


The Mazepists

Ukrainian Separatism in the
Early Eighteenth Century

Orest Subtelny

EAST EUROPEAN MONOGRAPHS, BOULDER
DISTRIBUTED BY COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY PRESS
NEW YORK

1981



EAST EUROPEAN MONOGRAPHS, NO. LXXXVII

Orest Subtelny is Associate Professor
of History at Hamilton College.

Copyright © 1981 by Orest Subtelny
Library of Congress Card Catalog Number 81-065160
ISBN 0-914710-81-8

Printed in the United States of America



To my wife and parents






Contents

Acknowledgments

Part One

Chapter I Introduction

Chapter II The Temptation to Resist
Chapter III The Struggle for Ukraine

Part Two

Chapter IV The Bender Period Begins
Chapter V. The Crimean Alliance

Chapter VI The Ukrainian-Ottoman Alliance
Chapter VII The Ottoman Orientation Fails

Part Three

Chapter VIII A Period of Transition

Chapter IX In the Vortex of Diplomatic Intrigue
Chapter X The Denouement

Summary

Appendices

Notes

Glossary
Abbreviations
Selected Bibliography
Index

vii

21
37

53
71

104

120
140
157
172

178
222
257
259
261
270






Acknowledgments

It is my pleasant obligation to express my gratitude to the institu-
tions and individuals who helped me complete this study. The
International Research and Exchange Board, the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities and Hamilton College provided gener-
ous grants for its research and publication. Professor Oleksander
Ohloblyn, formerly of Kiev University and the dean of Ukrainian
historians, was unstinting in his advice and assistance. Professors
James Cracraft of the University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Alan
Fisher of Michigan State University, and Edward L. Keenan and
Omeljan Pritsak of Harvard University offered many useful sug-
gestions at various stages of its preparation. My father, Myroslav
Subtelny, compiled the index. And to my wife, Maria, for her con-
stant help and encouragement, F will always be indebted.

Orest Subtelny
Clinton, N.Y.






PART ONE

I
Introduction

November 10, 1708. In the Ukrainian town of Hlukhiv, Tsar Peter1,
the newly elected Cossack Hetman, Ivan Skoropadskyi, numerous
members of the Ukrainian starshyna and ecclesiastical hierarchy
participate in a most unusual ceremony. Amidst somber hymns
and clouds of incense, the name of Hetman Ivan Mazepa, who
several weeks earlier had defected to the invading Swedes, is de-
clared anathema. On the same day, in the Uspenskii Cathedral in
Moscow, in the presence of Tsarevich Aleksei Petrovich and Rus-
sian boiars and ministers, a similar ceremony is enacted. Every year
for almost two centuries thereafter, on the first Sunday of the Great
Fast, Mazepa’'s anathemization is repeated in the churches of the
Russian empire. In the view of the rulers, servitors and loyalists of
the empire, these repeated condemnations were necessary because
the Hetman had committed an ‘“‘unpardonable sin’’—he had tried
to withdraw Ukraine from Russian rule. Little wonder that, through-
out the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the opponents of the
evolving Ukrainian national movement in the Russian empire
habitually referred to Ukrainian activists as Mazepists and labeled
their movement mazepynstvo. The identification was meant to
be derogatory. If the incipient movement could be linked to the
name of Mazepa which, in the Russian empire, was associated with
treason, then the movement itself could also be denounced as
treasonous.

July 12, 1918. The Russian empire has crumbled. In Kiev, a
Ukrainian state bearing many of the trappings of the old Cossack
hetmanate and headed by Hetman Pavlo Skoropadskyi, a direct
descendant of Ivan Skoropadskyi, has come into existence. Thou-
sands of Ukrainians jam St. Sophia’s Cathedral and the adjoining
square to attend an elaborate service during which the anathema is
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removed from Mazepa’s name and prayers are offered for his soul.
Immediately after the service, plans are discussed (but never imple-
mented) for bringing the Hetman'’s remains back to Kiev from Ru-
mania. For Ukrainian nationalists the identification with Mazepa
was welcome because it meant that their new and foundering
movement and, more specifically, their desire to break away from
Russia, had a centuries-long tradition which, they felt, conferred
on it political legitimacy. By virtue of these and similar arguments,
Mazepa and his associates have remained to this day the idols of
Ukrainian nationalism.!

Even a cursory examination of the historiographical treatment
(or, more accurately, mistreatment) of Mazepa quickly leads one to
the conclusion that, in scholarship as well as in ideological po-
lemics, he has been for the proponents of Ukrainian separatism a
revered symbol and, for the devotees of Russian centralism, a whip-
ping boy. As a result, the goals, motives, ideas and interests which
were germane to Mazepa and to Pylyp Orlyk, his epigone in exile,
were usually distorted or misrepresented. This being the case, the
task before us is clear: Ranke’s famous dictum ‘“‘wie es eigentlich
gewesen’’ must be applied and it is in the context of their own
times, not in the framework of anachronistic ideologies, that Ma-
zepa’s and Orlyk’s endeavors and activities must be examined.

THE EUROPEAN CONTEXT

One of the most widespread and intense forms of political conflict
in early modern Europe was the power struggle between the abso-
ludistically-inclined monarchs and the privilege-minded nobilities.
The tension between monarchs and nobilities was inherent, for the
former almost always attempted to extend their hold on their far-
flung domains while the latter invariably resisted any limitation by
their sovereigns on their rights or any interference in their local
affairs. In the medieval period, because it monopolized military
skills and administrative office, the nobility usually managed to
keep its sovereign in check. But, in the 16-17th centuries, as the
monarchies created standing armies and extensive bureaucracies,
the contest began to swing in favor of the sovereigns.

The regional elites resisted stubbornly. In the middle of the 17th
century, a wave of anti-royalist uprisings swept through Portugal,
England, the Netherlands, Catalonia, Naples and France.2 Their
results were varied. The first three rebellions proved to be success-
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ful while the last three failed. While local circumstances often pre-
determined the outcome of specific uprisings, it was clear that,
taken as a whole, Western Europe was in the throes of what Trevor-
Roper has called “the crisis of the 17th Century.”3

What was happening in the eastern part of the continent during
this age of crisis? Did it also experience the sovereign vs. elite con-
flicts that had flared up in the West? Eager to extend their generali-
zations, Western historians looked eastwards with unprecedented
interest. And they did find a major upheaval there in the mid 17th
century: the Ukrainian Uprising of 1648, led by Bohdan Khmel-
nytskyi shook the entire region and had far-ranging effects. How-
ever, the vast revolt of the Ukrainian Cossacks and peasants was
essentially a reaction of the lower orders against the oppression of
the Polish or Polonized nobility. As such, it did not fit well into the
pattern of the anti-royalist uprisings in the West.

But had they looked a little further, historians would have been
richly rewarded. A series of anti-royalist uprisings did take place in
Eastern Europe; however, they occurred roughly fifty years later
than did those in the West. (This might have been expected in view
of Eastern Europe’s pronounced time-lag with regard to develop-
ments in the West.) Thus, in 1697, the Livonian nobility, led by
Johann Reinhold von Patkul, sharply challenged the fiscal policies
of the Swedish Vasas; in 1703, Ferenc Rakoczi II began his eight
year long rebellion against the Habsburgs; in 1706, Stanistaw Lesz-
czynski, representing the republican traditions of the Polish szlachta
and aided by the Swedes, replaced the absolutistically-minded
August II as King of Poland; in 1708, Ivan Mazepa, Hetman of
Ukraine and spokesman for the rising Ukrainian elite, rose against
Peter I; and in 1711 Dimitrii Kantemir, Hospodar of Moldavia,
rebelled together with the boiars of the land, against the Ottoman
Sultan. Thus, as the Fronde was becoming a thing of the past in the
West, variations of the Fronde were just beginning to get underway
in Eastern Europe.

It is in the context of this general East European phenomenon
that the present study of Mazepa and Orlyk must be viewed. But,
before dwelling on these Ukrainian frondeurs, it would be fruitful
to examine several other general aspects of the opposition of nobili-
ties to royal absolutism.

Both in Western and Eastern Europe the rationale for the nobles’
rebellion was basically the same: the rebels invariably sought to
protect ““‘the ancient rights and liberties” of their land. The upris-
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ings were not against the monarchy as such but rather against
sovereigns who tampered with the status quo. And the preservation
of ancient ways and customs, which every traditionalist society
considers to be among its highest moral prerogatives, justified, at
least to the rebels themselves, their actions.* Of course, the fact that
the traditional order and the nobilities’ self-interest were mutually
supportive explained to a large extent their militant conservatism.

In Eastern Europe the two most powerful nobilities, those of
Poland-Lithuania and of Hungary, felt that they had not only a
moral duty but also a legal right to resist an unjust, that is, a
tradition-breaking sovereign. The famous Hungarian jus resistendi
explicitly emphasized this point. In Poland-Lithuania, the right of
the estates to confederate in order to protect their interests implicitly
gave the nobility a legal right to resist the king, by force if neces-
sary. Since the elites of Livonia, Moldavia and the Ukraine modeled
themselves very consciously on the Polish .nobility and its privi-
leges, they too felt that rebellion against the sovereign was justified
if their rights had been transgressed against and their traditions
disregarded by their rulers.5

Similarities existed not only in the nobilities’ rationale for rebel-
lion but also in the forms of this resistance. (This is not to say, of
course, that all the rebellions of the nobility were essentially alike.)
Compared to the spontaneous outbursts of the peasantry, the rebel-
lions of the elite were much more deliberately planned. As men
who had immeasurably more to lose than lowly peasants, nobles
usually reached their decision to rebel only after much preparation
and even more hesitation. Therefore, elaborate conspiracies often
preceded or accompanied open opposition.é

Besides the obvious advantages of avoiding detection, conspiracy
provided its participants with much greater flexibility than did a
large-scale uprising: a small band of conspirators could easily alter,
postpone or abandon their designs when this was deemed appro-
priate. Moreover, a conspiracy was a relatively precise method of
resistance since it allowed its participants to aim at specific goals—
the abolition of a hated set of innovations or the removal of overly
zealous representatives of the King—without upsetting the entire
political and socio-economic order of which the conspirators them-
selves were a part.

Another feature which was very marked in all the anti-royalist
uprisings, except in the rather atypical case of England, was the
dependence of the rebels on foreign aid. To a great extent this
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dependence was a matter of simple statistics. Most nobilities con-
stituted about 1-2% of their societies (in Poland-Lithuania, how-
ever, the figure was an abnormally high 8-10%). As monarchs
began to identify themselves ever more consciously with the in-
terests of society as a whole, the nobility felt sharply its political
isolation. And since nobilities tended to alienate the townsmen
and peasants, they could expect little support from within their
own societies. Furthermore, when some noblemen did rise against
their sovereigns, many of their colleagues, while sympathetic to
their cause, preferred to play a game of wait-and-see, and eventually
joined the winning side. As a result, rebellious noblemen had a
relatively narrow base of support at home and, consequently, their
only recourse was to seek aid abroad.

This tendency to seek foreign supporters was strengthened by
the timing of many of the rebellions. Frequently they broke out
when sovereigns were involved in wars and could not bring all
their troops to bear on the rebels. This was especially evident in all
of the East European uprisings. From the sovereigns’ point of
view, such actual or potential alliances between their internal and
external foes posed an exceedingly fearsome threat. But the allies
themselves also faced serious difficulties.

There was, first of all, the problem of reliability. Neither the
rebels nor their foreign supporters could be sure, once they com-
mitted themselves, that the aid which had been promised them
would be forthcoming (or ongoing). For example, when France
negotiated peace with the Habsburgs in 1714, it promptly cut off
aid to the Hungarians, whose anti-Habsburg rebellion it had en-
couraged, leaving Rakoczi in a hopeless situation. Foreign sov-
ereigns who meddled in their foes’ internal problems were also
subject to disillusionment and loss. Believing Patkul’s assurances
about the imminence of an anti-Swedish rebellion in Livonia,
August II launched an invasion of that land only to find, to his
dismay, that most Livonians preferred Swedes to Saxons. Charles
XII drastically altered his plans for the invasion of Russia and
moved toward Ukraine with the hope that Mazepa would join him
with 80,000 Cossacks. However, when the Ukrainian Hetman did
link up with the Swedes he brought along only 3-4,000 men.

Conflicts of interest were, as always, quite common among the
allies. In 1676 the Dutch promised to aid the Portuguese against
their common enemy, the King of Spain. But soon afterwards the
Dutch-Portuguese colonial rivalry became so intense as to dis-
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courage all attempts at cooperation. When the French came to the
aid of the Catalans they found the latter happy to accept their mili-
tary assistance against the Spanish King but most unenthusiastic
about recognizing French sovereignty. In 1711, Pylyp Orlyk and
his Tatar allies launched an initially successful invasion of Ukraine.
However, the Tatars’ insistence on taking captives from among the
populace that Orlyk was trying to win over to his side soon led toa
conflict between the allies and the failure of the invasion.

The invitation of foreign allies could backfire against the rebels
in yet another fashion. Often the appearance of foreign troops
aroused deep-rooted feelings of xenophobia among an otherwise
uncommitted populace. This could lead to a complete loss of local
support for the rebels and an even greater dependence on external
backing which, in turn, allowed sovereigns to represent the rebels
as puppets of foreign interests. Yet, despite the troubles which
foreign entanglements entailed, almost every nobility which rose
against its sovereign sought aid from abroad. Usually the rebels
found their monarch’s enemies to be receptive—for their own in-
terest, of course—to their pleas.

Once open rebellion broke out both sides were quick to employ
propaganda and polemics to rally support for their causes. Indeed,
in the conflicts of the nobility vs. the sovereigns in the 17-18th
centuries, secular issues, such as the distribution of political power
in a society, replaced religious questions as the primary topics of
public debate throughout most of Europe. And while the propa-
gandistic tracts and manifestoes, replete with distortions, exag-
gerations and vilifications, abounded, they also had their uses, for
they revealed, explicitly or implicitly, the basic principles upon
which each side acted.

Despite these similarities, there were also marked differences be-
tween the uprisings of the nobility in the eastern and western parts
of the continent. In the West, the numerically large and powerful
bourgeoisie frequently played a prominent role in the anti-royalist
movements. In Naples the rebellion against the Spanish kix{g was
primarily an urban affair while in the Netherlands it was tHe opu-
lent burghers of Holland and Zeeland who led the struggle against
the Habsburgs. Townsmen were also prominent in anti-royalist
causes in England, France and Catalonia. This was rarely the case
in Eastern Europe. There the nobility had antagonized the already
impoverished towns to such an extent that, despite royal exactions,
they preferred to side with their sovereigns. In the few cases when
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townsmen did join the rebels it was usually under duress. (A notable
exception was the loyal support which Gdansk offered to Stanistaw
Leszczynski in 1713.)

Ethnic loyalties and antagonisms were more apparent in the
rebellions in the East than in the West. In England and France the
ethnic dimension was almost totally absent; in Naples and Portu-
gal it was noticeable but of minor importance; only in Catalonia
and the Netherlands was antagonism against another people, i.e.,
the Spaniards as well as a tyrannical monarch, significant enough
to urge on the rebels. On the other hand, in Eastern Europe, where
all the sovereigns were foreigners to their subjects and where ethnic
heterogeneity was much greater (to a large extent the towns were
ethnically distinct from the nobility-dominated countryside), eth-
nic tensions played an important role in the uprisings. The anti-
German feelings of the Poles and Hungarians fueled their ani-
mosity toward their Saxon and Habsburg sovereigns; the Mol-
davians despised not only the infidel Ottomans but also the Greek
Phanariots who, with the backing of the Porte, were beginning to
dominate their land; a common faith barely disguised the mutual
dislike that Ukrainians and Russians felt for each other (Mazepa
ordered his men to avoid marriages with Russian women and Peter
had to issue an ukaz forbidding Russians to insult Ukrainians).’
Thus, East European nobles, much more so than their Western
counterparts, feared that not only would they be oppressed by
tyrannical monarchs, but that they would come to be dominated by
a foreign people.

It was this aspect of the uprisings that 19th and 20th century East
European historians seized upon and exaggerated, indeed, distorted,
so as to make the rebellions of the nobility fit the pattern of modern
struggles for national liberation. As a result Rakoczi, Leszczynski,
Patkul, Kantemir, Mazepa and Orlyk were represented by many
modern historians as, first and foremost, fighters for their national
causes and enshrined as such in their respective national pantheons.
It should be stressed, however, that while patriotism —as opposed
to nationalism— certainly motivated all of these men to a greater or
lesser degree, it was the defense of traditional, estate-oriented rights
and privileges which was the primary concern of their revolts.8

Finally, the East European rebellions shared yet another trait:
they all failed. And one of the effects of these failures was the ap-
pearance of the first all-East European political emigration. One
after another, Patkul, Leszczynski, Mazepa, Orlyk, Rakoczi and
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Kantemir with their followers fled abroad to commence there the
classic lifestyle of political émigrés. With funds and supporters con-
stantly dwindling, they invariably slid into complete dependence
on their foreign patrons who often cynically exploited them for
their own purposes. When their usefulness ran out, they were fre-
quently dismissed or forgotten by their backers to whom they then
appeared as nuisances. Always hoping to return to their home-
lands, preferably but not necessarily in triumph, the East European
émigrés became involved in countless and often unrealistic schemes
to recoup their losses. The flighty and transitory field of diplomatic
intrigue became the stage on which they acted. Some, like Patkul,
Leszczynski and Orlyk, would mount serious second efforts. And
their ceaseless if rarely successful activity would continue to cause
irritation and even some anxiety to their erstwhile overlords. It
would also lead to numerous attempts on the lives of the émigrés.
Nevertheless, despite their proven commitment to their causes,
their efforts would ultimately prove fruitless.?

THE UKRAINIAN CONTEXT

To understand the Ukrainian framework of Mazepa’s uprising of
1708 one must begin with the Khmelnytskyi Revolution of 1648.
The two events could not have been more different. As stated earlier,
Khmelnytskyi’s uprising was aimed against the Polish or polo-
nized nobility (the szlachta). It was a mass movement of the Ukrain-
ian Cossacks and peasantry, motivated primarily by socio-economic
factors. And its goal, at least that of its rank-and-file participants,
was a radical restructuring of society. In contrast, Mazepa’s up-
rising was an undertaking of the nascent Ukrainian Cossack elite
(the starshyna). Its basic issues were essentially political in nature:
they revolved around the prerogatives of the Tsar as opposed to
those of the starshyna. And the goal of the Mazepists was the
preservation of the political and socio-economic status quo in
Ukraine.

Yet despite these vast differences there were organic links between
the two Hetmans and their respective causes. It was Khmelnytskyi
who formulated the agreement with the Tsar in 1654 which Mazepa
so desperately tried to maintain more than sixty years later. And it
was Khmelnytskyi who laid the foundations for the creation of the
starshyna-elite whose leading representative and embodiment Ma-
zepa would later become. Finally, it was Khmelnytskyi who, when
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he became disillusioned with the Tsar, began to consider and even
actively sought the sovereignty of other overlords, setting thereby a
precedent which Mazepa (and all the Hetmans before him) would
assiduously follow. Because these three links created an element of
continuity in the policies of all the Hetmans between 1648 and
1708, they deserve to be examined more closely.

Soon after 1648, Khmelnytskyi and the Zaporozhian Host, the
new masters of Ukraine, found themselves in a precarious position;
on the one hand, they were too weak to wage a successful war
against the vengeful Poles and, on the other, they were too strong
to be decisively defeated or incorporated by any power in Eastern
Europe. Hoping to find a way out of this impasse, Khmelnytskyi
turned to Tsar Aleksei Mikhailovich of Moscow. And, at Pereiaslav
in 1654, the ambiguous Ukrainian situation produced an equally
ambiguous arrangement between the two rulers.!°

Employing terminology which was reminiscent of Moscow’s
extension of its sovereignty over Novgorod, Kazan and its other
acquisitions, the Tsar declared that he was willing to accede to the
“pleas” of the Ukrainians and accept them “‘under his high hand.”
As a sign of special favor, he then conferred on his new subjects the
generous rights and privileges which they had requested, in a
manner which implied that the grant was discretionary. While in
its tone and style it was quite consistent with traditional expres-
sions of the Muscovite Tsar’s autocratic pretensions, the Pereiaslav
Treaty had a strikingly unique feature. The rights which the
Ukrainians had been granted were unprecedented in their scope
and, more importantly, in their implications. Among the more
important rights which Aleksei Mikhailovich conferred was his
acquiescence to respect the customs and traditions of Ukraine, to
allow the Host to elect its own officers which he was then to con-
firm, to permit Ukrainians to judge themselves according to their
own laws without any interference from the Tsar’s representatives,
and to allow Hetmans to receive foreign envoys except those from
such enemies of the Tsar as Poland and the Porte.

In effect, these rights gave the Ukrainians self rule. Moreover,
they were, to a large extent, similar to the privileges which other
nobilities could expect to receive from their sovereigns elsewhere
in Europe. Therefore, Khmelnytskyi, who insisted that the Tsar
swear to honor the rights which he had granted, reluctantly agreed
to drop his demand (which the Muscovite envoys argued was in-
compatible with the autocratic image of their ruler) because what



10 The Mazepists

he considered to be a formality, albeit an important one, should
not stand in the way of an agreement which gave the Ukrainians
much of what they wanted.!! Thus, the Treaty of Pereiaslav was a
compromise of sorts between the forms of Muscovite autocracy and
the content of feudal vassalage.

This Janus-faced nature of the treaty meant that no matter how
the Tsar wished to interpret the agreement, the Ukrainian Het-
mans and the starshyna always considered that it represented a for-
mal and irrevocable guarantee of their rights. And that if this
guarantee were not honored, the starshyna felt, as did elites every-
where in Europe, that it no longer owed the T'sar its obedience and
allegiance. It was in this sense that Mazepa viewed the treaty and
for this reason that he considered himself to be ““legally” justified
in breaking with Peter I once the latter refused to honor many of
the basic provisions of the agreement reached in 1654.

The relatively rapid emergence of the new Cossack elite after the
turmoil of 1648 provided the Ukrainian interpretation of the Pereia-
slav Treaty with its most dedicated (and self-interested) support-
ers.'2 In some ways, the appearance of this starshyna-nobility was
paradoxical. After all, Khmelnytskyi’s revolt was anti-noble and
strongly egalitarian in spirit. Nevertheless, the rise of the starshyna
was also predictable. The expulsion of the szlachta created in the
upper levels of Ukrainian society a gap which had to be filled. Al-
though it possessed the typically egalitarian overtones of all fron-
tier societies, the basic socio-economic and political structure of
Ukraine was and remained a hierarchical one. As such, it had a
functional need for a nobility, that is, for the relative few who were
not bound by work in the fields and who could afford to devote
themselves to the land’s military and political needs (a service for
which they then extracted a crushing socio-economic price from
the rest of society).

From the outset of the 1648 revolt it was apparent from where
this new elite would emerge. As the Zaporozhian Host mastered the
land, its leaders— the starshyna—began to slip naturally into the
role vacated by the Polish szlachta. Indeed, it would not be long
before the starshyna would quite consciously seek to transform
itself in the image of its Polish predecessors. At the outset, a barrier
to this process of elite formation was the principle of elective office
which existed in the Zaporozhian Host. It complicated somewhat
the hereditary transmission of status among the starshyna. How-
ever, this problem was soon resolved in a manner typical of many
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feudal societies. Because the line between public and private owner-
ship was always vague in such societies, those who attained high
office in the Host eventually came to consider that office as their
private and hereditary property.

By the 1670s, the outlines of this nascent Ukrainian nobility had
become discernible although their numbers were still difficult to
estimate. A very rough estimation reveals that at the outset of the
18th century, when the population of the Hetrnanate was approxi-
mately 1.1 million people, the starshyna consisted of about 1000
families.!* A relatively small number of these families, largely
stemming from Right Bank Ukraine, were descended from the pre-
1648 Orthodox, Ukrainian (Ruthenian) nobility. The majority of
the starshyna descended from the officers and registered Cossacks of
the pre-1648 era. The cream of the Ukrainian Cossack elite was the
heneralna starshyna, that is, members of the Hetman’s staff and the
ten colonels (polkouvnyky) of the Ukrainian Left Bank regiments.
For all of the Cossack leaders the example of the Polish szlachta
and its pacta conventa with its king served as a model of the rela-
tionship they wished to achieve with their own sovereign.

But perhaps the most direct political effect of the 1648-1657
period on Mazepa and his predecessors arose from the precedent
which Khmelnytskyi set in his dealings with the Tsar. In case after
case, the Khmelnytskyi insisted on the equality of Ukrainian in-
terests with those of their new overlord. Having assumed that the
acceptance of Russian suzerainty would rebound to the good of his
land, the Hetman made it quite clear that he was willing to con-
sider the selection of a different sovereign if this did not prove to be
the case. In his relations with Karl-Gustav of Sweden, Khmelnyt-
skyi’s attitude was revealed most clearly.

Angered in 1656 by an armistice which Alexei Mikhailovich had
signed i Vilnius with the Poles without Cossack participation in
the negotiations— the starshyna openly called this action a betrayal
by the Tsar—Khmelnytskyi embarked on a policy which was ad-
vantageous to the Ukrainians but which ignored and even harmed
the interests of the Tsar. At this time Karl-Gustav was conducting a
war against both Poland and Russia. Khmelnytskyi proposed mili-
tary cooperation between the Swedes and Cossacks which would be
aimed against the Poles. But soon rumors, not unsubstantiated,
began to fly that the Hetman was planning to accept Swedish sov-
ereignty and turn against the Russians. When the Tsar sent his
envoys to complain to the Hetman, Khmelnytskyi angrily replied:
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I will never break with the Swedish King for there has always
been a long-lasting friendship and cooperation between us. It
existed for more than six years, even before we came under the
high hand of the Tsar. Moreover, the Swedes are an honest
people; when they pledge friendship and alliance, they honor
their word. However, the Tsar, in establishing an armistice
with the Poles and in wishing to return us into their hands,
has behaved most heartlessly with us.!4

Similarly, the Hetman maintained his close contacts with the
Crimean Tatars even though the latter had devastated Russian
lands. And despite oft repeated expressions of Muscovite displeas-
ure, he energetically negotiated with the Ottoman Porte and con-
tinued to consider the Sultan as a potential overlord.!s By these
actions, Khmelnytskyi not only set a precedent for pursuing Ukrain-
ian interests by means of foreign aid but he drew the attenton of
foreign powers to the Ukrainian problem.

Although Khmelnytskyi had been on the verge of breaking with
Moscow, he in fact never did so. In this respect, his successors were
much more resolute. Egged on by the Tsars’ ever-increasing dis-
regard for the Pereiaslav Treaty, one Hetman after another turned to
foreign powers for aid and protection against the Russians. By
negotiating the Treaty of Hadiach in 1658, Khmelnytskyi’s im-
mediate successor, Ivan Vyhovskyi, hoped to return Ukraine, with
rights equal to those of Poland and Lithuania, back into the fold of
the Commonwealth. When this attempt failed, Moscow helped to
install Khmelnytskyi’s young son, Iurii, as Hetman in the hope
that he would prove to be more tractable. But within a year Iurii
abandoned the Tsar and joined, first the Poles and then the Otto-
mans. Even such a subservient and venal servant of Moscow as Het-
man Briukhovetskyi could not tolerate the Tsar’s systematic dis-
regard for Ukrainian rights and he too attempted to come to an
understanding with the Ottoman Porte. During the hetmancy of
Petro Doroshenko, which was limited to the Right Bank, Ottoman
involvement in Ukraine reached vast proportions. A huge Ottoman
army invaded Ukraine in 1676 and came close to bringing the
entire land under Ottoman suzerainty. When Mazepa’s immediate
predecessor, Ivan Samoilovych, was deposed, one of the major
accusations leveled against him was his suspicious ties with the
Crimean Tatars. Thus, by the time Mazepa came to power in 1687
all the alternatives to Muscovite suzerainty — Sweden, Poland-
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Lithuania, and the Ottoman Porte—had been tried. When the
time would come for both Mazepa and Orlyk to seek foreign aid
against the Tsar, they would be following a well-trodden path.

COSSACK UKRAINE’S LINKS WITH THE TSARS

In view of the Tsars’ recurrent problems in Ukraine during the
latter part of the 17th century, the question arises of the means
which they had at their disposal to exercise their authority in that
land. How did they maintain contact with the Ukrainians? How
did they supervise them? And to what extent could they count on
having their orders obeyed?

The agency which maintained contact between the Tsar and the
Hetmanate was the Malorossiiskii Prikaz (hereafter: MP).16 An
integral part of the Muscovite prikaz system, it operated as a sub-
section of the Posolskii Prikaz, that is, of that agency which dealt
with the foreign affairs of the Tsar. Established in 1663 (up to that
time it was the Posolskii Prikaz itself that maintained ties with
Ukraine) the MP existed until 1717. Throughout this period, the
prikaz was staffed, on the average, by about twenty diaks, scribes,
translators and guards. These men were based exclusively in Mos-
cow where they were housed in a separate building along with the
Hetman’s representatives who happened to be in the city.

In its dealings with Ukraine, the MP carried out three basic types
of activity: (1) Communication and information gathering. It was
the MP which drafted and transmitted the Tsars’ wishes to the Het-
mans and passed on the latters’ requests and reports to the tsars.
The prikazalso dispatched the Tsars’ confirmations of Cossack elec-
tions and of decisions reached in Cossack councils. Gathering in-
telligence was another important and difficult part of the MP’s
duties. The prikaz atempted to gather information about all as-
pects of Ukrainian life from Muscovite envoys returning from the
land, from voevodas stationed there, from Russian and Ukrainian
merchants, and from Ukrainian delegations. But these efforts did
not always provide an accurate picture of the actual situation in the
south. By the terms of the Pereiaslav Treaty, Muscovite officials had
access only to several Ukrainian towns, while the rest of the land
was off-limits to them. As a result, they had to depend on Ukrain-
ians for much of their information. And the Hetmans tended to be
very selective in the type of information they forwarded to Moscow.
For this reason Moscow was very frequently surprised by develop-
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ments in Ukraine. (2) Supervision and supply of Russian garrisons.
The MP was responsible for the provisioning, replacement and
general behavior of the Russian garrisons which were stationed in
several Ukrainian towns. Because conflicts often arose between
these garrisons and the Cossacks, one of the MP’s most delicate and
time consuming tasks was the adjudication and mitigation of these
conflicts. (3) “Consular’ activities. Finally, the MP looked after the
interests of Russian merchants in Ukraine, issued permits for travel
between the two lands, apprehended and returned to the Hetmanate
those Ukrainians who were in Russia illegally, and settled jurisdic-
tional disputes.

In addition to the MP, the Ukrainians had their own means of
maintaining contact with the Tsar. In 1669, after a series of violent
anti-Russian uprisings in the Hetmanate, the Cossack starshyna
obtained the right to maintain one of its members in Moscow as its
permanent representative. Among the most important of this offi-
cial’s duties was the transmission to the Tsar of complaints about
the behavior of Russian garrisons in Ukraine. The Tsar’s rescript
in this matter stated that this official ““‘whom the Hetman, the star-
shyna and the entire Host in Left Bank Ukraine are to elect, is to
live permanently in Moscow in a special residence, along with five
or six other men, so that the Hetman can write to the one elected
about various matters and about his complaints against the voe-
vodas and the troops. And the one elected will take these letters to
the prikaz people and they will pass them on to the Tsar.” 17 Thus,
the Ukrainians obtained a means of voicing their dissatisfaction
about Russian behavior in their land.

While relatively systematic contact was maintained between the
Tsar and Ukraine, it was obvious that the Malorossiiskii Prikaz
could not, in and of itself, enforce the Tsars’ orders in the Het-
manate. For this the Tsars had to be able to deploy a sufficient
amount of force.

At first glance, it would appear that the Tsars had a direct and
effective coercive capacity in Ukraine. According to the Pereiaslav
Treaty, Russian voevodas and garrisons could be stationed in cer-
tain Ukrainian towns. Initially, it was agreed that Kiev and Cher-
nihiv were to have the garrisons. However, neither Khmelnytskyi
nor his successor, Ivan Vyhovskyi, ever allowed a voevoda in any
town except Kiev. Later, under weaker Hetmans, the number of
towns with voevodas was enlarged to five—Kiev, Chernihiv, Pereia-
slav, Nizhyn and Oster. The total number of troops in these garri-
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sons fluctuated greatly during the latter part of the 17th century. In
the mid 1660s it reached a high of about 12,000 men but later it fell
to as low as 1,900 men.!®

For the most part, the Ukrainian Cossacks did not find the voe-
vodas and garrisons to be especially intimidating. Khmelnytskyi
agreed to their presence because he believed that the Tsar, as Ukraine’s
sovereign, ought to participate in the defense of the land. But
neither he nor his immediate successors would allow these garri-
sons to interfere in Ukrainian internal affairs. And while the voe-
vodas and garrisons did strengthen the Tsars’ authority in the Het-
manate, they by no means assured Moscow that its wishes would be
obeyed there.

The coercive impact of these garrisons was limited by their rela-
tively low numbers. Even at peak strength, their ratio to combat-
ready Ukrainian Cossacks was 1:4, and at times this ratio sank to
1:20.19 Thus, since the discipline and military technology of the
Ukrainian and Russian troops was roughly equal in the 17th cen-
tury, the Tsars and their voevodas could not count on force to
impose their policies. For example, when Hetman Vyhovskyi re-
jected the Tsar’s suzerainty in 1658 and Aleksei Mikhailovich raised
a levee of 150,000 men to crush the Hetman, the Cossacks and their
Tatar allies decimated a greater part of the Russian force at Kono-
top in June, 1659. The traditional Muscovite cavalry formations
never recovered from this blow.2? And the weakness of the Russian
garrisons in Ukraine was convincingly demonstrated in 1668 when
Ukrainian Cossacks and townsmen, angered by the growing num-
ber of voevodas and their exactions, attacked and expelled the
Russians from the Ukrainian towns with relative ease. Thereafter,
the voevodas were again limited to five towns and the number of
their troops decreased drastically.

It was clear, therefore, that neither bureaucratic institutions nor
Russian garrisons could guarantee Ukrainian compliance with
the Tsars’ wishes. What, then, were the primary means by which
Moscow sought to impose its will on Ukraine? To a great extent,
this was achieved through the use of astute political tactics. Speci-
fically, a policy of divide-et-empera was applied to pit, on the one
hand, the starshyna against the rank-and-file Cossacks and peas-
ants and, on the other hand, to create tensions between the star-
shyna and the Hetmans. In both cases, the Tsars played the role of
arbiters and herein lay the real basis of their influence in Ukraine.
However, for such a policy to succeed, Moscow had to see to it that
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Hetmans were elected who were committed to the Tsars. Thus,
throughout the latter part of the 17th century, the election of a new
Hetman could have a crucial effect on the nature of Russian-
Ukrainian relations.

HETMAN IVAN MAZEPA

According to the Eye-Witness Chronicle, Ivan Mazepa was “of
noble lineage, of ancient Ruthenian nobility from the county of
Bila Tserkva and highly esteemed in the (Zaporozhian) Host.”” 2!
The Hetman’s ancestors were first mentioned in the documents in
1572 when a certain Mikolai Maziepa-Kolodynski received an estate
from Sigismund II August in return for military service on the
eastern frontiers