed time twice weekly in each
locality. The postal service became a sub-branch of the Ukrainian
administration under the supervision of a postal director. The
Hetmanate's treasury paid all salaries and expenses of the postal ser-
vice and received all its revenues. In 1768, 1770, and 1774 the postal
service was expanded to facilitate communication with the Crimea
and the new province of Novorossiia. With minor adjustments, it was
incorporated into the Russian administration after the abolition of
Ukrainian autonomy.

Rumiantsev's main priority, however, was to increase state reve-
nues. Catherine's instructions, Rumiantsev’s reply, and a subsequent
secret directive by Catherine all emphasized this aim.!* While main-
taining the old sources of revenue—the liquor and mill taxes and a
percentage of the border tariff—the governor-general introduced
several new sources. He consolidated the various types of crown

12 The documents pertaining to judicial changes were published by M. F.
Vladimirskii-Budanov, **Akty po upravleniiu Malorossieiu gr. P. A. Rumiantseva za
1767 g.,”' CHIONL, 1891, bk. 1, pt. 3, pp. 121 -36; and M. Sudienko, ‘‘Bumagi do
upravleniia Malorossiciu grafa P. A. Rumiantseva-Zadunaiskogo otnosiashchiesia,’
ChOIDR, 1861, bk. 1, pt. 5, p. 149,

13 Maksimovich, Deiatel'nost’, p. 76. Maksimovich treats the organization of the
postal service in great detail: ibid., pp. 67—87.

14 Catherine's secret directives; SA 13 (July 13 and 14, 1765), p. 81.
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lands used by Cossacks who had once hunted for the hetman (bobrov-
nyky, stril'tsi, ptashnyky) into one category of state lands. Eleven
supervisors were chosen to supervise the state lands, and all their in-
habitants were taxed.!> This measure brought an additional annual
income of ten thousand rubles, and applying the tax to servants of the
former hetman netted another one thousand two hundred.'s

The largest revenue-producing reform, however, was the introduc-
tion of the ruble tax, levied to support Russian troops stationed in the
Hetmanate. Up to this time the Ukrainian authorities had collected a
combination of taxes, mostly in kind. Since the revenue was fre-
quently inadequate and the delivery of supplies belated, the Russian
troops took whatever they needed by force from the local populace.
Thus the tax burden was borne unevenly, falling heavily on regions
where troops were stationed. Having witnessed these problems during
his tour of the Hetmanate, Rumiantsev decided on a new tax base,
namely, one ruble annually from each household, collected quar-
terly.'” All peasants, townsmen, Cossack helpers (pidpomichnyky),
and hired hands (pidsusidky ) were liable for the new tax. In 1767, the
governor-general divided the Hetmanate into twenty equal tax districts
and appointed a district commission responsible for gathering the levy
in each. The estimated income came to approximately 250,000 rubles
annually. Despite major arrears in payment, the Ukrainian treasury
received a surplus, which, at times, reached 150,000 rubles.'® When
the tax income exceeded the amount needed to support imperial
troops, the extra funds were used for government expenses, including
the salaries of Ukrainian officials and the subsidizing of the Kiev
Academy.'® The ruble tax, originally instituted as a substitute for an
existing military tax, was, in fact, becoming a general levy,

In addition to paying the ruble tax, the Ukrainian populace was
obliged to quarter Russian troops, because no army bases or barracks
existed at the time. Because of the unsettled international situation

15 Shafonskii, Chernigovskoge namesinichestva, pp. 101 - 102,

16 M. Slabchenko, Khoziaistve Germanshehiny v XViE - XVHI st., 4: 290.

17 Maksimovich, Deiatel'nost’, pp. 88— 119, provides a detailed account of the
introduction of the ruble tax.

18 vassilii Ruban, Krarkaia tetopis” Malvia Rossii s 1506 po 1776 god (St. Peters-
burg, 1777), p. 233.

19 Slabchenko, Khasiaistvo, 4: 269.
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and, especially, the empire’s problems with Poland and the Ottoman
Empire, the obligation increased during Rumiantsev’s tenure, when an
additional regiment was stationed in the Hetmanate. According to the
governor-general’s account, in 1763 there were in the Hetmanaie six
rifle, one dragoon, and eight infantry regiments, totaling 19,981 men
and requiring 902 officers’ and 10,556 soldiers’ quarters. Although
Rumiantsev attempted to distribute these troops as widely as possible,
they still posed a serious hardship on local communities. Considering
that there were only 29,025 town and village households where they
could be stationed, the distribution would be two Russian soldiers for
every three households or two official quarters for every five house-
holds.?® This system provided further savings to the govemment
because the troops were able on more than one occasion to obtain food
and firewood from the host household.

The Ukrainian treasury, greatly enlarged by the additional income,
was further subordinated to imperial needs. In 1771, the imperial
procurator-general ordered the Little Russian College to provide an
exact accounting of all incomes and expenditures. This was done
retroactively for 1768 —70 and then continued on an annual basis.?!
The Ukrainian treasury was still a separate entity, but it now came to
be treated as a provincial branch of the imperial treasury.

Another consistent aim of the governor-general was to improve the
Hetmanate’s military capabilities. This entailed the rejuvenation of
the Cossack estate (soslovie). Since many Cossacks lost their land
and either voluntarily or from necessity became landlords’ subjects,
the number of Cossacks capable of real military service was con-
stantly shrinking. In a report to Catherine, Rumiantsev blamed both
the landlords and the Cossacks for this condition: the former for
pressing the Cossacks into submission and the latter for surrendering
their status to avoid military obligations.?? Adding his prohibition to
the decrees already issued by the tsars and the Senate, the govemor-
general forbade the Cossacks from becoming either peasants or
burghers. Quoting a Senate ukaz of 1746 ordering landlords to free
any Cossack subjects, Rumiantsev permitted these former Cossacks to

20 Figures on troop distribution appear in Maksimovich, Deiatel’nost', pp.
104 -105.

2L Slabchenko, Khoziaistva, 4: 268 - 71,

22 yladimirskii-Budanov, ed., ““Akty . . . Rumiantseva,” p. 109.
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appeal directly to the General Court for reinstatement.?? The state
lawyers he appointed also helped in the suits brought by Cossacks and
burghers. At the time, however, the governor-general was unwilling
to tackle the complex social and economic problem of Cossacks
directly under landlords’ authority. He postponed such action until
after the general census, when he hoped the social groups would be
precisely differentiated and perrnanently fixed. Then, recognized Cos-
sacks would be organized into a permanent military estate, retaining
some of the Cossacks’ traditional privileges, such as personal free-
dom, right to property, trade, and the production of alcohol.

At the same time that Rumiantsev wanted to protect the Cossacks
from the abuses and pressures of their officers, he abrogated their most
ancient right, that of electing their own leaders. This only
strengthened the officers’ control over the Cossacks. By the 1760s,
the Cossacks elected only the officers on the company level; all higher
officers were appointed by the Ukrainian administration. In 1767 the
position of captain in the Korybutiv company of the Pryluky regiment
became vacant and the Cossacks, in accordance with tradition, elected
a new captain. Rumiantsev learned, however, that the successful can-
didate had dispensed liquor abundantly to every Cossack in the com-
pany before the election took place. Furious, Rumiantsev nullified the
election and, instead of correcting the abuse, simply ordered that from
that time on all company officials be appointed by the colenel and his
staff.2* The order, based on Rumiantsev's deep mistrust of the Cos-
sacks’ ability to make any responsible decision, placed them com-
pletely at the mercy of the Ukrainian administration.

The govemor-general restricted traditional Cossack rights even
further. Himself a professional soldier, Rumiantsev attempted to
transform the Cossacks into a more disciplined, better trained, and
more efficient fighting force. Using the Russian army as his model,
the govemor-general demanded equal performance from the Cossacks.
He formed a special unit, appropriately armed and uniformed, to guard
the Little Russian College archive, the General Court, and the
Treasury. When some Cossacks objected to performing such regular
service, Rumiantsev ordered them beaten ‘‘without mercy.”” Simi-
larly, in 1768, he decreed that Cossacks who did not obey their

23 Miakotin, Ocherki sotsial 'noi istorii Ukrainy, 1, no. 3:200-201.
24 The-incident is described in Lazarevskii, *‘Po povodu sta let,”” pp. 38081,
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commanders should be whipped and that the most obstinate should be
deprived of their Cossack status and registered as peasants.>’ The
most drastic change, however, occurred in December 1768, at the
beginning of the Turkish War. At Rumiantsev’s request, the Senate
placed the mobilized Cossack units under the jurisdiction of Russian
military law.?® This virtually gave the governor-general a free hand
with military discipline, but it deprived the Cossacks of another
ancient right—the right to be judged by peers in accordance with their
own laws. In 1775 the three hired Cossack units that had once formed
the hetman’s guard were reorganized into regular army regiments.
This constituted another step in the introduction of Russian military
practices into the Hetmanate,?’

A key precondition for further military and fiscal reforms was an
accurate census. Since the Teplov memorandum had completely
discredited all Ukrainian data, the Russian authorities were deter-
mined to conduct their own census. The one planned by the Senate
was not implemented because of Hetman Rozumovs’kyi’s removal
from office. Catherine, in her instructions, pointed again to the need
for a new census, and by September 1765 conditions were sufficiently
settled in the Hetmanate to undertake the task. Unlike the Senate
plan, which was concemed primarily with the number of peasants,
Cossacks, and their domiciles, Rumiantsev had a much more ambi-
tious goal. He wished to register the age, social position, occupation,
marital status, state of health, income, and tax payment of each person
in the Hetmanate. Moreover, Rumiantsev’s census called for detailed
description of all movable and immovable property, except personal
belongings.28

25 These orders were published in **Dva dokumenta o sostoianii malorossiiskogo
kozachestva v polovine XVIII st.,”” KS, 1882, no. 10, pp. 126-33.

26 pS7, 18, no. 13,217 (December 20, 1768): 786.

27 p§Z, 20, no, 14,385 (October 24, 1775): 225 - 26.

28 There has been a plethora of works on the Rumiantsev census. For a fairly
thorough treatment of the census as a historical source, and for a listing of the major
works based on the census, see M. Tkachenko, ‘*Naukove rozroblennia Rum-
iantsevs'koi revizii,”’ Ukraina, 1924, no. 3, pp. 39-52; and M. A. Lytvynenko,
Dzherela istorii Ukrainy XVIT si. (Kharkiv, 1970}, pp. 95-114, For an account of
the census-taking, see D. Bagalei, General'naia opis’ Malorossii (Kiev, 1883). For
the most detailed analysis, see Maksimovich, Dejate!'nost’, pp. 190-357.



Governor-General Rumiantsev's Rule (1765 — 1769) 117

Separate census forms were prepared for Cossacks and for inhabi-
tants of towns, of crown and monastery lands, and of private estates.
In addition to the information mentioned above, Rumiantsev inquired
into the state of local trade, industry and municipal buildings, into the
condition and income of crown lands, and, most important, the land-
holdings of both private individuals and officials using state lands.
Peasants’” work obligations were noted on crown and monastery lands,
but not on private estates—a concession to the sensibilities of the
landowners. The Rumiantsev census was unquestionably the most
comprehensive ever attempted in the Hetmanate up to that time.

The official purpose of the census was to gather information so as
to institute better order and justice. In reality, Rumiantsev aimed to
resolve many specific problems.?? He hoped to assign the population
to the official categories of landlord, Cossack, clergy, and peasant.
Registering everyone and recording every household would help
reduce peasant mobility and would determine the exact number of
Cossacks. Better knowledge of the overall Cossack economic condi-
tion would facilitate the forging of a permanent, self-supporting mili-
tary force and indicate the feasibility of the projected 30 percent Cos-
sack property tax.*® The census would ascertain which lands were
genuinely owned privaiely and which actoally belonged to the state.
Rumiantsev was especially interested in the crown and monastery
lands. He wished to repossess the crown lands and compensate the
owner-officials with regular salaries. Finally, he hoped that the census
would provide the information on the extent and intensity of trade and
on the vitality of guilds, industry, and handicrafts that was needed to
plan for their improvement.

In each regiment a special commission was created to conduct the
census. Headed by a Russian officer, the commission had a staff of
lower-ranking Russian officers and local Ukrainian officials. Because
of the immensity of the task and the Russians’ unfamiliarity with local
conditions, the work proceeded slowly. The passive resistance of the
populace was another hindrance. With the possible exception of the
burghers, all segments of the population feared the census. The

2% Maksimovich published Rumiantsev's official aims in Defatel'nost’ (pp.
200 -201), and proved that he had other, less openly expressed goals (pp. 201 -17).

3 This was proposed by Rumiantsev in the original project he submitted 1o Cather-
ine.
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peasants dreaded being bound to their current place of domicile and
receiving a tax increase. The Cossacks were apprehensive about
fulfilling their military and tax obligations, and the landlords were
worried that their property rights would be questioned. Many land-
owners refused to give the required information, claiming that they
were unfamiliar with surveying and geometry.?! Ukrainian members
of the various commissions feigned illness and refused to participaie.
The head of the Poltava commission complained that in 1767 hardly
any Ukrainian members were actually present and working.??

The census-taking continued until 1769, when it was suspended due
to the outbreak of the Russian-Turkish war. It is difficult to assess
what part of the census was completed, since many of the documents
have not survived. It is certain that extensive work was accomplished,
however, for today completed census forms for over three thousand
five hundred settlements can be found in Ukrainian archives.®

As a viceroy of enlightened rule, Governor-General Rumiantsev
was particularly concerned with combatting alcoholism and supersti-
tion. In his report to the Little Russian College, Rumiantsev had
shown indignation at the large number of people who produced and
sold alcoholic beverages. As an example he cited the relatively small
town of Hlukhiv, which had 166 taverns. Rumiantsev suggested that
the production of and trade in liquor be supervised by the government
and that the volume of alcohol in the Hetmanate be reduced by strict
enforcement of the Lithuanian Statute.* These measures would, the
governor-general hoped, reduce drunkenness among the populace,

Similarly, Rumiantsev wanted to diminish the widespread belief in
witcheraft, the casting of spells, and other superstitions. He ordered
strict enforcement of the Lithuanian Statute’s prohibition against divi-
nations and magic; two women were even tried publicly for the prac-
tice. Concurrently, Rumiantsev launched an educational campaign
against superstitious beliefs and requested all parish priests to preach
against such practices.

3 Lytvynenko, Dzherela, p. 98.

32 Maksimovich, Deiatel'nost’, pp. 230-31.

3 | ytvynenko, Dzherela, p. 100.

34 yladimirskii-Budanov, ‘*Akty . . . Rumiantseva,”” p. 105.
35 Ibid.. pp. 119—20.
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Govemor-General Rumiantsev was genuinely interested in foster-
ing enlightenment through educational reform. The establishment of
new schools would have been one imperial program that the Ukrainian
gentry would have greeted with enthusiasm. For years the Ukrainian
gentry had sought the establishment of a university in the Hetmanate.
The Kiev Academy and the Chemihiv collegium, with their antiquated
curriculum, had ceased to meet the educational needs of the gentry,
who were now sending their sons to study in St. Petersburg, Moscow,
and Western Europe. Prior to his dismissal, Hetman Rozumovs’kyi
had completed plans for the establishment of a university in Batu-
ryn.36 Moreover, the Hlukhiv council had requested the establishment
of two universities and secondary schools—a request later repeated in
the program that Governor-General Rumiantsev had submitted to
Catherine, Catherine tied the project to secularization of church prop-
erty, probably because she feared the financial cost. Meantime, she
simply wished Rumiantsev good luck with improving educational
facilities. No university or secondary school was established in the
Hetmanate at this time.?’

Rumiantsev had more success in promoting primary education,
because here he could rely on the rudimentary system that already
existed in the Hetmanate. Primary education for the common people
(Cossacks, burghers, and—at times—even peasants) was offered by
the church parish. It would hire the local priest or cantor (diak) or a
student of the Kiev Academy to teach reading of sacred texts and of
church music. This was hardly an educational system, since it
depended entirely on local parish initiative. Yet these schools
apparently numbered into the hundreds, and ‘‘wandering cantors™
were able to make a livelihood teaching in the parish schools.’®

In the 1750s, Rozumovs’kyi’s administration showed some interest
in expanding the parish schools so that the children of Cossacks could
be taught the martial arts and basic literacy. In 1758 Colonel Ivan
Kuliabka of the Lubny regiment began an experimental program that
made each company (or, actually, its officers) responsible for the

36 The Baturyn project was published in CROIDR, 1863, bk. 2, pp. 67-85.

37 Catherine to Rumiantsev, September 22, 1765, Smirdin, ed., Sochineniia . . .
Ekateriny H, 3: 190-92,

38 A, Lazarevskii, *Statisticheskie svedeniia ob ukrainskikh narednykh shkolakh i
gospitaliakh v XVIII v.,”’ Osnova, 1862, no. 5 (May), pp. 8299,
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education of every male Cossack between the ages of twelve and
fifteen. The program’s curriculum had two parts—basic literacy, and
the military craft (swordsmanship, musket firing, and so on). By
1760, these parish-company schools had enrolled 1,624 children of the
Lubny regiment. Hetman Rozumovs’kyi considered the program so
successful that he ordered its introduction info all ten regiments of the
Hetmanate, but his dismissal prevented the full implementation of the
order. Soon after he took charge, Governor-General Rumiantsev
ordered that the company school program be continued and
expanded.? Thus Rumiantsev implemented a major reform of the pre-
vious administration, which must have pleased many Ukrainian
officials.

The adoption of the discredited Ukrainian administration’s educa-
tion program was, perhaps, one way for Rumiantsev to accomplish a
key task that Catherine had assigned him—the easing of tensions
between Ukrainians and Russians. In evalvating the governor-
general’s effect on Ukrainian-Russian relations, one must consider not
only his policies, but also his temperament and style of government.
Rumiantsev was a strict military man who would not tolerate even the
slightest hint of disobedience. When the Hlukhiv Cossacks objected
to more regular duty, he had them beaten; when seventy-seven Cos-
sacks who were tired of the indecision and inaction of their com-
mander went home for the harvest without permission, Rumiantsev
had them arrested and punished.*® He was especially strict in stamping
out any expression of autonomist spirit. When, during the elections
for the Legislative Commission, a group of Nizhyn gentry insisted on
writing a petition demanding the election of a hetman, Rumiantsev
had them arrested; although these notables were subsequently par-
doned by the empress, he sentenced thirty-three to death and con-
demned eighteen to perpetual banishment,*! Rumiantsev made it clear
to the Ukrainian gentry that his rule had certain limits of propriety and
that to step outside them would result in swift and severe punishment.

39 The program for teaching Cossack children is discussed in Maksimovich,
Deiatel’nost’, pp. 136-89.

40 Lazarevskii, **Po povodu sta let,"” pp. 385-86.

41 This incident will be discussed in the next chapter.
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